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Abstract
Researching the efficacy of lesson study has been complicated by the manner in which it has been reinterpreted in different settings and contexts. Drawing on research into a national school improvement programme in England, this paper looks at how various reconfigurations of lesson study were affected by the different collaborative arrangements among schools and practitioners in the programme. Utilising a mixed methods approach, the paper provides and problematizes new empirical evidence concerning the effectiveness of lesson study.  It concludes with a consideration of how those researching lesson study intitaives would benefit from adopting a more critical contextual analysis.


1. Introduction 
Lesson Study originated in Japan and became a global phenomenon after being brought to worldwide attention by the Third International Trends in Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS, 1998). Its popularity has grown steadily since. Xu and Pedder (2015) state that the World Association of Lesson Studies, established in Hong Kong in 2005, has members from over 60 countries and a recent estimate was that it has been used in over 2500 primary and secondary schools in England (Dudley, 2014). Since the 1990s, lesson study[footnoteRef:2] has been applied internationally to a range of curriculum areas and reinterpreted in numerous professional development programmes (Dudley, 2013; Lewis, Perry, & Hurd, 2004; Lieberman, 2009).  [2:  Throughout this article “lesson study” in lower case is used to refer to the wide range of professional learning processes that have labeled themselves as Lesson Studies, although these reinterpretations might differ significantly with regard to their focus, process and/or underpinning theories.] 


Researching the potential impact of lesson study has been made problematic by its versatility (Xu & Pedder, 2009) and the variability of its reinterpretations, making it difficult to identify its common characteristics (Perry & Lewis, 2009; Murata, 2011). In the UK the widespread adoption, and reinterpretation, of lesson study has occurred against a backdrop of broader school improvement phases that have focused on integrating professional learning and school development (Harris & Chrispeels, 2008; Hopkins, 2016). The different phases have formed a key part of the “practice architecture” (Kemmis & Grootenboer, 2008), or preconditions, that have affected how lesson study has been enacted in classrooms and schools.   

In this paper we consider the effect of a range of contextual influences on the lesson study model used within a national school improvement initiative. The initiative was the Leading Teachers (LT) Programme which set out to improve pupil attainment in primary schools in England by training almost 1000 lead teachers in lesson study. Programme data indicated that 1175 primary schools in 92 local authorities (LAs, which are equivalent to school districts), representing 61 per cent of all LAs in England, were involved in the programme between 2008 and 2010.  The research is based on case studies of three LAs where lesson study was credited with playing a key role in improving pupil attainment. The cases describe how existing approaches to school improvement and collaborative conditions within LAs prefigured how lesson study was interpreted and enacted and in doing so shaped the nature of the impacts on teachers and pupils. 

2.  Problematizing the impact of lesson study: the role of context(s)
From a post-positivist perspective, problematizing the outcomes from engagement in lesson study involves developing a more complex conceptualisation of the role played by the context in which it takes place. This raises a number of methodological and epistemological issues primarily because adopting such a perspective undermines simplistic notions of linear causality, based on regularity and predictability, and treats the links between a practice and its effects as belonging to a complex set of relationships with the contexts in which they are achieved (Ling, 2012). The methodological implications of adopting a post-positivist perspective have been extensively debated in evaluation research (Mowles, 2014; Jolley, 2014). The aim of this section is not to repeat these general arguments but to present a reflective critique of how the relationship between practice and context has often been under-theorised in research on lesson study. In doing so, we distinguish between three levels of context that affect how a particular model of lesson study was implemented and received: the national/local system (macro), the organisation (meso), and lesson study process itself (micro). 

In this critique we have drawn on the findings of what is so far the only systematic review of lesson study (Cheung & Wong, 2014), which considered what constitutes lesson study, the nature of its intended effects, and the relationship between actual effects and the practices of lesson study by examining the evidence base relating to Lesson Study and its effectiveness, as reported in journal articles published between 2000 and 2010. 

2.1 System context (macro) 
The macro level of contextual analysis focuses on differences between and within educational systems. The issue of variations between different education systems’ interpretation of the practice known as jugyou kenkyuu in Japan and renamed Lesson Study elsewhere (Yoshida, 1999; Watanabe, 2002) has been the focus of considerable debate (Perry & Lewis 2009; Yoshida & Jackson, 2011).  The issue is exacerbated by a paucity of case studies that set the process within its original Japanese context (Ermeling & Graff-Ermeling, 2014). This led Cheng and Ling (2013) to argue that widespread uptake of lesson study in North America: 

is based more on the perception of an ideal rather than on a fidelity approach. This is true of all countries adapting the lesson study approach. This also explains why the interpretations and practices of lesson study vary so widely across countries (p. 2). 

The debate over what constitutes a lesson study has resulted in various attempts to define the key characteristics that determine whether a particular professional learning process is a “lesson study” (Takahashi, Watanabe, & Yoshida, 2006; Perry & Lewis, 2009). The resulting definitions tend to be lists of core practice elements with few references to contextual features.  Cheung and Wong’s (2014) systematic review only identified 20 articles that they considered to be examples of lesson study or the related process of Learning Study. The criteria for rejecting studies were based on the practices described in the original research, with little consideration of the role lesson study played in the local education systems. 

“Between system” analyses provide a better understanding of contextual differences in the purposes and intended outcomes that led to the adoption of lesson study. “Within-system” analyses are important when examining how lesson study has been positioned and reinterpreted over time, reflecting changes in national and local policy agendas, and how this affects the intentions behind its adoption, and the impacts sought.  The need for more within-system contextual analyses of lesson study can be illustrated with reference to the macro policy context of the English education system, specifically the relationship between professional development and school improvement. Lesson study in England was initially popularised during the first phase of school improvement research (Harris, 2002; Hopkins, 2003). One of the first publications to draw attention to lesson study after TIMSS (1998) was Stigler and Hiebert’s (1999) The Teaching Gap which focused on articulating, validating and disseminating what were considered effective teaching practices. The policy discourse at this point was concerned with identifying gaps in teaching quality, rather than variations in pupil performance, and lesson study was seen as a promising approach to professional development. As school improvement policy subsequently moved towards assessing the impact of school-based interventions on pupil test scores (Cordingley, Bell, Rundell, & Evans, 2003), lesson study became increasingly judged on this criterion.  In later phases of school improvement in England, the focus has moved towards system-level change and leadership, set within a discourse of the “self-improving system” (DfE, 2010, Hargreaves 2012). System-level change was premised upon developing capacity at different levels. Schools were encouraged to generate sufficient capacity to meet their own improvement needs before supporting others, leading to a range of collaborative initiatives (Author(s) et al., 2009).  Along with approaches such as walk-throughs (Bickford, 2010) and instructional rounds (City, Elmore, Fiarman, & Teitel, 2009), lesson study became increasingly positioned as a means of engendering the forms of joint practice development, reciprocal knowledge transfer and distributed leadership regarded as key elements of capacity building within a self-improving system (Mourshed, Chijioke, & Barber, 2010; Hargreaves, 2012), and assessments of its effectiveness began to shift to accommodate these elements. 
A system-level contextual analysis allows for consideration of whether the adoption of lesson study in a locality, posited on the achievement of broad system-level impacts, has an effect on the way it is reconstructed at other levels. Cheung and Wong’s (2014) review included only nine articles in its final analysis, mainly due to lack of evidence of impact. The notion of impact used was unfortunately restricted to meso and micro level analyses even though some of the articles reviewed contained studies that aspired to effect wider change.  For example, Stewart and Brendefur’s (2005) research involved 50 teams of teachers in 13 US school districts and was set explicitly within a discourse of system-level change based on the perceived failure of previous large-scale reform:
The systems we were working with were fragmented and overloaded, and the timelines were too long. Some teachers and administrators felt that there was too much going on. Others wanted to opt out because they could see little direct connection between the reform efforts and their day-to-day working lives (p. 682). 
System level analyses are the starting point for understanding the extent to which contextual factors interact with a lesson study process. Factors from a system’s new policy priorities to historical structural relationships can directly affect the lesson study model being promoted or exert indirect influence by means of the criteria used to judge its effectiveness. A contextual analysis at this level address effects on system level practices and structures, enabling researchers to differentiate between forms of lesson study on more holistic grounds than essentialist definitions based on key process characteristics. This level of analysis also allows for a consideration of how lesson study affects, and potentially re-configures, systems by changing professional development structures.

2.2 School context (meso)
A meso-level contextual analysis considers the interaction between organisational context and the lesson study process. From a positivist perspective, organisational contexts are treated as external to practice, a medium through which they pass, made up of moderating and mediating factors. From a post-positivist perspective, the relationship between context and practice is a dynamic of prefiguration and re-configuration, as practice is shaped by the school context and simultaneously reshapes it (Kemmis et al., 2014). 

