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What do teachers want from research and does the research address those needs?

Background

I am delighted to be co-presenting – or rather introducing (since Philippa will actually be doing most of the work here) – this paper by Philippa Cordingley, Director of the Centre for the Use of Research and Evidence in Education (CUREE).

The General Teaching Council – for whom I am policy adviser for research – aims to be a research-and-evidence-informed body in all that it does; and, correspondingly, to promote teaching as a research-informed-and-engaged profession. It seems self-evident that the professional practices of teaching and of academic scholarship belong together, and should intentionally influence and enhance each other’s domains and practitioner behaviours.

But, as anyone knows who is working at the interface between classroom teaching and academic scholarship, there are barriers to this which continue to be problematic, for teachers, for academic researchers and for the system as a whole.  And the barriers are no less real for being cultural as well as structural.
This paper presents and discusses some of the key challenges experienced by the CUREE team in undertaking a major web-based project for the GTC called Research of the Month (RoM).   The core aim of RoM is to bring important academic research into the professional orbit of classroom teachers, so as to deepen teachers’ intellectual resources; and – by extension – to influence, sensitively and sensibly, academic research practice, so that useful knowledge for and with the professional community of teachers can be created.  (I need to make it absolutely clear that we are not talking here about converting, or perverting, the rich complexity of research into ‘ten handy tips for busy teachers’ or anything like that.  It is rather – perhaps? – about bringing the epistemological complexity of research into a close and creative relationship with the social and psychological complexity of teaching….)

These aspirations are not just ideals on paper – there is a growing appetite and capacity amongst teachers for engaging in and with research as an integral part of their practice; and also an exemplary desire amongst many academic researchers to have their work and its outcomes permeated, though not circumscribed, by teachers’ priorities.

Of course, some barriers are serious and cannot be razed by individual good intentions; they demand collective intervention.  The General Teaching Council supports the President of BERA when he argues (in Guardian article, 14.09.04, Cut to the core), ‘unless you have some kind of research capacity [dispersed throughout the country] you will never get a research-based culture in schools.’  The GTC joined with other organisations, including BERA, U-UK and SCOP, to make written representations to HEFCE last year about the very real danger that, under current RAE arrangements, some areas of the country may soon have nowhere where training or serving teachers can work with educational researchers.  Good to know, therefore, that Barry Sheerman (Chair of the House of Commons Select Committee on Education and Skills) has appreciated the gravity of the situation.  We’ll have to see where this goes….

Meanwhile, however, there are some issues and practices which are rather more susceptible to action by the academic community.  In the BERA spirit of fostering active debate, our paper is provocative in places. So I sincerely hope you will not hesitate to come back to us, now, or during the rest of the conference, or by e-mail.  I’ll put our e-mail addresses up on the flipchart for you.

In 1995 the Teacher Training Agency (TTA) launched a new strategy for promoting research and evidence informed practice.  The Agency invited Professor David Hargreaves to launch its Annual Report and in so doing he presented a set of challenges to the education system (Hargreaves, 1996).  He highlighted the way that medical professionals use research findings to inform the decisions that they make about treatment for their patients, in order to make sure they give the most appropriate care, with the greatest likelihood of success. He argued that the same was not true in schools and challenged education professionals to think about the implications for pupils, for teaching and for learning.  He also challenged education researchers to help teachers build on best practice in medicine.  In particular he suggested that teaching could become an evidence-based profession only if researchers generated the kinds of evidence that teachers need; evidence focusing on teaching and learning, presented in useable formats, accessible and interesting to teachers.

Eight years on, a wide range of initiatives has been put in place to respond to his challenge including:

· the ESRC funded teaching and learning research programme (TLRP);

· the development of systematic research reviews supported by the Evidence for Policy and Practice Information and Co-ordinating Centre (EPPI Centre);

· the DfES The Research Informed Practice (TRIPS) website;

· the GTC’s Research of the Month (ROM) website;

· the National Educational Research Forum (NERF);

· development of the Evidence Bulletin; and, last but not least

· the development of the National Teacher Research Panel (NTRP).

