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INTRODUCTION 

The concept of a master teacher or master 

learning owes its origin to the constructivist 

teaching-learning paradigm (Doolittle and 

Hicks, 2003; Duff and Cunningham, 1996; 

Jadallah, 2000). De Mesa and de Guzman 

(2006) postulated that the master teacher is an 

individual who understands classroom practices 

and pedagogical techniques, embedded in the 

constructivist teaching approach (see Noethen, 

2006; Ryan, Cooper and Taver, 2013; 

Schiermeyer, 2010; Fosnot, 2005). The theory 

of constructivism emerged in the 1920s in 

Russia to explain a worldview (i.e. cosmology) 

that learning is an active process of social 

constructions (Piaget, 2013; Ertmer and Newby, 

1993; Crotty, 2005; Cooper, 1993; Vygotsky, 

1980; Roy Rosenzweig Center for History and 

New Media, 2016). The theory offered the 

perspective that people socially construct their 

reality (Crotty, 2005); suggesting that 

knowledge is a set of social constructions and 

not an abstract reality (Cooper, 1993; Ertmer 

and Newby, 1993) as purported by positivists 

projecting an objective reality (Kuhn, 1997).  

The constructivist paradigm is predicated upon 

the premise that the learner is not a blank slate 

and that he/she comes into the learning 

environment with a whole setting of meanings, 

values, past experiences and cultural beliefs 

that impact on the learning process 

(Educational Broadcasting Corporation, 2004; 

University of Sydney, 2016; Fosnot, 2005; 

Hackmann, 2004). It can be deduced from 

constructivism that the learner comes into the 

learning process with previous knowledge and 

that he/she will actively engage processes of 

deconstructions and constructions in an 

attempt to make sense of new information, 

which must be facilitated by a teacher who 

challenges the learning by way of questioning 

and challenging situations as well as paying 

attention to the students’ autonomy and 

initiative (Brooks and Brooks, 1999). Hence, the 

learner is an active and reflective participant in 

the learning process as explained by Fosnot 

(2005). Concomitantly, constructivism’s beliefs 

and assumptions are linked to social 

development theory (Vygotsky, 1980) as well as 

psychology (The University of Sydney, 2016). 

Given that the learner is not a blank slate, and 

enters the learning process with his/her prior 

experiences, the teacher should be able to 

coalesce all of this in a meaningful way in order 

to build new knowledge (Jackson, 2009).  

The concept of the master teacher reflects the 

underlying assumptions of the constructivist 

teacher who has mastered the teaching-

learning process and has brought a fervor and 

inspiration to the process reflective of the 

gamut of experiences and knowledge acquired 

and which are now employed to teach new 

concepts, fueling a debate on constructivism as 

pedagogy.  
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The University of Sydney (2016) captured the 

mood of the debate and opined that:  

Constructivism is not a specific pedagogy. 

Piaget's theory of Constructivist learning has 

had wide ranging impact on learning theories 

and teaching methods in education and is an 

underlying theme of many education reform 

movements. Research support for constructivist 

teaching techniques has been mixed, with some 

research supporting these techniques and other 

research contradicting those results. 

Many educational institutions and policy 

makers around the globe sought to address the 

deficiency in the educational system and in so 

doing were rejecting the traditional teaching 

style. Jamaica like the rest of the world had 

come to the reality that the traditional teaching 

style had failed in the process of educating the 

society. The 2007 cross-sectional probability 

national survey, using 1,338 participants, 

confirmed that education was among the top 

10 national problems in Jamaica (Powell, 

Bourne and Waller, 2007). It is within this 

context that the master teacher concept 

influenced by constructivist learning gained 

prominence in Jamaica. The master teacher 

concept is in the broader context of 

constructivist learning, employing mixed 

learning theories that foregrounds the learner 

as a discoverer. Jackson (2009) opined that 

what separates the master teacher from the 

averaged teacher is the notion of teaching as a 

strategy and not simply an avenue for 

imparting information, which is referred to as ‘a 

mindset towards teaching.’ 

CONSTRUCTIONISM: THE CONSTRUCTIVIST 

TEACHER 

The principle of constructivism spans a wide 

continuum ranging from information processing 

and interactive-constructivist, to social 

constructivist and radical constructivist 

approaches (Yore, 2001). Moreno and Valdez 

(2005) regard the function of a multimedia 

environment in the situated constructivist 

design, either as abundant reality or as 

simulation, to encourage learners to decipher 

knowledge on their own, to grasp and control 

the learning process by themselves, and to 

facilitate the exploration and reorganization of 

acquired knowledge. Bates (2000) contended 

that one of the tasks of education is to help to 

develop in the young useful and marketable 

skills that will be of use to others and therefore 

ensure employment. If Bates’ perspective 

means the development of human capital of a 

society, particularly the young, it follows that 

educators must commence inquiries and/or 

experimentations that will be of critical 

importance in aiding the teaching-learning 

process. The constructivist teaching approach is 

typically student-centered discovery learning, 

which means it can have some transformational 

effect on the low performance of pupils.  

In a constructivist learning environment the 

role of the lecturer shifts from being a source of 

knowledge to facilitating learning. Khine (2003) 

argued that students should not be left to 

explore alone, rather lecturers should provide 

support, coaching and modeling to the students 

to make certain learning takes place. Unlike the 

teacher-centered model, in which lecturers 

impart knowledge to students, “knowledge for 

constructivism cannot be imposed or 

transferred intact from the mind of one knower 

to the mind of another” (Karagiorgi and 

Symeou, 2005, p18). It is well documented in 

educational literature that reforms in 

education, especially in English language arts, 

mathematics, science, social studies and 

technology, were within the areas of literacy as 

a learning output, the students or learners, 

constructivism and pedagogy (Ford, Yore, & 

Anthony, 1997; Yore, nd). Yore (nd) postulated 

that those ‘commonalities’ have resulted in 

educational reforms that were never before. 

