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What sorts of learning seem to emerge from a study of practice?

This paper addresses the above question from the ICMI15 Discussion Document. Here practice is the practice of teachers or educators. Two related sub-questions are:

· who is studying whose practice?

· how is learning related to the knowledge and position(s) of those studying practice, and to relationships between collaborators in a study?

In accord with Chaiklin (1996, p.394), I believe that research into practice, has both the potential to illuminate and clarify the practices we are studying and “the possibility to be incorporated into the very practices being investigated”.  Thus, research into practice can help us to understand practice better.  The same research can also be a tool for developing practice.  In recent years, action research (McNiff, Lomax and Whitehead, 1996), design research (Kelly, 2003) and developmental research (Marton & Tsui, 2003) have all been offered as approaches both to developing practice and to learning more about practice.  I have offered a framework to provide insights into ways in which research into practice contributes to development of practice, whether or not this was the original intention of the research (Jaworski, 2003).
As I believe this framework can contribute to the theme of the conference, I will first explain the framework briefly – just sketching its theoretical background – then provide an example to illustrate its application, and finally return to the question which begins this paper.
A framework to analyse learning from developmental research
The framework has four dimensions, each comprising a pair of key concepts.
· knowledge and learning, 

· inquiry and reflection, 

· insider and outsider,

· individual and community, 

In talking about learning from practice, knowledge or knowing is fundamental.  We might see learning as “coming to know”, a post-epistemological construct (Noddings, 1990), while recognising that associated knowledge might be tacit, subjective, connected or constructed (Belenky et al, 1986), or fit many other descriptors. Inquiry and community are key concepts providing a developmental basis for research, drawing on Wenger’s (1998) notions of learning as “a process of becoming” in a community of practice, and Wells’ (1999) perspective of inquiry communities based on “a willingness to wonder, to ask questions, and to seek to understand by collaborating with others in the attempt to make answers to them” (p. 122).  Wells links inquiry with reflection and emphasizes 
the importance attached to meta-knowing through reflecting on what is being or has been constructed and on the tools and practices involved in the process’ (page 124, my emphasis).  

Knowing and knowledge are both attributes and building blocks of the community and outcomes of reflective activity of individuals within the community.  We have to account for development of practice both for individual teachers and educators and for the communities to which they belong.  As Engeström and Cole (1993) point out, we can see knowledge as both situated and distributed within a community.  The roles and goals of individuals within their practices contribute to development of practice within a community in which inquiry and reflection develop as ways of being (Jaworski, 2004).
If we see research (or systematised inquiry: Stenhouse, 1975) as fundamental to development of practice, we have to address the questions I raised at the beginning.  Who is doing the research and into whose practice?  The action research movement has demonstrated that practitioners doing research into their own practice (insider researchers: Bassey, 1995) learn in practice through inquiry and reflection.  There is a growing body of research which provides evidence that outsider researchers, researching the practice of other practitioners in co-learning partnerships, contribute to knowledge of and in practice within the communities of which they are a part
.
Thus, the dimensional pairs of the framework are deeply inter-related and fundamental to considering development of practice through research.  I now try to exemplify this with reference to practice in a developmental study (Jaworski, 1998).  In this research, over 2 years, two educator-researchers, I and a colleague, worked closely with 6 volunteer teacher-researchers to study development of teaching resulting from teachers’ study of their own practice.  The 8 researchers formed a community of inquiry, meeting regularly throughout the research to share accounts of research and practice and the issues encountered.  I draw here on the experience of two of these researchers to explore learning associated with research into practice.
The teacher-researcher (JH) and educator-researcher (BJ)
JH:  In June, 1994, JH, an experienced teacher, volunteered to be part of the Mathematics Teacher Enquiry (MTE) Project.  After the summer, in September, she was hesitant and reluctant to begin.  She said she did not know what to research.  She was a busy teacher and did not want research to take up too much time.  Research had to be useful for her teaching.  She seemed ready to withdraw from the project.
BJ: I did not want JH to withdraw.  The project needed her.  But I could not tell her what to research.  I talked with her about teaching.  She invited me into her classroom and I observed whole class activity and supported students in small group activity. After a lesson we sat and talked about the lesson and about JH’s thinking and objectives for teaching. I listened, encouraged and asked questions, acting more as educator than researcher.  
JH:  JH talked with confidence about her teaching: what she wanted for pupils and how she designed lessons to achieve it.  During several occasions of our working together and talking, JH started to conceptualise questions for research.  Initially she was interested in the use of exploratory tasks in the classroom, focusing particularly on the role of communication in such tasks – “mathematical chat” as she called it.

BJ:  As a researcher, I recorded details of observations, participation and conversations as data: some as field notes others using an audio recorder.  I reflected on my own role in trying to support JH consistently with the aims of the project.  I wrote reflective notes, and discussed issues with my university colleague.
JH: began her first inquiry with a chosen class:  to find out the quantities of mathematical chat and non-mathematical chat in groups in her class.  She asked visitors to her class [e.g., student-teachers, or visiting researchers such as BJ] to count instances and to mark these for her on a pre-prepared sheet.  This was her initial cycle of activity and initial data.  She then analysed this data relative to her interests in inquiry.  Importantly for her, and for her inquiry, she found this data did not actually tell her very much.  There were other things she wanted to know.

