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Preface

The mathematics education faculty at Sam Houston State University have been meeting
weekly for a number of semesters. We usually hold our meetings at a nearby coffee shop, and
the agenda for a given meeting regularly involves mathematicsitéalu research: our

current work, something weeve read, or discussns onissues related to conducting,

critiquing, or utilizing research.

During one of these meetings in the fall of 2007, we wondered aloud about the mathematics
education research agties of faculty members at institutions similar to Sam Houston State
University. Our institution began as a teaetraming school, and remains committed to
high-quality teaching. In recent years, however, the expectation for research and scholarly
acivity has grown. We mused that we were not in a unique situation as we attempted to
successfully increase our research productivity while maintaining our commitment to
teaching. It was through this conversation that the idea for the MERIT conferenceocame t
life.

Our initial desire was to host an event that was in some ways similar to our coffee shop
meetings. We would invite mathematics education researchers from similar institutions, have
a nice meal, and find out about the good things people are alwiogs the state. We wanted

to tie the event to our annual Conference on the Teaching of Mathemafas Gebruary,

which gave us a window of about three months to plan the event. This time frame helped us
make some quick decisions: we would invite akmumber of quality individuals, and we

would minimize the costs for participants.

In the end, the MERIT conference exceeded our expectations in every way. The participants
were enthusiastic in sharing about their work and interests, and the foodligiasisleDr.

Azita Manouchehri provided a fantastic keynote session that encouraged each of us to push
forward in our research and collectively advance our profession. Several beneficial outcomes
from the conference included spontaneous and planned aaitedsg mentoring, and
encouragement.

Overall, I was excited to plan the conference and encouraged by the sessions and
participants. | eagerly look forward to the next MERIT conference, with the goals of
furthering collaboration and mentoring, and impngvmathematics education research.

Dustin Jones, Conference Organizer
Sam Houston State University
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Conference Overview

The firstMathematics Edcation Research in Tex@IERIT) conference was held on the
campus of Sam Houston State University on January 31 and February 1, 2008. The
conference was hosted jointly by the Department of Mathematics and Statistics and the
Reeves Center for Mathematiducation at Sam Houston State University. Mathematics
education researchers from similar institutions across the state of Texas were invited to
participate in the conference.

Mathematics education research is not the simple intersection of mathensa@ssheand
education research. There are research issues that are unique to our discipline, and the
MERIT conference was designed to provide a setting to discuss these issues and possible
ways to resolve them, while remaining true to the educational msssfaur respective
institutions.

There were three main goals for the conference:
¥ become informed about the mathematics education research conducted by colleagues
at institutions of similar mission across the state of Texas,
¥ discuss issues related to dosting mathematics education research at our specific
institutions, and
¥ create a network of mathematics education researchers within Texas, with the intent
of fostering opportunities for collaboration in the future.

The conference began on the evenihdamuary 31 in historic Austin Hall with a dinner and
keynote speech from Dr. Azita Manouchehri, professor of mathematics education in the
School of Teaching and Learning at The Ohio State University.

On Friday, we had three breakout sessions centeréuedollowing questions:

¥ What is/are your current area(s) of research interest and activity?

¥ What are the issues, policies, or practices that support or hinder your efforts to
conduct mathematics education research at your institution? What are soihle poss
solutions to those factors that hinder your efforts? What are ways that the supportive
factors may translate to other situations?

¥ In what ways do you foresee us Ocontinuing the conversationO after the MERIT
conference in support of mathematics edocatesearch?
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Keynote Presentation

Mathematics Educating vs. Mathematics Education
Azita Manouchehri, The Ohio State University

I must admit that preparing this talk has been one of the most daunting experiences of my
life, simply because | was commissioned to be entergimspirational, and funny. And of
course, | have been called a lot of things in mlikeit not funny, inspirational, or
entertaining.

So in an attempt to figure out how to be funny and entertaining, | consulted a number of my
colleagues, and | askeaduld do or say to energize, motivate, and inspire a group of
researchers. Here are some of their suggestions:

¥ Download something from YouTube!
The problem was that | had no idea what YouTube was. | promise you: before this, | had no
idea what YouTube &s. Another one said:
¥ DonOt worry, it is an after dinner tallkheyOll be so drunk they wonOt even notice
you!
The problem with this suggestion was that | knew about TexansO capacity for liquor.
The third colleague was quite upset that he was not inatétetmeeting, and said:
¥ Why were YOU invited? What is soo0000 special about YOUR work? | bet the
organizer is your friend!!!
The last one posited:
¥ Make fun of yourself, they LOOOVVVVE that!

| will start with a brief personal story that | think will seetcontext for our discussions

tonight, and also the conversations that weOre going to have tomorrow. | was confronted with
the question OHoney, what EXACTLY do you do for a living?!O over a decade ago. My
mother was the person that asked that questienissinresearch physician. | had just started

my first appointment as a faculty member, and | had a joint appointment in the mathematics
department and the college of education. What that meant was that | would be teaching
differential equations in the nung and methods of teaching mathematics in the afternoon.

Energized, enthused, and determined to have an impact on the profession, | had foolishly
involved myself in a number of activities: doing professional development in schools,
running a teachingxperiment at a local high school with a group of kids, teaching of

students in a local elementary school in addition to fulfilling my faculty duties at the
university. My mother was completely puzzled because planning my instruction for the day
took abouthree or four hours, and it was an exotic combination of tasks, from gathering
manipulative materials to writing serious mathematics. So she said, OHoney, what exactly is
it that you do? When people ask me what your siblings do, | can explain; butdrnast c

figure out what it is that you do.O

Although | tried to explain to her whateacher educatodid, | donOt think she understood
it. After an hour of sitting through my explanation, she finally broke down and said, OSo



what is your research?O | rtiened that | studied how people learn mathematics, and ways
we can improve mathematics teaching. Her final comment was, Ol donOt know what the big
deal is about that line of research. Just make sure teachers take more mathematics, and give
more worksheet® the kids, and theyOre going to do well!O

| have no doubt that you detect the naivety in the assessment. Alas, she is not alone in her
sheltered view of the salutations we seek through our research. | cannot begin to tell you
how many times | havieeen confronted with similar comments coming from prestigious
researchers in both science and mathematics communities. Some of these individuals sit on
review panels that examine our research proposals. What | hope to address tonight is some
thoughts orpersistent questions we concern our identity and what we do as a research
community. These questions also explicitly relate to the theme of the conference:

¥ What is the definition of a mathematics educator? (Who are we, really? What is it that
we do, rely?)

¥ What is our research good for? (What have we accomplished as a professional
community?)

