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Introduction 

 

The Center for the Mathematics Education of Latinos/as (CEMELA) was funded as a Center for 

Teaching and Learning by the National Science Foundation (NSF) in 2004 for five years. 

CEMELA has two major goals related to advancing the field of mathematics education by: 

 

A) Developing an integrated model that connects mathematics teaching and learning to the 

cultural, social and linguistic contexts of Latino/a students and 

B) Increasing the number of mathematics educators and teachers with the integrated 

knowledge to ultimately improve the mathematics education of Latino/as, particularly 

those of low-income backgrounds. 

 

The project involves a collaboration of four universities--The University of Arizona(UA), The 

University of Illinois at Chicago(UIC), The University of New Mexico (UNM), and the 

University of California at Santa Cruz (UCSC) with local school districts (Sunnyside and Tucson 

Unified in Arizona; Chicago Public Schools in Illinois; Albuquerque and Bernalillo Public 

Schools and Socorro Consolidated Schools in New Mexico; and North Monterey County and 

Pajaro school districts in California).  The project recruits graduate students and post-doctoral 

researchers for positions as CEMELA Fellows where they are provided a multitude of 

opportunities to learn and grow as mathematics education scholars with particular emphasis on 

the critical socio-cultural and linguistic contexts and influences relevant for the education of 

Latinos/as. 

 

In the third year of the five year grant (2006-2007), LeCroy & Milligan Associates, Inc., based in 

Tucson, Arizona, in partnership with Mekinak Consulting from Seattle, Washington, was 

contracted to assume evaluation responsibilities for the project.  In addition to the lead evaluators 

at LeCroy & Milligan Associates and Mekinak Consulting, graduate students at UNM and UCSC 

and staff at UIC served as liaisons to the evaluation.  They assisted in organizing site visits, 

collecting data, and maintaining communication with faculty and Fellows at the individual 

campuses.   

 

This report focuses on the fifth year of the grant.  However, as this is the final year of the initial 

five year grant, the report also incorporates the key evaluation findings included in the 2007 and 

2008 evaluations. 
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Evaluation Process—Year Five 

In the fall of 2008, an evaluation plan for the final evaluation was negotiated with CEMELA.  As 

this was the final year for the external evaluation, the evaluation team believed that it was 

important to assess how well the following two objectives were addressed by the program.   

1. Develop leaders in mathematics education by recruiting and supporting doctoral students 

and post-doctoral Fellows to participate in research and teacher education activities 

related to learning and teaching mathematics in working class Latino settings.  

2. Conduct research by supporting faculty, doctoral students, post-doctoral researchers in 

collaborative research projects addressing learning and teaching mathematics for Latino 

students. CEMELA will address research in four areas: student learning; community and 

parents; teaching and teacher education; and policy.  

 

Evaluation questions focused on: 1) the progress of Fellows in realizing the educational and 

research goals of the Center for Learning and Teaching (CLT), 2) the degree to which CEMELA 

is creating a collaborative research environment across four institutions and engaging both 

faculty and Fellows in the collaborative, and 3) plans for sustaining essential elements of the 

Center after the CLT funding ends.  These areas are addressed in the major evaluation questions 

guiding this year’s evaluation: 

1. How do Doctoral Fellows describe their experience in CEMELA in terms of: 

• Experiencing a multi-disciplinary program that connects mathematics teaching and 

learning to cultural, social, and linguistic contexts of Latino students? 

• Receiving support from the local campus-based progam and the four university 

collaborative?  

• Doing collaborative research? 

2. How do Post-Doctoral Fellows describe their experience in CEMELA in terms of: 

• Development of their research and instruction skills? 

• Integration of CEMELA goals to integrate cultural, social, and linguistic contexts into 

research on teaching and learning of mathematics into their work after leaving 

CEMELA? 

• Furthering their career opportunities? 

3. How has CEMELA influenced cross-disciplinary collaborative research within and 

across the Center’s campuses? 

• To what degree are CEMELA faculty members working with colleagues and Fellows 

within and across the four institutions? 

• What impact has CEMELA had on the research interests of faculty? 
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• In what ways has CEMELA influenced changes in departmental or university 

relationships? 

4. How has CEMELA progressed in doing research in the four areas of interest: student 

learning, community and parents, teaching and teacher education, and policy? 

• How is collaborative research being conducted in each of the focus areas (maps of 

research collaboration)? 

• In what focus areas is CEMELA research resulting in presentations and publications? 

• What factors influenced progress in the different research focus areas? 

5. From the perspective of the Principal Investigators (PI) and Co-PIs, what are the essential     

elements of CEMELA within and across institutions; and in what ways can these be 

sustained after year five? 

 

The third major objective regarding strengthening pre-service and in-service teachers’ ability to 

promote Latinos’ achievement in mathematics by increasing their knowledge of mathematics and  

linguistically and culturally responsive learning environments was not directly adressed in this 

year’s evaluation.  In past years, the evaluation attempted to collect information regarding in-

service teachers’ assessment of the benefits of engagement with CEMELA.  However, because 

of  the variation in ways in which the campus programs engage teachers--ranging from lessons 

studies in selected schools over the course of weeks to workshops in the summer, it was not 

possible to design multiple surveys to address the context of each program.  The resources for 

evaluation did not permit time to conduct qualitative interviews with teachers.  In 2008, a general 

on-line survey was sent to teachers engaged in various projects. The results of that survey were 

reported in the fourth year report.  Overall, those responding indicate CEMELA has been 

beneficial to their practice.   

 

The main data collection activities for year five included the following: 

• Cross-site focus groups of CEMELA graduate Fellows (two held at the January, 2009 

Research Symposium and three via teleconference in April, 2009) 

• Telephone interviews in current and former post-doctoral Fellows (conducted by 

evaluation liaisons) 

• Evaluator visits to all campuses, except UCSC, in spring 2009.  Visits included 

interviews with PIs and observations of research meetings, research field work, or focus 

groups with research groups 

• Participant observation at the Research Symposium 

• Development of a special on-line survey of collaboration among selected research teams.  
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In addition to the activities listed above, the evaluation team held regular conference calls to 

discuss progress and needs and to create interview protocols and surveys.  Evaluation liaisons 

attended campus meetings and seminars and maintained communication lines with individual 

campus staff, faculty and Fellows.  Interview notes and transcriptions were analyzed using 

NVivo qualitative software to summarize interview data and to find areas of agreement, themes, 

and concerns.  Survey data was analyzed using basic descriptive statistical programs in Excel 

and SPSS. 

Organization of the Report 

Since this is the final evaluation report, the first section describes the program model.  It includes 

a diagram of the model linking objectives with activities and outcomes to address the overall 

goals of CEMELA.  It also describes the model of doctoral education that emerged over the past 

five years.  This model is based on the descriptions of CEMELA gathered through interviews 

and focus groups over the past three years.  The models are followed by narrative description of 

the CEMELA program at each campus (much of this information is based on descriptions 

provided by the evaluation liaisons in 2008) and the centerwide activities. 

The second section updates demographic information gathered at each campus by the evaluation 

liaisons.  The third and fourth sections summarize the qualitative data from focus groups and 

interviews conducted with the graduate and Post-doctoral Fellows.  In 2008, the evaluation team 

conducted a survey across the four campuses to better understand the number of research 

projects, degree of collaboration and areas of focus.  This information is described in the fifth 

section of the report.  Over the years, the evaluation has explored the concept of collaboration as 

it has been described and practiced in CEMELA.  Meanings given to collaboration are explained 

in the sixth section.  The final sections summarize the PI interviews conducted in the fifth year 

and describe final reflections and recommendations based on three years of evaluation. 

 

This report is an evaluation of CEMELA as a whole and is not an attempt to neither evaluate 

specific campuses nor compare one campus to another.  It reports on data and stories gathered 

across campuses and weaves them into the mosaic that is CEMELA.  Only in a few instances are 

campuses identified.  To the greatest degree possible, confidentiality is maintained.  However, 

given the variation among programs, for those in CEMELA, it may be possible to make 

connections of programs and possibly individuals to their stories.  
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 CEMELA Model for Doctoral Education and Research 
 

In 2007, the evaluators designed a CEMELA program model that illustrated how the objectives 

were realized in a combination of campus based programs and center-wide activities across the 

four schools.  These activities lead to outcomes that accomplish CEMELA goals.  Figure 1 

illustrates the model. 
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As described in the model, CEMELA is a partnership among four campuses at which there is a 

multi-disciplinary instructional program for doctoral graduate students that engages them in 

collective field based research opportunities.  The model engages the Fellows in center-wide 

activities that expand the campus community into a CEMELA wide network of Fellows and 

faculty.  Center-wide activities expand the multi-disciplinary instructional opportunities through 

the CEMELA School and facilitate research collaboration through the annual Research 

Symposium.   

 

CEMELA provides resources at the campus level to support research.  CEMELA Fellows had 

access to computers, audio and video equipment, and undergraduate assistants to record sessions 

and transcribe data.  Undergraduates also assisted in field based research activities such as 

serving as instructors in after-school programs.  Technological resources facilitated cross-site 

communications through video/audio communication such as i-chat and Skype. 

Doctoral Education Model 

One of the most significant accomplishments of the CEMELA program over the years is the 

strength and consistency of its model for doctoral education.  CEMELA created a presence at 

each of the four campuses and, despite some variations influenced mostly by departmental size, 

each CEMELA Fellow experienced a similar program.  The major characteristics of the model at 

each campus included:  

 

• Creating a common understanding of socio-cultural theories that influence classroom 

learning and establishing CEMELA community of Fellows from different disciplines or 

concentrations within educational disciplines through  coursework, shared seminars and 

research opportunities 

• Engaging graduate Fellows in group research projects with faculty and/or post-doctoral 

Fellows as early as their first year of study 

• Encouraging collaborative research around common questions 

• Maintaining a consistency in a number of research projects over the years and providing 

opportunities for Fellows to engage in all elements of the research process including data 

collection, analysis, interpretation, presenting and publishing 

• Providing opportunities for Fellows to teach courses for undergraduate pre-service 

teachers and conduct workshops and study sessions for in-service teachers 

• Providing resources such as financial aid to support tuition and research work, sites in 

which to conduct research or reservoirs of data to analyze, technical and clerical 

assistance to collect and prepare data 
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These campus based activities built the base for the Fellows which center-wide programs 

enhanced.  Quarterly video conferences engaged the group in some type of common dialogue 

through distance technology.  The CEMELA School expanded the community of scholars by 

engaging them in short courses or modules based on the common socio-cultural framework.  The 

Research Symposiums provided an opportunity for research groups to meet in each of the areas 

of CEMELA’s research foci (student learning, community and parents, teaching and teacher 

education, policy).  They fostered joint exploration of research across sites and encouraged both 

formal and informal sharing of research efforts and findings.  The center-wide activities provided 

the opportunity to meet and consult with PIs and faculty from across the sites and to build a 

network of scholars who shared a common identity as CEMELA Fellows even though they were 

attending different schools and studying in different academic programs. 

Description of CEMELA Campus and Centerwide Programs 

To fully understand how CEMELA Fellows experience the program, it is useful to describe how 

CEMELA operates across the campuses.  Each campus varies in terms of activities and 

resources.  Differences are based on size and location of the school and the number of Fellows 

and Post Docs, and on the historical and contemporary connections with the surrounding 

community.  Within each campus CEMELA Fellows generally have their own area to work or 

meet, dedicated resources for their research such as computers, video cameras, and support from 

undergraduate assistants for transcription services, recording, etc. Meeting schedules and 

research projects vary across the sites. 

University of Arizona 

At the University of Arizona (UA), CEMELA is located in the Mathematics Department, which 

is housed in the Math Annex Building.  The math annex building is a two-story building with a 

classroom/meeting rooms on the first floor that is shared with the math department.  Fellows 

have an office on the second floor, with two Fellows per office. This floor also has a CEMELA 

conference/meeting room.  As the lead university, UA also employs administrative staff to 

coordinate the budgets and fund distribution, maintain the webpage, publish the news letter and 

other tasks related to the program.  Fellows are required to attend a monthly all-staff meeting in 

which all things related to CEMELA are discussed.  In addition to the monthly all-staff meetings, 

Fellows also take part in a seminar class that meets once a week for approximately one-hour.  

UA has the largest number of Fellows and Post-docs.  All Fellows participate in a weekly 

seminar.  Fellows are assigned to a range of research projects which meet at least twice a month 

to organize their work, explore research questions and analyze data.   

The CEMELA program offers a variety of research locations that link Fellows with teachers, 

students, and parents at local elementary and middle schools.  These include teacher study 
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groups, lesson study teams, and informal parent groups. The recent immigrants from Mexico are 

the target audience for work with parents.  An after-school project at a local middle school with a 

90% Latino student population uses mathematics investigations and long-term (multi-week) 

projects to maximize the connection of students’ community and family based funds of 

knowledge.  Student learning groups (in four schools) developed a protocol to look at NAEP 

type tasks and to assess the degree to which performance might be associated with differing 

cultural perspectives including language.  All of these activities provide opportunities for the 

Fellows to teach and conduct research.  Since most Fellows are collaborating on one or two 

projects together, they often meet regularly to discuss the progress on their CEMELA projects. 

University of New Mexico 

The CEMELA project at UNM is located in the School of Education and housed in Hokona Hall.  

The graduate and post-doctoral Fellows share an office with computers, a printer, telephone and 

desks.  The CEMELA team at UNM meets weekly in a CEMELA seminar that lasts 

approximately one and half hours. 

 

One of the PIs and three CEMELA Fellows are leading a bi-monthly study group at Carroll 

Elementary in Bernalillo with teachers from Carroll and Roosevelt Elementary schools.  This 

same PI also teaches at a charter middle school, and two Fellows are doing student based 

research in his classroom.  Another PI and two Fellows work on a weekly basis with the students 

and their first grade teachers in two classrooms at La Mesa Elementary in Albuquerque.  They 

develop mathematics lessons based on cognitively guided instruction (CGI), and implement 

these lessons together.   

 

CEMELA is working with parents who are part of the national Even Start program for low 

income and English language learner parents; a CEMELA Fellow leads a parent group on parent 

involvement and student learning for understanding in mathematics.  Conducted in English and 

Spanish, parents also learn mathematics problem solving strategies.  One Fellow is working on a 

research project with principals in a local school district.   

University of Illinois-Chicago 

CEMELA is located in the department of Curriculum Studies in the College of Education. The 

Fellows have a room that serves as an official CEMELA office. Occupied by a large round table, 

several computers, and mounds of math materials, this room is where Fellows do most of their 

work and where most of the “informal collaboration” between members takes place. The 

project’s data manager and coordinator also share this office while the undergraduate students 

come and go for weekly meetings and transcribing of selected data sets. The post doctoral 

Fellows reside in an adjoining office.   
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The after school mathematics club, Los Rayos de CEMELA (“The Rays of CEMELA”), is UIC’s 

primary research project in that students, teachers, parents, doctoral students, and post doctoral 

students are integrated into the after school activity. This program allows UIC to form an 

integrated perspective of various educational components that affect Latinas/os in mathematics; 

and promotes an open design approach to research and gathering data where new questions in 

addition to original questions emerge.  Located in a nearby 100% Latino public school, Los 

Rayos, engages students in mathematical activities that require collaboration, communication 

(oral and written), and critical thinking. Fellows and faculty work together to develop 

mathematical problems that are implemented in the after school program; this collaboration 

allows Fellows the opportunity to gain experience in curriculum development.  The in-service 

undergraduates work with Los Rayos students in small groups as facilitators and researchers. As 

researchers, they take descriptive and reflective field notes of their interactions with students. 

These field notes are then discussed in weekly meetings with Fellows and are used as additional 

forms of data for the site. Parents’ participation in Los Rayos has evolved from meeting with 

Fellows independent of the program to becoming fully integrated working with students and 

helping to design after school activities.  The program is implementing a modified lesson study 

model that complements teacher inquiry, yet allows for more intensive work with individual 

teachers on particular issues of instruction. 

 

Project Team Meetings (PTMs) at UIC are designed to support research activities. They are held 

for approximately fifteen weeks each semester of the project and last about 2 hours. During the 

meetings, faculty, doctoral students and others work as equal partners to consider the best 

approaches to analyze data gathered through the UIC activities, appropriate interpretations of 

data, and identifying relevant readings that can help in the foregoing. Currently, UIC is working 

with the extensive body of data related to students, teachers, and parents that has allowed for 

various research questions to emerge and studies to be designed and carried out. 

University of California Santa Cruz 

At the University of California, Santa Cruz (UCSC), CEMELA is located in the Education 

Department.  The program has a room in the building, which serves as an office for the program 

manager and an informal meeting space for the Fellows.  This office has a number of computers 

that are available to Fellows and undergraduate support staff.  Once a week, Fellows, faculty, 

and PIs meet for a CEMELA seminar and for research group meetings (Fellows can receive up to 

5 units per quarter for their participation; however this varies from Fellow to Fellow).  The PIs 

and academic coordinator meet monthly to communicate any concerns, budget issues, and 

general business matters.     
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UCSC has two collaborative research projects.  The Teaching Research Group (TRG) consists of 

fourteen elementary school teachers working in Santa Cruz and North Monterey Counties.  This 

group of teachers is engaged in interviews, videotaping mathematics lessons, and follow-up 

interviews to assess their teaching.  The Pre-Service Teacher Project consists of thirty-five 

elementary school teachers in training, two UCSC faculty members and CEMELA fellows.  This 

project examines how elementary school teachers consider English learners’ language and 

culture in their mathematical lesson planning.  The participating teachers have been randomly 

selected and their identification has been kept anonymous.  The teachers are asked to plan 

mathematical lessons, teach the lesson, and then self-evaluate.  In addition to these in-service and 

pre-service projects, there is a research team engaged in a project on student learning. 

Centerwide Connections 

The CEMELA School and Research Symposiums are major highlight for the Fellows and 

faculty. These activities provide the connecting glue for center identity and the opportunity to 

engage with faculty and Fellows across the sites. The Research Symposium provides an 

environment for Fellows to showcase their research, invite conversation and suggestions from 

their peers, CEMELA faculty and guest scholars.  

 

The progression of Fellows’ and CEMELA’s development was noted by an advisory committee 

member who has attended the Research Symposiums over the years.  Her comments (reported in 

the 2008 evaluation) were shared in the following email to the forum organizers. She noted that 

Fellows presented on a good variety of topics using different research methodologies.  She also 

praised the mix of faculty and Fellows in the feedback sessions noting that they “offered a model 

for how to present, discuss and review research in a professional way.”  Her final observation 

describes the maturing of the center as follows: 

“In the previous meeting that I attended, I sensed that conversations and discussions were 

often somewhat cautious, which might impede honest discussions about delicate or 

controversial issues that should be at the forefront of CEMELA.  I did not have the same 

impression at this meeting.  I'm sure the students learned a great deal by their 

involvement in the Research Symposium, and that it will provide a nice foundation for 

their future presentations at AERA and other conferences.” 

 

For the past few years a post program evaluation survey solicited Fellows’ assessment of the 

CEMELA School and the Research Symposium.  Participants have consistently given high 

marks to both meetings and Fellows frequently cite these meetings as one of their best 

experiences within CEMELA. Summaries of the evaluation surveys have been shared with the 

PIs to provide formative evaluation for planning future programs and have been included in past 

evaluation reports.  
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Demographics and Academic Progress of Fellows 

 

The Evaluation Team Liaisons interviewed all of the current graduate and post-doctoral Fellows 

in the winter of 2008 to collect basic demographic information.  This section updates the 

information presented in last year’s report.  Figure 2 illustrates the distribution of Fellows by 

school.   

 

According to the CEMELA webpage listing of current Fellows, there are a total of 25 graduate 

level Fellows and 6 active Post-docs in 2008-09.  This is the same as reported last year, although 

there have been some changes in the Fellows with some graduating with Master’s degrees and 

some newly entering the program.  Approximately 69% of the Fellows are in education 

departments and 31% are in mathematics.  This is similar to the distribution reported last year.  

 

In the 2008 evaluation report, the academic progress of graduate Fellows was described.  Figure 

3 illustrates the academic progress of the same Fellows who provided information on their 

progress in 2008 and compares it to the information they provided in 2009.  As the graph shows, 

considerable progress has been made over the year.   

 

Almost all of the Fellows have completed course work (77%), and some who are still taking 

course work have completed courses required for their degree, but are choosing to take 

additional courses related to CEMELA themes.  Over half of the Fellows have completed their 

schools qualifying exams.  A third of the Fellows have developed their dissertation proposals.  

Figure 2 Distribution of Fellows by School
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Approximately one in four Fellows has defended his/her dissertation.  These Fellows entered the 

program between 2005 and 2007.   

 

 

The majority of the Fellows have been in the program for four years.  The academic progress is 

quite good for this duration of time in a doctoral program.  At this rate of progress, and with the 

supplemental funding that will continue to support Fellows over the next couple of years, 

CEMELA can expect to graduate most if not all of its current Fellows by the end of the NSF 

funding. 

 

 

 

Figure 3 Academic Progress in 2009 Compared to 2008
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Graduate Fellows’ Perceptions of Their Experience 

 

The evaluators have explored Fellows’ perceptions of their experience over the past three years 

through focus groups conducted at each campus that combined Post-doc and graduate Fellows.  

This year, focus groups were conducted only with graduate Fellows who were mixed across all 

of the campuses.  Two of the Focus groups were held at the Research Symposium in January and 

three were conducted via teleconferences in the spring.  This section briefly summarizes the 

focus group findings in 2007 and 2008 and describes in more detail the cross-site focus groups 

conducted in 2009. 

Fellows Conversations in 2007 and 2008 

One of the major areas of exploration in the 2007 evaluation was the degree to which Fellows 

agreed on the core characteristics and values of CEMELA.  The evaluation found that there was 

strong agreement that CEMELA emphasized a socio-cultural framework for the study of 

mathematic education.  Other findings the campus based focus groups reported in 2007 include:  

• CEMELA had created a centerwide shared philosophy for learning based on socio-

cultural theories and research frameworks. 

