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Introduction
The main goal of the Converging Mathematics Project intervention program is to increase mathematics competency of at-risk and special education students and their teachers.  For its first year of implementation, the project targeted a small cohort of teachers in grades five through nine.  For its second year, the project expanded to include a larger audience of teachers.
 The project provides recommendations for materials and methods for extended math time interventions for at-risk students that are carefully aligned to the existing mathematics program.  The Converging Mathematics Partnership is expected to accomplish the following:
1. strengthen the knowledge of teachers of at-risk students, and in particular special education teachers, by providing curricular content training and the use of the identified instructional approaches
2. provide teachers with tools they will not only use, but also understand 
3. enable teachers to become more adept in the diagnosis of student thinking through a continuous loop of formative assessment, student feedback, and refined instruction
4. increase teacher content knowledge and instructional effectiveness
5. facilitate the provision of better quality programs that meet the needs of the students who have fallen through the cracks
6. improve student achievement 
7. establish a strong community of learners with a belief that all students can succeed in learning challenging mathematics.

Classroom observations of 13 randomly selected participants were conducted in the fall 2006 and spring 2007 to address these goals as they related to classroom instruction.   The results of these observations were released in the fall of 2007.  In October 2007 follow-up phone interviews were completed with all 13 teachers to gain deeper understanding of the teachers’ experiences with the project.
Purpose 
As previously mentioned, the purpose of the phone interviews was to develop a better understanding of the teachers’ experiences with the Converging Curriculum Project.  Specifically, project staff and the evaluation team identified nine domains of interest: class time, materials, expectations of students, motivation, obstacles, methods facilitation, typical lesson structure, connection between project learning and classroom implementation, and future uses of project learning.
Method
In October of 2007, phone interviews were conducted with all of the thirteen teachers who composed the random sample of teachers from the original Converging Curriculum Cohort who were observed in October of 2006 and again in May of 2007.  The length of the phone interviews ranged from 15-30 minutes.  The structured interviews were completed by one interviewer who wrote down the teachers’ responses at the time of the interview and, with the teachers’ permission, tape recorded the interviews as well.  The tape recordings were used whenever clarification of the written response was needed.
 The domains and some questions for the interview protocol were determined by a team composed of members from the Converging Curriculum project and the project evaluation team from the University of Delaware Education Research and Development Center (R & D Center).    Additional items were added by members of the R & D Center project evaluation team and were approved by the Converging Curriculum Project.  
Once the interviews were completed, the responses to each question were coded using an open coding system.  For each question, two to three responses were used to identify an initial set of conceptual categories.  The categories were refined and expanded as the remaining responses to the question were coded.  Once all of the responses to a question had been coded, a final set of conceptual categories was identified.  All of the responses to a question were then coded a second time using the finalized system of categories from the first round of coding. 
 For the coding, each response was divided into the smallest unit of meaningful text.  Therefore, many teachers’ responses were categorized into multiple coding categories.  This means that the percents given throughout the report indicate the percent of teachers who had at least part of a response that supported a given category.  Practically speaking, this means that in many cases the percents will not sum to 100. The results of the analysis are detailed below.
Results
Class Time
The majority of teachers (54%) saw their students every day for 45 to 50 minutes.  The remaining 46% of teachers were distributed equally over the following instructional arrangements:  working with students every day for 90 minutes, every day for 35 minutes, or two to three times per week for 60 minutes.
Materials
The first two questions in the materials domain asked teachers, “What materials did you use?” and “Who provided the materials you used?”  Approximately 38% of teachers indicated that they used more than one resource for their mathematics instruction.  Slightly less than half of the teachers (46%) indicated they used Math In Context (MIC) Curriculum provided by their district while about 31% responded they used MIC Curriculum provided by the Converging Curriculum Project.  One teacher received her MIC Curriculum in exchange for work completed for the University of Delaware.  A little less than one-third of the teachers (31%) utilized Connected Math Project (CMP) Curriculum provided by their school or district.  One teacher used the Accelerated Mathematics Curriculum provided by the school.  In addition to these main curricula, two teachers noted that they also used resources from the National Council of Teachers of Mathematics (NCTM) and one teacher responded that (s)he also used the Carnegie Bridges to Algebra provided by the district.   
The third question in the materials section asked teachers “What materials would you have liked to use?”  It is important to note that because at least three teachers indicated more than one material they would have liked to use, the percents will not sum to 100%.  Approximately 38% of teachers indicated they would have liked to have been able to use some type of technology such as: a SMART board, LCD projector, wireless laptop classroom, or student white boards that download to SMART boards.  Almost one-third of the teachers (31%) also responded that they would have liked to make logistical changes to their teaching situation such as having a bigger classroom, being able to move furniture or seeing students for greater periods of time.  The same percent of teachers (31%) responded that they would have liked additional materials like manipulatives, supplemental materials or additional MIC books.  Finally, slightly less than one-third of the teachers (31%) responded that they felt they had everything they would have wanted.  
