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				Preface

				Who is this book for?

				Many, perhaps even most, educational systems have got school improvement wrong. The authorities attempt to address the issue as a technical challenge. They are simplistic in their approach and often perceive schools as machines in need of repair or factories to be re-tooled. So the politicians and bureaucrats tinker with league tables, new curricular models and merit pay for teachers, spend vast amounts money, make a great deal of noise, and ultimately have little or no positive impact.

				Schools are extremely complex organizations, in part because we invest in them our most precious assets – our children. Unlike businesses or commercial enterprises, schools have a multitude of success indicators, some of which are extremely difficult to quantify and may be time delayed by many years.

				Simplistic and superficial approaches to improving student learning simply don’t work because school improvement isn’t a technical challenge; it is an adaptive one. It requires a change not just in behaviors and skills, but in values, beliefs and even identity. In a results-oriented age, impatient and frustrated school reformers may perceive this approach as a ‘soft’ option. However, any review of outstanding and improving schools will clearly demonstrate that high quality student learning is tied to school cultures that embrace learning for all. Raising organizational intelligence is all about re-culturing schools.

				More than 20 years ago, Roland Barth (1990) wrote that school improvement is an inside-out process. It needs to come from within the school itself, from teachers and school leaders. More recently, Michael Fullan (2001) wrote that we don’t need school reform or re-structuring, we need school re-culturing. School re-culturing is an internal process that cannot be mandated or imposed from outside.

				Robert Garmston (2012) opens his recent book by asking the question: ‘What dynamics have enabled some schools to become islands of optimism?’ (p1) What forces conspire to allow some schools to develop a collective sense of responsibility for student learning? What conditions contribute to that collective efficacy that is so evident in some of our most effective schools?

				The answer to these and many other questions relating to high quality and improving schools comes to reside in transformational learning – the type of learning that makes schools more collectively intelligent; more cognitively, socially and emotionally smart. This book is for teachers and school leaders who are looking for ways to raise the organizational intelligence quotient (OIQ) of their classrooms and their schools.

				What does a school with a high OIQ factor look like? First of all, it is a place where teachers and students want to be. The buildings hum with activity seven days a week: athletes practice; musicians rehearse; actors memorize their lines and the yearbook staff work late hours to meet deadlines. The hum of activity is punctuated with laughter. Woven into the fabric of productivity is enjoyment.

				In a school with high OIQ, teachers share a common sense of mission. They are intrinsically motivated and there is a culture of relational trust. They talk about “our” school and “our” students. Work and play become wonderfully confused. Territoriality is replaced by interdependence and accountability is second to responsibility. Teachers perceive themselves not as learned, but as learning.

				Pride and humility walk hand in hand. Professional satisfaction runs high and yet there is no sense of complacency. Ideas are scrutinized in an atmosphere of respect and listening is valued at least as much as speaking. Leadership isn’t rationed but is seen as a human right. There is positive peer group pressure, without insidious competition. The collective efficacy is contagious.

				These are the schools we need and it is up to teachers to deliver them. Politicians, the central office, even building principals by themselves cannot mandate transformative change. Teachers and school leaders must address such adaptive challenges. We need to reclaim our profession one school at a time.

				Exploring organizational intelligence

				The purpose of this book is to share with teachers and school leaders ways in which we can raise the organizational intelligence of classrooms and schools, but before we can look at the premises that underlie this book, we need to entertain two major propositions that may be foreign or at least strange to some readers.

				The first proposition is that groups have distinct collective intelligence. There are smart teams and less smart teams and group intelligence is only weakly correlated to the individual intelligence of group members.

				The second proposition is that collective intelligence is malleable. It can be enhanced and inhibited by the behaviors, attitudes, dispositions, and beliefs of the group members. In short, schools and school groups (grade level teams and subject area departments) have distinct collective intelligence. More significantly, organizational intelligence can be deliberately enhanced by teachers and school leaders, resulting in improved student and adult learning.

				These two propositions run counter to much of the history of education where teaching was perceived as a solo act. There are some important premises that underlie the idea that every school can deliberately set out to improve and enhance its organizational intelligence.

				Premise 1

				Education is now too complex for individuals to go it alone. Asking teachers to fly solo is as out of date as the typewriter. In the past 20 years we have learned more about how the human brain learns than in all the rest of human history combined. We are in the midst of a renaissance in education and yet many schools are still using 19th century models and structures to address 21st century problems and issues. Many of these structures (eg the physical layout or the master schedule of classes) serve to isolate teachers and are impediments to improving collective intelligence.

				

				Premise 2

				Collective intelligence makes groups and organizations more effective, flexible, reflective and efficient; it also makes work more creative and fun. However, although the development of enhanced collective intelligence is unlikely to happen spontaneously or by default, it can be developed by design. Trust is the bedrock of organizational intelligence.

