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ABSTRACT 

The impact on one teacher of a short professional development project run in a school in 

a low socio-economic area in a small city in rural Australia is investigated in this case 

study. The project aimed to support teachers to improve students’ writing in mathematics. 

The teacher’s reflections about her work with a small group of Year 3-4-5 students are 

discussed in relationship to what supported or hindered her to change her practices. Over 

the two months of the project, the teacher supported the children to comprehend and 

produce their own word problems. However, the process of deciding how to change what 

she did to meet the needs of the students was messy because different combinations of 

factors affected her willingness to try alternative practices. Her narratives, from watching 

the videos on her lessons and in joint meetings with the other teachers and researchers, 

indicated that reflecting on what she was doing contributed to her taking more risks in 

her teaching. This resulted in the students having more opportunities to use their 

mathematical literacy skills to comprehend and respond to word problems. 

Keywords: professional development, students’ language, mathematics word problems, 

low socio-economic area, teacher reflection 

 

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND INCREASING STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT 

The scaling up of professional development (PD) is often based on models which expect 
teacher learning, acquired during the PD, to increase student achievement in a linear fashion 
(see for example, Carpenter et al., 2004; Higgins & Bonne, 2011). However, as Joubert, Back, 
De Geest, Hirst, and Sutherland (2010) indicate, the process of teacher learning is messy, due 
to a combination of factors, that involve interactions between the teacher, the students and 
the context, including the mathematics being learnt. Generally models of PD do not consider 
how contextual features affect teacher learning. In this paper, we use a case study to describe 
how one teacher, Kay, viewed a PD project and its impact on improving students’ 
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interpretation and production of standard Australian English in the writing and solving of 
mathematical word problems. Although the students seemed to increase their mathematical 
understandings through developing their language skills, the teacher’s participation in the 
professional development did not always seem to have a positive effect on changing her 
practice. Therefore, our focus is not on the students’ learning outcomes, but on the teacher’s 
learning and how it was connected to her reflections about what she did. These reflections 
seemed to provide Kay with deeper understandings of her options and the researchers, who 
were also the professional development facilitators, with a better understanding of how 
contexts affected the impact of the PD.  

As PD facilitators researching our own practices (Lange & Meaney, 2013), it was important to 
understand the messiness of the relationship between professional development and teacher 
change. Although this relationship has been characterised in a range of different ways, 
evidence for a link to student outcomes remains unclear (Joubert & Sutherland, 2009). Early 
models, such as Guskey’s (2002), see Figure 1, indicate that sustainable change in teachers’ 
beliefs and attitudes occurs after teacher practices have changed, which leads to 
improvement in student learning. 

Other models, such as Clarke and Hollingsworth’s (2002), include similar components but 
allow for different ordering, depending on the teacher. They found that sometimes input 
from the PD changes teachers’ beliefs and attitudes before their classroom practices, 
something that Guskey (2002) had argued as not being likely. They also commented on the 
effect of the school environment on teacher learning: 

State of the literature 

 The relationship between professional development, including on language learning, and 

improved student learning outcomes is complicated and messy. 

 Teachers have an important role in scaffolding students’ acquisition of different aspects of 

the mathematics register. 

 For teachers to be able to undertake this scaffolding they need input about mathematics 

register content and the processes of scaffolding. 

Contribution of this paper to the literature 

 The teacher’s context of being a non-permanent member of the school staff affected her 

public comments about her teaching, which then affected her possibilities for receiving 

suggestions for alternative practices. 

 Learning about writing and interpreting word problems requires teachers to recognise that 

students need to attend to a large number of different aspects simultaneously. 

 Teachers need awareness of scaffolding strategies connected to developing students’ 

acquiring aspects of the mathematics register in order to provide activities appropriate for 

students’ needs. 
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The school context can impinge on a teacher’s professional growth at every stage of 

the professional development process: access to opportunities for professional 

development; restriction or support for particular types of participation; 

encouragement or discouragement to experiment with new teaching techniques; and, 

administrative restrictions or support in the long-term application of new ideas. (p. 

962)  

 

When PD projects are scaled up, concerns about the impact of different factors on outcomes 
have been raised. For example, Coburn (2003) called for a reconceptualization of scaling up 
that:  

… emphasizes the spread of norms, beliefs, and pedagogical principles both between 
and within classrooms, schools, and districts. And it includes an additional 
outcome—the shift in ownership—that may prove key to schools’ and districts’ 
abilities to sustain and spread the reform over time. (p. 8) 

 

She saw it as essential that ownership did not reside with PD facilitators or other external 
bodies but with districts, schools and teachers.  

In trying to capture some of the contextual factors that affect the outcomes of PD, Joubert et 
al. (2010) produced a complex model based on socio-cultural understandings about learning, 
in which they identified a range of factors that could affect the outcomes for both students 
and teachers (see Figure 2). In this model, they indicated that the planned PD is based on the 
motivations, beliefs, knowledge and experiences of the designers, but would also take into 
consideration contextual features that could affect its implementation. The designers would 
also identify the specific aims of the PD, related to the intended changes in practices and 
improved students learning, which were to be the outcomes of the PD. Teachers would then 
identify, from their motives, beliefs, knowledge and experiences, opportunities within the 
PD that they would want to adopt. The actual PD would arise from the interactions and 
contribute to changes in practices, which would affect students’ learning, depending on 
previous and ongoing interaction between the students and others. Although already 
complicated, Joubert et al. (2010) stated: 

 

Figure 1. Guskey’s model of teacher change (Guskey, 2002, p. 383) 
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As with many analytical frameworks, this representation could be seen as ‘too neat’, 
yet the data is messy and complex. Further, it is a static diagram which cannot 
represent the ways in which the nature of the CPD may be dynamic and changing in 
response to feedback from teachers and their changing needs over time. (p. 1763) 
 

Discussions of different models showing the relationship between PD, teacher learning and 
consequent student achievement suggests that the interaction of contextual features affects 
the outcomes from the PD and this complexity is difficult to incorporate into a static model. 
This is because the relationship between components changes as the PD progresses, making 
it difficult to predict what should be in focus at any particular moment.  

As a result of these concerns, Coburn (2003) highlighted the need for “new research designs 
better suited to capture this more complex vision” (p. 8). To do this, we suggest that there is 
a need for better understanding of the complicated relationship between professional 

 

Figure 2. Joubert et al. (2010, p. 1163) model showing the relationship between  
Continuing Professional Development (CPD) and improved student learning 
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development and student outcomes. This is particularly important if differences in student 
achievement, correlated to certain demographics, are to be overcome (Flores, 2007). 

As professional development facilitators, we considered that it was important not just to 
understand the teachers’ background and needs, but also the context in which they worked 
and how these interacted. To do this, we conducted a case study of three teachers to 
investigate what affected individual teachers to make changes to their teaching, so that they 
could support students’ writing in mathematics with the intention of improving their results. 
This paper examines the case of Kay through analysing her narratives about her 
involvement.  
 

PD on Language in the Learning of Mathematics  

The focus of the professional development was about language in mathematics, particularly 
about writing in mathematics. As Joubert et al. (2010) indicated in their framework, the 
choice of focus came predominantly from two sources: our previous research experiences on 
language in mathematics education (see Meaney, 2006; Meaney, Trinick, & Fairhall, 2012); 
and the school leadership and the teachers who identified literacy issues as contributing to 
students’ poor test results. Similar to Jorgensen’s (2015) point, there was general agreement 
that there is a need for teachers “to be aware of the language demands of mathematics if they 
are able to successfully transition speakers whose home language is different from school 
mathematics instruction into successful learning of mathematics” (p. 314). In this school, the 
students were transitioning from non-standard dialect into learning to use standard 
Australian English in learning mathematics. For many teachers, attending to language issues 
is often not part of their professional awareness and even when they recognise that there is a 
need to attend to it, they are uncertain how to do it. For example, Jackson and Gibbons (2014) 
noted that classroom practices which supported students’ reasoning and justifying skills “are 
complex to support and develop, for both teachers and students” (p. 3). The school and 
teachers in our project identified language issues as being important and welcomed the 
possibility of gaining input on this. 

