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ABSTRACT 

lhe aim of this study is to test whether or not the combined 

effect of Mastery Learning ~1ethod of Instruction in addition to the 

provisio r1 of Cognitive Entry Behaviors produces higher achievement 

levels than those obtained through Mastery Learning or Cognitive 

Entry Behaviors alone in relation to the control classes. The study 

is COY"l0.ucted at a private high school in istanbul, including the 

preparatory level English class students studying English as c3 

second -: anguage. 

The hypotheses of the study are: 

HYPOTHESIS I : THE ACHIEVEMENT OF UNSUCCESFUL STUDENTS RECEIVING 

COGNITIVE ENTRY BEHAVIORS WILL BE HIGHER THAN 

THOSE NOT RECEIVING THIS HELP ON THE PRE-TrST. 

HYPOTHESIS II: THE ACHIEVEMENT LEVELS OF CLASSES RECEIVING 

COGNITIVE ENTRY BEHAVIORS WILL BE HIGHER THAN 

CLASSES NOT RECEIVING THIS HfLP ON THE PRE-TEST. 

HYPOTHESIS III: THE COMBINED EFFECT O~ COGNITIVE ENTRY BEHAVIORS 

AND MASTERY LEARNING WILL PRODUCE HIGHER 

ACHIEVEMENT LEVELS THAN EITHER INTERVENTION 

ALONE ON THE SUMMATIVE TEST. 
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::VPOTHESIS IV: COGN ITIVE ENTRY BEHAVIORS WILL" HAVE ADDITIVE 

EFFECT TO MASTERY LEARNING METHOD OF INSTRUC 

TION. 

To test these four hypotheses of the study, One-Way Analysis of 

VaY'iance, Two-Way Analyses of Variance, Ne\.-Jman-Keuls formula, T-tests, 

effest size analyses are used and E correlation ratios were utilized. 

The results of the data obtained in the study show that: 

1. The achievement levels of only the students who were unsuccesful 

during the first semester but received Cognitive Entry Behavio\~s 

in the semester break are significantly higher than the unsuccessful 

students who did not receive any Cognitive Entry Behaviors, on 

the pre-test. 

2. The achievement levels of the two classes which receive Cognitive 

Entry Behaviors are higher than the other two classe~, and in 

most cases Significantly so, on the pre-test. 

3. The achievement level of the class under Mastery Learning 

Method of Instruction in combination to receiving Cognitive 

Entry Behaviors is significantly higher than all of the otheY' 

classe::; on the summative test. This class is fol10\\fed by the 

mastery learning only and the class which received Cognitive 

Entry Behavi ors. In addi ti on, a 11 of these three cl asses reach 

significantly higher levels of achievement in comparison to 

the control class. 

f;. Cognitive Entry Behaviors have an addHive effect to ~la$tery 

Learning Method of Instruction. 
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It i:s seen from the results of the study that the combined 

e":fect of :'1astery Lea.rning and Cognitive Entry Behaviors lead to 

achievement levels which are 2.76 standard deviations over the control 

class. i'v1astery Learning alone leads to levels of achievement which 

are 1.76 5,:anddrd deviations above the mean over the control class. 

The provi s -ion of Cogniti ve Entry Behavi Drs alone produces achi evement 

levels which are about .73 standard deviatian over the contlol class. 
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OZET 

Bu callsmanln amaCl, ~§rencilerin Bilissel Giris Davranls1drlna 

sahip olmalanmn Tam Ogrenme Yonteminin de uygulandlgl slnlflarda, 

Hgrencilerin basarllarlnl sadece Tam bgrenmenin sagladlgl dUzeylerden 

daha yUkse~e Clkarlp C;lkaramad101nl slnamaktlr. Baska bir deyisle, bu 

:~i 0~$~enin bir1esik etkilerinin yalnlz Tam o~renmenin etkisinden 

fazla alup olmad101nl slnamak, callsmanln amacldlr. Callsma, istanbul­

da ozel bir lisede gerceklestirilmis olup, yabancl dil olarak t[!gilizce 

ogrenmekte alan hazlrllk slnlfl TUrk ogrencilerini ic;ermektedir. 

3u callsmanln denenceleri sunlardlr: 

DENENCE I: BtLtSSEL GIRtS DAVRANISLARI KAZANDIRILAN BASARISIZ 

OGRENCtlERIN ON-TEST'TEKt BASARI DOZE~LER1, BtLlSSEL 

GiRtS DAVRArnSLARINA SAH!P OLMAYAN DiGER BASARISIZ 

tJGRENC!LERiN DOZEYLERINDEN DAHA VQvSEK OLACAKTIR. 

DENENCEn: BrUSSEL GiRtS DAVRJ1.NI~jLAf{INI KAZANAN SINIFLARIN 

ON-TEST'TEKI BASARI DOZEYLER1, B!LtSSEL GiRlS 

DAVRANISLARINA SAHIP OlMAY~N SINIFLARIN DOZEYlERiNDEN 

DNil\ YOKSEK OLACAKTIR. 

DENENCE IIIfRtSt TESTI PUANLARINOA TAM U~RENME YONTEMi iLE 

BILlSSEL GIRtS DAVRANISLAR!NIN BtRLE~IK ETKist, 

SAOECE TAM 0~RENME VEYA BtLlSSEL GIRlS DAVRANI~LA­

RININ TEK BASINA GOSIERD1~! ETKtDENs bNEMLt DEREC[U[ 
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DAHA YOKSEK OLACAKTIR. 

DENENCE IV: BtLlSSEL GIRtS DAVRANISLARININ TAM OGRENMf YDNfE-

MINE OlAN ETKtst TOPLAMS~LDIR. 

Cal'smanln bu d~rt denencesini slnay?bilmek iein, tek y~nlU 

varyans analizi, iki yonlU varyans analizi, Newman-Keuls formU1U~ 

T-testleri, etki oranl analizleri kullanl1mlS ve iki degiskenin E 

~orelasyon oranlarl hesaplanmlstlr. Callsmadan elde edilen bulgular 

sun 1 ardu: 

1.Birinci somestrde basarlslz olan,ancak somestr tatilinde 

Bilissel Giris Davranlslarlna sahip olmalarl saglanan ogren-

cilerin On-Test'te gosterdikleri basarl dilzeyi, Bilissel 

Giris Davranlslarlnl kazanmamlS olan basarlslz bgrencilerin 

dUzeyinden onemli derecede daha yUksek olmustur. 

2.Bilissel Giris Davranlslarlnl kazanan iki slnlfln On-Test'teki 

basarl dilzeyi, Bi~issel Giris Davranlslar1nl kazanmamlS diger 

;ki slnlfln basarl dUzeyinden bilyUk cogunlukla daha yUksek 01-

mustur. 

3.Tam d§renme ydntemiyle birlikte Bilissel Giris Davranls1arlnl da . 

kazanan slnlfln erisi testindeki basan dilzey; diger U(; slnlf!n 

basarl dUzeylerinden dnemli derecede daha yUksek olmustur. 

Ta~ ~0renme Y5ntemi ve Bilissel Giris Davranls1arl Slnlflarl 

slra.y1a bu slnlfl takip etmislerdir. Bu L!·:;: slnlflll basan ,jU-

zeyi I<.ontrol Sltll flnln basan dUzeyine klyasla onem-I i dUzeyde 

daha yUksek olmustur. 

4.Bilissel Giris Davranls1arlnln Tam U~renme Y~ntemine olan 

kisi toplamsal Clkml$tlr. 
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Callsmanln sonuclarlndan g~rUlmektedir ki. ko~trol slnlflna 

klyas·.,~ Tam U~renme V~ntemiyle Bilissel Giris Davranls1arlnln bir­

lesik etkisi ortalama olarak 2.76 stantard sapma daha yUksektir. 

Tam Ogrenme Y~ntemi ile ~~renen slnlfln baserlsl ise kontrol 

51nlflna klyasla 1.76 standard sapma daha yUksek Clkmlstlr. Ute 

yandan. Bil~s~~l Giris Davranlslarlnln kontrol 51nlflna klyasla tek 

baSlna etkisi .73 standard sapma daha yUksek olmustur. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION: STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 

Jne Of the main corcerns of the field of educational pyschology 

is trying to find out the reasons concerning why students succeed or 

fan at school. According to Carroll, the primary job of educat"ional 

D$yc~ology is developing and applying knowledge to the prevention 

ard remediation of learning difficulties of students (Carroll, 1963). 

Th0 task at hand, then becomes finding out the factors that influence 

sc~~o1 success n~ school failure. It is evident that student failure 

has become a very salient problem in most formal educational systems. 

It has been shown by tesearch that if the variables and school conditions 

are appropriately used, student variation in achievement _can be minimized 

(Bloom, 1971). Bloom (1976) thinks that schoo~ should be effective enough 

to reduce variances in achievement among learners so that a greater 

number of stude~ts can att~in higher levels of learning expected from 

~he alone. Research shows that 90% of the students can learn school 

SUbjE:cts up to the same level that only the top 10% of students hav(~ 

been learning under traditional conditions (Bloom, 1972). If thev~rjables 

t achievement are appropriately used. 

Mastery Lear'ning. both as a thl:Ot'Y and 0. method of instruction, 

;:-"'')1S iY'Jg almost an of the students to very hiC)h "levels of learning. 

e2H'ch shm'Js that Qua"\ i ty of I nstt'uction a1onL' can account fo!' about 

25-42 percent of the variation in achievement (Bloom, 1976). There are 
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of course. some other variables which explain varia~ions in achievement. 

Amonq those are the cognitive Entry Behaviors and the Affective Entry 

Character'istics of the learne~', which in short, are the history of 

students both academicany and affectively ('3loom, 1976). I!Some of the 

~C:jS histoY'Y of the h:arner can easily determine the nature of the 

students interaction with the learning task and the learning outcomes 

of that interact'ion", Blom states in his book Human Characteristics and 

~.ch_~.~~~!2.ni..:~ (Bloom, 1976, p.30). By cognitive Entry Behaviors, 

Bloom means lIthe prerequisite learning needed for a particular learning 

ti3,sk"~ and by ,Mfective Entry Characteristicsllmotivct,.ional attitudes 

tOW2rc's '2;3Y< rling and the self before starting on a lear';ring task" 

(Bloom, p.30,73,1976). Research shows that these two variables together 

explain 60 percent of the variation in achievement (Bloom, 1976). 

It. wll1 be useful here to give a bri ef summary of 81 oom I s Theory 

and Method of Insty'uction which is called Mastery Learning. The aim of 

Bloan's Mdstery Learning Method of Instruction is to bring all or 

st;d'0n"':.s :'~J very high levels of learning. Research shoVJs 

tr;,:\,~ studying under [Vlastery learning Method of Instruction produces a 

difference of about one standard deviation above the mean of the students 

studying under traditional methods of instruction (Bloom, lJ76). 

Bloom states that group instruction usually produces errors in 

learn~nr at each stage of a course and these errors are compounded 

t. l, '3. ~:€:n ': earni:'lg E:)n"ors. A system of feedback to teccher~s and students 

can reveal these errors in learning shortly after they occur. Thus, if 

correctives are introduced when needed, the learning errors can be 

corrected before they are compounded with later learning units(Bloom, 

1978). This correction and help can enable the students to achieve mastery 

OF E'2ch leay'n'ing task. Bloom (1978) also st2tes that wtlen the st:;dents 
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receive the necessary prerequisites for each new le~fning task, they 

wi'l gain self-confidence and develop positive attitudes towards 

and towa~ds the self 

There are three independent variables in Bloom's Instructional 

Theory and 14ethod affect the level and type of achievement 5 the rate 

Cd:" 'learning and the affect"ive outcomes. Bloomls instructional model 

develoced in 1968 is shown below. 

Instruction Learning 
outcomes 

Cooniti ve 1'-----.1- =') Level and ,Type,_ of Ach ievement 
Entry Behaviors -1.-)1 -

r->l ~;. Rate of Learmng 
Affecti ve~' i 1--> Affecti ve Outcomes 

E~try Characteristics I J 

Quality of 
Instruction 

Figure 1. The model of Bloom's Instructional Theory (Bloom, 1976, p.ll) 

As seen from the model there are three independent variables 

w~~ch are the Student Characteristics and the Quality of Instruction 

that a~fect school learning. According to the model there are two 

different types of student characteristics: 

pre~equisites needed for a learning task to be aCLomplisheJ by the 

wh"ich are dehned as the students I 
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mot~vations. interests and attitudes towards learnigg the new learning 

