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The Effect of the Constructivist Based on the Instructional Strategy
(PDEODE) on Developing Tenth Graders’ Mathemmatical Thinking, Comprehension,
and Retension of Mathemmatical Concepts

Mohammad Al-Khateeb *

ABSTRACT

This study aimed at examining the effect of the constructivist approach-based instructional strategy
(PDEODE) on developing mathemmatical thinking and understanding mathemmatical concepts and
retention of these conception among the tenth grade students. The sample of the study consisted of (100)
male students of the tenth grade, who were randomly divided into two groups. The experimental group was
taught through the constructivist approach baseon the d instructional strategy (PDEODE). The control
group was taught through using the traditional method of teaching. The study used the following tools: the
learning material after it was modified by using the constructivist approach based on the instructional
strategy (PDEODE), and a test in mathematical thinking, a test in understanding mathemmatical concepts.
The results of the study indicate that the experimental group students significantly surpassed their

counterparts in the control group.
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