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Introduction

Collaborative professional learning is considered a worthwhile mechanism for professional learning (Cordingley, 2015; Hargreaves and O’Connor, 2018; DeLuca et al, 2014) and interventions to formalise collaboration across the British educational system have been evident for some decades. Intervention at policy level has resulted in a visibly evolving practice in the way that schools approach professional learning, particularly over the past ten years.  Included in this is the move to include collaboration, research and innovation as one of five elements in the Professional Teaching and Leadership standards in Wales and consideration of the statements within these strands show a very clear, guided direction (Welsh Government, 2019). Examples include sharing with colleagues in search of challenge and support, engagement in action research communities and evidence of practice informed by wider research and reading, careful framing of professional growth and a commitment to leading development for colleagues within and beyond schools.  
Interventions by way of structural and resource support for schools have evolved in line with policy changes to include enabling mechanisms. A framework for ‘hard’ collaborations like federations and executive headship is in place. While, for ‘soft’ collaboration there is funding, information, facilitated collaborative professional learning opportunities by government ‘arm’ organisations and research generation, as examples. These, among other changes, have been instrumental in communicating a shift in values in the Welsh education system. In the past twenty years, the focus has moved from ‘knowing and doing’ – a system led set of measures in place to motivate behaviours such as being up to date with developments and putting them in place in a school/classroom, to the ‘accountability and performance measure era’ (Dixon, 2016) to one where the process of learning is increasingly valued alongside outcomes and impact. 
Looking across the Welsh education sector, it is evident that these shifts are not seen everywhere and there are significant differences within and between schools and educational setting. Vahasantanen (2015) notes the difficulty of bringing about changes of this nature; changes in practice are linked to changes in identity, and these are not only difficult to achieve, they also take a significant amount of time. 
Guided by the policy changes, in Wales the move away from a dichotomous diet of one day courses focusing on information giving or adviser led improvement work within a school has meant a widening of the formats of collaboration across schools but also an urgent need to strengthen within school arrangements as part of the broader learning organisation; every practitioner has the entitlement to work in a school that is a learning organisation (Welsh Government, 2019). The format of available professional learning external to a school has moved on, largely with expectations around outcomes rather than just ‘take it back and do it in your classes/school’ approach. Schools are now accountable for accurately identifying areas for improvement, securing strategies and approaches as an approach, implementing effectively and knowing when those actions are working and when they are not, and why. This contrasts significantly with previous ‘generations’ of school and system leadership whereby external organisations ‘checked and told’ and typically the actions for improvement were overseen by those external to the school. The difficulty with this being a more generalised understanding of the context; with the lack of specifics, implementing ‘tried and tested’ approaches could be challenging without the in-depth knowledge of pupils, staff and parents and the many complexities of their interaction with each other and with the setting. 

Collaboration in professional learning can be defined in different ways. The nomenclature around this area includes terms like action research, professional learning communities, enquiry and collective enquiry to name a few. From reviewing research papers, the terms are often defined by output or outcome and there is a question about whether this should be replaced with a definition about purpose or aims which will be discussed later.  

In defining what collaborative professional learning is, it is helpful to draw on DeLuca et al’s (2014) consideration of collaborative inquiry. By reviewing models from other researchers, they concluded that while there were multiple formats to frameworks, there was commonality of a cyclical process and it being grounded in teacher learning. For this literature review, collaborative enquiry will be taken to mean a group of practitioners engaging with each other across multiple sessions to consider a question. ‘Plan, do and review’ gives a base in terms of the process of collaborative enquiry. These two definitions will be considered in capturing the empirical findings of the research available in this field.

While collaboration grows in its prevalence within educational settings with a correlated increase in volume of research into it, gaps remain in the empirical knowledge base, particularly around impact evaluation beyond the individual practitioner themselves. Cordingley (2015) states that what is available to us in respect of collaboration is rich in terms of description of what happens but lacking in terms of how its evaluation and impact. There is a definite lack of empirical evidence to support the claim that collaborative enquiry provides a means for improvement at a wider level, perhaps having impact over a longer period of time and/or improving aspects of the school as an organisation. While claims about the potential for this do exist in the literature, for example, Arkhipenka et al (2018) they are not supported by evidence. There is a supposition within the literature that if collaborative enquiry impacts on the teacher, then it will impact on pupil outcomes and therefore on school improvement more broadly however this takes us back to a rather unfortunate definition of school improvement being about pupil outcomes and creates an output rather than an outcome for a marker of school improvement.    

