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Introducing the  
Science of Math

Robin S. Codding, Corey Peltier, and Jared Campbell

U.S. students display chronic underachievement in math. Internationally, 
U.S. math performance on the Programme for International Student 
Assessment persistently falls below the average of other OECD countries. 

Furthermore, the United States has one of the largest achievement gaps when 
comparing the average performance of the highest (90th percentile) and lowest 
(10th percentile) performing fourth- and eighth-grade students in the world (Pal 
et al., 2019; TIMSS 2019 U.S. Highlights, 2019). U.S. math performance over the last 
20 years on the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) has also 
been stagnant (National Center for Education Statistics [NCES], 2019). The most 
recent data, collected in 2019, identified 59% of fourth graders performed below 
the NAEP proficiency cut score. Because of the hierarchical nature of math, we 
see higher prevalence of underachievement among eighth (66% below) and 12th 
graders (75% below). Resulting from systemic inequities in education broadly 
and math practices specifically, underachievement in math is not distributed 
equally across demographic variables related to race and ethnicity, English 
language proficiency, socioeconomic background, and disability status. Such 
persistent inequities and poor outcomes behoove educators, school administrators, 
and school support professionals to assess their math instructional practices 
and programs in concert with the science of teaching and learning math.

In 2010, Congress created and charged the 
Equity and Excellence Commission with 
identifying ways in which federal policies 
may be used to close the existing 
achievement gaps. A primary 
recommendation put forth by this 
commission was to ensure all students 
have access to high-quality curricula and 
instructional practices (The Equity and 
Excellence Commission, 2013). The Every 
Student Succeeds Act of 2015 (ESSA) 
further emphasized the importance of 

achievement and equity for all students 
and provided a tiered definition of 
evidence standards for school 
considerations. As a general premise, the 
goal of evidence-based practice as applied 
to math is to ensure children and youth 
receive equitable access to the best 
available education based on scientific 
knowledge integrated with clinical 
expertise pertaining to the local school 
context (Kratochwill et al., 2012). In 
addition to the evidence base on math 

instructional practices and programs, the 
science of learning needs to be considered. 
The science of learning is a critical 
component of math education reform 
because understanding how children learn 
enhances planned instructional 
opportunities by informing the most 
appropriate math instructional practices 
to use at a given time and context, 
according to students’ current math 
knowledge and skills (Deans for Impact, 
2015; National Mathematics Advisory 
Panel [NMAP], 2008).

What Is the Science of Math?
The Science of Math is a movement 
focused on using objective evidence about 
how students learn math to make 
educational decisions and to inform policy 
and practice. This movement, created to 
mirror the Science of Reading movement, 
leverages the science of learning and the 
research base on effective mathematics 
instruction with the intent to increase 
outcomes for all students. The original 
contributors to the Science of Math 
movement include a group of 
interdisciplinary researchers, educational 
consultants, and university trainers. This 
group of professionals came together to 
form this movement according to 
concerns regarding the limited use and 
implementation of scientifically driven 

http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1177%2F00400599221121721&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2023-05-12
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evidence-based math practices and the 
prevalence of pseudoscientific practices in 
the classroom.

Why Do We Need the 
Science of Math?
Math reform efforts over the last 30 years 
addressed concerns regarding the lack of 
depth and expansive breadth of U.S. math 
curricula and instruction with efforts to 
generate more demanding, focused, and 
coherent standards that can be applied 
universally across the country (National 
Governors Association Center for Best 
Practices & Council of Chief State School 
Officers, 2010; Schmidt & Houang, 2012; 
Wu, 2011). The National Research 
Council (NRC; 2001) and the NMAP 
(2008) engaged in concerted efforts to 
make national improvements to math 
achievement by providing 
recommendations pertaining to curricular 
content, instructional practices, 
assessment and data-based decision-
making, infusion of learning principles, 
professional development, and policy 
changes. These efforts emphasized 
prevention and early intervention in 
prekindergarten through eighth grade to 
secure readiness for algebra, given the 
critical importance of algebra for advanced 
math content in high school.

Despite reform efforts, current trends 
in existing data suggest problems 
pertaining to curricular focus, mastery of 
foundational math skills, and equitable 
access to and use of evidence-based 
instruction and intervention programs 
and practices (de Brey et al., 2019; NCES, 
2019; Office of Civil Rights, 2021). 
Unfortunately, regardless of these 
recommendations, survey data indicate 
teachers use unsubstantiated math 
practices as much as or more than 
evidence-based practices (Hott et al., 2019; 
Peltier et al., 2021). Furthermore, teachers 
continue to report regular use of 
disproven practices, such as learning 
styles, and less than 50% of teacher-
candidates correctly answered survey 
questions about the basic principles of 
learning (Deans for Impact, n.d.; Hott 
et al., 2019; Peltier et al., 2021; van Dijk & 
Lane, 2020).

