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Abstract

The main purpose of the study was to study the effect of mastery learning strategy on students’
mathematics achievement at the middle school level. Mixed-method, QUAN-Qual model was
used to investigate the effect of mastery learning strategy. For quantitative research method, an
experimental study was carried out to compare the students’ achievement between experimental
and control group. The design used in the study was one of the true experimental designs, viz,
posttest only control group design. The instrument used in the study was a posttest. Two sample
schools, No. (4) BEHS Kamayut and No. (2) BEMS Yankin were selected by a simple random
sampling method. The subjects were (60) Grade Eight students from each school. There were two
experimental groups and two control groups. The students from experimental groups were taught
by using mastery learning strategy and the students from control groups were taught by using
formal instruction. After the treatment, the posttest was administered to two groups. The
independent samples t-test was used to compare the differences between two groups. The results
showed that there were significant differences between two groups in No. (4) BEHS Kamayut
(t=3.02, p <.01) and No. (2) BEMS Yankin (t =4.72, p <.001). For qualitative research method,
the students in the experimental groups from two selected schools were given a questionnaire. The
questionnaire consists of 18 items. 15 items of these are coded with five-point Likert-scale and
3 items are open-ended questions. The results showed that the students had positive attitude
towards learning, retention of learned materials and involvement in instructional activities. Thus
mastery learning strategy had positively contributed to the improvement of mathematics teaching
and learning at the middle school level.
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Introduction

Changes always happen in everything, everywhere and every situation. Society’s thinking
changes from decade to decade, generation to generation and century to century. Education
depends on society. Since society changes, the vision for education must change. So the teaching
and learning also change. The vision of the people on education should be accommodated with
society (Underhill, 1981).

In relation to the development of society’s thinking in the 21* century, mathematics

occupies a crucial and unique role in the human’s societies and represents a strategic key in the
development of the whole mankind (Fatima, n.d.).

At every level, learning mathematics should be a natural outgrowth from the children
themselves. Learning should be interesting for the children, should challenge their imagination
and should beget creative solutions. Learning mathematics should be devoid of boredom,
meaninglessness and coercion (Cruikshank & Shieffield, 1988).

Bloom contended that mastery learning is the theory that suggests that virtually all
students can attain high degree of learning if given the needed time and appropriate learning
conditions and that if teachers could provide these appropriate conditions, all students could
reach a high level of achievement and their differences in their level of achievement would
vanish (Guskey, 2007).
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Statement of the Problem

Mathematics has been considered as a difficult subject matter by the students in school
practically all levels from primary to higher education. Students who have low aptitude typically
thought that mathematics was very difficult subject and they have been discouraged by the
teachers who are unable to deliver the subject matter due to the lack of Mathematics (United
Nations Educational Scientific and Cultural Organizations [UNESCO], 2012).

Mastery learning is an innovative method providing the opportunity to all students who
are taking mathematics with plenty of time to understand any topic in mathematics course based
on their ability and capacity to learn mathematics at their own pace within the realm of their
levels. Thus the researcher believes that attaining mastery in respective subjects for students is
one of the important factors to promote mathematics education in Myanmar.

Purposes of the Study

The main purpose is to study the effect of mastery learning strategy on students’
mathematics achievement at the middle school level.

The specific purposes are as follows:

e To study the theoretical foundation of mastery learning strategy in teaching mathematics

e To investigate the effect of mastery learning strategy on students’ mathematics
achievement

e To investigate the students’ attitude towards mastery learning strategy

e To give suggestions for improving mathematics teaching and learning at the middle
school level

Research Hypotheses

e There is a significant difference between mathematics achievement of the students who
are taught with mastery learning strategy and those who are not.

e There is a significant difference between mathematics achievement of the students who
are taught with mastery learning strategy and those who are not in performing knowledge
level questions.

e There is a significant difference between mathematics achievement of the students who
are taught with mastery learning strategy and those who are not in performing
comprehension level questions.

e There is a significant difference between mathematics achievement of the students who
are taught with mastery learning strategy and those who are not in performing application
level questions.

e The students who learned with mastery learning strategy have positive attitude towards
learning, retention of learned materials and involvement in instructional activities.

