Article 1 (JLS) Outline

Target Journals: 

1. Journal of Learning Sciences — this journal has a history of being open to qualitative research. Keith Sawyer (whom I will quote heavily in the article) edited the Handbook of Learning Sciences. I can also frame the argument using articles from Sasha Barab and social cognition folks published in Educational Psychology journals, which should appeal to the JLS audience.

2. Instructional Science or Cognition and Instruction (similar audience as above)

3. Journal of Creative Behavior – this journal appears to be the “second tier” of the three main creativity research journals. It says it is open to cross-disciplinary and varied approaches to the topic, and one member of the editorial board said they’d be open to my topic and qualitative research. However, in perusing the archives, I found no qualitative studies published in the last several years.

4. Journal of Interactive Learning Research – this journal (published by AACE) is well cited and indexed, but seems to focus more on interactive technologies (and my research isn’t really technological in nature). Still, in 2002, I think, they had a special issue on distributed cognition, and not all of those articles focused on technologies. 

5. Psychology of Aesthetics, Creativity, and Psychology – a new APA journal that seems open to this kind of work, is pretty open and cross-disciplinary in what it publishes, and Sawyer’s article on distributed creativity was published here. But being only three years old, it’s not very well indexed, cited, or read yet.

6. Group Dynamics --- This journal looks at group innovation and work in business and education settings, and is open to wide interpretations of “groups,” “innovation,” and so on. The editor said they’d be open to my research and methods, but they also have not published a qualitative study that I could see in recent years
. This journal’s impact ratings are low and their acceptance rates are high (40% I think).

Other Journals – Most organizational behavior or organizational innovation journals are pretty business-focused and I don’t think they’d consider this article since it’s based in education. Most higher education journals seem pretty focused on policy, enrollments, retention, and issues like that. Another option would be a generic educational research journal or generic qualitative research journal, but that would remove this study from the conversation and the communities of researchers I’d like to have read it. 

Article Outline (aiming for JLS as a first choice)

1. Introduction

a) Theories of distributed, situated, and community-based cognition are prevalent in cognitive research


b) With recent interest in understanding the nature of creativity within social settings, some researchers have suggested that social cognition theories be adapted to help us understand the nature of collaborative innovation. (See Sawyer, 2006; others).
2. Literature Review/framework

a) Review assumptions and current understandings of:

i. Distributed cognition (history of the term and research, basic assumptions about knowledge and interaction)

ii. Situated Cognition (history of the term and research, basic assumptions about knowledge and interaction)

iii. Communities of Practice (history of the term and research, basic assumptions about knowledge and interaction)

b) Review creativity research and its recent turn towards social/systemic perspectives (e.g. Csikszentmihalyi, Sawyer, Amabile, Paulus, Nijstad, etc.)

c) Describe elements of social cognition theories that could (and need to be) applied to creativity theories and research

d) Propose the Communities of Innovation framework as one lens for understanding principles of a community engaged in collaborative innovation.
3. Research Questions

a) Do elements of a community of innovation emerge among members of a graduate instructional design studio? 

b) If so, how do members of this community describe those elements? If not, what do members report might have impeded the development of a COI in this setting?

4. Methodology
a) Operational definitions of innovation and community

b) Description of the research setting

c) Participant Sampling

d) Data Collection 


i. Explain that the methods combine Seidman’s interview approach and Critical Incident Technique


ii. Explain Seidman’s framework and process, and then the CIT framework and step
s, briefly.


iii. Explain my process of combining the two, starting with Seidman’s first interview, swapping voice memos and design journals in lieu of the second interview, and then concluding with Seidman’s third interview.

e) Data Analysis


i. Description of constant comparison coding methods

f) methods of improving trustworthiness, per Lincoln and Guba guidelines.

