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SRSl 216 InGUIRY. PrachiCEeS

SOl EleatVE INOUIry. practices

PREnllalorative inguiry via networks
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— % Advantages

® Disadvantages

® Next steps
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‘ices tliat work out next steps in the
hlng and learning process

= \ost Important to investigate your own
practices
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Standard Inguiry practices

SIIEERSiandard Ing Uiy Practices
— Pl ) '
=N fplement
— éluate fior student outcomes

rec her centred (high autonomy)

2 Teachers have Integrity and assessment capacity to
;—:—-* B ihdependently create a road map

e e e

=== |ndividual schools are able to support teachers to inquire into
— thelr practice

==

s \\orks for most students

® Swedish and NZ systems rely heavily on teacher-centred
INQuiry practices
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éver, standard inguiry practices are not
B suificient for students underachieving
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sStandard Inguiry practices are not sophisticated enough to solve
complex underachievement problems

|t Is too hard for teachers and schools to work out the road map
alone
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Collaborative inguiry
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sollanorative Inguiny, Partds

Investlgatmg together
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r\JJl piien — teachlng professmnals
RYESHOANNG| thelr practices together might solve
C OF plex Uinderachievement problems

féachmg professionals work In groups within
dll@ across schools to

— Use common assessment tools

= Analyse data to identify priority problems
— Alter teaching/leadership practices

— Re check student outcomes




Collaborative inguiry, Part 2:
[ earnine} partnerss

S RAGBIIMAPLIONS i

ENERONEgrouprknews how: torsolve complex achievement
PIeIENS

_!_thority IS best vested in knowledge rather than at the top of a
S Ierarchy
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__’ffi-"'fﬂg'encies, expert researchers/developers, school leaders

— Agencies are best as learning partners than to wielding big sticks

— EXperts supporting teaching professionals and the Ministry have
a lot to learn




Collanorative InguIry, Part 35
Atheony fer improvemient

nr IEIRENVENEHENENEEPNOUIRINECHESHONOUISEIVESISE
) ements are not resolved

rne;- explicitly’ about the problem and your selution

0b|em pPased methodology (rRobinson, 1993)

;_.'_;-_—:; |dentify: the priority problem
= '_' - — Agree on practices to solve the problem
— Explain your reasons for those practices

— QOutline intended consequences

==

® Reasoning gets into theorising — do it together and you
can identify and resolve competing theories




NEolEhoerative inguiky, Part 4:
Learning, talk.
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° fhptio_ — much professional talk s hot air

- L,jf ling talk is talk that helps change your

“tlce (Bnnan, Lai, Robinson, 2003)

= Analytlcal critical and challenging talk

--._.: i

[t . _— ——
_.l :-—- =
-—"_ _-—"_

-"_'_ s Benefits of learning talk
: — Professional ties ahead of friendship ties (pe Lima, 2001)
— Invites collegial critique and challenge
— Avoids peripheral ISSUES (Timperley, Robinson & Bullard, 1999)
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SVidiciarcollalnorative InQUIRY.ARIAGCHICE e s
YOUNIEST at and WiICh one: do yeu need to
Wwork.on most.... ...
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iélking thneories for Improvement explicit
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= |hvestigating together

— Non-hierarchical learning partners

— [earning talk




SeAhat does collaborative inguiry
look like?




woranvenguIry, Mangere /eaniliguievorik:

Learning encounters Critically challenging Inquiry teaching
R =

Implementation
e mastery learning domain knowledge
e Implement reading comprehension
interventions

Hand over encounters Passive role re schools’ Data-free teaching
achievement problems practices




CO)ABEIEVENIGUITY, — NatBRal nUmeracy, project:

Context-specific Aligned policies, Understanding of
guidance resources, publications student thinking
‘l —

Implementation
*Model & observe knowledge and strategy lessons
eTalk, think about and use number framework,
guidelines, resources

Present

Generic professional Silo development of numeracy policies, Written algorithms
development programmes resources, publications & research preferred

o Policy developers, researchers, resource
Facilitators developers, publishers, facilitators, lead Teachers

practitioners




iearning connections are forming s

SEWVEEN district and nationall Strategies
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I\J@ |onal strategles are learning from local
i SUCCEesSes

National
Literacy Professional Development
Programme

Mangere Learning Network
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BoczIforoups are seeking out nationalfstrategies

Lo developiefiectvelnieentions, .

Numeracy Development
Programme

Manurewa Learning
Network




A two—wmnentation strategy’ — It Is best fielr greups
opeeliaboerate with others solving similar preklEms s

Sairerderly matixsdeesinot Work (Haich, 1998)
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Local Strategies
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D AdVanegEs ol collabprative inguiny.via
NETWOIKS —

SN NVBTKS for student OULCOMES (Lai, M; McNaughton S; Phillips;
T]mper SV T——

Coplpl: cts PEOpPIE solving similar preblems

1

Esia critically challenging culture , e.g. debates
[I*cempeting theories

-'*"Teachers give up their autonomy to use effective
= practices

e Analysis and use of data Is close to the classroom

® Collegial accountability avoids unhelpful external
accountability




Disadvantages of collaberative inquinavia
NEtWOorks —
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rtners can slip into old habits

e Negatlve networks will always work against
useful networks

® A project environment — everyone wants to hang
on to their projects

A0)
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" °Bund evaluative capability across work strands
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— ow. effective are we at supporting schools that get
Into difficulty?

— How effective are we at getting disengaged students
switched on to learning at school? 21




