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Abstract

Using student mathematical thinking during instruction is valued by the mathematics
education community, yet practices surrounding such use remain difficult for teachers to
enact well, particularly in the moment during whole-class instruction. Teachers’ orienta-
tions—their beliefs, values, and preferences—influence their actions, so one important
aspect of understanding teachers’ use of student thinking as a resource is understanding
their related orientations. To that end, the purpose of this study is to characterize teachers’
orientations toward using student mathematical thinking as a resource during whole-class
instruction. We analyzed a collection of 173 thinking-as-a-resource orientations inferred
from scenario-based interviews conducted with 13 teachers. The potential of each orienta-
tion to support the development of the practice of productively using student mathematical
thinking was classified by considering each orientation’s relationship to three frameworks
related to recognizing and leveraging high-potential instances of student mathematical
thinking. After discussing orientations with different levels of potential, we consider the
cases of two teachers to illustrate how a particular collection of thinking-as-a-resource ori-
entations could support or hinder a teacher’s development of the practice of building on
student thinking. The work contributes to the field’s understanding of why particular ori-
entations might have more or less potential to support teachers’ development of particular
teaching practices. It could also be used as a model for analyzing different collections of
orientations and could support mathematics teacher educators by allowing them to better
tailor their work to meet teachers’ specific needs.
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Using student mathematical thinking during instruction has been valued and widely dis-
cussed in the mathematics education community for over 25 years (e.g., National Council
of Teachers of Mathematics 1989, 2000, 2014), yet practices surrounding such use remain
difficult for teachers to enact well, particularly in the moment during whole-class instruc-
tion (Peterson and Leatham 2009; Scherrer and Stein 2013). To begin to address the chal-
lenge of helping teachers develop their in-the-moment use of student mathematical think-
ing, the field must develop its understanding of both how teachers use student thinking
during their instruction and why they use it in those ways. Although the field has begun
to develop an understanding of the how (e.g., Lineback 2015), less is known about the
why. Understanding teachers’ reasons for using student mathematical thinking in particular
ways could assist researchers and teacher educators in being more responsive to teachers
in efforts to support them in enhancing their teaching practice. To that end, the purpose
of this study was to characterize teachers’ orientations toward using student mathematical
thinking as a resource during whole-class instruction.

Conceptualization of orientations

Informed by the orientation and resource components of Schoenfeld’s (2011) theory
of goal-oriented decision making, we focus on teachers’ orientations—their “disposi-
tions, beliefs, values, tastes and preferences” (p. 29)—toward using student thinking as a
resource to support instruction. We view orientations as “dispositions to actions” (Rokeach
1968, p. 113), meaning that orientations inform how teachers perceive, interpret and react
to the classroom environment (Leatham 2006). Thus, one important aspect of understand-
ing teachers’ actions is understanding the orientations that influence those actions.

We recognize, however, that teachers may not be explicitly aware of their orientations
(Leatham 2006), meaning that one cannot simply ask a teacher to describe their orienta-
tions and expect to receive a complete account. Rather, orientations must be inferred using
other means, such as through observing a teacher’s practice or by putting teachers in a con-
text where they reflect on their practice. In drawing such inferences, we take the perspec-
tive that decisions about using student thinking must always be viewed as sensible to the
teacher enacting (or proposing) the response (Leatham 2006). Other researchers posit simi-
lar perspectives. Simon and Tzur (1999), for example, discussed developing an account of
a teacher’s practice that “portrays the reasonableness of all the teacher’s observed actions”
(p. 255). Similarly, Herbst and Chazan (2012) used the term practical rationality to explain
the sensibleness of teachers’ actions based on factors such as their dispositions, “obliga-
tions to the mathematics teaching profession” (p. 611), and accepted norms of classroom
activity. Thus, we see the process of inferring orientations as a process of making sense of
teachers’ actions and their reasons for those actions.

Conceptualization of student thinking as a resource

Given our focus on exploring teachers’ orientations toward using student mathematical
thinking as a resource during whole-class instruction (subsequently referred to as think-
ing-as-a-resource orientations), we describe how we conceptualize student thinking as
a resource during instruction. We see student thinking as a critical resource for enacting
ambitious teaching practices (Lampert et al. 2013). Our work focuses on a critical subset
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of these practices that encompasses productively using student mathematical thinking as
a resource during whole-class instruction. This subset of practices includes noticing stu-
dents’ mathematics (Jacobs et al. 2010) and responding in productive ways (Stockero et al.
2017).

In order to better understand this subset of ambitious teaching practices, we conceptu-
alized teachable moments—high-potential instances of student thinking that, if made the
object of consideration by the class, could help students better understand important math-
ematical ideas. We refer to these instances as MOSTs—Mathematically Significant Peda-
gogical Opportunities to Build on Student Thinking (Leatham et al. 2015); we refer to the
practice of taking advantage of MOSTs as building (Van Zoest et al. 2016). In the follow-
ing paragraphs, we describe these theoretical constructs and the principles that, together,
form the underpinnings of the study at hand.

As elaborated elsewhere (Van Zoest et al. 2016), our conception of productive use of
student thinking as a resource during instruction is based on core principles of quality
mathematics instruction that we distilled from current research and calls for reform (e.g.,
NCTM 2014): (a) students’ mathematics is at the forefront (Mathematics Principle); (b)
students are positioned as legitimate mathematical thinkers (Legitimacy Principle); (c) stu-
dents are engaged in sense making (Sense Making Principle); and (d) students are work-
ing collaboratively (Collaboration Principle). Throughout this study, we viewed teachers’
thinking-as-a-resource orientations through the lens of these Core Principles.

As we have described elsewhere in greater detail (Leatham et al. 2015), MOSTs occur at
the intersection of three critical characteristics of classroom instances: student mathemati-
cal thinking, significant mathematics, and pedagogical opportunity. For each characteristic,
two criteria determine whether an instance of student thinking embodies that characteristic.
For student mathematical thinking, the criteria are: “(a) one can observe student action that
provides sufficient evidence to make reasonable inferences about student mathematics and
(b) one can articulate a mathematical idea that is closely related to the student mathemat-
ics of the instance—what we call a mathematical point” (Leatham et al. 2015, p. 92). The
criteria for significant mathematics are: “(a) the mathematical point is appropriate for the
mathematical development level of the students and (b) the mathematical point is central
to mathematical goals for their learning” (p. 96). Finally, “an instance embodies a peda-
gogical opportunity when it meets two key criteria: (a) the student thinking of the instance
creates an opening to build on that thinking toward the mathematical point of the instance
and (b) the timing is right to take advantage of the opening at the moment the thinking
surfaces during the lesson” (p. 99). The six MOST Criteria are considered linearly and an
instance of student mathematical thinking is classified according to the last criterion it sat-
isfies (student mathematics, mathematical point, appropriate, central, opening, and timing).
Those instances that appear mathematical, but for which the student mathematics cannot
be inferred, are designated cannot infer (CNI). When an instance satisfies all six criteria, it
embodies the three requisite characteristics and is a MOST.

Applying the Core Principles of quality mathematics instruction to our vision of taking
advantage of MOSTs led to a definition of the practice of building on student mathemati-
cal thinking. We define building as making an instance of student mathematical thinking
“the object of consideration by the class in order to engage the class in making sense of
that thinking to better understand an important mathematical idea” (Van Zoest et al. 2017,
p- 36). An enactment of the practice of building aligns with all four Core Principles: (a)
student mathematics is at the forefront (Mathematics Principle) given the focus on bet-
ter understanding an important instance of student mathematical thinking; (b) students
are positioned as legitimate mathematical thinkers (Legitimacy Principle) as it is their
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mathematical thinking that is both the object of consideration and the substance of the
class discussion; (c) students are engaged in sense making (Sense Making Principle) as
they unpack each other’s ideas; and (d) students are working collaboratively (Collaboration
Principle) in this whole-class discussion.

We further conceptualize four building subpractices associated with productively enact-
ing the practice of building (Van Zoest et al. 2016). The first subpractice is to make precise
the student mathematics of the MOST so that what students are meant to consider is clear.
The second subpractice, the grapple toss, turns the student mathematical thinking over to
the class with parameters that put them in a sense-making situation. The third subprac-
tice involves orchestrating a whole-class discussion in which students collaboratively make
sense of the object of consideration, the MOST. The fourth subpractice is to facilitate the
extraction and articulation of the important mathematical idea from the discussion; that is,
to make explicit that idea.

As can be seen in our descriptions of the Core Principles and the associated conceptu-
alizations of MOSTs and the practice of building on MOSTs, we see student mathemati-
cal thinking as a valuable resource during whole-class instruction—a resource that is both
mathematically rich and pedagogically potent. We also see mathematics teacher education
as an enterprise that endeavors both to develop teachers’ knowledge of effective teach-
ing practices and to provide experiences that confront orientations that would potentially
hinder effective teaching practice and, conversely, that strengthen orientations that would
potentially support effective practice (Leatham 2006; NCTM 2014).

Literature review

We found no research reporting specifically on teachers’ thinking-as-a-resource orienta-
tions. Across the literature, however, within the context of studies on mathematics teach-
ers’ beliefs, we did find evidence of such orientations. The thinking-as-a-resource orienta-
tions inferred from the literature broadly fall under three themes: (a) student mathematical
capability, (b) student thinking informing instruction, and (c) the utility of student errors in
instruction. Within our discussion of each theme, we contrast orientations that potentially
support effective teaching practices with those that potentially hinder such practices, and
thus would also potentially support or hinder the development of such practices.'