Definitions of the Key Terms

Mastery learning: mastery learning is a group-based, teacher-paced approach to mastery
instruction wherein students learn, for the most part, cooperatively with their classmates. (Block
& Burns, 1976)
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Mastery learning strategy: A formative assessment strategy that involves the use of
specific interventions, called correctives to address the specific comprehension needs of the
learner (Bloom, 1968).

Scope of the Study
The following points indicate the scope of the study.

e This study is geographically restricted to Yangon Region.

e Subjects in this study are (60) Grade (8) students from the selected schools within the
school-year (2018-2019).

e This study is limited to the content areas of Chapter (10) Equations with Literal
Coefficients, Chapter (11) Formulae and Change of Subject and Chapter (12) Formulae
Points in Rectangular Co-ordinates from Grade (8) mathematics textbook Volume | and
Chapter (5) Areas and Volumes from Grade (8) mathematics textbook Volume 11
prescribed by the Department of Educational and Planning and Training, Myanmar, 2013.

Definitions of the Key Terms

e Mastery learning: mastery learning is a group-based, teacher-paced approach to mastery
instruction wherein students learn, for the most part, cooperatively with their classmates.
(Block & Burns, 1976)

e Mastery learning strategy: A formative assessment strategy that involves the use of
specific interventions, called correctives to address the specific comprehension needs of
the learner. (Bloom, 1968)

Significance of the Study

Learning is the active process. It is not achieved in any single way but through a variety
of activities and is approached through a variety of avenues. All of these activities need to
involve thinking. These activities need to be so planned that they will bring the learners along the
path toward understanding and mastery of the subject at their levels of achievement (Highet,
1965).

(1973) and Bloom (1974) proposed that learners with high ability learn quickly and
learners with low ability learn slowly. This conceptualization of learning give rise to the concept
of mastery learning instead of formal instruction. In formal instructional environments, time to
learn was held constant and the levels of performance varied. In mastery learning, the situation is
reversed. Performance is held constant and time to learn is allowed to vary. In mastery learning,
the learners are compared on the basis of amount learned during a certain period of time. In other
words, the goals are changing from achieving some specified objectives in a given time period, to
achieving all the objectives in a varying time period (Underhill, 1981).

Theoretical Framework
Importance of Mathematics

Mathematics comprises different topical strands, such as algebra and geometry, but these
strands are highly interconnected. The interconnections should be displayed prominently in the
curriculum and in instructional materials and lessons. A coherent curriculum effectively
organized and integrates importance mathematical ideas so that students can see how the ideas
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build on, or connect with other ideas thus enabling them to develop new understandings and
skills (National Council of Teachers of Mathematics [NCTM], 2000). To implement the
curriculum effectively, the teachers use variation of teaching methods and variations of
instructional activities to close the children’s achievement gaps (Guskey, 2007).

Teaching mathematics well involves creating, enriching, maintaining and adapting
instruction to move towards mathematical goals, capture and sustain interests and engage
students in building mathematical understanding. Teachers establish and nurture an environment
conducive to learning mathematics through the decisions they make, the conversation they
orchestrate, make the physical setting they create. In effective teaching, worthwhile mathematical
tasks are used to introduce important mathematical ideas and to engage and challenge the
students intellectually. Effective teaching involves observing students, listing carefully to their
ideas and explanations, having mathematical goals and using the information to make
instructional decisions. To improve their mathematics instruction, teachers must be able to
analyze what they and their students are doing and consider how those actions are affecting
students’ learning (NCTM, 2000). Thus Bloom (Guskey, 2010) suggested that although students
vary widely in their learning rates if teachers provide the necessary time and appropriate learning
conditions, nearly all students could reach a high level of achievement.

