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			Some revolutions are abrupt and sometimes also short-lived. Others take the form of a long-term choreography: two steps forward, two to the side and even a step or two backwards – as a reculer pour mieux sauter, perhaps. So it has been with research-informed teaching, which over the decades has been variously scored – as it were – for full-blown romantic ballets of ‘teacher-led curriculum development’ as well as for the hard-edged contemporary theatre of ‘evidence-based practice’. This book gives us a powerful sense of how all that dedication, skill, insight and collaborative learning has enriched our experience of education, in whatever roles we find ourselves; and also a sense of what kinds of innovations in concept, approach and design we might hope to see in future.

			The way in which the relationship between teaching and research is conceptualised reveals, amongst other things, the assumptions being made about the profession of teaching. So the present developments could be described in terms of a direct continuation of the rhetorical turn towards ‘evidence-based education’ promoted by New Labour when it came to power in 1997: the espousal of evidence was intended to signal the end of ideology as the key determinant of decision-making. This was a disingenuous gesture, of course, since ideologies of one kind or another, as well as values and principles, have continued to exert a justifiable influence on decision-making at every level of the system. Even so, the basic idea sounded persuasive enough to both decision-makers and researchers that, in effect, they colluded with each other to permit some assumptions to flourish: for example, that decisions should be based on evidence above all else; that it is the principal job of researchers to produce that evidence; and even that the methods that will give results that can count as evidence can and should be tightly prescribed. Teachers need to use such results to improve their practice or run the risk of being thought unprofessional. Research thus becomes part of the apparatus of accountability, under the guise of valorising ‘what works’.

			On the other hand, the idea that teaching should be a research-informed profession is more accurately located back in the 1980s, with the foundational work of Lawrence Stenhouse, who taught us to think of research and teaching as dialectically connected in and through the day-to-day reflexive expertise of teacher-scholars. This is why many educators have come to believe that the idea of ‘research-informed’ practice is different from, subtler and ultimately more demanding than that of ‘evidence-based’ practice. 

			Part of the difficulty with ‘evidence-based’ practice lies in its apparent definitiveness, its implied certainty. ‘Research-informed’ practice, by contrast, helps us to think of research as a form of specialised knowledge which is created, not as a product made elsewhere and then disseminated to and applied by the ‘users’ of research, but through a process which is collaborative, reflexive and discursive, is wholly comfortable with provisionality, and can make room for the contribution of different kinds of expertise – including the expert knowledge that experienced teachers have integrated into their repertoire and which enables them to respond and improvise, light-footedly and in the moment, in each and every different classroom situation.

			‘Pedagogy’ is consequently the word I find myself reaching for, and Robin Alexander’s definition of pedagogy continues to be worth quoting: ‘the act of teaching together with its attendant theory and discourse, which are collective, generalisable and open to public scrutiny. It is what one needs to know, and the skills one needs to command, in order to make and justify the many different kinds of decision of which teaching is constituted’ (Alexander 2004, p. 11).

			The practices of both teaching and research are subtle and many-faceted, are cognitively, ethically and emotionally demanding, and are deeply dependent on specialised learning and expertise. They are art as well as science. Integrating the processes of, and insights from, research into the daily routines of the classroom (and vice versa) is therefore intrinsically challenging. The range of issues which the contributors to this book address and the contrasting perspectives they represent not only are interesting and worthwhile in themselves but also serve to uncover the inescapable complexity – managerial as well as intellectual, social as well as systemic – of the undertaking. 

			Bringing together the main kinds of institution involved, schools and universities, continues to be a large part of the challenge – yet this is much more a consequence of the way the education system operates in the UK than of any intrinsic differences between the worlds of teaching and research. Still less useful to our future thinking is what Viv Baumfield in her chapter calls ‘the binary opposition of theory and practice’. This book invites us to look beyond and behind such casual and unhelpful presumptions and to distil the more durable concepts and possibilities. For example:

			
					the need to improve the accessibility, readability and actionability of high-quality research (that is, peer-reviewed and underpinned by explicit and attested theories, and synthesised wherever possible); this is not a question of preferring particular methods but of ensuring fit-for-purpose methodologies;

					the need to identify more clearly the advantages, and the disadvantages, of using social media to communicate research;

