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ABSTRACT 

The paper discusses recent changes in school curriculum and teacher 

education curriculum at policy level in Indian education. Against this policy backdrop 

and curriculum changes in mathematics, it discusses the expectations from the 

teachers in transacting and assessing the changed curriculum. Research suggests that 

stereotyped classroom teaching involves a mechanical approach to problem solving, 

with emphasis on getting a right answer. The paper studies the assessment practices of 

twenty four teacher trainees on the verge of completion of their one year teacher 

training programme, to responses of children on realistic mathematics word problems 

with reference to procedural and realistic/contextual responses. The analysis reveals 

that trainees are more acceptable of procedural responses as compared to realistic 

responses. Though they have flexibility to accept realistic responses it comes with a 

lot of dilemma and inhibitions. They face conflict between what is logically correct 

and what is universally acceptable in a mathematics classroom. 

 

KEYWORDS: Assessment, Curriculum, Realistic Mathematics Word Problems, 

Procedural Response, Realistic Response 

 

BACKGROUND 

The last decade has seen several reforms in Indian school education which has 

led to changes in the school context. The major milestone in that direction is the 

National Curriculum Framework (NCF) 2005. It lays down guidelines for curriculum 

reform in school subjects. That is; what should be taught and how it should be taught? 

It lays stress on the importance of diversity in construction of knowledge. It 

emphasises that knowledge must not be treated as something given, but as something 

that is to be constructed and societal learning, different social, economic and cultural 

backgrounds being helpful in knowledge construction. To address this changing 
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canvas of school education, the National Council of Teacher Education (NCTE) 

formulated the National Curriculum Framework for Teacher Education (NCFTE) 

2009. The aim was to bridge the gap between school education and teacher education. 

It aims at teacher development, enhancement of their knowledge and skill, to prepare 

teachers equipped with an adequate understanding of curriculum, subject-content and 

pedagogy, on one hand, and the community and school structures and management, 

on the other. It emphasises that the teachers acknowledge the diversity in learning 

spaces, curriculum sites, learning styles and learning contexts and that she should try 

to address these in her transaction of the curriculum. 

At policy level there have been major progressive changes with lying down of 

guidelines for what should be taught (curriculum) and how it should be taught 

(teacher education curriculum). The textbooks at school level as prescribed by 

National Council for Educational Research and Training (NCERT) used in schools 

affiliated to the Central Board of Secondary Education (C.B.S.E.) have been 

revamped as per the guidelines of NCF, 2005. The NCFTE came as late as in 2009, 

four years after NCF. The major challenge that now exists is the execution and the 

bridging of the guidelines on ground level.  

The Universities being autonomous bodies decide their own curriculum. Most 

of the teacher education programmes being conducted at university level including the 

university in the present study, do not incorporate the changes laid down by NCFTE 

in their curriculum or even if incorporated are few. As the NCFTE came only in 2009, 

three years is a small time for the new changes to seep into the system and produce 

desired outcomes. 

 The NCERT textbooks in their foreword state that the success of their efforts 

depends on the teachers. The textbooks for Social and Political Life at middle school 

include an introductory note for teachers stating the reason for the revision and states 

“We hope that through sharing with you what has compelled us to develop these 

books differently, over the past three years, you will recognise the significant role that 

teachers have in realising the pedagogic goals of Social and Political Life.” It also 

includes a teacher’s note on how to deal the content before every chapter. 

There is no introductory note or teacher’s note for other textbooks, though 

textbooks of all the subjects have been revamped. The foreword in every textbook 

states “The method used for teaching and evaluation will also determine how effective 

this proves for making children’s life at school a happy experience, rather than a 
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source of stress and boredom.” This clearly points out to the fact that pedagogic 

methods and evaluation practices must be in sync with the new revisions. A sizeable 

number of schools affiliated to state boards in Northern Indian states (like Rajasthan, 

Jharkhand, and Himachal Pradesh); including CBSE schools prescribe the revised 

NCERT textbooks. Consequently the pre-service education of teachers as well as in-

service education of teachers already in the system need to be rigorous and should be 

based on the ideologies underlying NCF 2005 to help them give up their traditional 

methods of teaching and assessment and adopt progressive methods. 

The curriculum for mathematics was also revised to achieve the higher goal of 

‘mathematisation of thought’. The Position Paper National Focus group on Teaching 

of Mathematics recommended 

 (a) Shifting the focus of mathematics education from achieving ‘narrow’ goals to 

‘higher’ goals 

(b) Engaging every student with a sense of success, while at the same time offering 

conceptual challenges to the emerging mathematician,  

(c) Changing modes of assessment to examine students’ mathematisation abilities 

rather than procedural knowledge 

(d) Enriching teachers with a variety of mathematical resources.  

