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Preface

The Mathematics and Science Partnership (MSP) Institutes supported by the National Science
Foundation’s MSP program are designed to provide high quality professional development to the
participating teachers. Perhaps more importantly they serve as models and standards for
professional development nationwide and conduct research on effective and innovative ways to

increase teachers’ content and pedagogical content knowledge and to improve student learning.

The work of the Institutes is being disseminated through the MSP net, and it is anticipated that at
the conclusion of each project the research findings will be described in scholarly publications.
In addition, we believe that the publication in this Special Issue of the “Journal of Mathematics
and Science: Collaborative Explorations” of refereed papers describing work in progress and

preliminary research findings will have great value to the field.

We received support to dedicate this Special Issue of the Journal of Mathematics and Science:
Collaborative Explorations to the work of the MSP Institutes. With the support of an Editorial
Advisory Board for the special issue we invited leaders of the 12 MSP Institute projects to submit

papers. Papers were solicited in the following categories:

= Research Results and Preliminary Findings. We were interested in the impact
of particular approaches of professional development on the knowledge and
perceptions of the teachers who are participants in the Institute, on their classroom
practices, and on the learning by their students. While some findings may be
preliminary at this stage and may call for future study, these papers add to the
research base in this area.

= Descriptive Reports of Effective and Innovative Approaches to Professional
Development. While these reports typically contain quantitative data and
evaluative information, they focus on describing particularly interesting and
promising aspects of projects of interest to others designing professional

development programs.

A three person Editorial Advisory Panel for the Special Issue assured that the high standards of

the Journal were maintained. The members of the panel solicited papers and worked with the



leaders of each MSP Institute to assist in defining appropriate articles from each project and
utilized the Editorial Board of the Journal and the broader MSP community to referee the articles.

Advisory Panel members:

Reuben Farley, Professor Emeritus, Virginia Commonwealth University;

Editor of Journal of Mathematics and Science: Collaborative Explorations

Tom Dick, Professor of Mathematics, Oregon State University;
PI of Oregon Mathematics Leadership Institute Partnership

Larry Gladney, Professor of Physics and Astronomy, University of Pennsylvania;
PI of University of Pennsylvania Science Teachers Institute
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Abstract

This article describes professional development for middle-level mathematics teachers offered
through the Math in the Middle Institute Partnership, a National Science Foundation-funded project to
build teachers’ capacities to improve mathematics learning for all students. An overview of the project,
including descriptions of its goals and curriculum are provided. Detailed descriptions of two
mathematics courses and one pedagogy course are offered. The mathematics courses included here are
the introductory course to the Math in the Middle Institute, as well as one of the final math courses of
the Institute in which participants apply mathematical knowledge and processes to real-world problems.
The pedagogy course features curriculum that enables teachers to acquire an understanding of the nature
and purpose of action research, and launches teachers into planning and implementing systematic
inquiry in their own mathematics classrooms around topics of their choosing. The varied abilities of
teachers, as well as growth in teachers’ mathematical and pedagogical capacities, are represented by
several samples of student work provided within the article. In addition, mathematical and pedagogical
products of student work are also provided through the project’s URL links.

Improving teacher quality is identified as a national need in mathematics education and one many
universities and schools across the country are working in partnership to try to address. This article
describes a professional development project aimed at improving mathematics teaching and learning in
the middle grades. An overview of the project, along with a close look at several of its course offerings,
are presented highlighting mathematical and pedagogical goals, challenges, and accomplishments.

Introduction
The Math in the Middle Institute Partnership (M?) is a partnership among mathematicians
and mathematics educators at the University of Nebraska-Lincoln (UNL), and mathematics
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teachers and administrators in the Lincoln Public Schools (LPS) and Nebraska’s Rural
Educational Service Units (ESU’s). The aim of the Partnership is to develop intellectual leaders
in middle-level mathematics (fifth through eighth grades) by investing in strengthening the
capacities of teachers. This will, in turn, improve student achievement in mathematics and
hopefully reduce achievement gaps in the mathematical performance of diverse student
populations in Nebraska. The work of M” is informed by and provides evidence-based
contributions to research on learning, teaching, and teacher professional development. The
endeavor is funded by the National Science Foundation (NSF) and led by four co-principal
investigators: W. James “Jim” Lewis, UNL Department of Mathematics; Ruth Heaton and Tom
McGowan, UNL Department of Teaching, Learning, and Teacher Education (TLTE); and,
Barbara Jacobsen, Curriculum Director for the Lincoln Public Schools.

The Math in the Middle Institute Partnership includes three major components. One is
the M? Institute, a multi-year institute that offers participants a coherent program of study to
deepen their mathematical knowledge for teaching and to develop their leadership skills. The
second one is the use of mathematics learning teams, led by M’ teacher participants and
supported by school administrators and university faculty, which are intended to develop
collegiality, help teachers align their teaching with state standards, and assist teachers in
examining their instructional and assessment practices. The third and final component is a
research initiative that transforms the M?” Institute and the M> mathematics learning teams into

laboratories for educational improvement and innovation.

Because more than half of Nebraska’s population is located in rural areas and in towns of
less than 25,000 people, Math in the Middle also focuses attention on the challenges and
opportunities faced by mathematics teachers who teach in rural communities. We have
established partnerships with sixty-seven school districts and fifteen of the seventeen ESU’s
across the State of Nebraska (the two ESU’s not included in the Partnership represent urban
school districts). The priority that Math in the Middle gives to concerns of rural education will
permit it to make a unique contribution to the needs of students in rural schools and research in

mathematical education [1].

The research agenda has two main foci: one is on understanding teachers’ capacities to
translate the mathematical knowledge and habits of mind acquired through professional
development opportunities of M? into changes in classroom practice; the other is on
understanding how changes in mathematics teaching practice translate into measurable
improvement in student performance. We are particularly interested in how M teachers support
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one another, as well as other staff, in their individual schools in improving mathematics
instruction. A description and preliminary findings from collaborative research with the
Distributed Leadership Studies project are presented in an article also appearing in this Journal
issue [2].  Although the learning teams and research initiative are significant features of the

project, this article focuses on the M Institute.

The Math in the Middle Institute

The M? Institute is designed to offer content rich courses intended to develop teachers’
mathematical knowledge and knowledge of effective classroom pedagogy, and to conduct an
action research project, thereby building their capacities as teachers and positioning them to be
leaders among their peers. The Institute culminates in one of two degrees: a Master of Arts for
Teachers (MAT) with a Specialization in the Teaching of Middle-Level Mathematics from the
College of Arts and Science; or, a Master of Arts (MA) degree from the College of Education and
Human Sciences. The participants go through the 25-month program in cohorts. To date, two
cohorts of participants have completed the program, with the third and fourth cohorts scheduled
to complete the program in Summer 2008 and Summer 2009, respectively. Across the four
cohorts, 136 teachers were accepted into the program. The M’ Institute has seen very few drop-
outs as sixty teachers have already earned a master’s Degree and seventy more remain active in

the program.

The Curriculum

The Principles and Standards, The Mathematical Education of Teachers, and
Foundations for Success, guide our goals for the pedagogical and mathematical content for
teachers across the curriculum of the Math in the Middle Institute [3-5]. The Institute consists of
twelve courses, including seven in the Department of Mathematics, one in the Department of
Statistics, three in education offered by TLTE, and a capstone course that can be taken through
either the Department of Mathematics or TLTE, depending on an individual teacher’s master’s
program. Descriptions of each course can be found on the M? website [6]. The following is a list

of these M? Institute courses:

MATH 800T: Mathematics as a Second Language

MATH 802T: Functions, Algebra, and Geometry for Middle-Level Teachers
MATH 804T: Experimentation, Conjecture, and Reasoning

MATH 805T: Discrete Mathematics for Middle-Level Teachers

MATH 806T: Number Theory and Cryptology for Middle-Level Teachers
MATH 807T: Using Mathematics to Understand Our World

MATH 808T: Concepts of Calculus for Middle-Level Teachers

STAT 892: Statistics for Middle-Level Teachers
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TEAC 800: Inquiry into Teaching and Learning

TEAC 801: Curriculum Inquiry

TEAC 888: Teacher as Scholarly Practitioner

Capstone Course: Integrating the Learning and Teaching of Mathematics

In mathematics, we chose to create eight new mathematics courses designed to offer a
challenging curriculum for middle-level teachers. The Department of Statistics developed Stat
892:  Statistics for Middle-Level Teachers. In the Department of Teaching, Learning, and
Teacher Education (TLTE), three courses are required of all students who earn a master of arts
degree (TEAC 800, 801, and 889). Faculty from TLTE approved a plan to offer special sections
of each course (as well as TEAC 888, a course in action research) that meet the goals of these
courses, but when possible, do so in the context of mathematics teaching and learning. The
Capstone Course is an integrated mathematics and pedagogy experience that assists teachers in
transferring the mathematics and pedagogy they have learned at the Institute to their classroom
practices, and helps teachers plan for their emerging roles as leaders.

Across all of the mathematics courses is an overarching goal of helping middle-level
mathematics teachers develop mathematical habits of mind. Mathematical habits of mind
represent a deeper view of what it means to do mathematics, based on orientations
mathematicians bring to their work, and the expectations for mathematical understandings for
preK-12 students [7-9].  As a project, we continue to construct and reconstruct our own
understanding of the phrase. Here is the project’s current working definition, presented as a set of
skills and dispositions of a mathematical thinker. A mathematical thinker with well-developed
habits of mind:

e  Understands which tools are appropriate when solving a problem;

e  [sflexible in his/her thinking;

° Uses precise mathematical definitions;

e  Understands that there exist multiple paths to a solution;

e  Is able to make connections between what one knows and the problem;

e Knows what information in the problem is crucial to its being solved;

e Isable to develop strategies to solve a problem;

e Isable to explain solutions to others;

e  Knows the effectiveness of algorithms within the context of the problem;
e  Ispersistent in the pursuit of a solution;

e Displays self-efficacy while doing problems; and
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e Engages in meta-cognition by monitoring and reflecting on the processes of

conjecturing, reasoning, proving, and problem solving.

We are also working to understand mathematical pedagogical habits of mind, an extension of the
construct, as a means of understanding the dispositions teachers may bring to their development

of these ways of thinking with their middle-level students [10].

There are essentially two types of courses taken by Math in the Middle participants: on-
line courses (taken during the school year), and on-site courses (completed during the summer
months). The distance courses are completed over the length of a standard semester while the on-
site courses are completed in one to two weeks’ time. Regardless of which type of course, they

have several features in common.

In all M* courses, homework is assigned, collected, reviewed, and graded (in some
fashion) on a regular basis. Homework assignments include a variety of problems, including ones
that are computational in nature to “Habits of Mind” problems which require extensive problem
solving, explanation, and mathematical justification. Participants are encouraged to collaborate

on assignments in whatever groups are convenient, but to submit their work individually.

Most M? courses divide the class into subgroups, each assigned to a member of the
instructional team. These groups convene daily (during on-site courses) in order to discuss
homework and other course content. These small groups are an important feature for the courses,
as participants who are hesitant to present their work or ask questions before the entire class are

frequently more comfortable doing so in the smaller setting.

The M? courses typically culminate in a course portfolio containing the following: 1) a
set of problems and solutions selected by the student to be representative of course
accomplishments; 2) student written reflections about the nature of course learning; and, 3)
solutions to what is referred to as an “End-of-Course Problem Set.” Because our goal is to help
teachers reach a point where they can successfully solve the problems we assign, we permit the

teachers to submit solutions, receive feedback, and revise.

The one- or two-week Summer Institute courses are inspired by the system used by the
Vermont Mathematics Initiative [11]. Courses meet eight hours each day for five days with
homework assigned each evening. We believe this approach to instruction is respectful of the
many demands on a teacher’s time. The academic year courses are best described as “blended

distance education courses.” By this, we mean that there is an on-campus component and a
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distance education component for each course. For the two on-campus days, the class meets
eight hours each day with a homework assignment overnight. Ideally, this portion of the course
will cover about 40% of the course, thus making the distance education portion of the course a

reasonable “add-on” to the teachers’ other duties.

For the distance education portion of academic year courses, we use Blackboard®, PC
NoteTaker™, e-mail, and Macromedia Breeze communication network software in working with
teachers. Use of technology is also embedded in many of the courses, whether they are on-line or
face-to-face. [Each participant receives a TI-84 Plus Silver Edition calculator and uses it for
several purposes, one of which is to graph more complex functions (e.g., exponential functions,
trig functions, higher degree polynomials) to promote the idea that a calculator can be a tool in
exploring more complicated mathematics than they might otherwise be able to study.

An Expanded Examination of the Institute: A Look at Three Courses

In order to convey a range of ways we try to meet our goals—offering challenging
mathematical and pedagogical content to teachers, supporting teachers to be successful,
integrating mathematics and pedagogy, and making central the idea of developing habits of mind
of a mathematical thinker)—we offer a closer look at three courses within the Institute. These
courses are: MATH 800T: Mathematics as a Second Language; MATH 807T: Using
Mathematics to Understand Our World;, and, TEAC 888: Teacher as Scholarly Practitioner.

Mathematics as a Second Language

A primary focus of Mathematics as a Second Language (MSL), the first course of the
Institute, is on understanding mathematics as a language. This course lays the foundation for
developing the “habits of mind of a mathematical thinker.” Course goals include understanding
numbers (arithmetic), developing number sense, and introducing algebra as a means of
communicating mathematical ideas; that is, thinking about numbers as adjectives, and the nouns
those adjectives modify. This course stresses a deep understanding of the basic operations of
arithmetic, as well as the interconnected nature of arithmetic, algebra, and geometry. The
following topics are included: a comparison of arithmetic and algebra; the process of solving
equations; an understanding of place value and the history of counting; an understanding of
inverse processes; an awareness of the geometry of multiplication; a recognition of the many
meanings of division; a comparison of rational and irrational numbers, and an understanding of

the 1-dimensional geometry of numbers. We borrowed this course and its content materials from
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the Vermont Mathematics Initiative [13]. One “innovation” offered by our Institute is the

introduction of what our teachers have come to call, “Habits of Mind” Problems.

As the first course of the Institute, we are challenged to begin to understand who these
teachers are as learners of mathematics, what their mathematical strengths and needs are, and how
best to meet their varied needs. Participants teach fifth through eighth grades, yet enter the
Institute with differing mathematical backgrounds and teaching experience. While some
participants enter having been a college math major and teach grades 7-12 (including some who
teach calculus), the majority have degrees in elementary education and many may have only

taken one or two college mathematics courses.

As the course progresses, participants are assigned problem sets that reinforce the course
topics. In addition, participants work special “Habits of Mind” problems that challenge them to
develop their problem solving and adaptive reasoning ability. “The Triangle Game” is one such
problem [14]. Students were asked to respond to the following five parts of the problem: 1) Find
a way to put the numbers 1-6 at each point on the triangle to create equal side sums; 2) Is there
more than one way to get equal side sums? 3) Is it possible to have two different side sums?
What are the smallest and largest possible sums and why? 4) What side sums are possible? 5)
What is a possible generalization of The Triangle Game? In The Triangle Game, one must use
the numbers one through six, placing one number at each vertex and edge midpoint in such a way
that each side (two vertices plus one midpoint) has the same sum. Two of the possible solutions

for part one are shown below in Figure 1.

Side sum: 9 Side sum: 10
3

P

Figure 1. Two possible solutions for The Triangle Game.

Students’ work across The Triangle Game problem varied tremendously, ranging from teachers

who gave partial answers or grappled with what it means to justify and generalize solutions, to
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those who already had great capacity to reason and communicate their ideas. Three variations in
student work are shown in Figures 2-4. Figure 2 represents the only work Student A did on the
five parts of the problem.
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Figure 2. Student A’s work on The Triangle Game.

She was elementary certified and entered the program with very few formal mathematics
courses and low mathematical self-efficacy. Her solution shows efforts to explore numbers to
find two possible solutions. Figure 3 represents the work of Student B, a middle-level certified
teacher, who teaches fifth and sixth grade mathematics.
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Student B’s work explores an interesting relationship among the arrangement of numbers
in the solutions that she found. While this may be evidence that she came to our program with a
stronger mathematics background than Student A, she still misuses the term “generalization” and
she uses terms, such as “large outside,” without defining them

A third participant, an eighth grade teacher with a secondary certification offers evidence
of even better mathematical sophistication at this early point in our program (see Figure 4). Her
solution included the following justification that nine is the smallest possible side sum
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To get the “side sum” with the SMALLEST value for the sum, you would have to put the
3 smallest numbers at the vertices. The 3 larger numbers would then be put at the
midpoints by placing the largest (6) between the smallest (1 and 2), the next largest (5)
between the next smallest (1 and 3). That leaves only one place for the 4 to go (between
the 2 and 3). This creates a side sum of 9.
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Figure 4. Student C’s work on Part 5 of The Triangle Game.
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The goals of this course and across the Institute as a whole are to meet these varied
mathematical needs of the participants by making mathematical content accessible to all students,
guiding the development of sound mathematical reasoning, and providing rigorous mathematical
challenges. Generally, students are positive about the course and find that they are capable of
doing challenging mathematics and experiencing success. When asked in a course evaluation
what contributed most to their learning, participants offered a variety of responses, including
group work, challenging yet feasible assignments, and looking at problems from multiple
perspectives. One teacher wrote:

It stretched my thinking so much that I was physically sore—I called it a

mathematical hangover. However, it was welcomed. I felt like I knew many of the
concepts (not all), but showing why was the key.

Using Mathematics to Understand Our World

Using Mathematics to Understand Our World (UMW) is one of the final mathematics
courses offered within Math in the Middle. It is offered in the second spring semester as a
distance learning class, designed around a series of projects in which participants examine the
mathematics underlying several socially relevant questions which arise in a variety of academic
disciplines (i.e., real-world problems). Participants learn to extract the mathematics out of the
problem in order to construct models to describe them. The models are then analyzed using skills
developed in this or previous mathematics courses. One key challenge for this class is learning to
deal with the “messiness” inherent in using mathematics to model real-world problems. Such
mathematical models frequently entail difficult mathematical ideas—ones frequently not

encountered by elementary and middle-level teachers.

The primary goal of the course is to broaden students’ mathematical perspectives by
exposing them to a variety of interdisciplinary settings to which mathematical topics can be
applied. Three additional course goals include the development of mathematical modeling and
problem solving skills, an improved ability to read technical reports and research articles, and the

refinement of written mathematical communication skills.

For each project assigned during the course, original documentation (such as government
reports, data, and research articles) is provided whenever possible so that students develop an
appreciation for the very real role mathematics plays in society. An overview of the six course
projects can be found on the M* website [6]. Students then work in groups to complete the

following basic pattern of activities:
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¢ Study the problem and essential background information;

o Identify mathematical aspects of the problem to develop and analyze an appropriate
mathematical model;

e Use the model and its analysis to understand more complex versions of the problem as
described in research articles or other documentation; and,

e Submit written reports summarizing results.

Specific mathematical content includes exponential growth and decay, logarithmic
functions, Newton’s Law of Cooling, simulations, graphing data, making predictions, analysis of
the effects of error, probability, and quality control. The disciplines to which the mathematics is

applied include biology, medicine, natural science, forensics, finance, and industry.

Teachers strengthen their communication skills in mathematics by working
collaboratively, sharing ideas on discussion boards, and submitting written descriptions and
justifications of their mathematical models and solutions. Their written reports incorporate
mathematics into language intended for non-mathematical audiences, thereby developing
teachers’ skills in articulating connections between a mathematical study and its concrete
applications. The course affords teachers the opportunities to apply the mathematical knowledge
they have learned in previous courses to new kinds of problems. While teachers find the course
challenging, most appreciate the opportunity to do mathematics in the context of real-world

applications. In a final course evaluation, one participant commented:

This class stimulated my thinking and changed my views about how to incorporate
real-world problems/projects in the mathematics classroom. I now see how using
projects with the math embedded can provide enough student practice of procedures
while giving students the experience of how mathematics is used out in the real
world.

Teacher as Scholarly Practitioner

Teacher as Scholarly Practitioner introduces participants to the theory and practice of
teacher-led inquiry into effective practice. The course prepares teachers to engage in a
classroom-based action research project to be conducted during the second spring semester while
simultaneously taking the Using Mathematics to Understand Our World course. Participants read
and synthesize educational research related to their chosen action research topic, and also seek

official university approval (Institutional Review Board [IRB]) for their planned projects.
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The course provides opportunities to examine the theoretical underpinnings, issues,
concerns, and methodologies of practitioner-based inquiry. Intended outcomes include an
understanding of the following concepts: 1) teaching as not separate from research; 2) theory and
practice as interdependent and constantly shifting in response to the educational environment; 3)
inquiry as being central to the education process; and, 4) practitioner research as stemming from
educators’ questions of and reflections on their everyday practice and desire to improve teaching
and learning. Teachers make plans for systematically examining some aspect of their own

teaching based on a topic of their own choosing.

Teacher as Scholarly Practitioner builds on the academic reading and writing practiced
in two previous M? pedagogy courses: Inquiry Into Teaching and Learning, and Curriculum
Inquiry. Inquiry Into Teaching and Learning introduces educational research in a variety of
forms. Participants build skills in locating, reading, analyzing, evaluating, and synthesizing
educational research. Participants develop professional writing skills and work collaboratively to
build knowledge in disciplined inquiry. As part of the ongoing evaluation of M? courses, the
Inquiry Into Teaching and Learning course was moved from the summer to the spring semester in
order to give more time for participants to be immersed in reading and writing. The Curriculum
Inquiry course focuses on helping participants gain a deeper understanding of mathematics
curriculum development, including historical and contemporary issues influencing curriculum
planning and educational change. The course challenges participants to see curriculum extending
beyond textbooks. Participants engage in detailed curricular analysis of their own mathematics

curriculum as they deepen their understanding of curricular issues.

Teacher as Scholarly Practitioner offers participants opportunities to be deeply engaged
in academic inquiry. One of the challenges for learners in this course includes learning how to
write good research questions that are narrow, yet detailed enough to guide a disciplined inquiry.
While each teacher participant chooses his or her own topic for the action research project, most
research questions are related to making changes in current practices or trying something for the
first time related to the following topics: problem solving, communication (oral or written),
cooperative learning, assessment, homework, or vocabulary. Teachers must gather at least three
sources of data for each of three research questions they are required to ask. The types of data
used include, but are not limited to: pre-/post-surveys, student interviews, examples of student

written work (e.g., in class, homework, tests) and teacher journal.

Students plan the course in the second fall semester and carry out classroom data

collection in the spring, while also taking UMW. Participants are expected to write about their
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research studies; for many, this is their first serious venture into scholarly writing [15].
Expectations for the depth of data analysis and length of the paper vary by degree, with TLTE
graduates writing in-depth summative projects while graduates from the Department of
Mathematics write much briefer reports and, instead, spend much of their time just prior to
graduation on individual Mathematics as a Second Language (MAT) expository papers and a
mathematics exam [16]. Having experienced cycles of inquiry first hand, we hope teachers will
continue to try new things while teaching and study what happens based on their learning in the

Institute.

Building Capacity

We have observed M? teachers grow tremendously in their capacities to engage in the
learning of challenging mathematics across their involvement at the Institute. For example, in
one of the MAT expository papers, a student was asked to grapple with “The Polygon Game”

[16]. Her explanation is outlined here:

Take a regular, n-sided polygon (i.e., a regular n-gon) and the set of numbers, {1,
2, 3, ..., (2n-2), (2n-1), 2n}. Place a dot at each vertex of the polygon and at the
midpoint of each side of the polygon. Take the numbers and place one number beside
each dot. A side sum is the sum of the number assigned to any midpoint plus the
numbers assigned to the vertex on either side of the midpoint. A solution to the game
is any polygon with numbers assigned to each dot for which all side sums are equal;
i.e., for which you have equal side sums. The most general problem we might state

is, “Find all solutions to The Polygon Game.”

In assigning this topic, we wanted her to analyze carefully a complete solution to The
Triangle Game: reasoning carefully, offering a discussion about the importance of careful
definition, and discussing opportunities to use algebra or geometry to solve problems. We hoped
she would state and find solutions to “The Square Game” and explore comparable games for
larger polygons (see Appendix A). Her work exceeded our expectations in several ways. For
example, she argued that for any n-gon, each solution has a “dual solution,” found by replacing
the value i by (2n + 1) — i at each point. She not only found all solutions for The Square Game,
but also for “The Pentagon Game” and “The Hexagon Game.” These solutions offered new
insights. For example, The Pentagon Game has solutions for 14 (and its dual, 19), but no solution
for 15 or 18. Furthermore, both 16 and 17 have two uniquely different solutions that are not a

transformation of each other. In perhaps the most interesting result in the paper, she uses modular
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arithmetic to show that for any n-gon where n is odd, there is an Equal Side Sum solution S =
5(n+3)/2.

Conclusion

Readers of this article will be pleasantly surprised to learn that this paper is the work of a
fifth grade classroom teacher. The entire article is posted on our website [16]. We offer this as
an example, coupled with teachers’ earliest work in the Institute on The Triangle Game (see
Figures 2, 3, and 4) to illustrate the sort of intellectual growth and mathematical capacity building
we see in the participants as a result of the Institute. Understanding how this mathematical
knowledge translates into more thoughtful teaching can be seen, to some degree, in the short
term, by reading teachers’ action research projects [16]. Long-term impact of teachers’ new

mathematical capacities on classroom practice is yet to be fully understood.
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Appendix A
M? Student Solution to The Polygon Game

Solution to All Polygons
Conjecture: One solution to every polygon will have a side of n + 2n + 1, where n = the number
of vertices on the polygon, giving a side sum of 3n + 1. Consider the following examples, all of

which are a lower solution of the 2 center solutions in the range of possible solutions:

Triangle: 3, 6.1,4,5,2 Side Sum =10
Square: 4,8.1,7,5,2,6,3 Side Sum= 13
Pentagon: 5,10, 1,8,7,6,3,4,9,2 Side Sum =16
Hexagon: 6,12, 1,10, 8,4,7,9, 3,5, 11,2 Side Sum =19

Notice that in each example the underlined numbers represent a side sum that is
consistent with the expression n + 2n + 1. So, to see if this would be true for all polygons, 1

randomly chose an octagon, fixed the expression as a given side and checked for solutions.

Octagon: 8,16, 1, 13,11, 12,2,9, 14,5,6,4,15,3,7, 10 Side Sum = 25
Decagon: 10,20, 1, 14,16, 11,4, 15,12, 13,6, 7,18, 8, 5,17, 9, 3, 19, 2 Side Sum = 31
The n + 2n + 1 still works!

Finally, with this last conjecture, my exploration of the polygon game comes to an end. I
have been able to determine all solutions to the triangle game, the square game, the pentagon
game and the hexagon game. I have then been able to use that information to find patterns that
allowed me to explore n-gons in two different ways, from which I can determine two solutions to
any odd sided polygon and one solution to any even sided polygon. Of course I can also use the
concept of duality, which instantly doubles the number of solutions that I find!
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Abstract
We report findings from a collaborative research effort designed to examine how teachers act as
leaders in their schools. We find that teachers educated by the Math in the Middle Institute act as key
sources of advice for colleagues within their schools while drawing support from a network consisting
of other teachers in the program and university-level advisors. In addition to reporting on our findings,
we reflect on our research process, noting some of the practical challenges involved, as well as some of
the benefits of collaboration.

Introduction

A sizable amount of literature addresses aspects of teacher leadership in schools,
including how to develop the leadership skills of classroom teachers [1]. Educating and
supporting Teacher Leaders for middle school mathematics is the central goal of the Math in the
Middle Institute Partnership, a project developed at the University of Nebraska-Lincoln (UNL)
and funded by a Mathematics and Science Partnership grant from the National Science
Foundation. The Math in the Middle (M?) project offers a 25-month master’s program for
outstanding middle-level mathematics teachers, referred to here as M associates, helping them to
become intellectual leaders in their schools, districts, and beyond. As the co-principal
investigators of Math in the Middle have described in another article in this issue, the M? Institute
focuses not just on providing professional development, but also on seeking evidence-based

findings about learning, teaching, and leadership development [2].
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As part of the M? research initiative, the M* principal investigators have enlisted help
from the Distributed Leadership Study for Middle School Mathematics Education (DLS). This
project, centered at Northwestern University and also funded by a National Science Foundation
grant, uses the theoretical and diagnostic framework of Distributed Leadership to study school
leadership [3]. The project has designed a web-based survey instrument, the School Staff Social
Network Questionnaire (SSSNQ), to collect empirical data about leadership practice in
elementary and middle schools. Operationalizing leadership as social influence relations, the
SSSNQ uses a social network approach to measure leadership interactions.

The SSSNQ captures data that is relevant to two of the M Institute’s primary goals. One
of the goals of the M? Institute is to build teachers’ capacities to become intellectual leaders for
mathematics instruction in their schools. The SSSNQ social network data from within a school
enables us to understand the extent to which M? associates act as sources of advice about
instruction for their colleagues. In addition, by bringing participants together for intensive
summer workshops and academic year courses, the M* Institute seeks to build an enduring
support network among associates, and between associates and university-level faculty. The
SSSNQ data on the social network among M? program participants allows us to understand
advice seeking behavior that is prevalent outside the school building.

The alignment between the research goals of the M? Institute and the survey instrument
designed by the DLS created a natural opportunity for collaboration. Working closely together,
we administered the survey to all M* associates and to the entire staff of ten middle schools where
M?® associates work. In this report, we describe our research process and share some initial
findings regarding how M? associates act as leaders within their schools. We also reflect on our
collaboration, in the hopes that discussing the advantages of collaboration and the practical
challenges we encountered might be helpful to others engaged in similar research.

Our report contains the following: a description of the design of the survey instrument
and the process of administering it; a discussion of our approach to analysis and our report of the
initial results; our description of how we were able to share some findings with the participating

schools; and, our concluding remarks.

Instrument (Re)Design
The distributed perspective is a theoretical or diagnostic framework for examining the

practice of leading and managing. In contrast to more conventional leadership perspectives,
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which tend to emphasize the heroic efforts and personal qualities of individual leaders, the
distributed perspective emphasizes the practice of leading and managing. It views leadership
practice as taking form in the interactions among leaders and followers, as mediated by aspects of
their context, such as organizational routines and tools. Informed by the distributed perspective,
the SSSNQ instrument is a web-based survey designed to collect data on interactions among
leaders and followers, as well as aspects of the school context. The instrument used in the work
reported here is the fourth iteration of the SSSNQ [4].

The SSSNQ operationalizes aspects of the Distributed Leadership perspective by
capturing data on interactions between leaders and followers, measured from the perspective of
the follower [4, 5]. Interactions are measured using social network name generators, which ask
survey respondents to recall interactions where they sought advice from others. For example,
respondents who teach mathematics are asked, “In the past year, to whom have you gone for
advice or information about teaching math?” For each name that a respondent lists, follow-up
questions ask the respondent to describe the role or job description of the person named, and to
characterize their interactions with the person in terms of frequency of interaction, influence of

advice provided, and content matter of advice provided.

The SSSNQ actually poses several social network name generator questions to
differentiate between subject areas because our previous research suggests that the structure of
relationships among teachers and the nature of their thinking about their work differ by school
subject [6, 7]. All staff members are asked to name people to whom they go for advice about
Mathematics and advice about Reading/Writing/Language Arts (RWLA). Teachers whose
specialty subject is something other than Mathematics or RWLA are also asked to name people to
whom they go for advice about teaching their primary subject.

In the analysis that follows, we focus on the social network name generator part of the
instrument. However, the survey also contains several other types of questions that address
aspects of respondents’ situations. Respondents are asked about their positions or roles, their
formal leadership designations (if any), and their participation in school committees. They are
also asked a series of questions about the cultural climate of their school. Based on feedback
from teachers who have taken the survey, we have found that the SSSNQ provides an opportunity
for reflection about the past school year that many teachers welcome. In all, the survey takes
approximately twenty to thirty minutes to complete. A sample version of the instrument can be

viewed on our website [8].
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The collaboration between the M’ Institute and the DLS afforded us a beneficial
opportunity for redesigning the SSSNQ. The M? Institute staff from UNL had been working with
mathematics teachers in the middle schools we planned to survey, and therefore had a practical
understanding of local school cultures and concerns. Drawing on this understanding, we worked
together to tailor the wording of survey questions for ease of interpretation in the local school
context. Conducting a pilot survey study or cognitive interview study is certainly the best way to
field test a survey for reliability and validity [9]. Short of this, using our collaborators’
understanding of local school cultures helped us decrease the likelihood that respondents would

misinterpret questions in the survey instrument.

Data Collection

Social network survey items present some unique challenges compared to standard
survey items, including the need for very high response rates, the need to define a network
boundary, and the need to protect participants’ confidentiality when using a research design that
necessarily lacks anonymity [10, 11]. High response rates are imperative because many network
measures, though defined at the level of the individual, are calculated based on peer reports that
aggregate responses from many individuals. The reliability of a network measure suffers when
response rates are low or even moderate by the usual standards of survey research [12]. In light
of these requirements, our strategy for data collection included finding ways to encourage very

high levels of participation.

Data collection entailed working with two partially overlapping study populations, each
of which has a natural network boundary. First, we surveyed all M” associates in order to
understand the social network operating within the program. Here, the network boundary is
defined by participation in the M” program. Second, we focused on several schools in a single
district (the “Target District””) where a number of M? associates worked. For this population, the
network boundary is defined by the school building. Using the SSSNQ, we conducted a census
of the entire teaching staff in each school, providing peer-report data from the perspective of

followers that allows us to understand how M? associates are situated within their schools.

Since the program began in 2004, Math in the Middle has accepted four cohorts of M?
associates, with a new cohort beginning the 25-month program every summer between 2004 and
2007. Each cohort consists of approximately thirty-four teachers from both urban and rural
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school districts. In addition to middle school teachers, some fifth grade teachers (elementary

level) also participate in the program.

Surveying all M associates was straightforward because Math in the Middle project staff
knew them personally and had extensive contact with them. During Summer 2007, Heaton
contacted all M? associates via e-mail, inviting them to complete the SSSNQ and providing a
URL link to access the survey. Associates who did not respond to the initial invitation were sent
an e-mail reminder, or asked to complete the survey in the computer lab during the first day of the
M? Summer Institute. Due to the overlapping nature of the study populations, some associates in
the Target District had already completed the survey. These respondents were not asked to
participate in the survey again; instead, the respondent’s original survey response was included in
the sample. 1In all, we received responses from 91% of M? associates; Table 1 details the
response rates by cohort. As of this writing, we plan to survey all M? associates again during
Summer 2008.

Table 1
M? Associate Survey: Response Rate by Cohort

Number of M’ Response rate
Cohort associates (%)
1 30 77
I 31 94
111 35 91
v 35 100
Total 131 91

Conducting the census surveys in ten middle schools was less straightforward, and
involved both participation incentives and the need for additional data. In order to achieve the
high response rates necessary in social network surveys, we offered a combination of incentives:
individual participants were offered a gift card for completing the survey, and schools where over
90% of the teaching staff participated were rewarded with an honorarium. In order to identify the
sampling frame of relevant individuals to survey and to calculate response rates, we needed an
additional data source. We used rosters of all school employees from the state Department of

Education, which are updated periodically throughout the school year.

Math in the Middle project staff drew on existing relationships with district staff,

including the director of curriculum, who is a co-principal investigator of Math in the Middle, to
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gain permission and endorsement to conduct our research. They then met with the school
principals to invite their schools to participate in the survey. All ten principals agreed to
participate. In Spring 2007, they were sent an e-mail message to distribute to their staff that
described the purpose of the survey, outlined the incentives offered, and provided a URL link to
access the survey. Over the next three weeks, follow-up e-mails were sent to the principals at
least once per week, notifying them of how many staff had completed the survey thus far and
allowing principals to monitor their school’s progress toward the 90% participation goal.

In all, we received responses from 85% of all teaching staff during Spring 2007; response
rates from individual schools ranged from 69% to 95% (see Table 2). During this round of data
collection, M? project staff’s existing relationships and knowledge of local context again proved
very useful. Their relationships with district and school personnel gave us all an understanding of
the rhythm of the school year and the competing demands on teachers’ time, without which we
could not have attained such high response rates in the 2007 survey of Target District staff.

Table 2
Target District Survey: Response Rate by School
2007 2008
Number of Response rate Number of Response rate

School teaching staff’ (%) teaching staff (%)
1 55 89 60 85
2 64 73 66 53
3 68 69 70 56
4 61 80 61 51
5 57 91 58 52
6 73 84 68 43
7 72 94 70 69
8 73 86 72 72
9 59 95 60 92
10 57 89 57 93
Total 639 85 642 66

In Spring 2008, we contacted school principals and invited their schools to participate in
the survey a second time. All schools participated, but we maintained less frequent contact with
principals, and had less of an understanding of what else was occurring in the schools while we
were collecting data. Perhaps as a consequence, we received responses from only 66% of
teaching staff during the 2008 school year; response rates from individual schools ranged from
43% to 93% (see Table 2).
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Reflecting on our data collection process, we recognize the importance of maintaining the
support of the school principals over several rounds of data collection. During the first year,
project members met face-to-face with all principals, who expressed curiosity about what they
could learn from the SSSNQ. We observed that the principals encouraged their staff to
participate in the survey, anticipating that they would gain some useful insights from the data. As
we prepared to collect data during the second year, we did not meet face-to-face with the
principals again. This may have influenced our response rate. It is also possible that some
principals may have been skeptical whether participating in another round of data collection
would be worthwhile, because they expected very few changes from the first year. It is possible
that if there was less interest in the results of the survey, principals may not have encouraged

participation to the same degree.