tasks. These characteristics are developed by the students']reviou5 

histoY'y of 'learning l~elated to learning tasks awl self perceptions. 

~~~'...rni.:~---.!~.~ is defined as a basic unit consisting of elements 

to be learned. It can be analyzed, evaluated, taught and learned over 

a Deriod of time which is usually between two to ten hourcs of instruc-

Qu~l.~! Instruction determines the efficiency with which 

a learner will accomplish a learning task. The basic elements of the 

qu::,li~:;y of imt:ruction are cues, participation, reinforcement, and 

~eedbRck and correctives. 

Cues tell the student what is to be learned, what to do and 

E. Participation is the extent to which the students' 

involvement in the learning task is gained. Reinforcement is admi-

nistered by the teacher and it increases the probability of reoccurmce 

of the behavior preceding it. 

Feedbacks consist of brief formative tests given to the students 

0,1: ':he end of ea.ch learning task. They give a.n information about what 

the s~udent has learned and what he/she still needs to learn in order 

to achieve the CY'iterion of mastery. The students who do not reach the 

level of learning are given the appropriate ~orrectives by going over 

the learning task 2gain. After the teacher corrects the errors, a 

parallel form of the formative test is given to those who could not 

reach the oredetermined level of learning. This proced~re is follcwed 

:1 the ~0mp'eticr of the final learning task. 

Student characteristics and quality 0f instruction affect three 

types of learning outcomes: Level an Type of Achievement; Rate of 
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a Affective Outcomes. 

!:.ev~-l a~nd Typ~~of Achievement: If the student character';stics 

and the quality of lnstruction are altered positively, about 80-85% 

of the students reach levels of learning expected from the top 15-20% 

o~ the st~dents under non-mastery conditions. Also student variation 

is decreased and they become more similar in their achievement. 

_~.!:~-.::~~~a_rnirlj1: If the students are provided with the necessary 

Pt'erequlsites for the new learning tasks and if systematic feedback and 

corrective procedures are used, the rate of learning increases and the 

variance among t~e students in terms of rate of learning decreases. 

Affect-j ve Outcomes :As a result of mastery 1 earning method of 

'~!str'uction, students develop positive attitudes towards learning and 

"::w~~ds thp self and they enter further learning more positively. 

Th"is study deals with the combined affect of two different inter-

ventions, mastery learning method of instruction and cognitive entry 

behav·lors. on achiev(~ment of English learned at preparatoY'y level by 

TtH'ki~,h secondary school students. The main problem of the study is 

to test whether mastery learning method of instruction used in addition 

·;d~n9 tfll:: students with the necessary Cognitive Entry Behaviors 

for the i~itial learning task, has an additive effect on achieve~ent 

levels of students. 

':;JU'< '.nstl'uction,d methods are used for four' different groups of 

l~sh Dreparatory level students in t~is study. 

ster·y learning method of lnstruction in combination with 

::') lyhi9 -';(1(: necessary cognitive entry behaviors to the 

initial task, (ML+CEB class): Before begining th2 instruction, 
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the unsuccesful students were provided wi~h the cognitive 

entry behaviors which were the necessary prerequisites for 

the first of a series of 3 learning tasks studied. 

2. The mastery "!earning c"lass, (ML class): This c1ass studied 

o~ly under mastery learning method of lnstruction. The un­

successful students of this class were not provided with the 

necessary prerequisites for the first of a series of 3 learning 

tasks. 

3. ;ne c'lass provided with the necessary Cognitive Entry Behaviors, 

(CEB class): The unsuccessful students of this class were 

DY'ovided with the Cognitive Entry Behaviors which are the 

necessary prerequisites for the first of a series of 3 

learning tasks. After receiving the Cognitive Entry Behaviors 

the class continued its traditional methods of instruction 

through the 3 learning tasks. 

4. Control Class, (C class): The unsuccessful students of this 

cli;"\,SS Vl'ere not provided with the Cognitive E.ntl~Y Behaviots 

which are necessary for the 3 learning tasks that were going 

to be taught. This class studied under traditional methods 

of instruction with no intervention. 

Four hyputheses are tested in the study. These are: 

HYPOTHESIS I : THE ACHiEVD1ENT LEVELS OF UNSUCCESSFUL STUDENTS 

RECEiViNG COGNiTIVE ENTRY BEHAViORS Will BE 

HtGHER THAN THOSE NOT RECEIVING THiS HELP ON 

THE PRe-TEST. 



-7-

HYPOTHESIS II THE ACHIEVEMENT LEVELS OF CLASSES RECEIVING 

Y T',' • 
':.J.:. .. 

COGNITIVE ENTRY BEHAVIORS WILL BE HIGHER Tl"'\N 

CLASSES NOT RECEIVING THIS HELP ON THE PRE-TEST. 

COMBINED EFFECT OF COGNITIVE ENTRY BEHAVIORS 

AND MASTERY LEARNING WILL PRODUCE HIGHER ACHIEVEMENT 

LEVELS THAN EITHER INTERVENTION ALONE ON THE 

SUMMATIVE TEST. 

HYPOTHESIS IV: COGNITIVE ENTRY BEHAVIORS WILL HAVE AN ADDITIVE 

EFFECT TO MASTERY LEARNING METHOD OF INSTRUCTION. 

It is expected in the study that, (ML+CEB) class which receives 

Cognitive Entry Behaviors in addition to being instructed under mastery 

learning method of instruction will approach to two standar'd deviations 

over the control class in terms of their achievement on their summative 

tes": scores. The other two classes. (ML) and (CEB) classes, where the 

.. - 211ts o'~ the former were instructed under mastery learning metllod 

; '''::; _~ion a.nd the 1aUel" were provided \tJith the necessa.ry Cugnitive 

Entry 8ehavior~s. are expected to approach to one standenl devia.t-lon 

over the control class. 

The next section deals with the review of appropriate literatLO'e. 
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CHAPTER II 

SURVEY OF LITERATURE 

The main concern o~ the study is to test whether or not the 

combined effect of [l1astery L earning Method of Instruction in addition to 

receiving Cognitive Entry Behaviors produces higher achievement levels 

in comparison to control conditions than those obtained throt!gh Mastety 

LeaY'ni ng or C:ognitive Entry Behaviors alone. r"lastery Learn; ng and the 

Cognitive Entry Behaviors are the two interventions used in the study 

w~~h ~r, uence achievement levels. It is expected in the study that the 

C';i:~";S ,"C:,) ,S', <nstrlJcted under Mastery Learning Method of Instruction 

in ?o.dith}~' to receiving Cognitive Entry Behaviors win rl::a.ch levels 

of leaY':ling about two standay'd deviations over the control class, 

while the r"l3.stery Learning only class and the class which receives 

Cognit'ive Entry Behaviors only will reach levels of learning about one 

standard deviation over the control class. 

~c~ ndings show that (Bloom, 1976, Afresa. 1983, Nwabueze, 

1984, [,_ in'lioglu1985) Mastery Learning [vI ethod of Instruction produces 

achievement levels which are approximately one standard deviation over 

the control class instructed under traditional methods. The basic idea 

yhlg gloom's (1976) mastet~y "learning theory and method is that 

a Dr almost all of the students can learn to very high levels of 

?~~~ ~~y given s~~ject. if the quality of instruction and the time 

r t s~~ject are aporopriate for the characteristics of 
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the 1 earfler. Reseat~ch done by Ai ras i on (,1969). Hogw~n (1970) ~:nd 

Kersh (1971) show that students study~ tlg under' mastery 'l eanJi ng 1IlE: thod 

o~ i~s~ ~:!'0~ ~eack levels of learning about one standard deviation 

OV2~ students studying under traditional methods. Findings also 

,- -!- four-fifth of the students under mastery learning conditions 

~~0··~·'.C> of (l.chle\femen~s that is reached by only one fourth of the 

students under traditional methods of instruction. 

Y,ld,ran (1977) found that high levels of achievement which are 

oroe'xed by mastery learning method of instruction a,ffects retention, 

and the use of higher mental processes. Y,ldlran ' s study 

~~~t retentio~, transfer, higher and lower mental processes. 

an~ f~2~~~V0 Qu~comes are affected by the level of learning not by 

t~e rate of 1earning, aptitude, IQ level ~ or time-related effort . 

.Ikcorcing to B100111, "the motion underlying mastery leaY'!l'ing 

;5 ~ ~0st st~dents can attain a high level of learning capability 

'~ ~nstr~c~ion is approached sensitively and systema~ically, if 

ts are helped when a.nd whet'e they have learning difficulties, 

~~.r:- 'thr~!y c'('~; givr~n sufficient tirne to achieve mastel"Y, and if there 

is some clear criterion of what constitutes mastery" (Bloom, 1976,p.4). 

Carroll states that (1963) , instruction must be adapted for the 

~ '2~ ~eeds and characteristics of the learner. He put a special 

r~0nce 01 time needed and spent in learning. According to Carroll, 

;r ~~e OV0 1 ity of instruction is anything less than optimal, it is 

~ the learner will need more time to learn the task than 

he ~\lou'ld othen"i~;(~ nt:ed (Carroll, 1963). Some other resei')Y',:h done by 

Blool11 (1976), Hi'\rniscflfeg(~r and Wiley (,1974), and Rosen:-:;hjne and 

t c! \'se of leat'n'jng. Carroll (1963) states Lha.t if the leanE:)" '~s 



given the appropriate time hf.!/she needs and if he/s,he spends Pit~ 

necpssary time to learn a given subject, it \rlOuld be posslble for him! 

her to reach a pre-set criterion level. Carroll a1so states thctt the 

learner will reach the desired level of learning if the ratio of the 

ti~~ ree~ed and the time spent on a particular subject equals 1. 

A08t~S~ ~mp~rtant determinant in the degree of learning is the 

sensitive and sytematic approach to instruction. Bloom states that(1976) 

if the instruction includes sytematic feedbacks and correctives, achieving 

mastery wou1d be easy. In most of formal educational systems, teachers 

do not usesy~ematic feedbacks and correctives in relation to the errors 

'~ occur in individual learner:," According to Bloom (1976) if the 

e~~0~~ G~~~ ~ '12BFning unit are corrected before compounding in later 

U',,\-: ts ~ then most of the students wi 11 attain mastery. THus error correc-

tion becomes inevitable in the application of mastery lea,rning instruc-

tion. Through the use of formative tests implemented after each learning 

teacher finds out the objectives that are accomplished and 

t are not, by the students. By gaining this information the teacher 

CG~r0cts ~he errors and tries to fill in the missing areas of the 

students about the related subject. Parallel forms of the formative 

tests give an information to the teacher about his/her correction. 

Research done by Block (1971 ~ 1974) show that the feedback and correctives 

by'c:u t the a.ve:u.ge student in the mastery cla.ss up to 80 percent 

achievement in leanling. 

t~ree other determinan~s in the quali~y of insruc-

se are t~e cues and directions provided to the learner, the 

par'Ucipation of the 'learner in learning activity, and the reinforcen:2nt 

which the learner secures in some relation to the learning (Bloom, 1976, 

that, in general. these four 
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feedback/correctives procedures can account for 25-42 percent 

of the variation in student learning. 

:3esidE~S OL'(l,lity of instruction, there are two other important 

~en~inants in the degree of learning which can be stated as entry 

v-lors according to 810001 1 5 instructional theory. Accotding to 

F,1C:Y'c ';~O:~:'2: of ":hf: r::\~ev~olJs history of the learner, both academically 

a'1c! affestively~ can easily determine the learning outcomes of the 

learner.(Bloom, 1971). Bloom states that "it ;s impossible for a 

1earncr to achieve mastery on a learning task if he/she does not 

the essential entry behaviors or motivation for i .... , (... 

:::10.S9!~ (1968) termed these essentials as entry behaviors. By 

~C"T(;"!:":ve :ntry Be~aviors Bloom r~fers to those prerequis'ite types 

'«,lOwledgc:, skills, and competencies "/hich are essential to the 

'iearning of a pal~ticular new task or set of tasks. Research done by 

Bloom ("1976) shows that Cognitive Entry Behaviors can account for 

sa p~~co~~ af the variation in achievement. Payne (1963),and Bracht 

~"rl ~nn~~nr 11Q7?) also state t!lat ~& all th a students h-a"e tt)P c. , ".. ,) ~J ,. , .. :> \' _ , (_. r I I "".... .... If '" ._ 

"ecess?ry 0 r erequisites before begining a learning task, their varia-

Studies done both in macro and micro levels show that ther'e is 

a strong positive re';;3,tion betvveen the Cognitive Entry Behaviol~s of a 

st~den~ and ~is!her ach~evement in subsequent counses or learning tasks 

'1"o0m. 1976), In macro studies the emphasis is put on a course, term, 

,-n ';nstc')ction in 11 subject, the achievement at the and of the 

:~UVSO or te~n Q~ ~nstruction, and certa1n measures dva i lable prior to 

the begining of the course. In micro studies cognitive entry behaviors 

for particular learning tasks within a set or series of learning tasks 

are marp d~~ectly dealt. In both of the studies Cog1itive Entry 
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Behaviors account for up to one-half (1"=+.70) of the variance on 

relevant cognitive achievement measures over subsequent learning 

The Dther 'important entry behavior in fY'nastery learning Theory 

,:e" .. , ~V'2 ET:-::ry Cha.racteristics of the learner whiU, is regay'ded 

~s a complex compound of interest, attitudes and self-views of the 

le~rner (Bloom~ 1976). Carroll (1963),on the other hand, defines this 

err':Y',Y behavior as motivation. that is, the effort the learner is willing 

to accomplish a learning task. Studies done by Block(1970), 

;"0''1' 1\ rJ (1973) x l'k (1974) d L . (l9'75) h ',' :JJ'~';' /'1\'1.,,81"$011 " vzce.l ,an eVln \' S, ow 

~ls~ease in their intere~ towards the subject over short periods of 

time" Stud-ies done by Bloom (1976) show that the Affective Entry 

Characteristics of the learner explain 25 percent of the variation 

ReseaY'ch done for many years show that Mastery Learning 

~~C~0ases leve's of achievement in learning. Some other interventions 

')(?S ~ ') '~he ones exp 1 a; ned i:l,bove were a 1 so used in some other stud i es 

clone in Turkey. Aft'esa (1983) tested the effect of Improved Teach i ng 

in acldHion to ~1astery Learning in comparison to control classes on 

j0t~ 5ch~eve~ent and retention of the learned material. She found that 

(T:'Yi': the students instructed under mastery learning method of instruc-

l7\(, '."; 'jr; cornbina'::;';ml with Improved Teaching reached hl::Jher' achievement 

highly on retention measures than the students in the 

cortrol class. Nwabueze (1984), on the other hand,tested the combined 

eFfect of mastery 'learning and impy'oved teaching. He found that the 

~ch studied under maste~y learning in addition to lmproved 

not only scored higher than the control class but also reached 
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'~,~ "','V'c"s cP ,:~ievement than the mastery learni,ng and improved 

classes. The results of his study also showed that the effects 

i''!;~'"'0V9d te,)dlin~; anc; rnastery lear'ning on student achievement \t/ere 

add~t~V0. Anoth0~ studv done bv E6inliog-lu(198S) tested the effects of 
v ... '-' " 

mastery lear'ning and 'improved materials on achievement. She found that 

the class instructed under mastery learning in addition to improved 

~a ~lS scu~ed not only higher than the control class but also reached 

n"r achievement levels than the class instructed under mastery learning 

" 
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CHAPTER I U 
METHODOLOGY 

This section includes the research design, the concerns of 

the study followed by a section dealing with the hypotheses and their 

operational definitions. The main concern of the study is to test whether 

or not Cognitive Entry Behaviors (CEB) have an additive effect on achieve­

ment when used in combination with Mastery Learn.ing Method of Instruc­

tion (ML). 

RESEARCH DESiGN 

Subjects of the Study 

The sample of this study was chosen from Robert College, a 

private high school in istanbul, Turkey. The medium of instruction at 

Robert College is English. The majority of students come from upper 

and upper-middle class families. There are five preparatory English 

classes in this school offered the year after the completion of 

elementary school, preceding the first year of secondary school. 

These preparatory classes last for a whole academic year and each 

of them are taught by a different teacher. 

The study included 4 preparatory level classes. These ,four 

classes were chosen on the basis of avail~bility, because one of the 

teachers of the 5 preparatory classes did not want participate in the 
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study. The sample for this study included the students of these four 

classes who were randomly assigned to their classes by the administra­

tion in entering the school. The students were between 11 and 12 years 

of age. This sample comprised a total of 88 students; 22 students in 

each of the four sections. These were sections A,B,C and E and were 

taught by a different teacher. 

Subject Area 

The subject area of the study was preparatory level English. 