Translating research to practice is 
impacted by the lack of access to and/or 
use of evidence-based practices and 
programs that, along with inaccurate and 

infrequent implementation, can lead to 
experiences that foster incorrect beliefs 
(Fixsen et al., 2009; Odom et al., 2020). 
Pseudoscientific practices refer to those 
that lack adequate empirical support with 
carefully controlled studies to support 
their claims of positive outcomes 
(Lilienfeld et al., 2012). These practices 
can be appealing because they superficially 
appear to be based in science and often are 
intuitively meaningful, but the assertions 
made about the benefits of these practices 
extend far beyond the evidence for their 
use. Because of these commonsense 
features and enthusiastic claims about 
their benefit, pseudoscientific practices 
can be hard to identify and persuasive. 
The failure to implement scientific 
evidence-based math practices in favor of 
pseudoscientific practices may result from 
a confluence of factors, including how 
math proficiency is defined; limited 
availability of protocols, materials, and 
programs; and/or lack of access to 
information on scientifically proven 
practices.

The National Research Council  
(NRC, 2001, p. 408) defined mathematical 
proficiency as represented by those 
students who “understand basic concepts, 
are fluent in performing basic operations, 
exercise a repertoire of strategic 
knowledge, reason clearly and flexibly, 
and maintain a positive outlook toward 
math” (p. 408). These five strands of math 

proficiency were illustrated in the NRC 
(2001) document as an intertwined rope 
(Figure 1). The mutual dependence 
among these strands was also emphasized 
by the NMAP (2008) when reporting on 
the available research. This definition 
contrasts with some circulating theoretical 
notions that conceptual knowledge should 
proceed or replace procedural knowledge 
and is out of sync with more recent 
evidence supporting a bidirectional 
relationship between the development of 
conceptual and procedural knowledge 
(Baroody, 2003; Canobi, 2009; Hectht & 
Vagi, 2010; Rittle-Johnson et al., 2001, 
2015;Rittle-Johnson & Koedinger, 2009). 
Furthermore, Kilpatrick et al. suggested 
mathematical proficiency may only be 
achieved if changes are made 
simultaneously to curricula, instructional 
materials, classroom practices, teacher 
preparation, and professional 
development. Perhaps such changes have 
not been made concurrently, thus 

impacting implementation of scientifically 
grounded practices and programs to 
support math education improvement 
efforts.

Other experts have suggested 
interpretation of math education 
improvement efforts differ among general 
and special educators and that many of the 
well-established evidence-based practices, 
such as fluency building, teaching to 
mastery, and using the standard 
algorithm, were left behind (Sayeski & 
Paulsen, 2010). These challenges might 
result because there are limited evidence-
based examples or programmatic options 
available that are also relevant to address 
day-to-day problems experienced by 
educators attempting to mitigate large and 
persistent gaps in math achievement. For 
example, evaluation of math textbooks 
commonly used in the primary grades 
indicates that many evidence-based 
practices, such as systematic and explicit 
instruction, opportunities for practice and 
review, procedures for providing 
immediate and effective academic 
feedback to correct student errors and 
misconceptions, and linkages between 
assessment and instructional decision-
making, are consistently missing, 
inadequate, or limited in scope (Bryant 
et al., 2008; Carnine et al., 1997; Doabler 
et al., 2012; Jitendra et al., 2005; Sood & 
Jitendra, 2007). Although evidence for 
math teaching and learning continues to 
expand, this science is developing, and it is 
well noted there is less available research 
on math-related interventions and 
instructional practices than in reading 
(Frye et al., 2013; Fuchs et al., 2021; 
Gersten et al., 2009; Mastropieri et al., 
2009; Siegler et al., 2010; Star et al., 2015; 
Villarreal et al., 2017; Woodward et al., 
2012).

The research-to-practice gap may also 
result from a lack of access to information 
about evidence-based practices. The 
wealth of information available through 
textbooks, organizations, clearinghouses, 
websites, blogs, expert consensus 
documents, peer-referred scientific 
journals, and social media can make it 
challenging to distinguish between 
scientific and pseudoscientific practices, 
particularly when conflicting information 
is presented. General and special 
education teachers report talking with 
colleagues and using Facebook, Pinterest, 
Teachers-Pay-Teachers, or general 
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web-based search engines (e.g., Google or 
Yahoo) for math instructional planning 
and to identify instructional materials and 
practices rather than clearinghouses 
devoted to disseminating evidence-based 
practices, websites of professional 
organizations, or practitioner-based and 
scientific journals (Hott et al., 2019; Peltier 
et al., 2020).

