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ABSTRACT

Researching Research Use: An Online Study of School Practitioners across Canada
Larysa Lysenko, Ph.D.
Concordia University, 2010

Because of its traditional role as an enabler of knowledge dissemination,
education is expected to contribute substantially to the development of the knowledge
economy. This means applying the knowledge that it generates through research to its
own practice. Yet the literature shows that school practitioners do not express much
demand for research findings, unlike doctors, engineers and other professionals.

The purpose of this pan-Canadian online survey study is twofold. First, it
investigates the extent to which school teachers, principals and professionals use research
to inform their practice and indicates predictors of this use. Second, it tests the
generalizability of a questionnaire originally developed within a provincial secondary
school context.

. The 43-item questionnaire yielded 1.153 responses. Frequency of use of research-
based information from a variety of sources and types of use were used as outcome
measures. The questionnaire also explored practitioners’ opinions about research, their
attitudes towards research awareness activities and their expertise to use research
findings, as well as the constraints they contend with in everyday practice-

The results indicate that the three groups of practitioners either do not use
educational research or use it infrequently. Although the respondents share neutral

attitudes towards research, their comments add a negative connotation by qualifying
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research as irrelevant, and biased. The latent factor opinions about research is the
greatest predictor, accounting for 9-16% of the variance in practitioners’ use of research.
The psychometric qualities of the questionnaire remain stable. Its internal reliability is
0.94. The four-factor solution explains 60% of variance and together with demographic
variables predicts 22% of the frequenq; of use of research-based information.

School leadership organizations, teacher education institutions and research-
generating bodies stand to benefit from the study’s findings, as they point to the necessity
of increasing research relevance and accessibility, cultivating teaching as a research-
based profession and building school capacity to use research. Future research should
further explore the reasons why. practitioners do not use research-based information and
the ways to change school practitioners’ negative perceptions of educational research.

Refinements to the questionnaire and its cross-disciplinary comparison to other

professions are also open for future inquiry.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

Society has always valued knowledée for its potential to improve the quality of
life, as is best summarized in Francis Bacon’s famous dictum “scientia potentia est.”
Clearly, a concern for making knowledge accessible, useful and beneficial for the public
is not new. Among ;the ﬁrét attempts to educate the public about science, history,
literature and ethica]‘ iséués was the Penny Magazine published by the Society for the
Diffusion of Usefui Knowledge, in the beginning of the XIX century (Smith, 1974).
Today witH the rapid growth of science and technology, expertise and know-how,
intellectual capital has ceased to be the privilege of the elite, but instead has become a
productive force, as cbritical as traditional economic resources, jump-starting the
knowledge-enhanced ecbhomy. Consequently, a variety of approaches geared to making
knowledge actionable and serving the public good have evolved. These include
knowledge mobilization, knowledge-to-action, knowiedge transfer, innovation diffusion
and evidence-based poliéy and practice (Graham et al, 2006).

Traditionally known as a “house of knowledge,” school is now expected to
contribute intensively to the development of the knowledge economy. However, despite
" numerous attempts to raise the effectiveness of education, students still fail to achieve
high competence results in a shorter time and at a lower cost. Thus, being far from what
is desired, the status quo in education raises vocal dissatisfaction. On many occasions (for

instance, Hargreaves, 1996; Davies. 1999; Siavin, 2004), the pace of progress in



education has been compared with that in medicine and engineering (although not to the
credit of the former). It has been pinpointed that the scientific knowledge base and its
utilization for practical decisions, as the hallmark of any major profession ensuring its
steady advance, is not part of the teaching profession (for instance, Glazer, 1975; Abbott,
1988; Ingersoll, 2003). Instead, the craft knowledge paradigm dominates. S]évin (2004)
described it eloquently, “If Rip Van Winkle had been a physician, a farmer, or an
engineer, he would be unemployable if he awoke today. If he had been a good elementary
school teacher in the 19th century, he would probably be a good elementar};'sqhool
teacher today” (p.16). This is not a mere assumption. The traditionally weék rQ]e of
research in educational practices was highlighted by the few empirical studies comparing
teachers with other professions, such as doctors and engineers (Beard & Wiliiams, 1992;
Hannan, Enright & Ballard, 2000; Latham, 1993). - |

It is clear that school success is largely dependent on classroom practice, but it is ‘
also a result of the concerted action of various groups of practitioners, such as school
administrators; school psychologists, nurses and counsellors. Professional standards and
job duties can make them more prone to use research findings and school data té
implement a treatment protocol with high fidelity or to make decisions about correcting
gaps in the curriculum and instruction. Nevertheless, empirical evidence reveals that
research knowledge should have more visibility in the practices of these occupational
groups (Adams & Barron, 2009; McCaffrey & Hamilton, 2007; Meline & Paradiso,
2003; Torrence, 2002).

Empirical and conceptual research suggests the existence of forces that mediate

what practitioners do. These forces may either cut the distance between research



knowledge and practice or, on the contrary, widen the gap. Davies (2004) posits that
besides the research product itself, individual habits, experience, expertise and
judgement, pressure groups, school values and traditions may play a dramatic role in
practitioners’ decisions to get involved in the processes of educational change.

Broader systemic trends such as educational policy shifts at the federal and
provincial levels should not be ignored for their potential to affect school practice. Over
the last 10 years, the educational systems in Canada’s various provinces have been
undergoing dramatic changes. While some of these changes (such as the emphasis on
accountability and the desire to professionalize the teaching profession) seem to be
common to the various regions, each province undeﬂook specific efforts that may have
affected, to different extents, the status of research knowledge in educational practices.
According to Louis (1998), structures fostering institutionalism versus organizational
learning use distinct mechanisms, strategies and structures to promote the use of research.
For example, in a review of education governance in Canada, Lessard and Brassard
(2005) analyzed provincial and territorial approaches to education governance. Sorﬁe
jurisdictions promote school choice and perceive parents and students as clients relying
on command-and-control mechanisms through 1igh§ accountability regimes to manage
school authorities. Others, meanwhile, continue to maké advances on decentralized.
community-based apprdaches to governance, counting on individual choice and
collaborative involvement.

It is, therefore, useful to capture factors affecting utilization of research in school
practice by painting a group picture of various categories of school practitioners in a

variety of parallel educational contexts.



This research study was designed to contribute information gained by surveying

school practitioners across Canada and primarily attempted to answer the following main

questions:

1.

How do groups of school practitioners in Canada vary in their use of research

as a driving force for school improvement?
What are the predictors of use of research by school practitioners across

Canada?

Supporting questions were:

What sources of research knowledge are favoured by school practitioners?
What kind of knowledge (produced in academia or school-based research)
do practitioners prefer to use in their practice?

What uses of educational research are made by school practitioners?

How do educational practitioners perceive research evidence?

What appraisal skills and professional competencies are necessary to
apply research findings in practice?

What methods and strategies are important to make educators aware of
research findings?

What contextual and setting factors (available resources, nature of the
school culture, external causes) are important for the use of research

knowledge to inform school practice?

The study explored this set of questions in regard to a) practitioners’ individual

characteristics, such as level of education, teaching experience and prior involvement in



research; and b) school characteristics, such as school size and socio-geographical
location.

Secondarily, because a few existing instruments evaluating aspects of research
knowledge use in educational practice are limited in their capacity, this study also aimed
at testing the psychometric propertiés of the questionnaire originally developed to
measure Quebec secondary school practitioners’ behaviours and attitudes towards the use
of research. Specifically, it was geared at broadening the scope and the generalizability of
the self-reporting measure on pan-Canadian sample of school practitioners by examining
whether the questionnaire qualities will change if

1. Primary school practitioners are added to the sample; and

2. The sample includes school practitioners from different jurisdictions in Canada.



Chapter 2

Review of the Literature

In an attempt to situate this study within the field, a number of major challenges
became evident: a) differences in approachés used to conceptualize knowledge utilization
and transfer; b) abundance of concéptual models and thinness of the empirical base; c)
variations in the quality of the design and methodology of the available research on
knowlédge utilization; and d) lack of purposeful comparative studies.

In the following sections, a synthesis of the conceptual and empirical literature is
presented to provide the ground for this study.; Section one overviews the debate about
the role of educational research in the framework of a professional knowledge base for
school practices. Section two focuses on the multidimensionality of knowledge use. A
variety of predominantly theoretical approaches to conceptualize the process of
knowledge transfer have been summarized in section three. Section four presents
empirical evidence about the use of research-based information by school practitioners
and factors affecting practitioners in their decision to use research-based information. An
analysis of the available measurement scales has been included.

Conceptualizing the Research Khowiedge Base

For decades it has been noticed that accumulated research knowledge has little
effect on improving practice in the classroom, since it has not been used routinely to
inform school practice (Glazer, 1974; Abbott, 1988; Huberman, 1989; Ingersoll, 2003).

Lack of agreement in what makes a research knowledge base actionable is one of the



reasons that accounts for the low practical use of educational research (McNamara, 2002;
Hammersley, 2004; Cochran-Smith, 2006), which boils down to the debate about which
type of research produces knowledge with the potential to guide professional practice
across educational contexts.

On the one hand, it is argued that to make genuine generational progress in
education possible, research is required to lead practitioners to larger questions about
effective educational practices and “what works” (for example, Slavin, 2002).
Consequently, randomized-control trials (or quasi-experimental research at the least) and
reporting effect sizes (that is, the standardized magnitude of an intervention over its
alternative) have been claimed as the preferable protocols capable of ensuring the quality
of evidence in education and possessing a potential for implementation across a large
number of contexts.

On the other hand, because true experiments fail to capture the complexity, depth
and contextual sensitivity of educational processes, calls have been made for a broader
and more inclusive view of evidence-generating procedures that include, but are not
limited to, the “gold standard” of research design. Shifting emphasis from purity to
methodological pluralism allowing for complimentary contributions, the educational
community is attempting to build up a broader methodological framework, resulting in
the development of the mixed method model of research (for example, Johnson &
Onwuegbuzie, 2004). Gorard and Taylor (as cited in OECD, 2007) suggested the idea of
a larger cycle of educational research, where all methods have been recognized for their

valid purpose and contribution at a certain stage of inquiry about an educational issue.



Privileging knowledge generated in universities and research institutes over
evidence that comes from professional teaching practice is yet another aspect of the
“evidence” problem. It echoes the post-modermnist philosophical debate on the nature of
knowledge, with objectivism arguing for the objectivity of some knowledge and
const_ructivism stating that all knowledge is local and contextual. In an attempt to find
middie ground between two perspectives, Hammersley (2004) and McNamara (2002)
argue that internal professional judgement based on practitioners’ “soft” data or tacit
knowledge, such as practical evidence and an understanding of local contexts,
educational values and beliefs and intuitive experiences, are legitimate components of the
evidence “blend.” The concept of “practice-based evidence” evolved to name evidence
coming from everyday practice and used to make professional decisions (Eraut, 2004;
Simons, Kushner, Jones, & James, 2003). “Evidence-informed” policy emphasizes the
decisive judgement of potential users in the process of selecting evidence and using it for
their practices (Davies & Nutley, 2001). In a way, evidence-based practice also tries to
minimize the differences between external and locally produced knowledge. Davies
(1999) and Hargreaves (OECD, 2000) argued for the necessity for educational
practitioners to establish sound evidence where existing evidence is lacking or is of
questionable, uncertain character and called on practitioners “to plan, carry out and
publish studies™ (Hargreaves, OECD, 2000, p.109). Thus, along with university-based
research, locally produced knowledge in which practitioners perform direct roles, which
is notable for its contextual character and relevance to educators’ everyday practice, has
been recognized as an inherent constituent of evidence in education (King, 1995;

Melntyre, 2005).



In this study, the narrowest perspective is taken on the definition of evidence
(Dagenais, Janosz, Abrami, Bernard & Lysenko, 2009). The term “research-based
information™ will be used to imply a relatively freely circulating, formalized scientific
commodity produced by professional researchers (general research) or practitioners,
either in collaboration with researchers or independen-ﬂy (local research). Both stances
may share the same approaches, methods and rigour. It should be acknowledged that,
although scaffolding provided by researchers for practitioners may lend consistency and
rigour to the locally produced research, it is difficult to judge its effectiveness. As
Shaddish, Cook and Campbell (2002) posit, no comparisons of effects of locally
generated versus generally produced research or externally imposed solutions have been
performed so far.

Concurrently with the challenge of conceptualizing the notion of educational

evidence, there is not much agreement in what the notion of knowledge utilization means

in the context of desired educational improvement.
Conceptualizing Use and Its Dimensions

“Utility™ or “usability™ has always been a major sought-after attribute of research
findings, although what it means is quite ambiguous. Dunn (1986) explains that an
initially unitary concept, where utilization meant complete adoption and application,
gradually evolved into a multifaceted construct comprising not only direct, but also
alternative forms of use, as well as non-use, misuse and abuse. Caplan and Rich (1976)
were the first to point out that “people do not utilize research the way they utilize the
hammer” and make the basic distinction between instrumental and conceptual types of

utilization.
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“Instrumental” utilization views the use of research-based information as a fairly
direct, rational or linear process and is primarily concerned with the change of concrete
practices (Hutchinson, 1995). .According to this perspective, the process of utilization
crowns a chronological sequence. from creation through dissemination, to be used where
external research ﬁndiﬁgS are being transmitted and applied intact. Thus, instrumental use
in its pure form is restricted fo low-level decisions where users’ interests are unaffected
(Weiss, 1980). In 1976, Lars,en and her team (as quoted in Larsen, 1981) took a step
further in their attempt fo deﬁne “use.” Apart from the utilization of information as
originally presented, they 'discriminate between partial implementation of information, its
modification to meet users’ needs and non-utilization. The non-utilization distinguishes
between intended when ;esearch was considered and rejected and non-intended when
nothing was done.

Focusing on instrumental use as the most desired utilization outcome, a number of
scales were developed to capture the utilization mechanism. First developed in the 1950s,
the theory of innovation diffusion (Rogers, 1995) presented utilization as a sequence of
steps: awareness, persuasior-‘\ (attitude), decision (adoption or rejection). implementation
and confirmation. This model informed the work of others. Trying to evaluate the degree
of program imp]ementation_,- Hall, Loucks, Rutherford and Newlove (1975) identified a-
spectrum of decision points of use from “non-use™ to “renewal” when the user re-
evaluates the quality of use. Another example is the renowned scale by Knott and
Wildavsky (1981), who call the stages of utilization (reception, cognition, reference,
effort, adoption, implementation and impact) standards and represent each of them as

links in the utilization chain. Their scale has been elaborated on by Landry, Amara, and
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Lamari (2001) and further by Estabrooks, Floyd, Scott-Findlay, O'Leary, and Gushta
(2003). Landry et al. (2001)’s perspective views stages as increasing the impact of .
research on practice: transmission of research; cognition of findings; reference to
significant studies; efforts to operationalize.findings; influence on decisions; and
application of research to policy and/or practice. Despite the fact that these bsc-ales attempt
to explain the proportion of utilization outcomes, they are heavily critiqued (Davies,
Nutley & Walter, 2005), first, for keeping the linear tradition of uti]ization? where all
stages are equally important, sequential and cumulative; second, for relying bn the single
outcome measure, where too much focus and value is placed on the fruit of insjrumental
use; and third, for under-weighting or ignoring other dimensions of use.

Davies et al. (2005) admit that in practice, research utilization can rarely be a
direct, instrumental and clearly identifiable process that can be captured and.é_odiﬁed in
tools and means, such as guidelines, protocols or organizational processes. More often,
use brings about changes to individual understanding or attitudes. Thus, to describe the
process of “gradual sedimentation of insights, theories, concepts and ways of looking at
the world™ (Weiss, 1980, p.535), the terms “conceptual use™ (Neilson, 2001) or j
“enlightenment™ (Weiss, 1980) have been coined. In order to make sense of situations
encountered in practice, practitioners use research as a source of inspirationto
accommodate or modify their framework of reference. As Neilson (2001) states. this use
encourages organizational changes in that it refers to influencing processes for making
decisions and policies. According to Hughes, McNeish, Newman, Roberts and Sachdev
(2000), conceptual use helps make better choices from among available options that have

been successful in other organizations or communities. Proponents of evidence-based
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practice in education (for instance, Hargreaves, OECD, 2000) caution against the
absolute value of education as “enlightenment” considering this view as a
discouragement to applied research geared at producing direct impacts on policy and
practice.

There is yet another aspect to research utilization. It is even less straightforward
than conceptual use. In a private conversation, one of our colleagues put it eloquently,
“Practitioners use evidence to confirm their practice not to change it.” This use relates to
manipulating knowledge to derive specific profit or to achieve power goals and was
labelleq “symbolic” or “strategic” (Hughés et al., 2000). More specifically, this use
consists in utilizing knowledge and findings to support one’s arguments in order to
influence decisions, justify actions or support an existing opinion or decision that has
already been made.

Recognizing distinctions between instrumental. conceptual and symbolic uses,
Dunn (1986) considers it fallacious to juxtapose them as mutually exclusive or arranged
as extremities of a continuum. Instead, all three should be interpreted as interrelated and
co-existent dimensions {Cousins & Leithwood, 1993; Greene, 1988; Huberman, ]987).v
Sunesson and Nilsson (1988) emphasize that utilization may occur for 6ne specific
purpose or simultaneously for different ends. Notably, conceptual use, being an end in
itself, is argued to generally prevail and precede the other two.

Despite these developments, little is known about the dimension or combination
of dimensions necessary and sufficient to yield or drive educational change.

In his classical review of the literature on knowledge utilization in education,

Havelock (1969) argued that a direct link between knowledge production and its
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utilization hardly exists. Since then, a number of conceptual models, from unidirectional,
interactional to participatory and multidimensional, have been developed in an attempt to
describe the processes and actors involved in linking research and practice. The summary

of the suggested models follows.
Knowledge Transfer Models

As summed up by Love (1985), existing models of knowledge transfer have as
their ultimate goal descriptions of mechanisms bringing together research and practice.
The direction of the initiating stimulus in the researcher-user interaction served as a
criterion to group them in this study. The following four sections explore each of these
groups.

Science-push models. “Technology-knowledge push” (Havelock, 1986) or
“knowledge-driven” (Weiss, 1979) or “knowledge push™ (Denis, Lehoux & Champagne,
2004) or “diffusion of innovation” (Rogers, 1995) or “science push™ (Landry et al., 2001)
models are based on the premise that it is the current state of scientific knowledge that
drives practice. These predominantly centre-periphery or unidirectional models suggest
that usable knowledge is "external” to the user. Being codified and treated as an object,
knowledge moves from the world of research to that of action. Researchers play the
leading role in-the “producer push™ model. Lavis, Davies, Oxman, Denis, Golden-Biddle
and Ferlie (2005) argue that researchers market their own research by identifying their
audience, explicitly planning and implementing strategies to push knowledge towards
these audiences. Loci of transfer and communication paths between research and practice

are the most important aspects of these models, which are looking to bridge the research-
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practice gap. At the same time, the perception that high-quality knowledge is exogenous
to practice and inevitably affects practice does not help the two communities approach
each other (Landry & al. 2001). Instead, practitioners are isolated from the stages of
evidence production and selection. Thus, these models are mainly critiqued for linearity
aﬁd reducing the practitioner’s role to that of research consumer.

' Need-pull models. A need for knowledge reflecting concrete contexts of
p;ac-tices propelled the emergence of “need pull” or “problem-solving” (Denis et al.,
2004; Havelock, 1969; Weiss, 1979) models, which have recently been referred to as
“ﬁsef pull” (Lavis et al., 2005) models. According to this perspective, the users of
resgérch-based information explicitly plan and implement strategies to pull knowledge
from sources they identify as useful for their own decision-making. The utilization of
research findings in practice increases if these findings provide concrete answers to user
questions. Critical for these models are practitioner’s skills to-identify sources of
information, to gain access to these sources, and to evaluate accessed knowledge about
scientifically based practices (Louis, 1983). Environmental facilitators, such as the
availability of technical assistance and liaison agents, are deemed vital for the user’s
pulling effort (McIlnerney & Hamilton, 2007). Although the user’s decision to use
research is essential for this model, the usef’s status remains restricted to the role of
consumer of an external research product. Usability of research-based information and its
applicability and value for practitioners and policy-makers become critical factors
affecting use.

Exchange models. In the “exchange™ models, research uptake is no longer

viewed as either passive or active adoption by practitioners of externally produced
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knowledge. Practitioners’ active participation in the processes of knowledge creation,
transfer and utilization are central to this category (Wiliam, 2002). The idea of involving
practitioners in the process of research has been part of the progressive tradition in
education for a while and goes back to the turn of the twentieth century, when John
Dewey argued in favour of teachers’ inq‘uify as a guarantee of students’ learning success.
Therefore a great deal of importance is given to joint action; co-operation; and
collaboration between researchers, deci§ioh-makers and stakeholders during the
knowledge creation, dissemination and éppropﬁation phases (Landry et al., 2001). The
more intense and regular the interactioﬁ bet\yeen researchers and users during the phase
of research production in situ, the more likely it is that the created knowledge will be
used (Cousins & Earl, 1995; Landry & al.v2001). According to this approach, knowledge
circulates and evolves in a bi-directiona].manner, and researchers share responsibility for
the knowledge creation and utilization processes, together with stakeholders and
practitioners (Blackburn & Demers, 1996; King, 1995). The aim of practice settings is to
appropriate the entire research process, not just the end results. Partnership research
initiatives are based on this model (Denis et él., 2000; Demers, 1997; Hughes et al. 2000).
For example, participatory evaluation (Huberman, 1995) as a decision-oriented local
inquiry built on the explicit collaboration of researchers and practitioners is geared to
encouraging change processes and transforming schools into learning organizations.
Having as its goal the simultaneous improvvement of local practice and the generation of
valid social theory, the action or teacher research model is also suggested as a strategy to
bridge the gap between academic research and the professional craft of teachers

(Mcintyre, 2005). It should be noted, however, that results obtained as part of a particular
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research project do not correspond to many quantitative researchers’ definitions of
scientific evidence, owing primarily to the fact that locally produced evidence may not be
generalizable to other contexts.

Whole systems model. Having-applied a whole systems approach, Walter,
Nutley, Percy-Smith, McNeish, and Frost (2004) developed three nested models of
research utilization. The basic “research-based practitioner” model embraces
practitioners’ knowledge and skills, as well as their autonomous decision to change their
practice based on research. Thus, keeping up to date with research and applying it to
practice are the respoﬁsibilities of the individual practitioner. This model is a part of a
wider, “embedded research” system, in which research-informed practice is achieved by
nesting research into the structures, such as standards, policies, procedures and tools, and
processes, such as the application of assessment and evaluation instruments.
Responsibility here lies more with policy-makers and managers. The third rﬁodel,
“organizational excellence,” is an even broader system into which the above two are
integrated. Its goal is to develop a research-minded culture within social agencies. The
key is their leadership, management and organization and the collaborative creation of
knowledge through local experimentation, evaluation and practice development. This
approach involves partnerships with intermediaries, such as universities and independent
research centres. The main tensions in these three models emerge around the degree of
autonomy, issues of linearity versus networking and collaboration in the processes of
knowledge creation and use. Although all three models have been claimed criﬁca] in the

research utilization process as a whole, neither the mechanisms of how these models
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interact nor the axes along which these interactions unfold to make up a complex unity
have been clearly shaped.

The existing knowledge transfer models suggest a variety of perspectives on the
critical aspects of the processes and the actors involved. Interestingly, each of these
Vmode]s is generally associated with a particular field. For example, in the field of
medicine, the “science push” model is predominant. In contrast to the healthcare field,
none of the existing models of educational research knowledge transfer received a formal
status in education (Nutley, Percy-Smith & Solesburry, 2003).

Consequently, none of them has been evaluated for their effectiveness. At the
same time, a number of empirical, predominantly exploratory studies focus on the
utilization of research by school practitioners. The next section presents a summary of the

empirical evidence on the use of research by various categories of educational

practitioners and the factors affecting research utilization derived from primary research.

Empirical Ground: Educational Research in School Practice and

Factors Influencing its Use

Struggling with the issues of what is research evidence in education and its
utilization, the research community has not been extremely prolific in its attempts to
study the impact of research on school improvement. Since 1985, when Love stated that
the existing database of evidence on research utilization was extremely thin, the number
of empirical studies has not changed a lot. The most recent systematic review of literature
ranging from 1988 to 2001 about research use to improve professional practices by

Hemsley-Brown and Sharp (2003) was able to identify two peer-reviewed papers



18

studying the use of research findings by school principals and four papers focussing on
teachers’ use of research. New searches of ERIC, Psychinfo and EBSCO electronic
databases and the Internet, as well as manual searches and branching in combination with
a more inclusive approach (both attitudes towards research and use of research findings
were included) yielded a few more studies, both qu;ilitative and quantitative and mixed. It
is important to note that an extensive base of empirical research describing efforts to
reduce the research to practice gap in special education has not been considered (for
example, Gersten & Brengelman, 1996; Duchnowski, Kutash, Sheffield & Vaughn, 2006;
Mclnerney & Hamilton, 2007 ). In this dissertation these studies have been disregarded
on the premise that they targeted populations of practitioners who serve in special
education programmes but not in the inclusive classrooms.

Therefore the included studies are delivered in the forms of reports (Conseil
supérieur de I’éducation, 2006; Englert, Fries, Goodwin, Martin-Glenn, & Michael, 2004;
Williams & Coles, 2003; McCaffrey & Hamilton, 2007; Department of Education,
Training and Youth Affairs report (DETYA), 2000), conference papers (Green &
Kivdéhl, 1990; Wilson & Easton, 2003), edited books (Lafleur, 1995; McNamara, 2002),
journal papers (Cousins and Walker, 2060; Demie. 2003; Everton, Galton & Pell, 2000;
Leat, Lofthouse & Wilcock, 2006; Ratcliff et al., 2005; Simons et al., 2003; Wikeley,
1998; Williams & Coles, 2007; Parr & Timperley. 2008) and dissertations (Torrence,
2002; Meadows, 2008).

The majority of these studies are centred on school practitioners, whereas a few
focus on structures and strategies providing support to individuals and schools. For

instance, research by Leat, Lofthouse and Wilcock (2006) and Wilson and Easton (2003)
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study the role of local educational authorities in bridging the gap between research and
practice.

The available research mainly focuses on research-based information generated in
academia. Only a few research projects study attitudes and utilization of school-based
evaluations (Léﬂéur, 1995), school-based systematic inquiry (Cousins & Walker, 2000),
school data (Tonenée, 2002; Meadows, 2008) and value-added (Demie, 2003; McCaffrey
& Hamilton, 200.7) and student assessment (Parr & Timperley, 2008) data. Yet, some
included both t&pg:s (Zeuli & Tiezzi, 1993), but no comparison between general ahd local
research-base_d information was made.

In the studies under analysis, the samples are mainly homogeneous, including
single categorieé of school practitioners, whereas comparative studies, with the exception
of Demie (2003);_ Parr and Timperley (2008) and Williams and Coles (2003, 2007), are
practically nonexistent. For example, the research by Everton et al., (2000), which was
primarily focused on studying teachers’ use of research findings, presents comparative
results for teachers and school principals, describing this sample as unintended. The main
findings from the sﬁ;dies of teachers, administrators and school professionals are
presented below.