The students had little or no knowledge of English when they entered 

the school. This research started when they completed their first 

semester of studying English. The subject matter was selected from 

an introductory English tekxtbook English for a Changing World by 

C.Banks, S.Briggs, J.Huizenga, C.Peterson and J.Veramendi (1976). 

This book is made up of two parts and units 6,7 and 8 of the second 

part were the subject matter area. These 3 learning tasks were: 

Unit 6: Conversations. 

liTo give directions; to follow directions" and 

"Past Progressive Tense; when with past progressive 

and simple past tenses". 

Unit 7: Readings 

II To describe location; to read brief notices, to 

write brief notices" and 

II Prepositional Phrases". 

Unit 8: Conversations 

II To read adverti sements, to make an appoi ntment, to 

express obligations, to talk about plans" and 
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"Future tense with wi 11 ~ has/have to and verb". 

These units were intentionally chosen by the researcher, because 

all of the classes were going to be taught these units at the begining 

of the second semester when the second part of the study began. 

Design of the Study 

In this study the setting was a school community where the 4 

English preparatory level classes were chosen as a sample. The two 

major independent variables of the study are Mastery Learning Method 

of Instruction (ML) and the Cognitive Entry Behaviors(CEB) which are 

the necessary prerequisites for a learning task. The design of the 

study is given in Figure 2. 

Mastery Learning 
...J 
l... 
rO Yes No 

--' 
o,fJ. 

c I 

«) 
L Yes > 

ML + CEB CEB 
ClI 

.Q (Section E) (Section A) 
1/1 . . ~ 
l... , .... 

\.9 ML CONTROL 
~ 

No 
VI 
\1>- (Section B) (Section C) . -' 

.-> 
rq 

Figure 2. The Design of the Study. 

As seen in Figure 2, there are 2 classes instructed under 

M'astery Learni ng Method and 2 cl asses recei ving Cogniti ve Entry 

Behaviors. One class (ML+CEB) class was instructed under Mastery 

learning Method and received Cognitive Entry Behaviors. A second 
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class (~1L class) was instructed under mastery learning method but did 

not receive Cognitive Entry Behaviors. A third class (CEB class) 

received Cognitive Entry Behaviors and was instructed under tradi­

tional methods of instruction. The control class, fourth class, neither 

received Cognitive Entry Behaviors nor was instructed under mastery 

learning method. This class was instructed under traditional methods 

of instruction. 

The study consisted of 2 parts. Thefirst part was conducted 

during the semester break of the school. The second part, on the other 

hand, was conducted during the begining of the second semester and 

included the first 3 learning tasks. 

After the students received their first semester grades, the 

students who were unsuccessful in classes ML+CEB and CEB(those who 

received a grade of 5 and below out of 10) were invited to participate 

in a 15 hour review course which was conducted during the semester 

break by the researcher. This review emphasized the inadequate areas 

of the students in the first semester course in English and aimed to 

give them necessary prerequisites for the second semester. Before 

begining to the review course the most important learning objectives 

of the units of the first semester were chosen by the researcher. The 

review was mostly done according to these objectives which were the 

necessary prerequisites for the first 3 learning tasks of the second 

semester. The pre-test which was given to the students on the first 

day of the second semester included the items tapping these important 

objectives (see Appendix, p. 59 ) 

The unsuccessful students of the other two classes (ML and 

CONTROL), on the other hand, did not receive Cognitive Entry Behaviors, 

which are the necessary prerequisites for the first 3 learning tasks 
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of the second semester, during the semester break. On the first day 

of the second semester, all of the students of the four classes were 

given a pre-test in order to see the effects of Cognitive Entry 

Behaviors given during the semester break. A comparison was made 

between the achievement levels of only the unsuccessful students of 

classes receiving CEB and those not receiving this help as well as 

the comparison of whole classes including unsuccessful student receiving 

Cognitive Entry Behaviors (ML + CEB and CEB) and those who did not (ML 

and CONTROL). 

There were 3 learning tasks in the second part of the study. 

The criterion level of achievement was set at 90% level of learning 

of the material. ML+CEB class and the ML class were instructed under 

mastery learning method of instruction through the 3 learning tasks. 

In these classes a formative test was given to all of the students at 

the end of each learning task. Feedback and correctives were given 

to the students who did not reach the 90% criteru.n level of achievement 

after 90in9 over the objectives that they did not get. After these 

feedback and correctives, a parallel form of the formative test was 

administered to them. These formative tests took about 10 to 20 minutes, 

consisting of 8 to 12 items (see Appendix, p. 69) 

The other two classes, (CEB and Control classes), were instructed 

under traditional methods of instructions through the 3 learning tasks. 

The students in the CEB class received only the first forms of 

the formative tests at the end of each learning task, but they did not 

get any systematic feedback and correctives,nor did they get the parallel 

forms of the formative tests. The control class, on the other hand, did 

not receive any of the formative tests. 
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At the end of all the 3 learning tasks, a summative test 

was administered to all students in the four classes on the same 

day. 

Preperation for the Study 

The sample of this study was intentionally chosen from Robert 

College, because this school includes a large number of preparatory 

English classes. In addition, the researcher was already acquinted 

with the schoolth~ough her field work experience. After getting the 

permission of conducting this research from the school director, the 

five teachers of the preparatory classes were asked to participate 

in the research. Four of them volunteered. The teachers were instruct­

ed about the instructional methods that they were going to use by the 

thesis advisor before the study began. 

At the end of the first semester, the semester grades of each 

student in the English course were taken from the school files. The 

students whose grades were 5 and under were invited to a review course 

by writing an explanatory letter to their parents by the researcher. 

(There were 8 such students in the ML+CEB class and 5 in the CEB 

class. The 5 unsuccessful students in the ML class and 5 others in 

the control class were not invited to this review). The identification 

of the researcher, the description of the study, and the importance of 

the student~ participation were discussed in this letter. Before 

begining the review course, a permission to study in the school at 

the semester break was taken from the school administration. 
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Training the Experimental Teachers 

At the end of the first semester, 2 mastery learning class 

teachers (~1L+CEB class and ML class) were informed about the mastery 

learning method of instruction. In addition to this, some parts of 

the source book Human Characteristics and School Learning, by B.Bloom 

(1976) were provided to these teachers. The objectives of the three 

learning tasks were given to the mastery learning class as well 

(ML+CEB and ML). The teachers of the other 2 classes (CEB class and 

control class) who were not going to use the mastery learning method 

of instruction through the 3 learning tasks did not get any informa­

tion about instruction. They used their traditional methods. 

Procedures 

In the review course, which took place during the semester 

break, the implementation of Cognitive Entry Behaviors lasted a week, 

three hours each day totalling to 15 hours of instruction. After 

this review, the completion of the three learn~ng tasks lasted 

for 3 weeks between the 25th of February and 15th of March. The whole 

study lasted a month. 

On the first day of the second semester, a pre-test was 

administered to all classes in order to see the effects of the review 

course given in the semester break. 

Each learning task took approximately 3 class periods of instruc­

tion. At the end of each learning task, a formative test was given to 

all of the students except the control class students. Feedback and 

correctives, and the parallel forms of the formative tests were 

administet'ed to the students in the two mastery learning classes 
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(ML+CEB and ML classes) who could not reach the 90% level of criterion 

on the first formative test after the researcher corrected the tests. 

Each formative test as well as its parallel form was developed according 

to the objectives of each unit. A summative test based on the objectives 

of the three learning tasks was given to all of the students at the 

end of all of the learning tasks, on the same test. 

Data Collection and Analysis 

Initial Measures 

The academic performances of the students of the four classes 

in English for the first semester of the academic year 1984-1985 were 

obtained from the school files. One-way analysis of variance test 

was used in order to see if there were any differences among the four 

classes in terms of their first semester English grades. 

Process Measures 

A pre-test was administered to all classes in order to see the 

effects of Cognitive Entry Behaviors given during the semester break. 

One-way analysis of variance test was used to investigate if there 

were any differences among the four classes. Besides, Newman-Keuls 

formula was used to see the differences between the classes which 

received Cognitive Entry Behaviors and which did not. Newman-Keuls 

formula is the proper st.ati.s.tic to be used here in comparing each group 

with the others. However, t-tests were also used for comparing this 

research with research done elsewhere. 

In the first analysis only the unsuccessful students who 

received Cognitive Entry Behaviors and those who did not were used. 

The same analysis was also done using whole classes. 

! ! 
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Formative tests were given to the students in the ML+CEB, ML, 

and CEB classes at the completion of each learning task. The students 

in the two ML classes were given correctives if they had not reached 

the pre-set criterion level followed by the parallel form of the 

formative test. The two classes under traditional methods did not 

receive systematic correctives or the parallel forms of the formative 

tests. 

Final Measures 

When the three learning tasks were completed a summative test 

was given to all of the four classes (see Appendix, P:89 ) TWO - way 

analysis of variance test was used to test the effect of Mlastery Lear­

ning and Cognitive Entry Behaviors on achievement levels of students. 

In additon, the Newman-Keuls formula and t-test were used to compare 

each of the four group's summative test scores with the others. Effect­

size analyses and the amount of variance accounted for by each of the 

two independent variables, ML and CEB, as well as both of their 

contribution were calculated. 

CONCERNS OF THE STUDY 

In this study, the primary concern was investigating the 

combined effect of Cognitive Entry Behaviors and Mastery Learning 

Method of Instruction on achievement levels of students. Research 

shows that Mastery Learning Method of I nstt'uction raises achievement 

levels to about one standard deviation above the mean of classes under 

traditional methods of instruction. The question asked here is whether 

giving students the necessary prerequisites for a learning task prior 

to instruction in addition to mastery learning method, increases levels 

of learning still further and whether or not this effect is additive. 
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There are 4 hypotheses in the study. The first hypothesis is 

stated as: 

HYPOTHESIS I: THE ACHIEVEMENT LEVELS OF UNSUCCESSFUL STUDENTS 

RECEIVING COGNITIVE ENTRY BEHAVIORS WILL BE 

HIGHER THAN THOSE NOT RECEIVING THIS HELP ON 

THE PRE-TEST. 

Variables and Their Operational Definitions 

The Independent Variable 
is receiving the Cognitive Entry Behaviors which are the 

necessary prerequisites for the learning tasks to be accomplished. 

Only the students who were unsuccessful (those receiving grades of 

5 or below during their first semester) were given the necessary 

prerequisites for the first 3 learning tasks of the second semester 

during the semester break by tapping the most important objectives 

in the first part of the semester and teaching these objectives to 

the unsuccessful students. In the class ML+CEB there were 8 unsucces-

ful students while in the CEB class there were 5 such. The unsuccesful 

students in the ML class (5 such students) and the control class 

(again 5) were not given this help during the semester break. 

The Dependent Variable of this hypothesis is achievement 

levels of students as measured by a pre-test. This test was prepared 

according to the objectives of each unit of the textbook, 

English for a Changing World,(1976) taught in the first 

semester. It consisted of 30 questions which were derived from 24 

objectives, and 40 minutes were given to answer the questions (see 

appendix, p. 59, for the test). For developing the objectives of the 

pre-test, Bloom's taxonomy was used. Only the achievement levels 

of the students who were unsuccesful were used for comparison purposes 
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in the first hypothesis. 

The Controlled Variables are the first semester English grades 

of the groups. These grades were obtained from the school records. One­

way analysis of variance test showed that there were no significant 

differences among the groups in terms of their fir~ semester English 

grades. 

The second hypothesis of the study is stated as: 

HYPOTHESIS II: THE ACHIEVEMENT LEVELS OF CLASSES RECEIVING 

COGNITIVE ENTRY BEHAVIORS WILL BE HIGHER THAN 

CLASSES NOT RECEIVING THIS HELP ON THE PRE-TEST. 

Variables and their Operational Definitions: The Independent 

Variable of this hypothesis is receiving the Cognitive Entry Behaviors 

which are the necessary prerequisites for the first 3 learning tasks 

of the second semester. The whole classes including the unsuccesful 

students receiving the CEBs were compared with classes including 

unsuccesful students not receiving this help on the pre~test. 

The Dependent Variable is the achievement levels of the classes 

(whole classes are used for comparison purpores) as measured by a 

pre-test. The questions of this test (see appendix, p.59 ) were 

prepared according to the objectives of each unit of the textbook 

English for a Changing World (1976) taught in the first semester. It 

consisted of 30 questions which were derived from 24 objectives, and 

40 minutes were given to answer them. 

The Controlled Variables are the first semester English grades 

of the groups. No significant differences were found in terms of the 

first semester English grades among the four sections according to the 
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results of One-way analysis of variance test. For this hypothesis total 

classes were used for comparison. 

The third hypothesis of the study is stated as: 

HYPOTHESIS III. THE COMBINED EFFECT OF COGNITIVE ENTRY BEHAVIORS 

AND MASTERY LEARNING WILL PRODUCE HIGHER 

ACHIEVEMENT LEVELS THAN EITHER INTERVENTION 

ALONE ON THE SUMMATIVE TEST. 

Variables and their Operational Definitions 

The Independent Variables of this hypothesis are the mastery 

learning method of instruction and receiving Cognitive Entry Behaviors. 

Cognitive Entry Behaviors are the necessary prerequisites for the 3 

learning tasks to be accomplished in the begining of the second semester. 

The students received the necessary prerequisites for the first 3 learn-, 
ing tasks of the second semester during the semester break. The other 

independent variable of this hypothesis is the mastery learning method 

of instruction. The main subvariables of this method of instruction 

used in this study are cues, reinforcement, participation, feedback 

and correctives. Cues, reinforcement and participation were used 

through the instruction of the learning tasks. Formative tests and their 

parallels (see Appendix, p. 69) provided information for the teacher 

as to which of the objectives are accomplished for each learner. Thus 

correctives were given to those studen~who did not reach the 90% 

criterion level of achievement on these tests, in ML+CEB and ML classes. 

The Dependent Variable of this hypothesis is the achievment 

levels of the students measured by a summative test. This test tapped 

achievement in English, Chapters 6,7 and 8 of the textbook English 

for a Changing World (1976) (See appendix, p. 89) for this test) 

~: : r J _, I ' 
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This test consisted of 30 questio~which were derived from 16 objectives, 

and 40 minutes were given to answer them. It is expected that the combined 

effect of ML and CEB would lead to higher achievement levels than either 

intervention alone. It is also expected that all of the interventions 

would have higher achievement levels in comparison to the control class. 

The fourth hypothesis of the study is stated as: ' 

HYPOTHESIS IV: COGNITIVE ENTRY BEHAVIORS WILL HAVE AN 

ADDITIVE EFFECT TO MASTERY LEARNING METHOD 

OF INSTRUCTION, 

Variables and their Operational Definitions 

The independent variables of this hypothesis are again the 

mastery learning method of instruction and receiving Cognitive Entry 

Behaviors. The combined effect of these two independent variables on 

achievement is measured. 