In summarising research on what is needed for students to develop deep understandings of 
mathematics, Jackson and Gibbons (2014) identified that “students need regular 
opportunities to justify, prove, and debate the accuracy of solutions and to compare 
solutions in an effort to identify mathematical connections between them” (p. 3). For this to 
happen, students need skills and fluency for discussing mathematical ideas and this usually 
requires a teacher to support them to gain these. If this support is not provided, then 
students may struggle to learn mathematics. Prediger and Krägeloh (2016) stated, “large 
scale studies show that  many multilingual students and monolingual underprivileged 
students experience substantial language barriers resulting in limited school success and in 
particular achievement in mathematics” (p. 89).  

Barriers can occur because of differences between the students’ everyday communicative 
language and the standard academic language needed to participate in discussions about 
abstract mathematical ideas (Mushin, Gardner, & Munro, 2013). They also may arise from 
societal expectations about the potential of these students to learn mathematics, particularly 
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in regard to how fluency in the language of instruction may affect their learning (Svensson, 
Meaney, & Norén, 2014). Regardless of the reasons for the barriers, there is evidence that 
better understanding of the role that language plays can lead to improved student 
achievement in mathematics (Jorgensen, 2015). For example, one of Jorgensen’s findings was 
that careful scaffolding by teachers and assistant teachers of the language requirements for 
working with mathematics contributed to the sustained provision of student learning 
opportunities. 

 
Teaching and learning the mathematics register 

The language used to work with mathematics has been labelled, the mathematics register 
(Meaney, 2005). Halliday (1978) stated: 

We can refer to a ‘mathematics register’, in the sense of the meanings that belong to 

the language of mathematics (the mathematical use of natural language that is: not 

mathematics itself), and that a language must express if it is being used for 

mathematical purposes. (p. 195) 

Mathematical vocabulary is only a small part of the mathematical register, with grammatical 
structures being more important as they provide students with the logical structures needed 
to express the relationship between mathematical ideas (Meaney et al., 2012). Logical 
structures are important in interpreting typical mathematical learning tasks, such as word 
problems, and in producing acceptable responses. One way of supporting students to 
understand the structure of word problems is to have them write their own as this can raise 
issues, to do with interpreting word problems. For example, in a study of 509 Year 6 and 7 
students’ posing of mathematical problems, Silver and Cai (1996) found that 20 percent of 
the responses were statements rather than questions. In their analysis, 40 percent of students 
generated less than 20 percent of the mathematical questions. This suggests that many 
children have difficulty with the aspect of the mathematics register to do with structuring 
mathematical problems, which is likely to result in students struggling with interpreting 
word problems. 

The PD program was based on previous work, where improvements in students’ ability to 
explain and justify their mathematical understandings had occurred (Meaney et al., 2012). In 
that work, we had used the Mathematics Register Acquisition model (MRA) to raise 
teachers’ awareness of the kind of scaffolding that students needed at different points when 
learning new aspects of the mathematics register. In each of the four steps, the contributions 
of both the teachers and the students to the learning is described (see Figure 3). The MRA 
model illustrates how students should gain increasing control over their production of new 
aspects of the mathematics register. As discussed in Meaney (2006), the MRA model uses 
understandings from second language acquisition to consider how teachers’ scaffold 
students’ learning of different aspects of the mathematics register. In Meaney et al. (2012), a 
large number of recorded lessons from a range of classes, across 11 school years, were 
analysed to identify the strategies used in teaching oral and written mathematical language. 
It was found that the teachers’ strategies did not differ with the students’ age but changed as 
a new topic was introduced and consolidated. This research also found that although 
teachers provided a range of scaffolding strategies connected to the first two stages of the 
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MRA model, they did not provide as many opportunities for students to take control of their 

language use, as required in the final two stages. This awareness provided the opportunity 
to work with the teachers to develop strategies that supported the students to work more 
with the last two stages of the MRA model. 

For the PD with Kay, we designed it so that it combined a focus on writing in mathematics 
with an awareness of how to scaffold students’ learning of the mathematics register. We 
considered that this had the best possibilities for supporting teachers to change their 
practices so that students had increased opportunities to work mathematically.  

In this paper, we examine Kay’s involvement in the PD. Her focus came to be on children’s 
posing and responding to word problems. As noted in a later section, Kay’s students seemed 
to increase their understanding of the structure of word problems as well as how to present 
their ideas orally to their classmates. However, this change in student outcomes does not 
indicate that Kay’s involvement in the PD was straightforward. Our analysis describes how 
aspects of the messiness around her acceptance of input and her adoption of new practices, 
at different times supported or hindered their implementation and thus the possibilities for 
students to learn mathematics. 

 

 

 

Figure 3. Mathematics Register Acquisition model (adapted from Meaney, 2006) 
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METHODOLOGY 

The research on Kay is a case study, in that the events discussed are bounded by Kay’s 
involvement in the professional development, both temporally and physically (Cohen, 
Manion, & Morrison, 2000). Hitchcock and Hughes (1995) identified the defining features of 
a case study as: 

 It is concerned with a rich and vivid description of events relevant to the case.    

 It provides a chronological narrative of events relevant to the case.    

 It blends a description of events with the analysis of them.    

 It focuses on individual actors or groups of actors, and seeks to understand their 

perceptions of events.    

 It highlights specific events that are relevant to the case.    

 The researcher is integrally involved in the case.    

 An attempt is made to portray the richness of the case in writing up the report. (p. 

317)   

In the next sub-sections, we show how this project incorporated these features into the 
design of the study. 

The Data 

In order to gain the rich description of Kay´s involvement in the PD, we collected data in a 
range of ways. These included: the initial and final interviews of Kay (about half an hour 
each); initial and final group interview of her students (about 20 mins each); video 
recordings of four lessons (between 30 minutes to an hour for each lesson); audio recordings 
of Kay and Tamsin’s discussion of the lessons made while watching the video recordings the 
following day (about an hour to an hour and a half for each meeting); and audio recordings 
of the  five weekly meetings between the teachers and researchers (about an hour and half 
for each meeting). As well, student work samples were collected.  
 

Data Analysis 

The data was analysed in two ways. The first identified whether the students’ use of the 
mathematical register had improved, by comparing how the students used language to 
describe their mathematical work in the first and fourth videoed lesson. The differences in 
topic and tasks did not allow for a systematic analysis of language differences, so the results 
are discussed in very broad terms and from Kay’s perspective. Guskey’s (2002) model 
suggests that teachers’ attitudes and beliefs change only after they have identified 
improvements in students’ learning outcomes. Therefore, it was important to identify 
whether Kay saw improvements in her students’ learning outcomes and how this seemed to 
affect her attitudes and beliefs about language learning in mathematics education. In a case 
study, it is important to gain the main actor’s perspective on events. 
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In case studies, it is important to identify key events. Hence, the second analysis determined 
what seemed to affect Kay’s possibilities for changing her practices. It consisted of first 
identifying factors that appeared continuously over time in Kay’s narratives and which 
seemed to influence her reflections on the tasks that she trialled in her lessons.  