Finally, failure to implement known 
evidence-based math practices may result 
from common teacher-reported barriers 
to implementation of evidence-based 
programs and practices, such as (a) time 
for implementation and planning, (b) 
access to materials, (c) adequate staffing, 
(d) support from school leadership, and 
(e) intervention compatibility (Long et al., 
2016). Intervention compatibility can be 
defined as the appropriateness, fit, or 
match of an evidence-based program or 
practice to a school’s mission, culture, and 
history of existing practices. Another 
implementation issue may be related to 
errors of how or when to implement 
effective math practices. Learners may 
benefit more or less from various 
instructional strategies or tactics, 
depending on the learners’ stage of skill 
development (Burns et al., 2010). That is, 
are learners working on acquiring a math 
skill or concept, building skill fluency, 
generalizing or transferring a skill or 
concept, or using known skills and 
concepts to solve novel problems? Just 
because timed practice opportunities have 
been proven effective to build fluency, for 
example, does not mean that timed trials 
always benefit learners (Fuchs et al., 
2021). Using timed trials with students 
who are working to acquire new 
knowledge or skills is an instructional 
mismatch; rather, students need to display 
accuracy with skills and concepts before 

building fluency. It is not the fault of the 
strategy; it is an issue with when to 
implement the strategy.

What Can I Do to Promote 
the Science of Math?
The following is a list of seven action 
steps educators can take to meet the 
challenge of supporting the math 
proficiency of all students in alignment 
with the scientific evidence.

1.	 Collaborate with school leaders and 
support professionals to conduct an 
inventory of existing programs, their 
alignment with evidence-based 
practices, and fidelity of their use. 
School-based teams can critically 
analyze the scientific literature as well as 
registries of effective programs (e.g., 
What Works Clearinghouse and 
National Center on Intensive 
Intervention) for validity, accuracy, 
usefulness, efficiency, cost-effectiveness, 
and compatibility with the local school 
context (see Table 1). New programs 
that meet evidence standards and are 
deemed usable and feasible can be 
considered for purchase based on a 
transparent fiscal plan (Kratochwill 
et al., 2012). As new evidence becomes 
available, integrate this information 
into a cumulative and coordinated 
repository from which better 
educational decisions can be made 
about math teaching and learning.

2.	 Routinely and systematically evaluate 
the effectiveness of the instructional 
practices used in your school context. 
Determining which instructional 
tactics and activities to use must be 
situated within knowing students’ 
current skills and knowledge of the 

content being taught. Thus, as the field 
identifies instructional practices with 
compelling evidence of improving 
student math achievement, this must 
be situated in the question for whom 
this practice is going to be the most 
beneficial and when the practice is 
most appropriately applied. Answers 
to for whom and when require 
consideration of the currently available 
best math instructional practices 
integrated with the science of how 
children learn math.

3.	 Supplement existing curricula and 
programs with evidence-based 
strategies, tactics, and practices. 
Identifying effective curricula and 
programs is important, but it is only 
one aspect of ensuring evidence-based 
practices. There is no such thing as a 
“one size fits all” evidence-based 
practice; no single curriculum or 
program will meet the needs of all 
students, and not all programs 
incorporate recommended evidence-
based practices. Supplement when gaps 
are identified to strengthen your 
practices.

4.	 Be an astute consumer of evidence. 
Become familiar with sources that 
disseminate evidence-based practices 
and learn to differentiate scientific 
from psuedoscientific claims. 
Pseudoscientific practices can be 
spotted by (a) lack of or limited 
peer-referred literature on the practice 
(instead most of the “supporting 
evidence” is anecdotal or testimonial) 
and (b) the overemphasis on positive 
results while negative or disconfirming 
information is explained away or 
minimized instead of contextualized or 
used to improve the practice 
(Lilienfeld et al., 2012).

Figure  1   Five strands of math proficiency
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5.	 Highlight the connection between 
your school context and the evidence-
based practice. To address concerns 
about program compatibility with 
existing classroom or school routines, 
consider the feasibility and usability of 
evidence-based practices and programs 
and select those with the best matches.

