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Abstract
Paper Type: Refereed paper

Objectives: One of the key influencing elements in the small firm on the learning process is that of
the owner/manager as a principle employee, having both the power and legitimacy to influence firm
practices. The paper’s perspective is connected to the belief that learning stems from the participation
of individuals in complex social activities, by recognising that power relations can directly mediate the
interpretative processes within social interactions.

Prior Work: Such interactions represent the manner owner/managers adopt to colour and shape their
learning experience, yet it is here that research is lacking, in that the issues of emotions, power and
the relatedness of politics have rarely emerged as a focus for critical debate.

Approach: The paper argues that both power and politically-based social tensions provide the
mediating social artefacts which have the ability to shape and influence learning practices. The
inclusion of power and politics can help to explain why some SME owner/mangers are more
successful at learning.

Practical Implications: The paper seeks to draw attention to the social conflicts which are
experienced by owner/managers, in which they must overcome the inherent elements of situated
learning, such as the localisation of practice, and how this mediates and shapes learning.

Originality/Value: The paper aims to explore and contribute to the development of the organisational
learning debate in the context of the SME by providing an analysis of the influential and meditational
role played by power and politics in the firm’s learning.

Key Words: Social Learning, Practice, Politics, Power and negotiation, SME

Introduction

Studies in the area of learning have recently suggested to the importance of collective learning (Boud
and Miller 1996, Eraut et al., 1998, Gerber 1998, Billett 2003). However a serious issue exists within
current theories in regards to learning, in that many of the conceptual understandings which exist in
the current literature are based upon approaches, concepts and methods which are borrowed from
formal rational perspective and educational ideas, (Hager 2004). Most of the current empirical work,
which has been conducted on learning, has focussed on the individual / entrepreneurial firm
employee (Thorpe et al, 2002), a result of this is a lack of knowledge on the collective processes of
situated learning in the small firm, (Higgins and Mirza, 2011). While one can acknowledge the vast
array of literature and theories of learning and knowledge which support and group organisational
learning studies (Easterly-Smith and Lyles, 2005), the majority of this work is focussed on the
dissemination of information or firm routines, as opposed to the dynamic of social interactions and
situated context through which learning occurs (Higgins and Mirza, 2010;). The SME presents
several dimensional, structural and procedural characteristics which separate it from other categories
of enterprise. Entrepreneurial spirit, strong interpersonal relations, group cohesion, flexibility and
organisational dynamism are basic elements for the SME, which can be found traditionally within any
small dynamic firm. Within the SME, the creation and utilisation of knowledge is of major importance
to the success of the firm, as the creation of new knowledge is likely to be more informal in these
small firms. The research area of learning and the small firm is regarded as being young and under
development, thus understanding and approaching this multifaceted area represents a huge
challenge. Despite the large volume of empirical and theoretical work conducted in the field to date,
the lack of what can be termed relevant literature suggests that there are difficulties around the
conceptualisations of organisational learning in the context of the small firm. This lack of
understanding is further compounded by a failure to recognise the mediated, contradictory and



conflictual nature of social learning. In the context of this paper, collaborative learning in the small
firm is viewed as a shared social practice which is a mediated process of active engagement. The
SME relies not only on the formal knowledge of its employees, but draws heavily on the interaction
between employees to create a knowledge capability, from the diverse know-how, and practical
problem solving skills embodied in the individual experts in the firm.

The paper adopts a perspective in which organizational learning encapsulates concepts put forward
by other academics in the area who believe that ‘learning . . . stems from the participation of
individuals in social activities’ (Gherardi and Nicolini, 2001) as well as authors who are interested in
the politics of learning (Coopey and Burgoyne, 2000), and power (Gherardi, 2003; Fineman, 2003).
One of the key influencing elements on the learning process in the SME is that of the owner/manager,
or employee having both the power and legitimacy to influence practices (Vera and Crossan, 2004).
The knowledge which owner/managers have established through experience will to some degree
shape the trajectory of the firm, as it is this resource which they use to enable them to make sense of
their working environment (Kakati, 2003; Rae, 2004). Even though the owner/manager may have the
power and capacity to harness knowledge and experience they cannot act in isolation. They need the
resources of others, in terms of the institutional and social context in which they are embedded, to
help influence the possibilities of their desired actions. The paper suggests that political activity can
help carve out a ‘space’ for people to put forward their ideas and share their knowledge. Additionally,
politics can prevent stagnation by encouraging and supporting multiple viewpoints and the challenging
of assumptions. The existence of “opposition groups”, with different targets and aspirations, ambiguity
and conflict, may improve learning (Levitt and March, 1988).

The owner/manager can be regarded as a political animal which is subject to fear, anxiety, and joy,
(Armstrong, 2000). The paper sets out to explore, and contribute to the development of, the
organisational learning debate in the context of the SME by providing an insight of the influential and
meditational role played by power and politics in the firms learning,(Blackler, 2000; Burgoyne and
Jackson, 1997; Coopey and Burgoyne, 2000; Fox, 2000). There are three key points of argument for
connecting the dynamics of politics and learning, firstly authors in the field of organizational learning
have suggested the establishment of research and theory, which are both integrative and cumulative
(Crossan and Guatto, 1996; Huber, 1991), but power and politics have remained largely ignored.
Secondly, any theory of learning which does not recognize the political nature of social relationships
will always be incomplete, as SMEs are inherently political, and as a result so are the processes
through which learning practices emerge. Thirdly, by addressing and making the case for a focus on
power and politics into the research agenda on organizational learning, it should provide a more
insightful foundation from which to understand how learning practices emerge in the SME. The paper
begins with a brief overview of the organisational learning literature, in particular highlighting elements
where the value of considering the political dimensions of learning is most apparent. The paper then
moves onto conceptualising power and politics as artefacts and uses this as a basis for integrating the
role these particular artefacts play in developing and shaping learning practices in the SME.

The Interrelationship between Real-World and Learning

The growing centrality of knowledge related issues in the contemporary small firm, and the developing
knowledge society has, has stimulated interest in exploring issues of knowing, acting and learning
through a social based perspective in order to better understand the nature of this phenomenon,
(Nicolini et al., 2003). In order to deepen our understanding and appreciation of the social conditions
and processes which foster and sustain firm learning, there is a need to recognise and illustrate the
inherent processual, social and historic nature of the learning process. In other words, both
knowledge and knowing are the results of social and situated practice which is emergent, negotiated
and temporary in character for example according to Nicolini et al., (2003) “It is in practice where the
knowledge needed comes to life, stays alive and fades away”. The various situated contexts through
which learning emerges must be viewed as a dynamic, temporary unfolding process, which is
accomplished through the re-arrangement of social experiences and perspectives, mediated by the
relevant artefacts (power and politics) which are objects of the employee’s scrutiny, (Goodwin 2000).
Practices are continuously being constructed and reconstructed by employees themselves and the
task they are currently performing. These practices are directly shaped by the situational context in
which the owner/manager or employee finds one selves by providing the employee with frames or
tools they can use to their advantage and assessing the usefulness of others in the accomplishment
of the task in hand. However many occurrences of learning fail to be translated into practice because
they challenge too strongly the existing practices of the firms community, (Newell et al., 2006: 117;



Robertson, 2007). The process of challenging a current practice in the small firm often becomes quite
a controversial process as it implies a challenge to exiting power relations in the firm’s community and
ways of knowing.