• Through centerwide and campus-based programs, CEMELA was creating a well defined 

and committed network of collegial relationships among Fellows. 

• Fellows could describe the differences they perceived and the privilege they believed 

they had to be part of a program that included a shared philosophy, access to research 

collaboration and resources to facilitate the research process. 

• Although Fellows were in the early phases of their doctoral studies (most being in the 

program for one or two years), they were beginning to shift their career emphasis to focus 

on research more than they had anticipated. 

 

Fellows expressed anxieties regarding their work and what might be expected of them.  When 

asked for recommendations they noted: 

 

• More mentoring from post-doctorate Fellows 

• Stronger support (or instruction) on how to do analysis 

• Better management of workloads and more equitable distribution of work. 

 

In 2008, Fellows continued to agree that CEMELA was building a strong network of researchers 

whose work is guided by a socio-cultural theoretical framework.  They described themselves as 

“becoming leaders in cutting edge research.”  It is significant that they started using words like 

“being branded” to describe their connections to a framework.  This branding was viewed as an 
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asset.  Overall comments were very positive regarding the use of a socio-cultural lens and 

challenging the deficit models prevalent in the educational literature.  As one Fellow noted: 

 

“It’s really conceiving of culture as an activity that people do.  It’s involving culture in 

the school and not in an inauthentic way -- like changing John to Juan in a word problem.  

Authentically tying into families and communities is one way to do that.  …The over 

arching theory which I think we are thinking about is this interaction between school, 

classroom and the community and the ways of being in these different settings.” 

 

The 2008 discussions revealed a notable shift from data collection towards data analysis.  

However, the Fellows were at different levels and sometimes struggled in their understanding of 

the analyses.  Some Fellows noted that it has been a challenge to begin to do their dissertation 

analysis while still attempting to contribute to some of the campus based collaborative research.  

As one Fellow noted: “We don’t have enough time --analyzing together is difficult.  Now I am 

analyzing my dissertation data, but would like [to] work with colleagues.” 

 

Fellows continued to voice their appreciation for the considerable tangible support they received 

from site administrators and undergraduate assistants.  They valued opportunities to travel to 

conferences and continued to feel privileged to be part of the CEMELA program.  Despite 

concerns and anxieties over workloads and challenges in doing analyses, they recognized that 

their doctoral experience was building skills and strengthening their understanding about how to 

do research.  They explained that their opportunities to learn far surpassed those of their doctoral 

colleagues not in the program.  They considered themselves to be “participant researchers” and 

wanted to continue to push themselves to “get out of our comfort zones.”   

 

As the research matured into the fourth year, areas of concern were the lack of projects in the 

policy and administrative leadership areas.  Those who were focused in this area did not have a 

community or network with which they could work and expressed feelings of isolation.  A 

related concern was a disappointment in not having a way  to articulate policy positions that 

could influence policy-makers at district, state and national levels. 

Summary of 2009 Cross-site Focus Groups 

The evaluators decided to mix the Fellow across sites for the 2009 focus groups.  By year five, it 

was clear that Fellows had built a strong cross-site network and would be comfortable sharing 

their experiences and opinions with each other.  The focus group protocol was changed to focus 

more on how Fellows described their interdisciplinary experiences, benefits of being in a multi-

site program, challenges in doing cross-site research, and CEMELA’s influence on their future 

career choices.  They were also asked to comment on the support they received and any 
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recommendations they would make to improve CEMELA.  Mixing the Fellows provided an 

opportunity to discover whether Fellows’ specific campus experiences influenced their 

conversations when discussing common questions with their colleagues from other campuses.  

Overall, specific campus influences were negligible in the conversations.  In fact, Fellows 

seemed to support each others views of CEMELA regardless of their campus program, further 

demonstrating the strength of a “CEMELA community” that shares a common theoretical 

orientation and doctoral education experience. 

CEMELA as an Interdisciplinary Program 

Fellows described the multi-disciplinary nature of CEMELA on a number of levels – the 

exploration of multiple frameworks within mathematics education, connections between 

mathematics as a discipline and education, and their use of multiple disciplines to understand 

connections between language and culture.  They also noted that being in the CEMELA 

community was “multi-disciplinary.” 

 

Mathematics education in itself was described as multi-disciplinary having developed from 

various theories of student learning and teaching.  However, as one Fellow explained, “we are 

going one step ahead because we are [broadening] by bringing more from other disciplines.”  

The most frequently cited cross-disciplinary mix within mathematics education as studied in 

CEMELA was the integration of literacy, language and social-cultural theory into the field.  

Examples of Fellows’ responses in this area are: 

 

• “I cross disciplines in my studies by bringing in the language and literacy and social 

development with a math education and thinking focus.” 

 

• “When I first started I had no idea I'd be coming back to linguistics.  A lot of the 

literature critique theory that I studied [in an English Masters program] has crept into the 

education field.  I think it's important because linguistic theories are one of the more 

reliable ways to index what's going on in our video transcripts, and indexing what people 

are saying, what it means in terms of what we're studying in mathematics education.” 

 

One Fellow explained that this focus had influenced his own reflection on his teaching and his 

current work with teachers. 

 

“I sense that I have a different orientation on the importance of language in learning 

where as before I put the blame on the kids. This is the focus on my research and I have 

noticed that when I work with the teacher study, they (teachers) have the tendency to 

focus more content, on strategies in terms to support their students learning and 
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constructing knowledge, and I have tried to problematize language and bringing it to the 

front instead of letting it be something that stays in the background.” 

 

CEMELA Fellows who enter the program from the discipline of mathematics describe ways in 

which their thinking and academic focus has changed. 

 

• “I had no idea about education -- the impact a mathematician has on education.  [It is] a 

different understanding.  The readings, discussions that I participate in CEMELA help me 

to change my pure mathematician way of thinking, to a more teaching way of thinking.  I 

learned about social-culture theory….I needed to learn.  And now my dissertation is 

going to focus on a theory that psychologists apply in mathematics.  It has changed 

completely.  I have been changed completely from the time I started.” 

 

• “I am new to CEMELA, but this is my 5th year as a doctoral student. My first four years 

I was focused on basically pure mathematics and graduate studies in mathematics. After I 

passed my comprehensive exams I started talking to my then advisors about computing 

something that had not been computed before. I started talking to CEMELA and taking 

courses in teaching and teacher education in the education department. One was about 

diversity in education which opened my eyes and brought to the forefront some intuitions 

I had but could not explain about the way math is taught. Those courses got me hooked 

on math education. So the interdisciplinary part came from me being in math and taking 

courses in language, reading, & culture and now focusing more on how language and 

culture and other external factors influence the way students learn math and how math 

students portray their values in schools.” 

 

A Fellow in education noted how “as a part of CEMELA I work with mathematicians -- this 

pushes me to speak to a wide audience.”  Another student found the focus in two departments 

resulted in finding himself housed less in his own department – being in somewhat of a limbo.   

 

The focus on Latinos influences CEMELA Fellows to explore disciplines outside of mathematics 

and education.  One Fellow explained, "I was thinking about how, because of the nature of who 

we study, Latinos, we have to take really strong sociological and anthropological perspectives 

that drive how we orient ourselves to the population and the historical perspective."  Another 

Fellow concurred that theoretical frameworks from other fields are relevant, but also noted that 

methods in CEMELA cross disciplines. 

 

“We are pulling from anthropology, sociology, psychology, all of our theories relate 

directly the math content based learning and methods and things we are analyzing, as 
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well as methodology [we use]. Even though mathematics has its own thinking processes, 

we can pull from these other methods in these other fields.  It just extends what we are 

doing.  So a lot of what we are doing is field-based anthropology.” 

 

The very nature of CEMELA was described as “multi-disciplinary” which grows out of the 

collaborative nature of working together.  A Fellow explained this aspect for her as follows: 

 

“It's just that every time any one of us works together on anything, or when we have 

meetings like this we're being cross-disciplinary because some of us are mathematicians 

and some of us are not.  Some of us work with elementary school, some of us are policy, 

some of us are after school and then we sit together in the same room and we try and talk 

about common themes.  We are being cross disciplinary.  The things I've done with 

CEMELA people have been much richer and broader and enlightening experiences then 

the cross-disciplinary [courses] at my own university when they have me take classes that 

are not related to math education or Latinos.  And I feel like the things that I do with the 

people here are much more applicable to my research, whereas the things that I do at my 

university are very peripherally related if related to the research I want to do.”   

 

Another Fellow noted that in CEMELA, students are “not delimiting a common framework, but 

we're negotiating meaning through our framework.”  This negotiation is facilitated by the 

conversations and meetings with CEMELA Fellows.  As the Fellow explained, “We're not a 

cognitive science framework, so being able to be with other people that are researching from 

similar frameworks [is important].  I'm always writing notes from other peoples’ frameworks and 

then I look at that and think ‘well that would be a good article for me to read.’  It's very enriching 

that way.  It has expanded my conceptual base."  A Fellow noted rather philosophically that the 

interdisciplinary emphasis that they enjoy in CEMELA will challenge them to influence their 

own academic fields and encourage them to consider ways to affect policy and practice within 

the academy. 

CEMELA as a Multiple Site Program 

Networking and collaborating across four sites has provided windows to the range of 

demographic, political and policy issues that influence language and education.  One Fellow 

noted the differences in bilingual education in New Mexico compared to Arizona, Illinois and 

California.  Another commented on the ways in which classroom issues remain similar despite 

different political climates. 

 

“I think it expands your research perspective -- for example different constraints to bi-

lingual education that come from external legislation.  But we've seen that in spite of the 



Center for the Mathematics Education of Latinos/as (CEMELA) Evaluation Report 

Final Evaluation Report (2006-2009)   18 

 

fact that their may be different legislation and policy aspects, when it gets down to the 

classroom, what teachers know may be no different.  And so it brings to question what's 

really the best way to impact policy?  …So, my point is, it's important for us not to be 

insular in our thinking about what's happening in New Mexico just because we have bi-

lingual education.  We look at Arizona and say ‘what I'm seeing is no different then what 

a classroom teacher is doing in Arizona why is that?’  It is very important to the research 

lens.” 

 

Fellows frequently identified a healthy tension between individual research, campus-based foci 

for research and cross-site research collaboration.  On one hand, the cross-site sharing facilitates 

the deepening of one’s own research. 

 

“We have the community but we also have the individual projects.  And I think that's the 

beauty of this because we don't create collective work, in the end we create our individual 

projects.  But we build around other people too.  In my case, sometimes I feel alone 

because I am working with adults. I don't work with children but these adults are parents 

so I go to the group that works with parents because that is my interest and I'm building 

from there into my own interests.  Listening to those who present at CEMELA and at 

meetings, I am collecting on those ideas.  I am putting them together in my own work.  In 

the end, that work will have its own personality built through my own ideas but it's also a 

collective.” 

 

Another Fellow echoed this same benefit, but worried that sharing and learning from each other 

may fall short of true cross-site collaboration.  

 

“An advantage that I see is that it really encourages us to look closely at other peoples' 

work in progress and the work I am doing in teacher research makes more sense when I 

have colleagues doing similar work, even if not the same as I am doing it or in the same 

setting, hearing and sharing their struggles and findings. The part that I see as a challenge 

of the collaboration is that it almost seems that we do our research and then we share 

what we are doing. It doesn't really build up from the ground… it isn't a research project 

we are doing together, I don't know if there is a problem with that.” 

 

However, this same Fellow noted that the collaboration within the campus site was truly “ground 

up” and facilitated by their tighter connections to each other and the context for the research.  He 

concluded with the follow remark, “It seems like we are connected a little bit tighter [at the 

campus] whereas when we come together in a symposium it seems a little bit disjointed. I hope 
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that doesn't come about negatively because I don't mean it to be. It is just the nature of our work. 

We are trying to find ways to put together what each site is working on.” 

 

In general, Fellows reported on advantages as well as challenges to cross site work.  Challenges 

to coordinating common research across sites related to differences in perspectives and with 

logistics of working across distances.  An example of these observations is, “The distance 

between the sites and the time needed to foster relationships is a struggle.  Once these things are 

overcome the advantages are good experiences.”  A Fellow noted that technology had improved 

considerably over the four years, making live discussions between sites much easier. 

 

Differences in perspectives was viewed as another major challenge to creating common research 

and generally led to respecting the differing lenses in the approach to research questions.  

Attempts to share common protocols worked only when adapted to fix the varying contexts 

across the sites, which one Fellow concluded, “is a challenge, but at the same time an advantage 

as we are learning to contextualize.”  One Fellow summed up the experience of many with the 

comment, “cross site collaboration is easier said than done.  The first years this was frustrating 

yet now it's getting better.  There needs to be a structure to foster the relationship and the cross 

site work.  These parameters for structure need to be added into future grants.”   

CEMELA’s Influence on Future Work 

CEMELA has had a profound influence on the Fellows.  They described a number of ways they 

have been influenced by the program and ways in which they hope to have influence in the 

academy to further the values of CEMELA.  All of the Fellows agreed that they believe they will 

continue the network.  The core values of CEMELA – the social-cultural reference and 

collaborative nature of the program have fueled a desire for graduates to continue working 

together.   

 

They will continue using their CEMELA data and seek funding for research.  One Fellow 

observed that there is an “elephant’s load of data” that has been collected within his campus 

program that can serve as a resource for continuing work.  Another Fellow commented that, “I 

don't want NSF to forget about us.  I want them to continue to fund our research and get projects 

in schools.  NSF thought we were important to fund and I hope they continue to do that and 

recognize us in funding.”  A third Fellow noted that they would be supporting each other by 

citing all of the CEMELA research in their own dissertations and future publications. 

 

Fellows described how they have been changed by CEMELA and their commitment to influence 

education and the academy.  One person described the impact CEMELA has made on her 

understanding of bilingual education.  “I think CEMELA has been an eye-opener for me as far as 
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issues of bilingual education and education of immigrant children and issues our nation is facing.  

If I weren't in CEMELA I wouldn't be exposed to so many different points of view, evidence of 

and research in that area.  It's valuable for expanding my perspective on those issues.  I've 

actually had changes in beliefs and perceptions that are positive.”  Another Fellow will continue 

to use the “idea of mentorship.  I am sure I am going to use the design…how to help other 

people, other graduate students, how to guide.”  

 

A Fellow described how the collaboration has changed her frame of reference and hopes that 

CEMELA graduates will take their commitment to collaboration into the academy. 

 

“The more I am involved in the university and working with academia it is scary how 

people latch on to their own research and don't want to share it, there is a sense of 

professional pride that is not always good.  Here the sense of collaboration and trust is the 

culture that we need not just at the university level but working with teachers.  We are 

learning and developing a socio-cultural stance, in that sense I feel this will influence me 

greatly here on out on what I decide to do, because of that habit of mine of collaborating 

with others -- that shared sense of knowledge. I didn't come here with that, I am not 

saying that I didn't collaborate with others, but it is really it deep here it is a part of who 

we are.” 

 

This sentiment was echoed by a Fellow who is graduating and entering academia.  She noted that 

she was drawn to schools that valued collaboration.  She could see ways to continue the 

interdisciplinary focus of CEMELA in her future work not only with Latino students but also 

with other English language learners and immigrants. 

 

During the course of the focus group discussions, Fellows commented on the importance of 

finding ways to continue meeting either through seeking funding for annual meetings or 

organizing CEMELA gathering at major conferences.  Their network will be defined by their 

commitment to explore the socio-cultural aspects of mathematical learning in Latino and other 

populations.  As one Fellow explained: 

 

“I don't think this collaboration will end at the end of CEMELA. The networking and the 

collaborations will go on and lead to other projects as well. Language and culture and 

their influence to mathematics are not unique to Latino students.  That is just the primary 

focus (of CEMELA). I have talked to other Fellows and faculty about incorporating this 

approach to other populations as well.” 
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Satisfaction with Support within CEMELA 

Fellows recognize and appreciate the support they receive from CEMELA.  As in previous years, 

they cited the financial aid, the support undergraduate assistants provide, transcription services 

and the insights gained from working within a community of faculty and Fellows.  One Fellow, 

new to program commented: "I can't imagine how doctoral students do their research and 

graduate without support like CEMELA.  Even just the one summer school, watching the 

feedback session, watching folks present, it made a lot sense, this is how you educate people, this 

is how people learn their skills.  I can't imagine how folks do it without that."    

 

CEMELA Fellows understand how to manage an IRB process and tackle other elements of 

research much earlier and with much more support than the typical graduate student.  One 

Fellow observed:  “For me the help that I have received and what I see the others receiving has 

been quite unique and when I talk to other graduate students they wish that they could be part of 

something like this. Even though they have advisors we really have a group of people that have a 

shared vision. So being able to share with others and bounce off ideas, collaborate has been 

everything in terms of being a support.” 

 

The benefit of this informal support community was illustrated in the following comment. 

 

“Last night, I was sitting around socializing with other Fellows and having a conversation 

about the prelim I'm trying to write.  I got a lot of helpful feedback and criticism, right 

then.  My point is you can't underestimate the value of face to face conversations in 

informal gatherings, not with a PI but with another Fellow.  If not for that conversation, 

I'd probably still be confused over what I was trying to write.  Some things I said were 

validated and reinforced.  However, one Fellow helped me readjust my thinking, and I'll 

begin my work in a different way.  Some stuff I thought I'd throw out, he said ‘no, no, no, 

that's significant, keep it.’  Otherwise, how else would I know?  I'm just a student, and I 

haven't done this kind of work before.  I can't learn by just reading a theory book.” 

 

This same sense of support was voiced by another Fellow. 

 

“In class the other night the teacher was talking about proposal writing for dissertations.  

She said, ‘You know, you're going to get so into your dissertation, and that's all you're 

going to be thinking and talking about and nobody will want to be around you.’  And I 

thought ‘That's not the way it is to us.’  We do talk about our dissertations.  We have a 

safe environment to practice presenting our research. I have 50 people I can talk to.” 
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Over the years Fellows have grown more reflective about their perceived support or lack of 

support from PIs.  As one Fellow explained:   

 

“There were periods that I felt I have had immense support and then there is periods that I 

felt like I had to figure it out by myself, and do things by myself.  And it was really 

frustrating but I really grew through that.  And now I just realized, from different people 

you can get certain kinds of support and just to learn to value what kinds of support you 

can get from those people -- get to know what they can do and what they can't do. “  

 

Another student also noted the fine “balance” in getting support and being pushed when needed 

and receiving guidance. 

 

However, a few Fellows expressed some frustration that support for research could be uneven if 

their topics did not fall within the focus of the PIs’ research interests. 

 

“In my experience at my site, if the Fellows were doing things that were in the scope of 

the research agenda of the PIs it was just beautiful to see the dance that they did together 

that has moved to some research to its cutting edge.  It is really very beautiful because the 

fellows are so extraordinary and can lend so much to [the work].  Where I think that it 

needs improvement and has really been frustrating in some ways is that if there is not a 

[topical focus] within the community of the PIs and perhaps even broader in the 

community of Fellows, the Fellows research can be very isolating and it's very 

challenging to watch the enormous support that some projects get and the lack of support 

that other projects get….  And I've sort of felt that lonesomeness.” 

 

Another Fellow concurred, but found that the community was large enough to find those who 

shared interests, although the distance contributed to feelings of isolation at times. 

 

“I would like to say that to some extent I've had that experience.  But what I would say is, 

if there wasn't enough support and interest in the things that I would have wanted to have 

as a project in my own university that I was able to find support from somebody in this 

community.  And what was isolating about it is that I see them twice a year and I can't 

talk to about my projects on the video conference.”  

 

Despite these concerns, overall Fellows give CEMELA very high marks for providing support 

for their development.  Over the years, they have grown more confident about their work and 

realize that this growth required times in which they were frustrated about the support they 

hoped for.  One Fellow summarized the general sense of satisfaction as follows. 
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“I am exceedingly satisfied with the support.  It's more then I could have ever expected.  

And after listening to everyone else, I realized it's not just intellectual support but a really 

strong emotional and social support.  I feel good about what I'm doing, where I'm going 

and my contributions all the time, it's just nice.  The other thing is, I fully recognize the 

stresses and obligations of faculty.  They are beyond what I can even see or know at this 

point.  Yet, the amount of time that I'm given and never rushed, I'm the only thing that 

matters at the time.  Long sessions on a weekly basis or even more frequently than that, 

weekends, nights, whenever it is, the support has been there.  So, I've been really 

appreciative of that.”    

Suggestions for Improvements 

In general, Fellows have few suggestions for improvements since they believe CEMELA is an 

excellent program.  This sentiment is best illustrated with the comment: “I am sure there are 

some things that can be improved, but the positive things about being part of CEMELA outweigh 

any of the deficiencies.”   As in former years, the Fellows concur that the video conferencing is 

problematic, although featuring of guest speakers was an improvement, and the technological 

issues are fewer, but have not been fully resolved.  However, site-based face to face meetings 

was viewed as a much more effective way to communicate, especially for teams doing 

collaborative research.  It was suggested that money would be better used to facilitate this type of 

connecting rather than on the video conferencing. 

 

A few Fellows believe that CEMELA would have been more productive with stronger leadership 

from the faculty, and were concerned with the lack of leadership in considering next steps for the 

program.  This concern is connected with a sense that CEMELA’s legacy or influence on policy 

is undefined.  One Fellow believed there was a “lack of vision,” although another countered that 

“vision is dynamic” and emerging.  Nonetheless, there has been a consistent concern among 

Fellows, especially those with an interest in policy, that CEMELA has not developed an agenda 

for change based on CEMELA research or a concise message to influence policy makers. 
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2009 Post Doctoral Interviews 

 

In previous years, Post-Doctoral Fellows (Post-docs) were included in the focus groups 

conducted with the graduate Fellows.  However, this year the evaluation team conducted 

separate interviews with the Post-Doctoral Fellows, both those still working in CEMELA and 

those who have moved on to other employment.  Post-docs have a different experience within 

CEMELA and a shorter engagement than graduate Fellows.  It is important to give voice to their 

perceptions and recommendations.  The interviews sought Post-docs views of the CEMELA 

approach to doctoral study, of the multi-disciplinary nature of CEMELA and their experience 

and opinions regarding cross-site collaboration.  Since they had completed their own graduate 

programs, they were asked how their work with CEMELA is influencing their current work 

and/or their careers.  They were also asked to comment on improvements that could be made in 

CEMELA. 

