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1 
Introduction


This is a report into the literature bearing on the contribution of continuing professional development (CPD) to the development of learning platforms and virtual learning environments (VLEs) in schools. It draws on a wide range of sources, most relating to the school and initial teacher education (ITE) sectors in England, but including international studies and some more general studies based in higher education and colleges of further education. It is intended to inform those with an interest in developing the use of learning platforms in schools and ITE and draws out implications for different audiences. 
Section 2 considers the literature on which the review is based. This is followed by a definition of a learning platform in Section 3 in which a contrast is made between a learning platform and a VLE. Becta describes a learning platform as providing a range of ICT-based functions including:

· content management 

· curriculum mapping and planning 

· 
learner engagement and administration 

· communication tools and services. 


A learning platform is therefore not a single 'off the shelf' product but a collection of tools that are designed to support teaching, learning, management and administration. 

There is limited awareness of the potential of learning platforms in school and Section 4 provides an overview of ways in which learning platforms can support teaching and learning. These include opportunities for: greater independence for learners; enabling home–school links; compensating for absence; and engaging in new types of learning activity. These opportunities are based on possibilities for ‘anywhere anytime’ access to material; creating and amending material produced by teachers and learners; and communication within and across school. VLEs and learning platforms are multi faceted and particular aspects will appeal to different teacher and learner audiences. 

Section 5 considers the CPD required to develop the use of learning platforms (hereafter learning platform CPD). The use of learning platforms is at an early stage and much of their potential value in both schools and ITE is as yet unrealised. CPD would appear vital to address this. Based on reported scenarios, learning platform CPD is varied, and seems more effective if it is collaborative and supported by leadership in school. There appears an obvious case for using learning platforms themselves to support CPD. 

The literature on learning platform CPD is, however, sparse and it is difficult to draw clear conclusions. Hence, Sections 6 and 7 review the wider literature on ICT CPD and CPD in general. CPD which enables teachers to have ownership of their development in a context that offers collaboration, reflection and ‘just in time’ support is seen as more successful than one-off training events. This seems to imply that CPD should be school based, but such an approach offers constraints as well as opportunities. There is not surprisingly much that is similar in the reporting of CPD in ICT and non-ICT contexts. However, a particular feature of ICT CPD is that it takes place in a context in which there is widespread teacher support for new technology but ongoing constraints including restricted access to technology, limits on technical and managerial support and worries over curriculum fit. Indeed, the strategic, technical and pedagogical issues in developing further use of ICT have been well documented. Within this section some of the opportunities and challenges facing the professional development of student teachers are also raised. 

The report closes with a set of recommendations, for those with an interest in developing learning platforms in schools and ITE. These are aimed at policy makers, school leaders, individual teachers and mentors and tutors within ITE. It is suggested that an approach which offers both ‘top down’ direction and support and ‘bottom up’ ownership is more likely to provide a setting in which learning platform CPD can flourish.

2
 The literature on learning platforms


There is a difficulty in selecting literature to carry out a review of learning platform CPD as little has so far been reported as, for example, shown in the small number of returns when using well established search engines to search for academic articles on the topic. Indeed, there is little academic reporting of VLEs and learning platforms in school in general. This can be expected to change, as evidenced by contributions to discussion groups such as the ‘ICT Research Network’ but, for the moment, any review of the literature needs to be flexible and tentative. 

There is, however, a basis for a review by taking an eclectic approach to the literature. Using the key test ‘does this look relevant to understanding the development of learning platforms in schools and ITE?’ several key sources have been used. The first is more overarching reporting carried out by, or for, agencies (for example Becta, 2005; Becta, 2008a; Becta, 2008b; Bloxham and Maharg, 2007; Britain and Liber, 1999; European Schoolnet, 2003; Glenaffric Ltd, 2005; Hunt, Parsons and Fleming, 2003; JISC, 2009; JISC, undated; NFER, 2008; Russell and Varga-Atkins, 2005; Ofsted, 2009; Oxford Brookes University, 2004; The Social Informatics Research Unit, 2003). Some of these reviews have been designed with a general audience in mind and are open to methodological criticisms. However, taken together they provide a consistent description of the opportunities and constraints associated with learning platforms.

A second source of literature concerns academic case studies. The approach taken was to go through each issue of selected journals, paper by paper, to find cognate studies. Due to time constraints the cut-off, going back, was January 2007 and only a selected number of journals were accessed: Australasian Journal of Education Technology; British Journal of Educational Technology; Computers and Education; Educations and Information Technologies; Teaching, Learning and Media; Journal of Computer Assisted Learning and Teaching Pedagogy and Education. Over 40 papers were located, some based in school, some in HE; some dealing with assessment, some with content and some with online discussion. Some of this literature is reporting from other countries; this strengthens the review by drawing on a wider range of studies but care should be taken in drawing conclusions from different national contexts. In general the papers had a more specific focus on particular features of learning platforms, and tended to report in depth rather than providing the overarching picture, as common in agency reporting. To supplement the academic papers, and seeking to address the shortage of up-to-date reporting in UK schools, case studies written for practitioner audiences were accessed. These included Aubrey-Smith, (2007); Becta (2008b); Teachers’ TV (2007a, 2007b) as well as practitioner blogs such as Usher (2008) and press articles such as Smith (2007). Reporting of more technical issues (such as comparison of different systems, say, Moodle versus WebCT) and interoperability (see Becta, 2005; JISC, 2009; Teachers’ TV, 2007b) was accessed but this is not covered in this review. Finally, work carried out by ITTE members has provided a picture of the use of LPs in ITE (Comber, 2009) and raised interesting issues about their adoption in schools and HEI (Leask and Younie, 2009). 

Some of the articles accessed above are treated as of relevance even if carried out with software that does not provide the much wider range of functions associated with learning platforms. This seems appropriate as much of the research on the use of particular VLEs is in fact only reporting on one aspect of that use, for example assessment, discussion and processing of course material, rather than on the VLE as an integrated system. 

