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Abstract

This study was intended to find the effect of teaching appesachthe performance of the students
in Mathematics. Two teaching approaches which are prevalévittihematics are considered: constructive
approach and spoon-feeding approach. The Union College Sohivtégrated Preparatory Studies. Thirty-
two out of sixty-five students from the two sectiongafrth year high school participated in this study. They
were grouped into two (each consisting of 16 students) inawuay that each group equally represents above
average and average students. Raised at the beginnimg efudy were three concerns: the present status of
the constructive and spoon-feeding approach as reflected teacher-writer, the Mathematical performance
of the students after the application of constructivespubn-feeding approach, and the significant difference
between the performance of the group who have undergongumtive approach and the group who have
undergone spoon-feeding approach. The concepts regahdingriber “1” were used as topics in eliciting
Mathematical performance from the students. These eptsiexpressions are the following® & 1
(Exponential Function), 0! = 1 (Factorial) and 0.999... = 1 (Repeating Decimal). First, the students were
made to evaluate the teaching approach of the writer usgw\gvay sheet that contains characteristics of
teacher using constructive and spoon-feeding approach. Singgle was used to analyze which of these two
approaches is more often used by the teacher. Seconthrbiuctive approach in teaching was applied to
the first group to deliver a series of teachings involving number “1”, while the spoon-feeding approach was
applied to the second group, in which, after each teach@sipse a short quiz was conducted. The total of the
three quizzes was computed for each student. Simple meaaiseassed to find out the average performance
of students who have undergone constructive approach amdgavperformance of students who have
undergone spoon-feeding approach. Lastly, the significaférelifce of the total scores in constructive
teaching approach and the total scores in spoon-feeding appraa observed using the t-test for two sample
mean. It was found out that the teacher-writer was widtste time using the constructive approach based on
the average rate of 4.31 which was given by the students {lfi®stale of 1-5 with 5 being the highest). The
average performance of the students using the constragipreach is 24.44 (equal to 90%) from the total of
30-item quiz, while an average of 17.06 (equal to 78%) for thersfeeding approach. The Two Sample
Mean Test with .05 level of significance revealed thattabular value 2.042 is less than the computed value
5.45. Thus, a conclusion that there isignificant difference in the students’ performance using the two
approaches was considered.

Key words: constructive; spoon-feeding; academic performance
1. Introduction
“Life is good for only two things: discovering mathematics
andteaching mathematics,”
Siméon-Denis Poisson (178840)
In Poisson’s principle, it can be seen how knowledge of Mathematics has been transferred from
generation to generation, and that is by one’s discovery and presenting that discovery to the viewing public.

Much like what teachers do - discovering knowledge and beirg tabtransfer it to the students using
constructive or spoon-feeding approach.
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But, is the transfer of Mathematics’ concept been effective these recent years? An Amsterdam-based

International Association for the Evaluation of EduaadioAchievement has been conducting a study that
provided information about participating countries’ progress or decline in achievement through examinations
given every four years since 1995. They published the rasufrends in International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS). The Department of Science antinbdegy (DOST) revealed in the issue of the
Philippine Star dated September 15, 2005, that “Filipinos placed 41st and 42nd in the mathematics and
science examinations taken by high school students in dbtraes in 2003. Worst, the performance of
elementary students in both mathematics and sciencdé®da23rd from among the 25 participating
countries." It’s degrading and depressing to know that Filipino students performedaliiscompared with
students in other countries.

Going down into a classroom level, the teaching approachteachers attitude in teaching
Mathematics are important considerations towards students’ understanding of the subject matter. Consider
this declaration of a high school student regarding Mathematics when he was in elementary, “I clearly
remember the day | stopped loving math. | was in the fourtfegaad we were doing division. The task was
to write and solve division drills. | still remember wmigi4 / 0 = 0. My teacher crossed out my drill, saying:
“This one is wrong”. When I asked: “But why? It is 0”, she responded: “This one has no answer. Its a rule.
You have to remember it.”... I still feel the anger.... At that moment, I started hating math. I realized, for the
first time, that math is about memorizing rules that don’t make sense.” (Tirosh, 2004)

Mathematics teachers tend to assume that if they onkepremathematics "as it is", then the
students will make an effort to understand mathematicattshgnd mathematical procedures. Even if the
truth is much more complex, there are good reasonsfémdi¢his approach as the only available option -
given the constraints on the teacher. However, it is effigctive provided the students start out in a position
from which it is possible to be pulled in the desireddiom. Sad to say, not all students are in that position
to make an effort to understand mathematics the way matlwams accept and understand it. For this
reason, it is good to consider the teacher’s approach in teaching Mathematics.

1.1. Background of the Study

Teaching approach denotes the nature of the method or teehoidpe utilized. It indicates how a
lesson is to be developed.

Several teaching approaches are now being utilized insmdadssroom. The conceptual approach is
the process of deriving ideas, rules, concepts, principlggneralization from a given set of related fadts. |
uses deductive method. Process approach is the teaching a6 lamguire skills. It utilizes the principle of
learning by doing. Inquiry approach is the search for tinfbrmation or knowledge. It pertains to research
and investigation and to seeking information by asking questiThe discovery approach stresses the
learning of concepts, theories, principles and contémtsigh discovery rather that rote memorization. It is
effective in teaching Science. On the other hand, tihemamicative approach is effective in teaching oral
communication.