This reform places the learners’ cognitive 
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abilities, past knowledge, ability of the learner 

to construct meanings, use this to understand a 

discipline squarely at the core of teaching 

(Yore, nd), and develops a new model for the 

constructivist classroom (National Research 

Council, 1996). The revolution of this new 

thinking gave rise to the constructivist teacher 

and some scholars refer to this person as a 

master teacher within a constructivist paradigm 

(Driver, 1997; Driver, et al., 1994; Noethen, 

2006). The master teacher, therefore, aptly fits 

into a facilitative role as he/she having 

mastered the basics of teaching is able to 

stimulate and foster positive learning outcomes 

among the students (Johnson, 2011). 

Yore (nd) summarizes how the reform has led 

to a new educational paradigm, particularly a 

teacher who is different from the traditional 

instructor to a facilitator, and that this has 

framed the new classroom, strategies and 

thinking about the teaching-learning process. 

He forwarded that: 

What does this constructivist framework say 

about designing and evaluating teacher 

education programs and specifically the science 

education component of a program? The 

operant issue is teacher education -- not 

teacher training. Unfortunately, some programs 

are still based on the principles of normal 

schools rather than research-based principles. 

Clearly, we need to produce beginning teachers 

who are critical thinkers and reflective 

practitioners and to help practicing teachers to 

develop the critical stance and strategies 

necessary to become reflective practitioners. 

This involves more than just mimicry, 

mechanical use, and classroom management of 

inquiry science teaching (p. 6) 

Clearly Yore’s perspective offered a context of a 

new framework of the teaching-learning 

process, especially a new teacher that 

integrates the needs of the learner, 

understands the characteristics of the learner 

including past experiences, the desired 

outcome and fashions teaching around all of 

those matters. He used the assumptions of the 

constructivist framework to speak of the new 

paradigm; but stopped short of using the 

concept to refer to this facilitator in the new 

paradigm. Even prior to Yore, Henriques (1997) 

had outlined different categorizations of 

constructivism and showed teacher-and-

student in the framework; but stopped short of 

giving the new teacher a title outside of 

constructivist. Henriques (in Yore, nd, 5) 

detailed faces of constructivism and again the 

issue of master teacher was not coined to 

describe the new teacher (Table 1). 

It was scholars like Johnson (2001) who 

forwarded the tenets of a master teacher of 

which he identified seven: create an 

atmosphere, an environment, and an attitude 

for learning; establish a reason to learn; train 

students how to learn; inspire students to 

achieve; establish accountability for learning; 

continually check learning gains; and, celebrate 

new learning. All the seven tenets of master 

teacher as introduced by Johnson are within 

the context of a constructivist teacher and 

therefore are subsumed in the constructivist 

learning paradigm. According to Crotty (2005) 

the term constructivism refers to the 

epistemological considerations focusing 

exclusively on ‘the meaning-making activity of 

the individual mind’ and constructionism 

focuses on ‘the collective generation and 

transmission of meaning’. Constructivism is 

used in this paper as a theory to guide 

understanding of how students acquire critical 

questioning skills and how teacher (i.e. master 

teacher), who understands cognitive growth 

and learning style of each learner, is able to 

apply all this knowledge to the learning-

teaching process.  
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Table 1.Four Faces of Constructivism (adapted from Henriques, 1997). 

Feature Information 

Processing 

Interactive- 

Constructivist 

Social Constructivist Radical 

Constructivist 

Worldview Mechanistic Hybrid Contextualistic Organistic 

Ontological 

View 

Realist Naive Realist Idealist Idealist 

Epistemic View Absolutist 

(traditional) 

Evaluativist 

(modern) 

Evaluativist 

(postmodern) 

Relativist 

(postmodern) 

Judgment 

Criteria 

Nature as Judge Nature as Judge Social Agreement as 

Judge 

Self as Judge 

Psychological 

Locus of Mental 

Activity 

Private Public and 

Private 

Public Private 

Pedagogical 

Structure 

Teacher Shared: Teacher 

and Individuals 

Group Individual 

Linguistic 

Discourse 

One-Way: 

Teacher to 

Student 

Two-Way: 

Negotiations to 

Surface 

Alternatives and 

to Clarify 

Two-Way: Leading to 

Consensus 

One-Way: 

Individual to 

Self (inner 

speech) 

 

The beginning of the social constructivist 

movement in America was partially influenced 

by philosopher John Dewey who wrote 

Democracy and Education in 1916 (Dewey, 

1997). He believed that education environment 

should be an interactive one in which individual 

can expand their body of knowledge. The main 

leader in constructivist thinking was Jean Piaget 

(Singer & Revenson 1996; Philips and Soltis, 

1998). Piaget believed that learning is a 

continual process and reorganization in the 

mind. Through the lens of psychological 

constructivism Piaget contended that learning 

happens in a sequential pattern like steps. He 

also theorized that learning happens through a 

process of adaptation or accommodation of 

information into one’s schema no matter the 

age of the learner. As children input new 

information they will be transforming "the 

input from the environment into their own 

mental structures. This will happen only if each 

child has a system that can make the required 

transformations" (Marek, 1997, p. 62). It was 

not until Piaget's ideas began to become 

accepted in America in the late 1970's that 

social constructivism emerged and Vygotsky 

introduced the issue of proximal development 

(Kim, 2005, p.8-9). The Zone of Proximal 

Development was explained as the difference 

between the actual developmental level of the 

student and their potential of development 

through problem solving and more capable 

peers. Vygotsky postulated that students 

learning are influenced by not just the 

classroom but by society and culture. 

Connections between culture and society and 

the influences that they represent are essential 

in understanding outside influences that affect 

student learning (Bruner, 1996). Vygotsky 

opined that “if learning can be influenced by 

social mediation, then conditions can be 

created in schools than can help students 

learn” (Vygotsky, 1978 p. 86). He believed that 

we have learned from others by using 

psychological tools, such as counting systems, 

maps, conventional signs, and works of arts 

(Miller, 1993, p. 388). 
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Constructivism believes that “each individual 

constructs knowledge rather than receiving it 

from others” (McBrien & Brandt, 1997). 