Thus the text books were revised accordingly but the transaction of the 

curriculum remained largely traditional due to lack of changes in the teacher training 

curriculum as well as appropriate in-service training programmes. This paper focuses 

on the issues of assessment and evaluation, that is; what is believed to be right or 

wrong in mathematics by teacher trainees who are on the verge of completion of their 

one year teacher training programme. 

 

Mathematics what is and what ought to be 

“It is more useful to know how to ‘Mathematise’ than to know a lot of Mathematics” 

said David Wheeler. 

Mathematics not only enjoys a very high place in the hierarchy of subjects, but 

also a paradoxical status. On one hand it is considered as the most important school 

subject while on the other hand it is the most feared of subject. Failures in 

understanding Mathematics may be due to several psychological, pedagogical and 

sociological factors. National Curriculum Framework 2005 identifies certain core 

problem areas of mathematics education in school. These are: 
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1. A sense of fear and failure regarding mathematics among a majority of 

children 

2.  A curriculum that disappoints a talented minority as well as a non- 

participating majority. 

3. Crude methods of assessment that encourage perception of mathematics as a 

mechanical computation. 

4. Lack of teacher perception and support in teaching of mathematics. 

NCF 2005 lays down guidelines for a curriculum that tends to relieve children of their 

fear of mathematics and help make it a subject that can be enjoyed and is in sync with 

their real life. 

NCF 2005 states that the main goal of mathematics in school is the ‘mathematisation’ 

of the child’s thinking. 

‘Mathematisation’ of thought implies that the child learns to think about the world in 

the language of mathematics. That is; she becomes capable of mathematical 

modelling and applying mathematics to solve problems in real life situations. NCF 

2005 states that Mathematisation is possible “when school mathematics takes place in 

a situation where maths is a part of children’s life experience which they talk about.” 

A child doesn’t enter a classroom with an empty mind. She brings with herself 

imprints of the culture and society, her identity and her every day experiences. Lev 

Vygotsky in his socio-cultural theory described learning as a social process and the 

origination of human intelligence in society or culture. The NCF 2005 lays down 

guidelines for schools, teachers and teacher educators so that they can help make the 

process of learning more realistic and closer to the child’s environment and make her 

experiences a part of the learning process. 

The major emphasis of NCF 2005 is on linking a child’s everyday life 

experience to school mathematics. According to it knowledge cannot be regarded as 

something that we know and that can be simply put into the child’s head. It must be 

regarded as something that a child explores through her experiences. Thus it 

emphasises on making the child an active participant of the pedagogical process. 

Wherein, the role of teacher becomes that of facilitator who engages the child into 

various activities, makes the child’s everyday experiences as part of the classroom, 

making the environment free from fear where a child is free to share her experiences 

and perceptions without the fear of being ridiculed.  
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Need of the Study 

In order to link the child’s everyday knowledge to mathematics an attempt is 

made to add contextual details in the form of word problems which form an important 

part of mathematics curriculum. The word problems help to embed important 

mathematics in a context familiar to the children, thereby helping them to make use of 

their everyday experiences to solve the problems as well as making them aware of 

how class room mathematics can be used in their everyday life. But the question that 

arises is that whether their mere inclusion serves the purpose. Do classroom practices 

facilitate the linkage between the everyday knowledge and classroom mathematics or 

are they just shallow efforts to bring about ‘mathematisation’. 

Commonly, mathematics is associated with certainty; knowing it, with being able 

to get the right answer, quickly (Ball 1988; Schoenfeld 1985; Stodolsky 1985). 

“These cultural assumptions are shaped by school experience, in which doing 

mathematics means following the rules laid down by the teacher; knowing 

mathematics means remembering and applying the correct rule when the teacher asks 

a question; and mathematical truth is determined when the answer is ratified by the 

teacher. Beliefs about how to do mathematics and what it means to know it in school 

are acquired through years of watching, listening, and practicing.” (Lampert 1990) 

Thus pedagogy plays an important role in shaping a child’s approaches towards 

problems.  