The most commonly used approaches in Mathematics nowadaysonstructive approach and
spoon-feeding approach. While the constructive approach foousthe experience, observation and input of
the students through the guidance of the teacher, the $peding approach rests solely on the strength and
input of the teacher. These two approaches in Mathenwitde seen as extreme opposite of each cdher.
teacher in Mathematics cannst the same approach at the same time. It’s either he is using the constructive
or spoon-feeding approach in a particular teaching seddmmay be familiar with the two approaches but
will contend to use one of the two approaches dependinigeasittiation. If it is needed to cover a wide range
of knowledge in a small amount of time, the spoon-feedingoagpris usually to be utilized. The classroom
in this kind of approach can be seen to be quiet and stualentgtentive to take down notes. Rote learning
and memorization are the main ingredients of the leanmiagess as the teacher skips the part of the lesson
that explains the reason or proof of concepts or theofBeashers who use the constructive approach, on the
other hand, challenge the students to pass the rough roads mvhibematicians of the past had also
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experienced. They are made to observe from their imneediaroundings and are likely to debate among

themselves the correct, logical arrangement of ohjéatts or elements.

Still, the question of effectiveness between the twoagmhes arises. With all the factors affecting
on the choice of use between the two, and all the egdusm the teachers eliminated, the decision on which
approach to use is very much in consideration. It is soriapbto know the effect of using these approaches
in the mathematical performance of the students. The d@stoach to use in discussing theorems in
Mathematics should be settled, knowing the fact thapiRdis are far behind other neighboring countries in
terms of progress in mathematical ability.

One such institution that provides quality education in tkle fif Mathematics is Union College of
Sta. Cruz, Laguna founded in 1947 by Dr. Enrique C. Sobrepe@avitnt among Math teachers in this
school revealed that constructive approach is the hmstoach to use in Mathematics. Nevertheless,
evaluation of what the students learned using constructidespoon-feeding approaches have not been
tested. For this cause, this study was conducted to exgplerpossibility of effect of teaching approach to
student’s performance.

1.2. Statement of the Problem

The purpose of this study is to find out the effect of trocsive and spoon-feeding approaches in
teaching mathematical expressions involving number 1 tpénfarmance of % year high school students in
Union College.

Specifically, it sought to answer the ff. questions:

1.) What is the status of constructive and spoon-feeding appes in teaching Math? ;

2.) What is the level of performance of students in Math@alaexpressions using the following

approaches:
a.) Constructive
b.) Spoon-feeding? ; and

3.) Is there a significant difference in the performancstoélents being handled by teacher using

the two approaches?

1.3. Significance of the Study

The school, school officials, teachers and studeettharmain beneficiaries of this study.

Principals, as active participant in the curticnl development of their school,
will find insight in this study especially othe importance of discussing proofs of theorems on
Mathematics and other Mathematics related subjects tostinelients.

Math department heads can give instruction to their subordinates in using the apiptepapproach
in teaching that will provide or facilitate their studentshvitie formulation of logical proofs of mathematical
theorems and equations.

Math teachers can have self-evaluation on their teaching approachbgriscovering the effect of
teaching approach to students’ performance, they can either change or reinforce their present teaching
approach to elicit better result from students’ performance. And through the proposed logical proof presented
at the end of this study, Math teachers will gain easdeading the students towards the proof of
Mathematical expressions involving number 1.

High school students will gain understanding and interest in dealing with expondatsorials and
repeating decimals. Whatever proposals for improvementenmnmendations advanced in this study shall
be toward the enhancement of teaching approach, thereliydea a better learning process.

Readers can also benefit from this study, whether Mathematicson-Mathematics major, for they
will find fresh new way to view Mathematics as somethirgicl is interesting to learn for it develops the
logical and analytical thinking of an individual.
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Researchers, on the other hand, can cite concepts on teaching apperal can begin having a

similar study for other subjects such as Science regartimgffect of different teaching approaches on
student’s performance.

1.4. Scope and Limitation

Only two teaching approaches are under this studgnstructive and spoon-feeding approaches.
These seem to be opposite of each other. The inqualydatovery approaches are considered part of
constructive approach for their concepts are integeélat

Three concepts in Mathematics were chosen to deterthie effectiveness of constructive and
spoon-feeding approaches. The lessons delivered to the staderiise following: exponential function,
factorial and repeating decimals.

Fourth year high school students from Union College whosen to be part of the study. They were
chosen to evaluate the approach of their math teachialing with Mathematics, and also, to take series of
quizzes out of the lesson delivered to them.

2. Review of Related Literature and Studies

This chapter presents a review of investigations that th@@e conducted and reported which are
closely related to the present study. The research pardtligtrates the association of the variables. The
research hypothesis and definition of terms are alssepted in this chapter.

2.1. Related Literature
2.1.a. Students’ Performance

Performance means something which is carried out or adisbegh. It pertains to the knowledge
one has acquired or the skill one has developed initlea gubject.

In the article written by Griffiths (2000), the author advocated that the teacher’s major business is to
produce changes in students. The changes brought about are viewed as students’ performance and
achievement, and this can be seen in the result cditestevaluation.

The abovementioned principle is analogous to the pringipleis present study which accepted that
students’ learning can be measured through evaluation administered to them.

According to Tall (2000), many people react to Math songfyothat their ability to memorize,
concentrate and pay attention is effectively inhibited. In this present study, factors which may inhibit students’
learning of Math concepts were assumed to be absent, andspect tested was the effect of teaching
approach to students’ performance.

Educational evaluation is similarly concerned with makindgpements about student achievement
and progress, although the evidence used has not alwaysheesost reliable (Microsoft Encarta, 2005).
Recently, the purposes of evaluation have also comne¢ompass encouraging the process of learning as
well as measuring its outcomegvaluation for learning as well as evaluation of learnings Bhatement is
equal to the concept that evolved in the present studyeisénse that it considered evaluation as a routine
under ordinary classroom condition intended to measuderss’ learning.

