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Abstract
The study focuses on the study investigating the relationshigéethe mathematics teaching practices and junior high Isstuglents'
mathematical proficiency in Mary Help of Christians CgéieCanlubang.

Specifically, it sought to answer the following questiga$What is the level of mathematics teaching pract€ésachers in terms of establishir
mathematical goals, making thinking visible, building piawral fluency from conceptual understanding, use, and connecttigemmatical
representation, elicit, and use evidence of students' thiakidgupport productive struggle? (2) what is the levelathematical proficiency o
junior high school students in terms of conceptual understgngirocedural fluency, strategic competence, adaptivemeas and productive
disposition? And (3) Is there a significant relationship betwthe mathematics teaching practices on the mathenpatiialency of Junior High
School Students?

The descriptive research approach was used, which ergatleeting the essential data and information tolestypothesis and answ
study-related questions. The researcher utilized a seléfRize-Likert scale questionnaire to obtain data frardysparticipants. The questionnai
was given to research participants via an online suiley study's respondents were comprised of 162 students frate Gta Grade 10. Pearsc
R Correlation, Weighted Mean, and Standard Deviation usgd to analyze the data.

Based on the study's findings, the mathematics teachingcpisaate very highly implemented and evident as percéydide students-
participant, and the junior high school students are peafiégh mathematics. Alongside, there is a moderately ggnif relationship between th
mathematics teaching practices of the teacher and timematics proficiency of junior high school students.

The study recommends that the conclusions generative be gatedtiWith the given result, it is recommended to condwimilar study, but
instead of a survey questionnaire to assess the juniostigiol student's mathematical proficiency, the future relseacan use an exam
guestionnaire.

Keywords: Junior High School, Mathematics TeacMathematical Proficiency, and Mathematics Teaclingctices

1.Main Text
Introduction

Evolution in Mathematics is similar as the years golthe foundation of knowledge is still critical; it goesheut saying that
anyone with a firm understanding of concepts, methaefmitions, and ideas struggles in Mathematics. Howevethenatical ability
is much more than the ability to re-create conventiorfarmation on demand. There were disagreements regaveiat success in
Mathematics meant; some educators and curriculum develodereehihat abilities are required and emphasize studeatsing
procedures.

Mathematically proficient people exhibit certain behaviand dispositions while "doing Mathematics." The &l Council
of Teachers of Mathematics (NCTM) describes mathematicéitiency with five interconnected strands: (a) concéptuderstanding,
(b) procedural fluency, (c) strategic competence, (d) adaptasoning, and (e) productive disposition. The quality of learnin
opportunities for learners impacts learning outcomes. Mereowathematical proficiency is essential as a d@lrmust be nurtured
in the mathematics classroom aside from the studemdtbematical performance. One of the factors toidensn nurturing
mathematics in the classroom is teachers' teachirgiqges in promoting mathematical proficiency. Thacteer's quality determines
the variation in students' learning achievement, and qualshing matters for successful students. The teacher significant role
in developing students' mathematical proficiency. Alodg$he teacher's mathematical content knowledgee#tobing practices used
by the teachers also affect the student's mathemptafadiency.

The National Council of Teachers of Mathematics (NCTiM)aduces the eight effective teaching practices. Theareher
concise the eight practices of mathematical teaghiactice into six, namely; (a) establish mathematicalsygb) make thinking visible
(implement tasks that promote reasoning and problermgoffacilitate meaningful discourse and pose a purposefutiqnggc) build
procedural fluency from conceptual understanding; (d) use anc&aonrathematical representation; (e) elicit and use revaef
students' thinking and (f) support the productive struggle.

1JRP 2022, 104(1), 873-889; doi:.10.47119/1JRP1001041720223515 WWw.ijrp.org



JOY ALLYSSON MADRID FAUSTINO& nbsp; / International Journal of Research Publications (1JRP.OI IJRP 'ORG
The above discussion explains the need to promote anidp¢ve students’ mathematical proficiency asidg frotmemaatical

performance. Henceforth, the researcher seeks to detestndents' mathematical proficiency and how thedtictors above affect
the students' mathematical proficiency.

Background of the Study

COVID -19 is a challenge to the different sectors of spcetpecially in education systems throughout the wiwtding
nearly all schools, early childhood education and caréegnuniversities, and colleges. To lessen the spre@DviD-19, most
governments temporarily opted to close educational instisitids the academic year 20202021 ended, the secretary of the
Department of Education declared that the education systemagainst the pandemic. However, in the current acadgear, the
Philippines is one of two countries that have not resuiaeeto-face classes. Problems and worries about students' parfoerarise
as the Philippines continues to have online and modulsories The petition on the academic break is on thard right. There are
reports and news about the new set-up of learning duringatigemic; students are having problems learning theimigsso their
own—or worst, the ones who finish their modules are thewmnis.

One international standard assessment that determines linea@fumathematical proficiency in the Philippinegh® Program
International Student Assessment (PISA). PISA is a projetteoOrganization of Economic Corporation (COED) countriestae
United Nations Educational Scientific and Cultural OrganizafiedESCO). During PISA 2018, Filipino students' Philippines score:
for Mathematics and science were likewise poor, with &bd 357 points. This poor mathematical performancdrilsuaed to a lack
of mathematical proficiency, in which processes and austlare imparted apart from conceptual understandingyUdigy of learning
opportunities for learners impacts learning outcomes. iplliuna, and Lopez (2014) stated that teacher prepaimtiotical because
it determines teaching competency, affecting students' fgpopiportunities.

The teacher's teaching practices impact the most leaonittgmes of the students. The National Council of Teacbke
Mathematics (NCTM) introduces Principles to Actions: Emsyifilathematical Success for All. The Principles ofiéws devote the
largest section to Teaching and Learning, and in tse@uiding Principles, the eight Mathematics Teachiregtites are described
and illustrated. Proper use of mathematics depends on tleatsuvorking with math tools and ideas, thinking abounhftaead working
with them. A teacher helps students acquire mathematicfitipncy to identify, analyze, and develop math practivthematical
education can be seen as another way of assembling imtpasizects of proficiency strands. On the other hand rutiqe is often
not systematically cultivated in schools. However, mathhe picked up by students at home or other offsite losadipschool.

Furthermore, the Department of Education announced thatthippines would participate in PISA 2022 to improve its
ranking. The question is, can the education system in thipgés improve its ranking? What will students' perfanogbe in the
new normal when distance learning is implemented, givernthbatperformance is low even in the faoceface modality? With the
above discussion, the researcher sought to assess Matiseteathing practices on the Mathematical Proficiesfcg junior high
school student.