¥ Why should doing research be a priority in mathematics education?

IOm particularly concerned about that ORO in MERIT, and | think the last two questions are
realy crucial to us as a community.

What is a mathematics educator?

What do we do? Who are we, as math educators? (See Figure 1.) Itis obvious that we are
teachers. We educate teachers. We develop curriculum. We run professional development.
We are psyablogists. We are philosophers. We are supervisors. We are technologists and
technicians. We are a myriad of different things. But notice that those activities are not
unique to us; mathematicians do the same thing. Some statiticians do the same thitg. In f
mathematics teachers do the same thing. Hence, simply engagement in such activities do not
define us; the mathematics educators. These are, in fact, what | ealtdteé mathematics
educating These basically define what we do. These define oiwitas, but they donOt

define who we are as a community.
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Acts of Mathematics Educating
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Figure 1: Acts of Mathematics Educating

| decided to call this talk OMathematics Educating vs. Mathematics EducationO because |
think there is a fundamental differencevibieen howwe enter each plane of the activity, as
illustrated in the figure, and how a mathematician, statistician, or mathematics teacher does.
Our work is inherently guided by theory and we enter each of these planes with an agenda.
(See Figure 2.) Oumganda is:

¥ to do research,

¥ to extend what is already known,

¥ to implement the theories that have been suggested by our colleagues within our

community,

¥ to build theory, and

¥ to transmit and transform knowledge.
Our stance is fundamentally different fronetstance of a mathematician who may care very
deeply about teaching, who may be writing textbooks, who may be planing and conducting
professional development for teachers. The fact that we are engaged iFbéwsehpractice
makes us mathematics educatas a community.
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Figure 2: Mathematics Educators® work is guided by theory

As such, Owe have a shared vision of the problematic nature of mathematics teaching and
learning, as well as the power of disciplined inquirimprove the educational processO
(Kilpatrick, 1996, 34). The fact that we have our own set of standards and criteria for
conducting and evaluating research, and a Ospecial constituency to which [we are] held
accountableO (Lester & Lambdin, 2003, p. 1633es us very unique. In that sense, we are
a research community. We do more than just the activity of educating people. We are
researchers. In 1994, a number of leading researchers participated in an ICMI Study
Conference addressing the questions OWhesésirch in mathematics education and what
are its results?0 After this conference, mathematics education was declared a domain of
research in search of identity (Sfard, 2005; Sierpinska & Kilpatrick, 1998).

South African mathematics educators actuadfyain from using the phrase Omathematics
education.O They use the phrase Odidactics of mathematicsO in an attempt to distinguish the
activities of mathematics educating and being involved in the mathematics education as a
field of inquiry. Being involvedn thedidactics of mathematiageeans that:



¥ Ourresearchs focused on developing an understanding of how MATHEMATICS
learning and teaching might be advanced.

¥ Ourgoalis to define, devise, design and implement effective MATHEMATICS
teaching that can optize learning.

¥ Weaimto construct and implement valid and reliable ways to detect and assess the
results of learning and teaching of MATHEMATICS.

In everything that we do, there is that edge. That edge is a systemic inquiry into our practice.
That makesus different in the sense that we have our own language, our own way of
communicating, and our own dilemmas. And we have our own humor, in a way.

How many of you are familiar with the light bulb problem? | believe that looking into humor
can give us a ghpse of a profession and the norms of practice for that profession. | am fully
prepared to support my assertion with an example: How many mathematicians does it take to
screw in a light bulb?
¥ None. It's left to the reader as an exercise.
¥ None. A mathematian can't screw in a light bulb, but he can easily prove the work
can be done.
¥ The answer is intuitively obvious.
¥ Just one, once you've managed to present the problem in terms he/she is familiar
with.
This one is my personal favorite:
¥ If k mathematiciangan change a light bulb, and if one more simply watches them do
it, then k+1 mathematicians will have changed the light bulb. Therefore, by
induction, for alln in the positive integersy mathematicians can change a light bulb.
Last but not least, thimany:
(44.9 $X29(1# X)1*5dx
" (30" (14.5
Notice that we understand mathematics and we work with mathematics. We are not
mathematicians in the traditional sense because we g¢wathicemathematics. We
understand the humor. Why? Because we have studied mathemdtare damiliar with its
culture and norms, language and practices.

LetOs consider the question: How many mathematics educators does it take to screw in a light
bulb?
¥ From a social constructivist perspective it will take at least two. One to screw in the
light bulb and at least one peer to provide collaboration and feedback.
Notice that mathematicians may not understand that humor. We do.
¥ 14. One to screw in the light bulb and 13 to discuss whether the appropriate
theoretical framework was used in dosw
¥ 23. One to screw in the light bulb and 22 to analyze the OrigorO of methodology used.
¥ 3. One to screw in the light bulb, one to videotape the proaedne to take field
notes for triangulation purposes.
¥ Cobb and colleagues (1994) have previousbmshthat it takes one mathematics
educator to screw in a light bulb.
¥ Do they have access to technology?



Last but not least,
¥ None. They are way too busy providing professional development for schools!

With that in mind, | propose that the simple fact the all laughed, simultaneously, at each

of the statements indicated that we are a community. We have our humor. We have our own
language through which we communicate with each other. We are a unique professional
community, with a very unique set of stkards and a very unique mission: improving
mathematiceducation (which separates us from other types of educators). | think we need
now to look at who we are, where we are, and how far we have come in our very young
history as a community, and use tlaatsess where we need to go as a research community.

Mathematics education community: A current status

Let me first give you a glimpse of what is happening in other areas. Notlees of AMSit

was reported that from 1992 to 2002, 10,933 people @istptoctoral programs in
mathematical sciences in the U.S. Fiitye percent of that population were citizens or
permanent residents of the U.S. (See Figure 3.) Consider now from 2001 to 2005, a cycle of
five years, 129,598 doctorates were awarded ensei and engineering. ThatOs more than

900 a year in the first case, and an even larger number in the second case.

U.S. Mathematical Sciences Doctorates in the US (P282):10,933
(55% are U.S. citizens or permanent residents) (Medina, 2004)

Scienceand Engineering Doctorates Awarded (2@0D5): 129,598
(61% are U.S. citizens or permanent residents) (NSF, 2006)

Figure 3: Doctorates awarded in the U.S. in related professions

Look at where we are as a community. Bob Reys and colleagues (Reys A)65Rsgow,
Teuscher, & Nevels 2007) recently reported on the production of doctorates in mathematics
education. From 1999 to 2005, a-gear period, we have had only 518 graduates in
mathematics education. What does that mean? It means that, if w# eaeeful and do not
sustain this profession, we are in danger of losing our identity as a research community.

