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-1 am talking.about a culture of schooling in which more impertance is placed
on exploration than on discovery, morevalue is assigned to surprise than to
control,more attention is devoted to what is distinctive than to what is

It is an educational culture that has a greater focus on becoming than on being,
places more value on the imaginative than on the factual, assigns greater
priority to valuing than to measuring, and.regards the guality of the journey as
more educationally significant than the speed.at which the destination is
reached.\amtalking about a new vision of what education might'and what
schools are for. | (Eisner, 2005 : 213)
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For a postmodarn idea of'Bildung there can be no absolute measure of a true
human life...The premise of Bildung points to the fact that subject is not
exausted in its objectivity"butis'disclosed in Felationships. The promise is the
name of a relationship. ( Lovlie, 2002 : 484)

standard, more interest is related to what is metaphorical than to what is literal.
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The following article is excerpted from a journal paper. Please answer the following questions in

2% 4

English according to the article. Thank you!

1. Please summarize the article (your.summary must be no more than 150 words). (33%)

s

What are the main themes or issues the article tries to convey (no more than 100 words)?
(33%)
What are your comments about this article (no more than 200 words)? (34%)

If there is any consensus about whage@ucation iasknowledge society should be
like, it is to be found in a clusters61 terins that pervade'the oral and printed discourse
on this issue—including espegially the “futuristic business literature’ that Bereiter
cites in his target article: lifelong learning, flexibility, creativity, higher-order
thinking skills, collab®ration, distributed expertise, learning organizations,
innovation, technological literacy. At times.these appear to be empty buzzwords,
but they may alsoibe thought of as atfempts to give expression to a central intuition
that has yet to be formulated in terms that are clear enough to be very useful in
generating designs and policigs. In this chapter [ attempt to,extract a main idea from
these vague terms and show how it cansbe applied to generate a kind of education
that really does address new challenges in a new way.

A central ideaiis collective cognitiveresponsibility: Although this coneept does not
capture everything suggested in the foregoing list of terms, if captures mtch that
they have in common and something more. Let s first expand upon the idea in the
context of adult work and then‘apply it in the context of gducation.

Expert medical teams, flight crews; and'speris-teams have begun to serve as models
for the kinds of groups that are expected torcarry on much of the higher-level work
in knowledge-based enterprises. Expert teams exhibit continual learning, flexibility,
good thinking, and collaboration; but they also'exhibit other characteristics of a
more distinctive nature. Although each mémbenof the teamanay have particular
expertise and particular duties, the team members are also able to take over for one
another on a moment-to-moment basis. This provides a flexibility that enables the
group effort to succeed despite unexpected complications. Along with the capability
is a commitment on the part of each member to do whatever is necessary to make
the team effort succeed. Expert teams have been around for a long time. The
whaling crews that Melville described in Moby Dick exemplify what I have been
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describing. And, of course, expert sports teams exhibit just the combination of
distinctive roles and skills on one hand and resourceful cooperation on the other that
go to make up collective responsibility. What is new is that expert teams are
becoming the paradigms for working groups of all kinds, replacing the bureaucratic
and assembly line paradigms, in which roles are fixed and the way to handle the
unexpected is to refer it to a higher level in the organization.

Collective responsibility, then, refers to the condition in which responsibility for the
success of a group effort is distributed across all the members rather than being
concentrated in the leader. Collective cognitive responsibility involves an added
dimension. In modern enterprises thexgds-wsually,a cognitive dimension in addition
to the more tangible and practicals@Speetssihisus, obviously the case in research
groups and other groups directly concerned with knowledge production, but it is
also the case in enterprises whepé knowledge is subordinate to other goals. The
members of an expert surgical team, for example, will ideally-share responsibility
not only for carryifig out thé'surgical procedure; they also take collective
responsibility for understanding what.is happening,. for staying cognitively on top of
events as they unfold. In a well-functioning office, the'staff will not only keep
records and appointments in order and get required work out on time; they will also
take responsibility for knowing what needs to be known and for insuring that others
know what needs to be known. This is what is' meant by collective cognitive
responsibility.