A difficulty in evaluating the literature is that many of the reports are set in the context of higher education institutions (HEIs), (see for example the extensive advice which JISC offers for developing VLEs within the HE sector (JISC, undated)). Other reporting is based in further education (FE) which, while more directly relatable, particularly to secondary schools with post-16 provision, differs in important ways to the school sector. Some of the literature from both HE and FE has been reported as, firstly, it poses interesting questions about how learning platforms might support learning and, secondly, as it has particular relevance for those organising pre-service training of teachers within HEIs. However, it must be borne in mind that HEIs are very different to schools. In HE it is not unusual for a very large number of students to have little face to face (F2F) contact with tutors; some learners to be at a distance from their institution; and for many learners to be relatively self motivated, though this is not a given. HEIs may, in addition, take advantage of economies of scale and provide specialist technology support services. In contrast school students must attend classes, do so regularly in small numbers with a great deal of F2F interaction.  School learners may feel motivated but the issues in securing motivation are often more complex. For these reasons HEI reporting, while relevant, should be treated cautiously and special attention given to transferring findings into a school context. For example, it is well documented that asynchronous online discussion (forums and discussion boards) can provide HE students, including ITE students, with opportunities to articulate ideas and receive feedback on their ideas. A learning platform provides the same opportunities for school learners, but in a different context. For example, there will be more opportunity to carry out online discussion in classrooms, almost as a synchronous activity, and more opportunity to follow up out-of-school discussions within a F2F setting. 

In comparison with the literature concerning learning platforms, the literature on ICT CPD and CPD in general is extensive. This can be expected to throw light on learning platform CPD. However, given the restriction on space the review has concentrated on literature reviews and overviews of these fields, with case studies cited to illustrate the general issues. It is suggested that there has been a fairly consistent picture presented in CPD literature reviews, including those of Cordingley et al. (2005); McCormick (2008); Villegas-Reimer (2003); a conceptual review by Fraser et al. (2007), and in recent studies such as Aubusson et al. (2007); Coldwell et al. (2008); Varga-Atkins, Qualter and O'Brien (2009). Three reports on ICT CPD have proved particularly useful: Daly, Pachler and Pelletier (2009a and 2009b) and a review of teachers learning with digital media by Fisher, Higgins and Loveless (2006). To see school CPD in a wider context, some articles on workplace learning was accessed, in particular, the ESRC project Learning as Work: Teaching and Learning Processes in the Contemporary Work Organisation. 

3 
What is a learning platform? 


There has been inconsistency in how the terms VLE, managed learning environment (MLE) and learning platforms are used. The term MLE has been largely superseded in the literature by VLE and there is widespread agreement that a VLE should normally:

· 
contain access to learning materials (files and/or web pages capable of multimedia formats) and signposting to the material through menus, bulletins, overviews, and, in learning activity management systems (LAMs), detailed curriculum mapping

· 
contain opportunities for communication and collaboration between learners and between tutor/teacher and learners (both synchronous and asynchronous), again capable of different media and including student-generated content such as wikis and web pages

· 
contain opportunities for assessment and assessment management, tracking of result and progress through,  for example online testing, posting of assignments, formative and summative feedback on assignments with teacher control over the system and differential rights to data 

· 
enable data to be amended

· 
be web browser based but password protected, again with differential rights of access

· 
be integrated so that there is a consistency between the different parts. 

More recently the term ‘learning platform’ has become a preferred one in reporting on these types of systems, in particular by Becta, and is used to describe bringing together of hardware, software and supporting services to provide a range of ICT-based functions including:

· content management – enabling teaching staff to create, store and repurpose resources and coursework which can be accessed online

· curriculum mapping and planning – providing tools and storage to support assessment for learning, personalisation, lesson planning etc.

· learner engagement and administration – enabling access to pupil information, attendance, timetabling, e-portfolios and management information

· tools and services – providing communication tools such as email, messaging, discussion forums and blogs. 

A learning platform is therefore not a single 'off the shelf' product but a collection of tools that are designed to support teaching, learning, management and administration (Becta, 2008).

One benefit of this definition is that it focuses attention away from particular products such as Moodle, WebCT or Blackboard, and towards curriculum goals; schools are being asked to buy into an approach rather than a product. Hence a VLE might be an example of learning platform but a learning platform is not necessarily a VLE. A disadvantage of ‘learning platform’ as a term is that it is not as yet widely used in the literature, while VLE is. 

This report uses the term ‘learning platform’ wherever possible in order to focus on the wider vision of learning platforms proposed by Becta. At times, however, the context has demanded the use of the term VLE (for example, authors are explicitly referring to VLEs in their reporting) and it would be misleading to say otherwise. At other times the more convoluted construction ‘VLEs and learning platforms’ has been used to avoid an implication that the properties of a learning platform are being contrasted to that of a particular VLE. 

4 
Learning platforms: what do they offer?


Before considering the challenge of learning platform CPD, a brief review of the opportunities for, and constraints on, using VLEs and learning platforms to support teaching and learning are considered in relation, first, to general observations (that is, ones which hold across more than one component of a learning platform), and second, observations about particular components.

General observations

VLEs and learning platforms are widely reported as providing opportunities for learners to take more responsibility for their learning and to work in a more self-regulated manner (Becta, 2005; Becta, 2008b; Hunt, Parsons and Fleming, 2003; NFER, 2008; Russell et al., 2005; Bloxham, 2007; Britain, 1999; JISC, 2009; JISC, undated; Oxford Brookes University, 2004; The Social Informatics Research Unit, 2003). Learners can work at their own pace, carry out any time / anywhere learning, and younger learners can benefit from home–school links. VLEs and learning platforms can compensate for absence (teacher or learner absence), and enable learning at remote locations. VLEs and learning platforms may offer benefits for school learners in particular circumstances such as long-term absentees; learners at a distance; learners taking minority subjects in consortia of schools; learners taking part in inter-school projects; learners who are a minority in schools, say, gifted and talented; and learners who, for whatever reason, feel estranged from everyday face-to-face classroom practice. They provide opportunities for intra- and inter-school cooperation between staff, for example in the creation of materials and opportunities for collaborative CPD. Use of a learning platform is also seen as an appropriate e-learning initiative for schools and in line with the Harnessing Technology (DfES, 2005) agenda as well as initiatives to promote parents’ involvement in education. Developing the use of a learning platform is seen as contributing to learners’ confidence and competence as users of ICT and hence to developing generic skills. In contrast they may disadvantage some categories of learners such as those without home access, those who are not comfortable with computers, and those who have physical or sensory difficulty in accessing computer-based material. 

Particular features of learning platforms

These general reviews also describe a set of opportunities and difficulties associated with specific features of learning platforms; these cover assessment and monitoring, curriculum content, synchronous and asynchronous discussion, and student-generated content. 

Assessment and monitoring through learning platforms provides opportunities for   formative feedback (self assessment); summative feedback to teacher and student; monitoring progress against time against other students; diagnostic feedback to learner and teacher; export to other management systems and reporting; and possibility of high-stakes summative testing. However, challenges in developing online assessment include reliability in questions for high-stakes reporting; investment of time in test design; validity of testing; and an unhelpful focus on drill and practice.

