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ABSTRACT

At the Teachers’ Day Rally 2006, Mr Lee Hsien Longr Prime Minister, emphasized the
need to “Build a First Class Teaching Force”. Tharfeen schools in Cluster North Four (N4)
have responded to this call by cultivating Commasibf Practice (CoP). The explicit aim of
CoPs is to enable the Heads of Department to takeexship of their professional
development by forming a community of people wharelcommon interests and practices in
order to build a pool of knowledge to address ac$assues. This CoP model is based on
Wenger’s conception of group dynamics (Wenger, éri& Synder, 2002). Dr David Hung,

Head of Learning Technology, NIE, has been thet€lissCoP consultant since 2005.

The N4 Programme Excellence Committee, which oesrsige CoPs, uses an action research
design, allowing the CoPs to evolve autonomousty aamulti-model approach. The CoPs
have presented papers at the N4 Cluster Learningp&sium in 2005, MOE Excel Fest in

2006 and published a book entitled “Skools AliveN&@’ in 2006.



Based on survey questionnaires, evaluation re@otsbi-yearly reviews, the CoP leaders
and members have indicated that they have gonendeyir sharing of tacit and explicit
knowledge and skills to the prototyping of procesaed subject area focuses. This dhifin
existing as Cluster Support Groups to that as Cluds helped them become excellent

teachers and leaders.

INTRODUCTION

In their pursuit for school improvement, schooldees believe that attention towards
classroom teaching and student-centered learnitigeisnain focus-point. Academics and
researchers have backed this focus, and stressg¢dttls critical to have powerful and
equitable instructions that enables all studentset@eveloped in subject-matter knowledge
and habits of mind and skills that will help them their future educational or working
situations. Quality students’ learning is dependentthe professionals who design and
deliver the curriculum. Therefore, emphasis fortcarous professional training at all levels

is paramount. (Knapp, Copland, Ford, McLauglinllikén, Talbert, 2003).

In “Leading for Learning Sourcebook”, the authors advocate that one of the ways ttiaod
leaders can advance powerful and equitable studanting is through building professional
communities that value learning, and by nurturingfgssional working cultures that support
continuous learning. The authors claimed that dpdties for continuous professional
learning could take many forms but the most vakas) in their opinion, interactions with
other professionals who offer ideas for effectivagbce, provide feedback and suggestions
for improvement, and give essential moral suppdeving teacher communities, within a
school or even district-wide (cluster schools) kemaccommunities, can be platforms for such

professional interactions. Such is the concepbairaunities of practice.



The concept of a community of practice is the psscef social learning that occurs when
people of similar interest or subject area or probcome together over a period of time to
share ideas, explore solutions, and/or developvaians. Jean Lave and Etienne Wenger
first used this term, community of practice, in 19€ommunities of Practice have evolved
most recently as organizations grow in complexty] have been associated with knowledge
management, as people have started to see thesseagial methods to develop social capital,
cultivating new knowledge, stimulating innovatiar, sharing implicit knowledge within an

organization (Lesser, Storck, 2001). Lesser andgcktdescribed communities of practice as
group of people defined by the domain of skills aachniques, as opposed to just people

with similar interest.

Another interesting concept that was suggesteddsgér and Storck, is that communities of
practice is an engine for the development of socapital. Social capital that is being
developed, or at least maintained, within the comities of practice, can be expressed in
three dimensions:

* There must be a series of connections and interechmong the group, and they

must see themselves to be a part of the network.
* There must be a sense of trust.
* They must have common interest or share a commalerstanding of issues

facing their organisation.

Social capital, though difficult to quantify in tes of contribution to organisational value, are
often hidden assets that leads to behaviour charge.behaviour change results in greater

knowledge sharing, which translate to positivelfluence performance. Lesser and Storck,



through their interviews and research, have idewtifseveral positive influences of the

development of social capital through communitiegractice:

Decrease Learning Curve Communities foster relationships between the
new and more experienced members, often creatingitommentee
relationships that could be valuable for both attilt is often also a useful
vehicle for members to share narratives, througbfegsional interactions,
conferences, sharing sessions and training couftsdsare often used to
transfer tacit knowledge.

Reduce rework and prevent “reinventing the wheel’ Lesser and Storck
believes that this is the most valuable contributimm the communities of
practice. It allows members to easily reuse exgskimowledge assets.