				Premise 3

				The skills of collaborative inquiry enhance organizational intelligence, but need to be taught explicitly. In order to raise the collective intelligence of a school, leadership needs to be redefined and distributed.

				We believe that teachers and school leaders can influence collective intelligence and the chapters of the book reflect those influences: teacher leadership; emotional intelligence; contact architecture (our perceptions and management of space and time); professional collaboration; inclusion of children with special needs and stages of school development. At the conclusion of each chapter we have provided guided study questions, activities, simulations and case studies that illustrate key concepts.

				This book is for teachers and other school leaders who perceive themselves as the facilitators of learning – for students, for colleagues and for themselves. If schools are to be transformed and transformative, teacher-learners will lead the way. That is how meaningful change has always happened. Only learners can raise the organizational intelligence of classrooms and schools.

			

		

	
		
			
				 

			

			
				Chapter 1

				 What is the OIQ factor?

				Let’s examine the organization intelligence of two very different schools.

				 

				The International School of Tanganyika

				The International School of Tanganyika in Dar es Salaam, Tanzania, was a curious phenomenon. It was a school in which the collective intelligence of the organization appeared to be higher than the average individual intelligence of its teachers and administrators. Fewer than 20% of the faculty had advanced degrees and many of the teachers were young and short on experience. What they lacked in experience they made up for in enthusiasm, idealism and a sense of adventure.

				The school was located in one of the poorest African countries with poor facilities. Until recently, classrooms were not air-conditioned. In the 1980s and ’90s there was almost daily load shedding of electricity and frequent shortages of water. Gasoline was rationed and staple foodstuffs were in chronic short supply. Yet the hardships seemed to actually bring the faculty together into a sense of community.

				Between 1979 and 1999, school leaders knew they could not use the meager salary that was on offer to attract teachers, so they focused on creating professional learning opportunities and promoting teachers to positions of responsibility from within the school. The school encouraged co-teaching and reflective practice and developed numerous initiatives to share expertise, including small innovative teaching grants and annual research fellowships.

				For three years, the teachers wrote, edited, and published an annual professional journal entitled Finding Our Voices: A Journal of Effective Teaching Practice. A spirit of professional optimism and efficacy pervaded.

				The school had an inclusive admissions policy, an extensive learning support unit and, at the same time, outstanding International Baccalaureate examination results. It sent its graduates to the finest universities worldwide. It also had a scholarship program for host country nationals and an extensive community service program.

				Years later, teachers who had worked at the International School of Tanganyika during this time recalled their tenure there as a ‘renaissance’ or ‘golden age’. Almost 50 teacher alumni of this school went on to become directors or principals of major international schools around the world and to senior leadership positions in organizations such as the International Baccalaureate, the European Council of International Schools and the Association of International Schools in Africa.

				Curiously, the International School of Tanganyika combined a fairly high OIQ factor with a pervasive inferiority complex. It was actually a much better school than it thought it was.

				The International School of the Andaman Sea

				Several years ago we were both invited to a large international school in Asia (we’ll call it the International School of the Andaman Sea [ISAS]), to conduct a workshop on assessment in the differentiated classroom. By the coffee break on the first morning, we had independently reached the conclusion that something was very wrong. During the break, we talked with individual participants about their school in an attempt to understand the apparent resistance and unusually widespread defensiveness that they demonstrated.

				We heard from the staff that the school was one of the very best in Asia, perhaps even the world. We heard that 20% of the teachers had doctorates and another 60% had masters’ degrees. It was a very bright and highly experienced faculty. The Headmaster prided himself on his recruiting skills: “I only hire the superstars,” he said.

				Accordingly ISAS had a history of respectable IB examination results and its graduates gained admission to selective universities. Parents considered ISAS to be the school of choice for university entrance and placement. In short, ISAS was already perceived to be a success story and a good number of the teachers didn’t understand why they had been asked to attend a workshop on differentiation.

				In fact, one teacher suggested that he was actually offended that the administration had organized such a workshop. “There’s implied criticism. The admin are saying that I don’t know how to do my job. It’s like I’m being retreaded or something.” One teacher asked: “Why can’t the administration just leave us alone to get on with what we have been trained to do?”

				Another teacher asked: “Are we really doing kids a favor by making learning easy for them?” Still another commented: “Where are the administration? They organize a workshop and then don’t attend themselves. If they have something better to do, then so do we!”

				A portrait of an arrogant, unhappy and mistrustful school culture emerged. Teachers were for the most part isolated from each other. There was a spirit of competitiveness between and amongst faculty and there was little collaboration or sharing of craft knowledge. There was no peer coaching or mentoring; in fact, the opposite was the case. Many teachers considered the unit plans they had developed to be private intellectual property. One teacher had developed a series of rubrics for different forms of expository writing, but refused to share them with colleagues until the school purchased the rights from her.

