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1 BACKGROUND

This protocol for the third review (EPPI 3) of the impact of CPD on classroom teaching and learning grew out of the first review (EPPI 1, Cordingley et al 2003) and the second review (EPPI 2, Cordingley et al, forthcoming).  

The first review
 found that collaborative and sustained CPD was linked with positive impacts on teachers' classroom practice and on pupil learning.  The second review
 compared collaborative and sustained CPD with individual (non-collaborative) and sustained CPD in order to update the first review and to try and assess the relative importance of collaboration as an element in effective CPD.  The findings from this review confirmed and strengthened the evidence from the first review about the importance of collaboration in CPD which has been linked with positive outcomes for both teachers and pupils.

The present (third) review continues to build on Reviews 1 and 2 by looking for evidence about CPD interventions from studies that only provide teacher outcomes data.  In order to qualify for inclusion in the final review syntheses, studies in the first two reviews were required to report on pupil outcomes in relation to the CPD interventions as well as teacher outcomes.  A number of studies which met all the other criteria for both the reviews (N=21) were excluded solely because they did not collect data on pupil impact, although they did collect and analyse data about the impact of the CPD on teachers and teaching.

The third review will synthesise excluded studies of collaborative CPD from both the previous reviews in order to explore their findings in relation to CPD processes and the impacts on teachers and on teaching. Appendix 1.2 shows diagrammatically how the third review builds on the first and second EPPI-Centre reviews.
This protocol sets out the aims, objectives and methodology that will be used to compile the third review.
1.1 Aims and rationale for current review

The CPD Review Group has used the findings and the experiences from EPPI 1 and 2 to shape the protocol for the third review.  Our review questions were: How does collaborative CPD affect teaching and learning? and, How do collaborative and sustained CPD and sustained but not collaborative CPD affect teaching and learning? 

We were also keen to reflect the emphasis in the literature on the importance of opportunities for teachers to embed the new strategies in their classroom practice.  The first review protocol reflected this as follows: 

“collaborative CPD includes teachers working together; teachers working with LEA or HEI or other professional colleagues. It does not include individual teachers working on their own. By specifying CPD on a 'sustained basis' we are deliberately excluding one-off, one-day or short residential courses with no planned classroom activities as a follow up and/or no plans for building systematically upon existing practice. It means that we are looking for studies where there is evidence about planned opportunities for teachers’ learning prior to, during and/or after specific interventions to enable teachers to relate inputs to existing and future practice. However we do not believe it would be productive to anticipate research outputs about CPD by specifying an exact minimum period for the CPD activity.  We believe the continuing nature of professional development will be an important factor in creating evidence about impact.” 

Cordingley et al (2003).

In fact all of the studies that met our criteria for relevance and quality were organised to last one term or more.

The majority of studies identified in the first review compared collaborative CPD with no CPD – either through ‘before and after’ designs or by comparing sample groups; a few compared different forms of collaborative CPD.  The second review looked at the impact of sustained and non-collaborative CPD on teaching and learning, and compared this with the impact of collaborative and sustained CPD on teaching and learning.  The third review will synthesise across studies of collaborative CPD which were excluded from the first two reviews solely because they did not set out to establish links between the CPD intervention and pupil learning.  They did however set out to ascertain the impact of the CPD on teachers and teaching.  The review will also create an integrated synthesis of the studies of collaborative and sustained CPD from the first and second reviews in order to present a coherent picture of the evidence collected by the Review Group so far.

The group will also therefore explore the similarities and differences between the findings of the three reviews. 
In doing this the Review group is interested in a number of sub-questions (See Review questions, below).

1.2 Definitional and conceptual issues

Sustained CPD

All the studies in the first review that met all our criteria were designed to span at least twelve weeks.  We propose to include studies where the CPD is designed to sustain learning for 3 months, or one term or more. 

Collaborative CPD

The studies to be included in the review will encompass studies of collaborative CPD only, because we did not find enough studies of individual CPD in the second review to make comparisons meaningful.

