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Lducational rusearchcis .re cacovatering teqci. .z aud a v{aii-
trator sxepticisn tu/ciu nroyoged reseurch wich inzrosing foequency,
Thore critics claim that profassors of education are teco far reioved
froa tne realities of the classroom to offer any helpful sugrestione
tr practitioners. In addition, 1: is said that rescarch tends to
stite vaat everyonc already knowvs in ¢ lancuacc that 1o one under-

s :3ads!  desearchers counter hy ceplorin: teachers' lack of an
inclytic approach to their work and by poirting »ut thair Jafensive-
ncs3 resarding their teaching ef fsctiveness.

rortunately, tna research-to-practice Jap is not as vide as 1
have portrayed it. \ithin the collective barcaining process,
teachers are beginning to demand not only i creased salaries, but
also & greater voice in changes in educational pro: -ams (app,
sunson, and Ensign, 1771). Teachers are sxpressing the idea that
taey possess au expertise wnich is valuable in the planning of
reioni. They also arzue that they are responsible for providins
learnin; experiences for stusents and hence, axpec: to be involved
ir the process of linking instructional aims to proposed changes.

Cducational resecarchers are also goiny through a period of
reorientation. Following an era of heavy federal funding for
re;ional laboratories and rasearch and development centers, some
resedrchers are facing the fact that their endesvors have had
little ifizpact on the work of teachers in claesrooms. The problen
is not tha: the centers and laboratories failed to do significant

research, but lhat the ‘trickle-down’ theory cf eiucational reforr



(Jailey. 1971) has Slopped.

An alternative research methovolury which takes scriously theae
past and cmerging experiences can be fcrmulated. The basic premise
of tals metiiodolo3y is that educational research shculd be conductel
Jointly by researchers and practitioners to produce findings that are
both theorctically and prac:iically relevant.

This paper explores the potentialities for collaboration bLetween
educational researchers and school persounel. A set of principles 1s
offered as a guide for attempts to reduce the research-to-practice
cap. The implenentation of these principles is discussed within the
context of a Teacher Feedback 'Jorkshop wihich was conducted as a
davelopuent activity of an on-going research project. Finally, a

proposal for the structure and process of a collaboration effort

i3 outlined.

TREE PRINCIPLES FOR REDUCING THE RESEARCH-TO-PRACTICE GAP

The following principles are offered as a preliminary attenmpt

to specify conditions for recducing the research-to-practice gap.

Principle I: Coamunicstion of rescearch results *o teachcrs s

& couplex process vhich integrally involves the individual's
feelings of competence.

Researchers have not dealt seriously with the ccmplex problems

of coumunication of research results to teachers who are partici-
patiaz in research projects. Findings of educations] research -

especially those which relste to tcaching - have implications fo-
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tue individual's self-estcais ~ad behavior chanca., iince, 1. is
nct nerely a dissewliwtisr proclic.,

Slever’s (1372) discuscicn of the imace of the educational
practitioner as 'the raticnal nan  1is especially relevant o
Principle I. i:e practitioner is conceived as a person vwho bases
tecisicas Zor change on the bast informacion ava.lable concerning
alternative courses of action. The focus of charge is cartain
intellective processes. The culy obstacle to change is isrorance.
Tous, Sieber describes tiie Rafional !fen. e needs oaly to be in-
foraed about the Sest nethod for teaching readin~ to second graders,
the best textbooks on American listory, the bast techniques for
iuproving cinildren's wental health, or the most up-to-date pre-
packaged course on mathewatics, chemistry, or biology. If sc
informed, he will change his mind about his current practices.
ne will experience an intellectual awakeninz (p. 364).

The typical channel of influence is one-way communication
tihrcuzh the printed word, lectures, and films. There are two
liuitations to this approach. First, teachers typically do not
racd tae resecrch literature. Lazarsfeldi and Si;bcr (1264
found in a natioral sucvey of elezantarj school teachers thce

only one percent read the Journal! of SJducational Psycholoey, che

Review of lducational lesearch. or the .JEi-Research Bulletin.

Zone of tue publications vhich the teacl:2rs read rezularly vers

listed in Americs’s Educational Press as information sources about



research. Jeconi, t~azielrs w0 uoc have the time to 37£t tarouph
tne Jourrnals, nor have tney been trained with sufficiernt technical
competence to evaluate findings and their potential practical ap-
plicactions.

lany findings of research may be paclkaged, fielld tested, and
Jdigeauinated wita accoupanying explana.toty literature. .owever,
finddiss which affect individuals' beliefs, esteem. and attachment
to practical skills can be difficult to accept. Thus, there is a
special need for persons who have the sensitivity and creativity
0 comrunicate - . :arcih findings in ways which :7111 produce posi-
tive con3equences for teachers and their students. This need has
been recognized by the U.S. Office of 3ducation, whica has pre-
viously relied on print and electronic diaseminatioa channels as a
weans of educational change. U.S.0.E. 1s now planuine teams of
cducztional extension agents who will provide linkajes between
researchecs and practiticners.

Principle I1. Jirect teacher participation is essential for

Planning and carryin: out changes in their own teachir3.

Tneory and research from group dynamics provide a rich base
for developing strategies for the involwvenent of teachers in
planning their oun changes in teacthing. Research on participation
in Jecision making indicates that persons are more committed to
and more likely to carry out decisions in which they have hzen

involved {Cartwright, 1963, Lewin, 1947).



The rationale for aarticdpation in the research enacavor : 18
been described by lann and Ligert (1,52). Taey sugzest that per-
sonal involvenent decreases the barriers to the utilization of the
data, -/iile increasins the probability that the resuits wvill be
understool and emotionally accepted. Involvenent also yields
notivatcion to appl:’ the results to the individual's situation.