In discussions with business people, I find that they instantly recognize cognitive
responsibility as ayproblem, even though they have not previously thomght of it in
those terms. They/recognize that their employees may be garrying out overt tasks
with a high level of responsibility, but that things keep,£0ing Wrong or projects
deteriorate because problems aréieithes,not being re€ognized or are thought to be
someone else’s responsibility. The calendars, to-delists, and project management
software designed te keep people organized and on task provide little help in this
regard. They may include cognitive items—“Decide...,” “Look into...,”
“Plan...”—but these havethe effect'of limitihg cognitive respoensibility to particular
people and of obscuring the Continualliving with*problems and ideas that is part of
the work life of an expert team. The irony is that in our so-called knowledge
society, many people who are ostensibly doing knowledge work remain primarily
engaged with material things, while the kind of knowledge processing that should
be constantly going on in the background is slighted or left to management.
Cognitive responsibility, it appears, is harder to maintain than responsibility for
tangible outcomes.
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2. Confirmatory Factor Analysis
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4. Data Envelopment Analysis
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OCBEB: Definition and Construoct

OCB ix defined in the study as discretionary behavior dirccied at indi-
viduals or at the organization a8 @ whole, which goes heyond existing role
expectations and bengfits or is intended 1o benefit the oreanization (Qrgan.
1988). According to this definition. OCBirefers to organizationally benefi-
cial behaviors and gesturés, that €an either be enforced on the bagis/offor-
mal role obligations nor clitited bysa'contractual guar@niee of regCoMpense.
OCB consists of informal contributionsbat participants can ghogse to pers
form or withhold without regard (o considerations of sanclions or form:d
incentives (Organ, 1990). Although most seholats agree on the multidi-
mensionality of this constrigt. a review of the literature reveals a lack of
consensus about its dimensiopality. Podsakoff ot al. (2000 engfied
almost 30 potentially different fofms ol OCB.Howeuer, they alsesfisseried
that the constructs greatly overlap, so they might be capiured in five
common dimensions: (a) Alfruism, or helping behavior, which involves vol-
untarily helping others with an organizationally relevant task or problem. such
as helping other teachers who have heavy workloads: (b) Conscientionsness.
namely, going well beyond minimally required levels of attendance. punc-
tuality, housekeeping. conserving resources. and related matters of internal
maintenance. such as attending at work above the norm: (¢) Sportsmanship.
which reflects the emplovee’s willingness to tolerate the inevitable incon-
veniences and impositions of work without complaining. such as not wasting
time complaining about trivialities: (¢h Conrtesy. namely. behaviors aimed
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at preventing work-refated problems with others. such as not abusing the
rights of others: and (e ) Civic virtue, which reflects responsive, Consuuetive
involvement in the organization. such as keeping abreast of changes al
school. Based on this typology. Podsakoff. MacKenzie. Moorman. and
Fetter (1990) developed a systematic and comprehensive measure of OCB.
which was adopted in the study.

Antecedents of QCB

Determining the reasons why individuals engugesin QOCBshi < attracted a
substantial amount of rescarch attention in'both organizational bl vor and
social psychology. Attempts 1o understant e correlates and catses o OCH
frequently focus on individuad fharactetistics. This lilerature  imp!icithy
assumes that people™s persopd] characleristics and the i reactionsin and o he
workplace influence the extent to which they #4177 exceed theey!l"of dutss
However. recently scholars have argued thatthese behaviors mighi be turther
understood by an investication of how they are embedded in differenyeans
texts. such as the work group. the department. or theerganization (DiPaocly &
Hoy, 2003a, 2005b: DiPaola & Tachannen-Moran, 20018 Georgell &
Bettenhausen. 1990; Semech & Dragh-Zahavy, 2004 ). Accordingly. W
chose to examine the impact of the mdividual varfables of affectivity and pors
ceived superior’s support and the prgafizational variable of indivicdual =
collectivism,

The Relationship Benveen Individaal Characicrisis cric] (Ol®

Based on a thorough review ol the QCB hilerature, Podsakolt et al. (2000
identified two main categories of individual characteristics: employees” atti-
tudes and dispositional variables, "Ehc “employee Aliegles categoryswhich
has been thoroughly treated in rescarch soagestSin impoftamisiclaieship
hetween OCB and satisfaction (Bateman & Organ, 1983: Lee & Allen, 2002y
organizational commitment ¢ fanY peren, Van den Berg, & Willering. 1999, per-
ceptions of fairness (Folger, 1993 Moorman. Nichoff., & Organ. 1993). per-
ceptions of organizational/supervisor support (Randall. Cropunzano.
Bormann. & Birjulin, 19993, and intrinsic and extrinsic job attitudes (Organ
& Ryan, 1995; Williams & Anderson. 1991). Examples of dispositional vari-
ables are affectivity (George, 1990), agrecubleness (Konovsky & Organ.
1 993). and conscienliousness (Organ & Ryan. 19935). Here we chose to exam-
ine the most frequently investigated antecedents of OCB. namely. perecived
supervisor support (employee’s attitude ) and affectivity (a dispositional vari-

able): 1o our knowledge, no study thus far addresses these connections in ( _ig@z E | )
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schools. Furthermore, most research examines either attitudes or dispositional
variables, but examining them simultancously allowed us to learn about the
relative impact of these variabies on OCB in schools.

