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Introduction
The National Teacher Research Panel (NTRP) is an independent group of practising teachers whose remit includes working to increase the number of teachers engaged in and with the full spectrum of research activity and to increase the links between teachers’ interests and practice and the research of the academic community. The Panel is sponsored by the Department for Children, Schools and Families (DCSF), the General Teaching Council (GTC) and the National College for School Leadership (NCSL).

Every two years the Panel hosts a national conference at which practitioners, policy makers and colleagues from the research community come together to explore the outcomes of projects which engage teachers in and/or with research. Contributing practitioners go through a rigorous quality assurance process led by Panel members and their professional advisers, the Centre for the Use of Research and Evidence in Education (CUREE). This includes peer review of abstracts and research designs, a collaborative writing and editorial process and a workshop to help participants think about how to present their work in ways that can genuinely inform others’ thinking and practice.  

From its conferences the Panel has accumulated a data set which represents a body of teachers’ research questions, the ways in which they have set about answering them and the implications that they and others have identified for classroom practice, school leadership, policy and further research. We have drawn these together with a sample of teachers’ research aims and questions from a range of national schemes, including the Creative partnerships Action Research Awards (CARA) and the GTC’s Teacher Learning Academy (TLA), to consider what teachers’ collected research priorities can offer to the national research agenda. Huberman (2002) encouraged the research community to collect and analyse teachers’ own research questions and enquiry foci in order to ensure that the academic research agenda relates effectively to teachers’ own concerns. This suggestion has been further backed by the DCSF leaflet (Cordingley, P et al. (2007) Harnessing knowledge to practice…) Part one of this paper therefore explores these data through the following questions:

· What characteristics do the range of projects share?  

· What themes and issues emerge as most interesting to practitioners and what are their questions about those?

· How do the themes identified in practitioners’ questions compare to those identified as important by national bodies?

In part 2 of this paper we explore how teachers’ individual efforts in engaging in and with research contribute to whole school development, and are supported by school CPD strategies shown by systematic research reviews to be linked to positive outcomes for teachers and for their students.  In particular, we explore links between building a whole school research culture and use of collaborative (co) coaching, also called peer coaching, and specialist coaching as important entry points for teachers who are interested in enquiry oriented professional learning but who do not, or do not yet, see themselves as researchers.  

Part one – an Exploration of Practitioner Research Questions

Methodology

NTRP members independently undertook two pilot studies of practitioner research questions using a list of 232 titles collected from TLA stage 1 and 2 presentations, NTRP summaries and CARA summaries as shown below.
	Supporting body
	Number of projects
	Dates covered

	TLA
	48
	2007

	NTRP
	59
	2004 and 2006

	CARA
	125
	2005, 2006, 2007


The primary focus of the pilot studies was to develop a coding framework to be used with the full set of data (i.e. complete papers rather than just titles), however some interesting findings arose (appendix 1) and these are summarised in the following section of this paper. 

The outcomes of the pilot studies influenced the main study in several ways:

Data Set

Some supporting bodies had criteria for selection of papers for publication which affected the balance of foci represented in the published summaries. Most notably, the majority of CARA titles related to traditionally creative subjects. In an attempt to avoid bias it was decided not to include CARA papers in the main study. The panel also considered extending the data set to include papers which had been submitted but not published in order to eliminate any bias introduced by supporting bodies trying to create a balanced publication or conference. This option was not possible in the time-scale of this study but is presented as a possible further investigation.

Coding framework

Two coding frameworks were developed and trialled as part of the pilot studies. Some of the categories that emerged were broader than others, for example ‘thinking and learning’ compared to ‘education of the deaf’. These frameworks were then reviewed by panel members and CUREE researchers and amended and subsumed into the final version of the coding framework which includes categorisation at broad, mid and minor levels (appendix 2).
Data capture form

In addition to the final coding framework, a data capture form was designed to allow an analysis of the influences. Major themes of the projects dates of research were also collected as it was felt that the teachers’ choice of subject would be affected by when it took place as educational priorities change rapidly. Unfortunately the current data set was too limited to track such changes. The key stage focus of studies was not identified in the pilot investigation but was added to the data capture form for the main investigation to allow for comparison of the major foci at different key stages (appendix 3).
The data capture form and coding framework were then applied, by CUREE researchers, to 106 TLA and NTRP papers (full papers – rather than just titles) as specified below.
Papers included in the main study:
	Supporting body
	Number of projects
	Dates covered

	TLA
	45
	2007

	NTRP
	61
	2004 and 2006


NTRP and TLA papers were analysed together to identify the prevailing themes and approaches, then separately to check whether there were any significant differences. In each case the analyses for primary and secondary based papers were compared at both broad and mid category level. Some of the papers were cross phase and for others it was not possible to identify the phase; these papers were not included in comparisons of primary (including early years) and secondary papers but were included in the overall analysis.

