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Two experiments examined whether concrete models support place value learning. In Experiment 1
(N = 149), 7-year-olds were trained with either a) symbols alone or b) symbols and base-10 blocks.
Children in both groups showed significant growth overall, but there were specific effects favoring
one training type over another. Symbols-only training led to higher scores on a number line
estimation task and was particularly effective among high-ability students, whereas blocks training
led to better understanding of base-10 structure and was particularly effective among low-ability
learners. In Experiment 2 (N = 68), Montessori students, for whom concrete models play a major role
in mathematics instruction, also demonstrated better understanding of base-10 structure than did their
matched peers enrolled in mainstream elementary schools.

The ability to link symbols to their referents is at the core of human cognition, yet the processes
by which we make these linkages, particularly in childhood, remain poorly understood. Symbol
grounding is complicated because symbols usually bear no obvious relation to their referents.
Instead, their meaning derives from associations constructed between the symbol system and the
perceptual world. In the realm of mathematics, these associations are particularly intricate, but
we know very little about their precise nature, how they are formed, or what experiences with
symbol systems are critical to their formation.

The present study examined these processes in young children learning the place value system, both
with and without support from concrete models. From a symbol-grounding perspective, place value is
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of interest because it involves a complex symbol system with remote ties to its referents. The place
value system represents large numbers using spatial position and the multiplicative relation between
base-10 units and their counts (e.g., “429” stands for [4 × 100] + [2 × 10] + [9 × 1]). This results in a
powerful representational system that converts otherwise intractable quantities into symbols we can
read, write, compare, and combine with ease. Acquiring place value is a watershed in mathematical
development. Children cannot progress very far without it, and those who struggle with place value in
the early grades tend to face lower mathematics achievement throughout elementary school and
beyond (Ho&Cheng, 1997; Moeller, Pixner, Zuber, Kaufmann, &Nuerk, 2011). Yet despite evidence
of early-emerging, partial knowledge of place value (Byrge, Smith, &Mix, 2014; Mix, Prather, Smith,
& Stockton, 2014), complete mastery eludes many children. Faulty place value concepts and rote,
error-prone multidigit calculation are common and persistent problems (Cauley, 1988; Cobb &
Wheatley, 1988; Fuson & Briars, 1990; Jesson, 1983; Kamii, 1986; Kouba et al., 1988; Labinowicz,
1985; Resnick & Omanson, 1987). For these reasons, place value has been targeted as a high priority
for math education starting in kindergarten (National Council of Teachers of Mathematics, 2000;
National Governors Association Center for Best Practices & Council of Chief State School Officers,
2010).

The source of these difficulties—and the most promising target for addressing them—may be a
failure of symbol grounding. Symbol-to-referent mappings can fail when there is either a) an
ambiguous correlational structure (Uttal, O’Doherty, Newland, Hand, & DeLoache, 2009) or b) low
overall similarity between elements (Bassok &Medin, 1997; Bassok, Wu, & Olseth, 1995; Gentner &
Markman, 1994; Gick & Holyoak, 1983). Both conditions hold for place value. First, the correlational
structure for numbers is weak. The meaning of “4,” for example, includes not only its whole number
“count”meaning, but also its ordinal sense, as it appears in dates and addresses, ameasurement sense, a
time-telling sense, its part-wholemeaning in rational numbers, and a purely arbitrary sense as it appears
in phone numbers (Fuson, 1988). In a multidigit numeral, these correlations are even weaker because
the same digits can have different meanings based on relative position (e.g., 14 vs. 41). Second, there is
low surface similarity between the written symbols for large quantities and their referents. The written
numeral “42” has no perceptual similarity linking it to a pile of 42 rocks. Without counting the rocks,
there is literally nothing connecting the two, and even with counting, there are multiple layers of
symbolic meaning to connect, including the counting sequence up to 42, the spoken number name
“forty-two,” and the written numeral.