Orientations toward student mathematical capability

Teacher orientations toward student mathematical capability fall on a continuum from
those with potential to support effective teaching by recognizing students as legitimate
mathematical thinkers to those that would potentially hinder effective teaching by not rec-
ognizing them as such. Some teachers see students as capable of engaging with mathemati-
cal ideas (Beswick 2007; Cross 2009; Schleppenbach et al. 2007), talking about mathemat-
ics, and teaching one another (Lloyd 2005), while others do not see students as capable
of such engagement with mathematical ideas (Bray 2011). Although some teachers view

! Because of the logical connection we are making between potential to support or hinder teaching prac-
tices and potential to support or hinder the development of such practices, from here on we use “potential to
support the practice” and “potential to support the development of the practice” interchangeably.
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students as capable of solving mathematical problems without prior instruction (Vacc and
Bright 1999), others believe students’ thinking processes must be highly scaffolded in
order to “send kids off on appropriate paths, not just let them wander through the mine-
field” (Beswick 2007, p. 111). Teachers with orientations similar to the latter often doubt
whether students are capable of solving mathematical problems on their own or should be
allowed to use their own strategies (Vacc and Bright 1999), with some believing that stu-
dents may not be able to face new problem situations without prior explanations to equip
them with the specific skills for those situations (Aguirre and Speer 1999).

Orientations toward student thinking informing instruction

The literature also reveals teacher orientations related to how student thinking should
inform instructional decisions. Like orientations toward students’ mathematical capabili-
ties, these orientations also fall on a continuum, varying from teachers who believe in tap-
ping into student thinking as it surfaces in the moment (thus potentially supporting effec-
tive teaching practice) to those for whom emerging student thinking in the classroom has
limited impact on their planned lessons (thus potentially hindering effective teaching prac-
tice). Beswick (2007) described a teacher who believes that it is important to take up stu-
dent thinking in the moment: “If... kids come up with a ‘what if* idea or ‘I wonder what
happens if we do this’, then I'd absolutely grab it all the time” (p. 105). In addition, this
teacher believed that student ideas have potential that may go unnoticed unless there is a
deliberate effort to clarify and interpret student responses:

If you just listen to their words, because they haven’t got the language and they
haven’t got the background... it’s easy to dismiss stuff as ludicrous, but if you got
a culture where you can sit and try to tease it out and explain it, often they come up
with amazing sorts of things (p. 106).

The description of this teacher seems to suggest an orientation that positions student think-
ing as a valuable resource to be used during instruction to support the development of
mathematical ideas. More recently, this kind of positioning of student thinking was also
identified by Lee and Cross Francis (2018), as reflected in teachers’ comments about their
objectives for using student thinking such as, “starting with where they understand to build
on what students understand” (p. 122).

A similar orientation that would likely support leveraging the potential in student think-
ing during instruction is a belief in encouraging students to engage in sense-making activi-
ties in order to facilitate their learning (Cross 2009). Consistent with this orientation is a
belief that students learn through discussing and explaining ideas to each other and, there-
fore, that working collaboratively supports their construction of knowledge (Aguirre and
Speer 1999). A similar belief is reported in Bray (2011)—that students can make produc-
tive contributions to one another’s ideas, so whole-class discussions should be deliberately
structured to allow students to comment on their peers’ ideas. These orientations seem to
position student mathematical thinking at the forefront of instructional decision making.

The literature also reveals teacher views that reflect a diminished role of student math-
ematical thinking in making instructional decisions. Examples of such views are high-
lighted in Stockero (2013), where teachers were found to focus on students’ more general
needs rather than their mathematical thinking and on how student thinking aligns with the
teacher’s expectations. Similarly, Lloyd (2005) described a teacher who seemed to value
student thinking in general and was excited that students were talking about mathematics.
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The teacher also believed, however, that mathematics is something to be explained and
that students do not need to grapple with and respond to one another’s unanticipated ideas.
These latter beliefs would potentially limit the ways this teacher leveraged student think-
ing during instruction. In this case, the role of student thinking in instructional decisions
is restricted by orientations that position the teacher as the provider of knowledge and stu-
dents as recipients of that knowledge. Such a restrictive view of how student thinking may
be applied in instruction is also described by Cross (2009), who described one teacher’s
belief as “students learn mathematics best through demonstration and practice” (p. 334).
Another orientation consistent with a view of teacher as knowledge provider is highlighted
by Aguirre and Speer (1999) in their description of a teacher who believes students can
only learn when the teacher explains things thoroughly. Teachers with beliefs that reflect
a diminished role of student mathematical thinking often use student thinking to inform
instructional decisions only in a limited way, and tend to stick to their lesson plans regard-
less of the student thinking that emerges, making little effort to clarify and interpret that
thinking (Vacc and Bright 1999).

Orientations toward the utility of student errors in instruction

A third substantial subset of orientations related to how student thinking informs instruc-
tional decisions consists of orientations related to the use of student errors. Teacher ori-
entations toward student errors vary from views of student errors as useful for furthering
learning and thus something that should be elicited, to views of student errors as having
potential to impede learning and thus something that should be avoided. Researchers, how-
ever, have argued that errors can be useful in fostering learning (e.g., Borasi 1994; Kazemi
and Stipek 2001) because bumping into errors engages students in the process of equilibra-
tion that is fundamental to the development of knowledge (Piaget 1964).

Errors are viewed by some teachers as useful in providing them with information about
where students may need support in developing an understanding of mathematical ideas
(Schleppenbach et al. 2007). Beyond viewing errors as formative assessment, other teach-
ers view them as learning opportunities both for the student who made the error and for
the class (Bray 2011). Some teachers who believe in the usefulness of errors are oriented
toward making errors public by being intentional about eliciting problematic student think-
ing (Bray 2011; Schleppenbach et al. 2007) and providing opportunities for students to
consider the validity of those ideas (Schleppenbach et al. 2007).

On the opposite end of the spectrum of orientations related to student errors are ori-
entations that limit opportunities for students to consider such errors, and thus limit their
opportunities to better understand the important mathematics that often underlies an error.
For example, Bray (2011) described a teacher who values tightly controlled discussion
that limits opportunities for other students in the class to contribute to the discussion of
an error. Other limiting orientations are those that involve the teacher responding to errors
with evaluative statements or quickly correcting the error by providing a brief explanation
(Schleppenbach et al. 2007). As one teacher stated, “Not only tell them that they are wrong
but tell them why they are wrong and to help them find their mistakes and correct them”
(Cross 2009, p. 334). Yet other orientations view errors as something to be avoided, with
some teachers preferring to focus on correct student reasoning rather than incorrect reason-
ing (Lee and Cross Francis 2018). Other teachers believe that confronting errors can hurt
students’ feelings (Bray 2011) or embarrass students (Lee and Cross Francis 2018), while
still others see errors as likely to impede students’ learning of new content and thus hold
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the orientation that “incorrect solutions should be intercepted” (Aguirre and Speer 1999,
p- 339).

Summary

We drew from the literature on mathematics teacher beliefs to paint a picture of what is
currently known about teachers’ thinking-as-a-resource orientations. Although we have
some understanding of teachers’ orientations toward students’ mathematical capabilities
and the usefulness of their thinking (primarily of their incorrect thinking) during instruc-
tion, the picture at this point is incomplete. This paper begins to provide a more complete
picture by explicitly seeking to infer teachers’ thinking-as-a-resource orientations and by
analyzing these orientations according to their potential to support or hinder teachers’ pro-
ductive use of student thinking.

Methodology

In previous work (e.g., Peterson and Leatham 2009; Stockero and Van Zoest 2013), we
have used classroom observations and video recordings of instruction to explore teach-
ers’ responses to student ideas. These methodologies, however, proved problematic in our
efforts to infer teachers’ thinking-as-a-resource orientations because of the difficulty in
making comparisons among the practices of teachers who are teaching different content, in
different contexts, with different student responses, and thus, have different opportunities to
use student ideas. To provide a mechanism for better understanding how different teachers
respond to student mathematical thinking in similar situations, we developed a scenario-
based interview (Scenario Interview) as a tool for prompting teachers’ reflection on their
use of student thinking and inferring the orientations (Schoenfeld 2011) that underlie this
use.? In the sections that follow, we describe the Scenario Interview and then our approach
to inferring and characterizing teachers’ thinking-as-a-resource orientations.

The Scenario Interview

The Scenario Interview was created to provide evidence of how a teacher thinks about
using student thinking during instruction and to infer the teacher’s orientations in the con-
text of using student thinking. In the current analysis, we used Scenario Interview data to
focus specifically on teachers’ thinking-as-a-resource orientations.

During the Scenario Interview the teacher is presented with statements from eight indi-
vidual students—four each from an algebra and a geometry context—that represent a range
of instances of student thinking that satisfy different sets of MOST Ceriteria, including state-
ments in which the student mathematics cannot be inferred, those that are mathematically
significant but have poor pedagogical timing, and those that are MOSTs. (See “Appendix
1” for all eight scenarios instances, their contexts, and MOST classifications.) Each stu-
dent statement and a description of what happened in the classroom immediately preceding

2 We acknowledge that no single instrument would provide sufficient data to infer a teacher’s entire set of
orientations. We also acknowledge that observation data and reflection data both have affordances and con-
straints when inferring orientations.
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the statement was developed based on instances that the research team had observed in
classrooms. During the interview, the interviewee is situated as the teacher and is asked to
describe what they might do next were the student statement to occur during whole-class
discussion in their mathematics classroom. Although normally a classroom teacher would
know the context of the situation in which the student thinking occurred (e.g., the task
that students are working on, what prompted the student statement), the Scenario Inter-
view initially does not reveal to the interviewee any contextual information. After being
presented with an instance of student thinking, the teacher is given an opportunity to ask
questions about the context. These questions offer insight into possible orientations that
underlie their decisions about how to respond to student thinking. The interview then pro-
vides five more opportunities for the teacher to reveal their orientations by asking them
to: (1) describe what they would do immediately after the student’s statement was made,
(2) explain why they would respond in that way, (3) articulate any assumptions they were
making that informed their decision, (4) explain their reason for wanting to know the con-
textual information they asked about, and (5) describe whether their response to the student
thinking would have been different had they known particular contextual information (pro-
vided to all interviewees if not heretofore requested).