Number of papers relating to each phase:

	
	Primary
	Secondary
	Cross phase
	Unknown
	Total

	TLA
	20
	29
	12
	0
	61

	NTRP
	16
	24
	0
	5
	45

	Total
	36
	53
	12
	5
	106


Analysing results

We decided that in addition to identifying patterns that emerge from the data, it would be useful to compare the emerging priorities with the set of development foci/questions identified by the DCSF as big, strategic questions for the system (BSQs). These are a set of questions worked up by the Schools directorate of DCSF to provide the basis for their analytic work and systematic review themes for 2006 – 2008 (appendix 4). Findings were also compared to the main concerns identified in the 2006 GTC survey.
Findings 

Initial Findings from the pilots:

It is important to remember that in the pilot surveys the coding framework was applied only to the title which may not always have conveyed the main thrust of the research. Also that the papers used came from only three sources which means that any findings and conclusions must be treated with caution.
· English (including literacy) was much more commonly researched than any other curriculum subject area and maths was relatively little researched representing only 3% of the overall figure. Also Just 3% of the summaries were sport related.
· 53% of the summaries were focused on approaches to teaching and learning. Pedagogy is a focus of one of the Big Strategic Questions, although in 1996 an NFER review of the Research Assessment Exercise reported that only about 25% of educational research was designed to generate evidence about teaching and learning including the curriculum (CUREE, 2007).
· 65% of the summaries had a particular curriculum focus (another BSQ)
· Raising achievement was only specifically mentioned in the title of 9% of studies even though this is a key government priority.

· Comparatively few studies mentioned a focus on gender in their title – only 6% overall. This also contrasts with the Big Strategic Question profile where raising standards and narrowing attainment gaps feature strongly. (Gender issues may well have been picked up on in the exploration of outcomes in practitioners’ papers but this could not be seen from titles alone.)
· TLA and NTRP, especially, were more focused on management and adults’ professional development.

· There was very little exploring home-school links, possibly because of the challenges this provides for a teacher researcher.
Findings from the main investigation
Again, these findings and conclusions are based on a limited data set taken from only two sources, TLA and NTRP papers, and so must be treated with caution until a larger data set has been analysed.
What characteristics do the range of projects share? Practitioners reported that their research is influenced by their own research or reading and their own teaching; although a third of practitioners also claim that other factors such as their leadership role, department and/or school needs and national or regional drives have influenced their work. 
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NTRP and TLA (percentages)
	Stated influences
	Primary
	Secondary
	Cross 
	Unknown
	Overall

	Own research/reading
	97
	100
	67
	100
	95

	Own teaching
	89
	79
	33
	100
	78

	Own management/leadership
	25
	32
	58
	80
	35

	Department/school needs
	28
	34
	50
	20
	33

	National/regional drives
	22
	32
	58
	40
	32


The figures in the next two tables suggest that whilst the rank order of the reported influences remains very similar for the two supporting bodies, the relative importance of own research/reading and own teaching is greater for TLA papers. It is worth noting however that the criteria for having a TLA presentation recognised include stating the influence of research and own teaching which is likely to be why these influences are stated in 100% of TLA papers.

Even when reference to these influences is not required (see NTRP table) it is clear that practitioners’ own research/reading and teaching is the primary influence on their choice of project, especially the former. This highlights the importance of the existing knowledge base to practitioner research and reinforces the need to make such knowledge easily accessible to practitioners.

NTRP (percentages)
	Stated influences
	Primary
	Secondary
	Cross 
	Unknown
	Overall

	Own research/reading
	95
	100
	67
	n/a
	92

	Own teaching
	80
	62
	33
	n/a
	62

	Own management/leadership
	25
	52
	58
	n/a
	44

	Department/school needs
	25
	52
	50
	n/a
	43

	National/regional drives
	35
	45
	58
	n/a
	44


TLA (percentages)
	Stated influences
	Primary
	Secondary
	Cross 
	Unknown
	Overall

	Own research/reading
	100
	100
	n/a
	100
	100

	Own teaching
	100
	100
	n/a
	100
	100

	Own management/leadership
	25
	8
	n/a
	80
	22

	Department/school needs
	31
	13
	n/a
	20
	20

	National/regional drives
	6
	17
	n/a
	40
	16


One of the findings of the pilot studies was that it was not always clear from the title of the paper what the main thrust of its research was. Given that the papers ran the spectrum from accounts of enquiry oriented professional learning to small scale experiments this is hardly surprising. However, patterns in approaches to identifying questions and the balance between questions driven enquiries and iterative action oriented enquiry was thought to be interesting. This was explored further in the main investigation and it was found that about 30% of the titles included a clear research question (NTRP 34%, TLA 24%) and 56% make clear what intervention was being evaluated (NTRP 49%, TLA 67%). 8% of titles included both a research question and some reference to an intervention (NTRP 7%, TLA 11%).
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From this we can conclude that most practitioner research is ‘action research’ in that interventions are taking place and being evaluated. However, in 22% of paper titles it was not clear from the title what was being investigated. This would not be helpful to other practitioners searching for papers relevant to their own research. 
What themes and issues emerge as most interesting to practitioners and what are their questions about those?
Foci of Practitioner Research Questions 