In doing these analyses, we were inspired by narrative enquiry, a methodology that has been 
much used in teacher education (Clandinin, Pushor, & Orr, 2007). As Connelly and 
Clandinin (2006) stated “narrative inquiry, the study of experience as story, then, is first and 
foremost a way of thinking about experience” (p. 375). In particular, we have used Clandinin 
et al.’s (2007) three commonplaces in regard to narrative inquiry research: temporality, 
sociality and place. Temporality recognises that events never just happen but that 
participants’ future, present and past affect the events, which should be considered to be in 
transition. Across the PD, both previous and future events were described differently by 
participants at different times. We, therefore, identified when Kay seemed to tell different 
stories about the same event and what influence those differences. Sociality includes 
“environment, surrounding factors and forces, people and otherwise, that form each 
individual’s context” (p. 23), including the relationships between participants and 
researchers. In case studies, it is important for researchers to acknowledge their own 
participation. As the PD facilitators, acknowledging our role in wanting to find out what was 
occurring was important. However, it was also important to see how Kay made use of her 
professional relationships in the narratives that she told. The commonplace of place was 
about the importance of where the PD was occurring. The context is described in the next 
section. In our analysis, we looked for how Kay discussed different aspects of the situation in 
which she was working. By iteratively enquiring into the data across these three 
commonplaces, we were able to identify the contextual features that affected Kay’s 
possibilities for adopting different aspects of the PD.  
 

The Context  

The school where Kay worked was in a regional centre of New South Wales and serviced a 
low socio-economic population. It had a high Indigenous population as well as children from 
defence service families, which contributed to a turnover of up to sixty percent of students 
during the year. The students’ poor academic results in national tests meant that the school 
received funding for teachers to attend PD. However, within a context of ongoing political 
discussion about what to do with schools that failed to show improvements, a non-
negotiable result of the professional development was that national test results had to 
improve (see Lange & Meaney, 2013). The school funded the teachers’ release time to 
participate in the professional development project that we offered. Our university at the 
time funded us to conduct a research project to identify the aspects of the PD, which 
supported or hindered the teachers to change their practices. The project began in September 
and finished in November 2009.  

Unlike the other two teachers in the project who were full-time, permanent staff members, 
Kay was employed on a part-time, casual basis, from funding given to the school because of 
their poor test results. This use of short-term funding was common in Australia and so Kay’s 
experiences provide insights into a group of teachers who carried the responsibility for 
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improving test results, but whose work is under-researched. In the interview before the 
project began, Kay described that as a casual teacher she was not usually considered eligible 
for PD as the permanent staff’s needs had priority. She felt able to volunteer for our project 
when few other teachers wanted to participate.  

Kay worked with a group of six children who were withdrawn from a multi-Year 3/4/5 
class because they were identified as likely to do poorly on national tests. In her initial 
interview, she described her aim as altering the children’s attitude from not enjoying 
mathematics, by tailoring her teaching to match their learning needs. She felt able to do this 
because she was not restricted by the syllabus for the school, which required teachers to 
teach topics according to a pre-determined schedule. Nevertheless, she considered important 
the long-term needs of the students, which included being able to use mathematics in high 
school and to function in society. From her perspective, the students needed short, hands-on 
lessons to match their attention span, and which were relevant to their lives. In a discussion 
during one of the PD meetings, she described how the Indigenous students, who were the 
majority of students in her group, particularly needed hands-on lessons.  

She considered that teachers at the school would view working on writing in mathematics as 
difficult because of the children’s literacy problems. She considered that it was possible to do 
this if the children heard mathematical language, as a first step to writing it.  

In the initial interview, the children in the group verified the importance of language issues 
in mathematics by stating that in high school they would get hard stuff and the teacher 
would not read the question for them – “you’ve got to learn how to read yourself, and you 
have to figure it out yourself” (Student focus group interview, 15/09/2009). Thus, it seemed 
that the teacher and the students were in agreement that language issues were important in 
mathematics learning. 

The PD 

The three teachers participating in the PD were all working with different ages of children 
and taught different topics. Focusing on writing provided opportunities to discuss common 
aspects, but individualise the writing tasks to the different classes. To support the tailoring of 
the PD, we introduced Timperley, Wilson, Barrar, and Fung (2007) teacher inquiry and 
knowledge building cycle, shown in Figure 4 in the first group meeting. We anticipated that 
this would enable us to “build on what teachers already know, taking into account the voice 
of the teacher” (Joubert & Sutherland, 2009, p. 28). Using such a model also appeared to be in 
alignment with conducting a case study as it contributed to the teachers providing input 
about their perception of events (Hitchcock & Hughes, 1995).  

After the teachers had agreed to participate, the teachers were provided with a copy of 
Meaney (2006) in which the MRA model was described. At the initial meeting, we discussed 
what quality writing in mathematics might be, which included making students aware of 
how to combine sentences with diagrams in order to explain their thinking through writing, 
while also considering different audiences for their writing. This discussion was followed by 
a discussion of the MRA model and the reading that the teachers had been given. Tamsin 
described the importance of the MRA model as “a meta language for teachers to be able to 
talk about what people were doing” (10 September 2009). 
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In order to support teacher reflections on their practices as required by the teacher inquiry 
model (Timperley et al., 2007), we video recorded a lesson from each teacher for four weeks 
and Tamsin discussed the lessons with each teacher individually on the following day. This 
approach had been viewed by the teachers in earlier research projects as being valuable in 
supporting their learning, as it involved them having to reflect deeply on their own teaching 
(Meaney et al., 2012). In the weekly group meetings, the teachers were expected to discuss, 
but not show, their lesson as we considered that showing their videos to other teachers may 
have been too confronting (Meaney et al., 2012; van Es, Tunney, Goldsmith, & Seago, 2014). 
Certainly, the requirement to be filmed reduced the interest of teachers in the school to 
participate in the PD.  

In the weekly group meetings, the teachers had to describe what had happened that week, 
particularly in the recorded lesson. This supported them to discuss the steps in the teacher 
inquiry and knowledge building cycle (Timperley et al., 2007). The teachers discussed what 
they had done, not just in terms of whether the students had improved their writing in 
mathematics and how, but in regard to what they, the teachers, wanted to develop in future 
lessons. These discussions allowed us, as PD facilitators, as well as the other teachers to offer 

 

Figure 4. Teacher inquiry and knowledge building cycle from Timperley et al. (2007). 
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suggestions about possible alternative teaching practices and to discuss the purposes for 
writing in the learning of mathematical ideas. It was during the group meeting, after the 
third set of filming, that Tamsin suggested having students write problems as a way of 
helping them understand the structure of word problems and, thus, be able to respond more 
appropriately to them. This suggestion had arisen from Kay’s frustration with her students 
answering word problems. 
 

Success of What Kind? 

The first analysis was to determine if the students’ mathematical writing was considered by 
Kay to have improved over the PD project. Identifying how Kay saw the relationship 
between what the students could do and the activities that she had implemented on the first 
and last filming days was part of the teacher inquiry model. This analysis contributed to 
understanding whether Kay considered that changing her teaching practices was effective in 
supporting students’ learning. 