It is therefore unclear whether there is any impact of collaborative enquiry beyond the individual and while the dominant research questions into collaborative enquiry ask what it is, what it looks like, what some of the outcomes and outputs are or could be and what the positive aspects are considered to be, it is unlikely to evolve and improve as a mechanism that potentially could have a wider reach of its impact and therefore it is important, at this stage to ask, whether collaborative enquiry is actually going to make a difference to schools in Wales. 

For the purposes of this assignment, evaluation of impact is taken to mean developing an understanding of what tools, strategies can be put in place to maximise progress for pupils; what have we learned? It is important to be able to reliably identify what is working well and what needs to improve in order to effect improvement and realise efficiencies within the school environment.  

This secondary analysis sets out to consider the current outcomes from empirical research around collaborative enquiry, particularly around evaluation and impact. In doing so, it will explore themes about the current evaluation of collaborative enquiry and whether barriers exist in terms of the approach to evaluation before asking whether the methodologies and approaches for evaluation currently could be used in looking to evaluation on a wider scale. 

The research questions being addressed by this assignment are as follows:

· What do those in the education sector specify as the aim and purpose of collaboration in professional learning?
· How is collaborative professional learning currently evaluated?
· Can the current methods of evaluating professional learning contribute to an evaluation at school level?

Aims and objectives
The aim of this assignment is to produce an analysis of secondary data to explore and examine the research questions posed while identifying any gaps in knowledge.  

Methodology: Data collection and analysis
As a methodology, secondary analysis gives access to a larger volume of high-quality data within the sphere of the research question. Through selecting articles that have been screened for researcher credibility, validity and peer reviewed, it offers an insight into a level of high-quality research that would be beyond the means of an individual researcher.  While secondary analysis of already available data brings many opportunities, there are inherent limitations also. These include a lack of familiarity with the data, a reliance on the researcher writing to describe methodology accurately and without gaps and a possible absence in understanding in the nuances of the data yielded due to lack of involvement with the data collection (Bryman, 2016).

In reviewing the available literature, it has been important to remain open to those that use varying approaches to give a greater depth to the holistic knowledge in this area while being mindful of the impact of the differences in positionality and stance that the researchers approach their research question from. It is also important here to acknowledge my positionality as a potential source of bias as well as the potential for insider bias. Over time, as a researcher, I have tended towards qualitative methods with the view that there are several ‘realities’ and it is important to take an interpretivist stance and try to understand things from the multiple perspectives of individuals. While this constructs a subjective reality it does allow an in depth understanding of phenomena in the situation and context of the person (Bryman, 2016).

There is also some potential here for insider bias. While there is a distance from the research and data collection itself which may lend itself towards a level of objectivity, the circumstances of myself as a researcher within the education sector and with an interest in this area may result in a degree of bias within the methodology, the selection of articles for use and the interpretations and conclusions drawn as a result.  As an insider researcher, there is a benefit from shared understanding without having to question them too much as a base level of knowledge exists. Perhaps this creates a level of rigidity in terms of interpreting the findings of others’ studies in pursuit of a different question in a way that some external to education would not do.   

While this demonstrates good reflexivity, reflexivity cannot mitigate against the impact of bias. Haraway et al (2009) state that “knowledge and truth are always partial and cannot be separated from the lived experience of the researched”. 

The key steps that have been used in the search of the literature have been:
· An initial search of the literature to gain a broad overview of available research, focusing particularly on more recently published articles and therefore adding to the articles already read
· Consideration of the number of citations
· Consideration of the wider credibility of the author and/or the publication
· Searching for empirical papers and viewing the references that they have used in forming any linked research questions
· An evaluation of the contribution that the paper makes for a decision as to whether to include it or not
· Identification of the most important themes emerging from the research
· A discussion and recommendations phase

University library searches were used to identify possible articles for inclusion in the literature review and the key terms used for the search were taken both from the research questions and from prior reading engagement. 