The most common broad category theme in the practitioner research papers, especially in the primary phase (see percentage table below) were ‘strategies for teaching and learning’ and ‘the curriculum’. The least common broad category was ‘extra curricular activities’ with only 3% of the studies mentioning this as a major focus; all of them in the secondary phase. Given the higher primary interest in developing the curriculum and teaching and learning strategies it is not surprising to see more reference to pupil achievement in the primary papers. The higher interest in the curriculum in the primary phase could be partly as a result of the ‘Excellence and Enjoyment’ paper which came out in 2003. The rise in emphasis on results in primary school could also have influenced the choice of research topic. Both phases give similar levels of attention to professional development issues however.
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Percentages in each broad category for NTRP and TLA papers
	Broad categories
	Primary
	Secondary
	Cross phase
	Unknown phase
	Overall

	1. Strategies for Teaching and learning 
	75
	58
	50
	40
	62

	2. The Curriculum
	72
	58
	33
	40
	59

	3. Extra-curricular activities
	0
	4
	0
	20
	3

	4. Pastoral/ECM/ Inclusion and Equal opportunities
	31
	40
	25
	0
	33

	5. Pupil Achievement
	36
	21
	8
	0
	24

	6. Professional Development
	50
	49
	67
	100
	54


A separate analysis of NTRP and TLA papers revealed similar patterns with minor differences. In both combined and separate analysis the top three categories are ‘strategies for teaching and learning’, ‘the curriculum’ and ‘professional development’. Professional development is a more frequent focus in the TLA papers, which is not surprising given the TLA aim to offer ‘public and professional recognition of teachers’ learning development and improvement work.’ It would appear that teachers are primarily interested, at all phases of education, in developing the curriculum and teaching and learning. Issues such as behaviour and pupil achievement, despite the weight attached to them by the media and government priorities, feature less strongly in these studies.
Pastoral/ECM/Inclusion and equal opportunities and pupil achievement foci come next in frequency, with focus on extra-curricular activities being the least frequent category.

Percentages in each broad category for NTRP papers
	Broad categories
	Primary
	Secondary
	Cross phase 
	Unknown phase
	Overall

	1. Teaching and learning 
	85
	55
	50
	n/a
	64

	2. The Curriculum
	70
	55
	33
	n/a
	56

	3. Extra-curricular activities
	0
	0
	0
	n/a
	0

	4. Equal opportunities
	30
	31
	25
	n/a
	30

	5. Pupil Achievement
	45
	17
	8
	n/a
	25

	6. Professional Development
	25
	52
	67
	n/a
	46


Percentages in each broad category for TLA papers
	Broad categories
	Primary
	Secondary
	Cross phase
	Unknown phase
	Overall

	1. Teaching and learning 
	63
	63
	n/a
	40
	60

	2. The Curriculum
	75
	63
	n/a
	40
	64

	3. Extra-curricular activities
	0
	8
	n/a
	20
	7

	4. Equal opportunities
	31
	50
	n/a
	0
	38

	5. Pupil Achievement
	25
	25
	n/a
	0
	24

	6. Professional Development
	81
	46
	n/a
	100
	64


Rankings (using overall figures)
	Broad categories
	Combined
	NTRP
	TLA

	1. Teaching and learning 
	1
	1
	3

	2. The Curriculum
	2
	2
	1=

	3. Extra-curricular activities
	6
	6
	6

	4. Equal opportunities
	5
	4
	4

	5. Pupil Achievement
	4
	5
	5

	6. Professional Development
	3
	3
	1=


Mid Categories
The preliminary investigation highlighted a large difference in the number of practitioner studies which focussed on literacy compared to mathematics. Analysis of secondary and primary based papers showed that this difference is due to 12 of the primary studies being concerned with literacy/English (33%) compared to only 2 being concerned with numeracy/mathematics (6%). In contrast to this the secondary studies had an equal split between maths and literacy issues with 5 studies (9%) each. This could be because of the importance placed on children’s early speaking, listening, reading and writing skills.
Foci of Practitioner Research Questions (percentages)
	Broad categories shaded
	Primary
	Secondary
	Cross phase
	Unknown phase
	Overall

