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This presentation focuses on mathematical reasoning, which is a core competence in curriculum documents, both in Sweden and many other countries. However, analyses show that there is great variation in what is meant by mathematical reasoning, for example, in curriculum documents (Reid, 2022) and among teachers (Herbert et al., 2015). It is thus important to analyse different parts of the curriculum chain (Stein et al., 2007) to understand different conditions for, and influences on, the teaching and learning of mathematics. Such a chain may, for example, consist of the following discourses: research à policy documents à textbooks à teaching à learning. The discourse on mathematical reasoning may be different in the different steps of the curriculum chain, especially since there is always a recontextualization, which means that a discourse “selectively appropriates, relocates, refocuses and relates other discourses to constitute its own order” (Bernstein, 2000, p. 33).
This study is part of a larger project that aims to understand the recontextualization of discourses on mathematical reasoning in the curriculum chain in Sweden and England. This study is delimited to how Swedish teachers’ discourse on reasoning is similar or different to other discourses, focusing on the following research questions:
· RQ1: What different discourses exist in the conditions for teachers’ work, regarding three types; research, everyday life, and formal governance?
· RQ2: How does teacher discourse relate to the different discourses in RQ1?
· RQ3: Do the relations in RQ2 differ depending on school level?
The analysis focuses on parts of the discourses where the notion of “reasoning” is explicitly used. We initially exclude textbooks, since they tend not to be explicit about when and how reasoning is relevant for specific tasks or activities.
Method
We use four data sets that correspond to four different discourses. Teacher discourse is investigated through interviews with five teachers from each of lower primary, upper primary, and lower secondary schools. They have long experience as teachers and come from different parts of Sweden and different types of schools. The interview had a variety of questions about the teacher’s perspective on mathematical reasoning. A research discourse is investigated through three international frameworks that focus on school mathematics; Adding it up (Kilpatrick et al., 2001), NCTM Standards (NCTM, 2000), and the KOM project (Niss & Højgaard, 2011). An everyday discourse is investigated through different types of Swedish dictionaries; Svensk Ordbok (https://svenska.se/so) and Wiktionary (https://sv.wiktionary.org). The discourse of formal governance of Swedish schools is investigated through the Swedish national curriculum for compulsory school, including the commentary material, and the national tests.
All data sources are analysed in the same way. First, we searched for passages including the word “reasoning” (Sw. “resonemang”) or its cognates. Then, each such passage was analysed to find: (1) what processes or objects are identified as types of reasoning, and (2) how students are expected to engage with reasoning, to recognise (understand), to realise (construct), or to evaluate. For example, in “it consists of the ability to devise informal arguments”, the process/object is arguments (bold), and the student engagement is a realisation (italics).
Tentative results from ongoing analysis
Analyses of the frameworks have been conducted and reported (Morgan et al., 2024). The results show a total of 39 processes/objects describing what mathematical reasoning is. Only five of these were common to all three frameworks: argument, (logical) chain, explanation, justification, and proof. Overall, the frameworks emphasise production of reasoning (i.e., realisation) over recognition and evaluation.
Ongoing analyses of the interviews have also produced a variety of different processes/objects, but any comparisons of discourses have not yet been done.
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