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Purpose: 

The purpose of this descriptive study is to investigate how teachers implement standards-based 

mathematics instructional materials in urban middle schools (King, 2008).   The Connected 

Mathematics Project (CMP), was the curriculum utilized in the district where this study took place 

and served as the primary curriculum for the Teachers' Use of Standards-Based Mathematics 

(TUSIM) study. This technical report will describe the initial data collection process as well as the 

validity of the CMP survey instrument.  

 

Observer Description: 

The six classroom observers were content experts with degrees in education, mathematics, or 

related areas.  Prior to data collection, the observers participated in a thorough training process that 

was designed to enhance the accuracy and inter-rater reliability of their observation ratings.  The 

observers were trained by Principal Investigator, Dr. Karen King on the use of the (MS) 

2observation instrument (Reys____?,)  during July and August 2008.  Training consisted of 

collaborative discussions of the observation instrument and two rounds of replicated observations 

using videotaped CMP lessons.  Each observer received 5 DVDs labeled 1-5 and detailed 

directions for piloting the observation instrument (each DVD contained a middle school 

mathematics lesson using CMP and included pre-interviews with teachers).  Observers were 

instructed to review the (MS) 2observation instrument for familiarity prior to viewing the DVDs. 

For the first round of calibration, observers were instructed to individually view the first DVD in 

real time and complete the (MS) 2observation instrument in relation to the lesson on DVD #1.  

Observers then submitted their completed observations to doctoral student Candace Barriteau 
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Phaire to compare instrument responses.  Once all instruments were reviewed, it was determined 

that one observer’s results (Observer “A”) were not aligned with the other 4 observers (specifically 

the “classroom events” section of the (MS) 2observation instrument).  In the “classroom events” 

section, where the most discrepancy occurred, each observer responded to nine statements to 

describe the lesson.  The statements were rated 1-3 (please see Appendix A, “The Observation 

Scale Descriptors” for the definition of each rating).   In this section, Observer “A” consistently 

under reported the classroom events in comparison to the other observers; specifically observer 

“A” rated lower than the other 4 observers 89% of the time (See Table 1).  The other 4 observers 

were in exact agreement 44% of the time and within 1 level 55% of the time. 

Table 1: First round of Calibration results with DVD #1:  
Question:  Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 

1)The lesson provided 
opportunities for students to 
make conjectures about 
mathematical ideas 

0 1 4 

2) The lesson fostered the 
development of conceptual 
understanding 

0 1 4 

3) Connections within 
mathematics were explored 
in the lesson 

1 1 3 

4) Connections between 
mathematics and students' 
daily lives were  
apparent in the lesson 

1 3 1 

5) Students explained their 
responses or solution 
strategies 

0 1 4 

6) Multiple strategies were 
encouraged and valued 

0 3 2 

7) The teacher valued 
students' statements about 
mathematics and used them 
to build discussion or work 
toward shared understanding 
for the class. 

1 1 3 

8) The teacher used student 
inquiries as a guide for 
instructional mathematics 
investigation or as a guide to 
shape the mathematics 
content of the lesson. 

1 3 1 
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9) The teacher encouraged 
students to reflect on the 
reasonableness of their 
responses 

0 1 4 

 

As a result of observer “A’s” incongruence, additional training and a second round of calibration 

with one of the 4 other observers using DVD #2 was provided for observer “A”.  After completing 

the second round, observer “A” and the other observer’s responses were generally aligned; 

specifically 89% of the responses in the same “classroom events” section were consistent with 

both observers (See Table 2).  

Table 2: Second round of Calibration results with DVD #2:  
Question:  Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 

1)The lesson provided 
opportunities for students 
to make conjectures about 
mathematical ideas 

0 0 2 

2) The lesson fostered the 
development of conceptual 
understanding 

0 0 2 

3) Connections within 
mathematics were 
explored in the lesson 

0 1 1 

4) Connections between 
mathematics and students' 
daily lives were  
apparent in the lesson 

0 2 0 

5) Students explained 
their responses or solution 
strategies 

0 0 2 

6) Multiple strategies were 
encouraged and valued 

0 2 0 

7) The teacher valued 
students' statements about 
mathematics and used 
them to build discussion or 
work toward shared 
understanding for the 
class. 