The dependent variable of this hypothesis is the achievement 

levels of the students measured by a summative test, consisting of 30 

questions which were derived from 16 objectives, and 40 minutes were 

given to answer them. This test tapped achievement in English, Chapters 

6,7 and 8 of the textbook English for a Changing World (1976). It is 

expected that the combined effect of CEB and ML would be additive. 

The next section will deal with the results of the study. 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

This study is constructed to test four hypotheses. The first 

hypothesis is that the achievement levels of students of the 2 classes 

who were unsuccessful during the first semester but who later received 

Cognitive Entry Behavio~ during the semester break will be significantly 

higher than the failing students in the other 2 classes who did not 

receive this help'as measured by a pre-test. The second hypothesis of 

the study is that the achievement levels of the classes which include 

students receiving Cognitive Entry Behaviors will be significantly 

higher than the achievement levels of classes including students who 

do not receive this help. The third hypothesis of the study is that 

the achievement level of the class under Mastery Learning t1ethod of 

Instruction combined with Cognitive Entry Behaviors will be significa~ly 

higher than all of the other classes. It is hypothesized that this 

class will be followed by the mastery learning class and the class 

which received Cognitive Entry Behaviors. The fourth hypothesis of the 

study is that Cognitive Entry Behaviors and mastery learning method 

of instruction will have an additive affect on achievement. 

The main question asked in this study is whether giving 

students the necessary prerequisites for a learning task in addition 

to mastery learning method of instruction increases levels of learning 

over those obtained by mastery learning alone, and whether or not this 
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effect is additive. 

The above stated hypotheses are tested under four learning 

conditions. One class studied under the combined effect of Mastery 

Learning r~ethod of Instruction and Cognitive Entry Behaviors. The 

second class studied under Mastery Learning Method of Instruction, 

only. The third class studied under traditional methods of instruc-

tion but the students who were unsuccessful received Cognitive Entry 

Behaviors. The fourth and the last class studied under traditional 

methods of instruction and did not get Cognitive Entry Behaviors.There 

were 22 students in each of the classes. All of the students participat­

ed in the study. (For the design of the study see Figure 2, p.16). 

Results of the Data Analyses Prior to Instruction 

In order to test these hypotheses one-way analysis of variance 

test, two-ways analyses of variance test, T-tests, Newman-Keuls Formula, 

effect size analyses were used and ECorrelation Ratios were utilized. 

Although the students were randomly assigned into the four sections of 

preparatory level English classes, they were statistically compared 

with each other in order to find out if there were any significant 

differences in terms of their previous semester English grades. These 

comparisons are shown in tables given below. One-way analysis of 

variance test (ANOVA) is used for these comparisons (TABLE 1), 
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Table 1. Comparison of the Previous Semester English Grades of 

Mastery Learning combined with Cognitive Entry Behaviors 

(ML+CEB), Mastery Learning (ML), Cognitive Entry Behaviors 

(CEB) and Control (C) classes, using One-Way Analysis of 

Variance test. 

SOURCE DF MS F Significance level 

~reatment 3 .465 .2622 N.S 
sum of squ. 
~. 

ERROR 84 1.776 - -

The results of Table show that there are no significant 

differences among the classes in terms of their previous semester 

English grades. According to the results of this analysis, the classes 

are not different from each other at the begining of the study. 

Analysis Done on Each Hypothesis 

In this section, the analyses done to test each of the four hypothesis 

of the study are included. 

The first hypothesis of the study is: 

HYPOTHESIS I: THE ACHIEVEMENT LEVELS OF UNSUCCESFUL STUDENTS 

RECEIVING COGNITIVE ENTRY BEHAVIORS WILL BE 

HIGHER THAN THOSE NOT RECEIVING THIS HELP ON 

THE PRETEST. 
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In order to test this hypothesis, One-way analysis of variance 

test. Newman-Keuls formula and T-tests were used. One-way analysis of 

variance test was used to check if there were any significant differences 

among the students due to giving Cognitive Entry Behaviors. Table 2 

shows the one-way ANOVA test done on the pre-test scores of the 

unsuccesfu1 students in the four classes. 

TABLE 2. One-Way Analysis of Variance on the Pre-Test Scores of the 

unsuccesful students in the four classes (ML+CEB. ML, CEB 

and CONTROL). 

SOURCE DF MS F Significance level 

Treatment 3 206.901 15.3481 P < .001 SD 
sum of squ. 

ERROR 19 13.4804 - -
-

Results of Table 2 show that there are significant differences 

among the unsuccessful studen~ of the four classes on the pre-test 

scores due to receiving Cognitive Entry Behaviors at a=.OOl significance 

level. 

The pre-test scores are again compared by using Newman-Keu1s 

formula to check if there is a significant difference between the 

scores of the unsuccessful students who received Cognitive Entry 

Behaviors (ML+CEB and CEB classes) and those who did not (~1L and 

CONTROL classes ).Tab1e 3 gives the comparisons. 



-31-

TABLE 3. Comparison of the Pre-Test Scores of The Unsuccesful Students 

of the classes who received Cognitive Entry Behaviors (ML+ 

CEB and CEB) and who did not (ML and CONTROL classes), using 

the Newman-Keuls formula. 

DF MS Calculated Significance 
error q 1 evel 

4.70 
ML+CEB ~nd CONTROL 19 13.4804 8.423 qrO',=.Ol 

ML+CEB and ML 19 13.4804 7.085 
4.70 

qra=.Ol 
4.70 

CEB and CONTROL 19 13 .4804 5.261 qra=.Ol 

3.61 
CEB arid ML 19 13 .4804 4.056 qrO',=.05 

The results of Table 3 show that there are significant differences 

between the pre-test scores of the unsuccessful students of the classes 

who received Cognitive Entry Behaviors (ML+CEB and CEB classes) and 

those who did not (ML and CONTROL classes). When the ML+CEB students 

who receive the prerequisites are compared to the students in the 

control class not receiving the prerequisites the difference is 

significant at the 0',=.01 level. When the unsuccessful students in the 

ML+CEB class receiving prerequisites are compared to the 

students in the ML class not receiving this help the difference is 

significant at the 0',=.01 level. When the students in the CEB class 

receiving Cognitive Entry Behaviors are compared to those not receiving 

these in the control class, the difference is again significant at the 

0',=.01 level. Similarly when the unsuccessful students in the CEB class 

receiving prerequisites are compared with unsuccessful students in the 

ML class not receiving this help, the difference is significant at the 

0',=.05 level. 
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For comparison purposes T-test analyses were also used to test 

the first hypothesis of the study. Table 4 shows the comparisons between 

the scores of the unsuccesful students who received Cognitive Entry 

Behaviors (ML+CEB and CEB classes) and those who did not (ML and 

CONTROL classes). 

TABLE 4 Comparison of the means of the unsuccesful students' scores 

on the pre-test who received Cognitive Entry Behaviors 

(ML+CEB and CEB classes) and those who did not (ML and 

CONTROL classes), using T-tests. 

possible mean standard number t-va 1 UE significal 
points deviation 1 eve1 

ML+ CEB 100 95 . .78 2.95 8 1>4=6.42 1>4 =.001 

1>2=5.61 1>2 =.001 
ML 100 85.30 3.79 5 

CEB 100 91 .96 3.79 5 3>4=3.47 3>4 = .01 
3>2=2.78 3>2 = .05 

CONTROL 100 83.32 4.08 5 

The results of Table 4, using t-tests, are similar to the results of 

Newman-Keuls formula. In all cases, the students who recei~e Cognitive 

Entry Behaviors score significantly higher than those who do not on 

the pre-test. Thus, the first hypothesis of the study is confirmed 

according to these results. 

The second hypothesis of the study deals with the whole classes. 

It is stated as: 

HYPOTHESIS II: THE ACHIEVEMENT LEVELS OF CLASSES RECEIVING 

COGNITIVE ENTRY BEHAVIORS WILL BE HIGHER THAN 

CLASSES NOT RECEIVING THIS HELP ON THE PRE-TEST. 
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To test this hypothesis, one-way analysis of variance test, 

Newman-Keuls formula and t-test analyses were used. A one-way analysis 

of variance was used to check if there was a significant difference 

among any of the classes due to receiving Cognitive Entry Behaviors. 

Table 5 shows the one-way analysis of variance done on the pre-test 

scores of the four classes. 

TABLE 5. One-way Analysis of variance on the Pre-test scores of the 

four classes (ML+CEB, ML, CEB and control). 

SOURCE OF MS F Significance 
1 evel 

Treatment 3 163.02 10.3799 p<.OOl S.p 
sum. of suq. 

ERROR 84 15.7052 -

Results of TABLE 5 show that there are significant differences 

among the four classes on the pre-test scores, at a=.OOl significance 

level. 

The pre-test scores are again compared by using the Newman­

Keuls formula to check if there is a significant difference between 

the classes which received Cognitive Entry Behaviors (t1L+CEB and 

CEB classes) and which did not (ML and CONTROL classes). Table 6 

shows the comparisons of the pre-test scores. 
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TABLE 6. Comparison of the Pre-Test scores of all students in classes 

receiving Cognitive Entry Behaviors (ML+CEB and CEB) and those 

who did not (ML and CONTROL), using the Newman-Keuls formula. 

--_. 

OF ~1Serror Calculated Significance 
q Level 

4·28 
ML+CEB and CONTROL 84 15.71 7.85 qro.=.Ol 

4-. 28 
ML+CEB and ML 84 15.71 4.47 qro.=.Ol 

3.4-0 

CEB and CONTROL 84 15.71 4.10 qro.=.05 

CEB and ML 84 15.71 0.72 N.S. 

Table 6 shows that there is a significant difference at the 

0.=.01 level when all of the students in the ML+CEB class including the 

unsuccessful students who receive Cognitive Entry Behaviors are compared 

to all of the students in the control class including those unsuccessful 

students who do not receive Cognitive Entry Behaviors. The difference 

is again significant at the 0.=.01 level when the students in the ML+CEB 

class including the unsuccessful students who receive Cognitive Entry 

Behaviors are compared to all. of the students in the ML class including 

those unsuccessful students who do not receive Cognitive Entry Behaviors. 

Similarly, when the CEB class including the unsuccessful students who 

receive the prerequisites are compared to the CONTROL class including 

the unsuccessful students not receiving this help, when whole class are 

used as a basis of comparison, the difference is significant at the 
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a=.05 level. However, when the unsuccessful students receiving 

Cognitive Entry Behaviors included in the CEB class are compared with 

the ML class including the unsuccessful students not receiving this 

help, using whole classes as a basis of comparison, the difference is 

not significant on the pre-test, using the Newman-Keuls formula. 

As a whole, results of Table 6 show that there are significant 

differences among the classes including students receiving Cognitive 

Entry Behaviors and those that do not, whenwholeclases are compared. 

The only exception is between the mastery learning class (ML) not 

receiving Cognitive Entry Behaviors and the class receiving these 

prerequisites (CEB). 

Although the Newman-Keuls formula is the appropriate statistic 

to use after analysis of variance comparing each group with the other, 

t-tests are also used to'further substantiate the hypothesis. Table 7 

gives the t-test analyses for the classes which received Cognitive Entry 

Behaviors (ML+CEB and CEB) and which did not (ML and CONTROL). 

TABLE 7. Comparison of the pre-test means of all classes including 
I 

ML+CEB 

ML 

CEB 

CONTROL 

students receiving Cognitive Entry Behaviors (ML+CEB and CEB) 

and those who do not (ML and CONTROL), using t-tests. 

posslble mean standar number t-value s i gm fl cance 
points deviation 1 evel 

100 96.15 2.13 22 1>4 5.21 1;-4 .001 
1~2 3 23 1>2 .01 

100 92.38 4.61 22 3>4 2.06 3">4 .05 
.- 3?"2 N.S 372 .N.S 

100 92.99 3.68 22 

100 - . 89.52 4.85 22 
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The results of the t-test analyses shown in Table 7 are parallel 

to the results obtained from the Newman-Keuls formula. The classes 

including unsuccessful students who receive Cognitive Entry Behaviors 

score higher than classes including unsuccessful students not receiving 

this help on the pre-test when whole classes are used as a basis of 

comparison. The only exception is the pre-test comparison of the CEB 

class with the-ML class including unsuccessful students receiving 

Cognitive Entry Behaviors in the CEB class, and those who do not 

receive this help in the ML class when whole classes are used as a 

basis of comparison. 

Thus, the results show that even when whole classes are 

compared the same trend is clearly seen. According to these results, 

the second hypothesis of the study is generally confirmed. 

Analysis of Effectiveness of Instruction 

The criterion level was set at 90% level of achievement on the 

objectives of the 3 learning tasks as witnessed on the formative and 

summative examinations. The number of students who reachedthis criterion 

level of achievement on each of the three formative tests as well as 

the summative test are shown in the table below. The percentages of 

the students reaching the criterion level in each class are also 

shown. 
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TABLE 8. Numbers and Percentages of the students reaching the 90% 

criterion level of learning on formative and summative tests 

in each of the four classes. (ML+CEB, ML, CEB, Control). 

TYPE OF TEST ML+CEB ML CEB CONTROL 
form/summ. 

21 21 21 
FT1 -- 95% -22 95% - 95% Didn't get 22 22 

19 19 16 
FT2 - 86% 2z 86% 

- 72% Didn't get 22 22 

21 20 18 
FT 3 -- 95 % - 90 % - 81 % Didn't get 22 22 22 

22 21 17 12 -- - - -
SUM~1ATiVE 22 100% 22 95% 22 77% 22 54.9 

As seen from Table 8, which shows the numbers and percentages 

of students who reached the criterion level on the formative (FT) and 

summative (SUMMATtVE) tests, the class where mastery learning lnstruc­

tion and Cognitive Entry Behaviors are combined reached the highest 

percentage on all measures followed by the mastery learning class. 

The Cognitive Entry Behaviors class follo"Jed thefh. The lowest scores 

and the percentages were obtained in the control class. As seen from 

the table, 100% of the students under the combined effect of mastery 

learning and Cognitive Entry Behaviors reached the 90% level of 

criterion on the summative test. 95% of the students reached the same 

criterion level of learning were in the mastery learning class on the 

summative test. In the class which received Cognitive Entry Behaviors 
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77% of the students, and in the control class only 54% of the 

students reached the same criterion level on the summative test. 

The mean perfonmances of each group were plotted to show 

graphically how the groups started to differ in performance after 

the first formative test as a result of Mastery and Cognitive Entry 

Behaviors. Graph 1 shows this differences among the groups. 