By providing online curriculum content, teachers are able to: map out the curriculum for learners and teaching teams; collaborate in design of material; offer seamless links to web resources; and provide alternative means of explanation including the use of multimedia. Learners can be provided with self-directed learning and learn at their own pace. Learner access can be tracked. However, material is not adaptable in the same way as in F2F teaching; creating material can involve much time and expense and result in ‘electronic page turning’; commercial material may be bought in but is not designed with particular learners in mind; navigation may be complex. 

Through synchronous and asynchronous online discussion learners are able to articulate ideas, get feedback from others and adapt views on the basis of feedback. They are able to develop more democratic participation (there are no constraints on time), develop higher order skills and the teacher is able offer diagnostic feedback. However, such discussion requires commitment by teacher and learner, needs sensitive and time-consuming moderating, and discussion can become unwieldy.

Through student-generated content (sharing of files, for example, and wikis and personal web spaces) learners may be able to access a hybrid form of discussion and presentation learning. They are able to organise projects around templates and have reliable and accessible tools for file management and storage. As with other features of a learning platform, this poses demands on learner commitment and technical skills.

The academic literature throws further light on the reporting of learning platforms and Table 1 draws together some of the key findings from individual studies. While this table indicates possibilities it should not be assumed that the same outcomes will occur in other contexts in the same sector, or across sectors. Assessment appears as a major area of interest. Online discussion, too, features strongly in the literature but most examples are of work carried out in HE and ITE. Reports often make use of content analysis to show that learners, across different contexts, can use online forums to support higher-order thinking. A more sceptical view is offered by Ramos and Yudko (2008) who argue it is access to material (‘hits’) that matters in supporting learning, as measured in test outcomes, and not participation in forums. This raises issues about what is being assessed and why. In general the evidence in the literature is highly contextual and is not always consistent. Maor and Volet (2007), in a review of cases studies, suggest that there is not a sufficient evidence base to say whether online CPD is successful; this could be a more general comment about the literature on learning platforms. 

	Domain
	Some key findings

	Assessment 
	Online feedback can be well received by teacher and 

learner (Denton et al., 2008)

Learners have concerns over the ‘fairness’ of online testing (Dermo, 2009)

Electronic submission can be well received (Bridge and Appleyard, 2008)

There is benefit in carrying out formative self-assessment (Angus and Watson, 2009; Park and Choi, 2008), backed up by Gill and Greenhow (2008) who argue that, of course, learners must act on the feedback if it is to have any affect

Repeated practice online can improve learning outcomes (Martin, Klein and Sullivan, 2007) or use of VLEs may alter the nature of learning but achieve similar measurable outcomes (Limniou, Papadopoulos and Whitehead, 2009)

Data on time spent on assessment can help diagnose the validity of tests as much as analysis of right/wrong answers (Gvozdenko and Chambers, 2007)

Online systems may not be reliable for high-stakes summative assessment (Buchan and Swann, 2007)

Clarkson and Brook (2007) raise the issue of assessing generic skills, e.g. collaboration, communication and problem solving, alongside subject content; this is taken up in a practitioner report in HE which suggests reinforcement testing has diagnostic value and that VLEs can support formative assessment practice (Oxford Brookes University, 2004)


	Content 
	Providing online material can allow learners to reinforce what they have covered through other means (Ramos and Yudko, 2008; Martín-Blas and Serrano-Fernándeza, 2009)

Online material can provide a picture of the course and help learners to get an overview of what they are covering (Salaway et al., 2008)

Learners will, and should be able to, access material in different ways (Luik and Mikk, 2008; Garcia, Schiaffino and Amandi, 2008; Padmore et al., 2006)

Key factors in the value of online materials are their perceived usefulness, ease of use and learners’ computer self-efficacy (Artino, 2008; Chang and Tung, 2008)

LAMS can support enquiry-based learning (Levy et al., 2009) Access to ‘learning objects’ can support learners by clarifying content (Kay and Knaack, 2008)

Text-based summaries may be more useful than audio content in some contexts (Grabe and Christopherson, 2008) In Cyprus, but drawing on wider literature, primary school teachers were seen as positive about the use of the internet (Charalambous and Ioannou, 2008)

Making a more general point about VLEs, McGill and Hobbs (2008) argue that learners may make more positive associations with VLEs than HE teachers


	Online discussion
	Discussion can support higher order thinking through composing tests and commenting on each other’s text (Ding, 2009)

Synchronous communications can be blended with asynchronous, it is not an ‘either/or’  (Pullen and Snow, 2007; Coffin et al., 2009)

Online discussion can be incorporated into classroom teaching (Chen and Looi, 2007; Ng and Cheung, 2007)

Using online discussion raises issues over assessment and such discussion may support the development of generic skills such as problem solving or collaboration, but this may be in conflict with assessment goals  (Clarkson and Brook, 2007). In any case, introduction of computer supported cooperative learning CSCL will affect the nature of teaching and learning (Prinsen et al., 2009) in a study in HE but this is a general observation

Synchronous discussion poses particular demands on the attention of teachers with which they may find they are not prepared to take part effectively (Murphy and Ciszewska-Carr, 2007)


	Out of school links 
	A study of home use of ICT in Germany stresses that any impact on learning outcomes depend on the learner and the context (Wittwer and Senkbeil, 2008)

It would be wrong to generalise experiences of online learning carried out by self-motivated adult learners with established study patterns and apply this to school learners (Barbour and Reeves, 2009)
Mentoring of young learners can be provided at a distance (Johnson and Bratt, 2009)

Out of school networking can support the development of pupils’ social capital (Tomai et al., 2010)

	Student-generated content 
	Learning platforms can provide storage which assists learners to manage project work and they can be provided with online templates (Cuthell, 2007)

Wikis can provide an additional tool for learners to collaborate on joint products (Choy and Ng, 2007)


Table 1: Key findings regarding assessment, content, online discussion, home–school links and student-generated content

Cases of innovative practice in school

As seen in Section 5, the take-up of learning platforms in school is ‘patchy’. Nonetheless some interesting accounts by and for, practitioners have been provided. 