0 0 2 

8) The teacher used 
student inquiries as a 
guide for instructional 
mathematics investigation 
or as a guide to shape the 
mathematics content of the 
lesson. 

0 2 0 

9) The teacher 
encouraged students to 

0 2 0 



DRAFT 
 

reflect on the 
reasonableness of their 
responses 
 

The CMP Survey Instrument: 

In an effort to capture the ways in which teachers use the CMP curricular materials, the TUSIM 

project developed a CMP implementation survey (See Appendix B). The survey asked a series of 

questions about teachers’ use of CMP materials, their professional development experiences that 

focus on CMP, their beliefs and those of their students’ parents and guardians about teaching with 

CMP, and the availability of resources needed to teach mathematics with CMP or other resources 

to supplement CMP (King & Phaire, 2008).   

 

Piloting CMP Survey: 

All participants were NYC school teachers that responded to a solicitation for piloting the CMP 

survey. Four participants used CMP in their own classrooms and three participants used another 

curriculum.  Only the teachers that reported using CMP were administered the CMP survey and 

participated in follow up cognitive interviews.   

Approximately 2 weeks later after completing the written version of the CMP survey, the four 

participants that used CMP in their own classrooms, completed cognitive face-to-face interviews 

with a doctoral student on the clarity, content, and format of the survey (See Appendix C).  During 

the interviews the participants provided feedback on the clarity of some questions and offered 

recommendations for improving the survey.  The recommendations were shared with the TUSIM 

advisory board and considered when making adjustments to the survey. 
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After several revisions, the CMP survey was later transferred from a written format to an online 

version, in preparation for official data collection.  The online version of the survey was also 

piloted for clarity, content, and format.  The participants that agreed to pilot the online survey were 

teachers throughout the United States, and responded to a solicitation as well.  After participants 

piloted the online survey, they completed cognitive telephone interviews with a doctoral student on 

the clarity, content, and format of the survey.  The recommendations provided during the 

interviews were considered during the evaluation of the final version of the CMP online survey.   

 

Survey Implementation Procedures: 

In March of 2009, over a three-day period, middle school mathematics teachers for Newark Public 

Schools were asked to participate in a professional development session conducted by members of 

the TUSIM project.  Completion of the CMP survey was the first segment of this session and 

consent forms for participation in the data collection were distributed at the beginning of the 

session.  Each participant was provided with a computer in a laboratory and given the link to 

retrieve the online version of the CMP survey to complete.   In May of 2009, a “make-up” day was 

scheduled to accommodate the middle school mathematics teachers from Newark Public Schools 

that were absent from the initial March 2009 data collection.  The same format was followed in 

regards to consent forms and data collection. 

 

Validity of the Survey Instrument: 

Two schools in the Newark school district were chosen as in-depth case study schools.  One of the 

co-principal investigators of the TUSIM project worked with the Newark school district to select 

the case study schools.  From those two schools, six mathematics classroom teachers from these 
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schools participated to illustrate and document teachers’ use of Connected Mathematics materials.  

Due to limitations beyond our control, only four of the six teachers were able to complete both the 

survey and observation data collection.     

Case study teachers were observed implementing CMP lessons on 2 consecutive days using the 

(MS) 2observation instrument. 

 

One segment of the (MS) 2observation instrument required the trained observers to indicate 

whether the teacher used materials from the district textbook series, and the observer had to 

indicate the teacher’s level of usage.  (For definitions of possible responses, see Figure 1).  

Similarly, teachers were asked questions about their use of the materials from the district textbook 

series in the CMP survey with the same choices.  Teachers were asked: 

State how you use each CMP lesson within each CMP unit. The responses are (use without 
modification, use with adaptation, use as one of many resources, replace, does not use).  

