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Abstract. This paper discusses the experience of the design and im-
plementation of an instructional proposal about the evolution of the
COVID-19 pandemic in secondary school. The proposal is based on the
so-called ‘study and research paths’ (SRP) grounded on the Anthropo-
logical Theory of the Didactic. This SRP is closely linked to the de-
sign of a teacher education proposal (described in [1]) aiming to provide
secondary school teachers with tools to address interdisciplinarity. We
here focus on the collaboration between researchers and secondary school
teachers in adapting and transposing an open teaching project to inquire
into the role of models and modelling from different disciplines in the
study of the evolution of COVID-19. We focus on discussing the ecology
of the ’interdisciplinary’ SRP, that is, the analysis of the conditions that
have facilitated the development of this SRP and the constraints that
hinder its progress within an interdisciplinary approach.
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1 - Introduction

Research in mathematics education has recognized the importance of in-
cluding applications and mathematical modelling in the teaching and learning
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of mathematics [3]. In this respect, we have several examples of major is-
sues in our society that require a collective scientific effort working across the
boundaries of the scientific disciplines, where mathematics and mathematical
modelling can be seen and act as service subjects.

Besides all the progress made in research and the support of educational
policies and curriculum reforms, well-established modelling activities do not
disseminate as expected. They confront critical constraints that hinder their
long-term “survival”, some of them related to the difficulty of treating interdis-
ciplinarity contexts in schools. These constraints are connected to important
interrelated didactic phenomena that exist in school institutions. One is the
isolation of disciplines and the prevalence of monodisciplinary curricula [9]. An-
other one is the dominant way to organize the teaching and learning of school
disciplines, based on the logic of (monodisciplinary) concepts rather than the
logic of (multidisciplinary) problems. Finally, therefore, there is a lack of epis-
temological and didactic tools to approach modelling in the interaction among
disciplines [10]. The discussion about interdisciplinary education is connected
to the issue of STEM education [8] from three different perspectives: twenty-
first-century skills, mathematical modelling, and education for responsible cit-
izenship. [7] makes the role of modelling in STEM education clear: “modelling
is a powerful vehicle for bringing features of 21st-century problems into the
mathematics classroom”.

During the COVID-19 pandemic, more than ever, citizens and, in particular,
students have been exposed to and asked to understand how mathematical and
scientific advances contribute to the comprehension of societal phenomena, in
this case, related to the evolution of the pandemic. Mathematical models have
been widely used and disseminated to analyze the spread of the virus and
models have been often employed to guide policy decisions in handling the
COVID-19 crisis. As expressed by [11] in their manifesto about the “Five ways
to ensure that models serve society”:

“Mathematical models are a great way to explore questions. They are also
a dangerous way to assert answers. Asking models for certainty or consensus is
more a sign of the difficulties in making controversial decisions than it is a solu-
tion, and can invite ritualistic use of quantification. Models’ assumptions and
limitations must be appraised openly and honestly. Process and ethics matter
as much as intellectual prowess. It follows, in our view, that good modelling
cannot be done by modellers alone. It is a social activity” (Op. cit., p. 484).

In the context of the IDENTITIES project, the issue of the role of models,
modelling and simulation has been one of the central topics addressed in the de-
sign of an instructional module for teacher education about interdisciplinarity
(see [1], this issue). This module was tested in a local implementation during 4
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sessions of 3 hours in the academic year 2021-22 at the University of Barcelona
and in an international IDENTITIES Summer School (in 2021 and 2022, for
about 10 hours), where the first two authors were involved, as a participant
and as an educator, respectively. The teacher education proposal focused on
modelling activities that could be transposed to secondary schools to address
live societal questions that emerged during the scientific approach to the pan-
demics. Along with the different submodules of the proposal, participants were
asked to assume different roles to facilitate questioning together (teachers and
educators) on the way to describe, analyze and design possible modelling activ-
ities. In the initial submodules, teachers-participants were asked to experience
as “students” a teaching project, a study and research path (SRP), previously
designed by the researchers linked to the role of models, modelling and simula-
tions in the study of the evolution of the pandemics. The following submodules
aimed at introducing and transferring epistemological and linguistic tools to
teachers-participants for the analysis of interdisciplinarity. In the last module,
teachers in training worked on the design of an adaptation of the experienced
SRP, and, in case they had the chance, they implemented it in a real secondary
school context. This paper focuses on the work developed by one of the partic-
ipants, the first author of this paper, a secondary school teacher and researcher
in didactics of mathematics.