Mastery learning

The theory of mastery learning is based on the belief that all students can learn when
provided with conditions that are appropriate for their learning.

Steps in Mastery Learning
Bloom has suggested that the steps for effective mastery learning.
1. Defining the Mastery

The teacher should first define what materials students will be expected to learn or what
is meant by mastery of the subject. They are also explained the concepts involved, the processes
to be followed and adopted, the skills to be employed and the amount of time to be taken for the
mastery of a particular content area. The teacher also prepares a summative test by covering all
objectives and decides the standard. Suppose a teacher decides that scoring at least 80% to 90%
in the examination would indicate mastery of the standard would be regarded as ‘masters’ and
those who do not would be regarded as ‘non-masters’ (Block, 1971; Block & Burns, 1976).

2. Planning for mastery

Planning must be consistent with the way in which mastery has been defined. Especially
the plan must include activities, materials related to the unit objectives and also include
additional supplementary activities and materials for those students who fail to attain the
performance standard on the unit formative test (Block, 1971; Block & Burns, 1976).

Planning for mastery involve following tasks;

I.  The teacher divides the course to be taught for mastery into a series of smaller
sequence learning units, each of which cover in two weeks time.

ii.  For each unit, teacher constructs a formative test or a brief diagnostic progress test.
These tests are designed to provide specific information of feedback to both the
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teacher and the student about how the student is changing as a result of group-based
instruction.

iii.  Then the teacher specifies a score or performance standard on each formative test,
which will be indicative of unit mastery. Generally a score of 80-90% indicated
mastery.

If the instruction material is not followed, the teacher develops a set of alternative
instructional material or correctives for each unit to master the content, and to overcome the
learning problems before proceeding to the next step or subsequent learning (Block, 1971; Block
& Burns, 1976).

3. Orienting for Mastery

After planning for mastery, the teacher is now ready to teach. But the students are not
accustomed to mastery learning. So before the teacher starts teaching for mastery. It is essential
that the teacher should explain to the students what they are going to learn, how they are going to
learn, what should be the outcome for learning and what standard of attainment is expected of
them. This will provide the necessary orientation and motivation to the students for learning
(Block, 1971).

4. Teaching for Mastery

After proper orientation and motivation the teacher teaches the 1* learning unit using the
group based teaching methods. After teaching one unit of the lesson, the teacher administers the
unit’s formative test to the entire class. On the basis of the test scores, the teacher identifies those
who have achieved the unit mastery standard and those who have not. For non-master the teacher
follows the alternative instructional material and corrective formative test till the achievement of
mastery. The masters are engaged either in enrichment activities or serve as tutor for non-
masters. This procedure continues till the completion of all the units (Block, 1971; Block &
Burns, 1976).

5. Grading for Mastery

The final step and major task is grading for mastery. After teaching all the units, the
teacher administers the summative evaluation test and awards grades. The teacher awards ‘A’
grade whose scores are at or above the predetermined mastery performance standard and scores
below this level are awarded grades appropriate to the level they have achieved (Block, 1971).

Evaluation of Mastery Learning
An effective mastery learning requires two types of evaluation.
(1) Formative evaluation

Formative evaluation is used to provide information useful for directing students study
and teacher practice. Formative tests have two purposes.

(a) To find out how much the pupils have learned in a restricted area of content at the end
of a unit of instruction.

(b) To diagnose pupils difficulties.
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(2) Summative evaluation

Achievement test at the end of periods of instructions are summative test and its attempt
to sum-up total achievement in a course. In mastery learning, the primary purpose of
summative evaluation is to grade students according to their achievement of the aims of
the course or the criteria (Block, 1971).

Mastery Learning Instructional Process

Through this process of formative classroom assessment combined with the systematic
correction of individual learning difficulties, Bloom (Guskey, 1987, 2005) believed that all
students could be provided with a more appropriate quality of instruction than the traditional
instruction. As a result, nearly all learn well and truly master the unit concepts or learning goals.
This also drastically reduce the variation in achievement levels and eliminate the achievement

gaps.
Enrichment
activities Unit
_ (B)
Unit Formative

(A) == assessment
(A) \ Correctives Formative ’
‘ assessment
(B)

Figure 2.2 Mastery Learning Instructional Process (Guskey, 1987).