As a collaborative process of co-construction, lesson study is a social learning process that is close to practice and practitioners’ needs. The adaptive nature of the lesson study cycle makes it sensitive to how practice issues are constructed and improvement is defined in a specific context (Maughan 2012; Koelner & Jacobs, 2015).  As a complex set of practice arrangements, lesson study will therefore be prefigured to different degrees by schools’ existing “practice architectures” (Kemmis & Grootenboer, 2008). These architectures are composed of the values and beliefs that underpin practice; the language used to describe it and justify its outcomes; the material conditions within which it is enacted; and the time, resources and practical arrangements provided, as well as the formal and informal roles and relationships of those involved.

The dynamic nature of the relationship between context and practice means lesson study has the potential to change a school’s practice architecture over time. The potential outcomes of lesson study therefore need not be restricted to either pupils or teachers but could also include effects on the contexts in which it takes place.  Cheung and Wong (2014) only include two outcome categories in their systematic review: “effect on teacher or teaching” and “effect on students”. Reference to broader organizational outcomes are only to be found in one study (Matoba, Shibata, Reza, & Arani, 2007), the only Japanese Lesson Study included, where reference is made to “higher % evaluation on school environment from teacher questionnaire” (Cheung & Wong, 2014, p.141). It is significant that at four years duration this was also one of the longest studies included in the review.  

2.3 Lesson study process context (micro)
The final context that needs to be considered is that created by the lesson study process itself, its complex arrangement of practices and interactions are a “social site” (Chia and Holt, 2006) for learning. As with the other levels, there is a strong temporal dimension to the achievement of certain impacts on practice and professional understanding at this level. These sites for learning need to be sustained over time to bring about deep professional learning that results in the development of new professional theories and substantive professional growth (Clarke & Hollingsworth, 2002).  In their review of 67 articles relating to lesson study, Xu and Pedder (2015, p. 38) noted that the short timespans and atheoretical nature of many the studies resulted in a narrow focus on: 

questions of benefits and implementation challenges and so little research with questions of how teachers learn and develop practice through participation in [lesson study].

The issue of lesson studies being undertaken over insufficient number of cycles to prompt deeper learning was also reflected in Cheung and Wong’s (2014) review in which only the longest study (Matoba et al., 2007) discussed any aspect of longer-term professional growth. 


2.4 The reconstruction of Lesson Study in the context of a major government initiative
The LT programme was a later phase school improvement initiative that set out to improve practice in classrooms and schools, and build the leadership capacity required to reshape local education systems.  To understand the approaches to lesson study that were enacted within it and the nature of their impacts required a degree of contextual analysis. 
The LT programme was part of the National Strategies policy that ran in England from 1998 to 2011. It was the first national improvement policy that focused on changing how the core subject areas in the National Curriculum were taught, initially targeting literacy and numeracy and poorly performing LAs (Earl et al., 2003).  Launched against a backdrop of concerns about the failure to improve pupil attainment and England’s low standing in comparative studies of international performance (Keys, Harris, & Fernandes, 1996; Brooks, 1998), the National Strategies expanded to cover first all primary schools, then all of compulsory education. Intially, the Strategies were marked by a relatively hierarchical and centralised approach to reform based on a three-tier delivery model comprising the Department of Education’s developing the training and materials, then LA advisers, who engaged the third tier: schools. The initial implementation model left relatively little space for innovation but over time more collaborative approaches were developed, including the LT programme.
Following a pilot in 2007, the LT programme ran from 2008 to 2010.  Focusing on the final two years of primary school, Years 5 and 6, its objectives included: 

training lead teachers to use the Lesson Study coaching cycle in order to help teachers increase the rate of progress of particular children. 

Lead teachers were described in documentation from one of the case study authorities as classroom teachers with:

two or more years’ worth of experience in a particular year group and their quality of teaching will have been judged either by Ofsted[footnoteRef:3] or their own headteacher as consistently good or better over the preceding academic year. (Role description, Authority E) [3:  The school inspection agency in England.] 


The programme began with 14 LAs regarded as “coasting” in Spring 2008. By its conclusion 92 LAs had engaged in the programme. The guidance provided to LAs for the national roll-out contained materials on planning and evaluating lesson study in Mathematics and Literacy and a broad outline of the lesson study cycle (Figure 1).  Lead teachers were funded to make an average of four visits to each teacher. While overall take-up and implementation of lesson study varied across LAs (Dudley, 2012), this research focuses on three LAs which adopted the guidance and implemented it strategically.  

Insert Fig 1

The LT programme was constructed on the basis of collaborative professional learning, or school-led improvement, in that schools with acknowledged expertise in Mathematics and Literacy would be prepared to share this with other schools. The belief that primary schools would be prepared to engage in these types of reform was based on the experience of numerous collaborative initiatives that the English system had recently implemented, such as Excellence in Cities (Ofsted, 2003). The legacy of these programmes was not only a patina of collaborative arrangements in many areas but also a growing awareness among headteachers of the potential benefits of networking (Deloitte & Touche, 2000; Sammons, Mujtaba, Earl, & Gu, 2007). These collaborative programmes were not without their critics and participation in them was motivated by a complex mixture of moral purpose, voluntarism and instrumental pursuit of funding (Ainscow, Muijs, & West, 2006). 


3. Purpose of the study
The overall purpose of the study was to assess the LT programme’s effectiveness as a “third wave” school improvement initiative (Fullan, 2009; Hargreaves & Shirley 2010), which meant that to be deemed effective it needed to raise teaching and learning standards, while simultaneously developing a local education system’s capacity to improve. Capacity development was based on creating cohorts of lead teachers to form supportive relationships between schools using lesson study as a collaborative professional learning process.

The research study had two sets of objectives. The first was to assess the short-term impact of the programme on pupil attainment and the medium-term impact on local systems’ capacity to support collaborative professional learning. The impact research questions were:
 
What evidence was there of short-term effects on pupil outcomes?
What evidence was there of any medium-term effects on the professional learning structures and habits in the case study authority areas? 

The second set of objectives addressed the implementation of the programme, particularly the role context played in determining the way in which lesson study was enacted. The key contexts considered in this instance were the LA; collaborative relationships among the schools involved in the programme; and the interactions between the lead teacher and colleagues. The research questions that underpinned this were: 

Local Authority: What were key factors that affected LAs’ development and implementation of the programme?
Between and Within schools: What were the key factors that informed headteachers’ decisions to engage with the Leading Teachers programme?
Within classrooms: What aspects of the lesson study cycle were seen as key in achieving changes in classroom practice? 

4. Methodology
The research was designed as a multiple site case study exploring how the LT programme was implemented in three LAs. Each case was bounded by the development of a non-recursive linear path model (Desimone, 2009) that described the key steps between the programme’s inception, as designed by the National Strategies, the enactment of the lesson study cycle in classrooms, and its potential impacts. This is outlined in Figure 2.
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The use of a logic model approach with a series of illuminative cases (Parlett & Hamilton, 1987) was an attempt to provide two types of insights: firstly, overarching insights into how the interaction of multiple factors, both internal and external to the programme, affected its intended outcomes, including improved pupil attainment; and secondly, context specific insights into the complexity of implementing the programme at a local level (Jolley, 2014). 

4.1. Analytical framework
The analytical framework for the three case reports treated the development and implementation of the programme as a process of reconstruction at the three levels, or contexts, which framed the research questions (Bowe, Ball, & Gold, 1992). The cases focused on “enactment” (Ball, Maguire, & Braun, 2012): how a programme or policy is shaped by the interaction of individual and collective agency in overlapping contexts. The case reports were based on a two-stage analytical process adapted from framework analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006). The initial stage consisted of a thematic analysis of the similarities and differences in the stated experiences of participants at the same level in each context in which the programme was reconstructed. The second stage related these themes to the existing research literature. The intention behind this two-stage analysis process was to capture variations between participants’ initial reaction to, and reconstruction of, the programme across the three cases before exploring their significance with reference to the existing knowledge base. 

Different aspects of research literature were used to explore each contextual level. At the LA level (macro), the effects of the local history of collaboration on the programme were related to a review of collaborative school improvement programmes (Author(s), 2007).  Differences in how lesson study was enacted in schools (meso level) used a framework based on a systematic review of collaborative professional development (Cordingley et al., 2003) and research into school-based mentoring of teachers (Hobson, Ashby, Malderez, & Tomlinson, 2009).  The in-classroom analysis (micro) was guided by Clarke and Hollingsworth’s (2002) “Interconnected Model” of professional learning. The Interconnected Model provided a theoretical formalisation of the lesson study cycle as a process of stimulating links, or interconnections, between different domains of teachers’ professional worlds. The model views professional learning as resulting from a complex, non-linear combination of improved understandings, changes to practice and inferences about outcomes for pupils. Its key analytical power lay in the distinction it made between brief professional experimentation that resulted in short lived change sequences and sustained engagement that led to professional learning and growth. 