6.	 Make data-based decisions. The 
expansion of curriculum-based 
measurement and computer-adaptive 
assessment tools in math can be used to 
make a variety of educational decisions, 
including screening, instructional 
planning, progress monitoring, and 
program evaluation. Use of these tools to 
make such data-based decisions offer the 
opportunity for school systems to use 
data more effectively and thoughtfully 
(Fuchs, 2017; Kratochwill et al., 2012). 
Notably, allocating less time to screening 
and more time toward instructional 
planning, progress monitoring, and 
program evaluation to distinguish 
effective from ineffective practices in the 
local context will facilitate the Science of 
Math in daily educational practice 

(Fuchs, 2017; VanDerHeyden & Burns, 
2018).

7.	 Conduct ongoing training and coaching. 
Work with your school administrators 
and support professionals to provide 
ongoing training and coaching to 
support the accurate use of evidence-
based instructional practices. School 
systems, presented with many topics for 
professional development, will need to 
narrow the available opportunities to 
those most effective for students and 
after consideration of the most recent 
available math research 
recommendations.

Where Do I Find Out More 
About the Science of Math?
More information can be located on the 
Science of Math website (https://www.
thescienceofmath.com/) and via 
facebook (https://www.facebook.com/
groups/484983039154372/), twitter 
(twitter handle: @4ScienceofMath), and 
YouTube (the Science of Math channel; 
https://www.youtube.com/channel/

UCMRsvxb-374V-LKNcsW56tQ). 
Become an affiliate to support the 
Science of Math movement and the idea 
that instructional practices in math 
with a scientific basis is the preferred 
method of identifying practices in 
classrooms.

Robin S. Codding, 
Department of Applied 
Psychology, Northeastern 
University, 306 Huntington 
Ave, 404 International 
Village, Boston, MA 02115. 
Email: r.codding@
northeastern.edu

Corey Peltier, Department 
of Educational Psychology, 
University of Oklahoma

Jared Campbell, 
Pennsylvania Training 
and Technical Assistance 
Network (PaTTAN)

Table  1   Resources to Locate Evidence on Mathematics Programs, Strategies, and Tactics

Resource Associated Internet addresses Math-related content

Center on Multitiered 
Systems of Support

https://mtss4success.org/ General MTSS guidelines & 
implementation ideas
Examples of implemented MTSS 
models with math

Institute for Education 
Sciences Practice 
Guides

https://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/
Publication#/FWWFilterId:1,Content
TypeId:3,SortBy:RevisedDate,SetNu
mber:1

Practice guides summarizing 
evidence-based math practices for 
algebra, young children, elementary 
students, problem solving, fractions, 
girls, MTSS K–8

IRISCENTER https://iris.peabody.vanderbilt.edu/
module/rti-math/

MTSS/RTI mathematics 
(professional development 
certificate, modules, videos)

National Center for 
Intensive Intervention

https://intensiveintervention.org/
https://www.youtube.com/channel/
UC6W2pma8TiSZvY_GWROkTLA

Math screening and progress-
monitoring tool charts, math 
intervention tool charts, sample 
math lessons and activities

Project STAIR https://blog.smu.edu/projectstair/ Instructional resources and videos 
for various math topics, culturally 
responsive teaching, and data-
based individualization

The Science of Math https://www.thescienceofmath.com/
https://www.youtube.com/channel/
UCMRsvxb-374V-LKNcsW56tQ

Resources on effective, high-quality 
math instruction

Note. MTSS = multitiered systems of support; RTI = response to intervention.

https://www.thescienceofmath.com/
https://www.thescienceofmath.com/
https://www.facebook.com/groups/484983039154372/
https://www.facebook.com/groups/484983039154372/
https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCMRsvxb-374V-LKNcsW56tQ
https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCMRsvxb-374V-LKNcsW56tQ
mailto:r.codding@northeastern.edu
mailto:r.codding@northeastern.edu
https://mtss4success.org/
https://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/Publication#/FWWFilterId:1,ContentTypeId:3,SortBy:RevisedDate,SetNumber:1
https://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/Publication#/FWWFilterId:1,ContentTypeId:3,SortBy:RevisedDate,SetNumber:1
https://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/Publication#/FWWFilterId:1,ContentTypeId:3,SortBy:RevisedDate,SetNumber:1
https://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/Publication#/FWWFilterId:1,ContentTypeId:3,SortBy:RevisedDate,SetNumber:1
https://iris.peabody.vanderbilt.edu/module/rti-math/
https://iris.peabody.vanderbilt.edu/module/rti-math/
https://intensiveintervention.org/
https://www.youtube.com/channel/UC6W2pma8TiSZvY_GWROkTLA
https://www.youtube.com/channel/UC6W2pma8TiSZvY_GWROkTLA
https://blog.smu.edu/projectstair/
https://www.thescienceofmath.com/
https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCMRsvxb-374V-LKNcsW56tQ
https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCMRsvxb-374V-LKNcsW56tQ


10

TE
A

C
H

IN
G

 E
xc

ep
ti

o
na

l C
hi

ld
re

n,
 V

o
l. 

