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ABSTRACT The study reported in this article sought to explore Grade 11 learners’ perceptions of the sources of
difficulty in comprehending mathematical word problem solving. Issues of using mathematical language, in particular
the use of vocabulary knowledge in word problem solving were investigated in relation to learners’ academic
performances. The study discussed in this article followed a mixed-methods design. Data collection strategies
included a test and a questionnaire with structured and open-ended questions. Analysis of data revealed that learners
struggled with defining algebraic terms used in the word problem statements as well as in instructional vocabulary.
The learner’s perceptions of the sources of difficulty in comprehending and solving the mathematical  word
problems revealed that mathematical language impose difficult challenges to academic achievement. A correlation
coefficient of r = 0.53 between vocabulary knowledge and performance in word problems suggested that knowledge
of vocabulary influences success in word problem solving. In brief, the findings of the study reported here indicated
that mathematical language appeared to influence learners’ comprehension when solving mathematical word
problems.

INTRODUCTION

The difficult part of solving mathematical
word problems appears to be the process of
understanding a problem and deciding what
operation(s) need(s) to be performed. The study
reported in this article sought to explore the is-
sues of vocabulary and mathematical language
used in mathematical word problem solving.
Haliday (1978) described mathematical language
as a language defined by the mathematical reg-
ister. It is therefore reasonable to suggest that
success in word problem solving requires a learn-
er to gain familiarity with the vocabulary of Math-
ematics as defined by the register (Moschkov-
ich 2002). Other researchers have agreed that
the function of mathematical language is to help
in constructing, expressing and communicating
mathematical ideas and meanings during prob-
lem solving (Hans and Ginsburg 2001; Pimm
1981). Boulet (2007) further asserts that the to-
tality of a mathematical message is often embed-
ded in the context of a three-way relationship
involving mathematical words, symbols and
numerals, and that these three components de-
fine the mathematical language. It is against this
background that this article reports on the influ-
ence of mathematical language and vocabulary

on learners’ ability to solve mathematical word
problems based on linear equations.

Several studies have been carried out to in-
vestigate the effect of language on learner
achievement levels in the area of mathematical
modelling of word problems (Ellerton and Clark-
son 1996; Pimm 1997; Fasi 1999; Moschkovich
2002; Adams 2003; Latu 2004; Garegae 2007;
Schleppegrell 2007; Sepeng 2013). In their dis-
cussions, they perceive mathematical language
as a language different from plain English. These
studies reported that achievement in Mathemat-
ics is founded upon a strong grasp of mathe-
matical language. The next paragraph outlines
the structure of this chapter.

Nature of Mathematical Language

Mathematical language is defined by a math-
ematics register (Halliday 1978). Halliday views
a mathematics register as a set of meanings that
is appropriate to particular function of a lan-
guage, together with words and structures which
express these meanings. Although mathemati-
cal language is a language, it appears to be dif-
ferent from other languages such as French,
Setswana, English, and as a results, it cannot be
treated as a language on its own (Halliday 1978).
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They further assert that mathematics is not a
natural language as no one uses it as a first lan-
guage. They conclude by saying that the func-
tion of mathematical language should therefore,
be to help to express mathematical ideas and
meanings in mathematical activities (Han and
Ginsburg 2001).

For the purposes of the study reported in
this article, mathematical language that is used
here focuses on mathematical vocabulary, which
includes technical terms, symbols, non-techni-
cal terms and words with multiple meanings.
These components of mathematical language
pose numerous challenges to learners’ compre-
hension in solving related tasks, especially those
involving word problems (Adams 2003;
Schleppegrell 2007). Pimm (1981) suggested that
most learners’ difficulties with mathematics may
be more likely due to the complexity of wording
associated with written material than the nature
of mathematical tasks being posed or explained.

Dale and Cuevas (1987) argued that apart
from teaching learners technical vocabulary as
stand-alone words teachers must encourage
learners to learn definitions of technical terms
within particular mathematical contexts. These
scholars also argue further that with such prac-
tice learners are placed at a vantage point when
it comes to word identification leading to the
selection of suitable strategies and algorithms
when approaching problem solving in word prob-
lems.