2.1.b. Teaching Approach
The “Scientific American” article introduces and reprints an essay, entitled “Mathematical Creation”,
written early in the 20th century by the great mathematidianri Poincarélt is said there, “And yet those

who can follow this reasoning only with difficulty arethre majority; that is undeniable, and will surely not
be gainsaid by the experience of secondary-school tesa¢Microsoft Encarta, 2005). This just underlines
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the importance of secondary school teachers, thpereence and their approach in teaching Math. Almost all

of what is known in this subject came by the teaching @ffactive teacher. As Alcock and Simpson (2002)
noted, Math cannot be learned directly from the evergaajronment, but only indirectly from other
mathematicians. This implies that math learning, spetificaits early stages, and for the average student, is
very dependent on the teacher and on good teaching. Théseatieas are related to the present study in
such a way that this study treated teaching approach as af wedstying concepts and theories in
Mathematics to the students.

It may be hard to admit that problem-students in Mathpartly caused by teacher-factor. The
DOST noted that "language barriers (and) comprehension,etegcialification, class size, instructional
materials (and) equipment, school resources and compsg&rare the "what-elss-new problems" cited in
the TIMSS results (Crisostomo, 2005). Since teaching appmwasimot mentioned by DOST as one of the
factors producing problem students, this study was designexplore the possibility of teaching approach
being one of the causes of poor student’s performance.

2.1.c. Constructive Approach

The prominency of constructivist learning approach emerged dinengast decades. Among others,
those who provided historical precedents for constructieating theory were Dewey, Montessori, Piaget,
Bruner, and Vygotsky. Constructivism serves as a bridya Bducation based on behaviorism to education
based on cognitive theory.

Fosnot (1996) has provided a recent summafy these theories and describes
constructivist- teaching practicer as a hiegc approach that focuses on the learner’s
experience. The present study provides description of constructive approach which is parallel to Fosnot’s:
facilitating the students towards personal encounter andwveiisg of concepts and theories in Mathematics.

Four assumptions are basic to what we refer as "coriststit¢arning.” (Gagnon and Collay, 2004)

1. Knowledge is physically constructed by learners who aved in active learning.

2. Knowledge is symbolically constructed by learners who aking their own representations of
action;

3. Knowledge is socially constructed by learners who cotha&y meaning to others;

4. Knowledge is theoretically constructed by learners whtotexplain things they don't completely
understand.

This fourth assumption leads to the discussion of probfheorems in Mathematics. Leading the
students towards the proof of theorems or concepts igiactiisharacteristic of the constructive approach.
How important is the ‘proof” when it deals with math? Garnier and Taylor (2003) emphasized this when they
said that ‘proof’ has been and remains one of the concepts that characterizes mathematics. The student’s
acceptance of the importance of proof comes along withdliculties in formulating a proof constructively
(Keith,2003). In this situation, it can be seen that teach@ve an important role in facilitating the students to
overcome these difficulties.

The abovementioned literature about Mathematical prood wied in the sense that in this study, it
was also emphasized that teachers using constructive appl@aes deeply into the discussion of proofs so
that students may clearly understand the concepts inelhattics.

www.bellsouth.com/educati labelled constructive approach as facilitative and refiect
Furthermore, it enumerated the following descriptionsooistructive teaching approach:

a.) Students engaged in authentic tasks;

b.) Student participation is interactive;

c.) Students grouped heterogenously;

d.) Students learn through exploration;

e.) Teacher is facilitator; and

f.) Assessment based on performance of real tasks.

WWw.ijrp.org



Elymar A. Pascual / International Journal of Research Publications (IJRP.ORG) @ JJRP .ORG

ISSN: 2708-3578 (Online)

622
Huitt (2003) supported these descriptions when he said thatdioepbamise of constructivism is

that an individual learner must actively “build” knowledge and skills and that information exists within these
built constructs rather than in the external environment

The aforementioned literature are important in this sfadyhey give distinct characteristics of
constructive approach which served as a basis for defimdglescribing the said approach.

The constructive approach ensures understanding and seiaclependent, productive thinking. In
this approach, “students will do the thinking, even though guided by the teacher” (Tagala, 2001). This implies
the difficulty that the teacher and students will undejggt like the Mathematicians of the past have
undergone. Nevertheless, the present study set asiddftioallthi that the teacher and students will undergo
in this approach, but focuses on the effect of using gpscach to the performance of students.

2.1.d. Spoon-Feeding Approach

If constructive approach encourages students’ analytical and logical thinking, spoon-feeding, on the
other hand, stifles the development of students’ self-initiative and critical thinking. (DeVries, 2005)

Such a traditional method of faulty instruction leadsdeedom and parrot-like learning (Lee, 1995),
because memorization is stressed while understanding asdnieg are not emphasizdglritish novelist
E.M. Forster (1879-1970) made a comical notion when he Baidspoon-feeding in the long run teaches us
nothing but the shape of the spoon.

According to McKay and Kember (1997), spoon-feeding lead®gargitation. They suggested a
better diet which can result to a more digestible learningpous.

Associated with spoon-feeding is the belief that sttsdem’t do something that renders them
inability to perform a task of which they are truly capaBledd, 1992).

The abovementioned literature enumerates the chasdicteof spoon-feeding appoach and its effect
to the performance of students. These are important torédsent study in coming up with a clear definition
of this approach and in creating the teaching approach fodsarvey sheet.