				A substantial number of the teachers had been at the school for more than 20 years. Newer and younger teachers didn’t tend to stay much beyond their initial two-year contract. They had trouble settling in and several reported that they didn’t feel accepted by the more established faculty members. One veteran teacher said that he was feeling very frustrated with the new teachers who came in each year expecting their ideas to be treated seriously. “The new teachers’ ideas just don’t have as much value as those of us who have been here for a long time. We have the experience. We know the ropes.”

				When the teachers did get together, their interaction with each other and the administration were often characterized by competiveness, rudeness and sarcasm. It was tacitly accepted practice to interrupt and put down colleagues. There was a sense of one-upmanship. The high school principal had been reduced to public tears in two recent faculty meetings and the elementary principal had all but stopped holding faculty meetings.

				One of the newer teachers mentioned quietly: “While we get pretty good exam results, we don’t place our kids into the most selective universities. Something’s going on here. The school isn’t a happy place. I wouldn’t want my child in this high school. I’ll be looking for another assignment after this contract.”

				The irony of the International School of the Andaman Sea is that, while it was unquestionably staffed with extremely intelligent and experienced teachers, it was not an intelligent school. The collective organizational intelligence was far below the average individual intelligence of its members. It had a toxic culture. The potential that it had for collective creativity and innovation was not realized because of a prevailing culture of competition, suspicion and mistrust.

				Perhaps the greatest irony was that ISAS was unable to see itself as it really was. But, someone might argue, ISAS had respectable IB results and university placements. If we are results orientated, how can we think of ISAS as other than successful?

				An excellent question: one that brings us to one of the major premises of this book. We believe that schools with high organizational intelligence are values-driven. They are idealistic and live their beliefs and values on a daily basis. Strong standardized test scores are important, but they must be seen as a symptom or desirable by-product of a healthy school.

				ISAS was examination-results driven. It determined its success, not by its values and beliefs, but by it’s bottom line – standardized test scores. Enron and the Atlanta school district have taught us all too well what happens when numbers eclipse values – cheating becomes rife.

				Schools have organizational intelligence

				When groups of people come together for a common purpose, they form organizations that develop different degrees of collective intelligence quotients. Organizations, like people, have measureable intelligence. There are smart organizations that capitalize on the individual creativity and innovation of their members and there are less intelligent organizations that squander or ignore the talents of their members. Smart organizations develop collective intelligence that far exceeds the average individual intelligence of its members.

				What does organizational intelligence look like in practice? We have all witnessed high performing groups and groups that were dysfunctional. The difference was not the individual intelligence of group members, but the collective smarts of the team working together. Smart groups are able to make sense out of a mass of data, distinguishing the relevant from the merely tangential. They organize and integrate knowledge more thoroughly; plan more carefully; and anticipate more accurately the consequences of their decisions and actions.

				Smart groups are socially sensitive and have considerable political acumen. They are more efficient in their work; they do more work in less time and expend less effort. Groups that have high collective intelligence are more innovative, more likely to find creative solutions to problems, more likely to engage in reflection and therefore more likely to transfer their learnings to new and novel situations.

				Like individual intelligence (Nisbett 2009), organizational intelligence is malleable. We can make our collective selves smarter.

				Two heads are not necessarily better than one

				There are two prevailing falsehoods in the field of organizational intelligence. These myths focus on both quantity and quality. The first falsehood is that ‘two heads are better than one’.

				Two minds can indeed be better than one, but it is not necessarily so. The quantity of minds is not correlated to collective intelligence. You can have large and small stupid groups. The critical variable is how those two or more minds interact together.

				The second falsehood is even more prevalent and demonstrably inaccurate: that by getting very bright people together to work on the same task, we will create a highly effective group. In other words we will raise our organization’s intelligence. This has been shown to be false time and time again. The quality of the individual minds that comprise the group is only weakly correlated to enhanced collective intelligence (Malone 2010).

				A high degree of organizational intelligence depends greatly on paying attention not just to what people do, but how they do it together. High organizational intelligence produces synergy – when the product of group effort greatly exceeds the sum of individual accomplishments.

				Considerable research has been undertaken recently on organizational intelligence. However, little has been applied directly to work in schools. An exception is the work of Robert Garmston. Garmston (2012) points out that the attributes that make groups more effective (smarter) are NOT the factors that most people might suppose would make groups work better. Factors such as group satisfaction, group cohesion and group motivation actually have little influence on collective intelligence and effectiveness.

				The knowledge paradox

				Perhaps one of the greatest paradoxes organizations face in striving to enhance collective intelligence is the tension between recognizing that knowledge is of great value, and then asking individuals and groups to voluntarily share it with others. How many times have we heard people in high places exhort us that ‘knowledge is power’? On the surface, freely sharing knowledge would seem to run counter to human nature.