There is some evidence that teachers tend tec accept and to
regard as val\ .ble those in-service prosrams which are planned
with their iuvolvement (Chlldress, 1562). Dutton aud ifaumond
(19¢6) compared two wethods of in-service training for mathewatics
teachers. The first method (.iI) used ; collese professor of
nathematics to give weekly lectures on sclected concepts for
ejght weasks. Teachers were expected t& Jdo readings and complete
assignuents. In an equivalent group of teacaers (.1Il}, district
staff wembers, along with teachers, assessed individual weaknesses
and designed individualized prograams to help each teacher with lis
specific prohblems. At the end of eight w . ., teachers in liethod
11 achieved greater gains in teacher attitude ﬁoward and knowledge
of matﬁematical coucepts taan those in llethod I, ' Although there
are soume minor mwethodological problems in this study; the findings
indicate that in-service trsaining which involves teachers in the
assessuent of their own needs, and plans for individualized train-
ing can nave positive consequences for their teaching.

This principle operates most clearly in the concept of the

Zritish teacher center (lailey, 1971). These centers are based



on the tenet taat funadaniental educational reform -7ill come oniy
tarough those wvho nave the basic educational responsibility -
the teachers. Furthermore, tcachers will take reforu seriously
only when they have been responsible for defining their own
2uucational provleus anfl receiviny help on their own teras.

Ia England and ‘Jales, th:re are approximately 500 ceaters, over
half of vhich are staffed with full-time leaders.

Principle III: Attention to individual differences in

rescarch cn teaching increases the probsbility that

results vill have practical value.

Practitioners have repeatédly pointed to tueir personal
styles of teacaing or 'bag of tricks' as an exrplanation for
successful classtoom teaching (ilclauley, 1272 :larram; 1971).
Researchers in the organization of teaching have outliined reasonc
for the great variability among teachers in instructional
activities (Bidwell, i965; Lortie, 1269). There i3 ao standard
body of knowrledge and sikiills waich is transmitted in teacher
training programs. Once teacaers enter the classroom, tuere are
linits on collezial interaction. Except for possibly the open-
plan gchool or teaming, teachers rarely observe their peers at
wvork (Meyer, Cohen, 2t, al., 1372).

Howvever, researchers ca teaching have tended to ignore
individual variations in teacher behavior. In his ieview of
teacher variability wvithin anc between gpecial curriculum pro-

arams . losenshine (1970) notes that there are few existing studies



dealin3 with this problem. Furthermore, the seneralizability of
tne results i3 limited by the small nuadb - of :eachers involved
in the studies and the disparity of the observational systems used,

The line of analysis of individual differepcea which 1s
suggesteu by Sidman (1960) has promise for linking research and
practical applications. Sidman (1960) postulates that subject
variability is derived from differences in the functional relations
between a behavior and its controlling conditions for each person.
Thus, the shape of a curve based on group data ma)y Irdicate that a
specific behavior increases as some independent variable increases.
However, examination of the individual data indicates that each
subject reacts maximally at different values of the independent
variable. In cases like this, application of sroup results to
iniividual persons may be erroneous. Furtherwore, when we are
suggesting changes in individual behavior, group results can be
sinply misleading.

In comunicating with teachers about their own behsvior and
its effect on students, the individual data analysis suggested by
Sidman (1J50) has potentially useful consequences. Teachers can
use their results as a basis for confronting what they are doins,
and how they might plan for changes in their behavior. They can
make these decisions on relationships found for their own behavior,
not on generalized relationships which may not apply to them.

In summary, 'thru general principles need to be considered

in reducing the research-to-practice gap. (1) communication of



zesearch results tc teachiers 13 a ccmplex process vhich integrally
invclves the individual's feelinys of conpetence. (2) Direct
teacher involvement 1s essential for planning and carrying out
changes in their own teaching, (3) Attention to individual dif-
ferences in research on teaching increases the probability that
results will have practical value.

An attempt vas made to iuplement these principles at a work-
shop for teachers participating in a research project of the
Stanford Center for Research and Developuent in Teaching (SCRDT).
Several projects in the Teachin3i in Low incone Areas Program of
the Stanford Center have begun to develop procedures for coumuni-
cating research results to school personnel. The procedures whict
are described 1n this paper pertain to ¥rcject 3C - Studen: Engagenent:

Clazeroom Settings.l (See 11st of footnctes ca pag: 16 of this paper.)

AV ATTE T TO RLDUCT THE RESEARCH-TO-PRACTICE GAP

3ackground

The project originated in the conc~:n for stucdent engAagemant
in lesrning in low-inccme area sciools.? Frou the practical ap-
plication perspective, student engagement is one of the crucial
problems facing teachers. iWithout students’ interest and involve-
ment, learning cammot occur.3 From the perspective cof research on
teachin3, teacher motivational techniques have not been the focus
of auch research attention (lisenr and Sjogen, 1971° Rosenshine and

~ Furst, 1571).




e began by examining teacher strategies which are related
to nigh levels of m=tudent attention, involveuent, or engasement
in classroon learning. Twenty-four teachers fron nine schools in
the .iid~Peninsula and San Jose, California area volunteered to
participate iu the research during the school year 1971-1972.
The teachers and students were observed at five different times
during the school year - September, October, .lovember, February,
and April-ilay. When the tcachers were recruited for the study,
Ve contracted with them to provide a wc:iishop at the end of the
obgervations w-ich would report findingc up to that point.
The Teacher Feedback ‘lorkshop
On llay 6, 1972, the Teacher Feedback Vorkshop was condu ted
at Stanford Universizy. Tuenty-one out of the twenty-four sample
tcachers participated in the day-long wcrkshop. The mornin. session
covered the aims and procedures of the project. Detailed des-
criptions of the observation instruments were also presented. A
report of findings based on analysis of jroup dats was presented
to provide a context for understanding “1e individual data analysis
which was gi..o to teachers in the aften.oon sessions. The morning
discussions centered around issues which would be relevant to
teachers regarding their own behavior:
1. How much of the time during classroom observations are
students engaged?
How much of the tine during classroom observations are
students disengage.?

Wote: In the individual feedback sessions, these questions
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becone translated: How much of the time during class-~
roon observations are my students engaged? How much of
the time are they disengaged in my classroom?