					the need to support teachers and school leaders to exercise critical judgement in considering whether particular approaches developed elsewhere are relevant to their context; and to make a realistic assessment of how much improvement can be genuinely accomplished;

					the necessity of espousing a theory of change – that is, an understanding of how changes in practice come about and how they can be sustained;

					the need to have elaborated conceptualisations of professional practice, professional knowledge and professional learning in which collaborative inquiry and research engagement are central;

					the value and importance of communities of inquiry, not least in the form of sustainable partnerships between academic and teacher researchers;

					the need to develop a common educational discourse of scholarship which is shared by academic researchers and teachers;

					the potential of the ‘research champion’ or ‘knowledge broker’ role – who could be an individual or a small team – in changing the school culture as well as supporting specific projects;

					the need for policy-makers to acknowledge and address the systemic obstacles (such as the perverse incentives in current accountability frameworks and procedures).

			

			That is the conspicuous value this book adds to the enterprise, by marshalling so many different points of view into a panoptic vision of what might be as well as of what is.

			My own recent small-scale experience as an assessor for Research Mark accreditation awarded by the National Foundation for Educational Research1 to research-active schools indicates that schools would do well to:

			
					strengthen the links between inquiry projects and school development planning and priority-setting;

					share inquiry processes and outcomes more thoroughly (for example, through peer mentoring, cross-phase/-subject projects and by embedding research engagement into CPD culture);

					allocate appropriate and sufficient resource of time and personnel;

					strengthen critical questioning and interpretation as part of research methodology;

					enrich the role of pupils and students in internal research projects;

					foster research leadership;

					involve governors;

					extend research engagement to other staff, such as teaching assistants.

			

			That many of both these sets of ideas and suggestions have been previously aired (as several of the contributors emphasise) is testament not only to their enduring importance, but also to the evident and pressing need for a national system that better enables consistency, continuity and sustainability of such foundational initiatives and processes. To return to the fanciful metaphor with which I began, we might one day dream about bringing together research and teaching in the form of a dance to the music of time, with all the collective refinement, grace and verve of a supremely accomplished corps de ballet.
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			NOTES

			
				
					1.	 NFER Research Mark: www.bit.ly/2Guc3kI

				

			

		

	
		
			Introduction

			Chris Brown, Jane Flood and Graham Handscomb
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			We know a lot about teachers and research. We know that they should mix and there can be significant benefits if they do so, but we also know that teachers and research often fail to socialise. We think of it like hosting a house party where one group of friends won’t leave the kitchen while another colonises the lounge. But in our view the party would be so much better if all your friends circulated or, perhaps better still, congregated in some common ground (although preferably not the bathroom). To try to remedy this situation we decided to bring together the best in the business – leading thinkers and doers working in this area – and asked them to tell us what they have learned about connecting research and practice and to give their general take on the subject. The results, as we hope you will agree, are illuminating, and provide a wealth of advice and perspectives on the subject. 

			Of the practitioners contributing, we have those working across schools for teaching school alliances. For instance, Sarah Seleznyov, who discusses the power of using one or two teachers to achieve change, the need to build the research capacity of staff, and the reasons that teachers are required to have a deep understanding of why it is believed an evidence-informed change will actually make a difference. Likewise is Hanna Miller, who, like Sarah, has used a ‘change agent’ type approach (the Cognition Crew) to try to scale up good practice. We have teachers providing their perspectives from engaging with research at the classroom level. Adam Boxer, for example, discusses the much-acknowledged issue of how to lead change effectively. We also have school leaders – including Lindsay Palmer and Dr Marcella McCarthy – who provide practical case studies of how to embed research-informed cultures and effective approaches to connecting research and practice and detail how research use has transformed their schools. Overcoming some of the practical barriers to research use are nicely discussed here by Claire Harley.