Yahoo.com.spoon-feedingompares and contrasts the two approaches in terms of teachers’ role,
results and disadvantages. In spoon-feeding, the instrsgon-feeds the students with step-by-step
instructions, while in constructive approach, the instructor guiseidents to search, to explore, to
experiment, to discover, to make choices, to draw their @mnlasions, to improvise and to create. Students
learn to follow instructions faithfully in spoon-feeding apach, while students develop learning skills and an
inquisitive mind in constructive approach. Disadvantages ofrsfeeding are: (1) kills independent thinking
and (2) prevents more advanced students from choosingtheipace. On the other hand, some students are
frustrated when the teacher uses constructive approach. -Sgamting approach seems to have an appeal to
the short-term memory, while the constructive approactne long-term memory. The problem in short-term
memory is that 80% of the facts presented can be forgaftiin 48 hours and the remaining 20% can be
forgotten within 2 weeks.

These advantages and disadvantages of constructive anafepding approaches are relevant to
the present study. They give clear distinction betweenwbeapproaches that makes it probable to create
different response and effect to students’ learning process.

2.2. Related Studies
2.2.a. Students’ Performance

Students’ performance is important to be monitored for “it appraises students’ growth and
development (Morales, 1990).” It is not enough that one should understand the basic principles, theories,

scientific facts and procedures. Those things that asddarned should be used and applied in a particular
trade which would help him solve related problems and discovetawhniques or develop new technology.
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School administrators and teachers alike believe thatigh evaluation and achievement testing, the

extent of learning that has taken place and effectivasfadsaching can be gauged (Velasco, 1998).

Mathematics teachers play an important role to steidents in developing this logical thinking and
in leading them to create Mathematics on their owns Thitrue from the result of the study made by
Acomular (1998). She found out that there is a significaatioaship between the level of performance of
students in Mathematics and the teacher’s proficiency in the area of professional preparation and instructional
skills. Just like Acomular’s study, this present study also used 4" year h.s. students as the respondents and
participants, with the exemption that Acomufacused on teacher’s competency level while this present
study dealt with teacher’s approach in teaching.

The results of the study made by Jaraplasan (1999) supporetuksr by concluding that there is a
significant relationship existing between perdoteaching characteristics and the pupils’ performance in
Mathematics. Personal teaching characteristics istoely includes knowledge of the subject matter area and
approach in teaching. While Jaraplasan included teaching appasacine aspect that affs students’
performance, the present study dug deeper into the significant effect of teaching approach to students’
performance.

Neri (1991) concluded in her study that teaching methodology is a factor that influences the pupils’
math performance. This is also true in the study made ampl® (1999). While Neri and Pagola used
elementary students as participants, the present study (segeat h.s. students as repondents and
participants. Also, they investigated on the aspect ofhtegcmethodology while the present study
concentrated on teaching approach.

2.2.b. Teaching Approach

Math anxiety pervades students and this is why teachersysalmeed an effective approach
presenting Math lessons. Math anxiety according to Lava (280&)e panic, helplessness, paralysis and
mental disorganization that arise among some peopdm Wiey are required to solve Mathematical problem.
Through reflection on the nature of their own learning egpess in mathematics some, at least, of the
teachers recognize possibilities for transforming tb&mn classrooms (Gardiner, 2002) by using a better
approach.

Bonto (1991) recommended in her study that every Math teasieuld acquire adequate
background training and information in teaching approach by atgesdmmer classes and advanced unit in
Math. Teachers should be resourceful enough in makinchitepaids and devices out of low-cost
instructional materials to supplement the inadequacy xtbdeks that results to poor Mathematical
performance.

The aforesaid studies are related to the presenbecsuse all of them considered enhancement of
teaching approach as a solution to Math problem- students.

2.2.c. Constructive Approach

Two of the beliefs that came up with the study made by $8e(2000) which are related to the
present study are the following: (1) one must always khow he gets the answer to the problem; and (2)
math is creative. It is implied that they believe Matbwtl be taught constructively. There is a preconceived
notion among students that they should be active dodrpaaticipants in the study of Mathematics in order
for them to really learn.

Students accept the fact that the teacher’s leading for them to discover the proof of math expressions
is really important. In the study conducted by Gardiner (2G02je were to judge on the basis of what the
students wrote, then one would conclude that they accepgedentral role of proof, and recognized its
importance for anyone wishing to study mathematics. The sisidbelieve that the teacher should lead them
towards the proof of theorems in Mathematics for in g@im, concepts are more retained in their memoy.
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In the study made by Penaso (2000), he recommended thaisthareed to implement sound
Mathematics education reforms in both classrooms aritiévizatics teacher education programs.
Changes should take place in the teaching and learning enviror®neating a supportive, problem-
solving centered, cooperative learning environment where appliqatijects are incorporated,
Mathematics history integrated, and a variety of assesstechniques employed may be useful.
In the abovementioned studies, recommendation on theagipto use is specifically cited, and that
is the constructive approach. This present study will helfidate this recommendation through the

performance of the students.
2.2.d. Spoon-feeding Approach

In the study made by Sfard (2000), it was revealed that studbots/iere unconvinced with certain
Mathematical arguments were students who were just spdaamitewere not helped to discover the concepts
by themselves.

Lava (2002) showed the aspect of teacher behavior that feegh#ive impact on student attitudes and
achievement. It included unrealistic expectations (teachpescestudents to understand problems on the
first occasion that they were explained and refuse ptagxthe problem a second time) and insensitive
and uncaring attitude (some teachers rely heavily on worlsshaedo not explain the content). These
comprise the characteristics of a teacher thazeslspoon-feeding approach.

These are related to the present study in such a waththatlescribe classroom situation led by a
teacher using spoon-feeding approach.

