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Teaching Reform-oriented Statistics in the Middle Grades:
Results from a Case Study

Natasha E. Gerstenschlager, Western Kentucky University

Abstract

With the Common Core State Standards for Mathematics,
statistics has a more influential role in the middle grades
curriculum than in the past. However, statistics is generally
not a priority in teacher professional development programs
leading to teachers’ poor content knowledge in statistics and
many teachers feeling unprepared to teach statistics. These
prove to be barriers to reform-oriented instruction, and
some have recommended using lessons created by statistics
educators as a way to address these barriers. Unfortunately,
simply having these lessons is not enough to ensure that
students develop a conceptual understanding of the topic. In
addition, even if teachers have those lessons, there is limited
research on how well instruction aligns with curriculum
expectations when the lessons are implemented in the class-
room and how this implementation is related to teachers’
mathematical perspectives. Therefore, this descriptive case
study examined the implementation fidelity, including devi-
ations and alignment, of a reform-oriented statistics unit in
a sixth-grade classroom and challenges the teacher identi-
fied regarding the implementation of the unit. Implications
of results to the mathematics and statistics education com-

munity are included.

Introduction

s data become more prevalent in society, the

need for statistically literate citizens who can

be critical of the information they are receiving

becomes exceedingly more important (Franklin
& Mewborn, 2008; Kader & Mamer, 2008). Franklin and
Kader (2010) noted that developing statistical reason-
ing skills takes a significant amount of time and cannot
be achieved in one statistics class. As a response to this,
Franklin et al. (2007) suggested that statistics education
needs to happen for students in a more rigorous manner
and earlier in their academic careers. Consequently, statis-
tics education is undergoing a reform that began over 30
years ago at both the pre-K-12 level (Franklin et al., 2007;
National Council of Teachers of Mathematics [NCTM],
1989, 2000) and the collegiate level (Aliaga et al., 2005;
Garfield, Hogg, Schau, & Whittinghill, 2002). This effort is
not limited to the United States (Jacobbe & Horton, 2012),
but rather is global, as countries recognize the “importance
of statistics in the education of its citizens” (Peck, Kader, &
Franklin, 2008, p. 1).

In the United States, this reform effort has produced many
influential standards documents including: Principles

and Standards for School Mathematics (PSSM) (NCTM,
2000), the American Statistical Association’s Guidelines for
Assessment and Instruction in Statistics Education (GAISE)
Report: A Pre-K-12 Curriculum Framework (Franklin

et al., 2007), and the Common Core State Standards for
Mathematics (CCSSM) (Common Core State Standards
Initiative [CCSSI], 2010). Many states have adopted the
CCSSM, a set of standards that begins statistics education
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informally in elementary school and introduces formal
standards in middle school. Although the GAISE document
is not completely aligned with the CCSSM expectations for
statistics education, there is at least one similarity between
the two documents: statistics is being suggested at an ear-
lier time in students’ academic careers than in previous
standards. The GAISE and PSSM documents, in contrast
to CCSSM, expect more rigorous statistics instruction hap-
pening as early as kindergarten.

To meet the expectations within these documents, research
in mathematics education literature has demonstrated that
teachers need a different type of knowledge to teach effec-
tively, specifically that of pedagogical content knowledge
(PCK) (Shulman, 1986) and mathematical knowledge for
teaching (MKT) (Ball, Thames, & Phelps, 2008). Given
that many agree statistics contains several non-mathemat-
ical areas and is considered to require a different type of
thinking (delMas, 2004; Groth, 2007; Hannigan, Gill, &
Leavy, 2013), Groth (2007, 2013) reconceptualized MKT
into a framework called statistical knowledge for teaching
(SKT). Research has shown that teachers’ SKT is poor
(Stohl, 2005), thus becoming an obstacle towards enacting
statistics instruction as envisioned in these documents.

Suggestions have been made for ways to ensure the
teaching of rigorous statistics that include ways to over-
come teachers’ poor SKT and other obstacles. First, the
American Statistical Association and NCTM (2013)
emphasized the importance of professional development
for teachers, specifically in statistics, that models appro-
priate pedagogies for teaching statistics. Second, the
recent Statistical Education of Teachers (SET) (Franklin et
al., 2015) document includes specific professional devel-
opment recommendations for in-service K-12 teachers.
These recommendations include a structure for profes-
sional development that engages teachers in the statistical
problem-solving process (Franklin et al., 2007). This four-
step process focuses on the role of variability and includes:
creating a statistical question; deciding upon a plan to
collect data and collecting the data; analyzing the data;
and interpreting the results in context. Despite these rec-
ommendations, high quality professional development for
teachers focused on statistics is still considered a critical
need (Shaughnessy, 2007).

In addition to these recommendations, Bargagliotti,
Jacobbe, and Webb (2014) suggested that teachers use
“K-12 statistics lessons that have been reviewed and

written by statistics education experts” (p. 11). These
researchers suggested that using these K-12 lessons in
teachers’ classrooms could provide appropriate teacher
training for statistical content. However, simply having
lessons is not enough to ensure “meaningful, effective, and
connected lesson sequences” (NCTM, 2014, p. 71). There
can be a “substantial difference” (Stein, Remillard, & Smith,
2007, p. 321) between what is intended within a curriculum
and what actually happens in the classroom. This mis-
alignment between intended (Stein et al., 2007) and enacted
curricula (Gehrke, Knapp, & Sirotnik, 1992) is related to
the concept of implementation fidelity. Although there
does not exist a universal definition for implementation
fidelity, the term generally refers to “the extent to which an
enacted program is consistent with the intended program
model” (Century, Rudnick, & Freeman, 2010, p. 202).

Although much research exists around implementation
fidelity in the mathematics classroom (summarized in
Stein et al., 2007), similar research is lacking in the context
of a statistics classroom and how this implementation might
be influenced by teachers’ mathematical perspectives.
Therefore, this study sought to examine the fidelity of
implementation of a middle-grades reform-oriented statis-
tics unit and explore the participant’s perceived barriers

to implementation. Specifically, the research questions
were: How does a sixth-grade teacher implement a
reform-oriented statistics unit, and what affected the
implementation fidelity as identified by the teacher?

Literature Review

To better understand the phenomenon of implementation
fidelity and potential issues surrounding how and why
curricula are implemented, the literature on mathematics
and statistics teacher knowledge, mathematical perspectives,
and implementation fidelity is reviewed in this section. It
is important to note that although this is not an exhaustive
review of the literature, the ideas explored in this section
provided a foundation for the study and its conceptual
framework.