4.2. Sampling
Purposive sampling (Mason, 2002) was used at two levels: LA and school.  Authorities were selected on the basis of being involved in the programme for a minimum of two years, improvements in pupil test scores, and their approach to implementation. Secondary criteria were the size of the authorities and the number of schools where pupil performance at Key Stage 2[footnoteRef:4] were of concern. Three LAs were selected using these criteria: [4:  For children aged 8-11.] 

· Authority E was selected for the funded programme in December 2007 because it was a large authority of 464 primary schools in which a high percentage of pupils were judged as having made poor progress across Key Stages 1[footnoteRef:5] and 2, assessed using contextual value added data (CVA, a statistic developed by government to assess the progress of children over time, incorporating external factors such as age and first language). 70 schools participated in the programme in this LA. [5:  For children aged 5-7.] 

· Authority N was selected for the funded programme in December 2007 because it was a large authority of 295 primary schools, also with poor progress across Key Stages 1 and 2. 51 schools participated in the programme.
· Authority B joined the programme in September 2008. It was a medium-sized LA with 156 schools with over a third of schools (55) identified as making poor progress. 13 schools took part in the programme.
Five supported schools in each authority were selected for the research on the basis of having been involved in the programme for more than one year and improved pupil attainment. The views of LA staff about which schools had typified the approach to the programme were also taken into account. A secondary criterion was that schools which provided lead teachers were also willing to take part in the research. This resulted in a final sample of 22 participant schools.

4.3. Data collection and analysis
In each of the three LAs data collection took a similar form, which involved:
· Semi-structured interviews with LA officers with strategic and operational responsibility for the implementation of the LT programme in their authority. Seven officers were interviewed in the three LAs.
· Semi-structured interviews with headteachers and teachers from “leading” and “supported” schools in each LA. As far as possible these were partnered schools. A total of 21 headteachers, 12 lead teachers and 10 supported teachers were interviewed across the three LAs.
· Documentation, including programme materials, national and local school performance data and existing case studies, were collected from each LA and analysed.
A researcher was allocated to each LA, undertook all the interviews and partially transcribed them using an analytical note approach (Miles & Huberman, 1994). As the research took place after the final iteration of the programme, it was not possible to observe classroom practice directly. Evidence of changes to practice was based on documentation provided by LAs and schools and interviews with the teachers involved. Data analysis was undertaken by the three researchers in collaboration.  The overall analytical flow followed the general structure of the logic model. 

5. Results

The results section is divided into two parts addressing the two overarching objectives of the research results. The first part (5.1) analyses the programme as a “third wave” school improvement initiative with a focus on short-term effects on pupil outcomes and medium-term effects on capacity improvement, in this instance the dispositions of participants to continue leading collaborative professional learning and cross-school working. The second part (5.2) is a contextual analysis of how the LT programme was reconstructed at different levels in each authority and the ways in which this affected how lesson study was enacted across the three LAs and the outcomes that resulted.

 5.1 Impact of the programme
5.1.1 What evidence was there of short-term effects on pupil outcomes?
Short-term effects on pupil outcomes were examined by analysing national attainment data supplied by the National Strategies.  This indicated that 1175 primary schools were involved in the programme nationally in 2009 and 2010. Analysis was restricted by the fact that the Key Stage 2 data were aggregated at LA level, giving mean percentage scores in each LA for schools in and outside the LT programme.  School and pupil level data were not available.  This meant that analysis was restricted to calculating weighted mean scores comparing schools in the programme to those not in the programme in the same LAs and comparing the outcomes at LA level. Significance testing was not undertaken because the LA data was population data and the unavailability of school level data meant that effect sizes could not be calculated. LAs were included in the analysis where they had schools both in the programme (LT schools) and outside it (non-LT schools).  This resulted in data being analysed for a total of 1147 LT schools and 5728 non-LT schools in 91 LAs.  Cross-tabulation with national assessment data for 2010 indicated that the analysis involved included 265,412 pupils eligible for Key Stage 2, representing 63 per cent of all such pupils in England in 2010.

The analysis focused on Key Stage 2 results in English, Mathematics, and English and Mathematics combined at Level 4 or above as this was the expected attainment level for all children at the end of Key Stage 2.  Analysis indicated that both programme and non-programme schools improved their results in Mathematics and English and Mathematics combined between 2009 and 2010, albeit marginally in some cases (see Appendix A Table 1). Results decreased slightly for non-LT schools in English (by 0.20 percentage points) but increased for LT schools (0.63). The biggest increases in weighted mean scores were for LT schools in Mathematics (2.86) and English and Mathematics combined (2.62).  Comparing the weighted mean percentage of children achieving Level 4 in LT and non-LT schools in 2009 and 2010 indicated that while non-LT schools continued to outperform LT schools, LT schools narrowed the gap in all three areas.  Again, slightly greater improvements were seen in Mathematics, narrowing the gap by 1.81 percentage points compared to 1.68 in English and Mathematics combined and 0.83 in English, reflecting improvements in Mathematics at Level 4 overall.   

The analysis also looked at weighted means for the percentage of pupils achieving Level 5, that is children performing above expected levels. Here, although non-LT schools continued to outperform LT schools as was expected, results increased in all three areas for LT schools, while decreasing for non-LT schools in Mathematics (by 0.83).  The biggest increases at Level 5 were in English for both non-LT schools (2.94) and LT schools (2.62) and the increase for LT schools in Mathematics was marginal (0.17).  Consequently, while LT schools narrowed the gap in Mathematics at Level 5 (by 1.0), the gap increased slightly between 2009 and 2010 in both English (0.33) and English and Mathematics combined (0.06). 

In terms of valued added scores, measured by the percentage of pupils making two or more levels of progress from Key Stage 1, results improved for both LT and non-LT schools.  The gap in the mean percentage of children making such progress between LT and non-LT schools narrowed in both English (0.52) and Mathematics (1.74) in 2010 (see Appendix A Table 2). Thus, at a national level LT schools’ Key Stage 2 results improved in all measures used and narrowed the achievement gap at Level 4 in the three subject areas and in Mathematics at Level 5.  This all occurred against a national background in which Ofsted found that teaching and learning was good or outstanding in 69 per cent of primary schools in 2008-09 (Ofsted, 2009) and that teaching was good or outstanding in “over two-thirds” of primary schools in 2010 (Ofsted, 2010).  However, the quality of teaching was also found to be highly variable: teaching was found to be only satisfactory in 39 per cent of the 4620 primary schools inspected between September 2009 and August 2010 (Ofsted, 2010). 

Scatterplots were created to show the spread of outcomes, comparing the differences between results in 2010 and 2009 for English, Mathematics, and the subjects combined. Figures 3 and 4 indicate the most striking outcomes, both of which are at Level 5. Differences between outcomes for LT schools in each LA are indicated on the x axis, differences for non-LT schools are indicated on the y axis.  Figure 3 illustrates the outcomes for English, which had the highest proportion of LAs with mean overall improvements for both LT and non-LT schools (66% - upper right quadrant) and the lowest proportion where results declined for both groups (1 school – lower right quadrant).   
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Figure 4 indicates the outcomes for Mathematics at Level 5, which had the lowest proportion of LAs with improvements for both LT and non-LT schools (14% - upper right quadrant) and the highest proportion of negative outcomes for both groups (36% - lower right quadrant). Outliers are mostly LAs with low numbers of schools in the programme. The outcomes were more mixed at Level 4 (see Appendix A Figs 5-7) with Mathematics attracting a much higher proportion of overall positive scores for all LT and non-LT schools (60%) than English (34%). This underlines the large amount of variation in the system nationally and the challenges of trying to track and effect change across only two years of measurement.

Insert Fig 4

As already indicated, the fact that the Key Stage 2 data supplied by the National Strategies were not disaggregated below the LA level limited the analysis that could be undertaken for the three case study LAs to exploratory analysis.  Of the case study LAs, N had the highest proportion of schools in the programme (27%), compared with 20 per cent in E and 18 per cent in B.  All narrowed the performance gap between LT and non-LT schools in English and Mathematics combined at Level 4 or above between 2009 and 2010, by just over 7 per cent in the case of Authority B, and outperformed its geographical region as a whole. Only Authority E narrowed the gap in English and Mathematics combined at Level 5 (see Appendix A Table 4). 

The picture was also mixed when the case study LAs’ results were examined in more detail. Improvements in Authority B were greatest with LT schools outperforming non-LT schools in all areas (except English and Mathematics combined at Level 5).  A similar pattern was evident in Authority N, whereas in E programme schools performed well in Mathematics and English and Mathematics combined at Level 4 but less so in English at both levels.  This followed data produced in 2009, when Authority B had been in the programme for only a short time, when Level 4 results for programme schools were significantly below schools not involved (and below programme schools nationally). The selection of schools for inclusion was made more rigorous in Authority B in the second year of the programme to try to improve results.  Following this, results improved for programme schools in Authority B in 2010 but the rate of progress in closing the gap slowed in E and N. However, LT schools showed improvements between 2009 and 2010 on all measures in the three LAs.  Thus, all of the LAs appear in the upper right quadrant of Figure 3, indicating improvements for both LT and non-LT schools in English at Level 5, but in the lower right quadrant of Figure 4 because while the mean score for LT schools improved in Maths at Level 5, it declined for non-LT schools in all three LAs.  