Perceived supervisor support. Employees develop general views concern-
ing the degree to which supervisors appreciate their contributions and care
about their well-being (Eisenberger, Stingthamber, Vandenberghe.
Sucharski, & Rhoades, 2002). Perceived superiorsupportis,also valued as
assurance that aid will be available from the supepvisor when it iswpecded to
carry out one’s job effectively and to deal with stressful situations (Randall
et al., 1999). Supportive supervisors are secn as taking pride in their employ-
ees, compensating them fairly, and Tooking after their needs (Eisenberger
et al., 2002). Moreover, because supervisors act as agents of the organization,
having responsibility for dirceting and evaluating subordinates™ performance,
employees view their supervisor's favorable or unfavorable orientation
toward them as an indication that the organization favors or disfavors them.
On the basis of social exchange principies and recipiogity norms (€.c., Blau,
1964), individuals will jattempt to reciprocate those who benefit them. The
notion of fairness underlies the norm of reciprocity in that people seckito
balance their inputs and, outcomes in relation 1o others (Flynn. 2003);
According to Organ (1988))employees interpret faimess (0 mean that thejr
supervisors can be trusted to proiset their integests; this in tarn engenders 4N
obligation (o repay their supervisors rhrough ‘“pos;ttve, beneficial actions.
Accordingly, beneficial actions directed at cmplovees by the organization
andfor its representatives conwibute to the formation of high-quality
exchange relationships that oblige employees to reciprocate in positive, ben-
eficial ways (e.g., Lambert, 2000). Several researchers (e.g.. Rhoades &
Eisenberger, 2002) have argued that.OCB is especiallysuitable materia! for
reciprocity because workers have much diseretionin performing il whercas
traditional in-role behaviors are primarily a function of wark processes and
the worker’s abilities (e.g.. Konovsky & Pugh, 1994). The proposition that
OCB is the currency of reciprocity is supported by research (Organ & Ryan,
1995; Schnake, 1991). For example, based on a meta-analysis of the litera-
ture, Podsakoff et al. (2000) indicated that perceptions of fairness, and per-
ceived supervisor’s support have significant relationships with OCB of
roughly comparable strength (mnwinn from .21 to .31). In our case, we
posited that high perceived supervisor’s support should produce a felt oblig-
“ation fo caré about the school's welfare and o hwlp the school attain its
objectives by exhibiting high frequency of OCBs:

Hypothesis 1: Perceived superior support will be positively related to OCB.
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Affectiviry. Affectivity. or mood, is a personality structure that represents
pervasive and generalized affective states (Clark & Isen, 1982; George.
1996). Evidence suggests considerable stability of this trait during periods
as long as 30 years (Williams & Shiaw. 1999). Affectivity is not directed at
a particular target but concerns the naturally occurring feeling states that
people experience. For example, although some particular event may put an
individual into a good mood, this is a generalized affective state that will
influence reactions and actions concerning a variety of stimuli unrelated to
the positive mood-inducing event. Factors analysis of measures of self-
reported affectivity suggests two dimensions: positive affectivity and nega-
tive affectivity. The two may be independengdnd canbave Hifferent patterns
of correlation with other variables (Agho!Prife, & Muelleg, 1 992). Positive
atfectivity is an individual's disposition 1@ be happy acress time and situa-
tions. Such individuals tend to_feel-active, excited. enthusiastic, and.apti-
mistic, as well as enjoy work-related activities (Watson, Pennebakesr, &
Folger, 1987). Negative affectivity is an individual’s disposition to experi-
ence discomfort across time and situations. Persons scoring high in nega-
tive affectivity are mare prone to feel anxicty, threat, irritation, frustration.
and discomfort, even in the absence of objective stressors in the environ-
ment (Agho et.al., 1992).