To qualify for inclusion in the first review studies could involve collaboration between teachers and a range of professionals.  In the event, thirteen of the studies included in data extraction and linked to positive outcomes involved collaboration between teachers.  In our second review we limited the definition of collaborative to include only collaboration between teachers.  18 studies have been identified from both reviews (subject to further cross-moderation) for inclusion in the third review which involve collaborative CPD (where specific and explicit arrangements for collaboration have been built in as part of the learning strategy). 

CPD 

We propose to continue to use the definition of CPD we adopted for EPPI 1 and EPPI 2 that is: 

Professional development consists of all natural learning experiences and those conscious and planned activities which are intended to be of direct or indirect benefit to the individual, group or school and which contribute through these, to the quality of education in the classroom. It is the process by which, alone and with others, teachers review, renew and extend their commitment as change agents to the moral purposes of teaching; and by which they acquire and develop critically the knowledge, skills and emotional intelligence essential to good professional thinking, planning and practice with children, young people and colleagues through each phase of their teaching lives.

(Day 1999, p.4) 

Definitions for review specific CPD processes and characteristics are given in Appendix 2.4.
1.3 Policy and practice background 

Teachers’ CPD continues to be regarded as a priority by the Government and by key agencies, such as the General Teaching Council (GTC), the National College for School Leadership (NCSL), the Teacher Training Agency (TTA) and professional associations such as the National Union of Teachers (NUT).  Furthermore, there are currently a significant number of different strands of Government policy being taken forward with an emphasis upon the importance of collaboration and networking in teacher development.  Examples include; the Networked Learning Communities (NLCs), Leading Edge Partnerships, Design Collaboratives, the Primary Entitlement to Collaboration, Federations, Leadership Improvement Grant Initiative.  There is also a growing interest in coaching and mentoring in the light of the findings of the first review, for example guidance to schools from both the Primary National Strategy (PNS) and Key Stage Three (KS3) strategies include a statement based upon and related to EPPI-Centre review findings.  Therefore, there is a keen interest in the question amongst policy makers and practitioner communities.  In addition, the GTC has published a “Teachers Professional Learning Framework” which has been informed by EPPI 1.  The further development of all these policy initiations could be enriched by the findings from both the second and third reviews. 

External interest in the findings from the first review, which was published in July 2003, has been considerable, and the review has had a significant impact on policy and policy development.  This includes:

· the development of the Government’s national CPD strategy; 

· an online DfES consultation within the NCSL Talk2Learn community using the review findings as a basis for professional discussion about capacity building; 

· PNS (the Primary National Strategy) using the review to inform and re-conceptualise models of learning and models of consultancy that are currently offered; and

· agencies such as the Innovations Unit and the Networked Learning Communities utilising the evidence from the first review to inform their particular interests.

1.4 Research background

The CPD research field is extensive but has focused predominantly upon CPD interventions rather than teacher learning or impact upon pupils (Bolam, 2003). 

This review builds closely on the first and second EPPI-Centre reviews, which focused on studies of CPD which were designed to discover evidence of evidence on teachers and teaching as well as pupil learning.  By focusing on the characteristics of effective CPD in relation to teacher outcomes it has the potential also to contribute to current efforts to identify reliable and cost effective ways of evaluating the impact of CPD.  Exploring the impact of CPD on teachers is, of course, complex, but much less costly and difficult than exploring the impact of CPD upon students.  If the findings in the teacher only studies are similar to those in the pupil and teacher studies then there may be evidence to support the development of reasonable proxy indicators.

Over a longer timescale we hope that the reviews will also encourage researchers and research funders to start to fund and design studies that explore the impact of CPD in more depth.

1.5 Authors, funders, and other users of the review

The Review and Advisory Groups continue to be passionately interested in effective CPD and committed to supporting the development of research and evidence informed CPD.  The review is being undertaken at this time in part to fit in with the EPPI-Centre funding and registration process timelines. 

The Review and Advisory Groups believe that the review question flows naturally from the first and second reviews.  The question takes those studies one step further by asking if research which explores impact on teaching and teachers but not on students produces findings which link CPD processes and characteristics to positive outcomes for teachers or enables us to compare the findings with those of previous reviews. 

It also means that studies of CPD which produce evidence of impact on teachers and teaching are not ignored.  Such impact will be of interest to:

· CPD co-ordinators and other fund-holders of devolved resources for in-school CPD programmes;

· the GTC (especially its CPD network);

· school leaders, mentors and others with an interest in teacher morale and retention; and

· professional associations.