Iterative searches were completed to narrow the results to those that were most relevant to the research question and more specific to the school as a context. These terms were used in combination “+collaboration” “+collaborative enquiry” “+impact” “+school”. Only peer reviewed articles were used due to the perception that these could be argued to have greater credibility and those more recently published prioritised, alongside those by credible authors, those that were well cited and those that gave information from high performing countries in PISA as per table 1.

Table 1: Table to show key search terms and outputs in terms of results
	Key terms
	Number of search findings
	Number of journal articles
	Number of articles in scope

	“+collaboration”
	869310
	473532
	324384

	“+collaboration” “+education impact”
	37
	27
	20

	“+collaborative enquiry”
	1384
	1088
	609

	“+collaborative enquiry” “impact” +school
	108
	86
	67



The number of citations of the papers is variable and tends towards small numbers in cases 
however, when one considers that the research question being asked is a likely gap in empirical knowledge, the value of the information that they add to this field is to be regarded as relatively high. It should also be noted that papers that have been more recently published may be more likely to have a lower number of citations.

























Table 1: Selected key papers: Researcher positionality, ethics and citations
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	Authors
	Title
	Date of pub
	Ontology
	Epistemology
	Method
	Methodology
	Citations
	Ethics
	Notes

	DeLuca, C., Shulha, J., Luhanga, U., Shulha, L., Christou, T., Klinger, D.
	Collaborative inquiry as a professional learning structure for educators: a scoping review
	2014

Professional development in education, Routledge
	Interpretivist
	Subjective
	Inductive

	Literature review
	147
	Not stated
	Well known researcher in the field

	Craig, P., Hall, S., Philllips, C.
	Using the Freeth/Kirkpatrick model to evaluate interprofessional learning outcomes in a rural setting
	2016

Focus on health professional education: A multi-disciplinary journal
	Pragmatism
	
	Inductive
Deductive
	Mixed methods

Questionnaire, perception scale, team performance scale, interviews.
	12
	Not stated
	Use of model
Outside education

	Newman, L., Leggett, N.
	Practitioner research: with intent
	2019

European early childhood education research journal
	Pragmatism
	
	Inductive
Deductive
	Mixed methods

Questionnaire
Interview
	22
	Discussed ‘social good’

University ethics approval
	Based in Australia – high PISA outcomes

	Reinius, H., Hakkarainen, K., Juuti, K., Korhonen, T.
	Teachers’ perceived opportunity to contribute to school culture transformation
	2023

Journal of educational change
	Interpretivist
	Subjective
	Inductive

	Qualitative

Interviews
	5
	Consent
Voluntary
Anonymity

Complies with ethical guidelines of humanities and social and behavioural sciences
	Based in Finland – high PISA outcomes

	Prenger, R., Poortman, C., Handelzalts, A.
	Professional learning networks: From teacher learning to school improvement?
	2020
	Interpretivist
	Subjective
	Inductive

	Qualitative

Interviews
Observations

Longitudinal case study
	153
	Not stated
	

	Drew, V., Pristley, M., Michael, M.
	Curriculum development through critical collaborative professional enquiry
	2015
	Interpretivist, stated by authors
	Subjective
	Inductive

	Qualitative
	101
	Complied with ethical guidelines (BERA)
Anonymity
	Reflexivity – author statement of positionality. 

	Lambirth, Am. Cabral, A., McDonald, R., Philpott, C., Brett, A., Magaji, A.
	Teacher-led professional development through a model of action research, collaboration and facilitation
	2019

Professional development in education
	Pragmatism
	
	Inductive
Deductive
	Mixed methods

Questionnaires
Interviews
Documentary analysis
Case study
	45
	Approved by university ethics committee. 
	Reflexivity shown – discussion of participant researchers. 

	Hollweck, T., Lofthouse, R.
	Contextual coaching: levering and leading school improvement through collaborative professionalism
	2021

International journal of mentoring and coaching in education
	Interpretivist
	Subjective
	Inductive

	Mixed methods

Interviews
Documentary analysis

Multi case study
Abductive analysis
	20
	Not stated
	Analysis done at a delay to data collection however referred to as a strengthening factor. 