The conccptual basis for pmdxcmng & refanumhghmmiﬁﬁgmy;l@u
and ‘OCB derives from. the social \psychology experiments (Rosenham.
Salovey, Karviowski, & Hargis, 1981), which strongly affirm a connection
between positive affectivity and OCB (¢.g.. Rosenham, Salovey, & Hargis.
1981). One explanation is that employees with positive affectivity may be
more likely to perceive situations and other werkers in 2 mere pesitive light
(George, 1996). This increased attraction 10 others and generally favorable
outlook may predispose emplovees to exhibit behaviors that benefit organi-
zation members, enhance orgasizational outcomes. or both. In addition.
positive affectivity may lead ro™ipcreased sooiai] “awarcness.” sueh’ that
employees will be more willing o display prosocial behaviors and, hence,
may exhibit OCB as a means of protecting or prolonging their positive
emotional state {e.g., Isen & Baron, 199]; Williams & Shiaw, 1999).

Regarding the link between negative affectivity and OCB, studies
generally, but not _entirely consistently, demonstrate the converse of the

“conclusion” abmr ——that negative - affectivity tends to supprc<s or inhibit
-altruistic or helping gestures (e.g., Agho et al., 1992). Individuals high in
negative affectivity are generally more likely to have a negative view of
themselves. others. and the world around them and to interpret ambiguous
stimuli negatively. Such individuals tend to increase the psychological
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distance between self and others and, hence, 10 decrease their willingness
to exhibit helping and prosocial acts (George, 1990);

Hypothesis 2: Positive affectivity will be positively related to OCB. and negative
affectivity will be negaiively related 10 OCB.

The Relationship Between Organizational Characteristics and OCB

Because individuals perform OCB, it is appropriateto sek its causes in
teachers' personal characteristics. However, teachers who do ordo not dis-
play OCB do not do so in a vacuum, and the organizational context most
likely serves to encourage or discourage them (George & Jones, 1997). For
example, George and Bettenhausen (1990) and Podsakoff and MacKenzic
(1997) found that less highly formalized organizations Creatcd an atimos-
phere of group cohesiveness that encouraged cmployees to engage in OCB.
whereas bureaucratically structured organizations created an enviromment
of emplovees” alienation that inhibited OCB. In a similar manner, the study
of DiPaola and Tschannen-Moran (2001 ), which was conduocted in schools.
reveals a positive link between an.open and collegial climate and OCB in
teachers. In this study, we focused on schoot culture, as an organizational
variable, whlch represents the pormative system of shared values and

beliefs that shapes how of rganization members. feel, think tand/ hehave

{Schein, 1990; Veiga, Lubatkin, Calori, & Very, 2000). However, recently
scholars have argued that culture is nol mcrely an organizational feature,
but that organizational evenls serve as a contexé within which individuals
perceive culture. Accordingly, cmployees® culture perceplion derives both
from their perceptions of their sgvironment and from the ways they cozni-
tively assess it through schemas degived from_werk-related™values (E. A.
James & James, 1989). In this study, weé chose to examine the impact of
the major dimension of organizational culture—individualism-collec-
tivism—on teachers” OCB.

Individualism-Collectivism. Many researchers have suggested that much
of the complexity of culture can be modeled by assuming that cultures vary
along a number of dimensions (Hofstede, 1980; Triandis, 1995}, whereas
theorists (Gerstner & Day. 1994: Triandis, 1995) have described individu-
“alism-collectivism as a major dimension of culturdl varition. Individualism-
collectivism is an analytical dimension that captures the relative importance
people accord to personal interests and shared pursuits (Wagner, 1995).
Individualistic cultures emphasize self-reliance, autonomy, costrol, and
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priority of personal goals, which may or may not be consistent with in-group
goals. An individual feels proud of his or her own accomplishments and
derives satisfaction from performance based on his or her own achieve-
ments. By contrast, in collective cultures people will subordinate their per-
sonal interests to the goals of their in-group. An individual belongs to only
a few in-groups, and behavior within the group emphasizes goal attainment,
cooperation, and group welfare and harmony. Thus, pleasure and satisfac-
tion derive from group accomplishrmenp(LamaChcn & Schaubroeck,
2002; Triandis, 1995). Thinking about the implications of these differences
suggests that variations in individualisme-collectivism should infiuence per-
sonal tendencies to engage in OCBTA collectivistic orientation is expressed
in strong feelings of loyalty, reciprocity, and solidarity among membess of
the same group, and peopié in this culturc experience greater In-group reg-
ulation of behavior and a heightened scnse of duty to the in-group. as com-
pared with individualistic members (Bontempo, Lobel, & Triandis, 1990).
When teachers perceive their organizational culture as-collectivistie, they
may be expected to value collaboration; when they pesceive their school
as individualistic, theyimay value competition. Accordingly. helping col-
leagues will be encouraged by the former pereeption and discouraged by
the latter, becanse valuing eolleetivism may eahance social responsibiliey
values that endorse the spreading of, goodwill. whereas  individualism
may be more inwardly focused (George & Jones, 1997). Accordingly. we
hypothesized

Hypothesis 3: Collectivism will be positively refated to OCB, and individualism
will be negatively related 1o OCE.