Teaching can be considered as constructive 

when it is based on the idea that students learn 

best when they gain knowledge through 

exploration and active learning. Parr and 

Edwards (2004) posited that the learning 

theories can also be referred to as discovery 

learning, which is different from the traditional 

approach. One of the differences in teaching 

strategies was stated by Zoller (2000) who 

indicated the passivity of the learner in the 

traditional teaching methodology. 

Constructivist teaching is student-centered 

discovery learning rather than teacher based 

and Zoller (2000) opined that teacher-centered 

classroom has been found to be non-productive 

in some instances. Scheurman (1998) indicated 

that constructivist teaching paradigm has been 

challenged by some teachers because it 

requires more preparation that the traditional 

teaching paradigm.  

In the constructivist approach the students 

participate in hands on activities and construct 

their own knowledge (Khalid and Azeem, 2012). 

Windschitl (1999) postulated that constructivist 

approach is not merely a set of instructional 

practice but a method of thinking about the 

child’s development and schooling. He further 

went on to say that in order to implement this 

movement a fundamental change in the 

method of student assessment, the physical 

structure of the classroom and also how 

activities are scheduled, and how teaching is 

evaluated is needed. Although the 

constructivist seemed to be the way forward 

there are contradictory views about the effect 

of this approach with low-achieving students 

and those with learning disabilities. A study 

carried out in an elementary school in Finland 

revealed that the traditional approach actually 

produced significant improvement in student 

performance when compared to a 

constructivist approach (Kroesbergen, 2004), 

which is contradicted by study from Khalid and 

Azeem (2012). Using a sample of participants 

form teacher Education at a University in 

Lahore, Khalid and Azeem (2012) found that 

constructivist approach yielded higher scores in 

grammar, writing, and reading among 

compared to using the traditional approach.  

A study conducted by Ottman (2010) found that 

both groups showed significant improvement 

under both approaches, but showed no 

significant improvement on the part of a 

specific approach (see also, Lord, 1997). 

Montague (2003) held the view that a 

constructivist approach is the best way to teach 

students with learning disabilities. While Travis 

and Lord (2004) did not study physically 

challenged students, they concurred with 

general perspective that learning outcome is 

greater using the constructivist compared to 

the traditional teaching style (see Figure 2). Not 

only did Travis and Lord (2004) established that 

higher students’ performance was discovered 

using the constructivist teaching style, they also 

found greater class attendance, suggesting that 

this approach stimulates and encourages the 

students into participating in the learning 

process compared to the traditional teaching 

approach. 
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Fosnot (1996) had earlier theorized that 

constructivism which emphasized self-

regulatory learning offers more to the learner 

as he/she makes more sense of the world, 

applying and interpreting ideas, becoming an 

active participant and thereby provide insights 

for the learner. This cumulative experience of 

the learner (Piaget, 1973) anchors and deepens 

learning as the children are active participants 

and are not being fed with information without 

applying their meaning system, interpreting the 

ideas and making sense of them in a general 

context. Such an approach fosters learning as 

the students are interacting with the idea, and 

contextualizing the material. This active 

cognition (internal mental construction) is 

embracing learning by involvement as the 

learner is more than a vacuum who is merely 

accepting everything from the teacher 

(Stofflett, 1998; Virginia Association of Science 

Teacher, 1998). 

The importance of incorporating constructivism 

into scientific teaching has already been 

recognized by most science educators with 

many studies carried out over the past 20 years 

(Trumper, 1997; Yore & Treagust, 2006). 

Trumper (1997), Yore and Treagust (2006) 

maintained that constructive knowledge is the 

result of students’ thinking ability. Ideas are 

constructed from pre-knowledge and from 

their social and cultural backgrounds. Ausubel 

(1968) suggested that the fundamental 

principle of constructivist instruction was to 

assess what students know and then to teach 

then accordingly. Such a perspective has been 

applied to the teaching of courses (including 

social studies; sciences; mathematics) and the 

results showed positive improvements in 

performance (Zhoa, 2005; Windschitl, 1999; 

Wigfield, 2009; Walker, 2000; Ng’ambi and 

Johnston, 2006; Ottman, n.d; Montague, 2003; 

Matlale, 2011; Martorella, 1998; Kirkpatrick and 

Cuban, 1998; Kim, 2005; Khalid and Azeem, 

2012; Haladyna, 1985; George, 2010). The 

rationale for the increased performances of 

students using the constructivism is aptly 

captured in a perspective offered by Khalid and 

Azeem (2012.170) that “Learners, through 

social negotiation, continuously test their 

hypotheses and create new knowledge, correct 

previous knowledge, or confirm present 

knowledge’ (Clearly, the constructionist 

approach is an active teaching-and-learning 

experience which offers the learners the same 

importance as the task, and the engagement of 

the students provides the avenue for innovative 

and creative involvement in small group 

settings (Yager, 1991; Curtis, 2006). Even at the 
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tertiary educational level, the constructivist 

approach has been employed and the results 

are similar to those at the primary to secondary 

educational level (Hussain, 2012; Gibbs, 1992; 

Li, 2001; Hussain and Sultan, 2010). In fact, 

Hussain and Sultan (2010) forwarded the 

perspective that the constructivist approach is 

even more suited at the tertiary level because 

of the interaction of the learning with a vast 

array of new knowledge and the depth of 

critical thinking that is expected of him/her (see 

also, Li, 2001). 

THE TRADITIONAL TEACHING APPROACH 

The traditional teaching approach (i.e., lecture 

approach) also called the expository approach 

is widely employed by teachers in the teaching-

learning process. It is the oldest approach 

employed to teach (Agbulu, 2002). This 

teaching approach (lecture method) according 

to Khalid and Azeem (2012.170) ‘is very 

common in education especially at university 

level). The goal of this approach is to impart 

information to the students. The teacher does 

most of the activity in form of talking while the 

students are passive, making it a teacher 

centered approach. Khalid and Azeem (2012) 

aptly summarized the traditional teaching 

approach when they opined that “[It] ignores 

the students consequently the mental level of 

interest of the students. It involves coverage of 

the context and rote memorization of the part 

of the students” (p. 170), suggesting that the 

students are vessels and their role is to absorb 

the material as against sharing their 

experiences, without the emphasis of lesson (or 

material) completion.  