Becta (2008b) illustrates several innovative uses of learning platforms, including the collaboration on the production and distribution of an online school ‘newspaper’ with spaces for text and video content as well as forums and opportunities for feedback through online voting; an online parents' evening; video conferencing to enable pupils to work with an artist as part of a virtual residency; and a repository to show work youngsters had been doing outside of school. This shows the contribution of interactive technologies such as forums to enable ‘anywhere, any time’ discussion between learners and between learners and teachers, and the integration of ‘functionality’, for example learners discussing together the texts and images with which they have been presented. In a similar vein Teachers’ TV (2007a) spotlighted one school to show use of a learning platform across the curriculum including promoting discussion in English; administering tests in physics; reducing administration in food technology; and supporting reading for boys during a reading week initiative. In collating case studies of the use of learning platforms, Younie and Leask (2009) report on activities undertaken in school supported by learning platforms. These included online testing, learner podcasting, e-portfolio management, video conferencing and blogging. There are additional practitioner accounts suggesting that learning platforms may be used to track pupil learning (see for example Berry 2006), and engage young pupils in out-of-school learning across school sectors (for example Fanning, 2008; Aubrey-Smith, 2007). More broadly there are accounts of using aspects of learning platforms to support out of school, open-access approaches to learning in projects such as Schome [http://www.schome.ac.uk/] and Notschool [http://www.notschool.net]. 

5 
Learning platform CPD


Learning platform CPD is discussed in relation to the context of levels of existing use of learning platforms in particularly within schools; support for teachers and school managers; lessons from the accounts to date; and the use of learning platforms to support CPD. 

The existing level of use of learning platforms 

The literature makes clear that, at the time of writing, schools are at an early stage of development in their use of learning platforms. A survey by the British Educational Suppliers Association, though written for educational suppliers (BESA, 2009) provides a baseline. As with other technologies, headteachers and ICT co-ordinators appear to have a high regard for learning platforms and an expectation that they will contribute to at least some improvement in teaching and learning in school. However, amongst respondents there was limited knowledge of learning platforms (more marked in the primary sector) and limited use. Explanations for this coalesced around shortage of time, lack of ‘confidence’ and doubts about the benefits for learners. The focus for developments to date has been on online content and communication tools. Little interest in opportunities for developing online assessment or for the integration of learning platforms with school assessment data and MIS was expressed. 

The wider 2008 survey of schools’ progress towards Harnessing Technology objectives (NFER, 2008) presents a similar picture: the use of learning platforms was under-developed in most schools but activity was increasing, with secondary schools showing the largest increase. The most common uses for learning platforms were as a ‘repository for documents for learning and teaching’ and a store for resources. This suggests the information side of the learning platforms was prioritised over the communications side. Just over half of secondary schools, just over one quarter of primary schools, and just under one third of special schools were prioritising further development in this area. There is a contrast here between primary and secondary schools, and an article in The Independent (Smith, 2007) discusses more anecdotally some of the challenges which primary schools face. They lack the ‘economies of scale’ of larger institutions, for example sharing the workload of creating materials, and it is suggested that primary teachers may be daunted by creating online content which may be less relevant to learners with a wider range of reading levels and less organised independent study habits. It is suggested that one third of primaries have VLEs against two thirds of secondary. 

In reviewing progress towards Harnessing Technology goals Twining et al. (2005) again identify that schools are at an early stage in developing learning platforms and a small-scale study by Ofsted (2009) describes the development of VLEs as very largely a ‘cottage industry’ and observes that ‘in most cases, at subject level, the VLE remained one small aspect of learning, supported by enthusiastic staff and learners’ (p. 4). This is again consistent with survey work in Europe (European Schoolnet, 2003) carried out earlier and the position in schools appears similar to that presented in a survey of FE colleges carried out for JISC in 2003 (The Social Informatics Research Unit, 2003). This latter survey described development of VLEs in FE as lagging behind that in HE and was related to size of institution; larger colleges were more likely to undertake development work, for example providing repositories of units of learning, something which was much less frequently undertaken in smaller sixth-form colleges. The pedagogic rationale for using learning platforms appeared under-explored. 

Finally, in the context of ITE, Comber (2009) carried out a survey with HEI institutions and found that all had created resources within a learning platform even if contributions by individual tutors were uneven. The focus on development was storage, and consequent access to, programme information, module resources and to communication between course members. At a more ‘advanced’ level tutors used interactive communications to enable student teachers to share resources and ideas. 


Support for those developing learning platforms

In view of the early stage of the development of learning platforms in many schools, it is not surprising that an online search shows there is growing provision of in-service support offered by commercial software providers, Open Source supporters, teacher development bodies such as MirandaNet and Naace, advisers for local authorities, broadband consortia and online content providers. Further support is offered by some HEIs and the more open access CPD in which can be included Teachers’ TV. Becta, as seen earlier, has offered a range of pedagogic and technical support and the recently set up VITAL programme [http://www.vital.ac.uk], funded by DCSF to support CPD in ICT, offers a portal to CPD provision as well as in-house courses for teachers. 

Some of this support comes in the form of advice on adoption at a school level. For example, Becta (2008b) explains the importance of personalising the use of learning platforms to fit teachers’ needs and interests as well as learners’. Advisers in one local authority suggest a modelling of use across stages, of awareness, development, optimisation, pioneering and transformation, is helpful (Armstrong, Hawkins and Whyley, 2010). Advice from both Becta and other providers is to start small and build up confidence and expertise. Relevant here is to consider the advice offered for HE (JISC, undated) suggesting, for example, that familiarity with conferencing software, knowledge of how to get online, comfort with the process of interacting online and knowledge of course requirements of students are the key to adoption. While this is helpful, training needs are complex. These include the training needs of the learners or pupils themselves who, it should not be assumed, are, by reasons of age, automatically at home with using ICT. Still less should it be assumed that they are motivated and organised enough to take advantage of opportunities for self-directed study (see earlier references to Barbour and Reeves, 2009; Choy and Ng, 2007). 

Lessons from learning platform initiatives to date

There appears to be very much an ad hoc approach to development of learning platforms across all sectors of education, led by groups of enthusiasts. In schools this has led to a lot of ‘bottom up’ innovation which has generated a high degree of ownership and motivation for those concerned and can be considered as CPD in its own right, as one small-scale initiative reported to the DCSF shows (Kingswood, 2008). Bottom-up initiatives enable innovators to pay close attention to the needs of learners and adapt developments in the light of feedback. A strategy for learning platforms needs to be focused on process rather than technical capabilities and involve students from the start (Britain and Liber, 1999) and school innovations such as Fanning’s identify the importance of understanding and responding to learners’ demand for online access and communication (Fanning, 2008). Teachers’ work showcased by Becta (2008b) highlights the importance of collaboration, within and beyond school, in developing the use of learning platforms and of recognising that pupils themselves may lead developments. 

