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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ,

- AMERICAN FEDERATION OF T%ACHERS
EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH‘AND DISSEMINATION PROGRAM
NIE-6-81-0021. = ' ) : :

s -
.

BACKGROUND | SR .

Convnnced that the results of educational reseafch generSted dbver the past
two decades could be of practncal value to classroom teachers, the American
Federatlon of .Teachers felt that the union as an organization of professional
peers could/develop a pilot disseminatidn mechanism designed to bridge the gap/
between research and practice. Based on national office interactions with ~
teachers who told us of their desire for h€lp in better managing the classroom
environment, we decided te focus on research on classroom management and ef-
fective teaching. . .

The project represented a unique undertaking in several ways. First, NIE
funds were beiné used for actual dissemination of research results directly to
teachers. Second, the teacher union was taking a strong leadership role in
the profess:onal aspect of teachers lives in collaboration with researchers -
Third d, teachers were given the rare opportunity to participaze in an educationdl
pragram without the threat of negative judgements or administrative mandates.
Fourth, a report documenting project outcomes would be produced? )

.National Ins:;tute of Education funding for the two-year period provided
for program development and implementation in three pilot sites: New York City,

. $3n Francisco, and Washington, 0.C. Three project staff members were hired to .
design'the program and prcvide technical assistance to those sites. Two stafr
members were AFT Educational Issues,Departﬁent assistant directors. They were ° -
responsible for carrying out local sita development, training and bther field- -
related activities of the project. Both were exper.lenced. classroom teachers.
The third ‘member of thetteam, a8 technical assjstant whose primary respon-
sibility was research identification and translation, had had experience in
research usage and translation. The technical assistant spent a minor portion
of her time in the field, primarily to assess the “saleability“ of the research -
translations and to document needed changes for the final edjtting of materials.

All three staff members contributed to the'writing of the training and resource

* manual and to reports submitted to NIE. )




The overall duties and responsibilities of the project staff, then, entailej//

orchestration and implementation of the_folloWing accivitieé:
(] ' . ‘ ’ -

1. ldentifying and translating useful research on classroom management and o
y
,j 4

effective teaching; ., .. .

2. Developing training maternals for use in é(lot sites in areas of re-
search and dnssemnnatuon,‘ ‘ )

t ~ \\ . .
3. Working with local union Ieadershnp |n each of thrae sutes to establzsh 5 -

-

project strycture; - . D
‘4. Training a cadre of Teacher Reseacch Linkers (TRL%) at each site in
the research, as well as in training and’ drssemnnatoon téchnnques, :
5. Establish collaborative reTationships among instftutlons of higheP e~ T
ucation, the research community, national .AFT, and local project sites;

)
-

N * ’ W ° . » .
6. Developing a training and resoq;ce manual to be used foF replication
of the pilot project for other Yocal unions; and
* ’
7. Reporting program process and outcomes to NIE and to other educators.
- - . »

. oo ’

“In addition to funding, NIE pFovided AFT staff with. inFonmation on dissem?-

nation and research prOJects in the areas of cﬂassroom management and effect|Ve ‘
teaching. A formal advisory board comprised of hnn Lieberman, Ieachers Collegeﬁ
Columbia.Unlversuty; Lee Shulman, Institute for Researgh on Teachung_and Stanford
University; and Beatrice Ward, Far West Educatjomal Resea;ch Laboratories helﬁed
guide AFT staff in identifying research and depﬁmeﬁtfng project activity. ~

]
.
N f

_KEY COMPONENTS ' ' )

9 Identification of Sites . R .
Sites were selected using a modified RFP process Announcement of program ¢~
start-up was mailed to AFT's fifty Iargest locals ard each state federatlcn
Twenty-nine requests for application forms.were receuved. Eleven locals sub=-" . -
mitted completed application forms which included survex informagion on teacher .
‘and ‘student populations,” unnon inservice mechannsms availabilfty of local re- e ..
sources to*tarry out program lmplementat;on and & coﬁhutment statement for
contlnu¢ng the program once AFT techn:cal assistance was removed In addition.,
a phone survey was conducted to obtain addntloﬂal infofmation from each local,

Three sites =~ New_York/tlty (United Federation of’ {d%chers), San Francisco ’
° . 4 3 - -

-




’

(San Francisco Federation of Teachers) and Washington, 0.C. (Washington Teachers':
Union) - were selécted. ' . BN . .
In addltlon to the above criteria, these sites were . selected based on the

slze ~and vartéty of populations they served, geographic Iocatuon, their access

to institutions of hugher education and/or educatuonal resea(ch facilities, the

working relationship wuth central and. bulldlng admunlstratlon. In addition, .
. because Washington, D.C. is the location of the AFT headquarters, we felt one §,
site, in close proximity,.could provide us with easy access to project teachers N
1] g
° for immediate field-testing of research translations. ) .
. . .
N 8 Selecting Local Site Coordinators .

.

After meetlng with iEEsw union leadership in each snte, prOJect staff
determined . that in New Yomf’and Washington, the local coordinators for the pro-
-ject would be the teacher center durectors, and in San Franc¢isco, the coordunator
wou]d be the former director of the centén‘who was now seérving as “teacher-un-
'charge” of 4 pilot elementary school. We Felt the philosophy of the teacher E
center, which subports peer-to-peer dissemination, would enhance the Iike]ihood
that these teacher center directors would be effective coord}nators of the AFT-

- -
.

ERED profect at thjer sites. : ~

*
' . R

0 Selﬁctlng Teacher Research Linkers (TRLL '
- TRL selectlon actively involved the-local coordunator in each site.
Coordinators were given a [ist of suggested criteria for selection. Each local.
modified the éelection‘prqgéss. In New York, a group of teacher center special-
v ists and teachers who had conducted workshops through the teacher center were
invited o an initial session describing the project and presenting Beginning
of the Year Tlassroom Management research. 0@
TRLs ih the'project. Those who did not coptinue the'training felt either con-
5, because of a Iack of cohesion among .

the forty, twenty-one became .

stridined by the time or that theur scho
e conduC|ve to thus kind of procegs. Al-
y involved, we ﬁelt this modif.rcation s

administration and faculty would not

though we~wou|d have liked all 4o to s

.
help assure some level of commitment,
. s -

and interest for those who stayed. y : " '
< &
In San Franc:sco TRLs were chosen ba#®d on past activity in the union and

through a ”self-weedtng out“ process wou

locatlon buuldlngs where prunclpals would be supportive of the project. Only .

-

two of the nine TRL& chosen had prior experience in provudlng professuonal growth

» ~

opportunntues to teachers. . . ,
. . ) _3_ . .
EKC . . ) o ‘ ' 5 o ¢
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ln.Washiﬁgton,'TRLs were selected on a voluntary basis from the union's
_building rep}esentative structurelﬂ/f cescrig;ion of the project was given at
the WTU's annual Ieadershfp conferance attended by all building:representatives.
Initially, 29 teachers volunteered to have the project, in their schools. Only
.five did not ccmplete training.' of the fifteen who.completed training, only
four had prior experiehce in delivering inservice aetivities While we had \;
suggested prior experlence in the "trainer" role, this did not appear to be a
prnor:ty criterion accoss the sutes. This selection process was our first
‘ cqoperatnve task with locals snees, and we did not force the issJe. lnput
and ownership by~the site was critical at_ thns Juncture if further work was

going' to be accomplished. . ) ]

.