Did you know that close to 75% of active mathematics education researchers will be retiring
within the next 10 years (Reys, Glasgow, Ragasi@&ms, 2001; Reys 2003)? Did you also
know that:

¥ Less than 15% of members of mathematics education community actively pursue
research beyond dissertation work.

¥ Only 25% of dissertation studies completed in the 1990s were published.

¥ Less than 20% of cuent PhD graduates in mathematics education actively seek out
positions that have extensive research expectation.

¥ Entering doctoral students in mathematics education programs do not view becoming
researchers in the discipline as their priority.

Let us nowpause and consider the consequences of these phenomena on our community. |
think it is very easy to deduce that active researchers are retiring, and those that are entering



the profession choose not to engage in first hand research, or they do not ¢basider

priority. And it may be simply because there are far more exciting things for them to do.
There are options available to graduates with PhDs in mathematics education now that may
not have been available twenty years ago. But what that means igthaed/to work on
capacity building, and we need to work on it very seriously. Otherwise, we will lose our
identity and standing within the research community and within the academic community.

I have been working with a couple of my graduate studentserdiewing people to find
out why there appears to be so little enthusiasm for doing research. We categorized the
multitude of reasons people have given under three umbrellas. One is whatlaeatall
influencesthe factors inherent in the structufelee institution in which they are employed.
(See Figure 4.)

Heavy teaching load

Extensive service expectations to the University

Commitment to providing service to schools and teachers

Expectation to be academic politicians: attending school boardnggetvorking
with state departments, etc.

Isolation

Obtaining IRB approval is difficult

Figure 4: Local influences for apparent lack of enthusiasm for conducting research

KK K K

K K

Then there arglobal influenceshat appear to inhibit mathematics educators frenogsly

pursuing research. (See Figure 5.) Our research is not easy. It requires a considerable amount
of time for data collectignwe cannot produce something in a matter of one or two months.
Unlike researchers in other communities, our intellectuad@vats are highly influenced by
politicians and policymakers. In fact, those groups do not always appreciate our research
agendas, our findingandourrecommendations. Even within the academic institutions our
research may not be appreciated.

¥ Our researh involves multiple constituencies

¥ Our intellectual endeavors are not always supported by public, policy makers anpd/or
politicians

¥ Our research is complex, messy and time consuming

¥ Our research demands funds and resources

Figure 5: Global influences fopparent lack of enthusiasm for conducting research

There is another category that | call DeithinO influenced hose are influences that are

very deep inside us. On the one hand, we are so strongly grounded in our beliefs about
mathematics education tiers (learning and teaching) that at times we donOt recognize a
need for systemic search for evidence to support those beliefs. On the other hand, we feel
greater control over the profession by engaging in professional activities that lead to more
immedide and tangible results. It might be more appealing to provide professional service
since it has the potential to influence practice in a real and quick manner rather than doing
research that may not penetrate schools for a very long time.
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It also appearto me that we have been forced (and are being forced) to doubt our own
accomplishments as a research community. It is not a secret that our work, worth and
contributions as a research community is being questioned. It has become flavor of the day to
quesion the direction of our research, merit of our questions, methodologies used and
reliability or our findings. As a result, we have become veryaéltal of what we do and

in doing so, | believe that we have lost sight of how much we have accompiistrdg 40

years.

A brief account of our history as a research community

Mathematics education as a research community really did not come about until about 1967
(Lester & Lambdin 2003). (See Figure 6.) First, a conference was held at the University of
Georgia. The agenda of the conference was to encourage and initiate a research agenda for
mathematics educators nationally. Fftur individuals came together at that meeting. If |

were to go around the room and find out where you went to schoolgueaantee either

your father, grandfather, or gregtiandfather was connected to someone at that conference.
(By Ofather® and Ograndfather,O | mean people from whom you have studied.)

1967: University of Georgia Conference on needed research (54 uals)id
1967: First issue dEducational Studies in Mathematics

1968: SIG/RME of AERA was founded

1969: Journal of Research in Mathematics Educa#odournal of ChildrenOs Mathematidal
Behavior

1969: First ICME conference

1976: Institution of Psycholggof Mathematics Education Research Group
1979: Birth of PMENA

Figure 6: Beginnings of the mathematics education research community

We have 41 years of history as a research community. In 41 years we have raised the number
of publications from three ta total of 49 Englistlanguage journals dedicated to

mathematics education issues. (See a list of journals at
http://www.crme.soton.ac.uk/links/journals.html.) Thidix are research journals, and 13 are
professional journals (e.dMJathematics TeachgrAmong the 36 research journals,

7 focus on technology in mathematics,

8 focus on mathematics and science education,

6 focus on mathematics teacher education,

2 focus on philosophy of mathematics education,

2 focus on history of mathematics education,

2 focus on mathematics education leadership and policy, and

9 publish a mixture of all types of articles

Seventy percent of these journals have international editorial panels. What does this tell us?
It tells us that we are a force to be reckoned with, andres@ow a very large community
internationally. We have committed to collective inquiry into matters that concern
mathematics education.

KK K KK KK

| spent much of last month going through different volumes of journals to see what is getting
published internationly, and | want to extract some information from that data about where
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we are as a community. What became immediately obvious was that people in mathematics
education are involved in collective inquiry. We examined 1400 articles from approximately
200 volumes of 25 journals. Only 10% of those articles were single authored.-fivérty

percent had two authors, and 55% had multiple authors. Approximately 30% of the co
authored articles involved researchers at different institutions, and approximately 60% of
these articles were reports of classremased studies. Again, there is evidence that we have
come far, that we are not conducting our work in isolation, and that we are building theory in
collaboration with members of our own community. That is a sigmadégsionalism.

Additionally, in only 40 years:

¥

¥

¥

We have come to know a significant amount about the possible mathematical learning
processes of students and about how these may take place within different areas of
mathematics and under different circiamees and conditions, as we know a lot

about factors that may hinder, impede or simply prevent successful learning (and we
still have a long way to go).

We have come to know a significant amount about what happens in actual
classrooms, actual mathematieaching at different levels of educatiand in

different places in the world.

We have done groundbreaking work in looking into the interactions of teachersO
beliefs and their practice.

We have developed our own methodological tools for data colhe(ig., teaching
experiments).

We have developed our own framework for conducting and analyzing data from
clinical interviews.

We have defined constructs to characterize understanding and knowledge.

Some of the major clusters of problems we, as a aomtyy have explored include:

1.