In the first videoed lesson, Kay asked the students to provide a title to a mathematical game 
about rounding numbers to the nearest ten that they had played and describe the rules for it. 
Kay’s idea was to model writing by writing the students’ ideas on a flip-board. Although 
Kay felt that the children enjoyed playing the game, providing a title was difficult. In the 
joint meeting following the lesson, she said “they really struggled on, even the title, like, well 
what will we call it. So, we eventually got that” (17 September 2009). However, in her 
comments from the day following the video recording (15 September 2009), she 
acknowledged that the students seemed unaware of the needs of an audience who knew 
nothing about the game. In the video of the lesson, Kay channelled the children into 
providing a title that included “rounding”, which was the mathematical skill that they had 
practiced. However, it is not clear if Kay, in stating the students “got that”, meant that they 
did eventually offer what she felt was necessary in the title or that the students actually 
realised what an audience would need in order for the game title to make sense to them.  

In the joint meeting, when she discussed what she would focus on the following week, she 
told a story about where the group had been when she first began to work with them, how 
far they had developed and what she wanted them to develop next: 

I said something like write a sentence about the picture or something, they wouldn’t 

even pick up their pens. … We don’t know how to spell it … and basically flatly 

refused. So, I’ve got them to the stage where they will give me some sort of written 

stuff, and I’m sort of wanting to move on to giving them something to work on and 

going away and thinking what are the different ways I can present that? … Produce 

that by themselves, like the maths, working mathematically, and then writing. Rather 

than just relying on the teacher all the time. Because they’ve got the ideas, haven’t 

they? The ideas are there. It’s just getting the confidence to write about it. (17 

September 2009) 

Kay’s perceptions of the students’ struggle with producing an appropriate title is placed in a 
chronological narrative of events (Hitchcock & Hughes, 1995), in which she described the 
students as gradually taking on more responsibility for their writing. Although it may be 
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somewhat naïve to consider that all that the students needed was more confidence, Kay’s 
acknowledgement that students should be able to write mathematics independently was in 
alignment with the MRA model (Meaney, 2006). 

    

This need for the students to become independent writers of mathematics who were not 
reliant of the teacher for input was also present in Kay’s discussion of the final videoed 
lesson, but in this case she could use the lesson itself to indicate that the students had become 
more independent writers. Figure 5 shows the problems that the children wrote and how the 
other pair of students worked out their solution to it. In the final joint meeting, Kay stated: 

So we did a ‘writing your own problem’ which is what you’ve [Tamsin] been talking 

about, so I thought that’s a really good idea so we’ll have a whack at that now and see 

how it goes … we were really, really happy with the result, like they followed the 

format of what to do next and they wrote the algorithm.  

Yeah we [Kay and Tamsin] were just blown away basically both of us … it went much 

better than I thought it would … they came back and shared again and they had to 

explain how they actually got the answer – how did I write the algorithm, how did I 

write the answer and actually present the picture and the work. (30 October 2009) 

From Kay’s perspective, the activity of having the students write their own problem, which 
had been suggested by Tamsin in the previous joint meeting, was a success. She could see 
that they had used the model she had provided for constructing and solving their own 
problems. This kind of problem posing is known as “presolution posing” in that a stimulus, 
in this case the numbers, is provided to the students who then pose a problem based on that 
stimulus (Silver & Cai, 1996). The students were able to present first the problem and then 
the solution to each other, where they explained some of their reasoning about what they 
did. Although these students did not reach the level of reasoning and justifying advocated 
by Jackson and Gibbons (2014), which would contribute to them gaining deep mathematical 
understandings, from Kay’s perspective the students were more willing to use language to 

  

Figure 5. The problems and solutions of the two pairs of students 
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discuss mathematical. 

Nevertheless, the question needs to be asked whether the increase in student achievement 
was because the students had gained skills that they did not have already or because the 
teacher had changed her practices, which allowed the students to show what they could do. 
As is discussed in the next sections, it was likely a combination of these that produced the 
student performance in the fourth lesson. 

Clandinin et al.’s (2007) commonplaces of temporality, sociality and place can be seen in 
Kay´s stories about the two videoed lessons. Temporality was important in that it helped 
Kay to place her work with these students in an ongoing project. She related her teaching 
practices both to past experiences with these students and to future ones that she would like 
them to have. This can be seen specifically in the story from the first videoed lesson, but is 
also implicitly present when she referred to the suggestion for having the students pose their 
own problems as arising from a previous group meeting. Sociality was also important 
because Kay’s relationship with the students is at the heart of her stories. In describing both 
the first and fourth videoed lesson, she situated the students as knowledgeable. Timperley et 
al.’s (2007) model (Figure 4) clearly indicates that knowing what students can do needs to be 
the basis for further teaching. Although perhaps naïve in her evaluation that the students just 
needed more confidence, she did adjust the activities she provided based on her reflections 
on previous experiences with this group of students. Kay’s story about the students’ success 
with the problem posing indicates that the relationship with us, as the PD facilitators, helped 
her identify alternative teaching approaches. Place also influenced the stories in that they 
were situated within a school environment, where there were certain expectations of teachers 
and students. As is discussed in the next section, identifying how Kay wove these 
commonplaces into her stories provided insights into the factors that affected her 
possibilities for changing her teaching to increase the students’ mathematics results. 

 

Factors Affecting Kay Changing Her Teaching Practices 

In our second analysis, we identified four factors that interacted together to support or 
hinder Kay’s possibilities for changing her practices. These were: Kay’s beliefs about the 
need for children to be successful; the suggestions offered for alternative actions by the 
professional development facilitators; the responses of the students to the activities; and 
Kay’s situating of herself as a good teacher. Describing the four components provides an 
analytical simplification of the messiness of being in a PD project, while still contributing to 
seeing the process as complex.  

All four factors can be linked to aspects of Joubert et al.’s (2010) model (Figure 2) which deal 
with the teachers’ motives, beliefs, knowledge and experiences. Clandinin et al.’s (2007) 
commonplace of sociality can be seen in all four factors as they are related to the sociality of 
the environment in which Kay was operating, her relationships to students, her colleagues 
and us as PD facilitators, who tried to enlarge the possibilities Kay saw for action. However, 
Joubert et al.’s (2010) model does not show the dynamic nature of how participating in the 
PD and trialling new tasks was affected by the context in which Kay worked. Although 
Putnam and Borko (2000) suggested that the context of the classroom contributes to teachers 
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developing views about what they can do and these views are resistant to reflection and, 
therefore, also to change, we considered that the factors that affected Kay’s reflections were 
connected to the trialling of the different writing tasks and thus connected to changes in her 
practices. Figure 6, although still a static representation, is an attempt to represent the 
dynamic nature of the relationships, connected to Kay’s actions of reflecting and trialling of 
different writing tasks. In the next sections, we describe each of these factors using data from 
Kay’s narratives, before providing a description of how the factors blended together in the 
second lesson. 
 

Kay’s beliefs about the need for children to be successful 

Teacher beliefs were a component of all of the models discussed in the earlier section (Clarke 
& Hollingsworth, 2002; Guskey, 2002; Joubert et al., 2010). In these models, changing teacher 
beliefs were connected to changing teacher practices. In contrast, from the initial to final 
interviews, Kay reiterated a consistent set of beliefs about ensuring that children were 
successful. From her perspective, the students mostly hated mathematics because they were 
not good at it and her role was to change their view, by ensuring that they were successful. 
In the initial interview, as well as mentioning the children’s literacy problems, she stated: 

Most of the children I’m teaching are finding difficulty with mathematics, so their 

attitude generally is that they don’t enjoy it and that they don’t want to actually do 

any of it at all, they find it very difficult, they find it boring, they find that they can’t 

keep up in the classrooms, so that a lot of the time they may become behaviour 

problems because they’re struggling with it all, I don’t think that they understand 

 

Figure 6. Reflection connected to trialling of different writing tasks through 4 factors 
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that if I do that now that will help me later on in my life, I don’t think they see it as 

relevant to their life … 

In the small groups the children are within reason of about the same ability, so if I can 

aim it at that and I think they have that sense of okay it’s not so bad I can actually do 

some of this stuff. (Initial interview) 

From Jackson and Gibbons’ (2014) perspective, these comments include a mixture of both 
productive and unproductive views of learning mathematics. On the one hand, Kay 
positioned herself as the person who could affect students’ learning. On the other hand, the 
students are ascribed an attitude which situated them as being responsible when they did 
not learn. 