	1. Strategies for Teaching and learning 
	75
	58
	50
	40
	62

	a) Lesson structure/ Personalisation of learning
	64
	32
	17
	20
	41

	b) Behaviour, motivation and engagement in the classroom
	31
	32
	25
	20
	30

	c) The Classroom environment and resources
	11
	8
	25
	0
	10

	2. The Curriculum
	72
	58
	33
	40
	59

	a) General curriculum and schemes of work
	25
	8
	17
	20
	15

	b) English/literacy
	33
	9
	0
	0
	16

	c) Maths/numeracy
	6
	9
	0
	0
	7

	d) Science
	6
	6
	0
	20
	6

	e) Art
	0
	2
	0
	0
	1

	f) Business studies
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	g) Drama
	3
	0
	0
	0
	1

	h) D&T
	0
	4
	8
	0
	3

	i) Geography (inc outdoor education)
	0
	6
	0
	0
	3

	j) History
	0
	11
	0
	0
	6

	k) ICT
	6
	4
	8
	0
	5

	l) Media/film studies
	3
	2
	0
	0
	2

	m) MFL
	0
	2
	0
	0
	1

	n) Music 
	3
	0
	0
	0
	1

	o) RE/PSHE/citizenship
	0
	4
	0
	0
	2

	p) PE/sports/dance
	3
	8
	0
	0
	5

	q) Other curriculum subject 
	1
	2
	0
	0
	1

	3.  Extra-curricular activities
	0
	4
	0
	20
	3

	a) Extra-curricular activities
	0
	4
	0
	20
	3

	4. Pastoral/ECM/ Inclusion and Equal opportunities
	31
	40
	25
	0
	33

	a) Multiagency working
	17
	6
	8
	0
	9

	b) Home/school liaison
	3
	2
	8
	0
	3

	c) Pupil matters
	14
	17
	8
	0
	14

	d) SEN
	0
	8
	8
	0
	3

	e) Gifted and Talented
	0
	6
	0
	0
	3

	f) Gender issues
	3
	8
	0
	0
	5

	5. Pupil Achievement
	36
	21
	8
	0
	24

	a) Using pupil data to track pupil progress
	3
	4
	0
	0
	3

	b) Raising pupil achievement
	31
	15
	8
	0
	19

	c) Improving exam performance
	6
	8
	0
	0
	6

	6. Professional Development
	50
	49
	67
	100
	54

	a) General CPD
	25
	34
	42
	100
	35

	b) Research methodology
	17
	11
	25
	20
	15

	c) ITT
	0
	6
	17
	0
	5

	d) Support Staff 
	3
	15
	25
	20
	12

	e) Leadership and management
	22
	23
	50
	80
	28


Big Strategic Questions
Some of the themes in these questions (appendix 4) are also addressed by the practitioners’ research questions.

41% of practitioners (64% of primary practitioners) addressed the issues covered by the second Big Strategic Question (personalised learning) in their research, which demonstrates a high level of common interest between practitioners and the DCSF. 

Around 25% of practitioner questions addressed issues relating to the first Big Strategic Question (raising achievement) and the next (the broader curriculum), again showing common areas of interest.

Percentage of practitioner papers addressing BSQs

	Focus of BSQ
	Relevant categories
	Primary
	Secondary
	Cross 
	Unknown
	Overall

	1. Raising achievement and narrowing achievement gaps
	5a, 5b, 5c
	36
	21
	8
	0
	24

	2. Personalised learning
	1a
	64
	32
	17
	20
	41

	3. Extra curricular and curriculum beyond core subjects
	2e) – q) and 3a)
	14
	38
	17
	20
	26

	4. Accountability frameworks  and raising standards
	n/a
	
	
	
	
	

	5. Choice in school provision and raising standards
	n/a
	
	
	
	
	

	6. Collaboration between schools and raising standards
	n/a
	
	
	
	
	


The coding framework did not allow for analysis of themes relating Big Strategic Questions 4 to 6 as these issues did not emerge in the pilot investigations.

Comparison with topics identified in 2006 GTCE survey
The 2006 GTCE survey found that the top professional development topics identified by teachers as needed in the next 12 months were:

1.
using ICT in teaching (57.6% of all teachers);
2.
strengthening and/or updating skills and knowledge in curriculum subject areas (50.8%);
3.
addressing underachievement in groups of pupils (45.4%);
4.
teaching pupils with SEN (45.3%); and
5.
teaching gifted and talented pupils (44.5%).
The following table shows, in comparison, the percentage of practitioner papers which address themes corresponding to these concerns.
	PD topics identified by GTCE 2006 survey
	Relevant categories
	Primary
	Secondary
	Cross 
	Unknown
	Overall

	Using ICT in teaching
	1c 2k
	14
	11
	25
	0
	13

	Curriculum subject areas
	2a-q
	72
	58
	33
	40
	59

	Underachievement
	5b 5c
	36
	19
	8
	0
	23

	SEN
	4d
	0
	8
	8
	0
	3

	G&T
	4e
	0
	6
	0
	0
	3


Whilst practitioners appear happy to investigate curriculum issues through research, and to a lesser extent are able to explore issues of underachievement, they seem less keen to investigate ICT themes. SEN and Gifted and Talented, though identified by over 40% of teachers as areas needing development, are each only tackled in 3% of practitioner research studies; all in secondary phase papers.