Unit A: Mastery learning starts teaching by asking the previous knowledge of the students.
Mastery learning stresses the importance of administering a quick and targeted pre-assessment to
all students before beginning instruction to determine whether they have the perquisite
knowledge and skills for success in the upcoming learning sequences. Some teachers pre-assess
students orally by asking them about previous learning experiences or understanding.
Pre-assessing makes the teacher to ensure the conditions for success before the instruction begins
(Guskey, 2010).

Formative assessment (A): The use of regular formative assessments systematically monitor
student progress and give students prescriptive feedback. These brief classroom assessments
measure the most important learning goals from the instructional unit and typically are
administered after a week or two of the instruction. They reinforce precisely what the students
were expected to learn, identify what they learned well and describe what they need to learn
better.

Formative assessments vary in form depending on the subject area, the grade level and
the learning outcomes involved. They may be short quizzes, written assignments oral
presentations, skill demonstration or performances. The important feature of formative
assessments are that the teachers use them to gather evidence of students learning. Formative
assessments provide the basis for all programs that emphasize assessment “for” learning as
opposed to assessment “of” learning (Guskey, 2010).
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Corrective instruction: After the formative assessment (A), corrective instruction was followed
to remedy whatever learning problems the assessment identified. Corrective instruction is not the
same as reteaching. Mastery learning teachers use corrective instruction that accommodate
differences in students’ learning styles, learning modalities or types of intelligence. Corrective
instruction can also be used as peer tutoring or cooperative learning groups. Corrective
instruction might last one or two days. Corrective instruction guarantees that students have the
learning perquisites for subsequent units, initial instruction in later units can proceed more
rapidly (Guskey, 2010).

Formative assessment (B): In mastery learning, assessment is an ongoing effort to help the
students learn. So after corrective instruction, mastery learning teachers give students a second,
parallel formative assessment that helps to determine the effectiveness of the corrective
instruction and offers students a second chance to demonstrate mastery and experience success.
Mastery learning teachers make a point of recognizing those who do well on the second
formative assessment have learned just as much and deserve the same grades as those who scored
well on the first try (Guskey, 2010).

Enrichment activities: Mastery learning teachers offer effective enrichment activities that
provide valuable, challenging and rewarding learning experiences for learners who have
mastered the material and do not need corrective instruction. These activities should enable
successful learners to explore in greater depth a range of related topics that keenly interest them
but lie beyond the established curriculum. Many teachers draw from activities developed for
gifted or talented students when planning enrichment activities including academic games and
peer tutoring.

Students engaged in enrichment activities gain valuable learning experiences without
necessarily moving ahead in the instructional sequence. This makes it easier for other students
who have been doing corrective work to resume their place in the regular instructional sequence
when they are done (Guskey, 2010).

Unit B: Unit B means the next lesson or the next topic. If the students achieve 80% and above
for Unit A in summative evaluation test, the teacher continues to Unit B.

Research Methodology
Research Design

The design used in this study was one of the true experimental design, viz, posttest only
control group design.

Procedure for the Study

This study was to investigate the effect of mastery learning strategy on Grade Eight
students’ achievement in mathematics in Yangon Region. Students were divided into two groups
in each school; the experimental and control groups by using simple random sampling method.

There were (30) students in each group. In each school, the control group was provided a
treatment by using formal instruction and the experimental group was provided by using mastery
learning strategy. The posttest was administered at the end of the treatment period. All the
participants have to take a posttest.
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Instruments

The instrument used for this study was the posttest and attitude questionnaire. To examine
the students’ attitude towards learning, retention of learned materials and involvement in
instructional activities, a questionnaire was constructed. It consists of (18) items. (15) items of
these are coded with five-point Likert-scale and (3) items are open-ended questions. The
statements of the (15) items were described by five responses: strongly disagreed, disagreed,
undecided, agreed and strongly agreed. Arbitrary scoring weight (1,2,3,4,5) was assigned for the
responses. Moreover, the participants were allowed to express their attitude freely towards
mastery learning strategy through three open-ended questions.

