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Abstract

The field of Technology and Livelihood Education is critical to achieving the goals and objectives of the new
improved curriculum. The purpose of this study was to compare the Instructional Practices of TLE Teachers to the student
satisfaction and academferformance of selected Laguna Senior High Schools. The descriptive survey design was
utilized in this study, and the respondents were 30 teachers and 100 students from several Laguna schools using purposive
sampling. It also used a selfeated questiomire with a 5-point Likert-scale that was expert validated. Before
distributing the questionnaire to the respondents, field specialists review it. The researcher used the mean, standard
deviation, and Pearson Product Moment Correlation Analysis to treat the data (Pearson r). The findings indicated that the
selected senior high school's degree of satisfaction in terms of interpersonal relationships, academic assistance, and
learning possibilities is extremely high. Meanwhile, academic achievement is eichiléerms of active learning,
mastery of learning, peer instruction, collaboration, and differentiation, the instructional techniques of chosen TLE
instructors have no significant link to student happiness, as do interpersonal relationships, acagenmi@sdpearning
opportunities. There is a substantial association in academic achievement. Based on the findings, the following
recommendations were made: TLE teachers should continue using a variety of active learning strategies when teaching
TLE subjects to students, maintain the teaching strategies used to achieve mastery of learning, implement on different
subjects and investigate the impact of peer instruction method on different levels, continue working better in cooperation
with other TLE teachersand differentiation in TLE subjects.

Keywords: instructional practicestudent’s satisfaction; academic performance; senior high school; technology and livelihood education
teachers

1. Introduction

The subject of Technology and Livelihood Education is critical to achieving thedegals of the
new improved curriculum. Technology and Livelihood Education disciplines draw many sedureeto its
admirable value, however the opposite has proven true. It is most likely owing to people's misconbaptions
it will not demand specialist expertise. Similarly, the reforms with in ddud process have made this
academic year a major challenge for all instructors. The K to 12 Eakication Program is intended to
overhaul the Philippine educational system (Sergio, 2012). It seeks to strengthepeesan to keep
improving his or her standard of living by providing adequate period for conceptrateveloping life-
long learners, preparing graduates for tertiary education, mid-level developing sidésizations, and
entrepreneurship, and avoiding abuse and other associated problems. Learnets\gaihwork experience
during studying thanks to the improved curriculum. Each student will have knowledge abaaintant,
communication, and technology, as well as abilities in research and improvementpgouodnication, and
social and job skills (Sarker et al. 2019). The system's aims looked to lavedmly executed, as teachers
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are still trying to discover methods to adapt to it from a lengthy educational process.

Given the difficulties, developments, and advances in the educational systeratioedis a
necessary for individuals (Morales et al., 2019). Taking into account the gtotiekt; people see education
as a means of not only increasing people's talents as well apafipgeour learners to be able to compete
globally. If indeed the institutions can create excellent graduates, therstaridaroduct they will give in
their individual workplaces would improve. The academic track offers a peigmesoward further
postsecondary education as well as skills development credentials for N@eotiicates | and Il (NC | and
NC II) (Gregorio, 2016). While government partnerships have long existed, yndigsiieme connections
and collaborations are often poor, if not non-existent, in many of our academtgtiorsti and must be
developed and integrated into local socioeconomic development. Teachers have amimgerin students
academic careers. To address the requirements of their studentsstreistors must employ appropriate
methods. Proper teaching techniques play an important role mostly in learning peswksisey have an
impact on student achievement. As a result, teaching approaches should d&x tiaitbe type of pupils in the
classroom; otherwise, they do need to be modified (Knapp, 2013).

Furthermore, learners are among the important and competent providers in juégmgetht to
which learning environments are gratifying. Despite student opinions are ndgepassessments of a
teacher's efficacy or teaching procedures, they do give valid indicatorsdefhtstueducational success and
happiness. Various studies have been conducted that link learner happinessut stard@ssful teaching
strategies (Long, Ibrahim, & Kowang, 2013).

Teacher Quality illustrated as a common term but have various meanirgjfferent context
(Goldhaber, 2012). In this way, the teachers develop their approaches in emotgredagogy (Dash et al.,
2012). On the other, teacher quality and quality teaching are presently recetinad aftention and are
considered complicated subjects for discussion (du Plessis, 2015).