2. 'that strategies do teachers use?

3. 'hich strategies are most frequently used?

Which strategies do teachers use lesst?

lo; How can stulent engagement and disengagement be related to

specific teacher strategies?

S. 'hat is the Engagement Iupact Score (EIS)?

6. Which specific teacher strategies appear to have the most

impact on student engagement?

7. Which specific teacher strategies appear to havc the least

impact on student engagement?

3. How important are these group findin3zs for your own teaching

behavior?

Results were presented in non-technical language with a heavy
reliance on graphics to illustrate specific points. The purpose
of this mode of presentation was to facilitate teacher involvement
with the information by nmaking them reslize that the dsta dealt
vith their own teaching situation.

As a result of the morning sessions, all of the teachers
reported that tahey had received an adequate picture of the project
and 1its goala." Some teachers stated that the presentation of
group data had provided them with the concepts and information
with waich to approach feedback about their own behavior.
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Ia the sftemeca sessions, all teschers receivel iadividue-
11:ed fosdbeck fren trained feodbachers. Precedures had Seen
doveloped by the prejest steff oo wtilise videstapes 80 & mesns
for clsonseing individual data enslysts based ea classresm cbeer-
vaticns (Ses Appendixz II). The thres principles., vhich vere dio-
cussed esrifer ia this paper, vere applied ¢o the plamasat and
isplansatstion of the fadividualised feoddbeck sessisns.

7iret, coummisation of veceaseh Tesults to tndividusl
teschers iavelves the peveca ‘s feslinge of cenpotence snd has
inplications for behoviow change. UNense, all fesddechers vere
desling vith s potentially ego-threstening oitustion. The v.dee-
tapes vere used 00 otert the tescher to losk ot her/ite bebevier.
descs, the first videstape sagnent vee wed for ‘esemetis offect’
ia vhich the tencher viewed her/his tenshing vithout comments on
otrategies. Vuring this peried, fesdbechese were fasttusted to
be ouppecstive and vessouring, and 00 enscutage the tescher to
engeese Nag/hig sboervetic. ¢ of vhet was golag o ia the ¢clegeveen.
An ottempt was made to crente & swppertive climste fa vhich the
consoquantes of iadividual behovier eould be discuseed.

Juring the fadividualissd fesdbach sesotons, the discwssion
oentesed sround ¢he analyetis of fadivicual tencher deta. Teschess
had boen ashed before coming 00 the verhshep vhet kinds «f iafosme-
tisn taey vanted foen the feeddesk sesofens. The Coschess' ves-
pences fosmad an odditional baste for fndividuslisstion of the
feoldbock. Osoup snclyeis wes sweilsble for purpeses of cemparisen
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1f the tescher desire. Lowever, the focus of in

individusl teschet. Questiens covered for crewp au. . -ages
9-10 of this paper) were applied teo individual dets eo.g§., vhat
strategics do you uee ooet often? What strategies do you wee
least? Uhich spesifis strategies appesr te have the meet impect
on student engaganent en otudents ia your class? hish epecific
stretegies hove the lesst impest en otudant engegenant in youf
clase? Iadividual dets snalysis vas eopecially vrelewvent ia this
ease, bocsanse prelininsty camninstion of iadividual veseus grewp
petossus indicsted a vide sange of verisbilicy ia the iampast of
opesific tescher behaviess en student engagament. Fer this
perticulsr prejest, feodbask to tonshers based en grewp Fesults,
veuld hove boen ervencous and mislesnding.

Turthommere, the presenteticn of individusl dats anslystis
poovided the tessher with en fafesmation base sheut her behavier
end its consequences fren whish o ashe desisions sbeut change.
Jy wse of the videstape, the teasher's otsutegien which had high
and lov engagensnt fapest on students veve iédeatified. The
tescher‘'s attention wves dseva 00 the students’' resetisns te her
o behovies. In the last cegnmt, the Sescher, hewoelf, vee
ashed 00 podnt out hor otretegies and note their offests en the
otudents’ engagsnent.

Juring the iadtvidualised fcodbeck cstotons, the fesddechere
vefveined foon sshing any preseriptions vegaviiag chenges ia tesshet
bchovies. During & poelininssy dots anslyeis otate ia eur prejest
preseri; tions Lo tenchare veuld hove 00 bo pramatuse. Jeve fapertaat,
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the 308l vas to start teachers planniag chasijes in their own
behavior, based on a Imovledge base derived from observation

in their classzooms. Thus, the responsibility for determi 3
the directien of chaage ves placed decisively wpon the tes 1er.
The cbjective iapertiality of the feedbacker and of the daia
presentation helped teschers to appreach the firdings ia s con-
otructive neaner. Tegether vith the feedbecker, the teacher
enplored different interpretations of the deta and pleced to-
gother a pettern satisfactory te hes.

There is some evidence frem teachers' responses to s question-
ssire thet the fiadings presented at the vorkshep vill have
positive consequences for their tesching behevier. Sixtees out of
the ceventesn tesshers whe snsvwered the questismmaire reperted they
had learned senething aev shout their tesching. Tvelve of the
teashers thought that they cheuld chenge ame of the ways they tesch,
ond sintess said results sud diseusctmms & the werkshop could reslly
help teschers change their tesshing behamtr Sixtesn of tie
tessacrs thought thet the results vill bousaful ¢o clasereen
tesshess in geneval, and sll replied that they believed edusatiensl
reseateh oon preduse hasviedge useful to seashers.

In ommery, the Tessher Pesdbesk UYoshnhep ves effestive ia
redusing the resesseh-to-prastise credidility gap. This evidemce
gives the principles presented in this paper seme walidity. Ia-
formal tescher respense to the workshep supperted these sonclusions.
Ia their thenk-you letters to the otaff, tesshers pointed to the
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‘specisl, individual attemntion wvhich they received ., 'the oppor-
tuaity to receive feedback as ‘s waluable asp--t+ of the study',
to the fact that 'you dida't tell us what "« gVeryome
else seems to), but gave us some basis fo: .. . our owa decisions.
Fiaally, omne tesscher vrote, 'l kmow yeur project is designed to
impreve tesching, met just study it, se now I m workisg to apply
what I learmed Saturday. I theak you, ead my pupile thenk you'!'