Finally, our model allowed us to ecxamine the relative contributions
of personal (perceived superior support and affectivity) and organizational
(individualism-collectivism) characteristics on promoting teachers™ OCB
in schools.

(hadavh)
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RESULTS

The intercorrelation matrixes at both the individual and the aggregate levels
for all key variables included in the analysis are presented in Tabie 1. According
to the means of teachers” OCB shown in Table 1, the subscale that received the
highest scores was Sportsmanship (M = 4.25). followed by Civic Virtue (M =
4.0D). Altruism (M = 3.94). and Courtesy (M= 3.93). The lowest average score
was ascribed to Conscientiousness (M = 3.532). All the correlations among the
five subscales were positive and significant, ranging from=85.t0 .78. No signif-
icant correlation was found between Negative Affectivity and Positive
Affectivity (p > .05), indicating that these twe personality dimensions were not
polar extremes of the same continuum bul distinet. independent constiuets,

To test the study hypotheses, we first conducted separaie mixed linear
models analyses to predict the impact of each independent variable (per-
ceived superior support, affectivity, individualism-eollectivismyon the overall
OCB Scale. as well as on the five dimensions of OCB (altruism, conseicntious-
ness, courtesy. sportsmanship, and eivic virtue). Next, for the relative impact
of the individual characteristics versus organizational characteristics, on
teachers” OCB, we conducted mixed lingar models analyses withall the inde-
pendent variables that were significantly associated with OCB in predicting
the overall OCB Scale, as well as the five dimensions of OCB.

‘Hypothesis 1 concems ‘the midtmnsbtp between the mdwzduai ‘chafac-
teristic of pﬁrcewcd superior sipport and tcachers” QCB. As shown in Table
2, a positive and significant relationshipwas found between perceived
superior support and the overal! scale of OCB 95) = 2.65. p <05, as well
as positive and significant relationships between perceived superior support
and four dimensions of OCB: altrism, #99) = 2.31. p < .G5: conscien-
tiousness, H73) = 2.65, p < .05 sportsmanship. #(95) = 2.05. p < .05; and
civic virtue, #94) = 2.02. p < .05, No significantaclation was found
between perceived superior support and*Coustesy<(p > 05).

Hypothesis 2 concerns the relationship between the individual charac-
teristic of affectivity and teachers’ OCB (see Table 3). Regarding positive
affectivity, no significant relationship was found between positive affectiv-
ity and OCB (p > .05). Regarding negative affectivity, as expected, a nega-
tive and significant relationship was revealed between negative affectivity
and the overall scale of OCB, #(97)=-2.34. p < .05, as well as negative and
significant relationships between negative affectivity and Tour out of the
| five dimensions of OCB: altruism. #(95) = -2.70, p < .05; conscientious-
| ness, 798y = —2.17. p < .05 sportSmanship, K98) = 2:55. p< 05: und civic
virtue, #97) = =2.50, p < :05. No significant relation was found between
negative affectivity and courtesy (p > .05},
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TABLE 2
Results of Mixed Models Analyses, Testing the Effect of Perceived Superior
Support on Orzanizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB)

Variable
Random Effect: Peedictor: Perceived
Schoot Level Superior Support
Dependent Variable b SE t Value i SE t Yalue
OCB 06 09 76 21 08 2.65%
Altruism 06 07 71 .24 .10 2.31*
Conscientiousness 07 L9 37 25 09 2 65%
Courtesy 06 03 a1 09 07 wlik
Sportsmanship .08 07 73 .19 09 2.405%
Civic virtue 05 09 73 w2 11 2.02#
*p < 05, :
TABLE 3

Results of Mixed Models Analyses, Testing the Effect of Affectivity
‘on-Organizational Cltlzenship Behavior (OCB)

dndependent Varigble

Random Predictor: Random Predictor:
Effecr: Positive Effect: Negative
School Level Affectiviry Seiigol Level Affectivity