2.3. Hypothesis

The tentative answer to the problem is:
There is no significant difference in the performantcstadents using the two approaches.

Paradigm
Paradigm
v DV
Approaches Performance
» Constructive |::> Ahyr HS.
* Spoon-feeding Students
- Score on Quizzes
Frame 1 Frame 2

Figure 1. The Research Paradigm Showing the Effect of Teachingo&ghes to the Performance 8 ¥ear
High School Students

The structure depicts the effect of the approaches tpatermance of 4 year H.S. students in

Union College.

Frame 1 consists of the independent variables whiclairotiite approaches as to constructive and
spoon-feeding.

Frame 2 consists of the dependent variable which icsnttae performance of"4year H.S. students
in terms of scores on quizzes.
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2.4. Definition of Terms

The following terms are defined operationally according éoctintext as they are used in the study.

Constructive. Microsoft Encarta defines constructive as something wihéctbased on what
somebody infers from other statements or circumstantealso means something which is not direct or
expressed (New Webster’s Dictionary).

As a teaching approach, constructive is defined in this steadhie approach utilized by teacher in
facilitating students’ encounter with new concept, expression or theorem in Mathematics. It involves
deductive reasoning and logical sequence of thoughts as guideel teacher.

Teacher’s status of constructive teaching approach is measured in this study in terms of his concern
to students’ process of learning, use of questions in leading classroom discusdlowjrey the students to
interrupt the lecture, developing conversation with the students, setting aside time for student’s group
discussion, provision of time for the students to preaadtexplain their finished work and encouragement
for the students’ to develop their own notes.

Spoon-feeding. New Lexicon Webster’s Dictionary defines spoon-feeding as giving in indulgence
all that is needed without having to make any effort to gélitrosoft Encarta expounds it by stating that
spoon-feeding provides somebody with ideas, opinions and judgrmean extent that independent thought
becomes unnecessary or impossible.

Spoon-feeding in this study is treated as the teaching apptbat caters to the students all the
things that they need to know, requiring them to make not effall.

Teacher’s status of spoon-feeding approach is measured in this study in terms ofelibdok
presentation of topics, presentation of lots of fadthout studats’ aid, demonstration of all the things he
knows about the subject, focusing on good explanation ofwhissolution, encouragement to the students in
memorizing key concepts and theoreesding the students to focus on what he has provided thdm a
conducting teaching sessions in order to give students a goofhetes.

Performance. According to New Lexicon Webster’s Dictionary, this pertains to what is
accomplished. Also, it is the effectiveness of the veageody does his or her work (Microsoft Encarta).

In this study, performance pertains to the students’ accomplishments on Math quizzes.

It is measured in this study by computing the total of thrézzgs a student got after each lesson on
exponential function, factorial and repeating decimal@xgbber 3-7, 2005.

3. Research M ethodology

This chapter describes the research design, populatidnsampling, sources of data, research
instruments, collection of data and statistical tooés us

3.1. Research Design

This study employed the experimental design in reseapagifically, a randomized multi-group
with a post-test design. Calderon and Gonzales (1993) dtaédn this design, there are two or more
experimental variables to be tested. So for this sttwly, groups were formed equal to the number of
experimental variables, namely, constructive approach podnsfeeding approach. The members were
assigned randomly to their respective groups. Each teaghiimgach was applied on the group to which it is
assigned. All other variables were kept equal in all the gré\fpe. the experimental period, the same test on
the lessons taken by all the groups was given to all of thmteaching approach assigned to the group with
the higher mean score was considered more effectivettieateaching approach assigned to the group with
lower mean score.

3.2. Population and Sampling
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The study covered the two sections of fourth year bigiool in Union College School of Integrated
preparatory Studies (UCSIPS), Proverbs and Ezekiel. Rroveonsisted of 32 students while Ezekiel
consisted of 33 students. The top 16 students were choserdich of the two sections. They evaluated their
teacher in mathematics (the writer) as to his statusiimg constructive approach and spoon-feeding approach
in teaching Mathematics. Two groups were formed from thes#wgiznts. The two groups, each consisting
of 16 students, have equal distribution of average and ah@rage students.

3.3. Data-Gathering Procedure

A letter requesting permission to conduct a survey ondghehing approach, series of lessons and
evaluations were given to the principal of UCSIPS. Upon hemwapprthe 32 selected students from the two
fourth-year-high-school sections evaluated their teadgheMathematics using the Teaching Approach
Indicator. After this, two groups were formed to undergo sesfelessons and evaluations on three topics:
exponential function, factorial and repeating decimale feacher used constructive approach for the first
group and spoon-feeding approach for the second group. Logicak preoe used in the constructive
approach for teachind & 1, 0! = 1 and 0.999...= 1, while no proof for these expressions was presented in
spoon-feeding approach. Quiz was given after each lessbthartotal of the three quizzes was computed.

Figure 2 summarizes the procedure done in gathering datasatudy.
Figure 2
Summary Flowchart of Data-Gathering Procedure

Letter of Request to the Principal

Students’ Evaluation of Teacher's Approach

Formation of Two Groups of Students

! }

Group 1 - Constructive Approach Group 2 — Spoon-feeding Approach
Series of Lessons Series of Lessons

3.4. Data Gathering Instruments

The Teaching Approach Indicator Survey Sheet served asdjoe tool in gathering data for the
status of constructive andapnfeeding approaches.

The items in the Teaching Approach Indicator were primaalsed from the following:

a.) suggestions from thesis adviser and principal of Union Collg€gehool of Integrated

Preparatory Studies);

b.) books and other related studies presented in chapter 2 sfiitlis

c.) related teaching inventory questionnaire from Union CollegeeCef Excellence; and

d.) researcher’s teaching experience and observation.
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The Teaching Approach Indicator was designed according sutheroblems set in the study.