   

   Figure 1. 

   

To answer the following questions, use the following definitions of 
textbook use. 

• Use without modification – Follows the outline of the lesson as 
described in the teachers’ materials. No changes are made to 
the task and the structure of the lesson follows the Launch, 
Explore, Summarize routine described in the CMP materials. 
The goals and objectives of the lesson remain the same. 

• Use with adaptation – Follows the outline of the lesson as 
described in the teachers’ materials with changes made to the 
task, but not the structure of the lesson. The goals and 
objectives of the lesson remain the same. The structure of the 
lesson follows the Launch, Explore, Summarize routine 
described in the CMP materials, but the task is modified in one 
of several ways 

• Use as a one of many resources – Takes tasks from the 
materials but uses them to create own lesson with own lesson 
structure.  
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The teacher responses were for the lessons within each CMP unit, and the lessons were organized 

by units on the survey to assist teachers’ in responding to the questions. 

 

Concordance of the ratings of observers and the teacher’s self-reported data on the CMP survey, 

regarding the same lesson was determined.   Criterion-related validity of the concurrent type was 

established and the results indicated that 50% of the observer’s descriptions were aligned with the 

teachers’ view of implementation (See Table 3).  Alignment was determined if no adaptation was 

reported by both the observer and the teacher for the same lesson or if some adaptation was 

reported by both the observer and the teacher for the same lesson. In addition, 50% of teachers’ 

views of their implementation of the materials were within one (i.e. if the teacher reported the 

materials were “used as is” in the lesson, the observer reported “used with adaptations”).   

Teachers generally under reported their level of adaptation, as compared to trained observer 

opinion.  This underreporting suggests that even this report may not capture all the adaptation that 

may occur while using CMP. 

Table 3. 
Teacher Observer Response to 

Lesson 
Teacher Survey 

Response to Lesson 
Alignment 

Teacher 1  
Observation 1 

Used w/out 
modification 

Used w/adaptation Within 1 

Teacher 1 
Observation 2 

Used w/adaptation Used w/adaptation Exactly Aligned 

Teacher 2 
Observation 1 

Use without 
modification 

Use without 
modification 

Exactly Aligned 

Teacher 2 
Observation 2 

Used w/adaptation Use without 
modification 

Within 1 

Teacher 3 
Observation 1 

Use as a one of many 
resources 

Used w/adaptation Exactly Aligned 

Teacher 3 
Observation 2 

Use as a one of many 
resources 

Used w/adaptation Exactly Aligned 

Teacher 4 Used w/adaptation Use without Within 1 
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Observation 1 modification 
Teacher 4 

Observation 2 
Used w/adaptation Use without 

modification 
Within 1 



DRAFT 
 

APPENDIX A 

Middle School Mathematics Study 
Observation Tool 

Observation Scale Descriptors 
 

1. The lesson provided opportunities for students to make conjectures about mathematical 
ideas. 
 
This scale measures the extent to which the lesson provided opportunities for students to make 
conjectures about mathematical ideas. There are three types of conjectures that students might 
make. One type of conjecture involves the student in making a guess about how to solve a 
particular problem based on experience solving problems with similar solution strategies. For 
example, students were solving problems in which they used properties of similar triangles. 
When asked to determine the height of a tree, students conjectured that an appropriate solution 
strategy would involve similar triangles. The students made a connection between the new 
problem and problems that they had previously solved. A second type of conjecture occurs when a 
student makes a guess about the truthfulness of a particular statement and subsequently plans and 
conducts an investigation to determine whether the statement is true or false. For example, a 12-
year-old student disagreed with a statement that she was half as tall as she is now when she was 6-
years old, and proceeded to support her argument by comparing her present height with heights of 
6-year-old children. A third type of conjecture is a generalization. A generalization is created by 
reasoning from specific cases of a particular event, is tested in specific cases, and is logically 
reasoned to be acceptable for all cases of the event. For example, given that a beam is constructed 
of rods in the following configuration, students are asked to describe the relation between the 
number of rods and the length of the beam (Wijers, Roodhardt, van Reeuwijk, Burrill, Cole, & 
Pligge, 1998). Using a table to organize their reasoning, students described the pattern that 
emerged, explained how the pattern fit the given diagram, and generated formulas for the 
relationship, In this situation, students reasoned from specific cases, tested and supported their 
ideas with evidence from drawings and the table, and described the relation in a formula. 
 