StudentsO construction of mathematical ideas (epistemology)

2. TeachersO mathematical knowledge needed for teaching

3. Classroom interactions and collaborative learning

4. Mathematics curriculum and its impact on learning and tagchi
5. Equity in and access to mathematics learning

6.
7
8
9
1

Sociocultural dimensions of school mathematics

. Undergraduate mathematics (advanced mathematical thinking)
. Mathematical and pedagogical issues in teacher education and development

Assessment

0. Technology in teehing and learning mathematics

Jeremy Kilpatrick once said,
Too many mathematics educators have the wrong idea about research. They give most of
their attention to the results. ... In a nontrivial sense, however, the results are the least
important aspaaf a research study. ... The most important aspect of a research study is
the constructs and theories used to interpret the data. A landmark research study is one
that confronts us with data analyzed and organized so as to shake our preconceptions and
force us to consider new conceptions. (Kilpatrick, 1981, p. 27)
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In seeking implications of the statement for our work in the past four decades let us consider
only one of these clusters and see where we are now, what new conceptions we have
developedand what new questions we need to explore in light of these new conceptions. |
know that technology is a huge thing in Texas, and that here in Texas there is a task force
committed to promoting the use of technology in instruction. Hence, let us consider
OTechalogy in Teaching and LearningO cluster and examine some related issues that we
need to study further.

¥ How does the presence of technology enhance or impede learning of ?
Any concept can go in that blank. | know that some of you are looking atigsues. We
know a little bit of what it does on number sense, but we still have a huge territory to explore.

¥ Does (and how does) the multiple representational media provided with technology
enhance (or impede) the use of mathematical language? Comtiwuntica

¥ In what ways the visualization provided by technology assist in concept formation?

¥ In what ways the presence of technology may help students overcome cognitive
obstacles in learning ?

¥ What new cognitive obstacles might arise as the resutieaiige of technology?

¥ In what ways the presence of technology may motivate (or remove a need for)
proving (and producing proofs)?

¥ What is the impact of technology on curriculum (in a coherent manner)?

¥ What implications would these have for teacher prejoara

¥ How might these issues be addressed in professional development programs for
teachers?

¥ How might these issues impact the content and structure of professional development
programs?

¥ How do we assess the impact of professional development model bertEgrning
and student achievement?

¥ In what ways the presence of technology impact classroom teaching and assessment?

¥ What does it mean to use technology effectively in instruction? (Going beyond
episodic activities)

¥ How does the presence of technologypact teacher questioning?

¥ How does the presence of technology influence the nature of teachersO participation in
group discussions?

¥ What new pedagogical/mathematical skills are required of the teacher?

¥ How does the presence of technology influence gdisgourse? Teachstudent
interactions?

¥ What implications would these have for teacher preparation?

¥ How might these issues be addressed in professional development programs for
teachers?

¥ How might these issues impact the content and structure of poofalsdevelopment
programs?

¥ How do we assess impact of professional development on teaching and students
achievement?

¥ How might technology transform how we document and report our research?
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Conclusion
The big question is OWhy should research be a griorius?0O This is about the ORO
in MERIT. I have my own humble thesis on the matter, and | am sure you have yours.
¥ Because our growth as a professional community depends on doing it!
¥ Because we have an obligation to move our field forward!
¥ Because therare far too many complex problems that need to be explored and solved
and no one, ABSOLUTLY NO ONE, is as qualified as us to explore them!
If nothing else, that last statement should be our calling for doing research.

I would like to close this talk byharing with you a quote that has impacted me profoundly
and believe should guide our research efforts:
Researchers in didactics of mathematics run the risk of being like spiders which
produce shining but brittle webs; or like ants, which accumulate plgrdins for
winter. Instead they must be like bees which produce honey. (Arzarello & Bartolini
Bussi, 1998, p. 243)

Hopefully, tomorrow we will talk about how to produce more honey.
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Session * Roundtable discussions: Research interests and activities

The first session of the MERIT conference was designed to help the participants learn about
each otherOs essch interests. Texas is a big state and there are plenty of miles between the
various universities and colleges that were represented. Some participants in attendance
were the sole mathematics educator on their campus. It seemed natural thenfitisat our
session be one where we could listen to what we were all doing and then explore potential
collaborations for the future.

The following table gives a summary of the comments made during the first session.

Conference Research Interets and Activities

participant

Judy Beauford Judycurrently works in the School of Education as Director of
University of the Doctoral Studies. Her interests include integrated mathematics a
Incarnate Word science as well as preparation of elementary teacBleestalked

about the discord between mathematics in science classes and s
in mathematics classes. As a result, she examines middle schog
textbooks to find out what science looks like in a mathematics
textbook and vice versa.

Another one of her pregts is working with €5 year olds in a
Catholic school. She wants to see if it makes any difference if
students learn to count by patterning counting after the Chinese
language. For example, in Chinese, they writebtérfor 11 and te®
2 for 12, et. She is tracking the children and some are now in
second grade. In the future, she plans to expand this project to 1
other preK classes.

John Bernard John has particular interests in the psychology of mattiesna
University of Texas| education. His dissertation was on mathematical problem solving
DbPan American That study gave him insight into the workings of the mind; he wa

able to see interactions between conceptual understanding and
performance and, in a limited manner, the role thatcogtation
played in putting together and using a characterization and opera
monitoring system that guided and directed the problem solving
activities of the subjects who participated in the study.

Over the years, his work continued to address coausgculum,
and program development, program and performance assessme
the professional development of teachers. A current noteworthy
project is the UTPAQEP project aimed at increasing the success
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for developmental mathematics and colleggebia students. [Detail
can be found ahttp://sacs.utpa.edu/sacs/index.himlohn provided
a core proposal for the project along with colleagues Dr. Villalobg
and Dr. Ramirez. As they are compigtthe second semester of th
implementation phase they now have preliminary evaluation
information indicating, briefly stated, that the project is working.

Sue Brown
University of
Houstonb Clear
Lake

SueOdissertation investigated interest ind#nt success,
particularly the failure rate for beginning students in-non
developmental courses.

SueOs current areas of interest are prestdving abilities of
elementary and middle school students and teacher practitioner
research. Her most recenttlasgticle, Meeting Diverse Learning
Needs: Differentiating Instruction in Graduate Early Childhood
Mathematics Classgwas a tweyear study of her teaching two
courses: a mathematics methods course forqeagtee certification
students and an electieeurse taken by experienced teachers wor
on a MasterOs Degree in Early Childhood Education. The data s
gathered data over those two years provided her with information
how to better serve inservice teachers.