A study conducted on 80 students of class V of a C.B.S.E. board, government 

school by Kushwaha and Srivastava (forthcoming) concluded that the children’s 

approach to realistic word problems was highly procedural. Researchers have shown 

that children across social class and variety of societies frequently fail to bring 

realistic considerations in finding solution to word problems (Greer 1997; Reusser 

1988; Silver et al. 1993; Verschaffel and De Corte 1997). 

De Corte, Greer and Verschaffel (2000), in their paper Connecting Mathematics 

Problem Solving to the Real World state “practice surrounding word problems is 

controlled by a set of (largely implicit) rules that constitute “word problem game”.  
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These rules include the following assumptions: 

1. Every problem presented by the teacher or in the textbook is solvable and 

makes sense. 

2. There is only one exact numerical correct answer to every word problem. 

3. The answer must be obtained by performing basic arithmetical operations on 

all numbers stated in the problem.” 

These largely implicit rules are learnt by a child through her socialisation in the 

mathematics classroom. The teaching practices socialise a child’s approach to word 

problem solving wherein the implicit rules learnt by them guide their approaches and 

they solve problems with neither realistic considerations nor the use of their common 

sense. The teaching practice involves the teacher first presenting what is to be 

acquired and then the students practicing on a set of tasks given to them. This 

stereotyped approach thus focuses on the procedure of getting the correct answer 

rather than the concept of the problem; that is the argumentation involved (Reusser 

and Stebler 1997; Saljo and Wyndhamn,1997; Silver et al. 1993; Verschaffel et al. 

1994).  

NCF 2005 identifies crude methods of assessment that encourage perception of 

mathematics as a mechanical computation and lack of teacher perception and support 

in teaching of mathematics as some of the problem areas of mathematics teaching. It 

lays down several guidelines to address these core problem areas. Despite NCF, 2005 

recommendations of linking a child’s everyday experience to classroom mathematics 

and the aim of ‘mathematisation’ of thought remains defeated with current 

mathematics teaching practice. The basic procedure in a class room leads children to 

master certain set procedures and learn implicit rules of the classroom where they 

must try and come up with a correct answer through some set procedure. It never 

encourages a child to come up with her indigenous solution to a problem. The 

teacher’s methods of assessment and flexibility of acceptance of different responses is 

a less researched area in Indian context. The present study was conducted to answer 

the following research questions: 
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1. Are teacher trainees flexible in their assessment practices? 

2. Do they accept/ recognize realistic responses to a realistic word problem? 

3. Do they believe that in mathematics there is only one correct answer to 

every problem? 

 

The Objectives of the Study 

1. To assess the assessment practices of teacher trainees to responses on realistic 

mathematics word problems with reference to: 

i) Procedural or expected responses 

ii) Realistic or Contextual responses 

 Realistic mathematics word problems are defined as a verbal description of a 

problem situation in real world wherein one or more questions are posed, the 

answers to which can be obtained by the application of mathematical 

operations (usually numerical data) as well as contextual consideration to the 

available information in the text.  

 Contextual response is a response that is connected with or depends on the 

context of the problem situation. 

 

Sample: The present study was an exploratory study conducted on twenty four (18 

male and 6 female) teacher trainees undergoing Bachelor of Education (B.Ed.) course 

in the Education department of a central University. Of these 17 were undergraduates 

and 7 were post graduates in Mathematics. 11 of the teacher trainees had teaching 

experience ranging from one to four years at secondary level. The study was 

conducted towards the end of B.Ed. programme when the students had completed 

their practice of teaching as well as a large part of their B.Ed. course. Though the 

Bachelor of Education programme (B.Ed.) is for preparing teachers for secondary 

schools but a large chunk of these teacher trainees get appointment as primary 

teachers through Special BTC and BTC in government schools in Uttar Pradesh as 

well as Kendriya Vidyalayas all over India.  
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Research Procedure:  

To study the evaluation practices of teacher trainees each trainee was given 

three answer sheets containing answers of ten word problems of Arithmetic and 

he/she is required to correct three sets of answer sheets (X, Y and Z). Each answer 

sheet consisted of ten realistic word problems based on class V syllabus (Annexure I) 

most of them adapted from Verschaffel et al (1994). The responses to these questions 

were based on the responses obtained by the researcher from students of class V from 

various government schools as part of the field work related to the researcher’s 

doctoral work. One answer sheet (X) consisted of expected responses (EA), second 

answer sheet (Y) consisted of realistic responses (RAn) without any reason or 

justification and third answer sheet (Z) consisted of realistic responses with reasons; 

the answers were followed by a justification (RAw). The answer sheets were given to 

teacher trainees for correction in the same order, that is; X, Y and Z. The second 

answer sheet (Y) was given only after the first (X) had been corrected and third 

answer sheet (Z) after the second (Y). 