	Hofmann, R., Ilie, S.
	A theory led evaluation of a scalable intervention to promote evidence-based, research-informed practice in school to address attainment gaps
	2022

Education sciences
	Pragmatism
	
	Inductive
Deductive
	Mixed methods

Document analysis
Repeated interviews
Participant survery
	5
	Not stated
	Discussion of strengths and limitations of research design



Position, ontology, research paradigm and justification
The review of articles exemplified that the ontological approaches in the papers rested largely with pragmatism and so presented researchers’ epistemological stance of both positivism and interpretivism, or solely interpretivism therefore leaning disproportionately to the researchers, at least in part, considering that reality is subjective and that we can only understand someone's reality through their experience of that reality (Scott, 2017). For those using mixed methods, through using both quantitative and qualitative approaches to their explorations, the assumption is that researchers will be able to benefit from the wider net of quantitative information gathering while also gaining a rich and deep understanding of an area although often with a smaller number of participants (Bryman, 2016).

Methodology (ethics)
The selected articles therefore have a dominance of teleological ethics as while they are ‘mixed methods’ they are disproportionately inclusive of qualitative methodology. In demonstrating teleological ethics, the researcher aims to gain a holistic understanding of the research question. As mixed methods methodology and approaches have been applied, there is also a proportion of deontological ethics whereby quantitative information allows researchers to seek to establish relationships between variables (Bryman, 2016). 

Table 2 details whether consent and ethical approval were gained. The proportion of papers that did include this was low overall, as was mention of possible bias including participatory research and insider researchers. With the exception of one paper that had an explicit titled section on research design limitations and showed a high level of reflexivity, this was notably limited in other papers. Generally, however, there was a good level of descriptive text in terms of research design and methodology which would allow for replicability. In detailing this level of information, researchers are demonstrating that their actions are such to maximise the quality of outcomes and the integrity of the contribution to empirical research. The researchers are clearly designing their studies to maximise good outcomes and reduce or remove any harm to participants; this shows good beneficience, respect and justice (Beauchap and Childress, 2019).

Thematic analysis of features of the research in pursuit of the research question
This review of the available studies has identified the following themes:
· Lack of specified purpose/aim for collaborative professional learning
· Evaluation of outcomes as impact on teacher or pupils
· Lack of available data to support evaluation of impact on the school/setting
· Use of model/principles as an evaluation tool

Literature review

What do those in the education sector specify as the aim and purpose of collaboration in professional learning?

It is not a common feature of the selected research articles to identify the purpose and aims of collaboration in professional learning or indeed share what schools’ intentions were. However it would be an unfair conclusion to reach that schools collaborative professional learning is implemented without purpose or intention. Tt is possible that this was not a focus of the research or not included in its write up, for example. Lambirth et al’s (2017) developed model of action research, facilitation and collaboration, for example, does not include identifying the purpose of collaboration at a whole school level. It sets out several stages of the collaboration including defining the field, planning the action, action and evaluation of the action however there is a lack of detail particularly about both purpose and collaboration with there being a focus on the more descriptive nature of the middle stages. The purpose is therefore defined within the collaboration; there is no defined purpose of the collaboration itself. 

Despite using the ten tenets of collaborative professionalism as an evaluative framework to establish whether collaborative contextual coaching could act as a lever for whole school improvement, Hollweck and Lofthouse (2021) identify that the deliberate intentions of the schools included in their research were not these ten tenets. They do however identify that the school included in their qualitative case study did have an organisational level of stated purpose of collaborative professional learning and that was to improve teaching, learning and pupil outcomes. However, this purpose was not evaluated in the research. Instead, Hollweck and Lofthouse (2021) were seeking evidence of identified positive aspects of collaboration as an evaluation of the collaboration itself. This is similar to Drew et al’s (2015) research that focused on seeking evidence to support a previously identified positive aspect of collaboration, ‘critical engagement’, as a precursor or correlated factor of the development of good educational practice. Again, the researchers did not consider whether critical engagement did actually develop good educational practice, rather looking to see if it was present in the collaboration and providing evidence of how it was present.

Promisingly, Prenger et al (2020) set out to determine how PLNs (professional learning networks) function to meet their objectives. With a qualitative case study design, they asked the question “how do teachers in PLNs grow professionally”? If an inference is made, the purpose here is for PLNs to have an impact on teachers’ professional growth. However, within the research, there is no examination of whether the purpose as set out as an organisation are actually achieved. Again, the study does not focus on the objectives’ impact, more on the description of what those objectives look like in practice. 