 
1. Students had few, if any, opportunities to make conjectures in this lesson. The teacher generally 
did not solicit or encourage conjectures. There were no significant examples of students making 
connections between a new problem and problems previously seen, investigating the validity of 
their own guesses, looking for patterns, or making generalizations. 
 
2. Students had some opportunity and/or encouragement to make conjectures. When observed, 
they were generally prompted by the teacher or offered by students with minimal follow-up. 
 
3. Conjectures of at least one of the types described were observed on several occasions. 
Students were encouraged to make connections between a new problem and problems previously 
seen, to investigate the validity of their own guesses, to look for patterns, and/or to make 
generalizations.  
 
C.2. The lesson fostered the development of conceptual understanding. 
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Conceptual knowledge is described as the "facts and properties of mathematics that are recognized 
as being related in some way" (Hiebert & Wearne, 1986, p. 200), or as a network of relationships 
that link pieces of knowledge (Hiebert & Lefevre, 1986). In the primary grades, for example, 
students learn the labels for whole-number place-value positions. If this information is stored as 
isolated pieces of information, the knowledge is not conceptual. If this knowledge, however, is 
linked with other information about numbers, such as grouping objects into sets of ten or counting 
by tens or hundreds, then the information becomes conceptual knowledge. The network of 
relationships about place value grows as other pieces of knowledge related to place value, such as 
regrouping in subtraction, are recognized. Procedural knowledge, in contrast, is described as 
having two parts. One category comprises the written mathematical symbols, which are devoid of 
meaning and are acted upon through knowledge of the syntax of the system. A second category is 
composed of rules and algorithms for solving mathematics problems, step-by-step procedures that 
progress from problem statement to solution in a predetermined order. Procedural knowledge is 
rich in rules and strategies for solving problems, but it is not rich in relationships (Hiebert & 
Wearne, 1986). 
 
Instruction that fosters the development of conceptual understanding engages students in creating 
meaning for the symbols and procedures they use. Problems or questions posed by the teacher or in 
text materials may direct students' attention to linking procedural and conceptual knowledge. In 
addition and subtraction of decimals, for example, lining up the decimal points should be linked 
with combining like quantities. Instruction might explicitly bring out the relationships between 
lining up the decimal point in addition and subtraction and lining up whole numbers on the right 
side for the same operations (Hiebert & Wearne, 1986). 
 
1. The general focus of the lesson was on the development of procedural knowledge. The teacher 
emphasized student acquisition of skills or procedures with little, if any, attention to the 
development of conceptual understanding. 
 
2. The general focus of the lesson was on the development of a mathematical concept or 
relationship rather than procedures or skills. However, the teacher did not actively engage students 
in building connections between new ideas and prior knowledge. The learning activities of the 
lesson generally did not appear to foster conceptual understanding. 
 
3. The continual focus of the lesson was on building connections between disparate pieces of 
information or linking procedural knowledge with conceptual knowledge. 
 