Comcensation for those invdlved at the local level was through existing

union and schdol district structures. For the most part, local personne! donated-r

3

their time for both training and dissemination activities. Training time at

£ sites involved 45% hours in Mew York, 31 hours in San Francisco and 47 hours

.

in Washington. X ) 7

- . ¢ 7

b ’

IDENTIFYING USABLE RESEARCH : '

v ’

Proieét staff with 2ssistance from the :HV|sbcy 3oard defined several factors
to de crizical in identifying potantial research that would be viewed as JSEFU‘

*Cr classroom use ®y a wide range of tsachers in vanious sewtings.

¢ Perceived Need.

It was clear through national and local union contacts wztr members, managing
behavior and improvihg student achievement were priority concerns among teachers
although neither the AFT nor the three pilot sites conducted a‘needs assessment .o

specific to this project:

’ Practncal Appl:catloq \;E} .
The research selected would -have to provide a £ Fam k that suggested

relevanc strategies for daily classroom application. Too often tnachers vnew

fesearch stereotypically as. “|vory tower,” limited, |rre|evant cheory There-

fore, any research presented ta teachers, particulary in initial stages, shou\d
enhance experiential knowledge and established practice and &llow teachers to

yalk away'' with a plan that can be put into effect as soon as possible. Ad-

ditionally, research shoulid suggest strategies rhat are teacher-controljable

rather than dependent on edministretively establ ished policies.

) 6
-~ . ‘lf"'
) s .
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] Generic In Scope . K . .

-
»

- Since the prOJect sFarr would be wqrking with taachers across all grade

levels and disciplines, the research had to have |mp]|cat;ons for all teachers.

We were concerned that most of the researéh had been dorfe at the elementary level
- and concentrated on.student achievement in readlng and mathematics. As we de-

veloped” translatuons and conducted tratnlng sessuons, we relied on our own ex-

peruéﬁcﬂ and that of the Teacher Research Linkers for-validating the general

appllcabllnty of research fundnngs (See Appendlx A) -

9 Consigtent Findings . |

TeachersNoFten'view research as contradicto:; in nature; findings from one B}
study ﬁayy;efute another. To h I neutralize phie oarception and ledd to the !
credibility of research and the project, we consciously sougnt a validated body i
Sf knowledge wnich consistently signalled a clear message about effective teaching;
practacos. Once attutudes were changed and a greater’appreclatuon for research
developed _we were able to offer ''contradictory" findings to challedge FRLs!
thinking. Most often they concluded that findings were not contradictory, but, :

rather represented the pursuit of a different rasearch question.

< 3 <sbservaticn-3asad Data - . .

The 7irst researen prasented’ tc TRLs was cased on*actual classroom observaticn,

of "rzal''.classrooms. TRLs were more recdptive to this kind of research because

it gave®them the chance to look vicariously into other teachers' clasrooms and 3

ses what constituted more and Tess eﬁfective practice. ¢ a

> ) - >

S

- 8 ''Translatable' Studies ' _ , g

L

AFT staff ,were not trained researchers.or statisticians; ;herefone, we squght

) T T A
recorts in which statisticdl datd had been‘interpre;ed. We relwsed ifitialéy on

reviews and summaries to get a “sense“ of"the re earch Most often these wara not

“enough %0 ensure the integrity of our trarstations. Orlglna] stud:es'and/or tre

specific researchers were consul ted For clarification. . . .

-,

The project advnsory board suggested research studies py'Anderson, 8eriiner, ,

8rophy, Doyle,ﬁEmmer, Evertson, Fisher, Gage, Macﬁona!d, Rosenshnne, Soar and
.

B tde e

Stal]inés. As staff became familiar wif’,these‘wquélaqf .that of others, we.were 1 ¢
. .. 21
able to broadden our network of resourcegp

» N . . ‘
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and rennforced through~accompany|ng training activities. ,

TRANSUATION OF RESEARCH - : ' .

An initia] assumption rejarding teacher use of research iaformation was .

,thrat seldom*are findings reported in terms understandable to the oractitioner.

Statistics and research jargon are aporopriate tools of the rssearch community
7

but present difficulty for the teacher, Additiona!ly, most researchers are

B

W
not wnlrung to set forth the lmplucatnons “for practlce. Attempts to provide

translations for practtce have often resul ted ln educationdl policy mandates

framed in prescrnpt:ve ”research says'' absolutes. The querlynng philosopny

for this project was ty present research information as a resource frameLork, i
non~threatening ;3 nature, that would nourish teacaer investigation, oroblem-
soINing:and self-evaluation as to what was useful.

Thererore, within the’ translatlons, we attempted to ldencn‘beaS|c ra=

search concepts, illustrated by suggestions for practice within eacH narrative

fn summary, project staff became convinced that resaarch stafistics needed

to be intergreted clearly and significant relationships del ineated with y
ctarifying comments for teacher use.’ Paportlng of research flndnngs would |

.have to allow for reF]ectxon and |nt—ospeccaBn by tzachers, rather than prov:dlng
only prescriptive how-tos, to promote inguiry and understanding. whils tzaciers
maf need_specific.iﬁformation on a single scudy, conclusions and #inaings “rcm

a wida body of studies, such as those provided in syntheses éhd raviews, would
Héve;to be cited so as to aid in translation,_ for teacher use.

> [y

.TRANSFORMATION OF RESEARCH INTO USABLE KNOWLEDGE

- ' N

”’One ofntbe most important insights gained in this program was that zranslation

. of research nnto language neannngful to teachers is only one.step in facilitating

implementation of.research strategies in the classroom. What reQIIy bridged the

" gap ‘between rasearch and*practice was a process now referred to as ”transfqrmat:on

.

of research." . . ‘ )

This transformation process wds one in whlch the “meanlng“ of tie research

- ag-useful information was constructed as AT s®ff and local TRLs engaged iLn an

.|nteract|on with the research content. Over an extended period of time this process

evolved “into a series oF steps whiclhnwere establnshed through the training process;:

3




‘ 1. Neutralizatiom or negative "3ttitudes Y‘oward resaarch and development of
trust and peer-to-peer interacticn;

} - . . \

2. Training and discussion of research concepts for classroom.usé; . .‘/
3. Strategy development for implementation in practlce and validation of
research, and
[ r
) - \
b4, . Deve]opmenb\:f the TRL as & research disseminator.® ]
N ~ A P h
. ) . ’ .
{ ) . . N . ) ., Vil . .- ~
. . These steps in tne transformation process could not have transplred simply by C
readung the research eranslatLons. 5 T ) : . g
» . * “
. ) ; Sy
¢ NeutrdTization Of Negative-Atgitudes Toward Research = — . Y |

It was cleaf tQ AFT prOJect staff That before presentlng any resedrch to fRle

negative atzitudes had to be at least neutralized in order that teachers would be .
receptive to the information. This meant creating a framework which met teachers'

needs, outlined uses of research and presented the limitations of reSearch in a

’

rational manner. The emphasis on.the non-evaluative, peer-to-pear nature of the «
project réinforeed these concepts and created an anvironment in which "training"
could take place. l* was also necessary to assure TRLs that they were,valued

as arofessionals whese ”PIHIODS were xmportant ‘ . .