Sandi Cooper
Baylor University

SardiOwaried research interests include having preservice
teachers analyze studentsO work to see if they can identify error
patterns. She also looks at what instructional strategies the pres
teachers choose. A second area involves a collaboratijeepwith
Dr. Julie Thomas at Texas Tech University. They are working on
integrating mathematics and science by helping with families whq
have children taking elementary math and science. They specific
publish materials for parents so that the parenterstand standard
based instruction. This leads to her third activity: conducting
professional development in integrated math and science activitig
teachers.

Finally, she is developing strategystruction curriculum (CSI)
by working with educgonal psychologists to learn how students
solve problems. For example, she had 8th grade students talk ol
as they solved algebra problems. She conduct&@PZ0nterviews).
She also interviewed OexpertsO solving the same algebra proble
compaed the expertsO strategies to the childrenOs. She is deve
set of common successful strategies and hopes to publish these
strategies in the near future.
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Beth Cory BethOs current interest is developing visu@izabols to

Sam Houston State| enhance studentsO understanding of calculus concepts. Specifi

University as part of her dissertation research, she designed sketches of the
formal limit concept usinggeometerOs Sketchad studied if and
how this approach enhanced secondaryhamastics preservice
teacherOs understanding of limits. She-fedtedthem this semestet
in a college Calculus | class.

Colleen Eddy ColleenOmitial research interest centered on preservice teac

University of North
Texas

programs and how thgyrepare future teachers. Through interview
and observations, she found the efficacy beliefs of mentor teache
were an influencing factor for preservice teachers. Follow throug
with students in their'8and 4' years did show their beliefs were
evolving.

Colleen is still interested in teacher preparation related to
teaching mathematicsSome questions she is investigating include
How are students impacted by the teachers in the program? Doe
content knowledge of preservice teachers increageggprogress
through the program?

She is part of a group of faculty that received a UTeach grant
make secondary mathematics, science, and computer science m
content specific and is currently gathering data for later comparis
between two options gfreparation.

Finally she is also interested in the interplay between
mathematics knowledge and pedagogical knowledge.

John Huber
Sam Houston State
University

John is particularly interested in affine geometry. When he
taught at Clear Lake High Sabip students needed to take a geome
course to graduate. At the time, there were two OtracksO: Hono
Star , but he was not happy with traditional approach and began
MIRAs and Zalman UsiskinOs material to use with the Star.group
This worklead to dissertation topic where he compared students
learned trigonometry through transformation approach to those w
had a more traditional course.

He continues to be interested in a transformations approach
teaching and is now working througtetbse of technology. In
particular, he is interested in the use of technology and its implicé
for mathematics understanding.
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Bill Jasper
Sam Houston State
University

BillOs research has involved the effects of@eifidence and
work effort inmiddle school students. He measured the studentC
actual work effort based on homework completion rates. To do th
tracked the studentsO homework completion grades. He found 1
confidence, the perceived importance of work effort and actudd w
effort together were good predicsaf student performance; actual
work effort had the strongest impact.

Since 2004, Bill has worked with D8ylvia Taube as the
principal investigator on the Mathematics for English Language
Learners (MELL) Grant. Tik is a multimilliondollar effort to
improve the performance of English language learners (ELLS) in
mathematics across the state. As a part of the project, his team
developed curricular resources for teachers and professional
development modules for Edateonal Service Centers in Texas. Hi
research connected to the MELL initiative deals mostly with
incorporating language supports in mathematics lessons. In add
with Dr. Taube, he plans to work with 30 nirghade students in the
PharrSan JuarAlamo ISD this summer and fall, a major research
project that will evaluate Owhat worksO for ELLs how have not b
successful on the stateOs standardized achievement test.

Dusty Jones
Sam Houston State
University

Dusty is interested in the levels of ciiive demand required by
mathematical tasks as presented in textbooks. For his dissertati
focused on probability tasks in textbooks intended for middle grac
students. In the future, he would like to investigate other strands
mathematics cont¢nas well as textbooks intended for students at
other grade levels, including preservice teachers. He would also
to examine the impact of the textbook on the teacher and on stuo
learning.

Additionally, he is currently working with Dr. Klespis abu.
Swarthout on concept maps of OfunctionO created by prospectiv
middle school mathematics teachers.

Mark Klespis
Sam Houston State
University

MarkOs initial research interest was in trying to find a way to
assesthe relational and instrumentalderstanding promoted in
textbooks. The assessment model was theoretical in nature. It v
applied to the SMSG (School Mathematics Study Group) and Sa
Algebra | texts. The extreme cases were used to show use of
framework. Little, if anything has be@wone in this area and he still
has interest in this area of inquiry.

He is also interested in teacher understandings related to
technology because of professional development activities with T
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2003, he received a faculty study grant to investitjeeeffect of an
NSF Professional Development project (run at Stephen F. Austin
State) on the evolution of teachersO understanding of mathemati

Christopher M. Krib
Zaleta University of
Texasb Arlington

Christopher has a joint appointment in Mattaics and
Curriculum & Instruction. His research interests include looking a
parallels between strategies that-pegvice teacher@STs)develop a
they learn mathematics versus the strategies that students in ele
school develop as they leamathematics. The PSTs developed
strategies were very similar to those developed by the elementar
students.

He is also interested in measuring how refdrased content
courses impact student teaching. He has found that they are suc
in transformng the PSTs view of themselves as learners of
mathematics but have little effect on their teaching of mathematiq

In addition, he has been studying concrete models for divisio
fractions and looking at methods used Bygfade students, PSTs ar
insavice teachers. The learnersh(§raders and adults) used-atép
division strategy when working with whole numbers. However, wi
working with inconvenient numbers (such as 11/17), they usestep
strategy: dividing and then converting units. Thige steps were
reversed in order depending on whether the problem was partitiv
measurement. He found that thh §raders and PSTs used the sar|
types of strategies.

M. Alejandra Sorto
Texas State
Universityb San
Marcos

AlejandraOs researcherests involve teacher preparation and
developing measures for midetehool teacheknowledge for
teaching statistics. What does it mean to learn something for the
of teaching? She works mainly with international researchers an
now extendindner research. Nationally, she has gathered data in
states and is working to improve her tools.

She is also conducting comparison studies in other countries
specifically developing countries. The lessons are video taped a
then a timesegment angsis is used to evaluate the quality of
instruction. She is developing an instrument to study teacher
knowledge demonstrated during teaching. In the process she hal
realized that although one would think that a teacherOs written w
would match what #y know, this is not the case for middle schoo
teachers. For example, two teachers may be teaching similar co
to similar types of students, but get different results. Thus, the ef
of teacher knowledge are apparent.