The core team for the third review comprises:

· members of CUREE;

· teachers;

· CPD practitioners from HE;

· members of the Review and Advisory Group; 

· a research colleague from the Network Learning Group (NLG); and

· members of the EPPI-Centre team.

1.6 Review questions

For the third review we will ask the question:

Overall question

What can we learn from studies of sustained collaborative CPD which set out to explore the impact on teachers and teaching but do not also consider the impact on pupils in the context of the evidence from previously data extracted studies of collaborative CPD that consider the impact on both?

Sub Questions

Previous EPPI-Centre reviews have synthesized the data from studies that explored the impact of sustained collaborative and individual CPD, and that measured both outcomes for teachers or teaching, and pupils.  However the reviews also identified and mapped those studies that only measured teaching and teaching outcomes, but these were not synthesized.  The first phase of the synthesis for this review synthesizes the data from these studies asking the question:

What is the impact of sustained collaborative CPD on teachers and teaching?

The second synthesis phase will look across studies of collaborative CPD from all three reviews.  These will relate specifically to findings about the outcomes, purposes, processes and activities of the CPD interventions and the studies that explore them.  We will ask the questions:

Do the studies of the three different reviews provide evidence about different types of aims for the CPD depending on whether they explore only the impact on teachers and teaching, or explore the impact on teachers, teaching and pupils?

Do the studies of the three different reviews provide evidence about different types of CPD processes and activities depending on whether they explore only the impact on teachers and teaching, or explore the impact on teachers, teaching and pupils?

Do the studies from the three different reviews provide evidence about different types of outcomes for the CPD depending upon whether they explore only the impact on teachers and teaching, or explore the impact on teachers, teaching and pupils?

Finally, we will use the map of the study types to explore whether studies that investigate sustained collaborative CPD use different study designs depending on whether they explore only the impact on teachers and teaching, or explore both the impact on teachers, teaching and pupils.

METHODS USED IN THE REVIEW

In order to complete the review, we will:

· agree the protocol;

· cross-moderate the studies which were excluded from EPPI 1 and 2 on the basis of only having teacher and teaching impact data (as opposed to teacher and pupil impact data);

· apply and cross-moderate agreed, systematic keywords to all studies that meet our second stage criteria (using EPPI-Centre (2002) Core Keywording Strategy: data Collection for a register of Educational Research version 0.9.7 London: EPPI-Centre, Social Science Research Unit);

· complete a map of the literature that has been keyworded;

· extract data from the selected studies and assess weight of evidence using the EPPI Centre framework plus any review specific questions; this will be carried out by two people in parallel and any differences will be reconciled once data extraction is complete;

· identify the weight of evidence for the synthesis;

· synthesise evidence to address the main and sub-questions, any questions arising from the map of the literature, and from the synthesis itself and/or from the theoretical literature;

· test our conclusions with groups of policy makers, practitioners and researchers in order to identify political implications in partnership with them; and

· prepare a section of the report on conclusions and implications.

1.7 User involvement

The Review Group is committed to maintaining active teacher involvement at an advisory and consultative level and will be exploring with funding partners the best ways in which this can be achieved. 

At least one training day will be held for data extraction and keywording to encourage the widest possible participation and to ensure consistency.  The days will be planned specifically to engage the interest of practitioner and policymaker reviewers. 

The NUT, DfES and GTC networks will continue to be used to encourage input from practitioners, parents and governors. 

The first review also benefited throughout from the active participation of policy makers – in particular colleagues from the DfES CPD section.  User input from a wide variety of sources, including the Specialist Schools Trust and the Local Education Authorities (LEAs), was also helpful in formulating implications from the review for users across the spectrum.  We propose to continue to consult users widely.

The Universities Council for the Education of Teachers (UCET) CPD Group and the British Educational Research Association (BERA) CPD Special Interest Group have also expressed interest in working with the review.  We have also received interest from academics based overseas who are experts in the CPD field who are keen to be involved in the review as corresponding advisors. 

We propose that participating academic reviewers should commit time to helping with undertaking three data extractions, in exchange for participation in a training session.  The first training session will be held in November 2004.