It would be interesting to explore whether practitioners feel that they are more able to develop their skills in curriculum and underachievement issues through research than they are their skills in use of ICT and dealing with SEN and G&T. There may be other reasons for this discrepancy, for example access to ICT resources or to G&T pupils, or perhaps a response to the pressure put upon teachers to produce good pupil results in core subjects. Do practitioners choose to research something that they feel they have a reasonable basis of knowledge in already rather than the areas which challenge them the most?
Having investigated the influences and themes of practitioner research, we will now explore how such research can be successfully incorporated into schools’ professional development strategies.
Part 2 – What do systematic research reviews tell us about how teachers’ individual efforts in engaging in and with research contribute to and are supported by school CPD strategies.
What sort of CPD has proved to be effective?
In part one of this paper we saw that over 50% of the practitioner papers had CPD as one of the main themes. Whether CPD is being explicitly studied by practitioners or not, it can be argued that practitioner research, especially when it is collaborative, provides an excellent vehicle for professional development because it ‘ticks all the boxes’ of what has been shown to be effective CPD.

Systematic Reviews of studies of the impact on teachers of sustained, collaborative CPD in primary and secondary schools’ show that ‘the teachers changed or substantially developed aspects of their teaching following the CPD intervention, and showed ongoing collaborative work. Teachers’ motivations, confidence, attitudes and beliefs were enhanced’ (Cordingley, Bell, Evans & Firth 2005). The review is clear that effective CPD processes included both the opportunity for teacher to engage in action research (‘teachers experimenting in applying the new skills in classroom teaching’) but also opportunities for ‘peer support and specialist expertise’. Whilst practitioner research is valuable, systematic research reviews reveal that ‘studies of individually-oriented CPD offer only weak evidence of its capacity to influence teacher of pupil change’ but that ‘there is evidence that collaborative studies improve pupils’ learning and behaviour, and teacher practice, attitudes and beliefs’. Key factors in collaborative CPD are:

· the use of external expertise linked to school-based activity;
· observation;
· reflection and experimentation;
· an emphasis on peer support;
· scope for teacher participants to identify their own CPD focus;
· processes to encourage, extend and structure professional dialogue;
· processes for sustaining the CPD over time to enable teachers to embed the practices in their own classroom settings; and
· recognition of individual teachers’ starting points.
(Cordingley, Bell, Thomason & Firth, 2005)
How Can School Leadership facilitate effective CPD?

If we accept that collaborative practitioner research is a valuable source of CPD then we need to explore how school leaders can support and facilitate its use. Several ways in which school leadership can facilitate effective CPD have been identified:

1) Raise the status of research engaged CPD in the school

In its thematic review of CPD (2002), OFSTED remarked that all too often this role is given a low status and undertaken as a bursarial rather than a pedagogic function. Cordingley et al (2003) argue that there is a need for a ‘more explicit approach to identifying and building CPD capacity in schools’ and they present resources which have been developed ‘as a means of alerting CPD coordinators to key messages from research about CPD and of drawing to their attention the benefits of engaging in and with research about teaching and learning within CPD activities’.
2) Provide a structured framework

In a review focussed on teacher-only outcomes of collaborative continuing professional development, Cordingley et al (date) cite several case studies including that of Sweyne Park School where the head teacher had put coaching and mentoring at the centre of the school’s development. Both specialist coaching and co-coaching are used at the school and both are integral to the personalised CPD scheme which is tied closely to the Performance Management System. Staff at the school is active in identifying their own Performance Management Targets and identifying how to address these targets through a choice of CPD activities which include:
· specialist coaching;
· research lesson study (collaborative practitioner research);
· opportunities to analyse their own teaching via video; and
· co-coaching.
Staff at all levels in the school actively collect and analyse data on their own and others’ performance and needs. This is done via regular lesson observation by line managers, departmental reviews, use of advanced skills teachers, links with higher education institutes (the school is actively involved in ITT), pupil voice, regular research and development groups, visits to and from other schools and coaching days. This structured framework had led to very high levels of staff retention and a positive attitude toward CPD (Cordingley, Bell, Evans, Firth, 2005).
An example of a national framework for structuring practitioner research is the TLA. An evaluation of the TLA by the NFER in 2006 found it to be a ‘highly regarded model of professional development’ and that the main impacts on submitters were:
· the opportunity to reflect on teaching and learning;
· the development of their teaching practice;
· the acquisition of new knowledge and skills; and 