The need to have her students succeed contributed to Kay trialling out what Jackson and 
Gibbons (2014) would consider productive and unproductive instructional actions. An 
example of Kay’s productive instructional actions was when she suggested, while watching 
the video of the final lesson, that the students needed to have control of mathematising the 
problem. She stated “I wanted them to be able to get to the algorithm and use what they’ve 
been taught in solving the problem without the teacher, which they did and I was really 
happy with that”. This was in alignment with our promotion of the MRA model to support 
teachers to gradually remove their input, so the students could take control of their writing 
in mathematics and, therefore, their learning (Meaney, 2006).  

Nonetheless, the need for children to experience success also led Kay to adopt unproductive 
instructional actions. As Jackson and Gibbons (2014) noted, teacher actions such as these 
tended to reduce the cognitive demands of the task. For example, in the first lesson when 
Kay was trying to have the students come up with a suitable title for the rounding game, she 
ended up sounding out the start of words she was expecting, such as “rounding”, so that all 
the children had to do was to provide the final part of the word to be successful. By adopting 
this strategy, she seemed to focus her teaching on the first phase of the MRA model, 
Noticing, by highlighting for the students the importance of the term “rounding”. If the 
children had been able to use this term appropriately in the title for the game as requested by 
Kay, they would either be acting in phase 3 or 4 of the MRA model. By instituting the phase 
1 activity of having the children fill in the name, following her heavy prompts, Kay may 
have divorced the meaning of rounding, experienced in the game, from the term being used 
to describe it. 

The need for the children to succeed also lured Kay into trying to produce a set of 
procedures for students to follow so they could be successful. For example, in discussing the 
video of the third lesson, Kay stated: 

What I’m trying to do with them is keep them in a structured way so that when they 

get out of the classroom they can carry that across, they’ve got to know: first thing; 

second thing; what do I do next?; where do I go next?; where do I write it?; what 

order do I do all that in. (27 October, 2009) 

Although the intention was to have the children be in control of the process, this approach 
often did not support the children’s mathematical writing because the children did not 
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understand the purpose of each step. As described in a later section, engagement in PD on 
writing in mathematics resulted in her rethinking the appropriateness of having the students 
follow a lock-step series of procedures. 

 
Suggestions offered by PD facilitators 

Timperley et al.’s (2007) teacher inquiry model (see Figure) requires that the teachers clarify 

their own learning needs. Therefore, in the first joint meeting before filming began, all the 

teachers were asked to do this. Kay considered her involvement to be “more about 

developing my teaching style rather than what I actually want the kids to gain from this” 

(First joint meeting, 10 September, 2009). However, as she began to reflect on her lessons and 

share her understandings in the joint meetings, she started to describe her aims for the 
students. For example, she stated in the third joint meeting that her aim for the students was 

to write responses to word problems using complete sentences: 

The other thing I’ve been trying to get them to do is actually answer the question, like 

write a sentence about the answer … they just wrote the question again, like when I 

said, write the answer. (1 October 2009) 

Once she described her goals for the students’ mathematical writing, it was possible for us as 
PD facilitators to offer suggestions for how she could support the students, both in the 
sessions discussing individual lessons and in the group meetings. These suggestions, such as 
having the students write their own word problems, were open-ended and required the 
teachers to determine for themselves how to implement them. They also provided 
opportunities for Kay to offer different kinds of scaffolding, in alignment with the four 
phases of the MRA model. At the end of the project, Kay commented that the PD was not 
just about listening to suggestions from the facilitators but being expected to implement 
them. 

I think this PD is more hands on. It forces you into looking at okay what sort of lesson 

am I going to do, how am I going to structure that, how am I going to plan for it, how 

am I going to critique it and what am I going to do with that information after, 

whereas the normal PD is just go and watch and then you may or may not get to 

actually put any of those things into your actual classroom or to share it. (Final 

interview) 

Kay took our suggestions and also ones gained from listening to the reflections of the other 
teachers in the group meeting and incorporated them into her planning. This is in alignment 
with her original aim about improving her teaching style (September 10 2009), which was 
raised again as a concern when watching the first video (September 17 2009), but moved on 
to considering explicitly the opportunities that she could make available for students’ 
writing. In so doing, she followed the steps of Timperley et al.’s (2007) model (Figure 4) by 
basing her planning on what she considered the students needed in order to improve their 
writing in mathematics. She was able to use her reflections, on past and present events to do 
with the students’ mathematics writing, to consider how and why she adopted new teaching 
practices to support students to gain more control over their use of different aspects of the 
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mathematics register. Her reflections seemed to contribute to her perceiving what was 
offered in the PD as something that she could and should try with her students (Joubert et 
al., 2010). 

 
The responses of the students to the activities 

Kay’s relationship with her students also affected the environment in which she operated 
and these were evident in the narratives that she told about being in the PD. In Guskey’s 
(2002) model (Figure 1) but also in Joubert et al.’s (2010) (Figure 2) model, changes in student 
outcomes led to changes in teacher attitudes and beliefs. In contrast in Kay’s case, it was 
often what she perceived that the students could not do which caused her to think about her 
teaching practices. For example, in watching the third lesson with Tamsin, Kay commented 
on the students’ difficulties with interpreting numbers, which she considered to be a 
language issue: 

Those students need the same language and repetition from the teacher, so they 

understand what you’re asking, 3 tens, what is it really and they didn’t know. We 

went back and we built it, there it is. What is it really? (27 October 2009) 

In discussing the student’s actions, she often described what she considered to be alternative 
actions that the students should be able to do. In this case, Kay decided to provide intake 
activities, phase 2 of the MRA model, about interpreting the place value of different 
numerals. Sometimes, as a result of seeing how the students responded to a lesson, she made 
changes while teaching: 

When I actually planned the lesson, this whole bit in it was not planned. I hadn’t 

actually thought of doing it as a small group first, then as I was teaching I thought, 

hang on a minute, they hadn’t actually been asked to do this before. I don’t want to 

whack them into it and see what happens. Let’s do a group example first, so that sort 

of happened as I was teaching. (3 November 2009) 

Her reflection on the students’ previous experiences combined with what she saw happening 
in the lesson made her adapt her teaching to better fit what she felt were the students’ 
learning needs. In this example, the adaptation was in alignment with the third phase of the 
MRA model (Meaney, 2006) (Figure 3), in that the students were expected to know how to 
write mathematical problems, but by modelling it as a whole group activity first, she could 
remind them of the features that they should be paying attention to. However, as noted in 
the previous section, when the students were unsuccessful Kay’s aim of ensuring that they 
were successful led her to adapt her teaching so that it restricted the students’ possible 
behaviours, without necessarily providing them with a clear understanding of why it helped 
their writing in mathematics. 