Schooltea_chers. Studies of schoolteachers describe teachers’ attitudes towards
research and their motivation to use i’; as positive (Green & Kivdahl, 1990; McCaffrey &
Hamilton, 2007; Williams & Coles, 2003, 2007). In particular, teachers are willing to
consider research in their practice (Ratcliff et al., 2005) and recognize the overall
beneficial impact of research on teaching (McNamara, 2002), but only if research results

are directly linked to practice. At the same time, teachers report little use of research
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findings, whether it is produced in academia or locally in schools (Green & Kivdahl,
1990; Cousins & Walker, 2000; Lafleur, 1995; McNamara, 2002; Williams & Coles,
2003, 2007). When teachers report having used research, they do soto increase teaching
effectiveness (McNamara, 2002), to reflect on their practices or to eXperiment (Conseil
supérieur de I’éducation, 2006). Williams and Céles (2003; 2007) répbrt that teachers are
less confident about finding research and using it in practice than they are about dealing
with information in general. However, teachers admit that teaching would improve
considerably if they knew more about how to use research. |

School administrators. Studies of school administratofs show that they not
only value research, but also use it in their practice (Biddle & Saha, 2002). School
principals report having used data for a variety of instrumental purposes, that is, to
establish performance criteria for students, monitor students’ progresé, set goals for their
. schools and articulate the progress of their schools (Englert et al., 2004; Meadows, 2008;
Torrencé, 2002). Englert and the team (2004) emphasize that to monitor progress and
make appropriate decisions, multiple local sources df data should be used,. such as
attendance rates and standardized test scores, as well as community feedback and teacher
observations. The majority of school principals in the research by Biddle and Saha (2002)
reported having used research conceptually, that is, to learn from materials. In Wikeley’s
study (1998), senior school managers said they use research mostly symbolically, that is,
to substantiate their own intuitive judgements.

School professionals. Studies of research utilization by professionals within a
school context are sparse and have very little connection to student learning outcomes

and school improvement. Given that such school professionals include school nurses,
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psychologists, counselors and language pathologists, they operate according to the
standards of their professions. The existing research is mainly concerned with the fidelity
of program implementations validated by these professions (Adams & Barron, 2009).
One of the available studies described school speech/language pathologists’ attitudes
towards research (Meline & Paradiso, 2003). The main findings included confidence in
research, a belief that it is reliable and a willingness to keep up to date with the research
literature.

Comparative studies. Studies making a distinction between groups of
practitioners include the study by Everton et al. (2000) of an unintended sample including
teachers, school principals and their deputies and the studies by Demie (2003) and
Williams and Coles (2003, 2007) comparing head teachers and teachers. McCaffrey and
Hamilton (2007) reported use of value-added assessment data separately for the sub-
samples of school principals and teachers. Parr and Timperley (2008) explored whether
the use of student achievement data is part of the professional canon or skill set for
teachers, principals and literacy project leaders. The first three studies were performed in
the UK. context, whereas the fourth and the fifth were based in the U.S. and Australia
respectively.

According to Everton et al. (2000), engagement in research caused all three
groups to question their current opinions and led to improvements in their bractice.
Howeyer, depﬁty principals, as those who benefited the most from extended professional
development opportunities to pursue their career advancement, scored the highest on the
scale of interest in research. Teachers’ interest in research was the lowest. This finding is

echoed by the results reported by Williams and Coles (2007), where head teachers were
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more positive in their attitudes towards research than their teachers were. In the study of
head teachers and teachers (Demie, 2003), equally positive evaluations were given to the
usefulness of the pre-analyzed multiple-year data to estimate the effects of their school
and teachers on student learning. Conversely, McCaffrey and Hamilton (2007) reported
that teachers viewed such value-added assessment data to be less useful than did
principals. However, both groups reported engaging with the data at a relatively low level
and for the same purpose — to identify low-performing students who nee& assistance. Parr
and Timperley (2008) found that teachers, iarincipals and literacy project leaders did not
collect systematic student achievement data to evaluate the classroom intervention. These
groups did not consider student achievement data to be an important source of
information when making decisions about everyday practices — in this case, about
efficaciousness of new materials. Moreover, the results suggested that the leadership style
was facilitative and collegial rather than focused on the success of instruction.

The review of the empirical literature reveals that favourable attitudes towards
research findings, positive motivation and willingness to consider research do not
necessarily translate directly to the utilization of research for school improvement by all
groups of school practitioners. Further review of the research produces a mosaic of
factors that appear to affect practitioners’ decisions to use research. A summary of these
factors follows.

Factors of use. Factors affecting research utilization, as identified in the
primary studies on research usage in education, may be grouped in a few ways, none of
which can reflect their whole complexity. For instance, these influences may emerge at \

the practitioner’s level and pertain to attitudes towards research as well as individual
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capacity to use research. At the school level, these factors are deeply rooted in school
culture and practices (ways of doing things) and may affect practitioners’ ability to
sustain openness to learn and stimulate or subdue their initiative to use research generated
in academia or get involved in a local school-based research project.

In this study, the factors are grouped with a focus on the user of research-based
iﬁformation. Therefore, the factors are split between those emerging within an individual

practitioner in a school or a broader system and those enabling communication among the

" levels.

Opinions about research-based information. Knowledge utilization in
education is primarily contingent on the quality of the knowledge itself. However, the
quality is judged or perceived by the user (Rogers, 1995). According to the existing
evidence, educators value research if it is clear, timely, relevant to their reality and

_amenable to action (Cousins & Leithwood, 1993; Cordingley, 2004; Fullan, 1981;
Hultman & Hérberg, 1998; Louis, 1983; McCaffrey & Hamilton, 2007; Shkedi, 1998;
McNamara, 2002; Ratcliff et al., 2005; Simons et al., 2003). The relevance and quality of
locally produced information, such as school evaluations, predetermine their use by the
school practitioner (Lafleur, 1995). Perception of the quality of research-based
‘information also depends on the practitioner’s job specifics. For example, school
principals want to see relative advantages and compatibility of new ideas (Torrence,
2002). Claésroom teachers emphasize that to be used, research should match their |
personal experience (Zeuli, 1994). It should be translatable into useful outcomes

(Ratcliffe et al., 2005) and directly applicable in their teaching (Hultman & Hérberg,
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1998; Shkedi, 1998). It should also enhance teacher-pupil interaction and improve
instruction methods (Everton et al., 2000).
Individual expertise. Individual capacity to use research-based information is

attributable to individual practitioners (Rogers, 1995)A and consists in a set of micro-
characteristics, including awareness and skills for utilizing research to inform everyday
practice and to produce research. Skills to formulate questions about problems
encountered in practice and to find solutions by loca{_in-g' research-based information,
appraising it critically, applying it in practice and conducting own research projects
(Hultman & Hoérberg, 1998; Torrence 2002; Williams & Coles, 2003; Borg, 2003), the
ability to choose between contradictory research data (_McCaffrey & Hamilton, 2007), as
well as the skills to collect student-related data and make inferences about them to inform
decision-making (Parr & Timperley, 2008), have been feponed to mould practitioners’
attitudes towards research-based information and their utilization behaviours. These skills
are associated with practitioners” self-efficacy (Abramj, Poulsen & Chambers, 2004;
Torrance, 2002), prior involvement in research (Lafleur, 1»995; Cousins & Walker, 2000),
training (Conseil supérieur de I’éducation, 2006; McCaffrey & Hamilton, 2007; Parr &
Timperley, 2008) and experience (Green & Kivdahl, 1990; Cousins & Walker, 2000), as
well as individual willingneés to innovate (Saha et al., 1995).

Awareness activities. These are methods and strategies that make
practitioners aware of research-based information and may be described as
communication channels between research and practice (Rogers, 1995). However, they
pertain not only to the process of information dissemination, but also to the nature of

relationships between the research producer and the potential user. Capitalizing on the
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importance of the dialogue between educators and researchers, Louis (1996) insists that
research products should be tailored to meet educators’ needs and expertise, to fit their
contexts and, in this way, to secure their use in practice. This dialogue ensures more
personalized and contextualized interventions that make research user-friendly,
enhancing the likelihood of its utilization (Fullan, 1981). Sustainability of these contacts
guarantees the utilization of results produced by é common effort (Huberman, 1990). In
this way, networks and partnerships between researchers and educators have been
claimed to build trust between these communities as part of social capital and,
consequently, to enhance situated transfer processes (Conseil supérieur de 1’éducation
report, 2006; DETYA report, 2000; Ratcliffe et al., 2005). King (1995), Wiliam (2002)
and Simons et al. (2003) report that collaboration of practitioners and researchers as a
joint effort to create locally relevant knowledge enabled practitioners to be full-fledged
participants in the research process and owners of the research product. The formal
system of intermediaries, such as linking agents who would span the boundaries between
research and practice communities by assisting practitioners, has been reported as yet
another strategy (Leat et al., 2006; Wilson & Easton, 2003). Infrastructures created on the
basis of schools, departments of education and local educational authorities have beenb
reported to encourage teachers to engage in and with research (Simon et al., 2003).
Organizational factors. This set of macro-factors refers to the user as an
organization with its structure, culture, resources, procedures and incentive systems
(Rogers, 1995) with which individual practitioners have to contend in their everyday
practice. School setting (Fullan, 1981). school context (Hultman & Hérberg, 1998) and

institutional or professional culture (Cousins & Walker, 2000; Torrence, 2002; Ratcliffe
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et al., 2005; Young, 2006) shape the capacity of schools to support the efforts of
individual practitioners to search the existing research and to conduct research needed for
their practices. Leadership and administrative style play a critical role in promoting
organizational learning and change initiatives (Lafleur, 1995; Leat et al, 2006; Cousins &
Walker, 2000; Torrence, 2002; Ratcliffe et al., 2005; Young, 2006), collaboration and
collegial support (Landry et al., 2001; Simon et al., 2003). Embedded in a larger system,
a school’s push-pull activity is in turn affected by a number of external factors, including
political argument, public opinions, financial support and the presence of lobbyists and
éuppon groups (Englert et al., 2004; Torrence, 2002; Wikeley, 1998).

The exercise undertaken in this section to summarize factors that may influence
practitioners’ decisions to use research-based information in their practices shows that the
existing literature has explored possible influences on the process of research utilization.
However, as Shulha and Cousins (1997) pinpoint, to foster the process of change
efficiently, it is not enough to put together “extended shopping lists™ of likely predictors.

| Instead, it is necessary to go beyond the mere exploration of variables and to test the
relative weight of factors in their ability to predict use, that is, to know which factors are
sufficient for the use of research-based information to bccur.

A number of instruments have been developed to examine the processes of
research use. Howgver, very few of them have measurements of predictors of use of
research-based information as their purpose. In addition, the quality of these instruments
varies largely. An analysis of the existing scales follows.

Scales measuring research use. In the sparse pool of primary studies

pertaining to the use of research knowledge, the ratio of quantitative studies is lower than
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that of qua]itaﬁve ones. Being primarily questionnaire-based, the available quantitative
research on the use of research-based information considerably varies in purpose, design
and quality. Appendix A summarizes the properties of the available survey instruments.

The instruments differ in the outcome measures they are designed to capture. The
available scales examine a) behaﬁ'ours of research use (Green & Kvidahl, 1990; Lafleur,
1995; Torrence, 2002; Conseil supérieur de I’éducation, 2005; Meadows, 2008; Williams
& Coles, 2003, 2007; Hultman & Horberg, 1998); and b) attitudes towards research (Saha
et al., 1995; Cousins & Walker, 2000; Everton et al., 2000; McNamara, 2002). Factors
affecting research use are ofte‘ntimes reported as by-products in the available studies,
without being tested for their predictive force. In fact, only three studies were found to
measure the predictors of research utilization behaviours. The study by Green and
Kvidahl (1990) assesses the contribution of training in research methods and post-
bachelor education in explaining teachers’ self-reported use of research. The study by
Torrence (2002) describing the role of data use by school principals in their instructional
leadership and repeated by Meadows in 2008 in small and rural schools took a more
systemic approach and looked at the impact of personal and school environment variables
on the use of data.

Because of the growing popularity of the evidence-based approach in policy,
decision making and educational accountability, a bulk of studies addresses the issues for
the use of research knowledge, more precisely, school evaluation data for managerial and
leadership purposes. Consequently principals and vice-principals are the target audience
in the studies by Everton et al. (2000), Meadows (2008), Saha et al. (1995), Torrence

(2002) and Williams and Coles (2003, 2007). The studies mainly pinpoint influences of
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research on the individual practices of managers and overlook their role in cascading
research knowledge to their staff and building their school’s capacity to use research for

school improvement.

The existing ambiguity in defining fﬁndamental concepts such as “use” often
results in poorly operaﬁo.nalized research variables, which does not allow for the
conclusions and claims made in the studies. For example, Catri, Austin & Moore (2004)
interpret “access to res‘éarch” as an aspect of “use.” “Considering research” for Everton et
al. (2000) means “research i;npact on practice,” whereas “involvement in research”
signifies a “type of usé.”.Haltman and Horberg (1998) and Williams and Coles (2003)
claim to have examined the utilization of research by practitioners, although they did not

ask their respondents any questions about the use of research behaviours.

At the same time, lack of satisfactory psychometric properties and tests on
unrepresentative samples are the main points of criticism in the existing questionnaires.
For instance, many survey studies do not provide any internal consistency reliability
information about the scalesi used to address the issues of utilization (Lafleur, 1995;
Williams & Coles, 2003; Haltman & Horberg, 1998; Saha et al., 1995; Conseil supérieur
de I’éducation, 2005). Othe_rs, such as Everton, Galton and Pell (2000), report only
reliability coefficients for parts of the instrument. Tests for construct validity have not
been reported either (Laﬂeur, 1995; Williams & Coles, 2003; Green & Kivdahl, 1990;
Conseil supérieur de I’éducation, 2005). Nor do the sampling strategies allow for the
conclusions or claims that were made. For example, an imbalanced minuscule sample

(Lafleur, 1995; Saha et al., 1995). misrepresentation of novice and experienced teachers
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(Conseil supérieur de I’éducation, 2005) and of teachers and administrators (Everton et
al., 2000) and convenience sample for randomized sample (Torrence, 2002) restr_ict the
generalizability of findings.

Lack of replication does not add reliability and durability to the existing
measurement scales, contrary to the questionnaires developed to measuré résearch
utilization in health care. For instance, the scale measuring barriers to research utilization
in nursing by Funk et al. (1991) was repeated by at least seven studies in_terhationally.
The rare exception was the partial utilization of Green and Kivdahl’s ( 199 0) scale by
Cousins and Walker (2000) and the replication of the Torrence questionnairé (2002) by
Meadows (2008).

Therefore, there is a need for a study measuring research utilization behaviours by
various groups of school practitioners and to identify the unique and combined
contribution of factors explaining use of research-based information and its dimensions.
Bésides, the instrument used for measurement needs to produce indices of reliability,

validity and predictive ability that satisfy existing psychometric standards.
Summary

The chapter has explored the issue of research knowledge utilization as outlined
in the existing conceptual and empirical literature. It is obvious from the review that,
having originated from disciplines other than education, the teﬁn “research use”
possesses a significant degree of ambiguity in the way it defines fundamental concepts
and processes. Consequently, there is not much clarity in what type of “research use” is

expected for school improvement. Nevertheless, what is clear is that research use forms a
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complex construct requiring consideration of multiple dimensions to form a
comprehensive picture.

In this study, particular emphasis is placed on identifying a set of variables
affecting utilization of research-based information. As evidenced in this review, there
were a few challenges to the exercise. Firstly, pertaining to the level of individual
practitioner, school and the broader system, these factors vary considerably among the
available studies, which are sparse. Secondly, in one respect or another, the few
instruments that have been developed to collect the presented data are limited in their
capacity to examine the process of the use of research to inform educational practice.
Lastly, studies comparing school practitioners of various ranks in their use of educational
research are almost non-existent.

Therefore, to determine which factors are sufficient for the utilization of research-
based information to occur in school practices, there is a need to conduct a study of
different groups of school practitioners, using an instrument with satisfactory
psychometric qualities that is designed to identify the multidimensionality of use.

The description of the methodological approach taken to determine these
influences, as well as the presentation of the results, their interpretation and implication

for practice and future research, are provided in the following chapters.
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Chapter 3

Methods

This project is based on data collected on the use of research-based information
by school practitioners in their everyday practice. Its primary goal is to understand the
variables associated with practitioners’ use of research and to capture the relationship
between these variables and practitioners’ use of research-based information. Two major
questions guided this inquiry:

1. How do groups of school practitioners in Canada, such as teachers, principals
and professionals, vary in their use of research as a driving force for school
improvement?

2. What are the predictors of use of research by school practitioners across
Canada?

As a secondary goal, the study aims to broaden the scope and generalizability of
the behaviour and attitude instrument specifically designed and developed to measure use
of research by secondary school teachers, principals and professionals in Quebec on a
broader pan-Canadian sample of school practitioners. Therefore, this research also
attempts to answer the question of whether the psychometric qualities of the
questionnaire will change if

1. primary school practitioners are added to the sample; and
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2. the sample includes school practitioners from different jurisdictions in
Canada.
This chapter outlines the methods employed to document the use of research and
dimensions of this use by different groups of school practitioners and to cross-va]idate_z
: tHe instrument. Specifically, the ﬁrst section discusses the advantages and disadvantages
of the research design selected for this study. Section two focuses on the sample selection
, sfrategy and its limitations. Section three reports the steps of the study implementation,
ji.n_cluding the desfgn and development of the data collection instrument and its
,b adf_ninistration online. Strategies used to recruit participants and the resulting response
rate dynamics are described in section four. Section five overviews the statistical
sirategies chosen and analyzes the data to answer the research questions of this study.
Section six evaluates the quality of the collected data and the techniques used to optimize

the data for statistical analyses.
Research Design

The method selected for gathering information providing responses to the above
questions was a cross-sectional online survey. Traditionally, survey research has been
recognized for its potential to produce results that are more representative 6f the
population than any other data collection techniques (e.g., interviews and observations),
and it is especially effective with large populations. In this vein, a cross-sectional survey
makes it possible to determine, with a certain level of accuracy, information about
different cohorts of large populations at a specific moment in time. The population of
school practitioners across Canada varies because its members have not been exposed to

identical experience. The difference is shaped by variations in the provincial educational
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ecology, along with occupational dissimilarities between teachers, school administrators
and professionals. The cross-sectional design allows for comparison of the three groups
of school practitioners (school administrators, teachers and professionals) across
Canadian provinces and territories in terms.of their demographic features, behaviours and
attitudes towards research-based information. .

Administering a survey using a Web-based technology makes it possible to
conduct a large-scale study of the geographically scane-rgd.population, to decrease
research costs and to distribute the questionnaire and _éo!leet responses quickly and
efficiently (Andrews, Nonnecke & Preece, 2003). Addifi_ona]ly, a survey-hosting system
has the advantage of transferring responses into a database in almost no time, preventing
transcription errors and survey alterations.

However, an online survey’s potential to estimate the distribution of
characteristics in a population may be threatened by a number of well-documented
problems jnherent to the design itself and the delivery medium (Dillman, 2000). First and
foremost, as a descriptive rather than explanatory method, it is unable to offer insight into
cause-and-effect relationships between phenomena of interest. Furthermore, a number of
threats to external validity should be considered: 1) sampling error resulting from the
attempt to survey only some and not all the units in the entire population; 2) coverage
error occurring when the list from which the sample is drawn does not include all
elements of the population; 3) measurement error resulting from the poor wording of
questions or frorﬁ questions and answer choices being presented in such a way tﬁat
inaccurate or uninterpretable answers are obtained; and 4) nonresponse error occurring

when a significant number of people in the sample do not respond to the questionnaire
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and have different characteristicé from those who do respond. Finally, since data
collection relies on respondents’ self-reports, it depends on their motivation, memory,
ability and willingness to respond. The subjects may not be aware of or may have
forgotten their reasons for any given action(Schwartz, 1999). They may not be motivated
to give accurate answers to the questions or may provide responses that make them look
better. Because research use might be linked to school improvement, asking questions to
school practitioners about the use of research may aiso bias their responses. Practitioners
may be unwilling to admit to not having used research in their practices. However, social
desirability pressure is much lower in surveys than when responses are made directly to
the interviewer.

Computer technology involvement in the process of questionnaire administration
may cause additional problems and aggravate existing ones. The Web-based mode may
increase sampling error by imposing biases, such as exclusion bias when digital divide
reduces the target population to those who can use computers and are connected to the
Internet, and self-selection bias when those who are highly motivated to respond are
overrepresented and individuals who are indifferent are less likely to respond. Although
few substantive differences between Web-based and papef—and-pencil surveys have been
found, those differences often reflect changes in the design and functionality of the
instrument. Most of these changes involve modiﬁcation of the layout, which may make it
harder or easier to complete the questions.

Sections describing the strategies and techniques employed to select the sample of

the study population, to collect the data and to ensure the privacy and confidentiality of

the repondents follow.
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Population and Sampling Strategy

Selecting the sample. To answer the research questions, responses were
needed from the main categories of school practitioners, namely school administrators,
teachers and professionals from Canada’s ten provinces and three territories. According
to the 2006 Census data from Statistics Canada (2006), the target population included
29,020 principals and administrators, 422,770 teachers and 16,605 educational
professionals working in secondary and elementary schools. To reach these vast
populations, list-based high-coverage sampling (Couper, 2000) was chosen as the
primary sampling technique. According to this strategy, list-based samples of high-
coverage populations start with a frame or list of those with Web access. Since there is a
strong tendency for unionization of professionals in Canada, it was assumed that
provincial trade unions and federations of school practitioners might help with accessing
the target population. In the recent 2008 analysis on Perspectives on Labour and Income,
Statistics Canada reported that 86% of practitioners in primary and secondary education
are union members. Serving the interests of school practitioners, unions are the primary
gatekeepers to the population working at all school levels in the provinces and territories
of Canada. Therefore, it was decided that federal professional associations. such as the
Canadian Teachers’ Federation, its members and affiliates, the Canadian Association of
Principals, the Canadian Association of School Board Administrators, as well as their
provincial analogues (see Appendix B for the full list of associations contacted in this
study) would be asked to assist with this research. Such non-profit organ'izations as the

Canadian Education Association and LearnQuebec. which also have educational
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practitioners of various ranks among their members and subscribers, were on the list of
contacts. If the professional union could not provide such assistance, provincial colleges
of teachers (where available) were contacted as a supplémentary strategy to obtain access
to teachers. )

To complement the top-down method, a grassroots strategy was also developed to
recruit more participants. In this case, 105 school districts were randomly selected out of
376 school districts/school boards proportionaily to the number of school districts in each
province (KI-ES-KI Handbook — Directory of Key Contacts in Canadian Education). The
number of selected school districts exceeds 100 because the share of séme
provinces/territories, such as Yukon, is lower than one per cent; thus, to represent it, one
school district was selected. Although the majority of provinces are English-speaking, an
attempt was made to include districts where French-speaking schools are located. A pool
of schools from each of the selected school districts was created. Numbers representing
the proportions of school districts and schools by province can be found in Appendix C.

Determining the sample size. The ideal sample would be representative of
the Canadian population of educators and proportional to the size of each province and
territory, large and randomly selected without known biases. For example, the total
number of Ontario_educators is 190,280 or 40.6% of all Canadian school practitioners.
Similarly, the total number of administrators is 29,020 or 6.3% of all Canadian educators.

The complete breakdown between provinces, territories and occupational categories is

presented in Table | below.
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Table 1

Distribution of three groups of practitioners across Canadian jurisdictions according to

2006 Census data
Principals and School
_administrators** _ Teachers*** _Professionals**** practitioners

Alberta - 3710 39275 1620 44605
British Columbia 4150 48595 3095 55840
Manitoba ) 1120 17300 800 19220
New Brunswick _ . 620 9185 405 10210
Newfoundland & B
Labrador ) . 435 6595 370 7400
Northwest Territories 95 760 45 900
Nova Scotia ' 759 11770 520 13049
Nunavut o 65 650 40 755
Ontario ' 10890 174180 5210 190280
Prince Edward Island : 145 1640 105 1890
Quebec 5510 97560 3805 106875
Saskatchewan o 1420 14740 555 16715
Yukon : 50 530 25 605
Total 29020 422770 16605 468395

* 2006 Census data .

** According to the National Occupational Classification, the category includes superintendents,
principals, vice-principals and directors.

*** According to the National Occupational Classification, the category includes school teachers and
school librarians.

**** According to the National Occupational Classification, the category includes academic, educational,
guidance, school and student counsellors. Statistics for such categories as school psychologist. nurse,
language pathologist and social worker are unavailable. as they are lumped with the broader professional

categories going beyond the school context.

However, as stated 'above, the sampling procedure was not probabilistic, making
the relationship between the population and those sampled problematic: the sampling
process did not give each person selected a known probability of selection; there were no
statistical grounds to conclude that a particular sample size would be representative of the
sampled population. According to Hill (1998), a non-probabilistic sample of about 10%

of the parent population, including up to 500 participants, is sufficient. In light of Hill’s
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recommendation as well as the planned data analysis strategies (multivariate analyses,
including exploratory factor analysis, multiple regression and group comparison), the
lowest limit for the target sample was set to 2,000 observations. Although this sample
size is not large enough in absolute terms, it is sufficient to yield robust results without
great risk of Type 11 error due to low statistical power.

Strategy limitations. The chosen approach to sample selection has a number
of serious limitations that may compromise the external validity of the .st.u;l'y, that is, the
extent to which the information collected from surveying a particular grdup of individuals
can be generalized to a larger population under study. Specifically, coverage error and
self-selection threaten the inference to the general populations.

The issue of coverage is twofold. First, the digital divide phenomenon accounts
for the fact that people participating in online surveys might be different from the general
population. This refers to unequal access by school practitioners to information and
communications technology, and the unequal acquisition of related skills. However, as
reported by Statistics Canada, 97% of Canadian schools were connected to the Internet by
2004.

Second, a sampling frame of online users cannot be identified with precision. The
study was dependent on whether the membership of the contacted associations and school
staff is representative of the population of school practitioners in Canada, and whether the
groups of practitioners who responded by completing the online questionnaire were
- representative of the union membership and school staff, Although the high unionization

rate indicates that the Canadian school practitioner population is well represented by
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membership in professional federations, 65,576 practitioners are left out from the
coverage.

Since the study relied completely on the self-selection of participants, and there
was no direct contact with the target sample, there was no control over the data bias. No
phone surveys or school visits were conducted to collect comparison data and explore
whether, where and to what extent the Web survey respondents differed from the
population of interest. Nor was an analysis of non-response performed. For example,
there was concern that Web respondents who did not like the subject matter of the
questionnaire would not complete it. Also, it was possible that respondents with
extremely positive or negative views might complete the survey with greater frequency
than those who were neutral.

Therefore, this study did not allow generalization beyond the population of school
practitioners who, at the moment of the study. were members of the professional unions,
had a strong rapport with their professional association (responsive to their requests),
consulted their union Web sites on a regular basis, subscribed to and read a newsletter
either in electronic or paper form, took an interest in the survey topic and were willing to
sé]f-report about their attitudes and behaviours.