Instructional strategies which defined as a way to differentiate instrudt®megory & Chapman,
2012). Specific technigues and tactics that foster the environment for learniogiveljéo be met are critical
aspects impacting online learning and learning experiences. Most university eduailonrhembers have
even less official teaching experience as well as prefer to teach pedpke manner in which they were
educated. As a result, the study's purpose was to concentrate on instriagijomegiches that aid in the
creation of creative and innovative education (Seechaliao, 2017).

A teaching strategy is a broad plan for a lesson that comprises organizatioimglemrals, and an
explanation of planned methods that will be used to carry out the approaeht#sa(Baria, 2018). Teaching,
instruction, and curriculum are necessary to provide varied learners \atrréng experience. In today's
classroom as much as outside of it, students have a fighting chance. Famthemir et al. (2016) says that
teaching tactics also include teacher's behaviors in the lecture, sdebedsping teaching strategies, giving
adequate stimulus for timely answers, practicing learnt responses, anovingpresponses through
extracurricular activities.

In this work, we use the term strategy to mean deliberate planning toractmething. If we say
method, we mean an ordered approach of doing anything. As a result, reseasehiire words method and
process interchangeably to refer to a systematic procedure used tmémpany broad model utilized in the
classroom. Each of these characteristics stems from a larger andonge=hensive model (Mollaei et al.,
2017).

Students' satisfaction as a narrow mindset arising from an assessment of theiiaeggerience It is
a favorable predictor of student loyalty and the result of an educationaims{dteerangsinghe, 2017).
Students' satisfaction is described as participants' attitudes basadecdotal evaluations of academic
achievement and experiences. As a result, student satisfaction mayiieedess a function of their relative
degree of experience and perception of quality regarding educational senérethe study time. Taking
everything into account, student satisfaction may be described as a ghosdttitnude coming from an
assessment of students' academic opportunity, services, and resources.
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1.1. Conceptual Framework

The conceptual framework of the study was depicted in the form of a paradigm of the \e@al.M
The frames show the correlation and the actual pattern used in the studggqu@omly, the conceptual
framework posits theénstructional practices of TLE Teachers to the student’s satisfaction and academic
performancelnstructional practices of the TLE teachers are examined in relation to students’ satisfaction and
academic performance. The first frame shows the independent var@hisisting of the instructional
practices of TLE teachers in terms of active learning, masteminga peer instruction, collaboration, and
differentiation and the second frame consists of the dependent variables sifidly, which contains the
student’s satisfaction in terms of interpersonal relationship, academic support and learning opportunities
another is the student’s performance measuring their 1%, 2'd and 3¢ quarter grades.

]

1.2. Statement of the Problem

The researcher aimed to measure the Instructional Practices of TLE Teachers to the student’s
satisfaction and academic performance of selected Senior High School in Laguna.
Specifically, it sought answer to the following questions.
1. What is the level of instructional practices of TLE teachers in terms of
1.1 active learning;
1.2. mastery learning;
1.3 peer instruction;
1.4 collaboration;
1.5 differentiation?
2. What is the level of student’ satisfaction in terms of:
2.1 interpersonal relationship;
2.2. academic support; and
2.3 learning opportunities?
3. What is the level of academic performance of the selected senior highl students in terms of
18t 2'dand 3 quarter grades?
4. Do the instructional practices of TLE teachers has significant relationship to the student’s
satisfaction of selected Senior High School students?
5. Do the Instructional practices of TLE Teachers has significant effect to the student’s satisfaction
ard academic performance of selected Senior High School students in Laguna?
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2. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
2.1.Research Design

The descriptive survey designed was used to conduct this study. Descriptiacieis a means of
accurately depicting the features of persons, circumstances, or otigasizas well as the frequency with
which particular occurrences occur (lvey, 2016). This method is more thadajias collection because it
shows precise means of gathering information to ensure an accuratearsdaber data and protect it from
the influence of bias.

Self-made type questionnaire was the source of data in this study, whicledoonsthe TLE
teachers and students to identify the practices of TLE teachers gatisfaction and academic performance
of students in selected senior high school in Laguna.

2.2.Population and Sampling Techniques

Purposive sampling was used to establish sample size in this investigatiostudyie participants
were 30 TLE teachers and 100 students from senior high school in province of Laguna.

2.3.Research Instrument

In order to gauge the TLE teachers practices in instructions and students, the reseastheted a
guestionnaire, which was distributed to the senior high school teachers and students.

The questionnaire of the study composes of two parts. Part | of the questionnaire shows the degree of
Instructional Practices, in terms of active learning, mastery learning,imstarction, collaboration, and
differentiation. Part II is the degree of students’ satisfaction and performance in terms of interpersonal
relationship, academic support, learning opportunities and tfig*and 3 quarter grades in the school
year 2020-2021.