There was a range of different forms of evidence of more general impacts on pupils, mainly generated by LAs’ own evaluations and feedback from lead teachers and headteachers. These highlighted enhanced pupil confidence, increased engagement and greater enjoyment. The following free responses from a survey of headteachers in the final year of the programme were fairly typical:

· Improved attitude of pupils with an increase in self-esteem and confidence and a reduction in anxiety around taking the SATs[footnoteRef:6]. [6:  Tests taken by 10 and 11-year olds before they leave primary school at the end of Key Stage 2.] 

· Greater engagement on homework tasks to support preparation for SATs.
· Positive enjoyment of working with a teacher other than their class teacher. 
(Headteacher Questionnaire Feedback, 2010 Authority N)

5.1.2. What evidence was there of any medium-term effects on the professional learning structures and habits in the case study authority areas. 
The analysis of any medium-term impacts on professional learning was based on two types of evidence; the extent to which the programme had affected teachers’ beliefs about the potential of collaborative professional learning, and the extent to which it had helped to develop sustained cross-school working and networking. 

The extent to which the LT programme affected professional learning structures and networking between schools was difficult to ascertain because of the speed and depth of LA reforms that led to extensive restructuring of professional learning provision locally. However, changes in beliefs about, and dispositions towards, collaborative professional learning associated with the programme were more easily identifiable and there was some evidence of growing recognition of both benefits and costs. 

Across all three cases, lead teachers were the most enthusiastic supporters of continuing to learn collaboratively, but their emphasis was on developing their professional networks rather than engaging in substantive school-to-school networking. As LAs withdrew or substantially reduced subject-specialist support, the LT programme had played an increasingly important part in maintaining their professional networks. The approach adopted in authority N, where groups of lead and supported teachers attended cluster meetings, appeared particularly effective in developing networks that continued offering subject-specific support long after the programme had finished:

The project has ended but I would never think twice about contacting them and know whatever they had they would share. (Supported teacher, N)

Across all three cases, headteachers’ commitment to lesson study appeared dependent on continued access to some form of collaborative structure that supported cross-school working, mainly to reduce the cost of working with other schools. Headteachers with more limited experiences of collaborative working were generally less convinced of its benefits and more insistent on continued LA involvement in maintaining cross-school collaborative structures:

You can collaborate but someone has to say this school can offer that sort of support. If you are not careful you could get within a family of schools and you could all be in the foothills and never reach the top of the mountain. (Headteacher, N)

5.2. A contextual analysis of the LT programme
A detailed contextual analysis was undertaken at three levels: LA (macro), school (meso), and within the lesson study cycle itself (micro). The aim was to understand how the ways in which the LT programme had been enacted in the three local education systems had affected the form lesson study had taken, and hence its impacts. 

5.2.1. What were the key factors that affected LAs’ development and implementation of the programme?
At the macro level, the first key factor in the reconstruction of the LT programme was how LA officers positioned it in their overall school improvement strategy. At the time of the research, central government policy was starting to change and affect the role of LAs. Although still responsible for “failing” schools, LAs were being encouraged to take a less direct role in school improvement and instead to broker enhanced school-to-school support; encourage leaders of high achieving schools to work across the authority and to “federate” with “failing” schools in a shared leadership and governance structure (Chapman & Muijs, 2013). The second key factor was the patina, consisting of school leaders’ dispositions towards working collaboratively and the local structures that supported and coordinated improvement efforts, created by the history of school-to-school working in a local system. The third factor was the nature of the school improvement challenges faced within each LA, specifically the number of schools regarded as “failing” (missing national pupil attainment targets) or “coasting” (improving more slowly than other local schools).

Authority N had only recently started to adopt more collaborative forms of school-to-school improvement. Its main strategy was to develop cohorts of lead teachers, of which it already had over 150 before the LT programme was announced, to provide subject specialist support to schools selected by the LA. The LT programme provided an opportunity to expand this offer, mainly to “coasting” schools in the authority. The intention was to involve as many schools as possible in order to promote the benefits of collaborative learning and school-to-school support. Authority E had well-established collaborative approaches to school improvement based around networks of schools which had been involved in cross-school inquiry and improvement initiatives, including lesson study. Authority E’s history enabled it to integrate the LT programme within these collaborative structures, through which schools were invited to join the programme. Authority B had a much higher level of “failing” schools than the other two authorities and constructed the programme as means of supplementing its existing improvement work with schools that were failing or at risk of failing, rather than extending existing collaborative structures. During the period of the programme, lead teachers were used to replace LA officers and consultants as part of an external teams that worked intensively with such schools until their performance improved. 

The ways in which the LT programme was reconstructed at this level affected the type of schools that took part, the basis on which they had been recruited and partnered with other schools, and even the structure of the lesson study process. “Lead” and “supported” schools were positioned differently in each LA.  In Authority E, existing school networks committed their own resources to extend the period schools worked together on lesson study to nine months, with lead and supported teachers visiting each other’s schools. In authority N, the programme was restricted to a period of around three months, prior to pupil testing, with lead teachers working only in the supported school.  In Authority B, the cycle normally ran over a mutually agreed number of sessions, often six, as part of more general support framework for schools “at risk”. 

5.2.2. What were the key factors that informed headteachers’ decisions to engage with the Leading Teacher programme?
Each LA presented the programme differently to school leaders.  Authorities N and E explicitly used it to develop more collaborative, school-led approaches to improvement, building on headteachers’ prior history of collaboration. In both these LAs, headteachers and lead teachers were concerned that it should not be a “quick fix”, booster programme targeted cynically at teachers in the year before national testing, but a genuine opportunity for professional learning. This concern was addressed in Authority E by using the existing collaborative structures of school networks to not only extend the lesson study cycles to nine months but also to apply them to the whole of Key Stage 2. Experienced headteachers in these networks tended to construct the programme in capacity-building terms, seeing clearly identifiable benefits which ranged from improved teacher motivation and reflection to being better able to offer feedback and professional learning in their own school:

A lot of my staff are more valuable out of the classroom than they are in because they’re working with other schools. (Headteacher, E)

Authority N’s lack of school-to-school collaborative structures or headteachers with extensive experience of collaborative working meant it did not have the capacity to reshape the programme substantively and so presented it as a pilot, hopeful that the benefits that accrued to individuals and schools would eventually lead to more sustained, school-funded collaboration.  In Authority B, building capacity for collaboration was never a key objective and the programme was subsumed into their existing approach to “failing” schools. Headteacher engagement tended to be mandated due to their school’s “at risk” status and the programme became part of a short-term external support package focused on immediate impacts on the supported teacher: 

There is nothing better than to have someone with you in the classroom in a kind of hands-on approach. (Headteacher, B) 

5.2.3. What aspects of the lesson study cycle were seen as key in achieving changes in classroom practice? 
The final (micro) level of analysis, the relationships between lead and supported teachers in classrooms during the lesson study process, was nested within the previous levels. Practitioners across all three authorities entered into a lesson study process that had been positioned differently in the local approach to school improvement. Although schools had become engaged for different reasons, the case studies revealed that practitioners could still exert considerable agency as to how they reconstructed lesson study in the classroom. The following analysis focuses on those aspects of the relationships between “lead” and “supported” teachers, and the practices they supported, that were seen as key in facilitating practice experimentation and professional learning. 

The LT programme was targeted across LAs to varying degrees which meant that differences in expertise, and effectiveness as measured by pupil attainment, between lead and supported teachers varied.  At one end of the spectrum of the relationships between lead and supported teachers they were involved in a mutual process of joint practice development, at the other end the supported teacher was expected to expose far more of their practice and professional concerns than the lead. A consistent theme was that the potential for tension between participating teachers, because of perceived differences in status within their relationships, were ameliorated if professional autonomy was valued, particularly when deciding on the focus of the lesson study: 

There were no preconceived ideas or anything. You sit down with your partner school and you discuss the areas you’d like to develop […] It’s not just a one-way thing, it’s a sharing of ideas. (Lead teacher, Authority E)

It was this sense of professional autonomy and collaborative endeavour that appeared key to the acceptance of the programme in the classrooms of supported teachers and disposed them towards risk-taking and innovation. Autonomy was more likely to be expressed in relationships and practices based on creating opportunities for mutual learning, rather than deficit or one-sided expert coaching models: 

The success was mainly due to the quality of the leading teacher. The leading teacher confirmed their good practice and the positive and successful relationship with the leading teacher was the best resource of all. (Leading Teacher Evaluation, 2010, Authority N)

The second cross-case theme was the importance of facilitating professional dialogue, linked to the reflecting on practice and its outcomes: 

When do you ever sit down and talk to someone about your lesson you did that day? (Lead teacher, Authority E). 