Data Analysis

For purposes of understanding the leadership roles and support networks of M’
associates, we focus on data from one social network name generator question in the SSSNQ.
The question asks school staff to list people to whom they have gone for advice over the past
year about teaching mathematics. We take a twofold approach to analysis of the math advice
networks, first using network visualization tools to gain intuition about the network positions of
M? associates, and then calculating network centrality measures to quantitatively describe their

network positions.

Graphical visualization techniques play an important role in the field of social network
analysis, and computer algorithms now allow for sophisticated graphical encoding of information
in diagrams [13]. We visualize the math advice networks within each middle school and among
all M? associates using a graphical layout known as a sociogram. In a sociogram, each individual
is represented by a shape such as a circle (a node) and a link between two individuals is
represented by an arrow (a tie). By representing the relationships of a given type between all
members of an organization, a sociogram allows one to see larger patterns or structural features of
the social network that would not be apparent by studying the relationships individually.

Typically, layout algorithms such as spring embedding are applied to sociograms so that
the shapes representing individuals are placed in such a way as to make the network structure
more apparent [13]. Groups of individuals that have many common ties tend to appear near each

other, and individuals that are central to the network—meaning that they connect many other
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individuals or groups—tend to appear in the center of the diagram. However, network layout
algorithms are highly dependent on initial conditions, and produce sociograms that are arbitrary
in many respects. Therefore, sociograms should be used to gain intuition about network
structures, but not as a rigorous analytical tool. We used the program NetDraw to create
sociograms for analysis [14]. To lay out the sociograms, we applied a force-directed layout

algorithm with node repulsion and equal edge-length bias.

Figure 1 is a sociogram depicting the math advice network within one middle school. It
contains additional encoding to represent the teaching role of each individual in the network (i.e.,
sixth grade teacher, mathematics teacher, administrator, etc.). Individuals who neither sought nor

gave advice about math are not pictured.
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Figure 1. Sociogram of the math advice network within a school.
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We have found sociograms to be a helpful tool for gaining insights about the associates with
whom the M? Institute works. The sociograms provide rich detail about the network positions of
the associates, which we interpret in combination with personal knowledge of the associates. For
example, in Figure 1 nodes labeled A through E represent the five M” associates who work in a
single school. Based on the sociogram, the M? associates appear to be connected to each other
and sought after by their peers, indicating that they are a community among themselves and are
seen as leaders within the school. However, some associates appear to have more influential
positions than others. Nodes A and B, both from the second cohort, are both highly connected,
but to different groups; node A provides advice to special education teachers, while node B
provides advice to sixth grade teachers. Node C, from the third cohort, acts as a bridge,
facilitating communication between the sixth grade team and the mathematics department. In
contrast to these associates, nodes D and E are less connected to the rest of their school, seeking
or providing advice mainly with other M? associates. Such detailed analysis of sociograms
allows M? project staff to consider how to tailor the professional development of individual M?

associates.

In addition to graphical analysis of sociograms, we compute several network centrality
measures to quantify the network positions of M* associates in terms of their leadership roles.
Among many network centrality measures that have been proposed, we focus on two simple

measures: out-degree and in-degree [15].

Out-degree is a measure of the amount of support upon which an individual can draw. It
is calculated by counting of the number of people from whom an individual seeks advice, based
on an individual’s self-report. We compute a more detailed measure of out-degree by
differentiating between ties to individuals internal to the network boundary (e.g., other teachers in
the same school) and ties to individuals external to the network boundary (e.g., ties to friends,
relatives, university faculty, or teachers in other schools). In Figure 1, node C has four out-going
arrows, meaning that she named four other teachers in her school as sources of advice about

math; in social network terminology, node C therefore has an internal out-degree of four.

From the distributed perspective, in-degree is an operational measure of an individual’s
leadership position. In-degree measures the number of people fo whom an individual provides
advice. We compute in-degree based only on the reports of other teachers within the network
boundary (e.g., within the same school). In Figure 1, node C has five incoming arrows, meaning
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that she was named by five other teachers as a source of advice about math; node C therefore has

an in-degree of five.

In our analysis of schools in the Target District, we compare the M associates to other
teachers who fill similar roles. In the ten schools we study, sixth grade teachers are generalists,
providing instruction in several subject areas to the same group of students; seventh and eighth
grade teachers are subject-matter specialists, providing instruction in a single subject to several
different groups of students. At the time of the survey, twenty-three mathematics and sixth grade
teachers from the district middle schools had completed at least one summer of M? coursework.
We study the role that these M” associates play by comparing the seventeen associates who are
seventh or eighth grade mathematics teachers to the other mathematics teachers in their schools,
and comparing the six associates who are sixth grade generalists to the other sixth grade teachers
in their schools. Further, five of the M? associates in the Target District are in the most recent
program cohort. At the time of the 2007 survey, these associates had been accepted into the
program, but had not yet begun the M” training; we therefore treat them separately from
associates in Cohorts 1, 11, and III.

Findings from the M? Associates Survey

One of the goals of the M? Institute is to foster a support network among the associates,
and between associates and the university-level instructors involved in the program. We can
understand whether this goal is being accomplished by examining the social network data from

our survey of all associates.

In Figure 2, we present a sociogram representing the social network within the M?
program. Associates are represented by circles colored according to their cohort in the program.
M? Institute staff members, including university faculty and school district personnel, are
represented by grey nodes. The nodes lining the upper edge of the figure represent associates and
staff who neither sought advice from nor provided advice to other associates in the program; in

social network analysis, these disconnected nodes are termed “isolates.”
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Figure 2. Math advice network among M? associates and M institute staff.

Figure 2 suggests that many M? associates are participating in the support network of the
M? Institute by seeking advice from other associates and from staff involved in the program. In
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Figure 2, the nodes appear clustered by color, suggesting that associates tend to seek advice from
other associates in the same program cohort. The individual who was most frequently listed as an
advisor (by nine different associates) is a district curriculum specialist and M? master teacher.
Several other M” staff and associates were listed by five respondents each, including three
associates from the first cohort, one associate from the second cohort, one school district program
consultant and high school mathematics teacher whose time is divided equally between teaching
and working for the project, and one university faculty who is a principal investigator of the M

Institute Partnership.

To gain further insight into the advice network among associates and Institute staff, we
calculate the number of other associates and M? staff whom a respondent lists as an advisor (the
internal out-degree) and the number of individuals not involved in the M? Institute whom a
respondent lists as an advisor (the external out-degree) for every associate who responded to the
survey. Table 3 reports the mean internal out-degree and mean external out-degree by cohort, as

well as the total out-degree.

Table 3
M? Associate Survey: Average Out-Degree by Cohort

Mean out-degree

Mean internal Mean external (internal and
Cohort Respondents out-degree out-degree external)
I 23 1.7 2.1 3.8
I 29 2.0 1.5 3.5
1 32 1.4 1.5 2.9
|\ 35 0.5 23 2.8

Associates from earlier cohorts list more sources of advice in total. Associates from
Cohort I list an average of 3.8 advisors, compared to Cohorts II, III, and IV who list an average of
3.5, 2.9, and 2.8 advisors, respectively.

Recall that at the time of the survey, Cohort IV had been accepted but had not yet begun
the M? training. Associates in Cohort IV list mostly external sources of advice (2.3 advisors, on
average) and few sources of advice from within the program (0.5 advisors, on average). In
comparison, associates from the first three cohorts listed approximately equal numbers of internal

and external advisors; the average internal out-degree and the average external out-degree are
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both 1.7. This suggests that as associates participate in the program, they make less use of

outside sources of advice and rely more on advice from within the M? network.

While most associates participate in the M* support network, not everyone is involved.
Out of twenty-three respondents in the first cohort, six (26%) list no advisors from within the M*
program. In the second cohort, eight out of thirty respondents (27%) have an internal out-degree
of 0; in the third cohort, eleven out of thirty-two respondents (34%) have an internal out-degree
of 0.

Most respondents from Cohort IV do not list sources of advice from within the program.
Only twelve of thirty-five respondents list one or more advisors from within the program, which
is to be expected given that these associates answered the survey before beginning the M’
professional development program. In fact, the evidence that associates from Cohort IV seek
advice from others within the program at all suggests that we should be cautious about attributing
connections in the M? network entirely to participation in the M? program. Instead, it might be
that teachers learned about the M? program through their existing network of advisors, so
associates may have been selected into the program partially due to their participation in the

network.

Findings from the Target District Survey

The social network data from the ten middle schools in the Target District lets us address
two questions. First, by comparing the subset of M associates working in the district to teachers
with similar roles, we can verify our findings from the M* associates survey. Second, we can
gain insight into how M? associates act as leaders within their schools, again by comparing M’

associates to teachers with similar roles.

To avoid confusion about terms, we should note that our analysis of the Target District
survey makes use of a different definition of internal and external advisors. In the Target District
survey, we define the network boundary by the school building. Therefore, when calculating a
respondent’s internal out-degree, only teachers from the same school are included; when
calculating a respondent’s external out-degree, all advisors from outside the school building are
counted. Advice from other M? associates might appear in either category. If an associate seeks
advice from another associate who teaches at the same school, it would be counted as internal
advice. If an associate seeks advice from another associate at a different school, or from an M?

faculty member, it would be counted as external advice.
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The M? associates in the Target District report more sources of advice from outside their
school buildings compared to teachers with similar roles. As Table 4 reports, M? associates who
are mathematics teachers list an average of 2.1 external advisors in the 2007 survey, compared to
other mathematics teachers who list an average of 0.7 external advisors. Associates who teach
sixth grade and had participated in the M institute for at least one year list an average of 1.2
external advisors in the 2007, compared to other sixth grade teachers who list an average of 0.5
external advisors. For both mathematics teachers and sixth grade teachers, the results are similar

in the 2008 survey, though the percentage difference is not always as large.

Table 4
Target District Survey: Average Out-Degree of M* Associates and Other Teachers

A. 2007 Survey
Mean out-degree
Mean internal ~ Mean external (internal and
Respondents out-degree out-degree external)

Math teachers
M? Cohorts I, II, and T1I 17 2.5 2.1 4.6
Other teachers 26 2.8 0.7 3.5

Sixth grade teachers
M? Cohorts 1, II, and 11 5 2.4 1.2 3.6
M? Cohort IV 5 2.8 0.4 3.2
Other teachers 83 2.5 0.5 3.0
B. 2008 Survey
Mean out-degree
Mean internal ~ Mean external (internal and
Respondents out-degree out-degree external)

Math teachers
M? Cohorts I, II, and III 11 34 2.1 5.3
Other teachers 20 2.9 0.7 33

Sixth grade teachers

M? Cohorts I, 11, and III 4 3.0 1.2 3.8
M? Cohort TV 3 2.0 0.4 2.3
Other teachers 60 2.2 0.5 2.3

While M? associates seek more advice from outside their school buildings compared to
their colleagues, the evidence regarding internal advice-seeking is less clear. In the 2007 survey,
M? associates list slightly fewer advisors within their school buildings compared to teachers in

similar roles while in the 2008 survey, they list more advisors within their school buildings.
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However, the lower response rates to the 2008 survey, in combination with the small number of

teachers in each category, means that we should interpret these data with caution.

The Target District survey was administered to the entire teaching staff at ten middle
schools, providing us with peer reports of leadership interactions. These data allow us to examine
the leadership roles of M” associates in comparison to teachers in similar roles. We find that M?
associates act as instructional leaders within their schools by providing advice to many
colleagues. Compared to their colleagues, M* associates tend to be named as advisors by more
individuals within their schools. In the 2007 survey, M* associate mathematics teachers are
named as advisors by an average of 8.8 colleagues; in comparison, other mathematics teachers are
named as advisors by an average of 7.0 colleagues (see Table 5). Results are very similar in the
2008 survey: M? associate mathematics teachers are named as advisors by an average of 6.8

colleagues, while other mathematics teachers are named by an average of 5.1 colleagues.

Table 5
Target District Survey: Average In-Degree of M? Associates and Other Teachers
A. 2007 Survey
Number of Mean in-degree
staff (within school)
Math teachers
M? Cohorts I, 11, and III 17 8.8
Other teachers 33 7.0
Sixth grade teachers
M? Cohorts 1, I1, and TII 6 53
M? Cohort IV 5 3.2
Other teachers 92 2.0
B. 2008 Survey
Number of Mean in-degree
staff (within school)
Math teachers
M? Cohorts 1, I1, and III 17 6.8
Other teachers 32 5.1
Sixth grade teachers

M? Cohorts I, II, and III 6 3.5
M? Cohort IV 4 2.5

Other teachers 92 1.4
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In the 2007 survey, sixth grade teachers who are M” associates are named as advisors by
5.3 colleagues, compared to 2.0 for other sixth grade teachers. In the 2008 survey, the difference
between M? associate sixth grade teachers and other sixth grade teachers is smaller in magnitude:
M? associates who are sixth grade teachers are named by 3.5 colleagues, on average, compared to

other sixth grade teachers who are named by 1.4 colleagues, on average.

We should note that the lower response rates to the 2008 survey lessen the reliability of
the in-degree measures in that year, and also make it difficult to compare the results from the
2007 survey to results from the 2008 survey. Still, finding differences between M? associates and
teachers in similar roles in two separate administrations of the survey lends confidence to the
conclusion that M* associates are key resources for advice and information about teaching

mathematics.

Share-Back

Though the SSSNQ is designed as a tool for scholarly research, many of the questions it
poses are also of immediate interest to school and district leaders. We arranged to share results
from the 2007 survey with principals and district officials in the Target District. We believe that
“share-back” efforts are a beneficial step in research projects such as ours, because they force us
to translate our academic findings into practical, immediately relevant ones. This process of
presenting to research participants has sharpened our focus, while also providing us with an
opportunity to check out theories and conclusions. Here, we describe our share-back process and

note the competing concerns involved.

The share-back process involves striking a balance between the desire to provide helpful,
relevant information to school leaders and the imperative of protecting the confidentiality of
research participants. Confidentiality must be protected not only to comply with the requirements
of Institutional Research Boards, but to maintain a relationship of trust with research participants.
If participants feel that the promise of confidentiality has been breached, they are far less likely to
participate in future rounds of research, certainly from our project and perhaps even from other

researchers as well.

The SSSNQ contains a series of questions asking the respondent for opinions about the
cultural climate of their school. The questions address topics such as the level of trust among
faculty and levels of collective responsibility for student learning. Many of the questions are

modeled on a bi-annual survey of schools conducted by the Consortium on Chicago Schools
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Research (CCSR), results from which CCSR shares with the participating schools [16. We
modeled our share-back of the cultural climate questions on the CCSR report, presenting
aggregate climate measures as well as frequency distributions of individual items. For each item,
we presented results aggregated across all respondents in a school in order to protect the
confidentiality of the responses from individual participants. We also reported aggregate results
from the CCSR survey, providing an external benchmark for interpreting the magnitude of the
measures (a template for our analysis is available from the corresponding author).

Several of the questions on the survey ask respondents to evaluate the instructional
leadership of school principals. Items in these measures could easily be construed as an
evaluation of a principal’s performance. We shared results from these items with the principal of
each school, allowing him or her to interpret and make use of the data, but we did not allow
principals to see results from schools other than their own. We allowed district officials to see
only the distribution of results across schools, but did not allow them access to results from any

particular school.

The SSSNQ also contains several questions on social networks among teachers within
each school. In our experience, social network data can be a valuable tool for engaging school
staff in discussions about how the work of leadership and management actually happens in their
schools, so we were eager to share results from our survey. Research on organizational social
network analysis frequently involves a share-back component, but sharing social network data
with participants raises particularly serious concerns about confidentiality [11]. Social network
name generators necessarily involve identifying relationships with other individuals, but it is
unclear how to consider the confidentiality of relationships involving multiple individuals. For
example, if a teacher identifies another teacher as a source of advice, but that teacher has not

consented to participate in the research, can that relationship be considered in analysis?

We shared our findings from analysis of the social network data by constructing
categories of teachers that were large enough to make it impossible to determine the identity of
any individual. Figure 1 is similar to the sociogram depictions used for share-back. Here, circles
representing teachers are colored according to the teacher’s role, so that there are at least five
individuals in any category. Similarly, in quantitative analysis of the network data, we reported

averages across categories containing at least five individuals each.
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We have observed that, when presented with a sociogram representation of the social
network with their school, the immediate impulse of many research participants is to try to put
names on each of the nodes. The principals from the Target District proved no different in this
respect. While this may seem like a breach of confidentiality, we feel that such activity is
speculative at best—the data do not reveal the identities of individual participants, even if they
may provoke guessing games. To discourage misinterpretation of the data, we emphasized
during our share-back presentation that the social network data, like all survey measures, contain
measurement error, and should be interpreted only as a limited representation of relationships

within the organization.

Discussion

Our collaborative research project has so far involved determining how the SSSNQ could
be used to collect data that would address the goals of the M? program, adapting the survey to the
local context, administering the survey to all M? associates and to the entire staff of ten middle
schools, analyzing the data, interpreting the results, and developing methods to share results with
some of the participants. Our analysis provides evidence that M? associates act as leaders within
their schools by providing instruction-related advice to colleagues. Further, we have found
evidence that M? associates both draw upon and contribute to a support network, the boundary of
which is defined by participation in the M* program.

Taken together, our findings are an encouraging sign that the M? associates are a valuable
resource for their schools, building a bridge between their organization and external sources of
information and ideas. Research from many different disciplines has demonstrated that access to
information from outside of an organizational boundary is beneficial for innovation and
productivity [17-19]. By both participating in the M* support network and providing advice to
other teachers within their schools, the M? associates spread the ideas of the M* program beyond

their own classrooms, acting as instructional leaders within their schools.

However, it is important to recognize the limitations of our findings. As noted above, our
research design does not allow us to support causal inferences about the effect of the M* Institute
Partnership program. With the exception of the M? associates from Cohort IV, all of our data
collection took place after the associates had begun their training, so we lack baseline data on the
participants. Moreover, M’ associates are selected via a competitive application process, making
it very difficult to determine whether their leadership roles and involvement in the M? support

network are truly the result of program participation, or are due in part to selection effects.
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As a collaborative research project, we hope to make use of the data from the SSSNQ to
pursue several further research questions regarding Math in the Middle. Social network analysts
have been criticized for focusing entirely on the shape and structural properties of networks while
disregarding their relational content, even though the type or quality of relationships is crucial to
the validity of any claims about outcomes [20]. In addition to data on the existence of advice
relationships among teachers, the SSSNQ also collects information on the topics about which
teachers seek advice. We plan to study these data to understand whether M? associates are
recognized as subject-matter specialists for particular areas of teaching practice, such as creating
assessments or working with low-performing students. Such detailed information about the
content of advice relationships may help M* project staff evaluate and improve their professional

development curriculum.

We also plan to use data from a second survey of all M? associates, to be conducted
during Summer 2008, to better understand the determinants of participation in the M?
professional support network. Qualitative evidence suggests that participation is influenced by
prior relationships, social proximity during M? Summer Institute sessions, and cohort
membership. A better understanding of these factors would allow M” project staff to evaluate

aspects of the program design in order to better facilitate participation.

Finally, we plan to extend the collaboration between Math in the Middle researchers and
the DLS team by linking analyses of social network data to analyses of student achievement data
from these same schools. We will begin to study possible relationships between patterns of
leadership and student achievement. Certainly, much remains to be investigated.
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Abstract

The University of Pennsylvania’s Master of Chemistry Education (MCE) program graduated five
cohorts of approximately twenty teachers between 2002 and 2006. One year after the teachers in the
last cohort earned their degrees, the Penn Science Teacher Institute (Penn STI) initiated a follow-up
study to ascertain if the goals of the MCE program had been sustained. For example, were the teachers
incorporating updated content knowledge into their lessons and were their students learning more
chemistry? A total of seventy-four of the eighty-two graduates participated in some aspect of this study.
Because baseline data were not available for the MCE teachers and their students, baseline data from a
comparable group of chemistry teachers enrolled in the first cohort of the Penn STI program and their
students were used in some analyses. Among other findings, the data indicate that MCE met its goals:
1) to improve the chemistry content knowledge of its teacher participants; 2) to increase the use of
research-based instruction in their classrooms; and, 3) to improve student achievement in chemistry

(students of MCE graduates scored significantly higher than the comparison group).

Introduction

The University of Pennsylvania’s Penn Science Teacher Institute (Penn STI), a National
Science Foundation-funded Mathematics and Science Partnership Teacher Institute for the 21%
Century, commenced in 2004 and was based on the Penn Department of Chemistry’s Master of
Chemistry Education (MCE) program. Although the MCE program began in 1999 and continues
today as part of the Penn STI, a follow-up study of graduates of the first five cohorts was
conducted only recently [1]. The resulting evidence demonstrates the success of professional
development that is sustained, rigorous, and content based. Figures and tables within this paper
come directly from the MCE Follow-up Report. As a result, most conclusions, summaries, and
discussions are also from the Follow-up Report. This article presents both an overview of the
Penn STI and a summary of results of the MCE Follow-up Report that will be of interest to

41
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scientists, science educators, and science teachers, especially those who have been involved with
NSF’s Teacher Institutes.

Overview of Penn STI

The fundamental hypothesis the Penn STI carried forward from the MCE program is that
increasing the content knowledge of science teachers, while simultaneously helping them change
their classroom practice to a more research-based approach, will increase student learning of and

interest in science. This hypothesis drives the Institute structure and evaluation.

The Penn STI structure for increasing science teacher content knowledge is based upon
two, 10-course master’s degree programs, The Master of Integrated Science Education Program
for teachers of middle school science and The Master of Chemistry Education Program for high
school science teachers. Both of these programs have common features, such as: 1) cohorts of
twenty teachers; 2) eight science/chemistry content courses and two science/chemistry pedagogy
courses; and, 3) courses taught over three consecutive summers and during the two intervening
academic years. In addition, teacher participants in both programs take two courses during the
academic year and in the summer. The specific placement of the two pedagogy courses during the
academic years, when teachers are in their classrooms, is also common to both programs. The
sixteen content courses were specifically designed by the Penn instructors to meet the needs of in-
service science teachers. This is not an audience with which a Penn science instructor is familiar.
As a result, each course has undergone several iterations before finding the appropriate

combination of content depth and breadth.

The placement of the pedagogy courses during the academic year is an important part of
the structure that enables the Penn STI to help teacher participants transform their classroom
practice. Another strategy used by the STI to affect change in classroom practice is for Penn
instructors to utilize instructional approaches in STI science content courses that they do not
regularly use in their undergraduate/graduate science courses. To facilitate this change, each
program’s instructor team meets monthly during the academic year with STI staff and evaluation
personnel. In these meetings, the instructors learn about reform-based classroom practices
through reading and discussing journal articles, as well as through sharing experiences. This
practice results in instructors iterating instructional approaches in their STI courses as they
become more cognizant of, and comfortable with, reform-based teaching practices. However,

some instructors are more open to using the new instructional practices than others.
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The evaluation of the Penn STI is a complex one, collecting baseline, annual, and post-
program data on each aspect of its fundamental foci: teacher content knowledge, including
teacher understanding of the nature of science; teacher classroom practice; student attitudes
toward science; and, student content knowledge. Although similar data were not available for the
first five MCE cohorts, instruments used in the external evaluation of the Penn STI were
appropriate for the MCE follow-up study. For this reason, Ohio’s Evaluation and Assessment
Center for Mathematics and Science Education (E & A Center), which conducts the Penn STI
external evaluations, was selected to do the post-hoc evaluation of the MCE program.

Methods

The MCE follow-up study employed a mixed methods approach utilizing two
instruments developed by the E & A Center and currently used in its evaluation of the Penn STI.
The E & A Center’s Teacher Questionnaire provided quantitative data on teachers’ views of their
own classroom practices, while the Student Questionnaire provided data on students’ views of
those practices. The Penn STI had developed a high school student chemistry concept test for the
STI evaluation, and that test provided data on student learning. The program director and internal
evaluators at Penn developed an on-line survey for the MCE follow-up study that provided
demographic data and, through open-response questions, was a rich source of qualitative data.
The on-line survey also provided information concerning teacher content knowledge; that is,
teacher perceived benefits of the MCE courses and the use of new content knowledge in their
teaching. The survey also provided insights into teacher leadership and collegial collaboration.

Although baseline data on classroom practices and student achievement were not
available for the five MCE cohorts, a proxy was available in the baseline data from the first three
cohorts of high school teachers in the Penn STI MCE Program (MCEP), a group of teachers with
similar demographics to those of the MCE Cohorts I-V. Penn had contact information for eighty-
one of the eighty-two MCE graduates. Sixty graduates returned the Teacher Questionnaire and
57 completed the on-line survey. Overall, seventy-four of the eighty-two graduates participated
in some aspect of the data collected for the follow-up study.

Findings—Classroom Practice

Proxy baseline data were gathered utilizing the E & A Center’s Teacher Questionnaire,
administered pre-participation to MCEP participants and post-participation to MCE Cohorts I-V
graduates. The two figures below show items from the teaching/learning subscales where there

were significant differences using ¢-test comparisons.
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In this class, | (the teacher) ...

1Q7. encourage my
students to consider
alternative
explanations. ***

1Q3. require that my
students supply
evidence to support
their claims. *

*p<0.1, *p<005 " p<001 1 2 3 4 5

{ MCE ( 5 Cohorts Combined) @ PENN-MCEP Baseline (Cohort A-C Combined) !

Figure 1. Mean scores for teachers’ responses on teacher
classroom behaviors subscale: MCE follow-up and MCEP baseline data [1].

In this class, my students...

SQ12. do worksheets. *

SQ10. develop scientific literacy skills. *** ‘

SQ9. use educational technologyin the classroom. *
SQ8. talk with one another to promote learning. * §
SQ4. use multiple sources of information to learn. **

SQ3. repeat experiments to confirm results. *

*p <01, ™ p<0.05 *p<0.01 1 2 3 4 5

E |

MCE ( 5 Cohorts Combined) B PENN-MCEP Baseline (Cohort A-C Combined)

Figure 2. Mean scores for teachers’ responses on student
classroom behaviors subscale: MCE follow-up and MCEP baseline data [1].
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Figures 1 and 2 illustrate that the frequency of use of reform-based teaching/learning
strategies was higher for the MCE graduates when compared to a comparable group of teachers
before their participation in the MCEP. This analysis suggests that the MCE program
transformed teaching/learning strategies employed by its graduates toward ones commonly

accepted to enhance student learning in science [1].

Because the Teacher Questionnaire provides self-reported data, the E & A Center’s Student
Questionnaire was used to assess for self-report bias. The classroom behaviors subscale of the
Student Questionnaire contains items paralleling those on the teaching/learning subscale of the
Teacher Questionnaire. Statistical analysis was not done on the paired items because different
questionnaires were used; however, for the purpose of comparison, the means of similar items are
shown in Figures 3 through 5. In each Figure, the wording following the item number is from the
Teacher Questionnaire while the wording in parentheses is from the Student Questionnaire [1].

In this class, | (the teacher) ...

1Q7. encourage my students to consider alternative
explanations. (My teacher asks questions that have more
than one answer.)

1Q5. allow my students to work at their own pace. (My
teacher lets me work at my own pace.)

1Q4. encourage questions from my students. (My
teacher encourages me to ask questions.)

1Q3. require that my students supply evidence to support
their claims. (My teacher asks me to give reasons
for my answers.)

1 2 3 4 5
Mean Scores for the Responses

|Teachers' Responses (Mean) B Students' Responses (Mean)—l

Figure 3. Mean scores for teachers’ and students’
responses on teacher classroom behaviors subscale [1].
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In this class, the students ...

SQ8. talk with one another to promote learning. (I
[the student] talk with my classmates about how to
solve problems.)

SQ7. consult one another as sources for learning. (|
[the student] learn from my classmates.)

SQ5. consider alternative explanations to accepted
theories. (I [the student] learn that there are different
solutions to science problems.)

SQ3. repeat experiments to confirm results. (I [the
student] repeat experiments to check results.)

SQ1. use data to justify responses to questions. (!
[the student] use information to support my
answers.)

1 2 3 4 5

Mean Scores for the Responses

Teachers' Responses (Mean) @ Students' Responses (Mean) j

Figure 4. Comparison of scores for teachers’ and students’ responses
on student classroom behaviors subscale (inquiry-based learning activities) [1].

In this class, the students ...

SQ14. memorize science facts so that they can do |
well on tests. (I [the student] memorize science
facts so that | can do well on tests.)

SQ13. learn science facts by using worksheets. (I
[the student] learn science facts by using
worksheets.)

SQ12. do worksheets. (I [the student] do
worksheets.)

1 2 3 4 5
Mean Scores for the Responses

LEI Teachers' Responses (Mean) B Students' Responses (Mean) I

Figure 5. Comparison of scores for teachers’ and students’

responses on student classroom behaviors subscale (traditional learning activities) [1].
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For both subscales, teacher and student views differed for several items. However, on the
teacher classroom behaviors subscale (see Figure 3), both students and teachers generally agreed
that MCE graduates allowed their students to work at their own pace and required their students
to support claims with evidence. On the inquiry-based learning activities subscale (see Figure 4),
agreement between students and teachers indicated that, in classrooms of MCE graduates,
students consulted one another to help their learning, repeated experiments to confirm results, and
used data to justify responses to questions [1]. As expected, students, compared with teachers,
responded that they experienced more use of traditional activities (memorization and worksheets)

as shown in Figure 5.

The on-line survey provides additional insights on changes in classroom practices
through a series of questions on the use of instructional strategies before and after participation in
the MCE program. In the following three figures, the instructional strategies from the on-line
survey have been grouped for ease of interpretation: strategies recommended by the National
Science Education Standards (see Figure 6), traditional teaching strategies (see Figure 7), and
strategies that did not change (see Figure 8) [2]. Each figure illustrates the number of teachers
reporting use of the strategy before and after MCE participation. Although fifty-seven teachers
responded to the on-line survey, not all answered each question, resulting in variations in the

numbers of responses.
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Standards-Based Teaching Strategies

Simulation activities

Probeware

Pre-assessment

Open-ended inquiry

Teaching Strategies
Internet resources (student use)
Inquiry lessons

Inquiry labs

Guided inquiry

Group work

Group projects

Group assessment
Formative assessment
"Essay" exams

Alternative assessments

Number of Teachers

Before Participating in the MCE Program B After Participating in the MCE Program

60

Figure 6. Use of standards-based teaching strategies
before and after participating in the MCE program [1].
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Worksheets

Working example problems
Textbook reading

Multiple-choice exams

Lecture

Individual projects

Teaching Strategies

Individual seatwork

60

Number of Teachers

Bl Before Participating in the MCE Program B After Participating in the MCE Program

Figure 7. Use of traditional teaching strategies before
and after participating in the MCE program [1].
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Teaching Strategies with No Changes before and after the
MCE Program

Lab assignments SR
Intemet resources (teacher use)

Demonstrations

Teaching Strategies

Confirmatory labs

Number of Teachers

}D Before Participating in the MCE Program @ After Participating in the MCE Program E

Figure 8. Teaching strategies with little or
no changes before and after participating in the MCE program [1].

Figures 6 and 7 taken together indicate teachers believe that, after MCE participation,
they have dramatically increased their use of inquiry, group activities, technology, and non-
traditional assessment strategies while decreasing their reliance on many traditional instructional
and assessment strategies.  In Figure 8, where less dramatic changes are seen, strategies are
those that are commonly associated with laboratory science classrooms, and therefore would be
less likely to change given the nature of high school chemistry curricula [1].

The open-ended response sections of the on-line survey provided additional insights into
pedagogical knowledge gained through the MCE program. Eighteen percent of respondents
listed the “importance of small groups” while “PIM’s,” “POGIL’s” and “various forms of
inquiry” were reported by 16%, 11% and 5%, respectively. The “Penn Inquiry Model” (PIM) is
an inquiry teaching-learning model developed for the Master of Chemistry Program in 1999. It is
based on how research scientists carry out their research, and was developed for the purpose of
helping Penn instructors understand the meaning of “inquiry” as used in science education [3].
The acronym “POGIL” is used to describe “Process Oriented Guided Inquiry Learning” [4].
Both small group collaboration and inquiry teaching and learning strategies are stressed in all
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MCE content and pedagogy courses. Pedagogy gained through MCE and reported in tables F7
and F8 in the Follow-up Report as being implemented in their classrooms included: “use of
inquiry” (32%), “group work” (26%), “the three levels of representation” (14%), and “new
assessment tools” (12%) [1].

These selected quotes from the MCE Follow-up Report further illustrate the pedagogical
learning experienced by teachers:

e “Professor A and Professor B used the Penn model for group instruction and
discussion. The small group environment was beneficial because it allowed for several
responses to the same question... The small group discussion, for me, reduced my
misconceptions and improved my development of a concept.” [Teacher #16; Cohort 11}

e “Many of the professors modeled pedagogy. Inorganic was low-tech in the
demonstration examples. Organic showed me how to use concept maps critically and
also elicit feedback from students. Incorporation of technology needed not only to be
shown, but practiced, and I do this with my students as well.” [Teacher #38; Cohort V]

e “Inquiry has been the biggest influence. It is a heavy part of the way I teach—through
labs... students almost always develop their own procedures and decide on appropriate
data collection...” [Teacher #6; Cohort IV]

Findings—Timing of Change in Classroom Practice
The on-line survey also questioned the timeline during which teacher graduates
implemented changes in their classrooms. Most teachers (30%) reported that they began to
implement change in their classroom practices during the first school year after their initial
summer of MCE coursework, some within the first semester (21%). Quotes from this survey
provide additional insights into the implementation timeline:
e “I started to use more inquiry and group work after my first summer of the program.”
[Teacher #35; Cohort III]
o “It started after the first summer of courses, but was most significant after the conclusion
of the courses when there was more time for implementation.” [Teacher #60; Cohort 1I]

Findings—Student Achievement

Because MCE Cohorts I-V had not been asked to provide baseline data on student
achievement in chemistry, proxy data from students of the first three cohorts of high school
teachers in the Penn STI Program (MCEP) were used. These data were gathered from the
students of MCEP teachers prior to the teachers starting the Penn STI, and they were drawn from

responses to the Penn STI-developed chemistry concepts assessment. This assessment also was
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administered to students of volunteer graduates of MCE teacher Cohorts I-V. The analysis of

student achievement scores is shown in Table 1.

Table 1
Mean Percentage for Achievement: MCE and MCEP Students

Project N Mean Std. Dey. df t-value p-value
32

MCE 8 41.37 19.38 600 5.65 <0.001

MCEP Baseline 34

Data 239 14.28

* Table from the MCE Follow-up Report.

As the MCE Follow-up Report states: “It must be noted that the [student] groups may
not be comparable. However, there is a significant difference in favor of the MCE [graduates]
group, suggesting that participation in the MCE program can enhance the chemistry achievement

of students of participating teachers” [1].

Teacher Content Knowledge

Teacher participants in MCE Cohorts I-V were not administered a pre-/post-program
chemistry content knowledge examination, as is now done in the MCE Program (MCEP) of the
Penn STI. As a result, no quantitative data were available on teacher chemistry content
knowledge for the follow-up study. However, teachers were queried through the on-line survey
on what they perceived as the benefits of their new content knowledge and how they utilized it in
their classrooms.

Both “Greater in-depth knowledge of concepts” and “Broader understanding of concepts”
were listed by 21% of respondents as shown in Table F3 of the Follow-up Report; this was
followed by “Expanded general knowledge of concepts” (12%) as benefits of their MCE
participation [1]. Teacher classroom use of specific knowledge gained in MCE included “light
concepts using spectroscopy” (21%), “environmental science concepts, including global
warming” (18%), “periodic table concepts” (14%), and both “orbitals” and “Lewis structures”
(12%).  Again, quotes from teacher respondents like the following support the finding of
enhanced content knowledge by graduates of the MCE program:

e  “I feel like I have a better appreciation of how all of it fits together. I also have a better
understanding of chemical research that I can convey to my students.” [Teacher #60;
Cohort II]
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e  “Being able to understand the background of many of the chemical concepts that I
teach has enabled me to have a sense of a ‘bigger’ picture. This helps me to frame
responses to students’ questions.” [Teacher #50; Cohort IV]

e “I was able to give my advanced students a more detailed description of
orbital/quantum theory and my average students more accurate analogies of the theory.
I used biochem applications in a food chem. unit with my lower students.” [Teacher
#9; Cohort II1]

Leadership and Collegial Collaboration

One expected outcome of the MCE program, as well as the current Penn STI programs, is
that graduates will become Teacher Leaders in their schools and/or districts, working
collaboratively with their colleagues to share their new pedagogical and content learning. The
on-line survey included questions on leadership activities and such collegial collaborations.