The intense social activity of the small firm needs to be acknowledged if learning through practice is to
realise its true potential, (Jack and Anderson, 2002; Aldrich and CIiff, 2003). The small firm
owner/manager can be viewed as a link to establishing a community, as a process of becoming which
is located within a social context (Cope, 2005; Rae, 2000) in which the community of firm employees
are continually engaged in relational learning as a result of active social interaction, (Burgoyne, 1995;
Rae, 2004; Taylor and Thorpe, 2004; Thorpe et al., 2008; Higgins and Mirza, 2010). According to
Jones et al., (2010) the existing knowledge held and developed through historic experience via a
person’s social and human capital can be more powerful when it is combined, in a systematic
manner, with existing knowledge. How well this transfer of knowledge occurs depends directly upon
the ability and willingness of the practitioners to share such knowing (Jones and Macpherson, 2006).

The small firm can be represented as a historically emerging, socially constructed and interconnected
set of practices, (Gherardi, 2006). Learning as a practice directs attention towards the inter-subjective
nature of the community’s social relations. Real life practices, as exemplified in the small firm, cannot
and do not exist in isolation and emerge as separate independent worlds from the practitioner, rather
the relationship is mutually co-dependent. When breakdowns occurs in a firm practice, claims of
validity, (what’s right or wrong), is no longer taken for granted but are challenged, argued, and
negotiated in order to reach an inter-subjective temporary agreed practice. In such a case the validity
of a real life practice is explicitly discussed, both validity and discourse encompass one another. For
example, when a practice breaks down a discussion ensues on why the practice failed, and what can
be done to fix it, the outcome of these discussions and agreements are inter-subjective, and then
become an integral part of the firm’s real life practices, (Schreyégg and Geiger, 2007; Geiger, 2008).
In a study conducted by Gherardi and Nicolini (2002) the authors demonstrated how breakdowns
occur where construction workers failed to follow official safety rules leading to the frequent
occurrence of injuries. . As a result, a conflict developed between the constructions workers on how
the situation was being managed, which subsequently triggered a review of the safety rules and
procedures in use. Due to this emerging conflict claims where no longer taken for granted but instead
questioned and their validity required justification. The developing conflict enabled a level of inter-
subjective reasoning which allowed the workers to review their practice. Through the unfolding
dialogue an agreement was reached in terms of how the current health and safety practice could be
best improved and adopted, thereby a new, and revised understanding of what was considered to be
good practice was agreed and embedded into the practitioners communal understanding. This
mediation between conflict and practice can help one to understand how breakdowns occur.

One of the key influencing elements in the small firm is that of the owner/manager as a principle
employee, having both the power and legitimacy to influence practices. The knowledge that these
owner/managers have established through practice and experience will to some degree shape the
trajectory of the firm, as it is this resource which they use to enable them to make sense of their
environment and respond to that working environment. This past experience and resource can also
develop or help create path dependencies in the firm, which in themselves are hard to overcome in
the absence of a willingness to change. Even though the owner/manager may have the power and
capacity to harness this knowledge and experience, they cannot act in isolation. They need the
resources of others, in terms of the institutional and social context in which they are embedded, and
whose help will influence the possibilities of their desired legitimate actions, thus directly shaping the
forms of activity they may be able to embed into the firm. In this sense the owner/mangers knowledge
and experience can be regarded as a fundamental footing for the firm, but how this resource
evidences itself when the owner/manager is attempting to deal with uncertainty and how they deploy
and use this knowledge resource in order to organise the firm is not clear.

The opportunities which owner/managers can derive from the firm’s community enable them to have
the potential necessary social and attitudinal skills to be able to both develop and sustain strong
relationships, (Brown and Duguid, 1991; Wenger, 2000). In order to develop and build close strong
ties the owner/manager depends on communication skills to encourage and persuade others to
engage in their shared vision, or to adopt a particular activity, Korunka et al., (2003). This is what
Nahapiet and Ghoshal (1998) refer to as “cognitive social capital’, requiring skills of the
owner/manager in order to converse with others through shared meaning and language in such a way



that it is possible to mediate the exchange of views, ideas and practices between the practicing
members. It is these activities which sustain and create complex social relations (Bogenrieder, 2002);
which shape actions are the very social structures; and which sustain the transfer of knowledge and
knowing, which are essential components of learning. Coopey and Burgoyne (2000) argue that the
social structures of the organisation must be open and supportive to constructive debate, which they
term as “learning spaces”, if they are to encourage and enable learning. Where significant power is
held by those who mediate control of the information exchange, dominant discourses will limit the
learning process, (Clarke et al, 2006; Ward, 2004; Minniti and Bygrave, 2001).

Since particular objectives and preferences can be held in tension between interacting employees,
these same relations are also subject to influences such as politics, power, routines and social
relations, as these tensions are explored and courses of actions prioritised, negotiated and resolved.
These relationships and routines are, in essence, the social constructs through which mediating
means establish new practices. The view that practices can be challenged suggests that learning is
unlikely to be directly transferrable and unchanged, thus calling into question the notion of “best
practice” and the implementation of the ways of working devised in other circumstances. In some
empirical studies it has been suggested that learning is not transferred unchanged, both in content
and form, rather it is interpreted through the performance of local practice in order to empathise with
local needs and culture (Owen, 2001; Bechky, 2003; Gherardi and Nicolini, 200,; Yanow, 2004).
These studies highlight the richness of knowing in a local context, which involves aspects which are
hard to articulate (Cook and Yanow, 1996), and the volatile and contested nature of a practice from
which solutions can be identified and consequently enacted by the collective (Blackler and McDonald,
2000; Blackler and Regan, 2006Db). .