The Teacher Peodback Workshop was & heginniag sttempt by ocme
project at the SCRDT to reduce the research-to-prectice credibility
88p. Much of vhat wve have wccruplished will de of potential wse-
fulness 1a development of fesdbeck pescedures for other resesrch
prejects. Semn anggestiows fer impumwing cur relatismships with
oshool gaseumml energe fren cur premmmt astivities. M™ese vill
be dissuseed & the concluding sestiss of this paper.
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REDUCLIG . .L RESEARCH-TO-PRACTICE GAP Li EDUCATIOWAL

'in3 proposal emergzes fro- v curreat involvememt with
welopasat vo: tuw . uxperiences as a re-

18 vorked with school persoanel to improve the quality
| lesruiag. The proposals are based om the firm cou-

h_the quality of educeticn vepsitch and the gquplity
ind wpon & recisrocal end coptianal stocess of iater-
Jesesrcoere and practitioners. School persounel no

passive subjects of research, but cam be active parti-
irscandang and hapefully chamgisg the esaditisss under
and leamming presamtly occur.

‘omation precess eisuld be stoustusad @ taks iato
)ortant ooganissttunsl requirements: (1) The meed to
e the puoeass - asoure continmuity amd temewal (2)
e authesity o: _ture of school esgmnisstions or

‘e noed Sor adninistrative senstisms and partici-
beration. e tncegperatios of these Tequivemsats
retive gEnaals resegnises Mt iz Ss net wewely
issenes S» chunge vhdeh is the podien ia the
knsviedpe, ociantsstisnsl countanings alse pese
wiese .

Setieonal aspect of the cellsbevative precess is

) formaldastisn of velatienships betweea Tesesrchers
canel. The collsbevative pussess should be organised



to
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T & Resoarc. Advisery Zouncil in which joint decision-
caan3ze of ideas ca= sceur. Contracts vhich state
sibilities and obMgatisns between the researchers

aff can also serve te fernalisze the colladborative

and its reciprocal chamscter.

etion by the schoei staff should be imcluded from the
research activitien 1= this comnection, a frequent
research by adnintsummees is ''You coms to us after
fied the problax. Nz stme, let's talk sbout it

gin.” Tha Mescaveh aswteesry Cauncil weuld be com-
archers, echool pusammsl fvem 21l lesels of the
sdnianistrative soman. and esmmmity peo)le. Ispresen-
iffesent roles smmg the susel staff recegnises a
toach to educatiommil mmmesvh -~ the ssed to be avare

le wrisbles snd Shudic Sntesuusisns a8 they relate to
preblan under fsvestigsttm. W cresv-role represen-
izes that all pershmagures ponsuses knewledge which is
saslysts and incupunntios.

e council esuld sus 58 an S¥ee where resesrch probless
d, alternative remsewch citotumies are censidemnd, and
of imstrummmtation and duns enafipeis sve guestimmed.’
bias ase especially wusis When resesschers sre wosking
ons whe differ fyee am %0 othnte-culomml bachkgroumds.
rvesens of enschonge. amp (e justsunentst@sn mey be
inportant icsues Wérh gie *ot vesogndsed by the re-

be iacorperated @8 tin Seaggn. Growp smd shared
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decision-making processes are likely to streagthen commitment to the
research efforts and to future utilization of the findings.
Finally, engagement in the collaborative process signifies
a long-term coumitment on the part of :-esearchers to deal with the
realities and problems of school systems. In the_ptocua. the
researcher places himself in a position of vulnerability (Gcu.et,
1971) vith the school persomnel. In the process of axchange with
scuool perscnnel, the researcher opens hiimself up to the questioning
of his theorie: and acsumptiouns, methodology., and interpre-ation
of problems. This vuinerability is esse:tisl for ths development o:
collaboration between educational researchers and school persomnel.
These suggestions are offered as genersl and preliminary state
ments, for if we take this discussion seriously, pattemrms of col-
laboration will emer3e once Ve, as researchers, stact to bridge the
resesrch-to-practice gap. There 1is no more spacific proposal then
‘Let us begin."
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LIST OF POOTWOTES

lProjcct 3C was under the direction of Robert D. iiess and
Ruby Takanishi-linowles with the collsboration of research aﬁnis-
tants Ann Jouie, Kalei Inn. Anne ilorton, aad Terry Taglor.
Tecanical support staff included Jamet Weston, Adnimidmtrative
Assistant, Secretaries Josn \eff assd Jean Zisbron dhmerver
and Dats Processing Tesm - ifarshe alper, 3mmxy Dietx, .dary Lee
Thouson, amd Lucy Villisms. Sussn Meswics and Gerzy dmscadante
assisted during Sprimg. 1972. ‘

The Pregject could not have bem casried out wishout the
osllabovetion of all these pesple, ami othess not msmtioned here.

2, description of the fisst year of the ressassh vwill be
published by the Stanfemi Center for-Reseamsh and Semslopment in
Teaghing -~ Robert D. lices and Muby Bakenishe-Kacwhes. Teacher
Stamford, California: Nesearch and Sevelopuset Mumsssadun #o.
(in press).

3stedent engagament 1o ssewmed e be highly velesed to
Bessures of student schésmument. Sewsral recent stwites wiag
benavior-based msaswres grevide good suppert for this asswmption
(Cobd, 1772, Lahderne, 1963, Mepors. ot. al., 1968).

‘A-qut tarmisehiinger and Frederick Ress conducand an
evaluatisn of the Teacher Feedback Woskashep. Their complete
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report is included in Appendix I.