Study Implementation Procedures

The steps taken to implement this study included planning the project, finding the

online system to deliver the questionnaire to the study population, organizing the layout

of the questionnaire, administering the survey and collecting the data. Although

development and validation of the survey instrument occurred at the stages preceding this
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research, the information describing these steps is crucial to this study and is briefly
reported in the following section.

Planning the study. Planning this survey project included preparing the grant
proposal, “Measuring the Impact of Research on Educational Practices: Validation
Study,” submitted to the SSHRC Presidential Fund Initiative and getting approval from
the Concordia University Human Research Ethics Committee when funding was granted.
The next step was to present the proposal for this study to the Dissertation Committee
and the Department of Education and to gain their approval to conduct this research. The
- Canadian Council on Learning’s ECHO online assessment tool, which was at the beta-
testing stage, was chosen as a medium to host the questionnaire online. The support of
school practitioners’ unjons and associations was then sought, and the pool of randomly
selected primary and secondary schools all over Canada was prepared.

Instrument development. This study uses the questionnaire specifically
developed as a comparison tool for use in a broad context with a Qariety of occupational
categories. Questionnaire about the Use of Research-based Information (QURBI),
(Abrami, Dagenais, Janosz, Bernard, Lysenko, 2007) was created as an attitude and self-
reporting behavioural measure to collect data on utilization of research-based information
by educational practitioners. Measuring research utilization is about identifying its
influence on the array of human activity that manifests itself as changes in an individual’s
behaviours, understanding and attitudes towards practical issues. Ih this way, the
instrument attempts to measure the following three types of utiiization: instrumental,
conceptual and symbolic. Since the process by which research is used in practice is

nonlinear and related to and affected by the interconnected contexts within which
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research findings are presented to and appropriated by practitioners, QURBI attempts to
determine the complex effects of individual expertise in accessing, appraising and using
research, opinions that practitioners attach to research findings, activities keeping
practitioners aware of research findings and organizational factors, including cul}ure,
available resources, and external influences on the individual practices.

The process of questionnaire design, development, refinement and valfdation was
an iterative process with co-running, overlapping and recurring activities, as presented in

the Figure 1 below.

Focus group

Literature review

Instruments analysis

Focus groups

Government
educational official

Pilot (n=105)
Empirical refinement

Validation (n=2425)

Team discussions

Figure 1. Stages of QURBI development.
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An extensive literature review where the analysis of the existing scales was
performed provided the basis for the questionnaire devve_:lvopment. Four focus groups with
teachers and professionals and three interviews with school principals and the Ministry
expert input contributed to the iterative developrhent of the questionnaire. In 2006, a pilot
study was performed to field-test the instrumenf. lbt involved 105 practitioners and
showed the questionnaire’s high internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.90) and the
correspondence between its latent structure and th.e> conceptual framework upon which
the questionnaire was built. The instrument’s abflity to predict research use was rather
modest; the four-factor model explained only 1..6%bof the variance. Although the
contribution of all four factors was statistically significant, opinions about research use

turned out to be the strongest predictor of use, accounting for about 9% of use.

On the basis of the empirical data, the quéétionnaire was further refined and
reduced to 43 items. In spring 2007, the ful]—ﬂedgeci validation study of QURBI was
conducted in the province of Quebec’s secondary schools. The data were collected under
the umbrella of a large long-term evaluation of a government initiative (2002-2009)
aimed at increasing school success among adolescents from disadvantaged communities.
Besides developing as a learning organization, each ;choo] in this project was engaged in
arigorous and systematic process targeting, among other things, the development of the
success plan, including the action strategy grounded in “beét practices™ and research

findings.

-The responses of 2,425 school practitioners (administrators, teachers and

professionals) were analyzed separately to validate the instrument for English- and
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French-speaking practitioners. The instrument demonstrated the stability of psychometric
properties for both languages (Cronbach’s alpha 0.92). Following the exploratory factor
analysis, the four-factor structure with comparable percentage of variance explained was
nearly identical for both sub-samples (63% for French speakers and 63.4% for English
speakers). The obtained latent factors pertained to opinions about research-based
information .and activities that may raise practitioners’ awareness about research,
professional expertise to use research in everyday practice and organizational factors. The
ability of these four factors to predict the use of research-based information by school

practitioners was found to be modest (R? = 0.19), although statistically significant.

Responses of 459 secondary school practitioners unused in the validation study
were used in this study to compare the psychometric qualities of the instrument on the

broader sample.

QURBI layout. QURBI was used to study the use of research-based information
by different groups of school practitioners. The seven sections of the survey are
constructed as multiple-choice questions. The introductory section is a mix of
demographic and research-utilization-related biographic items, including 16 questions
pertaining to: a) the individual practit'ioner (gender, age, highest received degree, subject
area, years of experience, grade level and membership in a professional association); b)
experience with research (items asking about coursework in Research Methods and
participation in research projects were borrowed from Green & Kivdahl, 1990; Cousins
& Walker, 2000); and c) the school (size, language of teaching, socio-geographical

location and province or territory).
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Section One (10 items) asks practitioners about how frequently in the past year
they used research-based information from scholarly documents; professional
publications; evaluation reports on their organizations; the Internet (Web sites);
multimedia (videos and DVDs); mass media (TV, radio, newspapers, magazines); pre-
service training; university courses; in-service training; workshops and professional
conferences; and experts and resource people. It is measured on a four-point scale from
“never” to “5 or more times.”

Section Two (7 items) asks participants about the frequency with which they used
research-based information for specific ends: conceptually, instrumentally or |
symbolically. It is measured on a four-point scale from “never” to “always.”

Sections Three through Six (26 items) pertain to the predictors of use of research-
based information and are titled as follows: 3. Opinions about research-based
information; 4. Awareness activities; 5. Individual expertise; and 6. Organizational
factors. They are measured on a five-point Likert scale (“strongly disagree™ (1) to
“strongly agree” (5)) and referred to as QURBI factors.

In addition, each of the last six sections is followed by an open-ended question
asking school practitioners to add and comment on the sources of research-based
information, types of use and factors inﬂuencipg their use of research-based information
in everyday practice.

Appendix C contains a copy of the questionnaire originally developed in a paper-
and-pencil format.

QURBI online. The Canadian Council on Learning’s ECHO online assessment

and research tool was used to host the questionnaire. Since the system is built on a



45

hierarchical database, a theoretical framework of the questionnaire had to be developed to
determine the content entering the system. This was structured as a hierarchy classifying
the questionnaire content into three-level domains. For instance, demographic content of
the questionnaire was defined at the first level as either personal or organizational; at the
second level as pertaining to an individual professional or school environment; and at the
third level as referring to education, experience, networks and such school characteristics
as size and geographic and linguistic features.

The questionnaire items in both languages were anchored to the framework and
then assembled into assessments that are sections in a paper-and-pencil questionnaire,
and were finally released as a bilingual survey. The choice of language was available via
the language selection function. The survey release also incvluded the questionnaire
instruction page. The system allowed for both selected (multiple choice and scales) and
extended (fill-in-the-blank, short answer and essay) responses that formed the basis of the
questionnaire. The system also enabled the creation of algorithms to develop paths
specific to this survey: for example, “if the answer to item 4 is no, then skip item 5 and
g£o to item 6.7 Analytic functions for calibrating items and providing statistical evidence,
such as frequencies, factor analysis, regression and group comparison, were integrated
into the ECHO Calculator as automated routines. The database of responses was
downloadable to EXCEL format and could then be imported into a variety of independent
statistical software applications such as‘ SPSS for further analysis.

A number of features added user-friendliness to the system interface. Automated
conversion to PDF was a function for obtaining a paper-and-pencil version of the

questionnaire. Other functionalities included a progress bar showing respondents their
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advancement through the survey; an assessment summary for reviewing items and
flagging incomplete items; the assignment of a participation code enabling respondents to
log back onto the survey at the page where they left off and to flag items they were
unsure how to answer so that they could review them later. The complete description of
the system functionalities is provided in Appendix D.

Providing respondents with privacy and confidentiality. One of the
reasons the ECHO systgnAv_vas chosen as a delivery medium for this study was to address
the issue of privacy and éonﬁdentia]ity. First, the Canadian Council on Learning provided
a credible domain. Second,‘the system ensured absolute anonymity for respondents. The
integrated functionalities did not require logging IP addresses, and users were not asked
to provide any informatipn that would enable them to be identified. Thus, responses
could not be traced back td individuals. Answers to the questions in the demographic
section of the survey were not sufficient to identify individual respondents.

Since implied informed consent was used in this study, physical consent forms
were not sent to participants to be signed. The survey’s welcome page (Appendix E)
contained a message informing participants about the purpose of the study, its risks and
benefits, as well as the conditions of participation, that is, respondents’ rights related to
the research and researchers’ responsibilities. Thus, voluntary completion of the online
questionnaire implied the respondents’ consent to their participation in the project and to
the publication of project results. The letter of invitation to participate in the project
(Appendix F), as well as the introductory message of the online questionnaire, informed

participants about their freedom to discontinue at any time. Respondents were asked to
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record their session number assigned by the system as the only means to withdraw their
responses from the datafile if they wished to do so.

Administering QURBL. The English and French versions of the questionnaire
were avatlable online for all groups of school practitioners in September 2068. In order to
inform the target audience about the questionnaire, the leaders of provincial professional
associations were asked to send/forward the email invitation containing a URL link to the
questionnaire to their full lists of members, including cohorts targeted by th?svstudy.
Posting an invitation to participate in the study in the association newsletter Was an
additional option for notifying participants about the survey and engaging them with it. In
cases where a provincial teachers’ association decided not to participate in thé survey, the
schools were contacted for assistance. School principals or their deputies were asked by
telephone and email to forward the invitation with the URL link to practitionérs in their
schools.

The contact people used mailing lists to distribute the questionnaires to
practitioners. Participants who wanted to fill out the questionnaires by hand coul_d
download printable PDF copies in both languages from the Web site. The respondents
were also provided with the URL link to free downloadable Adobe Reader software. The
mailing address to return completed questionnaires was provided in an invitation letter. »

As an incentive for participation, associations and schools were offered brief
report-snapshots deséribing how research was used by their‘practitioners, what research
activities were most efficient and what their teachers needed to utilize research in their

everyday school practice.
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Recruitment and Response

Recruiting participants. As the previous sections suggest, the choice of
medium to communicate the message about the survey was left at the discretion of the
professional organizations. A vari.ety of approaches was selected. Nevertheless, the
majority of professional organizations opted for the passive approach for disseminating
information by posting banners on their Web sites asking their members to complete the
survey. Clicking on this banner allowed potential respondents to read the invitation
containing the active URL address for the survey. In othér cases, the full text of the
invitation was placed on the Web page with an active link to the questionnaire.

Sometimes, more active recruitment strategies were employed. Invitations with an
active link to the survey were published in electronic professional newsletters or bulletins
and sent to those on the subscription list. On one occasion only, information about the
questionnaire was forwarded to practitioner-subscribers through the RSS feed, allowing
them to receive updates from their favourite Web sites. On another occasion, email
invitations were sent to the list of teachers who had given prior consent to participate in
the research conducted by the organization.

Advertising the survey in paper publications was not a rare occurrence. In
communicating with their members, a few professional associations still rely solely on
traditional, not technologically enhanced media. One association used this method as a
complement to other means. In these cases the distance separaﬁng participants from the

survey could not be overcome by a few clicks of the mouse.
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Strategies used by school principals to recruit practitioners in their schools for this
study are not well known. When contacted the first time, they were asked to forward the
electronic invitation with the active link to the survey to their practitioners. It is difficult
to trace how word about the study was spread to the schools, if at all. The reluctance of
school principals is illustrated by the comment made by one of them in a follow-up
telephone conversation: “I filled it (the questionnaire) out and forwarded the link to my
teachers, but 1 am not going to push this . . . that’s too much . . . they have enough on
their plates.”

| Appendix G illustrates the various forms of assistance, including Web sites
screenshots, samples of newsletters and mességes, used to connect the online survey and
educators.

Data collection and response chronology. The temporal rate of response
and its link with survey promotion provide the key to understanding the data collection
process. As mentioned before, a mix of approaches was used to invite school
practitioners to participate in this study: a) unions and professional associations were
asked for their assistance in accessing the population; and b) school principals of
randomly selected schools were contacted for their help.

In early September 2008 formal requests for assistance were sent to the official
email addresses of the associations” top administrators. After a week, telephone calls
were made to follow up on them. In one occasion, it took up to 10 calls and a month to
get the letter of request to the attention of the union president. On average, because the
decision of the Executive Boards was required, the Jag time was three to six weeks to find

out whether the union or federation would provide their assistance with this study and
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what strategy they would employ. The choice of strategy to promote the questionnaire to
its members was at the union’s discretion and depended on the organizational routine and
the channels the association used to communicate with its members: emails, Web sites,
electronic bulletins, RSS feeds or traditional print, solely or in combination. The
reséafcher was informed about the association’s decision either in a formal letter sent bby
regular mail, electronically or in a telephone call. The decision was negative in one case
on},y, .and assistance was requested from the college of teachers. When the association
decide»d to support the request, there were other major delays, such as the invitation
wéiting to be inc;]uded in the release of the professional newsletter. The newsletters were
sent through the list of subscribers (for instance, Canadian Education Association). When
the decision was made to post the invitation on the association Web site (for example,
Saska_tchewan Teachers” Federation, the Fédération des syndicats de 1’enseignement), the
delay was minimal (one or two days).

The majority of associations opted rfor passive promotion (publishing the
invitation and the survey link on their Web sites and in their newsletters), while only one
association sent email invitations to its members. If the response rate was low following
the release of information about the survey by a professional union, an alternative
strategy was used: telephone calls were made to schools and, upon agreement, the
promotion packages were sent electronically. Further delays occurred at this stage. In a
few cases, principals referred researchers to their school districts for permission to
conduct research in a given school, and the package containing the project description

and the summary protocol form reviewed and approved by the University Ethics

Committee was sent to the district. After permission was obtained, the schools were
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contacted again and the e-invitations were first sent to the school principals and only
afterwards forwarded to the school practitioners. Even when_permission was granted,
some principals refused to partcipate. 1f accepted, thg follow-up calls were made in two
days. Overall, 135 schools were contacted. It is difficult to determine the efficiency of the
approach used in in this study in the period between:la‘te September and late December
2008. However, examination of the dynamics of the responses showed that the top-down
approach yeilded significantly more participants thgn fhe second approach based on one-
school contact. The figure below indicates that the re_ép_onse rate continued to grow
steadily and achieved its influx from mid-October t§ eér_ly November, when 73.8% of
responses arrived. Considering the fact that the peak of the associations’ promotion

activities occurred at this time, their link to the response rate dynamics is evident.
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Figure 2. Response rate chronology.
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The chart does not suggest any connection between the time the practitioners were
aware of the survey’s existence and the response rate implying that no informal
promotion was occurring among the school practitioners. In this project, a response spike
occurred after intensive promotion, and responses from a particular province continued
for three to five days. For example, 190 practitioners responded to the French version of
the survey on October 20, 21and 22, whereas 584 practitioners responded to the English
version on November 5, 6 and 7. This generally seems to be in agreement with Smith
(1997), who observed that the majority of responses come within 48 hours after the
survey has been brought to the attention of the target audience. Since the survey did not
include a question on how the respondents found information about the survey, it is not
clear whether receiving invitations from multiple sources (for example, from the college
of teachers or the Canadian Education Association monthly newsletter) encouraged
practitioners’ participation in the survey.

Response rate. The sample for this study included school practitioners across
Canada who were contacted through federal and provincial professional unions, teacher
colleges, non-profit educational organizations and randomly chosen schools, and who
self-selected to participate in the online survey. Overall, 1,611 respondents were
registered by the system, including practitioners who responded to at least one survey
question; 1,164 individuals filled out the English version of the survey and 447 answered
the French version.

Estimating the response rate in this study was quite a challenging task as the size
of the target population was ambiguous because of coverage and membership. The

researchers did not have direct contact with the broad population of school practitioners
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across Canada. Firstly, as described earlier, access to the population was dependent on
the co-operation of federal and provincial labour unions and organizations, which are the
gatekeepers to the school practitioner population. When schools were contacted, school
principals were the mediators. Secondly, the means chosen by these mediators to inform
practitioners about the study mattered. Passive solicitation through Web sites, electronic
or even paper publications was less likely to elicit responses than personal invitations
sent to practitioners.

Overlapping membership by practitioners in a number of organizations, such as
the Canadian Association of Principals (CAP), the Quebec Provincial Association of
Teachers (QPAT) and the Canadian Education Association (CEA), and their subscription
to the Canadian Council on Learning e-bulletin also made estimation difficult. For
example, after the union in a province refused to help, the provincial college of teachers,
having been modestly compensated to cover the dissemination expenses, agreed to send
invitations to its mailing list of about 3,000 teachers who had consented to participate in
research conducted by the college. However, the number of questionnaires returned only
somewhat relates to this number because practitioners might have received
communications from some other organizations at the same time.

It is obvious that the return of 1,611 responses was minuscule (< 1%) given the
‘potential maximum response of the unionized population of school practitioners across
Canada (~400,000 members). However, in the surveys of the general population, where
ﬁo master list of coordinates was at the researcher’s disposal and the study was promoted
via Web sites, which is comparable to this study, the response rate may be as low as 1 —

2%, and for banner-advertised surveys, around 0.5% (Couper, 2001). The low rate of
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response may have been a function of lack of interest or the length and complexity of the
survey. Since the average response time was about 15 minutes, there is a concern that
disinterest may have played a meaningful role in the low rate of reply.

In regard to the targeted 2,000 responses predetermined by statistical
appropriateness for multivariate analyses, the return was 80.5%. A summary of the
proportional representativeness of responses obtained from every province and every
occupational category and that of the school practitioner population that might potentially
have been solicited to participate in the study is presented below in Table 2.

Table 2
Comparison of provincial proportions in the population of school practitioners versus

respondents to the questionnaire

Population of school Respondents
practitioners (n=1,611)
(n =468,395)
Alberta 9.5% 3.6%
British Columbia 11.9% 9.4%
Manitoba 4.1% 1.2%
New Brunswick 2.1% 10.9%
Newfoundland & Labrador 1.6% 0.87%
Northwest Territories 0.2% 0.06%
Nova Scotia 2.8% 1.36%
Nunavut 0.16% 0.12%
Ontario 40.6% 39.9%
Prince Edward Island : 0.4% 0.9%
Quebec 22.8% 4.3%
Saskatchewan 3.5% 1.5%
Yukon ' 0.13% 0.12%
Unknown 25.6%
School administrators 6.2% 6.9%
Teachers 90.2% 67.8%
Professionals 3.6% 8.7%

Unknown 16.6%
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With regard to prpponional representativeness of the sample in relation to the
population of school practitioners, the collected data are quite unbalanced and contain
unequal proportions of respondents adjusted for provincial and territorial size, and
unequal proportic.)n.s adjusted for type of professional size. As Table 2 shows, with the
exception of New Brunswick, all provinces and territories were underfepresemed in the
sample to varying degrees. Quebec population of school practitioners was the least
represented in the::' sample.

Data Analysis Strategies

To meet thé research objectives targeting identification of the predictors of use of
research-based information as well as verification of the instrument on a broader sample
of school practitioﬁers beyond one province context, a combination of descriptive,
comparative and associational statistical methods were used to analyze the collected data.
Appropriate statistical procedures were selected on the basis of guidelines provided and
discussed by various authors (Pedhazur, 1997; Reise, Waller & Comrey, 2000, Tabachnik
& Fidel, 2007; Welkenhuysen-Gybels & van de Vijver, 2001; Zumbeo, Sireci &
Hambleton, 2003). The SPSS for Windows Statistical Package (version 15) was used to
complete fhe statistical procedures. The content analysis of practitioners’ comments to
open-ended questions was performed through NVivo 8 (trial version with full
functionalities).

A particular set of statistical procedures was predetermined by the level of
measurement employed in this study. Nominal and ordinal scales were used as measures

for the collection of biographic and demographic data. A four-point frequency scale was
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used to measure two sets of dependent variables: 1) the use of research-based
information; and 2) dimensions of use as reported by school practitioners.' A five-point
Likert scale measured independent variables: the attitudes of schop] practitioners towards
research-based information, activities that may raise their awareness about research, skills
necessary 1o use research-based information in practice, as well as féctors emerging at the
level of primary and secondary school.

Primary analysis: Analyzing the use of research-based
information and its predictors.

Descriptive analyses. To describe the basic features of the data collected in
this study, descriptive statistics were used. They provide summariesvabout the sample and
the measures. Percentages and frequencies were calculated using biographic,
demographic data. Measures of central tendency helped to examine QURBI data to
describe how frequently school practitioners use research results from different sources,
and how they use these sources to make decisions about pedagogical practices revealed
the following results and their attitudes towards the factors affecting use of research-
based information in school practice.

Mean group difference analyses. To test the three sub-safnples for the
differences in their mean scores on the use of research-based informatién sources and
three types of use, one-way between-subjects ANOVA was used as a main statistical
procedure. Because the group sizes were discrepant, when omnibus F was found
statistically significant. three independént sample t-tests were run because the procedure

allows for alteration if the assumption of homogeneity of variance between the sub-
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samples was violated. Levene’s test determines whether the group variances are
approximately equal or whether an adjustment is needed for unequal group variances.

Effect size measures as a function of differences in group means were intended to
show the magnitude of difference between the sub-samples. Cohen's d as the most
common effect size measures for t—tésts was calculated using the following formula: d =
Y~ Y2/ SDpooteawhere SDpooteq = N((ns -D)SD* + (n3 -1)SDA)/ (n; -1) + ( n3 -1). The
values 0.2, 0.5 and 0.8 are used as the limits of a small, medium and large effect size for
Cohen’s d in regard to the degree of overlap between the sanipling distributions of
means. When d = 0.20, the degree of overlap between the distributions is 85%; when d =
0.50, the degree of overlap is 67%, and when d = 0.80, the overlap is only 53%.

Factor analysis. Exploratory factor analysis was used for a number of
purposes. The first was to summarize patterns of correlations among the observed
variables and thus reduce their large number to factors. The second was to‘detect the
underlying structure of the questionnaire items by determining whether each item
contributed to the factor with which it was associated on the questionnaire.

Varimax rotation was performed to create a set of factors to be treated as
uncorrelated variables as a procedure to handle multicollinearity inappropriate for a
statistical strategy such as multiple regression. The Kaiser rule, dropping out the least
important factors (eigenvalues less than 1.0), was combined with the elbow selection on
the scree plot. In an attempt to explain variance with as few variables as possible
(parsimonious approach), the criterion was selected to be as low as 55%. |

There is no rule to follow about the cut-off point for the loading of a variable to

become a defining part of the factor. The meaning of the factor loading magnitudes varies
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by research context. For example, for a Likert scale, loading of 0.6 is considered high. In
this study, the formula 5.152An-2 suggested by Norman and Streiner (2003) was initially
used to calculate the threshold for the inclusion of variables for interpretation as latent
factors. However, considering the large samples, it produced the critical value of 0.24.
This seems to be low, since Tabachnik and Fidel (2007) posit that only variables with
loadings of 0.32 and above should be interpreted. Hence, the latter was used as the cut-off
point.

Factor scores as estimates of the scores respondents would have received on each
of the factors had they been measured directly weré saved and used for multiple
regression analyses. This made it possible to reduce a large number of variables to a
smaller number of components for prediction purposes.

Internal consistency reliability. A reliable survey collects consistent
responses. A Cronbach’s alpha estimate of internal reliability was used to determine how
all items of a domain related to all other items in the domain. A correlation coefficient of
0 to 1 is produced by this analysis, and coefficients of 0.75 or larger (DeVellis, 1991)
were sought for this study. If respondent performance is consistent across the subset of
items, the researcher can have some confidence that this performance will generalize to

. other possible items in the content domain. The correlation between subsets of items
provides information about the extent to which items are constructed according to the
same specifications. The Cronbach’s alpha measure was determined for each section and
for the total survey of 43 items. Items requesting demographic information and six open-

ended 1items were not included.
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Multiple regression. Multiple regression was used as an analytical strategy to
identify the set of predictors for use of research-based information. Hierarchical multiple
regression was run on five dependent variables, including use of sources of research-
based information and dimensions of its use. Demographic variables entered as the first
block. Latent variables resulting from factor analysis and represented by factor scoreé
were grouped and analyzed as the second block of the regression equation.

Open-ended questions’ analysis. Content analysis was used as the approach

for examining verbatim responses registered in the data file and reducing them into
summary form. This analysis yielded the frequency with which certain concepts and
characterizations are referred to (Krippendorf, 2004). The process included defining the
units of analysis by coding and categorizing, creating meaningful categories into which
the units of analysis could be placed, comparing categories and drawing conclusions, and
was performed with the NVivo coding software. The unit of analysis was predetermined
by the research question and focuses on suggestions provided by school practitioners
regarding the sources of research-based information, types of use, opinions about
research-based information, individual expertise, awareness activities and organizational
factors that ﬁay influence practitioners’ decisions to use research-based information.
Thus, multiple responses by a respondent per category were allowed.

In vivo labelling of respondents’ own words was used to code the data. The
preceding closed-ended items served as partial frameworks into which some responses to
open-ended questions fit, but the full range of possible responses was undefined for all
open-ended questions. Therefore, a mixed deductive and inductive approach was used to

construct nodes or categories. Certain categories were developed a priori. based on the
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literature underpinning the research project and were captured in the multiple-choice
items. Others were constructed a posteriori, based on analyses of the words and phrases
in the texts. The categories were created to show links between the codes to form a group
of words with similar meaning or connotations. They were mutually exclusive in that no
unit fell between two data points, aﬁd‘ each unit was represented by only one data point.
For instance, if “a magazine” was referred to in the comments, it was coded into
“newspapers and magazines.” Conyefsgly, if the reference was “ASCD magazine” or
“federation newsletter,” then it was ,éo_ded into the category of professional associations’
publications.

To test if there is a link between the frequency with which practitioners used
research-based information during the past year and their comments about other sources
of research-based information, types of use, opinions about research and attitudes
towards a set of factors that may influence their decision to use research-based
information in their practice, a chi-square test for independence was performed. Use of
chi-square tests is inappropriate if any expected frequency is less than 1 or if the expected
frequency is less than 5 in more than 20% of the cells. To avoid this situation, four
original frequencies of use were collapsed into two, com‘bining “never” and “once or
twice” into the category of low-frequency use and “three or four times™ and “five times
and more” into the category of moderate use.

Secondary analysis: Testing QURBI's generalizability.

To examine whether the questionnaire’s psfchometric qualities, such as stability

of its latent structure, internal consistency reliability and predictive ability, would change
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if tested on a broader sample, factor congruence indices and regression comparison
coefficients were calculated.
Factor congruence. Since the data were collected by different means, from

different samples and at different points in time -- a) in 2007, in Quebec, responses in A
paper and pencil from secondary school practitioners were required by the Ministry of
Education, Leisure and Sport as part of the contract; and b) in 2008, in Canada, online
responses from both primary and secondary schools were totally voluntary -- it cannot be
assumed that the scores of respondents can be compared in a straightforward manner. :
Their comparability depends on the level of their equivalence. Interpretative and
procedural equivalence was used in this study (Welkenhuysen-Gybels & van de Vijver, _.
2001). Interpretative equivalence deals with similarities in interpretation of latent
concepts across different groups, whereas procedural equivalence examines latent
constructs and their operationalization. Construct equivalence is the primary level of
procedural equivalence and implies that respondents from different groups attach the
same meaning to the construct as a whole. Pairwise comparison of factors for their
congruence across the groups was chosen as the method for evaluating construct
equivalence or factorial invariance.