Theor etical Framework

According to Fox (1983), teachers havtheory about their teaching and learning process. Fox dedetbpeour personal
learning theories (transfer theory, shaping theory, tirayd¢heory, and growing theory); each of the theariekides the relationship
between a teacher's personal theory of what is tegcMmat is learning, and instructional practices. Thislysis anchored on the
Travelling and Growing Theories under Fox's Persomalihing Theory. According to Jones (2017), traveling themmiydes a focus
on the subject being taught, and teachers that tealelthigtframework have knowledge of their subject mattediffatent approaches
to assist students in order to acquire knowledge. It supportadtieematics teaching practices where the teacher i dhat the
teaching and learning proceisschanging, with that teacher are ogerlearn new approaches and practices to help the students
acquire the desired information. The practices of estahlj mathematical goals, build procedural fluency from epnal
understanding, make thinking visible, use and connect matitl representation, elicit and use of studentskithg are under travel
theory. On the other hand, for growing theory, thehteais concerned about what is happening to the studering) dinie learning
process, such as what and whom the learner is becaniagoerson as they acquire new knowledge (Fox, 1983 in Jones, [R017
supported the last mathematics teaching practice, whitd Sspport productive struggle. Where the environment etahching-
learning process affects the student in becoming what teelgaving support from the teacher, students may hav@tavp@erspective
outcome.

This study is also anchored on behaviorism theory. Betism theory is mainly applied in a classroom, wheig dertainly
be seen and observed in terms of the characteristite ¢éaching model or practices (Sokip et al., 2019). Bsfudéy shaping the
desirable behavior and information learned, the studéhtequire and remember responses that will lead satsfying effect.
Repetition of a meaningful connection results in learnind,ifathe students are ready for that connection, thetetirning is enhanced
(Baulo and Nabua, 2019, Zhou and Brown, 2015). With this, thleemetics teaching practices are implemented by duhée, and
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with continuous implementation, the students are camditi on the practices of the teacher that helpsuldersts t6 gaisily acquire the

desired target knowledge.

In addition, learners can be more mathematically pesficin representing and connecting knowledge, which ikélyeo
understanding the concept and solving problems. PiagetsyltieCognitive Development explains that adults do not graspideas
or knowledge simultaneously. Piaget believes that emefgaability evolves. There are two processes in Psagegnitive theory:
assimilation and accommodation. Assimilation direatigorporates new concepts into a student's schema; theleawadds to the
schemas by expanding previous ideas. Accommodation is whanidaaeis substantially distinct from the existing schejthe student
must reorganize/restructure their current schemas. It igiemido remember that assimilation and accommodation thaverevious
knowledge intact and not erased (Moodley 2008).

Thus, the strand-conceptual understanding plays a signtifioke in the student's mathematical proficiency. [this most
important of all strands because, without proper knowletlge,interconnection to the other strands will be flawegulting in
misconceptions and mathematical errors. For the firends of mathematical proficiency to be valid or @ffee, they must be
interwoven. Hence, a depth understanding is required to copieeets of knowledge, and this connection is essentialhehétbe
learners can use what they know in solving problemdpdKick et al., 2001), as cited by Moodley (2008). The precedatgraent
supports the strands: strategic competence and adaptemirea The Cognitive Theories of Motivation assume tehabior results
from a cognitive process. The theories above supperetirners' different cognitive changes to be proficiembathematics. These
theories presume that everyone interprets data andedandt because of the basic needs and drives. Moreavesaiditheory supports
the last strand of mathematical proficiency: produdtigposition. According to Hlaing and Thein (2020), thesedtvands provide a
framework for discussing the knowledge, skills, abgiti@nd beliefs that constitute mathematical praficye enabling students to cope
with mathematical challenges.

This study is anchored on the theories mentioned aboge gialso deals with the studies teaching practicésrathematical
proficiency, which may serve as the basis for reear

This study is premised on determining the relationskdpvéen mathematics teaching practices and the matbamat
proficiency of junior high school students.

To give a better view of the research problem, itésented in diagram form.

Independent Variable Dependent Variable
Mathematics Teaching Mathematical Proficiency
Practices

conceptual understanding
procedural fluency
strategic competence
adaptive reasoning
productive disposition

o establish mathematical
goals

* make thinking visible

e Dbuild procedural fluency
from conceptual
understanding

e use and connect
mathematical
representation

e elicit and use evidence
of students’ thinking

e support productive
struggle

Figure 1. Research Paradigm of the Study

Figure 1 reflects the conceptual model of the studyshatvs the independent variable, which congistee mathematics teaching
practices such as establish mathematical goals, make thingibig, build procedural fluency from conceptual undewditegy use and

connect mathematical representation, elicit and vslerece of students' thinking, and support productive stru@glehe other hand,
the dependent variable is concerned with mathematicitipreey in terms of conceptual understanding, procedirahty, strategic

competence, adaptive reasoning, and productive disposition.

Statement of the Problem

This study aims to determine the effects of mathemaéashing practices on mathematical proficiency ingutiigh school.
Specifically, it sought to answer the following:
1. Whatis the level of mathematics teaching practi¢ésachers in terms of:
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1.1 establish mathematical goals/objectives e
1.2 make thinking visible
1.3 build procedural fluency from conceptual understanding
1.4 use and connect mathematical representation
1.5 elicit and use evidence of students' thinking
1.6 support productive struggle?
2. What is the level of mathematical proficiency of durkligh Schools Students in terms of:
2.1 conceptual understanding
2.2 procedural fluency
2.3 strategic competence
2.4 adaptive reasoning
2.5 productive disposition
3. Is there a significant relationship between the nratiis teaching practices and mathematical proficieiciunior High
School Students?

Resear ch M ethodol ogy

The research design used in this study was the descriptive desgaich in this study to gather the necessary data for tl
variables of this study which are mathematics teaghiagtices and mathematical proficiency. Specificallyatis the relationship
between mathematics teaching practices on the mattamaibficiency of junior high school students?

According to Shona McCombes (2019), descriptive research@ifescribe a population, situation, or phenomenon accurate
and systematically. It can answer what, where, whehhaw questions, but not why. A descriptive research niesig use various
research methods to investigate one or more variabteriptive research design is a scientific method tlthtides observing
and describing people's behavior without affecting it. dibscriptive research design's main purpose is to deswihdation,
situation, and phenomenon characteristics accuratelygygstematically. In the descriptive research designintbestigator does
not control variables like in the experimental reseaesign.

The respondents of the study were Junior High School StudemtsGrade 7 to Grade 10) of Mary Help of Christians College
— Salesian Sisters, Inc., a private institution locateBarangay Canlubang, Calamba City, Laguna. The sampléssiempose
of forty-three (43) Grade 7 students, thirty-eight (38) Grade 8 stydeintg-two (32) Grade 9 students, and forty-nine (49) Grads
10 students for a total of one hundred sixty-two (162) studerdsanéhhalf of the total students' population of juniohhéghool
students of Mary Help of Christians Collg&alesian Sisters, Inc.

The instrument used in this study was a survey questionctagaklist. The questionnaire was a research-made insttume
devised to determine the relationship between theenadtics teaching practices and mathematical profigief junior high
school students.