In South Africa, she is helpg teachers to analyze videos of
teaching using Camtasia. More specifically, she is measuring mi
school teachefxontent knowledge of middle school statistics as V
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as their applied knowledge (i.e., opemded problems involving
teaching). In ordr to compare different countries, she uses the sz
instruments in each country. She mentioned that is not as difficu
measure teachdbsontent knowledge and not hard to see that
effective teaching is based on content knowledge. However, it is
difficult to measure a teacherOs pedagogical content knowledge

Mary Swarthout
Sam Houston State
University

MaryOs dissertation work looked at the impact of the use of
concept maps on studentsO achievement. She is still interested
looking at the usefaraphic organizers such as concept maps on
student learning of mathematics. She hopes to return to this bec
of her recent work with ELL learners and the recognition of the
importance of language to the understanding of mathematical ide
and concet

Her current project is a collaboration with Dr. Jones and Dr.
Klespis. They are looking at the concept of function with prospec
middle grades teachelPausing maps to look for student
understandings and misconceptions and looking at the developf
a rubric that could be used to assess the maps.

Additionally, as a part of this project, she is now looking more
deeply at how concept maps can be used to assess student
understanding. As a part of thehehas started a review of the
literature taidentify ways that concept maps have been assessed

Sylvia Taube
Sam Houston State
University

SylviaOs current research interest is to determine which teac
strategies work for English language learnerfie mathematics
classroom. The purposet@scontribute to the literature on the use
languagesupported instruction in raising mathematics achieveme
these students.

Trena Wilkerson
Baylor University

TrenaOesearch interests include mathematics education, te
education, teachafficacy, teaching and learning of mathematics,
professional development, and assessn@dis interested in
effective teaching of mathematics and its effects on student learn
Currently, she isloing research in early childhood understanding ¢
geomdric and rational number concepts and in effective professid
development with mathematics teachers through Lesson Study.
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Linda Zientek LindaOsesearch interests include the preparation of high qua
Sam Houston State| mathematics tedners and quantitative research methods. In partic
University she is interested in factors that impact student success and how

measure these factors. Her research has concentrated on detect
differences in teachersO perceptions of preparedness by their
certification route, prior classroom experiences, and program
components and disaggregating the data by school povertyltevel
addition, she has been investigatihg mentoring of new teachers
andquantitative reporting methods in published literature.

Azita Manouchehri - Thoughts and reflections at the end of Session |

At the end of Session |, we asked Dr. Manouchehri for her reflections and reactions as she
listened to the participants describe their work. She touched briefly on two ardaisgteac
and time, with a few longer remarks regarding research.

Teaching:
¥ Teaching and service at comprehensive universities is still important. It is clear you
donOt want to sacrifice the teaching and service while conducting research.
¥ Conversely, there i@ needo be active within research organizations but you cannot
lose your focus on the importance of teaching.

Time:
¥ While it is difficult to find a balance at smaller universities, hen @xperience at a
Research | university is that the time demamgassistant professors often exceeds
40 hours per week.
¥ Because of limited numbers in mathematics or science edycaéoreed to be on
guard that our time does not become scattered becatmenoény expectations.

Research

¥ While professional developent and conference presentations are valuable scholarly
contributions, we need to look beyond those components.

¥ Part of our responsibility to the profession is to continue the research tradition.

¥ We need to see ourselves as mentors for the future studénteedo supporour
colleaguesfublications as a help to ourselves while remembering that we have a
future goal of encouraging them to become mathematics educators.

¥ We need to dtheresearch because we want to doritot because we have to do it
Find a way to balance pressure and passion.
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Session 2 Roundtable and wholegroup discussions:
I. What are the issues, policies, or practices that support or hinder your efforts to
conduct mathematics education research at your institution?
II. What are some posble solutions to those factors that hinder your efforts?
[ll.  What are ways that the supportive factors translate to other situations?

One of the reasons the faculty at Sam Houston State University felt the need for the MERIT
Conference was our realizatioratlttomprehensive fowrear universities are seeing their

primary roles of teaching and service being set aside to a greater focus on research. This,
along with the welldocumented shortage of mathematics educabassresulted in some

unique pressured-or the moment, faculty at these universities seem to be left to their own
devices when it comes to becoming a more productive researcher. In this second session, the
conference organizers wanted to get a sense of the nature of these pressures.

l. What are the issues, policies, or practices that support or hinder your efforts
to conduct mathematics education research at your institution?

Through written and verbal feedback, the following areas were the most prominent.

Shortage of Mathematics Education Faglty

This shortage not only makes it difficult to hire additional mathematics educators, but it also
makes it more difficult to sustain a research agenda while meeting the teaching load in your
specialization. Naturally, these problems only become waitketlve number of

preparations you have or when you are the only mathematics educator in your department
(whether mathematics or education)

Time
The lack of time leads to the following litany of hindrances:
¥ Teaching and researdifficulty focusng on eaching and research simultaneously
¥ Curriculum developmenDifficulty keeping up with curriculum
¥ Not enough time for researcBtudent advising and committee work are an important
part of being a university professor, but without release time for sumsdand the
time needed to devote to teaching, there is a smaller amount of time left for research
¥ Time spent in schoolgor faculty in the College of Education, time spent in schools
with students for field experiences is also a drain on time.
Partigpants also brought up the following questions:
¥ How do I limit time spent on other expectations beyond research?
¥ How do | focus primarily on teaching and research at the same time?

Isolation

With the shortage of PhDs in mathematics education, the pralewolation in a

department is very real. The diyrday contact with at least one other mathematics educator
is extremely important. At its best, there are avenues for collaboration. The lack of a
sounding board can make research diffidten if afaculty members has other colleagues,
having a unique area of interest may still require collaboration outside of the institution.
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University/department culture

A mathematics educator oftentimes has to straddle the fence between the two disciplines.
Depending on the makeup of the department or even the culture of the department, a
mathematics educatoraynfind barriers. Some of the following issues were raised:

¥

Mathematics education is often seen as a stepchild of the department (particularly in
mathemats departments). It is not respected as a discipline and department members
are less likely to believe that mathematics education has a specialized body of
knowledge. This oftentimes shows up in the attitude that anybody can teach
elementary mathematicentent or methods course.

Historically the mathematics department hasahvays valued mathematics

education research, perhaps in part because it looks so different than research in
mathematics per se.

Instability at the research level because somedike on cutting edge of doing
research on the hot topic. We need to counter this by recognizing thatmatts
education history solidifies what we do know and this, in turn, must guide research.

