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ABSTRACT

There are limited comparative studies about the specific difference and potential learning opportunities
between Singaporean and Philippine mathematics curricula. This study aimed at exploring the differences
between the mathematics curricula of Singapore and Philippines, focusing specifically on the scope and
sequence, and the grade level placement and progression of mathematical concepts. Through a comparative
analysis of academic publications from 2020-2024, the research analyzed peer-reviewed articles, conference
papers, theses, dissertations, and books using specified keywords across electronic databases including Web of
Science and IDESR. The findings reveal distinct approaches between the two countries: Singapore’s
curriculum emphasizes depth over breadth with a focused spiral curriculum approach, strict mastery-based
progression, and early introduction of advanced concepts with clear benchmarks. In contrast, the Philippines
adopts a broader approach with greater emphasis on cross-curricular integration, real-world applications, and
flexible progression paths to accommodate diverse learner needs. While Singapore maintains tight control with
strict mastery requirements, the Philippines offers more flexibility in concept revisiting and horizontal
integration. The study concludes that while Singapore’s structured approach has proven successful in
international assessments, the Philippine system’s flexibility better addresses its diverse student population and
resource contexts. The findings suggest that Philippine mathematics education could benefit from
incorporating elements of Singapore’s depth-focused approach while maintaining its adaptive flexibility.

Keywords—mathematics education, Singapore, Philippines, comparative analysis, mathematical concepts
progression

INTRODUCTION

Curriculum scholars define curriculum through various lenses that have evolved over time. Dulo [1] reiterated
the description of Tyler [2] of curriculum as planned learning experiences designed to achieve educational
objectives, while Syomwene [3] highlighted the view of Taba [4] that it as a systematic plan for learning that
includes goal, content, methods, and evaluation. In the context of mathematics education, Pepin and Gueudet
[5] defines mathematics curriculum as an organized system of mathematical content, processes, and
applications designed to develop mathematical proficiency. Wittmann [6] expands this definition by
characterizing mathematics education as a coherent progression of mathematical ideas connected through
careful sequencing and integration of concepts.

The mathematics curriculum serves as a cornerstone for developing critical thinking, problem-solving abilities,
and logical reasoning skills essential for academic and professional success [7]. Research by the Organization
for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) demonstrates strong correlations between effective
mathematics curricula and student achievement in international assessments [8]. Studies show that well-
designed curricula not only enhance mathematical proficiency but also contribute to the development of 21st-
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century skills necessary for global competitiveness [9]. Mathematics curriculum quality significantly
influences a nation’s capacity for technological innovation and economic development [10].

One of the most recognized countries because of its promising mathematics curriculum is Singapore. In fact, as
reported in the latest PISA 2022 results, Singapore maintained its global leadership in mathematics with a
mean score of 575 points, significantly above the OECD average of 472 points. Singapore’s students
demonstrated exceptional mathematical literacy, with 41% of their students achieving highest proficiency
levels (Level 5 or 6), compared to the OECD average of 9% [11]. This is a clear manifestation of how well-
crafted, effectively implemented, constantly monitored, and appropriately evaluated the curriculum of
Singapore is. In stark contrast, the Philippines, which participated for the second time, scored 355 points in
mathematics, placing it among the lowest performing countries and significantly below both the OECD
average and Singapore’s score [12]. This is a manifestation that the Philippines has a lot to learn from the best
practices of Singapore in terms of strengthening the mathematical literacy of their learners.

While extensive research exists on Singapore’s mathematics curriculum success, limited comparative studies
examine the specific difference and potential learning opportunities between Singapore and Philippine
mathematics curricula. Understanding these differences becomes more crucial as the Philippines seeks to
enhance its mathematics education outcomes and global competitiveness in STEM fields. Thus, this study was
conducted to provide insights into effective instructional strategies and content organization from both systems
which teachers, curriculum developers, and policymakers may use to inform pedagogy, assessment, and
curriculum reforms and improvement.

This study aimed at exploring the mathematics curriculum of Singapore and Philippines. Specifically, this
study sought answers to the following questions:

1. How do the scope and sequence of mathematical topics differ between Singapore and Philippines basic
education mathematics curricula?