Twenty-one percent of the MCE graduate respondents reported that they were “involved
in curriculum discussions/revisions in order to meet state standards,” with 12% reporting that they
“mentored new teachers or student teachers” and 9% reporting that they ‘“shared teaching,
writing, and reading strategies with faculty.” Additionally, 33% reported the “sharing of content,
curriculum, and/or activities with other teachers” (see Tables F10 and F11 in the Follow-up
Report) [1]. Examples of leadership activities are described in the following quotations from the
Follow-up Report:

° “I was asked to chair the Professional Development Committee during 2004-5... to
co-teach and model lessons... [and] prepare workshops for non-tenured teachers...”
[Teacher #5; Cohort I

o “I was asked to help rewrite the biology and chemistry curriculums for the high
school.” [Teacher #37; Cohort III]
. “I find other teachers are willing to try new strategies like POGIL and PIM because of

the MCE program and my involvement.” [Teacher #59; Cohort V]

. “The members of my department who know that I completed MCE will often ask me
content-based questions that they think I will be able to answer with more insight than
they have into certain areas of chemistry. I also let members of my department know
that I can be used as a resource for developing their curriculum as well. Younger
teachers in my department will often come to me with questions about curriculum and

classroom management.” [Teacher #32; Cohort II]
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Conclusion

Data gathered for the Follow-up Report provide strong indications that the Penn STI
program model is effective in changing classroom practices toward more frequent use of
research-based strategies and that those changes begin during a teacher’s involvement in the
program. The program structure places pedagogical courses during the school year, following a
summer in which teacher participants have experienced inquiry strategies as students, often
discovering that those strategies enhance their own learning. In all, the Penn STI and its
precursor provide an effective model of initiating timely change in classroom practice. Further
data from the Follow-up Report provide initial evidence that student learning may be increased as
a result of a teacher’s participation in sustained, rigorous, content-based professional

development, the model used in the MCE and STI programs at the University of Pennsylvania.

Changes in teacher content knowledge in the Follow-up Report are self-reported and
largely qualitative. However, the evaluation report (University of Pennsylvania Science Teacher
Institutes—Year 4) provides quantitative data of pre-/post-program increase in teacher chemistry
content knowledge [5]. These data confirm significant content gains by teacher participants over
the twenty-six months of participation. In addition, the examples provided by on-line survey
respondents on their level of leadership and collegial collaboration suggest that the Penn STI

model meets its goal of graduating Teacher Leaders for schools and districts.

Lessons Learned—Future Plans

The Penn STI, which is based on the MCE program, has added several new structures as
a result of “lessons learned” from its precursor, the MCE program. The extensive quantitative
data included in the STI external evaluation are the most significant examples. The Penn STI
Year 4 evaluation report contains substantial evidence that the Penn STI is successful in attaining
positive outcomes, such as increasing teacher content knowledge, changing classroom practices

to more research-based ones, and increasing student interest in and knowledge of science [5].

It is the intention of the Penn STI to make further use of the MCE Follow-up Report data,
only part of which has been summarized here, as well as to seek further funding to continue the
longitudinal study of both groups of teachers (chemistry and middle school science) in the Penn
STI. Only through rigorous, multi-year studies that include both quantitative and qualitative data
can we hope to understand adequately the wide range of teacher needs, teaching situations, and

career trajectories. This will help determine appropriate and necessary program structures that
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will enhance learning of science for all students. Certainly gaining this knowledge is also a goal

of the National Science Foundation, and specifically, their Teacher Institutes for the 21% Century.
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Abstract

The Oregon Mathematics Leadership Institute (OMLI) National Science Foundation Mathematics and

Science Partnership project partners are Oregon State University. Portland State University, Teachers
Development Group, and ten Oregon school districts. The primary activities of the project were a
sequence of three intensive three-week residential institutes emphasizing mathematics content
knowledge for teaching, collegial leadership, and the building of Professional Learning Communities.
Teachers at all levels of grades K-12 participated together in the mathematics content courses. By the
conclusion of the third Summer Institute, teachers had shown significant improvements in mathematical
content knowledge for teaching. Analysis of student achievement data in participating schools was
initially inconclusive. However, once implementation fidelity traits were taken into account, a positive
relationship between project participation and student achievement emerged. The degree to which
schools implement the practices promoted by the OMLI project is a significant positive predictor of
student performance above and beyond what can be explained by the socioeconomic factor as indicated
by the percentage of students who qualify for the free and reduced lunch program. This relationship is
particularly acute at secondary levels, but additional factors appear to be at play at elementary grade

levels.

Introduction

The Oregon Mathematics Leadership Institute (OMLI) is a five-year project funded by

the National Science Foundation under the Mathematics and Science Partnership
additional federal funding provided through the Oregon Department of Education.

a partnership between Oregon State University, Portland State University, Teachers

program with
The OMLI is

Development

Group, and ten Oregon school districts: Beaverton, Bend-LaPine, Crook County, Molalla River,

North Clackamas, Redmond, Reynolds, Roseburg, South Lane, and Woodburn.

districts include both rural and urban settings, a wide range of socio-econ

These school

omic student

backgrounds, and one district with a majority of students classified as English Language Learners
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(ELL). Some of the partner school districts themselves have provided additional funding to
expand participation in the OMLI project.

The unit of participation in OMLI is a School Leadership Team, ideally consisting of two
teachers and one school administrator, usually the principal of the school. The project has
approximately 180 teachers (90 from grades K-5, 60 from middle school grades 6-8, and 30 from
high school grades 9-12) and 95 administrators participating across the ten partner districts. The
Oregon Mathematics Leadership Institute (OMLI) works to build collaborative Professional
Learning Communities within the participating schools through a series of intensive summer
institutes and academic year follow-up professional development activities for teams of teachers

and administrators.

Participating teachers attended three, 3-week residential Summer Institutes during three
consecutive summers (2005, 2006, and 2007). The participating administrators attended the third
week of each of the three Summer Institutes. These Summer Institutes included mathematics
content coursework across six strands: numbers and operations, algebraic structures, measure and
change, geometry, data analysis and probability, and discrete mathematics. The mathematics

content coursework was complemented by leadership development coursework.

Academic year activities facilitated the ongoing development of collaborative
Professional Learning Communities (PLC’s) within each participating school. These activities
will continue at least through the 2008-09 academic year, and are intended to promote and sustain

systemic mathematics reform to increase student achievement in mathematics.

Description of the OMLI Summer Institutes

Participants were housed on the Oregon State University campus and Institute classes
were held in a middle school near the campus. The typical schedule for the Institute involved
teachers attending two, 2-hour mathematics classes in the morning with a two-hour study session
and a two-hour Collegial Leadership workshop in the afternoon. Approximately sixty teachers
each were enrolled in a “triad” of courses consisting of a pair of mathematics courses and the
Collegial Leadership workshop. Hence, all 180 teachers would have participated in all six
mathematics content strands and three Collegial Leadership workshops by the conclusion of the
third Summer Institute in Summer 2007. The six mathematics content strands are paired as
follows: 1) Numbers and Operations and Geometry;, 2) Data and Chance and Discrete

Mathematics; 3) Algebraic Structures and Measurement and Change.
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Using the Conference Board of the Mathematical Sciences recommendations for the
preparation of teachers, OMLI mathematics instructors chose depth in a few “big idea” topics
rather than attempting to address many topics [1]. In each content course, there was an explicit
emphasis on student discourse and faculty were expected to model many of the pedagogical
techniques used in K-12 classrooms that are the focus of the Collegial Leadership workshops in

the afternoons.

During one of the afternoon periods, teachers participated in a facilitated “study hall”
with mathematics content faculty available for assistance. During the other period, teachers
participated in a Collegial Leadership workshop facilitated by staff from the Teachers
Development Group.  Approximately ninety teachers participated in study hall in the first
afternoon session while the other ninety teachers participated in the Collegial Leadership
workshops. During the second afternoon period, these two groups of teachers switched. In the
third week of the Summer Institute, participating principals attended Collegial Leadership
workshops in the morning while teachers were attending mathematics content classes. During the
afternoons of the third week, principals had opportunities to work together in a team with the
teachers from their schools to develop school action plans for professional development during

the upcoming academic year.

A unique feature of the OMLI Institutes was that teachers from all K-12 grades
participated together in the mathematics content courses. This was a conscious choice made to
stimulate interaction among teachers from elementary, middle, and high schools in the same
district and to give all teachers a better sense of the “trajectory” of a mathematical idea across the
entire K-12 curriculum. To be sure, this choice placed unusual challenges on our mathematics
content faculty. The OMLI mathematics content courses included explorations and tasks that
could be approached at several levels of sophistication. This allowed all teachers in the course to
initially engage together in an activity while still affording opportunities for teachers with
different backgrounds to employ their existing knowledge bases. The use of new or unfamiliar
mathematical settings also served to “level the playing field,” in the sense that tasks were
provided that teachers at all levels could approach as fresh.

For example, Geometry focused on some non-Euclidean models for spherical geometry
and the taxicab metric to foster insights into Euclidean geometrical properties. Data and Chance
made extensive use of the software TinkerPlots™, something new to virtually all of the teachers.
Algebraic Structures used a case study of a third grader’s conjecture to launch a far reaching
investigation that ultimately involved elements of group theory. Measure and Change included

extensive activities with non-standard units. The Numbers and Operations course examined
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connections to harmonics in music. Not surprisingly, many of the topics of Discrete Mathematics

were new to most of the teachers at all grade levels.

During Collegial Leadership workshop activities, the Collegial Leadership team draws
heavily on the latest nationally recognized, evidence-based mathematics professional
development and leadership development resources, such as:  Designing Professional
Development for Teachers of Science and Mathematics; Learning and Teaching Linear
Functions: Video Cases for Mathematics Professional Development, 6-10; Learning to Lead
Mathematics Professional Development, Fostering Algebraic Thinking: A Guide for Teachers,
Grades 6-10; Developing Mathematical ldeas; Children’s Mathematics: Cognitively Guided
Instruction; and, Lenses on Learning [2-8]. Team members modeled and emphasized “best”
instructional practices and curricula based on the NCTM’s Professional Standards for Teaching
Mathematics, and provided extensive instruction and mentoring to School Leadership Teams for
effective job-embedded, practice-based professional learning (e.g., lesson study, protocol-based
collegial observations and examinations of student work, case discussions and development, book
studies, etc.) [9].

Description of the OMLI Site Visits
Site visits to participating OMLI schools involved a minimum of a half-day site visit per
school, with four site visits each year per school. These site visits are designed to meet the
following goals:
1)  Support School Leadership Teams for implementation of their Collegial
Leadership Action Plans, which were crafted by the teams during the 2007
Summer Institute to initiate and sustain school-based collaborative Professional
Learning Communities that center on mathematics content, learning, teaching,
and leadership; and,
2)  Support continued learning by the OMLI participants and their school
colleagues through first-hand experiences with practice-based professional
learning facilitated by OMLI faculty.

While a major focus of work in the schools centered around deepening the quality of
mathematical discourse in classrooms through collaborative lesson planning, observation, and
reflection about lessons, the following are other specific site visit activities designed to support

learning for effective lesson design and implementation:
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. Data snaps (classroom walk-throughs) to gather data as context for professional
dialogue and making inferences regarding what typifies mathematical discourse
across the school;

. Case discussions (video and print);

. Extended classroom observations and inference dialogue based on Teachers
Development Group’s Student Discourse Observation Protocol and Collaborative
Lesson Planning Protocol (designed to support teachers in moving classroom
discourse along a continuum from a focus on procedures and facts to a focus on
justification and generalization);

. Consultation regarding implementation of school mathematics curriculum materials;

° Co-facilitation (with OMLI participants) of school-based professional development
and district meetings;

. Coaching OMLI participants in leading the district site visit meetings; and,

. Facilitating and/or coaching the facilitation of the examination of student work by
OMLI participants and/or their building colleagues.

In addition to site visits, OMLI site visit faculty members facilitate four half-day district
meetings throughout the academic year in each district. During these meetings, all participating
OMLI teachers and administrators from a district come together to share their successes and
challenges, to plan for districtwide expansion of OMLI, and to continue learning together by
examining student work, discussing professional readings, planning collaborative lessons, and
analyzing and enhancing mathematical tasks, as well as other activities such as those in the list

above.

District Leadership Teams worked with Collegial Leadership/Site Visit Support Teams to
identify specific needs and to coordinate site visits. The District Leadership Teams conducted
regular meetings during the academic year with the School Leadership Teams. School
Leadership Teams (SLT) were expected to actively increase the quantity and quality of school-
based collegial inquiry and discourse about mathematical and pedagogical content by planning
and facilitating regular academic year meetings of building colleagues, and using and facilitating
practice-based professional development activities, such as classroom observations and

collaborative examinations of student work.
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The figure below diagrams the Research Logic Model for the OMLI project.

Summer R Action Plan
Institute > School
*Math Content Leadership Improved
*Leadership Teams Teaching and
Learning in
v Mathematics
v
Follow-up PD
Increased J'
Site Visits *School-Based D?_;ﬁe Improved
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choo p . a Teacher Leaders Achievement
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Discourse Teachers

Figure 1. Oregon Mathematics Leadership Institute Partnership
Research Logic Model.

The inputs to this Model are the activities and support provided by the project—namely, the
series of intensive Summer Institutes followed up by the academic year site visits by project staff.
The action plans developed by School Leadership Teams during the Institute were intended to
shape the professional development activities in each school. The anticipated outcomes of the
Model are the improved teaching and learning in mathematics in the participating schools with a
direct emphasis on improving the quantity and quality of student mathematical discourse in
classrooms. Ultimately, these intermediary outcomes were expected to result in improved student

achievement.

Observation protocols were developed to provide measures of the quantity and quality of
mathematical discourse. A report of this research, including the actual discourse observation
protocol instruments can be found on the NSF-MSP website [10]. In this report, we wish to
address the other two main evaluation research questions implied by the Research Logic Model:
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1) Has the OMLI professional development prepared the Teacher Leaders for their
leadership role in terms of mathematics content knowledge for teaching?

2) Has the OMLI project increased student achievement (as indicated by the percentage
of students who demonstrate proficiency on the Oregon State Mathematics
Assessments for Grades 3, 5, 8, and 10) in all participating K—12 schools?

Mathematical Content Knowledge for Teaching

At the conclusion of each Summer Institute, OMLI staff administered a post-survey of
mathematics content knowledge to all SLT teachers. The pre-survey had been administered at the
beginning of the 2005 Summer Institute or at the beginning of the first Summer Institute attended
(in the case of new SLT teachers). The surveys comprised a series of mathematics problems
developed and tested at The Study of Instructional Improvement and the “Learning Mathematics
for Teaching Project” at the University of Michigan [11].

There were four versions of the surveys: two versions (A and B) for secondary teachers
(middle school and high school teachers in grades 6-12) and two versions (A and B) for
elementary teachers (grades K-5). Each group of teachers was randomly divided into two groups.
One group completed version A for their respective grade level as the pre-survey and version B as
the post-survey. The other group completed the surveys in the opposite order. Each survey
included two to three standardized subscales. Raw scores on each subscale for each survey were
converted to scale scores (z-scores) using lookup tables provided by University of Michigan staff.
Tables 1 and 2 provide the mean scale score growth from pre-survey to post-survey for the

overall group.

Both elementary and secondary SLT teachers demonstrated statistically significant gains
from the pre-survey to the post-survey administered at the conclusion of the 2007 Summer

Institute on the overall score and on all subscales.
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Table 1
2007 Secondary SLT Teacher Content Knowledge Results

Scale Survey N M SD M Diff SE D
Arithmetic and Algebra Pre- 78 767 938 397 .085  <.001
Post- 78 1.164 774
Geometry Pre- 78 .889 554 .192 .063 .003
Post- 78 1.081  .581
Overall Pre- 78 761 129 .055 010 <.001
Post- 78 816 107
Table 2
Elementary SLT Teacher Content Knowledge Results
Scale Survey N M SD MDiff SE P
Number Concepts and Pre- 84 -.100 .891 343 085 <001
Operations
Post- 84 243 799
Geometry Pre- 84 228 780 479 068  <.001
Post- 84 707 .802
Patterns, Functions, and Pre- 84 .101 .801 372 083 <.001
Algebra
Post- 84 473 .807
Overall Pre- 84 .644 .155 .077 010  <.001
Post- 84 720 141

Note. Statistically significant p-values (p <= 0.05) appear in boldface type. Raw scores on each subscale
for each survey were converted to scale scores (z-scores) using lookup tables provided by University of

Michigan.
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This growth in content knowledge can be attributed to the content courses offered at the Summer
Institutes. Each Summer Institute participant took two of the six mathematics content courses
each summer. The next summer, they rotated and took two more content courses. It wasn’t until

the 2007 Summer Institute that participants had completed all six courses.

After completing two content courses at the conclusion of the 2005 Summer Institute,
teachers demonstrated some growth in their mathematics content knowledge, but the growth was
limited to subscales of the assessment that correlated closely to the content of the courses
completed by the participants (see Table 3). After completing four of the six courses at the
conclusion of the 2006 Summer Institute, teachers demonstrated significant growth in some areas.
The secondary teachers demonstrated significant positive growth on the arithmetic and algebra
scale, but growth on the geometry scale was not statistically significant. The elementary teachers
demonstrated significant growth on the number concepts and operations scale and the geometry

scale, but not on the patterns, functions, and algebra scale (see Table 4).

Table 3
2005 Teacher Content Knowledge Results

2005 Summer Institute Course

Algebra & Data
Functions Analysis &
Grade Level Probability Geometry
Number
Overall Measurement Discrete Syst. &
Standardized Scale Growth & Change Mathematics  Operations
Middle School and High School SLT
Teachers
Arithmetic and Algebra Scale 0.110 0.382 -0.033 0.012
Geometry Scale 0.191 0.260 0.112 0.185
N 82 25 29 32
Elementary School SLT Teachers
Number Concepts and Operations Scale 0.138 0.282 -0.020 0.142
Geometry Scale 0.258 0.338 0.075 0.340
Patterns, Functions, and Algebra Scale 0.235 0.165 0.312 0.234
N 90 30 28 33

Note. The data shown in the body of this table represents the change in the mean scale scores for each
group of participants from the pre-survey to the post-survey.
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Table 4
2006 Teacher Content Knowledge Results

Participant Group/Scale Survey N M SD P M Diff SE
Secondary SLT Teachers
Arithmetic and Algebra Pre- 81 757 .905 .003 .168 .056
Post- 81 .924 .855
Geometry Pre- 81 .862 .570 .087 .091 .053
Post- 81 .953 .606
Overall Pre- 81 .758 127 .001 .025 .007
Post- 81 .783 122
Elementary SLT Teachers
Number Concepts and Pre- 92 -.010 .883 .003 214 .071
Operations
Post- 92 119 .802
Geometry Pre- 93 .248 .784 .001 .200 .056
Post- 93 .448 .742
Patterns, Functions, and Pre- 93 150 745 069  .140  .076
Algebra
Post- 93 .290 .815
Overall Pre- 93  .647 150 <.001  .037  .008
Post- 93 .684 144

Note. Statistically significant p-values (p <= 0.05) appear in boldface type. Raw scores on each subscale
for each survey were converted to scale scores (z-scores) using lookup tables provided by University of
Michigan.

After completing all six content courses at the conclusion of the 2007 Summer Institute,
participants demonstrated significant content knowledge gains overall and on all subscales of the

assessment (see Tables 1 and 2).

Analysis of Student Achievement

The school is the primary unit of change for the OMLI project. Thus, the evaluation
examines trends in school-level student performance on the mathematics portion of the state
assessment for the schools participating in the OMLI project compared to statewide averages.
The following series of figures (Figures 2-5) show the percentage of students who met or
exceeded the mathematics standard on the Oregon assessment of student performance for students
in OMLI schools compared to the State average for each year from 2004 (2003—04 school year)
through 2007 (2006-07 school year). All percentages represent the percentage of students who
met or exceeded the mathematics standard weighted by the number of students assessed at each
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grade level. The 2006 assessment was administered after the first OMLI Summer Institute in
2005 and the 2007 assessment was administered after the second Summer Institute in 2006.
Complications with the on-line administration during the implementation of the 2007 assessment
makes it difficult to compare the 2007 results with those of previous years. However, comparison
of the OMLI schools to the State averages is valid for all years including 2007 because the
complications were experienced by all schools in the State.

EIOMLI B State

2004 2005 2006 2007

N=12
Figure 2. Percentage of grade 10 students who met or
exceeded the mathematics standard, 2004 through 2007.
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OMLI [ State

2004 2005 2006 2007

Figure 3. Percentage of grade 8 students who met or
exceeded the mathematics standard, 2004 through 2007.

OMLI H State

2004 2005 2006 2007

N =46

Figure 4. Percentage of grade 5 students who met or
exceeded the mathematics standard, 2004 through 2007.
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[ OMLI EState

90% 86.2% 56.2%
84.0%

2004 2005 2006 2007

N =45

Figure 5. Percentage of grade 3 students who met or
exceeded the mathematics standard, 2004 through 2007.

As shown in the graphs, results are inconclusive. The percentage of grades 3 and 5
students in OMLI schools who met or exceeded the standards was lower than the State average
while the percentage of grades 8 and 10 students in OMLI schools was above the State average.
This led us to revisit the logic model for the project (Figure 1) and note that simply using
attendance at the Summer Institutes by participating teachers and administrators did not
adequately reflect full participation in the project. This led us to collect information about the
degree to which each school actually implemented practices promoted in the OMLI professional
development. With input from the site visit staff, RMC Research developed a scoring rubric of
thirteen traits for use by the site visit staff to rate the level of implementation of each school as of
the end of the 2006-07 school year. The scoring rubric was composed of the following traits:

1) Quality of the School Leadership Team’s action plan;

2) Implementation of the action plan;

3) Leadership exhibited by first teacher on School Leadership Team;

4) Leadership exhibited by second teacher on School Leadership Team;

5) Leadership and engagement exhibited by the school administrator on team;

6) Support of the district leadership team;

7) School policies/practices supported work of the School Leadership Team;

8) Stability of the School Leadership Team (in terms of turnover due to personnel
moves);

9) School priority for mathematics;



70

D. WEAVER and T. DICK

10) Professional development responsibilities taken on by School Leadership Team;

11) Scope of professional development activities;

12) Use of professional learning tasks and protocols used in collegial leadership work;

and,

13) Evidence of impact of the professional development on other teachers in the school.

The RMC Research Corporation analyzed the data from each school and identified two

sets of five of the thirteen traits that were highly correlated to student achievement on the 2007

state assessment. One set was correlated to student achievement at the elementary level and the

other set was correlated to student achievement at the secondary level. The following traits make

up the Secondary Implementation Scale (SIS) and are correlated to student achievement in

secondary schools (grades 8 and 10):

Quality of the school action plan for improving mathematics teaching and learning
developed by the School Leadership Team during the Summer Institutes;

How well the School Leadership Team implemented the action plan;

The degree to which the School Leadership Team conducted regular, school-based
professional development with the other mathematics teachers in their school;

The degree to which the school-based professional development reached all or a
critical mass of mathematics teachers in the school; and,

The degree to which the professional development utilized well-defined professional
learning tasks and protocols developed by project staff and modeled during the
Summer Institutes.

The following traits make up the Elementary Implementation Scale (EIS) and were

correlated to student achievement in elementary schools (grades 3 and 5):

Leadership qualities of the teachers on the School Leadership Team;

Whether the School Leadership Team had a second teacher participating;

The degree to which the school and district policies and practices are supportive of
the work of the School Leadership Team;

The degree to which mathematics is a priority for the school; and,

The degree to which the professional development utilized well-defined professional
learning tasks and protocols developed by project staff and modeled during the

Summer Institutes.

In order to calculate the elementary and secondary implementation scale score for each
OMLI school, RMC Research used the ratings for each school. The implementation scale score

was calculated so that “0” represented the lowest possible score on the five traits and “100”

represented the highest possible score. The analysis of the data focused on relationships between
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the implementation scale of the OMLI schools and the percentage of students in each school that

met or exceeded the standard on the State mathematics assessments.

The RMC Research Corporation also took into account demographic factors such as the
percentage of students who qualified for free or reduced price lunch (FRL) (proxy for
socioeconomic level of the community), percentage of minority students, and the percentage of
students with limited English proficiency (LEP). The percentage of students on FRL was the
only demographic factor that had a significant relationship to student achievement. The FRL was
used by RMC Research as a control variable in a regression analysis that used the OMLI
implementation score as the independent variable and the percentage of students who met or

exceeded the standard on the 2007 mathematics assessment as the dependent variable.

A series of graphics (Graphics 1-4) summarize the results of the analysis of student
achievement at grades 10, 8, 5, and 3. Each graphic contains four components:

1) Scatter Plot—This graph shows the relationship between level of OMLI implementation
as measured by either the elementary or secondary implementation scale and the
percentage of students who met or exceeded the mathematics standard in 2007 for the
respective grade level. Please note that this depicts school-level aggregates and is not
weighted by the size of the school.

2) Implementation Level Group Bar Chart—Each school was assigned to an implementation
level group based on their implementation scale. The RMC Research Corporation
calculated the percentage of students who met or exceeded the mathematics standard for
all the students in each group, weighted by the number of students who completed the
assessment in each school. This bar graph shows the percentage of students who met or
exceeded the mathematics standard for each implementation level group.

3) Implementation Level Group Data Table—This table contains the data used to plot the
preceding bar graph.

4) Regression Analysis Results—This series of tables shows the results of the regression
analysis of the data. Predictors considered in these models are the percentage of students
who qualify for free or reduced price lunch and either the elementary or secondary
implementation scale. The dependent variable is the percentage of students who met or
exceeded the mathematics standard in 2007, weighted by the number of students in each
school who completed the assessment. Noteworthy data is indicated with boldface type.
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GRAPHIC 1—SCATTER PLOT, Grade 10
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Figure 6. Analysis of grade 10 student achievement.
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GRAPHIC 1—IMPLEMENTATION LEVEL GROUP BAR CHART, Grade 10

70%

65.7%

65%

60%

Percentage of Students Who Met or
Exceeded the Math Standard
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OMLI Implementation Level Group

GRAPHIC 1—IMPLEMENTATION LEVEL GROUP DATA TABLE, Grade 10
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Students Who Percentage of

Elementary Number Met/Exceeded Students Who

Implementation Index of Mathematics Students Met/Exceeded
Score Schools Standards Assessed Standard
35orless 3 331 650 50.9%
36 to 50 3 722 1467 49.2%
51 to 69 3 691 1128 61.3%
70 or greater 3 1011 1539 65.7%
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GRAPHIC 1—REGRESSION ANALYSIS RESULTS, Grade 10

ANOVA Results (b)
Sum of Mean
Squares df Square F Sig.
Regression 41.453 2 20.726 6718.445 .000(a)
Residual 14.749 4781 .003
Total 56.202 4783

a Predictors: (Constant), Secondary Implementation Scale (SIS), Free or Reduced Price

Lunch Percent (FRLP)
b Dependent Variable: Percentage of grade 10 students who met or exceeded mathematics
standard in 2007.

R*=.738 N = 12 Schools
Coefficients(a)

Standardized

Unstandardized Coefficients | Coefficients
B Std. Error Beta t Sig.
(Constant) .593 .005 123.888 .000
FRLP -.612 .008 -.664 -79.646 .000
SIS .002 .000 .320 38.455 .000

a Dependent Variable: Percentage of grade 10 students who met or exceeded mathematics
standard in 2007.
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GRAPHIC 2—SCATTER PLOT, Grade 8
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Figure 7. Analysis of grade 8 student achievement.
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GRAPHIC 2—IMPLEMENTATION LEVEL GROUP BAR CHART, Grade 8
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GRAPHIC 2—IMPLEMENTATION LEVEL GROUP DATA TABLE, Grade 8

Students Who Percentage of
Secondary Number Met/Exceeded Students Who
Implementation Index of Mathematics Students MetlExceeded
Score Schools Standards Assessed Standard
50 or less 7 1020 1578 64.6%
511079 8 1513 2007 75.4%
80 or greater 9 1434 1944 73.8%




OREGON MATHEMATICS LEADERSHIP INSTITUTE PROJECT ... 77

GRAPHIC 2—REGRESSION ANALYSIS RESULTS, Grade 8
ANOVA Results (b)

Sum of Mean

Squares df Square F Sig.
Regression 30.901 2 15.450 3044.891 .000(a)
Residual 28.040 5526 .005
Total 58.941 5528

a Predictors: (Constant), Secondary Implementation Scale (SIS), Free or Reduced Price
Lunch Percent (FRLP).

b Dependent Variable: Percentage of grade 8 students who met or exceeded mathematics
standard in 2007.

R*=.524 N =24 Schools

Coefficients(a)
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients | Coefficients
B Std. Error Beta t Sig.
(Constant) a77 .005 154.233 .000
FRLP -412 .006 -.652 -68401 .000
SIS .001 .000 197 20.651 .000

a Dependent Variable: Percentage of grade 8 students who met or exceeded mathematics
standard in 2007.

The analysis of the data for grades 8 and 10 indicates that the degree to which schools
implement the practices promoted by the OMLI project measured by the SIS was a significant
positive predictor of student performance above and beyond what could be explained by the
socioeconomic factor as indicated by the percentage of students who qualify for free and reduced
lunch program (see Graphics 1 and 2). This relationship was particularly acute at grade 10
(R2=.738, Beta=.320) and grade 8 (R2=.524, Beta=.197). These predictors include the quality
and implementation of the school action plan and regular, school-based, professional
development that reaches the majority of the teaching staff. The use of well-defined professional

learning tasks and protocols during school-based professional development are key elements.

Graphics 3 and 4 show the results of the analysis of the grades 3 and 5 data. The effect
seen in grades 8 and 10 were evident to a lesser extent at grades 3 and 5 (Grade 3: R2=.224,
Beta=.160; Grade 5: R2=.110, Beta=.068). Key factors accounted for by the EIS included the

leadership qualities of the teachers on the School Leadership Team, whether the School
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Leadership Team had more than one teacher participating, supportive school and district policies
and practices, the degree to which mathematics is a priority for the school, and regular use of
well-defined professional learning tasks and protocols during school-based professional

development.

implementation factors and student achievement in mathematics, the model accounts for only a
small portion of the variance in student achievement (note R” values). There are other factors at
play beyond socioeconomics, demographics, and the traits measured using the OMLI

D. WEAVER and T. DICK

Although there was a statistically significant relationship between these

implementation rubrics that influence student mathematics achievement at grades 3 and 5.
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Figure 8. Analysis of grade 5 student achievement.
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GRAPHIC 3—IMPLEMENTATION LEVEL GROUP BAR CHART, Grade 5
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GRAPHIC 3—IMPLEMENTATION LEVEL GROUP DATA TABLE, Grade 5

Percentage of
Elementary Number Students Who Students Who
Implementation Index of Met/Exceeded Students Met/Exceeded
Score Schools  Mathematics Standards Assessed Standard

Less than 60 11 435 706 61.6%
60 to 69 9 369 572 64.5%
70 to 74 7 359 525 68.4%
75t0 79 10 311 441 70.5%
80 or greater 8 412 643 64.1%
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GRAPHIC 3—REGRESSION ANALYSIS RESULTS, Grade 5

ANOVA Results (b)
Sum of Mean
Squares df Square F Sig.
Regression 4.009 2 2.005 177.334 .000(a)
Residual 32.599 2884 .011
Total 36.608 2886

a Predictors: (Constant), Elementary Implementation Scale (EIS), Free or Reduced Price
Lunch Percent (FRLP).

b Dependent Variable: Percentage of grade 5 students who met or exceeded mathematics
standard in 2007.

R’=.110 N =45 Schools

Coefficients(a)
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients | Coefficients
B Std. Error Beta t Sig.
(Constant) .688 .013 54.486 .000
FRLP 172 .010 -.307 -16.917 .000
EIS .001 .000 .068 3.747 .000

a Dependent Variable: Percentage of grade 5 students who met or exceeded mathematics
standard in 2007.
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GRAPHIC 4—SCATTER PLOT, Grade 3
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Figure 9. Analysis of grade 3 student achievement.

GRAPHIC 4—IMPLEMENTATION LEVEL GROUP BAR CHART, Grade 3

Percentage of Students Who Met or

Exceeded the Math Standard

80%

75%

71.7%

70%

65%

60%

62.2%
= ] 59.7%

55%

50% A

50 or less

51 to 65 66 to 70 71to 79
OMLI Implementation Level Group

80 or greater

81



82

D. WEAVER and T. DICK

GRAPHIC 4—IMPLEMENTATION LEVEL GROUP DATA TABLE, Grade 3

Percentage of

Elementary Number Students Who Students Who

Implementation Index of MetlExceeded Students MetlExceeded
Score Schools  Mathematics Standards Assessed Standard

50 or less 8 328 527 62.2%

51 to 65 11 490 821 59.7%

66 to 70 10 426 676 63.0%

71t0 79 8 289 403 71.7%

80 or greater 7 366 533 68.7%

GRAPHIC 4—REGRESSION ANALYSIS RESULTS, Grade 3

ANOVA Results (b)
Sum of Mean
Squares df Square F Sig.
Regression 8.934 2 4.474 425.702 .000(a)
Residual 31.079 2957 .011
Total 40.028 2959

a Predictors: (Constant), Elementary Implementation Scale (EIS), Free or Reduced Price
Lunch Percent(FRLP).

b Dependent Variable: Percentage of grade 3 students who met or exceeded mathematics
standard in 2007.

R’=.224 N =44 Schools

Coefficients(a)
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients | Coefficients
B Std. Error Beta t Sig.
(Constant) .647 .012 52.950 .000
FRLP -.232 .010 -.403 -23.924 .000
EIS .001 .000 .160 9.484 .000

a Dependent Variable: Percentage of grade 3 students who met or exceeded

mathematics standard in 2007.
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Concluding Remarks

We conclude by revisiting the two specific evaluation research questions considered in
this paper, the first of which is: “Has the OMLI professional development prepared the Teacher
Leaders for their leadership role in terms of mathematics content knowledge for teaching?”
Using the Learning Mathematics for Teaching measures, we found that after completing two of
the six courses at the first OMLI Summer Institute, very little growth was evident [10]. After
most completed four of the six courses after the second OMLI Summer Institute, significant
growth was evident on some subscales of the measures. After most participating teachers had
completed all six courses after the third OMLI Summer Institute, significant growth was evident
on all subscales and overall. Based on these measures, we conclude that the answer to this

questions is “yes.”

The other evaluation research question to be answered is: “Has the OMLI project
increased student achievement (as indicated by the percentage of students who demonstrate
proficiency on the Oregon State Mathematics Assessments for Grades 3, 5, 8, and 10) in all
participating K—-12 schools?” The degree to which schools implement the practices promoted by
the OMLI project is a significant positive predictor of student performance above and beyond
what can be explained by the socioeconomic factor as indicated by the percentage of students
who qualify for free and reduced lunch program. This relationship is particularly acute at grades
10 and 8.

At grades 3 and 5, the degree to which schools implement the practices promoted by the
OMLI project and socioeconomic factors are predictors of student performance. However, the
regression model did not account for enough of the variance in student achievement. Evidently,
there are other factors at play in elementary schools that are not accounted for by the traits
measured by the implementation rubrics and socioeconomics, and a search for other possible

factors is an ongoing effort in our evaluation plans.
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DEVELOPING LEADERSHIP IN A NATIONAL COHORT OF SECONDARY
BIOLOGY TEACHERS: USES OF AN ON-LINE COURSE STRUCTURE TO
DEVELOP A GEOGRAPHICALLY DISTANT PROFESSIONAL LEARNING
COMMUNITY

P. BALCERZAK, V. MAY and B. SCHAAL
Dept. of Biology, Washington University in St. Louis
St. Louis, MO 63130-4899
pbalcerz@artsci.wustl.edu

Abstract

This report is a descriptive study of the role that on-line courses might have on the development of
Professional Learning Communities (PLC’s) that support national leadership initiatives of participating
high school biology teachers. The one hundred teachers involved in the Life Sciences for a Global
Community (LSGC) Institute are expected not only to deepen their content knowledge, but also impact
their district and state biology curricula. Additionally, the dispersion of Institute participants across the
country presents a unique opportunity to develop, communicate, and implement a national coherent
reform agenda. However, the geographic distance presents a barrier to collaborative design of
leadership projects. Therefore, the LSGC Institute designed web-based, distance learning courses as a
means for both the instruction and development of distant professional relationships.

This study is an initial investigation into the impact that three web-based courses had on
the development of a national Professional Learning Community. We first report on themes and
patterns that were derived from a conceptual analysis of the discourse generated in the first cohort
of teachers during three on-line courses offered during the academic years 2007-2008. We then
discuss the themes and patterns generated by this initial analysis as to the likelihood that they
indicate movement toward a Professional Learning Community. Most of the comments across
courses were characterized by individuals responding to instructional prompts. The second and
third most common responses were interactions among the students, some related to teaching
biology while others covered matters of school context. The emergent themes in the conceptual
analysis were found to strongly align with three dimensions of Professional Learning
Communities (PLC’s) and weakly align with two dimensions. The results of this analysis will
inform the Year Two on-line courses to include more structures to support the dimension of

emerging leadership among the teachers.

85
The Journal of Mathematics and Science: Collaborative Explorations Volume 11 (2009) 85 - 93



86 P.BALCERZAK, V. MAY, and B. SCHAAL

Life Sciences for a Global Community: Description of Institute

Washington University in St. Louis, a leader in life sciences education and research, has
developed the Life Sciences for a Global Community (LSGC) Institute, a high school biology
teacher institute program leading to a master’s degree in biology. The Institute offers an
innovative approach to high school biology teaching and learning, centered around an
interdisciplinary curriculum taught by world class researchers. Institute faculty are recognized
leaders in all areas of biological research. They include sixteen faculty members, eight of whom
are full professors. The program design includes two Summer Institutes at Washington
University, work during the academic year with on-line support, and a leadership component. A
mixed method research design will generate data regarding effectiveness, provide accountability,

and inform dissemination.