In the small firm everyday work involves, and is accomplished through, conversing with other
colleagues through meetings, passing chats in the corridor, or in the doorway of the office, (Boden
1995, Granath et al. 1995). The small firm can be viewed as sites where owner/managers and firm
employees express opinions to problematic and contradictory aspects of the firm’s activities. As a
result ah-hoc chats/meetings or cohesive approaches are used to achieve working solutions to
problematic issues. Middleton (1996) suggested that team members talk continuously in order to deal
with uncertainties in regards to their working activities, and to open up choice for alternative possible
actions which could be taken in the future. However such solutions are at best only provisional and
interim. In its most concrete format learning in the firm is suggested to take place within a format of
asking for, giving and receiving advice in relation to work related activities. Rational everyday
practices are found to grow from such local interaction between firm employees/ owner/managers in
particular from the intimacy of face-to-face interaction. According to Granath et al., (1995) the habit of
dropping into a colleagues office and asking what they are doing or discussing current issues has
developed into an established art in some firms, particularly noted in engineering firms. This practice
has developed collaborative learning practices between various worker groups in order to mange
daily activities, which were not necessarily a conscious firm strategy but rather the result of the
required need to deal with a problem or issue, (Orr, 1996).

The small firms working environment is not always a place where collaboration and participation in
everyday activities occur trouble free, such collaborative working can and does give rise to many
conflicts which can be attributed not only to firm structures but also practices arising out of activities
within the firm, (Sharrock and Button 1997; Billett, 2002). In a study conducted by Sharrock and
Button (1997) they found that issues which arose during the course of a project related to many kinds
of inconsistencies and conflicts in collaborative relations between firm employees. The contemporary
nature of working in the small firm has become a question of learning to negotiate and anticipate what
to do in practice rather than simply just doing a task. According to Yanow (2004) the supposed
willingness of firm employees (employees) to tell everything they know for the betterment of the firm is
axiomatically viewed as naive. The absence of power and politics from this subject area of theorising
presents some critical gaps for SME firms which, by their informal structure, are intrinsically both
power based and political by nature. Swan et al., (2002) empirical study of managers in a health
centre developed a CoP (Community of Practice) as a medium to influence learning outcomes which
would have otherwise remained beyond their ability to recognise and control. This suggests that a
practicing group of firm employees (community) can be produced, which is not necessarily as
historically rooted or embedded in tacit based experience as suggested. Rather these communities
may be, in part, a form of ideological creation as they are embedded expressions of intensely held
relational attachments. This very suggestion for historical influence over social practice provides
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Knight et al.,, (1993) with the argument that such communities are as much a force of restricting
elements sought to control, as they are for triggering expansion (questioning) or rule breaking. In this
regard the literature concerned with formalised groups and communities of practice can become
distorted. Gherardi et al., (1998) proposed that the term “community” is in danger of becoming
viewed as a material resource; as a way of organising work practices. Gherardi (1998) suggests that
the importance of a community lies in the term “practice” — which is enacted and sustained through
social interactions and active participation.

In the small firm, work activities are shared in order to achieve specific tasks, and as a result both
owner/managers and employees in the firm have to negotiate their practices rather than simply do
their job, (Scheeres 2003). This practice of negotiation is consistent with the work of Beckett (2003)
who argues that in order to learn one must be committed to undergoing diverse experience and
sharing perspectives from which one can learn. The emergent new practice is of course temporary
and situational and is dynamic in nature, as working goals and plans are refined. Every day practices
involve contradiction, disagreement and conflict, which can be viewed as harmful and challenging to
social learning but such occurrences have a very important function in creating new practices. A
diversity of social realities thus exists in the firms practicing community, when participating in shared
activities the owner/manager and employees have to face and overcome different social relations, as
well as conflict based situations. From the perspective of learning in the context of this paper it is
viewed that it is this juxtaposition of order and disorder which enable learning to emerge as a
meditated social process, these juxtapositions include elements of “small wins”, using political or
power relations to get agreement, without these artefacts learning and development are not possible
or meaningful. It can be suggested that the process of disagreement can even strengthen the
owner/managers ability to co-operate and support social relations, such social relations in the small
firm form the viewpoint of the owner/manager and employees alike can be regarded as an important
source of support but also as a source of conflict, (Collin 2004).

The role of politics in firm learning remains one of the less researched areas in current social learning
theory. Scholars such as Coopey, (1995), Antonacopoulou, (2006) and Lawrence et al., (2005) who
focus on the political nature of learning draw issues to the inequalities of power and control, the
tensions between the individual and collective priorities in learning, and the differing views and
motives which influence and shape it. A politic view of learning demonstrates that learning in a social
process does not take place as an isolated occurrence outside of context; rather learning establishes
links stimulated by language, for example, received with the given social context. To conceive the
study of learning from a social perspective one would assume the recognition and clear articulation of
the issues of power and politics as being key meditational tools. There are few scholarly papers which
have moved beyond Coopey’s (1995) and Blackler et al., (2000) papers in directly addressing the
social activity of power and politics empirically in the context of organisational learning, particularly in
the case of the small firm.

Engagement in power and politics

The process of negotiation, co-orientation and temporary agreement reveals a critical dimension of
the political nature of learning in the SME. The relationships between employees not only control each
other’s actions but also notably their intentions and choices, thus keeping the social relation in
continuous tension. These tensions illustrate the political aspect of learning, which provides the
flexibility of an employee to change and expand their modes of action and responses by embracing
new ways of completing their daily actives. Social learning in the SME is not a process which the
owner/manager can control; rather it is something which they must engage with. In this sense, to
recognise that learning is centred on power and political dimensions is to appreciate the numerous
methods by which learning is developed and placed into practice. The actions taken by employees in
the SME are shaped by their own learning and participation with their own community which in turn
defines their accepted understanding of their own social reality. Thus conflicts and contradictions of
intent and individual perspectives are co-orientated and resolved, through reinforcing the choices
which employees make in the process of interacting with others. The use of power and politics by the
firm owner/manager is a reflection of their ability to either create or retain power in order to sustain
their position. Simply acknowledging that learning is a political process is not enough, reconciling
differing views is not essentially what produces the dynamic tensions which underpin social relations.
Rather it is the ongoing process of negotiation which is embedded in the emerging relations, resulting
from the owner/manager’s exploration of alternative possible actions and collaborations between
diverse perspectives. Politics reflects the dynamics which are emergent through and during



negotiations between employees, through which conflicts and contradictions of intent and interest are
co-orientated and resolved, through reinforcing the choices which employees make in the process of
interacting with others.