2. What are the key differences in the grade level placement and progression of mathematical concepts
between the two countries?

METHODS

Methodology for the Review

This comparative analysis employed a systematic approach to data collection to ensure a comprehensive and
impartial examination of the corpus of easily accessible scholarly literature. Data sources included books,
theses, dissertations, conference papers, peer-reviewed publications, and works from a variety of academic
disciplines, such as psychology, education, and educational technology. Searches were conducted using
specified keywords using “AND” and “OR” to make each search more precise such as “mathematics
curriculum in Singapore,” “mathematics curriculum in the Philippines,” “scope AND sequence of the
mathematics curriculum in Singapore,” “scope AND sequence of the mathematics curriculum in the
Philippines,” “grade level placement AND progression of mathematical concepts in the mathematics
curriculum of Singapore” and "grade level placement AND progression of mathematical concepts in the
mathematics curriculum of the Philippines" across several electronic databases, including Web of Science and
International Database of Education Systematic Reviews (IDESR). Backward and forward snowball searches
were used to find additional articles on Google Scholar from reference lists of the included studies and
reviews.

To filter the collected data, certain inclusion and exclusion criteria were developed. The inclusion criteria were
satisfied by English-language studies and publications that were relevant to the mathematics curricula in
Singapore and the Philippines and published within the last five years (2020-2024). Research, opinion articles,
and papers that have nothing to do with education were not considered.
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Following the collection of data, a thematic content analysis was used to evaluate and synthesize the findings.
The collected articles were initially categorized based on whether they addressed the Singaporean or Philippine
math curricula. The review's framework identified sub-themes: Scope and Sequence of Mathematics
Curriculum and Grade Level Placement and Progression of Mathematical Concepts. These sub-themes served
as examination criteria for each article, and the results were compared to identifying the differences of the
curriculum between the two countries.

Scope and Limitations of the study

Scope. This literature study aims to address a wide range of aspects related to the mathematics curriculum in
Singapore and Philippines. Since the mathematics curriculum is too broad to be explored, the researcher
decided to focus on two important aspects of the curriculum only (i.e., scope and sequence, grade level
placement and progression of mathematical concepts). While majority of the identified and included articles in
the review were written by authors from Singapore and Philippines, the study is similarly global in scope to
provide a worldwide viewpoint, looking at studies and reports from other nations.

Limitations. Even if the study aims to be comprehensive, it is important to understand its limitations. First off,
the scope only includes publicly accessible, English-language articles, papers, and reports. This might lead to a
bias in language and accessibility, excluding potentially useful material from non-English sources or paywall-
protected publications. Second, because the study focuses mostly on research literature from the last five years,
it could have overlooked important publications or historical trends that could have contributed to a deeper
understanding of the subject. To make sure the review is still relevant and up to date, this criterion was put in
place. Lastly, this study relies on already published data because it is a review of the literature rather than an
original research initiative. This suggests that the limitations and biases inherent in the main research influence
the study.

RESULT AND DISCUSSION

Scope and Sequence of Mathematical Topics

Table 1 shows the synthesis of the scope and sequence of mathematical topics in Singapore and Philippine
mathematics education.

Table 1. Synthesis of the Scope and Sequence of Mathematical Topics in the Mathematics Education of
Singapore and Philippines

Singapore Philippines

Key Features Spiral curriculum approach K-12 curriculum framework
Mastery-based progression Spiral progression approach
Strong emphasis on humber sense Focus on five content areas
Integration of algebraic thinking Integration of 21st-century skills

Implementation Carefully structured learning blocks Grade-level specific competencies
Regular review and reinforcement Quiarterly learning plans
Systematic concept building Integration with other subjects
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Focus on fundamental skills Performance-based assessment

Notable Depth over breadth Emphasis on real-life applications
Characteristics
Strong foundations before advancement | Progressive skill development
Interconnected mathematical concepts Contextualized learning

Clear learning trajectories Multiple intelligence approach

Scope and Sequence in Singapore

As shown in Table 1, the scope and sequence of mathematical topics in Singapore's curriculum represents a
masterfully crafted progression that follows a spiral approach, where concepts are introduced, reinforced, and
expanded upon systematically throughout the educational journey. The curriculum begins with fundamental
number sense and basic operations in the early years, gradually building complexity while maintaining strong
connections between different mathematical domains [13]. This approach ensures that students develop a
robust understanding of core concepts before moving on to more advanced applications, with each new topic
building upon previously established knowledge in a carefully structured manner that promotes deep
understanding and retention [14].