Through the Institute, there is a commitment to preparing teachers to improve their
students’ biological content knowledge, and to help sustain change in teaching practice at their
schools and districts. Project leaders envision a rigorous interdisciplinary approach, combining
content knowledge and the broad implications for human impact. To this end, the project has the
following goals:

* Develop a national cadre of master teachers of high school biology who demonstrate
intellectual engagement with and mastery of global issues in life science, and who use
related research-based pedagogy and challenging content in their courses;

« Improve interest, engagement, and achievement by affected students in secondary
biology; and,

* Promote Institute partners’ and participants’ development as local and national
educational leaders through participation in a national Professional Learning Community.

To assess teacher and student knowledge acquisition and achievement, the evaluation is
built on a random-assignment control design of three cohorts of teachers who each begin the
program in sequential years: 2007, 2008, and 2009. Of the teachers who applied and were
accepted to the project, one hundred were assigned randomly to initial treatment and control
groups. Teachers and students of Cohorts II and III serve as control groups for the programming
presented to Cohort I. On-line administration of content pre-/post-tests and surveys of students’
attitude toward learning biology were administered in Spring 2008. Results are currently being

collected and analyzed.
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Leadership Development: A National Professional Learning Community

Transfer of the content and enthusiasm for the discipline into the teachers’ classrooms
and the development of a national Professional Learning Community is another major component
of the Institute program. However, the geographical dispersion of teachers within each of the
three cohorts presented a unique challenge to the development of a leadership program that is
based on collaborative models. Literature describing the dimensions of local Professional
Learning Communities guided the design of the national model [1, 2]. The vehicle used to
develop and maintain communication between teachers across the nation is a series of on-line

courses during the academic year.

This study used the following courses: 1) Chemistry for Biology Teachers; 2) Case
Studies in Biology; and, 3) Program Capstone 1. 1t provides an initial look at the effectiveness of
this tool in building and sustaining professional relationships that are likely to lead to

collaborative leadership.

Methods of Analysis

The following is an analysis of the use of an on-line course structure as an instrument
supporting the development of the national Professional Learning Community (PLC). We
analyzed the written discourse of the teachers during the on-line courses by conducting a
conceptual analysis [3]. The unit of transcript analysis for this study was the message level,
which allowed multiple coders to agree on the total number of messages [4]. We then ranked the
themes and patterns generated by this analysis according to those supported by the most evidence
to those supported by the least. Evidence in this case was considered to be the quantity and
quality of the statements made by each of the participants in the on-line system during each of the
courses. The themes and patterns emerging from the analysis of the transcripts were then coded
and discussed according to the alignment of each with the dimensions of a published framework

characterizing Professional Learning Communities [1].

Results of Analysis

Each course had between 500 and 700 entries on the on-line discussion board over a
fifteen-week period of time. The conceptual analysis identified five major themes and patterns
evident across courses (see Table 1). For the purposes of this study, a theme/pattern is discussed
if more than five participants indicated evidence, multiple times, within each course. The

predominant theme, occurring on average in 48.3% of the messages, was derived from the
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discussion among individuals sharing thoughts that were within the parameters of the course

assignment. Two types of messages characterized these participant comments, one relating to

P.BALCERZAK, V. MAY, and B. SCHAAL

instructors and the other to anyone in the cybercommunity.

Table 1
Percent of Total Themes and Patterns Generated by Analysis of On-Line Discourse among
Teachers Participating in Distance Learning Courses in the Washington University LSGC

Institute for High School Biology Teachers, 2007-08

Themes and Patterns Chemistry for Program Case Studies in
Biology Teachers | Capstone 1 Biology
N=510 N=513 N=648

Participant sharing of content | 60% 35% 50%

within course parameters

Participants interacting with 20% 25% 31%

other participants about course

content

Participants seeing selves and | 5% 20% 10%

others as resources for

participants

Participants sharing the context | 10% 15% 5%

of their teaching

Participants sharing personal 5% 5% 4%

information about their
professional and personal lives

For example, in the course entitled, Chemistry for Biology Teachers, this comment was
posted (11-21-07) by the course instructor in consultation with a research scientist, responding to

several questions about the fate of the carbon dioxide that plants produce during respiration:

The carbon dioxide is released through the stomata like other gases and is then
available for use during photosynthesis just as any other CO, in the atmosphere.
However, some plants perform CAM photosynthesis where CO, is banked or stored
for later use. In these plants, stomata open at night and remain closed during the
day. The CO; is converted to an acid and stored during the night. During the day,
the acid is broken down and the CO; is released to RUBISCO (an initial enzyme) for
photosynthesis. The CAM plants include many succulents, such as cacti and agaves,

and also some orchids and bromeliads.
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The comment above shows an example of individual student-to-instructor
interaction, as well as illustrating the depth of content that can be discussed in a distance
learning environment. The following comments (posted on 9-22-07) show how several
individuals respond to course design prompts in sequence without interacting with each

other:

e The first post—“Animation on chemical bonding was excellent. It was very
easy to understand, the explanations were clear. I am sure that my tenth grade
biology and Intro. to Chemistry in Anatomy class would very easily
understand the whole process of bonding.”

e The next post—“The enzyme connection is great. We just finished enzymes
in Arnatfomy]. For some reason it seems to be one of the topics that students
struggle with the most. I’'m going to use this with them as a review of
enzymes and an intro into cellular respiration, which is our next topic.”

e Next post—“It was another good animation. The collection of short videos,
animated and otherwise, will be helpful next week as I start the basic

biochemistry stuff in biology class.”

These were prompted by the assignments and formed the fundamental structure of the
interactions between members of the cohort and between individuals and the instructors.

The next strongest theme, evident in 25.3% of the responses, was that of professional
interactions about the course content. These were initially prompted by the assignments, but
were attempting a connection to other course participants, as well as the instructors. For example,
in a posting on 1-28-08 from the Case Studies in Biology course, one participant wrote: “l agree
with Jane, in that the Dilemma category is more effective for higher-level thinking. It requires
the student to synthesize information from the case and then actually take action based on what
they know.” Comments were placed in this category if they referenced a prior comment or asked
a question of another teacher because of a prior position that he or she stated.

The third theme/pattern, occurring in 12 % of the total messages, contained comments in

which teachers were sharing information about the context of their teaching. These were
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sometimes about district politics, sometimes about school-based barriers to good teaching, and

sometimes about environmental resources, such as those available for field trips.

One example of this type of comment was posted on 1-29-08 from the Case Studies in
Biology course: “I’m so sorry that you consider twenty-six to be a small class. In our regular bio
class, we limit it to twenty-four, and in the basic classes, they try to keep them to about twenty.”
Or, as this teacher from an under-resourced district in the Program Capstone I course stated on 9-
16-07, “My Commodore-644 won’t load these classroom pics, but I get some idea from your

descriptions.”

The fourth theme/pattern was derived from comments that referenced each other as
professional resources or experts and comprised 10% of the messages. These were sometimes
aligned with course assignments and sometimes not. These comments were most often about
matters of pedagogy or pedagogical content knowledge. An example of this type of interaction

was posted on 2-09-08 and came from a student in Case Studies in Biology:

But to recap, 1 feel that class discussions in the form of the Socratic Seminar would
be an effective method for underperforming students. I actually just went to a small
seminar on the Socratic process. If anyone wants more information, here is a

website. ..

This is an example of a comment that occurred on 10-21-07 during a discussion of
course-related material in the Chemistry for Biology Teachers, but was more about sharing

resources related generally to teaching:

Abby, thanks for the post. I too am a member of the AP Biology listserv and even
though you get quite a bit of junk, there is a great deal that is very informative. I
would suggest [that] anyone [teaching] AP or is considering teaching it in the future

get on the list.

And finally, a fifth theme or pattern, occurring in 9.3 % of messages, encompassed
comments that were made to share information about oneself. These appear to be attempts to
relate to others on a more holistic level than course ideas alone would allow:
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e “This past week, I was in charge of presenting a professional development [activity] for
the entire staff on Monday, was out of town at a school improvement workshop on
Monday night and all day Tuesday, had a swim meet out of town on Thursday, and still
had to teach my classes, prepare two labs, and write a lab practical test. But, that is just
me. As teachers, we are ‘living the dream!”” (Case Studies in Biology, 1-26-08)

e “[S]tay warm, it was a balmy -3°F here this past Saturday...wooooooeeeee!!!”

e “I went for a 12-mile run right before the Super Bowl, had dinner, then fell asleep at
kick-off only to wake with 45 seconds to go in the game. Saw all I needed to see.” (Case
Studies in Biology, 1-05-08)

Discussion

The primary goal of the on-line courses was the delivery of content in a way that would
help teachers integrate new content and instructional practices into their classrooms. The success
of this goal was assessed by a baseline of participation in the on-line discussion forum and the
quality of student work produced in response to assignments. The secondary goal and the
purpose of this study was to assess the ability of the on-line course environment to promote the
establishment of a PLC comprised of teachers who are geographically dispersed across the

country.

As we assess the Institute’s progress in the development of a national Professional
Learning Community, we have drawn on the literature describing the dimensions of local PLC’s
in school district organizations [1]. According to Hall and Hord, these PLC dimensions are:

1) Shared Values and Vision—Commitment to student learning;

2) Collective Learning and Application—Apply learning to better attend to students’ needs;

3) Supportive and Shared Leadership—1Jointly held power and authority that involve
teachers in decision-making processes;

4) Supportive Conditions—Physical and human capacities that promote collaborative
organizational arrangements and relationships; and,

5) Shared Personal Practice—Feedback and assistance from peers that support individuals
and community improvement.

The evidence from the teacher discourse during the on-line courses indicated that all
three of the on-line courses, to varying degrees, were effective at supporting the development of

all but one of the dimensions of these PLC indicators. The course structures provided supportive
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conditions for the promotion of collaborative organizational arrangements (PLC#4). Teachers
were given the time, space, and encouragement to share information about teaching. A reading of
the discourse provides one with a picture of the similarities and differences in high school
teachers’ classrooms across the nation. The on-line discussion forum also provided a space for
teachers to share values and vision for student learning (PLC#1). This was most often the result
of a direct question or prompt, but was sometimes a conversation that resulted from a

spontaneous question initiated by teachers.

The dimensions of PLC’s supported by the strongest evidence from the cross-course
conceptual analysis were those indicating the sharing of personal practices (PLC#5) and those
that illustrate the teachers’ collective learning and its application to better teach their students
(PLC#2).

Not surprisingly, the dimension of PLC’s not supported by the distance learning structure
was that of supportive and shared leadership (PLC#3). Incorporating leadership goals into the
distance learning environment will occur in the academic Year Two of the program, 2008-09.

Conclusion

In summary, the on-line courses, as taught during the first year, seemed to encourage
participants to interact with each other around the specific content of the course and the more
general context of teaching. There is also evidence, although less predominant, that they used the
forum to begin to forge more personal relationships with one another. If electronic relationship
formation in both professional and personal domains builds learning communities in the same
way as local PLC’s, then these findings would suggest that on-line coursework can support the
development, at least initially, of collaborative leadership teams. These findings will inform the
development and implementation of Year Two of the on-line courses, assuring that the designs
reinforce the impact of the first year, and extend this into a peer leadership environment that
would allow teachers to establish their work around shared values of educational reform.
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Abstract

After one year of implementation, the Institute for Chemistry Literacy through Computational
Science, an NSF Mathematics and Science Partnership Institute Project led by the University of Illinois
at Urbana-Champaign’s Department of Chemistry, College of Medicine, and National Center for
Supercomputing Applications, experienced statistically significant gains in chemistry content
knowledge among students of the rural high school teachers participating in its intensive, year-round
professional development course, compared to a control group. The project utilizes a two-cohort,
delayed-treatment, random control trial, quasi-experimental research design with the second cohort
entering treatment one year following the first. The three-year treatment includes intensive two-week
summer institutes, occasional school year workshops and year-round, on-line collaborative lesson
development, resource sharing, and expert support. The means of student pre-test scores for Cohort I
(n=963) and Cohort II (n=862) teachers were not significantly different. The mean gain (difference
between pre-test and post-test scores) after seven months in the classroom for Cohort 1 was 9.8
percentage points, compared to 6.7 percentage points for Cohort II. This statistically significant
difference (p<.001) represented an effect size of .25 standard deviation units, and indicated unusually
early confirmation of treatment effects. When post-tests were compared, Cohort I students scored
significantly higher than Cohort II and supported the gain score differences. The impact of these results
on treatment and research plans is discussed, concentrating on the effect of lessening rural teachers’

isolation and increasing access to tools to facilitate learning.

Introduction

When to expect outcome data sufficiently robust to assist research design and
implementation refinement is a subject of general interest in the treatment of human subjects in
education programming. The answer, at least in the authors’ experience evaluating mathematics

and science partnerships funded through the National Science Foundation or the Department of
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Education and similar projects, has been later rather than sooner. Effects of teacher professional
development programs on student achievement are often seen as long range outcomes beyond the
three-to-five-year span of grant programs and their research components [1, 2]. The long-term
course required to affect teacher performance measurably, with its attendant complexities, is
accepted as a reasonable given [3, 4]. Additionally, study designs and research efforts can be
constrained by resource availability, variable project staff and participant cooperation, extant data
limitations, and the need for evaluative focus on formative and process concerns to ensure fidelity

of implementation [5, 6].

Project leaders and evaluative researchers often must make do with the basics—pre-/post-
tests framing relatively brief treatment phases, self-reported change in classroom practice, and
limited classroom observation—which are perhaps the most commonly applied measures used to
investigate achievement effects [7, 8]. However, if a sufficiently rigorous research and evaluation
design is in place, if project cooperation is sufficiently supportive of research efforts, and if
project activities are implemented with vigor, intensity and fidelity to plan, what may be
expected? When can outcome data sufficiently robust to guide future implementation and
research activities be developed? Put another way, what is the impact of such early analyses and

results if they are available?

This paper addresses the case of the Institute for Chemistry Literacy through Computational
Science (ICLCS), a National Science Foundation Mathematics and Science Partnership (MSP)
Institute Project led by the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign’s (UTUC) National Center
for Supercomputing Applications (NCSA), School of Medicine, and Department of Chemistry.
The ICLCS is a five-year research project investigating the effects of a statewide teacher
professional development effort aimed at rural Illinois high school chemistry teachers. Thom
Dunning, a professor in the Department of Chemistry and Director of NCSA, is the project’s
Principal Investigator. In addition to UIUC, other core partners for the project are the AC-Central
School District and the Regional Office of Education #38, both rural educational entities in

central Illinois.

The project includes the following goals:
e Improved teacher and student content acquisition in the context of present-day research;

e Increased teacher comfort with and use of computational and visualization tools in the

classroom;
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e Teacher-leadership development in STEM and computational science education; and,
e Related institutional change at the University and among the K-12 educational partners

engaged in the project.

The project, funded in 2006, has just entered its second year of treatment for one cohort of
teachers and its first year of treatment for the second cohort. This second cohort also serves as
the control group for the first cohort. Treatment includes the following components: an intensive
two-week summer institute conducted annually for three years for each cohort; ongoing virtual
learning community activities through work group assignments, lesson planning, resource
sharing, and rapid-response support to teachers’ questions; twice annual workshops; provision of
tools and technical support to teachers for use in their classrooms; and, individual leadership
development planning. Central to project communications and activities is the use of a
centralized, on-line system through which almost all ICLCS contacts, assignments, work
products, resource information, etc. are shared. Teachers will be followed for two years after the
formal treatment course. This article describes the research design and methods used for the
project, reports early results, and discusses some of the effects of these early results on the

project, evaluation, and research plans and activities.

Methods
Research and evaluation design and implementation for ICLCS is the responsibility of an
external team from M.A. Henry Consulting, LLC, a St. Louis-based educational research and

evaluation firm. External evaluation is a requirement of NSF Institute MSP projects.

Methods—Recruitment and Ascertainment

Teacher participants in the ICLCS were recruited through a broad-based effort that included
information shared with Illinois state and local educational leaders and professional
organizations, presented on various listservs, and communicated to more than 300 teachers who
had expressed interest in an earlier needs assessment effort. A second focused recruitment aimed
at areas of the state underrepresented in the first wave of results. Acceptance criteria included the
requirement that teachers were currently teaching high school chemistry in an identified rural
school district, an agreement by the principal and district to cooperate with project technical and

teacher time requirements, and a personal statement of commitment by the teachers.
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Methods—Random Assignment and Research Design

A quasi-experimental, two-cohort research design based on random assignment and
delayed control group treatment was developed for the project. Versions of this design had been
recommended at a joint Department of Education/National Science Foundation MSP conference
as appropriately rigorous within the constraints usual in educational research [9]. Cohort I was to
serve as the initial treatment group, with Cohort II serving as the control group with treatment
delayed until the following year. As time passed, the second cohort would continue to be used as
the control, as it always would be one year behind the first cohort’s treatment. The research

design is outlined in Table 1.

Once recruited, teachers were listed in order by their district’s standardized mathematics
scores, and randomly assigned by pairs into one of two cohorts. The first cohort was identified as
the first treatment group. In the three cases where more than one teacher had applied from the
same district, all teachers in that district were assigned to the same cohort, for purposes of
resource sharing and avoiding cross-cohort contamination. Teachers recruited after cohort
selection were included in project participation, but excluded from analyses focusing on the core

treatment and control groups.

Table 1
ICLCS Research Design: Teacher and Student Chemistry Content Testing
Cohort Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5
Cohort 1 Teacher Treatment | Treatment | Re-test of content for | Re-test of content for
Identification, Year 2 Year 3 retention retention
Treatment
Year 1
Cohort Teacher Treatment | Treatment Treatment Year 3 Re-test of content for
1 Identification, Year 1, Year 2, retention
Control for Control Control
Cohort 1 Cohort | Cohort |
Teacher ACS testing and Student ACS testing, both cohorts, all years

Methods—Teacher Cohort Characteristics
The initial research cohort contingent totaled 101 teachers. Early pre-treatment attrition,

reassignment from the research cohort to non-research cadre participation in the other group
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because of teacher issues, and subsequent attrition left »=38 for Cohort I and n=39 for Cohort II,

for a total of 77 teachers available to participate in the first treatment year’s research activities.

Table 2
ICLCS Project Teacher Participants: Research Cohorts and Total Participants
Initial Number | Percent Total Total Total
Research in Research Teachers Retained Percent
Cohort | Research | Cohort Recruited Retained
Cohort | Retained | (Research
Cohorts and
Non-
Research
Participants)
Treatment
Group 1 51 38 75.5% 51 44 86.3%
(Treatment in
Years 1-3)
Control Group 2
(Treatment in 50 39 78.0% 69 60 87.0%
Years 2-4)
Total 101 77 76.2% 120 104 86.7%

Teachers in both cohorts had a broad mix of educational backgrounds and teaching assignments.
While all teachers were engaged in chemistry teaching, many also taught physics, biology,
general science, and other subjects. Some also had earth science responsibilities or worked with
advanced chemistry courses. Eighty-one percent had undergraduate degrees in a science subject,
with 36% having general science degrees, 19% having biology or biology education degrees, and
14% having chemistry degrees. Forty-seven percent of the teachers had graduate-level degrees.
Of these graduate degrees, 78% were in the sciences or science education, but only 10% were

specifically in chemistry or chemistry education.

Methods—Project Activities: Treatment

Treatment for the teachers in Cohort I has been described previously. The project has
committed itself to design and implement its curriculum around the stated and demonstrated
needs of the teachers, and to integrate computational and visualization tools into their real-world
classroom work. The project team does not attempt to dictate new curriculum. Rather, its focus

is on assisting teachers in integrating computational tools and content support into their existing



100 K.S. MURRAY, M.A. HENRY, and M.C. HOGREBE

diverse chemistry curricula. The Summer Institute represents more than eighty hours of intensive
work, with most day schedules including twelve hours of activities. Treatment comprises a
combination of resource sharing, content refreshers, leadership workshops, open labs, and small
group work engaged in lesson module development. Ample opportunity is given for teachers to
address the concerns and challenges they face in their own classrooms. These and other project
activities are organized into a graduate-level chemistry course for the participating teachers,
which encompasses the academic-year workshops and project engagement with the virtual
learning communication system that connects project participants, faculty, and staff throughout

the year.

University faculty, drawn from computational chemistry, general chemistry,
bioinformatics and computational biology, biochemistry and molecular and integrative
physiology, and instructional development areas work closely with the teachers, aided by other
staff and graduate and undergraduate students. Additional chemistry and medical school faculty
serve as mentors assigned to each of the teacher groups engaged in lesson module development.
The project also has provided and has been assisting in installing Personal Interfaces to the
Access Grid (PIG’s) at teachers’ schools, with cameras and headsets provided. Technical
limitations at the schools have presented a predictable challenge, but to date, twenty-eight of
these PIG’s have been installed to enable teachers to communicate with other teachers and

participate in real-time technology and content refreshers during the academic year.

Methods—Chemistry Content Analysis Measures and Procedures

To establish chemistry content knowledge baselines, Cohort I teachers completed the
American Chemical Society’s General Chemistry Brief Test for the Full-Year Course at the start
of their first Summer Institute [10]. To measure gains, this same test was given at the start of
their second Summer Institute for post-test purposes. Analysis of these data are ongoing. Cohort
II completed their comparable baseline pre-tests at an informational meeting in Spring 2008, three
months prior to the start of their first Summer Institute, and will take post-tests at the start of their

second Summer Institute in July 20009.

This teacher testing schedule is used in order to capture the effects of yearlong treatment,
rather than merely the brief, intensive work in the Summer Institute. The project asserts that its
sustained engagement with teachers during the school year via the on-line system, workshops,

and teacher group work will enhance gains in content knowledge, as well as classroom practice
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and incorporation of computational tools in chemistry lessons. Post-tests, therefore, are timed to

capture the effects of a full year’s engagement in the project.

Student chemistry concept testing is performed using the American Chemical Society’s
High School Chemistry Test [11]. Pre-tests are to be delivered at the start of the school year to
students of both Cohort I and Cohort II teachers, with post-tests delivered by the beginning of
April to accommodate timing of Illinois state standardized testing.

American Chemical Society (ACS) tests were selected because of their long established
status, broad acceptance, and coverage of appropriate chemistry concepts. Teachers in ICLCS
noted that they did not teach all concepts on the ACS tests to their students. However, as
chemistry content domains on the tests represent the full spectrum of Illinois chemistry high

school standards, measures for all domains were included in testing.

Content tests also are delivered to non-research teacher participants in both groups and
pre-tests and post-tests are delivered to their students. Parallel analyses are performed for the full
cadres at the same time as research cohort analyses are done. Teachers themselves are not
informed whether they are part of the research cohorts, although the circumstances of their entry

into the project could inform them of their status.

Student ACS tests are delivered to students by their teachers at their schools. Teachers
score their own student tests and report results using individualized student codes. Scores and
answer sheets for pre-tests and post-tests are returned upon completion to the research and
evaluation team for data entry and quality control checks. The test copies are returned with post-
test materials for redistribution at the start of the next year’s school year.

Other data are collected from teachers in numerous ways. Surveys track confidence with
chemistry content domains, access to and use of technical resources, support networks and
teaching workload. Interviews, classroom observations, module plan analysis, and analysis of
communications on the on-line system are among the other data collection methods being applied
to the project. In the case of this article, however, ACS content tests serve as the item of focus.

Results
Matched pre-/post-tests were returned by fifty-four of the seventy-seven research cohort
teachers, for a 70% response rate. By cohort, twenty-nine of thirty-eight Cohort I teachers (76%) and
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twenty-five of thirty-nine Cohort II teachers (64%) contributed matched pre-/post-tests. The total
number of students for whom matched pre-/post-tests were returned was 1,825, of whom 963 were
students of Cohort I teachers and 862 were students of Cohort II teachers. The mean number of
student tests returned by teachers was thirty-four. The results of these tests provide the first evidence
of whether or not ICLCS teacher participants are contributing to an effect in student achievement in

chemistry content areas.

The results are reported in Table 3. The mean pre-test scores were not statistically different
for students of Cohort I teachers and students of teachers in Cohort 1I ( = -0.016, df = 1,823, ns). The
mean pre-test score was 27.4% correct for both Cohort I and Cohort II students. This result supports
the comparability of students’ chemistry knowledge between the two cohorts and appears to indicate
the soundness of the random assignment process used. Student pre-test scores ranged from 0 to

65.0% correct for the Cohort I treatment group and 0 to 67.5% for the Cohort II control group.

Table 3
Pre-Test, Post-Test, and Gain Score Mean Differences:
Research Cohort I versus Research Cohort I1

Standard Mean
Group N Mean Deviation | Difference I-test

Cohort 1 963 27.407 8.106 -0.0065 t=-0.016
Pre-Test —

Cohort 11 862 27.413 9.065 Not significant
: Cohort 1 963 37.17 12.823 2.996 t=5.32
Post-Test

Cohort 11 862 34.18 11.219 p <.001

Gain Score Cohort 1 963 9.765 13.106 3.042 t=5.13
Cohort 11 862 6.723 12.098 p<.001

Comparison of post-tests between research cohorts and total cadres presents a very
different picture. Cohort I students scored significantly higher (z = 5.32, df = 1,821, p <.001) on
their post-tests than did Cohort II students (mean difference of 2.996), with a Glass’s effect size
of .27 of a standard deviation. The range of post-test scores was 0 to 80.0% correct for the
treatment group and 0 to 78% for the control group. Running this analysis with pre-test scores as

a covariate to increase the power of the analysis yielded similar results.
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Finally, when pre-test and post-test results are considered in the context of comparative
gains, additional differences between the Cohort 1 treatment group and Cohort II control group
are evident. Results for gain score differences are similar to those for post-test differences.
Cohort I students scored significantly higher gains on their post-test than did Cohort II students
with a mean difference in gains of 3.0419 (¢ = 5.132, df'= 1,823, p < .001) and effect size of .25

standard deviation units.

To summarize, given the basis of research cohorts in a quasi-experimental, randomized
assignment design and the lack of pre-test differences between the two cohorts, a significant
difference can be seen in measures of treatment effects of the ICLCS project on Cohort I teachers
over the control group (Cohort II) in terms of content acquisition by their students, as evidenced
by differences in ACS chemistry test scores among students.

Discussion—Caveats

The finding of statistically significant greater gains in chemistry content knowledge
among students of treatment teachers versus students of control teachers following at most ten
months of teacher treatment is unusual. Before considering the impact of these results, discussion

of some caveats is useful.

The possible effects of the teacher response rates in returning student tests must be taken
into account. As described, an overall 70% response rate was experienced, based on returns of
matched pre-tests and post-tests. By cohort, the rates were 76% returns by treatment teachers and
64% by control teachers. It is conceivable that differences in responder and non-responder
characteristics among teachers in the two cohorts could have contributed at least some of the
apparent differences in gains seen. A lower response rate among control teachers could indicate

less motivation generally, as one may expect active participants to respond at higher rates.

Non-responding teachers in both cohorts reported uniformly to evaluators that their
reasons for not returning student tests were either confusion about procedures, or workload issues
at school and at home that prevented undertaking this extra work. To counter the explanation of
confusion, it can be noted that non-responding teachers received no fewer than six reminders
from evaluators and project staff during the course of the school year. No obvious difference in
non-responding teacher characteristics between cohorts was seen when teaching experience or
length of time at their schools was compared. Finally, the actual difference in the number of
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teachers returning student tests between treatment teachers and control teachers was only four
teachers, with twenty-nine treatment and twenty-five control teachers responding.

Despite the possibility of some differential response effect on gains, the non-equivocal
strength of the statistically significant differences, the relatively large numbers of student scores
included in the analyses in both cohorts, and the lack of a discernible pattern in cohort non-
response characteristics indicate to the authors that a positive treatment effect in students at an
early stage in the teachers’ involvement in ICLCS is evidenced by analysis results.

Discussion—Impact of Early Positive Results on Student Chemistry Content Knowledge
First, the availability of such results is a direct consequence of the quasi-experimental
design in place for the project. With a less rigorous design, confidence would be reduced and a

greater chance would exist that positive, negative, or inconclusive results could be missed.

Of course, in simplistic terms a persuasive indication of positive student effects from a
short-term teacher professional development treatment represents a welcome scenario. The
results have served to informally validate both the project plan and the research design developed
to investigate it. Based on observation and informal interviews, some stakeholders engaged in the
project with a layperson’s view of evaluation, acquired a greater understanding of the usefulness
of the design. For example, this understanding has reduced requests for cross-cohort mingling in
the interest of sharing helpful information more broadly. Such enhanced cooperation is not trivial.
In educational research, it can be challenging to communicate about design protocols
convincingly so that participants who are unfamiliar with such work do not view these procedural

requirements as counterproductive or unnecessarily draconian.

In a similar vein, evaluators were asked by project leaders to share selected results with
the treatment group, partly in response to teacher requests for information and partly to see if
such information could assist in strengthening cooperation with evaluation procedures. Cohort I
treatment teachers were briefly told of student content gains results in a group session during
which their own ACS post-tests were delivered. The response was overwhelmingly supportive,
with numerous questions posed for the first time about research plan rationales. This response
and the stated commitment of several teachers to conform more closely to the research model

resonates with literature on the benefits of teachers’ active participation in research [12].
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When asked in this session what the teachers themselves thought about the gains seen in
their teaching, an overwhelming majority agreed that the project was providing them with a
network of content support and engagement previously lacking in their work. Furthermore, it was
also providing them with tools that they could apply in their existing curricula to better stimulate

their students’ interest and enhance their classroom delivery.

The limited availability of other teachers or content experts to consult when questions or
challenges arise has been documented by the authors among these rural teachers. As discussed,
they often are teaching multiple subjects and may be the only high school science teachers in their
districts. The capacity of the ICLCS project to meaningfully connect them with other teachers
and with content authorities, as represented by university faculty, confirms its relevance to the

teachers’ actual teaching practices.

Additionally, technical resources and support often are lacking in rural schools and
districts. At times, the issue is not just equipment, but installation and troubleshooting. The
project has connected teachers not only with various tools, but when challenges arise, the project
has provided technical assistance, directly to them or to the technical staff at their school or
district. Despite continued difficulties in some schools concerning computer and Internet access,
including bandwidth concerns, teachers stated that they felt better equipped for chemistry to
engage students more actively and meaningfully. Another potential benefit from sharing results
with teachers and thereby increasing their understanding and motivation about the research
component is the possibility that response rates could improve when next year’s student ACS

tests are to be delivered.

The impact of the early positive results on the project implementation team has been to
support the curricular choices made for the Summer Institute and other project activities.
Allowing much of the chemistry content choices to emerge from teacher needs appears
defensible. The project has recognized the difficulty of strongly prescribing curriculum in a
treatment setting including teachers from eighty different school districts. Teachers with varying
degrees of experience and understanding have shown themselves to be reliable arbiters of what
they need to improve their chemistry teaching. The project team also agree from their own
perspectives that the reduction of teacher isolation is largely explained by immersion in an
ongoing learning community and through the provision of computational, visualization, and other

chemistry tools to aid in lesson planning.
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An added potential boon anticipated from early student outcomes related to the project is
their effect on schools and school districts of the participating teachers. To date, school and
district support for the project has been related more to teacher release time for the two
workshops and the acceptance of some equipment and technical assistance related to PIG
installation. It is expected that demonstrable positive project effects on their students will help
lift the collaboration with schools and districts to the next level. This step will be useful as the
project attempts to extend its beneficial influence through teacher leadership plan implementation
and possible connections of the computational and visualization tools to other subject areas in the

sciences.

The student results also have assisted the evaluators in expediting plans for more in-depth
multivariate analyses to determine more specifically what causal chains may be at play between
ICLCS participation, and teacher and student outcomes. Against the possibility that teachers in
the treatment group and their students were in such uniformly dire straits concerning chemistry
learning that any treatment was likely to produce an immediate, if short-term, effect, the
evaluators note the range in student pre-test scores in both treatment and control groups. Of
course, the next series of student test results will provide further indications of the longer-term
pattern of student content acquisition post-teacher treatment.

An additional area of interest is in developing long-range plans to adapt the ICLCS model
for replication in other circumstances. The availability of NCSA, a first-tier research
organization in computational science, and other chemistry resources at UIUC makes for a project
plan difficult to apply elsewhere. The indication that intensive and sustained engagement by
many senior faculty members and active research scientists in high school teacher professional
development can have a positive effect on teachers and their students could seem less noteworthy
than the question of how such experience can be adopted elsewhere. The project team already
has begun to address this issue, and is planning to refine virtual learning community tools and

dissemination of computational and visualization tools usable in diverse educational contexts.

Future Directions

Further analyses contain the following variables of interest: depth and focus of teacher
engagement in ICLCS; teacher formal education and degree concentration; teaching experience;
school and district demographic characteristics; extent of school and district support—general to
chemistry and science curriculum and project specific; content, pedagogy and technical support
network changes; intellectual leadership growth; confidence with content domains; and, observed

classroom practice. The interrelationships of these variables and their role in student content
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gains and other student outcomes will be investigated. Another possible area to consider is the
project effect on high school student interest in and pursuit of college enrollment, particularly
with chemistry or other science majors in mind. While many of these analyses have been planned
since the project’s inception, the early and unexpected student gains seen have helped frame these

analyses and contextualize them.

Case study methods will be applied to an in-depth study of nine teachers in Cohort I in
order to better understand the work lives of teachers. Selected because of their middle range of
teaching experience and their prior full participation in the project and its research components,
these teachers will be visited and observed in the field for three days at a time by the research
team. These observational and related teacher interview data will be augmented by interviews
with school and district staff, including principals, superintendents, other teachers, and technical

support staff members.

Conclusion

Finally, the availability of early positive student content gain data has assisted in further
coalescing the partnerships contained within the ICLCS project. While partnership is inherent, as
well as explicit, in the NSF Mathematics and Science Partnership program, the extension of
partnership models for more in-depth exploration into the inter-organizational and interpersonal
workings of implementation and research is facilitated by the first objective evidence of project
success. Reaching students and being able to demonstrate this often reside at two different points
on the educational research map. To have an early indication of project efficacy in affecting
student content knowledge is both gratifying and a challenge to the project for continued rigorous
and engaging work. Inclusion of outcome data analyses as early as possible in the
implementation phase during research design development, regardless of the outcomes that
emerge, helps ensure both the means to confirm efficacy and to indicate refinements called for in

order to achieve the project’s stated objectives.
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Abstract

This paper describes the fraction-based mathematical activities of two teachers who are part of a
Mathematics Specialist preparation program. Their work with fractions is traced from two perspectives:
1) their interactions with students as they struggle with fraction concepts; and, 2) their personal journeys
to develop deeper understandings of fractions as participants in the Rational Numbers course that is part
of their degree program. Through their stories, we gain a better understanding of the complex nature of
their work with students and how their participation in the Mathematics Specialist program helps
support their work in the school buildings.

Introduction

Our first cohort of graduate students has recently completed a master’s degree program
slated for Mathematics Specialists. Upon completing this degree program, these students are also
eligible for a state licensure Mathematics Specialist endorsement. This endorsement is part of an
effort to place one Mathematics Specialist in Virginia’s K-8 schools for every 1,000 students—an
initiative recommended by the State Board of Education. This initiative is not yet a funded
recommendation. This move toward a K-8 Mathematics Specialist program is long awaited and
is the result of over two decades of statewide efforts spearheaded by the Virginia Mathematics
and Science Coalition (VMSC), a collaborative venture among district, university, and K-16
education stakeholders.

What is the Mathematics Specialists’ role in the elementary school building? The list of
responsibilities is long and appears to be growing as we consider recent proposals by
mathematicians, mathematics educators, and organizations like the Virginia Mathematics and
Science Coalition [1-4]. Reys and Fennell, for instance, describe the Mathematics Specialists’
role using two models: lead-teacher model or the specialist-teaching-assignment model [3].
When the Mathematics Specialist serves in a teacher leader role, he or she is “released from
classroom instruction to assume mentoring and leadership responsibilities at the building or
district level” [3, 5]. One might expect a Mathematics Specialist to plan, co-teach, make
observations, model lessons, and so on [3]. By way of contrast, Mathematics Specialists that
serve in the specialist-teaching-assignment role assume, for instance, the primary responsibility
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for teaching mathematics at a particular grade level [3]. A fifth grade Mathematics Specialist
might teach math to all of the fifth graders, as well as provide professional development for the
vertical math team (i.e., third, fourth, and fifth grade teachers of mathematics). Reys and Fennell
suggest that in the latter case, the classroom teacher develops a more narrow set of competencies

and responsibilities [3].

The Virginia Mathematics and Science Coalition (VSMC), too, offers their own vision of
the Mathematics Specialist’s role:
[K-8] Mathematics Specialists are teacher leaders with strong preparation and
background in mathematics content, instructional strategies, and school leadership.
Based in elementary and middle schools, Mathematics Specialists are former
classroom teachers who are responsible for supporting the professional growth of
their colleagues and promoting enhanced mathematics instruction and student
learning throughout their schools. They are responsible for strengthening classroom
teachers’ understanding of mathematics content, and helping teachers develop more
effective mathematics teaching practices that allow all students to reach high

standards, as well as sharing research addressing how students learn mathematics

[6].

As the VSMC suggests, the Mathematics Specialist assumes responsibility for promoting and
supporting professional growth for their colleagucs that lead to supporting or enhancing student

learning.

The characteristics outlined in these definitions of a Mathematics Specialist have
informed our work with teachers. The program has as its goal to support the transition of
Mathematics Specialists into roles that parallel the description offered by VSMC. In addition to
following Reys and Fennell, we hope that, ideally, graduates from the program would acquire

positions that fit with the lead-teacher model [3].

