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What is SC oollng |n’1‘provemeng.SL

J HLJnr el mterventlons deS|gned L0 raise

ZEIEVEMENT 01 all"StUGENTS UNAEracnieving
(Graly, 'iri.s,‘ Reynolds, Wilcox, Farrell & Jesson, 1999)
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e tive SI has a positive and statistically
e SIg |f|cant Impact on student achievement
man Hewes, Overman & Brown, 2002)
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@ TOO few SI initiatives do this (Borman et al, 2002;
Furhrman, 2002; Levin & Wiens, 2003)
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J Hr,Jr*er:** hat Work out next steps in the
Jf“fljﬁ giand learning process
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| fMost Important to investigate your own
~ practices
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Standard I!nqwry préw

J T'nree Standard inquiry.p ctlces
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Slmplement

- "\/J]JJ for student outcomes

SINZ Sy tem relies heavily on teacher-centred

e[t iry practices

"’"f eachers have integrity and assessment capacity to
~ Independently create a road map

- — Individual schools are able to support teachers to
Inquire into their practice
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® \Works for most students
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rJowever andard INquiry practices are not
J,Jmc nt for students underachieving

- A4 =
2y
-



eading literacy for 15-year-
—— . B
: —‘;:9 - - High quality

- (N 1111211 [o B 17 =1, 0 A

S

Iceland

NORAEY DenmarkCzech Rep Spain

Switzerland
Greece

Luxembour
< Mexich.ow quality

00 High equity
Variation expressed as percentage of average variation across the

OECD

’-Sﬁandard Inquiry practices are not sophisticated enough to solve
- complex underachievement problems

o]t is too hard for teachers and schools to work out the road map
alone






gollaborative |an|ry, Part,
Investlgé‘ting toge
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ASSUMPLIOEN— teaching professionals
JJ’JVr’Sl‘ atlng their practices together might solve
f‘Jm,)J‘-“ underachievement problems

( .

J fele "|'ng professionals work in groups within
& and across schools to

- —

= "— Use common assessment tools

- = Analyse data to identify priority problems
— Alter teaching/leadership practices
— Re check student outcomes
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SAVASSUITIPHOMS M
SM\GrONE grolp knows how! to selve complex achievement
PIOBIENTE ":;‘;-37'
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r\.uu Is best vested in knowledge rather than at the top of a
ruéf‘
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::, _nues ‘expert researchers/developers, school leaders

—— '—'_ZAgencies are better as learning partners than wielding big sticks
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— Experts supporting teaching professionals and the Ministry have
a lot to learn



collaborative inquiry, Part3s
At eoryfg mprovemeﬂtéA —

\.‘SSJJ’IJJ"JJH = we mmnmmesmmvm—
,IJ_).Jgree ents are not resolved
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) maon"' pr|C|tIy about the problem and your solution
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= Pr Js lem- based methodology (Robinson, 1993)
e dentlfy the priority problem

~’ Agree on practices to solve the problem

~= Explain your reasons for those practices

— QOutline intended consequences
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® Reasoning gets into theorising — do it together and you
can identify and resolve competing theories
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c jaboerative th.uiry, Part 4; ™™

~_lea rning:taw

SWASSUImption — much professional talk is hot air

PNIEEing talk is talk that helps change your
Orel@ .f']("'Q;";‘ , Lai, Robinson, 2003)

Ang ytlcal critical and challenging talk

u"l

_gEgneﬁts 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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Advantades of collaborative ingui

PR IANOTKS for: student OULCOMES (Lai, M; McNaughton, S; Phillips,
G T imperley, nl; Parr, J; Robinson V19992007
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SONNECLS PE ople solving similar problems
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Crezliggel rltlcaIIy challenging culture
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__.J»> CherSrglve up their autonomy to use effective
~ ~practices
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- ® Analysis and use of data is close to the classroom

® (Collegial accountability avoids unhelpful external

accountability 12
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Disadvantages of collaborative inquinyvias
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J Efris ‘e‘_zr can slip into old habits
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s Ne gatlve networks will always work against
useful networks

(D

® A project environment — everyone wants to hang
on to their projects
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SR orma approprlately to solve priority
probIEMS
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~‘-‘BL||Id evaluative capability to check for
: success
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