The vertical alignment of Singapore's mathematics curriculum exhibits remarkable consistency, guaranteeing
that ideas taught in lower grades function as foundational knowledge for more complex subjects in subsequent
years. Concrete procedures are presented before abstract thinking is needed, and the order is deliberately
crafted to correspond with cognitive growth phases [15]. Before moving on to more difficult subjects like
algebra, advanced geometry, and data analysis, students may build solid core abilities in arithmetic operations,
measurement, and basic geometry thanks to this well-considered approach. In order to minimize learning gaps
and foster confidence in mathematical skills, the curriculum places a strong focus on mastery learning, which
guarantees that students become proficient at each level before moving on [13].

Students can identify the connections between distinct mathematical ideas and their applications because to the
curriculum’s integration of several mathematical strands, which produces a complex tapestry of interwoven
knowledge. Patterns and functions are associated with both numerical and spatial notions, but number sense
and operations are consistently associated with measurement and geometry [16]. Students get a comprehensive
grasp of mathematics as a single discipline rather than as a collection of disparate subjects thanks to this linked
approach. To ensure that students comprehend the significance and usefulness of mathematical ideas in daily
life, the curriculum'’s scope goes beyond pure mathematics to incorporate real-world applications [14].

The concepts are presented in a logical order that supports students' cognitive growth and gradually enhances
their ability to think mathematically. In the early years, a lot of effort is spent learning place value, basic
operations, and basic measurement ideas to build strong number sense and basic operational fluency [17]. As
pupils advance, the curriculum presents more complex mathematical concepts, such as fractions, decimals, and
percentages, before moving on to pre-algebraic notions and formal algebraic reasoning. By ensuring that
students have the prerequisite knowledge for every new subject, this meticulous sequencing lowers cognitive
load and fosters effective learning outcomes [18].

The curriculum avoids the "mile-wide, inch-deep” approach that is prevalent in many other educational
systems by having a comprehensive yet targeted scope. Every subject is thoroughly examined, and enough
time is allotted for pupils to gain conceptual comprehension as well as procedural fluency [19]. Students may
better understand how different ideas relate to and support one another because to the curriculum's clear
linkages across diverse mathematical areas. In addition to improving recall, this method helps students become
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more adept at using mathematical reasoning in a variety of contexts and problem-solving scenarios [20]. To
guarantee that foundational knowledge and abilities are preserved and enhanced throughout time, the sequence
also includes frequent concept spiraling and review [21].

Scope and Sequence in the Philippines

As shown further in Table 1, the K—12 Basic Education Program is in line with the Philippine mathematics
curriculum's extensive breadth and sequence structure, which covers five essential subject areas: numbers and
number sense, measurement, geometry, patterns and algebra, and data analysis and probability. From
kindergarten through senior high school, this framework is intended to give pupils a gradual and cohesive
mathematics education [22]. While making sure that concepts are introduced and reinforced using a spiral
progression approach that considers students' cognitive development stages and prior knowledge, the
curriculum places a strong emphasis on the development of critical thinking, problem-solving abilities, and
mathematical communication [23].

The breadth of the curriculum is implemented according to a meticulously planned pattern in which basic ideas
are presented in the early grades and progressively extended over the course of the educational process [24].
The elementary years (Grades 1-3) lay a great focus on the development of number sense, basic operations,
and fundamental measuring abilities. Concepts are taught using real-world examples and circumstances. By
introducing increasingly complex operations, geometric concepts, and fundamental algebraic thinking, the
middle grades (Grades 4-6) build upon these foundations while preserving close ties to real-world applications
and problem-solving scenarios that are pertinent to the experiences and cultural background of Filipino
students [25].