4

— -

’ T.aunung Through Dnscussuon Cf Concepts For Classroom Use

Tr nslaunons 3rovuded sugge5t|ons for stratagy development based on research

concepts. Training sessxons consus;ed of a regular pattern of open dlscussuon of

concepts as they rekated to TRLs' own practite, both individually and collectively.

~

For the most part, AFT.proJect staff generally reviewed the concepts addressed

in each translation which TRLs had read in preparation for the 'session. "Most

': session training time was devoted to focused discussion on |mh||cat|ons of the ,

resgarch findings for tlassroom use. Group-partééapatﬂon activities were de5|gned ~
o

to further stimula;earefleﬁtion on the research ncepts - ro[e-playung, simulations,

case studies, etc.

§ .

s Strétegy Development for Implementation and Validation

The final segment of each research training session was devoted to\individual

|\ »

[y

strategy dévelopment by TRLs. TRLS were asged to pick one or two concepts, ‘transform
. » ‘.;) . M L]




“

-

- confront as 'presenters." ) . L . .
The most valuable research sharing experiences took place dt individual build-
ing levels. lt is at this level that the'oﬁ‘gOIng practice of examunnng .and
utilizing research based information was maintained. Teachers are usually isolated |

»

oy ' -~ s . . . .
those\COncepts into workable strategieés and implement the'strategies in their
classrooms during tne thrae week perlod betweon training sessions. [Results were
evaluated a/d discussed at the next sess:on _ (See Appendix 8, RESEARCH ACTION PLAN/

REACTION TO RESEARCH) * ‘ ] . "\, i )

8 "Development OFf The TRL As Research Disseminator . oo .

Thls.was a four-step cycle unvolvnng training, planning, practice and actual.’ ]

presentation. Most TRFs began to share some of the research information immedi-

ately. Howéver, in preparing for organlzed dissemination, TRLs were given'infor- .
mat|on on adult Iearnlng theory, teacher change and ”facllltatxng“ stragtegues. o
In plannlng for dussemunatlon, TRLs had to revnew research in an ''other- oriented" -
framework e.g., what are the implications for other teachers? Thosa TRLs who = *
‘were not experlenced as "'trainers" needed pract|ce time which was, built into . ‘
tralnjng sessigns. The project staff created ”dnssemunatlon s|mulat|ons“ de-

signed for brainstorming strategies to held TRLs ‘deal with situations they might

from their peers, their days being spent with students Teachers' needs -are ,
immediate and cannot be eftnctlvely met by workshop sessions that convene two {/
months after the problem has arlsen -Given a contlnuous supply of lnformatlon, X
.linkers can continue to share the research with |nd|vndual teachers who ask ror

help.or in small informal groups, organlzed study groups and regularly scheduled
faculty meeting groups. The role of research fac:lltators was reaL)zed as TRLs* .
served as on-site consultants capitalizigg on their pro&imity to fellow teachers.

-

The final step ~,presentatioh'- pulled together the reading, discussion

1.

and implementation of the research. TRLs found they were able to refer to the '

. , \ . .
research to answer other teachers' questions and help them develop their own

.strategies. These expersences helped TRLs solidify their new attntude,

research can be a useful tool to enhance the- teaching and learn:ng process. ;

As TRLs incorporated research intd the .mainstream of their thinking as professionals,

they helped to create this mtndset wuth other teachers with whom they worked. .’
We feel that wuth this complete process cond“ctedln 2 trustlng, ;on-evalua- -

tive envnronment the real meaning of research related to practnce can be " understood
’ M /

by teachers”

. . . \




' COLLABORATION ~ . SRCI . e, G
é//The program sought to, underscore‘fne key role of the union in dellvery of sers
7

«
k\ vi€es to nts flembers by establ|sh|ng a relationship between the educatlonal,research
~
‘ comMUnnty "and practnccng teachers lnterest in, promotlng this goal was generszed hy :

local education. agencles, |nst|tut|ons of hlgher educa&non.and federal -1abs.

+ . »

] Collaboratlon wnth Institutions of Hzgher Educatnon o . ) . -

4

Program collaboration with colleges and uhnversntnes was designed to accompllsh

‘the follow:ng 1) provide an qdb0|ng supply of relevant resejrch in areas identi-

fied by the Iocal' 2) “translate” the research for local consumptioh, 3) keep |
abreast of current research, and L) perpetuate lnnes of communication between .
teachers and researchers, These, we felt, in addntion to the continuous trannrng of

'newlTRps to dlssehfnate tpe,reseaﬁch, would serve %o institutionalize program process

. 4
3 - [

At each site. v, ‘ ~ .

4 . .
. dnitial plans'to_develob'collaborative relarionships'wifh IHEs without research
facilities were perhaps too ambitious, given the realnty of - the economic nmate L
Concerns about the acquisition of funds for unlver5|ty staff to. |dent|fy and trans-
Jate new research at the local level presentad contnnunng dnlemmas, Coﬂlege staff-
/ing is at a mnnnmum and existing programs have already evidenced Ilmntatlons due to
cuts in funding. Project locals.are exploring ways to contnnue the ER&D process,
but shortages. have served as major stumblnng blocks. to effectnve |nst|tut|qna||za- ’

tion of the pnqgram. < We found, however, that colleges and universities which had -

4

regearch facilities were. more likely to collaborate. .

- ¢

OUTCOMES OF “THE PROGRAM- AND LEVELS OF SUCCESS AS A FRAMEWGRK FOR REPLICATION IN

OTHER UNION-LOCALS / .
= i : . s

The project was Successful in all three sites; however, the levels o ess
. / N :‘

varied. B8y the end of the funding period the following had occurred:.

. - ) A
oL IST L ) "
- DISSEMINATION TRLs  DISSEMINATION # OF TEACHERS
SITE: MECHAN | SM TRAINED EFFORT .* . REACHED™ .

A . Teacher Center 21 . After 2nd 1,718 (15 TRLs Reporting)
- ' ) session

<

’ ’ ¢ g ' . f‘ R
B - Teacher Center , - 15 After 4th' 599 "(11 TRLS, Reporting)
.session ' -

C °  Local Educational 9 After 8th. }35 ( 7 TRLs Reporting)
Issues Committee séssion | - ' e

’ . 5 ) . . T /

IS




. . . "‘ B , -
A *T‘ o . . 1/ 5 ’ . . LR

’fn.Site A, TRLs com;énked dtssemination efforts .endorsed by a- collaboratlng
cal

l- .t . ‘. -
institution througjj he teacher canter. |In Site ™ the same pattern,is being .
-followed. Sﬁte C has begun tra:nlng a “second line' of TRLs. and is arranging for .\:
one of the oruglnal TRLs to do sabbatical work with a collaborating research insti- .

tut:on.%’hll three sites are ‘continuing work at the building 1evel. . ,
_ e can Gegxn to'suggest possible conditions for replncatlon of the program in —

other sites by examining the var|ance of levels of success as they relate to .
< .