Factors that Influence Performance in
Word Problem Solving

Mathematical problem solving is one of the
most central aspects of Mathematics (Kilpatrick
et al. 2001). These researchers argued that prob-
lem solving helps learners to make sense of how
Mathematics can be of use in daily situations.
However, some of the studies in South Africa
have highlighted learners’ tendencies to rele-
gate common-sense knowledge in their reason-
ing and solution processes during word prob-
lem solving (for example, see Sepeng and Webb
2012). Other studies have defined problem solv-
ing as the ability to read, process, and solve
mathematical situations (see Goldberg 2003).
However, this ability is not nurtured by teachers
as they have a tendency of encouraging me-
chanical way of solving word problems (Sepeng
and Webb 2012). This tendency results in learn-

ers failing to develop their own personal con-
nections and understanding between mathemat-
ical concepts (Goldberg 2003). O’Connell (2000)
identified four variables that may prevent learn-
ers from entering into mathematical meaning that
makes space to solve mathematical word prob-
lems, namely, culture, choice, attitude, and pre-
vious mathematical experience. The author de-
fines mathematical meaning-making as the abili-
ty to construct meaning of mathematical experi-
ences. According to O’Connell (2000), culture
affects this space because of mediating the un-
familiar words that are found in mathematical
word problems.

Research has demonstrated that learners’
previous mathematical experience is influenced
by the culture of the classroom (Schoenfield,
1998). Schoenfield (1998) noted that if the cul-
ture mainly focuses on memorization of steps in
solving word problems, then learners might be
prevented to enter this meaning-making space
in solving word problems. Kilpatrick et al. (2001)
argue that the attitude of learners is paramount
in enabling them to enter this space. They fur-
ther argue that choice is determined by learners’
attitudes towards mathematics.

Vocabulary Knowledge in Mathematics
Classrooms

A solid body of literature emphasised the
need for learners to be conversant with the Math-
ematics register, especially vocabulary terms
(Adams 2003; Boulet 2007; Dawe 1983; Garegae
2007; Latu 2004). These researchers called for
mathematics teaching that equips learners with
explicit knowledge of mathematical vocabulary
through rigorous instruction programmes of
these specialised terms. Kotsopoulos (2007)
found that most learners experience interference
when words borrowed from everyday language
are used in Mathematics where they are sup-
posed to attach different meanings depending
on the context in which these words are used.
The challenge on learners would then be to re-
learn these familiar words and assimilate them
into correct mathematical contexts. One key find-
ing from Kotsopoulos’ study was that the learn-
ers’ knowledge of mathematical vocabulary was
paramount to their understanding of mathemat-
ical concepts, which are often introduced using
these terms.



MATHEMATICAL WORD PROBLEMS 219

In a study that investigated the effect of us-
ing specific vocabulary in teaching junior high
school mathematics learners, Dresher (1934)
concluded that the teaching of specific vocabu-
lary words before administering tests on word
problems was effective. The study found that
learners who had received special instruction
on specific vocabulary performed better on word
problems than those who were subjected to nor-
mal teaching. A key finding in Dresher study
illustrated that knowledge and proficiency in
mathematical vocabulary seem to increase aca-
demic achievement in word problem solving.
Almost three decades later, Van der Linde (1964)
carried a research where an experimental class
was taught a list of mathematical vocabulary
terms for 24 weeks. The results obtained from
this experimental class were consistent with
Dresher’s (1934) findings in which greater gains
were realised in both the understanding of math-
ematical concepts used and improved learners’
problem solving abilities. These key findings
reveal the role played by a comprehensive grasp
of mathematical vocabulary by learners after
being taught as they go on to achieve better in
word problems.

Theoretical Perspectives

This study is framed within a Piaget’s (1967)
constructivist theory. According to Piaget, con-
structivism is a cognitive learning theory with a
distinct focus on the mental processes that con-
struct meaning. The general principles of con-
structivism are based largely on Piaget’s (1967)
processes of assimilation and accommodation.
The two processes are mechanisms through
which learning takes place.

The basic principles of constructivism pro-
pose in theory that growth in learning requires
structural change and this change is brought
about when a child finds aspects in the environ-
ment that are incompatible with their present
cognitive schemas. Learners may be over-
whelmed by newly introduced scientific con-
cepts that are characteristic of meta-level learn-
ing (Sfard 2006). In such situations contradic-
tions, misconceptions, perturbations and sur-
prises lead to cognitive conflict that eventually
lead to restructuring of schemas through the
processes of assimilation and accommodation.