56
, N

o
. 1

References

Baroody, A. J. (2003). The development of 
adaptive expertise and flexibility: The 
integration of conceptual and procedural 
knowledge. In A. J. Baroody & A. Dowker 
(Eds.), The Development of Arithmetic 
Concepts and Skills: Constructing Adaptive 
Expertise (pp. 1–33). Lawrence Erlbaum 
Associates.

Bryant, B. R., Bryant, D. P., Kethley, C., Kim, S. 
A., Pool, C., & You-Jin, S. (2008). Preventing 
mathematics difficulties in the primary 
grades: The critical features of instruction in 
textbooks as part of the equation. Learning 
Disability Quarterly, 31(1), 21–35. https://doi 
.org/10.2307%2F30035523

Burns, M. K., Codding, R. S., Boice, C. H., & Lukito, 
G. (2010). Meta-analysis of acquisition and 
fluency math interventions with instructional 
and frustration level skills: Evidence for 
a skill-by-treatment interaction. School 
Psychology Review, 39(1), 69–83. https://doi 
.org/10.1080/02796015.2010.12087791

Canobi, K. H. (2009). Concept–procedure 
interactions in children’s addition and 
subtraction. Journal of Experimental Child 
Psychology, 102(2), 131-149. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jecp.2008.07.008

Carnine, D. W., Jitendra, A., & Silbert, J. (1997). 
A descriptive analysis of mathematics 
curricular materials from a pedagogical 
perspective. Remedial and Special Education, 
18(2), 66–81. https://doi.org/10.1177
%2F074193259701800201

de Brey, C., Musu, L., McFarland, J., Wilkinson-
Flicker, S., Diliberti, M., Zhang, A., Branstetter, 
C., & Wang, X. (2019). Status and trends in 
the education of racial and ethnic groups 
2018 (NCES 2019-038). National Center for 
Education Statistics, U.S. Department of 
Education. https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/
ED592833.pdf

Deans for Impact. (n.d.). Learning by scientific 
design: Early insights from a network 
transforming teacher preparation. Deans 
for Impact. https://deansforimpact.org/
wp-content/uploads/2020/03/Deans_for_
Impact_LbSD_Report_FINAL-1.pdf

Deans for Impact. (2015). The science of learning. 
Deans for Impact. https://deansforimpact 
.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/12/The_
Science_of_Learning.pdf

Doabler, C. T., Fien, H., Nelson-Walker, N. J., 
& Baker, S. K. (2012). Evaluating three 
elementary mathematics programs 
for presence of eight research-based 
instructional design principles. Learning 
Disability Quarterly, 35(4), 200–211. https://
doi.org/10.1177%2F0731948712438557

Equity and Excellence Commission. (2013). For 
each and every child: A strategy for equity 
and excellence. The Equity and Excellence 
Commission, U.S. Department of Education. 
https://www2.ed.gov/about/bdscomm/list/
eec/equity-excellence-commission-report 
.pdf

Every Student Succeeds Act, 20 U.S.C. § 6301 
(2015). https://www.congress.gov/bill/114th-
congress/senate-bill/1177

Fixsen, D. L., Blase, K. A., Naoom, S. F., &  
Wallace, F. (2009). Core implementation  
components. Research on Social Work  
Practice, 19(5), 531-540. https://doi 
.org/10.1177%2F1049731509335549 

Frye, D., Baroody, A. J., Burchinal, M., Carver, 
S. M., Jordan, N. C., & McDowell, J. (2013). 
Teaching math to young children: A practice 
guide (NCEE 2014-4005). National Center 
for Education Evaluation and Regional 
Assistance (NCEE), Institute of Education 
Sciences, U.S. Department of Education. 
https://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/Docs/
PracticeGuide/early_math_pg_111313.pdf 

Fuchs, L. S. (2017). Curriculum-based 
measurement as the emerging alternative: 
Three decades later. Learning Disabilities 
Research & Practice, 32(1), 5–7. https://doi 
.org/10.1111/ldrp.12127

