
BREAKOUT #1: What is Collaborative Teacher Inquiry (CTI)? 
PLCs and CTI are a continuum (CTI as a defining characteristic of PLCs) 
Need to define the goal first—what is our goal for teacher collaboration? Grain 
sizes define goals 
In order to be a PLC, does inquiry have to be an element of the work that goes 
on within it? 
What is the nature of the conversation that occurs within the PLC? Is it centered 
on students (who are they, what is their thinking?) 
Hargreave, Grossman work 
Combination of elements critical:  
Problem (shared ownership vs individual classroom problem) –shared by 
whom? Of what? Improving student learning must be the bottom line   
Stance 
Tools 
Shared outcomes as well as shared problems (pie analogy) 
Is a PLC by definition school-based? (DuFour, UPitt, and other work—e.g., 
accountable talk, critical friends) 
Bottom line for this group is that the two ideas are not neatly aligned. Itʼs more 
profitable to focus on the defining features of CTIs 
 
CTI— 
Does this have to include a vision of change? Does it really shift practice in any 
significant way?  Is it outcomes-based? 
Shared ownership must be present—but shared ownership of what is still an 
issue. Teacher might still collaborate even though the specific problems and 
purpose might vary (an example of knowledge in practice, knowledge of practice, 
knowledge and practice). Collaboration can still be taking place even though the 
teachers might be investigating different specific elements of a large, shared 
problem. 
What is the understanding of inquiry? 
Issue of GRAIN SIZE 
Legitimate Peripheral Participation 
How do you address the diversity of stances teachers have? It is critical to focus 
on student learning, student work 
How to bring along participants who donʼt, for one reason or another, buy into the 
values of CTI or PLCs 
Improving students learning must be a goal 
Envisioning a network of practices that are understood well enough so that an 
individual can take her understanding of her context, could identify an approach 
which would help move a group to the next step (differentiated collaboration) 
Issues of vulnerability and identity 
Administrators need to set some of the tone for CTI to take root and be 
successful 
 



BREAKOUT #2: Given our theoretical representations and how 
these mediate our work, what do we know about CTI? What have 
we learned? 
We know a fair amount about design principles for CTI work (though there is still 
a lot we donʼt know), we know much less about effective implementation. 
Institutional theory: CTI represents AND requires a significant shift in the 
culture of teaching (e.g., shift to student learning, student ideas) 
Professional identity—contributor to the group, to learning 
Assessment/Accountability 
Communities of practice, sociocultural theories of teaching and learning; 
distributed/collective expertise/learning theory (e.g., Bransford) 
 
Theory-to-practice: 
Need for some structure: what kind and how much?  
What kind of practice is the goal: 
Learning cycle for inquiry 
Time/space needed to do this kind of work 
Administrator support 
Need for joint work 
Role of facilitator—brokering resources, legitimizing knowledge, guiding work, 
providing “room” for trust-building without losing sight of goals 
IN order to make effective progress, an inquiry group needs access to necessary 
content resources (e.g., content-matter experts) Hard for teachers to manage this 
well 
LPP suggests there should be a diversity of backgrounds (# years teaching) and 
different forms of engagement 
Autonomy and leadership as necessary for sustainability  
Design features of protocol 
Work seems to be addressing one of two aspects of CTI:  
1) Environment/culture/conditions necessary for collaboration 
 2) conditions unfolding inside the classroom (e.g., content-focused inquiry, data 
collection, kidsʼ mathematical reasoning) 
To what extent is successful/effective CTI the result of balance of attention to 
both? 
 