Increase innovation Communities of practice can be a powerful bregdin
ground for innovation. It allows members a platfotonshare a variety of

perspectives around common interest or topic.

BACKGROUND

The genesis of Communities of Practice could beettdo the meeting of the Vice-Principals

with the then Superintendent of N4 in January 2004en, the concept of Communities of

Practice was mooted and the possibility of regnogiluster support groups by subject areas

into Communities of Practices was explored. Theeulythg belief is that re-organization

into Communities of Practice could facilitate tleaining of the key personnel and deepen

their professionalism. As a follow-up, the Commundf Practice Steering Committee,

(comprising of 12 members made up of a principalse-principals, Head of departments,

representatives from ETD & NIE and an administetmanager) was formed in April 2004

specifically to formulate strategies for cultivagimnd facilitating Communities of Practice



(CoPs) and to come up with a framework that cowddabopted for CoPs in the cluster
context. The committee explored their understamaifthe framework by discussion and
dialogue with some practitioners. It was decidedt tlthe impetus of growth and
professionalism will be self-directed and an evadvone, autonomously developed from the
key personnel involved in the group. To experimeitih this approach, two existing support
group, Maths and the Mother Tongue Languages stigpaups were chosen and the concept
of CoP was introduced to all their members. Thedieck from the members then was
positive. Encouraged by the response, the clusteepded to embrace the CoP structure for

adoption in the beginning of 2005. This CoP striettontinued from 2005 till present.

RESEARCH QUESTION
How do we “Build a First Class Teaching Force”,itthe N4 Cluster Schools, through the

concept of Communities of Practice?

METHODOLOGY

From the literature review of various researched puoblications, the concept of using
communities of practice to promote professionalenattions, continuous professional
learning, and the development of social capital cwhiwill translate into positive
organisational value, may be essential for our N4st@r Schools in our pursuit to “Build a

First Class Teaching Force”.

In 2004, Cluster Support Groups were the main fac@ncouraging collaboration among the
cluster schools. At the point of time, the Clus&irpport Groups focused on organizing
programmes that cater mainly to students. In ceptrthere was inadequate focus on

professional development of teachers.



In 2005 to 2006, the newly established N4 Prograriixeellence Committee restructured
the Cluster Support Groups to adopt the conceftoofimunities of Practice. The CoP model
is based on Wenger’s conception of group dynami¢snger, Dermott & Synder, 2002).
The N4 Programme Excellence Committee, which oesréige CoPs, uses an action research

design, allowing the CoPs to evolve autonomousiya enulti-model approach.

In 2005, 13 CoPs were formed and they were giveohmautonomy to devise their own
innovative programmes for both students and teacHer 2006, through the review and
suggestions of the CoPs, the N4 Programme Excell€@wmmittee looked into providing
more training for the CoP members, in the areasotibn Research, Curriculum Design, and
Prototyping, to help them on their CoP journey.QadPs were established in 2006. As the
CoPs evolved in experience and maturity in termspojgramme design, they were
encouraged to come up with a Prototype, and/or taaglo\ction Research concept for their
CoP’s programmes. To showcase their programmesCties were highly encouraged to
present their papers at symposiums and conferemckethe committee also published a book
entitled “Skools Alive!@ N4” in 2006. Table 1 prete the Time-Line for our N4 Cluster’s
CoP journey.

Table 1: N4 Cluster Communities of Practice (CoP) karning Journey Since 2004
Month/ Year | Event

2004 10 Cluster Support Groups (by subjects) letldéCluster VPs

April 2004 Steering Committee for CoPs is formedtady how CoPs are evolved
and to make recommendations for facilitating depelent of CoPs.

Prototypes of evolving CoPs are Maths and MTL eustipport groups

Jan 2005 Formation of 13 CoPs led by HODs, aratiie by the newly
established Programme Excellence Committee (PEQS 20

Jun 2005 CoP Mid Year Review




Jul 2005 MOE Excel Fest 2005 with 1 Presentation

21 Nov 2005 | N4 Cluster Learning Symposium held diN®v at Seng Kang Pri Sch
with 60 Papers presented by all 14 N4 Cluster Ssherad 390
participants

25 Nov 2005 | NZ Action Research Symposium with GsBn¢ations

Jan 2006 Review and Implementation of Suggestimm f/arious CoP leaders. A
total of 17 CoPs was set up.