				Except of course that we are focused on the organizational intelligence of schools and it is the mission of schools to be places of learning where knowledge is shared freely. And yet, even with that said, knowledge management in schools remains to a large extent in the Stone Age.

				Schools are organizations that specialize in learning and, as such, should be very smart organizations. Frequently, however, they’re not. High organizational intelligence in school improves student learning, raises standardized test scores, enhances the professional satisfaction of teachers and administrators, reduces work related stress and increases parent confidence in the school.

				However, high organizational intelligence in schools rarely happens by chance. In fact, we would argue vigorously that it is far too important to be left to chance. It can be developed by design. This book is about how teachers and school leaders can deliberately set about raising the OIQ factor in an increasingly interdependent world.

				Smart people and stupid decisions

				History is replete with examples of how very intelligent people have come together to make stupid decisions. Barbara Tuchman, in her book, The March of Folly (1984), chronicles how human history has been full of cohorts of the best and the brightest men (and they were usually men) of their generation coming together to make decisions that would lead to fairly predictable small and large catastrophes. From the fall of Troy to the defeat of the Inca nation; from King George III losing the American colonies; to the debacle of the Vietnam War; Tuchman describes recurring instances of abysmal organizational intelligence. Unfortunately schools are not immune from such collective simplemindedness.

				For organizations to be intelligent it is not enough to fill them with intelligent people. The OIQ factor requires that we examine how people actually work together.

				Our propensity to work in groups

				From our pre-history in the Magdalenian caves of southern France, one of the defining features of humankind has been our propensity to work in groups. Arguably one of the most powerful ideas driving our evolution and development as a species is the limit to what one individual can achieve on his or her own.

				Accordingly, groups of individuals came together to pursue the common objective of survival. In fact, recent research in neuroscience suggests that we may be biologically hard-wired to be social creatures (Iacaboni 2009). In these pre-historic hunting, foraging and later agricultural groups we see the genesis of modern organizations. The collective was for the most part more powerful, effective and productive than the individual. From the advent of spoken language some 50,000 years ago, conversation has been the means though which we have collectively organized ourselves.

				Since our earliest ancestors gathered in circles around the warmth of a fire, conversation has been our primary means for discovering what we care about, sharing knowledge, imagining the future and acting together to both survive and thrive… Conversation is our human ways of creating and sustaining or transforming – the realities in which we live.

				Brown and Issacs, 2005

				The Industrial Revolution and the emergence of the factory assembly line gave us the metaphor of the organizational machine. We assumed that human organizations could be likened to a machine, with a clear purpose, discrete parts, with input and output and a means to measure efficiency and productivity. When all the parts of the machine were working, the machine was productive, goods were manufactured and the outcome was a healthy balance sheet. There was a pleasant, common sense simplicity to the model.

				The comfortable predictability of Newtonian physics could be seen in human organizations. The epitome of the machine metaphor was the theory of Scientific Management as formulated by Frederick Winslow Taylor. Taylorism held that the acid test of an organization was its efficiency and productivity. He also had some fairly rigid ideas about how it should be implemented. He wrote:

				It is only through enforced standardization of methods, enforced adoption of the best implements and working conditions, and enforced cooperation that this faster work can be assured. And the duty of enforcing the adoption of standards and enforcing this cooperation rests with management alone.

				Taylor cited in Montgomery 1989, p 229, italics with Taylor.

				Taylor’s vision of Scientific Management is still very much with us today and the beliefs that form its foundation keep many organizations, including schools, collectively stupid.

				When applied to education, the underlying assumption of Taylorism is that teachers, if left to their own devices, will only do the bare minimum and that in order to achieve anything more, management needs to practice coercive leadership. In other words, there is the prevalence of the belief that the goal of leadership is teacher compliance and this compliance in schools can be achieved through the use of rewards and punishments – the positive and negatives reinforcements.

				There are numerous faulty assumptions here. The first is that teaching and learning can be reduced to a single set of standards and practices to which all teachers must adhere. There are indeed principles of good teaching practice, but once these have been reduced to algorithmic behaviors, they lose most, if not all their efficacy and meaningfulness.

				The second faulty assumption is that highly cognitive and creative labor, such as teaching, can be motivated by extrinsic rewards and punishments. Research points to the direct opposite: that extrinsic rewards, such as financial bonus or merit pay, actually inhibit cognitive labor (Pink 2009).

				Scientific Management has been attempted time and again and the approach simply doesn’t work for any endeavor that requires thought and creativity. The assumptions of Scientific Management are based on thinking about schools as machines. We can see the impact of the machine metaphor in all externally enforced attempts at reform, such as the No Child Left Behind or the Race to the Top initiatives in the United States.