			Our academic contributors include Dom Wyse, President of the British Educational Research Association and Professor of Early Childhood and Primary Education, who explores how teachers or school leaders can decide which research to pay attention to. A similar theme is examined by Raphael Wilkins as well as Professor Steve Higgins, who authored the Education Endowment Foundation’s Teaching and Learning Toolkit, and uses his chapter to examine the potential contribution it can make (and has made) to research-informed teaching. Professor Vivienne Baumfield augments Steve’s chapter by taking a ‘close to practice’ approach to consider different forms of knowledge and the consequences of these for how we think about practice and research. Professor Stephen Gorard meanwhile looks at what research says about the best approaches to get research into schools; while Professor Graham Handscomb, who pioneered the concept, discusses what it means to be a research-engaged school, and how to achieve the type of engagement that makes research use meaningful. 

			We have input from other key players including edu-blogger Dr Gary Jones, who discusses how to promote and share research effectively through the use of social media, and Cat Scutt, Director of Education and Research at the Chartered College of Teaching, the professional body for the teaching profession. In her chapter, Cat links research use to teacher professionalisation and outlines the need to (and how to) tackle the individual, school and systemic factors holding research use back. Similar themes are explored by Andrew Morris, chair of the Coalition for Evidence-Based Education; Jonathan Haslam, Director at the Institute for Effective Education; and Karen Wespieser, social researcher and founder of #UKEdResChat, who makes a strong case for a more effective link between researchers and schools. We are also fortunate to have Maria Cunningham and David Weston from the Teacher Development Trust, who outline the need to consider people and culture as much as processes and resources, again tapping into some of the key factors that affect the success (or not) of change initiatives. And a fantastic contribution from Dr Julie Nelson, Senior Research Manager at the National Foundation for Educational Research, sets out how schools can use ‘identify, use and review’ cycles to help them embed research in practice. Julie also outlines other freely available resources that can help schools establish where they are and move forward with their research-informed journey.

			We finish with a chapter of our own that corrals all of the ideas presented and which we hope provides good practical guidance on how you can link research and teaching within and across schools (our guide to the ultimate party!). After curating all of the chapters, we feel they are packed with insight and that, in putting the book together, we have produced something truly comprehensive. But we are not people to rest on our laurels, so if you think a key idea or case study is still out there, we’d love to hear from you! 

			Chris, Jane and Graham.

			@ChrisBrown1475, @JaneFlood14, graham@handscomb-consultancy.co.uk

		

	
		
			REALLY CHANGING PRACTICE 

			Helping teachers to embed learning from research

			Sarah Seleznyov (@sarahseleznyov)
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			Getting evidence into the hands of teachers

			As Director of a research school and teaching school alliance, with a heavy focus on developing evidence-informed practice, there have been two key challenges for us: firstly, getting teachers to read and discuss the research; secondly and most significantly, making sure that the education evidence with which teachers engage becomes embedded in classroom practice, and ideally beyond the person who directly engages with the research. The real trick is to get evidence into the hands of a small number of teachers and to enable them to change the practice of the school, meaning a positive impact on learning for all pupils. 

			This chapter details some of the strategies we have used which do enable real changes to classroom practice that align with the best evidence we have about teaching and learning.

			Really reading the research

			Teachers are busy people and generally not confident academics. They cannot easily access educational research and do not have time to read series of journal articles to develop a deep understanding of an issue; nor do they usually have the skills to read articles critically. However, only reading overviews and blogs doesn’t really provide an in-depth understanding of a research field. Here are some techniques we have used to overcome these challenges.

			1. Teach the skills of critically reading research

			We never expect teachers to read an article before a professional development session, because we know teachers are busy people. We run regular ‘Exploring The Evidence’ sessions for teachers across the alliance, in which we explore recent research and help teachers to engage with it critically, making their own judgements as to its relevance for them. 

			In every session, we work through a key sequence of thinking:

			Why has this been written? 

			The facilitator introduces the paper under discussion, explaining where the paper comes from and why it was published.

			Why are we reading it?

			The facilitator explains why this paper may be interesting and/or relevant.

			What are the authors saying that is relevant to what I want to find out?

			Teachers work in small groups to read a key section of the text, interrogating its meaning and relevance to them as practitioners. They then share their section with all, ensuring everyone has an overview of the full text.

			How convincing is what the authors are saying?

			The facilitator encourages teachers to consider possible limitations of the research. Is it statistically valid? Is it relevant to their context? Might the author be biased? Does it conflict with other known evidence? 

			What can I make out of this?