We focus on the experience with the design and implementation of an SRP
about modelling the COVID-19 evolution for secondary school education, with
the collaboration of teachers (non-researchers) of different subjects (mathemat-
ics, biology, and english). This particular SRP has been implemented twice, in
April-June 2020, with the beginning of the pandemic, and in February-March
2021. We are interested in different aspects that emerged from this experience,
which include stages of design of an interdisciplinary SRP, in collaboration
between researchers and non-researchers, and stages of analysis of the imple-
mentation, we are interested in different aspects. On the one hand, we want
to focus on the conditions that facilitate the collaboration between teachers,
and students, to initiate and guide an SRP with a fluent interaction among
different disciplines; on the other hand, we want to analyze the limitations or
constraints that hinder its progress toward a more prosperous interdisciplinary
approach.

2 - Research Framework and Methodology

Within the framework of the Anthropological Theory of the Didactic (ATD),
the main one used in this paper, a change of school paradigm is proposed to
overcome some of the main didactic phenomena linked to the “monumentalisa-
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tion” of the taught knowledge [6]. This change has been described in terms of a
paradigm shift, from the “paradigm of visiting works” to the “paradigm of ques-
tioning the world”. Chevallard characterizes the transformation in mathematics
education not only at the pedagogical level (“how to teach?”) but also at the
didactic and epistemological levels, dealing with the question about “what and
how to teach?”. In the paradigm of questioning the world, the knowledge to be
taught is associated with the inquiry of relevant questions. Approaching these
questions includes moments of study (searching for available answers in the me-
dia) and moments of inquiry (deconstruction and reconstruction of knowledge
to generate one’s answer), leading to what is known as a study and research
path (SRP) [4,6,12]. Carrying out an SRP starts with the consideration of an
open generating question Q0, which involves raising derived questions Q′, Q′′,
etc., searching already available pieces of answer or knowledge tools, mobiliz-
ing knowledge, and other kinds of resources to validate, adapt, and develop the
information found. Compared to the traditional notion of knowledge in school
institutions, implementing question-led study processes helps the knowledge to
be taught to become dynamic, provisional, and collective. It also generates
interdisciplinary processes because questions are often raised in social contexts
without being associated with a single discipline. Finding the disciplines that
can provide productive answers to the questions addressed as part of the inquiry
process, as it is necessary to merge the tools obtained in different disciplines or
domains for the elaboration of a final answer to Q0.

This paper presents an example of a modelling project about the COVID-
19 evolution conceived as an SRP. Our research methodology corresponds to
the didactic engineering process [2] structured in four steps. First, is the iden-
tification of didactic phenomena to address. In our case, they correspond to
the consequences of school isolation of disciplines and the difficulties that this
isolation creates in the approach of open questions that are not raised within
a single discipline. The second step refers to the a priori analysis of a given
teaching proposal under certain conditions: here, it is the design of an SRP
about the COVID-19 evolution. The implementation of the SRP appears as
the third step or in vivo analysis, to gather information and evidence about the
implemented didactic process. Finally, the fourth step corresponds to a poste-
riori analysis that goes back to the conditions established for the running of
the SRP, its design and the didactic phenomena at stake. In the next sections,
we use some of the main traits of SRPs, in particular:

• The starting point of an SRP is a generating question Q0 posed by the
teacher(s) and addressed to the community of study: the students and
the teacher(s). Neither teacher(s) nor students need to know the answer
to Q0 in advance. There are generally different possible types of final
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answers to Q0. What needs to be clear at the beginning is to whom the
final answer is addressed and how it will be received and assessed.

• The study community addresses the generating question by opening many
derived questions and proposing partial answers to these questions. An
arborescence of questions and answers – a questions-answers map [12] –
is used to describe the possible paths to follow (a priori design) or those
actually covered (in vivo or a posteriori analysis). Questions-answers
maps (Q-A maps) play a key role in the management of the SRP because
they help provide a disciplinary-neutral terminology to describe the paths
followed and conceive the new lines of the inquiry at different moments
of the process.

• Running an SRP includes searching for available answers in themedia (the
internet, textbooks, articles, experts, etc.) and testing their value and
productivity to answerQ0 or the derived questionsQ′, Q′′, etc. Knowledge
tools of different natures and disciplines are mobilized not because of their
importance or domain but for their utility to answer the questions raised.
The study and testing of the searched information and knowledge tools
usually leads to the raising of new derived questions, thus producing a
self-sustained process [5].