Factorial invariance suggests that a construct is equivalent across groups if the  _.
factor loadings of items on the latent factor are statistically invariant {measurement error
is present) across these groups. The agreemvenvt between the factor loadings was measured
By congruence indices. Tucker’s phi (Tucker, 1951), the proportionality coefficient or

congruence index, was calculated using the following formula: p, = ZxgiN Zx7 v,
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Although this index has an unknown sampling distribution making it impossible
to calculate confidence intervals, values higher than 0.9 were taken to indicate factorial
invariance, whereas those lower than 0.9 point, to indicate incongruence (Welkenhuysen-
Gybels & van de Vijver, 2001).

Following suggestions for testing construct comparability made by Zumbo, Sireci
and Hambleton (2003), factor structures for 3 samples: Quebec 2007 (secondary school
practitioners), Canada 2008 and Primary school practitioner data were compared for their
congruence.

Comparing regression results. To verify the predictive ability of the
questionnaire across all samples, the Chow test was performed to examine whether all the
regression parameters were equivalent across groups. Originating from econometrics
literature, it is an omnibus test (an application of the general linear F-test) to determine if
the latent QURBI factors predict the use of research-based information across different
groups. Procedurally, it compares a model containing predictor variabies with the model
containing a dummy variable representing group membership and its interaction with
predictor variables. When the test is performed using SPSS linear regression, the resuits
are based on the test of coincidence (hypothesis: the regression line is the same at all
levels of a grouping variable) and the test of parallelism (hypothesis: the slopes and
intercepts iare the same across groups).

Data Optimization.

Screeﬁing and cleaning data. Before proceeding with the planned data

analyses, the survey data were cleaned to eliminate incomplete answers and answers out
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of possible range. Since the data for the project were not entered manually, but
downloaded from the survey host, sources of dirty data like data entry errors were
impossible to detect. “Skip logic” and “one-choice-only logic” integrated into the online
host system also prevented the selection of illogical answers or more answers than are
allowable.

The data screening phase started when the first questionnaires were returned. This
tactic made it possible to catch problems before the study was far under way. For
example, at the end of September 2008, after the first three responses arrived and were
scanned, it was discovered that one of the items had been misplaced. The error was fixed
and the fielding of the survey continued.

The French and English surveys were closed in early January of 2009. The system
showed that there were 92 lurkers and lurking dropouts, those who either viewed the
whole questionnaire but did not answer any questions or viewed some of the questions
without answering, but also quit the survey before reaching the end. The databases
including those who answered at least one survey question were downloaded as EXCEL
files. It is at this stage that the complete scan of the data was performed. 1t revealed that
the data on the 43 QURBI items were missing for 214 cases in the English collection and
87 cases in the French one. Since the main objective of the project was to study the use of
research-based information and opinions about it, it was decided that subjects who
responded to both section 1 (frequency of RBI use) and section 3 (opinions about RBI)
should be kept for analysis. In this way, 38 individuals did not answer 10 items in section

1: 59 cases missing 7 items in section 3 were rather answering dropouts in that they may

have answered items in the other sections, but quit prior to completing the survey. As a
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result, 458 subjects in total were deleted from the databases, leaving 1,153 responses: 855
in English and 298 in French.

After bqth files were merged, Missing Values Analysis (SPSS 15 add-on) was run
for the next round of screening. The analysis showed that individual variables had less
than 1% of misﬁiﬁg values. Little MCAR’s test had p > 0.05, showing that the remaining
data were missing in a random pattern. Thus, no further deletion was necessary.

To estima{e the rematning missing values, expectation maximization (EM) was
used. Tabachnik and-Fidel (2007) describe the appropriateness of this imputation strategy
for eXploratory stétjstica] procedures, which this study extensively employs. Being an
iterative procedure, EM forms a missing data covariance matrix by assuming normal
distribution for partially missing data and bases inferences about missing values on the
likelihood undevrvtlhat distribution.

Before screening the data in a multivariate fashion, a check of every va‘riab]e for
skewness and kurtosis was done. Variables dealing with the frequency of use of research-
based information as well as types of use deviated from symmetry. Because
transformation may ;(hreaten interpretation, the variables were not transformed. No
extreme departure from normality was found during univariate screening of the predictor
variables; skewness and kurtosis were within expected values.

Multivariate outlier analysis was run on the independent variable data.
Mahalanobis distance, leverage and influence were the three statistics used to identify the
outliers in the dataset. Unduly high values of Mahalanobis distance were detected
(critical ? = 54.05, p < 0.001) for the 112 cases. However, leverage values remained

within the acceptable limits: the highest value was 0.16. According to De Vaus (2002),
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only cases with leverage values over 0.5 extremely distort the regression line. Moreover,
even if identified, outliers do not always affect correlations much, es_pecially when the
sample is large. To examine what happens to the residual when the unusual cases have
been removed from the analysis, influence was calculated shbwing that the values are far
below 1.00 (max Cook’s D = 0.025). According to Tabachn:icl.( and Fidell (2007), only
cases with influence scores higher than 1.00 can be suspected of being outliers. Because
the other two statistics related to Mahalanobis distance, narpely leverage and influence,
did not detect outliers, the decision was made to keep all the,éa_ses in the dataset for
further analysis.

Weighting the sub-samples. To correct for the di-'sproportional sizes of sub-
samples and adjust the collected data to represent the populgtion from which the sample
was drawn, cases were assigned a weighting factor by which the data are muitiplied. The
factor was determined by dividing the proportion or quota of the province or territory in
the population of school practitioners by the proportion of that province in the sample.
The following formula was used for calculation: w = % gu0/% group: Weighted data were
used for the primary set of statistical analyses. Descriptive analyses were performed on
both raw and weighted data.

Summary |

The main research questions for this study were aimed at describingthe use of
research-based information by school practitioners across Canada in their everyday
practice and identifying the predictors of these uses. To obtain information from this

broad population in response to these questions, QURBI, a self-reported attitude and
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behaviour measure that had been specifically developed and validated in the Quebec
secondary school context, was administered online. The online assessment system chosen
to deliver the questionnaire to the population of school practitioners ensured participant
anonymity and privacy. There was no direct contact with the population of school
practitioners. Instead, professional associations, colleges, educational organizations and
schools were asked to invite school practitioners to participate in the survey. Both French
and English questionnaires were available online as of September 2008. Despite the
intended high coverage, the methodological design of this study imposed limitations on
the extent to which the results can be generalized from the samplé of school practitioners
to the larger population of school practitioners in Canada. These limitations were
correlational design, self-reports and non-probabilistic sampling. The respondents
represented less than 1% of the Canadian population of unionized school practitioners
and 80.5% of the targeted number of responses (n = 2,000) predetermined by statistical
appropriateness for multivariate analysis.

A complex of statistical procedures was determined by the nature of the primary
and secondary research questions in this study and by the nature of the collected data.
Descriptive analyses, factor analysis, multiple regressions, mean group comparisons,
internal consistency reiiabi]ity, calculation of factor congruence coefficients and a test of
parallelism and coincidence of the regression lines were targeted to answer the research
questions. Content analysis was identified as an appropriate approach for analyzing
respondents’ comments to the questionnaire’s open-ended items. This was accompanied
by the chi-square test to connect quantitative data with the qualitative responses. To

optimize the existing dataset, multivariate cleaning procedures were applied, and weights
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were created to make up for the non-representative data. The results of these analyses and
the summaries of practitioners’ comments to the open-ended questions are presented in

Chapter 4; they contribute to the discussion points offered later on in Chapter 5.
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Chapter 4

Results

This chapter reports the findings related to the use of research-based information
by the groups of school practitioners. Specifically, it attempts to answer questions
examining the use of research-based information by school practitioners and the
predictors of this use and to broaden the scope and generalizability of the survey
instrument developed to measure uses of research-based information. The first section
focuses on the information gained from a descriptive analysis of the demographic data
and describes the survey participants by presenting a respondent profile. The second
section presents primary analyses of the criterion and predictor variables. This section
reports the results of the descriptive, factor and multiple regression analyses as well as
presents the summary of the open-ended items. The third section presents the analyses
comparing the psychometric qualities of QURBI between Quebec and Canada, as well as
secondary and primary school data.

Respondent Profile

A respondent profile was created using demographic data from both personal and
school variables. Women dominate in the sample of school practitioners. Only 24% of
respondents were male, while 76% were female. All age groups were equally
represented: 17.6% were 20-29 years old, 28.4% were 30-39 years old, 27.7% were
40-49 years old, and 26.3% were 50 years old and over. The range of service in

education for practitioners was one year to more than twenty-seven years of service, with
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a mean of twelve years of experience. Respondents included 198 practitioners (17.2 %)
with less than three years of experience and 124 (10.7%) with more than 27 years of

experience.

Teachers were the largest category (;f respondents (n = 947; 82.1%), whereas an
equal number of school administrators (n = 101; 8.7%) and professional staff (n = 101;
8.7%) responded to the survey. Four respondents did not associate themselves with any
group. When these three groups wefe_ di‘saggregated by the years of service, the mean for
the teachers and professionals fell befwée;l 11 and 15 years, whereas administrators
served an average of about 20 yearé. English is the main subject taught by 30.3% of

respondents, while 15% taught French and 11.4% taught Mathematics.

Table 3 shows the distribution of the participants across provinces by
occupational groups. The majority of practitioners from all three occupational groups
were from Ontario (n = 603), followed by 174 respondents from New Brunswick and 142
from British Columbia. There were few practitioners from the other provinces. Thirty-

nine respondents did not relate themselves to any province.
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Table 3

Distribution of three groups of respondents across the Canadian jurisdictions

Teachers Administrators Professionals Unknown Total
Alberta 35 17 4 - 56
British Columbia 131 T 10 - 142
Manitoba 12 6 ] - 19
New Brunswick 142 19 13 - 174
Newfoundland and Labrador 4 8 - - 12
Northwest Territories - - 1 - 1
Nova Scotia 16 2 - - 18
Nunavut - 2 - - 2
Ontario 521 31 51 - 603 -
Prince Edward Island 5 0 2 - 7
Quebec . 43 5 17 ' - 65
Saskatchewan 7 5 1 - 13
Yukon 1 1 - - 2-
Unknown 30 4 | 4 39
Total 947 101 101 4 1153

Seventy-one per cent of respondents possess an undergraduate degree and 26%
have a master’s degree. Respondents with either a pre-university education or an
undergraduate certificate account for 1.3% of the sample, as did practitioners with a
doctorate degree. Seventy-four per cent of the teachers and 60% of the professionals hold
an undergraduate degree, while 54.4% of the administrators have a master’s degree. In
relation to training and involvement in research, 56.3% of respondents reported having
taken some coursework in research methods, and 57.8% indicated having participated in
research projects either at the university (28.5%) or with their colleagues in school-based
projects (29.3%). Of the practitioners who did not take any coursework in research
methods, 42.3% reported having participated in research projects. Conversely, 29.6% of
those who did take a research methods course did not participate in research studies either

with university researchers or with their colleagues in school-based projects.
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In regard to school characteristics, one third of respondents reported working at
the secondary level (n = 366), while 60% were primary school practitioners (n = 700).
Although 25.8% practitioners responded to the French version of the survey (n=298),
only 3.9% reported French as the language of teaching in their schools. The schools were
medium size, with 150-500 students (45.6%), non-metropolitan (89.78%) and public
(96.3%). The desériptive data for occupational categories and such school variables as

socio-geographical location and school size are represented below in Table 4.

Table 4
Distributions of respondents across the groups of school practitioners, school size and

socio-economic.areas

Small schools Medium-size schools Large schools
(0-149) (150-500) (more than 500)

Teach Admini- Profes- Teach Admini- Profes- Teach Admini- Profes-

ers strators sionals ers straiors sionals ers strators sionals
Rural 36 1 5 126 18 9 47 4 5
Urban 34 1 3 177 15 15 166 16 13
Suburban 9 100 8 7 82 5 11
Metropoli 6 1 2 42 4 4 36 5 6

tan
Total 105 12 10 445 45 35 331 30 35
Primary Analysis

The following statistical procedures were conducted to analyze the data collected
on the use of research-based information by various groups of school practitioners in
their everyday practice. Specifically, they examine whether different categories of school

practitioners in Canada vary in their use of research and what are the predictors of use of

research by school practitioners across Canada.
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Criterion Variables.

Frequency of use of research-based information sources. The second
section of the questionnaire asked about school practitioners’ use of research-based
information, a criterion variable for this study, and included items 16 to 25. To
compensate for the unbalanced, unrepresentative sample, the scores were weighted;
however, as Table 5 shows, there is no meaningful difference between raw and weighted
means and standard deviations. At a glance, teachers lag behind school administrators
and professionals in their use of research-based information from all'ten sources.
However, overall use of research-based information by all three groups of school
practitioners is infrequent and in average does not exceed “once or twice during the last
year”.

Table 5
Use of sources of research-based information (unweighted and weighted means and

standard deviations)

Rate the frequency with which you have used the RBI from the following sources during the last year:
4-point scale: *0” — never; “3” — five times and more

Teachers Administrators Professionals Canada 2008
N =947 N=101 N=101 N=1153
unweighted  weighted unweighted  weighted  unweighted weighted unweighted  weighted
Scholarly N -

R i A48(1.07 03(0.95 2.03(0.91 1.77(1.14 1.80(1.1 ; i . .08
documents 1.47(1.06)  1.48(1.07)  2.03(0.99) (0.91) (1.14) (1.16)  1.55(1.07)  1.58(1.08)
Professional < <

L 39¢0. A1(1.00 94(0.96 1.93(0.92 1.87(1.0 1.88(1.04 48(1.0 53(1.02
publications 1.39(0.99)  1.41(1.00)  1.94¢0.96) (0.93) (1.05) (1.04)  14801.01)  1.53(1.02)

Evaluations of
your schoot
Internet, web-
sites
Multimedia:
video, DVD
Mass media: TV, :
radio, 1.09(1.03) 1.08(1.05) 1.18(1.07) 1.06(0.98) 1.17(1.06) 1.11(1.02) 1.11(1.04) 1.09(1.04)
newspapers :

Pre-service
training

1.09¢0.95)  1.02(0.96) 1.68(0.96) 1.62(0.99) 129(1.06) 127(0.04) 1.16(697) 1.12(0.99)
1.58(1.12)  1.57(1.12)  L72(1H1) 159 1.74(L15)  1.85(0.14)  1.61(1.12)  1.61(1.13)

1315¢1.02)  111(1.01)  1.29(1.02)  1.12(0.96).  1341.14) 1.27(1.13) 1.18(1.03) 1.13(1.02)

0.97(1.01)  0.97(1.01)  0.74(092)  0.72(0.85)  1.031.07)  1.02(1.07) 0953.01) 0.95(1.01)

continued
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Rate the frequency with which you have used the RBI from the following sources during the last year:
4-point scale: “0” — never; “3” — five times and more

Teachers Administrators Professionals Canada 2008
N =947 N=101 N=101 N=1153

unweighted  weighted unweighted weighted unweighted  weighted  unweighted  weighted

In-service 138(098)  13%098) 160(099) 154(097) 154(1.03) 141(1.02) 142099) 1.41(0.99)
training, ,

workshops

Professional '

conferences, LIS091)  LI7(091)  164(0.89) 161(084) 156093) 1530.79) 126(0.93) 1.26(091)

presentations
Experts, resource
people

Use of RBI
composite

1.38(0.95)  1.33(0.95) 1.74(0.90) 1.71(0.91) 1.84(0.91) 1.75(0.79)  1.46(0.96) 1.43(0.95)

1.26;(0.66) 1.25(0.67)  1.55(0.65) 1.49(0.63) 151(0.74)  1490.71) 1.32(0.68)  1.31(0.67)

Cronbach’s alpha =0.86

Ahhougﬁ low use of research-based information was the leading trend for the
totality of the réspohses, each occupational group had its own preferences as to the
sources of research-based information. For example, teachers favoured the Internet and
Web sites; administrators preferred scholarly publications and professionals opted for
professional leb]iéations. All three were unanimous about their dislikes: pre-service

training was reported as the least frequently used source of research-based information.

To specify the low-threshold uses, the percentage of school practitioners using
research-based infonpation with varying frequency across the 10 sources is presented in
the Table 6 below: 2.3% of respondents (n = 27) reported that they did not use research-
based information last year from any source at all, whereas 0.86% (n = 10) reported using
all of them five times or more. The rate of non-use varies and is the highest for such
sources as pre-service training, mass and multimedia and school evaluations. A
combination of non-use and infrequent use across the 10 sources was reported by

55.5%~70.4% of practitioners.:
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Table 6

Frequency of use of RBI by school practitioners in the past year .

Rate the frequency with

which you have used the Never Once or twice Thn;f'::! our Flve”::::rjs or
RBI from the following 0 ’ 1 2 3
sources during the last year:

Scholarly documents 17.3% 38.2% 17% 27.6%
Professional publications 17% 39.8% 213% 21.9%
School evaluations 27.7% 41.5% 17.8% 13%
Internet 19.3% 32.3% 16.7% 31.7%
Multimedia 29.8% 38.3% 15.8% 16%
Mass media ' 33.7% 36.7% 14.6% . 15.1%
Pre-service training 41.6% 33% '13.8% 11.6%
In-service training 19.3% 37.3% 25.5% . 18%
Conferences 20.8% 45.9% 203% 12.8%
Resource people 15% 42.7% 24.1% 18.2%

All 10 items were significantly intercorrelated (see Table 7), so the individual
data were collapsed into a linear composite to form the first criterion variable, use of
research-based information, which was used for further analysis. = .

Table 7

Use of sources of research-based information (inter-item correlations)

I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1 Scholarly ‘
documents
2 Prof;ssif)na) 0.75%+
publications
School

. 0.46%*  (.48**
evaluations

3
4  Internet 0.53**  0.54**  0.26%*

5 Multimedia 0.46**  0.48**  039**  (.58**

6  Mass media 0.34**  040**  030** 0.54**  0.68**
7

Pre-service 029%*  025%*  0.17**  026%* - 028**  (023**

training
g [In-service 041%  041** 036  030** 032%*  026** 041
training
9  Conferences  0.40%* 030+  031%*  029%* 035% 032 021%* 50+
10 pR:OS;]‘;'ce 0.42%% 041+ 038 033** 037 033**  021**  046** 052

* < 0.05:** <0.01; *** < 0.001



75

Comparison of means of use of research-based information between the groups of
school practitioners was performed through one-way ANOVA, t-tests and effect size. As
Table 8 shows, there are statistically significant differences between teachers and school
administrators and school professionals, where the latter two groups use research-based
information more often than teachers. No significant difference was found between
administrators and professionals. Moreover, a non-significant Levene’s test demonstrated
that variances between these two groups were approximately equal.

Table 8
Dijj’érence between the groups of practitioners on the composite use of research-based

information (means, SDs, independent t-test and effect sizes)

Use of research-based information (composite) Mean/SD
Teachers (n = 947) 1.25(0.67)
.. 1.49(0.63)

School administrators (n = 101)
1.49(0.71)

Professionals (n = 101)
One-way ANOVA F significance 13.46***(2, 1146)

t-values Cohen’s d
Teachers vs. administrators -3.0%*# -0.36
Teachers vs. professionals 3,934 -0.36
Administrators vs. professionals 0.04 ) 0

* <0.05; ¥* < 0.01; *** < 0.001
Despite the effect sizes interpreted as moderate. there is a 74.9% overlap between

teachers and administrators énd professionals in their use of [ésearch-based information
from the totality of sources, showing little practical importance of the difference found
between these groups.

Frequency of the types of use (dimensions of use). In regard to the

second criterion variable asking about the uses that practitioners made of research-based
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information, groups’ responses fall between “some of the time” (1) and “often” (2). The
numbers of those who selected “never” and “always” vary from 5% to 13% depending on
the use dimension. For example, 151 practitioners (13.1%) reported having never used
research-based information to resolve issues in their everyday practice. On the contrary,
improvement of professional practices was reported as the main reason for using
research-based information for all three groups (see both unweighted and weighted
means, SDs and the reliability coefficient in Table 9 below).

Table 9

Dimensions of use of RBI (unweighted and weighted means and standard deviations by

categories of professionals)

Rate the frequency with which you have used RBI during the last year:
4-point scale: “0” — never; “3” — always

Teachers Administrators Professionals ’ Canada 2008
N=947 N =101 N =101 N=1.153
unweighted weighted unweighted weighted unweighted weighted  unweighted weighted

To achieve a better

understanding of

issues in your

practice

To satisfy

intellectual _ 1.53(0.74) 1.550.74) 1.65(0.67) 1.57(0.63) 1.88(0.80) 1.94(0.77) 1.59(.74) 1.60(0.75)

curiosity

To improve

professional 1.60(0.74) 1.58(0.74) 1.85(0.73) 1.78(0.66) 1.96(0.84) 1.98(0.81) 1.67(.76)

practice

To reflect on your

attitudes and 142(0.72)  141(0.74)  1.67(0.75)  1.60(0.73) 1.70(0.84)  1.71(0.86)  1.48(.74)

practices ’

To justify or

validate your 1.35(0.75)  1.33(0.76) 1.68(0.775 1.510.77)  1.70(0.81)  1.65(0.79) 1.43(.77)

decisions

To resolve

problems in your 1.19(0.72) 1.17(0.70) 1.38(0.76) 1.26(0.73) 1.45(0.74) 1.43(0.80) 1.24(.73) 1.22{0.73)

daily practice )

To develop new

activities,

programs,

cuidelines

Conceptual use 1.46(0.63)  147(0.65) 1.690.62) 1.62(0.57) 1.806(0.75) 1.84(0.74) 1.52(0.66) .53(0.67)

Instrumental use 1.45(0.62) 1.43(061) 1.64(0.67) 1.54(0.63) 1.73(0.67) 1.753(0.69) 1.49(0.64) 1.48(0.63)

Symbolic use 1.35(0.75)  133(0.76) 1.68(0.77)  1.51(0.77) 170(0.81) 1.65(0.79) 141(0.77) 1.3%0.77)
Cronbach’s alpha = 0.92

146(0.74) 1.45(075) 1.77(0.72) 1.68(0.67) 1.80(0.85) 1.87(0.82) 1.53(.76) 1.53(0.77)

66(0.75)

47¢0.76)

39(0.77)

1.570.74)  153(0.73)  1.7(079)  157(0.79) LI70.73)  1L770.75)  1.62(0.74)

57(0.74)
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According to the literature, all three types of use are not orthogonal because
conceptual use usually precedes the use for instrumental and symbolic ends, but can also
be an end in itself. Therefore, three linear composites were created to group the observed
variables according té the dimensions of use into another criterion variab}e including
conceptual, instrumental and symbolic use of research-based information. Resolving
problems in daily practice, developing new activities and programs and improving one’s
practice pertained to instrumental use. Conceptual use related to achieving better
understanding of issues of practical importance, satisfying intellectual curiosity and
curiosity and reflecting on attitudes and practices. Justifying or validating one’s decisions
referred to symbolic use.

At a glance, there exists little distinction among the groups in their use of
research-based information for all three ends (instrumental, conceptual and symbolic). To
test for the difference, three group means of the three dimensions of use of research-
based information were compared by running one-way ANOVA and t-tests and

calculating effect size.



Table 10
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Means group comparison (means, SDs, independent-sample t test, significance and effect

size)

Teachers (n = 947)

School administrators (n = 101)

Professionals (n = 101)

Teachers vs. administrators
Teachers vs. professionals

Administrators vs. professionals

Conceptual use Instrumental use Symbolic use
Mean/SD. Mean/SD Mean/SD
1.47(0.65) 1.43(0.61) 1.33(0.76)
1.62¢(0.57) 1.54(0.63) 1.51(0.77)
1.84(0.74) 1.73(0.59) 1.65(0.79)
One-way ANOVA One-way ANOVA One-way ANOVA
F significance F significance F significance
20.38***(2, 1146) 14.19%**(2, 1146) 12.27***(2, 1146)
Cohen’s Cohen’s Cohen’s
t-values t-values t-values
d . d d
-2.5% 0.23 -1.86 0.18 -2.56* -0.24
6.1#%* -0.56 5.2 -0.49 4544 042
-2.3* -0.31 14 -0.18

-2.7%* -0.33

* < 0.05; ** < 0.01; *** < 0.001

As Table 10 shows, there are statistically significant differences between teachers

and school administrators and school professionals where the latter two groups again use

research-based information more often than teachers for all three ends. Despite this, the

variation of effect size statistics within the moderate range signifies an overlap between

all three groups ranging from 84% to 64% and that their limited use of research-based

information makes them more similar than different.

Predictor Variables.

QURBI variables. In the questionnaire, 23 independent variables were grouped

into four sections in accordance with the available conceptual and empirical evidence.

They asked school practitioners about their opinions of research-based information. Their

attitudes towards activities raising their awareness about research-based information,
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required skills for using research-based information and aspects of school culture and
support structure for the use of research-based information in everyday practice.

The descriptive analyses of unweighted and weighted data suggest that, on
average, school practitioners are predominantly neutral in attitudes towards research and
other factors that may affect their decisions to use research-based information in
everyday practice (see Table 11). Nevertheless, a weak pattern of priorities can be traced
for the totality of respondents. For example, skills in using infbrmation technology, such
as the Internet and databases (m = 4.20), and the availability of time to read a journal and
apply a new technique (m = 4.19) were rated as the most necessary for using research-
based information. Among methods and strategies for raising awareness about research-
based information, practitioners value opportunities to discuss research results with
researchers (m = 3.85), availability of clear and explicit recommendations (m = 3.81) and
demonstrations (im = 3.78) of how to apply research. Among the elements that
practitioners contend in their everyday practice and that may affect their decision to use
research-based information are facilities and technology (m = 3.89) and presence of
supportive environment (m = 3.89). Usefulness of research in guiding and improving
professional practice (m = 3.48) and relevance of research to school reality (m = 3.37) are
the most sought after properties of research-based information.

The data also show that there is little distinction between the groups of

practitioners; all three groups share relatively similar perceptions.