GRAPH 1. The graph of the mean performances of Each Class on the 

Formative and Summative Tests. 
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The third hypothesis of the study deals with the achievement 

levels of the mastery learning class (ML+CEB) which received Cognitive 

Entry Behaviors compared to the other 3 classes (ML, CEB and CONTROL) 

on the summative test. It is stated as: 
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HYPOTHESIS III: THE COMBINED EFFECT OF COGNITIVE ENTRY BEHAVIORS 

AND MASTERY LEARNING WILL PRODUCE HIGHER 

ACHIEVEMENT LEVELS THAN EITHER INTERVENTION 

ALONE ON THE SUMMATIVE TEST, 

To test this hypothesis two-ways analyses of variance, Newman­

Keu1s formula, t-tests and effect-size analyses were used. Table 9 

shows the two-way ANOVA test between four classes. 

TABLE 9. Two-way analyses of variance of the Effects of M.'l.stery 

learning and the Cognitive Entry Behaviors on the Summative 

Test . 

SOURCE Sum of OF MS F yignificance 
squares eve1 

CEB 203.743 1 203.743 17.501 .001 

ML 980.22 1 980.22 84.199 .001 

CEBxML 4.779 1 4.779 0.410 N.S 
interaction 

ERROR 977 .894 84 11.641 - -

Table 9 shows that mastery learning method of instruction 

effects achievement at a=.OOl level. Results of Table 9 also show 

that receiving Cognitive Entry Behaviors effects achievement at the 

same, a=.OOl, significance level. Table 9 also shows that ML and 

CEB interaction is not significant . 

Before analyzing the data on the summative test, it will be 

useful to give some descriptive statistics for this test. 



-39-

HYPOTHESIS III: THE COMBINED EFFECT OF COGNITIVE ENTRY BEHAVIORS 

AND MASTERY LEARNING WILL PRODUCE HIGHER 

ACHIEVEMENT LEVELS THAN EITHER INTERVENTION 

ALONE ON THE SUMMATIVE TEST, 

To test this hypothesis "two-ways analyses of variance, Newman­

Keuls formula, t-tests and effect-size analyses were used. Table 9 

shows the two-way AN OVA test between four classes. 

TABLE 9. Two-way analyses of variance of the Effects of Miistery 

learning and the Cognitive Entry Behaviors on the Summative 

Test. 

SOURCE Sum of DF MS F Significance 
squares 1 evel 

CEB 203.743 1 203.743 17.501 .001 

ML 980.22 1 980.22 84.199 .001 

CEBxML 4.779 1 4.779 0.410 N.S 
interaction 

ERROR 977.894 84 11 .641 - -

Table 9 shows that mastery learning method of instruction 

effects achievement at a=.OOl level. Results of Table 9 also show 

that receiving Cognitive Entry Behaviors effects achievement at the 

same, a=.OOl, significance level. Table 9 also shows that ML and 

CEB interaction is not significant. 

Before analyzing the data on the summative test, it will be 

useful to give some descriptive statistics for this test. 
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TABLE 10. Descriptive Statistics of the summative test. 

, 

Possible -x <5 Numbers 
points 

ML+CEB 100 99.07 1.54 22 

ML 100 95.56 3.47 22 

CEB 100 91.93 4.43 22 

CONTROL 100 89.35 3.52 22 

The summative. test scores of the four classes are compared 

with each other by using the Newman-Keuls formula. Table 11 gives the 

comparisons of the four classes. 

Table 11. Comparison of the summative test scores of the four classes, 

using Newman-Keuls formula. 

--
DF MS calculated significance 

error q 1 evel 
4.28 

ML+CEB and CONTROl 84 11 .641 13.36 0.=.01 

ML and CONTROL 84 11 .641 8.54 0.=.01 4. 28 

CEB and CONTROL 84 11 .641 3.54 0.=.053.40 

4.28 
ML+CEB and ML 84 11 .641 4.82 0.=.01 

ML+CEB and CEB 84 11 .641 9.82 0.=.01 4.28 

Table 11 shows that there ;s a significant difference at the 

0.=.01 level when the summative test SCOi~es of the class under mastery 

learning method of instruction in addition to receiving Cognitive 
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Entry Behaviors (ML+CEB class) and the control class are compared. The 

difference is again significant at a=.Ol level when the class under 

mastery learning method of instruction only (ML class) is compared 

with the control class. When the class which received Cognitive Entry 

Behaviors only (CEB class) is compared with the control class, the 

difference is found at a=.05 significance level. Table 11 also shows 

that the comparison between ML+CEB class and the ML class gives a 

significant difference at a=.Ol level. Similarly, the difference is 

again at a=.Ol leve-' when the ML+CEB and the CEB classes' summative 

test scores are compared with each other. 

Since t-tests have been used for comparison purposes for other 

research using the mastery learning method of instruction, the same 

analyses are used in this study as well. T-test analyses are used as 

a source of additional evidence for comparing two different instruc­

tional methods. Table 12 gives the t-test analyses between the four 

classes. 

TABLE 12. Comparison of the means of the Summative Test scores of the 

four classes, using t-test analyses. 

ML+CEB CONTROL ML CEB significance 
1 evel 

possible points 100 100 100 100 r4L+CEB>C a= .001 

" 

t=lfS 

mean 99.07 89.35 95.56 91.93 ML>C a=.OOl t= 5_b 

stand. deviat, 1. 54 3.52 3.47 4.43 ML+CEB>ML a=. 001 t =54-
ML+CEB>CEB a=.OOl t=?l 

number 22 22 22 22 ML>CEB ex= .02 t = 2.5 
CE5>G 01=.05 t=2.1 
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As can be seen in Table 12 there are signifIcant differences 

between the mean performances of ~he three interventions in compari-

son to the control class. Furtnermore, the class receiving both treat­

ments (ML+CEB class) is significantly higher in achievement in com- , . 

parison to either intervention used alone. 

Effect size analyses are also used to test the third hypothesis 

of the study. 

When effect size analysis is done on the ratio of the difference 

between the means of Mastery Learning combined with the Cognitive 

Entry Behaviors (ML+CEB) and the control class in relation to the stan-
• dard deviation of the control class, a difference of 2.76 standard de-

viation is found between these two classes 1 ; 

99.07-89.35 

3.52 
= 2.76 

Effect size analysis is also done on the ratio of the difference 

between the means of the Mastery Learning (ML) and control classes 

in relation to the standard deviation of the control class. A diffe­

rence of 1.76 standard deviation is found betweell these two classes2; 

95.56 - 89.35 
= 1.76 

3.52 

----_._-----

1. ML+CEBX - ex 

ML~·CEB Mastery Learning combined with Cognitive Entry Behaviors 

C Control Class 

X Mean 

S Standard Deviation 
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When effect size analysis is done on the ratio of the difference 

between the means of Cognitive Entry Behaviors. (CEB) and the control 

classes in relation to the standard deviation of the control class, a 

difference of 0.73 standard deviation is found between them~ 

91.93-89.35 
3.52 

= 0.73 

When the effect size analysis is done on the ratio of the 

difference between the means of mastery learning combined with 

Cognitive Entry Behaviors (ML+CEB) and mastery learning only (ML) 

classes in relation to the standard deviation of the mastery learning 

class, a difference of 1.01 standard deviation is found between them 4. 

99.07-95.56 

3.47 

2. MLx-Cx 
Cs 

ML: ~1astery 

C: Control 

-x: mean 

S: Standard 

3. CEBx-Cx 
Cs 

= 1 . .Ql 

Learning 

class 

deviation 

CEB: Cognitive Entry Behaviors 

C: Control Class 

-x: Mean 

S: Standard deviation 
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The same analysis gives a difference of 1.61 standard deviation 

when it is done on tile ratio of Ule difference betvJeen the means of 

t-1i3.stery Learning combined Vvith CO~1nitive Entry Behaviors (r~L+CEB) d[1I:; 

, ' 

Cognitive Entry Behaviors only (CEB) classes in relation to the standard 

1=' 

deviation of the Cogmtive Entry Behaviors class", 

99.07-~_.9~ '" 1.61 
4.43 

The results of these analyses clearly confirms the thir~ nypothesis 

of the study. The significant differences between the four c10sses are 

due to the effect of Mastery learning metnod of instruction in additiorl 

to Cognitive Entry Behaviors. The class under Mastery Learning rr~thod 

of instr'uction in aclclttlon to receIvlng Cognitive Entry Behaviors is 

followed by the t'lastery Learning class and the class receJ.vinq Coqnitive 

Entry Behavlors. respectively. 

ML+CEB t,1astery L(~drning cornbinpd vlit.h Cognitive Entry B,~h(lviors 

ML Mastery learning 

X. ME';an 

S Stanoilrc! [leviation 

5. ML+ CEB ~ -CEB~ 

ML+CEB ~1asLery LCE::"ning combined VJlth Cognitiv(? Entr'y B~JHviors 

CEO CognLtive [ntry Behaviors 

S Standard DOJiution 
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The fourth and the last hypothesis of the study deals with the 

additive effect of the Cognitive Entry Behaviors to the mastery learning 

method of instruction. It is stated as: 

HYPOTHESIS IV: COGNITIVE ENTRY BEHAVIORS WILL HAVE AN ADDITIVE 

EFFECT TO MASTERY LEARNING METHOD OF INSTRUCTION. 

To test this hypothesis', two-way analyses of variance results 

(Table 9) on summative test scores are used. In addition, E correla-

tion ratios are computed from the two-way analyses of variance. The 

results of the two-way analyses of variance clearly show that the 

interaction of ML and CEB is not significant. Hence, their effect is 

clearly additive. The following table shows the E correlation ratios 

and the amount of variance accounted for by each intervention. 

TABLE 13 . E correlation ratios and the amount of variance accounted 

for by mastery learning method of instruction and 

Cognitive Entry Behaviors, on the basis of two-way analyses 

of variance. 

E correlation Amount of variance 
ratios accounted for (%) 

~1L and Achievement .. 672 .452 

CEB and Achivement .307 .094 

Multi pl e E correlation .737 .544 
ratio 
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As seen from the Table 13, mastery learning alone accounts 

for 45.2% of the variation in achievement and Cognitive Entry Behaviors 

alone accounts for 9.4% of the variation in achievement. Together, the 

two interventions account for 54.4% of the variation in achievement. 

Thus, the last hypothesis is confirmed since the interaction is not 

significant. Hence, the effect of mastery learning method of instruc­

tion and the effect of Cognitive Entry Behaviors are additive. 
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

This chapter includes the summary of the problem, the 

methodology and the results of the study. This section also states 

the limitations and the implications of this research. 

The Problem 

The purpose of the study was to test whether mastery learning 

method of instruction when used in combination with Cognitive Entry 

Behaviors which are the necessary prerequisites for learning new 

tasks could increase the achievement levels in learning more than 

what mastery learning method of instruction or receiving 

Cognitive Entry Behaviors produce alone in comparison to traditional 

methods of learning. It ;s expected in the study that Cognitive Entry 

Behaviors when used in combination to mastery learning method of 

instruction will raise levels of learning to two standard deviations 

above the mean over the control classes. It is also expected in the 

study that the two interventions, mastery learning method of instruc­

tion and the Cognitive Entry Behaviors when used alone will raise 

levels of learning to one standard deviation over the control condi­

tions. The main issue of the study is whether the combined effects of 

the two interventions, mastery learning method of instruction and 

Cognitive Entry Behaviors, would be additive. 
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Four independent learning methods were tested in the study. 

These are mastery learning combined with Cognitive Entry Behaviors, 

mastery learning used alone, Cognitive Entry Behaviors used alone, 

and traditional methods of instruction. The highest achievement levels 

were expected from the class which studied under mastery learning 

method of instruction and received Cognitive Entry Behaviors, while. 

the least achievements were expected from the control group in which 

the traditional methods of instruction was used. 

t1ethodo logy 

This study was conducted at Robert Col loge, a private high 

school in istanbul, Turkey. There were 88 students coming from upper 

and upper-middle class families in 4 sections. There were five prepa­

ratory level English classes in this school offered the year after the 

completion of elemantary school, pr~ceding the first year of secondary 

school. Each of them were taught by a different teacher and four of 

them were used in the study. There were 22 students in each of the 

four classes. 

The study consisted of two parts. The first part was conducted 

during the semester break of the school and took 1 weak, totalling 15 

hours of instruction. The unsuccessful students of the classes mastery 

learning combined with Cognitive Entry Behaviors and Cognitive Entry 

Behaviors used alone received the necessary prerequisites in the first 

part of the study. At the end of the semester break all of the students 

got a pre-test in order to see the effects of Cognitive Entry Behaviors 

given during the semester break. In the second part of the study there 

were 3 learning tasks to be studied under mastery learning method of 

instruction and traditional methods of instruction. Two of the classes 

were instructed under mastery learning and two of them under traditional 
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methods. Each learning task took an avarage of 3 hours to be taught. 

The criterion level of achievement was set at 90% level of learning of 

the material. There were 3 formative tests given at the end of each 

learning task. Two mastery learning classes took both forms of these 

formative tests; the parallel form after correctives. The class receiving 

Cognitive Entry Behaviors only took the first forms but did not get the 

parallel forms of the formative tests. The control class, on other hand, 

did not get any of the formative tests. At the end of the completion of 

the 3 learning tasks a summative test was given to all of the classes. 

The teachers were instructed about the instructional methods 

that they were going to use by the thesis advisor before the study 

began. The teachers were provided by Bloom's Human Characteristics 

and School Learning (1976) before the begining of instruction, the 

objectives of each learning task and the tests were provided to the 

teachers by the researcher. 

Hypothesis and Results 

In this study, the primary concern was to test the effects of 

mastery learning method of instruction when used in combination with 

Cognitive Entry Behaviors on achievement levels of preparatory level 

English classes. Research shows that when mastery learning is used 

alone, it produces levels of learning which are generally one standard 

deviation over the control classes(Bloom, 1976). In this study, it is 

expected that the combined effect of mastery learning method of instruc­

tion and Cognitive Entry Behaviors will produce levels of learnigg which 

are about two standard deviations over the control classes. 

There were four hypothesis in the study. Several statistical 

techniques were used to test these hypotheses. Comparison of the groups, 

using one-way analysis of variance, showed that these four classes were 
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similar in terms of their first semester English grades at the end of 

the first semester. 

In this study~ the criterion level was set at 90% level of 

achievement. 100% of the students in the class which received Cognitive 

Entry Behaviors and which was instructed under mastery learning reached 

this criterion level on the summative test. Mastery learning class 

followed this class with 95% of the students reaching this criterion 

level on the summative test. There were 77% of the students who reached 

90% level of criterion in the class which received Cognitive Entry 

Behaviors only on the summative test. On the other hand, only 54% of 

the students reached 90% criterion level in the control class on the 

same test. 

