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MDISC T-PD Implementation Timeline With Implementation Notes
	Session No.
	Activities
	Implementation Notes

	1
	Intro.1
	

	
	Intro.2
	· Intro.2.1: participants collaborated on awwapp for “Betty’s Bakery Task”

	
	Intro.3
	· Intro.3.3: discussion of Herbel-Eisenmann (2002) cut short to around 5 min.
· Intro.3.4: omitted

	
	HW
	· HW: participants asked to pay attention to their use of language in class and whether they use bridging language

	2
	HW check-in
	· HW check-in: I checked in with participants about the HW given in session 1

	
	Intro.4
	· Intro.4.4: optional reading activity omitted 
· Intro.4.5.1: participants were not asked to take the beliefs survey but were given access to it
· Intro.4.5.2: participants constructed their beliefs maps using Jamboard

	
	C2P Intro.A
	· C2P Intro.A: participants introduced to activity

	3
	C2P Intro.A
	· C2P Intro.A: discussion of possible survey questions

	
	1.1
	· 1.1.1: participants were given a short time to reflect (i.e., only 2–3 min.) and were not asked to take notes in their MDISC journals

	
	1.2
	· 1.2.1: participants collaborated on awwapp for “Area and Perimeter Tasks” 
· 1.2.1: participants got stuck on version 1 task 3 and version 2 task 4 and were asked to move on

	
	1.3
	· 1.3.1: participants were only given the (reduced) set #1 of student solutions 
· 1.3.1: participants sorted student solutions on awwapp
· 1.3.2: table of solution characteristics was constructed communally rather than individually
· 1.3.3: I summarized Touchstone Document 2 instead of asking participants to read it




	Session No.
	Activities
	Implementation Notes

	3 (cont’d)
	C2P 1.A
	· C2P 1.A: I introduced participants to the optional modified activity C2P 1.A (i.e., focus on one student or more instead of three) and told them there would be a check-in in a fortnight

	
	HW
	· HW: I asked participants to bring in “a page your students (might) have to read (e.g., from your course textbook or your course notes) and a problem they (might) have to solve” for an activity in the next T-PD session

	4
	C2P Intro.A
	· C2P Intro.A: participants were informed of two survey tools (i.e., Qualtrics and Google Forms); I shared I was going to send out my own class survey the following week

	
	C2P 1.A
	· C2P 1.A: participants were reminded that there would be a check-in about this optional activity the following week

	
	1.4
	· 1.4.1: I re-summarized Touchstone Document 2
· 1.4.1: participants analyzed excerpts from their textbooks (or course notes) instead of the two given textbook excerpts
· 1.4.3 & 1.4.4: participants analyzed the excerpts from their textbooks (or course notes) instead of the given excerpts 

	
	1.5
	· 1.5.2: second part of transcript B skipped

	5
	C2P 1.A
	· C2P 1.A: check-in with participants about their observations

	
	C2P Intro.A
	· C2P Intro.A: check-in with participants about their survey results

	
	2.1
	

	
	2.2
	· 2.2.1: participants drew triangles for the “Hidden Triangle Exploration Task” on awwapp
· 2.2.3: positioning discussion focused on role of director

	
	2.3
	· 2.3.2 and 2.3.3: discussions merged
· 2.3.4: only a very brief introduction of TDMs due to time constraints





	Session No.
	Activities
	Implementation Notes

	5 (cont’d)
	C2P 2.A or C2P 2.B
	· C2P 2.A or C2P 2.B: participants informed of upcoming task to analyze their first two classes’ recordings and transcripts; participants asked to suggest transcripts for different classes—if they would like—by the next day

	6
	2.4
	· 2.4.1: I re-summarized the TDMs before starting this activity
· 2.4.2: the discussion centered around waiting, inviting student participation, revoicing, and asking students to revoice

	
	C2P 2.A or C2P 2.B
	· C2P 2.A or C2P 2.B: participants were given 30 minutes to analyze their own classroom data either with respect to IRE use (C2P 2.A) or TDM use (C2P 2.B); the analysis was followed by a group discussion 

	
	C2P 2.C
	· C2P 2.C: participants were asked to try out the TDMs in the coming two weeks; the C2P 2.C activity sheet was provided as optional guidance