These initiatives all helped to contribute to the development of a more research-informed climate in educational practice in the UK.  Indeed, these developments were noted as leading the international field in a recent OECD study (OECD, 2002).  BERA too, has begun to work with practitioners to promote reviews of research into teaching and learning which are accessibly written (BERA, 2003).  Given all this effort focused on building teacher interest in and access to research how well are we doing on meeting their increasing needs?

The Centre for the Use of Research and Evidence in Education (CUREE) has been involved centrally in most of these initiatives, not least the GTC Research of the Month, which represents one of the longest established and most innovative initiatives in this busy field. However, the work of CUREE and the GTC on ROM has led us to conclude that, so far, these and other similar initiatives appear to have made very little difference to the aims, methods and outputs of the majority of educational research in the UK.  Much of the research output remains inaccessible to teachers because it is published in costly and technical journals – often in small segments.

In this paper we will draw on our experiences of searching for robust and relevant research  capable of informing and relating to the demands of classroom practice for the GTC Research of the Month web site in order to increase practitioner access to research; we hope this case study will illustrate some of the issues involved in meeting the challenges posed by Hargreaves.

What are the Issues? 

There is now a growing and consistent body of evidence about the ways in which research can help to inform practice.  In their first BERA paper in 2000, Teacher Perspectives on the Accessibility and Usability of Research Outputs, the National Teacher Research Panel (NTRP) presented researchers with a teacher perspective on research outputs that help teachers to access and make use of research findings.  The Panel identified four broad issues in teacher use of research:

· attracting their interest;

· securing credibility for research in the eyes of teachers;

· enabling access; and

· supporting teachers in interpreting the implications of research for their own context.

They saw relevance as the principal vehicle for attracting teacher interest.  This could mean the research is relevant to national concerns (such as literacy for example) or that it links more closely with the pedagogic detail of the challenges that teachers face everyday in classrooms.  The paper highlighted the importance of evidence about learning outcomes in attracting teachers’ interest.  Illustrative contextual material was also noted as important in helping teachers interpret the implications of research for their own settings.  So too were clear indications of the reliability of the research.  Reports which explored the specifics of practical teaching and learning approaches were especially welcome.

Hemsley-Brown and Sharp’s (2003) subsequent systematic review of the use of research in professional practice and Ratcliffe et al (2004) in their recent study of science education practitioner’s views of research and its influence on their practice, came to very similar conclusions. They found, for example, that teachers required:

· convincing findings drawn from studies with clear, rigorous methods which have the potential to be generalisable to other contexts;

· direct relevance to their needs and interests;

· illustrations of activities which help them relate the findings to their own work;

· practical implications which are clear to the practitioner; and

· accessible, straightforward writing.
In the three years that the GTC and CUREE have been working together on RoM to try and bring research and teachers closer together, we have found comparatively few studies which meet these needs.  On the contrary, we have found:

· a continuing shortage of research about pedagogy;

· reports which lack information about the actual interventions; very often studies treat the teaching and learning processes as a given, focusing instead on inputs such as teachers’ prior skills and outcomes thus leaving to teachers the $64,000 question of how approaches work lost inside “a black box”.  This seems to happen because so much research writing understandably, mainly focuses on other researchers and peer critique rather than practice;

· research which tends to dwell on the research process rather than the findings;

· little research focused on the kinds of things teachers want to know;

· reports full of jargon, unexplained technical terms and over complex language which often obscures significant unanswered questions.

Building the web-based RoM summaries and linking these at all relevant points to practitioner case studies can help make research more accessible to teachers.  But RoM was never intended as a substitute for the research itself.  We also hope that the use of teachers’ own enquiry- based case studies and the increasing development of implications pages will encourage teachers to go on to carry out their own research.  Teachers are always encouraged to move on from the RoM to the research report itself.  This means we have to very sure that what we are recommending to them accords with the evidence about teacher engagement with research.