Without school leadership in its widest sense (Harris, 2005) there are clear weaknesses for the coordination, planning and evaluation of innovations. Younie and Leask (2009) offer a development model based on case studies of school use with an evolutionary approach based on a mix of school training days or after-school training, followed by some support from external sources (either from the LA or from learning platform providers), followed by informal peer training. 

Ongoing support and appropriate school leadership remain important, as in the sensitive support of a head teacher in an infant school (Aubrey-Smith, 2007) and Berry (2006). However, the involvement of school management teams brings weaknesses as well as strengths. In considering the introduction of VLEs in FE, Glenaffric Ltd (2005) show that top-down direction may provoke an adverse reaction amongst staff, especially when driven by administrative goals rather than pedagogic opportunity. 

A finding from studies of FE in England and Wales, and of an HEI in Sweden, is that teachers will ask whether the benefits of developing learning platforms will outweigh the time spent in familiarising themselves with the software and, for example, creating content and generally supporting learner activity (Glenaffric Ltd, 2005; Garrote and Pettersson, 2007). This is an important observation and likely to be generalisable. Robertson further argues that FE teachers are more likely to use ‘online functionality’ based on factors such as ‘newness’, complexity of system, compatibility with their teaching goals and their orientation regarding locus of control. In one study, teachers were more likely to use functionalities which maintain, rather than weaken, teacher locus of control (Robertson, 2007). This suggests that beliefs about teaching and learning often provide the filter in which constituent parts of new technology are viewed. In their review of e-learning Mayes and De Freitas (2004) reframe learning theories of learning as associationist / empiricist (learning as activity); cognitive perspective (learning as achieving understanding); or situative perspective (learning as social practice). Using this framework, those with more associative beliefs might, for example, be more aware of opportunities for assessment and monitoring within learning platforms, and those with more ‘situative’ beliefs more ready to embrace discussion and student content. 

There is wide recognition that innovators need an awareness of pedagogical and assessment issues. Choy and Ng (2007), for example, argue that wikis will be seen as add-ons contributing to learner workload unless they are really understood as supporting learning and are incorporated into the assessment process. Part of the cultural change requires giving learners a greater voice in ‘schooling’ and handing over some responsibility to them as reported by practitioners (for example, Cuthell, 2007; Kingswood, 2008). This raises issues for assessment as discussed earlier (Clarkson and Brook, 2007).

Some of these issues are similar to those faced by ITE providers. Here there has been a similar pattern of ‘bottom up’ development with examples of innovative practice (Comber, 2009; Younie and Leask, 2009). Trainee teachers may value learning platforms in much the same way as any other student in HE in that they can access learning material and communications to overcome constraints of distance and time. In addition, trainees have a high degree of ‘self-referential’ interest in developing ICT to meet standards to which they are being assessed. However, models of professional practice are heavily mediated at the school level and they frequently find tensions between professional models and situational constraints.

Using a learning platform to support teacher CPD

It is an obvious strategy to use a learning platform as a means of supporting initial and continuing professional development in general (about which much has been published) and learning platform CPD (about which there is very little). For example, Comber (2009) found regular use of learning platforms to support ITE though wide variation in the extent to which providers modelled the use of learning platforms and in expectations regarding assessment of student teachers. A constraint most ITE tutors felt was that learning platforms were underdeveloped in schools and, further, what they modelled could not be easily carried out in school due to incompatibility of platforms. However, there were factors which encouraged the use of learning platforms beyond the enhancing of student support. For example, many institutions had quite long histories of learning platform use and HE tutors could access departmental and institutional support. 

In an example from Australia, Robertson (2008) describes how a wiki can support group work projects in ITE in the USA and UK while Turvey (2008) tries to get behind the surface of student access to online support and consider how differences between student teachers as individuals affect the development of their online pedagogy. Online discussion is seen as supporting cognitive understanding for new teachers (Romano, 2008; Turvey, 2008) and seems to offer some value in developing collegiality and common understanding at the level of perspective on teaching and learning (Prestridge, 2009). Online discussion must, of course, compete against other demands on teachers’ time (Moore and Chae, 2007) and, as seen earlier, Maor and Volet (2007) do not believe there is sufficient evidence to reach conclusions about the contribution of online activity to professional learning. A review of teacher CPD in England is similarly cautious (McCormick et al., 2008). More optimistically Fisher, Higgins and Loveless (2006) discuss the contribution of online discussion organised by NSCL for head teacher support and suggest that Teachers’ TV, which has had an important impact on teachers, shares some of the features of a learning platform in that it offers access to materials and to discussion. 

6 
ICT CPD


Many of the issues concerning ICT CPD are common to CPD in general but there are special considerations. For example, ICT CPD benefits from a widespread perception by teachers that the use of new technology will have a positive impact on the learning and motivation of pupils. Around three fifths of teachers surveyed recently agreed that learners enjoy lessons more if they use ICT than if they do not. ICT was felt to help engage learners and had an impact on attainment and contributed to personalisation of learning (NFER, 2008). Perhaps it is difficult to identify another educational initiative for which there is, in principle, such widespread support. There is, further, a wide body of literature arguing that ICT has a positive impact on learning (for example Condie and Munro, 2007). In this light it may be seen as paradoxical that the take-up of ICT has not been as widespread as might be expected (NFER, 2008). While resources have much increased in recent years, and some striking developments in practice undertaken, the investment in hardware and software has not lead to ‘e-maturity’ in the majority of schools (Becta, 2008a; NFER, 2008).

To explain this paradox a wider picture is needed. The introduction of ICT into school has historically offered both opportunity and constraint. At the individual teacher level, problems of access to resources remain; teachers may lack both ICT skills and pedagogical understanding of the contribution of ICT and, crucially, may not believe that ICT can make a difference. There is arguably a subject dimension to this, or at least an understanding how views of subject knowledge may allow ‘psychological access to ICT’ (see for example John, 2005). At the departmental level, teachers might lack the support and collaborative practices to take on a new approach to teaching. At school level there may be both a lack of expectation to use ICT and, on the other hand, over-prescription in the way ICT should be used. High stakes traditional assessment has been a powerful constraint on practice – Somekh (2008), for example, has argued consistently and strongly that teachers are not resistant to change but the context in which they work throws up obstacles to change. Twining et al. (2005) see the challenge for developing the use of ICT as coalescing around inter-related issues of people; support, buy-in or shared vision; leadership and procurement of reliable and accessible tools. While these are consistently cited difficulties there has been a shift of context. In particular the level of resourcing has increased, the IWB has become a key application and ICT has become ever more ubiquitous in social and commercial life. 