 

Twelve Post-docs were identified, five of which were currently working in CEMELA.  Seven 

were former Post-docs and are working in the academy or in other employment.  We were able 

to conduct interviews with nine of the twelve current and former Post-docs.  Seven were 

conducted via phone interview.  Two former Post-docs now live outside the United States and 

wrote their responses to the survey questions.  All but one of the Post-docs worked at the 

University of Arizona.  Post-docs’ responsibilities included providing leadership within 

CEMELA through the roles they played in working on all aspects of research projects, 

organizing and teaching in in-service teacher workshops, teaching modules in mathematics to 

Fellows and doing CEMELA administrative tasks such as producing the newsletter, coordinating 

data for the Center for Learning and Teaching (CLT) network, etc. 

CEMELA’s Doctoral Study Model 

Post-docs described CEMELA’s model as much more focused on a research agenda using a 

socio-cultural lens.  A couple of Post-docs cited CEMELA’s commitment to Latinos and equity 

as distinguishing features of the program.  In general, the descriptions validated the collaborative 

nature of the model and the access to different scholars in the field.  They noted the following 

features which they believed distinguished CEMELA from their own doctoral studies. 

 

• Resources available to student such as of financial support, material support 

(bibliography, software, hardware, etc) and academic (interaction with different 

faculty from each site) 
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• Participation in a research community, access to conferences, collaboration on 

different projects, video conferences, work and interaction with peers at each site and 

from different sites, research symposiums and retreats, etc. 

• Possibility to pursue dissertation research in collaboration with others instead of in 

isolation 

 

The following are examples of statements describing the model.  

 

• “I would say that if I was a doctoral student in math education and ended up in 

CEMELA, I think it would have been a really nice situation. As far as I can tell any 

kind of math educational research needs some kind of appropriate lens from which to 

view everything and so the lens of CEMELA is the socio-cultural lens where we 

don’t just focus on the cognition aspect of mathematics -- you think about some of 

these other things that often get ignored.” 

• “In my grad experience, I had a local network of other students and faculty, and we 

supported each other, for the most part, but we were disconnected from other parts of 

the university.  CEMELA is not like that.  CEMELA links graduate students across 

the sites – it impacts fellows’ thinking, their opportunities to meet leading scholars in 

their field that they wouldn’t have access to, exposes them to theories and 

perspectives – it broadens their access and their thinking.” 

• “I think it is nice in that has a lot of infrastructure for people to get help. You have to 

learn what material is out there with established faculty members who are really good 

at explaining things -- sort of like an added safety net compared to other doctoral 

programs However, it comes at a cost in having to participate in research programs. 

They are really time-consuming; however, they are good because you get additional 

publications besides what you are doing for your own dissertation. …So this is one 

difference, this infrastructure. I got my PhD in pure mathematics. I was teaching a 

class or two and working on dissertation question.  I worked almost exclusively with 

my advisor. It was very autonomous.”  

 

A few of the Post-docs whose degrees were in mathematics commented on the challenge they 

faced in working with Fellows who did not have a strong mathematics background.  An example 

of this concern was the following comment, “One of my impressions of what was difficult about 

CEMELA is that there were graduate students who were Fellows in departments other than 

mathematics. And maybe initially they weren’t all that interested in mathematics compared to 

socio-cultural things. They didn’t realize how much mathematics would be a focus and I wonder 

if that was a challenge for them. There were people who really weren’t accepting of the 

[mathematics they needed] in mathematics education.” 
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Multidisciplinary Approach in CEMELA 

The Post-docs described multi-disciplinary experience from two perspectives.  Those whose field 

is mathematics were deeply influenced by their exposure to education and social science.  They 

commented on the partnership they experienced between mathematics and education.  These 

same Post-docs also noted how their focus on the mathematics of learning challenged Fellows as 

well as themselves to broaden their thinking and strengthen their work with students.  Following 

are example comments. 

 

• “I have a few memories of individuals here and there to whom I was trying to explain 

what I was interested in and they didn’t really understand why I thought it was interesting 

because their first interest wasn’t the mathematical aspects of what was going on, but I 

guess having to explain ideas to people who might have different points of view certainly 

helps you to clarify your ideas and make sure you are really saying the things you want to 

say. It’s a challenge, but in a good way.” 

 

• “I learned an awful lot just because coming into the project I had a sense of how to 

structure the math activities but I had little or no sense of how this research works in 

education. I feel that because we had different strengths I think we all benefited from it. 

We all learned a lot and it made our research stronger.” 

 

• “(In developing student activities) I was always the one to make sure that the 

mathematics was well represented in each lesson while the other members would make 

sure that their knowledge was well represented. They would make sure there was an 

open-ended task that allowed for collaborative work and I was always concerned that the 

task might lose some mathematical integrity if we don’t ask about the pattern recognition 

that you could ask about in a particular task. I would offer my expertise and then the non-

math people would offer their expertise and we would have to negotiate a final product.”  

 

The second perspective related to learning from a number of different disciplines.  Speakers at 

seminars from other departments, readings in socio-cultural theories of learning, and working 

across different concentrations in education were all mentioned as facilitating an 

interdisciplinary way of thinking.  However, one Post-doc commented on the disappointment he 

felt in the lack of emphasis on mathematical learning. 

 

“Multi-disciplinary experiences in CEMELA meant that we would interact with people 

from various disciplines in areas such as language, learning mathematics, sociology, 

anthropology, and multicultural education. I understood this experience to allow us to 
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hear different theoretical perspectives in learning theory from the different disciplines.  

To my disappointment, people in other discipline areas did not necessarily take into 

account the research in mathematics education, but rather used the mathematics 

classroom as a setting for making their own observations from their theoretical 

perspectives.  I believe more emphasis should have been made on the mathematics 

learning and achievement and the other areas should have provided more contexts to try 

and understand issues in mathematics education.” 

Experience with collaboration 

Post-docs agreed that CEMELA provided a venue for collaboration and described ways in which 

they worked or were working with Fellows and faculty research teams.  Most of the comments 

described within campus research collaboration.  One noted that the collaboration was the best 

part of CEMELA, another cautioned that to some degree it depended on personalities and the 

work being done, “but there was definitely some really good instances of fellows and faculty and 

post docs all working together.”  Another Post-doc described the close collegial and personal ties 

that developed. 

 

“The communication between us, the collaboration, and so forth, was a great experience 

to learn from and with other colleagues. And not just in professional terms, but as a 

human experience. I found great friends in CEMELA, with common interests, and similar 

(and sometimes not that similar) perspectives. I also learned a lot from their theoretical 

backgrounds, which contributed to my own knowledge.” 

 

Describing her experience, one Post-doc noted that the ability to work in small group focused on 

a research situation facilitated collaboration by creating the opportunity for the ongoing dialogue. 

  

“It was a really nice concrete project that could bring us all together.  It created a level of 

‘equal-ness.’  We could explore our individual interests – which is an important part of 

collaboration – not just helping someone on their interest. I don’t know if we hadn’t done 

all this community building, would it have happened.  Sometimes it’s one person’s 

project and others help, but we co-analyzed data, and created that space for everyone to 

participate.  I was very pleased that could happen in one year, because it often takes a lot 

longer to build that kind of relationship.”   

 

More than one Post-doc commented on the vertical collaboration – Fellows, Post-docs and 

faculty working together.  One noted that, “It is great to have all these levels of (faculty, post-

doc, grad and undergrad) participation since we all have someone to look up to for guidance and 
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direction.”  However other Post-docs believed that there was considerable variability in faculty 

behaviors with some noting that in some projects, faculty should have been more present.  

 

When asked to comment on cross-site collaboration, Post-docs were more measured.  In some 

instances, Post-docs had a very good experience working on cross-site projects.  They described 

similar challenges as Fellows – communications across distances, defining questions that could 

be addressed in different contexts, etc.  However, these tended to be overcome if the subject of 

the research and leadership facilitated the collaboration.  One highly successful experience was 

described as follows. 

 

“I am involved in the language tension study. I think it helps that [the faculty leaders] are 

incredibly creative. They are able to look at the data we have and say ‘okay, this is the 

story we can probably tell with these data.’ They framed this symposium that we are 

working on very well and organized it in such a way that it is conducive to collaboration 

opposed to let’s say [one school] can talk about this and [another school] can talk about 

that and call it  cross-site collaboration.  [The faculty] ask the right questions so the 

papers that we are writing can all speak to the question. It has been good that way.” 

 

Another Post-doc described a successful collaboration involving a teacher lesson study project.  

“We were able to analyze data through various collective themes across the various projects to 

answer similar research questions.  Face-to-face meeting, telephone conferences, and internet 

meetings facilitated the research discussions.  The challenges we faced were associated with not 

being able to easily discuss and analyze data together because of our different locations and the 

extensive amount of data collection.”   

 

However, a few Post-docs noted that although there was a healthy interest in doing collaborative 

studies and good discussion would occur at centerwide meetings follow up was problematic.  It 

was easy to get excited about working together, but, as one Post-doc explained: “when we 

returned to our respective homes we would be so busy with all the other things we would be 

doing that we wouldn’t have time for it or we would present this idea to somebody who knew a 

little more about what was going on and we would find all these challenges involved in doing it.”  

The problems of finding a similar question to explore in multiple contexts and lack of leadership 

were summed up in the following observation about cross-site collaboration. 

“It was all very loose.  I have heard about the challenges and it seems that even though 

we all share the same overarching interests each site has a different spin on it so finding a 

task we can all agree upon is a challenge.  Also we are so involved in our projects locally 

that we lose site of the cross site project.  I don’t know who is in charge of leading cross 

site projects.  I think there is a lack of leadership in this area.”   
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CEMELA’s Influence on Research and Career Opportunities 

All of the Post-docs described many ways in which they have benefited from their engagement 

with CEMELA.  Many noted that they had the opportunity to work on presentations and co-

author publications.  Those who received PhDs in mathematics learned to see different 

perspectives when looking at a classroom.  Many are still working on CEMELA related research 

and continuing to collaborate with Fellows and faculty. 

 

For some Post-docs, CEMELA has changed their research focus.  This is especially true for the 

mathematicians.  Examples include the following statements: 

 

• “I’ve switched interests completely.  I do very little of my previous work which was 

in partial differential equations.  Now I am interested in equity issues in the 

classroom.  For instance where we are doing our research [in his current academic 

position] the English language learners have greater teacher/student ratios yet they 

don’t have the same resources as the other classes.  For example they don’t have the 

technology or manipulatives the other rooms have.  I am also interested in teacher 

education.  Specifically how the teacher understands and teaches math.  Are the 

students getting what the teacher is saying?  Are the students absorbing the 

information?  What are the barriers (language/concepts etc)?” 

 

• “Before my research interests were mostly focused on teacher professional 

development, now they include bilingual education, mathematics education and in a 

more tangential manner, student learning.”  

 

In addition to influencing the direction of research, CEMELA has had an effect on their research 

approach and methods.  For example, one Post-doc explained, “I learned about the mechanics of 

what qualitative research projects look like with gathering the data, generating the codes, the 

inter-reliability of data—all this I understand a lot better now. I feel a lot more competent and 

confident in running my own projects.”  Another noted the lesson of working collaboratively, 

“It’s hard to imagine doing research in total isolation.  The thinking and conversation, people 

push you and you look more critically at data, look at it differently – that’s so valuable.  On the 

pragmatic level – I think it improves the quality of data, the quality of analysis, and the quality of 

the final product.  Plus, it’s more enjoyable, more authentic; in general it leads to more thinking.” 

 

A Post-doc described how he is incorporating CEMELA values and questions into a research 

project in his university. 
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“I am always asking the question: How can we add a CEMELA twist to this project? For 

instance, with the lesson study cycle that we are doing there is a significant Latino 

population in the school.  We are still trying to focus our questions to incorporate how the 

teachers address issues related to making sure their English language learners are not 

silenced in this lesson.  It is more about equity and how teachers are thinking about, 

incorporating and making sure that their ELL learners are not marginalized or silenced.” 

 

Post-docs who have moved into assistant professor positions described how CEMELA has 

influenced their pedagogy in teaching undergraduates.  One explained how he approaches 

teaching a remedial mathematics course for freshmen in which there are many Latino students. 

 

“I feel that one of the things that CEMELA has done has challenged my assumptions 

about these students: Why they are there in the course? What they are capable of? What 

should expect from them? I can remember  sitting in my office talking to one of these 

students and having the temptation of thinking a certain way about what some of my 

students know and then consciously telling myself that this kind of a stupid assumption. 

You should actually find out what your students know instead of making all sorts of 

assumptions and finding out that I was wrong in my assumptions.” 

 

Another Post-doc explained: “I am teaching courses for future teachers and I incorporate ideas 

from CEMELA. I talk a lot about issues related to English language learners and about their 

issues in education and I have them work on projects similar to what we did in CEMELA and in 

the after school program.” 

 

All of the Post-docs who are now holding assistant professor or instructor positions believe 

CEMELA made a difference in their job search.  One noted that, “It made my application look 

really good. I had a lot of interviews because of the experiences I had at CEMELA.”  Another 

believes he was hired at his university because the department was looking for an assistant 

professor who would fill the position formally held by a person who had responsibility for 

working with secondary mathematics teachers.  A third Post-doc commented that he was hired at 

a school with a good reputation for research in equity and social justice issues.  In all these cases, 

Post-docs believe CEMELA open the doors to interviews and made them attractive candidates. 

Recommendations for Improving CEMELA 

Post-docs had a number of suggestions for CEMELA’s research model.  One recommended 

more balance in research approaches – adding quantitative studies which could impact policy in 

addition to the qualitative work currently being done.  Another suggested that faculty engage 
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more and encourage stronger rigor from the Fellows.  Related to this concern was the suggestion 

that faculty become more involved in writing with Fellows.   

 

“I would suggest that more of the faculty involve the post docs and graduate students in 

writing collaboratively.  In other words, I think there should be more publications coming 

out of CEMELA which are co-authored by both faculty and fellows.  Maybe this is 

currently happening, but I did not see that much happening when I was an active 

CEMELA fellow.  The reason I mention this is because CEMELA has some nationally 

well-known scholars as PIs and the fellows should have the opportunity to co-author with 

them.  This is one privilege of being with a group of well-known scholars with similar 

research interests.” 

 

A number of Post-docs commented on the ambitious agenda and suggested that there was far too 

much energy focused on data collection.  They would recommend that more focus and direction 

be provided by faculty.  These Post-docs noted that they sometimes felt they were not getting 

enough support from PIs or faculty and it took time for them to gain a footing regarding how to 

support the work of Fellows.  The workload also impeded time for reflection given amount work 

to be done.  An example of this type of comment is below. 

 

“I think this was just the nature of the project, but I think it was so huge and so 

unyielding at times and like I said I felt like at times I wasn’t really getting the support I 

wanted. I think that there so much focus on collecting data that there is not enough time 

to sit and actually look at the data and I really don’t know how to address those issues. I 

have to say that looking back I wasn’t always happy because I felt tired and over worked 

and not appreciated at times, but as more time goes by, I realize what an amazing 

experience it was. Maybe it was necessary that it was the way it was. There was a 

ridiculous amount of work and there wasn’t very many of us, but so much work to be 

done. The minor resentments I had then I definitely don’t have anymore.” 

 

As exemplified in the following comment, Post-docs who were mathematicians recommend a 

central focus on mathematics learning.  

 

“I would suggest that more students from the various disciplines share more theoretical 

perspectives to the mathematics education research, rather than to maintain a theoretical 

framework in its discipline and use a mathematics classroom as a setting.  The 

mathematics education research should be the primary focus and then the others should 

inform the field to provide different cultural or learning perspectives and theories.” 
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Finally, regarding cross-site research, Post-docs suggested that more resources be dedicated to 

creating cross-site teams and that faculty leadership should define the questions that are truly 

appropriate for cross-site exploration.  For example, research that could demonstrate the impact 

of different bilingual policies such as those in New Mexico compared to Arizona.  Cross-site 

questions could have been coordinated from the beginning rather than emerge from various 

working groups. 

Sustaining the Work of CEMELA 

The Post-docs were asked to comment on what in CEMELA should be sustained and how they 

could contribute to sustaining these aspects of the work.  A number of Post-docs explained that 

their CEMELA research was continuing.  Those who are at a CEMELA school will continue to 

meet with their study groups and will be completing research projects and writing for 

publication.  A few of the Post-docs who are at other schools remain actively involved with 

research groups and are currently working on publications.   

 

Most of the Post-docs believe that the network created through CEMELA will sustain itself by 

continuing to analyze the large reservoir of data collected and through the relationships 

established in research groups.  The network could be sustained through ongoing CEMELA 

meetings, either at conferences or, if funding were available, as stand alone meetings.   

 

A Post-doc suggested that interdisciplinary focus should be sustained even if it relies on 

individuals to model it within their institutions by inviting scholars from other disciplines to 

speak in seminars and classes.  He noted, “I might not have realized this before being involved 

[in CEMELA] how important it is to actually talk and work with people from other 

departments.”  

 

Finally, Post-docs commented on the importance of continuing to focus on the issues facing 

Latinos school achievement and to do research within the community.  A Post-doc captured this 

sentiment as follows: 

 

“The essential aspects of CEMELA that should continue are those that advocate for the 

advancement Hispanic/Latino students in mathematics education.  The research should be 

expanded on to inform the mathematics education field of effective ways to raise 

achievement for Hispanic/Latino students.  I hope to continue to be an advocate for 

Hispanic/Latino students in mathematics learning through teacher education.”  
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Research Collaboration 

 

The CEMELA research projects and the nature of collaboration in research are discussed in this 

section.  It reports on a survey of research projects, a survey of collaborative behaviors for a 

small sample of projects, and the way in which research collaboration is described by Fellows 

and faculty. 

Research Projects Inventory 

This section reports on data collected from the Fellows and PIs in 2008 and 2009.  An inventory 

survey form was developed by the evaluation team in the winter of 2008 (a copy of the form is in 

the Appendix).  Evaluation liaisons interviewed Fellows and PIs at each campus to collect 

information about the research projects in which they were engaged, whether they were 

collaborating and with whom and how it related to CEMELA research areas.  The inventory was 

conducted to get a sense of the amount of research projects, the numbers of Fellows and faculty 

engaged the projects, their roles and areas of concentration.  The information from the 2008 

survey was summarized in a set of tables organized by each campus and shared with the PIs at 

the Research Symposium in January of 2009.  Evaluation liaisons and PIs updated and corrected 

information in the spring of 2009.  The list of research projects were combined from all 

campuses into one CEMELA list.  The projects were reviewed for duplications, and the final 

inventory described 74 projects.   

 

The inventory is based on self-reports from those interviewed.  Respondents were instructed to 

identify each CEMELA research project they were working on.  The research was defined as “a 

project in which data will be or is collected based on research questions and should result in a 

publication.”  There was no definition of what constituted CEMELA research, so the projects 

range from dissertations that might not be directly related to CEMELA to projects that are major 

efforts within the program.  Cross checking and updating the information from each campus was 

uneven across the sites; and the final list should not be viewed as an absolute number or 

description of CEMELA research projects.  However, it does provide a fairly comprehensive 

description of projects based on information provided by Fellows and faculty.  A table listing the 

titles, descriptions and names Fellows and faculty related to each is in the Appendix.  

 

All but five of the 74 projects were classified as collaborative.  The collaboration could include 

Fellows (graduate and Post-docs) and/or faculty within the campus program or could involve 

Fellows and faculty from other campuses.  Table 1 illustrates the distribution.  
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Table 1.  Distribution of Research Collaboration 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

While 62% of the projects did not collaborate with individuals beyond their own campus, it is 

significant that slightly less than one in three of the projects indicated that there was some degree 

of collaboration with Fellows and/or faculty from another campus.  Within those 69 projects that 

are collaborative, the large majority included both Fellows and faculty in the collaboration.  Six 

projects identified only Fellows in their list of collaborators and five listed only members of 

faculty as collaborators.   

 

Most of the projects (80%) listed a range of 2 to four 4 Fellows as collaborators.  However, five 

projects (8%) had only one Fellow involved and listed one or two faculty as the other 

collaborators.  Seven projects (12%) had a range of five, six or nine to ten Fellows named as part 

of a team.  The two outliers were a research project based on a cross-site collaboration of nine 

Fellows involved in the after-school programs at UA and UIC and a campus-based project to 

develop a classroom observation protocol at UA involving a team of ten Fellows. 

 

The survey asked respondents to list the names of Fellows and faculty involved in the research, 

and mark the roles each played.  There were two choices, partners or advisors.  These two 

categories were based on discussions regarding co-authorship relationships at the 2008 Research 

Symposium.  Partners are defined as being a core member of the team who would share in 

authoring any presentations or publications.  Advisory roles are those who provide help in the 

research but are not considered core team members such as persons who might collect data but 

not share in posing questions or doing analysis.  Advisory roles are also those who provide 

general advice such as a faculty advisor who is not directly engaged in the research or a resource 

person who provides helpful advice.  The categorization is subjective based on the respondents’ 

perceptions of roles.  Fellows and faculty were not interviewed to see if they agreed with the 

respondent’s classification of their involvement. 

 

There was information on roles of Fellows for 61 of the 69 collaborative projects.  It is clear that 

partnering is the overwhelming role played in the majority of these projects, with 84% of the 

Fellows listed falling into this category and only 16% listed as advisory to the research.  Faculty 

collaborators were identified in 63 of the 69 projects.  Faculty could be classified as having 

partnering or advisory roles; however, in a number of projects, both of these roles were marked.  