510 beoks, which discuss sction research methcdology with
teaciers, pmovide case studies of the collaborative precess.
(Corey, 1953: Schwmaky, 1953).
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I. THE TASK OF THIS REPORT

When the reseerch staff of 3C first contacted the teachers in order tc
invite them %0 participate in the ject, they emphasized thcir plan to give
"feedback™ to the teachers, that is .0 report the findings to the teachers.

The workshop on May 6, 1972 was set up to report preliminary findings
to the teachers who participated in the project. But its function was not
only one of dissemination: the staff of 3C was also interested in getting
comments on their work which would improve future research.

The authors of thie report, who were not diroctly involved in the 3C
Project, wvere asked to evaluate the workshop. We would like to point out
that this report is not an evaluation of the project or the planning of the
workshop, but only of the workshop itself and the teacher's participation in
the project.

We assume that the reader of this report is familiar with the 3C Pro-
Ject. We, therefore, give no project description.

II. THE RATIONALE FOR THE EVALUATION

One major goal of the 3C Project is to make research relevant to the
teacher's daily work. As one consequence, the etaff expended much effoct at
dissenination of information sbout the project and its results.

The evaluation ie mainly concerned with the following questions:

1. Were the preliminary findings presented in 3 way that was under-
standsble to teachers?

2. Could the findings have consequences in the daily work of the
individual teacher?

3. Are the teachers' comments likely to improve future research of
the kind presented?

4. Was the working relationship between the staff and the teachers
supportive of future field research?

We prepared a questionnaire for the teachers which helped us in
ansvering these questions. Besidee this, we talked vith many teachers dur-
ing the workshop and attended all large group meetings. The questionnaire
wss given to the teachers at the end of the "Peedback" sessions. All
teachers still preesent at this time (17) answered ths questionnaire.

III. ATTENDANCE

The workshop was attended by 21 out of a total of 24 teachers who par-
ticipated in the project. These teachers were located at nine different
schools. Two out of the nine principale attended the morning sessious.



IV. ORGANIZATION OF THE 'WORKSHOP

As can be seen from the schedule (see Appendix A), in the morning sor-
sions the project, ite instruments, and its preliminary group findings were
rresented while in the afternoon gessions individusl findinge were presented
including an analysis of videotaped classroom cbeervation. Croup dtacussions
wvere held in which teachere commented on the project and their individual
teaching experiences.

One observation was that the workshop was very well organised. Time
and room plamning were excellent. This has to be mentioned decause individual
afternoon seeeions which needed meny roome and changee of location reslly re-
quired thorough planning and & feeling of responsidility from all staff members.

V. PRESENTATION OF FIMNDINGS

Durine the morning sessions of the workshop the project, its instruments,
and its preliminary findinge were presented by sembers of the etaff. Special
attention was given by the staff to the disseminatios functios of theae sessicns.

In our opiaion, the presestations were givea in a clear soatechaical
language. The sudience understood the main points and were thus able to comment
nn the project end its fiadings im an effective wey. Several questions raised
and commente givea seemed to be relevant for comeideratiom ia future resesrch of
this kind. A little confusion vas coused by the parcemtage definition of etrat-
egice used which the teschers had to estimate during ome session. Absolute
nunbers instead of percentages might have been ecasier to eetimste. The teacliors
obvious_ y enjoyed their perticipation in the sessions. The comments we go2
alter the sessions showed their grest interest and waderstanding .

Seven of the 17 teachers vhe saswered the quotu-urol pofnted out (1.5
that they nev uaderstood the goals of the project differeatly thea at the time
they decided to participats, although this would ot have changed their decisior.
Three teachers would have 1iked more detailed tafermation befere they decided
to participate. lMest of the tesshers (11) got all iafermstion nseded to agrea
to participate. Nowever, mest of the teschers were mot im favor of a workshop
pcior to the chbeervetions (1.6).

These vhe vould have 1iked & vorkohep pointed out that they would have
liked to knov mere sbeut the specific geals of the cheervetiens ia order to plan
their tesching around them and 1ia ovder te fesl mere familisr with the whoie
situation, especislly ia the first cbeervetion peried (II.2).

The nsed for sore iafermsticn 1s also expressed ia the teacher’s prefer-
ence for a wvorkshep after the first cboervetisn perisd. Abeut half of the
teachers felt a noed to discuse their emperiences with other participating

ll\o Tesults of the questicnnaire sre givea in Appendix 8.



teachers. Many teachers told us during the workshop that they would have
preforred a "feedback” session earlier.

All teachera vho asnswered the queationnaire asaid that they got a roundcd
picture of the program and ita apecific goala (III1.1). Moat of them felt that
this information would be of interest to other teachera who have not partici-
pated in the project (111.2), although their estimates of other teachers'
ettendance in the momning aesaions had only an average of 30 percent however
ranging from "0" to 100" (I111.4). Thia low attendance rate might ba the reascn
that about half of the teachers suggested not to invite other teachers (I1I1.3)
to thia kind of workshcp.

The teachers vers somevhat more critical about the presentation of the
individusl findingas in the afternoon. We expected thia, bacause the individuai
use of atrategiea and their relation to atudent’s engagement was not alwaya
favorable and it 10 somevhat more difficult to accept unfavorable individual
resulta. Thus, although fourteen out of 17 teachers felt that the materials
presented had good examplas of their teachisg dehavior, one teacher felt the
saterial ves unrepresentative of her teaching atyle, one teacher found the
asterial umclesr, one too concentrated, and three teachers were claiming incom-
platensss (IV.)).

The authors did wot atteand the individual afterncon sesaions. The men-
bars of the ataff who presented the individual findings later reported that the
teachera’ resctions wers very different depending more om the individual per-
sonality than on the findinga, and that they needed a more in-depth understand-
ing of the characteristice of each tescher befors a reslly effective individual
"feadback’” sesaion cen be run. On the whole, fourteem out of 17 teschers said
that most or all of the findings of the project were comsiatent with their
personal knovliedge and experiences.