BJ:  organised the MTE project, including regular meetings of all researchers at the university.  
Meetings: always began with refreshments and conversations about everyday affairs.  Each T-R gave an account of their research activity.  Discussion ranged around school activity and issues, in and beyond the classroom.  The word “research” was rarely used by teachers at first, except to say that they did not really know what it meant to do research.  Enquiry
 was a more common term.  E-Rs orchestrated discussion and contributed to discussion of classrooms where they had participated.  Everyone became excited when recognising common experiences in the accounts of others, and a shared sense of experience, with common tensions and issues, grew.  JH and another T-R agreed to visit each other’s schools to gain further insights into commonly perceived issues.  Occasionally E-Rs tried to introduce ideas into discussion, sometimes fruitfully, other times not.
JH:  designed three further cycles of inquiry, acted on her designs, collected data and reflected on outcomes. Across her four cycles she shifted from being interested in knowing more about mathematical chat but being unaware of what this might involve to recognising different forms of chat in her lessons and becoming aware of how these contributed to students’ learning of the mathematics that was the focus of her lessons.  This recognition allowed her to design content and activity of lessons more knowledgeably.  In 1996 she wrote a paper about her learning in the MTE project and it was published in Mathematics Teaching (Hall, 1997). Here she acknowledged, “The process of floundering around at the beginning … I now realize was essential.  I have discovered something that is important to me” (p. 37).
BJ:  Conducted formal analysis of data from meetings and school activity.  The following are some outcomes that emerged from analysis:
· T-Rs acknowledged that research activity was often triggered by the impending project meeting or visit to their school of the E-R, with periods of low research activity between.  We characterised this as “lurching” from one research period or cycle to the next.

· Rather than a systematic research process, teachers’ research “evolved”.  It was possible to trace this evolution, for each T-R, with respect to their own research events and issues raised at project meetings.  

· After one year, T-Rs indicated growing understanding of themselves as researchers and a desire to continue with research.
· E-Rs played a dual role as supporter, or mentor, to T-Rs and outsider researcher in the project.  In inspecting and reflecting on their own roles, they became insider researchers, exploring the role of mentoring teachers in research engagement.
Framework analysis of the learning of JH and BJ as practitioners

Knowledge and Learning:  Each came with fundamental knowledge rooted in practice. In initial work with JH, BJ drew on educator knowledge and learned to respond and challenge in sensitive ways.  Based on her own confident practice, JH came to know more about research activity and its contribution to her teaching.
Inquiry and Reflection:  Identifying and addressing significant questions related to individual or project interests was a basis for all research activity.  Reflecting on questions, activity, roles, and outcomes was an overt part of the inquiry process leading to “meta-knowing” (e.g., being aware overtly of how small scale research can lead to more knowledgeable teaching).
Insider and Outsider:  JH was an insider researcher, inquiring into her own practice.  BJ was both outsider and insider as she inquired into JH’s practice and into her own roles in supporting and researching JH’s practice.  For example, how to support JH though the initial tentative stage was a serious issue for BJ as insider.  How to start enquiring into her practice was a serious issue for JH.  
Individual and community:  Learning and understanding for both researchers were co-dependent.  Considerable evidence shows that JH and BJ learned as individuals.  , Such learning is rooted in sociocultural settings: school communities, educational communities, societal norms, project expectations, all contributed to activity and knowledge growth.  In particular the project meetings developed a small inquiry community in which teachers came to see themselves as researchers.

What sorts of learning seem to emerge from a study of practice?

Application of the framework has emphasised, necessarily briefly here, certain aspects of learning for both insiders and outsiders in a mutual process.  Such learning was deeply related to the practice it explored within given sociocultural settings.  The emphasis on inquiry and reflection resulted in “meta-knowing” in which participants were more consciously aware of elements, tensions and issues in their practice, and better informed to address practice knowledgeably.  The development of an inquiry community supported and helped sustain activity and learning.
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Abstract
In this paper I address the following question from the ICMI15 Discussion Document: What sorts of learning seem to emerge from a study of practice?  I focus on the implications of research into teaching for the development of teaching.  This focus sees research itself as contributory to teaching development and introduces two sub-questions: 

· who is studying whose practice? 
· how is learning related to the knowledge and position(s) of those studying practice, and to relationships between collaborators in a study? 

I introduce a framework, shown (elsewhere) to characterise this focus.  It involves four deeply inter-related dimensions each built on a pair of concepts:  knowledge and learning; inquiry and reflection; insider and outsider; individual and community.  I sketch briefly the theoretical background to this framework and apply it to a research project involving a study of teachers’ research into their own teaching (the Mathematics Teacher Inquiry project) and its contribution to teaching development.  Here, I discuss the activity and learning of two project participants showing examples of the sorts of learning involved for each participant, their relation to each other and to the project, and illustrating the deeply connected nature of the framework dimensions through this brief example.












� JMTE has many papers that provide such evidence.


� In the MTE project we used the UK spelling “enquiry”.  In more recent writing I have adopted the more international form “inquiry”.  Both forms will be found in this paper.
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