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Univer sity-based mathematics educators typically rely on gaining access to teachers
and students in schools or teacher education settings in order to conduct their
research. In these circumstances, it is more common for mathematics teachers (or
teacher education students) to be co-opted into the research agenda of the university
academic than for genuine researcher-teacher collaboration to be realised. This
paper examines spaces for critique and transformation in such relationships,
drawing on examples from three of my own research projects. Taken together, these
projects generate questions about the role of mathematics education research with
respect to critique and transformation of the researcher and the researched.

Most university-based mathematics educators wolddmcthat the aim of their
research is to improve the quality of mathematieaching and learning; yet
education research is often criticised for its ladkimpact on, and relevance to,
classroom practice. This so-called “research-practjap” has sometimes been
explained by reference to the different processesl by researchers and teachers to
improve educational practice, and the differentr®rof knowledge that result. For
example, Wiliam (2003) compares the analytic ratliy of formal research that
seeks to develop generalisations about educatipimhomena with the practical
inquiry of teachers who need to address immediateto-day problems. Thus the
object of research, unlike in teaching, is not tWve problems but to create
knowledge that helps us to understand a problenbatese, 2003). This tension
between the aims of formal research and the nefegschers is also evident in the
often unequal relationships between researchers taadhers who participate
together in classroom based studies. Breen (20@8a that true collaboration can
only be realised if there is sharing of control ahektision-making between the
participants. However, this is an uncommon occureeas teachers are usually co-
opted into the research agenda of the universigl@mic because they have greater
access to power and resources.

The issue of researcher-teacher relationshipsomasdeen of interest to mathematics
educators attending PME conferences, beginning willeachers as Researchers
Working Group that first met in 1988. This was ¢olled in later years by various
Discussion Groups, Research Forums and in 2007 r&ikgoSession titledeachers
Working with University Academics (Novotnd & Goos, 2007). At that Working
Session a framework was developed for analysingsway which university
academics and teachers might conduct researchhergé@Figure 1). | use the
framework in this paper to compare researcher-eyacktationships in three of my
own research projects.



Beginning the partnership Participants Purposdbeofesearch

How? Roles Topic (who chooses?)
» Seeking a teacher Expectations Research questions (whose?)
« Teacher seeks you Language Benefits (for whom?)
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participation? Asymmetry between needs

Figure 1. Framework for analysing resear cher-teacher relationships

The first project highlights the development anddyral transformation of a long

term collaborative relationship between the univgitsased researcher and school
teacher who carried out classroom research togeffie second project was a
longitudinal study of the transition from pre-seeito beginning teaching, and the
third project was commissioned by the governmengupport implementation of a

new mathematics curriculum by working with teachter&xpand their pedagogical

and assessment repertoires.

A COLLABORATIVE RESEARCH RELATIONSHIP: PROJECT #1

Since 1994 | have carried out research with a &ra@fince) who shares my interest
in secondary school students’ mathematical thinkisge Goos & Geiger, 2006;
Geiger & Goos, 2006 for extended discussions «f tallaboration). | conducted
most of my PhD research in Vince’s classroom, aedhave since collaborated in
other projectslnitiation of the partnership came about when we were introduced by
our former pre-service teacher education lecturenp had become my PhD
supervisor. At the time, Vince had recently comgdetn Masters degree and was
motivated to participate in my research by his et resume regular professional
conversations with someone like his former unitgrsupervisor. Thus there was
some equity in the partnership from the start irmge of its initiation and the
underlying motivations of the participants.

As participants, although we agreed to keep our roles separatg/selfnas non-
interventionist researcher and Vince as teachdre—nature and distinctiveness of
these roles changed over time as we developed mtrust. | was a novice
researcher as well as a novice teacher, and thwagslconscious of the kind of
respectful relationship that needed to be estaddiswith this very experienced
teacher if the research was to be productive. Viats explained how he valued my
presence as “someone who can see with non-judghmantadifferent eyes who
views the world of the classroom through an anedytiens that seeks to understand
rather than to prescribe action” (Geiger & Goo)&®. 256). However, my efforts
to understand did eventually lead Vince towards#igeactions so that over time |
became more of a participant than a passive obsdfee example, our post-lesson
discussions about classroom events and my coniw@rsaith students often led
Vince to modify his teaching plans for the nextslms. He explained: “The



interesting thing for me as a teacher was to thinéut what made it happen in that
way, can we replicate this? ... Could we manipulat@twas happening to bring
about particular types of learning and interactioetween students?” (Goos &
Geiger, 2006, p. 38)

Vince and | explicitly negotiated issues relateghdover and what each of us wanted
to achieve out of the collaboration as we beganrtte and present papers together
at research conferences. Vince believed that “egthoices ... have to be heard if
research is going to make a difference to teachnylearning in schools” (Goos &
Geiger, 2006, p. 38), and he saw jointly authornedlipations as acknowledging his
equal contribution to creation of the new knowledgported therein. Likewise, |
gained credibility with practising teachers throygimt presentations at professional
development conferences where Vince was well knbecause of his leadership
and advocacy roles in teacher professional assmesatThis was how we introduced
each other into the distinct sub-cultures of mathigea education to which we
separately belonged — the community of educatiossdarchers and the community
of teachers — and how we learned to communicate diiterent audiences using the
language of research and the language of praclibes our needs, although
different, were mutually recognised and valued.

Initially the purposes of the research were determined by my own interests in that |
proposed the topics and research questions. Tiuigtisin has evolved into a more
equal arrangement since Vince enrolled in a PhDeumy supervision, and later
began to formulate his own research plans. He loas left his job as a school
teacher and moved into a new position as a untyeasademic.

CONTRASTING EXAMPLES: PROJECTS#2 AND #3

My two additional examples are typical of reseamdnducted by mathematics
teacher educators with their pre-service studemt@so part of the professional
development programs they offer to practising teexhThe aim of project #2 was to
investigate and compare the pedagogical practiodsbaliefs of pre-service and
recently graduated teachers in integrating diggahnologies into the teaching of
secondary school mathematics. This was a longiaidtudy over three years in
which | followed three successive cohorts of my qwe-service students into their
early years of teaching. Project #3 was a five mmomtofessional development
project that supported a group of eight secondaathematics teachers in planning
and implementing mathematical investigations, ciesi with the intent a new
government-mandated curriculum. The design incluitheele visits by the research
team to work with the group of teachers for twossxutive days on each visit. (See
Goos, 2005; Goos & Bennison, in press; Goos, Dol#&kar, 2007, for further
details of the projects.)

In Figure 2 | have summarised features of the rekeateacher relationships in
these projects. | invite readers to undertake aairanalysis of their own research



collaborations with teachers and to consider thierdgxo which these created spaces
for critique and transformation of the researchet the researched.

Feature of researcher-
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Figure 2: Comparison of resear cher-teacher relationshipsin projects#2 and #3

SPACESFOR CRITIQUE AND TRANSFORMATION?

This brief analysis raises questions about the oblenathematics education, and
especially researcher-teacher relationships, vaipect to possibilities for critique

and transformation.

1.

power) in researching with their own students?

scepticism) towards the research they conduct théh students?

How can

researchers working with

Who has the right to “transform” teachers arathéng practice?

How can pre-service teacher educators negoe#tecal issues (unequal

How can pre-service teacher educators develogiieal stance (distance and

teachers balamitique with
transformation in ethical and intellectually honestys?



5. In communicating findings from research withctears, who should speak for
whom and to whom?

6. What conditions are needed for researchers aadhérs to explore each
other’s roles and understand how their respectigenngunities develop
generalised versus particularised knowledge otiegcand learning?
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