 
Kay’s situating herself as a good teacher in discussions 

The final factor that appeared consistently in Kay’s narratives about the PD was her need to 
situate herself as a good teacher. In the narratives that she told, this provided information on 
the temporality, sociality and place commonplaces in which she operated. Needing to see 
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herself as a good teacher seemed to affect her willingness to evaluate her changes to teaching 
practices as required by the Timperley et al.’s (2007) model (Figure 4) and instead led her to 
blaming the students for their lack of learning. As identified in Joubert et al.’s (2010) (Figure 
2) model, contextual aspects of the situation were likely to influence teachers’ motivation as 
well as their attitudes and beliefs. The contextual features, such as her situation as a casual 
teacher, seemed to result in Kay being unwilling to show her uncertainty which affected how 

she adapted her teaching and evaluated new practices. 

In the discussions about the videoed lessons and in the group meetings, Kay rationalised her 
decisions about adopting new activities so that she appeared as a good teacher. This 
rationalisation could be seen in how Kay changed from noting that she had asked the 
children the wrong question in the commentary on the first lesson, to describing the same 
situation in the joint meeting as an activity, which brought out a lot of language in the 
children. Her shifting of the narrative over time indicated how temporality provided 
opportunities to describe what had happened to different audiences at different points in 
time. This seemed to be because she did not have the same possibility for displaying her 
uncertainty as the other teachers in the PD. Kay´s uncertainty is in contrast to other research 
in which teachers gained confidence to change their teaching by discussing it in collaborative 
groups (Horn & Little, 2009) and with such reflection leading to growth (Day, 1999; Pitsoe & 
Maila, 2013). For example, Hardy and Rönnermann (2011) advocated professional 
development that included: 

A broader conception of education, involving robust, collaborative inquiry amongst 

teachers into their work, not only results in much more sustained and substantive 

student learning, but also leads to improved outcomes on more standardised 

measures of student assessment. (p. 464)  

It may be that Kay’s situation as a casual teacher, employed specifically to ensure that low-
achieving students improved their mathematics achievement, meant that she felt unable to 
discuss her struggles with teaching writing in mathematics. The other two teachers were 
permanent staff who at times admitted that their videoed lessons were not successful and 
that they were responsibility for what occurred (see for example Lange & Meaney, 2012). 
Kay may have felt that if she showed too often what she could not do, it could affect whether 
her contract was renewed, which would have serious implications for her financial situation. 
This uncertainty seemed to result in her not being able to take advantage of the support that 
a network of teachers has been documented as providing (Coburn, Russell, Kaufman, & 
Stein, 2012). 

However, one outcome of not being able to discuss problematic aspects of her teaching was 
that she was restricted to blaming the students. For example, in the third joint meeting, Kay 
said:  

I’m trying to get them to be able to answer me verbally and written, you know, and 

really they struggle and need to do it verbally, you know, I’m almost like, there’s the 

answer, look at the bottom of the algorithm you’ve just got to write it, you know 

(laughing) but they still don’t know that’s where the answer is. … I think they’re 

starting to get it but … (1 October 2009) 
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In the initial interview, Kay had distanced herself from the other teachers at the school who 
felt that the children’s literacy problems made it inappropriate to teach writing in 
mathematics. Yet, when she failed to see the students being successful, she ended up 
blaming them. This blaming of students restricted Kay’s possibilities for reflecting on her 
own teaching practices. In the example above, she did not recognised that the students 
needed to be scaffolded into identifying how the answer to the algorithm was also the 
answer to the word problem, a phase one activity on the MRA model, but instead seemed to 
expect them to be fluent in interpreting what they had in relationship to the answer to the 
word problem, phase 4 in the MRA model. Without having the possibility to reflect on the 
mismatch between her expectations and the level of support on the MRA model that the 
students’ responses indicated they needed, it was more difficult for Kay to provide 
appropriate activities for the students. 

Kay often situated Tamsin into her narratives as an independent evaluator of what she had 
done well. This can be seen in her description of the students’ success in writing, solving and 
presenting problems in the fourth lesson that was provided earlier. The relationship between 
Kay and us, as the PD facilitators, was delicate. The professional relationship between 
teachers and facilitators is complicated by personal relationships as well as societal ones 
(Meaney, 2004). In order to work with teachers, it is necessary for facilitators to develop 
trusting relationships, which can only be based on good personal relationships. However in 
an insecure working environment, Kay used her developing personal relationship to show 
that an external evaluator supported her teaching approach. It is unlikely that Kay was 
conscious of situating herself as a good teacher and using us in the process. So although this 
seemed to affect her possibilities for reflecting on her own teaching, it was difficult to make 
her aware of how this was affecting her interactions with the children. 

 
Reflection and Teacher Change  

Kay’s narratives illustrate the messiness of the relationship between PD and improving 
student outcomes that Joubert et al. (2010) described. Kay’s reflections on the students 
engaging in the tasks she implemented were affected by the factors, outlined in the previous 
sections, sometimes in isolation and sometimes together. Day (1993) suggested that teacher 
reflection is often limited to planning or evaluating the actions that occur in a lesson. 
However as indicated previously, it seemed that Kay could reflect more broadly about what 
she wanted to achieve. In this section, we look at Kay’s reflection in regard to the second 
lesson in which the children did not read and respond appropriately to word problems. The 
difficulties with the lesson provided Kay with much to reflect on. However, not all of this 
reflection contributed to her changing her practices or to improved student outcomes.  

In the joint meeting after the second videoed lesson, Kay described what had happened: 

What do you do when you’re trying to solve a problem, because I’ve been doing lots 

of lead up into dissecting the problem, how do you read it, how do you get the 

numbers out of it, so we did that first, and actually did like a flow chart, I guess, on 

the board. We’re going to read it twice, we’re going to look at the numbers, we’re 

going to look at the question, we’re going to look at, what does the question want us 
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to do, what are we going to do, we’re going to draw it, we’re going to write an 

algorithm. … Then we split off into groups and the problems were probably harder, 

well, they were harder than I'd been doing before with them. Because I’ve been 

wanting to keep it really simple, so they could learn process, rather than be 

challenged by the maths of it, and so this was the first time they’d done something 

that was challenging and the first time that they’d worked in small groups by 

themselves, with just a partner. So a lot happened in a very short period of time and it 

showed me a lot about where the kids are at, and what parts of the process that they 

understand and what they had trouble with. And I think the main thing which was 

just emphasised again today, is that they don’t understand the question, they can’t 

decode the question, they can read the question, but then they can’t, they don’t know 

what it is that they want you to do. So they had all sorts of problems in different ways 

and the groups, one group just couldn’t do it at all, one group went pretty well, and 

the other group got off on a tangent, and just couldn’t get back to the original story. (1 

October 2009) 

In this description, Kay situates herself as a good teacher by describing how this lesson fitted 
her focus. When it did not go to plan, she blamed the children for not being able to complete 
the activities. In this quote, Kay’s reflection stayed at the level of identifying who was to 

blame for why the lesson was not a success. Her reflections on the unproductive 
instructional techniques (Jackson & Gibbons, 2014) she had used were not shared with us, as 
facilitators, or the other teachers. She fell back on the normalising discourse around the 
children having literacy problems (Horn & Little, 2009). She did not seem to gain support 
from being part of a teacher network.  

In the video of the lesson, the children followed the steps in the list, but seemed unsure why 
they did them. For example, one step was for them to find the numbers in the problem. The 
pair of students described by Kay as those who “got off on a tangent” worked on the 
following problem: 

Miss Butcher has chickens at home. If the chickens laid 2 eggs per day for a week, 
and Miss Butcher saved them up, how many eggs would she have? 