	7
	C2P 2.C
	· C2P 2.C: check-in with participants about their TDM use over the past week

	
	2.5
	

	
	2.6
	· 2.6.3: omitted 

	8
	C2P 2.C
	· C2P 2.C: check-in with participants about their TDM use and positioning in the past week

	
	Positioning activity
	· Positioning activity part 1: participants drafted a set of “goals that unite us”
· Positioning activity part 2: I gave a short presentation on positioning theory
· Positioning activity parts 3, 4, & 5: participants were asked to watch, analyze (with respect to positioning), and discuss the “Facilitating Group Work” videos from the “Video Cases for College Mathematics Instruction” (Hauk et al., 2013)




	Session No.
	Activities
	Implementation Notes

	8 (cont’d)
	Implicit bias activity
	· Implicit bias activity part 1: I gave a short presentation on stereotypes/narratives in mathematics classrooms and implicit bias
· Implicit bias activity parts 2 & 3: participants were given the time to take one (or multiple) implicit bias tests, after which there was a discussion
· Implicit bias activity part 4: I shared strategies for combatting implicit bias 

	
	EQUIP
	· EQUIP activity: I introduced the group to the EQUIP tool’s 7 dimensions, the EQUIP website (and online tool), and to an example of calculating equity ratios manually using one of the group work videos from the positioning activity 

	9
	EQUIP
	· EQUIP activity parts 1 & 2: the participants watched a video of a presentation from former MDISC T-PD participant Dean Hanton (Herbel-Eisenmann et al., 2020) about his experience using the EQUIP tool and then discussed the video
· EQUIP activity part 3: as in session 8, I went over the EQUP tool; I also pointed out weaknesses of the EQUIP tool
· EQUIP activity part 4: participants were given 30 minutes to use the EQUIP tool (either on the EQUIP webpage or manually) to analyze any of their classroom recordings for a demographic dimension of their choice and with respect to one or two EQUIP dimensions
· EQUIP activity part 5: participants were asked to share their findings—if they felt comfortable—and a discussion of the EQUIP tool and the participants’ findings ensued 

	
	3.1
	· 3.1.1: participants solved the “Intersecting Lines Task” on awwapp
· 3.1.2 & 3.1.4: omitted 

	
	C2P 3.A
	· C2P 3.A: activity given as an optional homework for the next session

	10
	C2P 3.A
	· C2P 3.A: check-in about TDM use 





	Session No.
	Activities
	Implementation Notes

	10 (cont’d)
	Resource-sharing
	· Resource-sharing part 1: I shared three articles related to bias (i.e., Herbel-Eisenmann & Shah, 2019; Su, 2015, 2015/2016) and we had a brief discussion
· Resource-sharing part 2: I shared three resources related to cold-calling (i.e., Cold Calling, 2019; Lemov, 2010; Rush, 2018) and we had a brief discussion about how to implement cold-calling

	
	3.2
	· 3.2.3 and 3.2.4: omitted 

	
	Abstract algebra task
	· Abstract algebra task: participants solved this task on awwapp
· Abstract algebra task part 1: The participants were given an excerpt from a set of abstract algebra course notes that included a definition of two elements being “associated” and a problem which asked, given a ring R=Z18, to find all the units in the ring and to determine the equivalence classes of the associate-relation on R; participants were asked to solve the problem
· Abstract algebra task part 2: participants were asked to discuss: What mathematical and social goals might this task accomplish? To which communication context might it be suited? On which representation context does it (or could it) rely? 
· Abstract algebra task part 3: participants were asked to discuss: Could we change the task to accomplish different mathematical and social goals? Could we change the task to make it suitable for a different communication context? Could we change the representation context? 




	Session No.
	Activities
	Implementation Notes

	10 (cont’d)
	David Kung video task
	· David Kung video task part 1: participants were given 2 minutes to familiarize themselves with the Wason selection task 
· David Kung video task part 2: participants were asked to watch the “Leading Whole Class Discussion” video from the “Video Cases for College Mathematics Instruction” (Hauk et al., 2013)
· David Kung video task part 3: participants were asked to discuss the video with the help of the following questions: 
· What might be the mathematical and social goals that the instructor intended?
· What TDMs do you notice?
· How does his use of the TDMs provide opportunities for students to engage in productive or powerful discourse?
· Where do you see evidence of classroom norms?
· What does it mean to know and do mathematics in this classroom?
· What does it mean to participate in this classroom? 
· Who participates/gets to participate and how?
· How do the norms of his classroom provide opportunities for students to engage in productive or powerful discourse?
(after the first question, participants were given 10 minutes to analyze the video for TDM use with the help of a transcript)