			Teachers discuss how they might apply the findings in their own classrooms.
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			This sequence of thinking supports critical engagement with research beyond the session: once teachers have been through the process collaboratively, they can internalise it, enabling them to read critically across a range of education evidence.

			2. Break the research down into chunks 

			Drawn from Stoll and Brown’s work on research engagement (2015), this technique has successfully enabled teachers to engage with a large body of research and reflect on which parts of it have relevance or meaning for them. This technique relies on the production of a literature review, written in plain English, which covers around 20–30 studies on a broad theme. Around 20–30 significant chunks of text (sentences or short paragraphs) from the literature review are printed onto strips of paper, and teachers are asked to discuss them collaboratively, clustering them into themes. They then label and map the clusters, comparing their classifications with other groups. This process makes sure teachers really read the literature review: you cannot map and cluster the strips unless you have all read and thought about their meaning. 

			Teachers are then asked which of the strips resonate with them in their context. This helps them develop their own lines of enquiry. When they are then provided with the full literature review, they can find their strip and read it in its context, going on to access it in its original source: the underlying journal article. In this way, teachers engage fully with quite challenging and lengthy academic material: they themselves have identified its value and are following their own lines of enquiry.

			Really using evidence to change practice 

			Of course, as any school leader knows, really reading the evidence is only the first step. What really matters is taking that evidence into classroom practice so that it can make a difference to pupil learning. 

			As a general rule, we have found that one of the best ways to make this happen is to engage teachers in cycles of iterative enquiry in their own classroom: put simply, teacher professional development that takes a research approach really changes practice. At its simplest, Hargreaves calls this ‘tinkering’ (1999), a process of ‘haphazard trial and error’ in the classroom. Timperley, Kaser and Halbert’s model is of ‘spirals of inquiry’ (2014) involving repeated cycles of identifying problems, really understanding them, taking action, and checking impact. Research lesson study (Seleznyov, 2018) uses live classroom practice to engage teachers in similar cycles of research and reflection. 

			All our professional development approaches try to adopt this structure, helping teachers work collaboratively to really understand and use evidence to change practice. The stages we build into all professional development programmes are:

			
					Engage with the evidence.

					Have a focus group in mind.

					Generate a research question.

					Baseline current practice.

					Based on this data and the evidence, design a change to practice.

					Implement the change with expert support, adapting it as it embeds.

					Engage the wider school in your project.

					Gather impact data.

					Assess success and share with colleagues.

					Plan for next steps.

			

			We have found that stages 2 and 4 are crucial to gain buy-in from teachers. If teachers are able to select a group of focus pupils, this makes their use of the evidence more meaningful to them. When they are asked to gather baseline and impact data, we support them to design their own tools. We teach them about the relative merits and disadvantages of questionnaires and interviews. They are shown how to design questionnaires in ways that will provide meaningful data: making sure a question is easy to understand; using scaled scores wherever possible; minimising text entries. We also explain to them how to carry out interviews that will get at the information they want: considering who is best placed to get honest answers from interviewees; not over-scaffolding questions; using silence to develop deeper responses. If relevant, we show them ways to code classroom transcripts so that they provide meaningful measurable data. 

			Using a very unusual technique (Brown, 2017), we also help them to make sense of the data they have gathered. We ask teachers to build a physical model of the situation they are seeking to change, premised on the notion that created props can help teachers make sense of a set of complex data (Stevens, 2013) – see illustrations below. There are always sceptical participants at the beginning of this activity but once they have built their models and shared them with colleagues, teachers feel they have developed a deeper understanding of the issue they are trying to tackle and what the potential solutions might be. It is felt to be so powerful that they often decide to share the models with a wider group of colleagues. 
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			This model shows the barriers to including pupils with autism in the collaborative culture of the classroom, for example language and communication difficulties as represented by the mouth.
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			This model shows how the pupil with autism in the class is smoothly supported to access all the different curriculum subject areas.

			Scaling up

			Getting teachers to change their practice becomes more problematic when scaling up to key-stage, departmental or whole-school level. Key to tackling this challenge is developing an understanding of what happens in the gap between engaging with the evidence and making the change in the classroom. For us, Hall’s (2013) theories of implementation have proved particularly helpful. 