A lesson study cycle can potentially support professional dialogue around a number of issues, such as specific children’s learning needs, meeting these needs, creating teaching materials, and evaluating interventions. The short periods of co-teaching, and the use of reference groups, which were present more frequently within the extended lesson study cycles in LA E were regarded as particularly effective in structuring dialogues that prompted reflection and the articulation of professional theories around the links between classroom practices and pupil learning: 

You pick up so much from each other - the skill of focusing on target children and making sure they’re progressing. (Lead teacher, Authority E). 

In contrast, the truncated forms of lesson study that took place in the more pressurised context of “failing” schools in LA B resulted in lead teachers feeling they had to share as much of their expertise as possible, rather than engaging in dialogue, and mutual observation tended to lose out to extended modelling of practices. Lead teachers in authority B felt that such exchanges were less likely to result in sustained changes to classroom practice or new professional insights.

The final theme of lead teachers’ professional disposition arose from analysis of their perceived role and how this compared with supported colleagues’ views of the types of interactions they had found supportive. Initially, the analysis revealed relatively little beyond broad a recognition of what one lead teacher called: 

a conglomeration of roles […] Partly you are going in as a troubleshooter, partly you are going in as a friend and colleague. (Lead teacher, Authority N). 

Further analysis highlighted a mixture of attitudes, values and demeanours that participants believed constituted the dispositions required to establish productive learning relationships. Three dispositions were highlighted across the case studies:

· adopting a non-confrontational stance to professional learning characterised by questions such as “have you ever tried this way of doing it?” (Lead teacher, Authority N).
· being open and sharing failures: “You need to be a risk taker and not afraid to have a go” (Lead teacher, Authority B). 
· motivating teachers through demonstrating enthusiasm for their subject and learning in general: “He was so passionate about Mathematics […] that you wanted to take that idea and run back to the classroom and start using it there and then” (Supported teacher, N).

These dispositions were consistent with research on effective mentoring (Hobson et al., 2009), although a key missing element was challenging low expectations or poor practice. Lead teachers, especially those involved in truncated cycles, reported feeling uncomfortable about challenging certain practices and norms if there was insufficient time to address them in practice.

6. Discussion 
The research set out to answer two sets of questions that addressed different aspects of the impact of involvement in lesson study on pupils, teachers and the contexts in which they worked. Did it make a difference to pupil attainment and did it enhance the capacity for profession learning in local systems?  
In each LA and nationally, analysis of pupil test results indicated that LT schools demonstrated gains, significant in some subject areas, in pupil attainment and narrowed the performance gap with non-programme schools in most areas measured. These outcomes need to be seen in the context of the factors LAs used to identify schools for the LT programme.  Alongside issues such as insufficient capacity to lead improvement, schools were targeted for inclusion following poor progress in attainment at Key Stage 2 or CVA scores.  In such LAs, it would not be expected that programme schools would be able to close the gap completely with non-programme schools in such a short space of time. In Authority B, which had large numbers of schools with pupils making poor progress across Key Stage 2, the programme was used to supplement and expand its “traditional” work with low performing schools. Despite operating in some of the most pressurised contexts with truncated lesson study cycles, some of the largest initial gains in pupil achievement were achieved in this authority. As programme schools were working from a lower baseline these initial gains might be easier to achieve than in non-programme schools, and the relative levelling-off in programme schools’ progress was indicative that these initial gains were unsustainable. Even so, the continuing improvement in both results and programme schools relative performance to non-programme schools in authorities E and N suggest that involvement in lesson study was associated with gains in pupil attainment over time. 
The extent to which the LT programme had any medium-term effects on a local system’s capacity to improve was difficult to ascertain due to national reforms to LAs, which disrupted existing professional learning structures and were likely to have overwhelmed any impacts of engagement in lesson study. The research indicated that attempts to embed cross-school lesson study cycles benefitted from pre-existing collaborative structures and supportive system contexts. There was some evidence that involvement in lesson study could at least temporarily reconfigure practice architectures in schools, making them more supportive of this form of professional learning. Positive changes in leaders and practitioners’ beliefs about, and dispositions towards, lesson study as a collaborative professional learning process were identified and revealed a growing recognition of both its benefits and costs. 

The overarching findings raised further questions about the extent to which a lesson study process that had resulted in increased pupil attainment necessarily prompted deep professional learning. This question arose in part because of how in LA B accountability pressures had restricted the nature of the relationships between “lead” and “supported” teachers within a truncated lesson study cycle, but this had still contributed to significant improvements in pupil outcomes. The use of Clarke and Hollingsworth’s (2002) model of professional learning to analyse the case studies had undermined any simplistic notions linking improvements in pupil outcomes to professional learning. 

The multi-level contextual cross-case analysis provided insights into how the reconstruction of the LT programme in each authority had affected the way in which the lesson study was enacted, and hence the nature of professional learning it supported. Firstly, the LT programme was positioned differently within each LA’s overall school improvement strategy. The strategies ranged from short-term interventions by LA based teams that targeted schools at risk of failure, to those based on mutual support brokered by the LA within networks of local schools.  Positioning the programme within these strategies directly influenced the length of lesson cycles and patterns of classroom visits between participants, and indirectly shaped their interactions by surrounding them in contrasting professional discourses, from being a “quick fix” to deal with low pupil attainment to an opportunity to extend collaborative professional learning.

Setting lesson study in the context of a targeted school-based intervention in a high accountability system increased the pressures and constraints on both lead and supported teachers. When the outcomes being sought were heavily influenced by the requirement to hit pupil floor targets, and expressed solely in improved levels of attainment, there was an unwillingness to engage in innovation, risk-taking and the forms of dialogue required to prompt professional learning (Harrison, 2004). The cases illustrated how in some contexts the relationship between participants became one of expert coaching (Lord, Atkinson, & Mitchell, 2008), with a focus on raising attainment that limited the nature of professional learning. Lead teachers involved in a lesson study cycle with a “failing” school felt under pressure to share their existing expertise and struggled to create the types of professional relationships where they could prompt supported teachers to reflect on misconceptions and poor practice. 

The macro and meso level analysis illustrated the extent to which the lesson study process was prefigured by contextual factors in each LA. The micro level analysis revealed that there was still considerable leeway for practitioners to express their professional agency as to how lesson study was enacted in classrooms. As a site of professional learning, lesson study appeared relatively resilient to the influence of certain external factors if the relationships between participants were marked by professional autonomy, opportunities for focussed dialogue, and a shared disposition towards openness and non-confrontation.

7. Conclusions 
International research has provided some evidence that lesson study is a powerful professional learning process (Xu & Pedder, 2015) that can be adapted to meet the needs of a range of teachers and fulfil a number of professional learning outcomes (Saito, 2012). The versatility and adaptability of lesson study means that the question of what are its “core" elements still remains of theoretical and practical interest. 

Lesson study as a global phenomenon has been taken up across numerous education systems, resulting in White and Lim (2008, p. 916) believing that it has become “an umbrella term for a variety of adaptations”. As lesson study programmes attract government attention, and funding, the issues around what constitutes a lesson study have become re-cast. The adaptation of lesson study would now appear to be driven by wider systemic and contextual factors than simply its re-interpretation by enthusiastic researchers and early adopting practitioners. As this research and others have indicated  (Akiba & Wilkinson, 2016) when lesson study is positioned within governmental improvement strategies it can result in different forms of modification. Direct modifications to the nature of the process can arise due to structural factors within systems and organisations, such as the availability of funding or existing power relationships between groups. Indirect modifications, as to what being involved in a lesson study means to a practitioner and the status it is given, occur due to socio-cultural factors such as the discourses surrounding a governmental improvement strategy or traditional practices around professional learning. 

A growing trend towards the deliberate adaptation, or modification, of lesson study, due to its increased integration within government policy agendas gives a degree of urgency to our critique of current research. The benefits of adopting a more critical contextual analysis of a lesson study initiative would include:

· avoiding a narrow debate around whether it is a lesson study by focussing on core practices by giving consideration to the wider characteristic effects being sought at different levels of a system by those who are promoting it;
· greater recognition of how the impact of lesson study arises from the emergence and interaction of various effects or outcomes, both within and across the levels of a system; 
· moving research towards a consideration of the contextual factors, at different levels within a system, which support the development and sustainability of lesson study. 