If appropriate, we will produce summaries of the report for end users, tailored to the needs and concerns of particular interest groups.  The final report and the summaries will be available on the EPPI-Centre website.  However, the Group has never been confident about this as the sole means of dissemination and, as with the first and second reviews will be taking a number of other steps to bring the messages from the review to a wider audience including, for example, the development of a GTC Research of the Month feature and workshops to test review findings with groups of interested practitioners from within the Networked Learning Communities. 

1.8 Identifying and describing studies

1.8.1 Defining relevant studies: Inclusion and exclusion criteria 

The review will confine itself to the studies of collaborative CPD from the first and second reviews which have already been data extracted, and those studies which were excluded from these reviews solely on the grounds that they contained teacher-only impact data, as opposed to searching for new studies.  The review is being undertaken in this way to build upon the first and second reviews and to fit in with the EPPI-Centre funding and process timelines. 

Studies included in the third review will meet the following criteria:

Topic

· Focus on CPD which involves more than one teacher
· Focus on CPD designed to sustain learning for 3 months, one term or more
· Focus on CPD which is designed to meet explicit learning objectives
· Describe the processes of the CPD intervention in some detail including the content of the CPD activities and classroom interventions
· Focus on teachers of the 5-16 age range (while this will exclude FE and Sixth Form college practitioners it will not exclude those who teach within the 11-18 age range)
· Have set out to measure impact on teachers and teaching (i.e. teacher knowledge/behaviours /understanding/skills/attitudes)
Methods

· Can show how they have used what is known already
· Report on the aims and objectives for the research
· Describe the methods of data collection and analysis
· Provide attempts made to establish reliability and validity of data analysis
· Studies published after 1991 both to limit the review chronologically and to capture studies conducted after the introduction of the National Curriculum (NC) in 1988
· Are written in English because of translation costs, although we will not limit the search geographically
Appendix 2.1 shows how the criteria for EPPI 3 map onto those of the first two reviews.

1.8.2 Identification of studies: search strategy

The third review will use studies which have already been identified and no search strategy will be required.  The studies were identified from the first two reviews as follows:

i
Electronic databases 

For the widest range of international and UK studies we searched the Educational Resources Information Centre (ERIC), the British Education Index (BEI), Current Educational Research in the UK (CERUK) and INGENTA. 
We attempted to track down theses and related journal articles by identifying potential authors and contacting them directly. 

ii     
Key journals 

Key journals recommended by the Review and Advisory Groups as being relevant to CPD were also hand searched (see Appendix 2.3).

iii

Websites

To maintain its international dimension the group also scrutinised the American Educational Research Association (AERA) and the Association for the Advancement of Educational Research (AAER) websites. Other websites searched included the Australian Council for Educational Research (ACER), the Scottish Research in Education Centre (SCRE), the National Foundation for Educational Research (NFER), the Office for Standards in Education (OFSTED), DfES, BERA, and selected LEA and university websites.  We also searched the subject association websites for curriculum-specific material.

iv     
Recommendations 

Recommendations were sought from Review and Advisory Group members, known specialists and overseas correspondents, practitioners and other specialists as needed.  We also approached potential corresponding members in the United States and Australia, well-known in CPD research, inviting them to become corresponding members of the Review Group.  Members of the Review and Advisory Groups also made suggestions about likely sources of research.

v
Following up citations 

We followed up citations contained in published and unpublished research, and especially in research reviews and published literature searches.

Search Terms used in Reviews 1 and 2 are given in Appendix 2.2.

A database system was set up to keep track of and code studies found during the review. 

1.8.3 Screening studies: applying inclusion and exclusion criteria

The studies to be used in the third review have already been screened and had the inclusion and exclusion criteria from Reviews 1 and 2 applied to them.  We will re-visit the studies and cross-moderate to confirm their inclusion.  The process as a whole will be subject to quality assurance.

1.8.4 Characterising included studies 

The studies in the third review have already been subjected to initial keywording.  This will be refined and checked as in all reviews, during data extraction.  This process will also be used to review whether there is a need to revisit keywords for EPPI 1 and 2 to include any terms that emerge distinctly in EPPI 3 studies. 