· the opportunity to work with colleagues.
Core dimensions highlighted as having particular significance in the above were:
· accessing peer support;
· evaluating the impact on practice and own learning; and
· disseminating what has been learnt.
(Moor et al 2006)

3) Establish an ethos conducive to CPD 

If a school is to encourage practitioner research, then its leaders need to establish an ethos that:

· values openness, reflection and professional debate;
· commits to using evidence;
· commits resources; and
· embeds research into existing school systems.
Morris et al (2007)

School leaders need to commit significant resources to practitioner research if teachers are to work collaboratively and then share their findings. Sharp reported that even research engaged schools encountered difficulties with teachers finding time for analysing, reflecting and reporting on research findings (Sharp et al, 2005).
4) Facilitate wider access to research and support

As well as providing funding so that time can be made available for research, school leaders need to recognise the way that teachers access and use research at different stages of their careers. Bevan (2004) identifies three phases of teacher engagement with research, as consumers or users, as: 

1. filtering – the subjective selection and rejection of research with personal interpretation;
2. fragmenting – research findings taken in isolation, and removed from context; and
3. fiddling – applying findings, informal action research, tinkering and transforming.
Bevan suggests that ‘researchers can reasonably build upon this model of practitioner engagement, to plan successfully for the transformation of educational research knowledge into practical policy advice or pedagogical principles. Knowing in advance the likely distortions that may be imposed on the research allows researchers to plan to mitigate these effect – using summaries, through illustrations or metaphors to encapsulate an idea, and by ‘road testing’ their outputs’. These suggestions are just as valid when sharing academic research or the outcomes of practitioner research.
Based on her systematic study, Robinson (2007) reports that sustainability appeared to be dependent, firstly on whether teachers acquired an in-depth understanding of the underlying theoretical principles so they could use their learning flexibly in their classrooms, and secondly, on whether they learned how to inquire accurately into the impact of their teaching on students. 

Listing the factors affecting the use of research by practitioners, Morris et al (2007) identify ‘mediators such as professional associations, teacher unions, LEAs’, ‘professional learning networks’, collegial networks’ and ‘practitioner research networks’ as important sources of inspiration and support for practitioners. School leaders can help in the building and maintaining of collegial networks or can provide finances to support staff in joining professional networks.
5) Get involved in research themselves
Robinson (2007) identified five dimensions of leadership, using a systematic study of 11 studies, and investigated their relative impacts on student outcomes. The largest effect came from the leadership dimension ‘promoting and participating in teacher learning and development’ which she claims ‘Supports calls to school leaders to be actively involved with their teachers as the ‘leading learners’ of their school.
Conclusion and recommendations for future research and practice

The value of practitioner research is evident from the studies above. Also, high number of studies linked to CPD issues.
Differences between the TLA and NTRP papers suggest that the way practitioner research is presented can be affected by the purposes to which it is to be put, and by its funding or supporting bodies. This must be taken into account when analysing published papers.

Analysis of practitioners’ papers has shown that practitioner research is usually based on the practitioners’ own research, reading and teaching. This highlights the importance of the existing knowledge base to practitioner research and reinforces the need to make such knowledge easily accessible to practitioners.

There is evidence that practitioners’ research is mostly focussed on teaching and learning, the curriculum and professional development. Primary teachers have been particularly interested in research connected to literacy.
The content of practitioner research papers is not always clear from their titles. It is important to improve this situation, if papers are to be accessed by others in support of their own research, and there are implications here for future support of practitioner researchers.

Questions and issues to be addressed by further research

Why is there a discrepancy between teachers’ expressed need for CPD in ICT, SEN and G&T and the apparent low level of research in this area? It would be interesting to explore teachers’ perceptions of the value of practitioners’ research in these areas and to explore other factors which might affect their choice of research themes. 
In addition to the analysis of practitioners research projects it may be possible to analyse the statistics of which topics are most frequently accessed on the NTRP website – this may give an insight into current concerns of teachers.
Some supporting bodies will have had criteria for selection which will have affected the balance of foci represented in the published summaries; hence, need to look at submitted papers not just published in order to get a more accurate picture of practitioners concerns. Also interesting to explore whether interests have changed over time; hence, look at papers submitted to NTRP for 2008 conference.
In addition to comparing practitioners’ chosen research themes to the DCSF big strategic questions and to the 2006 GTC survey it would be interesting to compare the themes to those in other national agendas and reports such as the 20-20 vision report (Gilbert, 2007) and the Every Child Matters agenda.
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 Appendix 1
Pilot A – framework A
	Broad category
	Mid category
	Minor category