In the traditional teaching approach, the 

teacher is the messiah or the shepherd who is 

solely responsible for the learning process, and 

the students are the sheep who require 

instructions in order for learning to take place 

(Novak, 1964, 1977, 1987, 1990, 1993, 1998, 

2010). Such an approach squarely places the 

emphasis on the teacher and does not give the 

same importance to the learner, subject 

matter, context and evaluation that must be in 

harmony for effective learning to take place 

(Novak, 2011). It was Novak (2011) who opined 

that “Based on Ausubel’s assimilation theory of 

meaningful learning and constructivist 

epistemology, the theory includes five 

elements: teacher, learner, subject matter, 

context, and evaluation, each of which must be 

integrated constructively to effect high levels of 

meaningful learning”, implying that traditional 

teaching approach is ineffective because of its 

singled focus. The traditional teaching approach 

emphasizes rote learning that account for 

students being able to recite nursery rimes or 

spell but they are still unable to perform simple 

arithmetic such as 2+3. Ausubel’s theory 

contextualizes this matter by offering an 

explanation that rote learning accounts for the 

recital of knowledge by the students; but that 

there is no meaning learning taking place where 

the individual internalizes the spoken words 

(Ausubel, 1963; 1968; 1978). 

The traditional approach has two basic skills 

which must be applied to enhance effective 

dissemination of information to the students. 

These skills include: clear and good command 

of language and must have the ability to write 

clearly and boldly on the chalkboard. With this 

approach the teacher knows everything and the 

learner is blank paying no attention to the 

feeling, actions and knowledge level of the 

learners (Novak, 2011). This approach is not 

enough to capture most students’ attention, 

imagination, values, expectations, past 

knowledge and culture. Such a method 

assumes that the learner is a blank slate (or 

empty vessel) to be lectured (or impart 

information) to and like Khalid and Azeem 

(2012) noted “It did not involve students in 

creative thinking and participation in the 

creative part of activities: and further that 

“…the learning process, instruction remain 
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unilateral…” (p. 170). Learning by way of the 

traditional teaching method does not allow the 

students to take responsibility for their learning 

(Wiggins 1993) and places emphasis on the 

behavioural psychological approach to learning 

that dates back to the 1970s (Novak, 2011). 

Novak (2011) opined that educational 

psychologists have shifted from the behavioural 

approach to a cognitive approach of learning 

following the discovery of cognitive 

development theory by Piaget.  

There are plethoras of works in educational 

literature that have coalesced around the 

ineffectiveness of the traditional approach to 

learning ( ). There is a consensus that this 

method of lecturing to pupils and not taking 

into consideration their past knowledge, 

feelings, actions, and social milieu, further 

justifies the need for new learning theories to 

replace the traditional teaching style. Novak 

(2011) postulated that traditional learning 

approach that is centered in behavioural 

learning theory collapsed in the 1980s because 

of the rise of cognitive development theory 

that offered more explanations for learning 

styles of people. He also contended that the 

advancement of research in neurobiology has 

totally revolutionized our understanding of 

human learning behaviour and so opens new 

frontiers in learning theories including 

conceptual learning in children (Carey, 1985; 

Gelman, 1999; Keil, 2011). 

Simply using the same teaching style with 

different students is not highly likely to be 

effective as a another approach that takes into 

consideration learning styles, personality, past 

knowledge, experiences, feelings and actions of 

the learners. In fact, Carey (1985) found that 

children learning totally differently from adults, 

fundamentally because of the cognitive 

difference in their thought process. It can be 

deduced therefrom that accumulation of 

knowledge will be dissimilar and that imparting 

new knowledge must take this into 

consideration. When this is framed within the 

context that social setting has a significant 

influence on the learning process (Vygotsky, 

1926; 1962), it is not difficult to grasp why the 

traditional teaching approach had to be 

replaced by a more holistic teaching approach 

because one size suit cannot be tailored to fit 

everyone.  

So, why the traditional teaching method 

(lecture approach) still continues in many 

schools and university? A group of scholars 

reiterated the sentiment that the teacher-

centered approach continues to overshadow 

the constructivist teaching style in Malaysia 

(Selah and Aziz, 2012). The extent of the 

teacher-centered approach in teaching in 

Malaysia is captured in the findings of Selah 

and Aziz (2012) that 58% of teaching practice 

occurred with a small degree of interaction and 

that 92% of the in class discussions were lead 

by the teacher. Another finding that supports 

the preponderance of the traditional teaching 

approach was that 100% of the sampled 

student-teachers indicated that lesson was 

based on their approach inspite of being taught 

other pedagogies. Thus, the answer to the 

introductory question in this paragraph is 

simply, it is less time consuming than a 

constructivist teaching paradigm. 

PEDAGOGY 

Critical thinkers can be viewed as a reflective 

activist of pedagogy freedom. Freire (1997) 

favoured the autonomy of the student, 

responsibility for one’s action in the world, and 

a universal human ethic that is lived in 

pedagogical practice. Teachers have a part to 

play by placing emphasis on learners ensuring 

the correctness of ideas and concepts. Learners 

should be placed in situations at all times 

where they can practice skills as this 

encourages reinforcement which is one of the 

benefits of the constructivist approach 

(Adeyemi, 2000). In studting Botswana Social 
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Studies teachers, Adeyemi (2000) encouraged 

the teachers to break from the traditional 

approach and embrace a more learner-

centered approach. Adeyemi’s perspective is 

embodied in the outcome in performance of 

students when the constructivist approach is 

employed to the teaching-learning process. 

Khalid an Azeem (2012) found a significant 

statistical difference between the mean scores 

of students taught by the traditional teaching 

approach and that of constructivist approach. 

Those pupils who were taught by the 

constructivist approach got higher grades than 

those taught by the traditional approach (Khalid 

and Azeem, 2012, 173), which is also case in 

mathematics by the two teaching 

methodologies (Kim, 2005). The justification for 

the effectiveness of the constructivist teaching 

approach compared to the traditional teaching 

style is fundamentally embedded in the 

learning style of the learner. 