Dependent Variable b SE 1Vulue b SE tValue b SE 1 Value b SE 1t Value

OCB 07 08 32 04 M2 3204 0600 20 282234
Altrutsm 05 .00 43 .17 15 TASee0ET06 .27 umddead§esl70%
Conscientiousness .04 .08 234 04 .13 .34 04 08 .31 =12 .15 -217*
Courtesy 063 .00 32 0201 I8 06 06 29 -14 .11 -LI9
Sportsmanship 03 .09 32 03 .2 29 03 .07 3% -33 .13 255
Civic virtue 03 06 37 08 .16 49 04 07 36 ~42 17 -2.50%
*p < .05,

Hypothesis 3 concerns the relationship between the organizational char-
_acteristic of individualism-collectivism and teachers” OCB. Table 4 shows
positive and significant relationship between collectivism and the overall
scale of OCB, #(55) = 2.10, p < .05, as well as positive and significant rela-
tionships between collectivism and four out of the five dimensions of OCB:
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TABLE 4
Results of Mixed Maodels Analyses, Testing the Effeet of Collectivism
on Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCE)

Variable

Random Effect: School Level Predictor: Collectivism
Dependent Variable b SE f Value b SE 1 Value
OCB 07 .06 32 28 y 2.10%
Altruism 07 07 e A0 18 2.19%
Conscientiousness 07 07 172 30 14 2.18%
Courtesy 08 06 J4 .08 14 59
Sporismanship 06 97 69 32 A3 244
Civic virtue 06 07 Jo 38 18 2.10%*

p < 05,

altreism, #85) = 2.19,p < .05; conscicntiousness, 1(97) = 28, p <LOG;
sportsmanship, 1(27) = 2.44, p < .03; and civic virtue, 157y = 110, p < .05
No significant relation was found between collectivism and courfesy
»>.05).

Finally, to test the refative impact of mdmdual chmu,u,mli% and orga-
nizational characteristics on tsachers’ OCB, we conducted miXed linear
models analysis with all the variables that were found. in thesstudy. to be
significantly associated with teachers® OCB: negative afTectivity. perceived
superior support. and individualism-collectivism. As shown in Table 3. the
results indicate that the overall QCB Scale was positively and significant!y
related only to the organizational chasacteristie of individualism-collectivism,
1(60) = 2.28, p < .05. No significant relations Were found befweenrthe over-
all OCB Scale and the individual characteristics of perceived superior sup-
port and negative affectivity (p > .05). Regarding the relationship between
the five dimensions of OCB and the study variables. positive and significant
relations were found between collectivismn and four of the dimensions:
altruism, #60) = 2.28, p < .05: conscientiousness. {91) = 2.18, p < .05:
sportsmanship, #(47) = 2.46, p < .05; and civic virtue, {50) = 2.62. p <.05.
Regarding perceived superior support, positive and significant relations
- »appcarcd between perceived.superior support ‘and two of the dimensions:
conscientiousness, #(98) = 2.57, p < .05, and courtesy, #(94) = 2.07, p < .05,
No significant relations were found between negative affectivity and the

five dimensions of OCB. (Mﬁm)
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The following article is excerpted from a journal paper. Please answer the following questions in
English according to the article. Thank you!

1. Please summarize the article (your summary must be no more than 150 words). (33%)

2. What are the main themes or issues the article tries to convey (no more than 100 words)?
(33%)

What are your comments about this article (no more than 200 words)? (34%)

(&%)

If there is any consensus about whate@lcation infaknowledge society should be
like, it is to be found in a cluster6f terins that pefvadeithe oral and printed discourse
on this issue—including espegially the “futuristic business literature’ that Bereiter
cites in his target article: lifelong learning, flexibility, eteativity, higher-order
thinking skills, collaberation, distributed expertise, learning organizations,
innovation, techmological literacy. Attimes these appear to be empty buzzwords,
but they may alsofbe thought of as attempts to give'expression to a central intuition
that has yet t0 be formulated in terms that are clear enouigh t0 be very useful in
generating designs and policies. In this chapter I attempt to,eXxtract @ main idea from
these vague terms and show how it can.be applied to generate a kind of education
that really does address new challenges in a new way.

A central ideaiis collective cognitive responsibility.Although this concept does not
capture everything suggested in the foregoing list of terms, if captures much that
they have in commion and something more. Let us first expand upon the idea in the
context of adult work and then‘apply it in the context of gducation.