In the construction of the questionnaire described abovestansive review of various books, publications, and intesites
was used. An initial draft of the research tool was peghand presented to professors and panel membersnfionerds and
suggestions. Validation was done to assess the remtisentf the items with those of others dealing with shene area of
investigation. The assistance of the adviser wasaptdo the contents of the questionnaire that was tsalici

The researcher sought permission from the School Priricigather the needed data through a letter of request $astthdy.
Upon approval, a meeting was set to orient the respwstdefore the actual administration of the questionnairedier ¢o orient
them relative to the purpose of the study. The respondests oriented on how to accomplish the entire setuofey
guestionnaires.

The distribution and retrieval of questionnaires were adtaieid personally by the researcher. The researcher reeqgbitailly
the direction as well as the purpose of the study beftowing the respondents to answer the questionnaires.

Later, the data gathered was given appropriate statiteatment, analyzed, and interpreted.

The responses were tabulated as the basis for thsticthttreatment of the data. It was done in ordeddtermine the
relationship between the mathematics teaching pesctand the mathematical proficiency of junior highosthstudents
Confidentiality of information was assured to the resjsmts.

In order to determine the mathematics teaching practidbe ¢eacher, the students used the following categories:

Point Range Remark Verbal Interpretation
5 4.21-5.00 Always Very High Implemented
4 3.41-4.20 Very Often High Implemented
3 2.61-3.40 Sometimes Moderately High Implemented
2 1.81-2.60 Rarely Low Implemented
1 1.00-1.80 Never Very Low Implemented
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In order to determine the mathematical proficiencystodents used the following categories """ “22

877
Point Range Remark Verbal Interpretation

5 4.21-5.00 Strongly Agree Advance

4 3.41-4.20 Agree Proficient

3 2.61-3.40 Neutral Approaching Proficiency

2 1.81-2.60 Disagree Developing

1 1.00-1.80 Strongly Disagree Beginning

The researcher used the mean and standard deviatigermibe the level of mathematics teaching practices atldematical
proficiency. On the other hand, the researcher used ReRrsorrelation to determine the relationship betweethenaatical
teaching practices and mathematical proficiency of jumigh school students. And to interpret the computed r-yieeGuilford
Rule of Thumb was used.

Result and Discussion

Table 1. Mathematics Teaching Practices of Teachersin termsof Establishing Mathematical Goals

Statement Standard

Mean -~ Remarks
My teacher ... Deviation
connects the mathematics goals to prior learning standards atidggsa  4.39 0.790 Always
teaches us to use established mathematical goals foissefsanent 4.40 0.767 Always
makes the mathematical goals specific 4.31 0.880 Always

makes the mathematical goals measurable by giving drills and

X 4.32 0.889 Always
assessments that we can easily answer
provide attainable mathematical goals by providing notes aadnex 4.48 0.805 AlWavs
resources during the discussion ' ' y
make_s the_mathematlcal' goals relevant by applying trenolpigstor 413 0.992 Very Often
situations in our discussion
makes the mathema’[_lca[ goals by time-bounded by providing etioogh 431 0.888 Always
for us to meet the objectives
makes the learning goals visible to the learners 4.38 0.819 Always
empowers us to focus on what we need to learn 4.41 0.854 Always
refers to the mathematl_cal goal of the lesson during gueiskion to 4.45 0.740 Always
ensure our understanding
Overall Mean= 4.36 Rating  Scale Remarks Verbal Interpretation
Standard Deviation= 0.675 5 4.21-5.00  Always Very High Implemented (VHI)
PO 4 3.41-4.20 Very Often High Implemented (HI)
Verbal Interpretatlon—VHI 3 2.61-3.40 Sometimes Moderate High Implemented (MHI)
2 1.81-2.60 Rarely Low Implemented (LI)
1 1.00-1.80 Never Very Low Implemented (VLI)

Table 1 reveals the level of frequency of mathemé#i@shing practices in terms of establishing mathemag@zdk. The table
shows that the teacher refers to the mathematiedlafjohe lesson during the discussion to ensure our uaddisg with a mean and
standard deviation of 4.40 and 0.740, respectively. Oottier hand, the teacher makes the mathematical goatanteley applying
trending topics or situations in our discussion andivesd¢he lowest mean scores from a respondent with 4.13staddard deviation
of 0.992. However, the teacher provides attainable mathehgtals by providing notes and external resources durirdjsbassion,
with the highest mean score from the students with 4.4B8,arstandard deviation of 0.805.

It can be gleaned from Table 1 above that the level qtitnecy of Mathematics Teaching Practices of the Teatherms of
Established Mathematical Goals has a mean of 4.36,"Althays" as a remark. In this context, based on the studesrtseption,
students identify that their teacher-established matheshgbal is "Very High Implemented” and evident in teaching and learning
process.

Establishing the objectives is not enough to ensurettidersts' learning; the teacher should choose the rigitégtes for the
set goals. (Shi, 2018). The notion is that teachers shectgnize different learning goals for the student to bueld knowledge on
their prior knowledge, and the teacher should also airetieshe discussion where the teacher can provide opjittes that are in line
with the learning goals (Kim and Yeo, 2019). On the other hiaigltrue that students learn best when they are spilaied as the
objectives are set, but other educational studies showttlthnts are still passive consumers of information.
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Table 2. Mathematics Teaching Practices of Teachersin terms of Making Thinking Visible o8
Statement Standard
My teacher ... Mean Deviation Remarks
selects activities carefully to motivate us, builds new kedge, and
presents tasks that require a high level of cognitive demand 4.32 0.839 Always
gives activities that provide opportunities for us to engadpgim-level
thinking 4.50 0.690 Always
delivers activities that build on the extent of our curreathematical
understanding and support us in exploring the tasks without taking 4.31 0.807 Always
over our thinking
encourages us to use varied approaches and strategies to under: 4.46 0.757 Always
and solve the tasks. ' '
engages us in a purposeful sharing of mathematical ideasniregs 4.37 0.862 Always
approaches, and strategies ' '
selects and arranges our approaches and solutions for whole-cla 435 0.830 Always
analysis and discussion : :
ensures the progress toward goals by providing explicit connectiol 4.36 0.825 Always

our approaches, strategies, and reasoning

makes a certain question that goes beyond gathering informati
probe thinking and requires explanation and justification, and pre\ 4.34 0.835 Always
sufficient wait time for us to formulate responses

asks intentional questions that make mathematics moreevasilol

. : X 4.32 0.861 Always
accessible for student discussion Y
uses to engage in assessment conversation question 4.34 0.814 Always

Overall Mean= 4.37 Rating Scale Remarks Verbal Interpretation
Standard Deviation= 0.675 5 4.21-5.00 Always Very High Implemented (VHI)
. 4 3.41-4.20 Very Often High Implemented (HI)
Verbal Interpretatlon—vl-H 3 2.61-3.40 Sometimes Moderate High Implemented (MHI)
2 1.81-2.60 Rarely Low Implemented (LI)
1 1.00-1.80 Never Very Low Implemented (VLI)

Table 2 reveals the mathematics teaching practicesdking thinking visible. It shows that the studentstbat the teacher
gives activities that provide opportunities for us tgage in high-level thinking and receives the highest meames from the students
with 4.50 anda standard deviation of 0.690. It also shows that the teackieerdeactivities that build on the extent of our cutren
mathematical understanding and support us in exploring ske teithout taking over our thinking, receives the lowaetin scores
from the student with 4.31 aadtandard deviation of 0.807. On the other hand, the teacher agesstudents to use varied approache
and strategies to understand and solve the tasks has amdestaradard deviation of 4.46 and 0.757, respectively, recéiieesecond
highest mean score from the students.