 
C.3. Connections within mathematics were explored in the lesson. 
This scale measures the extent to which instruction addressed mathematical topics thoroughly 
enough to explore relationships and connections among them. A low rating is given when the 
mathematical topic of the lesson was covered in ways that gave students only a surface treatment 
of its meaning, and instruction treated this topic in isolation of other mathematical topics. A high 
rating is given when the mathematical topic of the lesson was explored in enough detail for 
students to think about relationships and connections among mathematical topics. 
Rather than examining fragmented pieces of information, students looked for and discussed 
relationships among mathematical ideas, expressed understanding of mathematical topics, or 
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provided explanations of their solution strategies for relatively complex problems in which two or 
more mathematical ideas were integrated.  Topics can be thought of in two different ways. First, 
topics can be broad areas of mathematics such as probability, area, and ratios, as in the following 
problem. Students are asked to determine the probability of a frog jumping from a cage and 
landing on white or black floor tiles and to express this probability as a fraction or percent (Jonker, 
van Galen, Boswinkel, Wijers, Simon, Burrill, & Middleton, 1998). In solving this problem, 
students use area, number, and probability concepts. Second, connections can be made among 
more narrowly defined areas such as a lesson involving the solution of quadratic equations. In this 
lesson, connections can be made between factoring, completing the square, or using the quadratic 
formula. Even though these problems connect mathematical topics, instruction may not focus on 
discussing or developing these connections. The rating should reflect both the problems and 
instruction. 
 
1 . The mathematical topic of the lesson was covered in ways that gave students only a surface 
treatment of its meaning. The mathematical topic was presented in isolation of other topics, and the 
teacher and students did not talk about connections between the topic of the lesson and other 
mathematical topics. 
 
2. Some connections among mathematical topics were present in the lesson. The teacher or 
students briefly mentioned that the topic was related to others, but these connections were not 
discussed in detail by the teacher or the students. 
 
3. Connections among mathematical topics were discussed by teacher and students during the 
lesson, or connections were clearly explained by the teacher. The mathematical topic of the lesson 
was explored in enough detail for students to think about and describe relationships and 
connections among mathematical topics. 
 
C.4. Connections between mathematics and students' daily lives were apparent in the lesson. 
This scale measures whether connections between mathematics and students' daily lives were 
apparent in text problems or discussed by the teacher or students. Examples of problems that foster 
such connections are estimating the sale price of an item or determining the amount of ingredients 
required to serve four people when a recipe serves seven. In contrast, word problems such as "Bart 
is two years older than Lisa. In five years Bart will be twice as old as Lisa. How old are they 
now?" are devoid of connections between mathematics and students' lives. 
 
1. Real life connections between the mathematics under study and students' daily lives were not 
made explicit within the lesson. 
 
2. Specific examples of real life connections between the mathematics under study and students’ 
daily lives were presented by the teacher or noted by student(s). However these opportunities were 
limited in scope or were only marginally attended to by the teacher. 
 
3. Real life connections between the mathematics under study and students' daily lives were made 
explicit within the lesson by the teacher or noted by students. The teacher elaborated on these real 
life connections in ways that underscored the importance of the topic and/or generated interest in 
the topic. 
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C.5. Students explained their responses or solution strategies. 
 
This scale is intended to measure the extent to which teachers encourage students to elaborate their 
solutions by justifying their approach to a problem, explaining their thinking, or supporting their 
results, rather than simply stating answers. 
 
1. The teacher generally did not encourage students to elaborate on answers or solution strategies. 
Rather, students simply stated answers to problems or questions posed by the teacher and the 
teacher accepted these answers without further probing.  
 
2. The teacher sometimes encouraged students to explain how they arrived at an answer, but these 
explanations generally focused on the execution of procedures for solving problems rather than an 
elaboration on their thinking and solution path. 
 
3. The teacher generally encouraged students to explain their responses or solution strategies. 
Although this was not the case for every student response, students did have opportunities to 
elaborate on their solution strategies orally or in written form by justifying their approach to a 
problem, explaining their thinking, or supporting their results. 
 
C.6. Multiple perspectives/strategies were encouraged and valued. 
 
