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OUTLINE OF THE SESSIONS

Session 1:

Creation of an awareness of the limits of the operational paradigm

Session 2 :

Introduction of the relational paradigm in relation to algebraic and arithmetic
thinking

Session 3:

Theorization of the two paradigms in problem solving; algebraic versus
arithmetic thinking



HOMEWORK

While solving problems, what
did you work on¢

]1.Story (context)
2.Operations (arithmetic)
3.Relationships (algebraic)



UNDERSTANDING THE PROBLEM
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*Understanding the problem is a critical step in
problem-solving, yet it can be processed
differently with different learning outcomes.

*Operational thinking, relational thinking,
numerical thinking and everyday thinking are
different ways of thinking.



REASONING DEVELOPMENT
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PATTERNS OF AVERAGE SUCCESS
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PATTERNS OF STRUCTURE SENSITIVITY
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THEQRIZATION

There is no clear distinction between
operational and relational thinking in the
classrooms.

Is the numerical thinking the basis for the
relational thinking?
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WHAT DID WE LEARN SO FAR?

Please take 10 minutes to discuss with your
team mates:

"What was new for you in this workshop?
*What questions do you have?

*What can be future discussions abouté



CONCLUSION OF SESSION 111