LEARNING STYLES  

Learning styles emphasize the fact that 

individuals perceive and process information in 

different ways (Sullo 2011). Sullo (2011) opined 

that teachers should plan lessons that will 

incorporate all four learning styles, which are 

embedded on Piaget’s work that revealed that 

children’s cognition and experiences are 

developed at different stages (Piaget, 1973). 

The four learning styles are visual, auditory, 

kinesthetic, and reading and writing. Thorndike 

as (cited in Hergenhahn and Olson, 1993) also 

concurred with the aforementioned 

perspectives. Thorndike (2005); Bawaneh, and 

Ahmad Nurulazam, and Salmiza (2010a, 2010b, 

2011) recommended that teachers of Social 

Studies use the Herrmann Whole Brain Model 

in classifying students depending on their 

learning styles. Hergenhahn (year) groups the 

learners into four learning categories; external, 

procedural, interactive and internal learning. 

Each learning style dictates the type of 

instructional materials to be used. Jensen’s 

study (2000a, 2000b) found that 98% of all 

learning enters the brain through the senses 

(see also, Tileston, 2005). Perricelli (2008) in a 

study with sixty-nine fourth grade students a 

variety of methods were used to teach social 

studies. After using the lecture method only 

13% of the participants deemed social studies 

as important. However after using a variety of 

audio visual aids and a simulation, 82% 

suggested that social studies are an important 

subject. 

Gray (2016), using a diagrammatic chart, 

presented that there are seven different styles 

of learning. It can be deduced from Gray’s 

diagrammatic chart that an individual may 

possess different learning styles and that any 

person could have a combination of many 

styles of learning. Such a perspective opens the 

door for the complex of the learner, the 

challenge for the facilitator and that merely 

employing the traditional teaching 

methodology will not be as effective as 

constructivist teaching; because an individual 

learning is not set on a single platform. 

Gray’s diagrammatic learning style model 

shows a cyclical diagram depicting the 

interconnectivity between the different styles 

of learning and these envelopes the social, 

cognitive, physical, spatial and methodological 

aspects. Prior to Gray’s learning style model, 

Dunn and Dunn (1978, 1992a, 1992b, 1993 and 

Dunn 1986) had laid a foundation of learning 

style that is widely used by other scholars. Their 

work on learning style is presented in a 

diagrammatic portrait of the brain (Figure 3). 

The brain is compartmentalized into two major 

sectors unlike Gray’s model, the right and left-

side of the brain.   
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Figure 2.Learning styles by Katie Gray (2016) 

Each side of the brain is compartments into two 

segments and these are further expanded into 

outer layers, which take into seven types of 

learning proposed by Gray. It can be deduced 

from Dunn and Dunn’s model that could 

operate from both side of brain to include left-

side (i.e. analytic) and right-side (i.e. impulsive), 

which sets a platform that if teaching is going to 

be effective at all, it must address the dynamics 

of the how people operate. Unlike Gray, Dunn 

and Dunn identified five learning style of pupils 

1) emotional support, 2) environmental, 3) 

sociological composition, 4) physiological and 5) 

psychological components. 

Like Dunn and Dunn, Gardner and Hatch (1989) 

utilized picturographs representing the human 

brain, with seven outer compartments. The 

outer compartment is cyclical diagram 

suggesting interconnectivity of each sub-sector 

(Figure 4). Gardner and Hatch forwarded the 

perspective is different at age level indicating 

that teacher education must in keeping with an 

understanding of the variations in learning 

styles of pupils.   
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Figure 3.Learning Styles Model (based on Dunn & Dunn, 1993), Learning Preferences (retrieved from 

http://andrewchua.com/?page_id=22) 

Thus, if learning is desired result of teaching, 

the issue of multiple intelligence must be 

understood by the facilitator and teacher 

cannot employ a simple lecture style because it 

is the easy teaching methodology to utilize. 

Gardner and Hatch (1989.10) succinctly capture 

the need to expand the traditional teaching 

approach this way “The measures must involve 

materials that are appealing and familiar to 

children; there is little precedent for developing 

scoring systems that go beyond linguistic and 

logical criteria; and materials appropriate for 

one age group, gender, or social class may not 

be appropriate for others” . 

 
Figure 4.Multiple Intelligence Howard Gardner from http://265725080178138949.                             

weebly.com/learning-styles.html 
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INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS 

Instructional materials can be defined as items 

that are designed to serve as a major tool for 

assisting in the instruction of a subject or 

course. Black and Mc Clintok (1995) stressed 

the need of interpretation as being the hub to 

cognition and learning. Their design focuses 

mainly on the interpretive construction of 

authentic artifacts in the context of rich 

background materials spreading across 

different fields of study. This thinking which 

requires careful deliberation is also encouraged 

by constructivists (Kafai et al., 1997; Swain and 

Pearson, 2001; Walker, 2000). Instructional 

materials include the use the following 

materials; slides, field trips, simulation, 

resources personnel, books, posters, letters, 

electronic media, manipulative and other 

commonly acceptable instructional tools. 

Perricelli (2008), teachers viewed the textbook 

as the “easiest way to teach” (Governale, 

1997). Mehlinger (1988), it takes time to 

prepare a good lesson, to select, preview and 

arrange for an appropriate audiovisual 

presentation.  

MULTIMEDIA AND THE INTERNET 

Multimedia is a 21
st

 century tool, the tool can 

be used in all subject area to enhance learning. 

Multimedia/hypermedia is often referred to as 

the combination of sounds, graphics, texts, and 

images with a single information delivery 

system (Olwell, 1999; Rose & Fernlund, 1997). 

Multimedia /hypermedia, allows students to 

create individual or group presentations to 

develop skills in information retrieval and 

communication, or they can create 

presentations that promote evidence of 

understanding of social studies content and 

their own perspectives. Microsoft software 

such as Word, Excel and PowerPoint are often 

used in the social studies classroom. The 

internet is another vital instruction aid. 