Recognizing the problems children havewith groundingmultidigit numerals, teachers often provide
concrete referents, such as base-10 blocks (see Figure 1). Base-10 blocks consist of small cubes to
represent ones, sticks with 10 cubes to represent tens, flats made up of 10 sticks to represent hundreds,
and so forth. Thus, the size and shape of each unit corresponds analogically to the increase in
magnitude (i.e., 10 of the tens sticks lined up side by side are literally the same in size and shape as
one of the hundreds flats). Children can use these materials to compare and transform quantities by
moving and aligning sets of blocks. They also can map the written symbols and verbal names onto
these physical models.

There are several reasons to expect base-10 blocks to be beneficial. First, they physically instantiate
place value relations and thus provide referents that can be directly experienced. Both classic theories
of cognitive development (e.g., Bruner, Oliver, &Greenfield, 1966; Piaget, 1951) and current views on
symbol grounding and embodied cognition (e.g., Barsalou, 2008; Glenberg, Gutierrez, Levin,
Japuntich, & Kaschak, 2004; Lakoff & Nunez, 2001) hold that direct perceptual experience is critical
to interpreting abstract concepts. Second, base-10 blocks address both of the obstacles to symbol
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grounding identified earlier. They have a strong, predictable internal structure, and they align well with
written and spoken place value symbols.

It is puzzling, then, that empirical research on the effectiveness of concrete models has been mixed.
Some studies have shown improved mathematical performance for children taught using concrete
models and manipulatives (see Carbonneau, Marley, & Selig, 2013, for a recent meta-analysis),
including base-10 blocks (Fuson & Briars, 1990; Peterson, Mercer, & O’Shea, 1988). Yet, other
researchers have reported either no effect of concrete models, effects that fail to transfer, or even
performance decrements (Ball, 1992; Goldstone & Sakamoto, 2003; Kaminski & Sloutsky, 2009;
McNeil, Uttal, Jarvin, & Sternberg, 2009; Mix et al., 2014; Son, Smith, & Goldstone, 2011; Uttal,
Amaya, Maita, Hand, et al., 2013; Vance & Kieren, 1971). It has been argued that concrete models are
detrimental because they themselves are symbolic; they introduce extraneous, distracting details; and
they lead to entrenched, context-specific learning (Goldstone & Sakamoto, 2003; Kaminski, Sloutsky,
& Heckler, 2008; McNeil et al., 2009; Uttal, Scudder, & DeLoache, 1997).

What explains these discrepant findings? On one hand, there is reason to question whether recent
research has given concrete models a fair test. The studies reporting poor outcomes offered either very
brief exposure to concrete models or no training at all. In these studies, the models were mostly
illustrative. In contrast, the studies reporting an advantage for concrete models usually involve many
weeks of training (e.g., Fuson & Briars, 1990; Miller & Stigler, 1991; Reimer & Moyer, 2005). If
concrete models impact learning by providingmetaphors for symbol grounding (e.g., Lakoff &Nunez,
2001), it makes sense this mapping process could take time and effects would not be immediate.
Another difference is that research demonstrating positive effects of concrete models tends to involve
hands-on materials children manipulate. In contrast, some of the recent work showing a performance
decrement varies the amount of rich detail across pictorial representations, rather than providing objects
to move around (e.g., Kaminski & Sloutsky, 2009). Based on current symbol-grounding theory, direct
contact and movement could be crucial (Glenberg et al., 2004; Lakoff & Nunez, 2001).

On the other hand, research claiming an advantage for concrete models may be overly
optimistic due to weak controls. In many cases, the critical comparison has been from pretest
to posttest, without comparison to an alternative treatment control group (e.g., Reimer &

FIGURE 1. Training materials used in the blocks condition, Experiment 1.
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Moyer, 2005). This approach has been used in several key studies showing an advantage of
base-10 blocks in place value learning (Fuson, 1986; Fuson & Briars, 1990). The problem
with this approach is that what might seem to be an effect of concrete models could actually
be an effect of training in general, background developmental change, or even test–retest
effects. Even in studies with comparisons to abstract symbol instruction, it is not always clear
to what extent the instructional content was precisely parallel across the two conditions (vs.
roughly targeting the same basic concept; see Carbonneau et al., 2013, for a review). A
stronger test of concrete models would be to compare training with them to the same
instruction using symbols alone.