» -

structﬁre. ) .

\

8 The Unmon As Dellverer of Quaﬂuty Staff Devglopmen& i . ‘

.

v In both s:teZ/A and B .we worked with loca] teacher centers which were ‘established

by and staffed wi Iﬂcal union leaders' and staff. Tapping into this exisitng .
mechanism meant almost immediate access to teachers who viewed teachen center | l. ’
offerings ‘as valid and helpful In Site C, the local educational issues committee

“had offered some in- servuce wonkskops, but a contlnuung program such as this was . ,
atypical of the local's efforts, —— _ “ ' | :_M

l Thealnstitutionaﬁi;ation Qf The Delivery Mechanigm- ‘
In'Sité% A and 8, the teacher centews had been in operation for three years prior

: to program startrup. Sige A most closely paralleled.¢he structure énvisioned by

AFT prodram staff, thaes, resource persons (TRLs) at the bu||d|ng level. Site

A's teacher center was staffed by teacher specialists in various school bunldnnqﬁ -

.throughout the schooi sy/tem. Therefore, |t was eaS|er to begln ngsemunatlon, . >
" since. the TRLs who were .also teacker center staff were a1ready full-tiqe “consultants
" to teachérs “in bulldlngs and could build program information |nto their repertopre

[

of resources ‘Thns group also proVIded valuable help and;support to TRLs wio™ -

- -

(were classroom teachers. . “%l . -
in Jite 8, the teacher center, Physucal1y, is housed in one building and

prov}des on-site assistance to teachers who request it. Selection of TRLs was o,
done through the unuon building representative structure. -This |s historically . ).
the union's most effective dissemination model. Any lnformatlon the union wants
|nd|V|dua| members to teceive is done through thiy network. .

-

In Site £ the educational |ssue5'commtttee has a relatlvely new structure.

8asica||y the program started in ‘this site ""from scratch," in the sense that

I3
»

there yas no reqular union inservice network to “nlug" in to. In addition, the'
-~

local unnon here was.not the bargaining representat»ve of the teachers and the

school system was in a relative .stateof flux. For example, teacHer asslgnments
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were not- completed until Octoder of sach school year. This presentag srodlems in
: -9 . 3

inf'tialiv selecting T3Ls for the srogram since it was important 1D <ansizar the
degFée tqQ whnich princioals would sipport this process. Late =ransfars could ra-
sult in a TRL placement in a.school where this kind of staff>developmen: cculd not’
flouriéh. Siteh& dost closely approximated our original plén to distribute 2 TRLs

per school site and work in no more than 5 to 6 buildings. As the program devel -

"oped, however, we .encountered some difficulties with this limited nu?ber of TRLs

at one site. Attenddnce at training sessions was easily affected by school dis-
truct programs’or emergency commatments leaving a sparse‘number of participants
for ERED activities. We were reminded that by nature of their selection, -TRLs are

leadershup fypes already nnvoLved in many school/community relatad orograms.
i
gz’Tnung contnnued time commitments from them is a very sensitive undertakung
& - -
Level Of Experience Of TRLs ™, :
The experiences of TALs as resource persons may also affect the level of success
%

K

as the figures below indicate. ’ ‘
: N # OF TRLs WITH PRIOR | '
. EXPERIENCE AS IN-SERVICE
SITE . § OF TRLs LEADERS
A no2d 21
3 15 i ‘ 4
: ¢ 9 2
. &

Obviously, where TRLs had Ifttle or no experience jn the role of ''teacher of

teachers'' more time had to be devoted to developing thess-skills, particularly as

they related to research dissemination. We found that p&actice sessions or pairing

of less-experiencad TRLs with mQre~experienced TRLS was helpful in overcoming the

anxieties of being .a ''prophet in your own Iand,VfoF feeling unsure about a total

_understanding of the knowledge-base. ,

on- 90|ng in the teacher center process.
leaye days to use for training.

as eager as teachers to have local

-

Support Of The Local School Administration

K4
In both Sites A -and B collaboration-with local school administration had been

ln Site B TRLs were given three professional
in addltnon, in Slte 8, building principals were

TRLs conduct teacher meetings to share the .

- .

- ten
) . -
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infoermation. In Site A, the support was alsd strong among building orincipals.
One commented that he welcomed the TRL's efforts since he did not have the time
to be the instructional leader running a school of 600+ pupils with no assistance,
In Site C there was tacit support from most building principals. One building
principal was more active in his support. sTeachers in this school are afforded
regular inservice once a week - voluntary, during preparation tine. The-;:ak .
gram information has been included in these sessions by TRLs in that site.

The central office administration steered clear of program efforts until they

saw the materials and how teachers received the information. They tnen offered

to “coILaboraté,” but the local feared this would endanger théfnon~evaluative

nature of the program. .
r

8 Loyalty To The Union
TRLs had all been active 'union members.. [n ‘acting as a representative

_(linker) of.the program, it was important that the TRL display loyalty to the

. -

sponsoring orgapization (dissemination research supports this concept). Not only
did this ensure:the peer-to-peer, self-evaluative nature of the process, but

also the recognition given t6"%RLs by the union motivated them to carry out their
roles since the recognition was coming from an organization the TRL valued.

e

9 Replicatjon Of ERED Process
Project staff feel that the presence of the following characteristics in

a site will enhance the likelihood of successful replication of the program.
- - ?
1. The prior existence of a dissemination structure, or the capacity td
build one.

[y

2. If a structure exists, the level of acceptance by teachers of these
structures as previders of quality professional growth opportunities.

3. The degree of experience of those who assume the TRL role.

el

4. The level of administrative support‘without fear of mandate.

5. The loyalty of program TRLs to the sponsoring organization (the local

sunion) .
'3 - . \
6. The abvlity JO guarantee a peer-ta-peer, self-evaluative process.
. // L
7. The av;ilability of local /research institutions. (in Sites A and C,
more solidified collaborgtion has been established. In both cases,

\s V'. - ‘ _1 2_ )
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the collaborating institutions have research faculty in addition to )
teacher training facuwlty. 1In Site B, while there are a variety of
institutions of higher education'in the area, these are primarily
teacher training institutions.) .

’ ; .
ADDITIONAL DISSEMINATION r N .