Expectations
The first question in the expectations domain asked teachers to describe their students.  The overwhelming majority of teachers (69%) indicated that most of their students had received a one or two on the DSTP.   Their classes ranged in size from five to thirty students.   Classroom configurations also ranged greatly from homogenously low classes, to classes of mixed ability.
The last two questions in the Expectations section asked teachers “How did you expect your students to respond to the methods you learned through the Converging Curriculum Project” and “Did they respond in the way you anticipated?  If not, how did they respond?”  Teachers’ anticipations could be divided into two categories.  The majority of teachers (54%) expected students to grasp the strategies quickly and like using them while 38% percent of the teachers anticipated their students would struggle or be resistant.  Additionally, at least one teacher was not sure how students would respond.
The majority of teachers (54%) felt that students responded well or caught on quickly, with 15% noting that students responded even better than they anticipated.  Two teachers (15%) indicated that they found the students responded better when they supplemented the new strategies with more traditional methods until the students became comfortable with the new methods.  It should be noted that at least two of the teachers who commented that their students responded well also noted that some of their students struggled.
While only 38% of teachers anticipated that their students would struggle or be resistant, approximately 46% actually found this to be the case.  Interestingly, 23% of teachers noted that students who already knew how to do the math or knew the traditional algorithms, were more likely to be resistant than the lower students.  Some of the teachers hypothesized that the students who are already knew the math felt the new strategies simply gave them more work.  Furthermore, two teachers (15%) commented that their students struggled because they did not have the prerequisite skills for the strategies.   At least one teacher (8%) commented that they thought their students’ struggles were due in part to their difficulty merging the CMP and MIC curriculums.  One teacher also indicated that their students’ struggles could be a result of their own confusion regarding some of the strategies.  Finally, two teachers anticipated that their students would struggle with or be resistant to specific strategies (such as airplane language or the airplane direction problem) and found that their anticipations were fulfilled.

Motivation
Teachers were asked two questions regarding their motivation for joining the project, “Why did you become a part of the Converging Curriculum Project?” and “Did someone encourage you to become a part of the project?”  Regarding the first question, the overwhelming majority of teachers (69%) indicated that one of their reasons for joining the project was to enhance their ability to meet their students’ needs.   Over one-third of the teachers (38%) noted that part of their motivation for joining the project was because they were new to the methods, curriculum or district and hoped the project would help them learn the new strategies for teaching math.  Almost one-third of the teachers (31%) commented that someone encouraging them to join the project contributed to their motivation.  Three teachers (23%) indicated that their current position as a math or special education teacher was a part of their motivation for becoming a part of the project.  Finally, one teacher noted that they were motivated by the provision of the MIC materials.
Respecting the second question, slightly more than half of the teachers (54%) responded that their math specialist, director or supervisor encouraged them to join the project.  More than one-third of the teachers (38%) noted they had been encouraged by an encounter with a member of the project staff or an e-mail from the project.  Finally, one teacher (8%) was encouraged to join the project by a fellow teacher. 
Obstacles
Concerning the domain of obstacles, teachers were asked to, “Describe the biggest obstacles you encountered while implementing the methods you learned in the Converging Curriculum Project.”  The majority of teacher (54%) responses could be categorized as relating to time issues including: not seeing students for long enough periods, feeling rushed by the curriculum and seeing students at the end of the day when they were more fatigued.  Slightly less than one-third of teachers (31%) noted that a mismatch between their school’s curriculum and the strategies from the project was their largest obstacles.  These mismatches appeared to occur in two ways: teachers taught students at grade levels higher than those covered by the project trainings or the teachers utilized CMP as their main curriculum and struggled to map the MIC strategies in the order they were presented to the order of their CMP curriculum.  A similar percent of teachers (31%) found logistic constraints such as the lack of a classroom, transient student population or missing time with students due to trainings as their biggest obstacle.  A slightly smaller percent of teachers (23%) noted their biggest obstacle was getting their students focused and managing behavior.  Finally, a small percent of teachers (15%) responded that they found learning something new and different to be their biggest obstacle.
Methods Facilitation
With respect to facilitation, teachers were asked, “Describe the things that most helped you implement these methods.”   Thirty-eight percent of teachers responded that the modeling during the training sessions was the biggest help for them.  A slightly smaller percent of teachers (29%) commented that they felt their biggest aid was having people with whom they could discuss the strategies or who supported their implementation in the mathematics classroom.  One teacher specifically noted that (s)he found it most helpful when the regular education teachers learned the strategies and encouraged students to transfer the strategies from the special education to regular education classroom. Finally, 21% indicated that materials such as: resources provided by the training, access to other MIC materials in addition to Number Tools and logistic support such as having a specific time to implement the strategies most helped them.  