With each grade level building on prior knowledge and presenting new mathematical concepts at suitable
developmental stages, the curriculum’'s sequencing shows a purposeful progression from fundamental to
advanced topics [26]. The curriculum's handling of the shift from arithmetic to algebraic thinking is a prime
example of this sequential development; prior to the presentation of formal algebraic notation, pre-algebraic
concepts are progressively introduced through pattern recognition and problem-solving [23]. Additionally, the
curriculum includes many chances for pupils to relate mathematical ideas to other subject areas, which aids in
their development of a more comprehensive view of mathematics as a whole rather than as a collection of
discrete subjects [27].

Junior high school (grades 7-10) broadens the focus of mathematics education to include more complex
algebra, geometry, and statistics while preserving links to practical applications and settings for problem-
solving [26]. To prepare pupils for more advanced mathematics in senior high school, this level teaches more
rigorous mathematical reasoning and proof. In keeping with the demands of 21st-century education and
Filipino culture, the curriculum at this point also places a strong emphasis on the development of mathematical
modeling abilities and the use of technology in mathematical inquiry and problem-solving [28].

The development of fundamental mathematical processes and abilities, such as problem-solving, reasoning,
communication, linkages, and representation, is included in the curriculum's scope, which goes beyond only
teaching mathematical material [25]. Students are guaranteed to acquire not just procedural fluency but also
conceptual comprehension and the capacity to apply mathematical reasoning in a variety of circumstances
thanks to the integration of these processes across grade levels and curriculum areas. Recognizing the varied
requirements and skills of Filipino students, the sequence also includes frequent evaluation points as well as
chances for remediation and enrichment [23].

Comparative Analysis of Scope and Sequence between Singapore and Philippines

Given the discussion of the scope and sequence of the mathematics curriculum in Singapore and Philippines,
noticeable differences are highlighted. Table 2 shows the comparative analysis of the scope and sequence of
the mathematics curriculum between Singapore and Philippines.
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Table 2. Comparative Analysis of the Scope and Sequence of the Mathematics Curriculum between
Singapore and Philippines

Aspect Singapore Philippines Key Differences
Scope and | Highly  focused  spiral | Broader spiral curriculum Singapore emphasizes
Sequence curriculum mastery before progression
Progressive skill
Mastery-based progression | development Philippines covers more

topics with less depth
Strong emphasis on depth Focus on breadth

Singapore has more explicit
Explicit concept | Integration  with  other | vertical alignment
connections subjects
Philippines emphasizes
cross-curricular integration

As shown in Table 2, Singapore and the Philippines handle curricular depth versus breadth differently, which
is the main source of their differences in scope and order. With fewer subjects addressed in greater detail at
each level, Singapore's curriculum exhibits a more concentrated and intense approach. With enough of practice
and application opportunities for every subject, the Singaporean curriculum prioritizes mastery of foundational
ideas before moving on [29]. To introduce pupils to a greater range of mathematical ideas while preserving
links to real-world applications and cross-curricular integration, the Philippine curriculum, in contrast, includes
a bigger number of topics with somewhat less depth [22].

In addition, there are notable distinctions between the two systems in the vertical alignment of mathematical
notions. Stronger vertical coherence may be seen in Singapore's curriculum, which pays close attention to
precursor abilities and makes clear linkages between ideas across grade levels. Every new idea builds directly
on previously learned abilities in a very well-organized order [17]. Although it likewise follows a spiral
pattern, the Philippine curriculum exhibits greater vertical alignment flexibility, enabling a variety of entrance
points and learning routes [26]. This disparity reflects the two nations' divergent educational agendas and
settings.

Moreover, there are significant differences in how the spiral curriculum model is implemented in the two
systems. With ideas reviewed at increasingly greater degrees of complexity and rigorous adherence to
mastering standards prior to progression, Singapore's spiral method is more strictly regulated [30]. With a
stronger focus on horizontal integration across topics and real-world applications, the Philippine spiral
curriculum exhibits better implementation flexibility, enabling idea revisiting [31]. The two nations' disparate
social settings and educational objectives are reflected in this discrepancy.