" instances, trained TRLs were used to conduct research sessions at sites outside ~

Project staff were called upon to conduct research trainng and project

awareness sessioqs in other sites. Because a primary goal of the program’ié

to replicate in other sites what was done in the pilot sites, we responded to
these requests as often as pqssibiea Forqthe most part, requests came via'&grd
of mouth £rom teachers or adﬁinistratgqs who had heard about tpe activities of
the TRLs in_the pilot sites. We also made some efforts to-interact with locals
who had been eliminated in our pilot site selection process and‘;E;’might be
considered for the next liﬁé of training. Additionally, project staff served

as presenters at local, national and regional education conferences. In some

of their school communities. Large groups of teachers were reached at the AFT .
National Conventions as well as system-wide workshops held in major cities. In
Mmost instances attendance at workshops was open to all teachers regardless of

urfion affiliation. (See Appendix C - ER&D Collaboration Conferences and Convent}ons)

FEEDBACK: TRLs' REACTIONS TO THE RESEARCH

The: AFT ERED Program did not‘intend to scientifically document changes in’
teacher practice. Our documentation consisted of gathering feedback from
teachers who implemented rgsearéﬁ-based strategies. However, the process pro-
vided significant testimonial data to support our belief that, as\E result,
real changes took place in the classroom. The condition of voluntary ?ﬁvolve-
ment of program participants in a non-threatening/ndn-judgemental atmosphere
contributedggjgnificantly, we felt, to the high level of credible input from
these teachers. ~ ’ ' .

Briefly described, feedback from TRLs was provided via the reseatch
training cycle of presenting research to the JRLs, having them implement self-
selected strategies in their classfooms and then report back to the group on
the workability of abe research trétegie; from their own perspectives. To
facilitate the self-reporting process, TRLs were provided with Research Action

and Research Reaction Forms (Appendix B) to document research-based strategies

2 . /
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already built into their tgachinglbehaviérs during the three-week pe:%od between
training sessions, as well as, gpPse strateﬁfes selected forLclassroom'iﬁblemen_
tation. Thne information on the Research Action/Reaction forms was supplementéd
by TRLsf'verbal comments- made during the discussion portion of the training
sessions or in the course of conversation with AFT program staff during school
visitations. Other feedback came from regular classroom teachers with whom the
research information had been shared. Finally,'members of the AFT pfogram
staff each kept records oﬁﬂtheig’exgeriences with program ﬁrocess through the ’
use of Field Logs (Appendix 0) to further provide consistent”and continuous
, documentation of all aspects of the program. .

One of the mgst appealing aspects of the ERED program wés the proésect of _
teacher-users of research providing feedback to the researchers on their class-
room experiences and perceptions regarding the research findind?f

in spite of differences in size, district policies, and make-up of -stu-

_dent and teacher population§ among the pilot sites, we found commonalities in

their reception of and reactions ;Q.reseacch\findings?

AN

GENERAL FEEDBACK

’

) "Knowing w~nat mades for more effective teachers made me think aboqt my. own -
Iteaching.” This comment from a TRL typifies the attitude of general reflection
on practice demonstrated by the teachers in the program. Similarly, the research
information served to affirm good practice by experienced teachers. \Typically,
veteran teachers reacted in this manner. ''It took 15 years of hard work for
me to develop my program, and here it is in the research.... | wonder why
this information.wasn't given to us when we were in training?'"' Much of the
feedback we received from teachers clearly indicated that they would recommend

-t

the inclusion of applicable research-based knowledge in the teacher training

v .

process.
Sometimes TRLs provided feedback which indicated that in using the research

strategies in their teaching and in their interactions with peers, superv¥sors,
and even with members of their families, they had experienced an elevated sense
of personai esteem. Some TRLS used the research information to support their
teaching practices and were §uccessful in getting school pfincipals to upgrade
teacher. performance evaluations. Other’TRLs gained ghe respect and admiration

of fellow teachers and school administrators because of their ''expertise' in

' : “14=-




research-based teaching informatioq. One TRL shared, 'My husband now respects

my work because he sees me as a decision-maker and a manager."

. The TRLs indicated a certain renewal of professional pride as a result

of program training aktivities. With few exceptions, teachers welcomed the
research Ehowledge. Besides finding the research useful for classroom prac- .. //
. ) ] . ¥
tice, teachers were able to 'intellectualize' over their profession during //
training sessions. ” .
]
' . . : 1
Studies Used During Program Period Included:
. Beginning of the Year ‘Classroom .Management )
’- (Evertson, Anderson,’ Emmrer) :
< sTedgher Praise (Erophy) . T
- - L 4
Direct Instruction
: _ (Rosenshine, Good and Grouws, StaL+%ﬁgs, et al.)
P \ . . . ,
Group Management (Kounin) A
Time on Task C : . o i
(Fisher, Berliner, et al., Staltings) ‘ . -
BEGINNING OF THE YEAR CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT B - .
The Classroom Management research genera$ed a great deal of interest among
s
N * TRLs in each of the sites., We thought, at Fnrst, that these experuenced teachers
would view these basic findings as too simplistic or'“too old- hat.” Quite the
opposite was true. In presenting the information on effective Foom arrangemeht, ,
[ we found that TRLs who worked with chuldren from pre- school through 12th grade
were all interested in con5|der|ng ways of, arrangnng thenr classrooms for optimum
management and control. As TRLs worked on S|mulated room arrangement using
paper squares, circles and rectangles to represent desks, chairs.and tables,

secondary teachers conferred with elementary teachers, seeking advice on how
best to arrange the classroom for “grouped-fnsfruction.“

"TRLs also responded well.to the information on establishing rules and pro-
cedures in the classroom as soon as school begins. For many teachers, the most

ssage they gleaned from these findings is that rules should be

taught to stu

nts in the same manner used to teach a curriculum subject.

@E . .1 .

- 15 o 0




TEACHER PRAISE - oL . .

»

Research on Teacher Pralse was described as a 'proreSslonally excntlng“
piece of research, which stuleated much discussion. -Originally, TRLs were
prone to questnon Brophy's flndnngs on. praise. But, arter more in- deptH - .
study of the findings, they tended to agree that the act of praising students
* can be refined to oroduce betfer results as‘a feedback technngue; Almost all
teachers felt they could work on making their praise more specific _ Many ofy’

them admltted that they used 1‘good“ rather loosely s a "sraise' response

— - and that it might be better to explann to -students exactly what type of behavior
was deemed ''good." ”Tellnng students exactly what they did right was good.for
me, too. Ig helped me to remember things when making evdluations about students

at report card tlnej” saud a«TRL teachlng at the junior high lével Generally,
~ TRLs told us that they noticed that students' efforts improved as a Jresult of

2 . R i s . .
the teachers' efforts to improve the specificity of their praise.
. .~ . .

-~
o '
- .

\DIRECT INSTRUCTION ~-. - C o L. .

.

The findings on direct |nstruct|on were at first received with great skep~ -

ticism by TRLs at each of the s:des;/ Initial H@actuons indicated to us that

~
teachers still held the stereotypncal view of dlrett nnstructlon, seeing it as
a highly structu?ed whole-class presentatnon model . Some TRLs expressed the
& <= »

concern, ''that the admlnustratnon is likely to mis-use this ﬁ%search which__.,

could set us back 30 years.' v .
We carefully reviewed the research concepts and emphasized that -teachgr-
directed instruction produces the greatest‘gajn in student achievement of

all instructional modes. 'SomSQTRLs were concerned that direct instruction

precluded either the use of grougs or the use of learning centers. We talked -
about how both fit the direct instruction approash and also talked about the
necessity of achieving a balance.between the goals of maximizing teacher-student '

interactions and gearing instruction to individuals or group?.