				We also see the machine metaphor in recent attempts to tie student results on standardized tests to the evaluation and remuneration of teachers. In addition, Taylor’s condescension is still with us in efforts by the central office to produce ‘teacher proof’ curricular documents.

				Schools as living organisms

				There are many problems with the machine metaphor, but perhaps the most telling is that it doesn’t provide for self-organizing development, sustainability or self-directedness. This is the central thesis of Arie De Geus’ book, The Living Company (1997).

				For many years, De Geus was the coordinator of worldwide planning for Royal Dutch Shell and led a fascinating research project. De Geus and his team looked at how long Fortune 500 companies survive. To his surprise, he discovered that the average life expectancy for Fortune 500 companies (those companies that are at the very top of their game) was only 40 to 50 years.

				De Geus surmised that the majority of these companies die prematurely because they have learning disabilities. In other words, they fail to adapt and evolve to the changing environment; they have a low OIQ factor. ‘Companies die because their managers focus on the economic activity of producing goods and services, and they forget that their organization’s true nature is that of a community of humans’ (p3). In other words, the premature death of these organizations is the result of the machine metaphor.

				One of the key ideas that emerges from De Geus’ work is that the profitability of a company is a symptom of corporate health, but not a predictor or determinant of corporate health. When profitability determines corporate health we have the machine metaphor. When profitability is a desirable by-product of corporate health we have a living, sustainable organization.

				Schools often quantify their success by way of standardized examination and test results. We also hear this frequently when IB Diploma teachers justify their resistance to new ideas and innovation with the comment, “my kids are getting good examination results”.

				Let’s go back to the International School of the Andaman Sea. You will recall that it had strong IB results and sent its graduates to selective universities. Let’s substitute the ideas of standardized examination scores (IB results) and admissions to prestigious universities for the concept of ‘profitability’. De Geus would probably tell us that outstanding examination results do NOT determine a school’s success or predict a school’s health.

				This was certainly the case with the ISAS (good examination results are relatively easy to achieve if you have a selective admissions policy). In healthy schools all members of the community are engaged in learning (not just the students) and that learning reflects a much broader spectrum than can be measured on a standardized test.

				We reject the simplistic, formulaic notion that ‘good results=good schools’. Good schools are more than that. A good school is a living community in which relationships are nurtured and everyone is included, challenged and successful.

				Seeing a school as a living entity means that the values and beliefs that lie at the heart of the school’s culture and ethos are what humanizes the present and provides a vision for the future. Peter Senge writes,

				Seeing a company as a machine implies that its members are employees or, worse, ‘human resources’, humans standing in reserve, waiting to be used. Seeing a company as a living being leads to seeing its members as human work communities (in de Geus, The Living Company. pIX, 1997).

				Perhaps the most important distinction between our metaphors of ‘machine’ and ‘living entity’ comes to the forefront when we look at learning. Machines can’t learn. They can be programmed and reprogrammed, but they cannot learn or adapt themselves to their environment. They can only repeat processes for which they have been designed. Only living beings can learn. School communities should be places of robust learning for all members.

				What is the OIQ factor?

				Organizations have collective intelligence. There are creative and imaginative organizations and fairly staid and traditional ones. Like individual people, organizations can exhibit flashes of brilliance and, at times, all the attributes of crass stupidity. They may fail to detect even the most obvious signals of change in the environment.

				For example, the Swiss watch industry came perilously close to oblivion when it failed to recognize the worldwide movement to digital timepieces. Smith Corona was so focused on improving their typewriters that they failed to perceive that the world was moving to personal computers. The pursuit of excellence is not enough. The last typewriter Smith Corona ever produced was unquestionably its best – but it was also its last. In 1995 Smith Corona declared bankruptcy.

				Organizations with low OIQ factors may fail to respond appropriately – or at all – to the most insistent demands of stakeholders. These organizations learn slowly, making the same mistakes repeatedly without gaining insight or increased understanding. Stupidity is not making a mistake: it is making the same mistake over and over again. Intelligent people become easily frustrated in stupid organizations.

				Karl Albrecht (2003) formulated what he refers to as Albrecht’s law: ‘Intelligent people, when assembled into an organization, will tend towards collective stupidity’ (p4). Although not inevitable, it is a disturbingly common pattern. Albrecht perceives leadership as the key to determining organizational intelligence.

				What does high collective intelligence look like?

				Sometimes it is useful to think of something in terms of what it is not. Organizational intelligence is NOT the abrogation of individual intelligence. It is not groupthink in which the premature desire for group cohesion eclipses critical thinking. Collective intelligence is when we maximize the intelligence of the individual through the process of the group and achieve collectively what no one of us could have accomplished on our own.