Furthermore, different methods in scope and sequencing are revealed by the way advanced mathematical ideas
are treated. With a clear path toward abstract mathematics thinking and problem-solving, Singapore presents
sophisticated subjects early in the curricular sequence [19]. With a greater focus on creating real-world
linkages and practical applications, the Philippine curriculum often introduces more complex ideas later [25].
This discrepancy indicates differing cultural expectations for mathematical proficiency as well as philosophical
perspectives on mathematical education.

Finally, there are also clear trends in the extent and order of the integration of technology with contemporary
teaching methods. With explicit rules for its usage in improving mathematics comprehension, Singapore's
curriculum incorporates technology in a highly organized way [15], [19]. The Philippine curriculum
emphasizes adaptation in implementation and takes a more flexible approach to technology integration,
recognizing that resource availability varies by location [27]. The two educational systems' disparate resource
circumstances and infrastructure capacities are reflected in this discrepancy.
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Grade Level Placement and Progression of Mathematical Concepts

Table 3 shows the synthesis of the grade level placement and progression of concepts in Singapore and
Philippine mathematics education.

Table 3. Synthesis of the Grade Level Placement and Progression of Mathematical Concepts in the

Mathematics Education of Singapore and Philippines

Singapore

Philippines

Key Features

Early introduction of advanced concepts
Strategic concept sequencing

Careful consideration of
development

cognitive

Sequential development
Grade-level standards
Vertical articulation

Horizontal integration

Implementation

Primary 1-6 structured progression
Clear benchmarks at each level
Systematic skill development

Regular assessment points

K-10 core mathematics
Senior High specializations
Remedial programs

Advancement opportunities

Notable
Characteristics

Age-appropriate complexity

Logical concept progression

Flexible progression

Competency-based

Clear learning objectives Learner-centered

Measurable outcomes Inclusive education

Grade Level Placement and Progression of Mathematical Concepts in Singapore

As shown in Table 3, with each grade level methodically expanding on prior knowledge while introducing new
ideas at suitable development stages, Singapore’s grade level placement of mathematical topics displays a
profound grasp of cognitive development and learning progression. With a significant emphasis on tangible
experiences and visual representations, the elementary grades (elementary 1-2) place a great deal of attention
on developing a strong number sense, basic operations, and fundamental measuring ideas. Since it cultivates
the mental schemas required for more complex mathematical reasoning and problem-solving skills that will be
needed in upper elementary and secondary levels, this foundation is essential for success in the future [32].

In addition, mathematical difficulty significantly increases as students move from Primary 3 to Primary 4,
providing increasingly complicated ideas while preserving close ties to previously taught content. Students
face more difficult fractional, decimal, and geometric concepts during these years, with a greater focus on
mental math tactics and problem-solving methods. The curriculum carefully supports this shift by
progressively raising the degree of abstraction and complexity in mathematical activities while offering
assistance through the concrete-pictorial-abstract method. Additionally, more formal mathematical language
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and symbols are introduced during this time, preparing pupils for the more abstract ideas they would come
upon in upper elementary [33].

Moreover, students are encouraged to exhibit increased independence in their mathematical thinking during the
upper elementary years (elementary 5-6), which are a critical time when they start to meet more complex
mathematical topics. Before formal algebraic notation is presented, pre-algebraic thinking is included into
problem-solving scenarios in these grades, marking the beginning of the placement of algebraic notions.
Before introducing pupils to abstract symbolic representations, our methodical approach guarantees that they
comprehend the fundamental ideas. This level's curriculum also places a strong emphasis on integrating
diverse mathematical strands, which enables students to make connections between distinct mathematical
topics and how they are used in practical settings [34].