Mathematics and Statistics Teachers’
Knowledge

In 1986, Shulman introduced PCK as a type of knowledge
needed by all teachers to teach successfully. This knowl-
edge, which he described as a blend of pedagogy and
content in a way that is specific to each teacher’s content
area, was further refined by Ball and colleagues (2008) for
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the specific subject of mathematics. This research resulted
in the MKT Framework, which consists of three content
knowledge domains (i.e., common content knowledge,
horizon content knowledge, and specialized content
knowledge) and three pedagogical content domains (i.e.,
knowledge of content and curriculum, knowledge of
content and teaching, and knowledge of content and stu-
dents). Recognizing the differences between mathematics
and statistics as disciplines (Cobb & Moore, 1997; delMas,
2004; Gal & Garfield, 1997; Rossman, Chance, & Medina,
2006), Groth (2007) first conceptualized the SKT frame-
work, which contains many of the same domains as the
MKT Framework. In his revised SKT framework, however,
Groth (2013) identified key developmental understandings
and pedagogically powerful ideas specific to the field of
statistics that are crucial for the development of subject
matter knowledge and PCK. In this section, I briefly
review some research on both MKT and SKT and how
these constructs relate to student achievement and
instructional practices.

In terms of MKT and student achievement, several studies
have shown that teachers’ with improved MKT can signifi-
cantly affect students’ mathematics achievement (Baumert
et al., 2010; Hill, Rowan, & Ball, 2005; Rockoff, Jacob,
Kane, & Staiger, 2008). Specifically, Hill and colleagues
(2005) found that teachers’ with higher MKT engaged in
instructional activities that subsequently improved first
and third graders’ mathematics achievement scores, with
the first graders’ scores being more significantly affected
by their teacher’s level of content knowledge. Similarly,
Rockoff and colleagues (2008) found that not only was
MKT a significant predictor for students’ mathematics
achievement but that there was also a significant rela-
tionship between teachers’ self-efficacy, cognitive ability,
and their MKT. In a study by Baumert et al. (2010), the
researchers went further by examining the potentially dif-
ferent effects on student achievement of PCK and content
knowledge, defined as a deep understanding of mathemat-
ics content they were expected to teach. Interestingly, the
researchers found that PCK was a more significant predic-
tor for student success in mathematics than teachers’ con-
tent knowledge. Students in lower socioeconomic statuses
were more affected by teachers with improved PCK.

Studies have also examined how teachers’ MKT and their
SKT affected their instructional practices. Galant (2013)
examined how teachers’ MKT affected the way they chose

and sequenced tasks within their classroom. The researcher
found that the participants’ weaknesses in their MKT
significantly influenced how they selected and sequenced
tasks, specifically those with poor MKT had a poor under-
standing of the “progression and development of mathe-
matical concepts and processes” (p. 46). Similarly, Groth
and Bergner (2013) found that when teachers had poor
SKT, they were more likely to provide weaker responses to
students when asked to analyze students’ statistical work.
These researchers stated that the participants in their study
with improved SKT were more likely to address student
misconceptions without telling students how to complete
the problems, aligning with reform-oriented philosophy.

Although dealing with pre-service teachers, Leavy (2015)
similarly found that participants’ issues within SKT led to
perplexed responses to students’ misconceptions with data
handling. In another study on MKT and instructional
practices, Copur-Gencturk (2015) found that as participants’
common and specialized content knowledge improved so
did their ability to implement lessons that aligned with the
inquiry-based philosophy and developed students’ concep-
tual understanding of the content. One can see that MKT
and SKT have been shown to affect teachers’ instructional
practices, which subsequently affect students” achievement.
Hence, these constructs are important to explore as poten-
tial barriers to implementation fidelity.

Mathematics Perspectives

Researchers have found that teachers sometimes find it
difficult to “participate effectively in reforming mathe-
matics teaching” (Simon, Tzur, Heinz, Kinzel, & Smith,
2000, p. 579). As a means to help understand why, Simon
and colleagues explored teachers’ perspectives (i.e., mean-
ing-making structures) that potentially influence teachers’
instructional practices. These researchers identified four
different perspectives held by teachers: traditional-based
perspective, perception-based perspective, progressive-
incorporation perspective, and conception-based perspec-
tive. These perspectives lie on a continuum (see Figure 1
on next page) with conception-based perspective being
most aligned with reform-oriented philosophy. These per-
spectives were developed through a series of studies (Jin
& Tzur, 2011; Simon et al., 2000; Tzur, Simon, Heinz, &
Kinzel, 2001) examining different relationships between
these perspectives and teachers’ practices.
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FIGURE 1.
Mathematics Teachers’ Perspectives

Traditional-
based
Perspective

Perception-
based
Perspective

Progressive-
Incorporation
Perspective

Conception-
based
Perspective

Teachers who have a traditional-based perspective inter-
pret mathematics as existing “independently from human
experience” (Simon et al., 2000, p. 593). These teachers
assume that their role is to tell students how to do mathe-
matics and that students in their classroom should main-
tain a passive role in their learning. That is, students are
expected to learn through reading textbooks and watching
others, namely the teacher, solve problems. Teachers with
this perspective rely mostly on directly transmitting knowl-
edge to the student and allowing students to solve problems
in class similar to the ones demonstrated by the teacher.

In contrast, those with a perception-based perspective
feel that students need to see mathematics for themselves
instead of being shown how to solve problems by the
teacher. The teacher with this perspective views mathe-
matics concepts as being interrelated, comprehensible,
and available to any learner who is willing to discover the
mathematics themselves. From this perspective, the role
of the teacher is to help students discover the connections
between and among mathematical concepts.

Although similar to the perception-based perspective, Jin
and Tzur (2011) described the progressive-incorporation
perspective as being slightly different, stating that teach-
ers with the progressive-incorporation perspective focus
on connecting ideas to students” previous knowledge and
view students’ knowledge as being transformed personally
by the learner. This is in contrast to the perception-based
perspective where connections made are not necessarily to
students’ previous knowledge but among different mathe-
matical concepts.

Finally, those teachers with a conception-based perspective
believe that students learn mathematics based upon their
current knowledge and their past experiences. A major
difference between this perspective and the previously
described perspectives is the role of the teacher. In a con-
ception-based perspective, the role of the teacher is being

able to elicit, use, and make sense of student thinking as a
way to guide instruction that is focused “on understand-
ing the students’ conceptions (assimilatory schemes) and
determining ways to promote transformation” (Simon et
al., 2000, p. 594). This perspective most closely aligns with
the constructivist philosophy (Vygotsky, 1978) and also
differs from the previous perspectives in that it incorpo-
rates both the learner’s knowledge and experience.