Table 11
Practitioner attitudes towards RBI, activities raising awareness about RBI, skills for
using RBI and organizational factors (unweighted and weighted means and standard

deviations)
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Rate the extent to which you personally agree that...
5-point scale 1 ~ “strongly disagree,” 3 — “neutral,” 5 — “strongly agree”

Teachers Administrators Professionals Canada
N=947 N=101 N=101 N =1153
unweighted weighted unweighted weighted unweighted ighted unweighted i d

Research-based information

Is easy to find 3.06(0.92)  3.07(0.93) 3.21(0.95) 3.26(0.88) 3.22(0.94) 329(0387) 3.10(0.93) 3.12(0.93)

Is easy to understand 3.00(0.87) 299%0.87) 3.21(0.91) 3.28(0.85) 3.15(0.87) 3.18(0.81) 3.04(0.88) 3.05(0.87)

Is relevant to your

3.30(0.98) 3.30(0.99)  3.72(0.78)  3.70(0.85)  3.59(0.96) 3.62(0.90) 3.37(0.97) 3.39(0.98)

reality
Offers timely
. . 3.14(0.9 3.11(0.90)  3.36(0.89)  3.26(0.93)  3.40(0.93) 3.32(0.83) 3.19(0.91)  3.15(0.91
information 3.14(0.9)  3.11(0.90)  3.36(0.89)  5.26(0.93) (0.93) (0.83)  3.19(0.91) (0.91)
Is reliable and

3.21(0.82 324(0.83) 3.53(0.78)  3.52(0.69) 3.45(0.86) 3.42(0.78) 3.26(0.83) 3.29(0.82
trustworthy (0.82)  3.24(0.83) 3(0.74)  3.52(0.69)  3.45(0.86) (0.78) (0.83) (0.82)

Is useful to guide or

improve your L 344N 3.48(0.97) 3.69(0.88) 3.71(0.78) 3.61(1.02) 3.34(1.02) 3.48(0.99) 3.49(0.96)

professional practice
Is easy to transfer into
your practice

The following activities are useful to make you aware of RBl
Presentation of

2.99(0.92) 3.00(0.94) 3.20(0.85)  3.20(0.89) 3.39(0.95) 3.47(0.92) 3.05(0.93)  3.08(0.95)

research ﬁndings 3.36(0.92) 3.33(0.92)  3.66(0.92) 3.62(0.95) 3.74(0.95) 3.86(0.86) 3.42(0.93) 3.43(0.94)

tailored to your needs
Your involvement in a
research project
Research results
accompanied by clear
and explicit
recommendations
Opportunities to
discuss research
results with the
research team
Regular contacts with
people who distribute
research-based
information
Demonstrations about

346(0.92)  3.44(0.94) 3.82(0.83) 3.79(0.87)  3.76(0.93) 3.88(0.92) 3.53(0.92)  3.54(0.95)

3.76(0.85) 3.76(0.87)  3.96(0.88)  3.96(0.93) 4.04(0.80) 4.07(0.72) 3.81{0.86) 3.82(0.87)

3.79(0.85)  3.77(0.86) 4.02(0.76)  4.09(0.72)  4.16(0.81)  4.04(0.76)  3.85(0.85)  3.83(0.84)

3.46(0.92) 3.45(0.94) 3.63(0.78)  3.60(0.78)  3.91(0.92) 3.99(0.85) 3.52(0.92) 3.53(0.93)

how to apply research 3.73(0.91) 3.70(0.93) 3.88(0.82) 3.98(0.78) 4.12(0.81) 4.11{0.76) 3.78(0.90) 3.78(0.91)

recommendations
Discussions of
research-based
information with
colleagues

in

349(0.91)  3.480.91)  3.66(0.92) 3.63(0.95) 3.93(0.81) 3.98(0.73) 3.

4(0.91)  3.56(0.91)

continued
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Rate the extent to which you personally agree that...

S-point scale 1 - “strongly disagree,” 3 — “nentral,” 5 — “strongly agree”

Teachers Administrators Professionals Canada
N=947 N=10] N=101 N =1153

unweighted weighted unweighted weighted unweighted weighted unweighted weighted
The following skills are necessary to use RBI in everyday practice
Ability to read and
understand research 3.87(0.88)  3.86(0.88) 4.09(0.77) 4.06(0.76) 4.07(0.83) 4.12(0.79) 3.90(0.87)  3.91(0.86)
publications -
Skills to use IT, such
as Internet and 4.17(0.80)  4.19(0.81)  4.36(0.68) 4.36(0.69) 4.37(0.71)  4.45(0.66) 4.20(0.78)  4.23(0.79)
databases
Ability to assess the
quality of research- 3.76(0.87)  3.75(0.89) 3.99(0.82) 3.8%(0.84) 4.16(0.79) 4.26(0.77) 3.82(0.87)  3.82(0.89)
based information
Expertise to translate
research findings to 3.74(091)  3.69(0.93) 4.020.77) 4.06(0.75) 4.25(0.78) 4.26(0.77) 3.81(0.90)  3.80(0.92)
practice
Use of RBI is influenced by the following organizational factors
Available time to read
a journal, apply a new 4.17(0.84)  4.19(0.83)  4.30(0.89) 4.29(0.99) 4.23(0.71) 4.17(0.71)  4.19(0.83)  4.20(0.83)
technique, etc
Available facilities 3.89(0.89)  3.89(0.89) 3.83(0.97) 3.85(0.98) 3.90(0.85) 4.02(0.76) 3.89(0.90)  3.90(0.89)
and technology R T T T o R R M
Incentives. such as
Li)r:(l)l::rri?_ﬁr:seningof 3.35(0.13)  3.35(1.12)  327(1.19)  332(1.18)  3.00(1.16)  3.15(1.18) 331(1.14) 331(L.13)
the workload, etc.
Opportunities to
challenge established 3.60(0.90)  3.62(0.92) 3.86(0.79) 3.88(0.74) 3.74(0.88) 3.76(0.85) 3.63(0.89)  3.66(0.89)
habits and traditions
Organizational
lmpona_ncefor 3.60{0.90) -3.62(0.92) 4.05(0.75) 4.10(0.75) 3.88(0.86) 3.95(0.89) 3.67(0.90)  3.71(0.92)
professional
development
AS[.'ppomve 3.83(0.87)  3.83(0.88) 4.14(0.75)  4.16(0.73)  4.110.81) 421(0.76) 3.89(0.87)  3.91(0.86)
environment
Human resources,
such as the availability  3.79(0.89)  3.76(0.92) 4.01(0.87) 4.08(0.77)  4.07(0.90) 4.15(0.92)  3.85(0.90)  3.84(0.92)
of qualified staff
Organized groups,
such as unions, 3.05(1.03) - 3.00(1.04) 3.08(1.06) 3.00(093) 2.96(1.03) 2.99(0.99) 3.03(1.04)  2.98(1.02)

granting agencies and
media

Exploratory factor analysis (PCA) was performed to test the correspondence

between conceptual structure imposed on the questionnaire and empirical structure of the

independent variables (see Table 12) for the whole sample using unweighted and

weighted scores. Factor structure for three separate groups of school practitioners was not

tested because of the minimal difference between them. Using the criterion of
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eigenvalues larger than one and the structure provided by the screeplot, four factors were
extracted. Alternating Varimax and Oplimin rotations produced similar results in regard
to the solution and factor structure. A simple four-factor solution explained 60% of the
variance and was consistent with the hypothesized structure. Only two item loadings
were weak. Availability of time to rgad research findings and availability of facilities and
technology tended to load more on the factor of individual expertise about the use of RBI.
Although the cross-loaded items ﬁight be dropped from further consideration (Schultz &
Whitney, 2005), it was decided.fo_ force them into the organizational factor that was
seemingly most relevant. o

Hence, practitioners’ opinions about research-based information and their
attitudes towards awareness activities, expertise and organizational features as factors
affecting their decision to use research-based information in practice were the four latent
factors (referred to as QURBI factors). Since there was no meaningful difference between
the solutions based on the raw and weighted data, the resulting weighted factor scores
were saved for further analyses.
Table 12
Loadings, percentage of variance explained, eigenvalues and internal consistency

reliability of the four factors

Organiza-
Awareness .. . >
. Opinions Expertise tional
activities
factors
Factor: Awareness . .
. unweighted weighted
activities
Cont 'h i ’ :
ontacts with people who g 557 " g g9 0.22 0.09 0.25

distribute research
Demonstrations about how : . .
1o apply research 072 . . 0.76 0.11 0.20 0.20
recommendations o
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Awareness
activities

Opinions

Expertise

Organiza-
tional

Factor: Awareness

. e unweighted weighted
activities

factors

Opportunities to discuss ST TR
research results with C06 073
colleagues : - :
Your involvement in a
research project

Research results
accompanied by clear and
explicit recommendations
Opportunities to discuss
research results with the
research team
Presentation of research
findings tailored to vour
needs SmEARG
Eigenvalues 103 10
Variance explained 39.7% 38.9%
Cronbach’s alpha 0.85

059

0.16

0.24

0.18

0.26°

0.32

0.17

0.18

0.33

0.30

0.26

0.23
0.13
-0.02
Q.O6

0.07.

Factor: Opinions about RBI unweighted

weighted

Is easy to understand 0.05 074
Offers timely information 0.19 0.74
Is easy to transfer into your 0.26 0.70
practice .

Is easy to find 0.08 0.69
Is relevant to your reality 033  0.68
Is reliable and trustworthy 0.30 0.62"°
Is easy to guide and improve :
your practice

Eigenvalues : 2.5
Variance explained 9.6%

017 054

0.74
0.73.

0.69
0.68
0.67
0.63
0.55

2.6
9.8%

Cronbach's alpha 0.814

0.16
0.11

0.10

0.02
0.17
0.19

0.32

0.08
0.10

0.13
017"

0.05
0.06

-0.06

Factor: Expertise

unweighted weighted

Ability to assess the quality
of RBI
Skills to use IT such as
internet and databases
Ability to read and
understand the research 0.38
publications
Expertise to translate research
findings to practice
Eigenvalues

‘ariance explained
Cronbach’s alpha

0.36

0.19

o

0.66
0.64

063
1.7

~0.67
' 0.66

- 0.64

051 .

1.7

6.4% 6.6%

0.81

0.04

0.10

0.07

unweigh weight
1ed ed

Factor: Organizational factors

Organized groups such as
unions, granting agencies and 0.07
media

-0.11

079 079
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Awareness Organiza-
AN Opinions Expertise tional
activities
factors

Fa‘:",”:’ Awareness unweighted weighted
activities
Incentives -0.02 -0.06 0.11 0.77  0.75
Human resources, such as ' ;
availability of qualified staff 025 0.07 0.21 0.73 - 075
Organizational importance 0.24 021 021 0.64 - 0.65
for PD o
Supportive environment 0.20 0.13 0.43 0.63 . 0.64
Opportunities to challenge e
established habits and 0.15 0.23 0.44 -0.51 - 0.51
traditions S
The available facilities and 011 0.08 0.58 . 044 0.43
technology U B
tn)e available time to ‘read a 023 0.04 0.61 032 030
journal, apply a technique
Eigenvalues i1 1.2
Variance explained 42% 4.6%
Cronbach’s alpha 0.77

1Vs: KMO measure of sampling adequacy = 0.95

Four-factor solution: total variance explained = 60%
Complete questionnaire: Cronbach’s alpha = 0.942

Reliability assessment was conducted to see the degree to which test scores are
free from errors of measurement. Internal consistency reliability analysis was run both for
the whole instrument and for each constituent section or factor, with the omission of the
items indicated by factor analysis. This exposed the extent to which the question
responses for each observed variable were correlated with the overall score on the
corresponding section of the questionnaire. Presented in Tables 5, 9 and 12, Cronbach’s
alpha coefTicients vary from 0.77 to 0.92 for separate sections and 0.94 for the complete
questionnaire. The coefficients are satisfactory (DeVellis, 1991) and confirm internal
consistency of the self-report scales.

Relationship between use of research-based information and
factor variables. Multiple regression was used to answer the question about the

predictors of use of research-based information. Once the relationship is known. this
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information shows which variables are the strongest predictors of the criterion variables:
use of research-based information sources by school practitioners and the three
dimensions of use. For regression purposes, criterion variables were represented by
composite scores. Factor scores were used for the four QURBI factors. Such predictors as

coursework in research methods, participation in research projects and job responsibility

were dichotomized.
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As a starting point, intercorrelations between the criterion and predictor variables
are presented in Table 13. The table shows that the significant relationships among the
four criterion variables were relatively strong and positive. Given that the coefficients
were generally less than 0.80, we may conclude that each of these variables measures a
dimension of the practitioners’ use of research-based information.

Out of 13 predictor variables, individual variables, such as gender and educational
experience, and school properties, such as size and location, did not correlate with any of
the four criterion variables (marked light grey in Table 13). Therefore, they were not |
considered as potential predictors. At the same time, job responsibility, coursework inj
research methods, prior participation in research and grade level, as well as three QURBI
factors (opinions about research-based information, attitudes towards awareness activities
and individual expertise) were found to correlate relatively consistently across dependént
variables. Whether practitioners work in secondary or primary school was negatively
related to only two criterion variables, the instrumental and symbolic use of RBI,
showing that elementary teachers may use RBI sources for these two ends more often.
Although statistically significant, the correlations are modest.

Organizational factors were found to be correlated only with the use of research to -
back up actions and decisions, and showed no relation to instrumental and conceptual use
or the use of RBI sources.

This intercorrelation matrix also provides information about interrelationships
among the predictor variables. While most of the coefficients were not statistically
significant, a few demonstrated relationships between variables. These correlations were

quite modest, suggesting that assumptions about multicollinearity would not be violated
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for the multiple regression analyses. Job responsibility and coursework in research
methods were correlated with participation in research projects, suggesting that school
admjnistrators, professionals and those who had taken research methods classes seemed
to have more prior experience participating in research projects. School practitioners also
tended to have more positive opinions about research and to value activities raising their
awareness about research. Practitioners with more research experience (through
coursework and participation in research projects) are more positive in their attitudes
towards research skills necessary for their everyday practices.

Hierarchical multiple regressions were used to assess the extent to which the
relationships observed between predictors and four criterion variables held true, while
controlling for the influences of other predictors. Sets of predictors were entered in two
blocks. The first block included the following individual characteristics: job
responsibility, coursework in research methods, prior participation in research projects
and grade level. Four QURBI factors were entered in block two. As Table 14 shows,
statistically significant individual characteristics alone explained 11%, 12%, 10% and
10% of variance of all four criterion variables. After controlling for demographic
variables, QURBI factors accounted for a statistically significant 11%, 21%, 21% and
15% of variance in the use of RBI sources and three dimensions of use. Overé]l, eight

predictors accounted for 22% of variance in the use of RBI sources, 33% in conceptual

use, 31% in instrumental use and 25% in symbolic use.
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Table 14
Summaries of three hierarchical regression models with demographic and individual

data included

Criterion variables R square R square change F change df
Use of RBI sources Model 1 0.11 0.11 31.57*** 4, 1042
Model 2 0.22 0.11 38.25%*+ 4,1038
Conceptual use Model 1 0.12 0.12 37.47%** 4, 1042
Model 2 0.33 0.21 79.43%** 4, 1038
Instrumental use Model 1 0.10 0.11 31.42*%%* 4,1042
Model 2 0.31 0.21 78.86*** 4,1038
Symbolic use Model 1 0.10 0.10 28.47%** 4, 1042
Model 2 0.25 0.15 52.48**+* 4, 1038

*<0.05; ** <0.01; *** < 0.001
Table 15 displays the results of four separate two-model regression analyses

corresponding to each of the dependent variables. The pattern of results suggests that
opinions about research-based information are the most important predictor (8 coefficient
varies from 0.33 to 0.42). Attitudes towards awareness activities and individual expertise
are two other significant QURBI factors. Prior participation in research projects and
coursework in research methods also significantly predict the use of research and its
dimensions. The impact of the grade level variable was only significant for the
instrumental and symbolic dimensions of use, whereas that of organizational factors was
only significant for the symbolic use of RBI; however, their unique contribution was
almost negligible. Job responsibility was not a significant predictor. As expected, these

findings confirmed the results in the correlation matrix.
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Summary of hierarchical regression coefficients (betas) using QURBI factors and

controlling for demographics and individual characteristics

Use of RBI :
o Conceptual
Models Mi M2 . M1 M2

Dimensions of use
Instrumental Symbolic
M1 M2 M1 M2

Individual characteristics:
Prior
participation in
research (“07 ~
no participation;
“1” —worked with
university
researchers or
colleagues on
school-based
projects)

Job responsibility
(*0” ~teacher:

ey

0.25%** 0.17+%+ 0.26%** 0.15%**

0.08%* 0.04 0.]3%** 0.05

administrators
and
professionals)
Coursework in
research methods
(0" — no
coursework; “17
—taken or in
progress)

Grade level (*0™
— primary; “17 —
secondary)
QURBI factors:
Awareness
activities
Organizational
factors
Opinions about
RBI

Individual
expertise

011+ 0.10%*  0.10%* 0.09%+

-0.06* -0.03 -0.06* -0.02

0.16*** 0.233*=
0.04 0.03
0-39$$¥

0.15#**

25 0.14** 22332 0.13%#**

.10* 0.04 d0** 0.04

07+ 0.10%** .09%+ 0.08%*

N PALL -0.09** - 112

-0.08%*

0.19*** 0.27***

0.003 0.08*
O42‘ £

0.33%%*

0.12%** 0.10%*+

<05 *F* < 01+ < 001
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Open-ended comments.

Despite the fact that open-ended questions add biases to a survey, to triangulate
the data collected through the questionnaire’s multiple-choice items and to permit more
freedom in the individual’s responses, open-ended questions were included.

Each of the six sections of the questionnaire was followed by an open-ended item
that gave respondents an opportunity to create their own responses to the questions. They
asked practitioners to consider a) other sources of research-based information they use in
their day-to-day practice; b) other purposes for which they use research-based
information; c¢) other opinions they have about research-based information; d) other
activities that make them aware of research-based information; €) other skills and
competenciés that may help practitioners use research-based information; and f) other
organizational factors that may affect their decision to use research-based information.

In this survey, the open-ended questions were the most commonly skipped—only
43.9% of survey respondents (n = 504) took time and commented on at least one of the
six items. The data file included comments by 84.1% of teachers (n = 424), 6.6% of
school administrators (n = 33) and 9.3% of professional staff (n = 47). This pattern was
somewhat similar to that in the general sample.

Other sources of research-based information. In total. 401 school

practitioners commented on the first open-ended question. However, 39 of them provided

EL TS

irrelevant answers such as *none,” “l think you covered all the sources 1 use,” “there are
many sources, 100 many to list” and the like. These responses were excluded from the

analysis of this question. Among 362 practitioners who provided meaningful responses

there were 303 teachers, 25 administrators and 33 school professionals. In connection to



92

the frequency of the self—reponed use of research-based information from the totality of
sources, 133 respondents reported having used it from “never” to “once or twice” and
229 of them used it from “three or four times™ to “five times or more.” A cross tabulation
of suggested sources and frequencies of use of research-based information are shown in
Ta_lb]e 16.

Table 16

Summary of sources of research-based information suggested by practitioners

“Never” = “once or twice” “Three or four times™ — “five
(n=133) times or more” (n = 229)

Assessments 2 11
Books 27 60
Colleagues 35 81
Curriculum 16 23
Experience and anecdotes 8 14
Experts 5 14
Journals 6 15
Mentors and administrators 3 24
Ministry publications 14 32
Newspapers and magazines 9 12
Teachers” own research 1 5

Programs and textbooks 16 21
Professional development activities 7 28
Research databases 1 2

School board publications 13 25
Student research 1 5

Professional association publications 6 18

1

University courses » 13
Web resources 32 41

A chi-square test was run to check if there is a statistically significant relationship
between sources of information suggested by school practitioners and frequencies with
which they use research-based information. The test shows that thgre is no significant
relationship between those who use research more or less frequently and the 19

categories of sources they suggested (x* = 23.28; df = i8; p = 0.18), implying that the



93

pattern of source preferences is likely to be independent of the self-reported behaviour of
use of research-based information.

As seen in Table 16, sources listed by practitioners were well within the
categories presented in the close-ended questions about sources of research-based
information. Other suggested soijrces of information were far from being research-based
by nature and referred rather to the practitioner’s craft knowledge. However, 91.7% of
respondents listed a blend of sources of both craft and research knowledge. The
practitioners’ comments suggested that the distinction between these two types of sources
is qu‘ite vague. Quite often, professional development activities that by definition should
serve the cause of professionalization may lack a research base. For instance, “resource
teachers give workshops to teachers in schools about new instructional practices, but they
do not back up the methods with research. The approach turns out to be 'evangelical.' i.e.;
supporting the latest fad with a lot of fervour, rather than presenting new ideas that are
research based.” Conversely, collegial exchanges traditionally thought of as a source of
craft knowledge may serve as a conduit of research knowledge: “I believe that a teacher
is more likely to implement a new practice if it comes from a colleague who has tried it.”
The following summarizes practitioners’ responses.

When asked fo add to the existing list of research-based information sources,
school practitioners reported having used a broad variety of sources in their everyday
practice. These vary considerably from sources of general interest, such as Wikipedia and
YouTube, to research and statistical databases, sﬁch as EBSCO, Scopus and Statistics

Canada, from information supplied by professional associations and support agencies to



94

that generated by teacher and student research and teachers’ own experience, as well as
anecdotal information.

Colleagues were ranked as the top reference source (n = 116). Notably, this
category was identified as fellow- and éo—teachers, peers and members of professional
communities and personal learning networks. However, only 53 respondents aﬁributed
opportunities to share resources, information and experience, and participate in
conversations and discussions as the most valuable aspect of these immediate at-work
links.

The casual character of infonﬁation flow and exchange by means of collegial
contacts was contrasted with the relative unimportance attached to centralized
information provided by the federal and provincial governments (n = 46), professional
unions and associations (n = 24) and school boards (n = 38). Thirty-nine practitioners
identified curricula and curriculum guides for subject areas produced by the ministries of
education to be paramount research-based resources. Along with those resources, print
resources such as normative documents and regulations, strategy outlines and resource
packages were reported to be used in school practices. Only 13 practitioners referred to
provincial assessments, such as DRA (Diagnostic Reading Assessment), CASI
(Comprehension, Attitude, Strategy and Interest) and accountébility results by such
governmental agencies as the Educational Quality and Accountability Office. National

and international professional association' publications in the form of newsletters,

' For example, ASCD (Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development); NCTM (National
Council of Teachers of Mathematics): NLTA (Newfoundland and Labrador Teachers® Association);
OECTA (Ontario English Catholic Teachers® Association); OPHEA (Ontario Physical and Health
Education Association): ETFO (Elementary Teachers’ Federation of Oniario).
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bulletins and speaking series were noted as suppliers of research-based information.
Research-based information was provided by the school boards to practitioners not only
through a vauéty of publications, such as intra-school memos, documents and
newsuapers, but also through the expertise of specialists, consultants, resource
profeési,bnals (n = 19) and professional development venues. The latter included
professionél activity days, learning seminars and workshops, summer institutes and
confe_rer'lces_, to name a few (n = 35).

.- Suhpol potential in communicating research findings to their practitioners was
rea]i_zéd through a system of school actors and activities. Mentors and school
administrators pass on examples and recommendations on how to apply research-based
approaches to everyday practice and encourage reflection on school-generated
assessinent data (n = 27). This dialogue usually unfolded during school council, cycle and
curriculum team meetings (n = 10). A few respondents referred to their own research (n =
4) and their students’ research and feedback (n = 6) as a basis for their practices.

Fourteen practitioners emphasized university education as a source of research-
based information. They reported having referred to course materials, study packages in
Special Education, Applied Psychology and research projects related to their
undergraduate and graduate degree training. Some viewed meetings with university
professors.as a valuable source of information to nurture their practices.

Preference for books (n = 87) was much more considerable than for academic
joumals (n = 23). Practitioners (n = 17) quoted authors from whom they sought
information: for instance, Diller’s writing on literacy work stations, Caulkin’s works on

primary writing. van de Walle’s student-centred mathematics. They (n = 19) also referred
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to such programs as Teaching-Learning Critical Pathway and Expanded Co-operative
Education. The following research topics were reported to have driven practitioners to
find and use research in their practice: mulfivble intelligences, learning ta'xonomies,
knowledge organizers and concept Building, and instructional strategies such as
coﬁective and guided reading, student-centred teaching and co-operative leaming.

Although books were mentioned tb be the main information medium, information
communication technology was emphasizgd as an increasingly popular channel of
research findings to school practiti()-ﬁeré (n=173). TeacherTube and Edublogosphere were
mentioned as providing access to sharable global resources in education. Surprisingly,
only three practitioners referred to reseérch-based Web resources, such as academic
databases and statistical data collectiohs. Information delivery was favoured through a
number of educational Web sites (fovrr instance, edhelper) and those of professional

. associations, webcasts of ministries of education, email alerts and RSS feeds.

In addition, 18 practitioners capitalized on the use of experience and five more
mentioned anecdotal information sources nurturing their everyday practice.

Types of use of research-based information. In total, 235 practitioners
commented on the question requiring the.m to add other types of use of research-based
information. Of this number, 220 had answered question one about other sources of
research-based information and 15 did not provide comments to question one. Three
groups of school practitioners were represented in the following way: 198 (84.3%) were
teachers, 13 (5.5%) were school administrators and 24 (10.2%) were professionals.

It is important to note that 51.4% of the comments (n = 121) were irrelevant: 65

RERTY

respondents made comments like “nothing else to add,” “can’t think of any,” *“unable to
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answer this question satisfactorily”; 56 practitioners were confused and either responded
“the stem is not clear to me” or provided information about sources of research-based
information, such as “educational magazines” or “see earlier answer.” A].l. 6f these were
not included, leaving 114 cases for further analysis. In regard to tﬁe self-reports of use of
research-based information from the 10 sources, respondents inclﬁdéd 25 who used
research less than once or twice and 89 practitioners who used it from three to four times
to five times or more. Table 17 shows their cross tabulation with ;he’ types/dimensions of
use. |

Table 17

Summary of use dimensions as suggested by practitioners

“Never” — ““once or twice” “Three or four times™ — “five times or

(n=25) ~ more” (n = 89)
Conceptual use 11 i 30
Instrumental use 19 68
Symbolic use 2 3

To test for the association between the users of research-based information and
the practitioner-suggested types of use, a chi-square test was performed. Because at least
20% of expectant values were less than 5, Yates’ correction was empldyed. The resulting
Yates’ chi-square = 0.27, df = 2, p = 0.87 showed no statistical difference between the
self-reported frequency of use and suggested‘dimensions of use. As suggested in the
literature, the uses of research-based information fell into three dimensions: instrumental,
conceptual and symbolic. The summary of responses follows.

Use of research for instrumental ends was the broadest category in this study (n =

87) and targeted students and classrooms, school and professional communities, parents
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and teachers themselves. Such tasks as helping students with special needs, classroom
managément, increasing student motivation, evaluating student performance and, overall,
empowering students in their learning drove practitioners to constder research-based
information as a classroom tool. Involvement with school and professional communities
encouraged school practitioners to use research-based information to develop school
policies and instructional programs; advocate for new programs and technologies; plan
collaborative activities; coach, mentor and support colleagues; prepare professional
development workshops; report or communicate assessment data; and analyze results and
preseht them in professional publications and at conferences. Uses of research-based
information to fuel collegial discussions (n = 44) were reported most frequently. The
topics cover “whether to expect 'success' (however defined) from programs such as
SuccessMaker”, “whether there is research support for using "pull-outs' to improve
literacy,” “teaching methodology to older teens (15-, 16-, 17- year old).” Persuading
parents about a particular course of action and supporting them on their way were
reported by thirty-one practitioners. Researching and reviewing own teaching,
substantiating new methods and testing programs and curriculum for rigour prompted
practitioners to utilize research findings. A curious use of research as a protective shield
against “less informed, jealous professionals™ was reported once.