5. Findings

Findings included the emergence of several elements of the Community of Innovation framework in the experiences of the participants (flow and hacker ethic, entrepreneurship, and dynamic expertise). In addition, new themes emerged representing additional ideas that could be added to the framework (collaboration and mentoring, interactive idea generation, sense of community, learning through design criticism, and idea prototyping). Finally, some COI elements were not found in this study.
A. Existing COI elements supported by the data

a. Flow, with Hacker Ethic as a subcategory

i. Participants mostly reported experiences indicative of individual flow (30 statements), although they sometimes discussed group flow moments (12).
ii. Descriptions from participants’ comments about flow. First quotes representing individual flow from each of them and then some quotes representing the fewer group flow situations.

iii. Explain that all four participants described having a hacker ethic for learning the skills needed to complete high-quality projects, although Jamie least so. Give descriptions from each about how they experienced Hacker Ethic.

b. Entrepreneurship and Autonomy

i. Entrepreneurship/autonomy was coded when … In total, XX statements were coded with this theme
ii. Quotes/statements from participants describing entrepreneurship in Studio

c. Dynamic Expertise

i. The COI element, Dynamic Expertise, generated limited supporting evidence (XX coded times), mostly from Robin.

B. New COI elements supported by the data

a. Collaboration and mentoring.

i. “Collaboration,” defined as repeated interactions focused on achieving a goal such as developing a project component or learning new skills, was evident in 173 comments.
ii. The participants often indicated a desire for even more collaboration (32 statements).
iii. Collaboration was mostly face-to-face except with Lori

iv. Some of the collaborations reported by the participants were minor interactions with other community members that either pulled the participants away from or reinforced a particular decision, or gave emotional support for a chosen action (coded 34 times). Give examples from their comments.

v. Sometimes, however, the participants indicated more dedicated, consistent, and one-on-one collaboration that was coded as mentoring (30 statements). Give examples from their comments

b. Interactive Idea Generation

i. In general, participants reported mostly receiving ideas through interactions with others, especially other Studio members (134 coded statements, see Figure XX), as well as from connections outside of Studio (37 statements). Participants also drew ideas from assigned textbooks (8 statements) and from searching on the Internet (41 statements), and sometimes from their own cognition (XX statements), but they reported most ideas were generated interactively
ii. Give examples and comments from participants about how they generated ideas in collaboration with other studio members and from peers outside of Studio.

c. Sense of Community

i. Sense of community was coded a total of 50 times when participants indicated being emotionally or psychologically connected with, trusting, receiving support and encouragement from, and feeling friendly with their Studio peers
ii. Give comments/examples from participants

d. Learning through Critiquing

i. Learning through critiquing was coded when participants indicated learning or gaining insights from the peer feedback process or from evaluating other designs, and it was coded 39 times.
ii. Give comments/examples from participants

6. Challenges to Implementing a COI

From this study, several challenges to implementing a Community of Innovation 

in an educational setting were evident: Lack of time and focusing solely on tasks, lack of prerequisite skills, and superficial collaboration outside of a tight peer group.

A. Discuss each challenge as found in this study.

7. Conclusions: Reexamining the COI framework


A. Summarize elements that were supported by the data, those that were not, and new elements to be added to the framework. 


B. Present revised image

8. Study Limitations


A. Theoretical limitations



i. slippery constructs and terms



ii. difficult to distinguish group and individual constructs

B. Epistemological Limitations

a. Mixing two different research methods from different epistemologies had limitations in the ability to bracket researcher biases and code psychological constructs as critical incidents

C. Methodological limitations

a. Limited sample, limited transferability

b. Skewed sample regarding females and Caucasians, 

c. I purposively chose people I thought would collaborate and be creative.

9. Implications for Future Research


(if we get tight for space, could this part be summarized  more briefly for the JLS article, and perhaps we could use it as part of a smaller Ed Tech article that would give this much greater depth and discussion about the future research agenda I propose and arguing why this future research is needed?) 
�Discussing your target journal is something you did in your problem statements. But for this article, I did it as part of my outline to explain to my co-author why I was framing the article the way I was. 


�You can see that I queried this and other editors, to see if they might be interested in this article.


�Even better would be to have a bulleted list of what the history and basic assumptions are.


�I should have listed these definitions here, just briefly.


�Bullet points for this and item c are needed.


�I should briefly list these steps and framework.