With a greater focus on Wales’ performance in PISA testing, policy makers have looked towards higher performing countries to look at features attributed to have an impact on educational outcomes for pupils. In doing so, many ‘headlines’ have come out of the way that other countries works. It is therefore potentially important to take note of research studies from this country to determine how they are accruing knowledge. Drawing on a study by Pan and Cheng (2023) there is an immediate difference in the focus of the research and therefore the type of information brought through. Looking specifically at the impact of ‘teacher learning communities’ on professional learning and utilising a theory-driven evaluation approach, they have been able to establish impacts of professional learning on self-efficacy and that, in turn, on behaviours and beliefs with the latter creating lasting changes in practice. 

DeLuca et al (2014) are clear about the need to clarify the focus of collaborative inquiry stating that while previous research has focused on enhancing pupil learning that there is considerable scope for the focus to have broader professional learning aims. They make suggestions as to what these outcomes could be, such as exploring the establishment of reflective practitioners, enhancing teacher learning capabilities and supporting an emerging professional learning culture. They also state that by articulating these purposes there could then be value in drawing on professional learning frameworks. The wider argument here is that specifying the purposes would support a valid and helpful evaluation as to whether they are achieved, to what extent and how this therefore impacts on the school. 

Overall, there is a lack of knowledge around what the school as a whole was trying to achieve by utilising collaborative professional learning and therefore, if we are taking evaluation of impact as determining how well something has achieved its aims, there is very little helpful literature in doing this. Clarifying the purpose will help to also provide clarification on how this also does not impact and support improvements in this area going forward.

How is collaborative professional learning currently evaluated?
There are commonalities across the research in what is drawn through for evaluations of collaborative professional learning with the majority of these focusing on changes for and to teachers and teaching and the impact on pupil outcomes as a result. 

The impact of collaboration on teachers and subsequently on pupil outcomes

Hofman and Iles’ (2022) findings show that 63% of respondents reported positive outcomes for their pupils and this is a typical outcome of research into the impact of collaborative enquiry. Lund (2018) found that, over the course of a professional learning community development, practitioners generated changes in the way that teachers approached their role in the classroom and also how they reflected on it is another common outcome. DeLuca et al (2014) found in their systematic review of collaborative inquiry that there were many benefits of collaborative inquiry to teachers including the development of content and pedagogical knowledge and skills as well as the establishment of a community learners and opportunities for teachers to take a learning role within these. However, they found that only two of the studies considered provided any empirical evidence that these outcomes went beyond the individual teacher and impacted on pupil outcomes. Collaborative professional learning has been attributed to a reduction in the perceived implementation gap between theory and practice (Drew et al, 2015) but again there is no empirical evidence to support that collaboration made the difference over engagement and involvement.  

In most of the studies reviewed, the purpose of the collaborative enquiry is set from teachers within the collaboration rather than there being a purpose of the collaboration set by the school organisation as a whole. Hollweck and Lofthouse (2021) found that individual teachers set themselves targets that they considered as important for their pupils however this potentially neglects what is needed to impact more holistically or at a whole school improvement level. Many studies purport teachers defining the focus of the enquiry themselves grants a sense of agency and autonomy (Hollweck and Lofthouse, 2021) and claim that this, in turn, could produce other benefits. This is supported by Pan and Cheng (2023) who found, by using the theory-driven evaluation model, that learning communities impacted on teachers’ professional learning beliefs and behaviours. From this, they attribute learning communities as having an impact on teachers, students and schools. However, there is no attempt to articulate what the change to the school as an organisation would or could be. Pan and Cheng (2023) themselves state that the causal relationship, and the potential mechanism for it, needs to be investigated. Drew et al (2015), for example, found a change in professional knowledge and understanding as an outcome of collaborative professional learning and stated that this clearly raises both individual and collective capacity. And while the claim that if each individual demonstrates an increase in capacity there is sense and reason in projecting that collective capacity would improve, there is still a firm need for research to establish this as being the case. Is the school level outcome of collaborative professional learning the collective of each individuals’ outcome in terms of development and capacity?  