 It should be noted that it is through the
mechanism of equilibration that enables the child

to eliminate these contradictions; incompatibili-
ties and conflicts. Piaget (1977) argued that dur-
ing the process of learning, there exists a con-
tinual search for better equilibrium as each state
of equilibrium is short-lived. Meta-level learn-
ing is both characterized by meta-discursive and
meta-rules that are different to those found in
object-level learning. Hence, there is a need to
adapt and assimilate these new mathematical
objects. In the same way mathematics learning
is viewed as a gradual process of learning to
master the mathematics register as learners
progress through grade levels (Moschkovich
2002).

From a constructivist’s perspective, knowl-
edge cannot be transferred, being intact, from
one individual to the other in ready-made fash-
ion, but instead, the child is seen as an active
participant in the acquisition of new knowledge.
The child is responsible for the construction of
his knowledge through the interaction of new
ideas with his prior knowledge. A cognitive sche-
ma therefore functions as an intellectual tool
during the process of learning where a child can
retrieve and apply it at appropriate times during
the learning process

METHODOLOGY

The study reported here followed a mixed-
methods design. The design was employed main-
ly because of its strength which lies in the fact
that advantages of each approach complements
those of the other making a stronger research
design that yields more valid and reliable find-
ings (Opie 2004). This concept of using more
than one research method is referred to as trian-
gulation (Cohen and Manion 2007). Qualitative
data were collected through a questionnaire,
while quantitative data were collected through a
test. A test, consisting of word problems, was
administered to gain understanding on the ex-
tent to which learners are able to use mathemat-
ical vocabulary during a word problem solving
activity. A questionnaire, with structured and
open-ended questions, was administered to ex-
plore the extent to which learners made sense of
the mathematical language that were used in the
word problem solving tasks.

Participants

The sample of the study consisted of 60
Grade 11 learners doing Mathematics in a town-
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ship high school. Of the 60 learners who partic-
ipated in the study, 29 were female and 31 were
male. These learners were purposively selected
based on their ability in Mathematics, Science
and English at the end of their 9th Grade. In other
words, we attempted to have all participating
learners to enter the research process almost at
the same level of academic achievement in math-
ematics. All the participating learners used En-
glish (a foreign/second language that is not spo-
ken at home) as a language of learning and teach-
ing mathematics in multilingual mathematics set-
tings.

Research Design

As mentioned earlier, the study reported in
this article followed a mixed-methods design, with
qualitative data (gathered via a questionnaire)
informing quantitative data (collected from a
test). A test consisting of word problems was
administered to Grade 11 learners. The test was
used to understand how mathematical vocabu-
lary is used by the learners during word problem
solving. Qualitative data were gathered via a
questionnaire with the aim of exploring how
learners made sense of the mathematical lan-
guage used in the word problems. Both Gare-
gae’s (2007) and Latu’s (2004) analytic frame-
works were adopted and used for the purposes
of data analysis in this study. The study report-
ed here sought to answer the following ques-
tions:

1. To what extent does mathematical language
in word problems affect learners in pro-
ducing correct process solutions?

2. What are the learners’ perceptions of the
sources of difficulty in comprehending and
solving the mathematical word problems?

Procedure

A test was administered to all the participants
in both schools at the same time of the same
day. The researchers monitored invigilation ses-
sions by availing ourselves to classrooms that
participated in the study. Learners’ written works
were marked using a marking guideline. Achieve-
ment grading levels from 1 to 7 were used to
place learners in their correct performance lev-
els. The procedure of allocating grading levels
was adapted from the South African Department

of Education (DoE) to suit the contexts of a study
reported in this article (DoE 2003).

Material

The following word problems (WP) tasks
were given to the participating learners in a form
of a test:

WP1: If the product of 2and 4 is subtracted
from twice a certain number and then increased
by 4, the result is 22. Find the number.

WP2: The sum of 3 consecutive numbers is
75. Find:

a. the three numbers.
b. the difference between the largest and

smallest number.
WP3: A mother is three times as old as her

daughter. In 12 years’ time she will be twice as
old as her daughter. How old is the mother now?

Learners were asked to choose a letter in or-
der to formulate an equation in order to solve
the problems. Spaces were provided to allow
the learners to show all their workings and then
provide a detailed written explanation of how
they arrived at a particular solution. Learners’
work (or scripts) where marked and coded ac-
cordingly for purposes of data analyses.