There were four hypothesis tested in the study. The first 

hypothesis was stated as: 

HYPOTHESIS I: THE ACHIEVEMENT LEVELS OF UNSUCCESSFUL STUDENTS 

RECEIVING COGNITIVE ENTRY BEHAVIORS WILL BE 

HIGHER THAN THOSE NOT RECEIVING THIS HELP ON 

THE PRE-TEST. 

The fiirrsl hypothes is was tes ted fi rs t by us i ng one-way ana 1 ys is 

of variance comparing the scores of the unsuccesfu1 students in all 

classes with each other on the pre-test. The results showed that there 

were significant differences among the four unsuccessful groups of 

students on the pre-test at a=.OOl level due to receiving the necessary 

Cognitive Entry Behaviors. The results of Newman-Keuls formula and 

t-tests showed that there were significant differences between the four 

unsuccessful groups of students when the scores of the students who 

received Cognitive Entry Behaviors during the semester break and those 
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who did not are compared on the pre-test. A significant difference 

was found at a=.Ol level between the students who received Cognitive 

Entry Behaviors in class ML+CEB and those unsuccessful studends who 

did not in Control class. The same significance level was also ob­

served between the students who received Cognitive Entry Behaviors 

in the class ML+CEB and those unsuccessful students who did not in 

class ML. When the scores of the students in class CEB who received 

Cognitive Entry Behaviors and in control class who did not are compared 

a significance level of a=.Ol level. When the comparison is done between 

the unsuccessful students in the class CEB who received Cognitive Entry 

Behaviors and in the class ML who did not, a significance level of 

a=.05 is found. T-tests were also used to compare the scores of the 

students who received Cognitive Entry Behaviors in class ML+CEB and 

in CONTROL class.' A significant difference of a=.OOl is found between 

these students. The same level of significance is found when the 

ML+CEB class unsuccessful students and the ML class unsuccessful 

students are compared. The comparison between the students of the 

CEB class who received Cognitive Entry Behaviors and the students of 

CONTROL class who did not showed that the significance 1evel was at 

.01 level. When it is done between the class CEB and the class ML this 

level was found as a=.05. 

In the light of the evidences stated above, the first 

hypothesis of the study is clearly confirmed. 

The second hypothesis of the study was stated as: 

HYPOTHESIS II: THE ACHIEVEMENT LEVELS OF CLASSES RECEIVING 

COGNITIVE ENTRY BEHAVIORS WILL BE HIGHER THAN 

CLASSES NOT RECEIVING THIS HELP ON THE PRE-TEST. 
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In this hypothesis whole classes were used for comparison 

purposes, not only the unsuccesful students. The same statistical 

analyses were used to test the second hypothesis. One-way analysis 

of variance test showed that there were significant differences among 

the four classes on the pre-test scores at a=.OOl level. The results 

of Newman-Keuls on the other hand, showed that the significant differences 

between the classes ML+CEB and CONTROL, ML+CEB and ML and CEB and 

CONTROL were a=.Ol, a=.Ol and a •. 05 respectively. Only the comparison 

between the CEB class and the ML class showed that there were not any 

significant differences between these two classes when the whole classes: 

were compared. The results of t-tests were in the same direction as the 

results of Newman-Keuls formula. The significant differences between 

ML+CEB and CONTROL, ML+CEB and ML, and CEB and CONTROL were at a=.OOl, 

a=.Ol and a=.05 levels respectively. Only the comparison between the 

CEB and the ML classes showed that there was not any significant 

difference between these two classes the whole classes were compared 

on the pre-test. According to these results the second hypothesis was 

also generally confirmed. 

The third hypothesis of the study dealt with the achievement 

levels of the mastery learning class which received Cognitive Entry 

Behaviors (ML+CEB) compared to the other 3 classes (ML, CEB and CONTROL) 

on the summative test scores. 

It is stated as: 

HYPOTHESIS III: THE COMBINED EFFECT OF COGNITIVE ENTRY 

BEHAVIORS AND MASTERY LEARNING WILL PRODUCE 

HIGHER ACHIEVEMENT LEVELS THAN EITHER INTERVEN­

TION ALONE ON THE SUMMATIVE TEST. 

Two-way analyses of variance test showed that there were 
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significant differences among the four classes in terms of their 

summative test scores. When Newman-Keuls formula was used comparing 

the scores of ML+CEB and control classes a difference of a=.Ol level 

was found favouring the ML+CEB class. The comparison between ML and 

Control classes showed a difference at the a=.Ol level. The difference 

was at a=.05 level between CEB and control classes. When the ML+CEB 

was compared with CEB and ML classes, a difference of a=.Ol level of 

significance was found in both comparisons favoring the class under 

both interventions. 

The results of t-tests showed that the class which received 

Cognitive Entry Behaviors and which was instructed under mastery 

learning method of instruction reached the highest level of achievement 

when compared to the other classes. The ML only class also reached the 

highest level of achievement when it was compared to the CEB only and 

the control classes. The CEB ~lass was also significantly higher than 

the control class on the summative test. The lowest achievement level 

was found in the control class. 

The effect size analyses showed a difference of about 2.7 

standard deviation when the class which received Cognitive Entry 

Behaviors and which was instructed under mastery learning method of 

instruction is compared with the control class. The same analysis 

showed a difference of about 1.76 standard deviation when the mastery 

learning and control classes are compared, and 0.73 standard devia­

tion when the class which received Cognitive Entry Behaviors and 

the control class are compared. When the class which receive 

Cognitive Entry Behaviors and which was instructed under mastery 

learning method of instruction ;s compared to the mastery learning 

only class, a difference of about 1.01 standard deviation is found. 
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The same analysis gave a difference of 1.6 standard deviation between 

the classes mastery learning combined with Cognitive Entry Behaviors 

and the Cognitive Entry Behaviors only. 

The results of this hypothesis showed that the third hypothesis 

of the study was clearly confirmed. 

The fourth and the last hypothesis of the study dealt with the 

amount of variance each intervention accounts. It was stated as: 

HYPOTHESIS IV: COGNITIVE ENTRY BEHAVIORS WILL HAVE AN ADDITIVE 

EFFECT TO MASTERY LEARNING METHOD OF INSTRUCTION. 

To test this hypothesis, two-way analyses of variance results 

(Table 9) on summative test scores are used. The results showed that the 

2 interventions had an additive effect since the interaction between 

them was not.significant. In addition, E correlation ratios which give 

the amount of variance accounted for by each intervention were computed. 

Mastery learning alone accounted for 45.2% of the variation in 

achievement and Cognitive Entry Behaviors alone accounted for 9.4% 

of the variaiton in achievement. Together, the two interventions 

accounted for 54.6% of the variation in achievement. Thu$, the results 

showed that this hypothesis was also confirmed. 

The data obtained in this study clearly show that: 

1. The achievement levels of only the students who were 

unsuccesful during the first semester but received Cognitive 

Entry Behaviors in the semester break are significantly 

higher than the other unsuccesful students who did not 

receive Cognitive Entry Behaviors during the semester break. 
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2. The achievement levels of the two classes which include 

students who receive Cognitive Entry Behaviors are generally 

significantly higher than the other two classes which include 

students who did not receive Cognitive Entry Behaviors when 

whole classes are used as a comparison basis. 

3. The achievement level of the class under mastery learning 

method of instruction in combination to receiving Cognitive 

Entry Behaviors is significantly higher than all of the 

other classes. This class is followed by the mastery learning 

only and the class which received Cognitive Entry Behaviors. 

In addition, all of these 3 classes reached significantly 

higher levels of achievement in comparison to the control 

class. 

4. Cognitive Entry Behaviors have an additive effect to mastery 

learning method of instruction. 

Limitations of the study and suggesti~n~ for further research 

This study was conducted in a private school in istanbul. The 

language of instruction was English at that school and most of the 

teachers who participated in the study were English speaking Americans. 

In this study English for a Changing World by J. Huizenga et all (1976) 

was used asa textbook. The preperatory level English classes had already 

started that book during the first semester and continued in the second 

semester. The reason for choosing this school was that there were many 

preparatory level English classes all using the same textbook. All 

of the classes were instructed by a different teacher. 

There were 4 classes used in this study. The researcher had 

a meeting with the teachers of the mastery learning classes. Informa­

tion about the instructional method was given to the teachers by the 
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researcher and the thesis advisor. The teachers were provided with the 

necessary objectives and a source book relating to the instructional 

methods that they were going to use. 

One major 1 imitaUolll of the study is the time spent for gi vi ng 

the necessary prerequisites to the unsuccessful students during the 

semester break (this help lasted only for 15 hours of instruction). 

It is suggested for further research that there should be more time 

given to the unsuccesful students in order to proyide them with the 

necessary Cognitive Entry Behaviors, and more time spent for the 

instructional method. 

Conclusion and Implication~ 

In this study the aim was to test the combined effect of two 

different interventions, mastery learning and Cognitive Entry 

Behaviors on achievement levels of students studying English as a 

second language at the preparatory level. 

Research done for many years show that when other interventions 

are used together with the mastery learning method of in~truction , the 

achievement levels of students raise even further than the students 

who were instructed under mastery learning alone. ~lastery Learning 

generally produces a difference of about one standard deviation over 

control conditi ons. Wh il e the two interventions, Mastery L earni ng and 

Cognitive Entry Behaviors, used in combination produce approximately 

2 standard deviations over control conditions. This gives clear evidence 

on the above stated points. 

In this study, Mastery Learning method of instruction explained 

45 percent of the variation in achievement while the Cognitive Entry 
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Behaviors 10 percent. Although the percentage of explanation in 

variation by Cognitive Entry Behaviors is lower than the explanation. 

of mastery learning alone, it should not be forgotten that this 10 

percent was gained by only 15 hours of extra time spent for the 

unsuccesful students. 

As a results, it is easily seen that by giving the necessary 

prerequisites for· the new learning tasks, variations· in achievement 

can be easily altered. It is expected that learners in any form of 

education can reach higher levels of learning by using different types 

of interventions. Further research is needed for the substantiation of 

this hypotheses under different conditions and with different groups 

of students. 



APPENDIX 
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PRE-TEST 

Objective 1 The student will be able to use the new words of the 

unit in a sentence. 

Instruction : Choose the correct word for the sentence below. 

1. Pl ease write them on the ........... . 

(a) class 

(b) blackboard 

(c) give 

(d) direction 

Objective 2 : The student will be able to use the question word 

"what" in a sentence. 

Instruction Choose the correct word for the sentence below. 

1. ............ is this? Itls a chalk. 

(a) who 

(b) how 

(c) what 

(d) where 

Objective 3 The student wil.l be able to use the question word "wholl 

in a sentence. 

Instruction Choose the correct word for the sentence below. 

1. ..... " .............. " .. 

(a) who 

(b) what 

(c) where 

(d) when 

is Mrs. Sellers? She is a teacher. 
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Objective 4 The student will be able to use the question word where 

in a sentence. 

Instruction Choose the correct word for the sentence below. 

1. . ........... is your brother? He is at the hospital. 

(a) what 

(b) where 

(c) when 

(d) which 

Objective 5 The student will be able to use verbs with prepositions 

in present cont. tense. 

Instruction: Choose the correct words to fill in the blanks. 

1. The boy is " . " . " . " " " " " " " his book. 

(a) looking for 

(b) looking ahead 

(c) looking here 

(d) looking up to 

Objective 6 : The student will be able to recognize the plural forms 

of the nouns. 

Instruction: Choose the correct words to fill in the blanks. 

1. Where are the .......... ? 

(a) mans 

(b) man 

(c) men 

(d) mens 
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Objective 7 The student will be able to use "some and any" in 

sentences. 

Instruction : Choose the correct word for the sentence. 

1. There isn't ........... milk on the table. 

(a) any 

(b) some 

(c) a 1 mos t 

(d) quite 

Objective 8 : The student will be able to use the words which decribe 

size and quantity. 

Instruction: Choose the correct word for the sentence 

l. The desk isn't big ........... him. 

(a) enough for 

(b) about 

{c) on 

(d) enough 

Objective 9 : The student will be able to use "going to" form of the 

future tense in the statements correctly. 

Instructi on : Choose the correct word for the sentence. 

1. Mr.Black isn't washing the car now. He is ............ wash it tomorrow. 

(a) going to 

(b) go 

(c) not 

(d) wi 11 
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Objective 10 The student will be able to use the words which 

describe suggestions by using imperatives. 

Instruction Choose the correct word for the sentence. 

1. The desk ;s too heavy ............. move it. 

(a) doesn't 

(b) isn't 

(c) don't 

(d) wasn't 

Objecti ve 11 The student will be able to differentiate between 

how much and how many in relation to given situations. 

Ins tructi on Choose the correct word. 

1 ............. eggs are there in the basket? 

(a) how much 

(b) how long 

( c) how often 

(d) how many 

2. ............. money do you have? 

(a) how many 

(b) how much 

(c) how long 

(d) how about 
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Objective 12 The student will be able to use the possesive adjactive 

pronouns in the statements correctly. 

Instruction Choose the correct word for the sentence. 

l. 

2. 

Ayse and ~1urat are students. . .... ...... 
(a) their 

(b) her 

(c) our 

(d) your 

She is reading ......... a book. 

(a) her 

(b) they 

(c) their 

(d) she 

teacher is a man . 

Objective 13 The student will be able to use the adjectives which 

describe length. 

Instruction Choose the correct word for the sentence. 

l. Is Mrs.Baez tall? No, she isn't. She is .......... 
(a) fat 

(b) thin 

(c) tall 

(d) short 

Objective 14 To use the pronouns one and ones in the statement correctly. 

Instruction Choose the correct words for the sentence. 



-64-
1. The yellow car is in the street. The blue ....... is at the garage. 

(a) one 

(b) ones 

(c) one I s 

(d) ones I 

Objective 15 : The student will be able to differentiate between too 

.!.1!~st:. and too many. 

Instruction : Choose the correct word for the sentence 

l. There are ............. glasses of milk on the table. 

(a) too much 

(b) too many 

(c) too long 

(d) too short 

Objective 16 : The student will be able to differentiate between so 

and because . 

Instruction Choose the correct word for the sentenc~. 

1. 11m going to wear my blue shirt, 

dirty. 

the green one is too 

(a) so 

(b) at 

(c) long 

(d) because 

Objective 17 : The student will be able to use the simle past tense 

form of the irregular verbs. 

Instruction Choose the correct word for the sentence. 
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1. Betty ......... the train station 3 o'clock yesterday. 