Por the future, the staff aight consider a workshop for detailed informa-
tion immediastely after the first chbservation period. The method of informing
individually before the chservetion period sesmad to satisfy most of the
teachers. The iaterest for more detailed informstion which aoms teachers
expressed vould have to be comsidered in the light of equal imformation for all
teachers participating ia the project ia the future. Por the preseatstion of
the individwal vesults svem more personalised methods might be developed, in
ovder to avoid dissatisfaction of those teachers whose resulta are lesa
favorable.

VI. CONRSBQUENCES OF FINDINGS POR THE TRACHERS® DAILY wWu:x

The results of the questiommaire seem to indicate that the fimdinge
presented at the workshop vill have definite comsequences for most of the
teachers participatiag ia the wverkshop. Sixtesn of the 17 said that they had
learned scmething new sbout their teaching (IV.4). Twelve of the 17 teachers
think thet they sheuld change soms of the ways they teach (IV.3), and sixteen
of the 17 teachers felt that results snd discuseions like those of the worksliop
could really help teschers change their teaching behaviors (IV.6) but they
pointed out that immediste "feedback” after each observation ia prefersble in
order to gain imeight fnto their classroom behsviora whea it is atill fresh
in their memory.



The teachers' comments on the project in genersl further indicate
that they sav the findings as having definite utility for the classroom
teacher. Sixteen of the 17 teachers responding thought that the results of
ths project will be useful to classroom teachers in general (V.2), and all
of the teachers indicated they beliaved educational research can produce
lnowledge helpful to teachers (V.4).

VII. TEACHERS' COMMENTS ON IMPROVEMENT ON THIS KIND OF RESEARCH IN THE FUTURE

Nearly all of the teachers seemed to have some constructive criticism
sbout aspects of the project, especially in relation to those areas of the
project dealing with teacher strategies. About a third of the teachers though:
that all strategies chosen are highly important in teaching. Nearly a third
was uncertain about this and snother third felt that some important strategics
sre missing (I11.5). Among strategies which the teachers considered to be
important and which were not included in the project were the following: group-
ing of students in the claseroom, types of reinforcement, interrelations of
different strategies, positive and negative aspects (I111.6).

The teachers were less critical concerning the students' engagement
instrument (II1.7). Here we asked for typical ways teachers are awvare of
students' interest and engagement in the learning task. liost often the teachers
answered that they assess students' engagement by the types of questions they
raise (111.8).

A special problea in the classroom cbservation was the videotaped
sessions. Disruption in nearly all classes occurred becasuse of the bulkiness
and extensivenssa of the equipment. If there is no solution to the problem of
bulky equipment themn, the teacher proposed, a more frequent practice is neces-
sary before the observation would start, in order to observe "usual" classroum
baehavior.

The members of the staff stated they learned something more sbout the
strategies, eapecially the necessity to disentangle the positive and negative
aspect of strategies. We were told that the staff is looking for a solution
to the videotspe problem.

VIII. WORKING RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE TEACHERS AND THE STAFF

The teschers wvers asked several questions which helped us to assess their
experiences snd opinions sbout the working relationship with the 3IC staff. One
main indicator that shows the good relationship is the teachers' werkshop
attendance. Out of the total of twenty-four Sassher: who ps- ‘afipated in the
project, twenty-ons teachers and two priscipals (e 9) aseeniind the workshop.

Looking back at the period of recruitmsnt of the teachers, froa the
seventeen teschers vho answered the questiomnaire, twelve felt invited and five
felt urged to participate (1.1). Those teschers who felt urged pointed out
that this wvas not on the part of the research staff, but on the school side.
Oue teacher felt "obligated to return a favor from a fellow teacher" whom she
had asked to participate in another program. The positive comments ranged fron



why shouldn't I be ovoserved on to be:. =d to see profits on both sides
and feeling thrilled at the opportumit- ticipate. No teacher felt pressnd
to participate.

Wea asked the teachers to estimer - . e of participation in the pro-
ject if we had invited all teachers in Su .ools (1.2). The teachers'
estimates ranged from 10 to 100 percen. of :i1cipation with an average of
about 60 percent. This figure does mest " ®  be goo high 1if we take into
account that the teachers got some mome’ heir participation. Surely, the
main person for the research staff was wamly the principal who had to be
convinced that the project was of imper ‘o tesching. The participation of
some of the teachers wvas obviously due ~ "urging" by the principal.
Fourteen of the 17 teachers discussed ti.. stion of participation with their
principal, seven of these only with him, « tvo teachers did not look for
any advice. None of the teachers who wee ad refused to participate in the
project.

The question if the teachers wowlc .ew observers coming into their
classrooms unannounced gave us informatfs - the relationship hetween the
teachers and the observers. FEleven out ¢ / msachers would not mind. This ir
an unexpected high number and indicates we-’ gsed relationships between the
teachers and the observers. This fiadimg mwe confirmed during the workshop,
vhere we observed a very friendly relsciem@iip between teschers and observers.
It is interesting that except one all ceméems who did mind unannounced
cbservers ware fesling urged to particfpets ¢ the project. The teachers felt
free to comment and ask questions. @iy e «fvernoon growp sessions seemed
to suffer partly from shyness on the sfdls ~ @ie teachers. This is probably
due to mainly two reasons:

1. Differently from the mornims, s ssms no material was presented.
They were pure discussion emss. ..

2. The teschers seemed to be redwptent to participate because they
perceived the discussion leafexr to be such an “"empert” on the
topic under discussion. This wms agein differemt from the morning
sessions, where except for the intreduction all presentations were
given by staff members.

For the future the staff might comsider to have a non-professor as a
group leader. We think that some materials like specific instruments or find-
iags would result in a freer discussion.

At the end of the workshop day very sany teachers expressed that the
day vas unexpectedly interesting and pleasant. Sixteen of the seventeen teachers
vho were still present indicated their im+ -e¢ to participate in this kind of
preject in the future.
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Stanford Center for Research and Development in Teaching

Project 3C: Student Engagement: Classroom Settings
Teaching Students from Low-Income Areas

Workshop May 6, 1972

Teachers' Experiences with and Opinions on the Project

As wae pointed out vhen the research staff first contacted you, one major
goal of this project is to make research relevant to the teacher's daily
work.