For the last few years, we have made a concerted effort to understand the Mathematics
Specialists’ roles in different school settings as they become or continue to serve as Mathematics
Specialists. As part of this process, we have followed six of the twenty-six participants in the
first cohort in this degree program. To document their activities, we videotaped all of the class

meetings for three of the five mathematics courses and two of the three education leadership
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courses that are part of the graduate degree program. In addition, we made visits to their school
buildings each of the three years that they participated in the program. During our school-site
visits, we also conducted audio taped interviews to address aspects of their daily work. By
collecting these different types of information, we have attempted to understand how their
participation in this graduate program has supported, in part, their work with teachers and their
students. This article is our first attempt to develop a report that coordinates their experiences in

the degree program with their work in the school buildings.

Ms. Smith and Ms. Sneider

To better understand how their experiences in the degree program might support the
participants’ daily work in schools, we use examples taken from both sets of data: their school-
based activities and their participation in course activities. In our discussion, we use examples
taken from our school-site visits at two of the participants’ school buildings to illustrate how they
use mathematics in their daily work. We then highlight an example from one of their class
discussions in the course entitled, Rational Numbers and Proportional Reasoning, one of the
mathematics courses in their degree program. Here, we tell the story of two of our recent
graduates, “Ms. Smith” and “Ms. Sneider.” Ms. Sneider’s responsibilities are similar to those
described by the leader-teacher model. She serves as a Mathematics Specialist in her school
building. By way of contrast, Ms. Smith’s responsibilities align more with the specialist-
teaching-assignment model—she is a regular classroom teacher. As we tell parts of their stories,
we attempt to understand what their roles might entail and how their roles are supported through

their participation in the Mathematics Specialist program.

In both of our school-based examples, Ms. Smith and Ms. Sneider worked with similar
concepts related to students’ beginning understanding of fractions. Ms. Smith’s example is taken
from an introductory fraction lesson that she co-taught with another teacher while Ms. Sneider’s
example is taken from a lesson that she taught to a small group of fifth graders. We first provide
examples of their daily work and then we make connections between Ms. Smith’s and Ms.
Sneider’s graduate course experiences with fractions and their leadership roles in their respective
school buildings. We begin our discussion by telling part of Ms. Smith’s story.

Background—*“What Fractional Part of the Two Pizzas is Left?”
Ms. Smith currently teaches fourth grade and is responsible for all instruction in all
subject areas. Prior to the 2006-07 school year, Ms. Smith taught at a school where she had been
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a primary grade teacher for six years. Ms. Smith was one of the Lead Teachers for mathematics
and science instruction in her building. She also worked closely with the building math coach
(i.e., Mathematics Specialist). She, in fact, hoped to serve in a similar role once she completed
the Mathematics Specialist program. After completing her first year in the program, Ms. Smith
was reassigned to a different school building for the 2006-07 school year. In addition to teaching
in a different school building, she was assigned to a new grade level—fourth grade. Ms. Smith

had never taught fourth grade before.

One of the ways that Ms. Smith capitalized on leadership opportunities as a fourth grade
teacher was through co-teaching mathematics with “Ms. Applebee,” a special education teacher.
To our surprise, these two teachers did not know each other before they began working together.
As Ms. Smith commented once during an interview, “We did not know each other from a hill of
beans.” One would not have suspected that they had never worked together. During our first
visit to their classroom, we realized they had developed a rich, collaborative, professional

relationship.

Ms. Smith and Ms. Applebee often met before or after school to plan mathematics
lessons. They frequently exchanged ideas about how they would introduce the lesson, which
students might need additional support, what activities they would use, etc. Both teachers stood
in the front of the room during whole class discussions, and moved from group to group during
independent or small group work. Usually, Ms. Smith introduced lessons and orchestrated whole
class discussions although Ms. Applebee, too, helped lead discussions.

The Lesson—“What Fractional Part of the Two Pizzas Is Left?”

Our example is taken from an introductory lesson we observed about adding fractions.
For this lesson, students solved the following problem independently: “Patrick ate 1/8 of a
pepperoni pizza and 3/8 of a cheese pizza. How much pizza did he eat?”

After the students solved this and several other problems, Ms. Smith led a whole class
discussion about the above problem. She began the discussion by asking the students what
equation they had written to represent this problem. She then asked the students why they
decided to combine the two fractional parts to determine what Patrick had eaten.

After students agreed that Patrick had eaten 4/8 of a pizza, Ms. Applebee asked the
students why the answer was not 4/16 instead of 4/8 of a pizza. When Ms. Applebee asked this
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question, the students became very quiet. Previously, the students had engaged in a lively

discussion about why the answer was 4/8 (sec Figure 1).

Figure 1. Ms. Smith draws one pepperoni and one cheese pizza.

When Ms. Applebee asked why the answer was not 4/16, the students seemed puzzled. When
none of the students attempted to answer Ms. Applebee’s question, Ms. Smith referred to the
pictures of pizzas on the board and asked a different question. She asked the students if they

could make one whole pizza with the remaining pieces of pepperoni and cheese slices (see Figure

2).

Figure 2. One slice of pepperoni and three slices of cheese pizza are missing.

In response to Ms. Smith’s question, students explained how they would move three of the
leftover pepperoni slices to the cheese pizza to make a whole pizza. Using both pepperoni and
cheese slices, they would then have one whole pizza and one-half of a second pizza remaining.
Ms. Smith recorded the students’ ideas using arrows and drawing three slices to fill up the cheese

pizza (see Figure 3). She also wrote the fractional amounts under each pizza (see Figure 4).
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Figure 3. Ms. Smith represents moving three pepperoni slices to

make one whole pizza.

Figure 4. Ms. Smith represents one whole pizza and one-half of a
pizza to illustrate the number of slices that remained.

Discussion—*“What Fractional Part of the Two Pizzas Is Left?”

As the lesson unfolded, we wondered why Ms. Applebee asked this question at this
juncture. Had she spoken with students who had derived this answer of 4/16 instead of 4/8 for
the answer? Or did she hope to engage the students in a discussion about a common error that
she has seen other students make when they combine fractions? We also wondered how Ms.
Smith might orchestrate the discussion following Ms. Applebee’s question. From above, we
know that Ms. Smith chose not to address Ms. Applebee’s question during this lesson. Instead,
she asked the students a different question that refocused the discussion around combining
fractions with like denominators. Her question proved to be an important one. By asking this
question, students had an opportunity to explore ideas related to making whole pizzas (units) with

the remaining slices (eighths).

As she initiated this teacher move, she also indirectly supported Ms. Applebee’s teacher
moves during this part of the lesson. Although Ms. Applebee’s question is an important one for
the students to consider (at some point during this fractions unit), Ms. Smith’s decision to redirect

the discussion was an important teacher and coaching move. As Ms. Smith asked this question,
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she was also in the position to support Ms. Applebee as she made contributions during the lesson.
When Ms. Applebee asked a question that did not appear to move the students’ thinking forward,
Ms. Smith could offer a different question so that students could consider some related, important
ideas about combining fractions. As such, this situation was a possible learning opportunity for
the students, as well as for Ms. Smith and Ms. Applebee. By redirecting the question, students
had the opportunity to use ideas to explore another problem involving addition with fractions.
Ms. Applebee had the opportunity to “see” a possible teaching move that might be more
appropriate at this point in the unit about fractions. In order to facilitate this shift in the
discussion, Ms. Smith drew on those mathematical ideas that she understood about fractions to

address a situation that she had not anticipated prior to this lesson.

During our taped debriefing session following the lesson, we asked Ms. Smith why she

decided to ask the question about combining the leftover pieces of pizza. Ms. Smith explained:

And so I think that is where I was trying to bring them back to. “So if you have
pepperoni pizza...Can you re-form that whole? Does it change how many pieces

that whole is cut into?”

Ms. Smith chose to move the discussion forward by relating the problem to ideas that the students
had previously explored. Two ideas that she hoped to address were reforming the whole and
conserving the whole or what she referred to as “chang[ing] how many pieces.”

Without prompting, she then related her students’ thinking to ideas that she had
encountered in the Rational Numbers course that she had successfully completed the previous
summer:

The students’ thinking is amazing to me. It is amazing to me—the idea of the parts and
what makes up the whole... Some of the same things we were dealing with this past
summer in our own [Rational Numbers] class.

As we pursued the influence of the course on her teaching, she offered additional insight into how
her instructional approach had changed:

Oh, yeah [laughing]. I would be there right with them. “Okay, let’s multiply by two

and get a common denominator...” T wouldn’t have had a clue as to how to teach

this math topic. I would have had the textbook out, and I would have used a little bit

of Innovative Mathematics and 1 would have said, “I don’t know how I am going to
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get from here to here.” ...And I see a little bit as to how we will get to those

places...

She viewed her experiences in the course as important because she could “see a little bit as to

i)

how we will get to those places”—places they needed to reach as she supported her students’
understanding of fractions. Rather than simply following the curriculum as presented in her
teacher’s guide, she could initiate discussions around some of the important ideas about fractions.
So, Ms. Smith’s work in the course contributed, in part, to how she could better teach ideas
around fractions. We also suspect that her experiences in the course made it possible for her to

offer potential situations for coaching Ms. Applebee about teaching their ideas more effectively.
We now turn our attention to Ms. Sneider’s work as a Mathematics Specialist.

Background—“What Fractional Part Is the Yellow Pattern Block?”

Ms. Sneider is a full-time Mathematics Specialist in her school building. She, too, had
successfully completed Rational Numbers during the previous summer. As a Mathematics
Specialist, one of the challenges she faced was scheduling time to visit with teachers at each
grade level throughout the school year. As part of her plan, she worked with teachers in a
particular grade level for several weeks, and then moved to another grade level to work with a
different group of teachers. As she worked with teachers, she sometimes co-taught lessons or
made drop-in visits to classrooms while teachers were teaching mathematics lessons. When she
made drop-in visits, it was not uncommon for her to interject comments during the lesson. When
students completed assigned problems as they worked independently or in small groups, she
typically walked around the room, stopping at an individual student’s desk to ask clarifying
questions, listening to the student’s explanation or, in some cases, providing additional

instruction.

During her second year as a Mathematics Specialist, she also worked with small groups
of students who were pulled out of their classrooms to receive additional support. Our example is
taken from one of these pullout sessions. In this particular pullout session, Ms. Sneider worked
with a small group of fifth graders who continued to struggle with understanding fractions. The
fifth grade teachers asked her to work with these students to prepare them for the upcoming
school building quarterly assessment—a benchmark assessment in preparation for the statewide

mathematics test.
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The Lesson—“What Fractional Part Is the Yellow Pattern Block?”

Ms. Sneider began this session by asking students to make a yellow hexagon shape (the
unit) using other pattern blocks. Pattern blocks are six geometric shapes: green equilateral
triangles, blue rhombuses, tan rhombuses, orange squares, red trapezoids, and yellow hexagons
(see Figure 5). Red, green, and blue blocks can be used to make yellow blocks. The green blocks
can be used to make blue blocks or the red blocks, etc. As each of the students explained their
pattern block configurations, they seemed confused about what fractional part each of the six
green triangles represented. Although some of the students stated correctly that one green
triangle represented 1/6 (e.g., because six green triangles made one hexagon), it was not clear if
students understood that these six triangle pieces needed to be the same size. To address this
misconception, Ms. Sneider made a different shape using all 6 shapes (see Figure 5). She
referred to this configuration as a “funky cookie.”

Figure 5. Ms. Sneider makes a “funky cookie” using all six pattern blocks.

After Ms. Sneider made this funky cookie, she asked the students what fraction the
yellow hexagon block represented. Not surprisingly, students were not sure what this fractional
part was. She then asked if she could share the cookie fairly by giving each student one of these
six pieces. Following her questions, the students stated that if she shared her funky cookie, she
would not share her cookie fairly. After some discussion, several students made different shapes
using the blue and green blocks and correctly explained how they could share their pieces fairly

by divvying out blocks so that each person could receive the same amount.

Discussion—“What Fractional Part Is the Yellow Pattern Block?”

As we observed this session, we were not aware that Ms. Sneider had decided to change
her lesson plan. As she explained later during our debriefing session, she realized that the
students did not necessarily understand that each of the 1/6 needed to be the same size. The
students understood that they needed six pieces to make the whole, but that they did not
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understand that those pieces needed to be the same size. Once she realized that they did not have
a solid understanding of what constitutes fractional parts, she decided to scrap her original lesson
plan—helping students change improper fractions to mixed fractions (e.g., 5/3 = 1%) using
pattern blocks. Instead of introducing a new activity, she posed several tasks in which students

used pattern blocks to make the whole.

Her decision to pose the “funky cookie problem” was a critical point in her revised
lesson. Her decision to make a pattern block configuration that involved unequal pieces was a
particularly important one because it explicitly highlighted the misconception that the students

had about fractional parts.

Observations

Both of our examples illustrate how Ms. Smith and Ms. Sneider used their understanding
of key mathematical ideas to support their students’ reasoning about fractional parts.
Interestingly, although they had not planned to pose these particular problems, they both made
important, on-the-fly decisions that advanced their instructional goals. They used their
understanding of the mathematical ideas related to fractions in unique ways as they worked with

their students.

One of the reasons that they were able to do so was because of their experiences in
Rational Numbers, a course that they had completed during the previous summer. Recall that Ms.
Smith actually referred to the importance of Rational Numbers in the debriefing session. Ms.
Sneider, too, mentioned during debriefing sessions that her experiences in Rational Numbers
were part of the reason she could pose these types of tasks, tasks that challenged students to think
about important ideas about fractions. So what opportunities did participants have to explore and
build new ideas about fractions? To answer this question, we turn to our example from the

course.

Exploring Rational Numbers—“Can You Find a Fraction between 1/11 and 1/10?”

To illustrate the types of experiences that they had during Rational Numbers, we
highlight part of one of the lessons that occurred during the second week of the course. For this
lesson, participants explored an activity from “Bits and Pieces: Part I,” one of the fraction
modules from the Connected Mathematics curricular series [7]. To begin this lesson, the course
instructor asked participants, in small groups, to find a fraction between 1/11 and 1/10.
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Participants had solved a similar problem for homework (i.e., “Can you find a fraction between
1/10 and 1/9?7).

Exploring Rational Numbers—The Lesson
To introduce this problem, the coursc instructor drew a fraction strip and as the
discussion ensued, he explained how he could use the fraction strip to represent these different

fractions (see Figure 6):

And remember that we were working with these strips—fraction strips. We were
looking at those fraction strips [draws a picture of a unmarked fraction strip on the
white board] and marking them so that by folding first here, we have a %2 [makes a
mark and writes %, and divides it into fourths]. And this of course would be 2/4
[writes these numbers on the fraction strip]... The rational numbers there are
representing distances from 0. So that’s one way—a very, very natural way that
rational numbers appear as distances. Remember that we extend them so that it went
beyond 1 [extends the fraction strip and writes 1 at the hash mark that represents
4/4].

ﬁ%

Figure 6. The instructor used the fraction strip to represent %4, 2, %, and 1.

As the discussion continued, the course instructor marked approximately where 1/10 and
1/9 were located on this strip (see Figure 7). After marking these numbers on the number strip,
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he asked the participants if they could think of a fraction that was smaller than 1/10. Several

participants, in unison, said that 1/11 was a fraction that was smaller than 1/10.

Figure 7. The instructor used the fraction strip to represent 1/11 and 1/10.

As the discussion continued, he posed the problem that they would explore in their small
groups:

There are lots of numbers that are less than 1/10, but one that is nice, that is less than

1/10is 1/11. Just to get ourselves going again, at each of the tables, figure out a way

to find a rational number between 1/10 and 1/11...Then I’ll ask you to come up and

share with us.

Participants began to work with others sitting at their tables to devise or refine their methods for
finding fractions between 1/11 and 1/10.

Ms. Smith and Ms. Sneider worked with two other participants at their table. Ms.
Sneider talked at some length about one participant’s method. Ms. Smith used Ms. Sneider’s
approach to find other fractions. As we asked questions about their solution methods, Ms.
Sneider explained her ideas about finding a fraction between 1/10 and 1/9, the homework
problem:

[T]he other night when I figured out this problem. I thought, oh, I finally found a

fraction between these two [fractions]. And then I let it rest. And then we come

here; we talked about it and everything. Well, I couldn’t get that problem off my
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mind, so I was thinking about it more over the weekend, and 1 finally thought to
myself, “What if I didn’t [multiply by] 2, what if I multiplied by 3?” Then I'd have
3/30, and 3/33. And there’d be two fractions... 31sts and 32nds that could go. Then
I thought, “What if I multiplied it by 4?” And so you can multiply it by anything.
So it gets you close to—if you kept on going—that there are an infinite number [of
fractions]. But that was an “aha” moment when I realized that you can do it with

more than just [multiplying by] 2!

As her comment suggests, Ms. Sneider figured out that she could generate equivalent fractions by
multiplying the numerator and the denominator by the same number. In fact, she claimed that she
could find an infinite number of these fractions between 1/10 and 1/11. When Ms. Sneider made
this comment, Ms. Smith nodded her head in agreement.

We also talked with Ms. Smith about her method for finding fractions. Ms. Smith
explained that she multiplied both 1/10 and 1/11 by 4/4 to rename them as 4/40 and 4/44. As she
explained her answer, she pointed to Ms. Sneider as if to indicate that she had decided to use Ms.
Sneider’s method to find this fraction:

I just wanted to see if I could do this a different way [points to Ms. Sneider]. So I
tried 4 over 42; that is what I did... So I just split 4 and 42 and it still reduced down
to 2/21.

So Ms. Smith used a method similar to the one that Ms. Sneider had used to find fractions
between 1/10 and 1/9. The first part of her comment, “I just wanted to see if I could do this a
different way” is curious. Had she initially solved the problem differently? As it turns out, she
had. For her first attempt at this problem, she had used a calculator to rename each fraction as its

decimal equivalent, and then had found a decimal that was larger than .0909 and smaller than
.1000 . She used Ms. Sneider’s method to find the result after she had used the decimal method.

So she used Ms. Sneider’s method to experiment with a different method.

To begin the whole class discussion, the course instructor asked one of the participants to
share her method with the class. Like Ms. Smith, this participant shared that her group converted
1/10 and 1/11 to their decimal equivalents. She explained that 1/10 was equivalent to 0.1000 and
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1/11 was equivalent to the repeating decimal .09090... So, .095 (or 95/1000) was one of the
fractions between 1/11 and 1/10. After this participant shared this idea, Ms. Sneider suggested,
without prompting, that she could have also chosen .091, .092, .093,...0or .099. She then argued
that to find a decimal (and its fraction equivalent), one merely needed to increment the digits, in
this case, in the thousandths place. She then related this strategy to how one incremented the
digits to manipulate whole numbers—92 is one more than 91, 93 is one more than 92, etc.

As the discussion continued, another participant shared her group’s method for finding
other fractions. She explained that she first converted 1/11 to 10/110 and 1/10 to 11/110. Then,
she stated that 10'4/110 was halfway between 10/110 and 11/110. She demonstrated this fact by
drawing an open number line and marking 1/11 and 1/10 on this number line. She then drew a
line halfway between these two fractions and indicated that this mark on the number line was the
position of the fraction that they had found. At this point in the discussion, the course instructor
turned to the whole class and asked a question about this group’s method. As he did so, he again
referred to the fraction strips:

Instructor: Before you go any further there, if you have one of these fraction strips,

how many pieces would it fold up into now?

Participants:  [In unison] 110.

Instructor: 110 pieces. Can you go from actually folding 8 or folding 12, to actually
thinking in your mind 110 folds? I couldn’t do 110 folds; I’'m not that
good. But I kind of think it’s as if I had folded 12 times. It’s the same
idea. So it’s folded into 110 little pieces.

As the discussion continued, the participant explained that her group struggled with how
to represent 10%/110. Because they did not like how their new fraction was written (i.e., it was
an improper fraction), they split each 1/110 and created smaller pieces that were one-half of
1/110, 1/220.

Again, the instructor asked clarifying questions about how this group generated these
smaller pieces. He first asked if her group had folded (or imagined folding) each piece in half.
After responding again that they would have 220 pieces, the participant then explained that after
splitting each piece in half, they could rename 10/110 as 20/220 and 11/110 as 22/220. By
renaming 10%/110 as 21/220, they took care of their “problem” of working with improper
fractions. So 21/220 was one proper fraction that they found that was between 1/11 and 1/10.
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As the whole class discussion continued, several other participants explained how they
used different methods to find fractions between 1/11 and 1/10. Another group, for instance,
renamed 1/11 and 1/10 as 3/33 and 3/30. They then explained that they could find two fractions
between these two fractions, 3/32 and 3/31. To justify their answer, they explained that their
strategy was similar to when one orders the unit fractions, ', 1/3, %, 1/5... To find a small
fraction, they simply needed to increment the denominator as long as each of these fractions had

the same numerator.

As the discussion ensued, the course instructor clarified participants’ explanations and
asked questions to check for the participants’ understandings. Throughout the lesson, participants
had opportunities to understand others’ methods for finding fractions between two given
fractions. As they did so, they began to explore the density property, one of the important
properties that is unique to the set of Rational Numbers (and Real Numbers).

Exploring Rational Numbers—Discussion

At the outset of this lesson, we see that the course instructor used a different approach to
introduce ideas—an approach that seems quite different from a more traditional lesson about
ordering fractions. The course instructor, for instance, referred to different fractions as quantities

that represented distances that he could mark on an “open” fraction strip.

His role during the lesson seems different as well. After setting up the problem,
participants worked with their partners to solve the task. When they had had time to work on the
problem, the course instructor reconvened the class and asked different groups to explain their
methods for finding fractions between two fractions. He offered support, asked clarifying
questions, and highlighted aspects of their methods during whole class discussion. As such, he
and the participants co-constructed an environment in which it was normative to explain and
justify their ideas, and to represent their ideas. Interestingly, this characterization of the learning

environment fits with what is commonly referred to as an inquiry mathematics tradition [8].

One of the earmarks of inquiry mathematics is that participants are thought to work with
ideas and representations that are experientially real mathematical objects [8]. In our example,
there are several instances of the instructor and the participants doing so. The instructor, for his
part, often referred to the participants’ ideas using the fraction strip to model ideas. As he did so,
he spoke of fractions as values or as having distance. He also referred to this model as he
elaborated the participants’ explanations. As a result, he provided others the opportunity to
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understand a group’s reasoning. Further, if participants were confused, they too might imagine
using the fraction strip to generate equivalent fractions. So as he facilitated the whole class
discussion, he implicitly communicated that he valued these types of explanations, ones in which

participants reasoned sensibly with fractions.

For their part, the participants were obliged to give explanations that were couched in
their understanding about fractions. Recall, for instance, that when explaining how her group
renamed 10%2/110, one of the participants drew a number line to demonstrate where this fraction
was located on it. She also explained that her group imagined using the fraction strip (suggested
first by one of the other course instructors) to split each of the 110 pieces to find an equivalent
fraction for 10%%/110. Rather than simply applying a procedure for multiplying the numerator and
denominator by 2, the participant essentially explained the rationale behind this procedure.

Additionally, as participants worked in small groups, they continued to hold themselves
to this same standard. Ms. Smith’s attempt to try Ms. Sneider’s method is a case in point. As she
used Ms. Sneider’s method, she also had an opportunity to build some new understandings. Ms.
Sneider, too, continued to pursue ideas that eventually led her to develop an argument for the
density property for the Real Numbers.

Final Comments

In our discussion, we have addressed how the ideas that participants explored in the
course might take on a life of their own as they worked with teachers and their students. In Ms.
Smith’s case, she had the opportunity not only to facilitate her students’ understanding, but also
to create an opportunity for Ms. Applebee to reflect on how she might facilitate students’
understanding more effectively. Although we do not know if Ms. Smith capitalized on this
instance, we could imagine the rich discussion that she and Ms. Applebee might have as they
debriefed about this lesson. Similarly, if Ms. Sneider had the opportunity to share with the fifth
grade teachers, she and her teachers could have a rich conversation about the important ideas that
underpin the “funky cookie” task. Ms. Sneider, however, would need to work hard to make her
instructional practices explicit to her teachers because they were not present during the pullout
sessions. This said, it would be unfortunate if she did not have the opportunity to share what
happened during this pullout session. Although her students might benefit from this experience,
their teachers might not have the opportunity to think carefully and deeply about the nature of
their students’ misconceptions about fractions. Interestingly, Ms. Smith was in a much better
position to positively affect her colleague’s teaching practice. Although Ms. Smith was a regular
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classroom teacher and Ms. Sneider was a Mathematics Specialist, in our two examples they

secemed to have (temporarily) switched roles.

We have also addressed the important role that that the course Rational Numbers might
have played in supporting the participants’ mathematical learning. The instructor’s role was
particularly important herc. He required participants to make sensc of one another’s methods.
He also supported them as they gave explanations by asking clarifying questions and elaborating
the important ideas that they addressed.

We suspect that the course experiences provided Ms. Smith and Ms. Sneider
opportunities to reason deeply about fractions. We also have evidence that they drew on these
ideas somehow as they made instructional decisions in order to support their students’ learning.
In fact, they appeared to have continued to think about ideas, even after the course had ended. As
our examples illustrate, they found important ways to use their understanding of these ideas in

novel, but different ways.

As we continue to explore the vast amount of data that we have gathered over the last few
years, we may gain new insights into how different course experiences support the participants’
daily work in schools. Perhaps we will also uncover some of the ways that the program might
better serve Mathematics Specialists as they transition into their leadership roles. Can we
improve on the courses that we offer? Are there other course experiences that might better
support their daily work? As we traverse the data, we hope to answer these as well as other
questions. At this juncture, however, we simply marvel at the extent to which the participant’s

work has begun to truly take on a life of its own.
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VIRGINIA’S MATHEMATICS SPECIALIST INSTITUTE PROJECT: A
SUMMARY OF EVALUATION FINDINGS

P.S. SMITH and M. WICKWIRE
Horizon Research, Inc.
Chapel Hill, NC 27514

Introduction

Horizon Research, Inc. (HRI) serves as the external evaluator for the NSF Institute’s
“Preparing Virginia’s Mathematics Specialists” project, described in a previous article.
Participants in this project do coursework at each of three Summer Institutes. These five-week
residential experiences have been held on the campuses of Norfolk State, Virginia
Commonwealth University, and George Mason University. During each Institute, participants
complete two of the five required mathematics courses and the first half of an Educational
Leadership course. Participants complete the second half of each Leadership course by February
of the following year. At the third Institute, participants complete the final mathematics course,
as well as a course entitled, Mathematics for Diverse Populations. These nine courses—six
mathematics and three leadership courses—are the major components of the Mathematics

Specialist preparation program.

In our capacity as external evaluator, we have observed several days of each Summer
Institute. In addition, we have surveyed Institute participants and interviewed them on several
occasions. Data from these activities point to specific impacts resulting from the Institutes. In

this article, we discuss three kinds of outcomes:

1) Impacts on Mathematics Content Knowledge;
2) Impacts on Participants’ Perception of their Pedagogical Content Knowledge; and,
3) Impacts on Participants’ Perceptions of their Leadership Skills.

We devote one section of the article to each impact, ending with a discussion of participants’

thoughts about the residential aspect of the Institute.
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Impacts on Participants’ Mathematics Content Knowledge

Each summer, HRI conducts several different evaluation activities to assess the impact of
Institute courses on participants’ mathematics content knowledge. Data from pre- and post-
course content assessments, a post-Institute questionnaire, on-site observations, and post-Institute
interviews indicate that the courses have affected the participants’ mathematics content

knowledge substantially.

Over three Summer Institutes, participants complete five mathematics courses. During
the first Institute, participants take the Numbers and Operations and Geometry and Measurement
courses. Rational Numbers and Proportional Reasoning and Probability and Statistics are
offered at the second Institute, and participants complete Algebra and Functions at the third

Institute.

The evaluation primarily uses project-developed assessments to gauge impacts on content
knowledge. While some rigorous, externally developed content assessments for teachers exist,
only a geometry instrument was aligned well enough with the Institute courses to be considered a
fair measure. This assessment was developed by the Learning Mathematics for Teaching project
at the University of Michigan, as described by Hill, Schilling, and Ball [1]. Horizon Research
scored the Geometry and Measurement assessment with a key provided by the instrument
developers. In addition, Horizon Research developed scoring guides for all the project-developed
assessments. Two staff members, trained to 90% inter-rater agreement, scored the papers.

The data in Table 1 show the pre- and post-course means of participant content
knowledge across all five courses. The increase in mean scores is significant, and all the courses
appear to have had a large positive effect on participants’ mathematics content knowledge. Each
effect size is based on a different measure. Therefore, it is inappropriate to make comparisons
among courses. For instance, these data cannot be used to argue that one course is more effective
than another. This caveat applies to each data table in this article; i.e., effect sizes should not be

used to compare courses.
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Table 1
Mean Scores for Content Assessments Administered in Institute Courses
Courses Pre-Course Post-Course Effect
(in the order participants completed them) N Mean | S.D. | Mean | S.D. Size
Numbers and Operations 27 71.08 13.69 | 85.01* | 10.03 0.83
Geometry and Measurement 27 | 5525 | 21.58 | 73.77% | 16.29 1.11
Rational Numbers and Proportional Reasoning 26 76.20 14.66 | 96.03* | 6.10 1.44
Probability and Statistics 26 | 68.73 | 1599 | 88.13* | 9.65 1.44
Algebra and Functions 26 | 46.26 | 22.64 | 7591* | 23.66 | 0.90

*Post-Institute score is significantly different from pre-Institute score (two-tailed paired samples ¢-test, p < 0.05.

In addition to the content knowledge assessments, items on the post-Institute
questionnaire asked participants to report their perceived preparedness in content knowledge
before and following each course. A “retrospective baseline” (asking about prior preparedness
after the Institute) was gathered because participants often do not recognize gaps in their
understanding before taking a course. It is only after they engage with the content that they
realize how much they initially did and did not know.

Items on the post-Institute questionnaire addressed specific content presented in each
course. Horizon Research combined these items to create course-specific content knowledge
composites. For example, on the Numbers and Operations questionnaire, participants rated their
content preparedness on the following items:

e Mathematics of counting and the natural numbers;
e Place value system; and,

e Structures and concepts underlying the arithmetical operations.

For Geometry and Measurement, the following items were included:

e Understanding basic shapes, their properties, and the relationships between them;
e Measuring and understanding of angles; and,

e Solving problems involving right triangles and the Pythagorean Theorem.

Table 2 shows the composite mean scores for impacts on participant perceptions of their content
preparedness. To capture the most recent versions of the course, it should be noted that the data
for Numbers and Operations and Geometry and Measurement are from Cohort Il participants.
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Data for the remaining three courses are from Cohort I, the only group to have completed those
courses at the time data were collected for this article. Large effect sizes are evident in all five
courses, indicating that participants thought that their content knowledge increased substantially

in each course.

Table 2
Composite Mean Scores for Impacts on
Participant Perceptions of Their Content Preparedness

Courses Pre-Course Post-Course | Effect
(in order participants completed them) N Mean | S.D Mean | S.D Size
Numbers and Operations 27 53.27 21.68 | 78.58* 15.22 1.52
Geometry and Measurement 27 | 37.48 | 1933 | 69.07% | 1839 | 1.90
Rational Numbers and Proportional Reasoning 24 3179 | 2535 | 74.62* | 16.81 1.92
Probability and Statistics 26 | 3868 | 21.81 | 69.17* | 1271 | 191
Algebra and Functions 26 | 41.52 | 2474 | 83.04* | 1689 | 1.94

*Post-Institute score is significantly different from pre-Institute score (two-tailed paired samples z-test, p < 0.05).

When asked on the post-Institute questionnaire what they gained from the courses,
participants often commented on content knowledge impacts. For instance, in Rational Numbers
and Proportional Reasoning, twenty-one of the twenty-six responses pointed to impacts on
understanding of rational numbers and participants’ ability to solve problems in multiple ways.
Some of those comments are included here:

e “I gained more knowledge about how the basic aspects of rational numbers may be seen
through illustrations as compared to how I was taught with formulas and/or
computation.”

e “I feel 1 have a better understanding of rational numbers and have gained more
background knowledge of the content. In Proportional Reasoning, 1 would have solved
most situations with a proportion—and solved for the missing value. Now, I can find
other ways to do it. It's a much clearer understanding.”

e “I gained a flexible way to look at percents and at fractions. 1 feel more comfortable

using fractions in a variety of ways now.”

Impacts were similarly evident in responses to both closed- and open-ended questions

about the A4lgebra and Functions course. An item on the post-Institute questionnaire asked
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participants to rate the extent to which they had increased their knowledge of the course content.
Two-thirds of participants gave a rating of 6 or 7 on a 7-point scale with 1 being “Not at all” to 7
being “To a great extent.” Similarly, in response to a question about effective aspects of the
course, eighteen of the twenty-six responses described having a better understanding of algebra
concepts. The following comments are two examples:

e “From this experience, I was able to relearn algebraic concepts with a contextual and

conceptual understanding instead of only procedural understanding.”
e “l developed my own understanding of algebra by seeing and identifying patterns in ways

I had not understood before. I developed various representations for algebra as well.”

The content courses are the central part of the Virginia Mathematics Specialist program.
Offering these courses in an institute setting provides for a focused and intensive experience with
mathematics content, and the data point to substantial positive impacts on participants’

knowledge of content.

Impacts on Participants’ Perceptions of Their Pedagogical Content Knowledge

The post-Institute questionnaire also asked participants about impacts on their
pedagogical content knowledge. Shulman originally described pedagogical content knowledge as
“the blending of content and pedagogy into an understanding of how particular topics, problems,
or issues are organized, represented, and adapted to the diverse interests and abilities of learners,
and presented for instruction” [2]. Participants rated their preparedness to teach the mathematics
content presented in each course, before and after taking the course. Participants responded to
items targeted at pedagogical practices specific to each content course. For example, on the
Rational Numbers and Proportional Reasoning questionnaire, participants rated their
preparedness before and after taking the course on the following items:

e Use examples to show and illustrate the relationship between rates and ratios;

e Show how ratios can be used to represent a variety of relationships within a set and
between two sets; and,

e Model and illustrate situations or problems where proportions are used to show patterns

of change.

For Probability and Statistics, preparedness items included the following:
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e Help students recognize the differences in representing categorical and numerical data;

e Have students formulate and solve problems that involve collecting, organizing, and
analyzing data; and,

e Provide examples to help students explore concepts of fairness, uncertainty, and change.

At the third Institute, participants completed the Mathematics for Diverse Populations course,
designed to develop participants’ ability to recognize and respond to the needs of learners with a
variety of backgrounds and abilities. Items on the post-course questionnaire assessing the
increases in preparedness in this area include the following examples:

e Recognize and respond to students’ cultural diversity;
e Recognize and respond to students’ diverse learning needs; and,

e Encourage the participation of minorities in mathematics.

The items were combined to create “preparedness to teach” composites for each course. The data
in Table 3 show pre- and post-Institute composite mean scores for each course. The effect sizes

are large across all six courses, suggesting large impacts.

Table 3
Composite Mean Scores for Impacts on Participants’
Perceived Preparedness to Teach Mathematics

Courses Pre-Course Post-Course Effect
(in order participants completed them) N Mean S.D Mean S.D Size
Numbers and Operations 27 55.31 20.36 88.64* 13.01 1.82
Geometry and Measurement 27 47.22 19.33 59.40* 18.11 0.96
Rational Numbers and Proportional Reasoning 24 54.21 21.97 73.26%* 19.33 1.67
Probability and Statistics 26 46.89 23.78 73.08* 20.20 1.47
Algebra and Functions 26 41.96 20.60 78.90* 17.58 1.89
Mathematics for Diverse Populations 26 66.15 18.66 81.54% 13.51 1.67

*Post-Institute score is significantly different from pre-Institute score (two-tailed paired samples r-test, p < 0.05).
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In responses to open-ended items on the post-Institute questionnaire, participants described both
impacts on their ability to teach mathematics content and expected changes in their classroom
practice. After completing the Numbers and Operations course, nineteen of the twenty-six
participants mentioned their intent to provide extra time for students to explore their own ideas
and develop algorithms rather than simply providing algorithms and asking students to apply
them. Two participants commented:

e ‘I foresee myself giving my students more time to develop algorithms on their
own. I also foresee allowing my students to share their way more and giving
them time to explore and develop their own efficiency.”

o “I really want to focus more on developing number strategies with my students
instead of the one old traditional method. This course helped me to understand
how students can invent strategies. This was a huge breakthrough for me!”

In addition, ten of the participants mentioned their plan to incorporate the use of manipulatives in
classroom instruction around number concepts more frequently. One offered this comment:
I will use many manipulatives. I am leaving this course with multiple strategies to offer
my students instead of one method. I will provide more open-ended problem solving,
rather than fact worksheets. 1 also want to provide more opportunities for students to use
many different strategies and manipulatives to solve a problem.

Similar comments were made by interviewees:
e “Honestly, that class changed the way I do my job. I have so much more
knowledge about the way students learn math.”
e “In that class, we always had manipulatives available to use. We worked in
groups, sometimes in pairs, and we always took time to talk as a whole class

about what we were learning. This is what I want my classroom to be like.”

Many of the participants indicated that the importance of “hands-on” activities and manipulatives

was reinforced for them by taking the Geometry and Measurement course. Participants also noted

the Van Hiele levels of geometric understanding were useful. One participant had this to say:
[The Van Hiele levels] helped me to understand why some kids get it and some don’t. As
a teacher, I knew some didn’t seem to understand some geometry ideas, but 1 was never

aware why, and these Van Hiele levels helped to explain why.
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When making open-ended comments on the questionnaire, participants pointed to several
examples of expected impacts on their teaching of geometry and measurement concepts:
e “I will give more time for my students to explore and work with shapes, not just
waiting for the two weeks allotted in the spring for geometry.”
e “Iplan to pay closer attention to how I design assessments. I want to spend more
time discussing work, with less focus on covering material. This will help

students with building connections and making meaning.”