Jun 2006 CoP Mid Year Review

Jul 2006 MOE Excel Fest 2006 with 20 Presentatimma our N4 Cluster
Schools

Nov 2006 NZ Action Research Symposium with 11 Rregens

Nov 2006 Published Book SKOOLs Alive ! @ N4 with d#icles from all 14 N4

Cluster Schools

Jan 2007 Review and Implementation of Suggestimm f/arious CoP leaders. A
total of 16 CoPs was set up.

May 2007 Presentation of 2 Research Papers by PERRP Conference 2007

The approach of the research is mainly throughitgtiae observations and findings. A
variety of approaches based on observations aral aidliection are used. The approaches
include analysis of surveys administered throughbetCoP journey, budgetting data, mid-

year and year-end reviews.

RESULTS

Perception Survey

A survey was conducted in 2007 to find out the petage of time that was spent on

discussing and organizing (a) Programmes for Stadéh) Staff / Teachers Professional

Development and (c) Administrative matters. Theoeslents were the CoP leaders of the 10
CSGs or CoPs that were in existence right throogim 2004 to 2006. Survey results showed
that compared to 2004, the time that was spenttaifi STeachers Professional Development
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in 2005 and 2006 had an increasing trend togethén the time that was spent on
Programmes for Students. At the same time, theeavdecreasing trend in the amount of
time spent on Administrative matters. It was digant and clear to all that the priority for
all CGSs / CoPs from 2004 to 2005 had been ori Stadacher Development according to
perceptions of the CoP leaders in this survey.h@lgh there was an increase in the time
spent on Staff / Teacher Professional Developmerthé period, the increment was not

significant; from 43% in 2004 to 46% in 2005 and&#h 2006.

Mean percentages of Time spent in the various oatgof activities

ALL Groups 2004 CSG 2005 CoP 2006 CoP
Programmes for students 20% 24% 28%
Staff / Teacher Professional Development  43% 46% % 44
Administrative Matters 37% 30% 28%

Total 100% 100% 100%

The finding showed that while there was a sliglostéase in the percentage of time spent on
Staff / Teacher Development, it did not result idezrease in the time spent on Programmes
for students as propounded by the hypothesiss Heartening to note that the key personnel
were aware of the need to spend time on Staff Deweént and that it had been their first

priority regardless of whether they were in CSGEoPs.

Study on Expenditure data

Simultaneously, a study on the expenditure datéhicorresponding period 2004 to 2006
was made to find out the trend on the proportiohuafget of the Cluster Support Groups or
Communities of Practice that was spent on Staéfdcher Development for the periodhe

cluster expenditure data from 2004 to 2006 wasiodtband analysed for testing the



hypothesis to check if it corroborated with thegegtion survey of the CoP leaders. Our
hypothesis is that the percentage of spendinguatests’ programme goes down while the
percentage of expenditure on staff development gpetue to the nature and focus of the

CoP.

Comparison of expenditure data in 2004 as compatitbtdthe data in 2005 and 2006
combined for the 10 CSGs/CoPs

Expenditure on StudentExpenditure on Staff
Trend of % of expenditure Programmes Development
No of CSG/CoP with increasing % 2 (20%) 6 (60%)
No of CSG/CoP with same % 3 (30%) 2 (20%)
No of CSG/CoP with decreasing % 5 (50%) 2 (20%)

The summary data as shown above supported our liggist Of the 10 CSG / CoP studied,
50% or 5 of the CSGs/CoPs had decreasing percemtfag&penditure spent on Student
Programmes between the two periods, 2004 in cosgamvith 2005 and 2006 together. At
the same time 60% or 6 of the CSGs /CoPs expedeaneincrease in the percentage of
expenditure spent on Staff Development. In addjtmit of the 7 new CoPs formed in 2005
or 2006, 57% of the CoP or 4 CoPs had higher ptagerof spending on staff development
while 28.5% of the CoP or 2 CoPs had lower perggntd expenditure on staff development
while 14.3% of the CoP or 1 CoP could not be useddmparison as it was set up only in
2006. The result is even more significant if wiketanto consideration that only 2 CSGs /
CoPs out of the 10 surveyed bucked the trend ofingavncreasing expenditure on
programmes for students. Also it was commendalate2fCoPs (Science Sec and Humanities

Sec ) had 100% of their expenditure expended difl Bévelopment.
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Qualitative Survey