In the case of the SME, the owner/managers practices can be interpreted as articulation of power
relations constructed through management structures where practices are codified and controlled. It
is the hierarchical relations between the owner/manager and an employee which renders the latter’s
local knowledge transparent to the owner/manager. Human interactions are the representation of
social engagement in regards to particular courses of collective action, which connect employees to
certain tasks and modes of practice, (Granovetter, 1973; Lin et al., 2001). Such connections illustrate
the interdependencies which exist between employees in the completion of their tasks. These
interactions enable the co-ordination of actions in ways which allow homogeneity to emerge; these
co-ordination tools are not restricted to the sharing of knowledge or experience but also include the
diversity within and between the community in which they function, depending on their identity, power
and interests, (Thompson, 1967; Bechky, 2003; Carlile, 2002). It is therefore of critical importance to
understand and explore the conditions which shape and cause these relations to breakdown or to
emerge into new practices of learning, (Antonacopoulou and Méric, 2005). The reliance and
dependence between firm employees has strong cultural and social roots which serve to reveal the
tensions among competing employee’s identities, power base and learning as key elements which
underpin the methods by which employees negotiate and interact. The owner/manager is the central
focus of the SME, and the basis for stories, expectations, slanders and hopes simply as a result of
being in that powerful position and role. The ways in which they are experienced, both as a fact and
fantasy, have considerable impact on social relations and interactions. The view that the nature of
politics is a process of disruption or contradiction gives rise to the establishment of practice as useful
in a number of ways. Firstly, it is connected to the way in which an internal routine is created and
practiced within the SME’s activity. Secondly, it implies movement towards a stabilising and
controlling force, which is inevitably brought to bear on new ideas in order to contain them (Bain,
1998). That is to say, the mediating power relations combine to create the temporary “truths” or
realities that support the practice adopted. It is often through power and control that owner/managers
attempt to manipulate various firm resources, (Coopey and Burgoyne, 2000) in which the more
powerful employees dictate how, and to what extent, the participants with small amounts of power are
allowed to patrticipate in the socio-cultural practices adopted. Theorists have recognised a variety of
power forms which can exist in the firm (Clegg, 1989; Covaleski et al., 1998; Hardy and Clegg, 1996;
Lawrence, Winn and Jennings, 2001). Emphasis is drawn to two distinct modes of power; systematic
and episodic (Clegg, 1989; Foucoult, 1977; Giddens, 1984; Lawrence et al., 2005). Both of these
power modes have distinct implications for firm learning. Episodic power refers to the discrete,
strategic, political actions, which are constructed by self-interested employees. This particular form of
power has traditionally been a focus of organisational research, but not social learning, with its
emphasis on exploring which firm employees are most able to influence the practices which are
adopted, (Pfeffer, 1981). In contrast to this, systematic power forms work through the use of routines,
which are the ongoing practices of the SME. Rather than being held by individual firm employees
such as the owner/manager, systematic power forms are embedded in the forms of social systems,
which constitute the SME. For example systematic forms of power include elements of socialisation,
accreditation processes (Covaleski et al., 1998) and technological systems (Noble, 1984).

Power Relations and Constructions

The distinction between episodic and systematic forms of power, can aid one in determining how firm
politics can affect the movement and exchange of ideas from and between the firm’s social collective.
In this view, it can be further argued that the means by which these ideas are integrated involves
episodes of power on the part of the supporting employees, in that once an idea has been translated
into legitimate interpretations it is then available in a form which can be integrated into the practices of
the SME’s community. However, if owner/managers interpretations are to take hold within the
collective dimension of the firm and thereby be adopted into the collective practice, they must be
supported at opportune moments and affirmed during moments of doubt. Therefore one may suggest
that both interpreting and integrating can, and will be, mediated by and depend primarily upon
episodic forms of power. In contrast to the adoption of practice, the embedding of a practice involves
the movement of ideas from the individual to the collective. Here the concept of systematic power
begins to address the issue that new ideas will become embedded into the firm’s daily activities.
Episodic power can provide the underpinning for the discrete transformation of ideas into legitimate
interpretations and theory adoption into group activities. This may not be a problem within the groups



in which a new idea originates, but it may be problematic in other social groups in which the
innovation has no supporter. As such, to fully institutionalise new ideas in the SME this requires their
inclusion within systematic forms of power, which is likely to be challenged and contested by those
firm employees whose power is threatened. As suggested in this paper, it is obvious that systematic
forms of power support the institutionalisation of new practices; a less focussed role of systematic
power can be found in the intuiting process in which new ideas are initially generated. According to
Weick (1995) intuitions are grounded in the experience of the individual firm
employee/owner/manager and their ability to perceive new or novel patterns through their experience
and developed knowledge. According to Covaleski et al., (1998), systemic forms of power illustrate
the manner in which power can affect not only the practice of firm employees learning experience, but
also their perception of a given firm context. The small firm is comprised of many heterogeneous
employees who through their day to day activities inter-relate with one another, within their
environmental contexts, and through their experience and capabilities and have an innate ability to
adapt their behaviour. The study of power and politics and learning is situated in the situational
context of social complex interaction which is held in continuous tensions, with competing desires,
opinions and assumptions, thus challenging the small firm’s expectations and power relations. Power,
as an expression of an emotional process, can be viewed as a social emergent aspect of learning. In
any firm context rules of emotional expression are defined in the situated context of the activity. The
study of power and politics is clearly situated in the context of collective social complex dynamic
interactions, as a means of challenging established rules and routines, norms and power relations. To
simply focus on the individual and their own emotional power and rationalisations does not provide
enough linkage between the social and political context in which such social relations exist. Rather,
this is achieved by drawing focus towards the meditational role of political artefacts between the firm
employee and their practicing community.

Simply acknowledging that learning is a political process, and central to the social dynamics of
interaction, it is not enough reconciling differing views is not essentially what produces the dynamic
tensions which underpin social relations. Rather it is the ongoing process of negotiations which are
embedded in the emerging relations resulting from the employee exploring possible actions and
collaborations between diverse perspectives. Power is a meditational tool, as well as politics, through
which conflicts and contradictions of intent and interest are co-orientated and resolved, through
reinforcing the choices which employees make in the process of interacting with others. The use of
these artefacts by the firm owner/manager is a reflection of their ability to either create or retain power
in order to sustain their position in the practicing community. Suggesting that the political behaviour of
an owner/manager is not only a reflection of attempting to “be one of the group” by exercising their
practical judgement in assessing how they response to situations, through both following and
breaking rules as they learn, such engagement as an active process of collaboration to agreed
consensus, which supports the co-ordination which underpins the dynamic nature of social
responses.

The temporary stability of the social relationship between employees in a community is achieved by
both diversity and heterogeneity, this aspect is not emphasized in the current theoretical thinking, as it
is understood the social interaction takes place within the context of work practices with reference to
either power or political tensions. Why such an important aspect of this social learning process has
not being addressed previously can be attributed to the fact that the wide contextual environment is
viewed from an individual position as the main trigger, (Duncan and Weiss, 1979; Shrivastava, 1983.
Coopey et al.,, (1994) stress the importance of control in the learning process but do not prescribe
who should exercise that control, rather it is simply implied that control lies with the owner/manager.
Senge (1990) argues that the notion of an owner/manager being in control is nothing more than a
mere illusion, rather the dynamic and complex nature of a SME requires that control is dispersed to
those who are powerfully positioned within the firm’s community. This raises an interesting question in
terms of how these accounts of relationships correlate with the idea of “control”. Collaboration based
upon trust is of course an important element; enabling conflict to be used constructively, in such a
case control is not an overtly political process. Literature has placed the idea of learning within a
unitarist framework of relationships, a form of utopian firm harmony shared through common goals in
a climate of collaborative trust and a rational approach to the reconciliation of difference. In the
context of the SME, where change and turbulence are continuous, and where uncertainty can be
expected, such a practice is not likely to be effective in producing such a coherent environment.
Rather, action is likely to result from bargaining and compromise amongst the owner/manager and
firm employees who have access to the greatest position of power, (Pfeffer, 1981). Clegg (1989)



views that political activity and decision making are related because of the effects decisions will have
on power relations in the firm’s community.