Conceptual use of research-based information (n = 41) occurred mainly to support
practitioners in setting goals and developing expectations. Research-based information

was used to reflect, make decisions, develop a personal philosophy of teaching and check

the path of practice. A few practitioners viewed research as useful to keep themselves
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intellectually stimulated. They reported having used research findings to challenge their
own ideas and as a source of inspiration.

Symbolic utilization of research to legitimize actions without necessarily
changing practices or taking action was not abundant (n = 5), but was quite varied, and
included personal advancement. Political or persuasive uses included justifying
assessment results and methods for decision-making. A few practitioners reported using
research-based information to persuade parents of a particulaf course of action. The
details provided by practitioners do not make it possible to conclude to what extent these
uses were manipulative or deceptive, and thus cannot be interpreted as misuse of
research.

Opinions about research-based information. Three hundred and nine
practitioners commented on their opinions about research-based information; 34 of them
did not comment on the first open-ended question about the sources of research-based
information. There were 241 teachers, 28 administrators and 40 professionals. We
excluded 53 irrelevant responses from the analysis, leaving 256 valid responses. In regard
to the frequency of use of research-based information, 101 respondents either did not use
it or had used it once or twice in the past year. The cross tabulation is presented in Table
18. One hundred and fifty-five respondents used it from three to five times or more. A
chi-square test was performed to see if therg was an association between the frequency

with which research-based information is used and practitioners’ opinions about research

showing no such relationship (x* = 8.87, df =8, p=0.35)
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Table 18

Summary of practitioners’ opinions about research

“Three or four times™ —

“Never”(—r";orlx(:)e’l )0 r twice” “five times or more”™
(n=155)

Irrelevant ) 26 50
Inaccessible 8 18
User-unfriendly 14 19
Implementation challenging 16 16
Ideologically biased 9 13
Methodologically problematic 7 11
Necessary 16 19
Arousfng critical thinking . » 4

Neutral 12

School practitioners’ opinions about research-based information vary widely. At
the same time, their distribution is far from being normal and is positively skewed. In
their comments, practitioners tended to emphasize the qualities that research-based
information was lacking.

Thus, the main criticism was levelled against the irrelevance of research (n = 76),
“being out of touch with reality” and “hypocritical.” Research-based information was
characterized as “lvory Tower” conduéted for “‘perfect students with no problems, no
personal issues” and “never factoring in the different environments, cultures and socio-
economic conditions kids come from.” Some criticize it for being “too broad a spectrum”
and impossible to relate consistently to classroom situations, whereas o_thefs judge it as
“parrowly focused,” ignoring “possible or combined reasons for the results,” To account
for the situation, a few reasdns were listed repeatedly: a) researchers who never taught or

did it so long ago that “they lost touch with the realities of the classroom™; b) too much
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research is driven by US trends, “extrapolating American findings on Canadian
practices”; and c) research findings often do not relate to the curriculum, “the big ideas
from the ministry.” Four teachers mentioned that teachers’ involvement in research
would ensure its relevance. One of them pinpointed that “partnerships involving
practitioners in practical research and knc;wledge transfer should be favoured.”

The user-unfriendliness of research presentation was picked as the next point for

M &6

criticism (n = 33). On the one hand, research is perceived as “flowery,” “complicated,”
“dense,” “overwhelming” and “convoluted.” Practitioners described it as “overburdened
with catchphrases and keywords that hide the true impact,” “inaccessible for quick
reading” and “loses its meaning when being accessed.” Instead of the “use of edu-speak,”
“edu-babble™ and *“Thesaurus definitions™ that turn practitioners off, they would like to
read simple, plain and usable language. Short and clear reports incorporating “actual
examples™ as well ‘as summaries and syntheses with “a ball park figure to gauge
effectiveness™ are the research products that practitioners sought. On the other hand,
some school practitioners (n = 10) aéknow]edge that by and large, practitioners’ ability to
understand research is limited. This refers especially to “statistics” in research reports.
This is how one of the teachers put it: “I have observed truly dreadful misuse of statistical
data by administrators and superintendents at staff meetings and in-services. They should

have done it better since they are supposedly graduates of Masters in Education

Administration courses in our board . . . .” Pre-service education and professional

? Many questioned the guality of the US mode! of education.
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development activities were noted as opportunities for developing skills to read and
interpret research results.

Contact with research is often limited, not only because of its conceptual
difficulty, but also because of its physical inaccessibility. Twenty-six practitioners
emphasized that research-based information is difficult to find, which 'discourages them
from considering research in their practice. Firstly, practitioners do not have access to
online libraries and databases because money is the object for schools and individual
practitioners. Those who have access reported being in contact with universities. They are
either university students or maintain contact through their previous jobs. Practitioners
living in remote communities do not have adequate access unless “they have a university
nearby with a Faculty of Education and a library open to the public.” Instead, “hard
copies of the outdated research papers distributed at school and school board™ are the
only sources of research-based information available to them. In this respect, timeliness
of research becomes a concem for practitioners (n = 7).

Even if research-based information is accessed, read, understood and found
relevant, there are a number of challenges to its systematic implementation (n = 32). Lack
of clear, strategic and comprehensive recommendations from the research, lack of
support and resources, large classes, lack of time to plan for the change and modify the
information to meet students’ needs, and the mere stress of the day “‘often cause
practitioners to lapse into a more traditional pedagogical method because it offers the
path of least resistance, not because it is best practice.”

Hidden and not so hidden political and ideological agendas attached to research

by governing agencies do not contribute to the usability of research-based information in
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school practitioners’ opinions (n = 22). One of the practitioners compared it to
“pendulum‘swings”; another wrote in despair: “Research can be used to prove anything
you want it to suppoﬁ ...” Another practitioner provided an example: “Although the
study reported that six weeks was the shortest time that a teaching-learning critical
pathway had been completed (with the longest pathway lasting up to a year), my board
has decided that we will do a new pathway every six weeks.” Educational groups and
organizations were reported not only to push the patterns based on their priorities, but
also to igno_ré 'and hamper practitioners’ initiatives to use research findings they think are
relevant‘ in tlﬁeir'_everyday situation. This is what one of the practitioners wrote: “As a
teacher I may have a new idea based in solid research, but if it does not fit the Min. of Ed.
or District or Pfincipal’s belief, it becomes a challenge . . .” It is even more complicated
when the expectations and requirements of ministries and boards conflict, turning
practices into “‘a political minefield.” Practitioners strongly oppose getting involved in
such a “battle of duelling experts™ aﬁd “haring wildly off in all directions.™

Some school practitioners (n = 18) could not avoid criticizing the methodological
quality of educatiénal research, claiming it lacked rigour (that is, poorly designed and
biased) and therefore contained incbnclusive, unreliable and invalid findings.
Discrepancies in methodological solutions used to answer specific research questions
may be so huge that it becomes impossible fér practitioners to compare the results of the
studies.

Eighteen practitioners were neutral in their opinions about research-based

information. They evaluated research as “sometimes far-fetched, sometimes relevant and
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credible.” A few respondents commented that asking this question to practitioners is not
legitimate as it “all depends upon the research and who did it.”

Despite the predominantly negative opinions about research-based information
expressed in the practitioners’ comments, a few strengths of research were highlighted. It
was referred to as valuable (n = 18) for its ability “to direct professional practice and
personal opinions,” “to feed new understanding.which helps to find new ways of doing
things,” “to validate practice,” “to bring aboﬁt the possibility of multiple perspectives” as
well as being an important (n = 5) and necéSsary (n = 3) component of educators’
effectiveness and professionalism. Practitioners also acknowledged its critical potential (n
= 8) for individual and organizational change and improvement. Research-based
information “challenges you to give up metfxods and strategies that you use simply
because you use them and to begin to think critically about what you are doing and why”
and “provokes collaborative discussions among staff, and the school can only benefit
from thése conversations.”

Practitioners’ attitudes towards awareness activities. Out of 261
individuals who commented on the activities that may raise practitioners’ awareness
about research-based information, 26 did not comment on the first open-ended question.
Of those who commented, 224 were teachers, 16 were administrators and 20 were
professionals. There were 69 irrelevant respoﬁses (for instance, “nothing to add™) that
were excluded from the analysis, leaving 192 valid comments. As Table 19 shows, 75
respondents were infrequent users of research-based information, and 117 reported

having used it more than three times in the past year. To test for the pattern of association
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between the frequency of use and awareness activities, a chi-square test was run (Yates’
X2 = 6.7, df = 8, p = 0.35), showing the absence of such a pattern.
Table 19

Summary of awareness activities suggested by practitioners

“Three or four times™ —

“Never” - “once or twice” w . .
five times or more

(n=75) (n=117)
Demonstrations 23 28
Teams, colleagues, networks ’ 10 A 30 »
Professional development 11 - 26
Experiential activities 2 ‘ 9 -
Experts 4 6
Contact with researchers 9 7
Participation in research 3 3
Own research 2 -3
Technology as delivery medium 8 21

Access 4 7

In school practitioners’ comments about the activities helping therﬁ to become
aware of research findings, the main focus was placed on demonstrations about how the
findings of a particular study can be used in classroom practices (n = 51). To be useful
these demonstrations should reflect reality, but not model it, and show how ﬁndings can
be incorporated into practice seamlessly. Practitioners reported they would also
appreciate lesson plans and assessment activities developed on the basis of research
findings. They could be incorporated in workshops and seminars delivered in person or as
video clips via the Internet.

Again, collegiai discussions were spotlighted in practitioners’ comments (n =
40). Notably, they are valued as the most effective way of sharing how to search for
research and interpret it, discussing the significance and applicability of research

outcomes to practitioners’ particular situations and exchanging experiences in research
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application. Professional dialogue with both immediate and remote colleagues was
acknowledged as equally useful. School leadership and grade-level team meetings,
reading groups, and staff and council meetings were suggested as opponunitiés to
encourage exchange of research-based information within schools and beyond them.
Another excellent opportunity for enhancing research-based discourse among
practitioners was professional in-service training (n = 37), which includes not only
professional development days and workshops, but also additional qualification courses
and conferences. An important place was given to hands-on, experiential activities where
practitioners “get a chance to practice the skills and strategies that were 5eing reported in
the research” (n = 11). Communication professionals such as school educational
consultants were reported to play a special role in raising awareness of research (n = 10).
* Contact with researchers (n = 16), participation in research (n = 6) and conducting
own research (n = 5) made it possible to directly exchange with researchers, gain skills
and experience and communicate the needs of school practice to academia. Broadening
outreach from academia to school practice was viewed és a means to enhance awareness.
Although pfactitioners preferred human interaction as a means for becoming
aware of research-based information, technology was also viewed as a powerful conduit
of research-based information (n = 29). Besides consolidated research on the Web sites of
professional associations, such resources as videos or webcasts were noted as a means to
observe researchers discussing research topics, VreSl_xlts and recommendations. Web sites
for peer-sharable resources, blogs, forums, monthly email notifications, online message
boards and subscription lists informing practitioners of recent research would provide

dissemination options to help them “choose which would be most suited to their
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situations.” The existence of an open-access meta resource, such as “access point,” “tool
box,” “resource bank” or “central list of research,” consolidating summarized/synthesized
applied educational research, accompanied by clear recommendations and video
demonstrations and structured by subject or problem areas was identified as another
longed-for facility to improve school practice. Another suggestion was a forum supported
by educational research experts, providing research-informed answers to practitioners’
questions.

Practitioners’ attitudes towards expertise about the use of

research-based. information. Comments were given by 218 practitioners, 12 of
whom did not comment on the additional sources of research-based information.
Seventy-two comments were irrelevant (for instance, “nothing to add”) and were
excluded from further analysis. Valid responses were given by 120 teachers, 13
administrators and 13 practitioners. Out of these, 57 practitioners fell into the range of
those who used research information “once or twice,” while 86 used it “three or four
times” or “five times or more.” The cross tabulation with skills considered important to
use research in their everyday practice is presented in Table 20. A chi-square test of
independence was run to test for their association (Yates’y? = 6.08, df = 5, p = 0.29) and

showed no link between the frequency of-use and importance of the skills to use research.
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Table 20

Summary of skills as suggested by practitioners

“Three or four times™ —

“Never” — “once or " . N
five times or more

twice™(n = 57) (n= 86)
Information search skills 2 12
Appraisal skills 14 16
Skills to relate and adapt research to practice 13 17
Skills to summarize and communicate research 1 8
Research skills v i 7
Willingness 1o use research 3 3

However, school practitioners identified the following sets of skills as focal for
their use of research-based information. These include information search skills (n = 14),
research appraisal skills (n = 30), expertise to relate and adapt research results to practice
(nv= 30). ability to summarize and communicate available research findings (n = 9) and
skills to conduct own research (n = 8).

Ability to find relevant online educational publications through search engines
and familiarity with accessing research databases were reported as necessary
prerequisites of research utilization. At the same time, practitioners acknowledge the
paramount importance of research literacy allowing for understanding of research-based
information. In their opinion, these skills refer to a) reading and understanding of the
vocabulary used in research; b) reading research with a reasonable amount of scepticism,
“weeding out the pertinent infoﬁnation and skipping the superfluous bits”; ¢) “taking
apart” or evaluating research for its bias and appropriateness of analyses; and d)

understanding the meaning of results and “conclusiveness of conclusions.”
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Another important skill for the use of research;based information is to be able to
extrapolate the findings in order to address specific issues and situations. These include
abilities to a) associate research to the needs of classrooms, schools and boards; b)
combine research results with practical strategies for the classroom; c) select elements
that may partially apply; and d) adapt research findings to concrete situatioﬁs.

Skills to simplify, synthesize and communicate research-based information were
highlighted by school administrators, since they are largely responsible for promoting and
supporting school change. These skills are necessary for them to “synthesize research
trends to show where the field is going” and to communicate research findings efficiently
in “teacher language for teachers” and “without consuming teachers’ time.”

Practitioners emphasized that skills in conducting research would help them
‘improve their practice and instil “the desire to experiment and use new methods” and “a
critical attitude towards the research of others.”

Problem-solving skills were unanimously perceived as necessary to use research-
based information; however, a few practitioners pinpointed the need for problem-
formulation/location skills (n = 4). In order to know what type of information they were
looking for, practitioners needed the ability “to judge which areas of their teaching they
needed help with™ and “to discern wheré "lacks' exist and what needs they are trying to
meet.”

Practitioners also highlighted a number of personal dispositions (n = 6) to
encourage the use éf research-based information. These were “willingness to improve
and learn,” “flexibility and openness to new ideas,” “courage to support research-based

practices despite common preconceptions,” and “confidence and intellectual honesty.”
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Although the comments focused on the individual expertise necessary to use
research-based information in everyday practice, quite often school practitioners (n = 39)
refocused the question and referred to external expertise instead. For them, an expert is a
“more knowledgeable other” who relates to professionals and bodies (sometimes
involving teachers) and whose major functions are to discuss and explain re;earch, to
summarize and translate ideas that are relevant to teachers, to demonstrate the usefulness
of findings in a classroom setting, and to provide tools and resources to help apply
research-based information in a particular situation.

Practitioners’ attitudes towards organizational factors. Regarding
other organizational factors that may influence practitioners’ decisions to use research-
based information, 240 practitioners provided comments: 24 of them did not comment on
other sources of research-based information, and 61 comments were irrelevant (for
instance, “nothing to add™) and were excluded from the analysis. Of those who
commented, 151 were teachers, 9 were administrators and 19 were professionals. As
before, the comments were matched with the low-frequency users of research-based
information (those who did not use it or used it once or twice during the past year) and
moderate users (used it three or four times, or five times or more). Table 21 presents
these categories. Chi-square analysis was performed to test for the association between
the groups of RBI users and the factors that may affect their decision to use research-
based information in their everyday school practice (x* = 2.9, df = 6, p = 0.8) showing no

such relationship.
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Table 21

Summary of organizational factors as suggested by practitioners

“Three or four times™ —

“Never” - “once or « . -
five times or more

twice”(n=74)

(n=103)
Time ‘ 17 30
Facilities and resources - 10 14
Collegial and parental support 9 21
Administrator’s encouragement 20 29
Professional development opportunities 6 11
School board support S 9 11
Support from ministry aﬁd unions 2 8

Lack of tirﬁe was commented as the most important barrier to practitioners’
decision to use research-based information (n = 47). This is how time problems were
described by one of the respondents: “My preps are seldom used for preparation. They
are used for paper work and admin stuff like counting money turned for field trips, doing
my attendance register r‘ﬁanually each month like in the dark ages. All my preparation is
done after school and my marking is done at home. Implementing new strategies is very
time consuming and with hardly any PD [professional development] days, when is one
supposed to develop ]ess_bns incorporating new strategies?” Time is needed to search out
sources, read, understand, reflect and incorporate ideas into practice. Some practitioners
suggest that “if we are tfu]y to be a 'profession'” the time to engage in the use of research-
based information should be formally allocated by the job contract (approved by the
union) and assivgned by school administrations or school boards. To save time, others
demand ready-made materials: “Just provide the data and the appropriate lesson plan, and

I amin...” Others, however, feel use of research-based information to be part of their
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obligation to students: ““l can’t wait until the powers decide when it will be the time. Nor
can I use the excuse of time, or other reasons not to explore my teaching.”

In addition to time, availability of resources is of v.cvoncem to school practitioners.
Providing access to research was on the list (n = 1>2). It was underlined that the school
and the employer should encourage reading of current research by providing access to
journals and newsletters, emailing research or placing the materials in teacher lounges.
Professional development days and teacher conferehces_ should be used to present
research findings on a regular basis. Appropriate.ﬁmc'ling was also reported essential to
initiate and implement new directions at school :_ind to cover costs of professional
development, technology and support staff necessary for the systematic change (n = 12).
Specifically, practitioners (n = 7) valued regular paid in-service opportunities organized
by schools, school boards and ministries which liﬁk practice with research-based
information.

At the same time, the issue of support and encouragement was reported as another
critical issue for school practitioners (n = 92). Expecting support from many, school
practitioners count mainly on school administrations (ﬁ = 49) as they “can allow time,”
“encourage team meetings” and “promote a safe working environment for research
inquiry.” However, for the use of research-based information to become a priority in
school practice, it should become a priority for school leaders: “Emphasis and priority on
research-based information needs to start with school administration in order to
effectively filter down to teachers.” “You get involved when the administration
(principal, superintendant, consultant, chief superintendant) tells you it is a concern;

when it is not seen as concern, no focus is there . . . This summarizes the importance of
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push effort for research-based school practices. Since there is possibly only a fine line
separating engaging and encouraging initiative from authoritative force and pressure,
some practitioners (n = 3) develop resistance to the top-down approach: “. . . researcﬁ that
1 am told to use makes me resist . . . I use research when I feel it will be usefui‘to me, not
when someone else pressures me.”

To be efficient, the proactive leadership in research-based information uti]iiation
should be combined with the effort of the school team, the “school communit_y”'in its
most inclusive meaning. Twelve practitioners commented on the need for a “cfitfcal mass
of people” who unite to “buy into research” and *“support proposed directions.” Other
elements potentially contributing to the spirit of research-based school practices were
having a) colleagues who are doing research themselves or are involved in succéssfu]
implementation of research findings (n = 23); b) parental support (n = 7); and bcA)'vsupport
from a number of players, such as school boards (n = 20), protessional unions and _
governments (n = 19).

Unfortunately, practitioners’ comments indicate that the above-mentioned
conditions are a “pie in the sky.” They reproach administrations of various levels (ﬁ =5)
for a) only “pretending to implement” new approaches and supporting a fossilized .
tradition of school practice impermeable to educational change; b) manipulating schools
to suit school board stipulations, not the school interest; and c¢) being the dead-end in
channelling research to sc};ool practitioners.

Yet, under similar circumstances some practitioneré (n = 18) remain self-reliant
and capitalize on their own teaching philosophy and interests, as well as their students’

interests. One of the teachers commented: “Often infrastructure support is insufficient,
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the resources are minimal, but I cope.” Viewing the use of research-based information on
individual endeavours, another teacher stated: “It is up to individuals to search for and
implement new research,” Another remarked: . . . use of research is not influenced by

anyone . . . I’ve used it extensively to improve myself and my teaching . ..”
Secondary Analysis

To answer the second set of research questions pertaining to testing the stability
of the questionnaire’s psychometric properties (construct stability, predictive ability and
internal consistency relie_ibility) as a result of broadening its scope by adding primary
school practitioners and those from other jurisdictions in Canada, a set of comparative
analyses was performed. The Quebec 2007 sub-sample included responses from 459
secondary school practitionefs. These data were collected in 11 comparison schools in
2007, in the province of Quebec, for the study evaluating the New Approaches New
Solutions strategy aimed at increasing student success and reducing drop-out rate. The
responses of 2,425 school practitioners from the treatment schools were used for the
QURBI validation briefly described in the Methods section. Three samples were
compared: secondary school practitioners (Quebec 2007) versus primary school
practitioners (primary 2008) and versus the Canada 2008 sample of school practitioners
from which 65 practitioners from Quebec were excluded. Province and grade level were
not the only factors accounting for the difference between the samples; the medium
through which the questionnaire was administered and the method fof selecting
participants contributed to the distinction. Quebec 2007 secondary school practitioners

were required to respond to the paper-and-pencil questionnaire.
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Factor comparison and congruence. To test the correspondence between the
conceptual structure imposed on the questionnaire and the empirical structure of the
independent variables across the three samples, exploratory factor analysis (PCA) and a
test of the scale congruence were performed (Table 22).

Table 22

Loadings, percentage of variance, eigenvalues, internal consistency and factor

correlations explained by the two factors for the three samples

seg}’; ?:;i 2,0"7;0 | Canada 2008 Primary school 2008
(n = 459) (n=1,088) (n=700)

Factor: Organizational factors Component 1 Component 4 Component 4
" Supportive environment 0.86 0.63 0.58

Human resources, such as availability

of qualified staff 0.81 0.72 0.68

Organizational importance for PD 0.79 0.63 0.59

Incentives 0.76 0.77 0.79

Opportunities to challenge established <

habits and traditions 0.76 0.52 0.49

The available facilities and technology 0.70 0.44 0.40

Orgar.nzed groups such as unions, 0.67 0.79 0.80

granting agencies and media

The avallable.tlme to read a journal, 0.61 033 0.28

apply a technique

Eigenvalues 10.9 1.1 1.2

Variance explained 42% 4.1% 4.5%

Cronbach’s alpha 0.92 0.77 0.75

Factor: Awareness activities Component 2 Component 1 Component 1

Opporturptnes to discuss research 083 0.76 075

results with colleagues

Contacts with people who distribute 0.83 0.74 0.74

research

Demonstrations about how to apply 0.82 071 0.70

research recommendations

Researcfz r.esults accompa{lled by clear 0.77 0.71 0.70 N

and explicit recommendations

Opponur!mes to discuss research 0.75 0.68 065

results with the research team

Your involvement in a research project 0.66 0.68 0.69

Pr_esematlon of research findings 0.62 0.52 057

tailored to your needs

Eigenvalues 3.16 10.5 10.3

Variance explained 12.2% 40.4% 39.5%

Cronbach’s alpha 0.92 0.85 0.85
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Factor: Opinions about RBI

Is relevant to your reality

Is easy to transfer into your practice
Offers timely information

Is easy to understand

Is easy to guide and improve your
practice )

Is reliable and trustworthy

Is easy to find

Eigenvalues

Variance explained

Cronbach’s alpha-

Factor: Expertise

Ability to assess the quality of RBI
Ability to read and understand research
publications

Skills to use IT such as Internet and
databases

Expertise to translate research findings
to practice

FEigenvalues

Variance explained

Cronbach’s alpha

IVs: KMO measure of sampling
adequacy

Four-factor solution: total variance
explained

Complete questionnaire: Cronbach’s
alpha

Quebec 2007

secondary school Canada 2008 Primary school 2008
(n = 459) (n=1,088) (n =700)
Component 3 Component 2 Component 2
0.80 0.71 0.66
0.79 0.61 0.67
0.76 0.75 0.73
0.75 0.75 0.75
0.75 0.54 0.53
0.71 0.61 0.60
0.705 0.68 0.70
2.2 2.51 2.5
8.5% 9.6% 9.6%
0.898 0814 0.79
Component 4 Component 3 Component 3
0.83 0.71 0.71
0.81 0.64 0.65
0.79 0.65 0.62
0.76 0.65 0.69
1.55 1.6 1.5
5.96% 6.3% 5.8%
0.94 0.81 0.81
0.938 0.95 0.94
68.6% 60.5% 59.5%
0.938 0.942 0.94

Using the criteria set above, four factors were extracted. Variance explained

varied from 68.8% for the Quebec secondary school sample, 60% for the Canada sample

and 59.5% for the primary school sample. A simple four-factor solution was stable across

the target samples and consistent with the hypothesized structure. It included the

following four latent factors: practitioners’ opinions about research-based information

and their attitudes towards awareness activities, expertise and organizational features as

factors affecting their decision to use research-based information in practice.
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Organizational factors contributed maximally (42%) to the Quebec secondary
school factor structure, whereas this contribution was slightly higher than 4% for Canada
and primary school structures. At the same time, awareness activities for the latter two
samples accounted for the bulk of variance. These were 40.4% and 39.5%, respectively.
Approximately equal contributions for all three samp]c;s were given by the opinions about
RBI and skills necessary to use RBI.

The magnitude of factor loadings also differed between the samples. For the
Quebec secondary school practitioner sample, the lowest loading was 0.61. In the other
two 'samples, two item loadings went as low as 0.40 and 0.28. These items were
“attitudes towards the available facilities and technology™ and “available time to read a
journal and apply a technique.” Although originally intended for and loaded to the
organizational factor, both items were unstable and cross loaded instead to the individual
expertise factor in the Canada and primary school samples. Because of their conceptual
importance for school practitioners, as indicated in their comments, the decision was
made to categorize them into the organizational factor that was seemingly most relevant.

Table 23 demonstrates that the test of scale congruehce between the samples is
satisfactory, proving an acceptable degree of stability of factor structure across a variety

of educational contexts: Quebec versus Canada, and secondary school practitioners

versus primary school practitioners.
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Table 23

 Comparison of factor structure (Tucker’s congruence coefficients)

Quebec 07 — Canada 08 Secondary (07) — Primary (08)
" Organizational factors 091 0.90
Awareness activities 0.99 0.98
. Opinions about RBI 0.97 0.97 -
Expertise 0.99 0.99

Internal consistency reliability analysis was performed both for the whole
instrument and for each constituent section across the three samples. The visual
cémparison of the extent to which the question responses for each observed variable were
correlated with the overall score on the corresponding factor shows that these coefficients
for the Canada and primary school samples somewhat deteriorated, although were
acceptable. At the same time, Cronbach’s alphas for the questionnaire in total were stable
| “and satisfactory. As Table 22 shows, they remained around 0.94 for all three samples.