	Approaches to teaching and learning
	Assessment for learning
	

	
	Behaviour, motivation and engagement
	

	
	Creativity
	

	
	Differentiation
	

	
	Group work
	

	
	Lesson structure
	

	
	Meditation
	

	
	Multiple intelligences
	

	
	Problem-solving
	

	
	Resources
	

	
	Spaces
	

	
	Student mentoring
	

	
	Student voice
	

	
	Thinking and Learning
	

	
	VAK
	

	
	Visual strategies and media
	

	Achievement, data and exams
	Achievement in exams
	

	
	Data
	

	
	Raising achievement
	

	Gender related
	Gender
	

	Curriculum
	Art
	

	
	Business studies
	

	
	Courses/schemes of work
	

	
	Dance
	

	
	Drama
	

	
	DT
	

	
	English
	Phonics

	
	
	Poetry

	
	
	Story

	
	General Curriculum
	

	
	History
	

	
	IT
	

	
	Maths
	

	
	MFL
	

	
	Music (inc music therapy)
	

	
	Outdoor/geography
	

	
	RE 
	

	
	Science
	

	
	Self-esteem/empathy/PSHE
	

	
	Sports/physical
	

	Relating to a specific group
	Attendance
	

	
	Cultural diversity
	

	
	Deaf
	

	
	EAL
	

	
	G&T
	

	
	Inclusion/SEN
	

	
	Transfer
	

	Home
	Parents/home/school
	

	outside school
	Extra-curricular
	

	
	Multiagency working
	

	Adult development and management
	ITT
	

	
	Management
	

	
	Mentor and mentoring
	

	
	Professional development
	

	
	Research
	

	
	TAs
	

	Not allocated
	Spiritual development/collective worship
	

	
	Unknown
	


Points emerging from the analysis based on framework A:

8 highest percentages of different categories

	TLA
	NTRP
	CARA
	TLA and NTRP
	Overall

	Thinking and learning 21%
	Thinking and Learning 19%
	English 15%
	Thinking and Learning 20%
	English 14%

	Mentors and mentoring 17%
	Raising achievement 17%
	Unknown 12%
	English 13%
	Thinking and learning 14%

	Management 13%
	Research 15%
	Creativity (see note below) 10%
	Raising achievement 12%
	Creativity 9%

	English 13%
	English 14%
	Science 10%
	Mentors and mentoring 11%
	Behaviour, motivation and engagement 9%

	Behaviour, motivation and engagement 8%
	Behaviour, motivation and engagement 10%
	Drama 10%
	Management 10%


	Science 7%

	ITT 6%
	Creativity 10%
	Thinking and Learning 9%
	Behaviour, motivation and engagement 9%
	Raising achievement 7%

	Raising achievement 6%
	Professional development 10%
	Visual Strategies and media 9%
	Creativity 8%
	Visual Strategies and media 6%

	Creativity 6%
	Management, Gender and General Curriculum – all 8%
	Behaviour, motivation and engagement, self esteem/empathy/PSHE, Art – all 8%
	Research 8%
	Drama 6%


Looking at the broader categories:
	
	TLA
	NTRP
	TLA + NTRP
	CARA
	Overall

	Approaches to teaching and learning
	21%
	54%
	57%
	49%
	53%

	Achievement, data and exams
	13%
	24%
	17%
	2%
	9%

	Gender related
	2%
	8%
	6%
	1%
	6%

	Curriculum
	17%
	51%
	46%
	81%
	65%

	Relating to a specific group
	15%
	10%
	9%
	4%
	3%

	Home/school
	4%
	0%
	2%
	1%
	1%

	Outside school
	6%
	0%
	2%
	0%
	1%

	Related to adult development and management
	15%
	44%
	41%
	3%
	21%

	Spiritual/collective worship
	0%
	5%
	3%
	0%
	1%


Pilot study B
Framework B
	Broad category
	Mid category
	Minor category

	No particular
	Management 
	

	
	Pupil centred
	

	
	Not specified
	

	Curriculum areas
	Literacy
	Speaking and listening

	
	
	Thinking

	
	
	Learning skills

	
	
	Drama and literacy

	
	
	Reading

	
	
	Spelling

	
	
	Investigation

	
	RE
	

	
	Sports
	

	
	Science
	

	
	Drama
	

	
	Maths
	

	
	Art
	

	
	History
	

	
	Film
	

	Encouraging research ethos
	
	

	Teaching and learning
	
	

	Inclusion
	Gifted and talented
	

	Mentoring
	
	

	Closing the gender gap
	
	Raising boys achievement

	
	
	Differences between gender


Analysis based on framework B:
[image: image4.emf]Research Title Analysis
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Closing the gender gap:

60% of these research titles focused on raising boys’ attainment.
40% examined the differences between gender and attainment.
Inclusion and differentiation: 

All but one of these research titles focused on gifted and talented pupils. 