Expert medical teams, flight crews, and spexts-ieams have begun to serve as models
for the kinds of groups that are expected to carry on much of the higher-level work
in knowledge-based enterprises. Expert teams exhibit continual learning, flexibility,
good thinking, and collaboration; but they also‘exhibit other characteristics of a
more distinctive nature. Although each mémbex,of the teamanay have particular
expertise and particular duties, the team members are also able to take over for one
another on a moment-to-moment basis. This provides a flexibility that enables the
group effort to succeed despite unexpected complications. Along with the capability
is a commitment on the part of each member to do whatever is necessary to make
the team effort succeed. Expert teams have been around for a long time. The
whaling crews that Melville described in Moby Dick exemplify what I have been
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describing. And, of course, expert sports teams exhibit just the combination of
distinctive roles and skills on one hand and resourceful cooperation on the other that
go to make up collective responsibility. What is new is that expert teams are
becoming the paradigms for working groups of all kinds, replacing the bureaucratic
and assembly line paradigms, in which roles are fixed and the way to handle the
unexpected is to refer it to a higher level in the organization.

Collective responsibility, then, refers to the condition in which responsibility for the
success of a group effort is distributed across all the members rather than being
concentrated in the leader. Collective cognitive responsibility involves an added
dimension. In modern enterprises thergds-usually,a cognitive dimension in addition
to the more tangible and practical@SpeetsyPhissis obviously the case in research
groups and other groups directly coficerned with knowvledge production, but it is
also the case in enterprises wheré knowledge is subordinate to other goals. The
members of an expert surgical team, for example, will ideally.share responsibility
not only for carrying outthe'Surgical procedure; they also take colleetive
responsibility for understanding what.is"happening, for staying cognitively on top of
events as they unfold. In a well-fufictioning office, the'staff will not only keep
records and appointments in order and get required work ‘out on time; they will also
take responsibility for knowing what needs to be known and for insuring that others
know what needs to be known. This is what is'meant by collective cognitive
responsibility.

In discussions with business people, I find that they instantly recognize cognitive
responsibility as asproblem, even though they have not previously thosght of it in
those terms. They/recognize that their employees may be gargying out overt tasks
with a high level of responsibility, but that things keep going Wrong or projects
deteriorate because problems are.cither not being recognized or are thought to be
someone else’s re§ponsibility. The calendars, to-dedists, and project management
software designed to keep people organized and on task provide little help in this
regard. They may include cognitive items—*“Decide...,” “Look into...,”
“Plan...”—but these have,the'effectof limiting cognitive responsibility to particular
people and of obscuring the Continuattiving with*preblems and ideas that is part of
the work life of an expert team. The irony is that in our so-called knowledge
society, many people who are ostensibly doing knowledge work remain primarily
engaged with material things, while the kind of knowledge processing that should
be constantly going on in the background is slighted or left to management.
Cognitive responsibility, it appears, is harder to maintain than responsibility for
tangible outcomes.
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O R M A FHEF (novice teacher ) #2 R K #ER (expert

teacher) = Fleg £ 8 - 25%
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Reliability Statistics
| Cronbach's :
‘ Alpha Based on
Cronbach's | Standardized
Alpha | Ttems N'of Items
238 282 8
Ttem-Total*Statistics
| . Corrected Squared | Cronbach's
Scale Mean if : Scale Variancej, licm-Total Multiple Alpha if Item
Iiem Content Item Deleted | if Ttem Deleted, Correlation | Correlation Deleted
1 Enough t0 Go o a Doctor 13.69 | 365 | 125 | 025 217
Counselling for Mental ! | |
13.19 591 Q7 053 | 200
Problems |
Infertility, Unable to Have a I ;
13.17 632 081 022 | 222
Baby |
| [
Drinking Problem {15 s 643 131 075 210
Tllegal Drugs (Marijuana, ' ‘l
13.16 | 641 065 031 229
Cocaine) . -
Partner (Husband, Wife) In ! |
13.21 602 | 044 | 020 | 243
Hospital |
Child in Hospital 1321 563 131 040 | 187
Child on Drugs, Drinking i
13.16 | 630 120 | .033 | 208
Problem | |

HA: | ARAALERHERT T BOIH 7 (54)
2 ABASGHAREMENL? (105)

AR EANRE » RERRAEARIATHHEE? (109)
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=~ EMm ik (qualitative method ) £ F CE MW ARNARAE &
FERBHLHKTEEMYF oL RAT=R  CA %S TREBEREALHIR
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W ~ {735 0 4askdbik F & | (experience sampling method) 9. 3% 203 H B #
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The following article is excerpted from a journal paper. Please answer the following questions in
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English according to the article. Thank you!