Research Collaborations Number Percent 

Campus-based collaboration 46 62% 

Cross-site collaboration 23 31% 

No collaboration 5 7% 

Totals 74 100% 
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In the distribution of faculty roles, 49% of the projects had one or more advisors serving as 

partners, 37% of the projects listed one or more faculty in advisory roles, and in 19% of projects 

they are listed as serving in both roles.  The total is over 100% of the projects as in some projects 

that engaged two or more faculty members, their roles were divided between partner or advisor 

so the project was counted in both these categories.  In general, the faculty members identified 

are PIs, with only a few projects listing affiliated faculty. 

 

The survey asked respondents to mark which of the four CEMELA research areas applied to the 

study, and they could indicate more than one area.  Figure 4 illustrates the distribution of projects 

across the four areas.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The largest number of projects was classified as integrated studies – more than one area is 

covered in the research.  Student learning was next with half as many projects followed by 

Teaching and Teacher Education and Community and Parents.  None were classified as Policy 

which is not surprising given the concern expressed by Fellows regarding the lack of work in this 

area.  However, Table 2 breaks out 35 of the 37 projects that were classified as including more 

than one area (two did not indicate the areas).  Policy is noted in some of the integrated studies.  

Figure 4 Number in CEMELA Research Areas
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Table 2.  Distribution of Areas by Integrated Studies 

 

Multiple Areas in Research Project Number 

Student Learning/ Teaching & Teacher Ed 20 

Student Learning / Teaching & Teacher Ed /Policy 3 

Student Learning /Community & Parents 3 

Student Learning / Teaching & Teacher Ed / Community & Parents 2 

Student Learning /Policy 2 

Teaching & Teacher Ed /Policy 2 

Includes all four areas 2 

Community & Parents /Policy 1 

 

Figure 5 combines the number within one study area (distribution in Figure 4) with the number 

of times the area is identified as part of a project that integrates a number of areas.   

 

Figure 5 Numbers in CEMELA Research Areas - 
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The distribution is similar to those by area.  Student Learning is the largest category and is 

connected to 51 of the 74 research projects, Teaching and Teacher Education is connected to 41, 

Community and Parents is involved in 15 projects and Policy is an aspect of 11 projects, though 

none focus only on policy questions. 

Collaboration in Thinking Communities 

The 2008 evaluation explored how Fellows define collaboration within CEMELA.  We reported 

collaboration had meanings that were more inclusive of community and was not restricted to 

joint research and co-authoring publications.  A summary of the ways in which Fellows 

described collaboration included the following. 
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• Rehearsing Research Collaboration  

A Post-doc described CEMELA as an opportunity to rehearse collaboration.  He 

explained this rehearsal as follows: “I see it as I am rehearsing, for collaborating.  And I 

am doing it because I know it is going to be very important for my academic career for 

publishing, universities look for your ability to collaborate.” This view coincided with 

another Fellow from a different campus who described his experience working with a 

Post-doc: “Working with her was really helpful since it helped me think about things in a 

different way, which helped me conceptualize the data… we both had different view 

points of what is going on and we spent a lot of time just seeing eye to eye.” 

 

• Informal Collaborative Community 

Many Fellows commented on the informal nature of their collaboration.  They described 

the informal discussions that take place at conferences and the sounding board and 

supportive discussions that happen when working in close proximity on campus.  A 

Fellow who traveled to a conference told the story of meeting another CEMELA Fellow 

from another campus.  They found that they had common interests and issues and 

spontaneously discussed these for over two hours.   

 

• Collaborative Engagement with Communities of Educators, Students and Parents 

Fellows also considered the partnerships with faculty from other departments, K-12 

teachers, parents and students and with international researchers as another aspect of 

collaboration within CEMELA.  They considered these relationships to be an important 

element of the collaborative experience within CEMELA.  

 

Co-authorship of publications based on mutual or complementary research is the most common 

measure of collaboration in academe.  Although co-authored publication is a goal of the research 

in CEMELA, Fellows have consistently defined their collaborative experiences to in much 

broader terms.  In 2009, the evaluators were interested in narrowing the exploration of 

collaboration to that which is specific to the CEMELA research the experience. However, we did 

not want to assume that co-authorship was the only criteria on which to measure collaboration.   

 

Katz and Martin (1997) maintain that co-authorship itself is not a true measure of research 

collaboration.  In their attempt to distinguish collaboration, they identified three criteria: 1) those 

who work together on the research project throughout its duration or for a large part of it, or who 

make frequent or substantial contribution, 2) those whose names appear in the original research 

proposal and 3) those responsible for one or more of the main elements of the research (p. 7).  In 

their summary of factors contributing to co-authored publications, Katz and Martin (1997) 
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identified two that are relevant to CEMELA:  1) the need to gain experience or to train 

apprentice researchers and 2) the need to obtain cross fertilization across disciplines (p. 4).   

 

Vera John-Steiner, in her presentation at the Research Symposium in 2009, defined collaboration 

as: “People who have complementary skills interacting to create shared understanding that none 

had previously possessed or could have known on their own.”  In her book, Creative 

Collaboration, John-Steiner (2000) explores the type of “complementarity” that is found in 

successful collaborations among scientists – or “thought communities.” She writes that: 

 

Commitment to shared objectives, or a joint ‘passionate interest’ in the subject matter, is 

critical to joint endeavors.  Sustained thinking and writing together, then, are not solely a 

cognitive activity.  They involve relinquishing some aspects of individual autonomy, a 

possible temporary strain.  But they can result in a broadening of the participants’ talents 

and resources, an appropriation of strategies, or modes of thought, that contributes to 

growth, even among mature thinkers (p. 48). 

 

In her explorations of “complementarity” among successful collaborators in science, John-

Steiner identifies a number of elements.  Among them is one’s willingness to engage in 

“dialogue thinking” -- thinking that is “fashioned, refined and elaborated in the course of intense 

exchanges” (p. 45).  Another element is “productive interdependence,” which are the ways in 

which diversity of backgrounds, strengths and weakness among the group can complement each 

other.  Successful collaborators generally care about each other, and they do more than merely 

offer constructive criticism; they engage in ways that assist in developing their partner’s ideas.  

Yet, it also involves willingness to challenge and debate, but in ways that respect and 

acknowledge the different ways others think or conceptualize.  She also notes that roles, while 

somewhat defined by disciplines, temperament and strengths, can also be fluid and 

interchangeable. 

Online Survey of Research Teams 

To better understand the nature of research collaboration within the CEMELA research groups, a 

survey was developed based on John-Steiner’s work.  Using the list of questions she used in her 

research on collaboration (the list is in the appendix of her book), an online survey was 

developed for CEMELA.  Fourteen items that related to elements of “complementarity” in 

research or thought communities were adapted to create items on a Likert scale.  The survey was 

sent to a sample of six CEMELA research group selected from the list of research projects 

identified the earlier inventory.  Two of the projects involved cross-site collaboration, and four 

were campus-based – one each at UA, UIC, UCSC and UNM.  The individuals who received an 

invitation to complete the survey were told to respond based on their experiences as member of a 
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team working on the specific research project which was identified in the instructions.  The 

survey was administered late in the academic year, so response rates were lower than hoped for. 

 

Two of the projects were classified in the inventory as cross-site research endeavors.  For one of 

these projects, after the survey was sent out it was discovered that only one member of the team 

was doing the research, all the others were advisory.  However, that person did respond to the 

survey – and was the only one out of the four who received the survey for a response rate of 

25%.  The other cross-site team had a response rate of 71% -- five of the seven members on the 

team responded to the survey.   

 

Four of the projects were based on each of the campuses.  One campus-based project had a 

response rate of 75% -- three out of four people on the team responded.  A second campus 

project had a rate 66% with six of the nine members responding.  One campus had only one out 

of five members responding for a response rate of 20%.  No one responded from one of the 

campus-based projects.  There was a total of 16 respondents out of a possible 30 who were sent 

invitations to participate in the survey for an overall response rate of 53% (this rate excludes the 

group from the campus that had no respondents to the survey).  Of the 16 respondents, 12 

considered themselves fully engaged as partners in the research, one indicated they were very 

engaged with the research team, but did not expect to be cited as a co-author on any publications 

from the research and 3 classified themselves as an occasional participant on the research team 

although their responses were not significantly different from those more engaged.  The 

distribution of responses to the 14 items is displayed in Table 4.   

 

Table 4. Responses to Research Collaboration Survey 

 

Questions 
strongly 

disagree 

 

disagree 

 

neutral 

 

agree 

strongly 

agree 

% & (#) 
1. I felt included in all of our communications 

via meetings or email, so I was always aware 

of our progress. 

   
25% 

(4) 

75% 

(12) 

2. I believe that our communication on the 

research we were doing was adequate for the 

progress we needed to make. 

  
6% 

(1) 

63% 

(10) 

31% 

(5) 

3. Our team has a clear leader, although all of us 

contributed to the research work.   

6% 

(1) 

 

50% 

(8) 

44% 

(7) 

4. I rely upon my collaborators in this research 

project to help me connect observation and 

data with our theoretical constructs. 

  
6% 

(1) 

44% 

(7) 

50% 

(8) 

5. In our research group, one’s ideas can be 

made explicit through the group’s questioning 

and dialogue. 

  
6% 

(1) 

50% 

(8) 

44% 

(7) 
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Questions 
strongly 

disagree 

 

disagree 

 

neutral 

 

agree 

strongly 

agree 

% & (#) 
6. I don’t have to explain my self to my 

collaborators, I can just use keywords. 
 

19% 

(3) 

44% 

(7) 

19% 

(3) 

19% 

(3) 

7. I expect my collaborators in the research 

group to be a constructive critic of my work 

and contributions to our research. 

  
19% 

(3) 

37% 

(6) 

44% 

(7) 

8. Our collaboration facilitates the creation of 

theoretical models that help out our thinking 

processes. 

  
19% 

(3) 

37% 

(6) 

44% 

(7) 

9. Members of our collaboration team are able to 

make observations which make a situation 

immediately clear. 

6% 

(1) 
 

31% 

(5) 

44% 

(7) 

19% 

(3) 

10. By the time we finish a project, we do not 

know from whom the ideas came. 
 

31% 

(5) 

44% 

(7) 

19% 

(3) 

6% 

(1) 

11. With my collaborators, there is a sense of 

mission to establish a community in which we 

can participate.  

  
25% 

(4) 

44% 

(7) 

31% 

(5) 

12. I believe that we share a common vision 

regarding the purpose of this research project. 
  

31% 

(5) 

38% 

(6) 

31% 

(5) 

13. Our roles on the team are fluid, with many of 

us moving from one role to another (such as 

serving as leader, guiding the development of 

the theoretical models, guiding the data 

analysis process, etc.) 

 
19% 

(3) 

31% 

(5) 

25% 

(4) 

25% 

(4) 

14. On our team, we have a clear distinction 

between disciplinary roles (mathematician 

educator, etc.) 

6% 

(3) 

56% 

(9) 

13% 

(2) 

25% 

(4) 
 

 

Respondents felt fully informed of the group’s work and that communication was adequate for 

the progress they needed to make.  Even with a clear team leader, all but one Fellow, who 

remained neutral, believe they contributed to the research.  The high level of agreement with 

items 4, 5, and 8 indicate a healthy exchange of dialogue that helps to move ideas and thinking 

forward.  The level of agreement with item 7 indicates that criticism is constructive, although 3 

were neutral on this point.  The majority of respondents agreed with item 9 indicating that people 

within the teams are able to clarify situations and contribute to common understandings, 

although three people remained neutral on this point and one strongly disagreed.   

 

The responses to item 10 are measured, with almost half of the respondents remaining neutral.  

Although a number of items indicate a growing intellectual familiarity, a healthy level of comfort 

with the exchange of ideas and lively useful dialogue within the group, only a quarter of the 

respondents are willing to claim that the collaboration resulted in not knowing from whom ideas 

came.  This neutrality is consistent with the hesitation to agree that the group readily understands 

each other through use of keywords (item 6).  
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There is general agreement that the teams share a common vision regarding the purpose of the 

research (item 12), however, almost a third of the respondents were not sure this was true, 

although none disagreed with the statement.  Reponses to item 11 were similar; most agreed that 

there was a desire to establish community within the group, though a quarter of the respondents 

remained neutral on this point.  Only half of the respondents believe that roles are fluid within 

their research group (item 13), with one definitely disagreeing and five remaining neutral.  

However, almost two thirds of the respondents believe that there is no distinction in disciplinary 

roles.  

 

The responses of those participating in the survey indicate that elements of healthy intellectual 

collaboration as describe by John-Steiner are occurring within the research groups although 

many were hesitant to make judgments on items that would describe a level of more mature 

collaborative interaction.  Also, CEMELA research groups are comprised of a mix of maturity 

among researchers –including newly enrolled graduate students, post-doctoral Fellows, and 

faculty members who are viewed as experts in their fields.  This role distinction was noted by 

one faculty respondent who explained that it was difficult to create a fully distributed leadership 

in a small group with a varying degree of research expertise.  Although the faculty member noted 

that the group had been quite productive with three manuscripts jointly authored by the faculty 

and one of the graduate Fellows.   

 

The challenges in achieving a mature level of collaboration were also evident in the following 

comments to the open-ended question at the end of the survey: 

 

• The project has evolved, and roles have shifted over time.  At some times I have felt like 

there is very strong collaboration and sharing of responsibilities, while at other times it 

feels like our work is "top down" and directed by the faculty.  Negotiations over 

authorship of our work have made much clearer who ‘owns’ what parts of the project 

• It was a bit hard to answer some of these questions because the research group has 

changed a lot this year; we not only work with a different group of teachers, but we now 

have [a different person] facilitating both the professional development and the research 

component. I would say that we have a clearer mission and stronger research agenda 

now, but I was also very involved in the prior cycle and we did write papers and made 

presentations 

• Some of these questions were difficult because there are differences between 

collaboration within a site and across sites, with some of the collaboration across sites 

less effective/frequent at times. I believe this is natural given that we are not in the same 

place and don't have much face to face interaction. 
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One person shared a comment at the end of the survey that seems representative of many of the 

observations about doing research in collaborative groups shared with the evaluator over the past 

three years: “It was a very rich experience, over all, with a lot of potential for up coming 

initiatives. Working with this group helped me grow an incredible amount. I felt I was regarded 

as fully capable to contribute to the project.” 

Focus Group Discussion of Research Collaboration 

To further understand research collaboration, the evaluator conducted a special campus-based 

focus group with a mixed group of Fellows, two PIs and an affiliated faculty member who have 

been engaged in joint research endeavors.  Throughout the discussion, references were made to 

both cross-site and campus-based research.  The focus group did not follow a defined script of 

questions.  Rather, the model of collaborative patterns in “thought communities” developed by 

John-Steiner was shared with the group.  The discussion in the focus group was open ended and 

focused on ways to characterize collaboration using the model as a frame of reference. 

 

The model is displayed in Figure 6.  The model identifies four patterns of collaboration.  Within 

a pattern are fundamental areas that characterize elements involved in collaboration -- roles, 

values and working methods. As one moves towards the center, the patterns are more tightly 

woven.  However, she explains that collaborative endeavors are dynamic and changing 

processes.  Thus the gradations in the circle illustrate movement and are not presented as a 

hierarchy.  Collaborations can start in one pattern and shift to another, then shift again.  John 

Steiner explains that: 

 

Thought communities are different from cooperating teams as their members take 

emotional and intellectual risks to construct mutuality and productive interdependence.  

Their objectives are to develop a shared vision as well as achieve jointly negotiated 

outcomes. (p. 196)   

 

The focus group met in April, immediately after the American Educational Research Association 

(AERA) conference.  One CEMELA presentation at AERA had engaged both the UIC and UA 

after-school research teams.  This shared experience illustrated a number of elements in the 

John-Steiner model and discussions of successful collaborations.  One Fellow noted how the 

symposium illustrated the emergence of a CEMELA jargon, which became apparent when a 

member of the audience asked questions of the group after the presentations.   

 

“I felt like the presentation was almost like a reflection of how we have been talking a lot 

and how we have developed a lot of shared assumptions and shared understandings about 

mathematics, language and learning.  And the four papers were pretty cohesive. A lot of 
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time you go to symposiums you don’t really hear any kind of a theme develop across the 

papers.  But I think because we’ve been talking so much and we’ve kind of been in the 

CEMELA culture for so long that perhaps we speak in ‘CEMELAese’ in some ways and 

perhaps we have to think about ways in which outsiders to the CEMELA community 

[hear us], which to me is like a testimony that a community has formed.  That we speak 

naturally in what appears to outsiders to be like a jargon.  So like it shows to me that 

there’s a certain kind of socialization that’s taking place amongst the various 

constituencies that create a community.”   
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Another observation was the collaborative roles in leadership demonstrated in the preparation of 

the papers for the symposium.  Although there was faculty leadership from both UIC and UA for 

the joint collaboration, one Fellow explained that the symposium flowed from collaborative 

engagement sharing of ideas.  He observed that the vision was “shaped from all of our 

contributions and [the faculty member] was open to our insights.  And we negotiated as to the 

shape of what’s going to be in the papers.”  For this person, the collaborative pattern may have 

been similar to a family in the model, with roles being somewhat fluid, although the leadership 

was valued; the final product was based on their common vision and the integration of their 

expertise. 

 

Another Fellow noted the cross-site collaboration in a different CEMELA research area was 

more of a distributed nature.  It was based on similar work in more than one site, but lacked the 

integration described above.  Papers were based on individual teams’ research and did not 

explore a collective common understandings of what was being observed.  These groups 

certainly had similar interests and overlapping values but there were distinct divisions of labor in 

preparing for the symposium.   

 

Working out roles and assuming responsibility for research products in a collaborative 

framework did not evolve without tensions.  A Fellow explained:  “I think there were a lot of 

tensions which were for the better in the end, but there were a lot of tensions in what our role is 

because all of a sudden we were kind of given some more leadership roles. For example, when 

we were told that we have to put a symposium and that was like when we were finishing up our 

first year.  So we were like what!!”  Assigning responsibility and defining clear divisions of 

labor ultimately did not need to happen when the group internalized their common vision and 

developed trust.  As the same Fellow continued: 

 

“And I think we went a lot of times saying, ‘Oh, we need more clearly defined roles, 

who’s doing what,’ but every time we would say that and we would try to do it, it didn’t 

work out like that because we all had a common goal and even if we kind of tried to 

divide up the task or whatever it is, we all ended up basically helping each other out.  

And then depending on the period other people would take the lead on things depending 

on what everyone else had.”  

 

John-Steiner notes that successful creative collaborators like and care for each other.  This 

characteristic was very evident in the discussion.  The caring extended beyond the campus group 

and included their joint research collaborators as well as the CEMELA network.  Below are 

some examples from the discussion. 
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• “And for me I think a lot of the collaboration also is rooted in some deeper relationships 

that we’ve established.  Like more personal relationships between us.” 

• “I think we’re invested in each other’s personal journeys. As human beings.  And that 

makes it more I think, it makes it more vested so that’s kind of how I thought about it.”  

• “I want to add something.  I think in this group what really matters, and it s affects 

collaboration more at the research level, is the fact that we like each other.  We care for 

each other.  And, you know, that may seem like okay, well that is separate from the kind 

of work that brings a group of people together.  But I think it affects how we work.  You 

know those tensions we were talking about -- because we have that sort of a background 

that we care about each other, I think it works in favor of that.”   

• “But I think that’s the unplanned aspect of this collaboration that it just, it happened.  It 

continues to happen.  And I have to say that is not only within our site but also across 

sites.  For example with Santa Cruz even though we haven’t developed any projects like 

in a research way, whenever we are with them it is just like we are so happy to be 

together.  It’s just something like we just like each other and can’t help it.” 

• “I think we share that [caring for each other] with a lot of the Arizona folks.  I mean it 

seems like a lot of the same issues, like the deep core equity issues that kind of drive the 

Arizona conversations are shared with us here.  I think we all have that.  That’s what I 

feel.  I think everybody here probably has felt that to some extent.” 

 

As in conversations with Fellows across campuses in the 2008 and 2009 focus groups, this 

discussion noted that in CEMELA research was not merely an academic exercise, publication is 

not the only goal of the work.  One stated that, “there seems to be something more, you know, 

core-based or maybe – and I would give that a name like the equity and the [educational] access 

commitment that kind of underlies a lot of CEMELA citizens.”  There were frequent references 

to the not just overlapping values, but also a common vision and trust as well as a deep 

commitment to equity. 

 

A veteran academic noted that collaboration within a discipline or across national boundaries 

was not unusual in academe, describing an international mathematics community that has been 

meeting over 20 years and the nature of small collaborative teams that have been working 

together for many years.  He explained that within these groups there are two types of activism, 

one is the general scholarly pursuit for truth, and the other is a desire to promote one’s career.  

He then noted that CEMELA’s educational model combined these two with the shared 

commitment to equity – a third kind of activism.  His observation might be recognized as shared 

values that John-Steiner described as the “commitment to shared objectives, or a joint 

‘passionate interest’ in the subject matter” that is critical to highly successful collaborations 

among researchers.   
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The value placed equity also forces a broader view of collaboration.  One faculty member 

described how the nature of CEMELA’s purpose demanded that the collaboration go beyond the 

bounds that normally delimit mathematics or scientific research. 

“One of the things that got me thinking is the nature of the problem that brings us to the 

table.  I mean when I think of a small corps of academics working on a discipline specific 

problem, that’s one kind of area of concentration that bonds that group together.  But then 

if you look at the nature of our problem that brings us together which is the inequity of 

Latinos in education and specifically how mathematics is a gatekeeper to all kinds of 

social justice issues, that’s a very broad, all-encompassing kind of problem that requires a 

different kind of [work] – that’s what makes CEMELA’s collaboration different than 

even successful academic collaborations in that the nature of the problem we’re focusing 

on is very big and if I were to name it with one name it would be probably the equity 

issue. And so that’s probably where you can distinguish CEMELA’s type of 

collaboration from other kinds of even successful academic collaborations.  Maybe a 

group of physicists are collaborating on developing equations of predicting different 

dimensions and that bonds them together but they’re not obligated to cut across a lot of 

different constituencies in order to solve that problem.  But given our interest in solving 

kind of this huge problem which has so many different things impacting it, you know, the 

history of schooling, the history of society, you know, the history of math, views on 

math, all these kinds of things so it’s almost like a big boulder that we’re trying to lift and 

we have to develop different kinds of expertise and it forces us into certain kinds of 

positions because of the nature of the problem we selected to tackle.  We have to rely on 

a whole set of networks, and it wouldn’t be possible to solve it individually.  But we care 

about that problem that we know we can’t solve individually.” 