Video recorded interviews were conducted with a convenience sample of 43 secondary
school mathematics teachers from several sites across the USA. Initially ten teachers’ inter-
views were chosen for analysis to provide a spectrum of types of use of student thinking—
from very teacher-centered uses like explaining the student’s idea, to very student-centered
uses like engaging students in a discussion of ideas that have been shared. This selection
of these ten teachers was based on the researchers’ knowledge of the teachers’ classroom
practice and initial impressions from having conducted the interviews. Following the initial
analysis of ten teachers, we found that we had not identified very many orientations at the
“upper end” of the orientation range. Thus, three additional teachers were added to the
data set. These teachers were chosen because, based on the researchers’ observations of
their teaching and their responses during the interview itself, they were thought to have
the potential to flesh out the upper end of the spectrum of orientations. The added collec-
tion of inferred orientations did not significantly alter the overall range of orientations, but
did contribute to our data by adding more examples of orientations at the upper end of the
spectrum.

Analysis
Identifying orientations

The 13 interview videos were transcribed and the conversations broken down into teacher
responses (an entire answer to an interview question, 1041 in total), which made up the
initial unit of analysis. Using the video analysis tool Studiocode© (SportsTec 1997-2015),
at least three members of the research group individually analyzed each teacher response
to determine whether it included evidence of any potential thinking-as-a-resource orienta-
tions and, if so, wrote a statement capturing each potential orientation. The researchers
then compared and discussed their statements, and came to an agreement on what poten-
tial orientation(s) each teacher response revealed. This analysis resulted in 451 instances
that provided evidence of potential thinking-as-a-resource orientations. The complete col-
lection of potential orientations identified from a particular teacher’s responses was then
sorted to identify themes that emerged. For example, three interview responses from one
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teacher included evidence that the teacher believed that it is important for students to have
an opportunity to think about mathematics. This evidence included the statements, “I’'m
thinking I still have a lot of kids in the classroom who have not had a chance to resolve the
dilemma between these two [solutions] and actually work through another problem.... I
want every student in the classroom to have a chance to look through it and go, ‘How am
I going to process this?”” and “But I still want the rest of the kids to have some think time
before he gets to justify his reasoning.” The three responses together provided corrobo-
rating evidence that this teacher values student mathematical thinking and actively culti-
vates such thinking. Since having student thinking to work with is a necessary prerequisite
to using student thinking as a resource, we thus inferred that the teacher had the follow-
ing thinking-as-a-resource orientation: it is important for students to have an opportunity
to think about mathematical work. This analysis of potential orientations resulted in 173
inferred thinking-as-a-resource orientations.

Alignment of orientations and frameworks

For the next phase of analysis, we anonymized the inferred orientations and took them
as the unit of analysis. We then identified each orientation’s potential or lack thereof for
supporting the practice of building on student thinking and thus for supporting teachers’
development of this practice.

We carried out this analysis by identifying how each previously identified orientation
related to the following building-related constructs from our theoretical framework: (a) the
principles underlying productive use of MOSTs (Core Principles), (b) the six MOST crite-
ria (MOST Criteria), and (c) the subpractices of the practice of building on MOSTs (Build-
ing Subpractices). Table 1 summarizes the building-related constructs and their related
codes and includes the key question asked and potential evidence looked for to determine
whether an orientation aligned with a particular construct-related code; that is, whether a
rational and reasonable teacher response motivated by the orientation would enact or sat-
isfy a particular principle, criterion, or subpractice. Consistent with our perspective that
teachers’ responses are always sensible to the teacher enacting the response, this analysis
involved inferring how a teacher would reasonably respond to an instance of student think-
ing given that they held a specific orientation. In particular, we used the following logic
to determine alignment: Assume a MOST is on the table and that a particular orientation
was to motivate a teacher’s action in response to that thinking. What teacher action would
be rational and reasonable and how would that response be related to the Core Principles,
MOST Criteria and Building Subpractices? Additional details about these analyses are
given in the paragraphs that follow; a summary of the alignments to the building-related
constructs that were inferred for a subset of the orientations can be found in “Appendix 2”.

For each orientation, we began by inferring how it related to the Core Principles. (See
Table 1 and “Appendix 2”.) For example, consider the inferred orientation, it is valuable
for students to see and hear other students’ mathematical explanations. Were this orienta-
tion to be the driving force behind this teacher’s response to an instance of student thinking
that is a MOST (in this case, a student’s mathematical explanation), it would be rational
and reasonable that they would allow other students to consider the explanation. Because
this response would allow the MOST to be considered by members of the class and to be
available as an object of discussion, this orientation is aligned with the Mathematics Prin-
ciple. It also aligns with the Legitimacy Principle because the response, allowing students
to see and hear other’s explanations, would position students as capable of thinking about
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those shared ideas. Additionally, the response would provide a context for students to work
together to make sense of the explanations; thus, the orientation aligns with the Collabora-
tion Principle. As a second example, consider the orientation, the teacher should respond
to student thinking by explaining, showing, using examples, and demonstrating mathemati-
cal ideas to students. Were this orientation to be what motivated this teacher’s response
to a MOST, it would be reasonable that the teacher would explain their own understand-
ing of the given mathematics, placing their mathematics rather than the student’s at the
forefront; thus, the response would misalign with the Mathematics Principle. The response
would also be misaligned with the Legitimacy and Sense Making Principles because the
response—explaining mathematical ideas to students—would not position the students as
legitimate thinkers who are capable of directly engaging in making sense of the mathemat-
ics of the MOST. Rather, the students would likely be positioned as passive recipients of
the teacher’s thinking about the student contribution.

Next we inferred how the orientation related to the MOST Ceriteria. (See Table 1 and
“Appendix 2”.) We provide several examples to illustrate our analysis of the alignment
between orientations and the MOST Ceriteria. First consider the orientation, it is important
for the teacher to make sense of student thinking, both to avoid making wrong assumptions
about it and also to know how best to respond to it. Were this orientation to be the driv-
ing force behind this teacher’s response to a MOST, the rational and reasonable teacher
action would be to ask clarifying questions if they were unable to fully make sense of the
student’s contribution. This response would support the teacher in considering the Student
Mathematics (SM) Criterion, since they would be focused on figuring out what the student
is trying to say, which is exactly what is necessary to infer the student mathematics of an
instance. Now consider another orientation, it is more important for students to understand
the underlying logic and big ideas in mathematics than to memorize procedures. Were
this orientation to motivate the teacher’s response to a MOST, it would be reasonable that
the teacher would take the time to consider what key mathematical ideas are most closely
related to the student thinking. This consideration would support the teacher in articulat-
ing the mathematical point of the instance of student thinking, thus the orientation aligns
with the Mathematical Point (MP) Criterion. Finally, consider the orientation, the goals of
a lesson are important in guiding a teacher’s decisions related to using student thinking.
Were this orientation to underlie a teacher’s response, it would be rational and reasonable
for the teacher to focus on determining whether an instance of student thinking contains
mathematics that is central to students’ learning—that is, whether incorporating the student
thinking into the lesson would help the teacher meet their learning goals. Thus, this ori-
entation would potentially support the teacher in considering the Central Criterion, which
focuses on whether an instance is aligned with learning goals for students in the class. By
contrast, analysis revealed some orientations that could potentially hinder a teacher’s abil-
ity to analyze some MOST Criteria. For example, were the orientation looking at multiple
solutions is useful, but it may not always be feasible to use class time to do this to be the
driving force behind a teacher’s response, it would be reasonable that the teacher might
consider clock time, rather pedagogical timing, as the basis for determining whether stu-
dents should consider an important student contribution. Such a focus would hinder the
teacher in considering the Timing Criterion.

Our final analysis with respect to identifying each orientation’s potential or lack thereof
for supporting an enactment of the practice of building on student thinking involved infer-
ring how the orientations might be related to the Building Subpractices (see Table 1 and
“Appendix 2”). We again use examples to illustrate how orientations might align or not
align with particular subpractices. First consider the orientation, students can identify
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mistakes and question the shared work of fellow students without the teacher intervening to
ask questions. Were this orientation to guide a teacher’s response to a MOST, the teacher
would reasonably turn over student ideas—even those that are not correct or complete—for
the class to consider. Thus, the orientation aligns with the Grapple Toss Subpractice. The
response would also provide an opportunity for the class to discuss student ideas that are
shared, providing support for the orientation’s alignment with the Orchestrate Subpractice.
In contrast, consider the orientation, students should share their ideas one at a time and the
teacher should resolve one student’s idea before another idea is shared. Were this orienta-
tion to motivate a teacher’s response to a MOST, it would be reasonable that the teacher
would not turn over ideas for the class to consider since such an action could open the floor
to additional student ideas. This, in turn, could prevent them from orchestrating a discus-
sion about students’ ideas. Thus, the orientation is misaligned with the same two subprac-
tices—Grapple Toss and Orchestrate.