Population and Sample Size

This study was geographically restricted to Yangon Region. The required sample schools
were selected by using simple random sampling method. The sample schools were BEHS (4)
Kamayut and BEMS (2) Yankin. BEHS (4) Kamayut was selected from West District in Yangon
Region and BEMS (2) Yankin was selected from East District in Yangon Region. The population
in this study was (105) students in Grade Eight at BEHS (4) Kamayut and (69) students in Grade
Eight at BEMS (2) Yankin. Only (60) students from each school were selected by using a simple
random sampling method.

Data Analysis

The data were analyzed by using the Statistical Package for the Social Science (SPSS)
with descriptive statistics, mean and standard deviation.

Research Findings
Quantitative Research Findings

For quantitative research findings, the data were recorded systematically. These data were
analyzed by using the independent samples t-test to compare the differences between the
experimental and the control groups (Gay & Airasian, 2003).

Table 1 t-Values for Posttest Mathematics Achievement Scores

Sig.
School Group N Mean SD | MD t df (2-tailed)
BEHS(4) | Experimental | 30 34.87 | 9.10 ok
Kamayut Control 30 28.67 | 6.64 6.2 1302 58 004
BEMS Experimental 30 3550 | 9.67 e
(2)Yankin Control 30 25.97 6.58 9.53 1472/ 58 | .000

Note: **p <.01 ***p <.001

The means of the experimental group were significantly higher than that of the control
group in each school. It showed that there was a significant difference between students who
were taught by using mastery learning strategy and those who were taught as formal on the
overall scores of mathematics achievement in both selected schools.
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Table 2 t-Values for Scores on Knowledge Level Questions

Sig.

School Group N Mean SD | MD t df (2-tailed)
BEHS(4) | Experimental 30 1.70 .70 458
Kamayut Control 30 1.57 .68 0.13 ) .75 | 58 (ns)
BEMS Experimental 30 1.83 .86 716
(2)Yankin Control 30 1.57 A7 0.26 142 58 (ns)

Note: ns = not significant

Results of knowledge level questions showed that the means of the experimental groups
were not significantly higher than that of the control groups in both selected schools. It showed
that there was no significant difference between the experimental and the control groups for the
scores on knowledge level questions in both selected schools.

Table 3 t-Values for Scores on Comprehension Level Questions

Sig.
School Group N Mean SD | MD t df (2-tailed)
BEHS(4) | Experimental | 30 14.77 | 4.15 e
Kamayut Control 30 10.33 | 2.83 4.44 | 320 | o8 000
BEMS Experimental | 30 1543 | 4.10 .
(2)Yankin Control 30 10.73 | 4.24 4.70 | 436 | o8 000

Note: ***p < .001

According to the scores on comprehension level questions, the means of the experimental
groups were significantly higher than that of the control groups in both selected schools. It
showed that there was a significant difference between the experimental and the control groups
for the scores on the comprehension level questions in both selected schools.

Table 4 t-Values for Scores on Application Level Questions

Sig.
School Group N Mean SD | MD t df (2-tailed)
BEHS(4) | Experimental 30 18.67 | 6.53 o
Kamayut Control 30 13.77 | 4.97 4.90 | 3.27 | 58 002
BEMS Experimental 30 18.60 | 7.06

593 | 3.96 | 58 .000***

(2)Yankin Control 30 12.67 | 4.19
Note: **p < .01 ***p < .001

As regards with the scores on the application level questions, the means of the
experimental groups were significantly higher than that of the control groups in both selected
schools. It showed that there was a significant difference between the experimental and the
control groups for the scores on application level questions in both selected schools.