Fuchs, L. S., Newman-Gonchar, R., Schumacher, 
R., Dougherty, B., Bucka, N., Karp, K. S., 
Woodward, J., Clarke, B., Jordan, N. C., 
Gersten, R., Jayanthi, M., Keating, B., & 
Morgan, S. (2021). Assisting students 
struggling with mathematics: Intervention 
in the elementary grades (WWC 2021006). 
National Center for Education Evaluation and 
Regional Assistance, Institute of Education 
Sciences, U.S. Department of Education. 
https://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/Docs/
PracticeGuide/WWC2021006-Math-PG.pdf

Gersten, R., Beckmann, S., Clarke, B., Foegen, 
A., Marsh, L., Star, J. R., & Witzel, B. 
(2009). Assisting students struggling with 
mathematics: Response to Intervention (RtI) 
for elementary and middle schools (NCEE 
2009-4060). National Center for Education 
Evaluation and Regional Assistance, Institute 
of Education Sciences, U.S. Department of 
Education. https://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/
Docs/PracticeGuide/rti_math_pg_042109 
.pdf

Hecht, S. A., & Vagi, K. J. (2010). Sources of 
group and individual differences in emerging 
fraction skills. Journal of Educational 
Psychology, 102(4), 843-859. https://
psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/a0019824

Hott, B. L., Dibbs, R.-A., Naizer, G., Raymond, L., 
Reid, C. C., & Martin, A. (2019). Practitioner 
perceptions of algebra strategy and 
intervention use to support students 
with mathematics difficulty or disability 
in rural Texas. Rural Special Education 
Quarterly, 38(1), 3–14. https://doi.org/10.1177
%2F8756870518795494

Jitendra, A. K., Griffin, C., Deatline-Buchman, 
A., Dippi-Hoy, C., Sczesniak, E., Sokol, 
N. G., & Xin, Y. P. (2005). Adherence to 
mathematics professional standards and 
instructional design criteria for problem-
solving in mathematics. Exceptional Children, 
71(3), 319 -337. https://doi.org/10.1177
%2F001440290507100307

Kratochwill, T. R., Hoagwood, K. E., Kazak, A. 
E., Weisz, J. R., Hood, K., Vargas, L. A., & 
Banez, G. A. (2012). Practice-based evidence 
for children and adolescents: Advancing 
the research agenda in schools. School 
Psychology Review, 41(2), 215–235. https://
doi.org/10.1080/02796015.2012.12087521

Lilienfeld, S. O., Ammirati, R., & David, M. (2012). 
Distinguishing science from pseudoscience 
in school psychology: Science and scientific 
thinking as safeguards against human error. 
Journal of School Psychology, 50(1), 7–36. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2011.09.006

Long, A. C., Sanetti, L. M. H., Collier-Meek, M. 
A., Gallucci, J., Altschaefl, M., & Kratochwill, 
T. R. (2016). An exploratory investigation 

of teachers' intervention planning and 
perceived implementation barriers. Journal of 
School Psychology, 55, 1–26. https://doi 
.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2015.12.002

Mastropieri, M. A., Berkeley, S., McDuffie, K. 
A., Graff, H., Marshak, L., Conners, N. A., 
. . . Cuenza-Sanches, Y. (2009). What is 
published in the field of special education? 
An analysis of 11 prominent journals. 
Exceptional Children, 76(1), 95–109. https://
doi.org/10.1177%2F001440290907600105

National Center for Education Statistics, National 
Assessment of Educational Progress. 
(2019). Nations report card in mathematics. 
https://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/
mathematics/

National Governors Association Center for 
Best Practices & Council of Chief State 
School Officers. (2010). Common core state 
standards for mathematics.

National Mathematics Advisory Panel. (2008). 
The final report of the National Mathematics 
Advisory Panel. U.S. Department of 
Education. https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/
ED500486.pdf

National Research Council. (2001). Adding it 
up: Helping children learn mathematics. 
Washington, DC: The National Academies 
Press. https://doi.org/10.17226/9822

Odom, S. L., Hall, L. J., & Steinbrenner, J. R. 
(2020). Implementation science research 
and special education. Exceptional 
Children, 86(2), 117-119. https://doi.
org/10.1177%2F0014402919889888

Office for Civil Rights. (2021). Education in a 
pandemic: The disparate impacts of COVID-19 
on America’s students. U.S. Department of 
Education. https://www2.ed.gov/about/
offices/list/ocr/docs/20210608-impacts-of-
covid19.pdf