To further investigate into the extent of professionalism te tvarious CoPs, qualitative
feedback was obtained from teachers or key persdanmelved in the Communities of
Practice to get their views on how CoPs had immhote their professionalism. Out of 42
respondents, 78% agreed or strongly agreed that hlad a good understanding of the
Communities of Practice. This augurs well for the@ious learning communities in their
journey of becoming CoPs in the past 2 years.dthtian, 70% of the respondents agreed or
strongly agreed that they had sufficient knowletlgevork with the CoPs to formulate and
design prototype while 80% of the respondents agoeestrongly agreed that they were able
to guide teachers in their departments to carry amiion research to improve teaching
practices. On the other hand, there was scopeiniprovement in developing the
professionalism of the CoPs in two areas: Undedstanby Design as a Curriculum Design
and Prototyping. 67% of the respondents disagmgestrongly disagreed that they were
equipped with Understanding by Design as a CumimuDesign tool and were confident in
using it to shape departmental practices. 65% ef rdspondents disagreed or strongly

disagreed that they had good understanding of {yita.

On Curriculum Design, the respondents would likeh&we more of these to support their
professional growth:
a) Training Courses / Workshops on Understanding bsidgdeas a Curriculum Design
b) Sharing by teachers on their Schemes of Work basednderstanding by Design
c) Sharing on the prototypes using the UnderstandynBdsign approach to curriculum
design
d) Provides hands-on sessions to teachers

e) Provides examples in specific subjects.

11



On Prototyping, the respondents requested for sugpport as follows:
a) Training / Seminars /Workshops on Prototyping
b) Sharing of best practices regarding prototyping
c) Hands-on sessions on prototyping

d) Practical examples / samples of prototypes, forgya written papers on prototypes.

Qualitative feedback from the Programme ExcelleGoaup Survey showed that Curriculum
Design and Prototyping were the two areas for agmeg professionalism for the CoPs from
now on. The findings indicated that the prioritydaprimary focus of the CoPs was Staff
Development. The CoPs members requested for aesithhat would decrease their learning
curve, reduce rework and prevent ' reinventing wWieeel' and increase innovation as
suggested by Lesser and Storck. In the journalieofCoPs towards greater professionalism,
more than just-in-time instructions and hand-haddivere necessary. It could be extrapolated
that help from professionals outside of the CoRddcbe increasingly difficult to come by,
even though it would be expected that CoPs membarged such professional help. It
would be logical to expect that the CoPs might haviok within itself as it matured over
time for resource persons who would further enhaheg professionalism. Such learning is
more relevant, authentic and aligned to experintemtand pioneering of new strategies, and
techniques of pedagogy and management. Such acialgecome about over a much longer
period of time, with more networking, sharing, eetion, learning and experimentation
among the members. One could not draw conclusiam fthe two year period of

experimentation with CoP framework as in the study.
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DISCUSSION

What if there were no Communities of Practice drebsé Cluster Support Groups continue to
exist as subject support groups? Our study letbusvestigate into the activities of the

Cluster Support Groups and their review finding2004. According to the Consolidated

Cluster Support Group Meetings and Activities i920it could be summarised as follow:

Total no of CSG meetings 25

Total no of CSG activities 38 of which 25% were $twdents and 75% were for teachers

Total no of student participants in CSGj| 2,761 @780 of all participants

Total no of teachers participants in CSG: 660 0B%®of all participants

The data showed that in the Cluster Support Grgsfes, 75% of the activities were held
for teachers while only 25% of the activities weedd for students. However in terms of the
number of participants, students dominated with7®0.of participation as compared to

teachers who constituted 19.3% of all participants.

In 2004, activities that could enhance professisnakre learning journeys to cluster schools,
sharing of best practices at meetings, symposiuatiending workshops to learn from
external professionals, and training on use oflsskihd professional discussion on setting,

and vetting of examination papers.

For the period 2006, based on the CoPs reportan meetings and activities, it could be

summarised as follow:

Total no of CoP meetings 42

Total no of CoP activities 48 of which 16.66% fmestudents & 85.4% are for teachers

Total no of student participants in CoP: 354 or 3%70f all participants

Total no of teachers participants in CoR: 696 02®% of all participants
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The data showed that in the Communities of Pradrganizational structure, 85.4% of the
activities were held for teachers while only 16.6%4he activities were held for students. In
addition in terms of the number of participantsacteers dominated with 66.29% of all
participants as compared with 33.71% of studente pérticipated as a percentage of all

participants.