Teachers’ mathematical perspectives potentially can affect
the instructional practices that they use in their classrooms.
Therefore, to begin to understand why a teacher might
implement a curriculum a particular way, one should con-
sider the teacher’s mathematical perspective and the effect
that it has on what he or she views as appropriate instruc-
tional practices for the mathematics classroom.

Implementation Fidelity

The term implementation fidelity has been used in many
different disciplines with each discipline applying their
own definition for the term. In this study, implementation
fidelity was defined as how well the enacted curriculum
aligned with the intended curriculum. Some researchers
have shown that high levels of implementation fidelity

are linked to high levels of student achievement (George,
Hall, & Uchiyama, 2000). Others have also demonstrated
that different teachers implement the same task differently
(Stein, Lane, & Silver, 1996; Tarr, Chavez, Reys, & Reys,
2006) and that the same teacher has been found to imple-
ment the same curriculum differently between classes
(Boaler & Staples, 2008). Given these ideas, it is important
to examine this literature to better understand how teach-
ers might alter curricula and how altering curricula can
possibly affect students” achievement.

To help understand these differences in implementation,
researchers have explored specific ways teachers change
the implementation of specific curricula. Remillard (2005)
summarized this literature and found that studies on
curriculum use could be represented by three broad cate-
gories: following or subverting, interpretation, or partici-
pation with the curriculum. In the first category, teachers
follow the curriculum faithfully, and Stein et al. (2007)
reflected on how this often happens when teachers’ philo-
sophical beliefs align well with the curriculum philosophy.
In the second category, teachers’ personal beliefs and expe-
riences shape the way they interpret and implement cur-
ricula. Reflecting on teachers’ mathematical perspectives,
one can see how these constructs encompass a teacher’s
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beliefs and can potentially impact teachers’ interpretation
of the curriculum. Finally, the third category, teachers who
participate with the curriculum, can be seen as similar to
the second category previously described. However, the
two are distinct in that the latter has a “focus on the activ-
ity of using or participating with the curriculum resource
and on the dynamic relationship between the teacher

and curriculum” (Remillard, 2005, p. 221). Overall, this
research demonstrates how there are many ways that the
same curriculum can be implemented.

Conceptual Framework

As illustrated in the conceptual framework found in Figure
2, a teacher’s perceived MKT/SKT and mathematical per-
spectives (wherever they fall on the continuum shown in
Figure 1) have the potential to affect teachers’ implementa-
tion of a curriculum. I provide three considerations for the
reader to reflect upon while considering this framework.
First, for this study, MKT/SKT were combined for ease

and because it was not a goal of this study to differentiate
specifically between the two constructs. The literature on
these constructs was provided, however, so that readers may
interpret the results in light of both frameworks. Second,

it is important to mention that this conceptual framework
is limited in the choice of factors potentially affecting
implementation fidelity. Although there are many poten-
tial factors that could affect implementation fidelity (e.g.,
administrative support), they were not explored explicitly in
this study. Finally, given that student data was not collected
in this study, the focus is on the relationship between and
among MKT/SKT, perspectives, and implementation fidelity
(noted by the bold connecting lines). However, I included
students’ mathematics achievement within the conceptual
framework to display the importance of the three previous
constructs. It also included so that others exploring similar

FIGURE 2.
Conceptual Framework

MKT/SKT

Students’
Mathematics
Achievement

Implementation
Fidelity

Perspectives

ideas can think about different relationships among these
four constructs and design studies around these constructs
including students’ mathematical achievement.

Methods and Methodology

Given that a description of the circumstance of implemen-
tation in the classroom was desired, Yin (2014) stated that
a case-study method was appropriate. Therefore, in this
section, I describe the case study in terms of the research
context and participant background. I also detail the instru-
ments used and sources of data collected. Finally, I describe
the statistical unit that was implemented, the data collection
and analysis procedures, and limitations and delimitations.

Research Context

This study occurred over eight days in a mathematics
classroom in a rural middle school (Grades 6-8) located in
the southeastern U.S. The school was part of a district that
served a population of students that was 91.2% Caucasian,
5.2% Hispanic, 2.7% African American, 0.7% Asian, and
0.2% Native American/Alaskan. The total student pop-
ulation was 4,575 students in the 2014-2015 academic
year. This district reported 57.4% economically disadvan-
taged students, 13.9% disabled students, and 1.3% limited
English proficient students. Per results from state testing,
41.6% of the students in this district in grades 3-8 scored
basic or below basic on their mathematics assessment. The
study occurred within in a single sixth-grade mathematics
classroom that met daily for a duration of 46 minutes. This
classroom consisted of 26 students whose make-up resem-
bled that of the district. That is, the majority of students
were Caucasian and economically disadvantaged. The
classroom included two Hispanic students, one of which
was considered limited English proficient.

Participant

In this study, the participant, referred to as Ms. Thomas
(pseudonym), was selected based upon her familiarity with
reform-oriented teaching, her willingness, the willingness
of her administration, and accessibility. Ms. Thomas, a
certified pre-k - 6th grade teacher, had participated in a
10-day professional development session during the previ-
ous summer that was designed to help teachers implement
appropriate instructional practices and had a content focus
of fractions. I was able to observe Ms. Thomas within

this professional development session and noted that she
expressed strong interest in making her instruction align
with reform-oriented philosophy.
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At the onset of the study, Ms. Thomas had entered her
third year of teaching, but it was her first year for teaching
mathematics. Previously, she was a language arts teacher.

In regards to her previous professional development
experiences, Ms. Thomas had not had the opportunity to
participate in any professional development specifically for
statistics. She also indicated that she had taken one semes-
ter of statistics in her college career. In this way, she was
similar in terms of what the research says about many of
in-service teachers regarding their statistics backgrounds.
Prior to implementing the statistics unit, I observed Ms.
Thomas’ classroom to gain an understanding of her typical
instruction. During this observation, I maintained field
notes as Ms. Thomas conducted her lesson. Qualitative
analysis (similar to the methods described below for the
overall study later) of these field notes revealed that her
typical style of instruction evidenced a traditional perspec-
tive. For example, during the lesson, Ms. Thomas
remained at the podium as she asked students to look at
examples in the textbook. She worked a few problems at
the board, and then she asked students to complete similar
problems in class as she checked their work. Ms. Thomas’
traditional perspective made her a suitable participant in
this study as her background reflected that of many other
teachers in similar contexts to Ms. Thomas as described by
the literature.