1.8.5 Identifying and describing studies: quality assurance process

The studies to be used in the third review have already had the inclusion and exclusion criteria applied to them.  To ensure consistency between EPPI 1, EPPI 2, and EPPI 3, these decisions will be cross-moderated. Members of the EPPI-Centre will assist in applying criteria and keywording studies for a sample of studies.  

1.9 In-depth review

In the first two reviews, studies for in-depth review had to: 

· describe the processes of the CPD intervention in some detail including the nature and content of the CPD activities and classroom interventions; and

· describe the data analysis process as well as data collection.

We have removed the criterion regarding pupil impact data for the third review.

1.9.1 Assessing quality of studies and weight of evidence for the review question

Following cross-moderation, those studies identified as meeting the inclusion criteria, will be analysed in depth, using the EPPI Centre's detailed data extraction software.  Data will be extracted by two reviewers working independently and any irreconcilable differences will be subject to third party arbitration.

Three components will be identified to help in making explicit the process of apportioning different weights to the findings and conclusions of different studies.  Such judgements about weight of evidence are based on: 

· the soundness of studies (internal methodological coherence), based upon the study only;

· the appropriateness of the research design and analysis used for answering the review question;

· the relevance of the study topic focus (from the sample, measures, scenario, or other indicator of the focus of the study) to the review question; and

· an overall weight taking into account all the above points.  
The weight of evidence for studies from EPPI 1 and EPPI 2 will be re-evaluated against judgment C in the data extraction guidelines (the relevance of particular focus of the study (including conceptual focus, context, sample and measures for addressing the question and/or sub-questions of this specific systematic review).

1.9.2 Synthesis of evidence 

This is a two stage synthesis.  The first stage involves synthesising data from the studies that only focused on teacher outcomes.  The second stage will look across the findings from all three reviews.  In order to allow comparisons between the findings from the third review and those from the first two reviews, data will be extracted from the studies for the following analytic categories, consistent with reviews 1 and 2:

Impact of CPD on teachers and teaching, including any or all of:

· teacher attitudes, beliefs, commitment, self-efficacy, job satisfaction, morale;

· teacher knowledge;

· teacher approaches to learning; and

· teacher behaviours.

We will also record specifically any teacher perceptions of the impact of the CPD on pupil learning and any instruments used to structure such perceptions.

The characteristics of the CPD connected with those effects including:

· the processes involved in the effective CPD (see Review-specific keywords); and

· any specific relationships between such processes and the effects on teachers.

We will look across the findings from the two clusters of studies (i.e. those with pupil and teacher impact data from reviews 1 and 2 and those with teacher-only impact data from review 3) to pursue our 4 sub-questions.

The synthesis will also try to explore, where possible, issues which have been identified by members of the Review and Advisory Group including both practitioners and policy makers as particular areas of interest.  These include: 

· the potential for using teacher data as a proxy for pupil data when evaluating CPD;

· the different patterns related to the characteristics of effective CPD practice across the findings of the three reviews;

· the relationships between approaches to research/evaluation design and CPD design across the findings of the three reviews;

· the patterns of planned and unplanned outcomes;

· the patterns of costs and benefits (although it was noted that this may be difficult to ascertain);

· the possibility of developing a typology of collaboration within CPD, building on the findings from the second review;

· the matrix of relationships between all of the above and between the different types of findings associated with the types of study and types of CPD; 

· the characteristics of the evaluation models across the three reviews;

· the use and allocation of time;

· evidence about individual and general professional efficacy; and

· the location of CPD activities in teachers’ classrooms.

1.9.3 In-depth review: quality assurance process

Data extraction and assessment of the weight of evidence brought by the study to address the review question will be conducted by pairs of teaches and researchers working first independently and then comparing their decisions and coming to a consensus.  Members of the EPPI-Centre also will assist in data extracting a sample of studies. 
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APPENDIX 2.1: Inclusion and exclusion criteria

	
	EPPI 1
	EPPI 2

	Stage 1 criteria

	1
	Focus on CPD which involves more than one teacher
	Focus on CPD that provides explicit information about whether CPD was designed to facilitate collaboration or to support individual teachers 