The impact of individuals’ collaboration on the school/setting  

Drew et al’s (2015) interpretivist study found some evidence to support that there were changes to the school culture including moving towards a greater level of democratic working practices as resulting changes from outcomes of collaborative professional learning. These included greater value being placed on childrens’ voices and also there being a shift in power dynamics and leadership practices. This research into curriculum development practices aligned broadly with earlier outcomes from DeLuca et al (2015) in finding greater curriculum knowledge and alignment of provision between year groups due to an increase in teacher knowledge in this area from working effectively in a collaborative cross year group development. Working in this way also meant that schools were able to achieve professional development that is more targeted to teacher needs and noted some potential shifts towards collaborative cultures. They did however also conclude that only one article was able to provide empirical evidence of impact on the school community.

Craig, Hall and Phillips (2016) define impact on the organisation as enquiry into lasting effects resulting from inter professional learning placement. In adapting Freeth/Kirkpatrick model, their 57 respondents were able to indicate some level of positive outcome for level four (impact on the organisation). These included continued use of a product or outcomes, perceived improvements in communication. They did note that very few respondents identified an organisational level change, preferring instead to talk about impact on themselves as individuals and how they had been able to impact on others. There would be a query about methodology here and the questions that had been posed to participants across the research into the evaluation of impact, as well as the analysis conducted. Put simply, if research is not asking the question about impact on the organisation, it is unlikely to yield responses about it.

Reinius et al (2023) refers to school culture transformation by stating that this happens through the application of a systemic process; by focusing on one aspect at a time with teacher collaboration given as an example. They state clearly that school culture transformation is a very slow process – it is also iterative and therefore takes time. For researchers to consider whether collaborative professional learning impacts on a school as a whole, there is a very real need to consider a longitudinal research design. Indeed, Craig, Hall and Phillips (2016) acknowledge that limited evidence of the long-term effectiveness of ‘interprofessional learning’. None of the studies selected for this secondary analysis took a longitudinal approach, nor did they include schools that had been using collaborative professional learning as their approach for an extended period of time. The question here therefore, given that school transformation requires time to yield its outcomes, whether any aspect of impact on the school could feasibly have been seen within the course of the research. It is important to acknowledge here that this is one possible disadvantage of conducting secondary research as the design of studies being for other research questions will not necessarily yield any productive outcome for a different question. Conversely, it can be argued that acknowledging this adds to the knowledge in this area and therefore is beneficial. 

Can the current methods of evaluating professional learning contribute to an evaluation at organisation level?

It seems that while there is an awareness from schools of the importance of evaluation, there is not always a certainty as to how to do this. Local evaluation by schools is felt to be of high importance (Hofmann and Ilie, 2022). Indeed, working towards improvements in schools centres typically around a school improvement plan. This plan sets out priorities that have been found by self-evaluation as needing focused improvement. Effective practice within school settings usually demonstrates a review of progress towards desired outcomes at multiple points within the year, used formatively, as well as an end of year summative evaluation. While there will be within and across school variation in the accuracy of the evaluations schools, therefore, are used to evaluating. However, Hofmann and Ilie (2022) also found that schools found defining desired outcomes difficult and, where they were able to do so, they were very “broad”. They found defining improvement, and what it might look like, particularly challenging and typically worked from a pre and post measurement perspective and typically against pupil outcomes. For example, reading age prior to intervention and reading age post intervention. This is helpful knowledge, as it suggests that possibly the reason why purposes of collaborative professional learning are not defined or indeed evaluated by schools is because they are uncertain of how to do this. Indeed, Hofmann and Ilie (2022) conclude from their pragmatic, mixed methods study into how effective pedagogy contributes at scale to improve eduational equity that there is a significant gap that remains in schools in relation to what effectiveness means and how to measure it.  