Table 2 reveals the level of frequency of Mathemafieaching Practices of the Teacher in terms of Make Tingnkisible
with a mean of 4.37 and a remark of "AlwayBased on students' perception, students identify that ttreematics teaching practice
of making thinking visible is "Very Highly Implemented'istvery evident

According to the findings of a study conducted by Eduafo (201#)geiteacher effectively implements tasks that are highl
cognitively demanding, it can make the students perforrartettoss all of Bloom's taxonomy of cognitive levelkeafning domains.
Insorio and Librada (2021) added that using another mechanisnplanienting tasks enhances the students' critical thiredg
problem-solving skills. However, to improve students'haatatical understanding, the teacher must begin witthaliefs about
mathematical discourse and the instruction and the delfefhat mathematics is (Shortino-Buck, 2017).

Table 3. Level of Frequency of Mathematics Teaching Practices of Teacher in terms of Building Procedural Fluency from
Conceptual Under standing.

Statement M ean Standard Remarks
My teacher ... Deviation

relates new conceptual knowledge to the previous concept in a

meaningful manner 4.43 0.738 Always
enables us to explain basic mathematical concepts 441 0.793 Always
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encourages us to define the concept in a correct mathematical e

language 4.61 0.698 HKhvays
highlights the importance of the mathematical concept and hoseto

it correctly 4.49 0.707 Always
directs us to determine hypotheses and the necessary walues 4.45 0.789 Always

mathematical problem

presents open-ended life problems that can be solved irediffzays
that provide opportunities for us to use our own reasoning strateg 4.40 0.760 Always
and methods in solving problems

guides us to the method of determining necessarily suitabkegies

to effectively solve problems 4.39 0.766 Always
asks us to discuss and explain how the procedures work in sdiging
problem and urges us to justify our solution method. 4.41 0.769 Always
asks us to explain the concept in connection with the solatidn
guides us to assess our solutions 4.36 0.817 Always
connects student-generated strategies and methods to more
appropriate and efficient procedures 4.49 0.716 Always
Overall Mean= 4.45 Rating Scale Remarks Verbal Interpretation
Standard Deviation= 0.0609 5 4.21-5.00 Always Very High Implemented (VHI)
. 4 3.41-4.20 Very Often High Implemented (HI)
Verbal Interpretatlon—\/HI 3 2.61-3.40 Sometimes Moderate High Implemented (MHI)
2 1.81-2.60 Rarely Low Implemented (LI)
1 1.00-1.80 Never Very Low Implemented (VLI)

Table 3 reveals the Levels of the Mathematics TeadAmagtices of Teachers in terms of Building Procedural Flugpoy
Conceptual Understanding. The table shows that the teaelates the new conceptual knowledge to the previousept in a
meaningful manner with a mean and standard deviation ofahd®.738, respectively. Table 2 also reveals that tchdéearesents
open-ended life problems that can be solved in different deatsprovide opportunities for the students to use their reasoning
strategies and methods in solving problems, with a medustandard deviation of 4.40 and 0.760, respectively.

It can be gleaned from Table 3 that the Mathematicshieg Practices of Teachers in terms of Building ProceduughEy
from Conceptual Understanding are 4.45 with the remark of &gdW In this context, students agree that the practice of building
procedural fluency from conceptual understanding is "Vagh Hmplemented

The result is supported by the result of the study by Mang@0ae), that there is a moderate positive correlation (r=0.55¢
between the procedural and conceptual knowledge of thanaspts and a positive dependency of conceptual knowledgecaupral
knowledge as per the regression model; it thus that studenigoad at procedural knowledge, but the conceptual knowiledge
dependent upon procedural knowledge.

And Nance (2018) added that for the teacher to be ablgltbdvocedural fluency from conceptual understanding,ehetter
should improve their content knowledge through professidavelopment opportunities that focus on mathematieatipes that will
soon reflect on the teachers teaching instructions.

Table 4. Level of Frequency of Mathematics Teaching Practices of Teachers in terms of Using and Connect Mathematics
Representation

Statement Standard

My teacher ... Mean Deviation Remarks
mtroduces different form; of representations and guides us ierpires 4.41 0.785 Always
mathematical problems in several ways

uses the_representatlon to illuminate certain mathematcakepts 4.44 0.764 Always
involved in a procedure

employs appropriate language and notation when using represente 4.44 0.755 Always
unpacks ma_themancal rules and operations through careful use of 4.49 0.733 Always
representation

selects a representation that leads us to explain theematical 4.30 0.803 Always
procedure

identifies similarities and differences between repreg®n 4.30 0.878 Always
uses the representation to the held student to move to aaivsiract 4.45 0.773 Always
level of thinking

uses multiple representations to help us make sense of theyingler| 4.93 0.853 Always

meaning of the mathematical procedure
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uses representations to surface our misconceptions and emphasize O

. > 4.32 . A0
important mathematical ideas 3 0.839 ays
focuses on presenting and modeling math concepts to develo
P g8 9 b P 4.30 0.820 Always
conceptual understanding
Overall Mean= 4.37 Rating Scale Remarks Verbal Interpretation
iation= 5 4.21-5.00 Always Very High Implemented (VHI)
Standard DeV|at|o_n _0'625 4 3.41-4.20 Very Often High Implemented (HI)
Verbal |ntefpfetat|0n—\/H| 3 2.61-3.40 Sometimes Moderate High Implemented (MHI)
2 1.81-2.60 Rarely Low Implemented (LI)
1 1.00-1.80 Never Very Low Implemented (VLI)

Table 4 reveals the Level of frequency of Mathematicachiag Practices of Teachers in terms of Using and Congecti
Mathematics Representation. The table shows thatefieher unpacks mathematical rules and operations thrcargful use of
representatianit has the highest means scores among the respondehtd,4itanch standard deviation of 0.733.

The table also shows that the teacher uses the eapatisnof the held student to move to a more abstract levélioking,
with a mean and standard deviation of 4.45 and 0.773. On thehatheérthe table also reveals that theafseultiple representations
to help us make sense of the underlying meaning ohttkematical procedure receives the lowest mean dconeshe studets, with
4.23 andastandard deviation of 0.853. It can be gleaned from Table thindathematics Teaching Practices of Teachersrimstef
Using and Connect Mathematics Representation are 4.BZheitremark of "Always$ In this context, students agree that the practice
of using and connect mathematics representatiateischer "Very Highly Implemerit

In accordance with the study of Akkus (2004), the use of representations can encourage the stadbing& more deeply about
mathematical concepts and intrinsically motivate therearn more. In addition, students appreciate more theenat mathematics
by getting rid of the concept of memorization and avoidimeggoveremphasizing of the mathematical algorithms aed.r@amsuddin
and Retnawati (2018) also added that there are challengesgrreiasentation in mathematical learning. One oftiethe studerdt'
perception, where representation and mathematical penaee two different entities; the other challenge isretihe teacher as a
learning facilitator sees the representation as a prodigarning mathematics, not as a process of undeistamathematics.