	Session No.
	Activities
	Implementation Notes

	10 (cont’d)
	HW
	· HW part 1: participants were asked to reflect on their classroom norms and the actions that might have led to (i.e., reified) these norms by thinking about: 
· What do you notice about the ways in which your students participate? What do you notice about the ways you are participating?
· When you choose to talk with your students about your expectations, do you focus on social norms or mathematical norms?
· HW part 2: participants were reminded of C2P 3.A

	11
	HW check-in
	· HW check-in part 1 (C2P 3.A): participants discussed their TDM use and observations related to positioning 
· HW check-in part 2: participants discussed (mathematical and social) norms in their classrooms and how these became norms

	
	CAP.1
	· CAP.1.1: participants were invited to use awwapp to take notes

	
	CAP.3
	· CAP.3.2: reading time cut short
· CAP.3.3: discussion was brief due to time constraints

	
	HW
	· HW: for the next session, participants were given the prompt: “What are topics or questions related to your classroom discourse that you might consider pursuing via action research? (Revisiting your beliefs mapping may be useful.)” 

	12
	Addendum
	· Addendum: after mentioning bell hooks in discussion last time and receiving the impression that only one participant was familiar with her name and work, I shared the titles of several of her works with the group (i.e., “Teaching to Transgress,” “Teaching Community,” “Teaching Critical Thinking,” “The Will to Change: Men, Masculinity, and Love,” “Feminism is for Everybody”) 

	
	HW check-in
	· HW check-in: participants were given 5 minutes to write down areas of interest before sharing them with the group (“areas of interest” were recorded in a communal Google Slides deck)




	Session No.
	Activities
	Implementation Notes

	12 (cont’d)
	CAP.5.3
	· CAP.5.3: after reading the T-PD document on “Writing Researchable Questions,” participants were given time to write down their “research question(s)” in the communal Google Slides deck

	
	CAP.4.1 (modified)
	· CAP.4.1 (modified) part 1: I gave a brief presentation about IRB, FERPA, and consent
· CAP.4.1 (modified) part 2: participants were each made responsible for two forms of data collection—I for one—from the T-PD document on data collection, and in a communal Google Slides deck we compiled “things to keep in mind for data collection” and “limitations” for our assigned forms of data collection; the compilation began with our brainstorming and was then supplemented by points from the T-PD document on data collection
· CAP.4.1 (modified) part 3: participants were asked to think about which forms of data collection might align with their areas of interest and research questions

	13 (half-session)
	Reflection
	· Reflection: I asked participants to think about what the challenges and highlights of the semester had been for them, and then we went around sharing our challenges and then our highlights

	
	Reminder
	· Reminder: participants were asked to remind themselves of their draft action research plans from last time (i.e., area of interest, research question(s), data collection)

	
	CAP.4.1 (modified)
	· CAP.4.1 (modified) part 4: participants were asked to read the T-PD document on data analysis
· CAP.4.1 (modified) part 5: I said a few more words about research methods based on my experience
· CAP.4.1 (modified) part 6: the participants shared their reactions to the data analysis T-PD document
· CAP.4.1 (modified) parts 7 & 8: participants were asked to think about what kind of data analysis might align with their action research plans before presenting them to the group




	Session No.
	Activities
	Implementation Notes

	13 (half-session) (cont’d)
	Resources
	· Resources: I shared some resources with the T-PD participants that I thought they might find useful for their action research projects: 
· the T-PD document “Resources for Continued Investigation”
· two papers on mathematics education journals for reference (i.e., Nivens & Otten, 2017; S. R. Williams & Leatham, 2017) from which I highlighted IJRUME and PRIMUS 
· a list of undergraduate mathematics education conferences: RUME, INDRUM, and some MAA and AMS sessions


Note. Activities without implementation notes were implemented in line with the MDISC materials’ descriptions. Italicized implementation notes describe changes made due to the T-PD being implemented online. Each T-PD session started with a check-in (which sometimes took as long as 30 minutes) that included how the participants were doing, how their teaching was going, and—especially in the second half of the semester—if they had used any T-PD tools or made any observations or connections related to the T-PD. 
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