				A basic prerequisite of individual intelligence is consciousness of self, which is absent in lower order organisms. Because we have consciousness of self, we are fascinated by, perhaps even obsessed with, the idea of individual intelligence. As teachers, we spend a good portion of our waking hours every day recognizing, exploring and assessing individual intelligence. We do it daily in the classroom, in problem-solving meetings with colleagues, when we participate in a professional development workshop or when interviewing prospective employees.

				We are constantly analyzing and evaluating the individual intelligence of other people. And while we may have considerable difficulty in articulating what exactly intelligence comprises, most of us are supremely self-confident that we can recognize its presence or absence in others.

				Recognizing and evaluating collective intelligence in organizations is much less familiar to us and there are a number of reasons for this. It may be that the concept of organizational intelligence is foreign to us, or we may be so close to the organization that we can’t see the forest for the trees. Or perhaps, as may have been the case with the International School of the Andaman Sea, predetermined prejudices and filters can interfere with and color perceptions.

				We can grow more familiar with the concept of organizational intelligence by looking at the ways in which it is similar and different to individual intelligence.

				Generally we recognize an intelligent individual as someone who has great skill in processing a complex mass of data and making sense from it; has a relatively large frame of reference and is able to make unusual but meaningful connections; has an exceptional ability to respond to complex situations appropriately; is able to fashion or create products; and has the ability to learn quickly.

				Collective intelligence is similar to individual intelligence in that it is seen to be transferable. In other words, the group’s collective ability on one set of tasks can help predict its results on others (Woolley et al, 2010). This is significant in the sense that intelligence is seen to be an emerging pattern of understood and agreed-to interactions that can be effective and productive in new and novel situations. Given the breakneck rate of change that we are experiencing, the predictive dimension of collective intelligence gives us much reason for optimism and hope.

				If we can define organizational intelligence as the emergence of understood and agreed to patterns of effective interaction, then it makes sense that in smart schools, teachers pay close attention not only to what they are doing, but also how they are doing it. Both product and process receive close scrutiny. Teachers in intelligent schools are able to perceive both the forest and the trees; and distinguish between the path and the act of walking upon it.

				They have a clear vision of the big picture and they communicate that vision clearly and frequently. Communicating the overarching vision of the school, its broad values and educational beliefs, breaks down the walls of provincialism and territoriality. However, the vision of the truly intelligent organization isn’t limited to what we do, but includes how we go about doing it.

				For the last several years, schools around the world have been developing so-called ‘dashboards’ of organization effectiveness and efficiency. Simply defined, a dashboard is an instrument to present data. One of the purposes of these dashboards is to provide boards of trustees and occasionally parents with a quick and simple way of monitoring the progress the school is making towards achieving its goals.

				Such dashboards work reasonably well for educational features that can be easily quantified: enrollment statistics; budgets; construction projects; standardized test scores; university entrance results; etc. They are virtually useless for reporting on the elements of school culture that contribute to organizational intelligence, which are extremely difficult, if not impossible, to quantify. For example, the degree to which trust is present, the quality of relationships, the maturity of group collaboration or the extent of transformational adult learning.

				The danger of dashboards is that so-called ‘hard data’, our obsession with numbers crowds out truly important, but less easy to measure, dimensions of high quality schools.

				Each August or September, international school directors ‘check in’ on two electronic list serves: Headnet and AISHnet. The check in process usually involves a greeting to colleagues around the world, best wishes for the new school year, and brief paragraphs about the state of the individual school.

				An informal survey undertaken in August 2012 found that over 80% of the Heads that checked in reported solely on enrollment and budget figures and new construction projects. Each is easily quantifiable. What we pay attention to is a clear indication of what we value.

				The good news is that emerging research (Woolley et al, 2010) suggests that it is easier to raise the intelligence of a group than it is the intelligence of individuals. The bad news is that we must also presume that the opposite is also the case. It is easier to inhibit the intelligence of a group than it is that of an individual. If group intelligence is even more malleable than individual intelligence, the implications for learning organizations (and classrooms) are great and it behooves all educators to pay close attention not only to what groups do but also how they do their work.

				We will look closely at the processes that highly intelligent groups employ in later chapters. However, at this point, both research and experience suggests that smart groups are self-consciously aware of their behavioral norms (they have developed essential agreements for how they will work together): leadership is distributed; group members are open to new ideas; trusting and respectful behavior is present; criticism is constructively focused on issues and ideas, not on individuals; and group members listen actively and reflectively to each other.

				Teachers in intelligent schools are enthusiastic consumers of new knowledge. School leaders and faculty attempt to stay abreast of recent research and developments in the field. Members attend conferences, present workshops, read and discuss articles, and write for professional publications. Teachers are keen to discover what other colleagues may be engaged in as ‘works in progress’ and are eager to share and critique new ideas. In short, intelligent schools are inhabited by teachers who are learning and growing.