(a) left 

(b) leaved 

(c) 1 efted 

(d) leavet 

Objective 18 : The student will be able to use the simple present 

tense statements with time adverbs such as tonight • 

this evening. today or every Sunday 

Instruction Choose the correct word for the sentence. 

l. I usually stay at home ........... 

(a) every Sunday 

(b) this evening 

(c) today 

(d) tonight 

Objective 19 : The student will able to change the positive sentences 

into negative forms in simple present an simple past 

tenses. 

InstructiNI Change the positive sentences into negative forms. 

1. He ;s a dentist. No. he ......... a dentist. 

(a) aren't 

(b) isn't 

(c) don't 

(d) doesn't 
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2. I studied English last night 

(a) I didn't studied English last night 

(b) I didn't study English last night. 

(c) I not study English last night. 

(d) I did studies English last night. 

Objective 20 The student will be able to change the singular nouns 

to plural nouns. 

Instruction Change the singular word to plural form. 

l. There is a cat at the corner of the street. 

(a) There are cats at the corner of the street. 

(b) There is cats at the corner of the street. 

(c) There are cat at the corner of the street. 

(d) There is a cats at the corner of the street. 

Objective 21 The student will be able to recognize actions that are 

happening in (now) present continuous. 

Instruction Choose the correct sentence below. 

l. (a) Are these men working at the bank? 

(b) Do these men working at the bank? 

(c) Does the men working at the bank? 

(d) Is these men working at the bank? 

Objective 22 The,student will be able to to recognize simple past 

tense in question form, and in positive form. 

Instruction Choose the correct words below. 
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1 .............. you and Ahmet go the party yesterday? Yes we did. 

(a) was 

(b) are 

(c) did 

(d) do 

2. I ............ to her yesterday, but I didn't talk to her today. 

(a) ta 1 ked 

(b) going to talk 

(c) talk 

(d) talking 

Objective 23 : The student will be able to recognize the word "can" in 

sentences. 

Instruction ChQose the correct words for the sentences below. 

1. Birds .......... fly hundreds of miles. 

2. 

(a) can 

(b) does 

(c) are 

(d) want 

(a) are 

(b) does 

(c) can 

(d) did 

you come to my party? I'm inviting you. 

Objective 24 The student will be able to to differentiate between 

somebody and anybody in sentences. 

Instruction Find the negative of the sentence. 
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1. There is somebody in the room. 

(a) There isn't anybody in the room. 

(b) There isn't somebody in the room. 

(c) There isn't nobody in the room. 

(d) There is nothing body in the room. 
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FORMATIVE TESTS 

Learning Task 1 To Give and Follow Directions, Past Progressive and 

and Simple Past Tenses. 

FORMATIVE lA 

Objective 1 The student will be able to recall the meaning of the 

new words in the lesson. 

Instruction Choose correct words below. 

l. My grade in the .. . . . . ... course is 6 . 

(a) finish 

(b) history 

(c) cassette 

(d) kid 

2. Itls a very hard ........... You need extra help. 

(a) learn 

(b) easy 

(c) assignment 

(d) melon 

Objective 2 

Instruction 

The student will be able to use the new words of the 

lesson in sentences. 

Choose the correct sentences below. 

1. Which one of the sentences uses the word ass~~nm~~~ correctly. 

(a) The student friendly assignment the lesson 

(b) The kids canlt assignment the ball. 

(c) Theteacher gave us a very hard assignment. 

(d) The father of Mehmet assignment the work. 
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2. Which one of the sentences uses the word finish correctly? 

(a) I can't finish this work now, because I have no time. 

(b) This is a finishwork. 

(c) I like to do finish work. 

(d) He finishes to the party tonight. 

Objective 3 : The student will be able to recognize the past progressive 

tense in a given context. 

Instruction Choose the correct form of the verbs to fill in the 

blanks in the sentences below. 

l. They . . . . . . . . . . . a picture last night . 

(a) are drawing 

(b) were drawi ng 

(c) was drawing 

(d) wi 11 draw 

2. I . . . . . . . . .. you yes terday 

(a) was looking for 

(b) wi 11 look for 

(c) look 

(d) wi 11 looking for 

Objective 4 The student will be able to identify the negative and 

interrogative forms of the past progressive tense. 

Instruction : Choose the negative form of the below sentence. 

l. They were looking for a new book . 

(a) They were not looking for a new book. 

(b) They did not looking for a new book. 

(c) They was looking for a new book. 

(d) They were looking not for a new book. 
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Instruction Choose the question form of the sentence below. 

l. Two men were talking about you. 

(a) Were two men talking about you? 

(b) Was two men talking about you? 

(c) Did two men talking about you? 

(d) Two men were talking not about you? 

Objective 5: The student will be able to identify the positive form 

of the past progressive tense. 

Instruction Choose the positive form of the sentences below. 

1. Was she sitting in a corner? 

(a) She did sit in a corner. 

(b) She were sitting in a corner. 

(c) She was sitting in a corner. 

(d) She wasn't sitting in a corner. 

2. Were you listening to the teacher? 

(a) You were listening to the teacher. 

(b) You listened to the teacher. 

(c) You did listening to the teacher. 

(d) You was listening to the teacher. 

Objective 6 The student will be able to use "when" with past progressive 

and simple past tenses. 

Instruction : Choose the items which complete the sentences below. 

1. She was cooking dinner when 

(a) I wi 11 come 

(b) I come 

(c) You open the door. 

(d) You opened the door. 
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2. I was listening to the music when 

(a) you go 

(b) she came 

(c) he will come 

(d) he comes 
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Learning Task 2 To describe location, to read and write brief notices, 

and prepositional phrases . 

FORMATIVE II A 

Objective 1 The student will be able to recall the meaning of the 

new words in the lesson. 

Instruction Choose the correct words for the sentences below. 

l. I canlt study math, because I .......... . it . 
(a) lettering 

(b) meet 

(c) drived 

(d) hate 

2. 11m going to write a letter to my friend. She lives in a ......... 

(a) graduate 

(b) inside 

(c) except 

(d) suburb 

Objective 2 The student will be able to use prepositions such as 

IIcyn, at, in, by" in sentences. 

Instruction : Choose the correct words for the sentences below. 

1. The meeting is go; ng to be ............. Wednesday. 

(a) on 

(b) above 

(c) at 

(d) in 
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2. I came to school ............ taxi, but I was to late. 

(a) below 

(b) hate 

(c) ha 11 

(d) by 

Objective 3 The student will be able to use the -ing forms of some" 

words which are nouns. 

Instruction Choose the correct words for the sentences below. 

1. The ............. of the movi e was i nteresti ng, I 1 i ked it. 

(a) were 

(b) begining 

(c) went 

(d) changed 

2. This ............ is about the kings of the world. 

(a) except 

(b) mistake 

(c) reading 

(d) boards 

Objective 4 : The student will be able to use the new words of the 

lesson in sentences. 

Instruction: Choose the correct sentences below. 

1. Which one of the sentences uses the word dictionary correctly? 

(a) The art club goes to the dictionary every week. 

(b) If you donlt know this word, look at the dictionary. 

(c) 11m going to dictionary the school. 

(d) Itls a very dictionary driving. 
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2. Which one of the sentences uses the word out of correctly? 

(a) I'm out of to the art fair. 

(b) They went to school out of. 

(c) There isn't any out of sentence in this paper. 

(d) On Friday afternoon, the students run out of the school. 
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Learning Task 3 To read advertisements, Future Tense with will, has/ 

have to and verb. 

FORMATIVE II I A 

Ohjective 1 The student will be able to recall he meaning of the 

new words in the lesson. 

Instruction Choose the correct words for the sentences below. 

1. My family and I live in a very ...... house. 

(a) operator 

(b) another 

(c) bring 

(d) large 

2. I didn1t answer all of the questions on the ........ because some 

of them were very hard. 

(a) shop 

(b) typewriter 

(c) helper 

(d) application form 

Objective 2 : The student will be able to use the new words of the 

lesson in sentences. 

Instruction Choose the correct sentences below. 

1. Which one of the sentences uses the word hire correctly? 

(a) There are hire students in the class today. 

(b) I want to choose somebody hire boss. 

(c) Th~ boss wants to hire a secretary. 

(d) His assistant is hiring the eye glasses. 
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2. Which one of the sentences uses the word appointment correctly? 

(a) Bob and his brother are appointment 

(b) These flowers are very appointment 

(c) There's some appointment to put into milk. 

(d) I have an appointment with my teacher, I can't come to you. 

Objective 3: The student will be able to recognize the future tense 

in a given context. 

Instruction Choose the correct form of the verbs to fill in the 

blanks in the sentences below. 

1. The meeting ........... at 8 o'clock tomorrow. 

(a) began 

(b) will begin 

(c) were begining 

(d) was begin 

2. I ........... her tomorrow morning. 

(a) will see 

(b) am see 

(c) was seeing 

(d) saw 

Objective 4 The student will be able to identify the negative form of 

the future tense. 

Instruction Choose the negative forms of the sentences below. 

1. They will look for a new movie tonight. 

(a) They look for a new movie tonight. 

(b) They weren't looking fora new movie tonight. 

(c) They won't look for a new movie tonight. 

(d) They were looking for a new movie tonight. 
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2. She will buy a swimming dress. 

(a) She won't buy a swimming dress. 

(b) She wasn't buy a swimming dress. 

(c) She didn't buy a swimming dress. 

(d) She does not buy a swimming dress. 

Objective 5 : The student will be able to identify the interrogative 

form of the future tense. 

Instruction Choose the question form of the sentence below. 

l. She wi 11 look for a new fl at. 

(a) Wi 11 she look a new flat? 

(b) Wi 11 she going to look for a new flat? 

(c) Was she looking for a new flat? 

(d) Is she looking for a new flat? 

Objective 6 : The student will be ableto identify the positive form of 

the future tense. 

Instruction: Choose the positive form of the sentence below. 

l. Will you help me to study this lesson? 

(a) You're helping me to study this lesson. 

(b) You will help me to study this lesson. 

(c) You help me to study this lesson. 

(d) You were helping me to study this lesson. 
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Learning Task 1 To give and follow directions, Past Progressive 

and Simple Past Tenses. 

FORMATIVE I B 

Objective 1 The student will be able to recall the meaning of the 

new words in the lesson. 

Instruction Choose the correct word below. 

1. I didn't finish my work, because it was .......... . 

(a) boring 

(b) tUrn 

(c) living 

(d) recording 

2. I can't ........... the answer to the question. 

(a) figure up 

(b) figure at 

(c) figure out 

(d) figure in 

Objective 2 The student will be able to use the new words of the 

lesson in sentences. 

Instruction Choose the correct sentences below. 

1. Which one of the sentences uses the word boring correctly? 

(a) The teacher boring the homework to the students. 

(b) The teacher boring very hard assignments. 

(c) She is very boring to explain. 

(d) This is a boring book. 
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2. Which one of the sentences uses the word easy correctly? 

(a) It was a very easy lesson. 

(b) It easy to go. 

(c) I want to easy the student. 

(d) I want to go there easy. 

Objective 3 : The student will be able to recognize the past progressive 

tense in a given context. 

Instruction : Choose the correct words below. 

l. My wife and I ........... about you the other day. 

(a) were talk 

(b) was talking 

(c) wi 11 talk 

(d) were talking 

2. The children ............. basketball last year. 

(a) was playing 

(b) were playing 

(c) wi 11 playing 

(d) wi 11 play 

Objective 4 : The student will be able to identify the positive form 

of the past progressive tense. 

Instruction: Choose the positive form of the sentences below. 

1. Were you studying English last year? 

(a) You was studying English last year. 

(b) You was study English last year. 

(c) You were studying English last year. 

(d) You studied English last year. 



-81-
2. Was he watching a football game? 

(a) He was watching a football game. 

(b) He is watchin~ a football game. 

(c) He watched a football game. 

(d) He did watch a footba 11 game. 

Objective 5 : The student will be able to identify the negative and 

interrogative forms of the past progressive tense. 

Instruction: Choose the negative form of the sentence below. 

l. She was buying a very big car. 

(a) She were not buying a very big car. 

(b) She wasn't buying a very big car. 

(c) She didn't buyi ng a very big car. 

(d) She didn't buy a very big car. 

Instruction: Choose the question form of the sentence below. 

1. They were looking for a new flat. 

(a) Was they looking for a new flat? 

(b) Didn't they looking for a new flat? 

(c) Were they looking for a new flat? 

(d) Did they looking for a new flat? 

Objective 6 : The student wi 11 be able to use "when" with past 

progressive and simple past tenses. 

Instruction Choose the items which complete the sentences below. 

1. I was opening the window when ........... . 

(a) you came 

(b) you are coming 

(c) you come 

(d) you go 
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2. He was studying Turkish when . .......... 
(a) I was leaving his house. 

(b) I left his house . 
(c) I leave his house. 

(d) I am leaving his house. 
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Learning Task 2 To describe location, to read and write brief notices, 

and Prepositional Phrases. 

FORMATIVE I I B 

Objective 1 The student will be able to recall the meaning of the 

new words in the lesson. 

Instruction Choose the correct words for the sentences below. 

1. What were they ........... at one o'clock ? 

(a) watch 

(b) doing 

(c) choosed 

(d) ate 

2. The . ........................ 1 i brary is open everyday except Sunday. 

(a) toward 

(b) about 

(c) drived 

(d) public 

Objective 2 The students will be able to use the new words of the 

lesson in sentences. 

Instruction Choose the correct sentences below. 

1. Which one of the sentences uses the word mistake correctly? 

(a) I mistake carrots and math. 

(b) This is a very mistake lesson. 

(c) I mistake a letter to my aunt in Germany. 

(d) She made a mistake, because she didn't understand the lesson. 
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2. Which one of the sentences uses the word drive correctly? 

(a) He put the book on the shelf drive the desk. 

(b) I donlt want to go by his car, because he drives too fast. 

(c) The Art Club makea drives. 

(c) Theylre going to have a meeting in our drive. 

Objective 3 The student will be able to use prepositions such as 

.. on, at, in, by" in sentences. 

Instruction Choose the correct words for the sentences below. 

l. 11m going to the Art Fair ...... the gym. 

(a) look 

(b) is 

(c) in 

(d) put 

2. A window in an opening ...... a wall. 

(a) cage 

(b) in 

(c) out 

(d) us 

Objective 4 The student will be able to use the new words of the 

lesson in sentences. 

Instruction Choose the correct words for the sentences below. 

1. I want to change the hour of our . . . . . . . . . .. . 

(a) look 

(b) ran 

(c) meeting 

(d) near 
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2. 11m going to the Art Fair to see his ......... . 