Testing the predictive ability of the questionnaire. To test for stability
of the predictive ability of the questionnaire originally developed in the Quebec
edﬁcational context and for secondary séhool practitioners, the Chow test of differences
améng the regression coefficients for the three samples was performed through multiple
regression procedures. Two-stage moderated multiple regressions were run for four
criterion variables (use of RBI sources and instrumental, conceptual and symbolic use of
RBI). Four QURBI factors entered the equation in the first block. The second block
included dummy variable representing group membership (Quebec vs. Canada;
secondary school practitioners vs. primary school practitioners) and was followed by the

interaction of dummy variables with all the predictors.
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As Table 24 below shows, it is evident that the hypothesis of coincidence should
be rejected only for the first criterion variable “the use of RBI sources”. The regression
lines for predicting the use of resé’él?ch-based information from the four QURBI factors
are different at all levels of both grouping variables. F change shows that there is a
difference between Quebeé 2007 and Canada (F (5, 1537) = 11.03, p < 0.000), as well as
between the secondary and priméry school practitioners (F (5, 1140) = 7.17, p < 0.000).

The test of parallel_isrh produced consistent results when comparing both
intercepts and slopes of a]i i'gr(;ups. The results show that intercepts (means) for predicting
the use of RBI sources differ significantly between school practitioners from Quebec and
Canada (t = 5.23, p < 0.000), as well as between practitioners from primary and
secondary schools (t = -4.6, p < 0.000). Standardized beta coefficients indicate that, on
average, practitioners from-thve Canada sample use research 0.12 standard deviations
more than their counterparts fr_om the Quebec 2007 sample, whereas practitioners from
the primary school sample surpass their colleagues from the secondary school samplé by
0.13 standard déviations. |

In regard to the slopes, \%ariation in practitioners’ opinions about research-based
information made the differeﬁcé between Quebec and Canada samples (t = 4.68, p <
0.000), showing that for one standard deviation of increase in practitioners’ opinion
scores, there is a 0.20 standard deviation increase in the use of research-based
information in the Canada sample. The difference between primary and secondary school
practitioners (t = 5.2, p < 0.00) showed that change in opinions by one standard deviation
predicts the growth of 0.12 standard deviations in the use of research by practitioners

working in primary school.
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Difference in regression coefficients (beta-coefficients, degree of significance, R square,

Fand F change)

Use of RBI Conceptual use Instrumental use Symbolic use
Model 1: Quebec 2007 vs. Canada 2008
Step 1
ORGANIZ 0.023 0.034 0.035 0.095, t=3.49%**
AWARE 0.15t=6.3*** 0.181=7.96%** 0.19 t=82%** 0.17 t=6.9%**
OPINION 0.31t=1371*%** 037t=16.72***  0.38t=16.33*** 033 t=13.7***
EXPERTISE 0.16 t=6.93*** 0.19t=8.76*** 0.17 t=7.3%%* 0.14t=57%**
R? 0.146 0.21 0.22 0.17
F significance 66.02*** 106.76*** 108.196*** 78.026
Step 2 B
Quebec-Canada 0.12, t=5.23*%** -0.01 -0.01 -0.033
Qc C org -0.081 -0. 085 -0.09 -0.023
Qc_C_aware 0.054 0.019 0.012 0.024
Qc_C_opinion 0.20. t= 4.68*** 0.083 0.09- 0.08
Qc_C_expert 0.04 0.023 -0.07 -0.022
R? change 0.03 0.008 0.01 0.003
F change ) 11.03%** 2.9 3.25 1.28
Model 2: Secondary school vs. Primary school practitioners
Step 1 .
ORGANIZ 0.05 0.059 0.074 0.12%**
AWARE 0.14*** 0.17%** 0.17*** 0.14%**
OPINION 0.24%** 0.31%** 0.32%** 0.28*%**
EXPERTISE 0.19%*>* 0.21%** 0.20*** 0.14%**
R* 0.12 0.17 0.18 0.13
F significance 38.3%** 61.1%** 64.3%*%* 44 1%**
Step 2
Secondary-primary  -0.13.t=-4.6¥**  0.002 0.057 0.024
Sec_prim_org 0.053 0.075 0.071 -0.002
Sec_prim_aware -0.038 -0.009 -0.002 -0.005
Sec_prim_opinion -0.12,1=-32** -0.050 -0.045 -0.035
Sec_prim_expert -0.029 0.002 0.041 0.014
R? change 0.027 0.005 0.009 . 0.001
F change 7.17%** 1.3 2.6 .36

*<0.05: ** < 0.01; *** < 0.001

In regard to instrumental, conceptual and symbolic use of research-based

information. the analyses confirm the null hypothesis of the coincidence and parallelism

tests, showing that the predictive ability of the questionnaire does not vary across the

samples. Neither incremental F nor group differences in intercepts and slopes showed
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significant disparity among the groups. All four QURBI factors are significant predictors
of use of research-based information for all three ends.

Having concluded that the regression lines for the use of research-based
information sources differed significantly across groups, it is necessary to obtain within-
group regression lines to examine the groups’ slopes. Two standard multiple regressidns
were run on the data file split into the target samples.

Table 25

Multiple regression beta-coefficients

Quebec 2007 Canada 2008 Primary
ORGANIZ 0.10 -0.08 0.014
~AWARE 0.11 0.16 0.16
OPINION 0.15 0.37 0.30
EXPERTISE 0.17 0.16 ' 0.21
R 0.27 0.44 0.40
R? 0.075 0.20 0.16

Based on the model fit coefficients (R square), the Canada and primary school
data explain greater variétion in the practitioners’ use of research-based information
scores. As standardized beta-coefficients show (see Table 25), for these two sub-samples, ._
opinions about research were the major predictors, while they accounted for a smaller
amount of variation in the Quebec 2007 data, ceding their place to skills to use research.
To complete the examination of differences of questionnaire predictive ability in
various samples, tests of coincidence and parallelism were conducted on the Quebec
2007 (n = 459) and Quebec 2008 (n = 65) sub-samples. The data collection time and

medium were distinct. The two-step multiple regression model yielded no significant

results showing the regression lines for both groups coincide and are parallel. The results
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summarized in Table 26 imply no differences between the respondents from Quebec in
2007 and 2008, that is, t;etween those who were required to respond to the paper and
pencil questionnaire (Quebec 2007) and those who volunteered to respond to the online
version (Quebec 2008).

Table 26

Difference in regression coefficients (beta-coefficients, degree of significance, R square,

F and F change) between Quebec 2007 and 2008 samples

=
w o o g -
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Quebec .| 4 & z = =z m 122 o e e s 22
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o1 & z 2 #~ - = B = = ! ! ! g © S 5
Vs, “ui O < =} 5] =z N &g | OO0 < =) = = Z '3
Quebec
2008 114 130 140er jgerr 08 09w 091 017 039 0.017 035 012 3

¥ <0.05; ¥* < 0.01: *** < 0.001

Instead, the results may suggest that the predictive ability of the questionnaire
varies in relation to the province, emphasizing the dissimilarity between the uses of
research-based information by respondents from Quebec and their counterparts from

other Canadian jurisdictions.
Summary

The results of the analyses provided answers to the main and secondary research
questions posed in this study. In addition, a demographic profile of the school
practitioners who participated in this survey was developed. )

In the primary analysis, the information gained from the descriptive and group

mean comparison results answered the main question concerning how different groups of

school practitioners vary in their use of research-based information sources. These
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analyses generated evidence that the overall uses of different sources of research-based
information are infrequent by all groups of school practitioners. Although school
administrators take the lead over teachers and school professionals in their use of RBI
sources, this difference remains practically unimportant. All three groups reported having
u;ed research-based information instrumentaily, that is, to improve professional practice.
School practitioners were uniformly neutral in their opinions about research-based
information and attitudes towards the factors that may influence their decision to use
research in everyday practice. However, individual expertise was shown to be of more
importance for the use of research-based information, as were opportunities to discuss
research with the research team and availability of time to read research and apply new
techniques. Support staff and a supportive environment were also valued.

The multiple regressions answered the second question concerning predictors of
use of research-based information sources and the three dimensions of use. Factor scores
representing four factors potentially affecting use of research-based information and scale
scores for demographic predictors were sequentially regressed on the composite scores of
criterion variables. Although the variances explained by the models were quite modest,
there were a few findings worth noting. Practitioners’ opinions about research were the
strongest predictor of use. Demographic factors, such as prior participation in research
projects, coursework in research methodology and job responsibility, as well as QURBI
factors, such as awareness activities and individual expertise, were found to be
consistently statistically significant predictors of RBI use.

Echoing statistical results, open-ended content analyses provided more insight

into school practitioners’ (predominantly teachers’) practices and beliefs. showing no
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difference between low- and moderate-frequency users. Practitioners valued information
coming through informal and formal channels. Collegial networks as well
communications from governments, professional associations and school boards were
reported as the most important sources. The enabling function of technology in this
process was recognized for itszotential to overcome distance and time lag. Practice
improvement and student empowerment were reported to be the most sought-after ends
of using research-based information as a cléssroom tool. At the same time, practitioners
were quite reserved in their opinions about research-based information. In their majority,
they believe it is irrelevant and Aetached from the classroom and school realities. Physical
and conceptual inaccessibility of research-based information was also an issue. A number
of factors were pinpointed for their potential to compensate for the perceived “flaws™ of
research findings. These factors included clear demonstrations about how to apply
research findings in their everyday practice; individual skills to access, appraise, translate
and apply research findings as well as personal dispositions; external expertise, available
time and administrative support and encouragement.

The secondary analysis targeted testing the questionnaire’s generalizability
beyond the Quebec and secondary school teacher samples. Satisfactory congruence of
factorial structure was found between the three samples: Quebec 2007 secondary school
practitioners, Canada 2008 school practitioners and primary school practitioners. The
predictive ability of the instrument remained constant when comparing the Quebec 2007
and Quebec 2008 samples. However, the instrument explained three times‘more variance

in the use of research-based information for the Canada 2008 and primary school

practitioner samples.
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Chapter 5

Discussion

The primary purpose of this study was to describe whether and how various
groups of school practitioners utilize research-based information in their everyday
practice and to identify the predictors of this use. Secondarily, it tested the psychometric
properties of the questionnaire originally developed for secondary school practitioners in
Quebec.

The information gained from this study can be used by a wide range of education
leadership organizations, such as school boards, professional associations, teacher
colleges, ministries and educational organizations, to plan efforts designed to provide a

| research-evidence basis for school practices and to build school capacity to use research
to inform their practices. Teacher education institutions may use this research to identify
vectors to educate teachers as a research-based profession; such as, involving future
teachers into research activities. Universities and research agencies may consider these
findings to plan activities to bridge the gap between research and practice; for instance,
by using effective research communication strategies, engaging practitioners in research.
In addition, thfs research can serve as a foundation for future studies concerned with the
use of research for educational change. This chapter discusses the findings taken from the

results, their implications for practice and recommendations for future research.
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Findings

_Before discussing the findings of this study, it is important to remember that its
methodological properties, such as self-reports, correlational design and nonprobabilistic
éampling, place limitations on the extent to which the results from the sample group ce}h
be extended to the general population of school practitioners. Therefore, the findings of
this study refer mainly to the population of school practitioners who, at the time of the
: ;tﬁdy; were members of professional unions, had strong rapport with their professional
éssociations and were responsive to their requests, regularly consuited their union’s Web
sité, subscribed to and read a newsletter in either electronic or paper form and, finally,
tqbk an interest in the survey topic and were willing to self-report their attitudes and
behaviours towards their professional practice.

Despite the severe limitations, a number of interesting findings were gleaned from
this study in relation to school practices regarding the utilization of research-based
information, practitioners’ opinions and attitudes as predictors of this use and the
usability of the instrument employed in this study to collect the data.

Evidence of use of research-based information. In the absence of

within-education studies examining the differences in research use by different groups of
educational practitioners, this study is akin to the studies comparing educators with
doctors and other professional groups and identifying the role of research in educational
practices as traditionally weak (Hannan et al., 2000; Beard & Williams, 1992; Latham,
1993). The findings also agree with the studies of homogeneous samples reporting that

utilization of research-based information is infrequent by school practitioners (Conseil
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supérieur de I’éducation, 2006; Green & Kivdahl, 1990; Cousins & Walker, 2000;
Lafleur, 1995; McNamara, 2002; Williams & Coles, 2003, 2007). While all three groups
remain within the low-threshold of -reseérch use, school administrators may take a very
modest lead over teachers aﬁd school professionals. Practitioners’ comments substantiate
the lack of distinction between the groups in terms of their preferences regarding the
sources of research-based information and the ways they are used in everyday practice.

Although the issue of non-use of research-based information has been generally
out of the scope of the existiﬁg émpirical fesearch, this study reveals the considerable
rates of non-use of research¥baSed information, which raises concerns and questions. The
most important concern is that in every other discipline and profession, progress and
improvement are dependent oﬁ scientific advancement, while in education, only a few
research-based practices are fmplemented with fidelity and rigour. Under such
circumstances, the systemic success of educational enterprise is a pie in the sky, and the
reality is that 25% of fifteen- and sixteen-year olds in Canada are below minimum
standards, according to the PISA” results. The dropout rate in Quebec has increased from
26% to 29% in the recent years. 1

Specifically, a combination of non;use with low-threshold use yields
approximately 55% fo 75% of respondents who either used research-based infoﬁnation
once or twice during the past year or>did not use it at all. Some explanation to this overall
situation is suggested in the practitioners’ comments, where special emphasis was placed

on the use of their own experience as the only source of information exclusively useful

* OECD Programme for International Student Assessment
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for their everyday practice and all other sources were ignored. Cordingley (2009)
provides an alternative, aithough empirically untested, explanation of the non-use. She
claims that practitioners may experience difficulty identifying sit.u.z.itions when they used
research-based information. Practitioners might have appfOpriated the research to such an
extent that it became inseparable and indistinguishable from their own professional
frames of reference.

The data does not allow for defining whether nonjutflization was intended or
unintended. A discussion of the non-use of specific sourceg of research-based
information, especially those which, by their design are ¢Xpe’cted to be practitioner-
friendly sources, is needed to understand the reason why the rate of non-use is high. For
example, more than 41% of respondents reported having noi referred to the research
component of their initial teacher programs. On one hand‘,.the specificity of this source
may suggeSt that only novice practitioners may find it reasonab_le to refer to this source to
compensate for their lack of experience (Cousins & Walker, 2000). In this sample only
17% of respondents have less than three years of experience, and no observable
relationship has been found between teaching experience and the use of research-based
information. On the other hand, the contribution of initial teacﬁer education to forming an
actionable research knowledge base for future teachers and instilling a research-based
culture might have been insufficient. In their qualitative comments, a few practitioners
voiced'their concern that there are a number of reputable schools of education that made
the teacher-researcher education paradigm optional: . .. folks get a MEd without

even doing an action research project.”
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Support for educational practitioners through the system of professional
development activities and scaffolds remains insufficient as a result the system does not
serve as a point of reference for research knowledge for almost 20% of respondenté.
Thirty-seven per cent of respondents referred to it no more than twice in the past year.
First, it is not clear to what extent the scaffolding structure for continuous professional :
development is present in schools. Second, the research-based nature of the proposed
activities is not evident either. Third, the “open access” status of professional activities
cannot be taken for granted. The following comment eloquently describes a probable
situation with professional development practices: ““. . . the train the trainer model that 1s
the mantra of “professional learning communities™ ill serves those truly interested in
applying research-based knowledge and learning to their classroom teaching. Let's be
honest—it's to save money. Information becomes garbled . . . The principal's friends are. .
sent out for development during the school day with release time and supply coverage,
while thé rest of us are “trained” at a voluntary after-school meeting, and given no
collegial work time.™

The high rate of non-use of school evaluation data by school practitioners, where
27.7% did not use it at all, is at odds with the argument that practitioners are more eager
to use local data, which is primarily valued for its contextual relevance as opposed to the
research generated in academia (Lafleur, 1995). The amount of effoﬁ that administrations
put into making these data availab]e>and usable to their staff in the process of making
collegial decisions about school progress is unknown. Instead, the commeﬁts suggest that
these results may end up piling on the principals’ desks. The degree of practitioners’

engagement in conducting evaluations is also unknown. Previous research (for instance,
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King, 1995) indicated that increased participation in data production and the subsequent
growing sense of ownership enhance the potential that this information will be acted
upon. Instead, in this study a number of practitioners questioned the usefulness and
quality of such data. For instance, “testing, methodplogies and purposes for gathering the
data do not seem to have been at all consistent, so it is hard to see how much true weight
should be given to this research” or “information obtained from looking at the [title
omitted] results does not properly reflect a student's intellect . . . Despite this, I still use
_the resulfs to give me an overall picture of the needs of students in our needy school.”
Although uses of research-based information were rather infrequent, both
quantitative and qualitative data show the existence of a pattern of preferable sources,
suggesting the nature of information favoured by school practitioners. For example, the
literature reports that teachers prefer to use printed media (Everton et al, 2000) and value
traditional library facilities (Williams & Coles, 2003). In this study, practitioners’
comments rate high traditional media such as books; however, the quantitative data show
the Internet to be the top most frequently used source of information by 48.4% of
respondents, after scholarly and professional publications. Practitioners commented that
information-communication technology possesses a great capacity in connecting research
findings and practitioners by opening access to reséarch-based information and reducing
the physical distance between researchers and practitioners. Practitioners also emphasized
information-communication technology potential to support the in}omal exchange of
practice-relevant information between colleagues through professional forums and
networks. These changing preferences can be explained by the increasing availability and

accessibility of technology and World Wide Web resources in schools. For example,
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according to Statistics Canada 2008 data, 97% of schools in Canada are connected to the
Internet. However, considering the percentage of respondents who reported non-use and
low-criterion uses of Web resources, it is important to say that there is no direct link
between access to technology and its use for professional learning. This echoes findings
ot: the phenomenological study of educational reform performed in Quebec by Sassville
(2004), revealing that only 50% of school teachers in the province used technology as a
learning resource. Williams and Coles (2007) underline the importance for school
practitioners to view information-communication technology as tool for professional
development but not as a tool to be used exceptionally within the classroom.

When asked about other important sources of research-based information,
practitioners persistently suggested their immediate and distant colleagues. In accordance
with Bandura’s theory of social construction of knowledge, collegial interactions are
valuable for their potential to foster meaningful sharing, discussion, reflection and
eventual contribution to the development of a learning community predisposed ;[o
collaboration and experimentation (Little, 1990; Jarzabkowski, 2002). According to
Simons et al. (2003), collective interpretation of data by peers seems to act as a validity
filter for acceptance in practice.

Although the Internet, books and collegial networking were suggested as main
conduits of research-based information, their research foundation cannot be taken for
granted. For instance, the sheer volume of online information, its dynamic nature and
minimal amount of peer control raise the pointed question about the quality of
information available through the visible Web. Despite the fact that a number of

practitioners referred to governmental, professional and school board Web sites and
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electronic databases as their major sources, others reported their over-reliance on blogs,
information found through general search tools like Google and Yahoo and that
encountered on YouTube and Wikipedia. Moreover, Schneider’s (2008) qualitative study
of “edubloggers”, workplace trainers, suggests that they neither took training themselves,
validated their content, nor indi;ated references.

While collegial networking can help research reach the front lines of educational
practice quite quickly and recklessly, the quality of the “word of mouth™ stratagem
should not be over-estimated either. Davis (2008) argues that these accounts of research
cannot be considered as the primary source for decision making in educational practice,
as they are oftentimes truncated, decontextualized, blended with anecdotal experiences of
the colleague and thus largely inaceurate.

The situation with books as.sources of research-based information is far from
simple and straightforward as well. Many examples provided by school practitioners in
the context of use of research-based information show that these texts have no research
foundation, but are rather accounts of practitioner experiences and recommendations
(Diller’s “Literacy work stations: Making Centers Work™; Caulkin’s “Units of study for
primary writing: A yearlong curriculum™). The same goes for some of the programs that
practitioners referred to, including the expanded Co-operative Education program.
supported by a provincial Ministry of Education, when no sufficient empirical evidence
exists to demonstrate the model’s effectiveness at the secondary school level (Kerka,
1999; Grieco, 2004).

Therefore, the question that needs further examination is whether there should be

an explicit distinction made in the nature of knowledge communicated to practitioners,
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especially through formal channels, or whether the bodies and agencies who are expected
to support the process of bringing research to practice should continue to rely on
practitioners’ inference capacity.

In regard to the purposes for which research-based information is used,
practitioners of all ranks reported using it as a practical tool a;nd stated that their main
preoccupation was improvement of professional practices. According to their comments,
this type of use is twofold. When student-oriented, it presupposes empowering student
learning and increasing their motivation. When oriented to practitioners themselves, this
type of uée deals with researching the process and the product of one’s practice. Other
instrumental uses were instructional-design oriented and included developing school
policies and instructional programs, planning collaborative activities, coaching,
mentoring and supporting colleagues, preparing professional development workshops.
reporting or communicating assessment data, analyzing results and presenting them in
professional publications and conferences. Conversely, existing non-comparative
reseérch shows a distinction between groups in the use of research-based information. It
is reported that school principals use research for different ends, such as to learn from
materials (Saha et al.,1995), to diagnose problems and work out solutions (Englert et al.,
2004), to establish criteria and monitor progress in their schools (Torrance, 2002) and to
substantiate their intuitive judgements (Wikeley, 1998). Increasing teaching effectiveness
(Williams & Coles, 2003, 2007) and reflecting on practices (Conseil supérieur de

I’éducation, 2006) were reported as the main concerns for teachers who use research

findings in their practices.
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Evidence about opinions and attitudes towards research-based

informati_on. Contrary to the available research results reporting that educational
practitioners (teachers, school principals and professionals) overall value research
fmdivngs (Green & Kivdahl, 1990; Meline & Paradiso, 2003; Ratcliff et al, 2005;
Wil'liamsb& Coles, 2003, 2007), this study shows that in their attitudes towards research,
all groups of respondents prefer to take a neutral stance. At the same time, the substantive
com_mé_nts of practitioners (both frequent and non-frequent users) about research had
rathér negative connotations. Practitioners perceive research as lacking roots in school
reality .and therefore irrelevant. The fact that researchers lack contact with school practice
and Ihé preponderance of US research data were named as the main causes of such
deta;hment. Research was also described as having insufficient physical and conceptual
acceséibility for practitioners. In their opinion, highly restricted access to research
publications and their convoluted language were to blame.

Practitioners believe that a few measures might be taken to correct the situation.
Notably, they highlighted the importance of including clear and explicit
recommendations in research publications and accompanying them with demonstrations
on how to apply the recommendations in practice. Professional development activities
were also valued for their potential to raise practitioners’ awareness about research-based
information. Individual information search skills, together with skills for appraising and
acting upon research evidence, and a willingness and openness to change were claimed to
be critical for the use of research. At the same time, the availability of external expertise
to help with basic understanding of research and its adaptation and application was also

valued. Structural (of all ranks) support was reported as critical for practices, because it



135

provides a safe working environment for research inquiry by allocating time and
encouraging collaboration. Time to read a journal or to apply a new technique, which is
cqnnected to all the other factors, either as a cause or an outcome, was consistently stated
to be primordial in order to search ‘(')ut sources, to read and understand, reflect and
incorporate ideas into practice.

Predicting the use of research-based information. Unfortunately,
despite the promising empirical bgc.kground, truly powerful associations between
attitudinal factors and research usaée have not been found in this study. Predictors of use
and its dimensions are weak overall, éhhough statistically significant.

Nevertheless, several things may be said about the predictors of use of research-
based information and the factors that failed to produce a significant impact. Most
notably, practitioners’ opinions about research-based information were the strongest
predictor of use of research and the use dimensions. Although empirical studies
emphasize that for practitioners to use research findings in their practice they should
value research first and foremost (for instance, McNamara, 2002; Ratcliff et al., 2005;
Torrence, 2002), in this study, rather ngﬁtra] opinions predicted infrequent uses of
research-based information. Given that attitudes and behaviours interact reciprocally, it
may be that low-threshold uses of research-based information and little experience with
research (only 57% of respondents reported having participated in research projects)
prevent practitioners from viewing research as valuable for their own professional
learning as well as that of their students.

Of the other three QURBI predictor variables, practitioners” attitudes towards

awareness activities and individual expertise consistently but modestly explained the
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variance across ail four composite measures of research use. These results conform with
the existing studies, showing that the utilization of research-based information may be
increased by making research more user-friendly and by raising practitl;;ners to the
standard of research (for example, Cousins & Earl, 1995; Laﬂeu?, 1995; William, 2002;
Torrance, 2002). If the former deals with a variety of activities t-b facilitate transfer of
research knowledge to practice, the latter directly refers to educating énd to developing a
plethora of skills and competencies that make practitioners efﬁcieht users of research
(Cordingley, 2009; Saha et al., 1995; Torrance, 2002; Williams & ¢oles, 2003; Borg,
2003). Moreover, there exists an example of a successful modei-in4action ofa
comprehensive educational system. In Finland the systematic focus on instruction and the
development of professional practice has led to an increased prevélence of effective
teaching methods in school: the widespread adoption of effectivé practices and
experimentation with innovative approaches acros§ the system (Sah!berg, 2007).

Existing research evidence argues that a combination of organizational factors,
including avai]abi.lity of time, iﬁfrastructure and human resources; school culture and
leadership; and unions and governments affect the use of research ﬁﬁ_dings (for instance,
Rogers, 1995; Cousins & Walker, 2000; Torrence, 2002; Englert et él., 2004; Leat et al.,
2006). Contrary to their findings, organizational factors in this study were found to
predict the use of research for symbolic ends, if only to justify decisions and actions.
Organizatior;al factors did not prove to be a statistically significant predictor of the use of

research-based information sources. Neither did they predict instrumental or conceptual

use.
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Understanding why the link is non-existent is more speculative and may be
gleaned from the practitioners’ comments about school system predisposition to research
involvement and utilization. Some practitioners argued that teaching should become a
true profession where the use of research-based information is part of teachers’ contracts. '
Therefore, they would already be engaged in fulfilling their obligations to students and
would not have to use the “excuses” of time, funding, impact of unions, governmental
policies or any other reasons.

Also of interest are the findings about the consistent, although weak, relationship
between the variables fneasuring utilization of research-based information and
practitioners’ prior participation in research and research coursework. The existing
literature emphasizes the impact of these two factors on practitioners’ opinions about
research (Green & Kivdahl, 1990; Cousins & Walker, 2000). It is likely that such
proximity to research develops knowledge, skills, experiences and attitudes that are likely
to extend beyond formal training and a specific research project into everyday teaching
contexts.

It is also important to summarize findings that are at odds with the existing
empirical evidence. Contrary to the previous research (Cousins & Walker, 2000; Everton
et al., 2000), in this study, the association of such variables as occupational category and
grade level with the use of research-based information was inconsistent and either
insignificant or practically negligible. Som;: explanation should be given about the reason
why practitioners’ years of experience were unrelated to the use of research-based
information. Existing empirical findings underline the negative relatidnéhips between

these variables, suggesting that more experienced practitioners value research less and



138

consequently may use it less often because they reach a career stage where they
“disinvest” in school work and have less energy and activism (Huberman, 1988; Cousins
& Walker, 2000). In this study, more experience is associated with school administrators
and those who previously participated in research, namely the practitioners who tend to
use research somewhat more frequently than other two groups.

QURBI in the broader context. Regarding the factorial structure of the scale
measuring practitioners’ attitudes about research-based information and the potential
predictors of use, the results clearly show that the Canada and primary school practitioner -
samples are comparable to the Quebec sample for which the questionnaire had been
originally designed and tested.’ Factor analyses consistently indicated four factors:
opinions about research-based information, attitudes towards activities raising awareness
about research, expertise necessary to use research-based information in practice and
organizational factors. The stability of factors between the samples through congruence
coefficients further supports the potential transferability of the scale to larger and more
diverse school practitioner populations. Internal consistency reliability coefficients as a
basic psychometric property remained stable across the three samples and were well
above the threshold for a satisfactory value.