Curriculum areas: 

Few research projects focused on maths. Also Just 3% were sport related. 


[image: image5]
The literacy research titles have been broken down further:
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The category of ‘investigation’ are research titles that appear to be looking at literacy in a broader sense. It was not particularly clear of the focus.
None of the research questions within this category focused directly on writing. 

No particular category:

Some of the research titles didn’t lend themselves easily to categorisation. 
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Appendix 2

Final coding framework: Foci of Practitioner Research Questions 

	Broad category
	Mid category
	Minor category

	1 Strategies for Teaching and learning
	a) Lesson structure/ Personalisation of learning
	VAK; multiple intelligences; Differentiation; creativity; Group work; problem-solving; visual strategies and media; Assessment for learning; thinking skills.

	
	b) Behaviour, motivation and engagement in the classroom
	

	
	c) The Classroom environment and resources
	Classroom spaces; ICT resources

	2. The Curriculum
	a) General curriculum and schemes of work
	

	
	b) English/literacy
	Speaking and listening; drama; reading; spelling; phonics; poetry; story

	
	c) Maths/numeracy
	

	
	d) Science
	

	
	e) Art
	

	
	f) Business studies
	

	
	g) Drama
	

	
	h) D&T
	

	
	i) Geography (inc outdoor education)
	

	
	j) History
	

	
	k) ICT
	

	
	l) Media/film studies
	

	
	m) MFL
	

	
	n) Music 
	

	
	o) RE/PSHE/citizenship
	

	
	p) PE/sports/dance
	

	
	q) Other curriculum subject 
	

	3.  Extra-curricular activities
	a) Extra-curricular activities
	

	4. Pastoral/ECM/ Inclusion and Equal opportunities
	a) Multiagency working
	Attendance; transfer; parents; home; 

	
	b) Home/school liaison
	Parents; home

	
	c) Pupil matters
	Student voice; student mentoring; mediation; spiritual development/collective worship

	
	d) SEN
	G&T; hearing impaired; EAL; special schools; music therapy

	
	e) Gifted and Talented
	

	
	f) Gender issues
	Raising boys achievement; gender differences

	5. Pupil Achievement
	a) Using pupil data to track pupil progress
	

	
	b) Raising pupil achievement
	

	
	c) Improving exam performance
	

	6. Professional Development
	a) General CPD
	Peer/expert mentoring; 

	
	b) Research methodology
	

	
	c) ITT
	ITT training

	
	d) Support Staff 
	TAs; 

	
	e) Leadership and management
	

	7. Other (not allocated to one of above categories)
	a) Other
	


Appendix 3

Data Capture form for analysis of practitioner research questions

	1) Research project title
	

	2) Supporting body


	TLA NTRP CARA etc

	3) Year article/summary published/presented


	2004  2005  2006  2007  2008  

	4) If not published then year abstract/proposal  presented for consideration
	2004  2005  2006  2007  2008  

	5) Key stage
	1   2   3   4   5   ½  ¾   etc

   

	6) Stated influences on choice of research project (tick all mentioned) 
	Own research/reading
	

	
	Own teaching
	

	
	Own management/leadership
	

	
	Departmental/school needs
	

	
	National/Regional drives

	

	
	Other:
	

	7) Level 1 and level 2 categorisation of themes (circle up to 4 main themes)
	1


	a  b  c  

	
	2


	a  b  c  d  e  f  g  h  I  j  k  l  m  n  o  p  q 

	
	3


	a 

	
	4


	a  b  c  d  e  f

	
	5


	a  b  c

	
	6


	a  b  c  d  e  

	
	7


	a


NB. A more detailed form has been developed and is available should time permit more data capture

Appendix 4
DCSF Big Strategic Questions (BFQs)

The Schools Directorate worked up a number of big strategic questions for 2006 – 2008 which provide the basis for their analytic work and systematic review themes. These BSQs are:

1) Interventions and Narrowing the Gaps – Can we identify which interventions are most effective in raising school attainment and narrowing achievement gaps, given both schools’ overall level of achievement and their stage in the performance cycle?

2) Pedagogy – What does the evidence show about the progress of pupils during and after their school years whose learning has been personalised to a greater degree than is currently the norm?

3) Broadening and Strengthening the curriculum – How can schools offer pupils a broader and richer experience within and beyond the curriculum in a way that complements rather than distracts from the focus on raising standards in core subjects?

4) Accountability Framework – What kind of changes to the Accountability Framework for schools would be most effective in raising standards?

5) Choice, Competition and Contestability – What evidence is available that increased choice in school provision, and allowing successful schools to expand, raises standards? How can contestability contribute to system-wide reform?

6) Collaborations – What evidence is available that collaboration between schools raises standards? What are the most effective forms of collaboration? What would the implications of system-wide implementation be?
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