			Hall (2013) explores implementation of any desired change to practice along three continuums. The first helps us understand whether intent to use will become a reality. We all know how tricky it is to change a habit. Imagine trying to make sure you floss your teeth more: you know it’s good for you; you’ve seen the evidence; your dentist (the expert) has recommended it. But you are busy, so you have to build up the willpower, make sure you don’t get lazy and fall back into old habits, not give up when you’ve had a few days off, and practise repeatedly until it becomes a new habit. This can be described by Hall and Hord’s (2001) levels of use:

			
					First you orient yourself to the change, getting the information you need to get started.

					Then you prepare to use it and set a start time.

					Initially, you become a mechanical user: you are doing it, but it’s awkward and uncomfortable; you need to consciously make an effort to continue to teach in this new way.

					Soon, use becomes routine and the new way of teaching becomes an established habit.

					You then begin to refine the approach, making it work better for you and your pupils.

					Later you talk to colleagues and work together to integrate this new practice across the team so it works successfully for all pupils.

					Finally, you enter a renewal stage, where you begin to make this practice your own as a school.

			

			Understanding where teachers are on this continuum can really help school leaders tailor their support. Hall’s (2013) work shows that if teachers never get beyond mechanical use, they are very likely to slip back into old habits. He notes that the majority of teachers will be at mechanical use for some time. Hall (2013) says these teachers will need practical help to get properly started. Those working at integration level will benefit from being given opportunities to collaborate with colleagues. 

			But implementing an evidence-informed change to practice is not simply about doing it; it’s also about having a deep understanding of the change itself. Hall (2013) says we need to classify teachers along a second continuum to really understand how to change practice. As Figure 1 shows, when any change to practice is introduced, there will be four types of teachers. 
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			Figure 1: Usage versus quality Adapted from Hall, 2013, p. 281

			The first teacher, top left, was already teaching in a way that aligned with the evidence. She hasn’t made an effort to change her practice, because she was already (unconsciously) teaching in that way. The second teacher, top right, embraces the change the evidence suggests and starts making a real change to practice, so aligning perfectly with what the evidence suggests. There is no need to worry about either of these teachers.

			The teacher at the bottom left, is more of a concern. She exemplifies Hall and Hord’s (2001) third continuum: stages of concern (2001). Teachers traditionally move from being concerned about their own needs (e.g. wanting information about the change and its implications) to being concerned about the task itself (e.g. workload, time, effort) to finally being concerned about the impact of the change on pupils. It is only at this final stage that the new practice really becomes embedded. This third teacher needs to be helped to understand why the change is important and to believe in the difference it will make to pupils. Enthusiastic colleagues can often help by championing the new practice and demonstrating its impact on learning.

			However, our teacher at the bottom right is also a worry. This teacher thinks they are doing exactly what the evidence requires, but when you observe their practice, it bears no relation to the evidence. They haven’t understood the intended change, despite having the same input as other teachers. How can we help such teachers to really understand what the new practice should look like? Hall’s (2013) advice to help teachers jointly construct an implementation configuration (IC) has proved highly successful in tackling this issue. An IC identifies the key operational components of the new practice in descriptive paragraphs and describes several key variations of each component. The ideal version of the innovation is on the left-hand side (a), with e usually describing traditional or current practices. The process of collaboratively writing the IC helps teachers develop a consensus about what the new practice should look like.

			Here is an example of one component from an IC written to help implement peer- and self-assessment:
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			Using an IC can overcome the problem of teachers reporting (and believing) that they are implementing an evidence-informed change to practice, while its actual presentation is not what you intended.

			Conclusion: complexity, time and persistence

			In summary, then, the process of getting teachers engaged with research and using it to make real changes to their practice is a complex one. Teachers need to learn how to read research critically and have it presented to them in manageable chunks. Teachers who generate their own evidence through participating in structured collaborative enquiry projects are more likely to use research evidence to change their practice. This is because teacher enquiry projects enable them to own their own problems, help them get a deep understanding of potential solutions and motivate them to develop their own evidence-informed solutions. When scaling up evidence-informed practices, you will encounter both resisters and confused practitioners. Both need personalised support. Hall (2013) offers a practical template for achieving this. And a final note of caution: major change efforts involve ‘complexity, time and persistence and real change takes a minimum of three to five years’ (Hall, 2013, p. 265). 