Following Kay’s list of steps, this pair of children identified the “2”. The next step was to 
draw a picture, so the children drew some chickens. At this point Kay sat with them and 
went over the problem, repeating that the chickens laid two eggs on Monday, two eggs of 
Tuesday etc. The children asked how many chickens there were and eventually Kay stated 
that there were only two chickens, so they laid one egg each, every day. Kay then reminded 
them that the next step was to write an algorithm. When Kay moved to another group, the 
children counted the chickens that they had drawn and wrote a number sentence where they 
added the 12 chickens to the 2 eggs. Consequently, the answer that they arrived at was 14. 
When Kay realised what the children had done, she spent time trying to get them to see that 
their interpretation of the steps was wrong. In the discussion of the lesson with Tamsin, Kay 
stated:  

Done some work on key words like: how many altogether? What’s the difference 
between? How many were left? The most common ones that you see. They still 
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haven’t got it, I’ve done some of but I know they haven’t got it yet. (29 September 
2009) 

In this comment, Kay situated the students as having possibilities for learning by adding 
“yet” to her description. The productive view (Jackson & Gibbons, 2014) that students could 
be successful, one of the factors that influenced her reflection, gave Kay possibilities to 
considering different ways to move the students forward. In this case, the reflection allowed 
her to think about alternative actions. 

In the two days between discussing the video with Tamsin and the joint meeting with the 
other teachers and researchers, Kay had the children redo the problem with the chickens, 
focussing on different representations and their connections to the meaning of the word 
problem. The solutions were brought to the joint meeting (see Figure 7) and allowed Kay to 
talk about the difficulties she was facing, while also showing that her students had 
ultimately been successful. She could then receive suggestions for alternative practices, while 
still appearing to be a good teacher. It gave her a small space to take on the 
“experimentation, risk taking, and reflection required to transform practice” (Putnam & 
Borko, 2000, p. 10). Reflection on the lesson combined with the wish to be seen as successful 
led to Kay trying out new tasks with the students. Reflection on the outcomes of these tasks 
provided her with an opportunity to discuss both the difficulties with the original lesson and 
the success of the following lesson. 

The focus of the professional development was on writing in mathematics. The complexity 
that Kay encountered when trying to support her students through modelling and 
scaffolding how to interpret and produce word problems made her reflect more generally 

  

Figure 7. Children’s solutions to the chicken problems 
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about mathematics and language learning. 

As I work with this group more, it’s sort of like Pandora’s box, just as you think of 
what I need to teach them, then that leads into other things they don’t know and in 
order to teach them that and there’s another. It’s like unpacking a suitcase. (29 
September 2009) 

Thus the reflection that Kay engaged in about the trialling of the tasks was complicated. Her 
assumptions about the different aspects of writing and interpreting word problems were 
tested regularly as she found that the students had not noticed the importance of some term 
or expression and therefore were unable to use them meaningfully to make sense of what 
they were doing. This often forced her to reconsider what aspects of the word problems she 
should work on with the students. 

The four factors operated together to affect what she reflected on and the outcomes of the 
reflection. Sometimes the reflection made her focus on specific incidents, where her need to 
be seen as a good teacher clashed with her aim for the students to be successful. If the aim for 
the students to be successful was at the fore, then suggestions from the PD were considered 
in regard to how the previous lesson could be improved. On the other hand, if the need to be 
seen a good teacher could not be achieved easily when discussing the results of an activity, 
then the students tended to be blamed and it was difficult for alternative practices to be 
suggested by us, as the facilitators, or to be adopted by her into the new lessons. However, 
Kay’s reflection would sometimes give her a broader understanding about the 
teaching/learning of how to write and interpret word problems. When this happened the 
factors seemed to align in a positive manner. This then provided her with opportunities to 
take more risks with her teaching and not always expect students to experience immediate 
success. 

 

CONCLUSION 

In this case study, we investigated how one teacher, Kay, perceived her participation in a 
short PD programme. From Kay’s narratives, it was possible to see how she reflected on the 
trialling of different tasks through the four factors of: her beliefs about the need for children 
to be successful; the suggestions offered for alternative actions by the professional 
development facilitators; the responses of the students to the activities; and her positioning 
of herself as a good teacher. As the PD facilitators, an understanding of Kay’s reflections 
gave insights into why some of our suggestions were not adopted in regard to providing 
students with better opportunities to improve their writing and interpreting of mathematical 
problems.    

Recognising the role of language in mathematics learning requires knowledge about how 
children learn to listen, speak, read and write mathematics (Meaney, 2006; Meaney et al., 
2012). Although many of the teachers at this school considered that the students’ poor 
literacy results meant that asking them to write in mathematics was not possible, Kay’s work 
with the students suggests that both mathematics and literacy understanding can be 
improved when students engage in tasks that are meaningful for them. Kay found that 
accepting the complexity of “unpacking the suitcase” required her to deal with more than 
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one aspect of the students’ learning at a time. Assuming that students had fluency in regard 
to one aspect of interpreting and writing word problems led Kay to become aware that 
students struggled with at least one other aspect that was important for solving word 
problems. Dealing with this complexity made her to some degree re-think what was 
involved in the teaching and learning of word problems. 

From our perspective as PD facilitators, the research indicated that it might have been useful 
both to Kay and the other teachers in the project, if examples of difficulties were discussed in 
relationship to mismatches with the MRA model. For example, the circumstances in which 
Kay assumed the students were fluent when in fact they did not show they had even noticed 
essential aspects could have provided Kay with possibilities for re-structuring the activities 
during the lesson. This may have provided her with increased reflection possibilities.  

Taking a broader perspective, there will always be teachers, like Kay, who because of a range 
of factors interacting together, may not produce the improvement in student results that 
large scale professional development often promises. Kay’s status as a casual teacher who 
relied on being able to show that the students were increasing their possibilities for 
improved test results affected how she could interact with others. Yet, in countries such as 
Australia, funding specifically provided to improve students test results, generally goes to 
employing teachers on short-term contracts. Such teachers have reduce opportunities to 
indicate openly that they struggle with aspects of their teaching. In Kay’s case, the 
complexity of the language issues connected to mathematical learning did seem to support 
deep reflection, even if she rarely discussed all aspects of that reflection in the group. The 
outcomes of this deeper reflection led to her trialling a variety of activities and reflecting on 
what was helpful about them for supporting students’ learning.  

This small study describes some interesting results, especially about how teachers who are 
often given the responsibility to raise students’ test scores but who are not permanent staff 
need to situate themselves as good teachers. As was the case with Kay, this may make it 
difficult for teachers to take on PD suggestions about how to support students’ mathematical 
learning. Further research could contribute to identifying how using models such as MRA 
can provide discussion starters for reflection on why students are only sometimes successful 
with learning how to use mathematical language. Although the MRA was the foundation for 
this PD project, it was not used explicitly to discuss why activities were successful or not. 
Further work should consider how this model could be used to raise discussions above 
individual experiences to reflect at a meta level about students learning of mathematical 
language. 

 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 

Funding for this project was provided by Charles Sturt University. Marianne Thurling 
provided valuable assistance in the implementation of the project and in the initial analysis 
of the data. 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 

EURASIA J Math Sci and Tech Ed 

4139 

REFERENCES 

Carpenter, T. P., Blanton, M. L., Cobb, P., Franke, M. L., Kaput, J., & McClain, K. (2004). Scaling up 
innovative practices in mathematics and science. Madison, WI: National Center for Improving 
Student Learning and Achievement in Mathematics and Science.  

Clandinin, D. J., Pushor, D., & Orr, A. M. (2007). Navigating sites for narrative inquiry. Journal of 
Teacher Education, 58(1), 21–35. doi: 10.1177/0022487106296218. 

Clarke, D. J., & Hollingsworth, H. (2002). Elaboration a model of teacher professional growth. Teaching 
and Teacher Education, 18, 947–967.  