Similar impacts were evident among participants in the course, Mathematics for Diverse
Populations. Thirteen of the twenty-four respondents to the post-course questionnaire focused on
planning lessons to meet the needs of individual students. The following are two sample
comments:
e “I will be better prepared to make necessary modifications based on student
needs. I will also be better equipped when planning lessons.”
¢ “Tam going to be more aware of the learning preferences of my students as I plan
classroom activities. I’d like to be more reflective in my practice to see if I'm

addressing the needs of all learners.”

These comments, as well as the large composite score effect sizes across the six courses,
suggest large impacts on the participants’ perceptions of their preparedness to teach mathematics.
Such growth, coupled with their deepened content knowledge, will be a valuable asset as the

participants assume leadership roles in their schools.

Impacts on Participants’ Perceptions of Their Leadership Skills

Strong mathematics content knowledge and pedagogical content knowledge are
important aspects of the project’s vision for what makes an effective Mathematics Specialist. A
third part of the vision is leadership skills that enable Specialists to work collaboratively with
teachers. During each Summer Institute, participants take the first half of a leadership course.
The balance of the course is completed in the fall as participants meet once a month for full-day
sessions. Each of the three leadership courses focuses on different aspects of the knowledge and
skills Specialists need. Leadership I provides participants with opportunities to develop their
familiarity with the K—5 Standards of Learning for Virginia Public Schools, as well as the NCTM
Principles and Standards for School Mathematics |3, 4]. Leadership II focuses on developing
participants’ coaching skills. Leadership III continues a focus on coaching skills, includes work

on formative assessment and the facilitation of Lesson Study.
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At the end of each course, HRI administered a questionnaire to all participants and
interviewed a sample of participants for more in-depth information about their experience. As
with the other questionnaires, individual items were combined into composite variables reflecting
the central themes of each course. For Leadership I, course participants indicated their familiarity
(both before and at the end of the course) with the Virginia Standards of Learning (SOL) and the
NCTM Principles and Standards for School Mathematics |3, 4]. For Leadership II, examples of
items used to form a coaching composite included asking participants to rate their familiarity with

the following:

e Coaching as a model for teacher professional development;
e The skills required to be an effective coach for mathematics professional development;
and,

e The challenges of coaching experienced teachers.

For Leadership III, three composites were formed focusing on participants’ familiarity
with the following items:

o Formative Assessment
e Strategies for Coaching
e Lesson Study

Table 4 shows the pre- and post-course means for the composites in each of the three leadership
courses. The data suggest that Leadership I participants’ familiarity with standards documents
increased substantially. Participants also showed large increases in their familiarity with
coaching as a result of Leadership II, effect sizes associated with Leadership IlI are similarly

large.
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Table 4

Composite Mean Scores for Participants’ Familiarity with Leadership Course Topics

Courses Pre-Course Post-Course Effect
(in order they were offered) N Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Size
Leadership I Composites
Virginia's Standards of Learning 27 46.30 24.28 67.49% 26.14 1.55
NCTM Standards for School Mathematics 26 20.51 22.81 68.80* 25.73 2.40
NCTM Principles for School Mathematics 26 13.08 23.13 73.85* 25.15 2.31
Leadership 11 Composites
Peer Coaching 27 49.58 24.67 88.18* 13.47 1.86
Leadership III Composites
Formative Assessment 25 55.67 25.43 91.33* 14.53 1.63
Strategies for Coaching 25 53.56 19.70 91.11* 12.21 1.88
Lesson Study 23 18.36 28.55 95.17* 10.50 2.52

*Post-Institute score is significantly different than pre-Institute score (two-tailed paired samples #-test, p < 0.05).

Data from open-ended questionnaire items about effective aspects of the courses

provide evidence of the participants’ positive views.

participant wrote:

For instance, one Leadership 1

The course was helpful in understanding the NCTM Standards for each area—

Numbers and Operations, Geometry and Measurement. 1 also think looking at the

Standards and correlating them with activities and the tasks we give to students

[was helpful]. As a Math Specialist, the coursework prepared me by giving me

knowledge and skills to manage the standards and consider ways to effectively

apply them in the classroom.

Participants highlighted coaching-related aspects of Leadership II. Of the twenty-

seven participants responding to an open-ended item about effective aspects of the

course, twenty-one commented on the coaching part. Participants were enthusiastic

about the project, in which they videotaped themselves coaching another teacher in their

school. Two examples of open-ended responses around coaching and the usefulness of

the coaching project were:

e “The videotaping experience was extremely meaningful in reflecting on my own

videotape and through watching the videos of my cohort members.”
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e “I found the readings very helpful, as well as the class discussions. The process
of the videotape assignment also furthered my understanding.”

There were large increases in participants’ ratings of their familiarity with Lesson Study, and
positive comments about Lesson Study featured prominently in open-ended questionnaire
responses (eleven out of twenty-five responses). Some examples included the following:
e “The focus on Lesson Study taught me how to successfully plan with teachers to
develop meaningful lessons.”

e “The opportunity to participate in a Lesson Study group was hugely rewarding.”

Data from the post-course questionnaires, and interviews, show the extent to which
participants’ perceptions of their leadership skills have grown.  With a deepened understanding
of mathematics and strong pedagogical content knowledge, these leadership skills position the

Specialists to work successfully with teachers.

The Residential Aspect

The Summer Institutes are unique learning experiences that impact participants in
substantial and meaningful ways. The Institute’s residential setting likely heightens the learning
experience beyond other professional development settings, such as workday, evening, or on-line
classes, which fit more conveniently into the schedule of practicing teachers. Participants’
comments show the value placed on living and working together. Included among them are the
following examples:

o “I guess I’d say again everyone being together on campus gave us lots of opportunities to
work together on the projects and share ideas and help out one another.”

e “The most helpful aspect was being able to talk, share, and ask questions in the evenings
in the dorms. If I left class confused and frustrated, I was able to get help in the evenings
from classmates.”

e “I think it was a great opportunity. I never imagined that I would grow so much in
twenty days. The dinner panels and excursions made it a great experience. They
provided a needed break and gave us the opportunity to leave the academics and build
more relationships with one another.”

e  “I think it was very good, very professional and respectful. T am very pleased. You work
really hard, but you are learning a lot. The dinner panels and excursions were very
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helpful. We learned more about the program and what was going on with Math

Specialists.”

Obviously, the teachers who come to the Institutes are those whose schedules can accommodate a
five-week residential experience. Still, all made sacrifices to attend, and they seem to feel that

they received much more in return.

Summary

In the most general terms, the project’s theory of action is to work on three fronts
simultaneously—developing participants’ mathematics knowledge, pedagogical content
knowledge, and leadership skills—in a residential institute setting. The evaluation has produced
a large body of evidence strongly suggesting that this model impacts the participants positively
and substantially. Whether the outcome is content knowledge, pedagogical content knowledge,
or leadership skills, participants report large positive changes. With regard to knowledge of
mathematics, end-of-course content assessments provide more objective and similarly compelling
evidence of impact. Comments from teachers suggest the residential aspect led to deeper impacts
than they might have experienced in more traditional professional development settings.

At the end of July 2008, the project had completed its fifth Institute, each one an
immense investment of time for the project and the participants. Impact data indicate that the

return is well worth the investment.
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Abstract

Now in its fourth year, Rice University’s Mathematics Leadership Institute (MLI) has developed over
sixty high school mathematics Lead Teachers. We focus on how membership in MLI has impacted
participant teachers’ professional lives. The Lead Teacher community that emerged during MLIs first
Summer Leadership Institute embodies the characteristics of a sustaining and coherent knowledge
community where teachers are able to share their secret “stories of practice in safe places . . . in order to
make their personal practical knowledge explicit to themselves and to others” [1]. This article includes
stories of individual teachers who refused to sacrifice hours of instructional time for mandated
curriculum testing, who encouraged and supported a large group of MLI teachers to participate in a
grueling advanced certification program, and who challenged the local administration’s expectation to
compromise personal professional standards. These stories may not have emerged in their particular
ways had these teachers and their supporting co-manager not been members of this coherent and
sustained knowledge community. This knowledge community has enabled the achievement of MLI
goals with respect to teachers” increased mathematics content knowledge, leadership development, and
student achievement. We also include focus group comments and quantitative data.

Introduction

In 2004, the Mathematics Leadership Institute (MLI), a National Science Foundation-
funded Mathematics and Science Partnership (MSP), was established as a partnership among
Rice University and Houston Independent School District (HISD) and Aldine Independent School
District (AISD). During its longstanding relationship with these two districts, Rice University
advised and collaborated with district-level mathematics directors on districtwide initiatives, and
in individual schools and with mathematics teachers of all grade levels. The MLI was
conceptualized when the University, unable to meet the huge demand for mathematics support for
many of the schools in the two districts, identified the need for on-site mathematics leadership
and support in their high schools. The districts’ traditional professional development workshops
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and centralized support may have inspired teachers, but follow-up enactment in classrooms did
not occur to any noticeable extent. This phenomenon has been documented widely [2-4].

A major goal of MLI is to develop two cohorts of high school mathematics Lead
Teachers to serve as intellectual leaders and mathematics advocates on their campuses. In this
capacity, Lead Teachers may act as change agents responsible for catalyzing reform in
mathematics instruction at their schools. They may lead course-level planning meetings, mentor
new teachers, critique and advise on programs that affect mathematics in the school, and present
at teacher conferences. Each MLI cohort attends two Summer Leadership Institutes, each for a
four-week period for two consecutive summers. The focus of these Institutes is to develop
teachers’ mathematical pedagogical content knowledge, leadership skills to interface with
administrators and mentor peers, and to think about school and classroom diversity in new ways,
ultimately to increase student achievement in participating schools. The MLI teachers also meet
regularly during the academic years over the five-year life of the grant.

The Context

The MLI initially intended to support eighty Lead Teachers in forty high schools in two
teacher cohorts (beginning June 2005 and June 2007, respectively) across HISD and AISD.
Although HISD is approximately three times larger than AISD and varies with respect to some
important administrative features (see Appendix A), the student and teacher demographics
between the districts are comparable in terms of ethnic and socioeconomic diversity (see
Appendix B and Appendix C). Currently, HISD supports thirty-five MLI teachers while AISD
supports nine. Due, in part, to decentralization and conflicting philosophies about teacher
leadership, Lead Teacher participation did not occur to the extent of the goal. The Institute has
suffered some attrition due to retirement, transfer to non-participating districts, promotion to
central office mentoring positions, departure from the profession, and death. To increase the
number of Lead Teachers in the Institute, schools were invited to send more than one Lead
Teacher to each cohort, resulting in more than two Lead Teachers in some schools from the start.
Over time, some Lead Teachers moved to other schools that were already participating in MLI so
that one school had four Lead Teachers after the second cohort joined the Institute. Appendix D
shows Lead Teacher enrollment numbers and attrition from the onset of MLI in June 2005
through academic year 2007-2008. Appendix E shows MLI school participation and the number
of Lead Teachers on AISD and HISD campuses.
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Theoretical Foundation

Clandinin and Connelly adopted the metaphor of teachers’ professional knowledge
landscapes to capture the complexity of teacher knowledge expressed through the contexts in
which teachers live [5]. Teachers’ professional knowledge landscapes are composed of
relationships among people, places, and things. In particular, the landscape comprises two
“fundamentally different places, the in-classroom place and the out-of-classroom place” [5].
Generally, the out-of-classroom place is “littered with imposed prescriptions . . . filled with other
people’s visions of what is right for children” [6]. These impositions, designated sacred stories,
to which teachers are obliged to respond, reach teachers through communication channels
metaphorically denoted as the conduit [7]. Teachers’ responses to these sacred stories are
designated cover stories, but these may take on a very different appearance to teachers’ actual
practices within the closed confines of their classrooms [8]. In-classroom practices are
designated secret stories which are essentially free from scrutiny [6]. Furthermore, Olson and
Craig define a knowledge community as a safe communal place in which teachers can share their
secret stories in ways that engender intellectual and professional growth [9]. Knowledge
communities may evolve in formal or informal settings. They may exist between only two
members or among larger groups. Knowledge communities evolve, expand, or sometimes
dissolve, temporarily or permanently depending on the nature of the relationships among those
who are present at any given time. For this study, the MLI community of Lead Teachers

represents a knowledge community that arose from formal roots [10].

The Emergence of the MLI Knowledge Community

The MLI Lead Teachers participate in two consecutive Summer Leadership Institutes.
These summer professional development Institutes run for four weeks, seven hours per day.
During the first week of the first cohort’s June 2005 Summer Leadership Institute, the Lead
Teacher community took on particular characteristics of a knowledge community. Author and
MLI Manager, Sack, in her previous position as a middle school mathematics classroom teacher,
had experienced knowledge community first-hand through her school’s internal structure of
academic teams. Aware of the empowerment potential of membership in a knowledge
community, Sack explicitly sought to create a workable learning community among the MLI
Lead Teachers, hoping that small knowledge-community groups would evolve. However, she
was also aware of the elusiveness of knowledge communities, but when individual participants
began to share their own secret stories to the whole cohort and to its manager, Sack knew that a
large knowledge community had formed [10, 11]. Throughout the ensuing academic year and the
first cohort’s second year, including its second Summer Leadership Institute, the knowledge-
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community character persisted. A difficult situation arose that threatened to disrupt the second
Summer Leadership Institute when a visiting instructor failed to recognize the group’s needs.
Group members openly shared their concerns directly with Sack even though they were aware of
her close professional and personal relationship with this instructor. As a result, the instructor
and Sack were able to work together to resolve the problem through their knowledge-community
relationship. This story of the teachers’ empowerment, afforded through knowledge-community

membership, has been documented elsewhere [10].

The following sections of this article reflect evidence and impact of the intellectual and
professional growth that resulted from the existence of this particular knowledge community.
Quantitative achievement data were obtained from testing sources. Supporting data were culled
from the MLI Manager’s ongoing field notes and from an academic year focus group discussion
using participants’ written comments (November 2007). For the focus group discussion, Lead
Teachers were asked to discuss and write how the MLI teacher community had impacted them
personally, in their classrooms, and in their interactions with peer mathematics teachers and
administrators on their campuses. The focus group comments were then organized by emergent
themes. The authors and the MLI’s external evaluator compared their analyses and agreed by
consensus on the following themes that are presented in this article: personal confidence,
collegial support, communication skills, raising the bar, risk taking, and interactions with peers
and administration at their own schools. During transcription to a data file, focus group
comments were dissociated from teacher identity. In the following sections, “Tn” refers to any
teacher, where n (n=1,2,3,...,22) is a non-identifying label used to distinguish unique teachers.
The comments associated with any Tn were culled from the focus group discussion. The data in
this document were shared with participating Lead Teachers during their February 2008 academic

year meeting, serving as the member check for the research dissemination.

Impact of MLI—Personal Confidence
Teachers’ self-confidence grew through their membership in the MLI community. Of
note, T1 benefits from validation of ideas through sharing; T2 expresses the personal sense of

status from this community; and, T3 combines both in his/her sense of personal worth.

T1: “The leadership program has helped me to grow as a person in self confidence

and have more self assurance, to share my thoughts and ideas and feel they may
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be of some importance or value. (I often tell my students not to be afraid to be
wrong, you just might be right.)”

T2: “My confidence as a teacher, as a teacher of teachers, as a mathematician, and
even as a member of my community has grown beyond my dreams.
Understanding mathematics and especially being able to teach math puts us in a
sort of higher standing in our community because so many people cannot
understand mathematics, thus they honor those who can. But I never really had
the confidence that goes with that status. Because of MLI and the opp;)rtum'ties
to learn more mathematics and more about teaching math, 1 feel very

comfortable in that role now.”

T3: “I have great self doubts at times. The group has helped me to feel more
confident. I am a smart person who has something to share with others.”

Impact of MLI—Collegial Support
Closely related to growth in personal confidence, several teachers specifically referred to
mutual support within the MLI Lead Teacher community which has resulted in an individual and
collective sense of empowerment, especially when in need of support in the face of difficult
conduit directives.
T4: “I have made such good friends through MLI and have established partnerships
with people I know I can call on for help.”

TS: “This program has empowered us as a group to collectively and cooperatively
address both positive and negative issues. I now have cohorts on all campuses
to help deal witha myriad of issues from teaching strategies to district

policies.”

After completing two Summer Leadership Institutes, Lead Teachers in the first MLI cohort were
offered the opportunity to obtain an advanced certification, the Texas Master Mathematics
Teacher Certificate (8-12) (MMT). Unlike other states, Texas does not require teachers to obtain
graduate degrees to maintain their certification credentials following their induction years as

teachers. The MMT certification was introduced in 2001 “to ensure that there are teachers with
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special training to work with other teachers and with students in order to improve student
mathematics performance” [12]. To obtain the MMT certificate, candidates must enroll in a
rigorous preparation course consisting of 120 contact hours. Candidates were expected to
complete extensive mathematics assignments across the high school curriculum, as well as
readings on professional development standards for teacher mentors and leaders. Finally,
candidates must pass a rigorous five-hour examination that includes both mathematics content
and a written response to a difficult case study dealing with pedagogical content knowledge.
Daunted by the challenge of revisiting upper-level mathematics that many Lead Teachers had left
behind when they completed their undergraduate studies many years before, many shied away
from this opportunity for professional growth. “Jane,” fictitiously named to protect her identity,
encouraged the whole cohort to register for the program, promising study group support for the

entire year.

The MLI’s goal was to increase the number of MMT-certified high school teachers by
15% across the state. Jane’s unsolicited recruitment efforts and teachers’ beliefs that they would
receive support from each other resulted in twenty-two out of thirty Lead Teachers registering for
the course. All nine AISD teachers, including Jane, registered. The MLI co-manager also
enrolled to provide additional support throughout the year. Jane lived up to her promise and
arranged study group meetings throughout the MMT preparation year. During Summer 2007, of
the twenty-two Lead Teachers who participated in the course, nineteen tested (86%) and fifteen
(79%) were successful on the examination. This MLI achievement increased the number of
grades 8-12 MMT-certified teachers in Texas by 56%. In May 2008, the number of MLI MMT-
certified teachers increased to sixteen and raised the MLI impact on the initial number of MMT-

certified teachers in Texas to 59% (see Appendix F).

Collegial support extended beyond personal interactions. The result of close
collaboration during the Summer Leadership Institutes and the intensity of the MMT experience
made a huge difference in Lead Teachers’ classrooms as noted in the following focus group

comments:
Té: “I can assist my students better from having shared experiences with others.”
T7: “If I am unsure of a way to handle a situation, I have a great number of people

to share with and try to find a solution.”
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“Being part of MLI has helped me see that I am part of a community, a
movement, a force of people who are in education not for the summer

vacations, not for themselves, not for political reasons, but for a belief that they
can help young people learn, achieve, and succeed. This knowledge that
you are not alone is powerful, especially when you feel like a lone
warrior in the classroom who battles indifference, lack of motivation,
and the immaturity of ninth graders daily while pushing back the low
standards of public education.”

Impact of MLI—Communication Skills

147

The MLI’s focus on leadership included formal communication development. A small

group of Lead Teachers accompanied the MLI co-manager to a leadership institute sponsored by

the Center for Leadership and Learning Communities following their second Summer Leadership

Institute [13]. The group then provided the same development for the whole cohort during the

academic year. Several focus group comments attested to the value of becoming better listeners

and more supportive as a result of their MLI experiences.

T9:

T10:

T11:

“I know that T have grown. I am more patient and willing to understand others'

plight. T am more positive in situations where others may be more negative.”

“During the summer meetings, I learned a lot about coaching in a non-
threatening manner. My personality is very straightforward and to the point. 1
have learned how to be straightforward and to the point and also encouraging

and gentle at the same time.”

“As a math teacher, I feel more confident, but also more humbled. Because I
have just left the classroom, once again, after completing the Master
Mathematics certification and MLI training, I remember what it is like to be a
student. T am more receptive to change and to respecting individual learning
styles and moods. I am more concerned about my classroom milieu than I once
was. However, I am also more serious and demand more from my students. I
set high standards because they are expected of me, by MLI, RUSMP [Rice
University School Mathematics Project], NCTM [National Council of Teachers
of Mathematics], and HCC [Houston Community College] and Rice
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University. And now that I know what HCC requires, I can better prepare my
students to be successful when they take math from the college.”

Impact of MLI—Interactions with Peers at Own School
Developing good communication skills through MLI enabled Lead Teachers to develop
trusting relationships with teachers on their campuses.
T12: “Being the math Lead Teacher has allowed me to spend a larger amount of one-
on-one time with teachers that need help. Some of our conversations have been

very candid and being the Lead Teacher has opened that door.”

T13: “I want to say they now seek my advice but they kind of always did that. But
now I actually know what I’m saying to them...”

T14:  “I always have a good rapport with my peers, but going through the training [at
MLI], I became much better as far as communicating or dealing with situations
that involve the other teachers.”

Impact of MLI—Interactions with Administration at Own School
Lead Teachers are comfortable sharing stories of school with MLI management who
share membership in the Lead Teacher knowledge community. Generally, in their focus group
comments about interactions with campus-level administrators, Lead Teachers were very
positive.
T15: “My efforts and hard work to improve the department is being appreciated.

Administration is now more willing to take action on my suggestions.”

T16: “They somehow listen to some suggestions, provided that they are in a "good
mood."

T17: “We've always had a good rapport and it strengthens...and grows.”
T18:  “I rely on them less unless I have problems; they relegate responsibility to me

and I find other supportive systems besides administrators—they respect me for
my resourcefulness!”
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In some schools, the MLI opportunity was initially seen as a worthwhile professional
development opportunity for interested teachers. In others, newly placed principals inherited
programs, including the MLI, from past administrations. Many schools are struggling to avoid
the punitive “low-performance” Annual Yearly Performance grade [14]. Consequently, many
intervention programs, instituted by a variety of specialists and consultants in schools funnel
down the conduit and interfere with teachers’ daily practice. Lead Teachers’ focus group
comments were not all positive and reflected these situations.

T19: “We have a new set of administrators. I know, all they know is, I am the
Algebra II leader.”

T20:  “They [administration] are already planning who to blame if the scores drop.

They are not planning for the future, they are planning for the excuse.”

T21:  “The administration seemed to have a lot of hidden agendas and did not ask for

or listen to [Lead] Teachers.”
T22:  *“No comments.”

How do Lead Teachers respond to administrative decisions and directives that negatively
impact student learning and ultimately, student achievement? By sharing stories through existing
trust relationships with other members of the MLI knowledge community, Lead Teachers are
empowered to deal with difficult situations. For example, schools and district-level offices
demand additional assessments be conducted in many schools, some on a weekly basis. The data
are used to identify areas of content weakness. These directives impact more than 20% of
classroom instructional time, in testing and then reviewing after the test. “Rosemary,” with MLI
support, chose to allow only ten minutes to be devoted to the weekly test, especially when she
knew most of her students would fail. This way, she maintained her instructional time, kept the
stress levels in her classes down, and focused on instruction. Remarkably, within a few weeks,
Rosemary’s students began to pass her ten-minute tests. Her students’ passing rate was about
28% on the high-stakes state-mandated test the year before and increased to about 68% after she

had taught them for a year.

Another Lead Teacher, “Andrea,” stepped out of typical high school teacher boundaries

in response to challenges from administration that threatened her sense of professionalism. As
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leader of her school’s Algebra I instructional team, she was required to meet in the same room
and at the same time as other mathematics teams, devoid of resources and a place to demonstrate
instructional strategies. ~After moving her team to an adjacent room, she was formally
admonished by her administrator. In protest, after getting nowhere with requests to negotiate
better meeting arrangements, she resigned from her leadership role. The MLI Manager supported
Andrea’s decision and marked the event up as an administration roadblock. Andrea demonstrated
an ability to step beyond her comfort boundaries in other ways. The following comment was
culled from a communication she e-mailed directly to the MLI Manager:

I have not only learned in an intellectual sense, but also in an emotional sense when
relating to students. 1 grew up in a traditional Asian family, and the teacher was
thought of as an authority figure, distant from her students. This paradigm seemed to
work in a private school setting where students are more motivated and self-contained,
but it is more challenging to teach high-risk students in inner-city schools. Listening to
other Lead Teachers during the summer sessions taught me that I had to go beyond my
comfortable boundaries to reach students who come from very different backgrounds
than I do. As one of the youngest members of the MLI group, I feel privileged to be
around a group of teachers with so much experience, wisdom, and heart. It takes heart
(or stubbornness, or both!) to stay in education for twenty-something years. 1 learned to
ask students about their lives and show them that I care about them as people. Students
respond emotionally, not so much rationally, and they will work for you if they see you
are working for them. I learned that from my MLI colleagues.

Conclusion

The MLI Lead Teacher knowledge community has empowered its members to stand up
for themselves and for each other in particular ways. It represents a center of refuge when
members feel the pressures from the conduit, a place to vent out of reach of the conduit, and a
wide circle of support when teachers enter into difficult or challenging professional pathways.
Members share secret stories about how they respond to sacred stories, join hands when
interesting opportunities arise and celebrate their membership in this community at every
gathering opportunity. Through membership in this community, teachers have raised the bar on
standards for learning in their own classrooms and have shown ultimate proof of the value of the
MLI MSP through their own students’ achievement scores (see Appendices G-J).
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Appendix A
Administrative Characteristics of the School Districts, 2005-2006 and 2006-2007
AISD HISD
TEA Accreditation Full Full
Comparative Size" 12" largest in Texas Largest in Texas
7" Largest Nationally
Square Miles” (approximate) 111,000 301,000
Number of Schools” 86 295
Years Teaching Experience 10.2 11.6
(Average)
Annual Salaries*
Beginning teachers $36,343 $36,114
6-10 years $42,694 $41,308
Over 20 years $60,910 $58,441
Teacher Turnover Rate 16.8% 14.9%
Secondary Mathematics Class Size 22 24
Student Teacher Ratio 15to 1 17to 1
Attendance Rate* 95.8% 94.7%
Drop-out Rate (Gr. 7-12)* 3.3% 4.7%
Expenditures*
Per-pupil $8,378 $9,691
Instruction and Instructional- $4,755 $4,671

Related Services

Sources: Texas Education Agency, Academic Excellence Indicator System, 2005-2006* and 2006-2007
and District websites”™ Expenditures represent all funds, per-pupil.

HISD is geographically about three times the size of AISD, with over 200 more schools.
Districtwide, AISD teachers have an average of 1.4 fewer years of teaching experience than HISD
teachers, are paid at a higher rate, and have a higher turnover rate.

On average, AISD teachers had two fewer secondary mathematics students in their classes and an
overall student-teacher ratio that was lower by two than HISD teachers.

Attendance and dropout rates differed by 1.1 and 1.4 percentage points, respectively, in favor of
AISD.

Per-pupil expenditures were $1,313 higher in HISD, while instruction/instructional-related
services expenditures were $84 higher in AISD.
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Appendix B
District Student Demographics, 2006-2007
AISD HISD
Total Enrollment 58,596 202,449
Ethnicity
African-American 31% 29%
Asian 2% 3%
Hispanic 62% 59%
Native American <1% <1%
White 4% 8%
Total 100% 100%
Economically Disadvantaged 81% 78%
At-Risk 68% 66%
English Language Learners (ELL/LEP) 28% 27%
Bilingual 26% 26%
Special Education 9% 10%
Gifted/Talented 5% 12%
Recommended HS Program Graduates, 2006 73% 85%
Disciplinary Placement, 2005-06 2% 2%

Source: Texas Education Agency, Academic Excellence Indicator System, 2006-2007

o Reflecting their relative geographic sizes, HISD student enrollment was more than three

times AISD student enrollment.
e  The districts serve ethnically and socio-economically diverse, urban populations.

Across districts, Hispanic and African-American students represent the largest groups, with

twice as many Hispanic than African-American students.

Overall, AISD and HISD student populations reflect more similarities than differences.
With the exceptions of Gifted and Talented students and Recommended High School
Graduates, the districts varied by no more than 4 percentage points within student groups.
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Appendix C
MLI Lead Teacher Demographics, 20062007
AISD HISD Total

Current Participation 13 38 51
Male 7.7% 26.3% 11
Female 95.3 73.3% 40
Age 36-48 31-73 —
Teaching Experience 8-19 2-51 —
Race/Ethnicity

African-American 69.2% 36.8% 23 (45%)

Asian 15.4% 23.7% 11 (22%)

Hispanic 0% 5.3% 2 (4%)

Native American 0% 0% 0

White 15.4% 31.6% 14 (27%)

Other 0% 2.6% 1 (2%)

Source: MLI Databases, 2005-2008

e MLI Lead Teachers mirrored the relative sizes of the districts, with a one-to-three ratio of
AISD to HISD participants.

e Excluding one to three outliers, in both districts the vast majority were in their 30’s and 40’s
and possessed 8-20 years of teaching experience.

o  They were typically African-American, White, or Asian.
MLI teachers in HISD represented a more diverse group based on age, teaching experience,
and race/ethnicity.
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Appendix D
MLI Cohort 1 and Cohort II Teachers, 2005-2008
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Figure 1. MLI Lead Teacher participation by year, 2005-2008.

A combined total of 33 AISD and HISD Cohort I MLI Lead Teachers participated in the first
Academic Year in 2005-06.

The number of Cohort I MLI Lead Teachers decreased to 30 by the second Academic Year,
2006-07.

With the addition of Cohort II, the number of MLI Lead Teachers grew to 51 by the third
academic year, 2007—-08.
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Appendix E
MLI School Participation, 2006-2007
AISD HISD
MLI Schools 9 25
MLI Teachers
1 MLI Teacher 5 16
2 MLI Schools 4 6
3 MLI Schools - 2
4 MLI Schools -
Total Teachers 13 38

Source: RUSMP databases and pre-program surveys, May 2005 through January 2008.

There were 34 campuses across the districts with MLI Lead Teachers.

HISD was represented by nearly three times the number of AISD schools (nine and twenty-
five schools, respectively).

There was one MLI teacher on twenty-one (62%) of the participating campuses and two MLI
teachers on ten (29%) of the campuses.

None of the AISD campuses housed more than two MLI participants, while two HISD
campuses (6%) housed three MLI teachers and one campus (3%) housed four.
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Appendix F
Number of Master Mathematics Teacher (MMT) Certifications in Texas
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Figure 2. The impact of MLI Lead Teacher MMT certification in Texas, 2007.
Source: TEA, State Board for Educator Certification communication with MLI Manager, September
11, 2007.

The number of MMT Grades 8-12 certifications across the state was twenty-seven in May 2007.
The number increased by 56% when fifteen MLI teachers received certification in August 2007.
Additional information indicated this increase far exceeded the MLI strategic plan for a 15%
increase with the first cohort and the 20% goal projected for both cohorts.

In May 2008, the number of Cohort I MMT-certified teachers increased to sixteen resulting in a
59% increase in the number of MMT-certified teachers in Texas relative to the number of MMT-
certified teachers prior to MLI’s participation.
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Appendix G
TAKS Scale Scores for Students of MLI Teachers, 2005-2007
Year 1 Year 2

Spring 2005 Spring 2006 Spring 2006  Spring 2007

%
Met Standard
=> 2100 55.3 62.7 61.1 65.5

%
Commended
=> 2400 11.5 10.9 12.8 15.5

Lowest 10% Low High Low High | Low High Low High
Range 1276 1909 1654 1936 1034 1924 1597 1945

Source: School Districts' TAKS Databases, Spring 2005 throu{njpring 2007.

Data Analysis: Students’ scale scores on the state-mandated, criterion-referenced Texas Assessment of
Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) were assessed. Baseline 2004-05 student performance preceded the
first MLI program in summer 2005. Year 1 (2005-06) and Year 2 (2006-07) test scores of students in
Cohort I MLI teachers’ mathematics classrooms were analyzed. Year 1 student achievement results
for thirty-one of the thirty-three Cohort I MLI teachers (94%) were analyzed in Spring 2006. Omitted
teachers were not in instructional positions during the 2005-06 academic year. Year 2 results were
available for all thirty Cohort I MLI teachers in Spring 2007.

e The percentage of students of MLI teachers meeting or exceeding the 2100 TAKS passing score
increased in Year 1 from baseline (Spring 2005) by 13.4% and again in Year 2 by 7.2% from
Spring 2006 to Spring 2007. Overall, 18.4% more students of MLI teachers passed the TAKS
from baseline to Year 2.

e In Year 2, the percentage of MLI teachers’ students achieving commended status increased 21.1%.
Overall, 34.8% more students of MLI teachers achieved commended status on the TAKS from
baseline to Year 2.

Students’ lowest scores increased 29.6% in Year 1 and 54.5% in Year 2.

e  Students’ scores on the upper end of the lowest 10% increased 27 points in Year 1 and 21 points in

Year 2.
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Appendix H
Gains on Lowest TAKS Scale Scores for Students of MLI Teachers, 2005-2007
Lowest
Scale % TAKS Knowledge % Knowledge %

Score Possessed Needed to Pass TAKS Annual Gain
Year 1
Spring 2005 1276 60.8% 39.2%
Spring 2006 1654 78.8% 21.2% 29.6%
Year 2
Spring 2006 1034 49.0% 51.0%
Spring 2007 1597 76.0% 24.0% 55.1%

Source: School District TAKS Databases, Spring 2005 through 2007.

Based on the 2100 TAKS passing score, gain in the lowest score from Spring 2005 to Spring 2006
(Year 1), improved the knowledge needed to pass the TAKS by 29.6% (from 60.8% to 78.8%).
Gain in the lowest scores from Spring 2006 to Spring 2007 (Year 2), improved the knowledge
needed to pass the TAKS by 55.1% (from 49.0% to 76.0%).
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Appendix I
MLI Cohort I Teachers' Student Achievement
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Figure 3. Year 1 and Year 2 TAKS achievement gains of the students of MLI teachers.
Source: AISD and HISD TAKS databases, Spring 2005 through Spring 2007.

Data Analysis: Student achievement results for Cohort I MLI teachers were analyzed in 2005-06
(N=31) and 200607 (N=30). Omitted teachers were not in instructional positions during the 2005-06
academic year. Aggregated scale scores on the state-mandated, criterion-referenced Texas Assessment
of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) were assessed. Baseline 200405 student performance preceded the
first MLI program in Summer 2005. In Year 1, 2005-06, an independent #-test analysis was conducted
to compare the mean scores of students in MLI teachers’ mathematics classrooms to the scores of
students in MLI teachers’ 2004-05 mathematics classrooms. This strategy was repeated in Year 2
(2006-07) by comparing MLI teachers’ 2006—07 student scores with their 2005-06 students’ scores.

e The mean scores of students of MLI teachers exceeded the 2100 TAKS passing score in Year 1
and Year 2.
MLI teachers’ students achieved statistically significant gains each year.
A 23.4-point gain in student achievement was achieved in Year 1 [t(6,237)=4.9, p.<.000%*].
A 15.4-point gain was achieved in Year 2 [t(7,453)=3.3, p.<.001**].
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Appendix J
MLI Teachers' Student Achievement
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Figure 4. Year 1-Year 2 TAKS achievement gains of MLI and comparison teachers’

students.
Source: AISD and HISD TAKS databases, Spring 2005 through Spring 2007.

Data Analysis: Student achievement results were analyzed for Cohort I MLI teachers for whom a
comparable group of teachers was available. In Year 1, 2005-06, MLI (N=23) and comparison
teachers (N=19) were matched on school district, geographic location of the school, subject taught, and
years of teaching experience. This strategy was repeated with MLI (N=22) and comparison teachers
(N=25) in Year 2, 2006-07.

Aggregated scale scores on the state-mandated, criterion-referenced TAKS were assessed. The passing
scale score on the TAKS was 2100 points. Baseline 2004—-05 student performance preceded the first
MLI program in Summer 2005. In Year 1, 2005-06, an independent #-test analysis was conducted to
compare the mean scores of students in MLI teachers’ mathematics classrooms to the scores of
students in MLI teachers” 2004-05 mathematics classrooms. This strategy was repeated in Year 2
(2006-07) by comparing MLI teachers’ 200607 student scores with their 2005-06 students’ scores.
The performance of MLI students is highlighted in this analysis.
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The mean scores of students of MLI teachers exceeded the 2100 TAKS passing score in Year 1
and Year 2.

MLI teachers’ students achieved statistically significant gains each year: 24.9 points in Year |

[t(4356)=4.12, p.<.000**] and a higher gain of 25.8 points in Year 2 [t(5596)=4.6, p.<.000%*]

compared to Year 1.

The students of MLI teachers consistently outperformed the students of comparison teachers. In

Year 2, this performance gap increased to 69.3 points, which was statistically significant

[t(5341)=12.5, p.<.000%*].

Additional findings indicated that in Year 2, MLI teachers showed higher percentages of students

achieving commended status (2400 points or greater) on TAKS than comparison teachers (17.9%

versus 11.1%). Students of MLI teachers also showed more of an increase in students reaching

commended status (3.0 % pts. versus 1.7% pts) from 2005-06 to 2006—07.