Cassutto (2000) noted that the process of 

collecting information from the internet helps 

students build critical thinking skills Therefore; 

the learner is interactive with the materials, 

making sense of it and internalizing it while 

collecting the material. Hence, this accounts a 

justification for the use of multimedia and/or 

information and communication technology 

(ICT) in the teaching-learning process (Ng’ambi 

and Johnston, 2006; Trucano, 2005; Onasany, 

Fakomogbon, Shehu and Soetan, 2010; 

Kolodziejczyk, 2009; Mbaeze, Ukwandu and 

Anudu, 2010; Mbah, 2010; McFarlane, 2001; 

Leuven, et al., 2004; Kirkpatrick and Cuban, 

1998). While some empirical evidences 

suggested that ICT and/or multimedia have a 

positive effect on academic performance of 

students as well as attitude towards the course, 

the constructivist approach is not limited to 

technology as field trips offers yet another 

approach to the teaching-learning process. 

FIELD TRIPS 

Field trips can be in your community, in your 

classroom or far away. Field trips give the 

students the opportunity to ask questions, 

observe and think critically (Carroll, 2007; 

Kennedy, 2014; Pope, 2009). A study conducted 

by Kennedy (2014) on the benefits of field trips 

revealed that field trips connect advance 

concepts and theme in the students learning 

journey. A group of scholars aptly encapsulated 

the benefits of field trips as the out of school 

experience (Pugh and Bergin, 2005), with Scales 

(2012) finding that fourth grader was able to 

state all that she learnt on a field trip and 

argued for it usage in the teaching process. In 

educational literature there is consensus 

around the benefits of participatory and live 

experiences provide lasting imprints on the 

mind of the learner and that they optimize the 

learning experiences more than the traditional 

teaching approach (Coughlin, 2010; Knapp, 

2000; Krakowka, 2012; Martin-Ordas, et al, 

2012; Bevan et al., 2012). In fact, Couglin (2010) 
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opined that “is optimized only when teachers 

actively integrate the content of the field trip 

with the curriculum” (p. 200), suggesting that 

field trips must be planned in order to enhance 

the desired outcome and that it should not be 

for mere frolic as well as rest time away for 

school.  

ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE  

One of the most critical factors of teachers’ and 

student’s performance is the establishment of 

desirable relationship. In pointing out the 

importance of this relationship, an atmosphere 

of security and ordered freedom should be 

created where they can express their opinions 

and at the same expect to be heard; where 

teachers and students does not feel threatened 

or fearful. Walters (1960) expressed that the 

development of a good relationship between 

student and teacher should be one where there 

is a buildup of self-confidence which is 

influenced first and foremost by the teacher’s 

personal attitude towards the students. 

However, if there is an atmosphere where 

teachers are plagued with violence from 

students and students’ relatives and friends, 

then this relationship becomes discoloured.  

For many students, school is a key resource in 

their life (Morrison, Furlong & Morrison, 1994). 

Likewise, many teachers are gratified from their 

teaching experience and the extraordinary 

results their students produce as a result of 

their teachings. School is a place of opportunity 

where students can explore different things 

without fear (Konter 2000). However, if there is 

a perceived fear for their safety, the resource 

no longer exists. According to Abraham Maslow 

and his hierarchy of needs, safety is a basic 

need and must be met in order for children to 

achieve the cognitive outcomes that we intend 

as a result of schooling (Rice, 2006). If schools 

do not provide that need, a child’s education 

will be negatively impacted. In essence, in order 

for children to excel and teachers to perform 

effectively and efficiently, the basic need of 

safety can be in question. 

Poor academic performance can be described 

as a performance wherein the examinee scores 

fall below expected standard (Aremu, 2000). 

There are many factors that can contribute to 

poor performance: motivational orientation, 

self-esteem/selfefficacy, emotional problems, 

study habits and teacher consultation (Aremu 

and Sokan 2003). In order to measure academic 

performance, performance test are usually 

given. A performance test is “a device that 

attempt to gauge how well students can use 

basic knowledge and skills to perform complex 

task or solve problems under more or less 

realistic condition” (Snowman and Biehler, 

2003, p. 536). Fischer and King (1995) 

recommended a major testing movement in the 

1990s known as authentic assessment. The aim 

of this assessment is to evaluate using a 

method consistent with the instructional area 

and to gather multiple indicators of 

performance (Whiston, 2000, p.15-156). A 

study conducted by Lathi and Matlale (2011) 

revealed that an annual Inspectorate area 

report for period 2006, 2007 were low. 

Unfortunately, in 2008 the results indicated 

that the region schools’ performance has 

drastically dropped with the highest decline of 

7.5%.  

There is a convergence in the educational 

literature that there is a positive correlation 

between constructivist (or master) teaching 

and academic performance of pupils (Kim, 

2002; 2005; Abbott and Fouts, 2003; Church, 

Elliot and Gable, 2001; Aydisheh and Gharibi, 

2015). Using an experimental design, Kim 

(2005) found that by way of constructivist 

teaching approach on average the students’ 

performance was increased by 11 percentage 

points compared to the traditional teaching 

style, which was also discovered among a group 

of seventh graders who did mathematics (Lata 
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and Sharma, 2013) and the same result was 

also noted at the tertiary level (Hussain, 2012) 

CONSTRUCTIVIST TEACHER: THE 

MASTER TEACHER 

The poor state of the education system in 

Jamaica, especially the high failure of students 

at their respected grade level and on external 

accounts for the thrust in ascertaining a new 

paradigm that is counter to the one that is 

predominantly used by many schools, colleges 

and universities, the traditional teaching 

methodology (Powell, Bourne and Waller, 2007; 

UNICEF, 2005; Davis, 2004). Gordon (2012) 

found that of the 246,965 students in the 

secondary school system in Jamaica 

(2010/2011), 3.6% (n=8,798) are at the sixth 

form level which below the targeted figure of 

20% (Gordon, 2012, p. 1). Clearly there is 

under-performance of students in Jamaica. 