Pal, J., Marec, C., & Schwabe, M. (2019). 
Programme for international student 
assessment (PISA) results from 2018: United 
States. OECD: Directorate for Education 
and Skills. https://www.oecd.org/pisa/
publications/PISA2018_CN_USA.pdf

Peltier, C., Morin, K. L., Bouck, E. C., Lingo, M. E., 
Pulos, J. M., Scheffler, F. A., Suk, A., Mathews, 
L. A., Sinclair, T. E., & Deardorff, M. E. (2020). 
A meta-analysis of single-case research using 
mathematics manipulatives with students at 
risk or identified with a disability. The Journal 
of Special Education, 54(1), 3–15. https://doi 
.org/10.1177%2F0022466919844516

Peltier, C., Peltier, T. K., Hott, B. L., Heuer, A., 
& Werthen, T. (2021). “Trends Come and 
Go”: Early childhood rural special education 
teachers’ use of reported practices during 
mathematics instruction. Rural Special 
Education Quarterly, 40(4), 214–225. https://
doi.org/10.1177%2F87568705211027981

Peltier, C., Peltier, T., Werthen, T., & Heuer, A. 
(2020). “State Standards and IEP Goals. A 
Lot of TPT Products”: What resources early 
childhood educators report using to plan 
mathematics instruction. Learning Disabilities –  
A Contemporary Journal, 18(2), 153–166. 
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ1281051

Rittle-Johnson, B., & Koedinger, K. (2009). 
Iterating between lessons on concepts 
and procedures can improve mathematics 
knowledge. British Journal of Educational 
Psychology, 79(3), 483–500. https://doi.org/ 
10.1348/000709908X398106

https://doi.org/10.1080/02796015.2010.12087791
https://doi.org/10.1080/02796015.2010.12087791
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED592833.pdf
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED592833.pdf
https://deansforimpact.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/Deans_for_Impact_LbSD_Report_FINAL-1.pdf
https://deansforimpact.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/Deans_for_Impact_LbSD_Report_FINAL-1.pdf
https://deansforimpact.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/Deans_for_Impact_LbSD_Report_FINAL-1.pdf
https://deansforimpact.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/12/The_Science_of_Learning.pdf
https://deansforimpact.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/12/The_Science_of_Learning.pdf
https://deansforimpact.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/12/The_Science_of_Learning.pdf
https://www2.ed.gov/about/bdscomm/list/eec/equity-excellence-commission-report.pdf
https://www2.ed.gov/about/bdscomm/list/eec/equity-excellence-commission-report.pdf
https://www2.ed.gov/about/bdscomm/list/eec/equity-excellence-commission-report.pdf
https://www.congress.gov/bill/114th-congress/senate-bill/1177
https://www.congress.gov/bill/114th-congress/senate-bill/1177
https://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/Docs/PracticeGuide/WWC2021006-Math-PG.pdf
https://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/Docs/PracticeGuide/WWC2021006-Math-PG.pdf
https://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/Docs/PracticeGuide/rti_math_pg_042109.pdf
https://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/Docs/PracticeGuide/rti_math_pg_042109.pdf
https://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/Docs/PracticeGuide/rti_math_pg_042109.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F8756870518795494
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F8756870518795494
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2011.09.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2015.12.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2015.12.002
https://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/mathematics/
https://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/mathematics/
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED500486.pdf
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED500486.pdf
https://doi.org/10.17226/9822
https://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/docs/20210608-impacts-of-covid19.pdf
https://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/docs/20210608-impacts-of-covid19.pdf
https://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/docs/20210608-impacts-of-covid19.pdf
https://www.oecd.org/pisa/publications/PISA2018_CN_USA.pdf
https://www.oecd.org/pisa/publications/PISA2018_CN_USA.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0022466919844516
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0022466919844516
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F87568705211027981
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F87568705211027981
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ1281051
https://doi.org/10.1348/000709908X398106
https://doi.org/10.1348/000709908X398106


11

S
ep

te
m

b
er

/O
ct

o
b

er
 2

0
23

Rittle-Johnson, B., Schneider, M., & Star, J. R. 
(2015). Not a one-way street: Bidirectional 
relations between procedural and conceptual 
knowledge of mathematics. Educational 
Psychology Review, 27(4), 587–597. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s10648-015-9302-x

Rittle-Johnson, B., Siegler, R. S., & Alibali, 
M. W. (2001). Developing conceptual 
understanding and procedural skill in 
mathematics: An iterative process. Journal 
of Educational Psychology, 93(2), 346–362. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.93.2.346