Finally, it is possible the reported effects (or lack thereof) are related to individual differences
in background knowledge or learning ability—differences that were not reported in previous
research with children and thus may have been overlooked. For example, research with adults
has suggested that high-ability learners actually perform worse with concrete models than with
instruction based on abstract concepts. In contrast, novice or low-ability learners sometimes
show an advantage from instruction with concrete models (Goldstone & Sakamoto, 2003;
Kalyuga, Ayres, Chandler, & Sweller, 2003). If the same holds true for school-aged children,
research could sometimes fail to show an effect of concrete models in samples composed of
mostly high-ability children.

The present study examined whether and under what conditions concrete models for place
value impact learning. The reported experiments combined assurances of adequate training and
comparisons to training without concrete models to provide a rigorous but fair test of their
potential effects. We also included a range of ability levels and probed specifically for perfor-
mance differences across these groups.

EXPERIMENT 1

Method

Participants. The total sample was composed of 149 children with a mean age of 7;2
(range = 6;0–9;0). A power analysis indicated that a sample size of 75 children would be
sufficient to detect a difference between conditions (f = .42) at the .90 level (Faul, Erdfelder,
Buchner, & Lang, 2009). An additional 29 children were recruited but excluded because their
pretest scores were greater than 90% correct.

Childrenwere randomly assigned to either the blocks training group (n=52;Mage = 7;2, range=6;0–
8;7; 23 boys) or the symbols-only training group (n = 49;M = 7;2, range = 6;0–8;0; 31 boys). Random
assignment was made for individual children within each class or childcare group and within each
school or camp program. A no-training control group (n = 48;M = 7;0, range = 6;0–9;0; 26 boys) was
recruited from the same schools and classrooms during the following academic year.

The children in all three conditions attended a public elementary school in one of six school
districts that served the same middle-socioeconomic status (SES) population (86% White, 6%
Black, 5% Hispanic or Latino; median income = $54,087). Teachers and afterschool care
providers distributed consent forms to parents, and only children whose parents returned the
signed consent forms were included. Data were collected in the spring of first grade (n = 33), the
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fall of second grade (n = 65), or during the intervening summer via day camp programs (n = 51).
All participating school districts had adopted Everyday Mathematics (McGraw-Hill Education)
as their mathematics curriculum. Within this curriculum, place value and multidigit calculation
are taught in first and second grade, so it is reasonable to assume children in the study had
received some exposure to these topics in school. In this regard, the training provided in our
experiment could be viewed as supplemental. However, as the results will show, children did not
perform near ceiling on our posttests, so there remained much room for improvement. Also, we
could not completely eliminate the possibility of concurrent exposure without focusing on a
younger age group, for whom the subject matter may be too advanced.

Methods and Procedure. Children in the blocks condition used individual sets of base-
10 blocks (15 ones, 15 tens, 15 hundreds, and 2 thousands blocks) during the training sessions.
They also used mats that showed how written numerals, place value names, and blocks aligned
(see Figure 1). Children in the symbols-only condition completed the same lessons and activities
as the blocks training group but without concrete models. In this group, the problems and
activities were completed either in writing or using a set of plain white note cards with hand-
written single-digit numerals on them (range = 0–9). Children in the no-training group com-
pleted the pretests and posttests at a 4-week interval without any intervening training.

The training sessions took place over 4 to 6 weeks and focused on six content lessons that
introduced children to multidigit number meanings and calculation. (See the Appendix for a
detailed description.) Learning was assessed with three written measures: a place value test, the
school sale problem, and a number line estimation task. Number line estimation was adminis-
tered individually, but the other two tests were completed in small groups (n = 4). All 149
children completed the place value test, and most, but not all, completed the other two tests
(number line, n = 113; school sale, n = 111) because these measures were added later. As noted,
a sample size of 75 would be sufficient to detect a medium effect (f = .42) at the .90 level.