This scale measures the extent to which students were asked to consider different perspectives in 
approaching the solution to a problem. In a classroom where multiple strategies are encouraged 
and valued, students spend much of their time discussing different strategies in a substantive 
manner, and this discourse is an important element within the classroom. Multiple strategies might 
be elicited by the teacher during whole-class or small-group discussion in which students explicitly 
share their strategies. The task itself might clearly involve students in solving the problem in 
different ways (e.g., find the discount in another way), or the task may require students to consider 
alternative approaches for successful completion (e.g., list as many ways as you can to calculate 15 
x $1.98). 
 
1. The teacher did not generally encourage students to offer different perspectives and/or strategies 
to solving problems. Generally, if a correct solution was offered by a student, the teacher accepted 
it and moved on. 
 
2. Different perspectives or strategies were occasionally elicited from students or mentioned by the 
teacher. However, this did not appear to be a regular occurrence. For example, additional methods 
were sought when a particular “standard” method of solution had not yet been mentioned by a 
student. 
 
3. The teacher encouraged students to view problems or mathematical situations from multiple 
perspectives and to learn from each other’s viewpoints. When appropriate, alternative strategies 
were solicited and discussed as an important elements of classroom instruction. 
 
C.7. The teacher valued students' statements about mathematics and used them 
to build discussion or work toward shared understanding for the class. 
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This scale is intended to measure the ways in which the teacher uses student responses during 
instruction. Teachers can give credence to students' responses by inviting students to listen 
carefully to other students, to ask each other questions that clarify meaning, and to compare other 
students' strategies with their own. Teachers can also use student responses to pose questions that 
stimulate further discussion, to illustrate a point, or to relate them to other aspects of the lesson. 
 
1. Generally, the teacher sought limited responses from students - correct answers or brief 
indications that they understood the material presented. The majority of the teacher's remarks 
about student responses were short comments such as "Okay," "All right," or "Fine" that often 
ended further dialogue. Little or no attempt was made to use students' responses to further 
discussion with the individual student or with the class. 
 
2. The teacher responded to student questions or comments by providing a direct answer. In some 
cases a student response or question would prompt a brief exchange between the teacher and one 
or more students. The purpose of this exchange was generally to answer the question at hand rather 
than to elicit a student's thinking processes or solution strategies or to engage the class in 
discussion of the question. 
 
3. The teacher used students' statements about mathematics to prompt additional class discussion 
or to extend the ideas of the lesson in some way. The teacher opened up discussion about the 
student response by asking other students questions such as: "Does everyone agree with this?" or 
"Would anyone like to comment on this response?" 
 
 
C.8. The teacher used student inquiries as a guide for instructional decisions or as a guide to 
shape the mathematical content of the lesson. 
 
Occasionally a student's inquiry can be used to introduce the topic of the lesson, supplement a 
lesson, or connect the lesson to students' lives. In other cases, a student's question or response may 
provide a starting point for a rich mathematical journey. A student's question about whether the 
sum of the angles of every triangle is always 180', for example, might lead to a discussion of non-
Euclidean geometry. This scale measures the teacher's responsiveness to student inquiries and the 
teacher's flexibility in using these inquiries in ways that enhance the lesson. 
 
1. The teacher generally accepted student comments or questions and responded with simple 
statements acknowledging the comment/question or evaluating the correctness of the 
comment/question. The teachers response to student comments or questions did not appear to alter 
the planned lesson. 
 
2. The teacher responded thoughtfully to student comments and generally used the comment or 
question to continue discussion or provide other students opportunities to respond or comment. 
The flow of the lesson, however, did not appear to be changed directly by the comment or 
question. 
 



DRAFT 
 

3. The teacher utilized student comments and questions in making decisions about how to proceed 
with the lesson. In at least one instance it appeared that the planned lesson was redirected based on 
student comments or questions. 
 
C.9. The teacher encouraged students to reflect on the reasonableness of their responses. 
 