The respondents were asked to choose from the five (5) scales given below.

Scale Range Description
5 4.21-5.00 Always
4 3.41-4.20 Often
3 2.61-3.40 Sometimes
2 1.81-2.60 Seldom
1 1.00-1.80 Never

The questionnaire was validated by the expert before use to gathaath@&hdaresearcher
distributed the questionnaire to the TLE teachers and students in ttedelenior high school in Laguna.
After the activity, the results were tabulated, analyzed, and statistically interpreted.

2.4. Statistical Treatment of Data

The gathered data from the questionnaire was analyzed by the following statistical tools:

To measure the level of practices in instructions of the TLE Teathéng satisfaction of students
and academic performance, mean and standard deviation were used. A data@setspresents the average
value. The mean is significant because it indicates where the gahierin a dataset is situated and it also
significant since it contains information from each observation in a da@sehe other hand, the standard
deviation to comprehend that variability, which is especially significant in n&@sé@cause, while the other
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metrics stated earlier are beneficial, the standard deviation offesseapmecise picture of the distribution of
observations.

Pearson Product Moment Correlation Analysis (Pearson r) was used tmexhm relationship
between TLE teachers' Instructional Practices and students' satisfastioperformance. Pearson r is a
bivariate statistical model that looks at two variables at once. If both variaklemiantifiable, Pearson's
correlation will always be employed to test an associative study hypothesis.

3. Results and Discussion
This chapter addresses the collection, evaluation, and interpretation of datecht¢guaddress a

subproblem related to the core topic of this research. This section covegstule of a study in line with the
research objectives.

Table 1. Level of Instructional Practices of selected TLE teachers

Active Learning Mean S.D. Remark

1. | plan a task that is authentic and informative. 5.00 0.00 Always
2. I have ground rules before executing the task. | allow them t

create the rules and assign roles 5.00 0.00 Always
3. | give a clear and safe briefing about the task. 5.00 0.00 Always
4. | Inform learners of what and how they are going to 5.00 0.00 Always
assessed.
5. | Have a safe and fun setting and make sure we understar 500 0.00 Always
background of our learners.
Weighted mean 5.00
Standard Deviation 0.00
Interpretation Very High

The data in table 1 showed the level of instructional practices of selecketbdchers in terms of
Active Learning which is very high. It is indicated that all the given statewdsout Active Learning has a
mean (M=5.00, S.D.=0.00) which is, the respondents plan a task that is authentidoamative; have
ground rules before executing the task. They allow them to create thamdl@ssign roles; gave a clear and
safe briefing about the task; they inform learners of what and how theyomg to be assessed; and they
have a safe and fun setting and make sure we understand the background arhets, levith a remark of
always respectively.

Active learning, as described by Konyushkova et al. (2017), is a type of learnirig Hzsed on
multiple activities undertaken by a student as ending in activity based uporr lsatleessful positive
participation in the academic setting. The student is at the heart of thetiedakcprocess. Active learning
provides learners with numerous possibilities to absorb and evaluate anythiognd gvem. In order to
perceive their surroundings and master communication and negotiating skills, thetssugke repetition,
imitation, try and error. Furthermore, an noteworthy point is that not all recardsjaally relevant in terms
of labeling. Some records, for example, may be noisy and contain no valuableteristies important to
categorization. Similarly, records that clearly belong to one class or another may be useful, butucbtas m
records that are closer to the class separation borders (Aggarwal et al., 2014).

Table 2. Level of Instructional Practices of selected TLE teachers

Mastery of Learning Mean S.D. Remark
1. I encourage my students to stretch the learning on the day. 4.93 0.25 Always
2.. | integrate growth mmdset activities to help students bettbraee the idea tha 4.83 0.37 Always
they are capable of learning.
3.. | provided consistent feedback from the students. 4.90 0.30 Always
4. | acquired a component skill, practice integrating them, and know whapply 4.80 0.40 Always
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what they have learned.

5. | allow my students to share their insights or views regarding the lesson. 5.00 0.00 Always
Weighted mean 4.89
Standard Deviation 0.31
Interpretation Very High

Table 2 presents the practices level in instructions in terms of Mastéearning with weighted
mean of 4.89 and 0.31 as standard deviation which indicates that is very high. ke glesws that
statement 5 has the highest mean (M=5.00, S.D.=0.00) which is, | allow my stiodeimase their insights or
views regarding the lesson, while statement 4 has the lowest mean (M=B.86030) which is, | acquired
a component skill, practice integrating them, and know when to apply what they &ana|ewith a remark
of Always respectively.

