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This presentation focuses on a pilot study for a review of research on mathematical generalisation, MG, in school algebra. MG is an important step when going from the mathematical context through detecting a mathematical pattern, to developing algebraic thinking (Sibgatullin, et. al. 2022). Effects of technology on algebraic thinking – including making generalisations – have been reviewed (Mustaffa et al., 2015) as well as theoretical considerations and processes of generalisation (Malara, 2012). However, reviews focussing on MG seem scarce. Given that the ability to make MGs for a long time has been claimed to be crucial knowledge and of vital importance for developing algebraic thinking, there is a need for a more overarching research review.
In this pilot study we delineate and compare different views on MG in research on school algebra. More specifically, we ask:
· What methods characterise empirical research on MG in school algebra?
· What characterises the relation between MG and school algebra in this empirical research?
In our presentation we would like to discuss these questions and alternative ways to approach our material.
Theoretical and analytical frames, and methods of analysis
Developing awareness of MG has been explained as enhancing “seeing a generality through the particular and seeing the particular in the general” (Mason, 1996, p. 65). MG can thus be seen as a process which may be developed in many directions, and has been expressed differently by different researchers (Mason, 1996). Choosing an already fixed analytical framework would have included presumptions about how MG can be depicted in relation to school algebra. Therefore, we have chosen an inductive thematic approach. Our focus has been the object of study in the papers and its relation to MG. Three positions were identified: MG as the object of study in the study’s fore-ground; MG in the study’s background, with something else, e.g., algebraic thinking, as the object of study; and MG in relation to something else as the object of study.
ERIC and Scopus were used for data collection. The search terms were combinations of generali*, arithmetic*, algebra* and abstract reasoning. Studies on higher education and teachers were not included. In total, 654 records were identified in Scopus and 902 in ERIC, whereof 186 were selected. A flow chart of the selecting process is lifted in the presentation. For this pilot, 31 papers (every sixth paper, chronologically) of the 186 were selected for full reading. Three papers were then excluded due to the wrong population. All researchers coded all papers with respect to educational level, methods of analysis, and the object of study. Citations of the studies’ aims and results were then thematised inductively (Braun & Clarke, 2021). 
Results and discussion
Studies that involved middle school were common (11 of 29, ages 11-13). Seven studies involved several educational levels, mostly both lower and upper primary school (ages 6-10). Only a handful of studies involved high school (ages 14-18), none kindergarten (ages 0-5). Content analysis is the main research method (12 studies). Eight papers employ a combination of methods; often content analysis paired with descriptive statistics. Three studies use only quantitative methods. Finally, MG is in the study’s foreground in seven papers and studied in relation to something else in six papers; but MG is mainly in the study’s background (15 papers). Studies about Technology, problem solving, and modelling frequently sought to identify different aspects of mathematical content in tasks, students’ solutions, strategies or reasoning, while studies on Algebraic thinking, reasoning and structure predominantly concerned students’ learning trajectories or mathematical development. Patterns, functional thinking, and generalized arithmetic mostly concerned either students’ learning trajectories or mathematical development, or students’ perceptions of mathematical content. The theme Representational aspects was identified in all kinds of studies. 
Sibgatullin et al. (2022) seem to conceptualise MG as a backdrop to algebraic thinking, but this pilot points out other possible conceptualisations. The review has an empirical focus and can thus be regarded as a complement to Malara’s (2021) theoretical considerations on MG. Compared to Mustaffa et al. (2015), who focus on technology in relation to algebra, we have identified other themes as well. 
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