	2
	Have set out to measure impact on teaching and/or learning
	Have set out to measure impact on teachers and teaching and/or pupils and learning 

	3
	Continue over a period of time
	Focus on CPD designed to sustain learning for 3 months, one term or more 

	4
	Clearly describe the methods of data collection and analysis
	Describe the methods of data collection and analysis

	5
	Have clearly defined learning objectives
	Focus on CPD which is designed to meet explicit learning objectives

	6
	Focus on teachers of pupils aged 5-16
	Focus on teachers of the 5-16 age range

	7
	Have been conducted after 1988
	Were published after 1991

	8
	-
	Are written in English

	Criteria that were Stage 2 in EPPI 1 but Stage 1 in EPPI 2

	9
	Clearly identified learning objectives for teachers
	Focus on CPD which is designed to meet explicit learning objectives

	10
	Clearly stated aims and objectives
	Report on the aims and objectives for the research 

	11
	Studies showing how they have used what is known already
	Can show how they have used what is known already

	Stage 2 criteria

	12
	Information either positive or negative about student learning gain
	Provide evidence of impact on student learning in addition to the stage 1 criterion

	13
	Clear description of methods including approaches to data collection and data analysis
	-

	14
	Clear description of context
	Describe the processes of the CPD intervention in some detail including the nature and content of the CPD activities and classroom interventions

	15
	Evidence of attempts made to establish the reliability and validity of data analysis
	Provide attempts made to establish the reliability and validity of data analysis

	16
	Evidence of impact on teacher practice (i.e. teacher knowledge/behaviours /understanding/skills/attitudes
	-


APPENDIX 2.2: Search strategy for electronic databases

Search terms as used in EPPI 2 

We included combinations and permutations of key terms, based on individual database thesauri. 

	Practice/intervention
	School

	Teachers and students


	
	
	

	action research
	primary school
	teacher beliefs

	enquiry
	secondary school
	teacher attitudes

	professional-
	early years
	staff/teacher motivation

	development
	key stage 1
	teaching

	reflective-
	key stage 2
	teaching strategies

	practice
	key stage 3
	pedagogy

	CPD
	high school
	student/pupil achievement

	evaluation
	middle school
	student/pupil motivation

	intervention
	first school
	student/pupil learning

	teacher research
	elementary school
	staff/teacher morale

	In-service education
	pupil referral unit
	teachers


	seminar

	special school
	staff/teacher knowledge

	workshop
	infant school
	staff/teacher understanding

	mentoring
	
	

	observation
	
	staff/teacher skills


	professional learning
	
	subject knowledge

	coaching
	
	thinking

	curriculum development
	
	cognition

	support?
	
	student/pupil self-esteem


We also searched for: 

	peer coaching

	peer observation

	peer support

	team teaching

	collaboration

	joint planning

	joint curriculum development


APPENDIX 2.3: Journals which were hand searched which regularly cover CPD research

British Journal of In-Service Education

Education Action Research Journal

European Journal of Teacher Education

Harvard Educational Review

Journal of Education for Teaching

Journal of In-Service Education

Journal of Teacher Education

Teacher College Record

Teacher Development: An International Journal of Teachers' Professional Development

Teachers and Teaching: Theory and Practice

Teaching and Teacher Education

APPENDIX 2.4: EPPI Keyword sheet including review specific keywords

Definitions for review specific CPD processes and characteristics 
We do not wish to anticipate what we will find and wish to be in a position to include as broad a range of designed interventions as possible. Nevertheless, it is helpful to identify and define the range of CPD processes likely to feature in the studies of individually orientated CPD in order to increase the usefulness of the map of the interactions explored within the studies.  In addition to the interventions that are defined in the Protocol we propose an additional list of keywords as important findings of the first review including:

Action learning sets
Use this keyword for an approach to learning in groups (developed by Reg Revans to solve practical problems) based on an assumption that problem holders are the best people to resolve issues they face, that good questions focused on the problem holder’s learning will help them do this, that time needs to be shared equally and that a structured process of active listening helps everyone develop skills and solutions.