Sayeski, K. L., & Paulsen, K. J. (2010). 
Mathematics reform curricula and special 
education: Identifying intersections and 
implications for practice. Intervention in 
School & Clinic, 46(1), 13–21. https://doi 
.org/10.1177%2F1053451210369515

Schmidt, W. H., & Houang, R. T. (2012). Curricular 
coherence and the common core state 
standards for mathematics. Educational 
Researcher, 41(8), 294–308. https://doi.org/ 
10.3102%2F0013189X12464517

Siegler, R., Carpenter, T., Fennell, F., Geary, D., 
Lewis, J., Okamoto, Y., Thompson, L., & Wray, 
J. (2010). Developing effective fractions 
instruction for kindergarten through 8th 
grade: A practice guide (NCEE #2010-4039). 
National Center for Education Evaluation and 
Regional Assistance, Institute of Education 
Sciences, U.S. Department of Education.

Sood, S., & Jitendra, A. (2007). A comparative 
analysis of number sense instruction in 
first grade traditional and reform-based 
mathematics textbooks. Journal of Special 
Education, 41(3), 145–157. https://doi.org/ 
10.1177%2F00224669070410030101

Star, J. R., Caronongan, P., Foegen, A., Furgeson, 
J., Keating, B., Larson, M. R., Lyskawa, J., 
McCallum, W. G., Porath, J., & Zbiek, R. M. 
(2015). Teaching strategies for improving 
algebra knowledge in middle and high 
school students (NCEE 2014-4333). National 
Center for Education Evaluation and 
Regional Assistance (NCEE), Institute of 
Education Sciences, U.S. Department of 
Education. https://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/
Docs/PracticeGuide/WWC_Algebra_PG_
Revised_02022018.pdf

TIMSS 2019 U.S. Highlights Web Report (NCES 
2021-021). (2019). U.S. Department of 
Education. Institute of Education Sciences, 
National Center for Education Statistics. 
https://nces.ed.gov/timss/results19/index 
.asp

VanDerHeyden, A. M., & Burns, M. K. (2018). 
Improving decision making in school 
psychology: Making a difference in the lives 
of students, not just a prediction about their 
lives. School Psychology Review, 47(4), 
385–395. https://doi-org.ezproxy.neu.
edu/10.17105/SPR-2018-0042.V47-4

van Dijk, W., & Lane, H. B. (2020). The brain and 
the US education system: Perpetuation of 
neuromyths. Exceptionality, 28(1), 16-29. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/09362835.2018 
.1480954

Villarreal, V., Castro, M. J., Umaña, I., & Sullivan, 
J. R. (2017). Characteristics of intervention 
research in school psychology journals: 
2010-2014. Psychology in the Schools, 
54(5), 548–559. https://doi.org/10.1002/
pits.22012

Woodward, J., Beckmann, S., Driscoll, M., Franke, 
M., Herzig, P., Jitendra, A., Koedinger, K. R., & 
Ogbuehi, P. (2012). Improving mathematical 
problem solving in grades 4 through 8: A 
practice guide (NCEE 2012-4055). National 
Center for Education Evaluation and Regional 
Assistance, Institute of Education Sciences, 
U.S. Department of Education. https://ies 
.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/Docs/PracticeGuide/
MPS_PG_043012.pdf

Wu, H. H. (2011). Phoenix rising: Bringing the 
Common Core State Mathematics Standards 
to life. American Educator, 35(3), 3–13. 
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ943718

TEACHING Exceptional Children, 
Vol. 56, No. 1, pp. 6–11.
Copyright 2022 The Author(s).

Get the support you need to get published
Ensure your next research paper meets format, language, and style 
requirements by working with qualifi ed subject area experts.

Sage Author Services provides end-to-end publication support with:
English Language Editing
Translation with Editing
Manuscript Formatting
Plagiarism Check
Infographics & Video Abstracts
Artwork Preparation
Plain Language Summaries authorservices.sagepub.com

Get started today

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-015-9302-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-015-9302-x
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.93.2.346
https://doi.org/10.3102%2F0013189X12464517
https://doi.org/10.3102%2F0013189X12464517
https://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/Docs/PracticeGuide/WWC_Algebra_PG_Revised_02022018.pdf
https://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/Docs/PracticeGuide/WWC_Algebra_PG_Revised_02022018.pdf
https://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/Docs/PracticeGuide/WWC_Algebra_PG_Revised_02022018.pdf
https://nces.ed.gov/timss/results19/index.asp
https://nces.ed.gov/timss/results19/index.asp
https://doi.org/10.1002/pits.22012
https://doi.org/10.1002/pits.22012
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ943718