Instruments and Data Sources

Data from five sources were collected: field notes, researcher
journal, participant research journal, interview protocols,
and a daily observation protocol. Field notes were main-
tained during each lesson. Immediately following each
lesson, I completed the daily observation protocol
(Appendix A). The daily observation protocol aligned with
NCTM (2014), CCSSM (CCSSI, 2010), and GAISE
(Franklin et al., 2007) documents and embodied the basic
components of reform-oriented instruction. Specifically,
this protocol focused on the Standards for Mathematical
Practice (CCSSI, 2010), the Mathematics Teaching Practices
(NCTM, 2014), and the statistical problem-solving process
(Franklin et al., 2007). These features were included
because they captured some of the essential practices that
should occur in a reform-oriented classroom. Although it
was not expected that Ms. Thomas should engage in all of
these practices within one lesson, it was anticipated that
she and her students engage in some of the practices daily.

I conducted interviews using a semi-structured approach.
First, I interviewed Ms. Thomas prior to her implementation

of the unit to gain an understanding of her background.
Second, I interviewed Ms. Thomas after each daily lesson
implementation. Finally, I interviewed her after the unit
implementation was complete. I designed the questions to
elicit potential supports and challenges to her implementa-
tion and to help her describe the implementation from her
personal perspective.

Daily after each lesson implementation, Ms. Thomas and I
reflected in our research journals. I was the primary data
collection instrument (Creswell, 2013) as I approached
the study from a subjective orientation. With a back-
ground in qualitative approaches, I used lessons learned
in previous coursework and studies to maintain reflexivity
throughout the study and held a non-participatory role in
the classroom as I observed. It is important to note that I
chose not to measure the participants MKT/SKT with a
validated instrument in lieu of her own perceived MKT/
SKT. Although future studies should explore this relation-
ship between MKT/SKT and implementation fidelity in
statistics lessons, the goal of this study was to instead view
fidelity and issues through the participant’s perception.

Statistical Unit

By creating the statistical unit that was implemented, I had
a genuine understanding of the curriculum expectations,
which was important given the intent to study implemen-
tation fidelity. Although other curricula could have been
used for this study, I chose to approach this by compiling
rigorous tasks into a unit for Ms. Thomas for two reasons.
First, I was able to ascertain if the implementation aligned
with expectations as I had a key role in creating this unit
and, thus, was able to note specific instances when Ms.
Thomas’ instruction did or did not align with curriculum
expectations. Second, as most classroom instructional time
is focused around mathematical tasks (National Center for
Education Statistics [NCES], 2003) and the types of tasks
in which students engage determine the mathematics they
learn and how they learn to use it (Doyle, 1983, 1988), I
wanted to be purposeful in designing a unit that focused
on rich statistical tasks that specifically highlighted the
mathematical goals of CCSSM (CCSSI, 2010) for sixth-
grade and GAISE (Franklin et al., 2007).

To create this unit, I followed the Understanding by
Design framework (Wiggins & McTighe, 2005). This
framework consists of three stages: learning goals, assess-
ments, and lesson plans. First, I identified the learning
goals within the sixth-grade statistics standards in the
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CCSSM (CCSSI, 2010). The two overarching goals for
the unit included developing students’ understanding

of variability and their ability to describe and summa-
rize distributions, the two key learning objectives for
sixth-grade statistics per the CCSSM. I used these goals
to create assessments that addressed the learning goals.
Next, I created daily lesson plans and tasks that prepared
students for the assessments. Both the daily lesson plans
and assessments included the four steps of the GAISE
statistical problem-solving process (Franklin et al., 2007):
formulating a question; collecting data; analyzing data;
and interpreting results in context. Many of the daily
tasks were adapted from Browning and Channell (2003);
Zbiek, Jacobbe, Wilson, and Kader (2013); and Revak
and Williams (1999). To ensure that the unit engaged
students in reform-based practices and aimed to develop
deep conceptual understanding of statistics, a statistician,
a mathematics educator, and one external reviewer who
had taught statistics at the high school level for eleven
years reviewed the unit. Also, the unit followed what Stein
et al. (2007) referred to as a reform-based approach since
the curriculum was written so that students first explored
concepts and then, once they were exposed to the concept
and developed an understanding, the teacher introduced
vocabulary and any traditional procedures as needed.

The unit included six daily tasks to be completed on eight
of the ten days and two assessments to be completed on
the remaining two days. Two of the six daily tasks engaged
students in the statistical problem-solving process in its

entirety for both qualitative and quantitative data sets, and
the remaining four daily tasks allowed students to create
and analyze statistics and graphical representations for
both quantitative and qualitative data sets. All of these
tasks asked that students move beyond a deterministic
view of the tasks (i.e., simply calculating the statistics) to a
more statistical view (i.e., using multiple statistics to justify
arguments based on context). Table 1 provides an over-
view of the intended curriculum, and Table 2 provides an
overview of the enacted curriculum. Two key differences
exist between these tables. First, there is a discrepancy in
terms of the number of days between the two tables. The
original intent was for the unit to be implemented over

10 days. However, due to unforeseen circumstances, the
implementation was reduced to eight days. Second, many
of the tasks were extended over multiple days per Ms.
Thomas’ discretion. This led to the elimination of several
tasks from the unit.

Each daily lesson included a lesson goal, a list of materials
and handouts needed, and a description of how one might
implement the task. This description included discussion
questions, anticipated student responses, anticipated student
conceptions and misconceptions, and targeted ideas for
certain components of the tasks (e.g., students should
understand that the median is resistant to extreme values
after completing this discussion and task). These compo-
nents of the unit were where the Standards for Mathematical
Practice, the Mathematics Teaching Practices, and the
statistical problem-solving process were embedded. For

Table 1: Intended Curriculum Plan

Day Task Summarized Goal

1 French Fry Task

Find and interpret mean, median, mode, and range for two quantitative
data sets in context