Afterwards, it was checked by the thesis adviser, the pehoipgJnion College and the Dean of Graduate
Studies, LSPC, Sta. Cruz, Laguna. The result was a valida@ching Approach Indicator Survey Sheet
containing 14 items which were inté&fl to determine teacher’s approach in teaching Mathematics.
Specifically, it inquires about the teacher’s concern for students’ learning, utilization of questions in teaching,
allowance for interruption, student-teacher conversatind interaction, teaehs allowance for students’
discussion among themselves, provision for students’ presentation of finished work and teacher’s attitude
towards students’ note-taking.
The students were to rate their teacher from 1-5 irethéstems through the following basis:

1 —rarely or never true for the teacher

2 — sometimes true for the teacher

3 —true for the teacher about half the time

4 — frequently true for the teacher

5—almost always or always true for the teacher

Iltems 1, 3, 4, 6, 8, 10 and 13 are characteristicsrsftnactive approach, while items 2, 5, 7, 9, 11,
12 and 14 are for spoon-feeding approach.

Figure 3 summarizes the processes done to have a validatdihg approach indicator survey
sheet.

Figure 3
Summary Flowchart of Validated Teaching Approach Indicatoves/ Sheet
s« Comments and Suggestions from the thesis adviser and Principal of Union College
(School of Integrated Preparatory Studies)
» Books and other Related Studies

= Related Teaching Inventory Questionnaire
= Researcher’'s Teaching Experience and Observation

Designed Teaching Approach Indicator

Content validation through thesis adviser, Principal of Union College and Dean of
Graduate Studies (LSPC, Sta. Cruz

Validated Teaching Approach Indicator Survey Sheet

For the students’ Mathematical performance, quizzes were designed by first, writing the lesson plans
for the three topics to be discussed to the students: exjzofectorials and repeating decimals. For each of
the topic, two lesson plans were made: one using the camgtrapproach and one using the spoon-feeding
approach. But on the evaluation part, the same quizeesgiven to the students for each of the topic. The
guizzes made were referred to the thesis adviser and &éathars of Union College, and the result was a 10-
item quiz for each of the lessons. Scores of thiesiis from these three quizzes were added and the total for
each student ranges from 0 to 30.

Figure 4 summarizes the processes done to have validatbérteaade quizzes.

Figure 4
Summary Flowchart of Validated Teacher-Made Quizzes
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Designing of Lesson Plans for Three Topics

(Exponents, Factorials, Repeating Decimals)

|

Using Constructive Approach Using Spoonfeeding Approach

Composition of 10-item Quizzes

Referring to the thesis adviser and Math teachers in Union College

Validated Teacher-Made Quizzes

3.5. Statistical Treatment of Data

Simple mean (Mn) was used to get the status of consteuei@ching and spoon-feeding approaches
andthe students’ Mathematical performance.
Mn=Zx/N
where  Mn = mean
X =rating given by students (or score in quiz)
N = no. of items in survey sheet (or no. of students)

On the other hand, the significant difference in the students’ performance using the two approaches
was measured through Two-Sample Mean Test. This testisgis useful in comparing two means obtained
from two independent or separate samples. It uses thwiiod formula:

X - X
t=
/[ﬂL—H{SmFﬂ’nz—Hissz 1+ 1
Ny +nNz—2 N1 Nz
df=m + -2

where x = sample mean of each group
sd = std. deviation of each group
n = sample size of each group (16)

4, Presentation, Analysisand Interpretation of Data
This chapter presents in tables and discusses the results of students’ evaluation of their teacher’s

approach in teaching Mathematics. It also presents inefigilne scores of the students in their quizzes. Using
these tables and figures, analysis anerjinttation were made to find the status of teacher’s constructive and
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spoonfeeding approaches and the effect of using these approaches to the students’ mathematical

performance.

The presentation of the findings follows orderly acaogdio how the statement of the problem was
presented, namely:

a.) the status of constructive and spoon-feeding approachezching Mathematics;

b.) the level of performance of students in Mathematigalessions involving number 1
using constructive and spoon-feeding approaches; and

c.) the significant difference in the performance of studbatsg handled by teacher using

two approaches.
4.1. Status of Constructive and Spoon-Feeding Approaches in Teaching Math

Table 1 presents the students’ evaluation of teacher’s constructive approach as to survey sheet items,
the means and their interpretation.
Table 1
Students’ Evaluation of Teacher’s Constructive Approach

Survey Sheet Items Mean Interpretation

Item 1. The teacher is concern about both what 4.81 almost always true for the teach
students learn and how they learn.
Item 3. The teacher leads the students towards 4.56 almost always true for the teach

reason behind concepts or theorems through s
of questions.

Item 4. The teacher allows the students to interrupt 4.09 frequently true for the teacher
lecture if they have a relevant question.

Item 6. The teacher tries to develop a conversatiom 4.50 frequently true for the teacher
the students about the topics they are studying.

Item 8. The teacher sets aside time for the studen 3.94 frequently true for the teacher

discuss, among themselves, key concepts and
in this subject.

Item 10. The teacher provides time for the student 4.56 almost always true for the teach
present and explain their finished work.
Item 13. The teacher treats it better for studentfim 3.72 frequently true for the teacher

subject to generate their own notes rather than ¢
teacher’s note.