Qualitative Research Findings

The attitude, feelings, experiences and opinions of students that were found in the study
were presented in this part. A qualitative study was carried out with a questionnaire. It consists of
(15) items in (3) dimensions; attitude towards learning, retention of learned materials and
involvement in instructional activities and (3) open-ended questions. (15) items are coded with
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five-point Likert-scale. For (15) items, the percentages of students’ positive and do not have
positive attitude towards each dimension are as follows.

Table 5 Percentages of Students’ Attitude towards Each Dimension

. . Do not have
No. Dimension P05|t|v%/Att|tude Positive Attitude
(%) (%)
1. Attitude towards Learning 93% 7%
2. Retention of Learned Materials 94% 6%
3 Involvement _i n I_nstructional 94% 6%
Activities

According to the above results, most of the students have positive attitude towards each
dimension. But some of the students do not have positive attitude. This is because they have no
experience in solving problems in this new way. They have no confidence to solve the problems
themselves and so they don’t fully understand the concepts in mathematics. And they’ve never
seen this type of teaching. They always solve the problems by following the teacher’s instruction.
In new strategy, they solve the problems themselves so they can’t learn well the problems.
Moreover, they have no experience in learning by doing activities to solve the problems and to
derive the formulae. They thought that learning by doing is time-consuming. They are solely
interested to solve the problems with teacher’s help.

Discussion, Suggestions, Conclusion
Discussion

In quantitative study, the posttest was administered after the treatment period. When the
posttest means are compared, the results showed that the means of the experimental group were
significantly higher than that of control group in each school. Thus teaching with mastery
learning strategy has significant effect on students’ mathematics achievement when compared
with formal instruction.

According to the comparison of means on knowledge level questions in two selected
schools, the results pointed out that there is no significance between the control groups and the
experimental groups. It can be said that the students can learn well knowledge level questions
when the teacher uses either mastery learning strategy or formal instruction. It can be concluded
that formal instruction is effective to some extent in mathematics teaching and helps the students
to achieve lower cognitive skills.

When the means of comprehension level questions are compared, the results showed that
there were significant difference between the two groups. This results claimed that the
achievement of students who are taught with mastery learning strategy was higher than the
achievement of students who are taught with formal instruction.

Moreover, when the means of application level questions are compared, the results
showed that there were significant difference between the two groups. The results contended that
the students in experimental group show their ability in solving problems by using previous
learned materials in new situations.
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In qualitative study, the questionnaire was administered for the students in experimental
groups. The questionnaire included three dimensions. The students explore their opinions for
each dimension openly.

For dimension 1 - attitude towards learning, most of the students showed that they have
positive attitude towards mastery learning strategy. They can solve the problems more easily and
using various methods according to their background knowledge.

For dimension 2 — retention of learned materials, most of the students positively
responded the questions. They can use their own ideas and their classmates’ ideas to solve
problems. They have sufficient time to learn and they receive immediate feedback for their
learning.

For dimension 3 — involvement in instructional activities, it can be found that most of the
students revealed that they have positive attitude towards involvement in instructional activities.
This is because they can solve the problems cooperatively with their classmates rather than
solving the problems by following the instruction of the teacher.

For (3) open-ended questions, the students responded that they feel happy in learning
mathematics more and more with this new strategy. They revealed that the relationship between
the teachers and the students are better than previous teaching and so they learn mathematics
more easily. This is because they can ask the teacher when they have difficulty in solving
problems. They are more interesting new learning strategy because their role changed from
passive learners to active learners. They participate in learning activities and can solve the
problems themselves. Thus they contended that learning mathematics with mastery learning
strategy is really effective.