  The teacher trainees were told that the answer sheets were of three different 

students of class V. They were instructed to correct the answer sheets as they would 

correct the answer sheets of their students in class. They were also asked to write 

down their comments regarding the questions as well as the responses wherever they 

felt was required. This was followed by an informal talk with each one regarding 

assessment procedure, their feelings and thought process about the responses given in 

answer sheets.  

Analysis and Interpretation 

The assessment of teacher trainees (whether the answer is right or wrong) for 

the students’ responses on all ten problems on all three answer sheets were analyzed. 

Expected answers (EA) are the answers obtained through procedural approach to the 

problem that is; textual approach. Realistic answers (RA) are answers obtained by 

solving a problem by considering the realistic context given in the problem, that is; 

the approach is contextual. The percentage of teacher trainees who found the responses 

to Q1 to Q10 correct on the three sets of answer sheets is given in table no. 1. 

The analysis shows that maximum percentage of teacher trainees (ranging 

from 45.8% to 100%) found the expected answers to all questions correct while very 

few of them (12.5% to 58.3%) found the realistic answers correct in answer sheet Y. 

It is evident from the table that the percentage of trainees correcting realistic 
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responses where they have been justified with reasons in answer sheet Z is high (25% 

to 70.8%) in comparison to that on answer sheet Y. 

 

 

Table 1: Percentage of Teacher Trainees Who Found Response to 

Question No 1 to Question No. 10 as Correct on Set X, Y and Z 

           Responses 

 

Questions 

EA (X) 

Expected Answers 

RAn (Y) 

Realistic Answers 

without Reasons 

RAw (Z) 

Realistic Answers 

with Reasons 

Q1 45.8 37.5 58.3 

Q2 91.7 29.2 70.8 

Q3 91.7 54.2 66.2 

Q4 75 41.7 66.7 

Q5 50 54.2 45.8 

Q6 100 37.5 58.3 

Q7 91.7 58.3 62.5 

Q8 62.5 20.8 41.7 

Q9 75 12.5 25 

Q10 100 20.8 41.7 

 

Fig 1: Percentage of Teacher Trainees Who Found Response to Question No 1 to 

Question No. 10 as Correct on Set X, Y and Z 
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Based on analysis of individual answer sheets, content analysis of the 

comments of trainees and informal talk with them the following observations were 

made. The analysis showed that when the trainees were presented with answer sheet 

X, they readily accepted the responses.  Very few teacher trainees questioned the 

responses, though many of them commented that these couldn’t be the responses of a 

class V child. They under estimated the children’s knowledge and range of responses 

as one trainee asked “Are these responses given by a class V student? If so then the 

child must be very intelligent.” Most of them found the questions as ambiguous or 

incomplete and said that children of class V will get confused at the language of the 

questions. Like a trainee wrote several comments on the answer sheet regarding the 

ambiguity of each question and said “Prashnon me sandeh hai, bachhe galat kar sakte 

hai” (the questions are ambiguous and the children may go wrong).  

 The realistic questions were worded deliberately in such a way as to provide 

space for the children to think and come up with a range of solutions. The trainees 

found the language ambiguous as the given problems did not conform to the language 

of routine mathematical problems though they appeared just the same. Due to their 

own schooling they undermined the role of language and thus under estimated 

children’s ability to think. They questioned the language of the problems but readily 

accepted the expected responses or procedural responses conforming to the routine 

problems as correct. The necessity for a certain correct answer is so strong that the 
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words or what the question actually implied was undermined and anything that did 

not conform was treated as wrong. The teacher trainees suggested ways in which the 

questions could be rectified or modified, like for question no. 7 as seen in scanned 

copy of an answer sheet below (A cow gives 8 litres of milk daily. How many litres of 

milk will it give in 1 month?), they said that the number of days or the month must be 

specified. Though a student studying in class 5th knows the number of days in months 

varies but she should not be allowed to use this knowledge while solving the problem. 

Almost all teacher trainees emphasised on certainty in word problems and it shows 

the underlying assumption that problem should be definite in order to have a ‘correct 

answer’ which in turn leaves no room for thinking on the part of learners. 

 
For question no.2 (Jaya takes 35 mins to swim and cross river Ganga. How 

much time will she take to swim back?), they said speed or distance must be 

mentioned, it must be mentioned whether she has to swim upstream or downstream. 