2 Answering a Statistical Question Task

Understand, collect data to answer, and represent a statistical question

w

Construct Your Own Graph Task

Find and interpret interquartile range for a quantitative data set, including
a representation and description of distribution

| Wonder What Happens If . . . Task

Understand how different statistics affect the shape of a distribution

Statistical Problem-Solving Process Task

Complete the statistical problem-solving process for quantitative data set

Statistical Problem-Solving Process Task

Complete the statistical problem-solving process for quantitative data set

Categorical Data Task

Complete the statistical problem-solving process for qualitative data set

Categorical Data Task

Complete the statistical problem-solving process for qualitative data set

O |0 [N |0 |0 | >

Unit Test

Formal assessment of previous goals

10 Oreo Performance Task

Performance assessment of previous goals
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Table 2: Enacted Curriculum Plan

Day Task Summarized Goal

1 French Fry Task Calculate mean, median, mode, and range for two quantitative data sets
and interpret in context

2 French Fry Task Continue from previous day

3 Answering a Statistical Question Task Understand, collect data to answer, and represent the data answering a
statistical question

4 Construct Your Own Graph Task Calculate interquartile range for a quantitative data set, including a repre-
sentation and description of distribution

5 Construct Your Own Graph Task Continue from previous day

6 | Wonder What Happens If . . . Task Understand how different statistics affect the shape of a distribution

7 | Wonder What Happens If . . . Task Continue from previous day

8 Oreo Performance Task Performance assessment of previous goals

example, each day's lesson plan included ways to elicit stu-
dent thinking in the form of varying questions for students
of all levels (e.g., those struggling with task or those who
complete the task quickly).

Procedures

Ms. Thomas reviewed the unit two months prior to her
implementation. After her review, we discussed the unit

in terms of what was expected. During this discussion, I
informed Ms. Thomas that she could ask me any questions
about the unit. She was aware that this would be the only
time that I would answer questions regarding the unit and
the content to be taught. I recorded this discussion, and
immediately following this conversation, I interviewed Ms.
Thomas to gain an understanding of her background and
perspectives of teaching and learning mathematics.

Prior to the implementation, I observed Ms. Thomas to get
a sense of her typical instruction. During this observation,
I followed the daily observation protocol (Appendix A) and
maintained field notes. Shortly after this initial observation,
Ms. Thomas began implementing the statistics unit. Each
day, I videotaped her implementation, took field notes, and
completed a daily observation protocol. After each imple-
mentation, I left the room and waited in an empty classroom
while Ms. Thomas taught her final class of the day. During
this time, I finished my daily observation protocol and
wrote in my researcher journal. After her last class period,
Ms. Thomas and I met for her daily interview. After this
interview, Ms. Thomas responded to a participant journal
prompt via email. This process was repeated daily for eight
days. After the eighth day, I conducted the last interview.

Data Analysis

Following a qualitative approach, I examined the data
chronologically looking for “patterns, insights, or con-
cepts” (Yin, 2014, p. 135). After this examination, I
assigned codes to these concepts based upon the concep-
tual framework. I then compiled these codes into larger
themes based upon the literature and conceptual frame-
work as an attempt to illuminate “the larger meaning of
the data” (Creswell, 2013, p. 187). As an example of the
analysis, Ms. Thomas stated one day in class, “I'm not
supposed to be giving you [the students] all answers and
showing you all what to do, but 'm trying to give you a
good foundation to start with” Reflecting upon my con-
ceptual framework, I assigned this statement with the code
of Traditional Perspective (within the node Perspectives).
While there was the potential for any perspective on

the continuum in Figure 1 to be included in the codes,
Ms. Thomas only provided data that aligned with the
Traditional Perspective code. Codes that fell into the
MKT/SKT portion of the framework consisted of Subject
Matter Knowledge and PCK. Recall that the differentiation
between those concepts for MKT and SKT, while import-
ant, was not explored during this study. Finally, codes that
fell within the Implementation Fidelity node of the frame-
work consisted of either Deviation (from the intended
curriculum) or Alignment (with the intended curriculum).
Within the codes Deviation and Alignment, I further iden-
tified sub-codes relating to challenges and supports that
Ms. Thomas mentioned in regards to her implementation.
I progressed through all of the data, assigning these codes
and using these codes later to analyze potential reasons for
Ms. Thomas’ chosen implementation of the unit. Finally,
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I created a case study report following my chronological
structure and asked Ms. Thomas to review this report, that
is to provide a member check, to address construct validity
(Yin, 2014).

Limitations and Delimitations

The study described had three limitations and two delim-
itations. The first limitation was the number of days avail-
able for the unit implementation. The original plan includ-
ed 10 days of instruction for the unit. However, unforeseen
school priorities arose, and the study had to be limited to
eight days. Because of the time of the year, a second lim-
itation was that Ms. Thomas was busy with many personal
and work-related requirements. As a result, our interviews
were often hurried and included many interruptions. The
final limitation was a technical malfunction on Day Six of
the implementation. The video camera failed with 20 min-
utes remaining in the lesson causing me to rely only on my
field notes for that part of the lesson.

The selection of Ms. Thomas as the participant is consid-
ered a delimitation for this study. Given her new role as

a mathematics teacher, her traditional-based perspective
of teaching, and her interest in teaching with a reform
philosophy, I was interested in documenting Ms. Thomas’
case since she, anecdotally, reflected many other teachers
in similar positions. Although interesting, this does not
allow for me to generalize the results from this study.
However, through thick description (Creswell, 2013) of
Ms. Thomas’ case, the audience can transfer the results to
similar situations. The second delimitation was the use of
the daily observation protocol. The instrument proved to
be cumbersome, and, although it illuminated when certain
portions of protocol were observed in the classroom, it did
not provide much information in terms of how the por-
tions of the protocol (e.g., the Standards for Mathematical
Practice) were implemented. Reflection on video data had
to be used to elaborate on how practices were addressed.

Results

As previously stated, implementation fidelity was defined as
how well the intended and enacted curriculum aligned.
Reflecting on Ms. Thomas’ implementation, therefore,
included both her deviations from the intended plan and
the alignment with a reform-oriented philosophy (two of
the codes described above). The results from this section are
organized around sections on deviations, alignment, and
challenges. The reader might benefit from knowing that the

structure of the classroom was similar each day of imple-
mentation. Students were in groups of three to five, and
their desks were turned to face one another to make a table
on which the group could work. The table groups did not
change in regards to student makeup during the length of
the implementation of the unit. The study took place in Ms.
Thomas’ second mathematics class period of the day.