Suggestions

In this study, the researcher studied the effect of mastery learning strategy by using
quantitative and qualitative methods. According to quantitative results, the students’
achievements are not varied at the knowledge level questions but are varied at the comprehension
and application level questions. This is because new learning strategy is more effective than
formal instruction. These results suggested that mathematics teaching should not solely
emphasize on getting solution but it should focus on the general mental operations or problem
solving process that can be used and applied to any problems. Thus the teachers should try to
promote their teaching strategies. They should teach the mathematics concepts by doing
activities. They should train the students to be able to solve the problems themselves. The role of
the teachers should be as a facilitator and be always dynamic.

According to the qualitative results, most of the students showed that they have positive
attitude towards new learning strategy. They are more likely to solve the problems as a group
activity. Thus the teachers should provide opportunities for the students to work together in a
group. It is clear that working together in a small group is essential to improve the achievement
of the students. The teachers should adopt the various methods of teaching to promote the
students’ attitude towards mathematics and should create positive learning environment for their
students’ learning. Classroom climate is related to some extent in the achievement of the
students. The learning environment should be designed to promote students’ thinking skills. The
teachers should create the learning environment where the students can apply their own
knowledge to solve the problems. So that the students can become independent learners.
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Conclusion

The main purpose of the study is to study the effect of mastery learning strategy on
students’ mathematics achievement at the middle school level. Both quantitative and qualitative
studies were conducted to obtain the required data. For the quantitative study, one of the true
experimental design, viz., posttest only control group design was adopted to compare the
students’ mathematics achievement between two groups: control group and experimental group.
For qualitative study, a questionnaire was used to interpret the students’ attitude towards
learning, retention of learned materials and involvement in instructional activities.

In each school, students were randomly divided into two groups. The experimental group
was given the treatment by using mastery learning strategy and the control group was treated by
formal instruction.

In experimental group, the students were taught with small groups. The instructional
process begins to learn a unit by adopting appropriate teaching methods. After teaching each unit,
students’ performance is assessed by giving an assessment in order to provide information or
feedback on their learning. Students must exhibit and achieve mastery one unit before moving on
next unit. Students who fail to achieve mastery are subjected to receive remediation through
additional activities like peer tutoring, learner-centered activities or additional assignments. The
students who are mastered the first assignment are provided with enrichment activities. And then
all the students are administered a summative evaluation test. Sufficient time for learning is
provided for these students. Students continued the cycle of studying and testing until mastery is
achieved and then move to the next unit.

In control group, the students were taught learning materials under the whole class
instruction. The students solve the problems under the control of the teacher. And the students
follow the teachers’ instruction. They rely on the information provided by the teacher to solve the
problems.

Conclusion can be drawn on the basis of the results of research findings. In terms of the
statistical results, students’ performance between control and experimental groups had significant
difference on overall mathematics achievement, comprehension level questions and application
level questions. All the students showed that they have positive attitude towards mastery learning
strategy.

Today, modern society demands high quality teaching and learning from teachers.
Teachers have to possess a great deal of knowledge and skills with regard to both teaching and
assignment practice in order to meet those demands and standards of quality education. Teaching
with high quality teaching tend to do and find out more about their own craft, pushing out the
boundaries of their learning and teaching, looking for the new topics and ways teach.

Mastery learning provides the teachers a strong sense of personal responsibility for
students’ learning. Students do not compete against each other but rather work together to attain a
shared goal. Thus, the teachers help the students to reach high standard of learning. The students
in mastery learning classes are able to learn abstract ideas related to particular subjects, they can
apply these ideas to new problems and they retain these ideas longer. Thus the drop-out rate
among students has been cut off in learning with mastery learning strategy (Guskey, 1985).



J. Myanmar Acad. Arts Sci. 2020 Vol. XVII11. No.9C 315

It can be concluded that teaching by mastery learning strategy has positively contributed
to the improvement of mathematics teaching and learning at the middle school level. Thus using
mastery learning strategy in the classroom will promote the students’ achievement, participation
in learning activities and develop problem solving skills. Thus the research on mastery learning
strategies supports both quantitative and qualitative effects on mathematics teaching and
learning. And attaining mastery in respective subjects for students is one of the important factors
to promote mathematics education in Myanmar.
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