Overall Mean Rate 4.31 frequently true for the teacher

Legend :
4.51 5.00- almost always or always true for the teacher
3.51- 4.50- frequently true for the teacher
2.51- 3.50-true for the teacher about half the time
1.51- 2.50- sometimes true for the teacher
1.00- 1.50- rarely or never true for the teacher
As indicated in the results, the overall mean ratergby the students to their Math teacher as to his
constructive approach is 4.31 whichidserpreted as “frequently true for the teacher.” This implies that the
teacher allows the students to have active participatiotme teaching and learning process and that he
welcomes the input of the students as part of the préeessds the development of the subject matter.
Table 2 presents the students’ evaluation of teacher’s spoon-feeding approach as to survey sheet
items, the means and their interpretation.
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Table 2
Students’ Evaluation of Teacher’s Spoon-Feeding Approach
Survey Sheet Items ~ Mean | Interpretation

Item 2. The teacher presents material about the su 2.03 sometimes true for the teachel
matter as it is presented in the textbook.
Item 5. The teacher presents a lot of facts to studen 2.59 true about half the time
that they know what they have to learn for t

subject, making the students to exert no effort at

Item 7. The teacher focuses on the good presentati 3.31 true about half the time
his solution.

Item 9. The teacher focuses on delivering to the stud 3.69 frequently true for the teacher
what he knows about the subject matter.

Item 11. The teacher encourages the student 2.16 sometimes true for the teachet
memorize concepts and theorems he has press
to them.

Item 12. The teacher leads the students to focus 4.13 frequently true for the teacher
study on what he has provided them.

Item 14. The teacher shows that the reason 2.44 sometimes true for the teacher

conducting teaching sessions in this subject i
give students a good set of notes.

Overall Mean Rate 291 true about half thetime

Legend :
4.5% 5.00- almost always or always true for the teacher

3.51- 4.50- frequently true for the teacher

2.51- 3.50-true for the teacher about half the time

1.51- 2.50- sometimes true for the teacher

1.00- 1.50- rarely or never true for the teacher

As shown by the results, the students gave their Mathéean overall mean rate of 2.91 which is
interpreted as “true for the teacher about half the time.” This implies that the teacher still uses the spoon-
feeding approach while having a high mean rate for consteugtiproach. The teacher can be seen delivering
to the students what he knows about the subject mattdeathithg the students to focus their study on what
he has provided them. This can be true depending on the Ityffmluthe subject matter or the level of
understanding of the students.

Table 3 presents the comparative evaluation of the stuttetheir teacher in his constructive and
spoon-feeding approaches.
Table 3
Comparative Evaluation Between the Two Approaches
pproach ______________ OveralMeanRate |
Constructive 4.31
Spoon-feeding 291

A noticeable difference of 1.40 can be seen betweenvd@lb mean rate of 4.31 for constructive
approach and the overall mean rate of 2.91 for spoon-feagpgpach. Since the average on constructive
approach is greater than the average on spoon-feedingaappthe teacher can be deemed utilizing the
constructive teaching approach more often than the spedmépapproach. This implies that the teacher is
concerned both on what the students learn and how they. [ele leads the students towards the reason
behind concepts or theorems through series of questiondl@and the students to interrupt the lecture if they
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have a relevant question. He can be seen trying to geasetmnversation with the students about the topics

they are studying and setting aside time for the studerntiscuss, among themselves, key concepts and ideas
in this subject. With regards to taking down notes, thehtraceats it better for students to generate their own
notes rather than copy his note.

4.2. Performance of Students

Figure 5 shows the students’ performance in the quizzes given to them after the teaching sessions
using constructive approach.

Figure 5
Students’ Performance Using Constructive Approach

10.00
8.00
Mean 6.00 I
Score 4 o | 7.81 8.38 8.25
2.00 I
0.00
1 2 3
Quizzes

Total Mean Score: 24.44 = 90%

As indicated in the results, 16 students got a mean st@r8loon the first quiz, 8.38 on the second
quiz and 8.25 on the third quiz. The total mean score is 24.4hwhiequivalent to 90% using the Union
College Transmutation Table (Appendix H). Students got hayhivalent scores when the teacher used
constructive teaching approach. These imply that the cmtise approach instills a teaching process that is
clearly understood by the students. Because students did tikangheven though guided by the teacher
(Tagala, 2001), this approach ensures understanding and teabd@snident, productive thinking resulting to
students’ good Mathematical performance.

Figure 6 shows the students’ performance in the quizzes given to them after the teaching sessions
using spoon-feeding approach.

Figure 6
Students’ Performance Using Spoon-Feeding Approach

10.00
8.00
Mean 6.00
Score 4.00
: 6.69
5.31 5.06
2.00
0.00
1 2 3
Quizzes
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Total Mean Score; 17.06 = 78%

As shown by the results, 16 students got a mean score of 6 6@ dirst quiz, 5.31 on the second
quiz and 5.06 on the third quiz. The total mean score is 17.061whiequivalent to 78% using the Union
College Transmutation Table (Appendix H). Students got comdiiedow equivalent scores when the
teacher used the spoon-feeding approach. These implyhthapbon-feeding approach instills a teaching
process that is vaguely understood by the students. This sufipgoresult of the study made by McKay and
Kember (1997) that spoon-feeding leads to regurgitation (afitbwing out or being ejected) and thereby
producing poor students’ Mathematical performance.

Figure 7 shows the comparative mean performances ofutierds handled by the teacher using two
different approaches.