Furthermore, in order to guarantee that learners gain both procedural fluency and conceptual comprehension,
the evolution of mathematical topics over the school levels is carefully planned. Every new subject is
presented with clear links to previously taught ideas, assisting students in understanding how new information
builds on what they already know. The program offers frequent practice and application opportunities, with
increasingly challenging problem-solving scenarios that call for students to combine several ideas and abilities.
Students gain confidence in their mathematics skills via this methodical development, which also gets them
ready for more challenging coursework in secondary school [35].

Careful consideration of the cognitive demands of various mathematical ideas is also shown in the
arrangement of subjects throughout grade levels. Only when pupils have gained the requisite basic knowledge
through tangible and visual experiences are abstract notions offered. Before going on to more complex
subjects, the curriculum has frequent evaluation points to make sure students have mastered prerequisite
abilities [33]. In addition to preventing learning gaps, this meticulous attention to placement and advancement
guarantees that pupils build a strong mathematical foundation that will benefit their future studies in secondary
school and beyond.

Grade Level Placement and Progression of Mathematical Concepts in the Philippines

As shown further in Table 3, a systematic grade-level placement method is used in the Philippine mathematics
curriculum to ensure that mathematical ideas are appropriately progressed throughout grade levels while taking
into account pupils' cognitive growth stages and preparedness for learning [36]. Beginning with basic
numeracy abilities in kindergarten, the concepts are introduced and progressed via ever more advanced
mathematical notions until senior high school [27]. The goal of this progression is to prepare students for
admission into the workforce or further education while upholding high academic standards and being
developmentally appropriate. The system outlines precisely what children should know and be able to perform
at each step of their mathematics education through grade-level standards and learning abilities [28].

Developing a strong number sense, basic operations, and fundamental measuring abilities through tangible
experiences and familiar situations is a major focus of the teaching of mathematical concepts in the K-3
grades. With a focus on employing manipulatives and visual aids to enhance comprehension, students are
exposed to mathematical concepts via activities that are relevant to their everyday lives and local cultures [37].
With frequent opportunities for practice and reinforcement of important concepts through a variety of activities
and contexts that reflect the experiences of Filipino students, the progression during these years is carefully
timed to ensure that students develop strong foundational skills before moving on to more complex concepts
[22].

Moreover, with the introduction of increasingly abstract notions while preserving links to tangible
representations and practical applications, the middle grades (grades 4-6) reflect a substantial shift in the
complexity of mathematical ideas. Students face more difficult fractional, decimal, and geometric concepts
during these years, and there is a greater focus on mathematical reasoning and problem-solving techniques
[38]. Concepts are arranged at this time to facilitate the steady growth of abstract thought while offering
enough scaffolding in the form of contextual problems and visual models to assist students in bridging the gap
between concrete and abstract comprehension [25].
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Furthermore, during the critical junior high school years (Grades 7-10), students are expected to exhibit
increased mathematical thinking and problem-solving skills as well as start working with more formal
mathematical ideas. During these years, students go from simple equations to more intricate algebraic
expressions and functions, making the placement of algebraic ideas more noticeable [23]. The integration of
various mathematical strands is another focus of the curriculum during this time, which aids students in
understanding the relationships between algebra, geometry, and statistics while enhancing their capacity to
apply mathematical ideas in a variety of situations that are pertinent to Philippine society [27].

Finally, with mathematical topics positioned strategically to prepare students for their chosen courses, the
senior high school mathematics curriculum (Grades 11-12) offers a variety of tracks and strands to meet a
wide range of student interests and professional objectives. Both foundational mathematics courses and
specialized courses that complement students' academic or career paths are part of the development at this
level [39]. While retaining the rigor required for college preparedness or career success, this flexible approach
to placement guarantees that all students acquire the proper mathematical preparation for their future ambitions
[37].

Comparative Analysis of Grade Level Placement and Progression of Mathematical Concepts between
Singapore and Philippines

Given the discussion of the grade level placement and progression of mathematical concepts in the
mathematics curriculum in Singapore and Philippines, noticeable differences are highlighted. Table 4 shows
the comparative analysis of the grade level placement and progression of concepts of the mathematics
curriculum between Singapore and Philippines.