3 - Conditions for the design and implementation of an SRP about
modelling COVID-19 evolution in secondary school

The SRP about modelling the COVID-19 evolution has been implemented
twice, in April-June 2020 with the beginning of the pandemic (see [13]), and in
February-March 2021. Due to the exceptional conditions of the first implemen-
tation, this paper focuses on the second edition as its design was improved and
the conditions for implementation were more stable (at least, than during the
pandemic lockdown). The implementation was carried out at Col.legi Natzaret,
in Esplugues de Llobregat, a town near Barcelona, with 60 students of grade
10 (15-17 years old) distributed in two parallel groups. It was developed as
an interdisciplinary project involving the subjects of mathematics, biology, and
oral and written expression. Students were organized in working teams of six
members, with heterogeneity in relation to their academic performance.

The SRP ran over 17 one-hour sessions during the official hours of mathe-
matics, biology and oral and written expression. It ran under relatively regular
conditions, although the limitations due to the pandemic: the parallel groups
could not interact, and each teacher was assigned to only one of the groups.
Four teachers participated in the implementation: two mathematics teachers
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(one being the first author of the paper), a biology teacher, and an english
teacher taking care of the course on communication skills. Both teachers, the
biology and english ones had half of the students in the corresponding optional
subjects. In collaboration with her research team, the first author developed
the a priori design of the SRP. The rest of the teachers had no direct involve-
ment in the design. Still, they got actively engaged in deciding how to present
the project to students and in the in vivo analysis during its implementation.
Some special sessions were organized with all the teachers to agree on how to
introduce the project, the timing, the way to distribute the students and the
strategy to manage the SRP. Then, during the implementation, the teachers
shared a journal where they daily reported their work with the class and the
teaching materials (their presentations, students’ reports, evaluation criteria,
among other aspects).

Students worked collaboratively with online and digital tools. The teachers
used a shared google presentation to report the progress of each working team.
In addition, after each session, the working teams worked with the same tem-
plate to document the advances of their inquiry. They had to report on the
questions they had addressed, the temporary answers found, the tasks devel-
oped individually and in groups, and the new questions to follow with. Besides
these shared documents, students had access to a presentation with some com-
mon instructions, indicating what was expected from their work and the steps
to follow. From the start, the students were informed that they were respon-
sible for defining the questions to address and the hypothesis they had about
pandemic evolution. They had to update their questions-answers map regu-
larly and, in the end, prepare an informative video presenting the results from
their research to be distributed to the school community. The SRP teachers
evaluated the students’ presentations, with some invited teachers from other
subjects. The final assessment also included the other resources produced dur-
ing the SRP, like the logbooks and the Q-A maps.

4 - Results of the experienced SRP about COVID-19 evolution

4.1 - Transferring the responsibility to formulate “Researchable” questions

The generating question Q0 students were asked to confront with was a
general extra-mathematical problem of particular social relevance due to the
excess of news related to the pandemic. They were asked to run an awareness
campaign for the school about the pandemic and its impact on society. They
were responsible for providing contrasted and scientifically founded information
and defining what they wanted to address. The final answer must take the form
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of a short video presentation.

In the beginning, students were told to approach their research from three
complementary points of view: from the available data (accessible through
the Spanish government website) and the mathematical models they could use
(Which data may be selected to understand the evolution of the pandemic? How
can mathematics and mathematical models help us to understand the evolution
of the pandemic?); from the biological knowledge of the disease (How is the
virus behaving?); and from the societal impact of the pandemic (What impact
and effects are the pandemics having on our society?). Students were asked
to delimit their focus by always keeping in mind these three complementary
general questions.

Students began by gathering the concerns of the educational community,
starting with their own and surveying their classmates and families. This
helped them define the questions they wanted to address and plan the first
steps of their inquiry. At the end of these first steps, each team had to present
the general topic and identify three interrelated “researchable” questions con-
cerning the mathematical, biological and societal aspects. Some examples of
the researchable questions they posed are: How long does COVID-19 survive
on a surface? What are the characteristics of the virus that make it so deadly?
What age groups are the ones more affected? What are the physical sequelae
of the disease? About the societal questions, examples of the ones proposed by
the students were: How has the pandemic affected tourism in Barcelona? How
has confinement affected people’s daily lives? What different restrictions were
implemented in Madrid during the three waves in comparison to Barcelona?
Concerning the mathematics questions, those with a descriptive nature were
more frequent: Which autonomic communities in Spain have been more af-
fected? How can we measure if the first wave was worse than the rest? Are
there important differences between the evolution of the case numbers (in-
fected, death, recovered) over the two consecutive years? However, there were
also some groups that included questions about the evolution of the data: How
has COVID evolved in Catalonia? How has it evolved in different counties?