There are arguments that could be made by the outcomes of the research into the impact of collaborative professional learning to date. There is sense in arguing that if we are able to establish that individual teachers improve as a result of collaborative professional learning, then collectively there will be an impact on the school of the collective outcomes of the individuals. While this by no means demonstrates this, it is a feasible claim and worthy of testing. What we still do not know from this is why it has made a difference. Hofmann and Ilie (2022) draw on cultural-historical activation theory to underpin their research. CHAT argues that while collaboration is universally considered positive and useful in professional learning and school improvement however argue that it is a vague concept and there is no associated information about what might be useful about it (Hofman and Vermunt, 2021). If the research is to be useful to practice, it needs to explain how change has happened (Hofman and Ilie, 2022). Indeed, knowledge of underlying processes in change to whole schools are scarce (Prenger et al, 2020) and the creation of a program theory that explains how the program leads to its outcomes is being called for (Pan and Cheng, 2023). 

Pan and Cheng (2023) state that evaluation is a “systematic process of providing credible information to inform practice” which has often focused on the effectiveness of the program however they state that the how and why a process works needs to be considered. Without knowing why or how a process works limits the ability to gain a deep understanding and also an inability to provide useful information for further improvement which is ultimately what schools are seeking to do. 

Evaluation approaches driven by theory, models or principles are evident within the available research. Hollweck and Lofthouse (2021), for example, apply the ten tenets of professional collaboration as a model of effective practice. Other research has considered the ‘professional development impact evaluation framework’. The more recent work by Pan and Cheng (2023) and Hofmann and Ilie (2022) use known models of evaluation to underpin their work. Outside the education sector and in examining ‘interprofessional learning’ within the healthcare sector, Craig, Hall and Phillips (2016) utilised an adapted form of the Freeth/Kirkpatrick model to evaluate its impact. A question arises here as to how best to evaluate - is it through an evaluation framework, a model of collaboration or by looking at progress towards the outcomes/outputs?

If we look at the latter, in Wales, we could consider using the collaboration strand of the professional teaching and leadership standards as an evaluation framework? While not written as such, it sets out descriptors of highly effective sustained practice as a distinct point of difference from induction descriptors. Element headings for the collaboration strand of the professional teaching standards (Welsh Government, 2019) are: seeking advice and support; working with in-school colleagues; supporting and developing others; and, enabling improvement. In considering the descriptors for ‘highly effective, sustained practice’ that sit alongside the initial three elements, one can see outputs of routinely working with others both as a recipient and benefactor of expertise. 

Conclusion
The outcomes of this study demonstrate some of the difficulty with secondary analysis; that the research wasn’t designed to ask the question/s that are being asked by the current piece of research. The outcomes confirm that there is a gap in the research around the impact of collaborative professional learning on the school as a whole organisation. It suggests that this could be due to a lack of definition of purpose or not acknowledging the overall purpose of the collaboration as a methodology for improvement and therefore not using it in evaluations. There is a very limited understanding of how collaborative professional learning could make a difference beyond the individual practitioner and their range of influence in terms of pupils and therefore the overall research question of this piece remains unanswered through a secondary analysis.

The outcomes of this study are however helpful in that they guide us to start to consider what the impact could be on a school and how that could be ascertained. From this study, there are clear difficulties in taking forward that the impact collectively is the sum of the impact on individuals. This study emphasises the importance of schools and/or organisations in specifying the purpose of using collaborative professional learning as a methodology or approach to bring about change and/or improvement. It again creates the need for schools to understand evaluation, how to evaluate and how to use the outcomes of these evaluations to inform future practices. 

There is a question as to whether the secondary analysis can be accused of being overly exposed or have greater susceptibility to researcher bias. Is it through the selection of search terms, selection of articles a researcher, particularly an inside researcher, can overly route themselves to the articles that respond in the desired way. While most researchers would testify that one question will always lead to others, there must be an acknowledgement that determining that the primary question of interest has already been ‘answered’ yields a level of disappointment. Considering the search terms here, one could ask whether it is necessary that we restrict to the educational setting? Could further synonyms for evaluation have been used in pursuit of previously published research? Are there some researcher insights that have been missed due to a bias in inferences?

Future research recommendations
The purpose and/or of the implemented collaboration is a neglected question and this has an impact on how well it can be evaluated. Recommendations for further research in this area which would make a helpful contribution to the empirical evidence available for the impact of collaboration in professional learning would be:

· What impact does collaborative professional learning have on a school as a whole?

· What is an effective approach for a school in evaluating the impact of professional learning at a school wide level?

· How can we best determine progress in Wales towards the descriptors set out for collaboration in the professional teaching and learning standards?
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