Deviations of Enacted Lesson from Intended
Lesson

Across the eight days, I observed two key deviations of the
enacted lesson from the intended lesson. First, on several
occasions, Ms. Thomas decided to implement what she
called mini-lessons as students were working on a task. For
example, on Day Two when Ms. Thomas circulated the
room during a task, she noticed that some students were
struggling with the material. Students verbalized their con-
fusion, and she asked the students who were confused to
meet with her at the white board at the back of the class-
room. With four to five students standing around her, Ms.
Thomas created a data set and wrote it on the board. Then,
she demonstrated the appropriate procedures for finding the
statistic(s) that met the requirements of the task. In reflect-
ing on this occurrence, Ms. Thomas stated, “I know were
not supposed to give them the answers, but some of them, if
I don’t show them . . . they’ll never get it” (12/8/14). This
practice of implementing a mini-lesson was evident on
other days as well. For example, on Day Five Ms. Thomas
used a mini-lesson during class when she noticed many stu-
dents had issues with a certain part of the lesson. During
the lesson, she stated, “Let me do it [and show you] my
way” (12/11/14). She reflected on this practice during our
interview, stating, “I also decided to do a little more model-
ing than I had in the past” (12/11/14). Ms. Thomas referred
to her demonstration of how to solve the task as modeling.

Second, on some days Ms. Thomas chose to display the
teacher solution sheet for the task being implemented. For
example, on Day Two as students worked through a task,
Ms. Thomas noticed that she was running out of class time.
As the class period came to an end, Ms. Thomas displayed
the teacher solution sheet on the projector with solutions to
the task. She allowed students to look over the sheet and
write these answers down. On this day, Ms. Thomas said to
her class, “I'm not supposed to be giving you all answers
and showing you all what to do, but I'm trying to give you a
good foundation to start with” (12/8/14). This practice was
also evident on other days, including: Day One, when she
stated to the class, “Let’s see what the answers would have
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been” (12/5/14), before displaying the teacher solution sheet;
and Day Seven, when she projected the solutions for a
graphical representation and asked, “What do you notice
about — where is most of the data?” (12/15/14).

Alignment of Enacted Lesson to Intended
Lesson

To determine how the enacted curriculum aligned with
the intended curriculum, I identified evidence from the
enacted lesson for each of the three components of the
daily observation protocol: statistical problem-solving
process, Standards for Mathematical Practice, and
Mathematics Teaching Practices. First, the most addressed
portion of the daily observation protocol was the Standards
for Mathematical Practice section. That is, on each of the
eight days, students were engaged in at least one of the
eight standards (see CCSSI (2010) for a full description of
all eight Standards for Mathematical Practice). Of the eight
standards, students were primarily engaged in using
appropriate tools strategically followed by making sense of
problems and persevering in completing them. For exam-
ple, during the Oreo cookie performance task on Day
Eight, I observed students collecting several different types
of data on a cream-filled cookie as part of the assessment.
When students realized that their task required them to
calculate many statistical measures for their data, several
students asked if they could use their calculator to help
with the calculations. On that day, some students also
chose to use rulers to measure the heights of their cookies.
Ms. Thomas reflected on this in her participant journal.
She stated, “I feel the students enjoyed getting to decide
‘how’ to approach the question and how to analyze the
data” (12/18/14). This practice was also evident on other
days, for example, on Day Three when students also asked
to use the calculator for finding the statistics of a larger
data set that would have been cumbersome to do by hand.

Second, in terms of the statistical problem-solving process,
on three of the eight days of implementation, the enacted
lessons engaged students in three of the four steps in the
process (see Franklin et al. (2007) for a full description of
each level in the statistical problem-solving process). For
example, on Day Three, Ms. Thomas asked the students to
analyze the statistics that they had calculated and create
multiple representations for the data. Ms. Thomas asked,
“What do we notice looking at the histogram versus the dot
plot?” (12/9/14). On Day Eight, I observed students engaged
in analyzing real data. I noticed, “The students found out
the name brand [cookie] is not double compared to off

brand” (12/18/14). Overall, students were most engaged in
the analyzing data step of the statistical problem-solving
process, specifically for quantitative data.

Finally, in terms of the Mathematics Teaching Practices,
Ms. Thomas demonstrated five of the practices across the
eight days. Ms. Thomas was most likely to engage in elicit-
ing and using her students’ thinking. This was evident on
several days when Ms. Thomas asked students for their
ideas and recorded those ideas on either chart paper or the
white board. For example, on Day Three Ms. Thomas
asked students about the different representations that they
could create for a set a data. Many of them responded,
“bar graph,” “bar chart,” and “line graph” (12/9/14). Ms.
Thomas then recorded those ideas on the board.
Recognizing that no student identified histogram as a
potential representation, Ms. Thomas described how to
create a histogram using previously created student work
during this lesson. She then asked the students to create a
histogram and another representation of their choosing,
many chose a dot plot, with the goal of having students
reflect upon the similarities and differences between the
two representations. This example demonstrated a portion
of the Mathematics Teaching Practice of eliciting and
using student thinking.

Other examples of her engaging in the Mathematics
Teaching Practices were evident on Days One and Eight.
On Day One, Ms. Thomas had two groups of students
share their work for a task in which each group took a dif-
ferent approach to the problem. Before the second group
shared, she asked of the first group, “I want you to watch
to see if you catch on to the difference [in their work]”
(12/18/14). This was an example of facilitating meaningful
discourse in that Ms. Thomas asked the whole class to ana-
lyze the students’ work. On Day Eight, Ms. Thomas asked
students to “share [their] data” (12/18/14) after which she
used their work to push them further in their thinking.
She stated, “Ts that data going to show us if the stuffing is
double or not?” (12/18/14). This was an example of asking
purposeful questions that required her students to justify
their mathematical work.

In reflecting upon what helped her engage in these practic-
es, Ms. Thomas referred to the unit plan. When asked spe-
cifically what about the unit plan made her engage in these
practices effectively, she stated, “How [the unit is] laid out.
How the lesson plan is there. How I didn’t have to decide

what questions to ask” (12/15/14). This sentiment came up

12




NCSM JOURNAL « FALL 2016

frequently with her referring to how the unit plan allowed
her to know what to expect from the students. Reflecting
across the entire implementation, Ms. Thomas engaged in
many of the Mathematics Teaching Practices, as well as
provided her students with opportunities to engage in the
statistical problem-solving process and the Standards for
Mathematical Practice. Unfortunately, many of these inter-
actions appeared to be superficial. For example, although
Ms. Thomas elicited students’ thinking by asking what
different representations they could make for a data set, it
appeared that she did so not to guide the structure of the
lesson but because this was written into the lesson plan.