Their basic approach was to modify the question to suit the desirable response or a 

response that is legitimate in classroom. 

 Only one teacher trainee did not correct the first question on answer sheet X 

and wrote the comment “sahi bhi ho sakta hai galat bhi” (implying that the given 

response can be right or wrong depending on the situation or context). Similarly just 

one teacher trainee added approximately to the given response of Rs. 580 to question 

no. 3 (Abdul owns a small tea stalls. Can you guess the price of a cup of tea at his 

shop? If Abdul earns Rs. 58 today, can you tell how much money will he earn in 10 

days?), though he did not deduct any marks. 

Later on when presented with the answer sheet Y followed by answer sheet Z 

most of them accepted realistic responses with reason as correct, while they didn’t 

accept the realistic responses without reason. For example for question no. 2 only 
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29.2% of the trainees found the response of less than or more than 35 minutes as 

correct in answer sheet Y, while when this answer was justified with reasons like Jaya 

will take less than or more than 35 mins depending upon her speed, in answer sheet Z, 

70.8% of the trainees corrected the response. This shows some flexibility on their part 

to accept responses embedded in real life context. But a closer analysis of individual 

answer sheets reveals their confusion and conflict between correcting a universally 

accepted correct answer and a contextually correct response.  

The teacher trainees while assessing the answer sheets of set X and set Y faced 

the dilemma of whether to mark the answer as right or wrong. For question no. 2 

several trainees in set X said that the question was incomplete as it did not mention 

whether to swim upstream or downstream. A conversation with one of the trainees 

regarding question no. 2 was as follows: 

Trainee: tair kr jana................ye sawal kaksha V k hisaab se check krna hai? (To 

swim across..........does this question have to be checked according to class V?) 

Researcher: Mai samjhi nahi ( I didn’t get you?) 

Trainee: I mean...........physics k hisaab se zyada samay lagega magar class V ke 

bacche ke hisaab se utna samay (35mins) sahi uttar hai. (I mean.........according to 

physics more time will be taken, but according to a class five child same time (35 

mins.) is the right answer) 

This conversation again reflects the under estimation of child’s knowledge and a 

conflict between logic, mathematics, physics. The trainees face a conflict between 

their logic and the child’s logic. The trainees’ logic of upstream or downstream was 

correct, they said that in that particular regard the question was incomplete but still 

they didn’t question the response of 35 minutes and 91.7% of the trainees marked it as 

correct in sheet X, while only 29.2% marked the response of greater than or less than 

35 minutes, as correct in sheet Y though it conformed to their logic. Their logic of 

answering and acceptance of a response conforms to their years of schooling where 

they were taught to arrive at a ‘single correct response’. 

 The trainees are faced with the confusion of whether to mark a particular 

answer as correct as it conforms to contextual logic or their commonsensical logic or 

mark it wrong as it does not fit the class room norm of a certain correct response. This 

dilemma is evident by one of the trainees comment on the same question no. 2 (the 

answer was less than or greater than 35 mins) in sheet Y. The trainee said, “logically 

to sahi hai magar mathematically galat hai.” (Logically it is correct but 
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mathematically it is wrong). This is one reason that a very small percentage of 

trainees accepted contextual responses as correct on answer sheet Y. For them logic 

and mathematics is different. It comes out that the mathematics they refer to is the 

classroom mathematics that requires a single correct response that is universally 

accepted. No matter how strong the teacher trainees’ logic is, it finds difficult to 

supersede their urge for a single correct response obtained through set procedures. For 

question no. 7 several trainees picked the response of 240 litres as correct and marked 

248 litres as wrong, several commented that average number of days in a month is 30 

so calculation should be done with 30 days and not 31 days. 

 This conflict is evident in another conversation with the trainee given below. 

The trainee after completing assessment of all the three sets returned to re-evaluate 

question 4 (A person wants to tie a rope between two poles. The two poles are 12 m 

apart. But he has only pieces of rope each 3m long. How many of these pieces would 

he need to tie together to make the rope long enough to stretch between the poles?) He 

had marked the response of more than 4 pieces as correct in set Y and Z and he 

wanted to mark them as wrong. The researcher asked the reason for the change and 

his response was as follows: 

Trainee: “mathematically 4 is the right response. Because when we talk of maths we 

talk about absolute. If we go by children’s response we can assume anything. We can 

assume that the rope has hooks at the end so we can just join them. In that case 4 

pieces would be enough. So we cannot assume things in mathematics and have to go 

by whatever is given (in the question). We cannot assume in mathematics, there has to 

be an exact answer.” 