By considering the wider context, alongside the wider history of ICT use, it becomes much clearer that while many teachers and school leaders are positively disposed towards learning platforms, this may not be a predictor of future development. The challenges of implementation are complex and varied. ICT CPD can contribute but cannot be seen as a ‘cure all’ to problems of adoption even if the extent of the challenge needs to be articulated. Daly, Pachler and Pelletier (2009b) suggest that CPD activities should contribute to ‘mainstreaming’ of ICT so that it becomes central to teaching rather than a one-off teacher or pupil activity. Many researchers use models of adoption in characterising teacher take-up of ICT. While not specific to education, Rogers’s (1995) differentiation of innovators (early adopters, early majority, late majority, sceptics and laggards) has been widely seen as helpful even if open to critique. Sandholtz, Ringstaff and Dwyer (1999) offered a model for schools based on entry, adoption, adaptation, appropriation and invention. Implicit here is that as teachers move through these levels they use the technology to change the nature of their teaching. The point is extended by Twinning et al. in a review of priorities within the Harnessing Technology strategy. They explicitly see ICT as supporting a move towards a ‘constructivist, student-centred’ approach to teaching and learning (Twining et al., 2005). Fisher, Higgins and Loveless (2006) are more nuanced but they do suggest that CPD should move teachers beyond technical competence towards an understanding of the contribution of ICT to learning. They draw on Mishra and Koehler (2006) to suggest that there is a technological pedagogical content knowledge (TPaCK) which teachers should aim towards. This integrates technological, pedagogic and content knowledge so might include, for example, how technology may be used to address pupils’ misconception within a particular subject. This implies that the outcomes of learning platform CPD will be differentiated both in terms of ‘take-up’ of the technology, for example in frequency of use, and in depth of pedagogical understanding. 

Although there may be differences of emphasis when articulating the goals of ICT CPD there is widespread agreement that it should go beyond technical know-how. Daly, Pachler and Pelletier (2009) argue that skills-based training will at best result in ‘surface level’ adoption of ICT. To develop more discerning use of ICT requires a more collaborative process, one that is differentiated to need, highly contextualised and supported by school leadership. ICT skills may need, of course, to be taught and training might need to be more extensive than first envisaged. Technical support may need to be provided and school might further consider models such as showcasing, cascading, teacher ‘surgeries’ and whole-school training events. Support for evaluation of new practices and ongoing refinement are also important. Survey evidence here shows that in practice teachers appear to call on a range of support when using ICT (NFER, 2008). This suggests, on the positive side, that teachers are proactive in accessing the support they need but at the same time shows that technical and other support should not be taken as a given in many schools.

There are repeatedly expressed concerns that ICT CPD may be too transmissive in that it is asking teachers to replicate something that has been modelled rather than ‘internalise’ the model and know how to adapt it to their particular circumstances. There is a danger, too, of ‘killing off innovation’ by, for example, too fixed a view on how ICT should be used or, in the case of online content, insisting on too tight a framework in which teachers are expected to work (Daly, Pachler and Pelletier, 2009b). At the macro level, top-down government initiatives have had undoubted success in providing an infrastructure and developing ICT as a subject but top-down CPD has historically provided limited opportunities for ownership or differentiation in supporting the development of ICT (Ofsted, 2004). It is not, then, surprising that research projects exploring a challenging and rapidly changing context such as the use of ICT seek to build in opportunities for ‘bottom up’ innovation through action research or learning sets (for example Convery et al., 2006; Sutherland, 2004) to provide both support for teachers using ICT and as a focus for research into ICT. 

By looking at ICT CPD in general, the complex nature of learning platform CPD becomes more apparent. Learning platform CPD should cover both technical and pedagogic issues; it should offer models of practice and encourage teachers to develop their own practice; it should support teachers but not stifle teacher creativity. 

Pre-service teacher development and ICT

Many of the issues raised in relation to in-service teachers’ ICT CPD are mirrored in discussion of pre-service or initial teacher education (ITE). There are several explanations for the adoption, or lack of adoption, of ICT by student teachers in the classroom (for example Barton and Haydn, 2006; Hammond et al., 2009). At the individual level, student teacher beliefs and pedagogic orientation are thought important and, at least in the international literature, it is suggested that constructivist beliefs about teaching and learning are a significant factor in determining patterns of classroom computer use (for example Gobbo and Girardi, 2001). 
At a less detailed level, as with their in-service counterparts, student teachers’ use of ICT is encouraged if they believe such use will have a positive impact on their pupils’ learning. In addition, student users are more likely to use ICT if they feel a sense of self-efficacy or confidence to perform specific tasks with respect to teaching in general. At a whole-school level, access continues to be a significant factor (for example Selwood and Pilkington, 2005). The importance of modelling the use of ICT has been repeatedly raised and the role of the university tutors in HEI partnerships articulated from at least around the time of the Trotter report (IT in ITT Expert Group, 1989; HM Inspectorate of Schools, 1992). The mentor can act as a positive role model for the use of ICT (Barton and Hadyn, 2006) and the culture of the school in which the student teacher is placed can have a further impact. Student teachers are more likely to use ICT if encouraged by staff who are themselves enthusiastic users in the classroom (Summers and Easdown, 1996; Almas and Nilsen, 2006). 

Student teachers’ previous experience of ICT is important but there is sometimes an expectation that they may act as agents of change as they begin their teaching careers. There is a generational element here with younger student teachers expected to have grown up with extended experience of using ICT but this does not translate easily into technological pedagogical content knowledge (TCaPK). This implies that there should be realistic expectations concerning the level of new teachers’ engagement with learning platform CPD. 

7
 A wider view of CPD?


It becomes much clearer that a wider definition of CPD is helpful when considering CPD in a more general context (Villegas-Reimer, 2003). Reviewing schools in England, Day offered a widely cited definition of professional development for teachers as consisting of ‘all natural learning experiences and those conscious 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….’ (Day, 1999: 4) 

Drawing on this and other definitions it has become commonplace to see professional development as life long (hence the idea of ‘continuing’) and in very broad terms going well beyond attendance at in-service and qualification-awarding courses to include the day-to-day interaction in school and reflection on those interactions (Fraser et al., 2007). CPD can include both formal events, such as courses which the teacher is required or asked to attend, and informal learning opportunities which are identified and acted upon by the teacher, often in the workplace. CPD can include both ‘planned’ and ‘incidental’ opportunities, the latter arising in the course of professional practice. Informal opportunities are more likely to be incidental, but not necessarily so. It is this wider understanding of professional development which, of course, underpins the partnership approach to ITE. This is a reminder to those developing learning platform CPD that much more should be considered than the provision of courses and one-off events. Further, it places teachers’ own practice and their reflection on their practice at the heart of CPD.