				Smart organizations foster a climate of habitual curiosity and inquiry. There is a common expectation that new ideas will be shared, that initial judgment will be suspended and that rigorous scrutiny will occur within a respectful context of inquiry.

				Teachers support the development of organizational intelligence by understanding the difference between a school’s mission and its strategies. In other words, there is consistent connection to the school’s deeply-held values, but flexibility in how the school goes about pursuing those goals.

				For example, the mission statement of the International School of Brussels (ISB) is ‘Everyone included, everyone challenged, everyone successful.’ The school serves a population of students that ranges from the very highly capable to those with intensive learning needs and ISB takes great pride in being inclusive; there is no deviation from the mission.

				At the same time, there is constant appraisal and re-appraisal of the strategies that ISB employs to realize its mission. Smart schools welcome and, in fact, demand flexibility of thought. They are constantly asking themselves: is there another way we could look at this situation? Is there another interpretation that we might construct, another way to approach this child? Teachers in smart schools engage in empathy and see the world through many different lenses. Truly intelligent schools not only tolerate, but appreciate ambiguity.

				Finally, truly intelligent schools learn quickly because they have learned collectively how to learn. Many schools around the world claim to teach students to learn how to learn. Few, in our experience, actually do so explicitly. When schools do explicitly teach children meta-cognitive strategies and learning skills (how to learn), something quite remarkable happens. Teachers and school leaders become more self-consciously aware of their own learning, and meta-cognition becomes woven into the fabric of the adult-to-adult relationships.

				In short, schools with high OIQ factors hold three questions firmly in the forefront of their collective consciousness (Garmston & Wellman 2009): Who are we? Why are we doing this? Why are we doing this this way?

				A common pattern in high quality and improving schools is to have pockets of collective teacher intelligence. The pockets often grow up spontaneously and organically as a result of the specific personal characteristics and attributes that teachers bring to a department or team. In such instances we see synergy, the interaction of two or more people so that their combined effect is greater than the sum of their individual effort. However, in most cases, such synergy is unplanned. It is the fortuitous result of having the right people in the right place at the right time. The proverbial ‘chemistry’ works.

				Organizational intelligence is too important to be left to chance. All schools have the potential to design structures and implement strategies that will provide opportunities for synergy. All schools have the potential to raise the collective intelligence above that of the average individual.

				Two flavors of collective stupidity

				Experience suggests that collective stupidity comes in two flavors. Albrecht (2003) refers to these as ‘Learned’ and ‘Designed-In’. Learned stupidity is when people believe they are not authorized to think. This is actually more common than any of us would like to acknowledge. Sometimes it is the product of an authoritarian culture; other times it is self-imposed.

				For example, most of us would agree that the curriculum should be meaningful, relevant and respectful. It should not be merely an academic exercise that keeps children busy. Sometimes in our professional development workshops we ask upper elementary classroom teachers why they are teaching the multiplication and division of fractions (when did you last multiple or divide a fraction?). Many times, we receive a blank stare in response or the teacher may announce that multiplication and division of fractions are part of the curriculum. In other words, ours is not to reason why, just invert and multiply.

				In many respects learned stupidity is related to learned helplessness. We often see this in schools with autocratic, paternal or coercive leadership that serves to dis-empower teachers. We also see it as a product of the frequent use of extrinsic rewards and punishment. It harks back to the operant conditioning of the Behaviorists. Recent research is clear that the use of extrinsic rewards and punishments can be effective in terms of physical labor, but is not so for cognitive labor (Pink, 2009).

				Paying fruit pickers by the number of bushels of apples they collect at the end of the day appears to improve productivity. However, the use of such extrinsic rewards and punishments has a deleterious effect on cognitive labor. It inhibits thinking, creativity, collaboration, and intellectual risk-taking. It fosters ‘learned’ collective stupidity.

				Many teachers have become so used to the constraints under which they work that they are simply not aware of them anymore. We often fail to understand that the future will not look like the past and we become seduced into complacency by current success. The old adage: ‘the future has arrived; it is just not evenly distributed yet’ is perhaps nowhere more true than in schools. Business as usual thinking is the enemy of creativity, learning and growth.

				Designed-in stupidity exists when rules and regulations make it difficult or impossible for people to think creatively, constructively or independently. We see designed-in stupidity every time someone attempts to design a teacher-proof curriculum or when teachers are told that they are expected to collaborate but are not provided time, training or space to do so.

				We also see designed-in stupidity when groups of individuals engage in what van der Heijden (2002) calls ‘framing flaws’ (p46). Framing flaws are interpretations of problems and issues from a single, myopic and often under-examined position. Van der Heijden suggests that the role we occupy will often influence the way that we see or understand a problem or issue.

				For example, an international school in South America has just received its standardized test scores in literacy. The results show a significant decline in student literacy from the previous year. When the scores are disaggregated, the dip appears to be the product of students who are still in the process of learning English.