- A

GROUP_MANAGEMENT :

Jacob Kounin's research on strategies for managing groups in the classroom .

was well received and widely used by TRLs and other teachers. For the most

part, it was /An easy set of concepts for teachers to "buy ‘into."
) - . o
~16~ . |
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The catchiness of the praise 'With-it-ness'' seemed to take hold immedieteiy
,with almost all of the TRLs. Their documentation of what they imp{émented in
the élaSSroom between sessions indica}ed that they had given great consideratton
to‘this area. Primarily they were atuned to its eaéy reference to the old adage,
“Teachers have eyes in back of their heads.'" With-it-ness was an area TRLs
. often chose to present when they disseminated research information.
- Not surprisingly, the Gfoup Focqslendlgccountability aspects of Kounin's
work were ''slow burners'' that really ignited when_they got going. Teachers did
not lock into the coneepts as readily as with~it-ness anq overlapping, but when
they became familiar with the concepts they readily admitted that ''Keeping all
students ivolved and on their toes' were areas weli worth looking at by most
teachers. Moreover, Group Focus and Accountability incorporates other teaching
strategies including turn-taking and questioning. TRLs re-affirmed the impo;tance
of providing all students with oéportunities to contribute to class discussions
"and to increase their success rates in responding correEtly to teacher questions.

As the concepts ''took root''with the TRLs, the interest in the research was

heightened.

TIME ON TASK'

N - t

¢

The’Time'od Task study was one df the few pieces of research th%;'many TRLs
seemed to know exusted, even if they were not familiar with the content.

when we reviewed the three major concpets in the Time on Task research
we received varied reactions from the TRLs. In reference to Mallocated time,"
a N.Y.C. TRLisaid, "If you take into account how long it takes a student fo
learn (Carr o}l) allocated time isn't worth a hill of.beans." He wenF 3n'to‘
explain that allocated time periods, which are often outside the teac er's
control,*may be too long or too short to meet the student 5 needs and therefore
leaves both teacher and student on a ''dead-end path.“ Spec:al education teachers
contributed that allocated time is completely qut'of their cont(o], as it is
under the mandates of the state. . -

Mo§t TRLs Iocked into the groblems caused when the flow of the lesson was
interrupted by announcements on the-schopl loudspeaker, (referenced in Jane
Stallings' list of Interactiie/and Non-interactive Classroom AcEivities). More-

P

over, there was general agreement that the Time on Task research had implica{ions

D




. |

for, and connections witn, all.of the other piecas of rasearch we had "snarad. .
-~ N -
. "
See NIE Final Reporz, Jan. 1683, Feedback:™ Te2acher cnange and detailz2c accounts

of TRLs reactions £o the above rasearcn studies)
’

«
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|
|
\
|
|
IMPL ICATIONS %
|
|
|
\

o Owhership’As It éejates-?o The, Process Model -
Criteria for selection)of TRLs and building sites were established for im-,
(plementation at all sites. In eagh case, the criteria were modified to fit the

local context. We c;h speculate based on these experiences that ownership is
important in establishing a cooperative program and some modifications are to be

- \ -~ 3 - . - " -
anticipated and tolerated. None of .the adaptations diminished program effective~

ness.

¢ Time Commitments

Frequency and length of sessions were initially questions of grnat conctern to
~es/

TRLs. They were often influenced by fatigue aftér a long day in -the classroom as
well as heavy personal schedules. uhey were resistive to trainlng 'séssions s

L' .
that Iasted more than 1% hours, or that convened more than once monthly The

ER&D process was atypical. *However, by t;e end of the prOJect successfql TRLs .

indicated that more time was needed for train.ng sessions. e 'speculate that

b~

it is not until TRLs have worked through the entire process tnbt they fully com-

prenend the issues. ''Being' a TRL and ''Becoming'' a TRL are t%o separate oheno~ ..

/ .
mena » ''8ecaming'' is a time-consuming process. : . .o
‘ * N ' N ’ .
8 Occurrence Xaf Dissemination :

W ! . -
A¢ross sites, some TRLs disseminated more than otheF?T* Sevéral critical
factors emerged which seem to have “influenced dissemination frequency First,

TRLs felt “ready“ to disseminate only when they. were comfortable wuth their grasp of . _

the research information.., This readxneSS‘occurred at., dnfferent ‘stages for diffarent
|nd|v1duals. Second, availability of a dissemination forum was |mportant, Where

-,

a supoort base was available, f.g., released time,meeting space,,administrative o
supporﬂ building level dissemination took place. Third, dissemination rostars

Further dussemlnatson. Once 'over the hump' TRLs felt confudent to plan and con~’

duct more research sharung sessions. Fourth, positive fieadback from peers enhanced
‘self-esteem and encouraged TRLs to continue presentations in the role of, ”peer helpe;s“
Fifth, when TRLs perceived that their col leagues were “in need of help, they were
inspired to share‘the rasearch informationAihformally or formally.

- £ - s
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9 Researcn Focus ’ ,’ o )
I3 _ - . .
. Origingily we ~ere conc=rned that the regederated-dissemingzisn procass - i

could‘afrec: t~e "intagrity' of the research. The transformation crocass through
~hich the transiated rasearch was processed couid :esul% in a 'watexung down'' \f

o>f the research concept. We concluded that when a c¢lear undersfandlng of tne

~

rasearcn concept is establnshed and the vatue of the research to the |mprovement ‘

of practice ‘is underscornd the teacher generated helping activities, are assats

. .-

to researcn application. . : : -
. - " ! A ..

'c * "!~ -
8 Staff Development , X

-
'

- Unlike inservice training, staff develooment is 3 process that occurs over

P

a period of tive. 'Staff develooment including the intsrnationalizatiaqn of 2d-
, . ucational research, is a gradual process of change in.one's attitudes, beliefs, ' .
and, subsequent™Nw, behaviors. Real growth and change, as such, cannot take

place unless they are basad on a Volunﬁary'process which allows the individual

-

.t to make an internal decision about change. Addltlonally, we offer the follow;ng

suggestlons for enhancing proressxonal §rowth of pracclclng teachers and |nsur|ng

-~ ~

the continued. improvement of practice. «

~ \ ’ . - . v 3
s " - Mechanisms within the educational system should be established to link
™ teachers diractiy to the wealth of knowledge in educational rasearch.
« Teachers' work days should be restructured so that time is available at
least semi-monthly for teachers to engage in a supportive staff develop- \ \
ment process which has as part of its focus the sharing -and discussing
of educatipnal research as it relates to practice.

-

.