Typical Lesson Structure
With respect to a typical math class or lessons teachers were asked to, “Describe a typical math class or lesson.”  The majority of teachers (69%) indicated they began their math class with some type of warm-up.  The majority of teachers (62%) also completed some type of review of the lesson from the previous day.  Teachers differed however, in how they described what occurred following their lesson.  Slightly less than one-third of teachers (31%) noted that their students engaged in “exploration” or “investigation” following their lesson while an identical percent (31%) noted their students completed “group” or “pair” work.  A smaller percent (15%) responded that their students “practiced” following the lesson.  Consistent with the observation results, less than half of the teachers (46%) noted that they provided a summary or opportunity of sharing at the end of their lesson.  At least two teachers (15%) commented that they felt as though they did not have enough time to get through their lessons.
Connection
Regarding connection teachers were asked, “How would you describe the connection between what you learned in the project and what occurred in your classroom?” using a four point scale of completely disconnected, somewhat disconnected, somewhat connected and completely connected.  Teachers were then asked to explain the reason for their selection.  A slight majority (54%) felt that what they learned in the project was “somewhat connected” to what occurred in their classroom, while the remaining teachers (46%) believed what they learned in the project was “completely connected” to what happened in their classrooms.  It is noteworthy that none of the teachers interviewed selected somewhat disconnected or completely disconnected.
Echoing the comments of teachers when they discussed the biggest obstacles they faced, all of the teachers who selected “somewhat connected” noted that a mismatch  either between their curriculum and the project strategies, or the grade level of their students and the target grade level of the project trainings was the reason for their nomination of somewhat connected.  When teachers discussed a mismatch between their curriculum and the project in response to this question, they noted two areas of mismatch.  One was in timing.  Some felt that the strategies they were taught at the trainings and asked to apply in their classrooms were not in sync with their school curriculum, sometimes resulting in few opportunities for them to weave the strategies into their lessons.  Second, some teachers felt that the pace at which they were asked to introduce the methods in their classrooms was rushed.
Teachers cited two main reasons why they felt some level of connection between what they learned in the project and what occurred in their classroom.  Thirty-one percent of the teachers indicated the universality of the power tools connected the trainings to their classroom and an equal percent noted they were able to take the lessons and modeling they encountered in the training and use them directly in their classrooms.  
Future Uses of Project Learning
Slightly less than one-third of the teachers (31%) indicated that they would use parts of the lessons from last year in their current instruction.  Nearly a quarter of teachers (23%) noted they would do one of the following: learn from their mistakes last year and adapt their lessons for improved use this year, focus on making better connections between the methods and their curriculum and gaining buy-in from students, or expand their focus to include more students.  At least two teachers indicated they would do at least one of the following: work to adjust their pacing, take the lessons with them to a new position, or expand their understanding to higher grade levels through participation in the P-cubed project.
Final Remarks
The interviews provide important insight into teachers’ perceptions and experiences with the Converging Curriculum Project.  The teachers interviewed were eager to employ technology in their classrooms.  While many of the classrooms observed did utilize state of the art technology such as SMART boards and LCD projectors, over one-third of teachers would still like to have such tools in their classroom.  While teachers evidenced mixed expectations for students’ reception of the methods taught by the Converging Curriculum project, more teachers than anticipated, found student struggled or resisted the methods initially.  Introducing new strategies slowly or mixing them with more traditional methods initially, for some teachers, eased student resistance.  Much of the teacher participation in the project seemed to be motivated by their own desire to meet student needs and the encouragement of math supervisors or project staff.  The biggest obstacles teachers faced were related to time and a mismatch between the methods they learned in their project and their own curriculum. This was a theme that also emerged in when teachers discussed the degree of connection they felt between what they learned in the trainings and what occurred in their classrooms.  Teachers noted the order of methods presented by the project was not always in sync with their curriculum, resulting in few opportunities for students to apply their new strategies.   Also, some teachers found a gap between the grade level of their students and the target audience of the modeling sessions at the trainings. Despite these obstacles however, all of the teachers rated the connection between the methods learned and what happened in their classroom as “somewhat” or “completely connected”.  The biggest aids to teachers implementing strategies were the modeling of the methods and having people with whom they could discuss the strategies and who supported their implementations of the methods.   All of the teachers were able to discuss ways that they intended to continue using the methods learned in the training last year.
There are at least three areas that may warrant further investigation in subsequent project years.  First, while the results of the teachers’ description of a typical math class or lesson did yield some important findings, including the idea that many teachers may not plan a time of lesson summary at the end of a typical lesson, further probing into how a teacher’s plan for a lesson matches their implementation could be warranted.  Furthermore, additional probing into teacher lesson planning and implementation may provide insight into how program training could maximize its impact on instruction.  Finally, a few teachers commented that they noticed more CMP-type items on the student pretest for this year.    This could indicate a lessening of the mismatch between the project’s methods and the CMP curriculum.  However, subsequent research would be needed to investigate such a trend.
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