Ihendinihu (2013) discovered that the mastery learning teaching approach outpbdanaditional
teaching method in terms of student accomplishment. Mastery learning accoamted high cognitive
learning outcome of the students in the mastery learning group. The excedaitive learning result of the
learners in the knowledge learning group was accounted for by mastery learning.

Table 3. Level of Instructional Practices of selected TLE Teachers

Peer Instruction Mean S.D. Remark
1. | teach my students to adapt to the learning styles and other needs of each I 5.00 0.00 Always
2. | actively engage my learners in the learning process using peer instruction. 5.00 0.00 Always
3. I help my learners to learn the task with the help of each other. 4.97 0.18 Always
4. | support my learners in reaching their objectives with their peers. 5.00 0.00 Always
5. | prepare my learners to transition to their goal with their fellow students. 4.80 0.40 Always

Weighted mean 4,95

Standard Deviation 0.21

Interpretation Very High

Table 3 displays the level of instructional practices in terms of peer instruction is veivhkigio5,
S.D.=0.21). It shows that statement 1,2 and 4 has the highest mean (M=5.00, S.D.»®i@0)indicates
that the teachers teach students to adjust to each learner's ledyésgand other requirements; teachers
actively involves in learners in the learning process through peer educairasaist the learners in
accomplishing their goals with their peers, with remark of always cégply. On the other hand, the l¢as
mean (M=4.80, S.D.=0.40) of statement 5 which showed that the teachers pgrepaagners to transition to
their goal with their fellow students, also has a remark of always.

It explored how feedback from instructors after peer instruction might hefierggidevelop their
performances and clarify misunderstandings, that should promote learning outcorees, @21; Tullis &
Goldstone, 2020; Tullis & Maddox, 2020).

Table 4. Level of Instructional Practices of selected TLE teachers

Collaboration Mean S.D. Remark

1. | give structure or direction for problem-solving activities. 4.97 0.18 Always
2. | provide a presentation that specifically addresses any misunderstandings or

knowledge shown by the tests. 5.00 0.00 Always
?ﬁeln?lfgres online group for students and have them discuss theiriestivith group 4.97 0.18 Always
4. | debrief by asking a few groups to summarize the outcome of their product. 4.77 0.42 Always
5. During a follow-up discussion, | encourage students to share their thoughts in 5.00 0.00 Always
groups or with the full class.
Weighted mean 4.94
Standard Deviation 0.24
Interpretation Very High
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The level of practices in terms of collaboration is Very High with a weijmean (M=4.94,
S.D.=0.2). Statement 2 and 5 has the highest mean (M=5.00, S.D.=0.00) which iss tgiaehe lecture that
specifically addresses any misunderstandings or gaps in knowledge showrekgriseand urge students to
share their comments within bigger groups or with the full class during avfafbodiscussion, with a remark
of Always respectively. On the other hand, statement 4 has the lowest medrtTMS.D.=0.42) which is,
teachers evaluate by asking a few teams to synthesize the outcdh@@r afutput, also has a remark of
always.

Dobao (2012) discussed that students who collaborate create more accuvedd-andten replies,
according to the findings. The study and current studies show that collaborative learning leads teveilghe
of academic self-efficacy.

Table 5. Level of Instructional Practices of selected TLE teachers

Differentiation Mean S.D. Remark
;.re}I;lej(iec eesducatlonal tactics and exercises take into account stupastsknowledge anc 4.80 0.40 Always
2. The lesson was created to get students involved as members of a learning environme 4.83 0.37 Always
?és'l;r;ljetilgrs]sons teach students to seek out and respect alternate approaches of inquirynoi 5.00 0.00 Always
4. ldeas generated by students frequently decide the emphasis and direction of the class 4.87 0.34 Always
5. To make instructional judgments, student accomplishment statisticvork samples ar¢ 5.00 0.00 Always
evaluated.
Weighted mean 4.94
Standard Deviation 0.24
Interpretation Very High

Table 5 illustrated the level of instructional practices in terms of diffexteon is Very High with a
weighted mean (M=4.90, S.D.=0.30). Statements 3 and 5 have the highest mean (184%90,00),
indicating that the lessons encourage students to seek and value altenoatageof investigation or problem
solving; and Student achievement data and student work samples are dartalymeke instructional
decisions, with a remark of Always. Statement 1 has the lowest mean (M=4.80, S.D.=0.40), ay itlossall

Boling et al. (2012) while instructors were enthused and satisfied with théopeents and
awareness knowledge in varied instructional teaching styles, they indicated ameedd communication
and involvement with other teachers. Furthermore, they were interestedomsvigvels of administration;
they are expanding in their practice and just doing their finest for their students' development.