Table5. Level of Frequency of Mathematics Teaching Practices of Teachersin termsof Eliciting and Using Evidence of Student

Thinking.

Statement M ean Standard Remarks
My teacher ... Deviation
provides gnd |d¢nt|.f|es indicators of what is important to olesir our 4.43 0.712 Always
mathematical thinking
recognizes what counts as evidence of our progress 4.33 0.810 Always
plans for ways to elicit information gathered from us 4.33 0.763 Always
draws old knowedge and misconception by activating our prior 433 0.796 Always
knowledge
bring out students(our) thinking through academic dialogue 4.29 0.868 Always
generate evidence of our thinking through observation and anaflysi 436 0.785 Always
our work
elicit evidence of our learning through formative, peer, atfd se 436 0.793 Always
assessment
interprets what the evidence means concerning our learning 4.35 0.807 Always
makes an in-the-moment decision on how to respond to us with 4.48 0.758 Always
guestions
reflects on evidence of our learning for future instructionahping 4.41 0.727 Always
Overall Mean= 4.37 Rating  Scale Remarks Verbal Interpretation
Standard Deviation= 0.630 5 4.21-5.00 Always Very High Implemented (VHI)

P 4 3.41-4.20 Very Often High Implemented (HI)
Verbal Interpretatlon—VHI 3 2.61-3.40 Sometimes Moderate High Implemented (MHI)

2 1.81-2.60 Rarely Low Implemented (LI)
1 1.00-1.80 Never Very Low Implemented (VLI)

Table 5 reveals the Levels of frequency of the Mathies\d eaching Practices of Teachers in terms of tiflgsiand Using
Evidence of Student Thinking. The table reveals thateheher who makes an in-the-moment decision on hoesfind to us with
guestions receives the highest mean scores frontutierds with 4.48 andstandard deviation of 0.758. the table also reveatgtiea
teacher provides and identifies indicators of what igairant to observe in our mathematical thinking with a neesh standard
deviation of 4.43 and 0.712. On the other hand, the tadeshbws that the teacher who brings out studentstigitthtough academic
dialogue receives the lowest mean score of 4.2%atahdard deviation of 0.868.

It can be gleaned from Table 5 that the Mathematicshiieg Practices of Teachers in terms of Eliciting Bisthg Evidence
of Students Thinking are 4.37 withremark of "Always" In this context, students agree that the mathematics teachactce of
eliciting and using evidence of student thinking in thelieay and learning is "Very High Implementéd
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According to the findings of a study conducted by Leé. €2@21), eliciting is a high-leverage practicé tf'gtentet assess
students' understanding and is necessary for avoiding pssnrabout the abilities of the students. They alsotioeed that responding
to and eliciting the student's thinking is difficult andltfiaceted but can be developed through opportunities for peaatithe same
time and conclude that providing the teacher with educgtiograms with insight and resources can promote thdagewent of
eliciting skills of the teacher where they can praamsiudent discussion and learning.

Table 6. Level of Frequency of M athematics Teaching Practices of Teachersin terms of Supporting Productive Struggle

My teacher ... Mean Star?da.‘rd Remarks
Deviation

encourages us to clearly speak out our thought 4.40 0.901 Always
gives questions that help us focus on our thinking and deternairsetince of 4.38 0.849 Always
our struggle
requires us to provide expectations for problem solution 4.30 0.789 Always
boosts and appreciates our work to promote motivation 4.35 0.962 Always
secures a safe and friendly learning environment that encaunade work 4.34 0.913 Always
anxiety-free
provides activities that highlight and value the role of nrattes in life 4.44 0.739 Always
pays attention to our concerns and needs during lessons 4.44 0.899 Always
persuades us to reflect on our work 4.31 0.902 Always
imparts time and helps us manage our adversity by not steipgimg soon 4.39 0.858 Always
acknovviedges that struggle is an important part of learning and doing 4.4 0.876 Always
mathematics
Overall Mean= 4.38 Rating  Scale Remarks Verbal Interpretation
Standard Deviation= 0.702 5 4.21-5.00 Always Very High Implemented (VHI)

. 4 3.41-4.20 Very Oft High Impl ted (HI
Verbal Interpretation=VHI 3 261340  Sometimes Mlgderrgtpeel-rlri];r? |renp€err)1ented (MH)

2 1.81-2.60 Rarely Low Implemented (LI)
1 1.00-1.80 Never Very Low Implemented (VLI)

Table 6 on the next page reveals the Levels of frequentlyeoMathematics Teaching Practices of Teachersriinstef
Supporting Productive Struggle. The table reveals that thehdeavho provides activities that highlight and value tble of
mathematics in life and pays attention to studentgi@ms and needs during lessons has the highest meawiaetel4 and standard
deviation of 0.739 and 0.899, respectively. The table alsolsetrest the teacher acknowledges that struggle is aarfeag part of
learning, and doing mathematics has a mean of 4.42 stathdard deviation of 0.876. The table shows that the teseb@res a safe
and friendly learning environment that encourages us to aoxiety-free with a mean of 4.34 aadstandard deviation of 0.913.
However, the table shows that the teacher who requirdsrgs to provide expectations for problem solutionsives the lowest mean
score from the respondents, with a mean of 4.3Gatahdard deviation of 0.789.

It can be gleaned from Table 6 that the Mathematicshiieg Practices of Teachers in terms of Supporting Produgtivggle
are 4.37 with the remark of "Alwaysin this context, students agree that the mathematics teachicticpraf supporting productive
struggle in the teaching and learning process is "Very Higrelmgted' To support the result, students experience productive strugg
throughout challenging mathematics tasks but then struggliesvad as something essential for the intellectual dgrafthe students
(Sayster and Makure, 2020, Mariano, 2020). However, Russo(@0all) claim that a teacher-facilitated learning environraeudt
opportunities to work collaboratively with peers are parant to facilitating productive struggle in mathematics.

Roble (2017) added that the traditional classroom shiftegh tenvironment where students enjoy mathematics aredogev
not only their achievement level but also their probiolving abilities, creativity, and critical thinking leigher-order thinking skills;
thus, teachers can design high cognitive demand tasks twatsélidents to struggle but be productive simultaneously.

Level of Mathematical Praficiency of Junior High School Students

Table 7. Level of Mathematical Proficiency of Junior High School Studentsin terms of Conceptual Under standing.