An unreasonable response refers to a response that is mathematically distant from the correct 
answer and might even be distant from an answer that students recognize as reasonable in contexts 
outside the classroom. One explanation for unreasonable responses is that students do not check 
the reasonableness of their answers. Although this may be true in some cases, unreasonable 
responses may also be the result of the lack of connections between symbols and their meaning. 
Evaluating the reasonableness of a solution involves connections between conceptual and 
procedural knowledge. These connections are especially significant at the end of the problem-
solving process. Lining up decimal points when adding or subtracting decimals, for example, 
without connecting the process to place value concepts, may lead to unreasonable responses. 
Students might rely on rules or procedures to obtain correct answers and not have the conceptual 
knowledge to help them evaluate reasonableness of the answer (11iebert & Wearne, 1986). This 
scale is intended to measure whether the teacher encouraged students to reflect on the 
reasonableness of their answers and whether the discussion involved emphasis on conceptual 
understanding. 
 
1. The teacher rarely asked students whether their answers were reasonable. If a student gave an 
incorrect response, another student provided or was asked to provide a correct answer.  
 
2. The teacher asked students if they checked whether their answers were reasonable but did not 
promote discussion that emphasized conceptual understanding. 
 
3. The teacher encouraged students to reflect on the reasonableness of their answers, and the 
discussion involved emphasis on conceptual understanding.  
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APPENDIX C 

 
Pilot Teacher Cognitive Interview Protocol 

 
Questions on the Instructions: 

1. Are the instructions clear? Did you have any questions about how to take the survey or 
what to consider in your answers? 

 
Questions about the Survey Questions: 
 

1. How many years have you been using the Connected Mathematics Project instructional 
materials in the grade you teach presently? (numbers 1-15) 

• What does the term instructional materials mean to you in this question? 
 
 

2. How many years have you been using the Connected Mathematics Project instructional 
materials in teaching mathematics? (numbers 1-15) 

• What does the term instructional materials mean to you in this question? 
 
 

3. Do you use other instructional materials with/instead of the Connected Mathematics 
Project? (yes/no) If yes, how often (every day or almost every day, once or twice a 
week, once or twice per month, rarely to never)?  

• You responded _____________. Is that response consistent throughout the year, 
or do you use other instructional materials more or less during certain times 
during the school year? 

 
4. What kinds of materials do you use to supplement or replace Connected Mathematics 

Project? (open response) Why have you chosen these materials? (open response) 
• Your response is typed here (present a typed version of the first part of his or her 

response). Do you feel your answer is pretty accurate?  
• Did you have enough information with you to answer this question accurately? 
• The second part of your response is typed here (present a typed version of the 

second part of his or her response). Is this OK to talk about in a survey?  
 
 

5. Which Connected Mathematics Project sections do you supplement (list by grade level 
by unit by section; allow teachers to be able to choose more than one)? Why (time 
constraints, students’ prior achievement, testing mandates, my own mathematical 
background, importance of particular topics, the materials do not adequately address 
the topic and other)?  

• What does “supplement” mean to you in this question? 



DRAFT 
 

• Show a copy of the survey page – How easy or hard was it for you to find your 
answer on this list? If hard, did that cause difficulties? 

• For the second part of the question – How easy or hard was it for you to choose an 
answer?  

• Do all of the possible answers here seem OK, or did it seem like there’s one that’s 
supposed to be the right answer? 

• If applicable – You replied other. Can you tell me some of the other reasons? 
 
 

6. Which Connected Mathematics Project sections do you replace (same list)? Why (time 
constraints, students’ prior achievement, testing mandates, my own mathematical 
background, importance of particular topics, the materials do not adequately address 
the topic and other)?  

• What does “replace” mean to you in this question? 
• Show a copy of the survey page – How easy or hard was I for you find your answer 

on this list? If hard, did that cause difficulties? 
• For the second part of the question – How easy or hard was it for you to choose an 

answer?  
• Do all of the possible answers here seem OK, or did it seem like there’s one that’s 

supposed to be the right answer? 
• If applicable – You replied other. Can you tell me some of the other reasons? 