Today's workshop has four central objectives:

—— We want to report to you the preliminary findings.

~—— We would like to know if your experiences with this project will
have an impact on your daily work.

~—— We would like to know how you evaluate your participation in the
project and get comments on its improvesment.

~— We would like to have your comments on the working relstionship
between the staff and you so thet we may evaluate our own efforts as
wvell as make future research mswe useful to teschers.

Plesse help us by respomding to the following questions so that we may
imgwove our work and imcresss the divect relevance of educatiomal research
te the educational process.




I. THE PRE-OBSERVETTYY! WBASE
I.l What were your faslimgs when you were smamd to participate
in the project?
I felr pssased to participese

I felt urgmi to pesrticipege
I felt immdtad to participate

I felr (Plemse spacify):

I.2 In your opimion, if ewery tescher in yewr ceimml wsae asked
to participete, vhat percentage of your oallemgmss would agrce?
—(_ puzcent
I.3 Before you sgresd to participate did you dssmms this matter with
Xes mo_
— —0( Yuur collwaguan
~—— e Your primcipal
— - mareons in the district admintetration
——— —_ Yysur students

other (Plesse specfiy):

1.4 Looking back om ﬁteq: you smi the reseaseh ssaff sgreed
wpon, do you thimk it wes
Jes no
— —_ Spywpzian
— — wholaead
—_— —r Sacmplete
— —__ ather (Finsse spectly):
1.5 Lleoking st the et ssw, did yeu gt essugh Safammatios about

£t, before yau damid te participaste?
I wanllB Save liked more dutaiibed sufiusmatien,
spealiiiselly ea

I exdnfiend the of the ponfass differently
o e & O I Ganddnd 9o pasuiadpate.

I gon all Gafocrnctice soodad oo wnhe aiie decision
to gamiicipgats befespe § agmand.
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1.6 Woul® you buwe pesterred a workshep 0w detailed information

on the projec: far all teachers pastis . ipating in the PToject
befose the commswsrsom started?
. ®=
—_— Yan
1.7 Did yau infemm thw students’ PSrents »afsve the first essmrwation?
—_— me
—— ”
1.7.1 Ify.hthem-tion (X.7): iy did yen iwmferm the

perente”
—. ROSe e pasamts
—— &sbwd samfusts to report st hmm
—— Woskiag af pamsnts
— Oothnx (Phmsse specify):

1.8 M-mmu&_mum?

1I. SRS NERaseS
11.1 N‘nhm-*-&-thﬂm

11.2 b“ﬂ““&hhduuﬂm?

— t_hbh“lhduﬁ-:
annsden.

— —— T dun dteved difSommely then wewel imwmie
Shase annsten.

m.21 X o Ser Wi cless’ Wander-
— ::-—-—-l-.-n-.‘no-
il

Wy safamts wass asee stEputive te she lesemm
s esund.




II1.2

II1.4

I1.4.1

II.5

II.6

1.7

11.8

-3~

In tme folloming cbscrvation periods - emclwasing the
videotaped sessions -

s oc
I felt that ny teaching sehawr r was as usual.

I felr that my class behmamd = usual.

Did wou feel disswmptad in your teashing b the videotaping?
yes, very much

yes, a little

m—

ac

IX yos in the prewiows question (II.4):
Camld you puimt out the main reasams for your teaching being
diemeptnd ?

Md you feel that yesw students were distupted by the
videotaping”

B» you have mamposmis far mpeowiamg the viisobupe sessions?

In general, 'mw did yuar students fccl absut e observaticms?
& e whale, thsy 4Af ot sean to be affected.
Ty cssusd to e veny Suterestsd ta being cbesrved.
—__ Tmte coummmnte Jficsted that they feit poend of
Sotng aslested fevr pasticipeten.
ow did your sambnas Mihe the vhiostaping suanlians? (Plesse,
chosne one eummax_)
—_ Ty 435 wet cnmp o be sfiecand.
—_ Ty covusd te B¢ wany tutessssed in she vidsotaping.
— Ty did sot 1ihe the védestapel susadans .

Gsuld you wilind chessvers ceming fese your slassroon wasssounced?
yes

no



I1I.

III.1

III.1.1

III.2

I11.3

I11.4

1.5

b

GENERAL ORIENTATION AND PRESENTATION OF GENERAL FINDINGS
IN THE WORKSHOP (Morning Session)

. Did the morning session today provide you with informatioc

that gave you a rounded Picture of the program and the
specific goals of this project?

no
partly
yes

If no or partly in previous questiom (1I1.1):
Were the presentatiomns

—. 1incomplete

—— too technical

——. toOo concentratea
unclear?

—————

Do you think the informatiem Presented in the sarnisg wewld be
of interest to other teachers who have mot participsted in the
project?

no
probably mot

I am not certaim
probably yes
definitely yas

Would you suggest that we iswite all teachers frem yowr school
for a general presentation of this kimd?

no

— Yo

Inyo-m\llucmofnedh-‘l-n
att-luﬁ--uum,uu_uh-anl
teachers of yawr school?

— TR
Doyo-chﬂth'uthn-dnn'w&-uﬁ--u-

gation in the project are thmm—ohu’m
students in classroom lesrning?

_____Ithink.a-ci.tuntw-um
—— Many strategies sesm te ms to be frrelowme.
—_— So-c-ttntoau.t--hm&-ﬂh.

Ithmthuunotr*d--m
important im teaching.

I am uncertein about this.



III.6

111.7

111.8

Iv.

Iv.1

Iv.2

v.3

<5~

Can you think of important strategies which we have omitted?
1.
2.
3.

Do you thisk that the student engagement instrument measures
the most important behaviors characteristic of student engage-
ment in a learning task?

no
probably not
I am not certain

— Pprobably yes
definitely yes

Could you mame seme typical ways teachers are aware of stu-
dents' imterest snd engagement in the learning task?

1.
2.
3.
4.