UNDERSTANDING ELEMENTARY TEACHERS’ USE OF SCIENCE
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Introduction

The Big Sky Science Partnership (BSSP) serves grades K-8 science teachers in schools
on and near three American Indian reservations in Montana. The BSSP is led by Salish Kootenai
College, in partnership with Montana State University, the University of Montana, and numerous,
mostly rural, school districts. This article presents how we addressed the project’s need to know
how much time teachers in the Partnership had available to teach science, how that time was
distributed and used, and key influences on teachers’ decisions regarding science teaching time.
During the first full year of professional development activities in our Partnership, 2007-2008, it
became apparent that some teachers in the program allocated little time to science instruction and
that their perception was that this was for reasons beyond their control. This first came to our
attention in conversations with the teachers, and when an unexpected number of baseline
observations scheduled well in advance by staff were of lessons that were either greatly

abbreviated, sometimes lasting just fifteen minutes, or on non-science topics.

This disheartening circumstance appeared to be at odds with staff observations and
external evaluators’ reports showing that teachers found the face-to-face and on-line workshops
and graduate coursework on science teaching relevant and valuable. Indeed, in the spring of this
first full year of operation, twenty-two of the forty-five teachers served by the project voluntarily
increased their workload by entering a Master of Science in Science Education program that
added twelve graduate credits, distributed over three years, to the twenty-four earth science,

astronomy, and physics credits they were already earning through the BSSP.

How could it be, we wondered, that teachers who diligently attended science workshops,
read and posted on-line, and many of whom exposed themselves to greater rigors by joining the
master’s program, nonetheless reported having very limited time for science instruction?
Speculation abounded. Potential culprits included the following issues: historical primacy of
reading/language arts and mathematics in the elementary curriculum, an imbalance that has

163
The Journal of Mathematics and Science: Collaborative Explorations Volume 11 (2009) 163 - 192



164 R. JONES and E. SWANSON

increased significantly since the federal No Child Left Behind (NCLB) legislation took effect in
2002; lack of resources to teach science in certain Partnership schools, even down to the absence
of any hands-on materials or textbooks; and, teachers’ level of preparation and confidence to
teach science [1]. Our immediate concerns included the likelihood that teachers lacking regular
opportunities to teach science would not benefit from the deeper learning that occurs when
actually teaching a topic, the realization that well-attended workshops and popular on-line
coursework would be pointless if these were only marginally increasing grade school students’
opportunities to learn science, and the apprehension that if we didn’t learn more about this

situation quickly, our opportunity to maximize the impact of our Partnership would disappear.

Consequently, in early 2008, staff working with the Partnership’s eastern cohort of
fourteen teachers agreed to analyze data already being gathered by the project evaluation, and to
collect additional forms of data to better understand the teachers’ allocation and use of
instructional time for science, as well as influences on their decisions in this realm. This article
presents what we learned about methods for monitoring instructional time for science, how the
project benefited from the first cycle of data collection, and implications for other partnerships,

school districts, and organizations working to further elementary school science.

Relevant Literature

Our first step was to study the literature to learn what is known about instructional time
for science, and how to frame and measure it. Our hunch that today’s elementary schools are
focusing more time on reading/language arts and mathematics, often by subtracting from other
academic areas, was confirmed by a national survey study conducted by the Center on Education
Policy (CEP) [1, 2]. The Center identified a sample of 491 school districts varying according to
size, location, demographics, presence of at least one school identified for improvement under
state guidelines in response to federal No Child Left Behind legislation, and other factors. Of the
349 districts completing the CEP survey, many matched the profile of the seven districts served
by the BSSP eastern cohort teachers in that they were rural (116), small (192), and included at
least one school identified for improvement (151). A comparison of district survey results from
2001-2002, one year prior to implementation of NCLB, to 2006-2007 showed that 58% of the
districts increased instructional time for reading/language arts, and that the average gain was 142
minutes per week (see Table 1). Similarly, 45% of responding districts increased instructional
time for mathematics, and did so by an average of 89 minutes per week. Those districts
increasing instructional time for reading/language arts and/or mathematics decreased the time

allowed for other subject areas and recess by an average of 145 minutes per week. For districts



UNDERSTANDING ELEMENTARY TEACHERS’ USE OF SCIENCE... 165

selecting science for reduction, the decrease averaged 75 minutes per week, but the magnitude of
such changes varied widely. For example, more than half of the districts decreasing science
instruction even minimally did so by 75 to 150 minutes per week (see Table 2).

Table 1

Changes from 2001-02 to 2006-07 in Instructional Time for Elementary School Science for
Districts Reporting Increases in Reading/Language Arts and Mathematics

Average total Average total Average change | *Average change
instructional instructional (minutes per as a % of total
time pre-NCLB | time post-NCLB week) instructional
(minutes per (minutes per time
Subject week) week)
Reading/ 378 (6.3 hrs) 520 (8.6 hrs) +142 (2.4 hrs) + 47%*
Language Arts
Mathematics 264 (4.4 hrs) 352 (5.9 hrs) + 88 (1.5 hrs) + 33%%*
Science 226 (3.7 hrs) 152 (2.5 hrs) - 74 (1.2 hrs) - 43%%*

* Adapted from McMurrer (2008) [1].

The percentages in the final column were first calculated for each district, then weighted
according to how many national districts each responding district represented, and finally
averaged across districts to generate the numbers reported here. The methodology link for

McMurrer can be found on the Center on Education Policy’s website [2].

Table 2
Magnitude of Decreases Since 2001-2002 in Instructional Time for Elementary Science
Subject Fewer than 25-49 50-74 75-149 150 minutes
25 minutes minutes per minutes per minutes per per week or
per week week week week more
Science 3% 15% 29% 42% 11%

*Adapted from McMurrer (2008) [1].

How do these findings compare with those from other studies, and what methodologies
did the others use? The Teacher Questionnaire Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS) is
administered periodically, in intervals ranging from three to six years, by the National Center for
Education Statistics (NCES), U.S. Department of Education [3]. Since 1987, the Teacher
Questionnaire SASS has included an item that asks elementary teachers working in a self-
contained classroom, “During your most recent full week of teaching, approximately how many
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hours did you spend teaching this subject in this school?” For each subject area, respondents may
answer “none” or provide a response rounded to the nearest hour [3]. First through fourth grade
teachers completing the S4SS during the 2003-2004 school year reported spending an average of
2.3 hours per week on science instruction, a decline of 18 minutes from the 2.6 hours per week
reported by respondents to the next most recent SASS in 1999-2000 [4]. The SASS results show
that the average science teaching time per week across all 1,596 elementary teachers included in
the 2003-2004 sample was 2.04 hours per week (SD=2.25), with 31.9% reporting that they had
not taught science the most recent full week of teaching, and the remainder reporting 1 hour
(14.1%), 2 hours (17.5%), 3 hours (17.2%) or 4 or more hours (19.4%). Results for 2007-2008

are not yet available [5].

These figures are not dissimilar from those reported by fourth grade teachers in the
United States responding to the Trends in International Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS)
in 2003 and 2007 [6, 7]. Each teacher of a class included in the TIMSS assessment completes a
teacher questionnaire [7]. They are first asked, “Is science taught mainly as a separate subject to
students in the TIMSS class?” If the response is “yes,” the teacher is asked, “How many minutes
per week do you teach science to the fourth grade students in the TIMSS class?” If “no,” the
teacher is asked to “estimate the number of minutes per week that you spend on science topics
with the fourth grade students in the TIMSS class.” Results from 2003 and 2007 are shown in
Table 3. In 2003, 85.7% of respondents reported teaching science as a separate subject, and
spending an average of 143.1 minutes per week (2.38 hours) on science instruction [6]. This
figure was considerably higher than the 122.7 minutes per week (2.04 hours) reported by the
14.3% of teachers who taught some science, but not as a separate subject. In 2007, the proportion
of respondents teaching science as a separate subject had risen to 91.0%, and the average minutes
per week they devoted to science had increased to 150.5 minutes per week (2.51 hours) [8]. In
the same year, the 9% of teachers who blended science with other subject areas reported devoting

122.5 minutes per week (2.04 hours) to science, an almost identical response to that in 2003.
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Table 3

Instructional Time for Science Reported by Fourth Grade Teachers on

the 2003 and 2007 TIMSS

Science taught as separate subject Some science taught, but
not as separate subject
Percentage Average Median Percentage Average Median
of instructional of instructional
respondents | time in respondents time in
minutes minutes
2003
85.7% 143.1 135 14.3% 122.7 100
(2.38 hrs) (2.25 hrs) (2.04 hrs) (1.67 hrs)
. L a0 .
91.0% 150.5 150.0 9.0% 122.5 100
(2.51 hrs) (2.5 hrs) (2.04 hrs) (1.67 hrs)
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) is administered by the NCES every
Part IV (Science) of the NAEP Teacher

Background Questionnaire includes a question for fourth grade teachers about instructional time

few years, with science last assessed in 2005.

for science [9]. The teachers are asked, “About how much time in total do you spend with this
class on science instruction in a typical week?” They must then select one of five responses
ranging from “Less than 1 hour” to “4 hours or more.” Their answers to this question on the 2005
NAEP are shown in Table 4 [10]. The modal response of 2-2.9 hours per week is within the
range of the responses reported by the studies above, including the CEP survey (2.5 hours per
week), the SASS (2.04 hours per week), and the TIMSS (2.51 hours when science is taught
separately, otherwise 2.04 hours).

The National Center for Education Statistics, which oversees the NAEP, allows
researchers to perform simple analyses of NAEP data using the on-line NAEP Data Explorer tool.
This resource allowed us to examine the relationship between the time fourth grade teachers
devoted to science and the performance of their students on the NAEP. The average NAEP
fourth grade Scale Score for science was 152 in 2005, which was close to the median score of 153
the same year, and significantly higher than the 147 average score achieved by fourth graders in
2000 [11].
exceeded the national average Scale Score on the NAEP in 2005, and those receiving less science

As a group, students receiving at least 2-2.9 hours of science instruction met or

instruction scored below the average (see Table 4). Table 5 provides the results of statistical

analysis of these differences. This indicates that students receiving the least science instruction



168 R. JONES and E. SWANSON

(ranging from less than an hour per week up to 1-1.9 hours weekly) performed significantly lower
on the NAEP science assessment than students in the three groups receiving more science
instruction (p = 0.0000) [10]. There was also a significant difference in performance (p = .0159)
between students receiving less than an hour of science per week, who attained an average score
of 141, and those receiving 1-1.9 hours of science weekly, whose average score was 145. Yet the
performance differences between the three groups receiving 2-2.9 hours or more science
instruction weekly were slight, and statistically significant in only one case. This suggests that
when instructional time for science reaches a certain level, apparently in the vicinity of 2-3 hours
per week for fourth graders, merely increasing time for science does not affect student learning, at

least not in ways measured by the NAEP.

Table 4
Instructional Time for Science Reported by Fourth Grade Teachers on the 2005 NAEP
Hours per week for | Percentage of fourth Average fourth grade | Standard Error
science instruction | grade teacher science Scale Score
respondents (out of 300)

Less than 1 hour 6 141 (1.4)
1-1.9 hours 17 145 0.7)
2-2.9 hours 34 152 (0.5)
3-3.9 hours 27 153 (0.6)

4 hours or more 17 154 0.7)

Table 5§

Significance of Differences in NAEP Fourth Grade Science Scale Score by
Instructional Time for Science

Hours per week for | Less than 1 1-1.9 hours 2-2.9 hours 3-3.9 hours
science instruction | hour

1-1.9 hours *Diff =5
>
p=0.0159
2-2.9 hours Diff=11
>
p = 0.0000
3-3.9 hours Diff =12
>
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p = 0.0000 p = 0.0000 p=0.1808
4 hours or more *Diff = 14 Diff =9 *Diff =3 *Diff =2
> > > =
p = 0.0000 p = 0.0000 p=10.0028 p=0.0754

> Significantly higher, = No significant difference.

* Differences between Scale Scores tabulated for Table 5 sometimes vary from the simple
arithmetical differences between any pair of average Scale Scores reported in Table 4 due to
variability in the original data sets.

The 2000 National Survey of Science and Mathematics Education was designed and
carried out by Horizon Research, Incorporated [12]. Fulp reports results from a national sample
of 655 K-5 teachers completing the survey [13]. Elementary teachers were asked to respond to
the following prompt regarding instruction in each of four subject areas, including science: “In a
typical week, how many days do you have lessons on each of the following subjects, and how
many minutes long is an average lesson?” The K-2 teachers in the sample reported spending 21
minutes per day (1.75 hours per week) on science instruction, compared to 30 minutes per day
(2.5 hours per week) for the grades 3-5 teachers, and 25 minutes per day (2.1 hours per week) for
all grades K-5 respondents combined. These responses, gathered two years prior to
implementation of NCLB, are consistent with the range reported in the other national and
international studies described above. The slightly low overall average (2.1 hours per week) is
closest to that reported for the S4SS. In both instances, this may be attributed to the effect of
primary grade teachers, who typically teach science less frequently than teachers at other levels,

and were not included in the other studies.

The Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) and the Wisconsin Center for
Education Research (WCER) developed the Surveys of Enacted Curriculum® (SEC®) in 1999,
piloting it in a large field study involving over 600 teachers in eleven states [14]. The SEC® is
currently used in numerous states and school districts. The “Survey of Instructional Practices:
Teacher Survey, Grades K-8 Science" is completed at the end of each school year by the teachers
in our Partnership [15]. Regarding time allocated for science, teachers are asked, “During a
typical week, approximately how many hours will the target class spend in science instruction?”
and must round their answer to the nearest hour. They are also asked, “How many weeks total
will the target science class/course meet for this school year?”” and must choose between 1-12, 13-
24, and 25-36 weeks. A third item queries, “What is the average length of each class period for

the targeted science class?” with response options ranging from 30 minutes to 2 hours. As we



170 R. JONES and E. SWANSON

learned once SEC® data for our own Partnership was in hand, asking teachers to describe the
time devoted to science in several different ways was critical to obtaining a reasonably accurate
understanding of their practice. Knowing only the average hours per week devoted to science
would have provided a highly inaccurate picture for the many BSSP teachers who reported not
teaching any science for one-third to two-thirds of the school year. Yet even with three distinct
data points regarding science teaching time provided by the SEC®, we needed to know more.
For example, science lesson length is an important consideration for reform oriented projects like
the BSSP, since longer lesson periods facilitate inquiry science. Yet the shortest SEC® response
option for lesson length is 30 minutes—two to three times longer than many science lessons

recorded in our project.

Our review also revealed extensive literature on internal and external influences on
teachers’ decisions about science instruction. One factor often cited in the literature is teachers’
beliefs about their ability to teach a particular subject, such as science. Such self-efficacy or
capability beliefs are among the best indicators of decisions teachers make about their
professional practice [16-18]. Soodak and Podell comment that decisions about practice often
center on a highly specific capability belief: teachers’ sense of their ability to bring about change
in their students [19]. Woodbury and Gess-Newsome comment that teachers’ beliefs, or what
they term “teacher thinking,” is shaped by personal factors that affect practice, among them the
nature and extent of pre-service preparation and ongoing professional development [20]. Fullan
and Hargreaves note that teacher thinking is influenced by teachers’ earlier life experiences,
current life and career stage, values, attitudes, confidence, and gender [21]. Ford describes
teachers’ context beliefs regarding how supportive teachers believe the environment will be to the
success of a given instructional decision, such as teaching science [18]. Instructors may weigh
factors within the school, such as physical space, scheduling, equipment availability, or
administrator’s and colleagues’ opinions, as well as factors outside of school, such as anticipated
opposition or support from parents and the local community, or from policies at the district, state
or national level. Weiss, Banilower, McMahon and Smith found that structural factors, such as
degree of access to basic resources including textbooks and other science teaching materials,
access to technology, and adequacy of time for educators to plan, teach or learn more science,
were often cited in the teachers’ responses to the National Survey of Science and Mathematics
Education [12]. As the literature suggests, a range of internal and external factors soon emerged

as influential in the decisions BSSP teachers made about science instruction.
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Among the data collection instruments described earlier, only the SEC® explicitly
addresses influences on science instruction. Respondents to the Teacher Survey are asked to,
“indicate the degree to which each of the following influences what you teach in the target
science class.” The teachers are then provided with ten choices including state or district
curriculum framework or content standards, state or district tests or results, National Science
Education Standards, textbook or instructional materials, pre-service preparation experience, the

special needs of students, and the influences of parents and community [22].

We first determined to investigate how much time the elementary teachers in our
Partnership were able to devote to science teaching, how this time was distributed, and the
influences guiding the teachers’ decisions about time allocation for science. Needless to say,
even in the absence of a reasonable amount of time set aside for science instruction, a dual focus
on the quality of the learning experiences provided is necessary. This is analogous to ensuring
that students are not only receiving enough calories, but that their caloric intake is nutritionally
balanced to fill their growth and energy needs. This article focuses on the calorie-equivalent
question, “Are students getting enough science?”—a simple question that is surprisingly difficult
to answer well. We also describe our current efforts to answer the quality question, “Are students
receiving the right science experiences?” Clearly, getting enough science and a balanced blend of
experiences are both needed, even if the issues are occasionally examined independently as part

of broader research endeavors.

Methods

To investigate teachers’ allocation of time for science, and what influences it, we selected
a mixed methods approach for the overall research [23, 24]. To paraphrase Denzin and Lincoln,
our purpose in using multiple approaches to data collection and analysis was to capture as much
of the reality as possible, even if this meant confirming the possibility that science teaching
occupied a minor place in BSSP teachers’ classrooms [25]. All fourteen teachers in the first
BSSP eastern cohort were invited to participate in this component of the project’s data collection,
and ten agreed to do so during the 2007-2008 school year. Seven of the teachers were assigned to
self-contained, first through fifth grade classrooms. The other three teachers included a
technology specialist, a reading/language arts and mathematics specialist, and a special needs
teacher. These three teachers worked with different classes or small groups throughout the day,
and were permitted by their administrators to integrate science into their instruction to a certain

degree. The ten teachers worked in seven different schools on or near two American Indian
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reservations, and these included five public schools, one tribal school, and a private Catholic

school.

We gathered teachers’ perspectives through two survey instruments, one administered at
the end of the 2007 and 2008 school years, and the other completed weekly during an eight-week
period in Spring 2008. We explored issues that emerged through the surveys during teacher
interviews conducted in early Summer 2008. We also used the results of a baseline classroom
observation of each teacher and science portfolios all BSSP teachers completed in Spring 2008 to
extend our understanding of how Partnership teachers allocated time for science, and the factors
driving their decisions. Each of the five data collection tools described below, including three
developed and widely tested by other national or regional projects, and two that were created or
adapted for the BSSP, contributed significantly to our investigation.

The Surveys of Enacted Curriculum® (SEC®), developed by the Council of Chief State
Schools Officers (CCSSO), the Wisconsin Center for Education Research (WCER), and state
partners in 1999, was introduced earlier in this article. The surveys were intended to provide
“reliable, objective data on instructional practices and subject content” as reported by teachers
[26]. Some items were adapted from previous studies or instruments including “Reform up
Close,” the National Survey of Science and Mathematics Education, the Third International
Mathematics and Science Study teacher questionnaire, and the NAEP teacher background surveys
[12, 27, 28]. In a study on an early version of the SEC®, Porter found that teachers’ responses on
surveys administered infrequently (once a semester or once a year) matched the results of daily
logs or classroom observations involving the same teachers reasonably well [27]. Thus, the
SEC® team determined that teacher recall was acceptable on surveys administered annually. Yet
when student data was collected in 1999 to determine the consistency between student and
teacher reports on science instruction in the same classrooms, the results were mixed. There were
significant positive correlations between student and teacher responses for just 57% of the items,
compared to positive correlations for 94% of the items on corresponding surveys in mathematics
[14]. This discrepancy may be due to more variability in teaching patterns in science than in
mathematics, making accurate characterization of instructional content, methods, or even the

classroom time allowed for science, more difficult for teachers and students to pin down.

The Big Sky Science Partnership teachers completed the entire SEC® “Survey of
Instructional Practices: Teacher Survey, Grades K-8 Science” at the end of the 2006-2007 and
2007-2008 school years [15]. We asked the teachers to respond in terms of the school year that
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had just ended. The items regarding time allocated to science instruction and what influences

science instruction are of particular interest in this study.

The “Weekly Teaching Survey” (WTS) is a Likert-style questionnaire developed for this
study. The survey focused on four components of science instruction: teaching practice, teaching
time, culturally responsive practices, and influences on teaching. A number of the twenty-four
items on the WTS were selected or adapted from the SEC®, as well as the “Cultural Competency
Survey” designed by Regina Sievert, Director of the Indigenous Math and Science Institute,
Salish Kootenai College, the lead institution for the BSSP. The Cultural Competency Survey was
used to gauge culturally responsive practice among BSSP teachers, as teachers of American
Indian students. The first version of the survey was piloted for three weeks by a dozen
elementary school teachers not associated with the BSSP, and the survey was revised based on
their comments regarding clarity of the questions and format, and the time needed to respond.
Our sample of ten BSSP eastern cohort teachers completed the WTS during eight consecutive
weeks in Spring 2008. Their responses regarding science teaching time and relevant influences

will be reported in this article.

The Classroom Observation Protocol (COP) developed by Horizon Research in 2005 is
designed to provide accurate information about the alignment of instruction with standards-based
practice in science and mathematics classrooms [29]. The BSSP science and education staff have
attended formal COP observer training and conduct annual observations of every teacher in the
program. The Spring 2007 and 2008 observations were used to provide additional context

regarding the time BSSP teachers allocate for science.

The “Scoop Notebook” is a data tool that uses classroom artifacts and teacher reflections
to characterize teachers’ science instruction with respect to key dimensions of reform-oriented
practice. This approach was developed by Hilda Borko and colleagues at the University of
Colorado at Boulder, University of California, Los Angeles and RAND® Corporation [{30]. A
pilot study was conducted in 2004 involving thirty-nine middle school science teachers in two
states. Each teacher completed a Scoop Notebook, modified for the BSSP, to document
instruction for a lesson series, and was observed two to three times by the same researcher. Some
of the teachers were also audio taped, thus providing samples of classroom discourse. The data
sources were scored independently along eleven dimensions associated with reform oriented
science instruction. The design team concluded that the Scoop Notebook is a “reasonable” tool

for describing instructional practice, especially for dimensions that are unlikely to vary greatly
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from day to day. When the Scoop ratings were compared to “gold standard” ratings carried out
by the observer assigned to a given teacher after reviewing all the information available about
that teacher’s practice, the correspondence was slightly stronger. As part of our Partnership’s
formal evaluation, each teacher completes a Scoop Notebook once a year; this includes a
timeline, activity plans, student work samples and other documentation for three or more lessons,
all focused on a single science topic. Through the Scoop, we were able to obtain an additional
snapshot of the BSSP teacher’s practice at the end of the Partnership’s first full year of
professional development in Spring 2008. Since the teachers knew that at least one Scoop lesson
per teacher would be observed by project staff, we conjectured that various lesson dimensions,
including the time necessary for a lesson, would reflect the teachers’ visions of “best practice” for

science teaching.

Interviews were conducted with each teacher in the study sample in early Summer 2008
after other forms of data had been gathered. The interviews were semi-structured, with questions
relatively standardized, but open-ended. The interview themes included science teaching time,
science teaching practice, connections of science with historical or contemporary American
Indian culture, and influences on science teaching time and practice. Some questions were
adapted from a protocol designed to gauge teachers’ beliefs about science as inquiry and science
teaching developed by Roehrig and Luft in 2006 and from the COP post-observation interview
[29, 31]. In this study, the interviews were used, in conjunction with other data collection

methods, to gather descriptive information in the participants’ own words.

Findings

This study was designed in part to help our Partnership understand the amount of time
elementary teacher participants are able to devote to science teaching, and how this time is
distributed. Each of our data sources contributed to this understanding. Time is an educational
resource that always seems to be in short supply, and if we want to improve science instruction,
then partnerships like BSSP need to influence the current distribution of time for science. From
the SEC® end-of-school-year responses in 2007 and 2008, we gleaned estimates from the ten
teachers in our sample regarding how many hours during a typical week each teacher’s class
spent learning science. Each year, four to five of the teachers selected 1 hour per week, two to
three teachers selected 2 hours, and the remaining one to two teachers selected 3 or 4 hours per
week, with one response omitted in 2007 (see Figure 1). This yields a mean response of 1.8 to
1.9 hours per week for science in 2007 and 2008, respectively. On the SEC®, the teachers also
estimated the average length of science lessons taught during the year that had just ended, with
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six teachers choosing the shortest option, 30-40 minutes in 2007 and 2008, one to two teachers

selecting 41-50 minutes, and two to three teachers stating that lesson length varied due to

scheduling, integrated instruction, or other factors (see Figure 2).

Hours Spent Teaching Science during a Typical Week
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Figure 1. Estimated hours per week for science—SEC® responses (7 =10).
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Average Length of Time for Each Science Class Period
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Figure 2. Average minutes per science lesson—SEC® responses (7 =10).

Perhaps the most telling results from the SEC® concerned the number of weeks devoted to
science instruction each year. A majority of states and districts still stipulate a 180-day school
year, with the days spread across about forty weeks when holidays are taken into account. In
each of the two years we administered the SEC®, two to three teachers indicated that they taught
science during 1-12 weeks of the school year, six to seven teachers selected 13-24 weeks, none
selected 25-36 weeks, and one teacher did not respond each year (see Figure 3). If we postulate
that the two-thirds of our sample selecting the 13-24 week response option actually taught science
for twenty weeks per year on average, multiplying this by the 1.9 hours per week for science
reported by the teachers in June 2008, we can estimate that those teachers were able to spend an
average of 38 hours that year on science instruction, far lower than the 76 hours we might assume
based on a forty-week school year. Using the same heuristic, we can estimate that the two
teachers selecting the 1-12 weeks response taught science for 22.3 hours or less during 2007-
2008. Information of this nature can be of tremendous importance in helping a partnership like
the BSSP plan how to proceed with “eyes wide open” regarding the degree of focus on science in

Partnership classrooms.
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Total Weeks Teaching Science During School Yea
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Figure 3. Estimated weeks per year for science (n =10).

To summarize, the SEC® results indicated that the elementary teachers in the BSSP eastern
cohort typically teach science for 1.8 to 1.9 hours per week for somewhere between thirteen and
twenty-four weeks of the school year, or roughly 25-46 hours per year, and that a typical lesson

lasts 30-40 minutes.

What more did we learn by supplementing the retrospective SEC® with the WTS, an
electronic survey developed by the project and completed by ten eastern cohort teachers for eight
weeks in Spring 2008? The WTS contributed several unique insights. First of all, the WTS
clearly showed the great variation in the time devoted to science teaching per week when making
comparisons across instructors, or examining an individual teacher’s practice across the eight-
week data collection period. Although we purposely scheduled the WTS during a lull in the

school year when State testing was over in most schools and end-of-year schedule disruptions
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were still distant, WTC results illustrate that time devoted to science was far from steady or
stable. Table 5 shows the wide range in time allowed for science in the classrooms of the ten
teachers filling out the weekly surveys. The teachers recorded the number of minutes for each
science lesson at the end of the week, and these results were converted to hours per week for
science to allow comparisons with SEC® results. The WTS data yielded an average time for
science instruction of 1.64 (SD = 1.35) hours per week. At times, the across-teacher differences
are easy to interpret. For example, “Jessica,” “Sarah,” and “Tiffany” taught science a modest .63,
.81, and 1.07 hours per week—understandable given that they are the only grades 1-2 teachers in
our sample, although far lower than the 1.75 hours per week found for primary teachers in one
national study [13]. “Kimberly” taught science even less, averaging .31 hours per week, which
we later learned was influenced by directions from her supervisors to focus first on raising the
reading performance of the special needs students she teaches full-time. Other variations across
teachers have no obvious explanation. For example, “Heather,” a fourth grade teacher, provides
2.58 hours of science instruction per week, compared to 1.77 hours per week of science offered
by “Melissa,” a fifth grade teacher just down the hall. Sizable standard deviations indicate large
swings in several teachers’ science scheduling. The case of “Christina,” a full-time technology
teacher who often integrates science into upper elementary technology classes, illustrates this
within-teacher variation. Christina provided science experiences for each of her classes an
impressive 3.57 hours per week. Yet the associated standard deviation of 2.54 hours per week

makes it clear that time available for science in her classroom fluctuated greatly.

Table 6
Average Weekly Science Teaching Time in Hours Based on Eight Weeks of Reporting
Using the WTS

Hours Sarah Melissa  Christina  Heather Angela Jessica Tiffany Rebecca Michelle  Kimberly
M 0.81 1.77 3.57 2.58 1.42 0.63 1.07 2.29 1.74 0.31
SD 0.14 0.73 2.54 0.66 1.26 0.37 0.88 0.27 0.7 0.04

In addition, the WTS allowed us to see the considerable variation in the length of the teachers’
science lessons more clearly, as well as the many days when no science was taught. Table 7
shows that no science was taught on 183 days, which comprised 45.7% of the 400 instructional
days reported on in the eighty weekly surveys the teachers completed. When science was taught,
the most prevalent lesson length was 21-30 minutes, accounting for sixty-one lessons, or 28.0%

of the 217 lessons reported. It is instructionally significant that the actual reported values for
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seventy-two lessons, 33.2% of those taught, fell between 5-20 minutes. Combining these with the
lessons in the popular 21-30 minute range, we find that 133 lessons out of 217 taught (61.3%)
lasted 5-30 minutes, somewhat below the expected outcome given the 30-40 minute average

lesson length that six out of ten teachers in our sample selected on the SEC®.

Table 7
Number of Minutes of Science Instruction per Day—WTS (n =80 weekly reports)

Minutes Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Total

None 34 26 41 25 57 183

1to 10 7 5 5 7 4 28
11to 20 8 14 7 8 7 44
21to 30 8 15 12 20 6 61
31to 40 3 0 0 1 0 4
41to 50 12 16 8 15 4 55
51to 60 1 1 1 0 1 4
61to 90 5 1 4 1 0 11
91 to 245 2 2 2 3 1 10

To summarize, the WTS results regarding time the teachers were able to devote to
science instruction showed that the teachers spent on average 1.64 hours per week on science,
well below the 1.9 hours per week they reported soon thereafter on the SEC®. Using the thirteen
to fourteen weeks per year for science selected most frequently on the SEC®, we can estimate
roughly 21.2-39.4 hours of science instruction per year, per teacher. Two patterns that stand out
in the WTS data are the great variation in time allotted for science across teachers, and from week
to week for individual instructors. Equally evident is that no science is taught on many school
days, true for 45.7% of the 400 days for which we collected WTS data. Finally, 61.3% of the
lessons lasted 30 minutes or less, well below the 30-40 minute range we expected based upon our
teachers” SEC® responses.

The Scoop Notebooks prepared by eastern cohort BSSP teachers in Spring 2008 provide
a window into the lesson length the teachers aim for when asked to provide a sample of their
science teaching practice for sharing with their peers, the project staff, and evaluators. Each
Notebook provided documentation for three to five science lessons, focused on a single topic, and
taught during Spring 2008. Each teacher was observed by a BSSP staff member at least once
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during the Scoop lesson series, and received written comments from staff on the Notebook
contents. In addition, the Notebooks were shared with peers in a poster session format, and a
photocopy of each Notebook was sent to the project evaluators.  Although the teachers were
encouraged to choose lessons that were “typical” of their science teaching, it seems likely that
they selected for public display lessons they considered exemplary, even more so since student
work samples produced during these lessons were required in the Notebooks. Table 8 shows the
length of thirty Scoop lessons planned by seven of the teachers in our sample who completed a
calendar for the Notebook. Whereas 61.5% of the lessons recorded for the WTS lasted 30
minutes or less, the teachers expected 63.3% of the lessons for the Scoop to exceed 30 minutes.
The Scoop calendars provided a window into teachers’ perceptions of the optimal lesson length
for their students when the teachers prepared to share their practice and the usual constraints are

temporarily lifted.

Table 8
Length in Minutes of Science Lessons Reported in Scoop Notebook Calendars

Lesson Lesson Lesson Lesson Lesson

1 2 3 4 5

Heather 45 45 45 120 -
Christina 50 50 50 50 50
Melissa 50 45 45 60 --
Angela 25 30 45 60 45
Sarah 30 30 30 30 30
Michelle 80 80 60 -- --
Jessica 25 20 30 20 --

* n=10, missing data for three teachers.

The BSSP staff conducted a science lesson observation for each of the ten teachers in this
study during Spring 2008 using the Classroom Observation Protocol [29]. The observations
were scheduled to coincide with each teacher’s Scoop lessons. The lessons observed ranged from
10 minutes to one hour long, with half of the lessons lasting under 30 minutes. This suggests that
teachers’ ability to carve out time for longer science lessons fell slightly short of the intentions
shown in their Scoop Notebooks.

A portion of the interview conducted with each teacher in June 2008 addressed the time
the teacher was able to devote to science teaching. In general, teachers’ statements during the



UNDERSTANDING ELEMENTARY TEACHERS’ USE OF SCIENCE... 181

interviews were consistent with the information provided on the WTS. For example, the
estimates given during interviews by Jessica, Tiffany, and Melissa for the minutes per week
devoted to science were almost identical to the averages computed from their weekly surveys.
However, in “Angela’s” interview, she stated that in her school, “we’re maybe allowed one hour
a week to teach science,” but this is lower than the 1 hour 25 minute average we calculated based
on the eight weekly surveys she submitted. Apparently, she was teaching more science than her
school’s policy allowed. Although interview data can be used to gauge the accuracy of other

sources, we believe the WTS reports to be most reliable concerning time devoted to science.

In addition to investigating the amount of time elementary teachers in the BSSP devoted
to science instruction and how it was distributed, we also wanted to know what influenced
teachers’ decisions about the level and use of science teaching time. Our primary data source for
addressing this question was a cluster of six items on the WTS regarding influences on what and
how science is taught. We adapted these from a longer series in the SEC® pertaining to
influences on the content of science instruction. On the WTS, the teachers were asked to “Reflect
back on your science teaching this week,” when responding to each item. The influences
included the following: those of parents or community; State or district curriculum frameworks,
standards, tests or results; and, the textbook or curriculum materials selected by the district. As
shown in Table 9, the teachers in our sample generally viewed these factors as having an
influence midway between “little or no influence” (3.0) and a “somewhat positive influence”
(4.0). The influences of State and district curriculum frameworks and standards, as well as State
tests were rated as slightly greater than those of district-level tests and parents or community.
The responses were quite consistent across teachers, with means ranging from 3.50 to 3.78 for

nine teachers, and an even more positive average response of 4.36 for the tenth teacher.
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Table 9
Influences on What and How Science Is Taught—WTS (n =80 weekly surveys)

| = Strongly negative; 2 = Somewhat negative; 3 = Little or no influence;
4 = Somewhat positive; 5 = Strongly positive.

All All  Strongly  Somewhat  Little or no Somewhat Strongly
(M) (SD) negative negative influence positive positive
Weekly Teaching
Survey ltem

19. The parents or
community influence 3.44 0.42 1 0 46 29 4
what and how | teach.

20. State tests or
results influence what
and how I teach.

3.69 0.27 0 0 21 56 3

21. State curriculum

framework or 3.79 0.32 0 0 21 55 4
standards influence

what and how I teach.

22. District

curriculum framework 3.72 0.37 0 0 27 49 4
or standards influence

what and how I teach.

23. The textbook
and/or curriculum

materials selected by 3.64 0.48 1 0 32 40 7
the district influence
what and how | teach.
24, Dlstnlct-level tests 347 036 1 0 43 33 3
or results influence
what and how I teach.
Total ratings (out of 480) regarding degree of 3 0 190 262 25
influence (<1%) (39.6%) (54.6%) (5.1%)

Interestingly, just three responses regarding influences on instruction were lower than
“neutral or no influence” (3.0) on any of the eighty weekly surveys gathered. In other words, on
seventy-seven of the eighty weekly surveys, the teachers rated as neutral to somewhat or strongly
positive the influences of district and State standards and tests, and textbooks and other materials
provided by the district, and parents and community. The positive nature of the teachers’

responses was expected in some respects, and unexpected in others. For example, the teachers
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became very familiar with the State of Montana science education standards through the Big Sky
Science Partnership activities, which may have affected their generally favorable view of the
influence of standards, and even testing, on the previous week’s science instruction.
Concomitantly, several formerly low performing districts had recently witnessed a fairly dramatic
rise in their students’ performance on State reading tests, a circumstance their teachers spoke of
with pride and which may have produced a generally favorable view of standards and testing.
However, we observed ample justification for lower ratings for some items; for example, item 23
where there was a lack of current textbooks or resources of any kind for science in several of the
districts. This raises the question of how to determine the quality and influence of resources and
support structures for elementary science if teachers are too accustomed to scarcity to name these

as potential influences.