Conversely, the ability of the questionnaire to predict the use of sources of
research-based information varied, although it stayed within rhodest limits. Not only did
the regression lines not coincide, but also the slopes and intercepts were significantly
different, emphasizing the instability of the questionnaire in its ability to predict the use
of research-based information for all three samples. Opinions about research-based

information, awareness activities and individual expertise in the Canada and primary
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school practitioner samples explained the use of research-based information to a
considerably greater extent than did those in the Quebec sample. The relationship
between the organizational factors and the use of research-based information by Quebec
school practitioners was minimal or absent for the other two samples. The examination of
whether _predictive differences are attributable to time, questionnaire administration
medium (responses collected in 2007 required response to a paper-and-pencil
questionnaire, and in 2008, voluntary participation in an online questionnaire),
participants’ selection or provincial educational contexts demonstrated that the prediction
model did not change in the two sub-samples as a function of time, survey medium or
participant selection. Therefore, it might be the provincial settings that accounted for the

difference in the potential of predictors to account for the use of research-based

information.
Implications and Recommendations

Considering the evidence that a) non-use of research-based information from a
number of sources is high and overall use of research-based information is infrequent,
independent of the occupational group that school practitioners belong to; b) practitioners
are neutral, if not negative, in their opinions about research-based information; and c)
these opinions are the greatest predictors of all measures of use; the key implications of
this study pertain mainly to school leadership organizatiohs, teacher education
institutions and research-generating bodies. The results of this research indicate that the
status quo of educational research in educational practice is a structural problem requiring

systemic and multivector efforts on the research and practice sides.
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Therefore, perfonﬁing high quality research and communicating it in a clear, user-
friendly format so that it meets school practitioners’ needs and speaks to their expertise
within their contexts will increase the relevance and usefulness of research findings for
practitioners.

The university-community er;gagement model can be beneficial in achieving this
end. On the one hand, it enables school practitioners to communicate their interests anci
needs to academia. On the other hand, it includes activities for transferring knowledge to
the school practitioner community and to those actors whose role is to exploit such
knowledge for societal benefit. Within this participatory model of involvement, Iprojects
are not resourced by one partner for the benefit of the other, but rather all partners |
contribute to the project and reap mutual benefits, allowing issues of societal importance
to be addressed efficiently. However, for such activities to occur, university/faculty
policies for advancing researcher-community engagement and knowledge transfer
activities are necessary. The integration of the knowledge transfer criterion into tenure
and promotion policies is a promising practice (Benyon, 2009). Research funding
agencies could also do their paﬁ in encouraging researchers to broaden their knowledge

transfer activities by going beyond traditional journal publications and conference

presentations.

However, these steps will not suffice: with the explosion of information,
traditional methods of accumulating and transmitting research findings are inadequate.
Research-based information should be readily accessible to busy practitioners and

decision makers. There needs to be a “place,” a public resource where educational
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research-based information can be brought together and assessed for quality and
relevance, that is, classified and organized for professional use. Effective structures in
health and social care areas can provide methods for condensing research-based
information and communicating it to education professionals.

At the same time, developing qualities and expertise of a ;;rofessional research
user becomes of paramount importance. More importantly, practitioners’ beliefs and
opinions about research should be moulded to enable them to perceive the potential of
research findings for educational improvement and use research findings to inform their
everyday school practice. The role that teacher education can play in laying the
foundation for teaching as a research-based profession cannot be overestimated. Future
teachers should be equipped with skills for finding, reading, understanding and
appraising, translating and applying research findings and for isolating problems by
formulating researchable questions. They should be able to initiate research at the local
level to obtain a sense of ownership over the generated knowledge. This could be
achieved by balancing undergraduate courses in curriculum and instruction with those
that emphasize the practical value of theory and evidence. Involvement of teacher
students in systematic inquiry activities should become a mandatory element of -
undergraduate programs. In the process of educating teachers, teacher trainers’ interest in
research on pedégogy in general and in their field also becomes a crucial issue. If their
teaching practice is not research-based, they consciously or subconsciously communicate
the idea that educational research is worthless.

Finally, for the individual practitioner’s expertise and aspirations to contribute to

school improvement. the school should have a built-in capacity to support the
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practitioner’s effort to change practice. School capacity to use research-based information
should be extensive and requires re-thinking of existing structures and approaches. Such
a change can be.achieved by a) providing access to research that is written for non-
scientists and accompanied by clear recommendations and demonstrations on how it is to
be effectivve»]y applied; b) integrating ongoing professional development grounded in
research evideﬁce; ¢) creating physical opportunities and stimulating intellectual needs
for collegia} networks to share experience; and d) putting in place administrative and
manageri%il éupport structures for the time and energy required. The Ministry of
Educatidn ahd educational authorities such as school boards should have their say in
helping schools build the capacity structure to use research-based information routinely.
However, for these bodies to adjudicate for action, the benefits of using research-based

information should be demonstrated.
Future Research

Given that non-use of research-based information is high and the uses are
infrequent, thiAs research leaves a number of areas unresolved and open for future
research. First, considering the limitation of the present study, further research is
necessary to gain a deeper understanding of why practitioners do not use research-based
information. The issue of non-use should also be validated in other educational contexts,
ihcluding higher education and lifelong learning, to examine whether attitudinal problems
regarding educational research are endemic in schools only or in all educational spheres.

Second, there is a need for focussed studies to determine how practitioners who
use research-based information, at least to some extent, choose what research to use, and

to identify what stimulated these practitioners to use research in their practice.
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The third area that is open for baseline research is the pre-service teacher
education system and its mission and functions in building teaching as a research-based
profession. Studies comparing research-basec.l. teacher training models (for example, the
Finland model) with those effective in. Canadian teacher education may be of use.

The fourth area that is open fof future inquiry is research that focuses on the
relationship between a variety of apprbachés to educational reform used across the
Canadian provinces and tﬁe use of educétional research in school practice. In this way,
the use of research-based information ghéu]_d be studied both as a means and an end for
educational change.

Lastly, the instrument developed to gather data for this study should be further
improved. This would include further refinements to the questionnaire as well as its

cross-disciplinary comparison to other professions.
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Appendix B

List of Professional Associations Contacted for the Sample

Canadian Teachers Federation

British Columbia Teachers' Federation

Alberta Teachers' Association

Saskatchewan Teachers' Federation

Manitoba Teachers' Society

Association des enseignantes et des enseignants franco-ontariens
Elementary Teachers' Federation of Ontario

Ontario English Catholic Teachers' Association

Quebec Provincial Association of Teachers

Association des enseignantes et des enseignants francophones du Nouveau-Brunswick
New Brunswick Teachers' Association b.

Nova Scotia Teachers’” Union

Newfoundland and Labrador Teachers' Association

Prince Edward Island Teachers' Federation

Nunavut Teachers' Association

Northwest Territories Teachers' Association

Yukon Teachers' Association

Ontario Teachers' Federation

Canadian Education Association

Canadian Association of Principals
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Canadian Association of School Board Administrators
LEARN Quebec

British Columbia Coﬁége of Teachers

Ontario Co]lege of Teachers

Fédération deé syndicats de I’enseignement

Le centre de transfert pour la réussite éducative du Québec



The Proportion of Provincial School Districts and Schools

Appendix C
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School Selected Schools Selected
districts (376) school (13,349) schools
districts

Alberta 60 (17.8) 17 1,417 10
British Columbia 61 (17) 17 1,634 12
Manitoba 38 (10.9) 10 687 5
New Brunswick 14 (4) 4 384 3
Newfoundland and 8(2.3) 2 310 2
Labrador D
Northwestern territories 72) 2 48 1
Nova Scotia 8(2.4) 2 449 3
Nunavut 3(9) 1 67 1
Ontario 72 (20.7) 20 4,880 36
Prince Edward Island 3(.9) 1 74 1
Saskatchewan 29 (8.4) 8 616 5
Quebec 72 (20.7) 20 2,755 20
Yukon 1(.D 1 28 1
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Appendix D

Questionnaire about the Use of Research-based Information

The purpose of this questionnaire is to document the experiences and attitudes of
school educators across Canada about the use of research-based information in

everyday practices.

Research-based information comes from sources such as:

scientific publications;

government reports;

reviews of research; -

data generated within your institution and
evaluations of your organization.

Research-based information differs from practice-based information.

Practice-based information is acquired through personal experience. This

information includes one’s intuition and personal perceptions based on one’s own

observations as well as the feedback and cbmments of others.

This is an anonymous survey. There is no way that your responses and comments will
be traced back to you. Please remember that your participation is entirely voluntary and
you are free to discontinue at any time. Hvowéver, we do need your point of view on this
topic. It will help us to examine and understénd better how school practitioners, and the
factors affecting their decision to use research. In its turn, this information will help us
to construct a global portrait of research impacts on educational practices in Canadian
'schools.

If at any time you have questions about your rights as a research participant,

please contact Adela Reid, Research Ethics and Compliance Officer, Concordia
University, at (514) 848 2424 x7481 or by email at areid@alcor.concordia.ca
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How to answer the questionnaire

Please answer each question by filling in the circle that represents your choice.
You can choose on answer only for each question.
Fill in the circle completely WITHOUT going beyond the perimeter:
o
Do not do the following: ® © O }
Note: Do not use a fluorescent or felt pen.

Use a lead pencil or a ballpoint with black or dark blue ink.




SECTION 1- General information

1.  Are you male or female?

Male Female -
(o] (0]

2. How old are you?

178

20 to 29 years old 30 to 39 years old 40 to 49 years old

50 years old or over

0 o

o

0

3. What is your highest degree obtained?

Pre-university

Undergraduate certificate

Undergraduate degree

Master’s degree

PH.D.

Other (Please specify):

oOjo|j0o|0|O|O

4. Have you taken prior coursework in research methods?

No prior coursework

Research Methods coursework taken

Research Methods coursework in progress

5. Have you participated in research projects?

No prior participation in research projects

Worked with University researchers

Worked with teachers in school projects

(e}

6. What is your category of employment?

Teacher

Principal or vice-principal

Administrator

Support staff

Professional staff (Please specify) :

Other (Please specify) :

oO|j0o|0|lO | O |O
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-> If you are not a teacher, please go to question 8.

7. If you are a teacher, what are the main subjects, specific programs you teach?

French Language Arts | O Biology 0 Physical Sciences (0]

French as a Second .

Language (0] Chemistry o Technology 0

English Language Computer .

Arts o Technology o Fine Art 0

English as a Second . Physical

Language 0 Mathematics 0 Education 0
' Moral and

Geography (o] Natural Sciences o] Religious 0

Education
' History and Sciences and .
Citizenship Education 0 Technology ° Music o

Other (Please
specify):

8. How long have you been working in the educational field?

Dto 3 5 to 7 Bto11 12to15 [16to19 (PO0to23 (R24to27 pver27
years _| years years years years years years years
(¢] (0] (0] O (o] o (0] (0]

9. What grade level do you teach?
Primary Secondary

o (0]

10. What professional association are you a member of?

Canadian Teachers Federation

British Columbia Teachers' Federation

Alberta Teachers' Association

Saskatchewan Teachers' Federation

Manitoba Teachers' Society

(o2 N ol ol Nl Ne)

Association des enseignantes et des enseignants franco-

ontariens

Elementary Teachers' Federation of Ontario o
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Ontario English Catholic Teachers' Association

Quebec Provincial Association of Teachers

Association des enseignantes et des enseignants

francophones du Nouveau-Brunswick

New Brunswick Teachers' Association

Nova Scotia Teachers’ Union

Newfoundland and Labrador Teachers' Association

Prince Edward Island Teachers' Federation

Nunavut Teachers' Association

Northwest Territories Teachers' Association

Yukon Teachers' Association

Ontario Teachers' Federation

Canadian Education Association

Canadian Association of Principals

Canadian Association of School Board Administrators

oOjlojo|jolo|O|O|O|O!O}|O

11. What type of school do you work at?

Public Private

o

O

12. Is it an alternative school?

Yes No

13. What is the school size?

Small (less than 150
students)

Medium (150-500
students)

Large (more than
500 students)

(0]

0

o]

14. What is the language of teaching at your school?

English

French




15. What area is your school located?

Rural Area Urban Area

Metropolitan Area

O . 0

(o)

16. What province/territory is the school in?

A[berta

British Columbia

Manitoba

New Brunswick

Newfoundland and Labrador

Northwest Territories

Nova Scotia

Nunavut

Ontario

Prince Edward Island

Quebec

Saskatchewan

Yukbn Territory

OjojO0o |0 0O |]OjO O |O}|OQC}|O|O|OC
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SECTION 2 — Using information in your everyday practice at

work

In this section we want to document the type of information you use in your

1or2 |3o0r4 5 times
Never X .
times times or more

1 2 3 4
17. Scholarly documents o o o 0
18. Professional publications o o 0 o
19, Evaluations of your organization 0 0 0 o
20. Internet Web sites o 0 o 0
Muitimedia materials, such as video, DVD and
21, O o) 0O O
software :
Mass media, such as television, radio,
22. . 0 0 o o]
newspapers and magazines
23, Pre-service training or university courses o 0 o 0
24. In-service training or workshops 0 o 0 0
5. Professional conferences or presentations o o 0 0
26. Experts or resource people 0 o o o
> Please list other sources of information you use in your everyday

practice at work:
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SECTION 3 - The type of use of research-based

information

In this section we want to document what for you use research-based information

in your practice at work.

i

| Never | sometimes | Often | Always

1 2 3 4
Achieve a better understanding of issues in your
27. ] o o] 0 0
practice
28. Satisfy intellectual curiosity o 0 o o
29. Improve your professional practice o o o 0
30. Reflect on your attitudes and practices o 0 0 o
31. Justify or validate your actions and your decisions o o o o
32. Resolve problems in your daily practice o o o 0
Develop new activities, programs, guidelines, and
33. (0] (0] (0] o}

materials

> Please list any other type of use of research-based information:
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SECTION 4 — Your opinion about research-based information

In this section we want to document your opinion about research-based information.

Strongly Strongly
disagree Neutral agree
1 2- 3 4 5
%
34.1s easy to find o o o o o
35. Is easy to understand o o 0 o o)
36. Is relevant to your reality o o o o o
37. Offers timely information o o o o o
38. Is reliable and trustworthy o o 0 o 0
Is useful to guide or improve your
39. ] . 0 ) o 0 0
professional practice
40. Is easy to transfer into your practice o o o 0 0

» Please add any other opinions about research-based information:
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SECTION 5 — Awareness activities

By “awareness activities” we mean methods and strategies that make practitioners

aware of research findings.

Strongly Strongly

disagree Neutral agree

1 2 3 4 5
Presentation of research findings tailored to your
41. (0] o} (o] o} o
needs
42. Your involvement in a research project 0 o o 0 0

Research results accompanied by clear and

43, o (0] o] ¢] o
explicit recommendations
Opportunities to discuss research resuits with

44, (o] o (0] (0] o}
the research team
Regular contacts with people who distribute

45, . . o) o] o} o] o]
research-based information

Demonstrations about how to apply research

46. X 0 (0] (0] o 0
recommendations
: Discussions of research-based information with
47. colleagues 0 ° 0 0 0

> Please list any other awareness activities that may be useful in your
practice at work:
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SECTION 6 - Individual expertise about the use of

research-based information

By “individual expertise” we mean your skills, competence and ability to use research-

based information in practice.

1 Strongly Strongly

{&'t‘o whlchyoua | disagree Neutral agree
listed below ar iny ce i I R R
| Abilify to feéa and undersfar;a the resean%ﬁ
: publications o 0 0 ° o
Skills to use information technology such as
' Internet, databases o 0 o o o
Ability to assess the quality of research-based
"information © ° ° © °
| 51, Expertise to translate research findings to practice g o o 0 0

> Please add any other skills that may be useful in your practice at work:
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SECTION 7 — Organizational factors
By “organizational factors” we mean elements that have to be contended with in
everyday life and that may affect professional activities including organizational culture

such as established habits, traditions and values and physical and human resources.

0. | Strongly Strongly

' disagree Neutral agree

CosalnEnd P e 1 2 3 4 5
-following organizational factors:
Available time to read a journal, to apply a new
52 technique, etc. o ° o o o o
53 Available facilities and technology o o o) 0 o
Incentives, such as remuneration, honoraria, lessenii
> of the work-load, etc. ‘ 0 ° 0 0 ©
Opportunities to challenge established habits and
2> traditions ‘ 0 o 0 o o
Organizational importance for professional
26. development 0 © o 0 o
57. A supportive environment o o o 0 o
Human resources, such as the availability of
58 _ 0 o} 0 o} o}

" qualified staff

Organized groups, such as unions, granting

>9 agencies and media » o o) o} o) s

> Please list any other organizational factors that may influence your use of

research-based information:

We thank you for your time and participation!
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Appendix E
Description of ECHO: The Canadian Council on Learning’s On-line

Assessment and Research System

CCL is developing an online application that.enables the non-expert users to
access the sophisticated analyses required to prodﬁcé accurate, efficient and usefﬁl
assessments of cognitive skills and attitudes.

The system allows any person with internet 4acce$s the ability to visit the system
website and access the system either anonymously 'or'th‘rough a user aceount.
Anonymous users have access to self-assessments ugihg publicly available assessment
content. Publicly available content will include assessments developed by CCL as well as
assessment created and publicly released by other organizations.

Users who create a system account have access to free content as well, but will
also be able to record their previous assessment data aﬁd, most importantly. be able to
add organizations to their user profile. A user may add to their profile any organization
who has licensed the system (licensing is free in Canada for Canadian not-for-profit
organisations), by entering the organisation login ID and password, which are distributed
by each organisation to its constituents. |

Users associated with at least one organisation will have access to additional
-content and enhanced functionality. Users may also access items and assessments that are
private within their organisation, and may develop items, assessments, and surveys. They
may also release their content to other users, both within and outside of their

organisation. When assessments and surveys are released, users have the option of
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releasing them to the public at large, to users with system accounts, or only to members
of their organisation (a special class of user, the ‘high-stakes user’ may also designate
content as ‘high-stakes,” which involves a greater degree of security). |

When. users complete assessments online, they are provided with feedback
describing their strengths and weaknesses in the particular domain of ésséssment (or
global preferences and attitudes, for affective domains), and will be directed‘ to online
resources providing additional information in these areas. For the crea_tofs of assessments,
this same type of analysis is available at aggregate levels for groups of jindivjduals (e.g.,
classeé, schools) to identify systematic behaviour for strategic planning otpopulation
analysis. Assessment creators also have access to additional statistical analyses, including
descriptives, cross-tabulations, regressions, categorical analysis, singulaf value
decomposition (factor analysis), and cluster analysis. If additional ana]ys_es are required,
or the results need to be merged with other data sets, users may download scored
response matrices for their assessments and surveys for analysis in third-party software.
The strength of the system lies in its application of Item Response Theory to calibrate all
items used on the system and equate assessment instruments that share comhon items.
As a result of this approach, assessments with largely different content administered to
groups of different proficiency (or tendency) will produce scores that are comparable.
The advantage of this feature is that local users, such as classroom teachers of small-scale
‘diagnostic’ researc—hers may use assessment instruments that provide the maximum
useful information for their purposes, but the results produced by these locally-useful

instruments may still be compared against external benchmarks. For monitoring
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purposes, this functionality also enabled comparisons over time of results from different
assessments.

Security and privacy are maintained through three separate mechanisms. The ﬁr#i
mechanism is anonymity. CCL does not log IP addresses, and users are not required to
provide any information that will allow unique identiﬁcati‘on of them given a reaéohable
examination of CCL’s databases. Second, all intellectual property is password-protectéd.
That means that, in order for users to access restricted content, they must provide the
appropriate authentication, which is unique to each additional ‘class’ of content (forv
example, items private to an organization, or a specific assessment). Finally, all |
passwords are maintained and distributed by participating organisations outside of the
system. That is, in order for a user to access restricted content, he or she must obtain the
login information directly from his or her organisatibn or the creator of the conterv]t.'v This
functionality allows all organisation-users to distribute secure online assessments and ,
perform analyses and associate the results with specific individuals, but the real-world

identification of these individuals never needs to be entered into the online system.
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Appendix F

Welcome Message to Survey Participants

Welcome!

The purpose of this survey is to document the experiences and attitudes of school
educators across Canada about the use of research knowledge in everyday practices. We
do need your point of view on this topic. It will help us to examine and understand better
both how research is used by school practitioners and the faétors affecting their decision
to use research. In its turn, this information will help us to construct a global portrait of
research impact on educational practices in Canadian schools.

Please read these instructions carefully. By completing the questionnaire and sending
itin, you are consenting to participate in the project, and to publication of project
results. You are completely free not to participate and to discontinue at any time and at
any stage of the survey. This is an anonymeus survey. There is no way that your
responses and comments will be traced back to you.

If you have concerns about the conduct of the survey please contact the researcher,

Larysa Lysenko at Concordia University ((514) 848 2424 ext. 4007 or

Y ]yse;nk@education.concordia.ca). You may also contact Adela Reid, Research Ethics
and Compliance Officer, Concordia University, at (514) 848 2424 ext. 7481 or by email

at areid(@alcor.concordia.ca. -

This survey should take 10-12 minutes to complete online and must be completed in one
session. You are free to skip any question that does not apply to you or you are not

comfortable answering. and you are free to quit at any time. Once you have submitted
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this survey you cannot change any of your data because the survey is completely
anonymous. Your responses will be stored in a secure location.

If you prefer to fill this survey out by hand, you may download and print a PDF
copy of the survey here. To do so, you will need the Adobe Reader software, which can
be downloaded for free at XXX. Please send the completed survey to: Larysa Lysenko,
CSLP, Concordia University, LB-581, 1400 De Maisonneuve Blvd. West, Montreal,
Quebec’H3G 2V8. Otherwise, if these instructions are clear and you agree to participate,

please click Next to begin the online version.
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Appendix G
Invitation to Participate in an Online Survey about the Use of

Research-based Information in Professional Practice

Dear colleague,

We are inviting you to participate in an online survey, which has been designed to
document the experiences and attitudes of school educators across Canada about how
research knowledge is used in everyday practices. We need your point of view on this
topic — even (and especially) if you feel that available research findings are not
particularly useful to your teaching. Your responses will help us to examine and better
understand how research is used by school practitioners, and the factors affecting the
decision to use the results of research in practice. Understanding this will help us 1)
estimate the impact of current research on instructional practices, and 2) devise strategies
that researchers can use to communicate results of research more effectively to
practitioners.

This is an anonymous survey. To take part, simply access and complete the online
questionnaire at the following URL: xxxxxxxxxx before December 15, 2008. This
questionnaire is also available in French at: xxxxxxxxxx.

Filling out the form should take you 10-12 minutes. This is an ideal occasion for you to
express your opinions about the use of research. If you feel that research knowledge -

affects your practices or, on the contrary, is of little use, here is a way of making your

views known.
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To obtain further information or tell us about your experience directly, phone or write to
us. The results of the survey will be made public and presented on the XYZ Web site in
spring 2009 of what you will be additionally informed.

Thank you!
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Appendix H

Strategies Used by Associations to Promote the Study

f‘*& ™% Assotisti
/ Ezz,% & Assoaation
e ‘é des enselignantes
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franco-ontariens

Boeaouls
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et m . FO  Sewvices - Congrés direnizion
Nogvelies v
Pulicaligns de FAEFO » _ ;

© nuzoce
i Sondage on figne sur Futiisation des connaissatices issues de la recherche dans 1 pratique
- professionnelfe
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—----Originz! Messzge-—-

From: Marie Schutt

Sent: Tuesday, Dctober 14, 2008 7:55 AM

To: Joycelyn Fournier-Gawryluk; Les

Dukowski: Maria D! Perna;

\Michae Knowies; Shawn Larsen; Terry Young, Addaensen, Martine; Bill Tucker;

Eefee Higgins; Eric Estabrooks; Garnet Goertzen; James Jelinsk;

janette_wvanich; Jimv Jordan; Joan Duckitt; Laura Hodgins; Mariiyn Merler; Theodore.Hupe
Subject: Pan-Canadian online study of research utiization

Dear CAP Directors,

We have received the foitlowing request from Concordia University, who we
have supported on saveral projects in the past. R is at your discretion

that you share the below link and ask your membership to complete the online
survey (before Navember 15) about the use of research findings in school
practices.

Here is the LURL to the English version:

hip:/fechooniine. col-coa.ca/Defauit. aspx? retease~0 1 0edbbd-b2do-4{53-8f7c-a 1 4f2B38dE3
anc French worsion:

wttp:/Aechoonfine co-cea.ca/Defauit_ aspi?reiease~306267 b7 -d0df-49b3-b762-b902cceaB2 1e

Regards,
Mane

Mzrie Schutz, Executive Assistant
Canadian Association of Principals
300 Earl Grey Drive, Suite 220
Kanatz, ON X2T7 1C1

Telephone: 5613.622.0348
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V Ontario Secondary School Teachers' Federation

OSSTH/FEESOD

About OSSTF/FEESQ © | 1. Ontario Education Research Pane)

Membership In 2006, the Ministry of £ducation announced the formation of the Ontaric Eduration Research -?z_me! {OERP). The
. panel's man is te promote education research and ior: activities th contrivute 1o the advand
Services of educatior in Cniario. The Ministry is seeking nomirations for membership on ¢ 1 Lo 2 twe year ter. The

oo, .+ Director of Educational Services wili be recommending a nomination: to the Pro Executive by Cctobrer 31,
Careers i 2008. Anomination Goes not guarantee a place on the eight member panel,

Training 2. People for Education Conference

Publications
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PEITF
Summary

Prince Edward Island Teachers’ Federation

QOctober 14,2008 Issue #3
2¢ Symposium de FAtiantigue
La réussite des &dves on milleu minoritaire francophone: une résponsabiiité partagée

ies € et 7 novembre 2008, Hoiliday inn Express. Moncton {Nouveau-Brunswick}

L AEFNB, en collaboration avec la Newfoundiand and Labrador Teachers' Association {NLTAS, la Nova Smtﬁé
Teachers Union (NSTU} et iz Prnce Sdwerd lsiand Teachers' Federation {PEITF), vous lange une invilation 3

parficiper au deuXieme Symposium regroupant les ssodiations des enseignanies el des enseignants des provinces’

Ze FAllantique. Les attenies 48 op symposium visent 4 favoriser les discussions o1 les &changes entre les panenal
du mongde ¢e P'éducalion sur ges préoccupalions communes touchant les minoriiés francophenes de la région
stiantique, touten plagant 'emphase swr e partage des pisies de solution gagnantes qui permelient I réussite des

&idves en mitley minasitaire.
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pragtice

y 1es wachers 1o pericipale in an oniine survey, which hias been designed o dosument the
wiudes of school practlioners across C¢rm,3 :\ ut how research knowiedge is used in
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Subject: ‘Re: Fw: Pan-Canadian online study on research utilization
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Plate-forme électorale de 1a FSE
{CSQj : Faire de I'éducation une
priorité nationale
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