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Discussion and Next Steps 

Schools, districts, teachers, and administrators often adopt or continue educational practices 
without having a meaningful understanding of the theory behind these practices, which results 
in poor implementation of good ideas or abandonment of practices when an administrator 
leaves the school or district. Similarly, most schools, districts, teachers, and administrators do 
not have clear evidence of whether the practices are really helping to improve their students’ 
achievement. Our work on Practices Worthy of Attention is beginning to shed light on what 
needs to be done by researchers and practitioners together to uncover meaningful information 
about practices, gauge their success, and determine how to adapt and incorporate successful 
practices into secondary mathematics programs nationwide. 

Many articles and books about closing or eliminating the mathematics achievement gap have 
focused on broad approaches and general ideas without specifying how these ideas can be 
translated into practice. Although these approaches and ideas capture the essence of 
successful strategies, the vocabulary used to describe them can be interpreted in different 
ways. A district can often accurately claim that it is using professional development and 
learning communities to improve its mathematics pedagogy, but how the district defines 
“professional development” and “learning communities” is crucial in determining how these 
ideas are implemented and, ultimately, how successful they are.  

To successfully tackle the challenges faced by all educators and leaders in improving 
mathematics teaching and learning, researchers must spend more time in schools and districts, 
observing and analyzing how the broad approaches and big ideas are actually codified, 
implemented, and assessed within and across districts. The Practices Worthy of Attention 
work is a first step toward creating a nationwide group of practitioners who can share specific 
strategies with and learn from one another, thus opening doors across districts, much as 
classrooms have been opened within schools. By taking the time to observe and evaluate 
actual practices, we can find out directly how research is interpreted and implemented and 
therefore advise mathematics leaders and teachers in ways that directly affect their work. 

The next phase of this work is to partner Dana Center researchers with schools and districts to 
raise the standards of evidence by which we measure the effectiveness of these practices. This 
will allow for the fulfillment of a key purpose of this work: not only to identify common 
themes in these practices that can be used to strengthen teachers’ practices and student 
achievement in urban systems across the country, but also to determine the effects of districts’ 
initiatives for improving teacher practices and, in turn, the effects of those practices on 
students’ secondary mathematics progress and achievement. The PWOA work is a first step 
toward creating a community of inquiry among researchers and urban schools and districts to 
explore existing initiatives and programs that are being used to improve secondary 
mathematics teaching and learning around the country.  
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