Calls for further research into how lesson study helps teachers learn (Xu & Pedder, 2015) will need to be set within a critical understanding of how as a social learning process it is inextricably linked to the contexts in which it is enacted. The modifications of lesson study being promoted should be examined as to whether they will provide teachers with the opportunity to develop the necessary professional agency, individual and collective, to support each others learning and reconfigure the practices that surround them in order improve teaching and learning. 
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Fig. 1 The Lesson Study Cycle
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Fig. 2 Outline logic model for the evaluation of the Primary Leading Teachers programme



Fig 3. Differences between results in English at Level 5 between 2009 and 2010 comparing LT schools (x) and non-LT schools (y)



Fig 4. Differences between results in Mathematics at Level 5 between 2009 and 2010 comparing LT schools (x) and non-LT schools (y)












Appendix A. Data analysis tables and figures

Table 1 
Weighted Means of the percentage of pupils achieving Level 4 or above and Level 5 at Key Stage 2 in 2009 and 2010 in LT and non-LT schools in LAs involved in the programme (n=91)

	
	Level 4
	Level 5

	LT English 2010
	78.66
	28.71

	Non-LT English 2010
	81.90
	33.42

	LT English 2009 
	78.03
	26.10

	Non-LT English 2009
	82.10
	30.47

	LT Mathematics 2010
	79.18
	31.32

	Non-LT Mathematics 2010
	81.59
	34.96

	LT Mathematics 2009
	76.32
	31.15

	Non-LT Mathematics 2009
	80.54
	35.80

	LT English & Mathematics 2010
	71.68
	19.42

	Non-LT English & Mathematics 2010
	75.18
	23.10

	LT English & Mathematics 2009
	69.06
	17.59

	Non-LT English & Mathematics 2009
	74.24
	21.21




Table 2
Weighted means of the percentage of pupils achieving two or more levels of progress from Key Stage 1 in 2009 and 2010 in LT and non-LT schools in LAs involved in the programme (n=91)

	
	English
	Mathematics

	LT 2010
	80.44
	78.11

	Non-LT 2010
	82.77
	81.35

	LT 2009
	82.82
	81.80

	Non-LT 2009
	84.63
	83.29




Table 3
Differences in percentage improvement in pupil performance between LT schools and non-LT schools at Key Stage 2 Level 4 or above 2009-10 for the three case study LAs

	
	Difference between LT
and non-LT schools

	
	LA N
	LA E
	LA B

	English & Mathematics
	4.0
	0.5
	7.1

	English
	2.6
	0.1
	3.5

	Mathematics
	4.4
	1.1
	9.1










Fig 5. Differences between results in English at Level 4 between 2009 and 2010 comparing LT schools (x axis) and non-LT schools (y axis)



Fig 6. Differences between results in Mathematics at Level 4 between 2009 and 2010 comparing LT schools (x) and non-LT schools (y)









Fig 7. Differences between results in English and Mathematics combined at Level 4 between 2009 and 2010 comparing LT schools (x) and non-LT schools (y)





Fig 8. Differences between results in English and Mathematics combined at Level 5 between 2009 and 2010 comparing LT schools (x) and non-LT schools (y)


The Lead Teachers programme and associated Lesson Study model


Local Authority Officers re-construction of the Progamme


Nature of the collaborative professional learning provided


Changes to classroom practice


Short term impact on pupil test scores 


Outcomes on individual practitioners, schools and the local system


 Reconstruction of the programme in schools










-2.127916676411658	6.609345363848714	13.5651792326047	-1.337969011927939	3.166102643120727	3.693448986533779	2.988579065958912	-1.889612469307142	2.820248365830877	1.305295263586004	7.288614344922259	-4.69251452858004	0.481008252958137	1.777783874430298	-1.358617964837801	5.187823834196887	-0.915360501567399	8.503813238633057	1.292505204718946	-3.243624397696557	7.509157509157506	7.42672676810425	1.165099960280685	1.799775903389463	-4.051270313572892	4.83902699066464	-1.752559430851985	0.353319571792046	6.291480428010288	3.463945811540771	2.561283133943232	6.052554744525525	-0.760732057012738	9.279895419835163	2.714689008287038	0.776391364626662	7.38322479227487	6.547170301817141	2.7475299420814	0.154369440083723	9.782608695652168	6.471710821733271	12.43872022017717	7.142857142857146	11.06954991987737	10.22222222222222	5.984857589232064	11.1592164741336	1.460944958292256	4.472424022985823	8.8030888030888	-1.717998808484697	-6.223745673286944	2.315818431911957	7.125043326823739	-5.063901615625745	-2.082501995211494	11.92857142857143	20.65217391304348	0.813323917137474	9.951923076923073	5.97722960151803	9.87771739130435	0.0130934504106008	-3.686362147121962	-3.453918735420071	4.978798586572437	-0.355040642810422	-3.353376503237744	-0.968446065428825	3.22199146186685	-1.108459611024937	10.01809954751132	5.25794832248177	9.71688458648824	2.045002145146313	9.457077384100121	7.172769247288736	8.147643721711294	-7.203923290879806	1.652646566973292	2.187918224191243	11.79883945841393	2.128525196486357	2.744664315179051	3.617021276595743	6.604372675315234	-8.196795153316895	3.287383848079723	5.816709460793996	-1.181139122315592	2.74463024228096	3.5780272404809	3.900413774160839	2.434559980576434	3.373298110140212	-1.287859344192494	2.947919179724543	1.266718190228545	1.689520222454355	2.518401873498469	5.121066547338136	4.561301484378407	2.753027584660234	-0.337131865143608	1.59922293992182	7.596708199806407	4.589237552977437	1.951501154734409	4.938992731048807	5.815009895203285	5.542878084649217	3.192807503756068	3.77978056426332	7.939792778996455	0.52680322012224	5.12660837038424	4.975124378109435	-1.68108521993532	9.6598296859262	-1.598767141553076	5.253735886133228	-0.791614571736858	0.427821522309713	0.938585365473422	2.521207038660837	2.836353256138572	3.937544381184253	7.836087180146588	6.899308065217045	3.951396937069823	2.423002330836436	-0.690316944273377	3.233749149872928	2.945650901917517	8.986337478631924	3.475080532220751	2.30465834687736	11.44700518984746	2.730493613693218	11.90691505395792	0.28453356818644	0.501474054747561	6.535954328285674	1.863959590721613	0.594791177011409	4.001179456937002	2.599813457265398	2.430734370172004	2.5049113265857	7.467684682874555	1.005476799468219	-1.207782454637183	5.330334359908726	7.837588370701725	5.028897028897028	5.050380301991908	3.698495516289419	0.975341404090273	3.725275782527785	3.34311524907303	3.270112926983238	0.352129874868041	0.0143592689080805	0.774738032864967	5.641331985417999	3.412204498630018	5.207082527729725	5.831687914760276	2.556727972749641	3.611714878103296	2.569241982507286	1.89809775490841	1.63729340472025	-2.081342204976625	1.470662391806844	3.127811354663606	3.769681268358535	1.33181273914532	0.538682549053156	4.827277731902008	-0.248808203347572	20.0	0.0	-20.0	20.0	0.0	-20.0	

-7.4416664717668	-0.96443271945073	8.731932750061698	-1.703916987832891	-0.0213974315909731	4.566600636292691	0.577339947336228	-1.666876947116083	-0.588626090026807	0.850008559654352	-0.125490449135544	-3.955243299505597	-0.14334957409433	3.959547186375814	-0.586233549824833	9.59520725388601	-4.244514106583074	-2.773476159981371	-19.94274809160298	5.934892466799855	6.654456654456626	4.48162510087987	0.451127819548871	-3.950522119310587	-8.711375600823931	-2.933869199853822	-1.303174525293162	-1.528811226857407	6.300187689866679	-2.315013289891104	-0.345511767925558	6.741605839416056	1.545922240026989	6.114791078801765	0.788634914852924	1.865715983363046	-3.14445230277795	-4.104817115969531	-4.77009460911497	-6.446886446886435	-3.140096618357486	8.110687022900762	-2.325554902416464	0.824175824175832	5.46749808402424	3.851851851851855	-3.338941633617757	-0.0887326301690905	-5.985414025697608	-0.954472190427246	-1.476091476091483	4.769755831728474	-4.392243841785124	3.346996790463091	-0.768469907935788	5.961471478712852	-4.313148443735031	1.5	11.35265700483092	1.45833333333333	4.42307692307692	-5.455407969639467	-0.399844720496894	-4.308154355413531	1.668606385423743	-2.574422896138714	0.8716136631331	1.623843782117166	-4.486586493987051	-0.100160256410259	4.701742240683053	0.961699081255222	0.640522875816991	2.305672422713116	-0.673343025156193	0.495455986414445	11.69575180680416	0.75163749597337	-1.814057795891621	4.577660664617191	0.0932526401262379	3.482394203701141	5.751819634297888	0.107813222376329	-3.38733783702995	-2.159574468085108	-4.150412773292206	-0.80515297906603	1.308224397098549	0.11521495819343	5.23342670401494	-1.511270162068922	-0.321946350964353	-0.0743926246582589	-0.473545638077169	-1.331049396682182	-3.545443150550017	-0.464955833454219	-1.345297967357414	-1.962536842776366	-0.460776771419923	-0.651115046613746	-1.96635312019927	-0.333751554842276	-4.75694019867465	0.2711660668819	2.505332893983802	3.185495954450111	-2.854941668500995	3.09633523710626	3.506062862124182	-1.035884672398044	1.046910446957135	-2.456896551724135	0.190702991045917	1.954775648184793	-1.196629839320206	-3.301105969166375	0.741325232485529	0.973274939884618	-4.304679133054417	2.202484093949153	-4.010595965996968	-0.899934383202101	-1.497894829442764	-2.139716718772163	-2.044153397527687	-2.430656469539497	0.181705670567055	4.201595525503414	-1.083105874463662	2.837986109875516	-1.778604471306014	-2.687439465309488	-0.482399765839254	2.57265146868842	-5.845189309727027	-0.604375320621926	-0.960042906945567	-0.841535100737651	-1.095360824742258	-2.076816093282368	-2.579147804077372	-3.632885253866711	0.101778205254199	-2.807621557924747	-0.016259745685069	-0.788009888751546	-2.426614481409	0.0790124825860623	0.552541691782203	-1.734657013626972	-0.134843233450411	2.906881439971457	1.663256514388905	-2.033374033374038	-1.499982618973128	-0.647072388058092	-4.118992343275885	-1.669478658972995	-0.473541813233627	-1.260433471277267	-3.07026183703541	-1.566596237871543	-3.215799913221346	-2.60835629017447	-0.533123765425536	-0.246599504765783	1.876089420157562	-1.99497053371131	0.697061838586101	-1.331361837002163	-3.211712078790661	-1.769537193108718	-2.066823786768055	0.12189098023013	-1.773069154412632	-3.415616086795232	-3.055133450733432	0.547281714783217	1.349730643702571	0.138246625549904	20.0	0.0	-20.0	20.0	0.0	-20.0	