There is a tendency for the owner/manager to protect their power base by attempting to control and
direct the reluctant tendencies of employees to prescribe their own behaviour, in order to lead to the
resolution of problems. In terms of politics owner/managers in the SME attempt to both construct and
operate practises in order to ensure that firm employees perform or do what is expected and to
sanction forms of new activity. Such permissive forms of control constructed by the owner/manager
can develop strong political tensions in the employee relationship. The pressures on owner/managers
to minimise costs, by manipulating relationships between financial rewards and effort expended, can
moderate how far control can be displaced. Given that the SME is less structured than large
organisations, and that the structures themselves are more socially focused towards firm activities,
one can expect to find a high volume of informal interactions as employees seek to resolve issues of
conflict created through ambiguous situations. The owner/manager engages frequently in informal
networks to achieve influence upon those who hold powerful positions in these networks, and who are
more likely to build a reputation of persuasiveness. Other personal characteristics which are important
in attempts by the owner/manager to influence collective meaning include self efficacy and associated
beliefs in the validity of their positions and the actions they are promoting. While such personal
characteristics are likely to differentiate the owner/manager from other firm employees, in terms of
their ability to influence, the most critical is the owner/managers access to penetrative knowledge that
comes from such a powerful position. The SME is not a hierarchical organisation with few managerial
positions but the positions which do exist have certain key boundary roles with access to penetrative
knowledge which is not open to non-managerial firm employees.

The owner/managers understanding of their organisational role will certainly ensure that they identify
with those who are located at the top of the organisation and who can devote their expertise to
helping the owner/manager to use such knowledge resources. Looking down through the firm it is
obvious to see how the owner/manager can be tempted to use their understanding of the business
practices and their power to enhance their control over others in the firm. The relatively sparse
structure of the SME will advantage some and disadvantage others, for example those who might
lose managerial positions would most likely attempt to create alternative sources of advantage and
power, an assumption which is supported by Somech and Drach-Zahavy (2002) insight into
managerial behaviour in modern organisations. The more close knit and inflexible the relations of
authority within the firm, the more possible openings for circumventing them. If this were to be true it
is not surprising that some employees in the firm may feel vulnerable within its supposedly open and
facilitative community. While formal hierarchy maybe a thing of the past in the SME, the
owner/manager can yield power in ways which their subordinates perceive as arbitrary.

The owner/manager can face strong difficulties when attempting to create supporting agencies
through their networks, as opposed to simply controlling the firm’s sub-ordinates by telling them what
to do. In reality employees in the SME and their working practices tend to be highly inventive in the
performance of their work within the space prescribed by the owner/manager. Such firm employees
tend to exercise little formal influence over the design of their work; that is not to say that they are
disinterested in how their work is allocated. At times firm employees can become frustrated by their
lack of control over how their work is organised, evaluated and monitored. The employee’s limited
scope for directing control over the design of their work can be explained in terms of the
owner/managers determination to retain control. The provision of control over the employees work
practice is intended to standardise managerial rule(s) and allow predictably in the practices engaged
by the employee’s local knowledge and embodied skills. One can observe in this case a tension
between the firm employee’s view that they must display an image of competence in their practice
and the firm’s requirement that they adhere to the firm’s daily practices and procedures. Those
employees at the apex of the firm, despite the difficulties which they may encounter in attempting to
exert control over the learning processes of the firm, could be expected to have their power enhanced
through controlling key points of power; the holistic and inmate nature of knowledge in the SME
makes this possible.

Conclusion

The area of SME research in terms of learning is much more than a rationale process; rather it is
embedded in practice, as a consequence of action and through paradoxical tensions, which are
integral to the SME (Vince and Broussine, 2000). The challenges of social learning can be expressed



as attempts to engage with such a social paradox of social interaction and practice (Gherardi, 1999).
The SME represents a complex organisation; an ad hoc practicing community in which the
relationships become structured, where learning and shared understanding become institutionalised
and represented as firm artefacts (Crossan et al, 1999; Vera and Crossan, (2004). The conceptual
argument in this paper is built on the interrelationship between power and political dynamics. In terms
of theory, a political based view allows one to appreciate a wider understanding of the processes
which constitute learning in firms (Coopey and Burgoyne, 2000; Coopey, (1995). This is achieved by
viewing how firm employees relate to firm practices and the construction of reality. It addresses the
interface between what is and what will be, structure and action. From such a view, politics is neither
a problem to be avoided, nor an issue of conflict. Rather it attributes a critical standing on the
complexities of power relations. A rational assumption which can be made is that through the process
of organising, the owner/manager is influenced by a desire to have stability in the firm’s practices and
from that a sense of coherence. The challenge which this creates is to break such limitations which
are imposed upon our choices, to reflect on existing practices, and challenge such practices which
have become habitual in the firm activities. In such a case, learning involves the redefining of
assumptions and boundaries which have shaped practices and interactions. There are powerful
political and emotional (power) boundaries upon which SMEs values and mission are built. They
project the image that the firm is coherent in its direction, supported and adhered to by all employees.
Political boundaries are reflected in the firm’s differential power relations and the legitimacy of
particular opinions and behaviours as well as the illegitimacy of others.

As a practice, such a view invites critical reflection on what managers think they know and the way in
which they enact this knowing within the context of the firm. Managers can find ways to doubt taken
for granted assumptions and learning though their ability to engage and question particular elements
of perceived truth, which both they, and the collective firm, have jointly constructed. The political
mediation in SMEs is more than often displayed through the reluctance managers have towards
enacting their practice (Vince, 2001; 2002). The manner in which the owner/manager is able to freely
open out the decision-making process to others and to reveal, rather than to avoid, power relations is
of critical importance to firm learning. Owner/managers tend to strongly defend against the influence
of socially constructed power relations because of the anxieties associated with issues of power,
authority and responsibility. However, engaging with these artefacts can enable and provide
opportunities for learning about the emotional, relational and political processes involved in the SME.
The understanding of how power is expressed and enacted in the SME provides opportunities to
move beyond simple interactions, which are created from the owner/managers defensiveness and
towards new forms of interaction through practice.