 

One person recalled that the initial discussions in CEMELA focused on the concepts “center and 

centerness,” noting that, “at that time we were trying to define a model to help the fellows to 

develop from a novice researcher to a more experienced one or at least to have a way to 

understand it for practice.”  However, within this discussion the core of the center model was 

really the collaboration opportunities.  The person concluded, “Individual transformation is how 

we learn something.  It’s not just to learn the theories but also to learn to work together.”  This 

might be the real message of CEMELA – thinking about the socialization of doctoral students 

“because that’s kind of like what CEMELA is supposed to be about.” 

 

Towards the end of the discussion, a Fellow reminded the group that in the end, what counted 

was researchers’ action or influence on practice that affects the learning and achievement of 

children.  Despite the beauty involved in working in creative collaboration, the bottom line is 

making a difference for children. 
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Conversations with Principal Investigators 

 

Principal Investigators (PIs) have been interviewed by the evaluators in 2007, 2008 and again 

this year.  In 2008 PIs were interviewed twice.  In 2008, the focus of the interviews was on PIs 

impressions of CEMELA’s work in doctoral education and their views on what should be 

sustained and how to plan for sustainability. Although similar questions were pursued in 2009, 

these interviews were more reflective, focusing on PIs’ impressions of the significant aspects of 

the program, its influence on their research and on their connections with the other campuses.  

The first part of this section summarizes the major finding in the spring 2008 interviews and the 

second part of the section reports on the discussions of 2009.   

2008 Interview Summary 

In 2008, PIs were interviewed twice.  In the first round of interviews, the evaluators conducted 

phone focus group interviews with each group combining at least two from different campuses.  

This allowed PIs to have cross-site conversations regarding the program prior to their meeting at 

the Research Symposium in January.  The discussion focused on PI perceptions of major 

accomplishments as well as critical issues to consider as CEMELA was entering the final two 

years of formal funding.  The summary of these discussions were shared with the PIs in January 

of 2008 and are in the Appendix of this report.  Below are the major findings from second 

interview held with each PI in the spring of 2008. 

Developing Strong Scholars 

PIs agreed with the observations of Fellows in that same year – both groups believed that the 

program was developing scholarly leadership.  They noted that Fellows were taking more 

ownership for CEMELA projects.  The PIs described how their Fellows are continuing to work 

on various CEMELA research projects and using these to define their own dissertation work.  

Fellows were beginning to focus on their individual questions and moving along towards 

developing their dissertations.  There is also growing movement toward publishing – moving 

from making presentations to writing articles. 

 

The PIs were pleased with CEMELA doctoral education model – the opportunities it was 

providing to quickly engage Fellows in grounded research and expose them to making 

presentations and working across boundaries of academic disciplines, K-12 education, family 

and community and international borders.  They described how Fellows have a somewhat 

reverse process through CEMELA.  They are engaged in a research situation where they collect 

data that will be analyzed and ultimately result in a study that will be published.  They do this 

even before they have completed the course of study in research methodology.  Consequently, 
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when taking those courses, many of the Fellows are able to use grounded research for the papers 

required for the course compared to other students who generally have a much looser set of data 

on which to build course papers. 

Building Community  

All the PIs noted the value of community within CEMELA.  Although they did not focus on the 

informal nature of community support to the same degree as the Fellows, they spoke of their 

enjoyment working within the campus teams.  One reported having “more fun” now that Fellows 

and PIs were engaged in work together and making progress.  Another PI described being very 

involved with aspects of the Fellows’ research and the sense of team that is developing within 

the program.  The “camaraderie” was noted as healthy and energizing.  At one school, the PIs 

commented on the ease with which the program was operating.  Administrative management had 

grown more efficient both at the campus level and centerwide. 

Influence of CEMELA on Faculty/PI Research and Teaching and Institution 

In 2008 a number of PIs reported that CEMELA has influenced their research in several ways.  

Those who were not from a mathematics background are now engaged in not only bilingualism, 

but also its relationship to the language of mathematics.  The reverse is happening for 

mathematicians who are working within CEMELA.  One has shifted this research emphasis to 

connect it with the socio-cultural focus within CEMELA.  One PI put her own research on hold 

to write literature reviews to provide resources for CEMELA.  The reviews have been published 

and were stimulated by Fellows’ questions and the need to direct them to the relevant literature. 

 

For some PIs, CEMELA has engaged them in completely new research settings.  One had never 

done research on a teacher study group before CEMELA and now has also done some classroom 

teaching of his own which provides additional insights into his work.  For another PI the after 

school program was a new way of looking at research.  CEMELA has influenced PIs’ teaching 

and course curriculum.  Many reported how CEMELA led to changing focus in a course or 

integrating CEMELA materials and research into their undergraduate courses.  

Influence of CEMELA on the Institution or Department 

In general, CEMELA is having some influence within the department or institution.  It is too 

early to fully assess changes in this area; however all the PIs could cite progress.  In some 

situations, CEMELA has heightened awareness of mathematics education.  In these cases, PIs 

reported that literacy has often been more dominant, but CEMELA has influenced attention to 

mathematics to create a better balance.  In two situations it has strengthened the collaboration 

between faculty in education and the mathematics department.  At one school, the department is 

considering establishing the afterschool program as a practicum option for pre-service teachers.  
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This will require institutionalizing a course regarding afterschool as a teaching and learning 

environment.  It also involves finding resources and building partnerships to expand the 

afterschool program.  

Collaboration – Progress and Challenges 

In general, PIs did not have the same references for collaboration that emerged in discussions 

with Fellows.  They reported that they observed less cross-site work over the past year.  This 

could partially be explained by the nature of academic work – more Fellows are now focusing on 

ways to use data for their own questions so they can write their dissertation.  One PI explained 

that the very nature of doctoral study ran counter to doing collaborative research.  At some point, 

Fellows have to focus on their individual qualifying exams and dissertations. 

 

Some PIs expressed concern that the vision of a “center” has not been realized.  Local ways of 

thinking and working seem to continue to be emphasized and implemented.  For example, 

various sites take on projects and add people without checking with the whole group about it.  

This observation suggests that the views of what constitutes a “center” might be somewhat 

different among the PIs.  For some, it means a more collective and inclusive communication and 

decision making regarding CEMELA implementation.  For others, it is viewed as good when 

administration runs smoothly and efficiently to support implementation of local programs while 

also valuing the centerwide CEMELA activities.  

 

PIs also believe that cross-site work takes considerable effort; and the pressures on their time 

poses a significant barrier to their making concerted efforts to engage in a cross-site project.  

However, PIs also note that Fellows are connecting across sites, perhaps more informally than 

through coordinated research projects.   

 

One PI explained that the first two years of CEMELA were mostly about getting to know each 

other.  It takes time to build relationships.  The openness and willingness of other faculty to 

collaborate and try new “stuff”--- a willingness to “stretch”--- is what best facilitates this 

collaboration.  However, another noted that faculty are very specialized and have already 

established their research colleagues and have research projects in the works.  He believes that it 

is unrealistic to expect a shift toward new areas of research and new colleagues within the short 

time frame of a five year grant.   

 

PIs did not view collaboration in the same expansive way described by Fellows.  They defined 

collaboration as joint research across sites.  They cite good reasons for the failure of the 

coordination to reach the levels anticipated within CEMELA.  However, they also believe that 

their graduates will be equipped to work collaboratively on the questions important to CEMELA.  
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They also note with enthusiasm the coming book prospectus and 8 chapters that will provide a 

lot of background on CEMELA work for others to see. 

Priorities for Post-fifth Year of Grant 

The top priority for all PIs is to ensure support for the current Fellows so they can complete their 

programs.  They also identified a need to organize the CEMELA work in preparation for the 

dissemination conference and to catalogue CEMELA resources.  This was expressed as: “We 

need to make sure data doesn’t end up “in boxes”—to make sure that data is in usable form for 

future years.  We need to consider what activities to continue and to look at products (e.g., 

modules, packing the short courses, etc) so people can reap the benefits of CEMELA’s efforts.”  

 

2009 Principal Investigator Discussions 

The interviews conducted in the spring of 2009 focused on the PI’s overall assessment of the 

CEMELA experience.  The conversations centered around their perceptions of the most 

significant aspects of CEMELA, the program’s influence on their own research and future work.  

They were also asked to reflect on the legacy of CEMELA and its influence on their campuses. 

Working with the Fellows 

When asked to describe what was the most significant aspect of CEMELA, PIs quickly 

responded “the Fellows.”  Each campus had a variation on the similar theme that CEMELA 

created an opportunity to work with a “fantastic group of graduate students and Post-docs.”  The 

influx of graduate students made possible by the financial support in the grant created a real 

presence for CEMELA within departments, and it enhanced interest in mathematics education.  

The intensity of working on CEMELA research activities, while also serving as academic 

advisors and mentors, provided opportunities to build relationships with Fellows.  The 

interactions had significant influences on PIs’ thinking and work. As one PI noted: 

 

“You get to know the people better … [two] grad students (mentions names) are people 

who say ‘why don’t we do this or we should be doing that.’  So in that sense I think I’ve 

learned a lot listening to them.  The peer learning group, to me has been one of the best 

experiences -- because of the mixture of experiences and backgrounds that we have.” 

 

This expanded relationship influenced their work.  One PI noted:  

“They push us to learn areas – I am not a language person, I am in Math Ed and it has 

broadened my thinking.  I probably would not be involved in [a new research area], 

which I thoroughly enjoy if it had not been for CEMELA.”   
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PIs were impressed with the doctoral education model implemented on each of the campuses and 

centerwide.  They recognized that their Fellows were getting exposed to learning opportunities 

and leadership development that is unusual for doctorate education.  One PI described their 

CEMELA experience mimicked the role they would play in the academy: “They are doing 

research; they are doing teaching; they are doing service. They are doing the things that will be 

expected of them at a university.”   

 

The model provided a rich educational experience which a PI described as an important legacy 

for CEMELA explaining. 

 

“I think the doc students are going to come out being very strong as theory driven 

scholars.  They are theory driven and that comes from the interaction side they have with 

us and the faculty too. But because they are sort of bunched together…in a way they are 

locked in this room and they have to talk to each other all the time and they have to talk 

to the rest of us too. And since they are constantly interacting with people talking about 

theory then that really comes across. So it isn’t just – are you using quantitative methods 

or qualitative methods; it’s ‘wait a minute what’s your theoretical argument here.’ That’s 

a really big difference to me in terms of the CEMELA students and the other doctorial 

students in the college.   Our CEMELA students really talk a different way.” 

 

One PI was pleased that most of the campuses modeled working in the community.  She hoped 

this aspect of CEMELA and her own work would have a lasting influence on the Fellows. 

 

“What I would like the fellows to walk away with is that in a few years when they are in 

their academic positions they will appreciate the amount of care and time and effort that I 

put into modeling [how to work] in the community and value that. That’s the thing I’m 

most proud of because I don’t think you see that with most university people.” 

 

The strength of the model was summed up by a PI who described the support CEMELA provides 

to help students progress through the steps of the doctorate. 

 

“I’m comparing (CEMELA Fellows) to others that aren’t part of our program.  I mean in 

general doctoral students have a very hard time finishing.  That’s just the nature of the 

game.  But here we do additional things, here they are not just working with a local 

research project, they are working with peers across different sites.  A lot of those 

relations have been very crucial at different levels, advance doctoral students, newer 

doctoral students -- working with post-docs.  So they get that range.  I basically learned 

the research process on the fly.  So clearly they will have an advantage in the job market.  
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And they’ve been doing really well.  The fellows are the principal beneficiaries of a lot of 

these activities that are being modeled in front of them.”   

Centerwide Meetings 

The PIs praised the centerwide meetings.  These became powerful opportunities for 

communicating, network building, learning and performing.  When asked to describe one 

CEMELA highlight, a PI responded: 

 

“I will carry with me watching the presentations at each Research Symposium, and 

seeing the Fellows improve each year, and seeing them all present at the same meeting.  

The Research Symposium was the place to feel part of a wonderful process and 

program.” 

 

A couple of PI described as one of their highlights the powerful learning experiences within the 

CEMELA Schools. They noted that these course modules are being organized and will become a 

legacy of CEMELA. 

Influence on PIs Research and Administrative Work 

Almost all of the PIs told stories regarding CEMELA’s influence on their own research.  

However, they also expressed some disappointment that they did not engage in cross-site work 

with other PIs.  One noticed that they hoped to come together as researchers, but the demands of 

coordinating a grant made more like a “bureaucratic group of people.”  Another PI explained: 

“There hasn’t been collaboration among the PIs at the level of research.  We put emphasis in 

making sure the fellows collaborated.” 

 

CEMELA’s influence on their own research was mostly campus-based, or through Fellows 

working on specific cross-site projects.  A couple of PIs shared the process of growing into 

research work that is new or exciting, although this only happened after taking time to deal with 

the administrative and mentoring work involved in being a PI.  One person explained: 

 

“It was good just having support to do research, this kind of extensive support with 

graduate students who are funded. I think it’s pushed my research agenda in ways that 

really excite me actually. The first couple years I was just focused on supporting the 

fellows, you know supporting their work and their interests and helping them flush that 

out. But in the last couple of years I’ve gotten excited about this project… we are doing. 

So it’s really supported my research agenda which had fallen a little bit flat. It’s re-

energized me and working with grad students has been great. I think being part of 

national project like this has moved my research in a new direction.”   



Center for the Mathematics Education of Latinos/as (CEMELA) Evaluation Report 

Final Evaluation Report (2006-2009)   53 

 

 

Another PI explained her experience: 

 

“It’s almost like the first year not much happens; you’re doing the Center work.  Then the 

second and the third you worry because we have all these grad students and we need to 

get them through whatever.  And the fourth year you start enjoying it, and the fifth year, 

which is this one, you really start to relax and enjoy it because most of the students are on 

their way, through courses and working on dissertations.  So this year I’m actually 

involved in three research groups which is a bit much but I’m mostly doing it because I 

love the interactions with the different levels of people.  I feel like I’m learning a lot.”   

 

For one PI, the interdisciplinary aspect of CEMELA opened up new thinking. 

 

“I think I had to stretch my thinking into mathematics -- even though I had done some of 

that thinking before.  That opportunity to push interdisciplinary boundaries has been 

significant.  But that is how CEMELA has been designed. That’s what should be 

emphasized.  Interdisciplinary interactions are not going to happen in the academy the 

way it is currently set up so you have to purposely set it up so it happens.  And I think we 

have been pretty successful with it.” 

 

Although joint PI research projects did not emerge out of CEMELA, many PIs described how 

their relationships with their co-PI deepened, and they plan to continue to further the CEMELA 

research in partnership with their co-PI.  They also described a number of connections they made 

with affiliated CEMELA faculty on their own campus and on other campuses which will 

continue to foster research and publications.  Also two different books are being edited by the 

PIs based on CEMELA work. 

Recommendations Based on Hindsight 

The PIs were asked what they would do differently based on their experience over the past five 

years.  There were a number of recommendations.  One dealt with leadership.  One PI felt that 

having two co-equal PIs at each site made it difficult to manage and would have one lead PI at 

each site engaged in overall center governance and a co-PI who could assist on the site.  Another 

PI also discussed the management infrastructure, noting that CEMELA could have benefited 

from an overall Program Manager at the center level who was familiar with running a large NSF 

projects (a model used in DIME).  This would have eased the administrative burden, especially 

for the lead university. 
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One PI recommended changes to the funding structure of the Fellowships.  In this person’s 

experience, Fellows assumed that they were more like scholarships and not connected to work 

output.  The recommendation was to call them graduate assistantships to make expectations 

clear.  A related recommendation was to model some of the financial resources on a process used 

in the sciences where students submit proposals and they are reviewed (perhaps by a smaller 

team of PIs).  This process facilitates the refining of research questions and assures 

accountability. 

 

Most of PI felt that the initial plans for cross-site collaboration had been overly ambitious, 

especially its idea of creating a CEMELA wide research data base.  By trying to engage in cross-

site research at the front end, one PI concluded that: 

 

“It slowed us down a little bit. I think some people invested a lot time trying to get 

collaborations off the ground.  We should have focused a little more with the people on 

our campus especially with people on our team because the cross site collaborations are 

very difficult and challenging. I think it took us a while to learn that. We all kind of knew 

it but I think we all thought we could buck the trend. I think for some people it was 

problematic…they invested a lot of time and energy into that and it wasn’t very fruitful 

for them.” 

 

A PI thought that groups attempted to create cross-site work because they wanted to do 

something across the sites.  Although comparisons of data across different sites could be done, 

this research might not be very interesting.  There should be a compelling research question that 

drives cross-site research.  One PI explained the difficulties as follows: 

 

“I know at the very beginning we had a hard time understanding and defining our 

research questions.  I remember NSF kind of dinged us on that the first time around -- 

that our research question weren’t cohesive.  I think all of us really had a hard time 

understanding what it meant to have a central research question that we would all work 

around.  So, developing that set of research questions and developing the idea 

collaboration -- I’m coming back to that idea of collaboration…how can we have this 

research question, what mechanisms can we put in place to carry out research, 

collaborative research to answer that research question?”   

 

For one PI, overly focusing on cross-site research work may have not been as important as 

initially thought for the implementation of the CEMELA model of doctoral education. 
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“I just think we tried to do a lot. Some things we were able to do and did well. But I think 

what we did the best was when we focused on our campus and on our fellows and 

supporting them. That’s my personal opinion. Supporting our fellows to be successful 

and to get their research agendas up and running and initiate them in this new paradigm -- 

this new integrated paradigm we’ve been working in. There’s enough going on…they are 

learning enough from the cross-site…just from the meetings, the conferences, the 

presentations…those have been really good. I think that initial heavy investment in cross-

site was too much to deal with. It kind of overwhelmed people I think.” 

 

Yet, a number of successful cross-site projects took root and CEMELA faculty and Fellows 

managed to connect using the technological tools for communications.  I-chat and Skype were 

frequently mentioned as especially useful tools.  However, the video conferencing was not an 

effective tool for cross-site communications.  It was clear that many PI are coming away from 

CEMELA with a better appreciation for the resources, leadership, and research clarity needed to 

foster cross-site research. 

 

CEMELA’s Legacy 

CEMELA Fellows are progressing though their academic programs and will continue to receive 

some support over the next couple of years.  However, as grant resources diminish, cross-site 

meetings will no longer be sponsored by the program, except for a dissemination conference in 

2010.  The PIs were asked to describe ways in which aspects of CEMELA would continue to be 

sustained on their campuses without continued funding from NSF. 

 

CEMELA will definitely influence courses on the campuses.  The PIs, Fellows, and affiliated 

faculty have already integrated socio-cultural theories into their teaching and many are using 

material from their CEMELA experience.  In one conversation, the PI explained that elements of 

the campus-based seminar that brought together scholars in different disciplines could be done in 

various ways on her campus without further funding. 

 

The relationships and partnerships with co-PIs and affiliated faculty will continue.  As one PI 

explained: “That’s one piece that I see sustaining -- the collaborations with the other colleagues 

at the four institutions -- this is always going to continue. That’s something that really can’t be 

taken away by funding. And it’s a treasure to have.” 

 

Research will continue.  Over the years, CEMELA has gathered a large reservoir of data that will 

be used throughout the CEMELA network.  One PI explained that work with teachers would be 

sustained. 
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“I think for me it’s the work with the teachers. I can still see myself going out to the 

schools once or twice a week and continuing that support with the teachers. So I think 

that is still going to be a piece…I know that if the teachers are willing to continue 

that…and even teachers themselves some are already are leading some of those efforts in 

the schools. So they are pushing other teachers to get involved in the professional 

development piece. I think that’s something that will continue whether we are there or 

not because of the leadership they have taken at the school.” 

 

In New Mexico there is a movement to create a new state Mathematics and Science Education 

Center.  It is UNM’s number one legislative priority.  The PIs believe that the work of CEMELA 

has added credibility to UNM’s argument for the Center and if funded, CEMELA’s work will 

influence the Center. 

 

The aspect of CEMELA model that requires more funding – the fostering of Fellows through a 

multidisciplinary program and engages students in sustained community-based research over the 

course of their doctoral work – will require funding.  However, the real legacy for the future will 

be the network of CEMELA graduates.  One PI explained:  “I see us more as working with the 

Fellows; the ones that take on new faculty positions. I can see that happening. They’re more 

invested in [the model].”  Another PI noted that as the CEMELA Fellows move on, part of the 

leadership they will exhibit is learning how to get the funding to continue the elements of 

CEMELA that had meaning for their doctoral careers.  
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Recommendations and Reflections 
 

Throughout the three years of this evaluation, the messages from Fellows, PIs, and faculty have 

been consistent in describing the quality of the program.  Graduate Fellows feel privileged to be 

a part of a program that offers opportunities to do research with a community of peers and in 

partnership with faculty spanning four universities who are recognized as experts in their fields.  

Affiliated faculty and the PI have expressed similar privilege to have had the resources to build a 

research program with a cadre of Fellows and Post-docs.  For some the extra burden of 

supporting a larger number of graduate students may have hindered some of their own academic 

work, for others it enhanced and enlivened their work. 