In terms of expenditures, only 4 CoPs (23.52%) @& had spent most of their funds on
student programmes while the rest of the CoPs, dBs(76.48%) spent majority of their
funds on staff development activities. In additiad, CoPs (58.82% of the CoPs) had 100%

of their budget expended on staff development.

In fact many of the staff professional developmactivities incurred little or no cost at all
except for refreshment items. Many of the CoPsihdtbuse sharing of best practices among
members and generative conversations arising froeset learning activities.  Work
attachment among cluster school or learning jowsniy schools incurred transport and
refreshment expenses that are relatively low it oosvhich were self-financed by the staff
or hosting schools. As such, it is invalid to ube @amount expended as the basis for

comparison of the CSGs and CoPs.

It was recommended that the framework Cluster Supgpmups be changed to Communities
of Practice in 2005. The Superintendent and Clusteepted the recommendation and the
CoPs were formed with its corresponding steeringirodgtee, the Programme Excellence
Group! From our observation, the change in the framevadriluster Support Groups to

Communities of Practice in 2005 as proposed byRbeiew in 2004 was significafit.
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Members of the CoP who were asked to comment ariieof 2005 on the statement ' CoP is
no different from Cluster Support Group (CSG) in geest' had these to say:

* There is a difference in the sense that we dorgawoize competitions for pupils.
Instead, we provide more training for teachersachers in turn apply what they have
learnt in class.

* The previous CSG does not provide a platform foselsharing compared with the
CoP now. | feel closer to some of my members newabse of collaboration for
sharing at the Learning Symposium. We talk mom laarn more form one another
as compared to the previous CSG.

* In a way, it's the same. But the difference was tbcus was on the teachers.

(However, there was pressure to do something ®sthdents).

The leadership of the Cluster Support Group wasiéady principal/vice-principal while

that of the Community of Practice was headed byddezf Departments. When asked to
comment, which was reflected in the 2005 reviewtt@ change in leadership, it was clear
that members of the CoPs preferred their peersetinbcharge of the CoPs. In terms of
professional growth, the qualitative feedback fromambers of the Community of Practice

was also positive.

The CoP leaders and members singled out staff olewent as the most important activity of
the CoPs and agreed that they had grown in thesopal capacity. Within each CoP, there
were buying in from the members and they understbatithe CSG to CoP change is not a
mere change in name but also a change in the sulest@orrespondingly, the programmes

and activities of the CoP revolved around the cphoédeepening professionalism for these
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CoPs. This is evident in the professional develepncourses organized by the Programme
Excellence Group for the CoP members in 2005 afé.20

* Action Research course by Dr Soh Kay Cheng in Felda& 2005. This endeavour
culminated in 12 papers been presented at the NAdhe Action Research
Symposium held at Xinmin Secondary on 25 Nov 2005.

» Designing and Evaluation the Curriculum by Dr Suadter from 6-8 June 2005

» Cluster Learning Symposium with Keynote addressPhyfessor Allan Luke on 21
November 2005 where 60 papers were presented frewarious CoPs.

* Another run of Action Research course by Dr Soh Kéeng from Jan to Apr 2006.
Arising from this, 22 projects were submitted frdhe cluster for the North Zone
Action Research Education Symposium of which 11epmpwere selected for
presentation.

* Curriculum Leadership by Dr Joy Chew and Dr KelVan from 10-11 May 2006

» Prototyping Experience Workshop conducted by IDEtEe, Singapore Polytechnic
for 13 cluster schools on 30 June 2006

* School-Based Curriculum Design Workshop conductgedCbmpassvale Secondary
School for 23 participants on 14 Sep 2006.

* A compilation of 45 articles on innovative pracicen Skools Alive@N4 as a
celebration of cluster achievement and progressaching and learning.

To reiterate, under the CoP framework, there éagr focus of the various CoPs and
their leaders on building their own capacity fostmictional leadership and experimentation
with innovative practices and pedagogies. Anothigerénce is the impact of the Programme
Excellence Group which sets the directions anddpand determines the key performance
outcomes of the CoPs and their effort in facilitgtthe professional development of the CoPs,

and their members through organizing relevant wusgs and programmes. In addition,
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empowerment of the CoP leaders to take chargeeaf thvn growth and pace is yet another

crucial difference between the cluster support grad community of practice frameworks.

LIMITATIONS OF STUDY

The main limitations of this study can be summatrias follow:

1.