Barriers

During the implementation of the unit, I identified three
codes within the data that Ms. Thomas used to describe
challenges or barriers to her implementation. These
included: a traditional-based perspective of mathematics,
subject matter knowledge, and PCK. Across the eight days,
Ms. Thomas revealed a traditional-based perspective of
mathematics instruction that appeared as a barrier on all
eight days. An example of the traditional-based perspective
was observed on Day Two when students were expected to
calculate statistics for a quantitative data set and then use
these statistics to make sense of the distribution of the data
in context. During the interview that day, I asked Ms.
Thomas to reflect on her use of a mini-lesson during the
lesson that was not part of the intended curriculum. She
responded, “[Some of the students] still needed me to
visually show them, which is why I took them to the back
board, and we went over what each one of the words looks
like” (12/8/14). 1 reflected upon this barrier in my researcher
journal, describing how Ms. Thomas frequently visited stu-
dents’ table groups and explained or showed them how to
calculate the requested statistics for the task. It seemed
Ms. Thomas recognized students would not be able to
meet the larger goal of the task (using the statistics to
make sense of the distribution) without being told how to
calculate the statistics.

In addition, subject matter knowledge appeared as a chal-
lenge on five of the eight days. An example of the subject
matter knowledge barrier was evident during a lesson
about creating box plots. I noticed that Ms. Thomas
“thought [she] could find the number of data values in a
data set with a box plot” (12/10/14). She acknowledged
this lack of content knowledge in a response to a prompt
regarding what helped or hindered her that day by saying,
“Poor planning and content knowledge” (12/10/14). This

was also evident on other days. For example, on Day Two,
I reflected in my researcher journal that Ms. Thomas visit-
ed several table groups and explained, incorrectly, how to
find the median for the data set. This revealed that Ms.
Thomas had deficits in her MKT, specifically subject mat-
ter knowledge.

Finally, as an example of the PCK, Ms. Thomas reflected
during an interview, “That is a struggle as a first time
teacher of this subject - I don’t know what [knowledge]
they’ve got [sic]” (12/8/14). Here, Ms. Thomas specifically
identified that she had a deficit in her knowledge of con-
tent and students. This was echoed in my journal, “It
appeared to me that she did not know what students knew
coming into her class” (12/8/14). She continued to talk
about this barrier throughout the study as was evident in a
later interview. Ms. Thomas stated, “I can get the answer,
but I don’t always feel confident [that] I'm getting the
answer to the students right” (12/10/14). This quote
revealed that Ms. Thomas also identified that she lacked
the appropriate PCK, specifically that of knowledge of con-
tent and students, to teach the unit effectively.

Although the barriers and deviations revealed that Ms.
Thomas espoused a traditional-based perspective of
teaching and learning mathematics, some evidence in her
engagement in the three components of the daily observa-
tion protocol demonstrated a shift in her teaching. For
example, per the description of the alignment above,

Ms. Thomas was able to engage herself and her students
somewhat with the Standards for Mathematical Practice,
Mathematical Teaching Practices, and the statistical
problem-solving process components. Although this
appeared to be a small shift in her perspective and

much of this engagement appeared to be superficial, it
demonstrated that she was beginning to move towards a
conception-based perspective.

Discussion

Analysis of the results revealed new research in statistics
education that aligns with previous research from mathe-
matics education. The analysis revealed that Ms. Thomas
did not completely implement the unit as intended, a
finding echoed in other research focused on mathematics
lessons (NCES, 2003; Stigler & Hiebert, 2004). Reflecting
on the conceptual framework shown in Figure 2 and
Remillard’s (2005) descriptions of implementation, it
appeared that her self-reported weak MKT/SKT and her
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traditional-based mathematical perspective influenced her
implementation, described as interpretation. Although it
was not expected that Ms. Thomas would implement the
curriculum exactly, as Stein et al. (2007) stated that com-
plete fidelity of implementation is impossible to achieve,
there were two surprising deviations. First, Ms. Thomas
used mini-lessons several times throughout the implemen-
tation. This was most likely due to her traditional-based
perspective of teaching and learning mathematics given
that Simon and colleagues (2000) discussed how teachers
with this perspective feel it is their duty to demonstrate to
students how to solve problems. Second, on a few instances,
Ms. Thomas projected the teacher solution sheet to students.
Ms. Thomas appeared to use this as an alternative method
to having a summary discussion. As with the mini-lessons,
this deviation was likely due to her traditional-based per-
spective for the same reason. These deviations seemed to
indicate two struggles. First, it appeared that Ms. Thomas
was unable to relinquish the mathematical authority in the
classroom, a similar issue faced by other teachers (Wilson
& Goldenberg, 1998; Wilson & Lloyd, 2000; Wood, Cobb,
Yackel, 1991). Second, it seemed that Ms. Thomas was

also unsure when to tell information and when to simply
ask questions that might guide the students, similar to that
found by Romagnano (1994).

Examining the other barriers, Ms. Thomas frequently talked
about challenges to her implementation that I coded as
subject matter knowledge and PCK. Although Ms. Thomas
and I discussed the unit’s content prior to her implementa-
tion, these barriers persisted throughout her implementation.
This result aligned with what several researchers have
found, specifically that many teachers lack the statistical
and mathematical knowledge to teach the content effec-
tively (Groth & Bergner, 2013; Hill et al., 2005) and to be
able to respond to students’ thinking (Wood et al., 1991).
Reflecting on the results of previous research (Copur-
Gencturk, 2015; Galant, 2013), I hypothesized that because
of her perceived subject matter and PCK barriers, Ms.
Thomas altered her instructional practices to include the
two previously described deviations (i.e., mini-lessons and
showing of the teacher solution sheet), aligning with
Remillard’s (2005) interpretation descriptor.

Reflecting upon the mathematical perspectives described
in the literature review as a continuum, Figure 3 demon-
strates that continuum and how both Ms. Thomas’
practice and the unit were situated within that continuum.
Given that the statistical unit was created with explicit

Traditional-
based
Perspective

connections to reform documents, the unit was situated
on the right of the continuum in the conception-based
perspective cell. Reflecting on my frequent coding of Ms.
Thomas’ traditional-based perspective as a barrier, I situated
her on the left of the continuum in the traditional-based
perspective cell.

Despite the misalignment between the unit and teacher’s
practices, Ms. Thomas was sometimes able to engage

her students and herself in many of the reform-oriented
practices that were explicit within the unit (i.e., Standards
for Mathematical Practice, Mathematics Teaching Practices,
and the statistical problem-solving process). I hypothe-
sized that since these practices was explicitly part of the
unit, the explicitness within the unit materials supported
Ms. Thomas somewhat in engaging in these practices.
That is, Ms. Thomas was able to refer to the unit as a way
to support her in engaging in these practices, specifically
with anticipating and responding to student responses,
conceptions, and misconceptions.