-2.028127947860383	3.838415830181133	6.902580839801397	0.410461049008404	-4.237408687357231	0.339906356924175	0.696341653399401	0.633752923707021	-0.062254061612947	0.290311474118468	0.2006771693422	-8.95134009888109	-3.065443637930471	0.842252545447693	-1.780249906874118	19.0738341968912	1.297805642633207	0.688129475461366	5.4736294240111	-0.343753672581982	-0.284900284900303	5.862645906737766	3.839533960015883	-3.09455631983566	-2.110322728313108	5.068127153763654	-8.162911182171968	3.085465572144074	-0.0832027244054956	-14.26734116436594	3.285538353272343	-0.397080291970809	3.306063928481066	1.963468681747884	1.428528063625052	-0.76846900376313	5.834830451381094	7.950970962123378	-0.332016405901925	5.546834118262694	10.44685990338164	12.4214189492591	2.215747828330606	-0.549450549450555	8.25480735734689	3.111111111111114	2.72403156671875	5.355767620960989	-4.022880573422825	-1.800555957859331	-3.988713988713996	-1.36423883878058	-3.56218704842557	2.616231086657492	4.341136388614131	1.224446052032249	-1.695555666400636	6.142857142857139	18.84057971014492	-4.812853107344622	9.519230769230768	-4.886148007590122	3.313276397515537	-0.762898071580253	-2.768255769033274	-9.264301382263792	1.075382803297998	-0.804135912049588	1.456984273820538	7.241931918656054	9.256374754817131	-7.508650519031135	2.292609351432873	2.766025985182011	-0.362048868867816	3.624793186612038	9.76555614313414	6.469451304627924	2.535994429311657	-2.78290147855364	-2.479015855709136	3.806359315150672	8.239845261121868	-2.751548774849738	-0.566150535063073	2.648936170212778	2.871269164474243	-3.513394817742637	6.253352201320098	0.612285206399363	0.957049486461258	0.396626174466874	-0.14602964677357	-0.0419029600397636	-0.227634264275068	-1.077016866490553	-3.724108018630488	-1.9299282551779	1.621164762452267	-0.79916334407352	0.192255667938539	-1.240617094017793	0.565037872730173	-3.007681094415787	-2.937504904814659	2.301717431371628	2.545360590179356	3.447921571985091	0.370981340958238	4.421404465212873	1.221369265528395	0.0983305624339294	-1.727372308650032	0.223270264218542	2.866419252330445	0.193975398433309	0.379192334536498	0.593116772443196	0.644341544653542	4.17132130757257	1.641332553822181	1.165687250863044	-1.811476298947824	-0.348753280839887	-2.05592370830722	1.00315921671158	-0.815463690717493	-1.195413048144374	3.116400925806857	2.70942116604408	0.204059061286387	1.773363224976137	-1.377590478782054	0.211010487883442	4.15823818201068	3.722939203737297	-2.926247546942477	1.285156543404014	3.974886817156474	-0.303806970677797	4.994498703804182	-1.728720754611714	0.799869037488506	-0.941877884848978	0.310920012099729	-0.0238826558829714	1.113511160751983	-0.79512329749538	0.131836440416109	3.633419045704784	-0.210970464135016	0.81082643314403	-2.398919189547	0.568581570674866	0.377203240055337	-1.250305250305246	0.789304926937248	0.412057420805013	1.157677310424276	-1.630619193666106	-0.424382366878618	1.368731149610724	-1.080263681229994	-1.545912052896824	-2.186532507739954	3.226878656986173	-0.425861812620809	-1.022692581662767	2.706831410566068	-1.372423854525252	-0.274007445603175	-0.460955679781733	0.312832878338966	-1.182840107831282	-0.163999531243888	0.110016369611628	0.528253050082384	-3.923178437418287	-2.464094701002355	-0.155007306908843	0.406000550509219	1.694503535648522	20.0	0.0	-20.0	20.0	0.0	-20.0	

4.288966329100105	2.112298406688538	7.715778503058061	0.893065289744015	0.963601653937786	6.23586849950977	3.139308227480157	1.09814920853674	0.674341570381927	2.520498896368082	4.943942384875853	2.04701188307746	0.537353750290009	2.306592272264311	0.769055099930739	9.92875647668393	5.047021943573668	-2.12726320079176	-1.396599583622489	6.122928663767746	5.921855921855895	5.085526445288667	-0.948525159051471	3.771062425476046	-1.70290684367133	-0.814760686883446	0.106471713851136	-2.1474405133375	4.5838896306186	6.919317499785648	3.568496364062852	9.021897810218973	4.555115121868925	2.735863344333381	3.333333333333343	3.2758962170727	7.21137407905276	2.28637533470247	-1.690384464187431	0.431711145996857	12.07729468599032	2.497754827121696	-3.899696062482633	-0.824175824175839	2.221660976799271	1.407407407407405	2.429595801786647	-1.014900385066142	5.738141070785801	-2.548062323343216	0.29106029106029	9.28504463564109	3.468091541486034	8.388812471343428	8.1631962937601	2.024220989738224	2.10083300079809	2.0	19.44444444444444	-1.134063088512235	1.97115384615384	-9.867172675521828	0.17080745341616	2.865828958620597	1.794402851875574	-4.463632881863446	9.648998822143698	4.87028558971005	2.023589269195185	7.01536251105217	11.12264912887966	8.756711609593131	4.312719959778757	4.4606268851947	-2.499743177070854	2.238569394643079	14.65714789353076	1.93815097175991	4.333667847707204	6.824769433465079	-1.125840458396311	9.828787669020257	12.73448133025623	2.854553860379113	1.245889878639332	0.776595744680847	-4.93967159575434	4.190173755391143	6.73567335952423	-0.21397063664493	0.200746965452851	-0.440536825588893	1.120258664588533	0.321587015255005	1.003037218812139	0.286011355630379	-3.228303061774682	-1.279940852242944	1.794923533196538	0.13059875335324	1.393648351039559	0.506426821128997	1.445148752841064	0.38081373676178	-3.418906760157768	4.4072896726463	6.605851442049214	3.010830943105447	1.940225499547537	5.11098130841118	6.991102765985132	0.920426619967273	1.418865936802291	-0.0270096283027357	-1.544484663745465	2.144309859044554	0.812720098273616	1.788178939676868	1.881961449633408	1.949292787068103	0.0346716593856229	2.393049663189537	-1.448895587488096	1.608923884514425	-0.192755897094401	1.665423123328665	0.728709216611591	-0.356357050379557	4.372910505336224	3.31162734144381	2.260356145580658	4.996382162280795	-1.830521461409575	0.327188122266534	3.4026483071069	8.890425795675483	0.0846346995524527	3.190445826281659	2.548861861719743	0.412561856795335	2.235560981491531	0.81952840752858	1.810517975137458	1.29312090047776	1.579988361065517	-0.476436805047271	0.634911800260284	1.141184082332401	0.663302090843558	4.605519014207616	-0.310519297861063	-0.0552737677201094	-0.746605692578072	0.250599480377801	-0.230254090470837	0.478632478632477	1.112733340285743	2.43958682192094	-0.280423628242346	0.277272609943424	1.567019099814587	1.728554394332605	-1.217388563639076	0.644047399262888	-0.0367879501642676	2.251606978879707	1.311215423065207	-0.520674332621027	2.7324172867216	-1.229426345098219	2.14234513376651	1.109643726428985	0.738771631635018	-2.08497734680951	2.341436737457513	-0.673436821378203	0.908802732957639	-3.002560313319107	0.0526281309053189	2.725244744722687	3.711513507136956	3.711761144124779	20.0	0.0	-20.0	20.0	0.0	-20.0	