~ - All staff development and research sharing sessions shoulo be conducted
in a genuinely supportive atmosphere in which teachers feel free to in-
ves:igate alternative oractuces and to select those they fzel most com=

, fortaole implementing.’ . ~ .
Rn- ) ’ ' . 2
¢ Pre-Service Training
There is a wealth of good research on more effectnve practuce which is useful
L: i not only to practicing teachers but also ‘student teachers: esearoh on teaching
effectiveness and classroom management should be integrated into teacher education
' programs. : L
B Slnce nnst?%utnonaluz:ng the translation of educational research for all

teachers" use is a long way off‘ training teacher candidates to understamd and

use research would insure greater use of research in its present form and help

strengthen the ties between teachers and research. /

. '.' ¥
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Xnowladge of aducational rasearca find.ngs is 2ssential to tesachers' sci.ily
+¥ ro'carrv out their ra2soonsidi.itias in tne highest srofessional sense. ang
its dissemindtion should be instisuticnalized in S0th orasarvice and in-
service r2acher orabaracion/stafi development orcgrams.

' Teaching involves numerous sets of highly complex skills. Assuring that -y
all teaghers have access to state of the art knowledge about the teaching/learning
process is as important in guaranteeing students' right to equal educational op-

pQrtunity as it is in enhancing teachers' ability to reach the highest levels of " .

. -~

professionalism. ' . ,

[
The local taacher union structure serves as an extremely effective dissemina~
tion venicie for transmitting pror2ssional knowladge to taachers. )

Unique benefits of using the local unicn struczure include: 1) a nigh trust i

lavel on the parg of recipients which fosfers ooenness and recestivity; 2) an orien-
A - .

- -

tation toward collectivism and peer suppor: as opposed to .the traditional .isoia-

tionism of individual teachers; 3) a personal sense of participation understood \
not only to involve getting, but also giving; and &) .an understanding of the

necessity of local decision;making to mold program process to specific local

needs, thersby establishing local ''ownershnip'' of the process. Thesg benefits can

be tapped, however, only with the full support of the local union l=zadership.

The higher the level of soohistication of existing training-and dissemination
mechanisms accessible to the union within a local site, the snortar wiil be
the time necessarv to train ''Teacher Reserach Linkers'' ang begin systemwide

: and building level dissamination. A

This finding might be anticipated, but it is important to note that while a,
local without hignly developed structures for staff development may require more

time to implement the process, it can even eventually realize the same degree of,

«

success as more experienced locals.

Teachers' internalization of research concepts to the-extent that the krow-

ledge becomes an integral part of tReir practice - a process we call ''trans-
formation' - develops over an extended period of time after intensive work

with the research. . .

Merely reading research studies or research ''translations' does not have a
. significant impact on teacher practice. Distribution of written materials, ‘wé
believe, is relatively ineffective as a sole dissemination effort. Added‘to.this

must be training activities, such as simulations, role-playing and case studies;

. i ] .
experimentation in the classroom; coaching; demonstrations; and interaction with
peers. lInterestingly, the dissemination role fosters even deeper understanding
of the research as one is compelled to master or internalize the Ttancepts suffi- {

| ciently to articulate them and their ‘relation to practice. ~

Q . . )
ERIC _— n -
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zcucatioral raséarch e t2achers is %2 irvorove/rafine
teacher ski!"s tarouch reflaction ©n oractica ara £33 ~2v.:=3.iz2 -eacrers'
seanse o7 --ora2ssionai 2riga anc 2fiicacy.

The use of a2dLcational research (o set rigid orescriptions o how teafﬁ;ré

/ vshoqld teach is counter-oroductive z2nd unfounded. Rssearch, 5owever; cak De
exfrgmely valuatle in prOV|d|ng teachers the ODPOthnltY to ref!é&t on their
practice = aS:ES=Iﬁg both their values and goals in teaching, which stfategles
-oroduce which results and why, etc. We found that through the inquiry and analysis
this engenders, teachers changed practice willingly and enthusiastically. This
attltude resul ted ‘rom the process whlch allowed 'hem to fully explore the ration-
ale for change orior to .molementatlcn, to assess which changes suited their own
teachnng values and.styles; to determine the pace of change with which they were
'comrorfaof% ‘and-to sxplore from their own perspeclee,»and their peers', why a
particular s:ratézy succeeded or failed. Unfortunately, such raflection if

rarely empnasnzﬁgiln teacher training programs and actLver discouraged by the

lack of time sc: I sys;ems provide for such exercises.

' A second, very strong effect of teachers' research study was to boost teacher
morale. The research said to teachers who had worked long and hard to develop
effactive teaching strategies that indeed they were doing the right thing. This

~esulted in a renswed sense of professional oride and efficacy - a sense of

self-satisfacticn and acéomplishment critical to sus:zaining high performancsa
: Jevels. Validation of practice through research allows teachers to 2xplain to

anyone not only what they are doing, but why. B

The teacher-to-teacher dissemination process is ‘highly effective, because it
allows all teachers =qual opportunity to intaract on 3 professional basis.

W|th;n the group of “Teacher Research Linkers' (TRLs) trained through this
project, there develooed a sense of collegiality and peer equallty This was
true even though some TRLs entared the program with more staff, development traitwqg

" than others. The information provided by the research and the commonality of ——

‘classroom experiense served to unify the group as equals.

Building level dissemination research, in which the princioal's support is
a critical factor, offers the greatest opportunities for institutionaliza-
tion of.the ERED process and imp3ct on large numbers of teachers.

A Teacher-to-teagher study and dissemination of research at the building level
is more 'successful than system-wide'dissemination, because it allews for con-
tinuity in research study, pfovjdé§ a convenient meeting place, and takes adVantage
of similar needs and common experien®e which foster group cohesiveness. Because

: {
all teachers should be familiar with the existing professional knowledge base,
kS

Q . - ' .
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~ all must be giyen the opportunity to interact around it. he builcing iavel

structura is tne most oracticablz way of dding sol Study grouos =ay de easily
s

-

. sustained over the extended periods of time that are~necessary fer ‘‘transformation’
0 take place. ) ‘ .
Cooperation of school principal is a critical factor in successful building

level dissemination. The non-evaluative nature of the process must be maintainad.

The/p/}ncipal can be instrumental in seeing that time and space are provided facuity

for study of and reflection on practice. - ' -

Funds, rather than interest gr desire, are the major obstacle in establishing
collaoboration between teachers and researchers and col leges’ of =ducat|on

No one assumes responS:bllaty fer dnssemnﬂatﬁsn of research to teachers, .
therefore ng one has budgeted monies to pay for faculty time which mlght be devoted
to ressarch intarpretations or translataons raacher reseacn xnternsh:p \or .
seminars. DOespite the enth%S|asn'and interest unnverslty-level faculty and federal
research labs centers expressad in-the ER&D program, collaboration e‘forts have
been stalled for Jack of funds to procead. Although we can replicate and expand
upon what the pro;kct has done wnth classroom management and teaching effectiveness

- rasearch, the program is threatened with eventual collaose without the influx of
new rasearch translations. Pilot sites are now investigating outside ‘undnng

. . < )
cur ces Jdniversity ¢esnure and sromotion systams which give little recogn|t|on

w

T to field Jork done in schools may prasent an additional problem in the future.

