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 NCTM (2015), AMTE (2017), and CBMS (2012) have all pointed to the importance of 
preparing secondary mathematics teachers [PSMTs] to teach using mathematical action 
technologies (e.g., CODAP, Desmos, GeoGebra). However, a recent nationwide survey of 
accredited PSMT preparation programs found that while most programs do integrate technology 
in at least one course for PSMTs, many do not include opportunities to engage with a variety of 
mathematical action technologies and two programs reported that they do not include technology 
at all. In addition, responses to open ended questions indicated that faculty expertise is one of the 
reasons mathematical action technologies are not used more widely (Authors et al., 2020). To 
address this issue a 6 day virtual workshop on teaching undergraduate courses for PSMTs with 
mathematical action technologies was conducted. The workshop provided opportunities for 
faculty who teach mathematics, statistics, and methods courses to learn about technologies that 
are appropriate for use in their courses and are commonly used in secondary schools. Participants 
were organized into Teaching Interest Groups with opportunities to collaborate on ways in which 
they would incorporate what they were learning into their instruction. An overarching goal was 
to support the development of faculty self-efficacy for using the technologies and self-efficacy 
for using the technologies in their instruction. 

To study faculty self-efficacy we used a survey methodology (Groves et al., 2009). Seventy 
participants representing 52 universities across 31 states participated in the workshop. 
Participants each completed a pre- and post- self-efficacy survey regarding the technologies 
presented in the workshop sessions. Participants rated their comfort level in using the 
technologies for themselves as well as teaching with the indicated technologies. The 24 question 
survey used a 6 point likert scale - where 1 represented “not comfortable at all” and 6 
represented “extremely comfortable.” A repeated measures ANOVA was performed to assess the 
difference in self-efficacy as rated on the pre- and post- surveys (Norman, 2010). Preliminary 
findings suggest that participants began the workshop with low self-efficacy for using and 
teaching with the newer technologies commonly used in secondary schools today, while some 
reported higher levels of self-efficacy (and experience with) older technologies (e.g., TI-84 
graphing calculator). A full analysis will be presented along with implications for future faculty 
development related to preparing to teach using mathematics and statistics technologies. 
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