			Top tips:

			
					Teach teachers to read research critically, tackling it in manageable chunks.

					Use collaborative teacher enquiry projects to enable deep engagement with evidence.

					Understand why teachers’ practice hasn’t changed in line with the evidence and tailor your support accordingly.
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			Introducing evidence-informed change

			Adam Boxer (@adamboxer1)

			[image: ]

			Adam is a Head of Science working in North London. He is a keen promoter of evidence-based practice and has worked in ITT, presented for researchED nationally and internationally, and is the Managing Editor of the CogSciSci learning platform. 

			[image: ]

			Unfulfilled potential 

			Twenty years ago, education researcher Douglas Carnine expanded on the differences between mature and immature professions (Carnine, 2000). All professions are governed by rules and norms, but whereas immature ones are dominated by folk wisdom, tradition and dogma, mature ones function through evidence, objective data and the search for empirical truth. He argues that professions as diverse as medicine, accounting and seafaring have all, at some point or other, undergone this change. Carnine’s 2000 essay argued that the ‘pressures to mature are inevitable in education’, but it did not assume that they were, at that time, taking place. There were, and still are, many forces working in opposition to such change and Carnine was better placed than most to understand them. Having collaborated extensively with Zig Engelmann, one of the developers of Direct Instruction, Carnine had first-hand experience of working on a programme whose efficacy was rigorously investigated through the largest educational research project ever conducted. Tested against dozens of other teaching methods, Direct Instruction, with its highly structured and scripted explanations, sequenced models, examples and drill, emerged victorious by a significant distance. In comparison with other teaching approaches like enquiry-led learning or constructivist models, it scored highest in terms of not only academic outcomes, but also affective ones: whether or not the students involved enjoyed the process.2 

			Engelmann and Carnine were therefore poised at the brink of achieving an educational panacea: a programme that improved students’ learning, ability and motivation with the strongest of empirical evidence in its favour. And yet, nothing happened. For a variety of political, social and philosophical reasons, Direct Instruction never quite caught on. One can well understand Carnine’s frustration when he wrote that ‘in the past – and still today – the profession has tended to respond to such pressures by offering untested but appealing nostrums and innovations that do not improve academic achievement’ (2000, p. 10).

			Systematic opposition

			Decades later, the picture, at least in the UK, has changed considerably. Recent developments such as the rise of researchED and other grassroots organisations have caused an upsurge in teachers engaging with, and indeed demanding, high-quality research evidence. Robust findings from the cognitive sciences are slowly percolating through the education system from the bottom up, and political changes from the top down – like the reformed GCSEs and Ofsted’s focus on research – indicate that perhaps that maturation process described by Carnine could be underway. 
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			However, maturation will never be straightforward and there are a host of factors standing in its way. We can classify opposition to this process on a horizontal scale of ‘institutional’ to ‘individual’ and a vertical scale of ‘explicit’ to ‘systemic’. For example, when a group of teachers set up an evidence-based teacher training programme, their attempts were described by established figures in initial teacher training as ‘arrogant’, with aspersions being cast regarding financial motivations (Hazell, 2017).3 As one of the teachers involved, such explicit opposition was difficult to stomach, and on our axes above it would sit in the top right section. Other organisations might be more willing to change and adapt with the times and with increased focus on evidence-informed practice. However, there is a lack of institutional momentum and change at such levels can be slow and grinding. We could term this ‘systemic’ opposition: not caused by any particular ideological or theoretical difference of opinion but caused simply by the nature of how institutions organise themselves. Such factors must sit in the bottom right quadrant. 

			At the other end of our systemic/explicit scale, take a teacher who attends a Saturday conference and listens to a lecture outlining decades of research on the failure of inquiry-based approaches to learning. Returning to their school, they attempt to broach the subject with their teaching and learning lead, only to be told that ‘students learn better when they discover things for themselves’, with little disagreement being allowed. In this case, it could be that the teachers in the school would be willing to move in a more evidence-informed direction, but progress is halted by the explicit, ideological opposition of one individual, thereby populating the top left quadrant.
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