It is important to note that, although this unit was explicit
in its details (specifically, that of how to implement), Ms.
Thomas still did not implement the curriculum with com-
plete fidelity. Also, despite Ms. Thomas engaging in many
of the reform-oriented practices, reflection on the data
revealed that many of these practices were implemented
superficially and not for the purpose of guiding the lesson
structure. Perhaps this was due to a lack of alignment

FIGURE 3.

Perspectives continuum including placement of unit
and participant. The acronyms are defined as the
statistical problem-solving process (SPSP), the Standards
for Mathematical Practice (SMP), and the Mathematics
Teaching Practices (MTP).

Ms. Thomas

Perception-
based
Perspective

Progressive-
Incorporation
Perspective

Conception-
based
Perspective

T
= Unit

Explicit about
SPSF, SMP,
and MTP
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between the philosophy of the curriculum and Ms.
Thomas’ perspective of mathematics.

The results showed that at the time of the study, Ms. Thomas
was making a minimal transition from traditional-based
to perception-based perspective (see Figure 4). At the end
of the study Ms. Thomas had not made a full transition
into a perception-based perspective. Instead, similar to
previous research (Cohen, 1990), Ms. Thomas seemed to
embrace some aspects of reform philosophy while still
maintaining some of her traditional instructional methods.

FIGURE 4.
Perspectives continuum including placement of unit
and transition of participant.
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Progressive-
Incorporation
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and MTP

T
== Unit

Thus, in Figure 4 her name is situated almost between the
first and second perspectives in the continuum. Had Ms.
Thomas had more time to implement the unit or more
opportunities to develop her MKT/SKT, however, a more
pronounced shift in her mathematical perspective may
have been observed. This study revealed that, in this case,
if a teacher has a traditional-based mathematical perspec-
tive and perceived deficits in her MKT/SKT then this could
affect their fidelity of implementation of reform-oriented
statistics, similar to research in mathematics education.

Although this study was limited by the short length of
implementation and the delimitations described previously,
the results revealed teachers face similar challenges when
teaching statistics at a conceptual level as they do when
teaching mathematics. In the future, research in two areas
could be explored. First, research needs to be conducted
focusing specifically on teachers’ statistical beliefs and atti-
tudes in relation to implementation fidelity as these factors

likely affect implementation fidelity. Other factors can also
be explored as these suggested are not exhaustive. Second,
the relationship between teachers’ engagement with stan-
dards-based statistics curricula, their SKT, and students’
statistics achievement needs to be explored in comparison
to their implementation fidelity to determine if results are
similar to that in mathematics education.

Implications

The results of this study revealed two implications for
mathematics education leaders. First, Ms. Thomas’
self-perceived issue with her MKT/SKT served as a poten-
tial challenge to her implementation. This result adds to
the existing literature on teachers’ issue with their MKT/
SKT and how this affects teachers’ instructional practices.
Mathematics education leaders need to continue with
efforts to improve teachers’ MKT/SKT since research has
shown that this leads to improved student achievement in
the mathematics classroom. Although some of this can be
done through adopting and using reform-based curricula,
this study demonstrates that this is not enough to develop
teachers’ MKT/SKT fully, as was evident for Ms. Thomas.
Mathematics education leaders cannot assume that simply
adopting a reform-oriented curriculum will allow teachers
to implement rigorous statistics lessons. To help teachers,
leaders need to provide opportunities for teachers to engage
in professional development for statistics. Recommendations
for how these opportunities could be structured can be
found in the SET (Franklin et al., 2015) document.

Second, Ms. Thomas changed the implementation of

the curriculum based on her traditional mathematical
perspective. This aligned with Remillard’s (2005) inter-
pretation descriptor and revealed that Ms. Thomas’ beliefs
did not align with the curriculum philosophy. Given that
a reform-based philosophy undergirds both the PSSM
(NCTM, 2000) and CCSSM (CCSSI, 2010), leaders need
to consider professional development opportunities that
focus on developing teachers’ mathematical perspectives in
a way that supports these standards (i.e., a more concep-
tion-based perspective).

Conclusion

The case of Ms. Thomas demonstrated that, when given
an explicit curriculum that aligned with reform-oriented
philosophy, a teacher’s mathematical perspective about
the teaching and learning of mathematics as well as her
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MKT/SKT had the potential to affect the implementation difference” (p. 321) between intended and enacted curric-
fidelity of the curriculum. These results echo the statement  ula. Overall, the findings support statements that further
by NCTM (2014) that having lessons, or by extension, a efforts need to be made to help teachers to teach statistics
curriculum, does not guarantee “meaningful, effective, and in a rigorous manner, meeting the expectations of standards-
connected lesson sequences” (p. 71). Moreover, this case based documents. &

aligns with what Stein et al. (2007) refer to as “substantial
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APPENDIX A.
Date:
Description of Classroom:
Reform-Oriented Practice Was this practice Justification
met?

Practices may be met in their entirety or in part.
Either variation gets a YES. Not meeting any part
gets a NO.

Students were engaged in the statistical problem-
solving process (Franklin et al., 2007).

1. Formulating a statistical question

2. Designing a plan for collecting useful data,
implementing the data, and collecting the data.

3. Analyzing the data

4. Interpreting the results

Students were engaged in the Standards for
Mathematical Practice (CCSSI, 2010).

1. Make sense of problems and persevere in solving
them.

2. Reason abstractly and quantitatively.

w

. Construct viable arguments and critique the
reasoning of others.

. Model with mathematics.
. Use appropriate tools strategically.
. Attend to precision.

. Look for and make use of structure.

oo N o o &

. Look for and express regularity in repeated
reasoning.

The teacher practiced the following Mathematics
Teaching Practices (NCTM, 2014).

1. Establish mathematics goals to focus learning.

2. Implement tasks that promote reasoning and
problem solving.

. Use and connect mathematical representations.
. Facilitate meaningful mathematical discourse.

. Pose purposeful questions.

D 0~ W

. Build procedural fluency from conceptual
understanding.

7. Support productive struggle in learning mathematics.

8. Elicit and use evidence of student thinking.

The teacher may not engage in all of these practices during one lesson. Make note of practices that teacher is engaged in
and how this was justified during the lesson.
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