Lack of consistency in the survey respondents: b leaders who were asked
to evaluate the amount of time spent on programrmes students, staff
development and administrative matters were noséme leaders who were with
the CoPs throughout the 3 years period from 2002006. Also despite the
explanatory notes, there could be a difference he understanding and
interpretation of the questionnaire which couldoact for their responses.

Different sources of data and inconsistent data. ddta on expenditures obtained
from cluster records on transacti$nsf the various CoPs differ from the data
reported by the CoP leaders. This could be duéeofdct that the transaction
records were end of year record as of Dec of thpetive year while the reported
expenditures given by the CoP leaders were givéharcourse of the year, as and
when the reports were required / asked for. In taddi GST which is not
commuted by the CoPs leader in their reports caaftbunt for the difference in
amount when it was included in the invoices. Destlie difference in the data, the
percentages calculated differ only slightly andatld not affect the overall result
of the study and our conclusion.

Different treatment of the items. In this studyt valy direct expenses such as
workshop and training course for staff are clasdifas staff development expenses,
refreshments for staff sharing session, transpost celation to the learning

journey and even resources or materials to forvatiee pedagogy to be tested out
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as a cluster are classified as staff developmepéereses. Similarly, transport for
pupils, prizes for pupils and refreshment for psire treated as expenses on

Programme for Students.

CONCLUION

Building a First Class Teaching Force is of parantomportance for Singapore's journey to
be an education hub. The concept of Community attitre had been tested out in North 4
cluster in the past two years and had yielded pesibutcomes. With the Programme
Excellence Group that provided steering of thedtioe of the CoPs, it had enhanced the
professionalism of the teachers to go beyond shpawintacit and explicit knowledge and

skills to prototyping of processes and subject &oeases. This shift from existing Cluster

Support Groups to that of CoPs has helped thennbeexcellent teachers and leaders.
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APPENDICES

' Expenditures for 2004, 2005 and 2006 were usedvaslata to be converted for the purpose
of this study into 2 main categories: (a) Programioe Students, (b) Staff /Teacher
Professional Development. Expenses that are adnaitive in nature have been included in

either the student or staff categories.

' Review Findings from Communities of Practice 2005

The Programme Excellence Group led by Mrs. Judimeo@g, P/Montfort Junior School and
comprising 4 principals and 3 vice-principals, @et its terms of reference as follows:
X To promote each teacher to use the Spirit of Inionand Enterprise (I&E) to
create a classroom environment that emphasiseshirgaless and Learning
More”
X To facilitate each school to nurture Learner-Cezddfxcellence through the use of
learner-centered approaches, e.g. SEED, SAIL, etc.
X To facilitate and help each school to propose anvation or new Instructional
Programme based on Curriculum Re-design or ActieseBrch for funding from

the School Innovation Fund.

' Review Findings from Cluster Support Groups in200

The main findings from the 2004 review of the CéusSupport Groups were as follow:
1. CSGs could be learning circles or Communities acBce.
2. A new cluster framework for 2005 could be built&@®n the cluster themes of 2004
and the Learning Organisation philosophy of Qudkglationships> Quality

Collective Thinking> Quality Planning> Quality Actions—> Quality Results which is
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cyclical in nature. This philosophy could functias a governing principle for all
activities within the cluster.

3. The present cluster structure of 3 Learning Gramsvarious Cluster Support Groups
could remain but be enhanced. An integrated appradtt the Ps and VPs in charge of
these groups forming a Steering Committee, and th#hCluster Superintendent as the
Advisor to set the focus and direction for the tus

4. This Steering Committee could focus on the ovehiag-framework for the cluster’s
developmental programme, and function as the ttank-charting the cluster’s
directions. The Learning Groups and various ChuStgport Groups and other event-
groups could then translate cluster goals and tbgscinto their various programmes

and activities.

"V'In the 2005 review, members when asked “My CO#bls to take more ownership in our
professional growth” had these to say:
X The setting of the CoP enables us really focusuwsrpmfessional area.
X We do take more ownership of my professional growtfe also have support
from MOE.
X This year with the setting of CoP, the teachergraree focused with sharing for
professional growth. There were exchanges of idaasaching and learning. |
think it is great as most of the time, we are tingkabout students’ activities and

neglect about teachers’ professional areas.

V' The cluster expenditure data for Cluster N4 aBexf 2004, 2005 and 2006 were
categorized into 2 categories of Expenses for Rrogre for Students and Expenses for Staff

| Teacher Development for computation and compariso

20



21