In addition to the Likert-style items regarding influences on science teaching, the WTS
included an open-ended question that allowed the teachers to write a brief statement regarding
one or more factors that had the greatest influence on their science instruction during the previous
week. This question was left blank in seventeen of the eighty weekly surveys completed by
BSSP teachers. Twenty of the remaining sixty-three statements pertained to reading, and typical
responses included Jessica’s comment that, “Everything is correlated with our reading materials”;
or, “Rebecca’s” that “Science this week focused on reading vocabulary.” Thirteen responses
noted the influence of the BSSP on science instruction in the previous week. Examples included
the following responses:

e “Because of the lack of resources, I used what I learned in the BSSP courses to

develop this unit.” (Rebecca)

e “The BSSP class has had a great influence on what I am teaching in science this
year. 1 have used a lot of materials from books that I was given by them. They have

been a great help.” (Melissa)

e “We also created concept maps on what students know about rocks. This is going to
be our next unit because it is of interest to the students, it’s in the science

curriculum, and I am working with this in BSSP classes.” (Angela)

Six statements, including the following examples, referred to the influence of students’ prior
knowledge and teachers’ efforts to take into account students’ knowledge and interests when

planning for instruction.
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e  “Itry really hard to bring in what students already know about rocks in this area by
what they observe. Then, I moved them into how those are used in everyday things
that they don’t know about.” (Sarah)

e “What students know and what they wondered about will help to design lessons for
the fossils unit. 1 found that some of the questions they asked were the same

questions I came up with when developing the unit.” (Rebecca)

Culture was cited in six of the eighty weekly surveys as influencing the week’s science
instruction, and examples like the following ones were given:
e  “Our culture teacher [provided] community resources for us to determine which

frogs reside in our area.” (Tiffany)

e “The cultural element was present when we discussed rocks that made good

arrowheads.” (Kimberly)

The remaining influences on the previous week’s science teaching included the
following: State testing, which inadvertently overlapped with administration of the weekly
surveys in several respondent’s districts (8); the district curriculum (4); miscellaneous scheduling
constraints (3); State standards (1); parental support for science (1); and, suggestions from other
staff members regarding the teacher’s science program (1). Lack of time for science surfaced
relatively often in conjunction with the other themes above. Each teacher made at least one
specific reference in the WTS to the lack of adequate time for science due to district scheduling
and curriculum requirements, especially regarding reading. However, there was no single culprit
responsible for the observed outcome that time for science was often minimal or unpredictable.
As “Michelle” explained, “Science is the first subject to go whenever our schedule gets

interrupted.”

During individual interviews conducted in June 2008, the teachers once again responded
to questions regarding influences on their science teaching. School scheduling requirements

surfaced frequently in the teachers’ responses.
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e “Well, the school does get in the way of it [science] a little bit because we have so
little time. Seems like if I teach it at all, I have to grab time from here or there or
someplace. And like I said, we just don’t have a lot time for it, so that influences it
quite a bit... A lot of the time, I end up doing something just out of the book because
I’ve got fifteen, twenty, thirty minutes and you really can’t set up for anything
hands-on in that amount of time.” (Melissa)

e  “We have a very limited time schedule. So we’re maybe allowed an hour a week to
teach science. I’'m free to do whatever I want in that time. And I can kind of
integrate it wherever I want as long as I am still teaching the math and reading.

That’s the most important at our school.” (Angela)

o “Well, scheduling. We had.. little time [for science] each week and then we have to

follow our district benchmarks.” (Sarah)

Many teachers commented during interviews on their schools’ strong focus on reading/language
arts and mathematics which they attributed to district, State, or national policies. Teachers did
not negate the importance to their students of strong skills in reading/language arts and
mathematics. However, they wondered aloud where the additional instructional time would come
from now that fourth graders in Montana were being tested in science, and the results would be
made public for the first time in Fall 2004. According to one teacher, even parents’ attention was
being channeled toward a focus on reading. Tiffany stated, “My parents are wonderful, but since
the push was reading...basically what they got from the school was how the child was doing in

the reading department.”

Although no direct questions were posed about the influence of the BSSP on science
instruction, the majority of teachers referred to the Partnership’s positive influence on their
science teaching during the interviews. They frequently commented on the lessons and resources
provided by the project as enabling them to teach science more often than before, or moving their
practice toward more hands-on and/or inquiry-focused approaches. To summarize, the interviews
indicated that the time devoted to science teaching by BSSP teachers was influenced by time
constraints that were often beyond the teachers’ control, especially the squeeze imposed by the
current emphasis in their districts on reading/language arts and mathematics. As in their WTS
responses, they also cited their students’ prior knowledge and interests, their own efforts to

incorporate in science the culture of the American Indian communities where the schools were
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located, parental involvement, teacher colleagues, and the BSSP as influencing how much science
was taught, and the science content and pedagogy implemented. However, these latter factors
appeared to take effect within a diminished sphere, influencing only time that was not already off
limits due to school and district mandates reserving a specific number of hours, often at a
prescribed time of day, for reading/language arts and mathematics. At times during the
interviews, it appeared that fitting science into the instructional day was not just variable, but

covert.

Conclusions and Implications

We initiated this study to better understand why elementary teachers who were actively
engaged in face-to-face and on-line activities of the Big Sky Science Partnership (BSSP), many
of whom had voluntarily ramped up their involvement by entering an MS in Science Education
degree program, nonetheless reported that their opportunities to teach science were quite limited.
We set out to learn how much time BSSP teachers devoted to science teaching, what influenced
their decisions, and how this might affect the Partnership’s ability to be an agent for positive
change in school science programs in our region. To accomplish this, we used data already being
collected by the Partnership evaluation, including the annual Surveys of Enacted Curriculum®
(SEC®), classroom observations using the COP, and the Scoop Notebook created by the teachers
to document a science unit or lesson series. We also implemented a Weekly Teaching Survey
(WTS) designed for this study, as well as individual teacher interviews to follow up on issues
raised in the earlier phases of data collection. Our teacher sample included ten, grades 1-5
teachers representing the fourteen instructors in the BSSP eastern cohort. Their experience
ranged from four years to more than twenty years in the field, and they taught in seven different

schools.

We learned that the anecdotal reports we had received from BSSP teachers regarding the
relatively limited amount of time they teach science were generally true. The results of the
SEC® that the teachers completed in June 2007 and 2008 provided the “best case scenario” in
one sense. The BSSP teachers’ responses on the SASS indicated on average that they taught
science 1.8-1.9 hours per week, not too far below findings in large-scale studies like the Schools
and Staffing Survey (SASS) and the National Survey of Science and Mathematics Education
(NSSME). The SASS and NSSME, like our study, included both primary and upper-level
elementary school teachers, and their respondents reported teaching science for 2.04 to 2.1 hours
per week, just slightly above the average for our teachers. However, the BSSP teachers’

responses to an SEC® item regarding weeks per year spent teaching science provided a reality
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check regarding the amount of science instruction they were able to fit into a typical school year.
The majority of the teachers reported teaching science for 13-24 weeks per year, a handful
responded 1-12 weeks, and none chose the higher option of 26-36 weeks. Based on these results,
our best case scenario was looking less positive. How could we assist elementary teachers to
adequately address our State’s comprehensive and challenging science standards when even the
most active were able to teach science for only 60% of the forty-week school year, and then only
for a limited number of hours per week?

Our efforts to learn more about the time BSSP teachers were able to carve out for science
via the Weekly Teaching Survey (WTS) provided insights into the considerable variation among
the teachers, and the improbability of developing a one-size-fits-all solution to the low profile—
even invisibility—of science in some classrooms. We learned through the WTS that although the
teachers taught science on average for 1.64 hours per week during the eight instructional weeks
we monitored with the WTS, there were wide variations across instructors, and across weeks for
individual instructors. Even more tellingly, no science was taught on 45.7% of the teaching days
reported. Teachers’ comments during interviews built a picture of a “catch as catch can” science
curriculum. This circumstance often appeared to be the unintentional result of district adoption of
highly structured, time-intensive curricula to raise student performance in targeted subject areas,
especially reading/language arts and, secondarily, mathematics. In these priority areas, teachers
reported that their schools’ expectations were clear regarding when to teach and for how long, the
materials to be used, and student performance criteria equated with success. In coming out
strongly for high priority subject areas, the districts appeared to be inadvertently working against
learning opportunities in sidelined subjects. The result was clear in the highly variable

scheduling of time for science.

The WTS results also revealed the brevity of the majority of science lessons taught,
bringing into question at what point lesson duration affects the coherence and quality of the
curriculum. Teachers” WTS reports showed that on one-third of the days when science was
taught, the lessons lasted 20 minutes or less, and 27.9% of the lessons lasted 21-30 minutes.
These were substantially shorter than the 30-40 minute estimate for a “typical” science lesson
reported by the teachers when responding to the end-of-year SEC®. In contrast, the science
lessons teachers planned when sharing their practice with BSSP colleagues lasted more than 30
minutes over 60% of the time, indicating these experienced teachers’ sense of the time necessary
for model science lessons. We hesitate to state where the divide lies between lessons that are too

short to advance students’ science learning, and lessons providing enough time for genuine
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learning to occur. Yet common sense tells us that predictable instructional time of moderate
length is needed to meet national, state, and district science standards that place an emphasis on
inquiry, on challenging content rolled out gradually through coherent learning progressions, and
on making connections to students’ lives. Science programs heavily weighted toward short

teaching segments offered on an ad hoc schedule seem destined to fail.

On the WTS, the teachers were also asked to report on major influences on their science
instruction for the previous week. Their responses showed that district and State standards,
curriculum, testing, textbooks and other teaching materials provided by the district, and parents or
community were all fairly influential. During interviews, the teachers sometimes chafed against
restrictions on their teaching, particularly what they saw as a disproportionate focus on
reading/language arts stemming from their districts’ State test results. Yet when given the
opportunity on the WTS to voice misgivings about the influence of State assessments, they did
not. Indeed, the teachers assigned almost every factor influencing their science instruction,
including testing, as having a “somewhat positive” effect. During interviews, the teachers also
frequently cited the positive effect of BSSP on their science instruction, primarily through
providing them with teaching resources, a repertoire of strategies, and increased confidence in

their content knowledge.

In the BSSP, we are moving forward with the knowledge that the time Partnership
teachers have available for science teaching is significantly less than anticipated. Also, it appears
that teachers’ opportunities to teach the State standards-based science content provided in the
professional development and master’s degree experiences offered by the project will remain
restricted in the short term. We also know that the tightly prescribed curricula many districts in
our region have adopted, especially in reading/language arts and to a lesser extent in mathematics,
leave little room for integration of science across the curriculum. In response, we are pursuing
several options. First, we are continuing to gather data through periodic administrations of the
WTS regarding teachers’ patterns of science instruction. We are also making use of an
assessment developed by the BSSP evaluation staff that documents not only participants’
opportunities to learn science content through the project, but also opportunities to teach the
content. This enables us to tailor professional development to instructional segments that are real,
rather than to an unattainable ideal that assumes far more time for elementary science than is
actually available. Secondly, as we recruit the Partnership’s second cohort of elementary
teachers, we are meeting with school administrator/teacher pairs to work out a mutually agreeable

schedule of science instruction given the unique context in each school. The original memoranda
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of agreement with partner schools now seem too generic. Updated versions will include specific
information on instructional time for elementary science. We will also do everything feasible to
enable BSSP teachers to do more with the time available for science, and to avoid a “less is less”
outcome for their students. Classroom observations of BSSP teachers using the COP show that
the quality of instruction in BSSP teachers’ classrooms is relatively high compared to that of
national counterparts in the areas of collaborative/cooperative learning, connecting science to
students’ lives, and some aspects of science inquiry [32]. In addition, WTS results show that
teachers were able to connect the previous week’s science instruction to contemporary and
historical tribal and community issues more than 40% of the time. These are some of the

strengths upon which the Partnership can and will continue to build.

Finally, we will attempt to extend our Partnership’s influence by sharing knowledge in
the policy arena. As illustrated with NAEP data shared earlier in this paper, time on task in
science has a demonstrable connection to student performance. Our State, like many others, has
developed truly visionary K-12 science standards, yet has not established a holistic vision for
balancing learning opportunities across subject areas in elementary classrooms. The result is
purposeful, intentional instruction in certain subject areas, and an almost accidental curriculum in
others. Our Partnership is going on record here as opposing elementary science as an accidental

curriculum.
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Abstract
The authors share what was learned about kindergarteners’ abilities to make sense of numbers to 100

when one of the authors, Linda Jaslow, took over a kindergarten class from February through the end of
the school year. Through examples of how she engaged her students in nine weeks of problem solving
and discussions focused on making sense of the number system, we provide evidence that the children
grew substantially in their ability to count and show understanding when counting by 10’s and using
10’s during problem solving. Suggestions for tasks to promote continued growth are also provided.
Throughout this teaching experience, Mrs. Jaslow was reminded of the complexity of making sense of
our number system, and this article showcases her instructional decision making that was based on
inquiry into children's thinking. By valuing children's existing ideas, Mrs. Jaslow could use that
thinking to help guide her instruction.

Introduction

When young children are asked to build a train of cubes and find the number of cubes in
that train, their counting can be quite creative! They may accurately count the first few cubes and
then continue the verbal counting sequence to a seemingly random stopping point. During their
counting, they may skip cubes, reuse cubes that have already been counted, or fail to link their
counts to any cubes at all. This creative counting is an indicator of the complexity of learning
about numbers. To make sense of numbers, children must learn not only the verbal counting
sequence (1, 2, 3,...), but also the way to connect each count with an object (one-to-one
correspondence) and the fact that the last spoken number corresponds to the number in the
counted set (cardinality). After many counting experiences, children gain these initial
understandings of our number system. However, what happens when children begin counting to
larger numbers or when they start grouping and counting by 10’s? What do they learn about

numbers and, in particular, the role that 10 plays in the structure of our number system?
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For numbers greater than 10, developing understanding becomes more complex than for
smaller numbers. First, the verbal number sequence becomes longer and harder to memorize.
Second, quantities associated with large numbers are bigger, thus providing more opportunity for
miscounting. To simplify counting a large number of objects, children sometimes group them,
for example, into 10’s. They then need to link each count to a group of 10 objects. They also
need to monitor two attributes of a number simultaneously, switching fluidly between counting

individual objects and counting groups of 10 objects [1].

In this article, we share what we learned about kindergarteners’ abilities to make sense of
numbers to 100 when one of the authors, Linda Jaslow, took over a kindergarten class from
February through the end of the school year. This class was in an inner city school in which
approximately 65% of the students were Hispanic and 35% were African-American. We also
illustrate how her inquiry into children’s thinking enabled her to value their existing ideas and

support their growth.

Mrs. Jaslow’s instructional philosophy is consistent with the Principles and Standards for
School Mathematics and draws heavily from Cognitively Guided Instruction [2-4]. Cognitively
Guided Instruction (CGI) is a research-based framework of children’s mathematical thinking, as
well as a philosophy that instruction should elicit and build on children’s existing understandings,
including those developed outside of school. By posing carefully selected problems and allowing
children to solve these problems in ways that make sense to them, teachers can learn about
children’s existing ideas, consider what those ideas mean in terms of children’s understandings,
construct subsequent problems to appropriately challenge and extend those understandings, and
then repeat the cycle. In short, both mathematical goals and children’s thinking guide teachers’
instructional decision making. The following is a first-hand account of what Mrs. Jaslow learned
when she inquired into her kindergarteners’ thinking, and then used that thinking to help guide

her instruction.

Mrs. Jaslow's Adventures in Kindergarten

I had never taught kindergarten and had no idea what kindergarten students were capable
of doing. In this district, kindergarteners were expected to count to 100 by the end of the school
year. With about nine weeks of school left, I learned that many children had one-to-one
correspondence only with small numbers (up to 5) and that few could count to numbers larger
than 29. I began analyzing what facilitated children’s understanding of larger numbers. 1 decided

that they first needed to learn the 10’s counting sequence (10, 20, 30, 40, 50....) because 1 naively
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thought that if children could remember the names and order of the decades, they should be able

to count by 1’s past 29.

Getting Started

I set out to help the children count by 10’s and was shocked to learn that they could all do
so already. Now I was really puzzled—if they could count to 100 by 10’s and they could count to
29, why were they unable to take that next step and say, “30”? I came to realize that counting by
10’s was a rote chant unconnected to any quantities. Although the children may have had a sense
of 10, they probably lacked meaning for the other numbers in the 10’s counting sequence. 1
decided that this disconnection was similar to their experience in learning to count by 1’s in that
they knew the rote verbal sequence before they developed the ability to link each count to a
quantity (one-to-one correspondence). In essence, I needed to help the kindergarteners develop
ten-to-ten correspondence so that counting by 10’s was more than a rote chant.

To build meaning into counting by 10’s, I designed story problems that would require the
use of numbers larger than 10 and encourage grouping by 10. The children were accustomed to
solving story problems because almost all of my instruction on number was presented in a story
context. I selected familiar contexts so that the children could draw on their informal knowledge
about these contexts to help them reason quantitatively. I generally read a problem aloud to the
children, made a variety of manipulatives available (e.g., unifix cubes, color tiles), and asked
them to solve the problem in any way that made sense to them. I also encouraged, but did not
require, children to represent their thinking on paper and to write number sentences related to the
problem. After the children had time to solve a problem individually, several children shared
their strategies with the whole class, and together we discussed how to clearly record strategies
and which number sentences best represented the problem.

I initially posed a multiplication story problem involving 10’s because I wanted my class
to make connections between groups of 10 objects and the 10’s counting sequence. Recognizing
that many children could count only to 29, I began with a problem involving numbers less than
30: “There are two children at your table. How many fingers are there?” 1 used this context
because it built on the children’s existing knowledge that they have ten fingers. Furthermore,
although the children generally solved problems by representing all quantities and then counting
by 1’s, I wondered whether, in this context, they would use their knowledge that fingers come in
groups of 10 to help them count by 10’s. None did! Every child solved the problem by counting
one set of 10 fingers by 1’s and then a second set of 10 fingers by 1°s.
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During our whole-class sharing, I decided to push on the children’s understanding of
10’s. Cecilia and Stasha came to the front of the class, held up their two sets of hands, and
counted the first and then the second set of fingers by 1’s. They determined that there were
twenty fingers, and the class agreed. I then asked them how many fingers Cecilia had and how
many fingers Stasha had. The class easily responded that they each had ten fingers. I asked if
there was another way to count how many fingers we had if Cecilia had 10 fingers and Stasha had
10 fingers. Aisha responded that they could count the fingers by saying, “10, 20.” To push them
a little further, T had a third child join the first two and asked the class how we could count the
fingers. Immediately, Miguel responded, “10, 20, 30,” pointing to each of the girls in turn.

To provide opportunities for the children to build on these emerging understandings, I
continued to pose multiplication story problems about groups of 10 (e.g., “There are 5 vases of
flowers. There are 10 flowers in each vase. How many flowers are there?”’) and addition
problems about 10’s (e.g., “There are 10 cows, 10 horses, and 10 pigs on the farm. How many
animals are there?”). I also posed problems with dimes, to reinforce the idea of 10’s in a context
in which counting by 10’s is common (e.g., “Zandra has 3 dimes. How much is that worth?”).
When constructing these problems, I chose numbers in the 20—60 range to encourage children to
develop their counting skills for numbers greater than 29 and to ensure that the problems
remained accessible to those children who were still struggling to count by 1’s. I was nervous
about having kindergarteners work with such large numbers, but 1 decided that even if the
problems had no other effect, they would give the children practice in counting and one-to-one

correspondence.

To solve these problems, the children used a variety of strategies that reflected a range of
understandings of number. Some drew all items and counted by 1’s (see Figure 1), whereas
others counted on from 10, not drawing the first set (see Figure 2). Other children drew all
individual items, but counted groups by 10 (see Figure 3). Finally, some children did not
represent items at all and instead recorded how they had counted by 10’s (see Figure 4).

I believed that these problems had the intended effect on the children’s understanding.
Over time, many children learned that they could count groups of 10 by counting by 10’s, and
others simply practiced counting by 1’s to numbers greater than 29. More counting practice
occurred during class discussions in which I purposefully chose children to share a range of
strategies. If the sharer used a strategy of counting by 1’s, then the whole class helped him or her
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count by 1’s. If the sharer counted by 10’s, we counted with him or her as well. Thus, even those
children who were not yet ready to count their own groups by 10’s could participate in the class

discussions.
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Thf;,rt are 10 cows, 10 horses, and

0 pws on the farm. How many
Z ammals a ¢ here‘7

Figure 1. Representing all items and counting by 1°’s.



HELPING KINDERGARTENERS MAKE SENSE OF NUMBER TO 100 201

There are 10 cows, 10 horses., and
10 pigs on the farm. How many
animals are there?

Figure 2. Counting on from 10.
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There are 5 vases of flowers. There
are 10 flowers in each vase. How
many flowers are there?

Figure 3. Representing all items, but counting by 10’s.
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Zandra has 3 dimes. HHow much is
that worth*?

=y B

Figure 4. Counting by 10’s.

What Next?
When the children became more proficient in working with multiplication and addition

with 10’s,

I began to wonder what they would do with this problem: “There are 20 butterflies.

Twenty more butterflies join them. How many butterflies are there?” Would they use their

emerging knowledge of 10’s to help them solve the problem? Most children counted only by 1’s.

They counted out 20 objects, then another 20 objects, and finally counted all objects to get 40.
Only two children explicitly used their knowledge of 10, saying, “10 + 10 + 10 + 10 =40.”

Mrs. J.:
Stasha:
Mrs. J.:
Stasha:

Stasha did

Where did the 10 + 10 + 10 + 10 come from? I don’t see any 10’s in the problem.
10 +10=20, and 10 + 10 = 20.
Okay, so what did you do next?
I said, “10, 20, 30, 40.”
not know that 20 + 20 = 40, but she did know that 20 was comprised of two 10’s.

Because she frequently solved problems by counting by 10’s, decomposing 20 into two 10’s

made this problem easier for her. I found this solution interesting, and it prompted me to wonder
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whether a problem involving only one 10 might allow more children to recognize the 10’s in a

number.

To explore this question, I posed the following problem: “You have 10 cookies. Stasha
gives you 11 more. How many cookies do you have now?” I wondered whether the children
would use their knowledge of 10’s to decompose 11 into 10 + 1 and simplify their problem
solving by reconceptualizing the problem as 10 + (10 + 1). Although they were generally
successful with this problem, none thought of the problem in this way! Most counted by 1’s to
make a set of 10 and a set of 11, and then counted all 21 by 1°s.

Because none of the children decomposed 11, I realized that even those children who
understood 10 + 10 = 20 did not think about 11 as 10 + 1. Was I surprised! I was again reminded
of the complexity of making sense of our number system. All the children could count by 1’s to
20 and by 10’s to 100. However, they were still building their understanding of the underlying
structure of the number system and the critical role that 10 plays. If the children were to
understand numbers to 100, they needed to recognize that 11 is the same as 10 plus 1, 24 is made

of two 10’s and four 1’s, and so on. I now had a new direction for my instruction.

Extending Children’s Understanding

To extend the children’s understanding of the role of 10 in our number system, I began to
pose story problems requiring the addition of a single-digit number to 10 (e.g., “There are 10
butterflies. 6 more come. How many butterflies are there?”’); or, the subtraction of a single-digit
number to get 10 (e.g., “There are 19 giraffes eating. 9 walk away. How many giraffes are still
eating?”’). Most children counted only by 1’s, making the first set and then adding or taking away
the second set, depending on the problem context (see Figures 5 and 6). Gradually, however, the
children’s strategies for addition became more sophisticated and about half the children began to
count on from 10. For example, for the butterfly problem (10 + 6), they recognized 10 as a
group, and then counted on: “11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16,” to get the answer (see Figure 7).
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There are 10 butterflies. 6 more

come. How many buttc,rflie% arc.
there"lé R | e

Figure 5. Modeling the action in the addition story problem and counting by 1’s.
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There are 19 giraffes eating. 9

walk away. How many giraffes

are still eatil}g?
N A

-
{

Figure 6. Modeling the action in the subtraction story problem and counting by 1’s.
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There are 10 butterflies. 6 more
come. How many butterflies are
there?

Figure 7. Modeling the action in the addition story problem,
but counting on from 10.
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These addition strategies reflected children’s growth in sophistication of their problem-
solving strategies and, in particular, in their abilities to group numbers. However, exactly what
the children were learning was unclear. Were they focusing on decomposing 16 into a group of
one 10 and six 1’s, or were they focusing on solving addition problems by counting on from the
larger number? The subtraction problems (subtracting a single-digit number to yield 10) helped
me recognize that the latter explanation was more likely, and that the children needed more
experience identifying 10 in teen numbers. To directly use knowledge of 10 to solve these
subtraction problems, children would need to decompose a teen number into 10 and a single-digit
number, but none did so. Instead, they represented all items and counted by 1’s while they took

away the required quantity.

At this point in my instruction, the school year was coming to an end. The children had
grown substantially in nine weeks, but I had underestimated the complexity of learning about
numbers to 100. On the one hand, the children’s counting had improved. About 75% of the
children could now count to 100 by 1’s, even though we had done little rote counting and had
focused our problem solving on numbers only to 60. Also, the children were beginning to show
understanding when counting by 10’s and using 10’s during problem solving because (I believe)
after making sense of the counting by 10’s chant, they were able to recognize the underlying
structure and extend their counting from 60 to 100. These counting abilities contrast with the
children’s counting when I arrived, at which time they could count (chant) by 10’s, but could not
count by 1’s to numbers larger than 29! On the other hand, despite this growth, my class still had
much to learn about our number system and, in particular, they needed more opportunities to
decompose numbers into 10’s and 1’s. In the final sections, we reflect on possible future

directions to extend these children’s mathematical understanding.

Reflections and Future Directions

To support understanding of numbers to 100, Mrs. Jaslow engaged her children in nine
weeks of problem solving and discussions focused on making sense of the number system.
However, we recognize that this understanding, being quite complex, takes years to develop fully
and that the children would need many more related experiences throughout elementary school.

So what should come next for these children?

The use of story problems was the primary tool in the development of these children’s
understanding, and Mrs. Jaslow found two categories of story problems especially helpful: 1)
grouping problems with 10 in each group; and, 2) problems designed to help children compose
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new numbers from a 10 and 1’s (e.g., 10 + 6) and decompose numbers into 10 and 1’s (e.g., 19 —
9 =10). Upon reflection, we identified several ways to extend these problem categories to further

foster children’s understanding of numbers to 100, and each is described below (see Table 1).
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Table 1

Story Problems to Help Children Understand Numbers to 100

Grouping Problems

Problems to Decompose Numbers Into
10’s and 1’s

Problems Posed

Multiplication (10 in each group):

There are 5 vases of flowers. There are 10
flowers in each vase. How many flowers are
there?

Addition (around 10):
There are 10 cows, 10 horses, and 10 pigs on
the farm. How many animals are there?

10 + a single-digit number:
There are 10 butterflies. 6 more come.
How many butterflies are there?

Subtracting from a teen to get 10:
There are 19 giraffes eating. 9 walk
away. How many giraffes are still
eating?

Potential Extensions

Division (Grouping by 10’s):

You have 50 stamps to put in your stamp book.
Each page holds 10 stamps. How many pages
will you need?

Grouping by multiples of 10:

The teacher has 2 new boxes of markers, and
each box has 30 markers. How many markers
does the teacher have?

The clown had 20 blue balloons, 20 red
balloons, and 20 yellow balloons. How many
balloons did the clown have?

Mixing 10’s and 1’s:

(beginning with a decade number)

Aisha has 3 bags of candy. Each bag has 10
pieces. She also has 4 loose pieces of candy.
How much candy does Aisha have?

On Monday, Alicia earned 10 citizenship
points. On Tuesday, she earned 10 more
points. On Wednesday, she earned 11 points.
How many points has she earned?

Mixing 10’s and 1’s:

(beginning with a non-decade number)

The class counted 22 watermelon seeds. Then
they counted seeds from 3 more watermelon
pieces, and each had 10 seeds. How many
seeds did they count in all?

Michael has $23 in his piggy bank. He earned
$10 on Saturday and $10 on Sunday. How
much money does he have now?

Decade number (greater than 10) + a
single-digit number:

Raphael had 40 toy cars. His uncle gave
him 6 more toy cars for his birthday.
How many toy cars does Raphael have
now?

Subtracting a single-digit number from a
non-decade number (greater than 20) to
get a decade number:

There are 34 butterflies. 4 fly away.
How many butterflies are left?
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Additional Grouping Problems

In addition to using multiplication and addition problems focused on grouping 10’s,
teachers can pose division problems in which 10 items are grouped together (e.g., “You have 50
stamps to put in your stamp book. Each page holds 10 stamps. How many pages will you
need?”) Children naturally solve this type of division problem by making groups of 10, and thus,
discussing their strategies can help children make sense of counting and grouping by 10.

Using Multiples of 10

Another potential extension includes the use of multiples of 10 rather than 10 itself. For
example, teachers might present a problem asking children to recognize the 10’s in numbers
greater than the teens (e.g., “Raphael had 40 toy cars. His uncle gave him 6 more toy cars for his
birthday. How many toy cars does Raphael have now?”). Even a child who knows that 16 is
made of a 10 and a 6 may not know that 46 is made of four 10’s and a 6. Children need multiple
opportunities to decompose numbers into the appropriate 10’s and 1’s.

Similarly, multiples of 10, rather than 10 itself, can be used in grouping problems (e.g.,
“The teacher has 2 new boxes of markers, and each box has 30 markers. How many markers
does the teacher have?”). In this problem, children have opportunities to use the three 10’s in 30
to simplify problem solving.

Mixing 10’s and 1’s

Children who can count by 10’s and by 1’s independently may struggle when asked to do
both in the same problem. Grouping problems can be extended to give children opportunities to
consider groups of 10 and single items within the same problem (e.g., “Aisha has 3 bags of
candy. Each bag has 10 pieces. She also has 4 loose pieces of candy. How much candy does
Aisha have?”). Children who have trouble moving between 10’s and 1’s might correctly show
three groups of 10 and four 1’s, but when determining the total, incorrectly count, 10, 20, 30, 40,
50, 60, 70,” by counting each individual item as 10. Grouping problems involving both 10’s and
1’s provide children opportunities to develop the necessary fluidity in moving between counting
by 10’s and counting by 1’s.

A further extension is grouping problems children may solve by counting by 10’s from a
non-decade number. Children first learn to increment/decrement by 10 from a decade number
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(i.e. 10, 20, 30,...), and to start counting by 10’s from a non-decade number is more challenging
and requires experience with such problems. For example, to provide children with an
opportunity to count by 10’s from 22, a teacher might pose this problem: “The class counted 22
watermelon seeds. Then they counted seeds from 3 more watermelon pieces, and each had 10

seeds. How many seeds did they count in all?”

Final Thoughts

We are not suggesting that the categories of story problems we describe are the only ones
possible or desirable to use. In fact, children need opportunities to solve a wide variety of story
problems that allow them to develop many mathematical concepts. We also recognize that some
approaches to developing understanding of number do not depend on story problems, but we
chose to highlight them, not only because they were powerful in helping these kindergarteners
learn, but also because multiplication and division story problems, in particular, are often
overlooked during instruction with young children. We encourage teachers to pose problems
with strategically selected numbers even if their students are still struggling with counting.
Children improved their counting skills and place-value understanding by working with larger
numbers during problem solving, illustrating that consistent counting is not a prerequisite to
engaging children in problem solving and other place-value activities.

A final caveat is in order. Although carefully designed story problems with relevant
contexts and intentional number selections can be powerful instructional tools, the benefits do not
reside solely in the design of the problems. Children must be allowed to solve problems in ways
that make sense to them and be provided with opportunities to share their thinking. Teachers
must consistently inquire into children’s thinking and build on what they learn. Because there is
no single best sequence of problems, teachers must pose a problem, listen to their children’s
thinking, consider their options, and then select an appropriate next problem. We encourage
teachers to follow their curiosities about children’s thinking and allow their instruction to
constantly evolve on the basis of what they hear from their students. Children’s mathematical
thinking is often different from adults’ mathematical thinking. At times, seemingly simple ideas
may appear confusing to children and, at other times, young children will impress adults with the

complexity of their own ideas.
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Introduction

The overall goal of the National Science Foundation (NSF) Teacher Professional
Continuum (TPC) program grant, now in its fifth and final year, has been to determine the
effectiveness of a school-based Mathematics Specialist program. The grant’s core has been the
preparation and support of two cohorts of twelve Mathematics Specialists each, deployed in
twenty-four elementary schools in five Virginia partner school divisions. This article reports and
discusses the third round of parallel utilization interviews conducted in these divisions as part of

the grant’s policy research component.

Compared with the group of principals who received the first cohort of Mathematics
Specialists in 2005 and who were interviewed in 2006, the group of principals who received the
second cohort in 2007 and who were interviewed for this study in 2008 were more prepared to
integrate the Specialists into their schools. They were more involved with the Specialists’

activities and responsibilities, and facilitated their primary roles as teacher leaders.

These two groups of principals are identical in their enthusiasm for their Mathematics
Specialists and the grant-sponsored model, namely—the built-in, everyday support for their
schools’ mathematics instruction programs. They also are united in their apprehensions about
losing their Mathematics Specialists with the grant’s conclusion. Said one, “We really need a

Math Specialist in every building.”

Background and Methodology

The NSF-TPC grant’s parallel utilization study focuses on local school and division
implementation of the twenty-four Mathematics Specialists provided through the grant;
particularly, the Specialists’ actual roles in their schools and their acceptance by classroom
teachers and the school community. The five partner divisions, which contribute significant
funding and support for their grant-provided Specialists, are the cities of Portsmouth (four
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Specialists), Richmond (eight Specialists), and Virginia Beach (four Specialists), and also the

counties of Spotsylvania (two Specialists) and Stafford (six Specialists).

The findings from the 2006 interviews of the Cohort I principals are reported in “The
Role and Impact of the Mathematics Specialist From the Principals’ Perspectives” [1]. The
findings from the 2007 interviews of school division policy leaders, including school board
members, division superintendents, and supervisors for instruction, are reported in “School
Division Leaders Keen On In-School Mathematics Experts” [2]. The policy leaders interviews
focused on division-level implementation decisions, which included the reasons behind the
division’s participation and perceptions of the Mathematics Specialists’ impact on instruction and

achievement.

During Summer 2008, both of the grant’s policy associates interviewed six principals.
All principals were cooperative and spoke freely about their experiences with their Mathematics
Specialists. The interviews were loosely structured using the same discussion items as had been
used with the Cohort I principals. Areas addressed included the following: 1) school population
information; 2) principal and faculty preparation; 3) supervision; 4) areas of focus; 5) activities
included in the Mathematics Specialist definition used in the grant [3]; 6) classroom teacher
response; 7) school responsibilities; 8) school and parent satisfaction; and, 9) expectations for the

next school year.

This descriptive list of discussion items was provided to the principals well in advance of
the interviews, and all principals were encouraged to speak about any areas not included in the
discussion outline. Rapport was easily established and conversations flowed freely. The
principals received and reviewed summaries of the interviewers’ notes for the purposes of

corrections and additions.

Analysis of the principals’ responses revealed several central tendencies which illuminate
positive growth since the first NSF Mathematics Specialists were placed in schools at the start of
the 2005-6 school year. The observations and summaries which follow discuss program
maturation in these areas: 1) principal’s familiarity with the Mathematics Specialists program; 2)
knowledge and use of data; 3) specific plans for focus; 4) leaders, not teachers; 5) faculty
acceptance; and, 6) school and community support.
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Observations and Summary—Principals’ Familiarity with Program

Understandably, the Cohort Il principals had a much higher degree of awareness of the
role and benefits of Mathematics Specialists than had their Cohort T counterparts. In the
intervening two years between the two cohorts’ school placements, experiences and discussions
about Mathematics Specialists had increased at both the state and local levels. More information
about the Specialists was appearing in professional journals and in newspapers, and the

Mathematics Specialist was a topic at educational conferences.

The principals interviewed in 2008 reported contacts with division mathematics staff and
their Cohort 1 forerunners. They had been following the local implementation with interest,

L3}

“hearing that good things were happening in the Cohort I schools.” These exposures led to the
principals’ determination to have Specialists in their own buildings, one principal saying, “I knew
I needed one.” Even though the school placements of Specialists had been predetermined by
grant protocol, the principals reported begging the administration for inclusion. One principal
who transferred from another division where she had had a math coach lobbied for one in her new
assignment. Such familiarity publicized the Specialists throughout the divisions and likely

accelerated the acceptance and use of the Mathematics Specialists in their new schools.

In one division, a foursome of principals, two in Cohort I and two in Cohort I, met
during Summer 2007 to discuss the past year’s experiences with Mathematics Specialists and
lessons learned. Before the school year started, the four principals lunched with their four
Specialists to discuss entry strategies and goals for the upcoming school year. They continue to
encourage the Specialists to meet regularly for support and sharing. When a division budget
oversight omitted local money for the Mathematics Specialists, threatening their continuation, the
four principals became an ardent (and successful) team of advocates for restoration of the needed

funds.

Observations and Summary—Knowledge and Use of Data

Comfort levels and capabilities in interpreting and using data to drive instruction rose
considerably during the intervening two years. A principal observed that data use is becoming
easier and more routine for teachers. This upward trend is related not only to the presence in their
schools of Mathematics Specialists trained in data use, but also may be attributed to the intense
focus on data by school division leadership and dedicated support from Virginia Department of
Education (VDOE) staff. Principals were quick to praise accelerating division and VDOE efforts
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in improving the use of data, sharing analyses of school and division data, and providing a range

of professional development opportunities to faculties.

The principals have given major responsibility to their Specialists for disaggregating,
analyzing, and interpreting the school mathematics data from both state and division testing.
Data discussions occur between principals and Specialists, within administrative and data team
meetings, and ultimately, with grade level teams. Notwithstanding, the principals remain the

instructional leaders and communicators of priorities in their buildings.

Data typically is used to target the instructional needs of the teachers as well as the
achievement needs of the students. One principal commented that, “It is important to learn from
last year’s mistakes—how, for example, a specific instructional area needs to be taught
differently.” Specialists share reviews of individual pupil or class deficiencies with classroom
teachers to strategize instructional methods and interventions at the same time. Discussions such

as these were described as “specific, not global.”

Data is used for reward as well as intervention. One Specialist has the responsibility of
maintaining the “85% lists” in the library. These lists recognize both the students who have
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