Research barriers
Apart from the departmental cultuteg institution itself can impinge upon a faculty
memberOs ability to do research. For example:

¥

IRB approval process can be cumbersome. At one participantOs unitver$RB

rules have gotten very tough to the point that faculty cannot conduct any
researchwith their own students. To conduct any researdf a2 schools waivers

must besigned by all parents or guardians.

Forming collaborations with school districts requires formulating a bond and in some
cases may be nonexistent due to the di€iglicies. Oneconference participant

noted that the school district closestheir university has banned university
researchers from doing research with its schoolchildren.

Formulating bondwith school districts maleinitially difficult for newer facity
membersas they strive to blenownby school districts and teachddsvho are the

very ones whaould become potential research partners.

There is the inability of namathematics educators to properly assess research in
mathematics education.

Colleagees who do not understand the IRB process have difficulty in using their own
students as part of a research study.

Finding theappropriate journal to publish reseaoan be difficult. One participant
mentioned their difficulty in adapting unique findirgghich involved international
comparison studies in collaboration with economists rather than mathematics
education researcheft® a mathematics education jourmdlile still making

individual results shine through.

A lack of an established research gratigninstitutionmay mean limited or no
mentoring opportunitiem how to resolve logistical issues as well as additional hands
and perspectives in doing the work.
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Access to the necessary research tools

The last barrier mentioned at the conferendhimsection concerned the tools of research.

Is it possible to receive training on using certain library resources or reference databases? If
certain assessment instruments are needed, where do we look?

Il. What are some possible solutions to those facwthat hinder your efforts?

The previous section covered some daunting barriers faculty members at comprehensive
universities need to overcome. Having the participants meetddaee to discuss this

issues enabled potential solutions to be put foftie responses did fall along the same lines
as those mentioned in the previous pages, however.

Programmatic, institutional solutions
Faculty members at Sam Houston State University hope to gain approval of-alstend
PhD from the Texas Higher Educati@oordinating Board Ph.D. They hope that the
planned influx of graduate students will help them synthesize research. In addition, they
have the support of their President, Provost, and Dean, who are very much aware of the
program. They also have supipee colleagues within department, which will be important
for future success.
Other solutions included
¥ There are plenty of opportunities to obtain grants from NSF or other government
agencies. Securing outside funding is something every university erg&tsng
such awards can improve the climate and culture within a faculty memberOs
department.
¥ The availability of good library resources was also mentioned by several participants.
¥ In order to overcome the difficulty mathematicians have with undersignelsearch
in mathematics education, one participant suggested that there are ways to present
mathematics education research to mathematicians so that they recognize its general
form, and understand why it should take that form. For instance, in pngsenti
research that distinguishes among several concrete models for division, one might
make the analogy to nested topological invariants, by which objects that are the same
through one lens (a loose invariant) may be distinguished by stricter invariants.

Collaborative solutions
A great benefit of the MERIT Conference was meeting other mathematics education faculty
from around the state. This led to several conversations related to possible collaborations.
¥ Collaborations with graduate students and othedtiacuembers help in dividing
responsibility
¥ Working with colleagues outside of my campus would be a solution to my isolation.
¥ Being able to make conference calls every month with colleagues outside along with
video-conferencing with colleagues at othettitugions. This will take some
organization because of differing time zones. Related to conference calls, the
suggestion was made that those taking part in the conference call have some piece of
work to be accomplished before each call. This providesueagement.
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Personal solutions
Finally, some participants talked about ways they could move forward by themselves if need
be:
¥ Take the initiative and meet teachers. Get out and introduce myself.
¥ Reviewing of articles for professional journ&lforcing myself to study references to
keep current.

Il What are ways that the supportive factors translate to other situations?

After a discussion of barriers to conducting research and some possible solutions, the final
discussion focused on how these solutiansupportive factors could be duplicated into
settings beyond our campuses.

Meetings/Affiliations
The ability to talk with others with like interests is clearly an important way we can support
research efforts. The MERIT conference is one such waycsmtersations can occur
beyond our campus boundaries. Other ideas along these lines were:
¥ We can use electronic connections to talk with others in our areas of interesil E
is a natural example, but interactive television, instant messaging, wnfvyencing
through a computer are also other means.
¥ Additional faceto-face conference such as MERIT, AMTE (both national and a
Texas affiliate), the Texas Sectional meeting of the MAA, and TexasO Conference for
the Advancement of Mathematics Teaching @i avenues we can pursue.
¥ Use the Writing Project as a model to support mathematics educators in their writing.
Someone suggested this retreat could be held in conjunction with CAMT at a nearby
hotel.

Grants, both service and research, were menticaed link to producing publications.

Making Connections

Mathematics Education, as its name suggests, cuts across two areas of content knowledge.
One way to reduce our isolation would be the use of research from across content areas. This
could be dondy sharing at poster sessions, having a newsletter that keeps faculty updated
and in the conscious level of our profession. It might also mean becoming connected to
faculty on our campuses outside of mathematics edudageen if it might be in historgr
criminal justice.

With collaboratives that result from conferences such as MERIT, connections could foster
activities such as:

Reading each otherOs work.

Mentoring and collaborating with faculty on mathematics education research.

Getting commitments fra senior faculty (where possible) to help out.

Organizing broad research interests along three paths: grade level, curriculum,
teaching tools and practice

K K K K
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Session 3 Whole-group discussion: In what ways do you foresee us Ocontinuing the
conversationQafter the MERIT conference in support of mathematics education
research?

This first MERIT Conference rose out of a perceived need for faculty members at
comprehensive fouyear institutions to sustain their research in light of (or in spite of!) their
job constraints. As we assembled the participants for our closing session, we wanted to find
out if the conference was beneficial and to talk about ways of we could move forward from
this.

The overwhelming sentiment was, OYes, we want another MERIT cargféeiThe
discussion that ensued dealt with some of the following logistical issues:

How can MERIT help us?
MERIT can foster collaboration on joint research initiatives followed by-tatace
meetings once or twice a year, perhaps once at CAMT ancab8¢¢SU.

It would help if we could configure a matrix to cover intersecting research ideas leading to
sharing of research through the lens of current tools, framework, methodology, content.

MERIT would be a good place to create agenda of mathematicatesuguestions that are

of interest to the members of the group. Can we agree on a main focus? What questions do
we want answered? How can we develop strategies to help produce more research out of
institutions like ours?

Who is it we invite?

Keepthe conference small for at least one more year to fully establish the community of
researchers. There was a concern about growing beyond our need and allowing helpful
collaboration between institutions and researchers.

A comment worth considering was deaby Azita Manoucherhi: with tHess of
mathematics educators and few with interest in research positions, should we include current
doctoral students as a part of this discussion?