Statment Standard

7 Mean S Remarks
can ... Deviation

recall factual information 3.93 0.923 Agree

demonstrate an understanding of ideas and concepts 3.91 0.840 Agree

generate examples of concepts 3.78 0.919 Agree

apply comprehension of concepts to unfamiliar situations 3.66 0.927 Agree

break down the concepts into parts 3.78 0.917 Agree

transform and combine ideas to create newideas 3.73 1.062 Agree
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see the connections among concepts and procedures 3.98 0.881 T AYLee
give arguments to justify why some facts are the resutithef 3.82 0.971 Agree
concepts ' '
get the idea of mathematical concepts to interact and bpald one 3.86 0.929 Agree
another to form a unified whole ' '
recognize and apply mathematics in non-mathematical dentex 3.75 1.010 Agree
Overall Mean= 3.82 Rating Scale Remarks Verbal Interpretation
Standard Deviation= 0.772 5 4.21-5.00 Strongly Agree Advance (A)
. 4 3.41-4.20 Agree Proficient (P)
Verbal Interpretation= P 3 2.61-3.40 Neutral Approaching Proficiency (AP)
2 1.81-2.60 Disagree Developing (D)
1 1.00-1.80 Strongly Disagree  Beginning (B)

Table 7 reveals the level of mathematical proficienf junior high school students in terms of conceptual uratetstg. It
shows that the students who can see the connectiomgyaimiocepts and procedures receive the highest meas $mn the studeat
with 3.98 andastandard deviation of 0.881. On the other hand, the studentgggit@amprehension of concepts to unfamiliar situations
has a mean and standard deviation of 3.66 and 0.927, respectceives the lowest mean scoféhe students.

It can be gleaned from Table 7 that the level of MathieadeProficiency in terms of Conceptual Understandingdanean of
3.82 and a remark of "Agréeln this context, Junior High School Students are "Proficient” in tesimsonceptual understanding.
According to the study by Hlaing and Thein (2020), from thdystesults, students who have conceptual understanding &novofe
than isolated facts and procedures. They grasp why a meatical concept is essential and the many situationay be used. Gunawan
et al. (2021) added that prior knowledge has a very strongeinde on the success of mathematics, and early math aidligood
predictors of future performance compared to reading anttiatteskills.

Table 8. Level of Mathematical Proficiency of Junior High School Studentsin terms of Procedural Fluency.

Statement Standard

Mean S Remarks
Ican ... Deviation
do write and mental procedures of computation 3.87 1.034 Agree
apply procedures efficiently 3.82 0.932 Agree

understand and explain the mathematical basis for the strategi

3.81 0.909 Agree
procedures that | use
demonstrate flexible use of strategies and methods 3.78 0.944 Agree
transfer procedures to different problems and contexts 3.69 0.929 Agree
can build or modify procedures from other procedures 3.70 0.932 Agree
make critical judgments about which procedures or strategges ar 3.86 0.958 Agree
appropriate for use in particular situations ' ' 9
recognize the meaning and interpretation of concepts to explaarify 394 0.917 Agree
the procedure ' ' 9
justify both informal strategies and commonly used procedures 385 0.921 Agree
mathematically ' ' 9
I can use one method to solve and use another method to doutke-ch 3.75 1.082 Agree
Overall Mean= 3.81 Rating Scale Remarks Verbal Interpretation
Standard Deviation= 0.802 5 4.21-5.00 Strongly Agree Advance (A)
L 4 3.41-4.20 Agree Proficient (P)
Verbal Interpretatlon— P 3 2.61-3.40 Neutral Approaching Proficiency (AP)
2 1.81-2.60 Disagree Developing (D)
1 1.00-1.80 Strongly Disagree  Beginning (B)

Table 8 reveals the level of mathematical proficienf junior high school students in terms of procedural fiyett shows
that the students can recognize the meaning and inteigmedf concepts to explain or verify the procedure andives the highest
mean scores from the students with 3.94astdndard deviation of 0.917. It also shows that the steidém can do written and mental
procedures of computation receive the second-highest seceees from the student with 3.87 astandard deviation of 1.034. On the
other hand, the students can transfer procedures to diffeadéms and contexts has a mean and standard devia8d@0adind .929,
respectively, receives the lowest mean seoneng the students

It can be gleaned from Table 8 that the level of Mathieada®roficiency of Junior High School Students in termBraicedural
Fluency has a mean of 3.82 and a remark of "Afreethis context, the level of mathematical proficiency ofiduHigh School
Students in terms of Procedural Fluency is "Proficient

In accordance with the findings of Hlaing and Thein (2020gretstudents that demonstrate procedural fluency understa
processes, when and how to utilize them correctly, anduse them flexibly, effectively, and efficiently. Preictg processes should
be based on comprehension because individuals who leaedpres without understanding can usually apply what theyléarneed,
but those who understand with knowledge may change pt paacedures to make them easier to utilize.
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Table 9. Level of Mathematical Proficiency of Junior High School Studentsin terms of Strategic Competence.
Standard

Ican ... Mean Deviation Remarks
identify manageable questions 4.09 0.931 Agree
process the questions and turn them into a solvable problem 3.83 0.907 Agree
simplify various assumptions 3.85 0.936 Agree

identify the significant variable and generate a relatignsetween them 3.89 0.984 Agree
represent the situation mathematically 3.76 0.911 Agree
determine the meaning of the variable in my representation 3.88 0.942 Agree
select appropriate mathematical concepts and procedures 3.92 0.932 Agree
monitor the changes in my solution and change direction astheede 3.88 0.938 Agree

interpret and evaluate results in the context of the problem 3.81 0.907 Agree

explain why a conclusion does or doesn't make sense 3.73 0.939 Agree
Overall Mean= 3.86 Rating Scale Remarks Verbal Interpretation
Standard Deviation= 0.794 i g.ﬂ-i.gg itronglyAgree édvfgr?cet(l(AFz)

- 4Ll1-4, ree roficien
Verbal Interpretatlon: P 3 2.61-3.40 Ngutral Approaching Proficiency (AP)
2 1.81-2.60 Disagree Developing (D)
1 1.00-1.80 Strongly Disagree  Beginning (B)

Table 9 reveals thlevel of mathematical proficiency of junior high schetldents in terms of strategic competence. It show
that the students who can identify manageable questiorisee¢be highest mean scores from the students with 489 atandard
deviation of 0.931. It also shows that the students wheekect appropriate mathematical concepts and proceggedge the second-
highest mean scores from the student with 3.92aastendard deviation of 0.932. On the other hand, the studantexplain why a
conclusion does or doesn't make sense, has a mean afatdtdaviation of 3.73 and 0.939, respectively, receivesothest mean
score the students. It can be gleaned from Table Shthd¢vel of Mathematical Proficiency of Junior Higth8ol Students in terms
of Strategic Competence has a mean of 3.86 and a remark ok!"Algr¢his context, the level of mathematical proficiency of duni
High School Students in terms of Strategic Competence ddic¢kent”

The result is supported by the claim of Awofala (2017) thrateggic competence might be developed by constantly exposir
oneself to mathematics problems that match realdffae scenarios. The result of the Grooves (2013) study dulatetthé students
could personalize strategies by recognizing their ideasteatégic behavior; the students know how they knewhheyall the way of
solutions.