The place value test consisted of 12 to 16 items distributed among three item types: a) numeral
ordering (6 items); b) numeral interpretation (3 to 7 items1); and c) multidigit addition (3 items). For
numeral ordering, children a) saw a pair of three- or four-digit numerals and indicated which of the
pair was either larger or smaller (e.g., 567 vs. 439, 2,523 vs. 2,851; 4 items); b) ordered three three-
digit numerals, either by arranging cards with the numerals written on them or indicating which of
four lists had the correct smaller-to-larger ordering (e.g., 135, 153, 315; 1 item); or c) saw two three-
digit numbers with a gap in between and indicated which of four three-digit numerals would fit into
the series (1 item). For numeral interpretation, children either a) identified which of four multidigit
numerals was named by the experimenter (2 items); or b) identified which of four numerals had a
specific place value meaning (e.g., “Which number has a 7 in the hundreds place?”; 2 items). Most
children (n = 83) also identified which of four expanded notations matched a multidigit numeral
(e.g., 152 = 100 + 50 + 2; 4 items). Multidigit addition items were vertically oriented two- and three-
digit problems that required carrying. Children responded by writing their solutions in the test
booklet (3 items). Scores on each item type were converted to percent correct so as to equate for
differences in the total number of items presented. Children’s actual scores on the place value test

1We combined the data from two training conditions in this experiment. Children in one condition received more
numeral interpretation items than children in the other condition. See the Appendix for details.
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ranged from 0% to 100% correct. The test–retest reliability for this measure, based on scores in the
no-training condition, was .85.

The school sale problem (Bednarz & Janvier, 1982) assessed children’s understanding of the
hierarchical relations underlying place value. For example, children were told, “Pretend you are
packing things in bags and boxes to sell at school. First, you are going to pack erasers. You have
38 erasers. You can fit 5 erasers in each bag. You can fit 5 bags in each box. How many full
boxes can you make with the 38 erasers you have?” Note that this problem is structured to
reflect the same kind of nested relations represented by base-10 notation and base-10 blocks
(i.e., ones, tens, and hundreds). We presented three versions of the problem that varied in terms
of the objects (candies or erasers), order of the problem (start with total quantity and divide into
units or start with units and colligate into the total), and the numbers involved. Each child
completed all three items in a random order. They were given a paper and pencil and told they
could write or draw anything that would help them solve the problem. Scores were the total
number correct out of 3 possible points and ranged from 0 to 3 correct. The test–retest reliability
in the no-training group was low (.22), most likely due to widespread floor performance;
however, 68% of children in the no-training group had the same scores at pretest and posttest.

In each trial of the number line estimation task (Siegler & Booth, 2004), children were shown
a horizontal 0-to-1,000 number line with the anchors labeled and a stimulus number printed
above the center of the line in a circle. The stimulus numbers ranged from “2” to “983.”
Children were asked to mark the number line with a pencil to indicate where the stimulus
number would be placed (22 total trials). In previous research, Siegler and colleagues have found
that kindergarten and first-grade students initially bunched magnitudes together such that the
best fit for their responses was a logarithmic function. However, by second grade, most children
correctly place different magnitudes along the line, resulting in a linear function being the best
fit. This improvement has been measured using either model fit (linear vs. logarithmic) or
percent absolute error (PAE; Booth & Siegler, 2006). We used PAE in our analyses because
this approach yielded a continuous distribution of accuracy (range = .04–.51). The test–retest
reliability on this task was .69.

Results

Our analyses focused on three main questions. First, to evaluate whether either training was
effective, paired-samples t tests were conducted on the pretest and posttest scores for each
condition. Second, we compared the effectiveness of one training condition to the other and to
the control using analyses of covariance (ANCOVAs) that controlled for pretest differences.
Third, to examine whether children of different prior ability benefitted differently from training,
we conducted additional ANCOVAs with samples that were split at the median. All post-hoc
comparisons were corrected using the Bonferroni method.