Data Analysis

Both Garegae’s (2007) and Latu’s (2004) ana-
lytic frameworks were adopted and used for the
purposes of data analysis in this study. Learn-
ers were divided into 4 groups that were cate-
gorised according to their academic performanc-
es in both word problem solving and achieve-
ment in mathematical vocabulary. This division
of learners was done to have an informed in-
sight on learners’ perceptions on vocabulary
knowledge and word problems. The following
criteria were used to divide learners into three
groups as noted earlier:
 Group 1 consisted of learners who highly

achieved in both mathematical vocabulary
and word problems.

 Group 2 involved learners who achieved
high grading scores in vocabulary test and
lowly in word problems.

 Group 3 comprised of leaners that did
poorly in mathematical vocabulary but
highly in word problems.

· Group 4 had learners who performed dis-
mally in both vocabulary and word prob-
lems.
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The rationale for this categorization of learn-
ers was meant to have a representative sample
of all learners’ views in the study. To keep track
of the selected learners and their responses, the
researchers used a letter and numeral coding to
indicate participants’ responses. The first letter
denotes the gender (male or female) and the nu-
meral indicates the number allocated to the se-
lected participant.

RESULTS

Qualitative Data

Results from the questionnaire were used as
a lens to infer and support findings from the
vocabulary and word problem test data. Quali-
tative data were used to answer the following
research question:

What are the learners’ perceptions of the
sources of difficulty in comprehending and solv-
ing the mathematical word problems?

All learners in group one agreed that vocab-
ulary knowledge in mathematics appeared to be
critical component in answering questions in-
volving word problems. Majority of these learn-
ers struggled to formulate the correct equations
that were needed to answer the three WP tasks
given in a test. They pointed out that although
words like product, increased and consecutive
sounded familiar to them, they could not pro-
vide their mathematical meaning when used with-
in multiple contexts in a problem statement. The
following extracts are used as examples of learn-
ers’ perceptions on word problems.

F1: I struggled in this test because I did not
understand the words they were talking about.
I did not have an idea that I was supposed to let
the unknown quantity be x or any other letter.
Solving linear equations is not difficult for me
but then making sense of phrases like twice a
certain number confused me a lot.

It seems from F1 utterances that the mathe-
matical language used in the word problem one
(WP1), which is partly linked to the language
used for teaching and learning mathematics,
became an obstacle for the learners to make
sense of the problem statement. This was in con-
trast to claims made by these learners that solv-
ing linear equations is not difficult to them.
Majority of the learners could not realise that
the phrase this certain number referred to the
part of the equation that needed to be solved.

This statement illustrates the difficulties learn-
ers faced in WP1.

F2:  In question one I forgot that when a
number is increased by 4, you are supposed to
add 4 to it. The language is so confusing. In
question two I used trial and error method to
get the three required numbers, 24, 25 and 26
although I did not understand what consecu-
tive meant.

It seems the term increased by 4 confused
this learner as she could not translate its mean-
ing to addition. It goes on to illustrate the impor-
tance of mastering mathematical vocabulary in a
problem context. It should be noted that the term
increased is often used in ordinary English. On
instructional vocabulary one learner had this to
say:

F3: It was in this test that I realized that I do
not actually know the difference between ‘sim-
plify, expand, solve and factorize’. I thought
these words meant the same thing. I confused
the term simplify from that of expand and fac-
torize.

F3 explanation seems to suggest that knowl-
edge of instructional vocabulary appears to be
important in learners’ abilities to making sense
of problem statement in word problem solving.
In other words, learners need to understand the
terms used in word problems for them to achieve
in Mathematics examinations.

As noted earlier, Group 2 was comprised of
learners with high marks in vocabulary test and
low marks in word problems.  Most of the com-
ments from this group of learners put emphasis
around the notion of formulating (linear) equa-
tions from word problems. The learners high-
lighted the order of words (or terms) used in W3
task as having confused them so much that they
struggled to make an attempt whatsoever in solv-
ing this problem. One of the learners argued as
follows:

M4: I answered it very badly because of the
order of words that were used. The words….in
12 years’ time and she will be twice as old….left
me confused. I didn’t realise that both of them
will be growing in these 12 years.

Much of the confusion was with these rela-
tional statements that required learners to fully
comprehend how to formulate the correct equa-
tion in order to succeed in solving the task. Most
of the learners could not add 12 years to the
daughter’s age in the second part of the ques-
tion. In addition, learners in this group also en-
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countered problems in interpreting instruction-
al vocabulary. They could not distinguish the
meaning of simplify from either expand or fac-
torise.