 

As the program moves into its final years with supplemental funding to support graduate students 

who are completing their programs, much has been learned from the project.  Some of the 

lessons relate to ways to strengthen CEMELA.  As a final formal evaluation, this report is mostly 

summative in nature; however,  is important to consider recommendations for improvements as 

they may influence future collaborations between the CEMELA partners or their legacy of 

Fellows who will move on to other universities. 

 

CEMELA was successful in meeting its goal to develop an integrated model that connects 

mathematics teaching and learning to the cultural, social and linguistic contexts of Latino/a 

students.  Throughout the years of this evaluation, Fellows’ interviews have confirmed that the 

socio-cultural theoretical framework permeated across all of the campus programs.  In their 

discussion of the interdisciplinary nature of their experience, Fellows had many examples from 

education, mathematics, cultural studies and the role of language in learning.  PIs described how 

the interdisciplinary focus influenced their work.  The only disappointment in the multi-

disciplinary nature of CEMELA related to a desire to have more Fellows from the field of 

mathematics among the Fellows.  Also, some faculty members were concerned that some of the 

Fellows could have a stronger command of mathematics.  CEMELA offered special mini 

distance courses to address this last issue.  Future endeavors of CEMELA might consider how to 

address some of these issues without diminishing the emphasis on socio-cultural and language 

issues in mathematics education. 

 

CEMELA also met its goal of increasing the number of mathematics educators and teachers with 

the integrated knowledge to ultimately improve the mathematics education of Latino/as, 

particularly those of low-income backgrounds.  Work with teachers was more difficult to 

evaluate by the external evaluators given the variations in ways the different sites worked with 

teachers.  However, program at all of the sites were engaged in research with teachers and some 
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of the sites delivered summer in-service teacher training workshops.  Aside from the survey 

conducted in 2008, and assistance provided by the evaluators to assess some of the professional 

development workshops, the evaluation has not investigated what has been learned from the 

research partnership doctoral students have with teachers.  In future projects, it might be useful 

to used the evaluation explore these relationships in more depth.  Such an exploration may help 

understand how these partnerships prepare doctoral students to influence classroom practice 

and/or educational policy.  

 

The NSF’s CLT program was ended a couple of years after CEMELA was funded which 

prevented CLTs such as CEMELA from seeking a second cycle of funding.  This is unfortunate 

as the NSF CLT Blue Ribbon Committee noted it is impossible to create a multi-university 

Center engaged in coordinated doctoral education and research in only five years.  However, if 

CEMELA were to find a way to apply for funding to maintain or adapt the Center, the evaluators 

would offer a few suggestions to consider regarding Center leadership.  It was suggested that two 

PIs per campus was too cumbersome a leadership group, especially if all had a say in governance 

issues.  Despite the number of PIs, another observation was the importance of having a strong 

overall project manager on the model of the DIME CLT.  Doctoral students and Post-docs 

believed that cross-site collaboration need to have more leadership from the PIs.  These concerns 

suggest some changes in Center leadership structure.   

 

Program management is challenging for PIs who are also responsible for recruiting and 

supporting doctoral students, establishing community research venues and engaging in ongoing, 

collaborative research in addition to performing their ongoing responsibilities in the department.  

A program manager at the doctorate level who can work closely with PIs should be considered to 

ease some of the administrative burden from PIs and to facilitate communications among the 

leadership group and other major components of the program.  Fewer PIs is a reasonable 

suggestion; however, it may be worthwhile to continue with a co-PI structure, but with 

differentiated roles.  One group could be responsible for Center planning and administrative 

work with the support of a program manager; while the other PIs are responsible for the cross-

site research coordination.  This division does not suggest that the administrative PIs would not 

be heavily engaged in research.  Rather the Research PIs would be responsible for research 

planning activities such as managing a process to define cross-site research questions, working 

with PIs on each site to build research teams and working with a program manager to budget for 

face to face meetings to or other activities to facilitate the research collaborations. 

 

For the past two years, the evaluation has explored the concept of collaboration to more fully 

understand it from the perspectives Fellows and faculty.  Clearly, research collaboration in 

CEMELA cannot be measured merely by numbers of cross-site presentations or publications, 
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although this is one aspect of collaboration.  From the data in interviews, focus groups and 

surveys, it is clear that collaboration also includes being in a supportive community of scholars 

in training and this sense of community was clearly achieved within CEMELA.  It is evident in 

the testimonies of graduate students this community engaged them not only with a peer group, 

but also with Post-docs and faculty who are experts in the study of mathematics education from a 

language and socio-cultural perspective.  They expressed feeling privileged to be part of a 

CEMELA community. 

 

The inventory of research projects identified 74 projects, the majority of which were considered 

collaborative since they involved one or more partners.  The number of projects indicates that 

Fellows have many opportunities to work with others and, through these experiences learn how 

to collaborate.  According to John-Steiner, research collaboration involves qualitative 

experiences in learning how to share ideas, engage in efforts to reach common understandings 

and create meaning that contributes to new knowledge.  Her framework was used to assess 

collaborative experiences in CEMELA.  Although only a sample of faculty and Fellows 

participated in the on-line survey, responses indicate that they are engaged in creative 

collaboration, although not at the levels of more mature collaborations.  For example respondents 

were more tentative about experiencing a fluidity of roles, which can be expected in a group that 

has widely varying knowledge and experience in the research area.  However, there is evidence 

that CEMELA is assisting doctoral students acquire not only research experience, but the 

emotional and social skills connected with successful intellectual collaboration.  This is 

occurring much earlier in their scholarly careers then in a typical doctoral program. 

 

CEMELA set an objective to conduct research in four areas: student learning; community and 

parents; teaching and teacher education; and policy.  The research inventory indicated that 

CEMELA has engaged in research in these areas; however, research in policy has been greatly 

underrepresented.  This lack could be attributed to the lack of faculty leadership in this area.   

However, the activist agenda to address inequities in the education of Latinos/as suggests that 

understanding how to influence policy and practice is an important area to develop within 

CEMELA.  Doctoral Fellows frequently mentioned this when identifying areas in which 

CEMELA could be improved.   

 

Related to their concern about the paucity of research work in the policy area, Fellows expressed 

concern that, despite the rich body of research being produced, CEMELA had not developed a 

concise “message” that could be shared with policy makers.  To address this concern, a few 

Fellows proposed to the collective group at the final meeting of the Research Symposium that 

everyone contribute to a “what have we learned” summary of their research.  A special Google 

Group was created for Fellows to contribute their research findings, and over the past few 
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months, a number of Fellows have posted their research findings.  According to one of the 

Fellows, this is a beginning of a process to distill a message based on CEMELA research.  This 

effort is significant as it indicated both the willingness of Fellows to assume a mantle of 

leadership, and is further evidence that CEMELA has created a network that is deeply committed 

to using their scholarship to address issues of equity in mathematics education. 

 

This leadership effort among the Fellows is testimony to the doctoral education model that has 

been fostered throughout CEMELA.  Unlike the more common model in education and much of 

the social sciences, the CEMELA model engages students in “laboratory-like” experiences 

somewhat similar to those in the sciences.  They engage in research projects very soon in their 

doctoral career, building skills and confidence working with a supportive community of peers 

and faculty.  However, CEMELA pushes the laboratory model by exposing students to a cross-

disciplinary program.  This model is further enhanced by the cross-fertilization of a four 

university collaborative which engages Fellows with a larger community of peers and faculty 

than is available within one campus.  The model requires resources beyond the budgets of any 

individual university or department.  It is unfortunate that NSF is no longer funding the CLT 

program as CEMELA it is demonstrating that, with financial support and a directive to build 

collaborative and interdisciplinary doctoral program, it can produce scholars who have the 

potential to challenge the conventional wisdom current doctoral educational models.  This 

energy will be the true legacy of CEMELA.  As one Fellow explained: 

 

“I went for my first job interview and the whole time I was talking in a way that made me 

realize that 'this is all CEMELA coming out from me!'  It's under my skin now!  Not only 

keeping in touch with people.  [I know that CEMELA graduates] might do something 

like CEMELA in the future.”  

 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
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Work with Pre Service and In-service Teachers—2008 summary 
 

CEMELA’s primary influence on pre-service education is through the courses taught by the PIs.  

As noted above, PIs have incorporated information based on CEMELA work into their courses.  

One campus engages pre-service teachers in the afterschool program.  These students are 

integrated into the planning team for the afterschool activities.  Their experience is also relevant 

for research and is the subject of at least one doctoral dissertation. 

 

All of the campuses are connected with in-service teachers either through lesson study or 

customized professional development.  The evaluation team administered an on-line survey to 

teachers who were involved in CEMELA inservice projects across all of the CEMELA campuses 

in April 2007.  The instrument consisted of four demographic questions, one rating question, and 

two open-ended questions related to teacher learning and influence on student learning.  Twenty-

two teachers responded to the survey.  Table 2 describes their distribution across sites. The large 

majority - 85% are female and 15% male.  Seventy percent teach at the elementary level, and 

30% teach middle school. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

When asked to rate the value of the support they received from CEMELA on a 5 point scale 

ranging from “none or limited value” to “high value,” the teachers rated their experience highly 

(none noted as of none or limited value or less than average value).  The ratings are illustrated in 

Table 3. 

 

Table 3: Ratings of Engagement with CEMELA Inservice Projects  

Rating Number Percent 

High Value 12 54% 

Better than Average Value 7 32% 

Average Value 3 14% 

 

Table 2: Distribution across Sites 

CEMELA Site Number 

University of Arizona 8 

University of New Mexico 6 

UC-Santa Cruz 4 

University of Illinois-Chicago 2 

Did not respond 3 
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Teachers were asked to describe how their students had benefited from CEMELA support.  The 

list below is a transcription of their responses. 

• They have a teacher that is more aware of their linguistic needs during math instruction. 

• I make sure I teach math everyday and do not leave it out even one day.  They are better math 

thinkers. 

• Students have an opportunity to explore mathematics in a low stress/pressure environment using 

fun interactive games. 

• They are developing an understanding of math while having fun doing it - they love to make up 

the problems themselves. 

• Scores gone up --reached language goals 

• Students have become very familiar and more confident in understanding and solving problems.  

It has helped the students to acquire a better number sense. 

• My students have benefitted somewhat.  During the time that the CEMELA doctoral students are 

in the classroom, they got extra assistance from highly qualified math teachers. 

• My students have benefit a lot because they had more support in mathematics from CEMELA.  

Their skills have improved because of the great support they received. 

• Yes, the focus on academic language has changed how I teach math 

• Indirectly, by all of the teacher benefits listed -- as a teacher, I always try to focus on the language 

aspect of any math problem  -more time in class to discuss math problems   and solutions 

• Some students do not fear giving explanations and are willing partners in learning through 

questioning.  They show more effort and enthusiasm when they know someone will be learning 

from them as well. 

• The girls' math club has been exciting!  I see such an increase in interest and confidence in my 

girls! 

• I integrate more mathematical vocabulary.    I make greater attempts to scaffold information.    

Students spend more time in class communicating and listening to each other's mathematical 

knowledge. 

• I usually implement many of the concepts and strategies that I learn in the classes and 

conferences that I attend. In fact, the curriculum that we are using in the school in which I work is 

a reform based curriculum and I learned about it in one of the classes that I took thanks to 

CEMELA 

• They love going to CEMELA and some of my more struggling math students have a love and 

high interest for math.  Their passion for discussing math problems and trying to resolve them are 

a gift that kids won't forget and will be essential in their continued interest in math and the math 

field.  For our students, some new immigrants that are 98% free lunch, this opens up a world that 

would otherwise be closed.  

• I have implemented new strategies that helped them gain understanding of concepts 
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• As I have added more visual and kinesthetic activities to what I do with students, I have noticed 

that the length of time students retain their conceptual knowledge of concepts covered has 

increased.  Additionally, students are more able to readily visualize shared experiences which I 

can then use to link further learning to. 

 

When asked how they had benefited from CEMELA support, the teachers made the following 

responses. 

• I have become much more conscious of the language of mathematics teaching.  I have realized 

that this language needs to be taught in a similar way to that in language arts. 

• Talking with colleagues about teaching is always helpful 

• I believe I am a better teacher.  I also think that we as classroom teachers need more time to teach 

math. 

• Tutors have met with us to talk about lessons and strategies. 

• They have helped me to be a better CGI presenter. 

• [ I know] How to support students -- how to adjust activities.  It a place to talk with peers and U 

of A support 

• I have gained a better understanding of students thinking and reasoning in solving math problems 

• I have learned new questioning strategies via the CGI Training and use the math inquiry 

strategies in my classroom. 

• I have benefited greatly from CEMELA support they have help me become a better teacher and a 

better learner. 

• I have been given some new strategies and ideas of how to better serve my ELLs in math 

• Detailed lesson planning and debriefing on selected concepts - discussions with colleagues about 

common successes and challenges -better understanding of curriculum and standards - increased 

awareness of challenges faced by ELL's in math 

• The support has stretched my ability to encourage students' thoughts and ideas to be brought to 

the surface.  It has helped with planning how and what to question and to focus on expanding that 

which the students are grasping. It has made me more aware of making things relevant. 

• Good networking opportunity.  Also, looking and talking in depth about ways to make number 

and most recently fractions more meaningful for students. 

• I have a greater understanding of problem solving, and data analysis. 

• I have learned more about the content I am teaching, more about how to teach it/different ways to 

look at curriculum, more effective teaching strategies in dealing with ELLs. 

• I've become a better math teacher, more aware of the resources that I can use. The contact with 

researchers and professors has also benefited me much. 

• Immensely, especially the dialogues and discussions about math concepts and teaching practices.  

This help has been invaluable. 

• I gained insights and strategies for my ELL/ESL students. 
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• I have learned a multitude of different strategies that have been of use to me while teaching 

students.  I am now using Geometer's Sketchpad (which was introduced to me in CEMELA), 

using algebra tiles, and looking at graphing totally differently.  Additionally, I learned a variety of 

different strategies to encourage language development while teaching rigorous math content. 

 

Although inservice teacher projects vary across the sites, the survey indicates that teachers find 

them beneficial and believe that they are influencing student learning. 
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CEMELA Principal Investigators   

“Paired” Discussions Summary Notes--2008 

The following is a summary of two of the mini focus group discussions with paired sets of PIs.  

UNM and UCSC was one group facilitated by Joan LaFrance and UA and UIC were the second 

group facilitated by Allison Titcomb.  The conversations were conducted via telephone 

conference with each lasting 1.5 to 2 hours.  Highlights of the discussion are organized to show 

the points that emerged from the UNM-UCSC group (in normal font) and the UA-UIC group 

(in italics). 

10 years from now, what would you like to hear your graduates saying about CEMELA?  

How do you hope it will have influenced their careers? 

• The fellows will describe it as the best experience in grad school, in terms of  

− opportunities to engage and lead research, present at conferences,  

− co-teach short courses,  

− publishing with PIs and build a network across the institutions.   

− being well trained to do research and work with teachers 

− being well supported financially and intellectually 

− being able to integrate language and social cultural perspectives into their scholarship 

• Fellows will demonstrate strong research leadership 

• Multidisciplinary perspective 

• Integrated content (e.g., look for people to work with outside of math or language 

department) 

• Humility, non arrogance 

• Appreciation of teachers, not just “fixing” them 

• Real collaboration 

• Passionate about social change 

• Relationships developed and maintained 

• Good research path that addresses Latinos in mathematics education 

What do you believe are the essential elements of CEMELA – that which defines it as a 

Center. 

• The focus on Latino(s) 

• Integration of language and culture into teaching 

• The combined network of experts in the field across 4 institutions providing support to 

doctoral students 

• Multiple components – working with higher education and school districts 

• Dynamic research agenda – ability to have synergy within research (i.e. after school 

programs, teacher study group collaboration) 

• Fellows 

• Cross-site experiences and work 
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• Interdisciplinarity 

• Math and Latinos—obvious? 

As you enter the 4
th

 year, what of the current important elements are sustainable without 

further funding?  What elements would need continued resources? 

• PI and faculty will continue to support students to have an integration of culture and 

language in their scholarship and the work they are currently doing for publication 

• In general, most believe the communication will be ongoing with both students and faculty 

as there is some infrastructure in place (computer resources) in place for this.  The PIs  

• Major elements of the program would need further funding. 

− support for travel to conferences and other sites 

− PD support for teachers 

− research equipment 

− support for course buy out to free time for research 

• Without funding  

− Connections 

− Database (but questions was asked, How much will be available?) 

− Coursework—maybe; this tends to be instructor dependent; we’re trying to collect 

syllabi and offer this as a product) 

− CEMELA readings 

− Issues of equity 

• With additional funding 

− Undergraduates; Derrick and other support (e.g., transcripts, videos) 

− Graduate students and post-docs—(or use the data we have) 

− Doctoral students are key 

− Collaboration across sites, travel 

− Conference calls 

− Research Symposium and CEMELA School (although we could try to charge for some 

of these activities to help support their continuation) 

Now that you have 3 years of experience, what is it that as a collective you believe you can 

say when funding is over?  

• Significantly impacted the number of PhDs who understand the critical relationships 

between culture, language and mathematic learning (very few in the field now, proud of 

the number of Latinos CEMELA has brought into the field) 

• Raised visibility and created a demand for information based on CEMELA research – 

cited TODOS: Mathematics for All monograph with CEMELA research 

• Demand for information as created a need for CEMELA to serve as a clearing house  

• CEMELA can prepare statements such as one for President’s Mathematics Panel 

• All noted that 5 years is not enough time to build a center focusing on PhD education. 

• Planting a seed 

• Thinking about interdisciplinarity 

• Fellows 
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• Think differently about what it means to “know” mathematics; the way we talk about it 

has changes 

• We’re more enlightened to re-examine our own assumptions 

• Whole notion of how to prepare doctoral students—doing research and struggling with 

faculty--- the messiness of doing research from the beginning 

What is your vision of what CEMELA should or could be in 10 years? 

• Would have tremendous impact in different parts of US and beyond with students who 

graduate.   

• Integrated knowledge model will be significant in preparing teachers.   

• Expanded research on teaching practice 

• Would be resource throughout the country -- clearinghouse for information that 

everyone could use. 

• Would have capacity to evaluate curriculum and assessment resources for schools 

• Would expand to other sites as Fellows find placement in universities. 

• Stronger connections with educators in Mexico 

Now that you have 3 years of experience, if you were to write another grant to create 

CEMELA – what changes, if any, would you make based on your experience? 

• Add more human resources – need trained people to really work with teachers.  Can’t go 

into classrooms to support teachers. 

• Need to make grants more focused.  CEMELA may have too many goals (doctoral ed, 

PD, research).  All goals are vital, but could consider 3 different grant programs, and 

each site could consider how many they want to have at their site. 

• Major leadership needs to be tenured so as not to jeopardize careers of newly minted 

PhDs. 

• Important to develop local research agendas first, and then consider how to meld this 

into cross-site research.  Built in tension in a doctoral program that requires individual 

research for a dissertation along with CEMELA expectation of collaborative research. 

• Do not propose to do data sharing – too many obstacles. 

• Better understanding of the field from a quantitative and policy point of view 

• Better sense of cross-site research; tighter design for cross-site research 

• More up front thinking on Research Questions 

• Not sure if I’d include the database again 

How do you recommend these discussions of sustainability and/or resource development 

be discussed and decided over the next year and half? 

• Agree that finding ways to support Fellows (financial and scholarly) is first priority. 

• Find resources to continue to meet on yearly basis (Spencer model of always meeting to 

keep community alive) 

• Engage Fellows in grant writing and fund raising (important career skill) 

• At wrap up conference at UNM start the discussion of getting Fellows to sustain 

themselves. 

• Invite NSF directors to talk with Fellows – exposed them to opportunities 



Center for the Mathematics Education of Latinos/as (CEMELA) Evaluation Report 

Final Evaluation Report (2006-2009)   69 

 

• Connect with TODOS – find others to partner with (using NSF funding) 

• Put the brainstorming of ideas out there and see how people in CEMELA respond. 

• Engage in conversations with Fellows to discuss more about sustainable elements 

Where are the strengths and how do we build on these strengths?  

• Integrating culture/language experts with math educators --learning a lot from each 

other and developing a healthy respect for what each other knows.  Use this as focus for 

more funding 

• Have research with teacher development  

• Inspired by quality of Fellows, good critical thinkers 

• Again, the Fellows 

− Influence on experience 

− How they interact, organize themselves, feeling of belonging 

− Commitment to social change brings them together 

• Multi-disciplinary perspective 

• Pulling together at different points in time (1
st
 years and Post-docs together at meetings, 

for example) 

• Post-docs get opportunity for research and leadership 

What do you believe are the most important issues the leadership collective needs to 

address during the next year and half? 

• Highest priority are: 

− How to continue funding fellows 

− Manage no cost funding across sites 

− Rotating workload among PI 

• Second in priority are: 

− Continuing research we have done – more distant 

− The clearinghouse dissemination – more distant. 

• Specific things 

• Where we are now (compared to 5 years ago) 

• What have we learned (e.g., bigger picture and local—have we helped kids?) 

• What can we offer to the field? 

• “thinking plan” for sustaining momentum (e.g., not a written-in-stone plan) 

• What features can we continue if we don’t have funding? 

• If we decide to do a supplemental proposal, what would it look like? 

• Dissemination conference? 

• What have we contributed to the change of Latinos in general? 

• Are we producing graduates with strong grounding and not just advocates?  
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CEMELA Focus Group Fellow Interview Questions 
 

In this final year of the official evaluation for CEMELA, we are conducting cross site focus 

groups with fellows.  The following questions will guide the discussion which will be recorded. 

Your comments will be confidential and no names will be associated with any statements used in 

our reports.  Before we begin, do you have any questions?   

 

1. Most of you have taken part in a campus based focus group last year.  Since you last talked 

with either me or Allison, are their any major changes, highlights, accomplishments, or 

setbacks that you would like to share? 

 

2. CEMELA believes that doctoral students in mathematics education should have a multi-

disciplinary learning experience.  From your experience as a doctoral fellow, what does this 

mean – how have you crossed disciplines in your studies? 