While there is broad agreement as to the nature of professional development there are tensions within CPD as a concept. There is, for example, some debate about terminology, and some would prefer the term ‘professional learning’, perhaps signalling a more conscious agency or simply a shorter term focus on learning. However, in practice, the two terms are often used interchangeably and there is no special significance intended in the use of the term CPD, as against professional learning, in this report. There are further tensions over the focus of attention when investigating CPD. For example, Fuller and Unwin (2004) have suggested that, in the wider field of workplace learning, the pendulum has shifted so far towards celebrating everyday informal learning that the value of external courses has been overlooked. Award-bearing courses are not only valuable for the knowledge and skills they cover but also as a spur to professionals’ informal development. 

Fuller and Unwin (2004) further suggest that due attention should be paid to variations within the organisations in which people work. They see workplace environments as belonging along a restrictive–expansive continuum. Put briefly, an expansive environment offers its members varied forms of professional learning including both formal and informal opportunities; supports the transition to full participation of newcomers or those engaging in new tasks; seeks alignment between personal growth and organisational goals; values collaboration and team work; encourages innovation and nurtures cross-boundary groupings – applied to schools, cross-boundary could include working across departments or institutions. In contrast, restrictive environments impose limits within all these areas (Fuller and Unwin, 2004: 130). Expansive environments give members greater autonomy and opportunities for internalisation of new knowledge and skills, while restrictive organisations provide transmission models of learning aligned with tightly conceived organisational goals. This implies that attention must be paid to the context in which learning platform CPD takes place; school-based learning platform CPD can be expected to be very varied. In reviewing teachers’ learning, Fisher, Higgins and Loveless (2006) appear very much to be arguing for expansive models of workplace learning in which reflection and co-construction of knowledge are essential features. 

Teacher CPD

There has been a widespread recognition that ITE and teacher CPD have been dominated in recent years by the introduction of top-down initiatives. These have exposed an inevitable tension (Fullan, 2007) between the drive for consistency at a policy level and a resulting lack of a personal stake in, or ‘ownership’ of, innovation at the local or individual teacher level. Critics feel that teaching, and CPD to support teachers, have been excessively influenced by a model of contractual performance (Osborn, 2006 and 2008) and schools have, it is argued, focused their CPD on meeting a policy agenda rather than identifying successful bottom-up initiatives carried out by individuals and departments  (Fraser et al., 2007). A survey of teacher CPD completed in 2002 presents a more mixed picture though it, too, exposed tensions between top-down and bottom-up implementation (Hustler et al., 2003). Here it was suggested that that most teachers were satisfied with their CPD over the last five years. They valued CPD which was relevant to their needs and were critical of ‘one size fits all’ standardised CPD provision, with the New Opportunities Fund (NOF) ICT training as an example of the latter. Most CPD was school based and focused on teaching skills and subject knowledge, and was led predominantly by school staff. Few teachers took part in external CPD activities such as secondments, award-bearing courses or international visits. Most teachers felt that CPD activity had been driven by school development needs but that national priorities had ‘taken precedence’ over individual needs. Attitudes to CPD were complex and heavily influenced by CPD co-ordinators in school and attitudes of SMTs. 

More recently there have been moves to loosen the ‘delivery’ of national initiatives. The 2009 National Curriculum and the Rose Review aim to provide a ‘lighter’, more flexible framework for teaching. Schools are being encouraged to develop more collaborative, school based approaches to CPD. A problem, however, remains with the number of government priorities for education and the difficulty of finding a manageable focus for teacher CPD (Daly, Pachler and Pelletier, 2009b). The implication is that learning development CPD needs to be aligned to government initiatives and to school development priorities while promoting bottom-up initiatives. 

What makes successful CPD? 

CPD is variously seen as effective when tailored to meeting personal needs, contextualised in professional opportunities and difficulties, collaborative and providing opportunities for reflection and personal meaning making (Coldwell et al., 2008; Cordingley et al., 2005; McCormick et al., 2008). Support for CPD can include observation, feedback and coaching and mentoring. Individual ownership of CPD is considered to be an important aspect of its effectiveness though bottom-up initiatives are not trouble free, as they often require a clear focus and the stimulus of external involvement. For a bottom-up approach to work, the teacher needs to feel motivated and committed to their own development. This is explored in a paper on the Learning Networks of schools in Liverpool (Varga-Atkins, Qualter and O'Brien, 2009), which found most teachers surveyed were positive about a networked approach which gave them opportunities to set their own agendas for CPD even if they could not always identify a direct impact on practice. Only a minority (12 per cent) could be classed as ‘sceptics’ in their attitudes to CPD. One reflection was that attention needed to be given to support and maintain collaboration within the networks. In a wider effort to extend collaborative CPD, action research groups or action learning sets have been introduced successfully to support teachers (Coldwell et al., 2008). Such innovation, however, needs to take account of the intensity of the demands made on teachers and attitudes to development. Collaborative CPD may be seen as a burden on over-stretched professionals rather than an opportunity (see for example Aubusson et al., 2007).

Notwithstanding innovations such as learning networks Daly et al. (2009b) found that most CPD, in their case in relation to ICT, was school based, making it very difficult to generalise on the range, nature and quality of the CPD opportunities. To a large extent opportunities for CPD depend on the ‘steer’ given by SMTs and the learning cultures within schools themselves. Daly et al. suggest that schools in the primary sector might offer greater opportunity for bottom-up innovation. Important in successful school-based CPD are leadership, sense of community and linking CPD with practice. A weakness within much school-based CPD is the fragmentation of training, failure to take advantage of economies of scale and failure to engage in wider networks of practice. External involvement can, and often is, an important feature of CPD which is seen as successful. Hustler (2003) and Daly, Pachler and Pelletier (2009) further note that financial support for school-based CPD will come under threat unless protected. This suggests that learning platform CPD should be school based and may benefit from outside involvement; a wider implication is that, again, CPD should be supported, collaborative and sustain bottom-up innovation. 