There were very few learners who met the
criteria of group 3 which was composed of learn-
ers who achieved high scores in word problem
solving but poorly in vocabulary test. The learn-
ers in this category claimed that vocabulary
knowledge was important for one to do well in
word problems. However, they did not have a
problem in understanding what the three ques-
tions required of them regarding solving the WP
tasks. They indicated that only WP3 challenged
them cognitively on the part that stated … in 12
years’ time she will…. On general mathematical
vocabulary, they admitted that there were some
words that they were meeting for the first time
such as coefficient, roots of equations, solution
and consecutive. This is also reflected in Table 1
where a high percentage of learners could not
define these words.

The comments from the last group demon-
strated that learners lacked both vocabulary
knowledge and conceptual knowledge (or un-
derstanding) to form linear equations. Their com-
ments and the way they answered the test
showed that they did not read and understand
the instructions at the beginning of each sec-
tion. One learner in the group had this to say:

M5: I do not understand the meaning of the
words in section B. I don’t understand what
these word problems are saying especially when
there are no numbers in them like task WP3. All
questions were difficult for me especially ques-
tion three.

These are generally the sentiments ex-
pressed by those learners in group four. Most
of these learners did not answer all the ques-
tions in the test. All the learners in this group
indicated the importance of vocabulary knowl-
edge although they did not elaborate why it was
important. They also acknowledged that they
were not familiar with most of the words in the
test. The learners’ comments on the difficulties
they faced are in line with what literature report-
ed with regard to the possible challenges that
vocabulary knowledge place on learners when
they solve word problems (see for example
Sepeng 2010, 2013). Learners’ comments further
illustrated the challenges that second language
English learners face in mathematics classrooms
as they struggle to conceptualise mathematical

ideas. These comments support the finding that
the problematic words and phrases seem to com-
plicate learners’ understanding in word problem
solving (Verschaffel et al. 2000).

Quantitative Data

Mathematical Vocabulary

This section reports on the performance by
learners on providing correct definitions on 15
specialized mathematical words and phrases
found in Further Education and Training phase.
Most of the words are linked to the vocabulary
terms that are associated with the topic on Equa-
tions. For purposes of data analysis and making
sense of the data in Table 1, the researchers used
Garegae’s (2007) analytic framework and adapt-
ed a coding system as follow: there are three
sub-columns indicating three possible respons-
es from learners namely:
 Correct means a learner has correctly de-

scribed or defined a term or phrase using
mathematical language,

 Confused included all cases where a learner
wrote a meaningless definition of a term
showing no understanding of its mathemat-
ical meaning, and

 Blank refers to all situations where a learn-
er did not provide a definition of a term.

Table 1: Learners’ performances on a specialised
vocabulary test

List of Definitions of mathematical terms as
words            used in mathematics

Column A1 Column B1  Column C1
  Correct Confused     Blank
    (%)     (%)      (%)

Less than 4 5 5 4 1
Twice as old 4 0 4 2 1 8
Product 3 7 6 0 3
Solution 3 3 6 7 0
difference 2 2 7 5 3
Variable 3 3 5 2 1 5
Lowest Common
  Denominator 1 3 8 7 0
Consecutive 2 5 4 3 3 2
Linear equation 2 7 6 8 5
Sum 5 0 4 7 3
Coefficient 3 2 4 5 2 3
Quadratic equation 5 9 2 3
Factor 1 0 8 0 1 0
Roots of equations 3 6 7 3 0
Unknown 4 8 4 7 5
Mean 28.2 61.7
Standard deviation 14.6 15.9
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Table 1 shows data on the performances of
learners on a test. The results demonstrated that
sum was the most correctly defined word in the
test with half (or 50%) of the participating learn-
ers. It was followed by the term unknown (48%)
and the third highest was the phrase less than
with 45% of the learners providing correct solu-
tion responses. However, the roots of equations
(3%), quadratic equation (5%), factor (10%) and
lowest common denominator (13%) were found
to be the most difficult words and concepts from
the list. Moreover, it was interesting to note that
the words product (37%), difference (22%), con-
secutive (25%) and less than (45%) were de-
fined correctly by a number of learners in the
test. However, only 3% of the learners managed
to translate the meanings of these words into
formulating correct equations. The analysis of
data reported in this article seems not to sug-
gest that defining a word used in a problem state-
ment correctly guarantees successful word prob-
lem solving. The mean and standard deviation
of correct responses was 28.2 and 14.6 respec-
tively in the test, which suggests that on aver-
age, learners were not successful in making
sense of definitions of most of the words used
in the problem statements in the test.