Simply by acknowledging that learning is a political process and central to the social dynamics of
interaction, it is not enough; reconciling differing views is not essentially what produces the dynamic
tensions which underpin social relations. Rather it is the ongoing process of negotiations which are
embedded in the emerging relations resulting from the employee exploring space of possible actions
and collaborations between diverse perspectives. The temporary stability of the social relationship
between employees in a community is achieved by both diversity and heterogeneity, this aspect is not
emphasized in the current theoretical thinking, as it is understood the social interaction takes place
within the context of work practices, the situated view of learning assumes continuous homogeneity,
neglecting the tensions and conflict which are inherent when competing views exist with a collective
group of practitioners, (Lave and Wenger, 1991).

As employees interact, the transfer of experience and knowledge are subject to interpretations which
in turn define and shape the actions which employees take, through a process of negotiation and
reaching agreement, as they derive meaning through learning from one another’s knowledge sets.
This can help define the connections between diverse meanings and actions of the employees, both
within and outside of the firm’s community of practice in which the employees function. The above
point seeks to establish for the reader both the social and more importantly the political nature of
social learning, as a key meditational artefactual tool. Social learning in the small firm is not a process
which the owner/manager can control; rather it is something which the owner/manager must engage
with. Learning is better understood as a social complex dynamic process of interactions and
responses which are embedded in the dynamics of social tensions which define and shape the
practice of learning. In this sense to recognise that learning is centred on power and political
dimensions is to appreciate the numerous methods by which learning is developed and placed into
practice.



Through the owner/managers development of new processes in the language of learning, the
employees are offered the opportunity to develop new skills and competencies in order to work more
effectively. Here learning has a managerial agenda which ignores conflicting values and preferences
which can be resolved through managerial intervention. In the case of the SME, the owner/managers
practices can be interpreted as an articulation of power relations constructed through management
structures where practices are commoditised and controlled. It is the hierarchical relationship
between an owner/manager and firm employees which renders the latter’'s local knowledge
transparent. In the literature there is a focus on the use of formal channels for transmitting and pooling
knowledge, often within a specialised context such as training or mentoring. In contrast to this,
situational learning views the processes of knowledge formation and sharing as integral to everyday
work practices. Situational learning theory suggests the importance of power and politics as an
artefactual tool in social relations, as well as identity formation for understanding learning as a
situational practice. At present, situational learning theory overlooks the significance of these
institutional artefacts of learning in favour of a focus on relations between community members and
their value for processes of identity formation and re-formation. At present the theory occupies an
ambivalent position, on one hand it suggests a radical analysis of learning practices where concepts
of contradiction, conflict and power are central, but at present the theory takes a more functionalist
view in which consensus is assumed, (Burrell and Morgan, 1979). It is this very tension which cannot
be resolved simply by making the point that social practices of course have conflicting consensus, the
question is rather how is this consensus reached or mediated in order to establish a new practice? Is
it an expression of enforced agreement or is it the outcome of a powerful, political process of social
interaction? Current interest in social learning in the SME develops from the expectation that it will
provide a means of ensuring action, participation, and agreement with new modes of working. In this
context any argument put forward without an appreciation of understanding of political and emotive
dynamics will always be incomplete. It has been argued that there have been few subsequent
contributions that address power and political activity empirically in organizational learning and that
there have been limitations in approaches to the study of power in organizations (Ferdinand, 2004).

References

Aldrich, H. E. and CIliff, J. E. (2003) ‘The pervasive Effects of Family on Entrepreneurship: Toward a
family embeddedness perspective’, Journal of Business Venturing, Vol.18, No. 5, pp.
573-578.

Antonacopoulou, E. P. and Méric, J. (2005) ‘From Power to Knowledge Relationships:
Stakeholder Interactions as Learning Partnerships’, in M. Bonnafous-Boucher and
Y. Pesqueux (eds) Stakeholders and Corporate Social Responsibility—European
Perspectives, pp. 125—47. London: Palgrave.

Antonacopoulou, E.P. (2006) ‘The Relationship between Individual and Organizational Learning: New
Evidence from Managerial Learning Practices’, Management Learning Vol.37, No. 4, pp. 455—
73.

Armstrong, D. (2000) ‘Emotions in Organizations: Disturbance or Intelligence?’, International
Society for the Psychoanalytic Study of Organizations, Annual Symposium, London, June.

Bain, A. (1998) ‘Social defenses against organisational learning’, Human Relations, Vol. 51, No. 3,
pp. 413-29.

Bechky, B.A. (2003) ‘Sharing meaning across occupational communities: The transformation of
understanding on a production floor’, Organization Science, Vol.14, No. 3, pp.312-330.

Billett, S. (2002) Workplace pedagogic practices: Co-operation and learning. British Journal of
Educational Studies, Vol. 50, No. 4, pp.457—-483.

Billett, S. (2003) Workplace pedagogic practices: Participatory practices and individual engagement.

Paper presented at the European Conference on Educational Research, Hamburg (17-20
September 2003).

10



Bion, W.R. Container and contained. In A.D. Coleman and M.H. Geller (Eds), Group relations reader
2. Washington, DC: A.K. Rice Institute, 1985.

Blackler, F. (2000) ‘Power, mastery and organizational learning’, Journal of Management Studies,
Vol. 37, No. 6, pp. 833-851.

Blackler, F., Crump, N. and McDonald, S. (2000) ‘Organizing Processes in Complex Activity
Networks’, Organization, Vol. 7, No. 2, pp. 277-300.

Blackler F and Regan S, (2006) 'Institutional reform and the reorganisation of family support
services', Organization Studies, Vol. 27, No.12, pp 1843-1861

Boden, D. (1995) Agendas and arrangements: Everyday negotiations in meetings. In A. FIRTH (ed)
The Discourse of Negotiation. Studies of language in the workplace (Oxford: Elsevier
Science/Pergamon), pp. 83—99.

Boud, D. And Miller, N. (1996) Synthesising traditions and identifying themes in learning from
experience. In D. Boud and N. Miller (eds.) Working with Experience (London: Routledge), pp.
9-18.

Bogenrieder, 1. (2002) ‘Social Architecture as a Prerequisite for Organizational Learning’,
Management Learning, Vol. 33, No.2, pp. 197-212.

Burrell, G,, G, Morgan, 1979, Sociological Paradigms and Organizational Analysis. Heinemann,
London, U.K

Burgoyne, J., & Jackson, B. 1997. The arena thesis: Management development as a pluralistic
meeting point. In J. Burgoyne & M. Reynolds (Eds.), Management learning: Integrating
perspectives in theory and practice: pp.54—70. London: Sage.

Carlile, P. R. (2002) ‘A Pragmatic View of Knowledge and Boundaries: Boundary Objects in New
Product Development’, Organization Science, Vol.13, No.4, pp. 442-455.

Carlile, P. R. (2004) Transferring, Translating and Transforming: An Integrative Framework for
Managing Knowledge across Boundaries, Organization Science, Vol. 15, No. 5, pp. 555-568.