 

3. How has being in a program that spans four universities influenced your doctoral experience 

– what stands out in your experience?  What has been the most important networking or 

collaboration that you’ve done in CEMELA? 

 

4. How many of you are involved in a cross-site research experience – for those of you who are, 

please describe the opportunities and/or challenges of doing a cross-site project -- what 

facilitates doing collaboration, what are the difficulties challenges. 

 

5. What would you define as core characteristics of CEMELA (that should continue past 

funding of the CEMELA project)? 

 

6. How satisfied are you with the support you have received at your own campus – and from 

faculty at other campus? 

 

7. If you could improve or make any changes to CEMELA, what would you do? 

 

8. Looking back over your time with CEMELA, what do you value most about CEMELA? 

 

9. How do you see your experience in CEMELA influencing your future career options? 

 

10. Looking ahead, what will you take from CEMELA into your post-doctoral work?  What has 

impacted you during this time that you will continue with into your future? 

 

11. What essential aspects of CEMELA should continue once project financing ends?  How do 

you think you will contribute to helping ensure that this/these aspects continue? 
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CEMELA Post Doctoral Fellow Interview Questions 
 

I am a member of the CEMELA evaluation team.  We are conducting interviews with all of the 

post-doctoral Fellows.  The interview should last no longer than 45 minutes to an hour.  The 

questions are below.  The information you share with me will be confidential.  In no way will 

your name or other identifying information be attached to our reporting of any information 

shared in the interview.  With your permission, I will record this interview as it is helpful to have 

the recording when I summarize my notes.  If you have any questions regarding the evaluation, 

please contact Joan LaFrance at lafrancejl@gmail.com or 206-706-6829. 

 
(For former CEMELA post-docs) 

o What is current position? 

o What is the name of your employer or university? 

o If in an academic institution, what is the department? 

 

1. How would you describe your role as a post-doc in CEMELA at (name of school)? 

 

2. How would you describe the doctoral program for CEMELA fellows, what distinguishes it 

from other doctoral programs or from your own doctoral studies? 

 

3. CEMELA believes that doctoral students in mathematics education should have a multi-

disciplinary learning experience.  From your experience as a post-doctorate fellow, what does 

this mean – how did you experience or witness others experience multidisciplinary study or 

research? 

 

4. Thinking about the research being done in CEMELA, how would you describe the 

collaboration between Fellows (including post-docs) working together, and/or working with 

Faculty? 

 

5. How did you benefit from working collaboratively on research projects while in CEMELA? 

 

6. Were you involved in any cross-site research, and if so or if not, please describe the 

opportunities and/or challenges of doing a cross-site project -- what facilitates doing 

collaboration, what are the difficulties challenges. 

 

7. How has being a Post doc furthered your own research interests – or has it? 

 

8. How is or has being a CEMELA post-doc assisting (or assisted) you in seeking a permanent 

position? 

 

9. How are the goals of CEMELA influencing your current work? 

 

10. If you could improve or make any changes to CEMELA, what would you do? 

 

11. What essential aspects of CEMELA should continue once project financing ends?  How do 

you think you will contribute to helping ensure that this/these aspects continue? 
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Interview Questions for PIs and Faculty (Spring 2009) 
 

1. For you, what has been the most significant aspect of CEMELA? 

 

 

2. How has it influenced your research and/or relationships with: 

a. Doctoral candidates: 

b. CEMELA PIs or affiliated faculty 

 

 

3. Has it influenced the way in which you collaborate with others? 

 

4. As you think about the CEMELA on your campus, is the program what you imagined it 

would be when the proposal was developed.  In what ways is it different? 

 

5. Is it what you imagined for a cross-campus program?  In what ways is it different? 

 

 

6. Given the experience of the past four years, what would you want to do differently or change 

in the design of CEMELA? 

 

 

7. What would you want to see sustained after the NSF funding ends? 

 

 

8. What needs to happen to sustain these? 

 

 

9. Can you describe a highlight – a story that is significant in capturing CEMELA for you, and 

in sharing the story, explain what made it significant. 
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Fellows Demographic Form 
 

CEMELA needs to report annually to NSF the progress in recruiting fellows and tracking their 

progress towards their degrees.  The Evaluation Team will assist CEMELA gather this data.  We 

will be administering a questionnaire each year to collect basic demographics and academic 

progress information for annual reporting.  All information is confidential and is not linked to 

your name in any reports of the CEMELA administration or the Evaluation Team.  This year we 

are updating the information you gave CEMELA last summer and asking some more questions 

regarding your course of study and research. 

 

Name of Student: ______________________________________   Date: ________________ 

 

Academic Status  
 

1. Please check the school in which you are currently enrolled (indicate if the student is a 

masters student) 

__ University of Arizona 

__ University of California-Santa Cruz 

__ University of Illinois-Chicago 

__ University of New Mexico 

 

 

2. What is your academic department/program? 

 

ENTER HERE:____________________ 

 

3. What is the year in which you entered your graduate program?  

 

__ 2005 

__ 2006 

__ 2007 

__ 2008 

__ Other: _____ 

 

4. What is the year in which you entered the CEMELA program?  

 

  __ 2005 

  __ 2006 

  __ 2007 

  __ 2008 

  __ Other: _____ 
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5.   What is your status? 

  __ Graduate Fellow 

  __ Post-doctorate Fellow 

 

The following questions track your progress in a graduate program.  Please check the appropriate 

response based on your progress to date, or NA if the requirement in not applicable to your 

program of study. 

 

Stages of progress Yes No NA 

6. Taking courses    

7. Completed coursework    

8. Preparing for qualifying exams (written & 

oral) 

   

9. Completed qualifying exams (written & 

oral) 

   

10. Dissertation proposal accepted    

11. Dissertation defended    

 

 

12. Is your dissertation connected to CEMELA research? 

 

  □  Yes 

  □  No 

  □  Not Applicable 

 

Demographics 

 
13. What is your gender? 

 

□  Female 

□  Male 

 

14. How do you describe your ethnic background? 

 

__□  White, Caucasian, Anglo, European American; not Hispanic 

□  Hispanic or Latino/a, including Mexican American, Central American, and others 

□  Black or African American  

□  Asian or Asian American, including Chinese, Japanese, and others 

□  Native American/American Indian 

□  Pacific Islander 

□ Mixed, parents are from different groups (Describe: ___________________ ) 

Other (write in):_____________________________ 
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15. In what year were you born? 

 

ENTER YEAR HERE: _______ 

 

 

16. Please describe any classroom (non-4 year college) teaching experiences you have had or 

are engaged in currently. 

� Elementary  

� Middle        How many years: 

_____________________________________________________________ 

� High            How many years: 

_____________________________________________________________ 

� Pre-service teachers    How many years: 

_____________________________________________________________ 

� Community College   How many years: 

_____________________________________________________________  

� Other             How many years: 

_____________________________________________________________ 

 

 

17. As a CEMELA fellow have you co-taught or taught a university course? 

� On-line    Course co-taught or taught  

Name: _______________________________________________________ 

 

� Module    Course co-taught or taught  

Name:  _______________________________________________________ 

 

� Mini Course   Course co-taught or taught  

Name:  _______________________________________________________ 

 

� Full Course     Course co-taught or taught  

Name:  _______________________________________________________ 
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Record of CEMELA Research 
 
Name:      School:   

 

Fellow:   Post Doc:  Faculty/Associate: 

 

We want to document each CEMELA research project (a project in which data will be or is 

collected based on research questions and should result in a publication) you have been or are 

currently involved with.   

How many projects would that be? ___________ 

 

For each of these projects, I will be asking a number of questions to get information on the 

project. 

Project # 1 (the one they would give top priority to) 

1. Title of Research – if it has a title, way of noting it: 
 

 

2. Brief Description of research questions: 
 

 

3. Are you collaborating with somebody on this project?  Yes _____  No _____ 

If yes, fill in the tables below: 

Faculty Collaborators (Includes PIs and Affiliated Faculty) 
Name School Type of Collaboration 

 
 ___ Partner (e.g., core team, co-author, etc.) 

 __  Advisory (helper, resource person, general advice etc.) 

 
 ___ Partner (e.g., core team, co-author, etc.) 

 __ Advisory (helper, resource person, general advice etc.) 

  ___ Partner (e.g., core team, co-author, etc.) 

 __ Advisory (helper, resource person, general advice etc.) 

  ___ Partner (e.g., core team, co-author, etc.) 

  _  Advisory (helper, resource person, general advice etc.) 

 

Post Doc Collaborators 
Name School Type of Collaboration 

  ___ Partner (e.g., core team, co-author, etc.) 

___ Advisory (etc., helper, resource person, general advice 

etc.) 

  ___ Partner (e.g., core team, co-author, etc.) 

___ Advisory (helper, resource person, general advice etc.) 

  ___ Partner (e.g., core team, co-author, etc.) 

___ Advisory (helper, resource person, general advice etc.) 

  ___ Partner (e.g., core team, co-author, etc.) 

___Advisory (helper, resource person, general advice etc.) 
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Fellows Collaborator 

Name School Type of Collaboration 

  ___  Partner (e.g., core team, co-author, etc.) 

___ Advisory (helper, resource person, general advice etc.) 

  ___ Partner (e.g., core team, co-author, etc.) 

___ Advisory (helper, resource person, general advice etc.) 

  ___ Partner (e.g., core team, co-author, etc.) 

___ Advisory (helper, resource person, general advice etc.) 

  ___ Partner (e.g., core team, co-author, etc.) 

___Advisory (helper, resource person, general advice etc.) 

 

Other 

Name School Position (Higher Ed 

faculty, K-12 teacher, 

etc.) 

Type of Collaboration 

  
 � Partner (e.g., core team, co-author, etc.) 

� Advisory (helper, resource person, 

general advice etc.) 
� Other, explain 

 

   � Partner (e.g., core team, co-author, etc.) 

� Advisory (helper, resource person, 

general advice etc.) 
� Other, explain 

 

 

4. What area of CEMELA research does your study address? 
     Student Learning 

___ Community and Parents 

     Teaching and Teacher Education 

___ Policy 

___ Integrated Research Topic 

 

5. If your study integrates more than one research area, briefly describe the integration:   
 

 

6. What year did you start your study?  

6a.  When did or will the study end?   
 

7. Location of research project:  
 

8. What is the sample population for the research project? 

 ___Pre-Service Teachers 

      _Teachers 

      _Students 

      _Parents 

      _Administers/Principals 

 ___Other, describe: 
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9. What is the source of your data?  (Mark all that apply) 
     Video recordings and transcriptions based on video of interactions or instruction with 

teachers, students or parents 

      Interviews 

      Classroom observations with an observation protocol or scoring guides 

      Classroom observation notes with no scoring guides 

      Surveys/questionnaires developed by CEMELA team or yourself 

___ Surveys/questionnaires developed by others  

___ Student achievement data 

___ State wide/national test data 

     _Field notes 

___ Other, describe: _______________________________________ 

 

10. Has your research resulted in any of the following products?  
     _  Poster presentation  

____ Power point/Paper presentation 

____ Panel discussion 

____ Journal article –Name of journal and title of article: 

____________________________________________________________________ 

____ Book or chapter – Name of book or and title of chapter  

____________________________________________________________________ 

____ One time publication - Please describe:  ________________________________ 

 

11. Is this research study with CEMELA contributing to your dissertation (fellows only)?  
       _ Yes 

 ____ No 

 ____ Don’t know 
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Project 

# Title Description Source Collab 

Fellows & Post 

Docs School Role Faculty  School Role Area 

1 Exclusion of 

students 

Dominating ideologies 

infiltrating into teacher-

student interactions 

resulting in unintended 

exclusion. 

Lopez-Leiva, 

C. 

yes    Kicon-Khisty, 

L. 

 

UIC 

 

 

Both 

 

 

Integrated 

Research Topic 

(Student Learning, 

Teaching and 

Teacher Ed.) 

2 

Students with 

mild mental 

retardation 

problem 

solving skills 

How students with mild 

mental retardation engage 

in and solve word 

problems? 

How do these students 

apply their everyday 

knowledge to problem 

solving? 

What skills of the target 

students emerge at 

different levels of 

abstraction of the math 

problems? 

 

Lopez-Leiva, 

C. 

yes    Snakenborg, J. UIC Prtnr Student Learning 

3 

 

Parents and 

Students 

Learning 

Mathematics 

Through 

Community 

Resources 

 

How do cultural resources 

and interactions in the 

after school setting 

mediate meaning making 

and the mathematization 

process? 

 

Carlos Lopez 

Leiva 

yes Willey, C. UIC Partner    Community and 

Parents 

4 

Los Rayos De 

CEMELA  

After School 

Research 

Project With 

Focus on 

Students and 

Parents 

 

How do we involve 

parents in academic roles 

while using their out-of-

school knowledge?  How 

do students reason 

mathematically when 

placed in a learning 

context that includes 

parents in academic roles, 

out-of-school knowledge, 

and the students’ 

bilingualism? 

 

Dominguez, 

H. 

yes Lopez-Leiva, C. 

Vomvoridi-

Ivanovic, E 

 

UIC 

UIC 

Prtnr 

Prtnr 

Kicon-Khisty, 

L. 

Razfar, A. 

UIC 

 

UIC 

Both 

 

Both 

Integrated 

Research Topic 

(Student Learning, 

Com. & Parents, 

Teaching and 

Teacher Ed.) 

5 

Reality and 

Bilingualism 

and the 

Mathematizatio

n Process 

 

How does the children’s 

contextual and linguistic 

reality mediate the process 

of mathematization? 

 

Lopez-Leiva, 

C. 

yes Dominguez, H. UIC Prtnr    Student Learning 
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6 

Digital Story 

Telling: 

Integrating 

Bilingualism 

and 

Mathematics 

Through discourse 

analysis of students’ oral 

narration on their digital 

stories. I am exploring: 

How do students’ 

narratives reveal about the 

process they went through 

developing their digital 

stories?  

How are language and 

mathematical thinking, 

with respect to the 

community practices that 

students mathematized, 

integrated and related to 

the development of their 

digital story?  

 

Carlos Lopez 

Leiva 

yes   Licon-

Khisty, 

L. 

UIC Partner Student 

Learning 

and 

community 

and 

Parents 

 

7 

Externalization 

of Internalized 

Mathematical 

Practices: 

Posing  

Problems to 

Own 

Mathematical 

Community 

 

After three years in the 

after-school program 

students decided to stop 

solving problems made by 

others and pose some new 

themselves. We are 

interested in exploring: 

1)How do students 

develop and solve these 

new word problems? 

2)What externalization 

processes are involved in 

the creation of new 

mathematical problems?  

3) How does the 

community accept these 

new problems? 

4) What mathematical 

practices do these new 

problems portray? 

5) What resources do 

students use to pose and 

solve these new problems? 

Carlos Lopez 

Leiva 

yes    Martinez, M. & 

Licon Khisty, L. 

UIC Partner 

Adivosry 

Student Learning 

8 

Mediation of 

Reflexive and 

Interactive 

Positioning of 

Students with 

Learning 

How do the interaction 

and actions among all the 

participants mediate the 

positioning and 

participation of bilingual 

students with learning 

Carlos Lopez 

Leiva 
yes    Licon-Khisty, L. 

Reyna-Lopez, 

N. 

Razfar, A. 

Radinsky, J. 

 

UIC All 

Adviosry 

Student Learning 
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Disabilities 

during their 

Participation in 

Mathematical 

Practices/Activi

ties 

disabilities? 

9 

Learning 

Mathematics 

and Language: 

Examining the 

Tensions in two 

After-School 

Clubs. In A. 

Razfar (Chair), 

Tensions, 

contestations, 

and relations: 

Latina/o 

mathematical 

meaning 

making in 

hybrid space 

In After school clubs 

across two sites (UIC & 

UA), how do participants 

draw on their wide array 

of mediational tools to 

negotiate short and long 

term problems/questions 

within the respective 

activities, they mutually 

engage one another in 

sense making that is 

marked by language 

practices that index 

various points of tension 

such as the use of Spanish 

or English, formal or 

informal math registers, 

affiliation with peers, 

epistemic stances, repair, 

negation of claims, 

challenges, mocking, and 

silencing? 

 

 

Razfar, A yes Sutton, T 

Dominquez, H 

Varley, M. 

Guiterrez, R 

UIC Fellows 

UA 

UIC 

UA 

UA 

UIC 

prtnr 

prtnr 

prtnr 

prtnr 

prtnr 

 

E. Turner 

Leon-Khisty 

UA 

UIC 

prtnr 

Adv. 

Student learning 

10 

The ELL and 

Mathematics 

Materials Study 

(or the Reading 

Group) 

 

1) How is second 

(English) language 

development framed?  

2) How do authors frame 

the nature of language and 

its role in content area 

teaching and learning?  

3) Is students’ home 

language treated as a 

deficit or resource?  

4) How are ELLs 

portrayed?  

5) What philosophy of 

teaching and learning are 

the authors advocating?   

6) How is professional 

development addressed? 

Alex 

Radosavljevic 
yes Willey, C. 

Vomvoridi-

Ivanovic, E. 

Radosavljevic, 

A. 

Viego, G.  

Atler, T. 

UIC All 

Partners 

Licon-Khisty, L. UIC Advisory Teacher Ed and 

Policy 
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11 

Pew Hispanic 

Survey Dataset 

Research 

Project 

 

(1) What are the cultural 

factors that mediate 

parents’ perceptions of 

and attitudes to practices 

related to their children’s 

mathematics education?; 

and (2) How do parents’ 

prior learning experiences 

(a) affect their attitudes 

toward mathematics, and 

(b) affect their perceptions 

of their children’s 

mathematics teaching and 

learning? 

Alex 

Radosavljevic 
yes Javior, B.  UIC Partner Licon-Khisty, L. UIC Advisory Community and 

Parents 

12 

Latina/o 

Student Beliefs 

About 

Mathematics, 

Language, and 

Agency 

 

How do students perceive 

the discipline of 

mathematics, what it 

means to be good at 

mathematics, the utility of 

mathematics, the role of 

language in mathematics, 

and effective mathematics 

learning environments? 

Willey, C. yes Valey, M.  UA Partner Licon-Khisty, L. UIC Advisory Student Learning 

& Teacher Ed 

13 

Finding 

Out/Descubrimi

ento 

What are the key design 

principles and pedagogical 

strengths inherent in 

Finding 

Out/Descubrimiento? How 

can we identify these 

features and create a 

framework for an optimal 

mathematics curriculum 

for bilingual students? 

 

Willey, C. yes Kisunzu, P. 

Pitovrec, K 

UIC Partners Licon-Khisty, L. UIC Advisory Student Learning 

& Teacher Ed 

14 

Commentary 

on the Public 

Discourse of 

Supporting 

Language 

Minority 

Students in 

Mathematics 
 

What is being published 

for teachers with respect to 

supporting Language 

Minority Students in 

mathematics? What 

positions do these authors 

take and what implications 

arise from the messages 

put forth by these authors? 

 

Willey, C. yes Willey, C. 

Vomvoridi-

Ivanovic, E. 

Radosavljevic, 

A. 

Viego, G.  

Atler, T. 

UIC Partners Licon-Khisty, L. UIC Advisory Teacher Ed Policy 

Student Learning 
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15 

Multimodal 

problem 

solving and 

probability: The 

counters game 

How do bilingual children 

draw on their repertoire of 

linguistic tools to 

negotiate meaning with 

the counters game? 

Radosavljevic, 

A. 

yes Willey, C. UIC Prtnr Razfar, A. 

Licon-Chisty, L. 

 

UIC 

 

UIC 

Both 

 

Adv 

Integrated 

Research Topic 

(Student Learning, 

Com. & Parents) 

16 

Mining Latino 

resources 

through play 

Insights from 

an after school 

project 

What are some of the 

learning resources 

Latinas/os bring to doing 

mathematics?  How 

should we rethink the role 

of play in learning? What 

are the implications for 

teaching and learning 

through play? 

Radosavljevic, 

A. 

yes Viego, G. UIC Prtnr Licon-Chisty, L. UIC Prtnr Integrated 

Research Topic 

(Student Learning, 

Teaching and 

Teacher Ed.) 

17 

M is not Mary: 

Variables from 

grade 3 to 13 

Are different solution 

schemas more appropriate 

at different stages of a 

student’s development?  

Can one coordinate 

different approaches to 

develop the students’ 

conceptions? 

Radosavljevic, 

A. 

yes    Baldwin, J. UIC Prtnr Integrated 

Research Topic 

(Student Learning, 

Teaching and 

Teacher Ed.) 

18 

Play and 

building 

histories/identit

ies of math 

competencies 

for Latinos/as  

What is the nature and role 

of play in understanding 

the cultural and linguistic 

resources Latino students 

draw on as they do 

mathematics? 

Radosavljevic, 

A. 

yes Willey, C. UIC Prtnr Licon-Chisty, L. UIC Adv Student Learning 

19 

Lesson study 

and planning 

with teachers 

What are the challenges 

that teachers face teaching 

reformed mathematics to 

bilingual learners? 

Viego, G. yes Willey, C. 

Dumitrascu, G. 

UIC 

UA 

Prtnr 

Prtnr 

Horak, V. UA Prtnr Teaching and 

Teacher Education 

20 

Teacher inquiry How does inquiry address 

teachers’ questions about 

their instruction?  How 

does inquiry affect the 

teachers’ views of what 

students know and can do? 

Viego, G. yes    Licon-Chisty, L. UIC Prtnr Teaching and 

Teacher Education 
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21 

Lessons learned 

from the after 

school 

mathematics 

club 

What are the most 

noticeable characteristics 

of student, parent and pre 

service teacher 

engagement that have 

emerged in Los Rayos de 

CEMELA after school 

mathematics club?  

Willey, C. yes Vomvoridi-

Ivanovic, E 

Viego, G 

Sutton, T. 