Potential of orientations

For each orientation, we tallied the number of identified alignments between it and the
building-related constructs, keeping track of whether those alignments were either support-
ing or hindering.® The frequency of tallies for each orientation allowed us to rank them
according to their potential to support or hinder the development of the practice of building
on student thinking, thus creating a continuum of sorts for these orientations.

This orientation analysis was done without knowledge of which orientations belonged
to which teacher; the teacher identifications were only reconnected to the orientations later
in order to facilitate an analysis of patterns for individual teachers in order to select illustra-
tive cases.

Results

We begin by reporting and illustrating the range of potential of the complete set of inferred
thinking-as-a-resource orientations. We then present the cases of two teachers to illustrate
what it would look like for a teacher’s collection of orientations to position them at very
different levels of readiness to develop the practice of building on student mathematical
thinking.

Orientation levels of potential

The orientations fell on a continuum from those that had high potential to support teachers
in developing the practice of building on student thinking to those that had the potential to
hinder the development of this practice, with tallies ranging from eight to negative four.
Fifty-five orientations had only one tally, meaning that they aligned with only a single Core

3 Although the MOST Criteria and Building Subpractices are undergirded by the Core Principles, we did
not feel that the alignment analysis over counted alignments because the Core Principles alignment cap-
tured core ideas or beliefs underlying the productive use of student thinking, while the MOST Ceriteria and
Building Subpractice alignment captured discrete skills or practices in which teachers would engage when
enacting building; in other words, the MOST Ceriteria and Building Subpractices represent things teachers
might do.
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Principle, MOST Ceriterion, or Building Subpractice. To give a sense of orientations at dif-
ferent points on the continuum, we describe and illustrate typical thinking-as-a-resource
orientations (a) with high potential, (b) with low potential, and (c) likely to hinder a teacher
in building.

High-potential orientations

Thinking-as-a-resource orientations at the upper end of the continuum (see “Appendix 2”)
aligned with several building-related constructs. These orientations commonly aligned
with the Legitimacy, Sense Making, and Mathematics Principles; they also supported at
least one (and often several) of the MOST Criteria or Building Subpractices.

These orientations position student thinking as a particularly valuable resource during
whole-class instruction, with value placed on students directly interacting with one another
by hearing other students’ explanations, and questioning, comparing, critiquing, and dis-
cussing their peers’ ideas. Furthermore, these orientations assume that no two people view
mathematics in exactly the same way, so all ideas should be carefully interpreted and clari-
fied when necessary in order to avoid making incorrect assumptions about what students
are saying. Orientations with high-potential position student thinking, even thinking that
is not completely correct, as a resource from which everyone in the classroom—including
the teacher—could potentially learn. Such orientations view student thinking as providing
valuable information related to making instructional decisions about the flow, progression,
and duration of mathematical conversation. These orientations position students as capable
of evaluating ideas, asking questions, stopping the discussion, and introducing new ideas;
they do not position teachers as the sole mathematical authority in the classroom.

With respect to the MOST Ceriteria, these orientations most often support the Appropri-
ate, Central and Timing Criteria. They place value on monitoring, selecting, and sequenc-
ing student solutions in service of the lesson goal, thus supporting teachers’ decision mak-
ing about when and whether students’ ideas are incorporated into the class discussion.
Many of the high-potential orientations also support the Grapple Toss and Orchestrate
Subpractices because these orientations support the sharing of student thinking with the
whole class and making space for discussion of such thinking.

Low-potential orientations

Although low-potential thinking-as-a-resource orientations were related to effective mathe-
matics instruction, they seemed to provide little leverage on their own for supporting teach-
ers in developing the practice of building. These orientations aligned with only a single
building-related construct, rather than the multiple alignments that were the hallmark of
high-potential orientations. Low-potential orientations might reflect an interest in student
thinking or in pressing students to provide justifications for their mathematical claims. Oth-
ers reflect good instructional practices like having all students “on board” or engaged in
discussion, giving students time to think through a problem before whole-class discussion,
or valuing the monitoring of students’ understanding. In addition, some low-potential ori-
entations suggest that there is value in considering the goals of the lesson while making
instructional decisions related to the use of student thinking that emerges or when prioritiz-
ing certain mathematical ideas because of student needs. Although the instructional prac-
tices supported by low-potential orientations are all positive, when they occur in isolation,
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as they did for this group of orientations, they provide minimal leverage for developing the
teaching practice of building.

The most common alignment for the low-potential orientations was with the Legitimacy
Principle, with nearly half (43%) of such orientations having this alignment. Thus, many
of these orientations position students as capable of contributing ideas and acknowledge
that legitimate thinking takes time. Several other of these orientations aligned with a single
MOST Ceriterion, most often the MP, Appropriate, or Central Criterion. For example, some
suggest that it is valuable to prioritize the mathematical ideas that students should know,
which might aid a teacher in considering the MP Criterion. Other orientations suggest the
need to assess student understanding before moving on, an orientation that might support
a teacher in considering the Appropriate Criterion. Yet other orientations suggest that it is
important to consider lesson goals when determining how to respond to student thinking,
which could support a teacher in considering the Central Criterion. Few low-potential ori-
entations aligned with the Building Subpractices.

Hindering orientations

We inferred a relatively small collection of thinking-as-a-resource orientations that mis-
aligned with our building-related constructs (see “Appendix 2”). Some orientations sug-
gested that student learning needed to be highly scaffolded, and that the teacher’s primary
role when responding to student mathematical thinking is to explain and demonstrate
related mathematical ideas. Furthermore, these orientations tended to view correction of
errors as needing to be done quickly and before other student ideas surfaced. There were
also several hindering orientations related to student capabilities, where students’ ideas
were seen as guesses or luck rather than as the result of sense-making activity.

This collection of orientations was typically misaligned with the Legitimacy and
Sense Making Principles. That is, these orientations tend to delegitimize students as math-
ematical thinkers, placing the teacher as the one with legitimate mathematics. Similarly,
these orientations tend not to put anyone in a sense-making situation or, at best, to put the
teacher in the position of sense making in front of the students.

With respect to the MOST Ceriteria, the view that students might be guessing or have
just gotten lucky would seem to hinder teachers from considering the SM Criterion. The
greatest hindrance to the Building Subpractices would seem to be with respect to the Grap-
ple Toss Subpractice, as many of these hindering orientations would likely stand in the way
of the teacher looking for opportunities to ask other class members to consider a given stu-
dent’s thinking. These hindering orientations position the teacher as the one responsible to
engage in such grappling. In addition, several of these orientations expressed a reluctance
to engage in whole-class discussion, suggesting that students understand and retain better
when they are taught one-on-one. Such an orientation would seem to be a serious impedi-
ment to developing the Orchestrate Subpractice.

Two illustrative cases
Mr. Taft: primed to build
Mr. Taft is an example of a teacher who has several orientations on the upper end of the

potential continuum that suggest he is positioned well to develop the practice of building on
student mathematical thinking during whole-class discussion. Mr. Taft held the orientation
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that digging into student’s thinking or having a student clarify their thinking can surface
more reasoning and is beneficial to the class, so the main purpose/power of using student
thinking is to promote learning for all students and to get them engaged. For example, he
stated that if he is “just using student thinking for my own benefit then I’ve kind of lost
the power and opportunity in that student thinking.... It’s to promote learning for all of
the other students in the classroom.” Thus, this orientation can support Mr. Taft in dig-
ging into or clarifying a student’s ideas to benefit both that student and all the students in
the class. Furthermore, beyond the more immediate pedagogical value of such probing,
he wants to maintain the “norm and expectations” of “making sure everyone’s with us,
justifying our reasoning, all of those kinds of things,” thus ensuring that he is supporting
the thinking of all students in the class. This orientation aligns closely with the Legitimacy
and Collaboration Principles because clarifying student ideas sends the message that these
ideas are valuable, and using these ideas to promote the learning of all students in the class
suggests collaborative engagement with the ideas. It also supports the first three Build-
ing Subpractices because clarifying student ideas supports the Make Precise Subpractice,
and getting students engaged with the ideas to promote all students’ learning supports the
Grapple Toss and Orchestrate Subpractices.

Mr. Taft’s orientation that students can identify mistakes and question the shared work
of fellow students without the teacher intervening to ask questions suggests a willingness to
allow students to have authority in the classroom. In many cases, he “wouldn’t need to say
much if T just put it back to the class” or allowed questions to “arise naturally” as students
consider the ideas of others in the class. These orientations are particularly well-aligned
with building, especially with the Legitimacy and Sense Making Principles, since students
are believed to be able to independently think about and critique one another’s ideas. They
also support the Grapple Toss Subpractice since the teacher would allow space for students
to consider shared work.

Mr. Taft’s orientations about his own role in the classroom also lay a foundation for
the practice of building. For example, Mr. Taft’s orientation that monitoring student work
is important to direct class discussion and consider the flow and progression of student
contributions and his related orientation that a feacher’s actions related to student think-
ing, including their reasoning about selecting, sequencing, pursuing or dismissing student
thinking, depends on the teacher’s goals and the task at hand allow him to “be more delib-
erate in the path that we take and kind of the things that we examine and discuss.” The for-
mer of these orientations was one of the most highly-rated, aligning with three Core Prin-
ciples (Mathematics, Legitimacy and Collaboration), as well as supporting three MOST
Criteria (Appropriate, Central and Timing) and one Building Subpractice (Orchestrate).
These orientations would clearly support the practice of building as they support the likeli-
hood that the student-generated ideas that are incorporated into class discussion are those
that will enhance student learning.