Table 10. Level of Mathematical Proficiency of Junior High School Studentsin terms of Adaptive Reasoning.

Ican ... Mean SD Remarks
find patterns in solving problems 4.09 0.887 Agree
propose a conjecture 3.52 0.992 Agree
Eﬁgt%ﬁt the relationship of the mathematical concept with the grobl 377 0.975 Agree
discuss the procedure of the strategy that | have beaxeskle 3.73 0.978 Agree
justify the strategy that | have been used 3.79 0.942 Agree
assess my own solution 3.80 1.014 Agree
re-check if the solution has been done under the chosen strategy 3.88 1.026 Agree
present reasoning for the solution 3.79 0.981 Agree
draw a correct conclusion 3.74 0.975 Agree
examine the validity of an argument 3.80 0.940 Agree
Weighted Mean 3.79 0.822 Agree
Overall Mean= 3.79 Rating Scale Remarks Verbal Interpretation
Standard Deviation= 0.822 i g-ﬂ-i-gg itrongly Agree /;dvfancet(ﬁj))
- — 41-4. ree roficien
Verbal Interpretatlon_ P 3 2.61-3.40 N(gautral Approaching Proficiency (AP)
2 1.81-2.60 Disagree Developing (D)
1 1.00-1.80 Strongly Disagree  Beginning (B)

Table 10 below reveals thevel of mathematical proficiency of junior high schetlidents in terms of adaptive reasoning. It
shows that the students who can find patterns in solviolggms receive the highest mean scores from tliestsi with 4.09 and
standard deviation of 0.887. It also shows that the studantee-check if the solution has been done under thercktrisg¢egy with a
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mean of 3.88 and standard deviation of 1.026. On the other hand, the studengsaase a conjecture that Hag égggean and standa
deviation of 3.52 and 0.992, respectively, and receivelibest mean score from the students.
It can be gleaned from Table 10 that the level of Mathieaidroficiency of Junior High School Students in teiwhAdaptive
Reasoning has a mean of 3.79 and a reroBtRgree" In this context, the level of mathematical proficiency ofiduridigh School
Students in terms of Strategic Competence is "Profitient

In accordance with the study of Altarawneh et al. (2021), stadkat are proficient in Adaptive Reasoning can traek t
progress by adopting a solution strategy, measuring the aggieopalution, and providing reasoning that entails lagienderstand
and defend a solution. However, Moodley (2008) reveals that sbthe students performed poorly in showcasing adagasoning
because the teaching of mathematics does not emplilasipeocess. To aid the situation given by Moodley, Adhyd Christiansen
(2013) suggest that the teacher should encourage the studestigely @angage in justification, and providing inapprogiahalogies
should be minimized.

Table 11. Level of Mathematical Proficiency of Junior High School Studentsin terms of Productive Disposition

Statement Standard
Mean o Remarks
As a learner ... Deviation
| enjoy learning mathematics 3.47 1.281 Agree
| like problem-solving in mathematics 3.26 1.214 Neutral
| find it favorable when asked to complete a difficult Neutral
. 3.14 1.290
mathematical task
I can solve a mathematics problem within a few 3.14 1166 Neutral
minutes
| see a turning point in my life that made me look at Agree
. . 3.54 1.206
mathematics differently
| feel comfortable asking questions about someone Agree
, ) . 3.48 1.247
else's solution to a mathematical problem
| am satisfied with my solution to a mathematics 351 1127 Agree
problem
| am curious about discoveries in mathematics 3.67 1.173 Agree
I am confident about my own mathematical abilities 3 1o 1.210 Neutral
| am assured that | will do well on a mathematicste 3 35 1.202 Neutral
Overall Mean= 3.37 Rating Scale Remarks Verbal Interpretation
Standard Deviation= 0.987 i g-ﬂ-i-gg f\trongly Agree é\dvfancet((AFg)
- — 4l1-4, gree rofricien
Verbal Interpretatlon— AP 3 2.61-3.40 Neutral Approaching Proficiency (AP)
2 1.81-2.60 Disagree Developing (D)
1 1.00-1.80 Strongly Disagree  Beginning (B)

Table 11 reveals thievel of mathematical proficiency of junior high schoaldsnts in terms of productive disposition. It
shows that the learners who are curious about discoveriaathematics receive the highest mean scores frerednners with 3.67
anda standard deviation of 1.173. In addition, it also revdedtthe students are satisfied with their solution to themaatics problem
with a mean of 3.51 ana standard deviation of 3.67. However, the learners see aduooint in their life that made them look at
mathematics differently, with a mean of 3.54 arsthindard deviation of 1.206. On the other hand, the lesawie are confident about
their own mathematical abilities ¥@a mean and standard deviation of 3.52 and 0.992, respectaebjyes the lowest mean score
among the students. It can be gleaned from Table 11 thiuvbl of Mathematical Proficiency of Junior High 8chStudents in terms
of Productive Disposition has a mean of 3.37 and a remafkeafttal” In this context, the level of mathematical proficiency of Junio
High School Students in terms of Productive Dispositiodgptoaching Proficiency."

According to the findings of the study conducted by Awofalal.e(2020) that students withhigh mathematical productive
disposition can develop a growth mindset in learning mathesnatiich enables them to have a positive attitude towaatisematics.
They also emphasize that attitude toward mathematiast ia proxy for a productive disposition. Hann (2020) also adddddachers
play a big role in improving the productive mathematitigposition.
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Relationship Between M athematics Teaching Practicesand M athematical Proficiency of Junior High School Students
The relationship between mathematics teaching pescind mathematical proficiency of the junior highost students was
revealed in the following table, which shows the computstt$on r correlation.

Table 12. The Relationship Between Mathematics Teaching Practices and Mathematical Proficiency of Junior High School