As it can be read in the project presentation,1 the whole implementation
followed three main phases. The first phase includes the (a) generation and
formulation of “researchable” questions, (b) exploration of databases, and (c)
presentation of specific questions and hypotheses to address. The second one
focuses on (a) looking for and organizing the most relevant data for their in-
quiry, and (b) analyzing data and proposing models to fit data and predict the
evolution of the pandemics. The third and last step corresponds to the stu-
dents’ elaboration of an informative video. In the following section, we focus

1The project presentation is available at https://bit.ly/3tRQpPz
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on the student’s work in the first two phases, paying special attention to the
researchable questions with a mathematics intervention.

4.2 - The role of questions-answers maps for students and for teachers

During the sessions guided by the mathematics teachers, the different teams
addressed their researchable questions. To facilitate their work, the mathemat-
ics teachers asked them to follow a structured report. On the one hand, each
team had to make explicit the main questions they wanted to address, their
hypothesis or preliminary answers, and the data they worked with. On the
other hand, they had to fill out their map of questions and answers to describe
the particular study and research trajectory they were following. This device,
which was used during the whole implementation, took a crucial role for sev-
eral reasons. First, it allowed students to have a common instrument for all
the sessions and make explicit the evolution of the inquiry. Second, it helped
teachers from different disciplines to follow the work of the teams. Moreover,
students used this organization to address the questions of each discipline with
the corresponding teachers. Figure 1 shows an example of Team A, which is
commented on below. Additionally, at the end of the implementation, the as-
sessment of these maps consider the completeness and classification of all the
elements, the relevance of the questions, their creativity and accuracy.

Five sessions were devoted to the first phase of the project: to delimit and
construct the system. During these sessions, students were provided with a
database from the Spanish ministry that regularly updated the data about
the evolution of the pandemic since its beginning. Students found different
spreadsheets with accumulated data on cases, deaths, and ICU admissions.
These worksheets also included information by sex, age groups, provinces, and
communities. This large amount of data created important limitations. On the
one hand, they had to be very careful in defining what they were interested in
looking at, that is, to delimit and construct the system – that is, the part of
reality that is to be modelled –, as well as the particular questions they wanted
to address. That is why the teachers were especially attentive to helping them
in delimiting the system by selecting the variables to consider, formulating the
initial hypothesis to contrast, etc. On the other hand, they needed to learn some
techniques to work with Excel to manipulate big spreadsheets easily. They had
some experience with Excel but as beginners users. Then, the mathematics
teachers had to dedicate some common sessions to respond to these necessities.
For instance, students asked how to sort a list of data by value, and how to filter
by defining some criteria (e.g., provinces or age groups), among other utilities.

In the particular case of Team A, they were first interested in this initial
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question Q0−TeamA: “Which has been the ‘worst’ wave of the pandemics in
Spain? Has the second wave been worse than the first one (as said in the
media)?”. In these first steps, they started to define what they wanted to
address (length, number of infections, hospitalization and death, in global and
by different groupings):

• Q1dates: How long did each wave last?

– Q1.1: When do we start counting the beginning of a wave and its
ending?

• Q2infections: How many infections were there in each wave?

– Q2.1: How many deaths by sex were there? In total? By sex? By
age group?

– Q2.2: Which were the most infected age groups?

∗ Q2.2.1: How many infected people were between 0-9 years old?
10-19? 20-29?. . .

• Q3hospitalizations: How many people were hospitalized during each wave?

– Q3.1: In terms of hospitalizations, which wave has been the worst?

• Q4deaths: What is the number of deaths in each wave?

– Q4.1: How many deaths by sex were there? In total? By sex? By
age group?

∗ Q4.1.1: What can explain why men seem more likely to die?

∗ Q4.1.2: Does the growth rate of mortality have the same trend
for each group age?
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Fig. 1. Example of Q-A map developed by Team A.
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Fig. 1. Example of Q-A map developed by Team A.
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These questions mainly correspond to delimiting the system and represent-
ing the data numerically and graphically. The same happened with the rest
of the groups, who mostly worked on the graphical representation of the data
(once selected and manipulated). For groups who posed some questions about
the pandemic evolution, the most common was the graphical representation of
data concerning time. For instance, here is a sample of the questions posed by
Team B :

• Q0TeamB: Which wave has affected Madrid the most?