(a) drawing 

(b) went 

(c) on Wednesday 

(d) play basketball 
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Learning Task 3 To read advertisements, Future Tense with will, 

has/have to and verb. 

FOR~1ATIVE I I I B 

Objective 1 The student will be able to recall the meaning of the 

new words in the lesson. 

Instruction Choose the correct words for the sentences below. 

l. She . .... ... a very beatiful typewriter to the office . 

(a) i nte 11 i gent 

(b) brought 

(c) help 

(d) clerk 

2. My boss has a very intelligent .......... . 

(a) clerk 

(b) different 

(c) s pe 11 

(d) fill out 

Objective 2 The student will be able to use the new words of the 

lesson in sentences. 

Instruction: Choose the correct sentences below. 

1. Which one of the sentences uses the word ~like correctly? 

(a) I started alike after the lesson. 

(b) Do you write these letters for me, alike? 

(c) This camera is showing alike. 

(d) These flowers are different, they're not alike. 
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Objective 3 The student will be able to recognize the future 

tense in a given context. 

Instruction Choose the correct forms of the verbs to fill in the 

blanks. 

1. They .......... tomorrow, please wait them. 

2. 

(a) came 

(b) was coming 

(c) were coming 

(d) w'ill come 

They ........ at home toni ght. 

(a) ateing 

(b) wi 11 eat 

(c) are ateing 

(d) eat 

Objective 4 The student will identify the negative form of the 

future tense. 

Instruction Choose the negative form of the below sentence 

1. I wi 11 go there tomorrow morning. 

(a) I won't go there tomorrow morning. 

(b) I didn't go there tomorrow morning. 

(c) I wasn't go there tomorrow morning. 

(d) I went there tomorrow morning. 

2. She will eat it. 

(a) She can't eat it. 

(b) She wasn't eat it. 

(c) She didn't eat it. 

(d) She won't eat it. 
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Objective 5 The student will be able to identify the interrogative 

form of the future tense. 

Instruction Choose the question form of the sentence below. 

l. You wi 11 speak English better next year. 

(a) Wi 11 you speaking English better next year? 

(b) Were you speaking English better next year? 

(c) Did you speak English better next year? 

(d) Will you speak English better next year? 

Objective 6 : The student will be able to identify the positive form 

of the future tense. 

Instruction: Choose the positive iimmof the sentence below. 

1. Will you walk with me across the street? 

(a) You will going to walk with me across the street. 

(b) You're walking with me across the street. 

(c) You will walk with me across the street. 

(d) You were walking with me across the street. 
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SU~1MATIVE TEST 

Learning 
Task 

Instruction: Choose the correct word 
below. 

1. It's a very hard ...... You need extra 
help. 

(a) learn 
(b) easy 

(c) assignment 
(d) melon 

Instruction: Choose the correct sentence 
below. I 

2. Which one of the sentences uses the 
word finish correctly? 

(a) I can't finish this work now, 

because I have no time. 
(b) This is a finish work. 
(c) I like to do finish work. 
(d) He finishes to the party tonight. 

Instruction: Choose the negative form of 
the sentence below. 

3. They were looking for a new book. 

(a) They weren't looking for a new book. 

(b) They didn't looking for a new book. 

(c) They wasn't looking for a new book. 
(d) They were looking not for a new book. 

I 

I 

Instruction: Choose the item which completes I 

the sentence below. 

4. She was cooking dinner when ....... . 

(a) I will come 

(b) I come 
(c) You open the door 
(d) You opened the door 

Objective Answer 
Column 

IA C 

IIA a 

IVA a 

VIA d 
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Learning 
Task 

Instruction: Choose the correct 

word below 

5. I can't ........ the answer to 
the question. 
(a) figure up 
(b) figure at 
(c) figure out 
(d) figure in 

Instruction: Choose the correct sentence 
below. 

6. Which one of the sentences uses the 
word boring correctly? 

(a) The teacher boring the homework 
to the students. 

(b) The teacher boring very hard assign­
ments. 

(c) She is very boring to explain. 
(d) This is a boring book. 

Instruction: Choose the correct word below. 

7. My wife and I •..... about you the 

other day. 
(a) were talk 
(b) was talking 

( c) wi 11 ta 1 k 

(d) were talking 

Instruction: Choose the negative of the 
sentence below. 

8. She was buying a very big car. 

(a) She were not buying a very big car. 

(b) She wasn't buying a very big car. 

(c) She didn't buying a very big car. 

(d) She didn't buy a very big car 

I 

I 

Objective 

IB 

lIB 

I IllB -

I IVB 

Answer 
Col umn ' 

C 

d 

d 

b 
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Instruction: Choose the question form 

of the sentence below. 

9. They were looking for a new flat. 

(a) Was they looking for a new flat? 
(b) Didn't they looking for a new flat? 
(c) t-iere they looking for a new flat? 
(d) Did they looking for a new flat? 

Learning 
Task 

I 

Instructioo: Choose the item which completes I 
the sentence below. 

10. I was opening the window when 
(a) you came 

(b) you're coming 
(c) you come 
(d) you go 

Instruction: Choose the correct word for 
sentence below. 

11. 11m going to write a letter to my friend, 

the 1 i ves ina ...... . 

(a) graduate 

(b) inside 

(c) except 

(d) suburb 

II 

Instruction: Choose the correct word for the II 
sentence below. 

12. The meeting is going to be 

Wednesday. 

(a) on 

(b) above 

(c) at 
(d) in 

Objective Answer 
Column 

IVB C 

VIB a 

IA d 

IIA a 
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Learning 
Task 

Instruction: Choose the correct word for 

the sentence below. 
II 

13. The ....... of the movie was interesting, 
I 1 i ked it. 

(a) were 

(b) begining 

(c) went 

(d) changed 

Instruction: Choose the correct word for 

the sentence below. 

14. Th i s 

world. 

(a) except 

(b) mistakes 

(c) reading 

(d) boards 

is about the kings of the 

Instruction: Choose the correct word for 

the sentence below. 

15. What were they ...... at one o'clock? 

(a) watch 

(b) doing 

(c) choosed 

(d) ate 

Instruction: Choose the correct sentence 

below. 

16. Which one of the sentences uses the word 

drive correctly? ---
(a) He put the book on the shelf drive 

the desk. 
(b) I don't wan't to go by his car, because 

he drives too fast. 

II 

II 

I I 

Objective 

IVA 

IlIA 

IB 

IVB 

Answer 
Column 

b 

c 

b 

b 
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Learning 
Task 

(c) The Art Club make a drives. 
(d) Theylre going to have a meeting 

in our drive. 

Instruction: Choose the correct word 

for the sentence below. 

17. 11m going to the Art-Fair .... the gym. 
(a) look 
(b) is 
(c) in 
(d) put 

Instruction: Choose the correct word for 
the sentence below. 

18. I want to change the hour of our 
(a) look 
(b) ran 
(c) meeting 
(d) near 

II 

II 

Instruction: Choose the correct word for the III 
sentence below. 

19. My family and I live in a very ...... . 

house. 
(a) operate 

(b) another 

(c) bring 
(d) 1 a rg2 

Instruction: Choose the correct sentence 

below. 

20. Which one of the sentences uses the 

word hire correctly? 

III 

Objective 

lIB 

IIIB 

-IA 

IIA 

Answer 
Golumn 

c 

c 

d 

c 
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Learning 
Task 

(a) There1re hire students in the 
class today. 

(b) I want to choose somebody hire 
boss. 

(c) The boss of our office wants to 
hire a secretary. 

(d) His assistant is hiring the 
eyeglasses. 

Instruction: Choose the correct form of III 

the verb to will in the blanks. 

21. The meeti ng ...... at 8 0 I clock tomorrow. 

(a) began 

(b) will begin 
(c) were begining 

(d) was begin 

Instruction: Choose the negative form 

of the sentences below. 

22. She will buy a swimming dress. 
(a) She won't buy a swimming dress. 
(b) She wasn1t buy a swimming dress. 
(c) She di dn I t buy a swimmi ng dress. 
(d) Shedoesn1t buy a swimming dress. 

Instruction: Choose the positive form of 
the sentence below. 

23. Will you help me to study this lesson? 
(a) You're help me to study this lesson. 

(b) You will help me to study this lesson. 

(c) You help me to study this lesson. 
(d) You were helping me to study this 

lesson. 

III 

III 

Objective Answer 
Column 

lIlA b 

IVA a 

VIA b 
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Instruction: Choose the correct word for 

the sentence below. 

24. My boss has a very intelligent 
(a) clerk 
(b) di fferent 
(c) spe 11 
(d) fi 11 out 

Learning 
Task 

III 

Instruction: Choose the correct form of III 

25. They 

them. 
(a) came 

the verbs to fi 11 in the blank. 

tomorrow, please wait for 

(b) was coming 
(c) were coming 
(d) wi 11 come 

Instruction: Choose the negative form of 
the below sentence. 

26. I will go there tomorrow morning. 
(a) I won't go there tomorrow morning. 
(b) I didn't go there tomorrow morning. 
(c) I wasn't go there tomorrow morning. 
(d) I went there tomorrow morning. 

Instruction: Choose the correct sentence 

below. 

27. Which one of the sentences uses the 

word alike correctly? 
(a) I started alike after the lesson. 
(b) Do you write these letters for me, 

alike? 
(c) This camera is showing alike. 
(d) These flowers are different, they're 

not alike. 

III 

III 

Objective Answer 
Column 

IB a 

IVB d 

IVB a 

IIB d 
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Instruction: Choose the negative form 
of the below sentences. 

28. She will eat it. 

(a) She can't eat it. 

(b) She wasn't eat it. 
(c) She didn't eat it. 
(d) She won't eat it. 

Instruction: Choose the correct form of 
the verb to fi 11 in the blank. 

29. They ..... at home tonight. 

(a) ateing 

(b) wi 11 eat 

(c) are ateing 

(d) eat 

Intruction: Choose the correct form of 
the verb to fi 11 in the 

blank. 

30. I . . . . . ..• her tomorrow morning . 

(a) wi 11 see 

(b) am see 

(c) was seeing 

(d) saw 

Learning 
Task 

III 

III 

III 

Objective Answer 
Column 

IVB d 

IIIB b 

IlIA a 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 
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RAW DATA: STUDENT'S SCORES ON TESTS 

PRE-TEST FIA FIB FIlA FIIB FIllA FIIIB SUMMATIVI 

96.6 100 100 100 100 100 96.6 

96.6 91.6 100 87.5 100 100 96.6 

96.6 91.6 100 100 100 100 100 

93.3 100 100 100 100 100 100 

96.6 100 100 100 100 100 100 

93.3 100 91.6 100 100 100 100 

96.6 83.3 91 .6 100 100 100 100 

96.6 100 100 100 100 100 100 

100 91.6 100 100 100 100 100 

96.6 91.6 91 .6 100 100 100 96.6 

96.6 100 100 100 100 90 96.6 

96.6 100 100 100 100 100 100 

96.6 100 91 .6 100 100 100 100 

93.3 100 100 100 100 100 96".6 

96.6 100 91.6 100 100 100 100 

96.6 100 100 100 100 100 100 

96.6 100 91.6 100 100 100 100 

100 100 100 87.5 100 100 100 

96.6 100 100 100 100 100 100 

96.6 100 91.687.5 80 100 96.6 

90.0 100 100 100 100 100 100 

96.6 100 100 100 100 100 100 
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RAW DATA: STUDENT'S SCORES ON TESTS 

STUDENTS IN 
THE PRE-TEST FIA FIB FIlA FIIB FIlA FIIIB SUMMATIVE 

ML CLASS 

96.6 100 83.3 100 100 100 100 96.6 

2 90 100 83.3 75 87.5 90 100 96.6 

3 93.3 91.691.6 100 87.5 100 80 96.6 

4 93.3 91 .6 91.6 100 100 100 90 100 

5 90 91.6 75 100 100 90 100 93.3 

6 96.6 100 91.6 100 100 90 90 100 

7 96.6 100 91.6 100 100 100 100 100 

8 96.6 100 100 100 87.5 100 100 96.6 

9 93.3 91.6 83.3 100 100 100 100 100 

10 96.6 100 9l.6 100 100 100 100 96.6 

11 86.6 100 91.6 100 100 90 100 96.6 

12 93.3 100 91.6 100 100 80 100 93.3 

13 80 100 91.6 100 100 100 100 93.3 

14 93.3 100 9l.6 100 87.5 100 90 96.6 

15 93.3 100 91.6 100 100 100 100 96.6 

16 96.6 100 91.6 100 100 100 100 96.6 

17 93.3 100 100 100 100 100 100 96.6 

18 83.3 100 91.6 87.5 100 90 100 90 

19 86.6 83.3 83.3 87.5 100 80 80 90 

20 93.3 91.6100 100 100 90 100 86.6 

21 96.6 91.6 100 100 87.5 90 100 93.3 

22 93.3 100 100 100 100 90 100 96.6 
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RAW DATA: STUDENTS' SCORES ON TESTS 

STUDENTS IN 
THE PRE-TEST FIA FIB FIlA FIlB FIllA FI IIB SUMMATI 

CEB CLASS 

96.6 100 100 100 93.3 

2 93.3 91.6 100 100 90 

3 93.3 100 100 100 90 

4 96.6 100 100 90 100 

5 90 100 100 100 96.6 

6 90 9l.6 87.5 80 90 

7 86.6 83.3 87.5 80 93.3 

8 96.6 100 100 90 93.3 

9 96.6 100 100 100 96.6 

10 96.6 91.6 87.5 90 86.6 

11 93.3 100 100 100 83.3 

12 96.6 100 87.5 100 90 

13 93.3 91.6 100 100 86.6 

14 83.3 91.6 100 100 90 

15 93.3 100 100 100 90 

16 96.6 100 100 100 96.6 

17 93.3 100 87.5 100 93.3 

18 90.0 100 100 80 96.6 

19 90.0 91.6 87.5 100 86.6 

20 90.0 100 100 80 86.6 

21 93.3 100 100 100 96.6 

22 96.6 100 100 100 96.6 
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CONTROL CLASS 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 
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RAW DATA: STUDENTS' SCORES ON TESTS 

PRE-TEST FIA FIB FIlA FIIB FIlA FIIB SUMMATIVE 

90 90 

83.3 86 .. 6 

90 93.3 

90 86.6 

93.3 86.6 

83.3 86.6 

93.3 90 

96.6 93.3 

90 93.3 

'80 83.3 

83.3 86.6 

96.6 93.3 

86.6 93.3 

93.3 93.3 

90 86.6 

90 90 

93.3 86.6 

93.3 86.6 

93.3 90 

90 93.3 

90 93.3 

80 83.3 
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