The trainee first of all misunderstood the question as it clearly stated that the 

pieces had to be tied. According to him mathematics does not require assumption and 

there was an emphasis on exact answer (absolute). Another observation that was made 

was regarding question no 3 in which children were to estimate the price of a cup of 

tea. It was found that 5 trainees on each set marked the estimated price (response was 

Rs.3 or Rs.4) as wrong while the remaining 19 trainees did not pay much attention to 

this part of the question. They did not correct it and allotted all the marks to the 

second part of the question where the income for 10 days was to be calculated. It was 

found that the trainees did not treat estimation or guessing as an important part of 

classroom mathematics and thus did not pay much attention to it. 
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This shows that trainees also find that classroom mathematics has a certain 

way, that is; a set procedure of thinking and working about a problem, a fixed 

response to the problem that cannot vary and a universal acceptance of the response. 

This also shows their flawed understanding of what mathematics actually comprise of. 

To get over this conflict and dilemma it was observed that while assessing 

answer sheet Y, 41.7% (10 out of 24) teacher trainees circled out the words like 

‘approximately’, ‘less than’ or ‘greater than’ for several responses and treated the 

number only as a correct response as can be seen in scanned images of answer sheets 

below. On answer sheet Z, 16.7% (4 out of 24) teacher trainees circled out the reason 

and words like ‘less than’, ‘greater than’ and ‘approximately’ and marked only the 

number as a correct response (Such responses were treated as assessed wrong during 

analysis).  
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This practice points out to the fact that the trainees too do not approach a 

problem contextually at first. They find a conflict between realistic response and 

procedural response. To overcome this distress or discomfort they circle out words 

like greater, smaller and approximately or circle out the reasons and pick only the 

number part of the entire response as their desirable response and mark it as right. 

This seems to be a coping mechanism with their discomfort and conforming to class 

room norm of correcting a legitimate answer. 

This may be attributed to their own schooling. The school system of which 

they are a product is based on behaviouristic approach, where every problem must 

have a single correct answer obtained through a set procedure where there is no scope 

for out of box thinking. Though, the NCF 2005 and NCFTE 2009 state to apply a 

constructivist approach to classroom pedagogy, the teacher training curriculum as 

well as the teaching practices at the training level doesn’t provide much scope for 

constructivism. Thus the impact of teacher training programme of one year duration 

cannot be expected to over write the impact of long years of schooling. 

Conclusion and Suggestions 

 From the above analysis it can be conclude that trainees are more acceptable 

of the procedural or routine responses as compared to realistic responses. They have 

flexibility to accept realistic responses but it comes with a lot of dilemma and 

inhibitions. They face conflict between what is logically correct and what is 

universally acceptable in a classroom. To overcome their dilemma they resort to 

selecting key words or their desirable response and circling out undesirable parts of a 

response or they seek to reformulate or modify the question to suit the desired correct 

response. 
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  A large percentage of trainees correcting responses on sheet Z show that 

when a realistic response is justified they are ready to accept the response though with 

some difficulty. This inhibition is due to their schooling. The trainees are also a 

product of the existing school system where the school teaching, which is highly 

procedural has socialised them to learn the implicit rules of problem solving in 

classroom. When they walk into the shoes of a teacher they too reinforce those 

implicit rules of problem solving in their class through their stereotyped approaches. 

 The onus of bringing a change in this stereotype approach lies on the teacher 

training programmes. In the time when we talk of constructivism, the teacher training 

programmes must prepare the trainees to be ready to accept multiplicity of approaches 

to a problem discouraging a single method as the right method and a single answer as 

the only correct answer, liberating mathematics from the stereotype of getting a right 

answer found by applying the one taught algorithm.  

In order to realise the goal of ‘mathematisation’ the teacher training 

programmes must encourage trainees to accept the constructivist approach and 

encourage them to use innovations and break free from stereotypes. The guidelines as 

laid by NCFTE, 2009 must be incorporated in the teacher training curriculum. The 

teacher educators too must be given professional development programmes so that 

they too incorporate the underlying ideology in their teaching and assessment 

practices. The programmes must try to show them a new perspective to classroom 

teaching which is different from what they experienced during their own schooling. 

Thus helping them realise that classroom mathematics is not different or separated 

from everyday mathematics and telling them ways of linking them through their 

teaching methods. Then only will they realise that classroom mathematics is 

something more than mere mechanical computation. 
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