In addition to the high-potential orientations discussed previously, Mr. Taft also holds
several orientations that fell at the mid-range of the potential continuum. Such orienta-
tions do not provide much leverage individually, but when taken in conjunction with one
another or with the higher-potential orientations, they could support the development of
the practice of building. Mr. Taft’s orientation that to use student thinking effectively, the
teacher needs as much of it available as possible, thus it is important for student thinking
to be accessible and shared with others provides him with ample opportunity to use stu-
dent thinking to benefit the class. To use such thinking effectively, he “needs as much of it
on the table as possible” so students have access to the thinking. He further notes that “it’s
hard to dig in and make [ideas] shared and meaningful for the whole class if there’s only
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the one student or a small number of students that have access to the conversation.” This
orientation aligns with the Legitimacy and Collaboration Principles because making stu-
dent ideas available and accessible indicates that the ideas are important and sharing with
others suggests collaborative engagement. Mr. Taft also recognizes the value of a good task
in bringing out “some really good logical thinking or reasoning,” noting that “if you have
a good task or a good problem for the kids to start with, that often happens.” His orienta-
tion that a good task or problem can bring out higher level reasoning from students aligns
with the both the Legitimacy and Sense Making Principles because it indicates a belief that
students are capable of engaging with and making sense of high-level tasks. Additionally,
Mr. Taft stated that “it’s really important that all of the students, as much as possible, are
all thinking and reasoning about the tasks and problems.” His related orientation that it
is important for all students to have an opportunity to think about problems or tasks also
aligns with the Legitimacy and Sense Making Principles. Although none of these orienta-
tions on their own provide significant leverage to develop the practice of building, collec-
tively they can provide such support.

Taken together, Mr. Taft’s orientations at the middle and upper end of the potential con-
tinuum provide a solid foundation on which to develop the practice of building. Impor-
tantly, we have evidence that his orientations collectively align with all four Core Princi-
ples underlying building. Additionally, he appears to already allow a lot of student ideas to
emerge in his class. His orientation toward clarification suggests that Mr. Taft would work
to make student ideas clear and precise, not only to himself, but also to other students in
the class (SM Criterion and Make Precise Subpractice). There is also some indication that
he is willing to toss ideas to the class for consideration (Grapple Toss Subpractice) and
allow students to discuss those ideas (Orchestrate). Thus, we see a collection of orienta-
tions that align well with the early subpractices. This means that professional development
could potentially initiate work with Mr. Taft around the Building Subpractices in which
he already has begun to engage, moving on to develop the Make Explicit Subpractice of
building.

Ms. Dean: serious roadblocks to building

Ms. Dean is an example of a teacher whose current thinking-as-a-resource orientations
would likely cause significant roadblocks to developing the practice of building on student
mathematical thinking. Perhaps most telling (pun intended) of these orientations is that
the teacher should respond to student thinking by explaining, showing, using examples,
and demonstrating mathematical ideas to students. We had more evidence for this orienta-
tion than for any other of Ms. Dean’s orientations. In general, “explanation” is her default
response to presented student thinking. Such an approach, if repeated time and time again,
would misalign with the Legitimacy Principle, constantly sending the message that stu-
dents are not capable of engaging directly with their peers’ mathematical thinking. This
approach also places the teacher, rather than the students, in the role of making sense of
the mathematics at hand, thus misaligning with the Sense Making Principle. Given that
our inferred orientations for Ms. Dean suggest her tendency to respond to student thinking
by moving immediately toward explanation, seldom asking for clarification, it seems likely
that Ms. Dean would pursue her own mathematics more often than the mathematics that is
intrinsic in the shared student mathematical thinking—a response that misaligns with the
Mathematics Principle.
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Another prominent and likely building-hindering orientation is related to the correct-
ness of students’ ideas: it is the teacher’s responsibility to correct student mistakes and
misconceptions as quickly as possible. If students’ ideas are incorrect, she believes that it is
her role to correct it, to say, “It’s not quite correct. Here’s why.” Furthermore, if possible,
Ms. Dean would seek to limit shared student mathematical thinking to correct thinking:
“T try really hard to make sure that when I do pick on a kid that their probability of suc-
cess in getting the answer right is higher than the probability of not success.” This orienta-
tion toward correctness and correcting misaligns with the Sense Making Principle by again
placing the teacher in the role of making sense of mathematics for students rather than
placing the students in sense-making situations. The orientation further assumes that stu-
dents are not capable, as individuals and as a class, of presenting worthwhile mathematical
ideas and arguments in the presence of incorrect or incomplete thinking (and thus mis-
aligns with the Legitimacy Principle).

Beyond a substantial number of hindering orientations, Ms. Dean does have several
orientations that would provide at least low-potential support for developing the prac-
tice of building. That said, a number of these low-potential orientations, when taken
together, would seem to send mixed messages to students with regards to the Legitimacy
and Sense Making Principles. For example, although Ms. Dean does believe that students
should have an opportunity to work individually on problems before someone shares their
answer to those problems (thus making space for individual sense making), when it comes
to sharing those ideas she would have students share one at a time, only moving on to
another student’s idea “when I'm done explaining.” As another example, Ms. Dean does
want students to contribute their ideas, and she does use them in the sense that she goes on
to explain the mathematics behind what they are saying. But given the fact that she much
prefers students to share correct thinking, students are likely to come away thinking that the
teacher’s mathematics is the only legitimate mathematics; their divergent thinking would
be undervalued. In fact, Ms. Dean hopes that her quickly inserted explanations would cause
other students with differing ideas to realize, “Oh, you know, that is not the right way then”
and thus not share their thinking.

We thus characterize Ms. Dean’s thinking-as-a-resource orientations as providing little
leverage and rather, on the whole, significant barriers to developing the practice of build-
ing on student mathematical thinking. Were we to work with Ms. Dean in a professional
development setting we would likely want to begin by discussing the possibility of and
potential value in students reacting to other students’ emerging (and thus often incorrect
or incomplete) mathematical ideas. If Ms. Dean could allow space for students to respond
to one another in place of immediate teacher explanation she may create space in her own
learning for developing the practice of building. Such work would likely require paying
close attention to student mathematical thinking and considering the pedagogical poten-
tial therein. The MOST Ceriteria and the Building Subpractices have potential to provide a
meaningful structure for beginning such work.

Discussion
In the literature on mathematics teachers’ beliefs, the potential of particular teacher orien-
tations or beliefs to develop specific teaching practices is often implied, without any real

support for making such an implication. Coding each thinking-as-a-resource orientation
in terms of how it might support the development of the practice of building clarifies why

@ Springer



Teachers’ orientations toward using student mathematical... 255

some orientations related to using student mathematical thinking as a resource have more
potential than others to support the development of this practice. For example, in the lit-
erature we saw evidence of teacher beliefs related to students’ mathematical capability,
including beliefs that students are capable of engaging with mathematical ideas (Beswick
2007; Cross 2009; Schleppenbach et al. 2007), talking about mathematics, and teaching
one another (Lloyd 2005). These beliefs are implied to have potential to support teachers’
use of student thinking without explicit arguments for why this is the case. We saw similar
orientations in our study—for example, that it is important to find out what students are
thinking/understanding by having the class comment on or ask questions of the student
whose thinking has been shared. Rather than relying on intuition to infer that this orienta-
tion has high potential to support the development of the teaching practice of building, our
coding scheme helps make sense of why this is so. In this case, the orientation aligns with
all four Core Principles, supports inferring the SM (since the student would be required to
clarify their idea), and also provides leverage for the first three Building Subpractices—
Make Precise, Grapple Toss and Orchestrate. In fact, this orientation was scored as having
the most potential to support building of any orientation in our data set.

On the other end of the continuum, the literature revealed beliefs related to students’
mathematical capability that could be inferred to have less potential to support building,
such as that students’ thinking processes must be highly scaffolded in order to “send kids
off on appropriate paths, not just let them wander through the minefield” (Beswick 2007, p.
111). We saw a similar orientation in our data, that the teacher should respond to student
thinking by explaining, showing, using examples and demonstrating mathematical ideas to
students. As discussed previously, our analysis of this orientation found that it misaligned
with three Core Principles (Mathematics, Legitimacy and Sense Making). The orientation
would also hinder the Grapple Toss Subpractice, since a rational and reasonable teacher
response motivated by this orientation would involve the teacher explaining rather than the
teacher inviting students to consider the thinking. Again, the coding provides insight into
why this intuitively low-potential orientation would likely hinder the development of the
practice of building on student thinking.