Table 6. Level of Satisfaction as rated by Senior High School

Interpersonal Relationship Mean S.D. Remark
1. The instructor makes an attempt to hear what the students have to say. 4.80 0.51 Always
2. The instructor allows learners to have a say in matters and choices thattirapact 4.75 0.54 Always
3. The teacher shows enjoyment while working with her students 4.79 0.52 Always
4. The teacher explains why regulations are established and enforced. 4.77 0.61 Always
5. The teacher sets high but reasonable goals for students. 4.70 0.69 Always

Weighted mean 4.76

Standard Deviation 0.58

Interpretation Very High

It is shown in table 6 the level of satisfaction as rated by the selectest Bagh School in terms of
Interpersonal Relationship. It shows that statement 1 has the highest mean (N-2.:80,51) which is, the
teacher makes an effort to listen to the student’s views, while statement 5 has the lowest mean (M=4.70,
S.D.=0.69) which is, the teacher shows positive but attainable expectationglémtsiiBoth have a remark
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of Always.

The level of satisfaction as rated by the selected Senior High Schaeetms of Interpersonal
Relationship has a weighted mean (M=4.76, S.D.=0.58) is very High.

The emphasis of Healy's (2013) study was on knowledge, abilities, and attitudesonfdlgiti
performance simulations and competency were used. The survey results dntheatéaculty, objectives,
course content, material, and structure received the highest mean scores.

Table 7. Level of Satisfaction as rated by the Senior High School

Academic Support Mean S.D. Remark

1. Students have a lot of control over how much they can get out of a textbotiker

. 4.88 0.35 Always
reference materials.

2. Students are provided with the reference materials needed in their course 4.76 0.72 Always
3. Students are provided by the tools and equipment needed for the course 5 0.00 Always
4. Students are well informed of the flow of the course curriculum 5 0.00 Always
5. Students are aware of the NC |l program related to their course 5 0.00 Always

Weighted mean 4.93

Standard Deviation 0.37

Interpretation Very High

Table 7 displays the level of satisfaction as rated by the selected bigghioBchool in terms of
academic support is very high with a weighted mean (M=4.93, S.D.=0.37). It istéutitbat statement 3,4
and 5 has the highest mean (M=5.00, S.D.=0.00) which is; Students are provideddntstand equipment
needed for the course; Students are well informed of the flow of theecourriculum; and Students are
aware of the NC Il program related to their course. While statemdmwts2the lowest mean (M=4.76,
S.D.=0.00) which is, Students are provided with the reference
materials needed in their course, with remark of Always respectively.

Maimane (2016) They even feel that the anxiety that they have been experidminhey want to
join the college is minimized by the conducive atmosphere they encounter. Stusiemtsliaated that there
are academic opportunities afforded them because they can accesatinfofrom the libraries, and student
centers and thus become part of the college by surfing the internet for their own development.

Table 8. Level of Satisfaction as rated by the Senior High School

L earning Opportunities Mean S.D. Remark
1. Students are used to perform an activity in TLE subject. 5.00 0.00 Always
2. Students are used to practice video tutorials as an alternative learning device. 5.00 0.00 Always
3. Students are used to apply self-study. 5.00 0.00 Always
gl.(iﬁ;udents are willing to attend in the trainings and seminar for the enhancement of 1 5.00 0.00 Always
5. Students are willing to be mentored by others. 5.00 0.00 Always

Weighted mean 5.00

Standard Deviation 0.00

Interpretation Very High

Table 8 presents the level of satisfaction as rated by the selted high school in terms of
learning opportunities with a weighted mean of 5.00 and 0.00 standard deviation. It Suoalsttie given
statement about Learning Opportunities has a mean (M=5.00, S.D.=0.00) wh&tudents are used to
perform an activity in TLE subject; Students are used to practice widedals as an alternative learning
device; Students are used to apply self-study; Students are willingnd attéhe trainings and seminar for
the enhancement of their skills; and Students are willing to be mentored by others. Remahkegas A

Students that actively participate in and interact in their study develep $kéls and build greater
connections between subjects. As a result, teachers must educate amtiee that will have the most impact
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on their students' learning, and technology provides the opportunity and freedom to do so (Francis, 2017).