 
7. Do you supplement the Connected Mathematics Project homework assignments? With 

what materials? Why (time constraints, students’ prior achievement, testing mandates, 
my own mathematical background, importance of particular topics, the materials do not 
adequately address the topic and other)? 

• What does supplement mean to you in this question? 
• Would you say that your answer mostly stays the same or does it vary or depend 

on the time during the school year? 
• For second part of question – Was it easy or difficult for you to provide an answer 

here? 
• Is this OK to talk about in a survey? 
• For the last part of the question – How easy or hard was it for you to choose an 

answer? 
• You chose ____________. Why? 
• Do all of the possible answers here seem OK, or did it seem like there’s one that’s 

supposed to be the right answer? 
• If applicable – You replied other. Can you tell me some of the other reasons? 

 
 

8. Do you follow the order of the Connected Mathematics Project units or lessons within 
units as presented in the textbook? (yes/no) If not, how do you change the order? (open 
response) Why? (time constraints, students’ prior achievement, testing mandates, my 
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own mathematical background, importance of particular topics, the materials do not 
adequately address the topic and other)? 

• How easy or difficult was it for you to remember? Did you use your materials to 
help you answer this question? 

• Would you say that your response mostly stays to the same or does it vary or 
depend? 

• For the last part of the question – How easy or hard was it for you to choose an 
answer? 

• You chose ____________. Why? 
• Do all of the possible answers here seem OK, or did it seem like there’s one that’s 

supposed to be the right answer? 
• If applicable – You replied other. Can you tell me some of the other reasons? 

 
9. Have you had professional development specifically focused on Connected Mathematics 

in the past three years? (yes/no) If so, on average how many hours per year have you 
received professional development specifically focused on Connected mathematics over 
the past three years? (drop down with numbers 1-50) Did you seek out any of this 
professional development yourself, not through the school district (e.g., college courses, 
workshops you attended that you paid for yourself)? (yes/no) 

• How easy or difficult is it for you to remember about your professional 
development? 

• You said _________. How sure are you of that response? 
• How did you come up with that response? 
• For last question – How well does this apply to you? 

 
 

10. Does teaching with CMP match the way you believe math should be taught? (yes/no) 
• In general, how do you feel about this question? (trying to probe how sensitive a 

question this is) 
• Do you feel like there was a “right” answer to this question? 

 
 

11. Do you have all of the materials you need to teach mathematics the way you believe it 
should be taught? (yes/no) If not, what materials do you need? (open response) 

• In general, how do you feel about this question? (trying to probe how sensitive a 
question this is) 

• Do you feel like there was a “right” answer to this question? 
 

12. Have you ever purchased materials that are specific to teaching Connected Mathematics 
yourself, not being reimbursed by the school or district? (yes/no) If so, about how much 
have you spent on these materials? (<$25, $25-$50, $51-$75, $76-$100, >$100) 

• If yes - How easy or difficult was it for you to remember how much you spent on 
these materials?  
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• You said __________. How sure of you of that answer? 
• How did you come up with that answer? 

 
13. Do you use the supplementary materials provided in the teachers’ book for the units in 

Connected Mathematics Project? If so which materials (can choose more than one)? 
 
• Bits and Pieces II: Investigation 7 (only grade 6) 
• Teacher’s Notes for Investigation 7 (only grade 6) 
• Classroom Resources 
• Getting to Know Connected Mathematics: An Implementation Guide 
• Lesson Plans 
• Scope and Sequence  
• Complete Index  
• Spanish Glossary (each unit) 
• Unit Reflections  

 
 

• How well does this question apply to you? 
 
 

14. How do the majority of the parents of your students feel about the Connected 
Mathematics Project? (very positively, positively, no opinion, negatively, very 
negatively) Do these feelings impact the way in which you use the materials? (yes/no) 
How have you adapted to address parent concerns? (open response) 

• Is this question OK to talk about in a survey or is it uncomfortable? 
• In general, how do you feel about this question? 
• For last part – How did you come up with that answer? Did it seem like there was 

supposed to be one right answer? 
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