Coburn, C. E. (2003). Rethinking scale: Moving beyond numbers to deep and lasting change. 
Educational Researcher, 32(6), 3–12.  

Coburn, C. E., Russell, J. L., Kaufman, J. H., & Stein, M. K. (2012). Supporting sustainability: Teachers’ 
advice networks and ambitious instructional reform. American Journal of Education, 119(1), 137–
182. doi: 10.1086/667699. Available from: http://www.jstor.org/stable/10.1086/667699 

Cohen, L., Manion, L., & Morrison, K. (2000). Research methods in education (5th ed.). London: 
Routledge.  

Connelly, F. M., & Clandinin, D. J. (2006). Narrative inquiry. In J. L. Green, G. Camilli & P. B. Elmore 
(Eds.), Handbook of complementory methods in education research (pp. 477-487). Mahwah, NJ: 
Lawrence Erlbaum. 

Day, C. (1993). Reflection: A necessary but not sufficient condition for professional development. 
British Educational Research Journal, 19(1), 83–93.   

Day, C. (1999). Professional development and reflective practice: Purposes, processes and 
partnerships. Pedagogy, Culture & Society, 7(2), 221–233. doi: 10.1080/14681366.1999.11090864. 

Flores, A. (2007). Examining disparaties in mathematics education: Achievement gap or opportunity 
gap? The High School Journal, 91(1), 29–42.  

Guskey, T. R. (2002). Professional development and teacher change. Teachers and Teaching: theory and 
practice, 8(3/4), 381–391. doi: 10.1080/13540600210000051 2. 

Halliday, M. A. K. (1978). Language as social semiotic. London: Edward Arnold.  

Hardy, I., & Rönnermann, K. (2011). The value and valuing of continuing professional development: 
current dilemmas, future directions and the case for action research. Cambridge Journal of 
Education, 41(4), 461–472.  

Higgins, J., & Bonne, L. (2011). The challenge of sustaining and scaling up teacher professional 
learning and development in mathematics. Mathematics Teacher Education and Development, 
13(1), 1–5.  

Hitchcock, G., & Hughes, D. (1995). Research and the teacher (2nd ed.). London: Routledge.  

Horn, I. S., & Little, J. W. (2009). Attending to problems of practice: Routines and Resources for 
professional learning in teachers' workplace interactions. American Educational Research 
Journal, 47(1), 181–217. doi: 10.3102/0002831209345158. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
T. Lange & T. Meaney / Supporting Children to Read and Write in Mathematics 

4140 

Jackson, K., & Gibbons, L. (2014). Accounting for how practitioners frame a common problem of practice - 
students' struggle in mathematics. Paper presented at National Council of Teachers of 
Mathematics Research Conference, New Orleans, LA, 2014 

Jorgensen, R. (2015). Language, culture and access to mathematics: a case of one remote Aboriginal 
community. Intercultural Education, 26(4), 313–325. doi: 10.1080/14675986.2015.1072302. 

Joubert, M., Back, J., De Geest, E., Hirst, C., & Sutherland, R. (2010). Professional development for 
teachers of mathematics: opportunities and change. In V. Durand-Guerrier, S. Soury-Lavergne 
& F. Arzarello (Eds). Proceedings of the Sixth Congress of the European Society for Research in 
Mathematics Education. January 28th-February 1st 2009, Lyon (France) (pp. 1761–1770). Lyon: 
Institut National de Recherche Pédagogique. Available from: http://www.mathematik.uni-
dortmund.de/~erme/index.php?slab=proceedings. 

Joubert, M., & Sutherland, R. (2009). A perspective on the literature: CPD for teachers of mathematics. 
National Centre for Excellence in the Teaching of Mathematics. Available from: 
https://www.ncetm.org.uk/files/387553/RECME_Literature_Review.pdf 

Lange, T., & Meaney, T. (2012). Digital technologies and developing mathematical understanding. In 
G. H. Gunnardottír, F. Hreinsdóttir, G. Pálsdóttir, M. S. Hannula, M. Hannula-Sormunen, E. 
Jablonka, U. T. Jankvist, A. Ryve, P. Valero & K. Wæge (Eds.), Proceedings of Norma 11 The 
Sixth Nordic Conference on Mathematics Education in Reykjavik, May 11.-14.2011 (pp. 413–423). 
Reykjavik: University of Iceland Press. 

Lange, T., & Meaney, T. (2013). Professional development facilitators: Reflecting on our practice. 
Professional development in education, 39(4), 531–549. doi: 10.1080/19415257.2013.796292. 

Meaney, T. (2004). What's power got to do with it? In M. A. Walshaw (Ed.), Mathematics education 
within the postmodern (pp. 181–200). Greenwich, CT: Information Age Publishers. 

Meaney, T. (2005). Mathematics as text. In A. Cronaki & I. M. Christiansen (Eds.), Challenging 
perspectives in mathematics classroom communication (pp. 109–141). Westport, CT: Information 
Age. 

Meaney, T. (2006). Mathematics register acquisition. set, (3), 39-43.  

Meaney, T., Trinick, T., & Fairhall, U. (2012). Collaborating to meet language challenges in Indigenous 
mathematics classroosm. New York: Springer.  

Mushin, I., Gardner, R., & Munro, J. M. (2013). Language matters in demonstrations of understanding 
in early years mathematics assessment. Mathematics Education Research Journal, 25(3), 415–433. 
doi: 10.1007/s13394-013-0077-4. 

Pitsoe, V., & Maila, M. (2013). Re-thinking teacher professional development through Schön's 
reflective practice and situated learning lenses. Mediterranean Journal of Social Sciences, 4(3), 
211–218. doi: 10.5901/mjss.2013.v4n3p211. 

Prediger, S., & Krägeloh, N. (2016). "x-arbitrary means any number, but you do not know which one": 
The epistemic role of languages while constructing meaning for the variable as generalizers. 
In A. Halai & P. Clarkson (Eds.), Teaching and learning mathematics in multicultural classrooms: 
Issues for policy, practice and teacher education (pp. 89–108). Rotterdam: Sense Publishers. 

http://www.mathematik.uni-dortmund.de/~erme/index.php?slab=proceedings
http://www.mathematik.uni-dortmund.de/~erme/index.php?slab=proceedings
https://www.ncetm.org.uk/files/387553/RECME_Literature_Review.pdf


 
 
 
 
 
 

EURASIA J Math Sci and Tech Ed 

4141 

Putnam, R. T., & Borko, H. (2000). What do new views of knowledge and thinking have to say about 
research on teacher learning? Educational Researcher, 29(1), 4–15. Available from: 
http://www.jstor.org/stable/1176586 

Silver, E. A., & Cai, J. (1996). An analysis of arithmetic problem posing by middle school students. 
Journal for Research in Mathematics Education, 27(5), 521-539. doi: 10.2307/749846. 

Svensson, P., Meaney, T., & Norén, E. (2014). Immigrant students' perceptions of their possibilities to 
learn mathematics: The case of homework. For the Learning of Mathematics, 34(3), 32–37.  

Timperley, H., Wilson, A., Barrar, H., & Fung, I. (2007). Best evidence synthesis: Teacher professional 
development. Wellington: New Zealand Ministry of Education.  

van Es, E. A., Tunney, J., Goldsmith, L. T., & Seago, N. (2014). A framework for the facilitation of 
teachers' analysis of video. Journal of Teacher Education, 65(4), 340–356. doi: 
10.1177/0022487114534266. 

 

 

http://www.ejmste.com  

 

 

http://www.jstor.org/stable/1176586
http://www.ejmste.com/