Similarly, the literature revealed teachers’ orientations toward student errors that var-
ied from a view of errors as learning opportunities—something that should be elicited—to
errors as likely to impede learning, and thus something that should be avoided or inter-
cepted. We identified orientations related to student errors that varied in similar ways.
Our coding again helps illuminate why some orientations related to student errors have
more potential to support the practice of building than others. For example, the orienta-
tion that students can identify mistakes and question the shared work of fellow students
without the teacher intervening to ask questions was classified as high potential. This clas-
sification resulted from its alignment with the Legitimacy, Sense Making and Collabora-
tion Principles, since the reasonable teacher response to a MOST would position students
as capable of engaging with each other’s ideas, allow the students to be involved in sense
making when questioning the work of other students, and provide an opportunity for stu-
dents to be involved in collaboratively making sense of ideas with their peers. Addition-
ally, this orientation supports the Grapple Toss and Orchestrate Subpractices because were
this orientation to motivate a teacher’s response to a MOST, they would allow students
to consider each other’s ideas and make space for discussion. Knowing that this orienta-
tion supports building in several ways helps to explain why it is a high-potential orienta-
tion. On the other end of the continuum, the literature revealed orientations that position
the teacher as responsible for promptly correcting errors because allowing students to dis-
cuss errors might cause the errors to become further ingrained—orientations that could
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be implied to hinder the use of student thinking. Cross (2009), for example, discussed a
teacher who reported that they, “not only tell them that they are wrong but tell them why
they are wrong and to help them find their mistakes and correct them” (p. 334), while Agu-
irre and Speer (1999) discussed a teacher who believes that incorrect solutions are likely to
impede students’ learning so “should be intercepted” (p. 339). We identified a similar ori-
entation related to errors—that it is the teacher’s responsibility to correct student mistakes
and misconceptions as quickly as possible. Again, our coding scheme illuminates why this
orientation would likely hinder building. The orientation misaligns with the Legitimacy
and Sense Making Principles since the reasonable teacher response to a MOST would not
allow students to respond to each other’s mistakes and instead would position the teacher
as the one who is responsible for making sense of the error. Additionally, this orientation
would not support the Grapple Toss Subpractice since the teacher would be unlikely to turn
over student thinking, particularly errors, to the class. For these reasons, the orientation
was classified as hindering the practice of building.

Conclusion

Although some thinking-as-a-resource orientations could be inferred from the literature on
mathematics teachers’ beliefs, our analysis revealed a broader range of mathematics teach-
ers’ thinking-as-a-resource orientations and characterized them according to their potential
to support or hinder the development of the practice of building on student mathemati-
cal thinking. We identified high-potential orientations that position student thinking as a
particularly valuable resource during whole-class instruction by placing value on students
directly interacting with one another by hearing other students’ explanations, and question-
ing, comparing, critiquing, and discussing their peers’ ideas. We also identified hinder-
ing orientations that position student thinking as needing to be evaluated and corrected,
and place value on highly scaffolded learning experiences in which the teacher’s role is
to explain and demonstrate mathematical ideas. The orientations at the extremes of the
continuum are likely to have substantial impact on a teacher’s development of the practice
of building and thus would be of interest to the field. (A complete list of these orientations
is included in “Appendix 2”.) Analyzing teacher orientations in the way that we have can
contribute to the field’s understanding of why particular orientations might either support
or hinder teachers’ development of particular teaching practices, and could be used as a
model for analyzing different collections of orientations. Future research could build on
these results by studying the orientations that motivate teachers’ actions during this devel-
opmental work.

Knowing the range of thinking-as-a-resource orientations has practical implications for
mathematics teacher educators’ work. For example, knowing which orientations particular
teachers hold could allow professional development providers to situate teachers on a learn-
ing-to-build trajectory, allowing the providers to better tailor their work to meet teachers’
specific needs. These efforts might involve identifying teachers who are ready to develop
the practice of building and those who would require prerequisite work. One might expect,
for instance, that a teacher who holds a hindering orientation such as that student think-
ing should come from highly scaffolded instruction that minimizes student struggle would
need opportunities to consider other ways that student thinking might be supported, as well
as potential advantages of these alternative methods, before they would be positioned to
think about the practice of building. Knowledge of particular hindering orientations can
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help teacher educators develop ways to address them. Teachers who hold orientations on
the upper end of the potential continuum, on the other hand, might be immediately ready
to begin to develop the Building Subpractices. Again, future research could investigate the
extent to which such varying orientations do indeed influence mathematics teachers’ devel-
opment of particular teaching practices.

Understanding teachers’ orientations is particularly important to understanding teach-
ers’ actions since such orientations influence how teachers perceive, interpret and react to
the classroom environment (Leatham 2006; Schoenfeld 2011). Thus, better understanding
thinking-as-resource orientations themselves, as well as their potential to support the devel-
opment of the practice of building on student mathematical thinking, could assist research-
ers and teacher educators in developing teachers’ abilities to engage in ambitious teaching
practices that effectively support student learning of mathematics.
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Appendix 1

See Table 2.

@ Springer



S. L. Stockero et al.

258

IND

LSO

LSO

[enuo)

SuruadQ

LSO

S

LSO

X Kq PapIAIp 9q 0} 2ARY p[NOM J],, ‘sKes o1ssaf

T StIdqunu Jey) 0S ‘g — [Z 9[qe) 2y} Ul san[eA-A oy}
Sunoenqns £q x 9y JO JUOIJ UI JIOQUINU JY) PUNO] [,, ‘PIes dTwef

~OATIR3QU ST X I} JO JUOIJ
ur Joquinu oy} os £103s oy} 95urYD OS[e P[NOd NOL,, ‘pres Lase)
Jowres oY) Ae)s p[nom pappe SI Jey) Iquinu oy}
nq ‘o3ueyd pinom uonenbs oY) ur x 9Y) JO JUOIJ UT JqUINU Y}
Yoam 12d ()1 ¢ Jo pealsul yoam 1ad (yz$ 31sodap nok Jy,, ‘shes A11a],

(WO LG SIIOMSUB SY],, ‘SKes weg
Jlomsue Aw se x4 103 pue WY
(o15) pasnuIw [ "9[0I10 S[NI] 3Y) J0§ LG ST ¢ AW L PUB () SI
YOIyM ;G SOWIL) L ST J[OIIO F1q 9y} 10§ LI SIW X, :AeM JUIOHIP
© (WO Lf) SLIY) Se Jomsue awes 3y} J03 ay moy paure[dxa jed
«KeM JUSISHIP € 31 PIP [ Inq ;WO 14, 105 OS[e
L, ‘SAes 1eq ‘Sty) 01 puodsar 0] 9dUBYD © PRy JAYded) ) 210jog
« WO xp ST pueq 21
Jo eare oy os ‘g st ded oY) 0s ‘g ST S[OIID A[NI] ) JO SNIPET )
pue G s1a[o110 §1q 9Y) JO SNIPEI Y, :UOTN[OS SIY PAIRYS SLIYD)

PTWER[ Y)IM 92138 SIAYI0
0(,, ‘paYse Jayoea) Ay ‘@oue)sur snotadxd oy ur asuodsar s arure[ SUIMOT[O]

sT|s

Ic| ¢ ‘uorjeue[dxa I19Y) Ul 9sn 0] SJUIPN)S Y} J0J pIreoq
m” M 93 uo [JyS1r oy} 03] senfea jo 9[qe) oLouas siyy jnd pue _9[qe)
XX Aue uaA1S uonenba o) puy om Op MOH,, ‘POSE Iayoea) A,

§Y29M JO 42quInU Kup 431fD PaADS 24Dy ]IM YS YonuL Moy 191paid o1
2SN UDD 2ys Jvy) UOYPNDI UD AL “YIIM YOV JUNOIIV A3Y 01Ul SIISOdap
ays yorym yaam 4ad (1§ svd 1oy qol Sunscqnq v svy ayg JUN0IID
sduapns v ogur pagisodap ays 1ys Kopylq 43y 40f ¢7§ Paa122a.L Kuuaf
:g7+x01 =« uonenbo
) YPm dn wod pey pue yse) SUIMo[[o} 2Y) SUISSNOSIP uaaq pey Sjudpms
WO [ pue W f Iper Jo
SO[OIID IIM A0QR dUO A1 0 [o[[ered wajqoid e pasod isnl sey 1oyoea) oy,

(821041 21) UIIMIIq pUPq

Y] o DaUD 2y ST IDYM WD & PUD WD C UPDL ‘SI]IA1D ILUUIIUOD OM) UIALL)
:(pIeoq oY) uo sem amyord

Surpuodsar1od ) yse) SUIMO[[0f 9y} 0} SUOIIN[OS JIAY) SULIBYS 9I9M SIUSPNIS

144

A4

v

v

D

€D

[43]

1D

uoneoyIsse ['TH

due)isuy

JX9JUO)) OLIEUIS

SUOT)BOYISSB[O L SOIN UM ‘SOOUBISUT MOTAISIU] OLIRUSOS ¢ d|qel

pringer

Qs



259

Teachers’ orientations toward using student mathematical...

pringer

As

‘uossa] e Suryoea) Jo
jred jueyrodwr ue are Surouonbos
+ + + + + PUE JI0M JUSPNIS SULIONUOIA
*SSBIO A[oym )
01 asuodsar s Juapn)s e 0) pajefar
+ + + + uonsenb e 1001p 03 o[qereyaid st If

-asuodsar oy}
Surk[1opun eapI [EOIRWAYIRW
A} JO 9SUDS OB SSE[d Y}
djoy Aew osuodsar e puryaq
+ + + + Sunyury) Juopnis oY) SuLledy
*SuonNqQLIuOd
JuapmIs Jjo uorssardoid pue moy
AU} JOPISUOD PUB UOISSNISIP
SSE[ JO0IIP 0} JOPIO UT JIoM
+ + + + + +  juopnjs Jojyruow o) Jueytodwr st Iy