Clarke J, Thorpe R, Anderson L, Gold J (2006) ‘It’s all action, it’s all learning: action learning in
SME’s’, Journal of European Industrial Training, Vol. 30, No. 6, pp 441-455.

Clegg, S. 1989. Frameworks of power. London: Sage.

Collin, K. (2004) ‘The role of experience in development engineers’ work and learning’, International
Journal of Training and Development, Vol. 8,No. 2, pp.109-124.

Covaleski, M. A., Dirsmith, M. W., Heian, J. B., & Sajay, S. (1998) ‘The calculated and the avowed:
Techniques of discipline and struggles over identity in the Big Six public accounting firms’,
Administrative Science Quarterly, Vol. 43, No.2, pp. 293-327.

Cope, J. (2005) ‘Toward a dynamic learning perspective of entrepreneurship’, Entrepreneurship:
Theory and Practice, Vol.29, No.4, pp. 373-98.

Cook, S. and Yanow, D. (1996) ‘Culture and Organisational Learning’, in M. D. Cohen and
L. Sproull (eds) Organisational Learning, pp. 430-59. California: Sage.

Coopey, J. (1994) ‘Power, Politics and Ideology’, in J. Burgoyne, M. Pedler and T. Boydell
(eds) Towards the Learning Company, pp. 42-51. London: McGraw-Hill Book Company.

Coopey, J. (1995) ‘The Learning Organization: Power Politics and Ideology’, Management
Learning, Vol. 26, No. 2, pp. 193-214.

11



Coopey, J. and Burgoyne, J. (2000) ‘Politics and organizational learning’, Journal of Management
Studies, Vol. 37, No. 6, pp. 869-885.

Crossan, M., & Guatto, T. (1996) ‘Organizational learning research profile’, Journal of Organizational
Change Management, Vol. 9, No. 1, pp. 107-112.

Crossan, M. M., Lane, H. W. and White, R. E. (1999) ‘An Organizational Learning Framework: From
Intuition to Institution’, Academy of Management Review, Vol.24, No. 3, pp. 522-537.

Cunliffe, A. (2003) ‘Reflexive Inquiry in Organizational Research: Questions and Possibilities’, Human
Relations, Vol. 56, No. 8, pp.983-1003.

Duncan, R. B. and Weiss, A. (1979) ‘Organisational Learning: Implications for Organisational
Design’, in B. Staw (ed.) Research in Organisational Behaviour, pp. 75-123. Greenwich, CT:
JAIl Press.

Easterby-Smith, M. and Lyles, M. A. (Eds.) (2005). Handbook of organizational learning and
knowledge management. Oxford: Blackwell.

Eraut, M., Alderton, J., Cole, G. and Senker, P. (1998) Learning from other people at work. In F.
CoffieldD (ed), Learning at Work (Bristol: The Policy Press), pp. 37—-48.

Ferdinand, J. (2004) ‘Power, Politics and State Intervention in Organizational Learning’,
Management Learning, Vol. 35, No.4, pp. 435-50.

Fineman, S. (2003) ‘Emotionalising Organizational Learning’, in M. Easterby-Smith and M.
Lyles (eds) The Handbook of Organizational Learning and Knowledge Management. Oxford:
Blackwell.

Foucault, M. (1977). Discipline and Punish, London; Penguin Books
Foucault, M. (1977) ‘Discipline and punish: The birth of the prison’. New York: Vintage Books.

Fox, S. (2000) ‘Communities of practice, Foucault and employee network theory’, Journal of
Management Studies, Vol. 37, No.6, pp. 853— 867.

Gerber, R. (1998) ‘How do workers learn in their work?’, The Learning Organization, Vol. 5, No.4, pp.
168—175.

Geiger, D. (2008) ‘The Dark Side of Narratives: Challenging the Epistemological Nature of Narrative
Knowledge’, International Journal of Management Concepts and Philosophy, Vol. 3, No.1, pp.
66-81.

Gherardi, S. (1999), 'Learning as problem-driven or learning in the face of mystery?
Organization Studies, Vol. 20, No. 1, pp. 101-123

Gherardi, S. and Nicolini, D. (2001) ‘The Sociological Foundations of Organizational
Learning’, in M. Dierkes et al. The Handbook of Organizational Learning and Knowledge.
London: Sage.

Gherardi, S. and Nicolini, D. (2002) ‘Learning in a Constellation of Interconnected Practices: Cannon
or Dissonance’, Journal of Management Studies, Vol. 39, No.4, pp. 419-436.

Gherardi, S. (2003) ‘Knowing as Desiring: Mythic Knowledge and the Knowledge Journey
in Communities of Practitioners’, paper presented to the Organizational Learning and
Knowledge 5th International Conference, Lancaster University, May/June.

Gherardi, S. (2006) Organizational Knowledge. The Texture of Workplace Learning. Oxford:
Blackwell.

12



Giddens, A. 1984. The constitution of society: Outline of atheory of structuration. Cambridge: Polity
Press.

Goodwin, C. (2000) ‘Action and embodiment within situated human interaction’, Journal of
Pragmatics, Vol. 32, No.10, pp.1489-1522.

Gold, J., Holman, D. and Thorpe, R. (2002) The Role of Argument Analysis and Story Telling in
Facilitating Critical Thinking, Management Learning, Vol. 33, No. 3, pp. 371-388.

Granovetter, M. (1973) ‘The Strength of Weak Ties’, American Journal of Sociology, Vol. 78, No.6,
pp.1360-80.

Granath , J. A., Arch, M., Adler, N. and Lindahl G. A. (1995) Organizational learning supported by
design of space, technical systems and work organization. A case study from an electronic
design department. Paper presented at the 5th International Conference of Flexible
Automation and Intelligent Manufacturing (Stuttgart, Germany, 28—-30 June).

Hager, P. (2004) The conceptualization and measurement of learning at work. In H. Rainbird, A.
Fuller and A. Munro (eds) Workplace Learning in Context (London: Routledge), pp. 242—258.

Hardy, C., & Clegg, S. R. 1996. Some dare call it power. In S. R. Clegg, C. Hardy, & W. R. Nord
(Eds.), Handbook of organization studies: 622—641. London: Sage.

Higgins, D. and Mirza, M. (2011) ‘Where do we go...! A meta-theoretical analysis of learning and the
small firm’, Int. J. Innovation and Learning, Vol. 10, No. 4, pp.327-349.

Huber, G. 1991. Organizational learning: The contributing processes and the literatures.
Organization Science, Vol. 2, No. 1, pp 88—115.

Jack, S., Anderson, A.R. (2002) ‘The effects of embeddedness upon the entrepreneurial process’,
Journal of Business Venturing, Vol. 17, No.5, pp.467-487

Jones, O. and Macpherson, A. (2006) ‘Inter-organizational learning and strategic renewal in SMEs:
Extending the 4i framework’, Long Range Planning, Vol. 39, No. 2, pp.155-75.

