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This research has the following objectives : (1) to compare
achievements in mathematics learning, (2) to study interaction between
teaching methodology and ability in mathematics learning, and (3) to-
study mathematical thinking strategy on basic addition and subtraction
of Prathom suksa I students__ between those taught by the teacher’s
manual. '

The sampling' group was Prathom suksa I students of Satit
Modindsieng School, Education Faculty, Khon Kaen University, Khon Kaen,
during the frist semester of the academic year 1994, The group was
effected by simple cluster sampling of 2 classrooms constituting
experimental and controlled groups each having 30 students. The
research model was factorial design. The research device was created

by the research: Math Achievement Test, including the interview of




math thinking strategy, the teaching plan with emphasized math
thinking strategy in comparison with that of the teacher’'s manual. The
data were subsequently analyzed to compare learning achievements by
means of two-way analysis of variance.

' The research findings were as follows:

1. Math learning achievements on addition and subtraction facts
of Prathom suksa I students, taught emphatically by math thinking
strategies, were higher, statistically significant at..05, than thaose
taught by the teacher’s manual.

2. There were no interactions between teaching methodology and
mathepatics ability, taught emphatically by math thinking strategies on
addition and subtraction facts.

3. The students with high, medium and low learning abilities,
taught emphatically by math thinking strategy on basie addition and
subtraction, had higher math learning achievements, statistically
significant at .05, than those taught by the teacher’'s manual.

4. Math thinking strategies on basic addition and subtraction of
Prathom suksa T students, taught emphatically by math thinking
strategy, were found ﬁhat

4.1 Thinking strategy on addition: the students used
every strategy, from the most to the least thinking strategy  the
increased counting strategy was used the most by the students; the

-second was the adding to ten; the adding strategy by five and the
stratesy of more or less than the known result of the pair by one
while the combined counting strategy was used the least by the students.

4.2 Thinking strategy on subtraction: the students used
every strategy from the most to the least thinking strategy__ the
students used the methods not taught by the teacher, i.e., the reduced
counting of 1 at a time from the minuend to the subtrahend, the
increased counting of 1 at a time from the subtrahend to the minuend

and the relation between addition and subtraction__ these were used




the most. The sécund were the strategy of subtraction from ten and the
strategy of down over ten. The strategy which was used the least was
by drawing pictures on paper then rubbing them off.

5. Math thinking strategy on basic addition and subtraction by
Prathom suksa I students, taught by the teacher's manual, were found
that,

5.1 Thinking strategy on addition: the students used
the counting on strategy the most. The second was the combined
counting strategy. The least used was the adding strategy to ten while
the strategy of moer or less than the known result of the pair by one
and the adding strategy by five were not used by any of the_controlled
group. |

5.2 Thinking strategy on subtraction: the students used
the methods not taught by the teacher, i.e., the reduced counting of
one at a time from the minuend to the subtrahend, the increased
counting of one at a time from the subtrahend to the minuend and tLhe
relation between addition and subtraction_ these were uéed the most.
The second were by dfawing pictures on paper then rubbing them off.
The strategy of subtraction from ten was the least used while the
strategy of reduction to ten was never used by any students.