Do we keep the same format? What should we change?
The lowkey natureof the conference and discussion sessions was excellent and needs to be
continued.

We could have clusters of smaller groups within the larger group that focus on common
research interests. There could also be presentations among the group members about
current research project.

The idea of a writing retreat was brought up again, except to host it at Sam Houston State
rather than at CAMT. There was support for this option.
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The group needs to take fuller advantage of the Internet. For example, adorum f
continuing conversation on topics of interest to group could be accessible from the MERIT
page of the website. More to the point, do we want this forum or connection to be between
schools of our similar size and mission.

Suggestedocus questions for he year:
¥ How do you, in your existing job situation, carve out time for research? Keep track
of thoughts and ideas?
¥ What are the mathematics education questions you would like to see answered
through mathematics education research?
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Epilogue

I hold eachman([sic] a debtor to his profession; from the which as men of course do seek
and receive countenance and profit, so ought they of duty to endeavour themselves by way
of amends to be a help and ornament thereunto.

Sir Francis Bacon
Maxims of the Law. Raface.

Leaving aside BaconOs antiquated notion that only men are fit for professions, | think every
participant attending the MERIT conference clearly wanted to Obe a help and ornament
thereuntoO the profession of mathematics education, particularbearal. As | read

through the text of the keynote address and the notes from the various sections, | was struck
by how each of us must struggle to satisfy this part of our Odebt.O

While it is clear that our respective institutions value the researcbtaspmir scholarly
work, some of them have missions that require us to devote a great deal of our energies to
other areas. This leads to frustration and anxiety.

The MERIT conference gave the participants a chance to talk about these frustrations and
arxieties. The Friday discussion sessions were beneficial in that we were able to verbalize
our concerns, which enabled us to see what steps we could take to move forward.

But the conference went far beyond making us feel as if we are not alone. t glgk i

served as a first step towards the beginning of a dynamic network of mathematics education
researchers. We now have some idea of who we all are and what we are working on. Itis
my hope that future meetings will enable us to develop collegiathsynized research

projects that not only allow us to be scholars but allow us to improve mathematics education
research in Texas.

Mark Klespis, Editor
Sam Houston State University
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Conference Evaluations

The evaluations of the conference were overmi@lly positive. Participants particularly
enjoyed the keynote speech from Dr. Manouchehri. The conference also provided
encouragement for many participants to continue their research efforts, with a newfound set
of colleagues to comment and critique wdBkeveral participants were interested in

continuing to work together in scholarly activities such as writing, reading particular books,
or designing a common research agenda. Most importantly, participants desired to have
meetings of this type regularly.

Compilation of evaluation comments
(SD=Strongly Disagree, D=Disagree, N=No Opinion, A=Agree, SA=Strongly Agree)

Survey item Rating(s)
1. The arrangements for this meeting were well handled. SA (11)
2. The meeting was well planned and organized. SA (11)
3. The meeting schedule and agenda were satisfactory. SA (11)

¥ Appreciated the conciseness of the agenda

4. There were sufficient breaks and opportunities for individual A (1). SA (10)
interactions provided.
¥ Yes! It was proportional to the number of people attending

5. The keynote sessiomade a valuable contribution to the meeting. | A (1). SA (10)
¥ Excellent starting point
¥ +
¥ Interesting!

6. The large group sessions made a valuable contribution to the | A (1). SA (10)
meeting.
¥ Great way to solidify thinking

7. The Breakout sessions made a valuable contribution to the meg A (1). SA (10)
¥ Maybe 30 min for last breakout instead of 1 hr

8. There were sufficient opportunities for questions and discussion| A (1). SA (10)

9. As a result of this neting | have a better understanding of current| A (5). SA (5)
mathematics education research being conducted in Texas.

10. As aresult of this meeting | have new ideas for ways that woul| D (1), N (1),
increase support for mathematics education research at my iostitut| A (3). SA (5)

11. Overall, the meeting was a worthwhile use of my time. SA (11)
¥ Yes! | had to miss a faculty meeting!
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Questions 12 and 13 were free response items.

12. What do you consider important next steps for the grogpmfierence participants (or
other organizations) related to tingprovement ofathematics education research in Texas
(communication, opportunities for collaboration, etc.)?

¥
¥

| think these were weltovered in the closing session.
MERIT might become egesearch collaborativén which we would explore, as a team,
important issues in math ed for TX. We might better influence policy if we can
provide evidence as a grobpmaybe TEA or SBEC would look to MERIT for info.
2 comments from a participant:
o Consider was to facilitate communication through technology.
o Consider OwritingO or OresearchO subgroups.
Keep the conversations and not to lose focus
2 comments from a participant:
o Continued contact/conversation
o Focus guestions to guide our next steps
Texas websitéor mathematics education
3 comments from a participant:
o Working groups & meeting time spent on research projects (both
collaborations and providing feedback on colleaguesO work in progress
0 Website as discussed
o Establish 1 or 2 regular meetings per yea 8amework for holding them
(e.g., attach to a conf., and host the other on a rotating basis)
| like the setting of a research agefisets of questions answerable via math ed
research. This for future math ed grads but also for current members afferssion
Pparallels HilbertOs question set E
4 comments from a participant
o develop a strand at CAMT that is researelated or have a research-pre
session
0 meeting retreats
o have a workshop on task related to research
0 create a website where we can collaterand celebrate our accomplishments
and provide mentoring & feedback on our work
2 comments from a participant
o Sharing research work
o Finding & collaborating with OexpertiseO in the field.
Webinar. Decide on an article or book chapter to read. We il discuss the
article/book chapter in a webinar environment.

13. What action(s) will you take as a result of this conference?

¥
¥

Maintain contact with one or two participants for possible collaboration.
We are working to establish a TX affiliate of AMHEAd it seems that we could foster
a working relationship with the efforts of MERIT.



K K K
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3 comments from a participant
o | want to see about organizing our Math Ed faculty around some research
focus, like the OFridayO meeting SHSU does.
o Look more closely at soenof the websites shared.
o Commit to participating with this group in professional events that are
planned (for e®if we do webinars or a-day conference, etc.)
Contact participants of the conference that have natural connections with my own
research fofuture collaboration.
Focus on blocking outme for my own research wokkand sticking to it!
Collaboration w/ M. E. on research w/ similar interests
2 comments from a participant:
o Go home and sleep for a very long time
o Participate in followup activities
Focus on ways to add time on task for math ed profs. during regular school year
3 comments from a participant:

o Pursue further some of the connections | have made in hopes of collaborating

on research projects in the future
o Continue to stay connected withe math ed researchers throughout the state
o Get busy doing research!
Start writing manuscripts to share during next conference