Varley, Maura 

 

 

UIC 

UIC 

UA 

UA 

prtnr 

prtnr 

prtnr 

prtnr 

Licon-Chisty, L. UIC Prtnr Integrated 

Research Topic 

22 

Multiple 

perceptions of 

bilingualism in 

the US: A 

critical 

linguistics 

perspective 

What do pre-service and 

in-service teachers have to 

say about bilingualism and 

its’ role in schools?  What 

does what they say reveal 

about their ideologies? 

Willey, C. yes Lopez-Leiva, C. 

Varley, M. 

 

UIC 

UA 

prtnr 

prtnr 

Razfar, A UIC Adv Integrated 

Research Topic 

(all areas) 

23 

Investigating 

linguistic 

problems via 

sample tests 

Are mistakes on the NAPE 

items caused by 

misunderstanding of the 

mathematics intended to 

be tested or by 

misunderstanding of the 

logic of the question? 

Baldwin, J. yes    Moschkovich, J. UCSC prtnr Student Learning  

24 

Variables: 

Syntax, 

Semantics and 

Situations 

The aim of the study is to 

find examples of linguistic 

confusion among African-

American students and 

compare them to those 

among students in Los 

Rayos de CEMELA after 

school math club. 

Baldwin, J yes    Moschkovich, J. UCSC prtnr  
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25 

Latinos pre-

service teachers 

use of language 

and experiences 

when doing 

mathematics in 

the after school 

project. 

How do Latinos/as pre 

service teachers use 

language and their 

experiences as resources 

when assisting Latino/as 

students doing 

mathematics in the after 

school project? 

Vomvoridi-

Ivanovic, E. 

no    Licon-Chisty, L. UIC Adv Teaching and 

Teacher Education 

26 

Capitalizing on 

Latinas/os 

linguistic and 

cultural 

resources: A 

case study of 

multi-

generational 

mathematics 

participation in 

after school 

setting. 

What linguistic and 

cultural resources do 

students use as they 

engage in standards-based 

non-remedial 

mathematics?  What role 

do multi-generational 

networks and interactions 

with undergraduate 

students and parents play 

in the development of 

students’ mathematical 

identities? 

Vomvoridi-

Ivanovic, E. 

yes Morales, H. UIC prtnr Licon-Chisty, L. UIC Adv Student Learning 

27 

The effects of 

after school 

involvement on 

undergraduate 

facilitators 

What is the impact of the 

after school involvement 

on the undergraduate 

facilitators 

Vomvoridi-

Ivanovic, E. 

yes Simic-Muller, K. 

Varley, M. 

UA 

UA 

prtnr 

prtnr 

    

28 

Teacher 

Research Group 

Is it effective professional 

development for in-service 

teachers to observe videos 

of teaching practices?  

Looking at academic 

language in math 

teachings of ELs. 

Thompson, A Yes  UCSC 

UCSC 

Adv 

Adv 

 

Tellez, K 

Bunch, G 

 

UCSC 

UCSC 

 

Adv 

Adv 

Teaching and 

Teacher Ed 

29 

PACT—

Performance 

Assessments of 

California 

Teachers 

Is PACT a good way to 

evaluate pre-service 

teachers for their 

credential?  

Thompson, A Yes Gutierrez, R  UCSC Adv Tellez, T. 

Bunch, G. 

Aguirre, J 

UCSC 

UCSC 

UW* 

Prtnr all Integrated 

Research Topic 

(Teaching & 

teacher Ed, 

Policy) 

30 

Mathematical 

Discourse 

Latino/a students 

discussing math (math 

discourse a primary topic)  

Thompson, A Yes Zahner, B 

Velazquez, G 

Ball, T  

UCSC 

UCSC 

UCSC 

UCSC 

UCSC 

Adv 

Prtnr 

Adv 

Adv 

Prtnr 

Moschkovich, J 

 

UCSC 

 

 

Prtnr 

 

Student Learning 
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31 

Student 

interpretations 

of graphs of 

motion 

How do students interpret 

graphs?  How do students 

interpret graphs of 

everyday motion?  How 

does problem contexts 

mediate students 

interpretations? 

Zahner, B Yes Ball, T UCSC Prtnr Moschkovich, J UCSC Prtnr Student Learning 

32 

Peer group 

math 

discussions 

What are norms of student 

peer group math 

discussions?  What types 

of math discourse do 

students engage in?  What 

are patterns of math 

discourse in group setting 

compared to everyday 

conversation? 

Zahner, B Yes    Moschkovich, J UCSC Prtnr Student Learning 

33 

Analysis of 

classroom data  

How student learn about 

graphs in context of a unit 

of everyday motion. 

Zahner, B Yes Velazquez, G 

Zahner, B 

Ball, T 

UCSC 

all 

 

Adv 

Prtnr 

Prtnr 

 

Moschkovich, J UCSC Prtnr Student Learning 

34 

PACT Study How do pre-service 

teachers candidly 

articulate their 

understanding of academic 

language and other issues 

related to teaching 

linguistically diverse 

Latino students?  How do 

pre-service elementary 

students view the role of 

language in math learning 

and teaching 

Bunch, G Yes Wilson, J 

Thompson, A 

Guiterrez, R 

UCSC 

UCSC 

UA 

Adv 

Adv 

Adv 

Tellez, K 

Aguirre, J 

UCSC 

UW 

Prtnr 

Prtnr 

Integrated 

Research Topic 

(Student Learning, 

Teaching and 

Teacher Ed) 

35 

Pre-Service 

teachers’ 

conceptions of 

academic 

language 

How do pre-service 

teachers understand the 

role of language and 

culture resources of Latino 

students (and parents) in 

the learning of math? 

How do teachers 

recognize and use these 

resources to adapt their 

Bunch, G Yes Wilson, J 

Guiterrez, R 

UCSC 

UA 

Adv 

Adv 

Tellez, K 

Aguirre, J 

UCSC 

UW 

Prtnr 

Prtnr 

Integrated 

Research topic 

(Student Learning, 

Teaching and 

Teacher Ed) 
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instruction to meet the 

needs of these students? 

36 

Understanding 

the relationship 

between the 

heterogeneity 

of English 

language 

proficiency 

among Latino 

youth and 

schools 

context’s 

influence on 

math 

achievement 

What is the relationship 

between the level of 

English language 

proficiency of native and 

non-English speakers 

academic tracking and 

math achievement? 

Does the impact of 

tracking on math 

achievement differ for 

students with higher and 

lower levels of English 

proficiency? 

Does having access to a 

teacher with training and 

teaching ELL impact 

tracking on ELL students? 

Mosqueda, E No       Integrated 

Research (Student 

Learning, 

Teaching and 

Teacher Ed., 

Policy) 

37 

Analysis of 

Latino gang 

affiliated and 

non-gang 

affiliated youth 

in an alternative 

school setting 

How do Latino male 

students end up in 

alternative schools? 

Why do they pursue high 

school diplomas after 

leaving traditional high 

school setting? 

Mosqueda, E Yes    Tellez, K UCSC Pntnr Integrated 

Research (Student 

learning and Com. 

and parents) 

38 

Racial and 

ethnic 

differences in 

the relationship 

between 

English 

proficient 

academic 

tracking and 

math 

achievement 

among White, 

Black, Asian, 

and Latino high 

school youth 

Does race/ethnicity 

influence the impact of 

tracking and English 

proficiency on math 

achievement? 

How does tracking 

influence the math 

achievement of Asian and 

Latino native and non-

native English speakers? 

Mosqueda, E No       Integrated 

Research (Student 

learning and 

policy) 
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39 

Student 

Learning 

How do students learn 

math working in groups? 

How does language 

facilitate learning? 

Mosqueda, E Yes Zahner, B 

Velazquez, G 

UCSC 

UCSC 

Prtnr 

Prtnr 

Moschkovich, J UCSC Prtnr Student Learning 

40 

Math discourse 

Practices 

What are math discourse 

practices? 

How can we identify math 

discourse practices in the 

classroom? 

How are they domain 

specific? 

Moschkovich, 

J 

Yes Zahner, B 

Ball, T 

Velazquez, G 

UCSC 

UCSC 

UCSC 

Prtnr 

Prtnr 

Prtnr 

Moschkovich, J UCSC Prtnr Integrated 

Research (Student 

learning, teaching 

and teacher ed) 

41 

Student 

interpretations 

of graphs of 

motion 

How do students interpret 

graphs of motion and 

everyday motion? 

Are there 

similarities/differences in 

how students use verbs of 

motion in Spanish and 

English? 

Moschkovich, 

J 

Yes Zahner, B 

Thompson, A 

Ball, T 

Dexter, A 

UCSC 

UCSC 

UCSC 

UCSC 

Prtnr 

Prtnr 

Prtnr 

Prtnr 

Moschkovich, J UCSC Prtnr Integrated 

Research (Student 

learning and 

Teaching and 

Teacher ed) 

42 

Utilizing 

student 

assessment to 

inform 

instruction 

How do teachers make 

sense of ELL student work 

(which is a form of 

assessment) to inform 

their instruction? 

Burr, L. yes Musanti, S.  UNM ? Kitchen, R. UNM ? Student Learning 

43 

Student 

understanding 

of problem 

solving 

approaches 

when presented 

with time 

/distance graph 

Observation of student 

learning – will be 

interviewing students with 

a protocol developed by 

Kitchen 

Burr, L. yes Schneider, C. UCSC ? Kitchen, R. 

 

Civil, M. 

UNM 

 

UA 

? Student Learning 

44 

How teachers 

incorporate 

CGI into their 

instruction. 

Investigation of way 

teachers in an elementary 

school are using Cognitive 

Guided Instruction in their 

class and the math 

problems used. 

Burr, L. yes Musanti, S 

Marshall, M 

UNM 

UNM 

Prtnr 

Prtnr 

Celdon-

Pattichis, S. 

UNM Both Teaching and 

Teaching 

Education 
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45 

Assessment – 

looking at 

student learning 

Comparison of student 

thinking when using 

algorithms and when they 

use their own reasoning.   

Castellon, B. yes Burr, L. UNM Adv Kitchen, R. UNM Adv. Student Learning 

46 

How does 

assessment 

inform teacher 

instruction 

The study focus on how 

assessment in fractions, 

proportions, and decimals 

informs teacher instruction 

Castellon, B. yes    Kitchen, R UNM Prtnr Integrated 

Research Topic 

(Student Learning 

& Teaching and 

Teacher Ed) 

47 

The Kinder 

Study 

Pilot study with primary 

age children – students 

developing mathematical 

discourse on problem 

solving.  Based on T. 

Carpenter study. 

Marshall, M. yes Turner E 

Alan T.  

? 

? 

Prtnr 

Prtnr 

Celedon-

Pattichis, S. 

UNM Prtr Integrated 

Research Topic 

(Student Learn, 

Com. & Parents, 

Teaching and 

Teacher Ed) 

48 

The Primary 

Study – 

Mathematics 

Discourse and 

problem 

solving among 

Spanish 

speaking 

primary 

students 

How do students develop 

language, their native 

language, around 

mathematical problem 

solving?  What problem 

solving strategies do they 

use?  What are the Spanish 

language structures while 

problem solving? 

Marshall, M. 

 

yes Musanti, S. 

Castellon, B. 

UNM 

UNM 

Prtnr 

Prtnr 

Celedon-

Pattichis, S. 

UNM Prtnr Integrated 

Research Topic 

(Student Learning, 

Teaching and 

Teacher Ed.) 

49 

The Bernalillo 

Middle School 

Project 

Problem solving with 

students who are 

transitioning from 

elementary classrooms to 

middle school. 

Marshall, M Yes Alan T. ? Prtnr Celedon-

Pattichis, S. 

UNM Prtnr Student Learning 

50 

Language and 

mathematics 

problem 

solving: 

Exploring the 

complexities of 

bilingual 

teachers’ 

growth 

What dilemmas and 

challenges do teachers 

face that are particular to 

working with K-5 Latino 

students population as 

they integrate two 

knowledge bases: 

mathematics teaching and 

content-based English as a 

second language. 

Musanti, S. yes Marshall, M. 

Castellon, B. 

Burr, L. 

UNM 

UNM 

UNM 

Prtnr 

Adv 

Adv 

Celedon-

Pattichis, S. 

UNM Prtnr Integrated 

Research Topic 

(Student Learning, 

Teaching and 

Teacher Ed.) 
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51 

Teacher Study 

Group: Cross 

collaboration 

with the 

University of 

Arizona 

Explore teaches’ 

reflections in relation to 

the implementation of 

mathematical tasks in 

Latino students’ 

classrooms – with special 

focus on reflections about 

language and culture in 

relation to students’ 

mathematical 

understanding 

Musanti, S. yes Kondek-

McLeman, L. 

Melendez, J.M. 

Trujillo, B. 

 

 

UA 

UA 

UA 

UNM 

 

Prtnr 

Prtnr 

Prtnr 

Prtnr 

Kitchen, R. 

Civil, M. 

Cahn L, 

 

UNM 

UA 

UA 

Adv 

Adv 

Prtnr 

Integrated 

Research Topic 

(Student Learning 

& Teaching and 

Teacher Ed.) 

52 

Principals 

perspectives of 

their leadership 

role in 

implementation 

of a reform 

mathematics 

curriculum in 

predominately 

Latino schools 

What are: 1) principals’ 

perceptions of their 

leadership role in their 

first year of the 

implementation of a 

reform mathematics 

curriculum, 2) the nature 

of mathematics teaching 

and learning, 3) role of 

culture and language in 

classroom?   How do you 

perceive accountability to 

reform curriculum and 

student outcomes? 

Trujillo, B. no  UNM     Integrated 

Research Topic 

53 

A Teacher 

Study 

What do teachers’ reflect 

on in the implementation 

of a NAPE task.  Project is 

within a teacher study 

group on mathematical 

thinking. 

Trujillo, B yes 

Musanti, S. 

Kondek-

McLeman, L. 

Kahnn L, 

Melendez, J.M. 

UNM 

 

UA 

UA 

UA 

Prtnr 

 

Prtnr 

Prtnr 

Prtnr 

Kitchen, R. UNM Adv & 

Prtnr 

Teaching and 

Teaching 

Education 

54 

What are 

Latino parent’s 

perceptions of 

the teaching 

and learning of 

mathematics 

 

Trujillo, B yes 

Melendez, J.M 

 

Kondek-

McLeman, L.. 

UA 

 

 

UA 

 

Prtnr 

 

 

Prtnr 

Civil, M. UA Adv Community and 

Parents 

55 

Teacher beliefs: 

Integrating 

language and 

culture into 

mathematics 

How do teacher beliefs 

change in one year after 

the UNM Summer 

Institute 

Celedon-

Pattichis, S. 
yes 

Musanti, S. UNM Prtnr Aguirre, J. 

Anhalt, C 

Horak, V. 

UW 

UA 

UA 

Prtnr 

Prtnr 

Prtnr 

Teaching and 

Teacher education 
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Project 

# Title Description Source Collab 

Fellows & Post 

Docs School Role Faculty  School Role Area 

56 

Assessment of 

6th grade ELLs 

Transnational study – US 

and Mexico 

Kitchen, R. yes 

Guada 

Castellon, B. 

Burr, L. 

Acosta-Iriqui, J. 

 

UNM 

UNM 

UNM 

UA 

Prtnr 

Prtnr 

Prtnr 

Prtnr 

Civil, M. 

Fernandez, A 

Anhalt, C 

Bengolena, N. 

Moschkovich, J. 

UA 

UNCC 

UA 

UP* 

 

UCSC 

Adv 

Prtnr 

Adv 

Prtnr 

 

Adv 

Student Learning 

57 

Transnational Teaching practices in 

Mexico at the elementary 

and middle school level 

Acosta, J Yes Alexander-

Snider, M 

UM* Prtnr Reyes, I 

Civil, M 

Kitchen, R 

Turner, E 

 

UA 

 

UNM 

Adv Integrated 

Research Topic 

(Student learning 

& Teaching and 

teacher Ed) 

58 

Parents 

Perceptions of 

Teaching and 

Learning of 

Mathematics 

 

 

 Acosta, J Yes Maria-

Menendez, J 

Quintos, B 

Diez, J 

Kinsunzo, P 

UA Prtnr Civil, M 

Marshall, M 

UA 

UNM 

 Integrated 

Research Topic 

(Student Learning 

& Comm. & 

Parents)  

59 

CMCOP-

CEMELA math 

classroom 

observation 

Protocol 

Collecting data for 

quantitative and 

qualitative purposes. 

Acosta, J Yes All      Integrated 

Research Topic 

(Student Learning 

& Teaching & 

teacher Ed)  

60 

Student 

Learning 

Understanding 

Group 

How are Latino students 

working with task based 

questions and how that 

affects their AIMS score.  

How students are resisting 

math classrooms and 

developing social 

networks 

Cavell, H Yes Kisunzo, P  

Ross, K 

Ellie  

UA Prtnr 

Other 

Civil, M 

Weinberg, S 

UA Adv Integrated 

Research Topic 

(Student Learning 

& Teaching & 

Teacher Ed) 

61 

Lesson Study How lesson studies will 

help teachers teach math 

to latino students & 

understand student 

learning 

Dumitrascu, G Yes    Horok, V UA Prtnr 

Adv 

Teaching and 

Teacher Ed 

62 

After-school 

Math Program 

Resources Latino students 

draw upon when engaging 

in Math.  The nature of 

social justice teaching 

math with Latino Students.   

 

 

Gutierrez, R Yes Sutton, T 

Varley, M 

UA 

UA 

Prtnr Turner, E UA Adv Student Learning 

63 

UCSC-PACT 

study  

Looking at how teachers 

address academic 

language in math 

Guitierrez, R Yes Wilson, J. UCSC Prtnr Bunch, G 

Tellez, K 

Aguirre, J 

UCSC Adv 

Prtnr 

Teaching & 

Teacher Ed 
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instruction in the context 

of a high stakes 

assessment.   

64 

Student 

Learning 

Trying to assess the ELL 

students at math & science 

level & how they perform 

in math and the impact 

that language has on their 

learning of math and 

social-cultural factors. 

 

 

 

 

Kisunzu, P Yes Ross, K 

Cavell, H 

Macias, E 

UA 

UA 

 

Prtnr 

Adv 

Other 

Wienberg, S UA Prtnr 

Adv 

Integrated 

Research Topic 

(Student Learning 

& Policy) 

65 

Parent’s Group 

Research 

(Safford) 

Workshops taught to 

Parents.  Assess how 

students learn from 

parents and the impact of 

these workshops on 

student learning. 

Kisunzu, P Yes De Young, A UA Other    Community and 

Parents 

66 

Study of Pre-

Service 

Teachers that 

emerge while 

engaging 

children 

 Konek 

McLeman, L 

No    Civil, M 

Horak, V 

Turner, E 

UA 

UA 

UA 

Adv Teaching & 

Teacher Ed 

67 

Teacher Study 

Group Research 

Looking at the nature of 

how culture permeates 

teacher discourse.   

Kondek-

McLeman, L 

Yes Maria 

Menendez, j 

Kahn, L 

Wortman, J 

UA Prtnr Horak, V 

Civil, M 

UA 

UA 

Prtnr 

Adv 

Teaching & 

Teacher Ed 

68 

Teacher Study 

Group in 

collaboration 

with UNM 

What issues do teachers 

grapple with when 

teaching Latino students? 

Kondek-

McLeman, L 

Yes Maria 

Menendez, J 

Musanti, S 

Trujillo, B 

Kahn, L 

UA  

UNM 

Prtnr Civil, M 

Kitchen, R 

UA 

UNM 

Adv Teaching & 

Teacher ed 

69 

Reflecting on 

your practice 

How teachers of Latino 

students grapple with 

issues of culture and 

language 

Maria 

Menendez, J 

yes Kondek-

McLeman, L 

Turjillo, B 

UA 

UNM 

Prtnr Kahn, L 

Civil, M 

UA Prtnr 

Adv 

Teaching & 

Teacher Ed 

70 

Perceptions of 

teaching and 

learning 

mathematics 

What are parents of Latino 

middle school students 

perceptions/attitudes about 

teaching and learning 

math 

Maria 

Menendez, J 

Yes Kisunzu, P 

Diez, J 

Musanit, S 

Acosta, J 

Wiley, C 

Marshal, M 

Quintos, B 

Turjillo, B 

UA 

UNM 

UNM 

UIC 

UIC 

UNM 

UA 

UNM 

Prtnr Civil, M UA Both Integrated 

Research Topic 

(Community & 

Parents, Policy) 
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71 

Student 

Learning 

How are Latino students 

working with task based 

questions and how that 

affects their AIMS Scores.  

How students are resisting 

math classrooms and 

developing social 

networks. 

 

Ross, K Yes Kisunzu, P 

Cavell, H 

Macias, E 

UA Adv 

Prtnr 

Other 

Weinberg, S UA Prtnr 

Adv 

Student Learning 

72 

After-school 

Group 

Looking at students’ use 

of language in 

linguistically complex 

problems and mapping out 

the evolution of 

willingness to struggle. 

Sutton, T Yes Gutierrez, R 

Varley, M 

Vomvordi-

Ivanovic, H 

UA 

UIC 

Prtnr Turner, E UA Prtnr Integrated 

Research Topic 

(Student learning, 

Teaching & 

Teacher Ed) 

73 

Learning 

Outside of 

School Time 

(LOST) 

Learning 

To find out what different 

parties involved in math 

education consider to be 

math 

Sutton, T Yes Varley, M 

Vamvordi-

Ivanovic, E 

Wiley, C 

UA 

UIC 

Prtnr Razfar, A 

Licon-Khisty, L 

UIC Adv Integrated 

Research Topic 

74 

Dissertation 

project at 

Ochoa 

Elementary 

School—Girls 

after school 

Math club 

Looks at young Latina’s 

perception of math and 

themselves as doers and 

creators of math and their 

capacity to contribute to or 

impact change in their 

lives, communities and/or 

worlds.  Looks at how 

these girls experience a 

sense of mathematical 

agency and socio-political 

agency.   

Varley, M Yes Sutton, T 

Gutierrez, R 

UA Prtnr Turner, E UA Prtnr  

Adv 

Student Learning 

 

 

 

 