Table 9. The level of Academic Performance of the Selected Senior High School

Quarter Mean SD. Grand mean SD. Interpretation
First 88.44 4.07
Second 92.35 3.58 89.72 4.17 High
Third 88.36 3.51
Scale Range Interpretation
5 95-100 Very high
4 89-94 High
3 83-88 Moderately high
2 77-82 Low
1 70-76 Very Low

table 9 revealed the level of academic performance of the seleaied lsigh school with a mean
(M=88.44, S.D.=4.07), (M=92.35, S.D.=92.35, S.D.=3.58), (M=88.36, S.D.=3.51) for first, second and third
Quarter Mark respectively.

The Grand mean (M=89.72, S.D.=4.17) indicates that the level of Academicniaréa of the
selected Senior high School is High.

nline)
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Whitmer (2013) discovered the links between student academic progress and LMS usage, revealing a

highly systematic correlation (p.0000) in relation to every variable. Thesesfaotplained 12 percent and
23% of the difference in final course marks, indicating that learnerausdubthe LMS more often had higher
grades than others.

Table 10. Relationship between Instructional Practice of TLE teachers andtSatiefaction

Active Learning df F level of Significance F /p- Analysis
sig. value
Interpersonal Relationship 2.7642 0.0996 not significant
Academic Support (1,98) 2.3279 0.05 0.1303 not significant
Learning Opportunities 1.9270 0.1682 not significant

It is shown in table 10 the relationship between Instructional Practices ce&dleE teachers in
terms of Active Learning and Students Satisfaction such as InterperselatibRship, Academic Support,
and Learning Opportunities.

It shows that in terms of Active Learning and Interpersonal Relationship
the p-value (p=0.0996) obtained is greater than the level of significance 0.0%ni @y that there is no
significant relationship between the two variables, while for Active LearningpAg@ademic Support the p-
value (p=0.1303) obtained is greater than the level of significance 0.05, it indicatdeetl is no significant
relationship between the two variables, on the other hand ,Active Learning andnge@mportunities
obtained a p-value (p=0.1682) which is greater than 0.05 level of significance shuwirgdationship
between the variables.

It is indicated in table 10 that the practices teachers in termstofeAlearning has no significant
relationship to Students Satisfaction such as Interpersonal Relationship, Ac&lgmport, and Learning
opportunities, with F values (F=2.7642, F=2.3279, F=1.9270) respectively and degreedarhf(df=1,98)
at 0.05 level of significance.

Siming (2015) found that general skills and learning experiences are quite higtinmthiea students
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were highly happy. She stated that the more teachers are passionate abguinfpvination, the more
satisfied students are.

Table 11. Relationship between Instructional Practices of TLE teachers andtS&ati&faction

Mastery of Learning df F level of Significance F /p- Analysis
Sg. value
Interpersonal Relationship 2.8040 0.0972 not significant
Academic support (1,98) 2.3030 0.05 0.1323 not significant
Learning Opportunities 2.0729 0.1531 not significant

It is shown in table 11 the relationship between Instructional Practices of 8eldédieteachers in
terms of Mastery of Learning and Students Satisfaction such as IntergleRelationship, Academic
Support, and Learning Opportunities.

It shows that in terms of Mastery of Learning and Interpersonal Relatitmsippvalue (p=0.097%2
obtained is greater than the level of significance 0.05, it means only thatisheo significant relationship
between the two variables, while for Mastery of Learning and Academic Suppq@iviilaee (p=0.1323)
obtained is greater than the level of significance 0.05, it indicates thatishecesignificant relationship
between the two variables, on the other hand ,Mastery of Learning and Learnintu@ipipe obtained a p-
value (p=0.1531) which is greater than 0.05 level of significance showing no réigiidretween the
variables.

It is indicated in table 11 that Instructional Practices of selected TLEdesaim terms of Mastery of
Learning has no significant relationship to Students Satisfaction such as Interpersdi@ishgia Academic
Support, and Learning opportunities, with F values (F=2.8040, F=2.3030, F=2.0729) relypactive
degrees of freedom (df=1,98) at 0.05 level of significance

Austin  (2020) presumed that determining the relationship between student Satisfaicd
assessment performance was important because it drew a lot m@fomttgarticularly among teaching
practitioners and academics, because it could underpin powerful collaboratiomsrkatin students’
educational experiences. Meanwhile, another study is looking into the relationship betidents'
happiness with five aspects of blended learning and their performance. Conieset Gatisfaction, course
design, course manual, online discussion, and evaluation are the five eléueatding to the findings, the
three input components had minimal influence on the grades (Sockalingam, 2013).