Place Value Test. We first confirmed that children’s place value test scores did not differ
across conditions at pretest using a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA; Mblocks = 42%,
Msymbols-only = 46%, Mno-training = 42%), F(2, 146) = 0.80, MSE = .04, p = .45, η2p = .01. Next,
we compared children’s pretest and posttest scores and found significant improvement in both
training conditions (posttest scores, Mblocks = 57%, t[51] = 6.37, p < .0001, Cohen’s d = 0.88;
Msymbols-only = 62%, t[48] = 5.40, p < .0001, Cohen’s d = 0.77), but not in the no-training control
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group (Mno-training = 44%, t[47] = 1.05, p = .15, Cohen’s d = 0.15). The same pattern emerged in
the ANCOVA. Specifically, there was a main effect of condition, F(2, 145) = 10.55, MSE = .03,
p < .0001, η2p = .13, such that the two training groups had higher posttest scores than the no-
training control group (blocks vs. no training, Mdiff = 13%, p = .001; symbols-only vs. no
training, Mdiff = 15%, p < .0001) but did not differ from each other (Mdiff = 2%, p = 1.00).

Although neither of the training conditions seemed more effective than the other for the
place value test as a whole, t tests comparing the pretests and posttests for each item type
suggested a different pattern (see Table 1). Children in the blocks condition showed
significant improvement on numeral interpretation items, t(51) = 3.34, p = .001, Cohen’s
d = 0.46, whereas children in the symbols-only condition did not, t(48) = 0.98, p = .16,
Cohen’s d = 0.14. In contrast, children in both groups showed improvement on both numeral
ordering (blocks, t[51] = 2.79, p = .004, Cohen’s d = 0.39; symbols only, t[48] = 1.85,
p = .04, Cohen’s d = 0.26) and multidigit addition (blocks, t[51] = 4.06, p < .0001, Cohen’s
d = 0.56; symbols only, t[48] = 6.04, p < .0001, Cohen’s d = 0.86). Unlike numeral
interpretation, these latter two item types were close to the material and tasks covered in
the training (see the Appendix). Thus, both groups improved on outcome measures that were
similar to the training tasks, but only blocks training led to significant gains on numeral
interpretation items, which were both novel and most clearly focused on base-10 structure.
In the no-training group, no pretest to posttest comparisons reached significance (lowest
p = .11, one-tailed, Cohen’s d = 0.18).

Recall that previous work has shown differential responses to concretemodels depending on overall
ability. To probe for such differences, we divided children into ability groups based on their pretest
scores (median = 44% correct; low ability, pretest = 0%–43%, n = 72; high ability, pretest = 44%–
100%, n = 77), and we used this grouping as a between-subjects factor in an ANCOVAwith training
condition (blocks, symbols only, no training) as the other between-subjects factor, pretest scores as the
covariate, and posttest scores as the dependent measure.2 There was a small but significant interaction
between ability and condition, F(2, 142) = 3.57,MSE = .03, p = .03, η2p = .05 (see Figure 2). Post-hoc
comparisons showed that for the high-ability children, only symbols-only training led to greater gains
than no training (Mdiff = 16%, p = .004). For high-ability children in the blocks condition, this
difference was not significant (Mdiff = 7%, p = .51). In contrast, for children with low ability, there
was a large blocks training advantage in comparison with no training (Mdiff = 19%, p < .0001), but this
was not so following symbols-only training (Mdiff = 11%, p = .12). These performance differences are
consistent with previous work showing an advantage for abstract symbols among other higher-ability
learners (e.g., undergraduates learning a difficult science concept; Goldstone & Sakamoto, 2003) but
also suggest that concrete models may be particularly important for children who are struggling with
mathematical symbol meanings. Still, it should be noted that performance in the two training

