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There was much discussion around the benefits of systematic against separate evaluations of research. Process evaluation was discussed around R1 and R2 studies. Here, R1 is the initial research which actively impacts on policy and practice, while R2 is a study of how this link is made and how effective it is. It was noted that research of engagement studies already exist and could perhaps be extended. This was seen as an important issue to pursue. 
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The idea of a centre for research led to discussion on the purpose of the centre, whether to mediate research or enable the link between policy and practice. While some participants thought it would be useful to have centres ‘researching whether research has an impact’, others felt that a teacher research panel had to be the starting point, before a research centre was considered.   

Timing was seen as an issue in measuring CPD effectiveness. Short-term studies are evaluated at the time, but then move forward and develop over time. When evaluating over a longer term, it is difficult to control factors for comparison. While empirical evidence may not be forthcoming from this, comparative models are available to make use of evidence gathered.
Extent of involvement of practitioners was questioned. While most saw a need for researchers to have a degree of flexibility and compromise, the question of how far this might upset the integrity of the research was raised. Issues of power and vested interest were considered. It was suggested that teacher-researchers were necessary to point to the application of findings. Problems arise when research challenges peoples’ prejudices and this presents the dilemma of whether to include vested interest groups and risk prejudice.
The initial bid was seen as important. Conventional projects tend to miss out on considering the impact up front. Planning and forethought are key to success, especially when various bodies are involved, with different purposes. In order to evaluate any CPD impact, it should be built in from the start, making it both effective and financially advantageous.
The group agreed on the need for a relationship to continue between all stakeholders, from the starting point where the question is framed, all the way through to the review stage. Reviews are driven by ‘evidences’ and the question of how far this should go was raised. In writing the review, ‘hooks’ should be provided to help people hear.
The potential of personal energy and commitment to promote and drive the question of research, against the current background of financial concerns, was mentioned.