' institutionalization of the AFT ER&D process cannot be accomop | ished

\\_ in two years. 4 . ‘
It should be little surprise that lnstntut|onalnzat|on of a process as complex

as this cannot be accomplished within a two-year period. Simply coordnpatnng .

L

key players = teacher union. leaders, téachers, administrators, researchers and
college faculty - is a time-consuming process. Because transTormation'' occurs

.only after an extended per.iod of time, it takes at least one school vyear, po:s;bly

El

more, for the full realization of the impact and benerxt of the process to become

‘ apparent to participants. It is this realization that fosters sustained commltment.

- The AFT has developed a successful model for dissemination of educatlonal
Tasearch to teachers which should be replicated in local afriliates throughout
the country. . ' 3

The AFT Educational Issues Department plans to maintain its contacts with the
research communjty and its efforts to disseminate the science of teaching. We plan
‘to hold five-day training sessioﬂs for teachers designated as local site coordina-

~ tors by local unions }nterested in replicating khe ERED program..

Q b 4 . )

ERIC ~ - -22-

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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APPENDIX A . . . -

* PROFILES OF PROJECT TRLS 5 : ,
Male . X - 3%
‘Fema]; . . ) 87% -
Black : _ ' T 33%
White . - oL - 67%
TRls whose primary functions were ' ' '
A as teacher specialists (trainers) 7 26%
Breakdown by grade-level ) - ‘ ;]
' Pre-school . 3% '
) k-6 g . : 62%
Jr. High/Middle School 23%
High échoql ' . . 12%‘ )
Average number qf iears teaching 17 years ’
Degree levels ' _ ‘ k
* Bachelors . . 16% *
Bachelors + 30 or more credits - 9% .
Masters L8%
, Masters + 30,or more cradits 27% (/’
Age levels . _
- Below 30 years- of age 3% ' h
' 31 - 40 year};of age o o 40% '
. 41 - 50 years of age . A , 3b% . )
51 + years of age . 27% ‘

'
H »

o . & . L .
Included in the groupings of TRLs were special educat|9n and alternative
school teachers. At the secondary [eveT, all major contentareas were represented , °

in addition to art and physical education/health. Several TRLs were reading ' .

!

specialists. , < « )
The research information was disseminated in even broader sghool environments.

Sessions were designed specifically for special education teachers, Higb sghoo |

teachers, and those at all levels responsible for remedial basic skills instruction.

Teacher input from these seséjons resulted in feedback supporting\the successful

adaptation of these research findings across ade/grade and school district levels.

. . o
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' .APPEMNDIX B

’

( . '
RESEARCH ACTION PI.AH A

NAME/ID ,
DATE _ AR
LOCAL

’

RESEARCH CONCEPTS PRESENTED

-
‘ -

-

-

g

- L TOf the research coheepts presented teday, which of them are, you already usmg

i - CONCEPT, . CLASSROOM STRATEGY
' ' ﬁ*’? .
o . - ! ~~
\ 2. Identify one or two research 3. Tel what you will do or change in
cenczpts you'd like to try in . your classroom strategies to make this
’ your classrcom and what you happen. Teil when ar<i with what
N hope will happen. . group or class you will ry your °
[l Sf.rdteg‘[. § ’ ‘
CONCEPT AND EXPECTATIONS \ *CLASSROOM STRATEGY
L] r . ]
j . RN .
~ -
. ~
'/ ) L] ' -
. - o ]
. R WHEN,/GROUP:
J ry
- \ . . .
2,
K ’
R i - N / )
E 4
- A
w! ' .
. - ’ . ° . v
: S| waEwcrow .
\/ ' » , . }
TRAINING FOR DISSEMINATION /-9

s
M |

' 1
. EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH A;D
CL DISSEMINATION PROGRAM

‘




REACTION TO RESEARCH

[y
N

Now that you have had the chancz to use the research in your classroom, comment on

how well it werked for you. If you feei
did yeu notic2? Did what 'you want to happ
work, what do you think was the preblem?

the research/strategies worked, what change

en, hapren? If the research didn't seem to

CONCEPT/STRATEGY TRIED

* RRACTION TO RESEARCHE

-\

Which of the research concepts do you

plan to continue working on? What would you—

“ do differently to apely the research, if anything?
CONTEPTS TO CONTRITS ' NEW CLISSROOM STRATZGY
r 9
S
\ ¢ RESEARCH AND
'3 , TRARIINC! FOR DISSEMINATION muz%?z%nou nogux

27
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EXTENDED ERQD COLLABORATION: CONFERENCES AND CONVENTIONS

APPENDIX C

-

NIE -

NIE -

3

< -

\-— b
"Instructional Time and Student Achievement Conference'' .

Northwestern University, Evanston, IL May 1981 3

Ilavitational Conference
"'A Decade of Progress' -
YResearch on Teaching: ]mp]ications for Practice' ) .

Airlie House, VA Feb. 1982

-

National Council of States on Inservice Education P
. S
Atlanta, GA Nov. 1982,
Research in Teacher Education Conference
'""Changing Teacher Practice!
Research Development Center for Teacher Education
N

University of Texas at Austin Sept. 1981

American Federation of Teachers 65th and 66th National Conventions
Denver, CO * July 1981
New York City, NY July 1982

-

AFT QuEST Conferences (Quality Educationalqétandards in Teaching)

. New Hampshire Federation of Teachers Nov. 1981

YTeachers Putting the Pieces Together"

Gary Indiana Teachers Union Oct. 1981 and Oct. 1982
United Federation of Maryland and D.C. Teachers Oct. 1982

San Francisco Federation of Teachers and California Federation of Teachers
May - 1982~ - .

Portland Federation of Teachers Oct., 1982 e
Montana Federation of Teachers 0ct. 1982 v N ‘

Washington Teachers' Union Building Representatives Summer Conference July 1931

National Teachers Conference

District. of Columbia Teacher Center April 1982 v

Annual Spring Symposium
District of Cojumbia Public Schools
"Effective Schools: Today's Imperative' May 1982

-26-




‘RESEARCH PRESENTATIONS IN ADDITION TO TRLs' 6ISSEMINATION ACTIVITIES

¢ Number of Teachers Reached by AFT ER&D Staff

System-wide workshops at local sites e 500 ]
Loc;l AFT QuEST Confer;nces 800
National AFT QuEST Conferences T s S
National Union Conventions - ‘ Loo
Education. Conferences - Professional -
I - »Organizations ~ 200
; - TOTAL 2275 .
5
M\
J
i o
[ ° -
./ . '
) 4 5

v




APPENDIX D

AFT - EDUCATIONAL RESEARGH AND DISSEMINATION PROGRAM

- FIELD Log

STAFF MEMBER

. SITE UR LOCATION

~DATE

TIME
[PURPOSE OF VISITATION |
[PERSONS CONTACTED]
7 ‘ o
. »
~ [FIELD ACTIVITIES |
.l(
4 .
“[INTERACTIONS' - COMMENTS - FOLLOW-UP]
R P //
,
/ ’
N

“\\\\N//,/ﬂ . 28 30

gt