Table 12. Relationship between Instructional Practices of TLE teachers and Staidsfaiction

of level of Significance F /p-

Peer Instruction F ) Analysis
Sg. value
Interpersonal Relationship 2.8347 0.0954 not significant
Academic support (1,98) 2.3546 0.05 0.1281 not significant
Learning Opportunities 1.9794 0.1626 not significant

It is shown in table 12 the relationship between Instructional Practices ce&dleE teachers in
terms of Peer Instruction and Students Satisfaction such as Interpersonal Relationskipi@8agport, and
Learning Opportunities.

It shows that in terms of Peer Instruction and Interpersonal Relationshipvitee (p=0.0954
obtained is greater than the level of significance 0.05, it means only thatigheo significant relationship
between the two variables, while for Peer Instruction and Academic Support theegps0.1281) obtained
is greater than the level of significance 0.05, it indicates that there igmificant relationship between the
two variables, on the other hand ,Peer Instruction and Learning Opportunities obtaivadlie (p=0.1626)
which is greater than 0.05 level of significance showing no relationship between the variables.

WWw.ijrp.org



HERBERT P. RANA/ International Journal of Research Publications (IJRP.ORG) ‘.\ IJRP.ORG

Inte escarch Public
ISSN: 2708-3578 (Online)

643

It is indicated in table 12 that Instructional Practices of selected Taéhées in terms of Peer
Instruction has no significant relationship to Students Satisfaction such agetstmal Relationship,
Academic Support, and Learning opportunities, with F values (F=2.8347, F=2.3546, F=1.8p84)ively
and degrees of freedom (df=1,98) at 0.05 level of significance

Elliot and Healy (2012) shared that the one of the characteristics of shaggess is enlightening
experience, and the greater the learners' interactions, the higher their fulfillment.

Table 13. Relationship between Instructional Practices of TLE teachers andtSatigfaction

Collaboration dof F levof  Significance F /p- Analysis
Sg. value
Interpersonal Relationship 2.7862 0.0983 not significant
Academic support (1,98) 2.2767 0.05 0.1345 not significant
Learning Opportunities 1.9945 0.1610 not significant

It is shown in table 13 the relationship between Instructional Practices ce&dleE teachers in
terms of Collaboration and Students Satisfaction such as Interpersonal Reiptidwsdemic Support, and
Learning Opportunities.

It shows that in terms of Collaboration and Interpersonal Relationship the p-value (p=0.0983) obtaine
is greater than the level of significance 0.05, it means only that there is no significant tdati@tseen the
two variables, while for Collaboration and Academic Support the p-value (p=0.1345) dhtagreater than
the level of significance 0.05, it indicates that there is no significant relationship between tregitlles, on
the other hand, Collaboration and Learning Opportunities obtained a p-value (p=0.1610) which ishgieater
0.05 level of significance showing no relationship between the variables.

It is indicated in table 13 that it has no significant relationship to studatisfastion such as
interpersonal relationship, academic support, and learning opportunities, with F 208862, F=2.2767,
F=1.9945) respectively and degrees of freedom (df=1,98) at 0.05 level of significance.

Mudaly and Naidoo (2015) said that instructors should be encouraged to adopt insttactiosiah
whatever manner possible since they make learning more real and meaningful.

Table 14. Relationship between Instructional Practices of TLE teachers andt&atisfaction

level of Significance F /p-

Differentiation df F sg. value Analysis
Interpersonal Relationship 2.8552 0.0943 not significant
Academic support (1,98) 2.2753 0.05 0.1347 not significant
Learning Opportunities 2.0648 0.1539 not significant

It is shown in table 14 the relationship between Instructional Practices of 8éeldédieteachers in
terms of Differentiation and Students Satisfaction such as InterpeRelaionship, Academic Support, and
Learning Opportunities.

It shows that in terms of Differentiation and Interpersonal Relationship-tiatue (p=0.09483
obtained is greater than the level of significance 0.05, it means only thatisheo significant relationship
between the two variables, while for Differentiation and Academic Support thé&ue-p=0.1347) obtained
is greater than the level of significance 0.05, it indicates that there ignificant relationship between the
two variables, on the other hand ,Differentiation and Learning Opportunities obtamedlae (p=0.1539)
which is greater than 0.05 level of significance showing no relationship between the variables.