0.325092967233445	4.084952618148688	10.17388442445353	2.31370325287486	-1.353297894086296	5.338705804670148	2.306842491232176	2.860622883042012	0.221373584765416	1.779902725471885	3.41092524641006	0.615838320756339	-0.432948858175067	2.713315203412904	-0.414931899639328	17.3639896373057	4.733542319749219	-0.631658613261919	1.995142262317827	2.188858855329642	3.907203907203908	7.2322500639726	10.00926784059313	0.627844797402687	-4.882887006942866	1.271465107782248	-3.048180924287109	1.86868929320083	2.379017433873153	-5.787533224727767	5.397705059035064	5.083211678832114	5.46934300413259	4.67183190651552	4.953404365115484	1.279461279461273	9.801165405847468	7.583123196506094	-2.763582042613421	1.933542647828361	17.33091787439612	3.687696452626852	-0.560786410203249	-0.824175824175839	7.305963909983965	2.962962962962962	2.824179786083405	0.526368658965339	0.576709391677227	-2.768109509682546	-3.041283041283037	4.4413963820423	-0.977921161407409	7.156808803301232	7.366828138341495	1.544623958417063	0.976905426975264	-0.25	29.71014492753623	-3.081450094161966	10.52884615384615	-12.23908918406072	0.45419254658384	0.429628841597889	-0.381545939549241	-6.616064900247204	7.169611307420475	2.271014357345294	3.226179463459758	8.124032935455346	10.58901580708434	5.668774609235164	4.159879336349928	5.76906181974367	-2.854937070599846	3.696260724331338	16.65785298783712	4.627939439493176	3.889753619923411	3.715415019762843	-0.881828616645166	8.947805620933098	27.11798839458414	1.45002311604253	0.963113529024923	-0.361702127659569	-2.063866461036021	2.805085413781057	7.481420640653922	0.0790045427612256	2.880485527544351	0.789462015856472	1.21857426511437	0.819796675292849	0.754524340159833	0.121926437715913	-3.026161072944205	-1.66667575867119	3.090956853458607	-0.0412688137238888	1.289550880650538	-0.142284288924174	1.420893728586037	-0.536499215070634	-3.881419375797321	3.845369517445263	5.852200639386679	3.748448135622238	1.868931445202634	6.741086881273801	6.075784037064007	1.77565146637123	0.318801889107718	-0.385999776085995	3.828483920367532	2.72270922891839	2.09632830421171	3.879091302629348	2.353945267331085	3.316088270304917	0.415289431307727	2.535222925004617	-1.948264739296988	0.62762467191601	-0.57361861057629	0.461447073356723	0.224111105137297	-1.411489030465773	4.962148000514332	3.950310391180707	2.566751634490544	4.41373236304112	-1.247081907107983	2.68570774030734	4.928364846113975	9.193167434395098	-1.075861014762182	3.535814567462054	4.287224141466709	-0.0079308617313103	4.666304937601719	0.211606897348744	2.399558679584032	0.825471698113205	1.143940502524075	-0.0656665715080891	1.894416716019165	1.19205541487628	-0.0720980533525619	6.354575061473379	0.463039070634011	0.298622852270924	-2.290657493025577	1.476832422568023	0.694769604212624	0.00651200651201122	1.754990195293971	2.787098637322657	0.365017801105083	-0.702474005692821	1.142187662032555	2.50094690327559	-0.896099507466758	-0.434880715501862	-0.642266015718036	4.428612688938088	0.629765722903073	-0.550863267867442	3.34058235878635	-1.03112911984816	1.826041883444716	0.613732714579939	1.886383347788382	1.000752617054772	0.514199403638074	0.0478779962380713	1.758311043346055	-3.748882523581031	-2.213112408487262	1.059928562609358	3.031732924383618	3.965213290966275	20.0	0.0	-20.0	20.0	0.0	-20.0	

-5.298547606239905	2.098381974861645	11.82702065220372	-0.0737870325907934	2.082125494143197	3.830762150589273	1.386556298184885	-0.123256694197231	0.500819988199606	1.996778830334414	3.338965004443736	0.0780640124902412	2.509446156905636	2.537045737468234	-0.588066016286593	5.689766839378238	-2.896551724137931	5.957384875123695	-6.748785565579435	-1.27218239511106	4.456654456654457	6.804322579375198	4.144048722361976	-0.958875767896359	-1.391622796978716	2.933869199853829	-1.047973917093621	0.595906741555051	7.511464561444244	0.728800480150907	4.356771444209872	5.34306569343066	0.0101206038626955	7.786718637907118	2.928998573293263	0.18617548029313	3.501328971580454	1.895130891413419	0.683360851219959	-1.42333856619571	3.623188405797105	6.24719353390211	7.633350426044931	21.42857142857143	7.585957639517868	3.777777777777778	3.863718303088572	7.231876778838103	-0.376386997824625	3.96505407741363	3.768933768933766	2.185368376814402	-4.372080518869475	3.70912425492893	2.280893082080025	1.420035902794524	-2.763866719872307	8.107142857142857	8.937198067632798	0.915725047080983	9.759615384615383	-0.806451612903224	4.821428571428568	-1.803827379223147	-0.672748255475628	-3.193482121096062	3.692579505300353	1.581488056308199	-3.642460684551342	-1.045811229000885	3.579670012691823	-1.076243884977925	4.487682252388134	3.725974444325136	4.672932108469546	2.126439292359357	6.654327516305257	1.814667668849994	3.127368054559976	-1.048162787293222	1.04312302033662	0.66869721722276	6.34429400386847	2.041239019879796	0.773001733723918	0.297872340425531	0.276694184886148	-4.901861423600553	1.218766389914204	1.836855619198102	0.695611577964524	1.524929664290914	2.533812584105416	2.928806674327259	0.519417270026548	1.82889656573867	-1.545510796491165	3.085635215493308	0.901840000304574	0.501012716581577	1.621470961055305	3.626736568360872	0.741389587543432	1.018501906257008	-1.458030299435514	0.816323107395412	4.77480708492891	5.995119654094783	0.935505172793306	4.845967462789892	5.00117788205872	2.468822102626984	2.376827903246077	1.643360949395433	2.603369065849925	3.629756479235493	2.56888360775125	4.822043628013777	-0.728754234919741	5.95229374599396	-0.0161801077132893	3.261040788374103	-0.439195939735445	1.203083989501312	2.254664948826704	0.986099035380349	1.459694439562412	1.713425706054565	3.611128970039858	6.991288331678362	2.007358286931261	3.098411116844296	1.862745800094526	1.734896473480195	1.098190751633755	6.315164485273971	0.725970151937833	2.1025766416242	5.683592825706309	2.329631741036166	6.00997769337433	0.806178443194909	-0.686778259254435	1.2683213215645	1.547254542012986	0.33228229614064	3.071559766134829	1.719476793962944	-0.376969821814811	1.012607342616143	4.244677029487157	0.292264562650828	0.143359648194654	5.22429197486897	6.193370152388333	2.194546194546195	2.692380392443361	1.12410643667311	-0.274195836375149	1.195233614376121	2.332315370197814	1.47225924107456	-0.107956590086935	-0.605824392979002	0.362189410177027	3.20647397336	2.611987850725342	2.86659204233235	4.44360362279843	2.21075928070897	2.847596365065783	1.1551307941263	1.521454099896971	0.975817425745582	-1.619682547949843	2.043029468012022	1.485766282169821	2.442940285709071	0.723880112449596	1.299879429056684	3.326648578506546	-1.117582863134054	20.0	0.0	-20.0	20.0	0.0	-20.0	

image1.png
Suggested timeline for the lesson study cycle — Year 6 Leading Teacher programme 2009 -10

Suggested breakdown of time for each leading teacher:-

o Initial joint meeting with headteachers and partner teachers Y2 day
o Support to be provided for 4 schools — 4 V2 day visits in each school - 8 days
o Flexible time to be used by LT to work in own school/write up www case
Study/prepare for school visits/training etc. 172 days
Initial meeting Visit 1 Visit 2 Visit 3 Visit 4

Meeting with Observe Pm visit Study lesson 2 Study lesson 3
headteachers literacy or Teach the

other LTs and mathematics study lesson Teach Teach

partner lesson.

teachers to:-
Identify areas Evaluate and Evaluate Evaluate

outline the of focus. plan for study

project, lesson 2.

Collaboratively Plan for study Plan for
build plan for lesson lesson 3 independence

relationships, study 1 on
visit 2.

plan the first

visit.

As soon as possible As soon as possible Maximum of 1 week 1 to 2 weeks

—

E.mail exchanges between the leading teacher and partner teachers
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