– Q1: Which wave shows the highest speed in the increase in the
number of cases? And less?

∗ Q1.1: What is the date with the most cases registered?

∗ Q1.2: How long has each wave lasted?

∗ Q1.3: Why are there fewer registered cases on the weekends?

∗ Q1.4: How do restrictions affect the registration of cases?

– Q2: Which wave has the highest number of cases, regardless of its
duration?

– Q3: Which wave presents the highest number of cases, considering
its duration?

This team wanted to analyze the variation in the number of cases. They
defined and calculated the speed of the number of cases using variation taxes.
However, none of them started to propose equation-based models to fit the data
and forecast what can happen in the future. All the groups posed questions to
describe the data or compare them by age or place, but none of them tried to
go further.

In the last session, the teams made presentations to their peers. One of
the key instruments that teams shared with the rest was the Q-A maps that
synthesized their inquiry. Interesting ideas emerged from the comparison of
the different paths, such as: Which is the correct way of comparing the data
from two or more provinces? Which tools exist and are more understandable to
analyze the variation of data (rates of growth)? Which can be the interpretation
of the increase or decrease, speed of increase or decrease of data? Does it make
sense to talk about linear or exponential growth?, among other questions that
could guide the continuation of the SRP into more advanced mathematical
tools.

If we focus on the teachers’ work guiding the SRP, it is important to men-
tion that the Q-A maps elaborated by the different working teams have been
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recognized also by teachers as an important tool facilitating the guidance of the
project and the collaboration among teachers from the different disciplines. On
the one hand, the Q-A maps (new for some of them) helped them to monitor
the work of each team (see comments from Teacher B), due to the openness
of the initial researchable questions chosen and the diversity of paths followed.
Moreover, students used these maps to organize the questions selected. Stu-
dents, but also teachers, used them to plan when and how to address some
of the questions (in what subject, with the whole class or with some of the
working subgroups, . . . ). Additionally, at the end of the implementation, the
assessment of these Q-A maps was considered as one central aspect, assessing
relevant aspects such as: its completeness to describe the path followed, the
classification and hierarchical organization proposed of all the elements (e.g.
questions, answers, terminology, strategies followed).

With this respect, during the interviews realized with the teachers, after the
implementation, the second mathematics teacher (Teacher B) explained that:

“[. . . ] The map of questions and answers has a double function. The first
is to see how the teams integrate the different questions that emerged during
their inquiry; and, then, to synthesize what they knew before and what they
know after the process they have followed. It is a good tool for monitoring, to
know which group is more or less lost [. . . ].”

Or, in the case of the teacher of biology, Teacher C:

“[. . . ] It [the Q-A maps] offers double work for students: along with their
research, students find answers (outside and inside the class), then they have to
know how to pose, how to write the question(s) to which you have already given
the answer. So they (the students) are responsible for finding the coherence
between what they put as a question and what they write as an answer.”

“[. . . ] In the map you [referring to the teacher] can see the progress because
it is where you see that there are questions that have answers. [. . . ] It is a tool
for monitoring the student’s learning and the group’s process.”

5 - Discussion and conclusions concerning the conditions and con-
straints for the implementation of an interdisciplinary SRP

From the implementation of the SRP about the COVID-19 evolution differ-
ent positive aspects emerged. First, the topic and the initial questions posed by
the students were clearly of social relevance and the utility of the final answers
requested was beyond doubt. The interdisciplinarity character of the questions
and their treatment was also visible, as we all saw during the pandemics in
the discussions presented in the media, showing different controversies between
scientifics’ and policy-makers’ decisions, and also among experts of different
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areas (medicine, mathematics, economics, psychology, etc.). Second, the school
offered special positive conditions to run the SRP. Having the possibility to or-
ganize a common teaching process with grade 10 teachers of three different sub-
jects is not always possible. And having their acceptance to participate needs
the implicit support and encouragement of the head teacher and the school
management team. The choice of the SRP as an instructional proposal and the
tools provided by the ATD to conceive modelling processes facilitate putting
the questions addressed at the core of the inquiry process without “caring”
about the type of knowledge tools that are used to elaborate the final answers.
Finally, the teacher who assumed the responsibility of the SRP is an expert
in the ATD, she has been implementing this type of instructional proposal for
three years and, therefore, has certain expertise in its design and management.
Also, the students had previously followed an SRP during grade 9 (see [14])
and were used to teamwork and project-based learning in all the subjects.