There is another side to the discourse of the 

general failure of the education system in 

Jamaica as study revealed that 20% of the 

teachers at the secondary level in the public 

educational system are graduate trained. Like 

in Jamaica, the poor state of the education 

system in Malaysia, United States and other 

nations explain the call for the transformation 

of the lectured method to a constructivist 

approach to deal with dismally poor state of 

education system. Instead of broadly referring 

to the new paradigm that has emerged to 

address the poor state of the education system 

in many nations, some scholars and institutions 

have singled a concept of a master teacher and 

not the entire paradigm of constructivism. 

Recognizing through empirical research that 

constructivist teacher applies a more holistic 

approach to the teaching-learning process and 

that the benefits are greater than of the 

traditionalist teacher, the State Board of 

Education Ohio (2007), like many other 

institutions, have come up with the concept of 

a master teacher who encompasses a 

constructivist teacher. The State Board of 

Education Ohio (2007) remarked that “A master 

teacher demonstrates excellence inside and 

outside of the classroom through consistent 

leadership and focused collaboration to 

maximize student learning.” It outlined seven 

pillows upon which a master teacher operates: 

a. Teachers understand student learning and 

development, and respect the diversity of 

the students they teach; 

b. Teachers know and understand the content 

area for which they have instructional 

responsibility; 

c. Teachers understand and use varied 

assessments to inform instruction, evaluate 

and ensure student learning;  

d. Teachers plan and deliver effective 

instruction that advances the learning of 

each individual student; 

e. Teachers create learning environments that 

promote high levels of learning and 

achievement for all students;  

f. Teachers collaborate and communicate 

with students, parents, other educators, 

administrators and the community to 

support student learning; and  

g. Teachers assume responsibility for 

professional growth, performance, and 

involvement as an individual and as a 

member of a learning community.  

In 2015, the State Board of Education Ohio 

outlined that a master teacher who seeks 

renewal must be a licensed or certified teacher; 

have at least seven years teaching experience in 

the subject matter; worked at least 120 days 

during the school year, and must have worked 

as a teacher. The rationales for those 

requirements were based on mastery of the 

subject content and principles of teaching, a 

comprehensive understanding of the learning 

outcome, a good grasp of the learning styles of 

people, and a teacher who is a facilitator in the 

learning process instead of fostering teacher-

centered approach, a student-centered 
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approach will be employed by this 

constructivist or master teacher. The 

Department of Education and Training, State of 

Queensland (2015) forwarded that the master 

teacher must be able “to make a real difference 

to student literacy and numeracy outcome”, 

suggesting that new paradigm is concerned 

with accountability, critical thinking, stimulating 

students’ interest and attitude and ultimately 

transferring the learners’ knowledge landscape.  

The Department of Education and Training, 

State of Queensland (2015) suggested that the 

“Role of the Master Teacher Master[,] Teachers 

are responsible for leading activities and key 

tasks in their school and/or cluster. These 

include: working with instructional leaders to 

prioritize the teaching of literacy and numeracy 

within the school’s curriculum and teaching 

framework; improving and enhancing teaching 

practice for all staff by researching and 

modelling quality teaching across all year levels, 

and providing coaching and guidance to 

teachers and other staff in delivering quality 

teaching (Department of Education, 2015, p.1). 

It can be deduced from the Department of 

Education’s perspective that the master 

teacher is that facilitator who is able to 

transform the learner by a thorough 

understanding the learning process, mastery of 

the context, understanding of the social 

environment and is able to coalesce all of those 

in order to impart knowledge to the student 

because of an understanding of constructivism 

learning methodology. 

The master teacher is providing the leadership 

for the learning process, challenging the 

learner, employing the learners’ own past 

knowledge to teach new concepts, setting a 

platform of real assimilation and learning and 

placing the learning squarely at the core of the 

learning process (Goldman, Wesner, Plack, et 

al, 2014; Goldman, Wesner, Karnchanomai, et 

al, 2012; Plack, et al., 2015; Goldman, Wesner 

and Karnchanomai, 2013) as well as employing 

technology and other methodologies to aid the 

learning process. The literature has provided 

different perspectives on the matter of 

technology and its value to the teaching 

learning process. Clearly, the empirical 

evidence exists which support the use of 

constructivism in positively changing the 

performance of students, until the traditional 

approach to teaching (ie. teacher-centered or 

teacher-driven lesson).  

The constructivist approach employs a wider 

and more flexible, cultured driven style in the 

teaching of subjects, like social studies (Fosnot, 

1996). Such a perspective (constructivist 

approach) is modeled around the learner (self-

regulatory process) in which there is active 

ideas, experiences, and understanding with a 

socio-cultural context. This does not imply that 

the traditional approach to teaching is 

ineffective, ancient and useless as it has its 

place in the teaching learning process (Hirsch, 

Jr., 1996). In fact, Hirsch, Jr. (1996) opined that 

the traditional approach to teaching is still 

effective in teaching mathematics and the 

science, suggesting that it has its place in the 

teaching-learning process. Despite the 

perspective of Hirsch Jr., Simon (1995) opined 

that  

Constructivist theory has been prominent in 

recent research on mathematics learning and 

has provided a basis for recent mathematics 

education reform efforts. Although 

constructivism has the potential to inform 

changes in mathematics teaching, it offers no 

particular vision of how mathematics should be 

taught; models of teaching based on 

constructivism are needed. Data are presented 

from a whole-class, constructivist teaching 

experiment in which problems of teaching 

practice required the teacher/researcher to 

explore the pedagogical implications of 

his.theoretical (constructivist) perspectives (p. 

114) 
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The master teacher who is from the school of 

thought of constructivism learning creates a 

learning outcome that is greater to that of the 

traditionalist teaching approach. The master 

teacher is not constant as he/she is 

continuously seeking new avenues to stimulate 

learning, spending time to understand the 

learners, recognizing their feelings, actions, 

past experiences and knowledge and blending 

all of these in a single melting pot for the 

purpose of increase real knowledge building. It 

is for this reason why the master teacher will 

engage in technology and group work as 

approaches to the teaching-learning process.  