Jones, O., Macpherson, A. and Thorpe, R. (2010) ‘Learning in owner-managed small firms: Mediating
artefacts and strategic space’, Entrepreneurship and Regional Development, Vol.22, No.7,
pp. 649-673

Kakati, M. (2003) ‘Success Criteria in High-Tech New Ventures’, Technovation, Vol. 23,No.5, pp. 447-
457.

Korunka, C., Frank, H., Lueger, M., and Mugler, J. (2003) ‘The entrepreneurial personality in the
context of resources, environment and the start-up process’, Entrepreneurship: Theory and
Practice, Vol. 28, No.1, pp23-42.

Lawrence, T. B., Mauws, M. K., Dyck, B. and Kleysen, R. F. (2005) ‘The Politics of Organisational
Learning: Integrating Power into the 41 Framework’, Academy of Management Review,
Vol.30,_No. 1, pp. 180-91.

Lawrence, T. B., Winn, M., & Jennings, P. D. 2001. The temporal dynamics of institutionalization.
Academy of Management Review, Vol. 26, No. 4, pp.624—644.

Lave, J. and Wenger, E. (1991) ‘Situated Learning. Legitimate peripheral participation’, Cambridge:
University of Cambridge Press.

Levitt, B. and March, J. (1988a). Organizational Learning Annual Review of Sociology, Vol. 14,
pp.319-338.

Lin, N., Cook, K. and Burt, R. (2001) Social Capital: Theory and Research. Aldine De Gruyter.

13



Middleton, D. (1996) Talking work: Argument, common knowledge, and improvisation in teamwork.
In Y. ENGESTROM and D. MIDDELTON (eds.) Cognition and Communication at Work
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press), pp. 233—256.

Minniti, M. and Bygrave, W. (2001); “A dynamic model of entrepreneurial training”,
Entrepreneurship: Theory and Practice, Vol. 25, No.3, pp 5-16

Nicolini, D., Gherardi, S. and Yanow, D. (2003) Introduction: Toward a practice-based view of
knowing and learning in organizations. In D. NICOLINI, S. GHERARDI and D. YANOW (eds.)
Knowing in Organizations. A practice-based approach (Armonk: M. E. Sharpe), pp.3-31.

Newell, S., Robertson, M. and Swan, J. (2006) ‘Interactive Innovation Processes and the Problems of
Managing Knowledge’, in B. Renzl, K. Matzler and H. Hinterhuber (eds), pp. 115-36. The
Future of Knowledge Management. London: Palgrave Macmillan.

Noble, D. 1984. Forces of production: A social history of industrial automation. New York: Knopf.

Orr, J. E. (1996) Talking about Machines. An ethnography of a modern job (Ithaca, NY: IRL
Press/Cornell University Press).

Owen, C.A. (2001) ‘The role of organisational context in mediating workplace learning and
performance’, Computers in Human Behaviour, Vol. 17, No.5, pp.597-614.

Pfeffer, J. Power in organisations. Cambridge, MA: Ballinger, 1981.

Rae, D. (2000) ‘Understanding entrepreneurial learning: A question of how?’, International Journal of
Entrepreneurial Behaviour and Research, Vol. 6, No. 3, pp. 145-159.

Rae, D. 2004. Entrepreneurial learning: A practical model from the creative industries. Education and
Training, Vol. 46, No. 8/9, pp. 492-500.

Rae, D. (2004) ‘Practical Theories from Entrepreneurs Stories: Discursive Approaches to
Entrepreneurial Learning’, Journal of Small Business and Enterprise Development, Vol. 11,
No.2, pp. 195-202.

Robertson, M. (2007) ‘Translating Breakthroughs in Genetics into Biomedical Innovation: The Case of
UK Genetic Knowledge Parks’, Technology Analysis & Strategic Management Journal, Vol.
19, No. 2, pp. 189-204.

Schreybgg, G. and Geiger, D. (2007) ‘The Signifi cance of Distinctiveness: A Proposal for
Rethinking Organizational Knowledge’, Organization, Vol. 14, No. 1, pp. 77—-100.

Senge, P, 1990, The Fifth Discipline: The Art of Practice of the Uarning Organization. Doubleday
Press, New York,

Sharrock, W. and Button, G. (1997) Engineering investigations: Practical sociological reasoning in the
work of engineers. In G. C. Bowker, S. Leigh Star, W. Turner and L. Gasser (eds.) Social
Science, Technical Systems and Cooperative Work. Beyond the Great Divide (London: LEA),
pp. 79-104.

Shrivastava, P. (1983) ‘A Typology of Organisational Learning Systems’, Journal of Management
Studies Vol. 20, pp. 7-28.

Somech, A. and Drach-Zahavy, A. (2002) ‘Relative Power and Influence Strategy: The Effects of
Employee/Target Organizational Power on Supervisors’ Choice of Influence Strategies’,
Journal of Organizational Behaviour, Vol. 23, No.2, pp. 167-79.

Taylor, D. and Thorpe, R. 2004. Entrepreneurial learning: A process of co-participation. Journal of
Small Business and Enterprise Development, Vol. 11, No.2, pp. 203—11.

14



Thorpe, R., Jones, O., Macpherson, A. and Holt, R. 2008. “The evolution of business knowledge in
SMEs”, In The evolution of business knowledge, Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Vera, D. and Crossan, M. (2004) ‘Strategic Leadership and Organizational Learning’, Academy of
Management Review, Vol. 29, No.2, pp. 222-240.

Vera, D., & Crossan, M. M. (2004) ‘Theatrical improvisation: lessons for organization’, Organization
Studies, Vol. 25, No.5, pp. 727-749.

Vince, R. (2001) ‘Power and Emotion in Organizational Learning’, Human Relations, Vol. 54, No.10
pp. 1325-51.

Vince, R. (2002) ‘The Politics of Imagined Stability: A Psychodynamic Understanding of
Change at Hyder plc’, Human Relations, Vol. 55, No.10, pp. 1189-208.

Vince, R. and Broussine, M. (2000) ‘Rethinking Organizational Learning in Local Government’, Local

Government Studies, Vol. 26, No.1, pp.15-30.

Weick, K. E. (1996) ‘The role of renewal in organizational learning’, International Journal of
Technology Management, Vol. 11, No.7-8, pp. 738-746.

Weick, K. E. 1995. Sensemaking in organizations. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Ward, T. (2004) ‘Cognition, creativity, and entrepreneurship’, Journal of Business Venturing, Vol. 19
No.2, pp. 173-188.

Yanow, D. (2004) ‘Translating local knowledge at organizational peripheries’, British Journal of
Management, Vol.15, No. S1, pp.S9-S25.

15