Appraisal and concept mapping

One of the primary tools we have developed for RoM to ensure that we do this is the appraisal framework. This is available on the website (http://www.gtce.org.uk/research/romhome.asp).

The appraisal framework contains over thirty questions which explore the overall strength of the study, as well as the particular strengths and weaknesses in relation to its relevance, accessibility and applicability.  A written appraisal is also made of all potential studies, made up of four sections:

· robustness; 

· relevance to others outside the particular context in which it was conducted; 

· applicability; and 

· writing quality.

The appraisals for successful studies are also published on the web site and an example is attached as appendix A.

Designing for learning

The Research of the Month development process always starts with a concept map of the research for two reasons.  Firstly, we work from a concept map because accessible, straightforward writing means nailing the key ideas and the connections between them clearly and firmly.  Secondly, we do this because we aim to tell the story of the findings, not the research project and to enable teachers to navigate their way through the web material in the order they choose.  This requires considerable analytic reading of material since almost all research reports tell the story of the projects - presumably because of the specific reporting requirements of funders or publishers. 

When we set about this task we sometimes discover that there is less to the research than meets the eye, findings or details promised in abstracts or attended to in description of methods fail to appeal, or data in findings cannot be related to methods. We also sometimes find that complex language masks clear thinking and, conversely, that it sometimes masks fuzzy thinking.  Our goal in doing this concept map is therefore also to test the arguments in the research and to make sure that people can focus on the parts of the study in which they are most interested. We want to:

· enable teachers to use the research evidence as a point of reference, to reflect about the implications of the findings for activities in their own classrooms and schools; and

· provide a resource which could be shared with other teachers and used to introduce colleagues to new ideas, possible lines of practitioner enquiry and new ways of developing their practice.

How do we choose the studies we use for the GTC Research of the Month (RoM) website? 

We constantly struggle to find research which is potentially useful to practitioners.  Disappointingly few research studies are suitable for RoM.  Very often this is because there is simply not enough reported information about the detail of what went on in the school or classroom.  Discovering that small group teaching in science can have a significant impact on pupil learning is not enough in itself.  Teachers will want to know more about the ways in which the groups were structured, how small they were, what sorts of teaching strategies were used, how the groups worked, what topics they covered etc. 

Research that does have the potential to make a sound RoM is usually a substantial study that has:

· clear aims, usually stated in the form of ‘research questions’;
· a clear focus on teaching and learning; 

· a full description of the context of the research and settings with which teachers can easily identify;
· clearly presented findings which are significant and relevant to teachers’ needs;
· a detailed methodology which is fully explained;
· a sample size and make up that is appropriate;
· evidence about what actually went on in the classroom; and

· examples of good practice which are potentially transferable across phases and age ranges.
Perhaps because of space restrictions few journal articles make this journey; so many research projects seem to be ‘salami sliced’ so that different aspects are reported in different journal articles – a consequence, we suspect of the pile ‘em high climate engendered by the RAE methodology.  Books, too, seldom report empirical research, tending rather towards theoretical monographs or edited contributions from a range of different authors.  For RoM, full research reports paid for by funders and reported comprehensively in a single place are the most helpful sources of material.

What studies have worked well on the RoM website?

To date, we have featured eighteen studies on the RoM website, all of which have been judged as meeting the criteria derived from the panel and from the research literature outlined above about practitioner engagement.  Each RoM is linked to a number of good quality teacher case-studies illustrating different aspects of the research in practice.  In areas that are relatively under- researched or where, as in, for example, ICT, the field is changing so rapidly that reliable evidence about outcomes and processes are hard to secure, the degree to which the criteria are met may be adjusted.  We make it explicit where this is the case.