2

Please summarize the article (your summary must be no more than 150 words). (33%)
What are the main themes or issues the article tries to convey (no more than 100 words)?
(33%)

What are your comments about this article (no more than 200 words)? (34%)

If there is any consensus about whageducation if*asknowledge society should be
like, it is to be found in a clustey©! tefms that pervade'the oral and printed discourse
on this issue—including espegially the ‘futuristic business literature’ that Bereiter
cites in his target article: lifelong learning, flexibility, ereativity, higher-order
thinking skills, collab6ration, distributed expertise, learning organizations,
innovation, technological literacy. At times.these appear to be empty buzzwords,
but they may alsofbe thought of as atfempts to give expression to a central intuition
that has yet t0 be formulated in terms that are ciear enough to be very useful in
generating designs and policies. In this chapter I attempt to,extract a main idea from
these vague terms and showhow it canibe applied to generate a kind of education
that really does address new challenges in a new way.

A central idea'is collective cognitiveresponsibility:Although this concept does not
capture everything suggested in the foregoing list of terms, it captures much that
they have in common and something more. Let us first expand upon the idea in the
context of adult work and then‘apply it in the context of gducation.

Expert medical teams, flight crews, and sports-teams have begun to serve as models
for the kinds of groups that are expected to-carry on much of the higher-level work
in knowledge-based enterprises. Expert teams exhibit continual learning, flexibility,
good thinking, and collaboration; but they also‘exhibit other characteristics of a
more distinctive nature. Although eacham€mberof the teamantay have particular
expertise and particular duties, the tcam members are also able to take over for one
another on a moment-to-moment basis. This provides a flexibility that enables the
group effort to succeed despite unexpected complications. Along with the capability
is a commitment on the part of each member to do whatever is necessary to make
the team effort succeed. Expert teams have been around for a long time. The
whaling crews that Melville described in Moby Dick exemplify what I have been
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describing. And, of course, expert sports teams exhibit just the combination of
distinctive roles and skills on one hand and resourceful cooperation on the other that
go to make up collective responsibility. What is new is that expert teams are
becoming the paradigms for working groups of all kinds, replacing the bureaucratic
and assembly line paradigms, in which roles are fixed and the way to handle the
unexpected is to refer it to a higher level in the organization.

Collective responsibility, then, refers to the condition in which responsibility for the
success of a group effort is distributed across all the members rather than being
concentrated in the leader. Collective cognitive responsibility involves an added
dimension. In modern enterprises thergds-wsually,a cognitive dimension in addition
to the more tangible and practical@SpeetsaiBhisgs obuiously the case in research
groups and other groups directly coficerned with knowvledge production, but it is
also the case in enterprises wheré knowledge is subordinate to other goals. The
members of an expert surgical team, for example, will ideally.share responsibility
not only for carrying outthe surgical procedure; they also take.collceiive
responsibility for understanding what.is‘happening, for staying cognitively on top of
events as they udfold. In a well-fufictioning office, the'staff will not only keep
records and appointments in oxder and get required work ‘out on time; they will also
take responsibility for knowing what needs to be'known and for insuring that others
know what needs to be known. This is what is'meant by collective cognitive
responsibility.

In discussions with business people, I find that they instantly recognize cognitive
responsibility as @prablem, even though they have not previously thowght of it in
those terms. They/recognize that their employees may be garrying out overt tasks
with a high level of responsibility, but that things keep goimg wrong or projects
deteriorate because problems are,cither not being re€ognized or are thought to be
someone else’s responsibility. The calendars, to-dedists, and project management
software designed to keep people organized and on task provide little help in this
regard. They may include cognitive items—“Decide...,” “Look into...,”
“Plan...”—but these have,the effect of limiting cognitive responsibility to particular
people and of obscuring the Continualliving with*preblems and ideas that is part of
the work life of an expert team. The irony is that in our so-called knowledge
society, many people who are ostensibly doing knowledge work remain primarily
engaged with material things, while the kind of knowledge processing that should
be constantly going on in the background is slighted or left to management.
Cognitive responsibility, it appears, is harder to maintain than responsibility for
tangible outcomes.
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