It is indicated in table 14 that Instructional Practices of selected TLEergaio terms of
differentiation has no significant relationship to students satisfaction sudhtespersonal relationship,
academic support, and learning opportunities, with F values (F=2.8552, F=2.2753, F=2.0648) respectively.
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Zerihun et al. (2012) discussed that a more accurate teaching asgegsa®ionnaire based on
students' learning experiences as well as specific teacher traits recognizzlleas of teaching quality.

Table 15. Relationship between Instructional Practices of TLE teachers andmic&deformance of the respondents

Level of Significance F /p-

Academic Performance df F - Analysis
sig. value
Active Learning 18.674 3.72405E-05 Significant
Mastery of Learning 18.893 3.3817E-05 Significant
Peer Instruction (1,98) 18.627 0.05 3.80241E-05 Significant
Collaboration 18.611 3.82948E-05 Significant
Differentiation 18.242 4.50665E-05 Significant

It is shown in table 15 the relationship between instructional practices of selectedchers and
academic performance of the respondents

It shows that in terms of Active Learning and Academic performangevihieie (p=3.72405E-05)
obtained is less than the level of significance 0.05, it means only thatisharsignificant relationship
between the two variables, for Mastery of Learning and Academic perfoentae p-value (p=3.3817E)05
obtained is less than the level of significance 0.05, it indicates thatisheeisignificant relationship between
the two variables, while for Peer Instruction and Academic performance thaetbtp-value (p=3.80241E-
05) is less than 0.05 level of significance showing a relationship between the variables, and for Cotllaborati
and Academic performance the p-value (p=3.82948E-05) obtained is less thareltiod ségnificance 0.05,
it means that the two variables has significant relationship, on the other h#iaderifiation and Academic
performance has a p-value (p=4.50665F-0btained which is less than the level of significance 0.05
indicting a significant relationship between the two variables.

It is indicated in table 15 that instructional practices of selected TLE tsairhéerms of active
learning, mastery of learning, peer instruction, collaboration and differentiationdigsifecant relationship
to the academic performance of the respondents with F values (F=18.61818%3; F=18.627, F=18.611,
F=18.242 respectively and degrees of freedom (df=1,98) at 0.05 level of significance.

Long, et al. (2013) explained that the lecturer's competencies are an impottarninfdetermining
student satisfaction. Furthermore, it reveals that
the lower the lecturer's competencies the lower the student satisfaction.

4, Conclusion and Recommendation

The following conclusions were reached based on the results of a studievéhef instructional
practices of selected TLE teachers in terms of active learning, snasitelearning, peer instruction,
collaboration and differentiation are all very high. Consequently, the level ofastitisf as rated by the
selected senior high school in terms of interpersonal relationship, academic support and learrtingjtogspor
are all very high. The level of academic performance of the selected senior high school is high.

The instructional practices of selected TLE teachers in termdioé d&earning, mastery of learning,
peer instruction, collaboration and differentiation have no significant relationship to the student’s satisfaction
such as interpersonal relationship, academic support, and learning opportunitiess loftaotive learning,
mastery of learning, peer instruction, collaboration and differentiation haveniéicsigt relationship to the
academic performance of the selected Senior High School in Laguna

We can understand the concept as all the actions performed by the teanieaite and maintain a
learning environment that enables successful instruction (Jimenez, 2020; BlKzaft,&2017). In addition,
approaches that encourage active learning emphasize skill developmenthathieformation transmission
and urge students to perform something that demands higher-order thinkimge (B2@16; Hartikainen,
2019). Grincewicz (2015) reported that the goal of Mastery Learning is suocete student, in both
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achievement and motivation. Meanwhile, Bulut (2019) ascertained the influenitee gfeer instruction
approach on students' academic performance and creative thinking skills.

Moreover, the following recommendations are made in light of the studylisr@nd conclusions.
TLE teachers may continue applying varieties of active learning strat®bess teaching TLE subjects to
students. TLE teachers can maintain the teaching strategies emplolyadet@ mastery learning in TLE
subjects, employ on different subjects and the impact of peer instruction noetltbfierent levels may be
investigated, continue performing better in collaboration with other TLE teaarsadifferentiation in TLE
subjects can continuously apply in dealing with the laboratory time to have ayntestaing of the students.
For future studies, this researcher may use qualitative research ttesiplore the instructional practices of
TLE Teachers, other variables and localities may also be considered of future researcher
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