What made these eighteen studies the kind of research study that could withstand being turned inside out for a practitioner audience?  Here are examples that illustrate key features:

Researching Effective Pedagogy in the Early Years (REPEY) 

The Researching Effective Pedagogy in the Early Years (REPEY) Project (Siraj-Blatchford et al (2002)) explored effective practice in the early years of children’s learning.  It is noteworthy because it provided perhaps the most rigorous and far-reaching stream of evidence that we have encountered in preparing RoMs – and in a topic area highlighted by teachers as important.  The study contained a number of features which made it particularly suitable for presentation in RoM format online, including:

· a clear and fully developed research question;

· a large, triangulated qualitative and quantitative evidence base covering starting points, processes and outcomes and drawn from a mix of methods;

· detailed findings relevant to teachers in the Foundation Stage and those in other phases of education; and
· a number of examples of practice observed in the settings covered by the study which illustrated key features of interactions of adults and pupils shown to be effective and less effective.
The study aimed to identify and investigate those pedagogical strategies in early years settings that seemed to be particularly effective in supporting the development of young children's skills, knowledge and attitudes.  The researchers selected a number of specific areas of practice for investigation in the case study settings, including exploring:

· adult-child verbal interactions; 

· differentiation and formative assessment; 

· parental partnership and the home education environment; and 

· discipline and adult support in talking through conflicts. 
The research was designed to capture the many different aspects of children’s learning during these formative years and to reflect the range of teaching and learning environments they encounter.  The researchers employed a robust design, which involved close examination of twelve case study sites selected from 141 pre-school centres identified as good or excellent in terms of the cognitive and/or social development of their pupils.  To the twelve selected centres were added two good reception classes giving a total of fourteen Foundation Stage settings.

The researchers undertook extensive data collection focusing on both the provision (social and cognitive) in each setting and the behaviours of staff and children during activities.  A 'centre profile' was created for each pre-school setting through systematic observation of children and practitioners and interviews with parents, managers and staff.

Through a range of examples highlighting good and less effective practice the study encourages practitioners to reflect on their approach to teaching in the early years. The examples were selected to offer teachers the opportunity to explore ways in which they can develop and build on their interactions with young children to influence the children’s cognitive and social behaviour.   

The extensive and rigorous research materials, understandably led the researchers to provide elaborate, technical data in their reports.  Although not always easy to follow our team invariably found that persisting with analysis of the text produced rich rewards.  This was certainly an example of a study where there was more of practical use to practitioners than initially met the eye.

Ability grouping in education

For the ability grouping in education study (Ireson and Hallam, 2001), the researchers gathered national test results and extensive questionnaire and interview data from around 6,000 students and 1,500 teachers at forty-five secondary schools and the pupils and teachers from six primary schools to find out:

· whether ability grouping raises attainment;

· the effects of ability grouping on pupils’ and students’ self-image;

· pupils’, students’ and teachers’ attitudes towards ability grouping;

· the classroom practices teachers adopt for different ways of grouping; and 

· how the aims and values of the school relate to the way students are organised into groups.

The RoM team chose this research because:

· the research topic was likely to interest a good range of teachers;

· evidence was gathered from a large number of participants;

· the findings were all relevant to teachers’ daily classroom practice;

· extracts from teachers’ and students responses helped to relate the findings to teachers’ own situations and experiences; 

· practical ways forward were offered for the challenges teachers face with grouping pupils and students; and

· the study was written in an engaging style with technical data and statistical analysis clearly explained.

Assessment for learning

‘Inside the Black Box’ is of course, one of the best known research reviews (Black and Wiliam (1998).  It provided substantial evidence about the ways in which formative assessment could improve learning by improving feedback between pupils and teachers, using diagnostic analysis to design subsequent learning activities, actively involving pupils in the assessment process and helping pupils develop skills in self-assessment.  The report used evidence from twenty quantitative studies that demonstrated substantial learning gains, to assess the impact of formative assessment.  Some of the studies showed that improved formative assessment helped low attaining pupils and those with learning difficulties more than the rest.

The particular strengths of the research, from the Research of the Month point of view, were that the review:

· had a robust methodology;

· had a large evidence base which showed real pupil learning gains;

· was a topic of growing importance to teachers;

· featured interventions which were strongly related to contexts familiar to teachers;

· provided teachers with practical strategies for building formative assessment approaches into their teaching; and

· was written in a way that teachers could understand and relate to.