Figure 1 shows the correlation between vo-
cabulary knowledge and performance in word
problems for all the learners in the research
study.

Each learner’s mark from the vocabulary test
and the word problem section was converted
into percentage and a scatter graph was drawn.
The purpose of this scatter graph was to estab-
lish whether a relationship existed between learn-
ers’ vocabulary knowledge and subsequent per-
formances in word problems. The regression
equation was found to be .
The correlation coefficient was found to be

 = 0.53. The correlation coefficient of
0.53 statistically confirms that a linear relation
does exist between the two variables. Correla-
tion coefficient measures the intensity or
strength of a relationship between two variables.
Therefore the data in Figure 1 suggests that
knowledge of mathematical vocabulary appears
to enhance better performance in word problems
solving. Partial results from the word problem
analysis reveal that mathematical language es-
pecially relational statements negatively affect
learners’ understanding.

DISCUSSION

These results are in line with Latu’s (2004)
findings where learners confused the meanings
of the word factorise with that of simplify. How-
ever, in this research study, the word solve was
well understood in a test unlike in Latu’s (2004)
study where the word posed problems to the
learners. According to Dale and Cuevas (1987),

Fig. 1. Scores on vocabulary levels test vs. mathematical word problem scores [r=0.53]
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as well as reports by Latu (2004), the confusion
in meanings of words is evidence of restricted
meanings where new vocabulary is associated
with the exact contexts in which it is learnt and
not the more general concept.

The data that revealed that learners had trou-
ble in defining algebraic terms for example roots
of equations and quadratic equation in a test
were consistent with reports by Garegae’s (2007)
study of junior secondary learners. It was also
of concern to our observations that although
the participating learners were in Grade 11 (a
highest but one Grade in a South Africa’s basic
education system), their performances in vocab-
ulary knowledge were far below those of the
learners in Garegae’s (2007) study. This obser-
vation seems to suggest that proficiency in the
language of teaching and learning may have
positive gains as far as learners’ performances
in vocabulary knowledge is concerned. Such an
observation is supported by Latu’s (2004) study
in which 12th year English language learners per-
formed highly in correctly defining algebraic
terms like quadratic equation and roots of equa-
tions.

The problems associated with poor vocabu-
lary knowledge and words with multiple mean-
ing may affect achievement in mathematical word
problems. As a result, majority of the learners
defined solution in the context a person having
solved individual personal life problems. The
other example of a problematic word in our study
and those reported elsewhere in the world was
increased as used in mathematical context (see
comments by F2). The appearance of words with
multiple meanings in mathematical texts was
further suggested by Adams’ (2003) study as a
hindrance to learners’ achievement levels in solv-
ing word problems. In her discussions, she
warns educators to take note of these words as
they are used by learners and to teach them in
their correct mathematical situations.

CONCLUSION

The findings of this study indicate that math-
ematical language has a role to play in influenc-
ing learners’ comprehension in the solving of
mathematical word problems. The following are
key findings that emerged from the research
study.
 The study revealed that learners did not

have sufficient grasp of vocabulary knowl-

edge, and did not recognise the importance
of possessing this knowledge. On special-
ised vocabulary words, the word sum was
the only word that was defined correctly by
50% of learners;

 Learner’s perceptions of the sources of dif-
ficulty in comprehending and solving the
mathematical word problems revealed that
mathematical language seems to impose
challenges on learners’ academic achieve-
ment;

 A correlation coefficient of 0.53 between
vocabulary knowledge and performance in
word problems suggested that knowledge
of vocabulary influences success in word
problem solving; and,

 The results of this study seem to suggest
that vocabulary teaching in mathematics
topics positively improves academic
achievement in word problem solving.
From the above key findings it can be con-

cluded that the mathematical language that was
used in word problems appeared to be an aca-
demic obstacle to learners’ success in word prob-
lem solving. The results of this study seem to
suggest that the inability to decode meanings
of words correctly in a word problem, resulted in
learners failing to produce correct solutions.
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