However, having apparently “good” conditions for the running of an inter-
disciplinary process does not mean that disciplines will interact in the elabora-
tion of the final answer to the SRP. Indeed, also important constraints appeared
that hinder this interaction and to which more attention should be paid in fu-
ture research. The most important one is the teachers’ disciplinary profile and
their resistance to guiding the students’ work unless the questions approached
were clearly related to their discipline. Another one concerning the scholar or-
ganization level: among the three subjects that were merged to run the SRP,
mathematics was compulsory for all grade 10 students, but biology and com-
munication, on the contrary, were elective. Therefore, some students dedicated
more hours than others to the development of the project. In the same way, the
mathematics teachers spent 4 hours per week and the teachers of the optional
subjects only 3 hours per week. This was an important constraint for both
teachers and students, who were unequally involved. It also caused hierarchies
in the project production and sometimes resulted in students not being able to
participate as they feel disconnected from their team’s progress.

Moreover, teachers highlighted the lack of time available as one of the big
constraints that prevented them from more effective coordination. As explained
by the biology teacher (Teacher C) during the interview:

“[We] have two meeting hours, which are where teachers are supposed to
work on everything that being a teacher entails [. . . ]. For the projects to be
successful and enriching, they require a good design and presentation, but it is
also necessary time to attend students. It would even be perfect to do a second
round of the project: once the students have presented their work, the teachers
should be able to meet and comment on it [. . . ]. These hours do not exist, even if
we ask for them. Instead of this, they [the school] introduce new “fashionable”
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methodologies (without foundation). With this, we are preventing ourselves
from making good use of a methodology that has good potential [. . . ].”

Following similar arguments, the communication teacher (Teacher D)
claimed that:

“This project has been made during our free hours, while we were having
lunch, [. . . ]. I’m sorry we can’t work more with teachers from other subjects
because the school does not give us the time, it’s impossible. [. . . ] The school
encourages us to do this type of implementation, but they do not give us the
resources or working time to do it well.”

What teachers missed was to have time to share and reflect on what had
happened in class and to coordinate their intervention according to the students’
work. Consequently, teachers were mainly aware of the student’s work did
during their class hours, but under their advice, as experts in some of the
intervening disciplines. That is, due to the school organization, the teachers
of the different disciplines (mathematics, biology and English/communication)
could not be at the same time guiding the SRP. This has consequences because
students tended to choose questions to address that seemed closer to the subject
or teacher’s disciplinary domain. For instance, in the case of Teacher D, the
English teacher:

“[I] felt that I had been able to follow the biology and social research closely,
as this was what the students were working on when the biology teacher and
myself were in the classroom [with independent groups]. During our sessions,
the students did not work on the mathematics questions, as the mathematics
teachers were not in the classroom.”

It was at the final presentation that she was able to see the result of the
mathematics research. She also commented that she was able to understand
the mathematics part of the research because it was explained at a simple level.

Interdisciplinary work needs quality time for the teachers to share opinions
and make decisions. It has to overcome a long tradition of secondary school
mono-disciplinary treatment of topics. Moreover, it needs time for teachers
(and students) to think together about the necessary knowledge that is on
the frontiers between the disciplines and the new knowledge coming from the
interaction and integration of disciplines.”

With this respect, teachers and researchers must collaborate during the
SRP implementation – the in vivo analysis – to detect where and how disci-
plinary and interdisciplinary knowledge is needed. And this collaboration needs
a previous collective reflection on what it means to design and guide an SRP
coordinating and integrating different disciplines. Teachers participating in this
implementation refer to how conscious they were about the project’s multidis-
ciplinary nature. However, this does not mean that they knew how to deal with
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multidisciplinarity. In this sense, the biology and english teacher agreed that
their subjects were the only ones in which they felt able to advise the teams,
or at least to debate and counteract what the students were defending. These
results link with the importance given in [1] to “metareflection questions about
interdisciplinarity”, meaning the reflection on the role and interactions of dif-
ferent disciplines and how to manage them in class. This reflection is crucial to
planning the proposal, but also would have been here necessary to help teachers
reflect on the epistemological and didactic nature of interdisciplinarity and on
the strong constraints they were directly challenging.
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