However, the initial report was, like most research reviews, very abstract.  Also, although the summary of the study was widely known, only teachers lucky enough to have chance to work with the research team, were able to understand its practical implications in detail.  We therefore felt that the RoM capacity to link findings to case studies meant that the RoM process could add value to an already widely known study.

Cognitive Acceleration through Science Education (CASE)

In ‘Really Raising Standards’ (Adey and Shayer (1994), the researchers provided empirical evidence from twelve classes of pupils in nine schools in support of the CASE strategy.  It described an intervention based on improving pupils’ thinking and evaluated its impact on their performance in national tests in science, immediately following the intervention and three years later.

The RoM team selected this research for a number of reasons.  The study:

· identified issues of real concern to science teachers;

· used the ideas of Vygotsky and Piaget to build a theory which underpinned the intervention strategy;

· described interventions in contexts with which teachers could identify;

· explored approaches teachers could adopt without changing the science curriculum and the structure of the rest of the science teaching in their schools; 

· provided evidence of real improvements in pupils’ attainment not only in science but in mathematics and English too; and

· explained their approach and the underpinning theory in a language teachers could readily understand.
Linking Theory to Practice

Many of the studies we have presented as RoMs involve socially constructed, or dialogic learning. As this was the domain of the theories of Lev Vygotsky who worked in Russia in the 1920s and 1930s, we developed a RoM on his work to reinforce for practitioners the importance (and often the endurance) of underpinning theory.  Our RoM ‘Social interaction as a means of constructing learning’ included:

· the importance of the social and cultural features of children’s learning; 

· how play fulfils children’s emotional and physical needs and provides a major stimulus to their cognitive development;

· that school instruction is a key factor in children’s development and is crucial to the development of specific forms of thinking; 

· the concept of the zone of proximal development (the difference between the level of a child’s actual development and the level of potential development that a learner could reach in collaboration with an adult) and its significance for teaching and learning;

· his emphasis on social learning; and

· the transferability of thinking processes from one context to another. 

We are now in a position to create hyperlinks between the empirical research and case studies featured in RoMs (for example the research on thinking skills, or assessment for learning) and the relevant aspect of Vygotsky’s work. 
How did we look for suitable research and where did we find it?

The above examples are intended to illustrate, by the use of live examples, the key aspects of research which are likely to be of interest and use to practitioners. 

However finding robust studies with the potential to engage teacher interest like the ones we have described here, is not an easy task. This is not only because such studies are thin on the ground. It is also because researchers publish their work in many different forms – as reports, books and journal papers, and in many different places.  We search hard for suitable studies, by regularly looking at:

· databases of research such as, BEI, ERIC, CERUK, REEL and REGARD and research conference databases such as BERA and AERA;

· university and research centre websites such as, Institute of Education, University of Bristol, NFER, DfES and ESRC/TLRP; 

· subject association websites such as NATE, ASE and UKRA;

· book publishers’ websites, such as Open University Press, Sage and Taylor & Francis; and
· newspapers such as the TES and Education Guardian.
Searching for suitable research is a time-consuming business.  For every study featured as a RoM, twenty are tracked down from their abstracts, read and discarded, usually at the pre-appraisal stage.  A few are discarded after the full appraisal.  

The problems we have found when tracking down research for the RoM website are:

· there are few completed longitudinal studies on any  topics;

· many studies are reported at an interim, and incomplete stage;

· some research projects are reported in bits - one on data collection, another on some of the outcomes (achievement, for example) and another reporting other outcomes, (attitudes and motivation, for example); 

· few studies use a robust, evaluative methodology – we found this particularly true when looking for studies on behaviour, ICT, SEN and inclusion.  ICT studies rarely give pupil outcomes which can be reliably linked to the ICT processes; 

· the sample size is often small – this was especially the case for studies about behaviour, teaching assistants, numeracy and languages; 

· some reports of research are written in a narrative style – for example, studies about ethnicity, citizenship and behaviour so that it is difficult to locate the underpinning evidence; 