Students.
Tea'\gr?itr?gergrazt;ciisces Mathematical Proficiency r p Interpretation
Establish Conceptual Understanding | 0.496* 0.000 Moderate
Mathematical Procedural Fluency 0.457* | 0.000 Moderate
Goal )
Strategic Competence 0.485* 0.000 Moderate
Adaptive Reasoning 0.450* 0.000 Moderate
Productive Disposition 0.459* 0.000 Moderate
Make Thinking Conceptual Understanding 0.583* 0.000 Moderate
Visble Procedural Fluency 0.500* 0.000 Moderate
Strategic Competence 0.544* 0.000 Moderate
Adaptive Reasoning 0.516* 0.000 Moderate
Productive Disposition 0.537* 0.000 Moderate
Building Procedural | Conceptual Understanding 0.567* 0.000 Moderate
Fluency from Procedural Fluency 0.470* 0.000 Moderate
Sgggreg;r?lding Strategic Competence 0.520* 0.000 Moderate
Adaptive Reasoning 0.497* 0.000 Moderate
Productive Disposition 0.507* 0.000 Moderate
Use and Connect Conceptual Understanding 0.600* 0.000 Moderate
Mathematical Procedural Fluency 0.486* | 0.000 Moderate
Representation Strategic Competence 0.542* 0.000 Moderate
Adaptive Reasoning 0.518* 0.000 Moderate
Productive Disposition 0.532* 0.000 Moderate
Elicit and Use Conceptual Understanding | 0.607* 0.000 Moderate
Evidence of o Procedural Fluency 0.516* 0.000 Moderate
Students’ Thinking Strategic Competence 0.579* 0.000 Moderate
Adaptive Reasoning 0.554* 0.000 Moderate
Productive Disposition 0.529* 0.000 Moderate
Support Productive | Conceptual Understanding | 0.560* 0.000 Moderate
Struggle Procedural Fluency 0.486* 0.000 Moderate
Strategic Competence 0.541* 0.000 Moderate
Adaptive Reasoning 0.507* 0.000 Moderate
Productive Disposition 0.508* 0.000 Moderate

*Correlation is significant at a 0.05 level (2-tailed)

Table 12 presents the relationship between mathematiching practices and the mathematical proficiengurdbr high
school students. Table 12 shows that theen®derate correlation ¢0.496, 0.457, 0.485, 0.450, 0.459) between the mathematis
teaching practices in terms of establishing mathemajazls with the five-strand mathematical proficiencyl$o shows that there is
a significant correlation (r =0.583, 0.500, 0.544, 0.516, 0.537yd®t the mathematics teaching practices in terms ké itménking
visible with the five-strand mathematical proficignconceptual understanding, procedural fluency, strategipe®mmce, adaptive
reasoning, productive disposition). The table also levibat there iss moderate correlation (r =0.600, 0.486, 0.542, 0.518, 0.53-
between the mathematics teaching practices in terosrgf and connect mathematical representation withviresfrand mathematical
proficiency. In the table, it can be shown that thera moderate correlation (r =0.600, 0.486, 0.542, 0.518, 0.532)ebatthe
mathematics teaching practices in terms of using andlect mathematical representation with the five-straathematical proficiency.
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It can be gleaned in table 12 that there $ggnificant relationship between the mathematicsheg practicég of teachers and
the mathematical proficiency of junior high school stude The quality of learning opportunities for learnersdotg learning
outcomes. According to Lipton and Wellman (2014), the teacherisyqitermines the variation in students' learning achievemen
and quality teaching matters for successful studentstéBeher has a significant role in developing studentsienatical proficiency.
Alongside the teacher's mathematical content knowleduge,tdaching practices used by the teachers also #ffecstudent's
mathematical proficiency.

Summary of Findings

The essence of this study aimed to determine the sigmifiedationship between mathematics teaching practicethe
mathematical proficiency of junior high school students.

Specifically, it sought to answer the following quessioh. What is the level of frequency of mathematicshiegy practice
of teachers in terms of establishing mathematicalsgozdke thinking visible, build procedural fluency from cqtieal understanding,
use, and connect mathematical representation, eliciysmdvidence of students' thinking and support productive ssfuggWhat is
the level of mathematical proficiency of junior highgol students in terms of conceptual understanding, procdtigaty, strategic
competence, adaptive reasoning, and productive disposgBiois?there a significant relationship between the smatitics teaching
practices on the mathematical proficiency of Junior FBghool Students?

In concluding this study, a descriptive study was used teatdtie data and information needed to test the hygisthad to
answer questions concerning the relationship betweenathematics teaching practices of the teacher on theematical proficiency
of the students. The instrument used wgsestionnaire in the form afchecklist andh Five-Likert scale to gather information headed
on the accomplishment of the study. The respondents efullg were composed of one hundred sixty-two (162) respondents.
Mean, and standard deviatiomsused to determine the level of mathematics teachingigea@nd level of mathematical proficiency
of junior high school students. Pearson r correlation waktosgetermine the relationship between mathematickiteppractices and
mathematical proficiency of junior high school students.

Based on the data gathered, different findings aresatrtbiment presented:

1. Level of mathematics teaching practices
The level of mathematics teaching practices in terfnestablish mathematical goal got (OM=4.36 and SD=0.675) wesbally
interpreted as "Very High Implemented’he make thinking visible got an (OM = 4.37 and SD=0.647) wealsally interpreted as
"Very High Implemented The build procedural fluency from conceptual understanglimgn (OM= 4.44 and SD=0.608) was verbally
interpreted as "Very High Implementédhe use and connect mathematical representation g@Mn3.37 and SD=0.625) got the
verbal interpretation of "Very High Implementedhe elicit and use of students thinking got an (OM=4.3{73ip=0.630) was verbally
interpreted as "Very High Implemented" Lastly, the supgooductive struggle got an (OM=4.38 and SD=0.702) was lgrba
interpreted as "Very High Implementéd

2. Level of mathematical proficiency
The level of mathematical proficiency in terms of cgptual understanding got an (OM=3.82 and SD=0.771) was Vveiralpr eted
as "Proficient’ The procedural fluency got an (OM=3.81 and SD=0.802) wasalgrinterpreted as "ProficiefitThe procedural
fluency got an (OM=3.86 and SD=0.794) was verbally inteedrets "Proficient The adaptive reasoning got an (OM=3.79 and
SD=0.821) and was verbally interpreted as "Proficidrestly, the productive disposition got an (OM=3.37 and @B8&7) was verbally
interpreted as "Approaching Proficienty

3. Relationship between Mathematics Teaching PracticdsdMathematical Proficiency of Junior High School Stuslent
There isamoderatty significant relationship between mathematical teachiagtiges and mathematical proficiency where the
computed r-value falls under 0-4.7 in the Guilford Rule of thumb.

Conclusion

Based on the foregoing findings, the following conclusios drawn. This study concluded that the junior high school stsiden
of Mary Help of Christians College Salesian Sisters, Inc. are proficient in Mathensat#dongside, this research also concludes tha
mathematics teaching practices are very evident ajidyhimplemented by the teachers in the teaching and teppnbcess. Lastly,
this study failed to accept the null hypothesis, and ttseaesignificant relationship between mathemageshing practices and the
mathematics proficiency of junior high school studends thie quality of practices of teachers reflects tlofigiency of the students.

Recommendations

Given the presented conclusions, the following recomnienmdaare hereby deduced:
1. Teachers' professional development must be high qualisyained, and systematically designed and implementardér to
promote mathematical proficiency.
2. The school must continue to support the teacher's wodgengent in sustained efforts to improve not only théemastical
instruction but also the mathematics proficiency efstudents.
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3. There must be strict coordination of the curriculum, instoneti materials, assessments, an msti‘l\]éﬁt‘}h“%gpr the

improvement of the mathematical proficiency of thedents.
4. The future researcher can conduct a similar study, beiaid sifa survey questionnaire to assess the mathematical
proficiency of the junior high school student, use an exantigonesire.
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