PRESERTATION OF VIDEOTAPED SESSIONS AND INDIVIDUAL FINDINGS IN
THE WORKSWOP (Afternoon Session)

Did you have a chance to ask all of the questions you wanted?
no

e ”
Were the ssswams to your questions complete enough?
»O
oaly some

Was the material mﬁnted to you in the individual afternoon

incomplete
too concantrater!

waclear?
oot repeesentsative of your tesching style

good example(s) of your teaching behavior?



Iv.4

IV.S5

v.2

-6-

Did you learn something mew about your own teaching ir the
afternoon session?

___ no

—— I am not sure about this

___ Yes, a little

—0u Yes, very much
As a result of the workehop, do you think that you should change
some of the ways in which you teach your classes?

___ no

—__ probably not
— 1 am uncertain
—__ probably yes
___ definitely yes
In your opinion, could classroom observation of the kind presented

and individual discussions like those in today's afternoon session
help teachers change their teachinz style?

___ 1o
probably not
I am uncertain
probably yes

definitely yes

PROJECT IN GENERAL

Do you think that more comsunication among participating teachers
would have resulted in more commitment to the project?

no

probably not

I en uncertain

probably yes

yes, definitely

Do you think that this project can produce knowledge which will
be useful to teachers in the classroom?

no
probably not
I am uncertain
probably yes
definitely yes

NN
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Are the findings of the project consistent with your personal
knowledge and experiences?
no
some of then
moat of then

yes

NEEE

I am uncertain

Do you think that educational research can produce knowledge
which is useful to teaching and learning in the classroom?
no '

I am uncertain

yes

Would you like to participate further in this kind of project
in a more intensive working relationship with the staff in
the future?

no

yes

If yes, please write your name and address on the attached
paper. Use separate envelope because of anonymity.

Thank you for your support of our work.
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Teaciier Teedback Worksnop
Guidelines for the Utilization of Videotape in Peedback to Teachers

1. Preparation for Providing Videotape Feedback
A. Videotane Segments
l. There will be approximately 13 minutes of teacher video-

tare sepments available for viewing.

a. 3 min. - Cosmetic Effects

b. 5 min. - lot Videotape Segment

c. 5 min. - 2nd Videotape Seement

Note* The sexment for 'Cosmetic Lffect will

immediately nrecede the first five-minute
taps.

2. Becoms well acquainted with all of your teacher’s video-
tape segnents. Be prenared to identify most of her
strategies. Xnow which strategies are exhibited in
the tape aegment: know where ones are not, (particular-
ly if they are this teacher's most or least eneaginy
strategies).

B. Check the date (day, time) of the videotave, and subject
matter being tsught.

C. Becoms throughly acquainted with available data snd snalysis
for your teacher. Talk to the observers who have seen this
teacher in class. They may have some comments which can be
helpful in sperosching the teacher.
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I1. The Videotspe Feedback Session
A. Short Orientation to Session
1. Inform the teacher what you have planned for the hailf
hour videotape feedback session. Stress that this is
an opoortunity to look at at her videotave, and that
non~videotape-related questions can be discussed after-
wards. (If you are in a group which receives individual
non-videotape feedback first, this point may not apply.)
2. Tell teacher how the videotape sesments vere selected
(some common probleas which w;rc avoided: technical
difficulties, teache: not on film, students blocking
camera, etc.)
3. Keep your orientation brief.
4. Start viewing the tape as soon as nossible.
B. Cosmetic Effect Segment
1. This sesment is used for the teacher to acclimate
herself to being on videotape.
a. Ask teacher if she's ever been videotaped before.
Try to resssure her 1if needed.
b. Give teacher an opportunity to vcr&clizc her
feelings sbout viewing herself.
c. Dom't comment on strategies during this segment
unless the teacher asks you to do so, i.e.,
direct most of your comments toward xegpponding

to her comments wnd feslings. Again, try to re-




assure her 1if necsssary. (e.p., people tend to
look fatter on tswes, as well as pale without make-

up, etc.)

C. 7%irst 5-'!inute Segment

1.

2.

Briefly refresh teacher on definitions of stratepies
upon which you have dectided to focus. Have her individual
profile available for wr to ses.

8. Define the stratesass which she uses most often.

b. Define those which are most engaging for her.

c. Define those which are least engaging for her.

Ru-start tzge and comment on strategies, pointing them

out as they're observed.

a. Point out positive strategies first .

b. Pinpoint tape segments vhere there is a mix of
negative and positive strategies.

c. Pick out one strategy that has the highest level
of engagement for this teacher. (If needed, stup
the tave and show that part again.)

d. Drev teacher's attention to the reactions of the
students around her, especially in resoonse to
her behavior.

e. Be sure to conclude tape segment by pointinr out
positive strategies for her.

£. Ask the tescher if she would like to reviev any part

of the segment.
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Stop tape to discuss what teacher has seen.

Review her strategies and their impact upon the
studenta.

Ask the teacher for any aammenta or gquestions.
Request that she try t» ssfeg out har strategies

during next segment of tmmm

Start tape of smmond segmesx.

C.

Have the tescher neimt ssx ssrategins with ss lictl:
assistance as nossible.

Agsin, have har note remsmfmme of stwidaags around
her.

Reinfapce the tescher (amei.-. mad, '"Yes!') vhen

she identifies the sveseprtatie styabugy.

Conclude the session - Clenuse

After the secowd S-mmusn segmnt, ask the
tescher 1if she would like to re-view amy part of
the sesment.
Cive her the opportunity to comment or ask questiome.
Conclude or Summgrise the sessios by moting her
strategies you both have seen, and their impact on
the students.
Infora her that she can coms back at a later date

to view her tape more intemeively



v

e. If there 13 tinme, ret hey to exnress her feelinas
about tlhe videotape feedback session.
f. Ee rrevared to leave the vileo room nronntly so that

the next seonle can start.

Wote  Feedback to Betty and/or Rubvy reccrdine the adenuacy of these

ruidelines will be welcomed.