· studies fail to identify a research question or the question is unclear or overbroad – the result is that the research becomes a set of observations that lack a clear focus; 

· lack of coherence – for example, research based cumulatively on case studies do not report findings in a common framework, to common questions or make explicit the way in which different evidence sources have been interpreted and synthesised; ICT studies often suffer in this way;

· studies that provide good detail about classroom processes often provide very little detail about the evidence base and/or the outcomes (one is tempted to surmise that there is a limited quantum of effort and information that can be squeezed into research articles and reports); and

· studies often lack detail about classroom or classroom-related activities, e.g. gender, ethnicity, SEN, parents.

We have also found that the majority of journal writing takes the form of think pieces or interpretive and selective reviews.  Whilst these undoubtedly contribute to theory building they do not lend themselves to the extended analysis characteristic of RoM.   

Systematic reviews by contrast do have the potential to overcome some of the difficulties we have highlighted.  One example is the REEL database which publishes systematic reviews prepared for the Evidence for Policy and Practice Information and Coordinating (EPPI) Centre(http://eppi.ioe.ac.uk/EPPIWeb/home.aspx?&page=/reel/reviews.htm).  The reviewers use rigorous research methods to uncover all the research on a particular topic, then synthesise the evidence in their review, taking care to minimise bias. The EPPI-centre’s core purpose is to provide assistance in locating best quality evidence and we have been able to draw on the REEL database for three RoM features.  The first was, in fact, a review of the impact of CPD (Cordingley et al, 2003) carried out by CUREE.  We developed this RoM because the constraints of the tight technical framework that EPPI requires of review reports seems to us to exclude or at least bury the very detail that practitioners are looking for.   We have prepared a forthcoming RoM based on a behaviour EPPI review (Evans et al, 2003).  Our third experiment in making use of the EPPI database was a RoM that explored three literacy studies which offered good quality evidence and addressed a very similar question but appeared as a sub set of studies in a literacy EPPI review (Hall and Harding (2003)).   These systematic reviews bring to light all the available evidence about particular features of practice.  However, from a teacher’s point of view they do not always give much detail about what goes on in classrooms. This information can often be found however, by tracking down the individual papers highlighted by the review.

Conclusions
We do recognise that our difficulties and successes in sourcing research and

presenting it to practitioners represent only part of a complex picture.  We do not claim to have the entire international research output under surveillance.  But in addition to our extensive and systematic searching of journals and search engines by our information specialists we also keep in touch with researchers in the GTC’s topic areas.  These topics are based on what teachers have told us they want to know about.  We also recognise that much research is not undertaken with practitioners in mind.  Equally, we are aware that RoM is not the natural home of choice for the work of many others.  All of the researchers whose work we have featured to date have welcomed the practitioner exposure.  The issues and examples we have outlined in this paper are intended to be helpful to those researchers who would welcome greater practitioner engagement with their work, or who are interested in connecting small and large scale enquiry and practitioner and academic research.

Practitioners and researchers have different expectations of research.  Practitioners look for new solutions to operational matters, while researchers tend to look for new knowledge. Practitioners value findings that have a direct application in classrooms while researchers are rewarded for publication in academic journals that practitioners don’t read.  Yet the GTC’s vision of bringing research and practice closer together means that we can’t afford to accept the notion that “researchers have got lost in thought” and “practitioners gone missing in action”.   (Desforges, 2004)

Notwithstanding the important recognition in this paper about the constraints on academic research reporting, we do, therefore, want to conclude with a concern.  The first and second wave of TLRP projects are likely to start to plug some of the gaps in pedagogic research first highlighted by the TTA and then by Hargreaves.  Too few reports are available as yet but we enjoyed a close working partnership with those in charge of TLRP publications and eagerly await concluding reports.  But, at its best, this programme will provide evidence from 9 projects with a relatively narrow range of foci.  Phase 3 and 4 of the programme are not focused upon the school sector.  Where will the next wave of pedagogic research come from?  Who will fund it?  In particular, who will decide upon the detailed questions and foci? 