Diem (1999) who wrote that “how to use new 

tools and techniques in ways that will increase 

understanding and hone the skills needed to 

effectively use technology (p. 2), 

accommodates for the students’ performance 

in the discipline. One researcher contended 

that technology has not been effectively 

integration in the curriculum of many courses, 

including social studies, and that there is little 

evidence to support its transformational role on 

the learning process (Cuban, 2001). This means 

that technology is a sleeping giant as it relates 

to the teaching of social studies (Martorella, 

1998) as the potential exist for its application to 

transforming the poor performance but there is 

an implementation deficiency gap (Ehman and 

Glenn, 1991). 

The concept of the master teacher is not a new 

phenomenon as first master teacher seminar 

was carried out in 1962 under the guidance of 

Roger Garrison at Westbrook College in 

Portland, Maine (Pensocola State College, 

2014). Pensocola State College forwarded that 

primary rationales for the seminar are 

excellence of teaching in American higher 

education; teachers are striving for mastery in 

their specializations, and exposing teachers to 

successful approaches in the teaching-learning 

process in order to build their skill levels. The 

master teacher is, therefore, a product of the 

constructivist approach to learning and 

teaching. 

Windschitl (1999) opined that the constructivist 

approach to learning is more than philosophy, 

principles, and techniques that encompass a 

model of instruction to culture at the 

educational institution. He contended that 

‘constructivist approach’ requires a 

transformation which goes to how the children 

are taught, assessed, classroom milieu (physical 

structure) and how activities are arranged, 

structure and teaching is evaluated (see also, 

Condon, et al., 1993). As a result of the 

aforementioned perspective, there are many 

version of constructivist teaching approach. 

Zimmermann and et al. (1978) postulated that 

guided discovery learning can be employed in 

the teaching of students. Hence, it should not 

be surprising that the use of guided 

technologies have a positive influence on 

students’ performance (Matlale, 2011; Ottman, 

nd; Perricelli, 2008; Dahar and Faize, 2011) 

instead of the traditional approach to teaching. 

The constructivist teacher is totally different 

from the traditionalist teacher as he/she 

accommodates different learning style, 

creativity, learner’s interest and capabilities, 

and provides a platform for long-term learning 

outcome (Condon, et al, 1993; Khalid and 

Azeem, 2012).  

The constructivist teacher, therefore, means a 

change of attitude towards the teaching-

learning process, the learner, the facilitator, the 

social milieu and more time consuming than 

the traditionalist approach (Goss, Hunter, 

Romanes, et al. 2015). The learners are all not 

the same in terms of ability, knowledge, 

competence, experience, interest, expectations 

and cognitive development and the traditional 

teaching approach does not take those 

disparities into consideration, which is not the 

case for the constructivist teacher. Some 

scholars and organizations, instead of using 

constructivist teacher, utilize the word master 
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teacher (Schiermeyer, 2010). The terminology 

master teacher is used because this individual 

has mastered the context of the course, 

understanding the disparities in learning ability, 

the differences in the learning, the social milieu 

and how to infuse all of those in such a way 

that long-term learning takes place. Simply put, 

the master teacher blends the teaching 

approaches by employing a hybrid model of 

teaching that takes into consideration the 

dynamics and characteristics of the learner, the 

social environment, knowledge in keeping with 

the desired learning outcomes (Tsoi, 2009, 

2010; Toh, Ho, Chew, et al, 2003; Toh and Tsoi, 

2008).  

Johnson (2011) opined “What makes for a 

master teacher?” Like the State Board of 

Education Ohio (2007), he outlined seven 

characteristics – but these were somewhat 

different - that constitute a teacher being called 

a master teacher. The seven characteristics 

were 1) Create an atmosphere, an 

environment, and an attitude for learning; 2) 

Establish a reason to learn; 3) Train students 

how to learn; 4) Inspire students to achieve; 5) 

Establish accountability for learning; 6) 

Continually check learning gains; and 7) 

Celebrate new learning. The characteristics of 

Johnson are in the overarching tenets of a 

constructivist teacher and collectively set a 

premise for the teacher being called a master at 

his/her craft (Brooks and Brooks, 1993, 1999). It 

should as no surprise that the constructive or 

the master teacher frames his/her lessons 

around terminologies such as analyze, classify, 

create, explore, evaluate, and predict as these 

are higher order skills that will result in learning 

instead of skills such as of recite, recall, and list. 

Those skills require the students to construct 

and deconstruct knowledge based on their 

experiences, and therefore the usage of the 

terminology constructivist teacher (Hussain, 

2012), which is frequently referred to as a 

master teacher (Johnson, 2011; Jackson, 2009). 

Jackson (2009) postulated that master teachers 

can be created by way of a mindset by way of 

the following: Always know the right questions 

that lead students to deeper thinking, increased 

motivation, and more ownership of learning; 

Anticipate which areas of a lesson might give 

students trouble and correct misconceptions 

before they cause learning problems; Use 

effective feedback to show students what they 

still need to do to reach an objective; and 

Organize your teaching knowledge into 

meaningful patterns that become the basis for 

your core teaching approach. The issues 

outlined by Jackson (2009) are clearly in 

keeping with the general framework of the 

constructivist teacher and therefore speaks to 

the congruence of master teacher and a 

constructivist teacher. 

The matter of the master teacher has extended 

beyond a glossary to specific requirements, 

expectations and responsibilities. San Francisco 

Public Schools (SFUSD) (2012) outlined seven 

expectations of the master teacher to include 

maintenance of records of students’ 

performance, attendance, and activities. The 

responsibilities of the master teacher were 

framed around collaboration with staffers, co-

teaching, displaying of teaching skills for other 

to view, and participation in professional 

development. One of the deductions that can 

be made from that of literature including the 

work of San Francisco Public School is that a 

master teacher must accept the responsibility 

of being a coach for other junior and other 

teachers or peer-mentorship, which extends to 

tertiary level education (Gottesman, 2009; 

Farrell, et al., 2004; Files, et al, 2008; Goldman, 

et al., 2013). In fact, the master teacher is 

equally created at the tertiary level because 

pedagogy at higher education surrounds the 

higher level skills such as problem-solving, 

analyze, evaluate, create, and synthesis, which 

Rassuli and Manzer (2005) are suppressed by 
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way of the lecture approach at tertiary level 

(see also, Schiermeyer, 2010). 
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