Figure 7
Students’ Comparative Performance

10.00
8.00
Mean 6.00

Score
4.00

2.00

0.00

1 2 3

Quizzes

Legend: Mean Scores in Constructive Approac.
Mean Scores in Spoon-Feeding Approgh

As evidenced by the results, the mean score on first ging wonstructive approach is higher than the
mean score on first quiz using spoon-feeding approach by 1.4 pOn the second quiz, mean score on
constructive approach is higher than spoon-feeding appitma8t07 points. On the third quiz, it is still
higher by 3.19 points. These imply that students performrbetiger constructive teaching approach
than spoon-feeding approach. Spoon-feeding approach seemmsvaoan appeal to the short-term
memory, while the constructive approach on the long-teremory (yahoo.com.spoon-feeding). Also,
associated with spoofeeding is the belief that students can’t do something that renders them inability to
perform a task of which they are truly capable (Dodd, 1992).

4.3. Effect of Approach to Students’ Performance

The test of significance between the means of constructide spoon-feeding approaches is
presented in the table.
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Table 4
Test of Significant Difference Between Scores in Quuasive Approach
and Spoon-Feeding Approach

Approaches Difference t— H t — computed interpretation
tabular

Constructive 24.44

Spoon-feeding 17.06 7.38 2.042 5.45 Significant

0.05 level of significance at 30 df

The data indicate that there is a significant diffeeeshetween the mean score of the students being
handled by a teacher using constructive approach and the so@anof the students being handled by the
teacher using spoon-feeding approach since the computed t=vald& is greater than the tabular t-value =
2.042. These findings are implications that the studentsttéygtonstructive approach learned and achieved
mathematical skills better than students taught by speedirfg approach as evidenced by big difference of
7.38 in mean scores of 24.44 and 17.06. Constructive approaaadhirtg elicits better response and
performance from students, while spoon-feeding approach hirgtadents from really learning and
understanding the concepts in Mathematics. This supporteshé of the study made by Jaraplasan (1998)
that that there is a significant relationship betweendhel lof performance of students in Mathematics and
the teacher’s proficiency in the area of preparation and instructional skills.

5. Summary, Conclusion and Recommendations

This chapter summarizes the findings of the study andepts the conclusions as well as the
corresponding recommendations.

5.1. Summary

Thirty-two fourth year students were chosen to partieipatthis study. These students came from
the two sections of fourth year high school of Unionl€e School of Integrated Preparatory Studies. They
were randomly selected to form two groups who have undergoneumiivet approach and spoon-feeding
approach, each group consisting of 16 students.

At the beginning of the study the following questions waised:

1.) What is the status of constructive and spoon-feegppgoaches in teaching Math? ;

2.) What is the level of performance of students in Miathtical expressions using the following
approaches:

a.) Constructive
b.) Spoon-feeding? ; and

3.) Is there a significant difference in the perforcenf students being handled by teacher using

two approaches?

5.2. Findings

The treatment of data revealed the following signifidaatings:

1) The average rating for the constructive approach is 4.31e e average rating for spoon-
feeding approach is 2.91 in the scale of 1 to 5.

2.) In constructive teaching approach, the students got an overaill sneee of 24.44 from the total
of 30-item quiz. Through the transmutation table whichow msed at Union College, this is equivalent to
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90%. On the other hand, the students got an overall meas aich7.06 in spoon-feeding approach. This is

equivalent to 78%; and
3.) The computed t-value = 5.45 is greater than the tabulaiuew 2.042 at 0.05 significance level.
The null hypothesis is rejected.

5.3. Conclusion

Based on the findings of the study, the following arectmted:

1.) The teacher evaluated utilizes constructive approatbaching Mathematics more often than
spoon-feeding approach;

2.) The students performed better when the teacher usedumbinstapproach than when the teacher
used spoon-feeding approach; and

3.) There is a sigficant difference in the students’ performance using constructive teaching
approach and spoon-feeding approach.

5.4. Recommendations

In the light of the conclusion made in this study, rémearcher recommends the following:

1.) School principals and authorities should find ways and means to develop school’s Math curriculum in
such a way that the constructive teaching approach is otdized rather than the spoon-feeding
approach;

2.) Math department heads should give instruction to their subordinates in using caaste approach in
teaching which will encourage students’ analytical and logical thinking, and will result to better
Mathematical performance;

3.) Math teachers should study and practice using constructive approachdhitep Attending seminars that
emphasize constructive teaching approach should not be missed for teachers’ enhancement of the said
approach;

4.) Graduate School authorities should emphasize constructive teaching approach for thalsag
education, major in Mathematics; and

5.) The followinglogical proofs for Mathematical expressions involving number 1 can be used by Math
teachers in classroom presentation and discussion :
a)a’=1

A. Through the Factor 1
&=1(a)(a) (a)
&=1(a) ()
a=1(@)
=1

B. By Contradiction

Let =1
Q="
% /d=d/d
°z1
but & = 1, which is a contradiction.
Therefore, 4must be equal to 1.
b)o =1
A Through the Formula
n!'=n (n-1)!
1'=1 (0)!
or=1
B. By Contradiction
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Let’s assume that 0! does not exist.

But n! =n (n- 1)L

If n =1, then 1! does not exist also.

If 1! does not exist, then 2! does not exist also.

If 2! does not exist, then 3! does not exist also.

In general, we can say that n! does not exist.

Therefore,we must accept that 0! exist and that is egual
¢.) 1=0.999...

A By Reasoning

1/9=0.111...
2/9=0.222...
3/9=0.333...
4/9=0.444...
5/9=0.555...
6/9=0.666...
7/9=0.777...
8/9=0.888...
9/9=0.999..

Therefore, 1 =0.999...
B. By Contradiction
Let 1+ 0.999...
It means there’s something that must be added to 0.999... to make it equal to 1,
and it is 0.000...
Since nothingsito be added, then 0.999... = 1.
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