‘paTeys uoaq sey SuruIy) 9soym
Juapnys Ay Jo suopnsanb yse 10
Uo Juawwod sse[d ay) Suraey £Aq
Surpueisiopun/SunjuIy) ore s)usp
+ + + + + -msjeym no puy o} yuerrodur st |

ondxy
SN

qen SSOT, as1a1g
-soyo1Q  orddern MeIN

Jurog sot
qerd [eoneWd  -JRWAYIBIA uoner Sunfepy Aoewr  sonewo
Sutwiy, Surwedp [enue)  -oxddy -yreN juepmi§  -0qe[[o) asuag  -3de -yreN

soonoerdqng

SUOTJE)UILIO
BLIOIID) LSO sordrourig 90Inosal-e-se-3unyury) ySiyg

SJIONISUOD PAJB[AI-UIP[ING 9Y) 0) SUOTJBIUSLIO 9JIN0SAI--se-Junjuryy Surrepury pue Y31y jo juawusiy € a|qel

"€ J1qeL 998

Z xipuaddy



S. L. Stockero et al.

260

‘poSe3uo woy) 393 0) pue
syuopmys e Joj Surured] ojoword
0) ST Jupyury) Juapmnys 3uisn jJo
1omodyasodind urew oy os ‘sse[o
) 0} [eIOYAUAq ST pue FUIUOSEAI
Q10w 9ovJINS ULD SUDUIY) 1Y)
KJ11e10 JUapNIS B JuIAey IO
Supyury) s, Juopmys e ojur Jurddiq
‘suonsonb yse 0} SutuaaIdIul
19UOEB9) A} INOYIIM SJUIPNIS MO]
-19J JO YIom pareys oY) uonsonb
pue soyeISI AJNUAPI Ued S)Uapms
“I19Ude9) 9y} Aq papraoxd
poyioul I0 UOTIN[OS JATIRUISNE
Ue 9pN[oUl PINOd SISBI AWIOS
Ul YoTyM “IoMm [ednewayjet
1oy} Surredwos Aq uresy sjuopmg
*SI9YI0
0) Sunyury) umo 1oy} urefdxa
0] pue JIom SJUSPNIS JOYI0 S
pue ‘o) uaysI| ‘onbnio 91oddns
03 sjuapmys Joj Juerroduwr st Iy
'SeapI
950} 9JeN[EAD 0) U0 JY) Sureq
I9YOe) ) URY) IOYIRT ‘SSNOSIP
pu® 995 0} SSB[O dY) UI SHUIPNIS
JI9U)0 J0J INO PIAssO) Ik Seapl
s Juapn)s e jey) o[qerajord st it
pue d[qenjea St JuDjuIY) JUSPMS

yondxyg
RN

en
-S9Y2I0

ssoJ,
orddein

as10a1g
oyelN  Surwiy,  SuruadQ

[enua)

jurod ST
[eoNeW  -JBWAYIEIN
WeN  Juspms

arend
-o1ddy

uorner
-0qe1[0D

Suney
suag

Koeur
ndoy

sonewa
W

saonoeidqng

BLIILD LSO

sordrourig

SUOTIBIUALIO
90IN0saI-e-se-3unyuiy) ysSrg

(ponunuod) € sjqer

pringer

Qs



261

Teachers’ orientations toward using student mathematical...

*SJUapMIS 0} SBIPI
[eonewayEw Sunens
-uowop pue ‘sojdurexa
Sursn ‘Surmoys ‘Sur
-urefdxe £q Sunyury)
juopnys 0y puodsar

- PINOYS I9yoea) ayJ,

ondxyg
MeW

qen
-SaUIQ

SSOJ,
orddeiny

as1o01g

ey Surwiy  SuruwedQ

[enua)

jurod
e o1

Qe -NeWR  -JRWAIRA
-udoxddy  -yreN JuIpmg

Koewr
-msoy

uon
-BIOQR[[0D)

Sunen
asuas

sonewrd
eI

soonoexdqng

BLIAIO LSO

sordrourig

SUOTIRIUSLIO ADINOSAI
-e-se-Sunyuny) SuLopury

+

+ + +

+ + +

‘puey je
sk} oY) pue s[eos s J9Yded) oY)
uo spuadaop ‘Sunyury) Juopms Sur

-sstwistp Jo Sumsind ‘Surouonbas

Bunooes 1noqe uruoseal 1y}
Surpnpour ‘Sunyury) juopnis
0} paje[al SUOTOE S JOYJBd) Y
‘suoneue[dxoe [eonewo
-ylewW SJUSpNIS JY)O Ieay pue
9935 0) SJUOPNIS 10J S[QEN[RA ST I]

“Sunyury

JuapNIS Ay Jo Surpueisiopun

119y} 2A01dWI pue )031109 ‘SSNd

-SIp ued syuapn)s jey) os orqnd
opew 9q p[noys JuryuIy) Juapms

yondxyg
RN

en
-S9Y2I0

ssoJ,
orddein

3510214
e

Surwiy,  SuruadQ

[enua)

jurod ST
[eoNeW  -JBWAYIEIN
WeN  Juspms

arend
-o1ddy

Sunyely  Aoewr
ENICINES Rl |

uorner
-0qe1[0D

sonewa
W

saonoeidqng

BLIILD LSO

sordrourig

SUOTIBIUALIO
90IN0saI-e-se-3unyuiy) ysSrg

(ponunuod) € sjqer

pringer

As



S. L. Stockero et al.

*A>jon] 103 Juapn)s Ay
‘a1ordwoour sem juau
-q®1S 119Y) JO SOneW
-[jeur 9y Inq 1991109
- - ST IOMSUE S JUpnIs e J]
*9133nns
JUSPNIS SIZIWTUIW 1By}
UonONNSUT POpJOJeds
ATy31y woiy owod
- - pInoys Sunjurty yuspmg

‘aures 2y
aq Aew poyowr J1ay)
0S ‘paIeys uaaq pey
Jey) poyjow [eurSLio
ay) poojsIapun aAey
jou Aewr Juapmys
IOUJOUE UBY) PoYIow
JUIJIP © pasn Kay)
- - - WIB[O OYM S)UIPMIS

262

jurod
ed ST
yordxg qen sso,  oswaid e -NEWO  -JRWIYIBIA uon Sunfey Loewr  sonew
MEN  -SeYdIQ orddein oye]N  Sunwyy, Sumedg  [enue)  -udoiddy  -yieAl juepnl§  -eI0qe[[0D) ENIEIN -n139] -UIRN
SUOTIBIUALIO 90INOSAI
soonoerdqng RLIOILID SO sordiourlg  -e-se-3unjuiy) SULIpUIy

(ponunuoo) ¢ s|qey

pringer

Qs



263

pringer

“Jomsue Y31
o) daey A2} 99UO
wo[qoid e Jo asuas
- - Sunyew doys syuopmg

As

‘wrqoad oy
ySnoIy) uosealr uey
UOTEPIBA S, JOUIEI)
oy 10 Jrem pue sty
op Jayjel p[nom pue
Yooyd pue ssong 0) Sur
-K1y K[oy11 21e Sutuos
-BaI JNOYJIM SIdquInu
- - - opraoxd oym sjuopmg
"SSE[O Ul PIssaIppe
u32q Jou sey 1ey) BapI
ue SurAjoAur uonemIs
B JO 9SUQS OyEW 0}
- - - - A[oyI[un a1e syuepmg

‘wopqoxd
Ay} uo SuryIom 210Joq
wreIgerp AJeIndoe ue
QAeY 1$11J 0) SJUAPNIS
10§ Jueyrodwr skempe
ST I ‘uonnjos e Jur
-puy jo ssodoid oy
j1oddns Aew weiderp
- - © a10yMm swa[qoid 1o

jurod
ed ST
yordxg Aen ssoJ,  os1aid e -NEWD  -JRWIBIA uon Sune Koewr  sonewd
NN  -SAYdIQ orddein oyelN  Surwry,  Surwadg  [enue)  -udoiddy  -yieA juepnl§  -eIOqe[[0D) ENIEIN -39 -UIeN
SUOTIBIUALIO 90INOSAI
soonoeidqng RLIOILD [ SOIN sordiourly  -e-se-3unjury) SULIpUIy

Teachers’ orientations toward using student mathematical...

(ponunuod) € sjqer



S. L. Stockero et al.

264

*seapI Jy3ne) A[sno
-1a21d 0) yoeq 3uto3
10 suonsanb Jurpm3
woy) Suryse Aq pue)s
-1opun juapns jey)
djey prnoys 1oyoea)
oy ‘Surpueisiopun
JO YOr[ © S[BIAAI
- Sunjuryy Juspms J
-91qissod se Apyornb
se suondoouoosiu pue
SOYISTW JUIPNIS 1031
-100 0} AyTIqisuodsar
§,104oea) Ay SI 1]
‘pareys s1 eapl
IoY)Ou. 210J9q BIPT
[ord 9A[0SAI P[NOYs
19U0EB9) 9y} pue own)
© J& 9UO SeapI Iy}
- QIeys pinoys syuopms
‘UMO I19Y) ATeYS
uey) Joyyes Sunjury)
s Juapnys Jey) Jeadar
pue Y311 ST Juapn)s oY)
awnsse Kay) Iews st
juopnys rernonted e
- JeY) 9ARI[q SIUSPNIS JT

nordxg
e

en
-SaUIQ

SSO],  os1ald
orddein oyelN  Surwry,  SuruedQ

[enua)

jurod

ed ST

e -NeWwe  -JRWYIRIA
-udoxddy  -yley juopn§

uon
-eIOQR[[0D)

Koew
N8|

Sonewo
RN

SunEN

asuag
SUOTIBIUALIO 90INOSAI

soonoeidqng

RLIOIID LSOW

sordourld  -e-se-3unyury SuLopury

(ponunuod) € sjqer

pringer

Qs



265

Teachers’ orientations toward using student mathematical...

