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ABSTRACT

The learning experience through constructivist instruction and traditional instruction was

mmmm&mgmmmw title of “Work and

Energy” through constructivism and traditional instruction, to compare the leaming outcomes and
student attitudes on constructivism instruction and traditional instruction. The populalions of the
research were 2 classes of Mattayomsuksa 4 students of Pathurnrat Pittayakom School, under the
Secondary Educational Service Area Office 27, 80 students from 2 physics attending classes were
selected and assigned to study the lesson in the second semester of 2011 academic year by using
purposive sampling and cluster random sampling. Three instruments Were ; 1) 10 physics lesson
plans which titled on «Work and Energy,” were taught for 20 periods, were proved by the
curriculum professor by average mean of 4.56. 2) a 4 choices of 5-rating scale assessment of
learning experience on “Work and Energy” with discriminating powers ranging 0.64-0.70
and reliability of 0.65. 3) a 40-item 4 choies test of “Work and Energy” which the degree of
discriminating powers (B) ranging 0.23-0.65, the degree of coefficient reliability was 0.93.
4) a 5-levels rating scale attitude test toward Physics with discriminating powers ranging 0.82-0.84
and reliability of 0.83. The statistics used for data analyzing were mean and standard deviation;
and Mann-Whitney U Test was employed for hypotheses testing after Hotelling’s T,
The results of the study were as followings ;
1. Assessing of Differences in Learning Experience and Learning outcome on title

“Work and Energy” between Constructivism and Traditional Tnstruction of Mattayomsuksa 4




Students revealed that students taught using constructivism model approach gains higher learning
experience ( X =27.68, S.D.=0.32) than those students taught by traditional instruction
(X =27.68,5.D=0.32)
2. The outcomes comparison reveals that constructivism class attendants gain
(X =33.43, S.D. = 1.38) which is higher than students of traditional learning class (X = 31.98,
S.D. = 0.92). The students’ attitudes taught using constructivism is higher ( X = 4.52, 8.D.=0.58)

than students of traditional learning class (X =3.78, 8.D.=0.77)