8
 Conclusions 


Three main messages appear from the review. Firstly, learning platforms can be used for a variety of purposes within schools, for example making course management more efficient, offering alternative support for learning, extending the range of learning opportunities, supporting collaboration between colleagues and so on. There is enough in the literature to establish the case for more frequent and more varied use of learning platforms and for appropriate CPD to support this. A qualification here is that a review of this kind is not considering the level of priority given to learning platform CPD over other CPD, whether ICT related or not. 

Secondly, the use of learning platforms is underdeveloped in most schools, both in terms of frequency of use and breadth of use. Explanations for this coalesce around shortage of time, lack of ‘confidence’ and doubts about the benefits for learners. It should also be remembered that in contrast to HE, the use of learning platforms is at an early stage in schools and is likely to grow. However, CPD is not a cure-all for developing the use of learning platforms. Learning platform CPD takes place in a context of a long history of support for ICT by all stakeholders in education, but, at the same time, imposes important constraints. 

Thirdly, the concept of CPD and the context in which CPD is taking place is changing. Teachers are seen as bearing a greater responsibility to identify and address their own development though this needs supporting by school leaders and is shaped by school policies, resourcing and indeed the more general culture in which teachers work. Both top-down and bottom-up approaches to CPD come with constraints:  effective learning platform CPD will require both top-down direction and support and bottom-up initiatives. 

Table 2 draws together the summaries of each section of the report and their implications for four different audiences: 

· Policy makers in the broad sense of the word, that is, not only those making policy but also supporting policy through government-supported bodies and managers of implementation at LA and consortium level. 

· School leaders, including those in school management teams and those with special responsibility for ICT policies and implementation. School leadership has become a broad term and implied here is the ‘distributed leadership’ within a school. 
· Individual teachers, including both pre-service and in-service teachers and teaching and learning support assistants. 

· Tutors and mentors who support student teachers in school and HEI and other teachers who take on mentoring roles in a less formal capacity. 


	Section
	Summary findings 
	What this means for learning platform CPD, for:

	
	
	Policy makers and policy managers
	Leaders in school
	Individual teachers
	Mentors and tutors in ITE

	Learning platforms: what do they offer?  
	Learning platforms offer opportunities to support learners through ‘anytime anywhere’ access; new interactive communications; access to online content and online assess-ment and monitoring. 
Accounts of innovative practice exist across all aspects of learning platform use in HE, ITE, FE and school sectors, and out of school learning.
	Ensuring the wider setting is supportive as reflected for example in focus given to learning platforms with the Harnessing Technology strategy
	Giving learning platforms a greater priority within school planning for change; ensuring the setting is supportive, for example reviewing software provision, technical support and choices about online content 


	Exploring the use of learning platforms as a support for teaching and learning within particular classes 
	Providing all student teachers with an aware-ness of learning platforms and experience of their use in school 

	Learning platform CPD
	There is appreciable support for using learning platforms in school but their use is under-developed and restricted in scope. Use of learning platforms falls far short of their potential in schools both in frequency and breadth of use.
Their use in ITE is widespread but not consistent and new knowledge and skills are difficult to transfer into school. 
	The wider setting needs to be supportive of school CPD 
	Reviewing use against other schools.
Modelling uses of learning platforms which go beyond putting teacher resources online; understanding student teachers’ needs 
	Learning from colleagues in and beyond school; attending external events; identifying training needs


	Modelling a range of practice; accessing schools which make very good use of learning platforms; adopting a partnership approach to learning platform development



	
	There is growing online and face-to-face support for learning platform CPD. 
Effective CPD seems to offer continuing and incremental support, appropriately supported by school leadership, attention to learners’ needs and adaptation in the light of feedback.
There is obvious value in using learning platforms for CPD but this is under-reported. Student teachers are often provided with learning platform support. 
	Appropriate resourcing for school CPD


	Encouraging access to appropriate materials. Supporting attendance at in-service events. Modelling examples of incremental development. 
Trialling online / blended CPD
	Accessing and evaluating existing support material.
Identifying CPD activity; 
‘Starting small’ and building learner feedback into planning and evaluation 
	Providing access to support materials. Using learning platforms to support student teachers. Modelling strategies for learner feedback



	ICT CPD
	Positive attitudes to ICT might not be an indicator of use because of well reported constraints.
Outcomes of learning platform CPD will be differentiated; new teachers may have more recent experiences of using learning platforms but cannot be assumed to have appropriate pedagogic knowledge
	Appropriate support and resourcing of ICT in school
	Creating whole-school expectations, including changes in assessment and monitoring of learners.
Personalising CPD goals;
appropriate induction of new teachers
	Articulating training and support needs. Identifying appropriate ‘entry point’ in the use of learning platforms 
	Helping student teachers articulate training and support needs.
Identifying appropriate ‘entry point’ in use of learning platforms.

	
	Effective learning platform CPD will be varied and may be expected to balance a sense of ownership and ‘bottom-up’ collaboration as well as whole-school direction, focus and guidelines; it will further balance technical know-how and pedagogic discussion; it will be varied
	Ensuring learning platform CPD is seen as aligned with wider policy objectives
	Accessing external support.
Creating relevant whole-school direction over expectations, including guidelines for online materials, support and policies on access, teacher roles and e-safety.
Variety of CPD offered going beyond skills or ‘how- to…’ 
	Identifying personal and manageable goals for developing learning platform use.
Seeking collaboration and support; alignment with whole-school policy-making; impact on learning central to evaluation.
Evaluating the implications for assessment and monitoring
	Supporting students in collaborative activity. Personalising learning and evaluating learning targets. Awareness of whole-school policies such as e-safety and access

	CPD
	CPD is a broad concept involving formal / informal and planned / unplanned learning; teacher practice and reflection on practice lies at the heart of CPD; learning platform CPD should be school based but might benefit from outside involvement; schools offer very different opportunities for teacher CPD and teachers’ responses to those opportunities will be differentiated; learning platform CPD should be aligned with national and school policy priorities; effective CPD requires teachers to be proactive and reflective as well as supported and directed; top-down CPD will not engage teachers but bottom-up initiatives are limited in outcomes 
	Learning platform CPD needs to be aligned with wider priorities for schools; support for personalised CPD rather than ‘one size fits all’ approaches
	Varied and personalised provision is needed; an appropriate balance achieved between direction and ‘handing over to staff’.
Training events followed up with in-class support.  
	Proactive engagement with own CPD.
Identifying personal and manageable targets.
	Helping student teachers set personal and manageable targets.
Supporting proactive goal setting


Table 2: Implications of main findings for different audiences
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