'sasse[o oSre[ ur Afref
-nonued ‘9ouo Je [B
Sunjury) syuspnis Jo
yoen doay 03 19ydea)
© 10§ J[NOLYIP S1I]
“10139q
urejol pue pue)sIapun
[[1M SjuSpn)s Asnedaq
Sunyes sse[o-o[oym B
ur uet) J9yJeI U0 U0
Quo Suryurys s Juspnjs
B SSAIPPE 0} 10)39q SI I

jurod

ed ST
yordxg Aen ssoJ,  os1aid e -NEWD  -JRWIBIA uon Sune Koewr  sonewd
NN  -SAYdIQ orddein oyelN  Surwry,  Surwadg  [enue)  -udoiddy  -yieA juepnl§  -eIOqe[[0D) ENIEIN -39 -UIeN
saonoeidqng RLIALID LSO sopdrouriq

SUOT)EJUILIO 9OINOSAI
-e-se-3unjuIy) SULIpuIy

(ponunuod) € sjqer

pringer

As



266 S. L. Stockero et al.

References

Aguirre, J., & Speer, N. M. (1999). Examining the relationship between beliefs and goals in teacher prac-
tice. Journal of Mathematical Behavior, 18(3), 327-356.

Beswick, K. (2007). Teachers’ beliefs that matter in secondary mathematics classrooms. Educational Stud-
ies in Mathematics, 65(1), 95-120. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10649-006-9035-3.

Borasi, R. (1994). Capitalizing on errors as springboards for inquiry: A teaching experiment. Journal for
Research in Mathematics Education, 25(2), 166-208.

Bray, W. S. (2011). A collective case study of the influence of teachers’ beliefs and knowledge on error-
handling practices during class discussion of mathematics. Journal for Research in Mathematics Edu-
cation, 42(1), 2-38. https://doi.org/10.5951/jresematheduc.42.1.002.

Cross, D. I. (2009). Alignment, cohesion, and change: Examining mathematics teachers’ belief structures
and their influence on instructional practices. Journal of Mathematics Teacher Education, 12(5), 325—
346. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10857-009-9120-5.

Herbst, P., & Chazan, D. (2012). On the instructional triangle and sources of justification for actions in
mathematics teaching. ZDM Mathematics Education, 44(5), 601-612. https://doi.org/10.1007/s1185
8-012-0438-6.

Jacobs, V. R., Lamb, L. C., & Philipp, R. A. (2010). Professional noticing of children’s mathematical think-
ing. Journal for Research in Mathematics Education, 41, 169-202.

Kazemi, E., & Stipek, D. (2001). Promoting conceptual thinking in four upper-elementary mathematics
classrooms. The Elementary School Journal, 102(1), 59-80.

Lampert, M., Franke, M. L., Kazemi, E., Ghousseini, H., Turrou, A. C., Beasley, H., et al. (2013). Keep-
ing it complex: Using rehearsals to support novice teacher learning of ambitious teaching. Journal of
Teacher Education, 64(3), 226-243. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022487112473837.

Leatham, K. R. (2006). Viewing mathematics teachers’ beliefs as sensible systems. Journal of Mathematics
Teacher Education, 9(1), 91-102.

Leatham, K. R., Peterson, B. E., Stockero, S. L., & Van Zoest, L. R. (2015). Conceptualizing mathemati-
cally significant pedagogical opportunities to build on student thinking. Journal for Research in Math-
ematics Education, 46(1), 88—124.

Lee, M. Y., & Cross Francis, D. (2018). Investigating the relationships among elementary teachers’ percep-
tions of the use of students’ thinking, their professional noticing skills, and their teaching practices.
Journal of Mathematical Behavior, 51, 118-128. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmathb.2017.11.007.

Lineback, J. E. (2015). The redirection: An indicator of how teachers respond to student thinking. Journal of
the Learning Sciences, 24, 419-460. https://doi.org/10.1080/10508406.2014.930707.

Lloyd, G. M. (2005). Beliefs about the teacher’s role in the mathematics classroom: One student teacher’s
explorations in fiction and in practice. Journal of Mathematics Teacher Education, 8(6), 441-467.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10857-005-5120-2.

National Council of Teachers of Mathematics. (1989). Curriculum and evaluation standards for school
mathematics. Reston, VA: National Council of Teachers of Mathematics.

National Council of Teachers of Mathematics. (2000). Principles and standards for school mathematics.
Reston, VA: National Council of Teachers of Mathematics.

National Council of Teachers of Mathematics. (2014). Principles to actions: Ensuring mathematical suc-
cess for all. Reston, VA: National Council of Teachers of Mathematics.

Peterson, B. E., & Leatham, K. R. (2009). Learning to use students’ mathematical thinking to orchestrate
a class discussion. In L. Knott (Ed.), The role of mathematics discourse in producing leaders of dis-
course (pp. 99-128). Charlotte, NC: Information Age.

Piaget, J. (1964). Cognitive development in children: Piaget development and learning. Journal of Research
in Science Teaching, 2(3), 176—186.

Rokeach, M. (1968). Beliefs, attitudes, and values: A theory of organization and change. San Francisco,
CA: Jossey-Bass.

Scherrer, J., & Stein, M. K. (2013). Effects of a coding intervention on what teachers learn to notice dur-
ing whole-group discussion. Journal of Mathematics Teacher Educators, 16(2), 105-124. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s10857-012-9207-2.

Schleppenbach, M., Flevares, L. M., Sims, L. M., & Perry, M. (2007). Teachers’ responses to student mis-
takes in Chinese and U.S. mathematics classrooms. The Elementary School Journal, 108(2), 131-147.
https://doi.org/10.1086/525551.

Schoenfeld, A. H. (2011). How we think: A theory of goal-oriented decision making and its educational
applications. New York, NY: Routledge.

@ Springer


https://doi.org/10.1007/s10649-006-9035-3
https://doi.org/10.5951/jresematheduc.42.1.002
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10857-009-9120-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11858-012-0438-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11858-012-0438-6
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022487112473837
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmathb.2017.11.007
https://doi.org/10.1080/10508406.2014.930707
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10857-005-5120-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10857-012-9207-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10857-012-9207-2
https://doi.org/10.1086/525551

Teachers’ orientations toward using student mathematical... 267

Simon, M. A., & Tzur, R. (1999). Explicating the teacher’s perspective from the researchers’ perspectives:
Generating accounts of mathematics teachers’ practice. Journal for Research in Mathematics Educa-
tion, 30(3), 252-264.

SportsTec. (1997-2015). Studiocode [Computer program]. Camarillo, CA: Vitigal Pty Limited.

Stockero, S. L. (2013). The effects of framing on mathematics student teacher noticing. In M. Martinez & A.
Castro Superfine (Eds.), Proceedings of the 35th annual meeting of the North American chapter of the
international group for the psychology of mathematics education (pp. 709-716). Chicago, IL: Univer-
sity of Illinois at Chicago.

Stockero, S. L., & Van Zoest, L. R. (2013). Characterizing pivotal teaching moments in beginning math-
ematics teachers’ practice. Journal of Mathematics Teacher Education, 16(2), 125-147.

Stockero, S. L., Van Zoest, L. R., Peterson, B. E., Leatham, K. R., & Rougee, A. O. T. (2017). Teachers
responses to a common set of high potential instances of student mathematical thinking. In E. Galindo
& J. Newton (Eds.), Proceedings of the 39th annual meeting of the North American chapter of the
international group for the psychology of mathematics education (pp. 1178-1185). Indianapolis, IN:
Hoosier Association of Mathematics Teacher Educators.

Vacc, N. N., & Bright, G. W. (1999). Elementary preservice teachers’ changing beliefs and instructional use
of children’s mathematical thinking. Journal for Research in Mathematics Education, 30(1), 89-110.

Van Zoest, L. R., Peterson, B. E., Leatham, K. R., & Stockero, S. L. (2016). Conceptualizing the teaching
practice of building on student mathematical thinking. In M. B. Wood, E. E. Turner, M. Civil & J. A.
Eli (Eds.), Proceedings of the 38th annual meeting of the North American chapter of the international
group for the psychology of mathematics education (pp. 1281-1288). Tucson: University of Arizona.

Van Zoest, L. R., Stockero, S. L., Leatham, K. R., Peterson, B. E., Atanga, N. A., & Ochieng, M. A.
(2017). Attributes of instances of student mathematical thinking that are worth building on in whole-
class discussion. Mathematical Thinking and Learning, 19, 33-54. https://doi.org/10.1080/10986
065.2017.1259786.

Publisher’s Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and
institutional affiliations.

@ Springer


https://doi.org/10.1080/10986065.2017.1259786
https://doi.org/10.1080/10986065.2017.1259786

	Teachers’ orientations toward using student mathematical thinking as a resource during whole-class discussion
	Abstract
	Conceptualization of orientations
	Conceptualization of student thinking as a resource
	Literature review
	Orientations toward student mathematical capability
	Orientations toward student thinking informing instruction
	Orientations toward the utility of student errors in instruction
	Summary

	Methodology
	The Scenario Interview
	Analysis
	Identifying orientations
	Alignment of orientations and frameworks
	Potential of orientations


	Results
	Orientation levels of potential
	High-potential orientations
	Low-potential orientations
	Hindering orientations

	Two illustrative cases
	Mr. Taft: primed to build
	Ms. Dean: serious roadblocks to building


	Discussion
	Conclusion
	Acknowledgements 
	References