Table 4. Comparative Analysis of the Grade Level Placement and Progression of Concepts of the
Mathematics Curriculum between Singapore and Philippines

Aspect Singapore Philippines Key Differences
Grade Level | Early  introduction of | More flexible progression Singapore has more rigid
Placement  and | advanced concepts progression.
Progression of Grade-level standards
Concepts Strict sequential progression Philippines  offers  more
Multiple entry points flexibility.
Clear benchmarks
Remedial opportunities Singapore introduces
Limited flexibility concepts earlier.

Philippines accommodates
diverse learners

As shown in Table 4, there are notable conceptual and practical distinctions between Singapore and the
Philippines, as seen by the grade-level placement of mathematical ideas. With formal mathematical concepts
presented earlier in the educational journey, Singapore's approach exhibits a more expedited placement of
higher concepts [32]. The Philippine system shows a more gradual progression, with greater emphasis on
building foundational understanding through concrete experiences before moving to abstract concepts. This
fundamental difference reflects varying approaches to cognitive development and mathematical readiness
between the two systems [28].

In addition, there are noticeable disparities between the two nations in terms of the flexibility of the
advancement pathways. With explicit expectations for performance at every grade level and little room for
departure from the prescribed order, Singapore's system upholds a more inflexible progression structure [33].
More progression flexibility is provided by the Philippine system, which has several entrance points and paths
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to meet the demands of different learner types and resource situations. This disparity is a reflection of the two
countries' divergent educational agendas and sociocultural settings [22], [23].

Moreover, the way that evaluation and progression criteria are applied and how they affect grade-level
placement vary greatly. With distinct benchmarks and criteria at every level, Singapore's system places a
strong emphasis on mastering requirements prior to promotion [34]. The evaluation and advancement
processes in the Philippine system are more flexible, placing more of an emphasis on ongoing development
and more repair possibilities. This discrepancy is a result of differing perspectives on educational justice as
well as shifting social norms around academic success [38].

Furthermore, different priorities in the two systems are shown by the arrangement of specialized mathematical
information. With a distinct trend toward higher-level mathematical reasoning, Singapore's curriculum
introduces complex mathematical ideas at younger grade levels [35]. With a stronger focus on real-world
applicability and practical applications, the Philippine curriculum often places specialized subject later in the
sequence. Different educational objectives and social demands for mathematical preparation are reflected in
this discrepancy [39].

Finally, different approaches to grade-level placement are seen in the way challenging students are treated.
While maintaining high standards and providing focused intervention, Singapore's system offers intense
support within grade-level expectations [33]. With a variety of support systems and alternate development
routes, the Philippine system exhibits more adaptability in accepting varying learning speeds. This discrepancy
is a result of the two nations' disparate approaches to educational inclusion and resource availability [37].

CONCLUSION

The study reveals that Singapore’s curriculum demonstrates a more focused and intensive approach in terms of
scope and sequence that emphasizes depth over breadth, with strong vertical coherence and explicit concept
connections. In contrast, the Philippines curriculum adopts a broader approach with greater emphasis on cross-
curricular integration and real-world applications, though with relatively less depth in topic coverage. These
differences extend to their implementation of the spiral curriculum approach, where Singapore maintains
tighter control with strict mastery requirements, while the Philippines offers more flexibility in concept
revisiting and horizontal integration. Moreover, Singapore implements a more accelerated and rigid structure
in terms of grade level placement and progression of mathematical concepts, introducing advanced concepts
earlier with clear benchmarks and limited flexibility in progression paths. The Philippine system, on the other
hand, adopts a more flexible approach with multiple entry points and pathways to accommodate diverse
learner needs.

These fundamental differences reflect varying philosophical approaches to mathematics education, different
societal contexts, and distinct educational priorities between the two countries. The implications of these
findings suggest that while Singapore’s structured approach has proven successful in international
assessments, the Philippine system’s flexibility better addresses the diverse needs of its student population and
resource contexts. Thus, the Philippine mathematics education could benefit from incorporating elements of
Singapore’s depth-focused approach while maintaining its adaptive flexibility, particularly in areas where
resource availability and student readiness allow for more intensive mathematical concept development.
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