				Different groups may see this issue through different lenses depending on their role within the school. The ESL teachers may see the results as a product of large class size and a lack of resources. The remedy? Hire more ESL teachers and purchase more resources. The administration may see the issue as a result of mainstream teachers being unfamiliar with the learning needs of ESL students. The remedy? More professional development. Some parents may see issue as a result of a revised admissions policy that is effectively lowering academic statements and inhibiting the achievement of non-ESL students. Our roles often contain vested self-interest and can influence the way we come to understand complex situations.

				Our individual and collective psychological needs can also inhibit collective intelligence. Van der Heijden identifies three avoidance dimensions that individuals and groups can fall victim to. Each can limit the intelligent collective processing of information.

				Error avoidance

				The first dimension is error avoidance. This emerges when a group or team becomes aware that the strategy that they have embarked on may not be working in the manner they had hoped and predicted. Instead of re-examining the strategy, admitting error and framing the problem or issue, the team simply ‘doubles down’ on it and escalates its commitment.

				Groups or individuals that make the initial decision tend to escalate their commitment to the decision despite negative feedback, whereas those that inherit decisions are less likely to do so. (p57)

				We see this error avoidance frequently when simplistic solutions are applied to complex problems (eg evaluating teacher performance primarily through the use of standardized test scores.).

				Perhaps one of the most significant historical cases of error avoidance was the obsessive commitment by the French military to Plan 17 – an offensive plan to defeat the German forces in World War One. The plan was an unmitigated disaster and cost hundreds of thousands of lives; however as evidence of its faults and flaws poured into the General Staff Headquarters, the top brass’ commitment to the plan grew increasingly strong (Tuchman, 1962).

				Uncertainty avoidance

				The second dimension is the avoidance of uncertainty. Uncertainty makes many, perhaps most people, uncomfortable and we tend to avoid it by looking for evidence that will validate a pre-existing bias. Many times the evidence that we draw upon is either too narrow or simply flawed. Avoidance of uncertainty can take the form of either confirmation bias or hindsight bias.

				One of the most commonly used examples of confirmation bias is the ‘waiter paradox’. In this our waiter has been assigned too many tables to attend to with equally high standards of service. The waiter has many years’ experience and believes he is masterful at distinguishing in advance between those customers who are big and small tippers.

				Accordingly our waiter focuses his attention on the customers who he believes will tip well and ignores those that he believes will not. Over time, the waiter discovers that his strategy has worked well. He comes to believe he has real expertise in identifying those who will leave large tips.

				The problem, of course, is that the larger tips may actually be a result of the better service provided. In order to actually validate his strategy, our waiter would need to provide inferior service to those he predicted to be large tippers and vice versa – something his self-preservation is unlikely to allow him to do. Nevertheless, there is real intellectual danger in being a ‘naïve scientist’ and assuming confirmation on a single piece of data.

				The hindsight bias is another form of the avoidance of uncertainty. Psychological research (van der Heijden, 2002, p51-52) suggests that we have a tendency to downplay the predictions that we get wrong and exaggerate our more accurate predictions. In schools we see this when IB Diploma teachers are asked to develop predicted grades for students. If there is a sizeable discrepancy between the predicted grade and the actual exam result, our tendency is to claim that we had low confidence in the prediction and externalize the cause (home problems, erratic student effort, unfair or ambiguous exam questions).

				However, if our predictions are accurate, we tend to claim high confidence in them. This can be a product of ‘hindsight bias’. The danger here is that hindsight bias may preclude us from learning from experience. We may become subject to the ‘I-knew-it-all-the time’ syndrome.

				In general, then, it would seem that we don’t learn from experience because we believe that experience has little to teach us: our recollections of our judgmental predictions confirm these to have been accurate. We believe our judgments, predictions and choices are well made, but this confidence may be misplaced. (p52)

				Stress avoidance

				Many complex situations that individuals and groups find themselves in produce large degrees of stress. In groups, stress manifests itself in anxiety, fear, irritation, impatience and often outright anger. These emotions are contagious (Hatfield, 1994). A group member may demonstrate stress and this may cause others in the group to share the stress emotions. Such stress is most frequently present when a group needs to make a decision that involves a degree of risk.

				For example, a school may see a sudden decline in enrollment and the Board of Trustees may need to make some hard and unpopular decisions about managing expenses. Stress avoidance can take many forms. We see it when groups repeatedly procrastinate, vacillate, or pass the buck. Stress avoidance can seriously hinder collective intelligence. Groups need to identify stress-producing issues and actively discuss stress management strategies.

				Enhancing our collective intelligence is about two things: avoiding collective stupidity and practicing behaviors than promote transformational learning. In the next chapter, we will examine how teacher leaders can promote such learning.

			



OEBPS/images/cover.jpg
World Class Schools series