The recent initiatives described above are beginning to yield a rich data bank of teacher concerns
.  Of course these change with time and, to some extent, with fashion.  But they remain firmly focused on teaching and learning and their ultimate goal, always, is to improve learning outcomes whether this is by means of more effective behaviour management or whether it is a new strategy for teaching long division.  As long ago as 1993 Huberman suggested that the issues addressed by educational researchers should be based on cumulative analysis of the research questions selected by teachers themselves.  Our experiences have led us to conclude that he was right.  Projects such as RoM and TRIPS can and are contributing to a more research aware climate in educational practice. However they can only ever be as good as the pool of appropriate research on which they can draw.  Eight years after Hargreaves’ comments we have found disappointingly little change in the majority of educational research outputs.
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Appendix 

Appraisal

Researching Effective Pedagogy in the Early Years

Siraj-Blatchford, I*., Sylva, K., Muttock, S*., Gilden, R. and Bell, D

*Institute of Education, University of London

Department of Educational Studies, University of Oxford

Department for Education and Skills: Research Report number 356

Robustness

The focus of this Research of the Month is the Education Provision in the Early Years (EPEY) project.  This looks in-depth at 14 of 141 development sites which participated in the large-scale, longitudinal Effective Provision for Pre-school Education (EPPE) study. The EPEY researchers also looked at the practice of 46 childminders.   A key feature of the EPEY research was to analyse the practice of the pre-school settings and of the childminders in the context of the QCA’s ‘Curriculum guidance for the foundation stage’.   Some of the evidence about pedagogy in the centres was drawn from the statistical data contained in the EPPE study while other evidence was gathered and analysed using interviews with parents, staff and managers.  Further information was collected by analysis of documents about educational practice in the centres. 
Relevance
The effectiveness of early years interventions is the foundation of all learning and so of importance to all practitioners.  The way in which the research reveals the importance of informed pedagogy in pre-school settings and the implications for parents and other practitioners concerned with education will help teachers as they work with the early years agenda.  The centres described in the report are described by the authors as excellent or highly effective and some of them provide evidence of good to excellent child outcomes across a number of measures.   The illustrative descriptions of child-adult interactions in the centres are ones with which early years practitioners will readily identify. 

Applicability

The researchers are particularly interested in the extent to which practitioners support children by:

· Adult-child interactions;

· Differentiation and formative assessment;

· Parental partnership and the home education environment; and

· Discipline and adult support in talking through conflicts.

All of these issues have implications for and connections with teaching and learning of older pupils. The research identifies pedagogical strategies which support the development of the skills, knowledge and attitudes that help to provide young children with a good start in life. Teachers of early years and primary children will find helpful examples of good practice as well as some cautionary examples illustrating missed opportunities.

Writing

The report is rather long and technical. It demands considerable concentration on the part of the reader. The writing is fairly theoretical in places when discussing pedagogy but the classroom examples are highly readable and engaging.

� Topics covered by RoM to date include the curriculum, inclusion, teaching and learning, classroom management and professional development.  The GTC’s statistics showing the number of visitors to the RoM website indicate that practitioners are finding it a useful resource and the site is growing in popularity.  In the first seven months (May to December 2001) the site attracted 5,276 visitors who made a total of 2,534 PDF downloads.  Between October 2002 and December 2003, the RoM pages were visited by a total of 66,330 visitors, who made 12,882 PDF downloads.  The most popular RoMs by this time were: ‘An investigation into gender differences in achievement’ (a total of 8,941 visitors), ‘Raising standards through classroom assessment’ (8,159 visitors), ‘Making the difference: teaching and learning strategies in successful multi-ethnic schools’ (8,045 visitors) and ‘Improving learning through cognitive intervention’ (6,882 visitors).  This suggests practitioners are interested in increasing pupils’ engagement with lessons, and teaching and learning strategies.  It would seem that visitors to the site are also particularly interested in practical material – for many of the studies, the most popular part of the RoMs, is the case study section.
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