Coaching

Use this keyword if the intervention involves the provision of structured support and information by colleagues that is focused upon specific aspects of teaching and learning that have been agreed between the coach and coachee.  The coach’s job is to provide specific information that the coachee would not have access to if working alone, that is geared to agreed learning intentions and that sits with in an agreed framework of specialist expertise.  Coaching, according to the findings of the first review, also involves providing a working context:

· where mutual professional trust enables colleagues to admit and learn from mistakes;

· that structures and sustains experimenting, and reviewing or refining practice towards goals over time.

Curriculum design
Use this keyword if the intervention involves planned and detailed arrangement of the component parts of a curriculum. 

External expertise 
Use this keyword if the intervention involves the use of individuals or groups from outside of the school context to inform professional development activities with specialist knowledge or skills and programmes. 

Internal expertise 

Use this keyword if the intervention involves the use of specialist knowledge or skills from individuals or groups from inside of the school context to inform professional development activities and programmes. 

Lesson analysis 

Use this keyword if the intervention involves a reflection by the individual, or group, on the teaching of a lesson, in order to support professional learning.
Mentoring 

Use this keyword if the intervention involves the sustained support of a teacher in developing their practice by a more experienced and expert colleague. Usually includes observation and feedback/briefing, providing advice and information about new ideas across a broad spectrum of teaching and learning issues, plus providing learning support. 

Modelling 
Use this keyword if the intervention involves a process in which behaviours are presented to the participant by another individual to support them in acquiring such characteristics, thereby enabling them to become familiar with the potential of the intervention and to give first-hand experience of active participation.  

Networks 
Use this keyword for an extended group of people with similar interests or concerns who interact and remain in formal or informal contact for mutual assistance or support. 

Peer coaching 

Use this keyword if the intervention involves coaching as defined above, undertaken between teachers who agree to develop their professional learning through a mutual process of support and challenge.

Peer support 
Use this keyword if the intervention involves the provision of mutual assistance by pairs or groups of teachers involved in professional learning.
Planning schemes of work 
Use this keyword where teachers are involved in medium- and long-term development of curriculum materials, learning activities and/or learning objectives. They help schools implement the national curriculum programmes of study. Schemes of work are made up of units that together cover the programmes of study and non-statutory guidelines for key stages 1, 2 and 3 in all subjects except English and mathematics. Each unit sets out learning objectives (which are based on the programme of study), suggests teaching activities to meet these objectives, and defines outcomes of pupils’ learning. The units also promote learning across the curriculum.  

Role play 

Use this keyword if the intervention involves the type of simulation activities to focus attention on the interaction of people with one another. It emphasises the functions performed by different people under various circumstances.

Sharing practice 
Use this keyword if the intervention involves presenting information about practice in order to enable teachers to benefit from someone else’s experiences, ideas and resources in a reciprocal manner.

Specialist expertise 
Use this keyword for individuals or groups with deep and/or extensive knowledge of a given area, including:

· the aspect of teaching, learning or the curriculum or skills in being explored;

· working on a consultancy basis with teachers; and 

· supporting professional learning.

Study groups 
Use this keyword if the intervention involves a small group of professionals who work together as learners on a regular basis on a specific topic of interest. The purpose of forming a study group is to cultivate collegiality and expand the knowledge and expertise of the members.  

Team teaching
Use this keyword if the intervention involves a system whereby two or more teachers pool their skills, knowledge, etc., to jointly develop, plan and teach combined classes. 

We also propose the following definitions of keywords identified during preliminary scanning of the literature about non-collaborative CPD. 

Counselling

Use this keyword if the intervention involves advice or support on a personal basis by someone who has been trained to provide that support.

Post Graduate Education

Use this keyword if the intervention involves having received a post-graduate qualification, including qualifications at H and M level.

Training

Use this keyword if the intervention involves provision of information or materials on specific aspects of teaching/learning.

Online Courses

Use this keyword if the intervention involves participation in an electronically supported distance learning programme of activities which can include ‘mixed-mode’ and/or ‘blended’ provision.

Sustained CPD





Collaborative





Non Collaborative





Studies with only teacher data





Studies with both teacher and pupil data





Studies with only teacher data








Studies with both teacher and pupil data





Review 1





Review 2





Review 3 


(stage 1)





Review 3 


(stage 2)





Review 1





Review 2





Review 3 


(stage 1)





Review 2
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