2 The conditions were not represented equally in these ability groups because the median pretest score for the
symbols-only group (median = 50%) was higher than that for the blocks group (median = 41%) and no training
(median = 31%). This resulted in relatively more symbols-only children in the high-ability group versus the other
conditions and relatively fewer symbols-only children in the low-ability group (symbols only, high ability, n = 30, low
ability, n = 19; blocks, high ability, n = 26, low ability, n = 26; no training, high ability, n = 21, low ability, n = 27).
Because such an imbalance might lead to spurious effects due to increased power in one ability group and decreased
power in the other, we repeated the analyses after shifting the 5 symbols-only children who performed directly on the
median (44%) from the high- to the low-ability group. This resulted in even ability group sizes (high ability, n = 25; low
ability, n = 24) and yielded the same pattern of findings reported here.
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conditions did not differ for either ability group (high ability, Mdiff = 9%, p = .12; low ability,
Mdiff = 8%, p = .40), suggesting that both types of training improved performance in both groups
somewhat.

School Sale Problem. Recall that the school sale problem asked children to solve a
challenging word problem using nested hierarchies parallel to those used in multidigit numerals
(i.e., ones, tens, hundreds). Two of the three problems were worded so that children started with
a total number of candies or erasers and had to report how many units resulted after packing. The
third problem used the reverse order, such that children started with the total number of boxes
and leftover candies/erasers and had to calculate the total. Because performance on this problem
was at floor across conditions, even following training, our analyses focused on only the first
two problems.

Children received a score of 0, 1, or 2, based on the number of these two problems they solved
correctly. Six children performed at ceiling on the pretest (i.e., obtained a score of 2 correct) and were
excluded from further analysis. The mean percent correct for the remaining children is presented in
Table 1.We first used a one-way ANOVA to check the equivalence of the pretest scores across training
groups and found them to be comparable (Mblocks = 18%, SD = 24%;Msymbols-only = 19%, SD = 25%;
Mno-training = 10%, SD = 20%), F(2, 108) = 1.79, MSE = .05, p = .17, η2p = .03. Comparisons of
children’s pretest and posttest averages revealed significant improvement following blocks training
(Mposttest = 41%), t(37) = 4.02, p < .0001, Cohen’s d = 0.65. Neither of the other pretest–posttest
comparisons reached significance, though there wasmarginal improvement in the symbols-only group,
Mposttest = 29%, t(28) = 1.65, p = .06, Cohen’s d = 0.31; no training, Mposttest = 14%, t(43) = 0.72,
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FIGURE 2. Mean changes from pretest to posttest, by condition and ability group, Experiment 1.
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p = .25, Cohen’s d = 0.11. The superiority of blocks training also was evident in an ANCOVA using
children’s posttest scores as the dependent variable, pretest scores as the covariate, and training
condition as the between-subjects factor.3 Specifically, there was a significant main effect of condition,
F(2, 107) = 4.42,MSE = .10, p = .01, η2p = .08, that was due to better performance in the blocks group
versus the no-training condition (Mdiff = 22%, p = .01); no significant difference was obtained between
symbols-only training and no training (Mdiff = 10%, p = .66). Neither did the blocks group significantly
outperform the symbols-only group in a direct comparison (Mdiff = 12%, p = .42). However, the finding
of a blocks advantage in comparison to the no-training group is consistent with their performance on
the place value test. That is, children in the blocks group demonstrated better understanding of both the
school sale problem and the numeral interpretation items from the place value test—measures that
specifically tap understanding of the underlying structure of multidigit numerals.

To examine whether performance varied by ability, we divided children into two groups
based on a median split of the place value pretest scores. We could not use the school sale
problem pretest scores because two thirds of the children had scores equal to 0. Also, using the
place value pretest scores had the advantage of keeping the ability groups constant across
analyses. The resulting ANCOVA, with ability group and the three training conditions as
between-subjects factors, indicated that children did not benefit differentially from one training
condition or the other, F(2, 104) = 1.14, MSE = .11, p = .32, η2p = .02.

Number Line Estimation. Recall that children were asked to mark the correct locations of
multidigit numerals on a 0-to-1,000 number line. In each trial, we measured the distance
between children’s actual responses and the correct placement for each numeral and used the
PAE averaged across trials as the dependent variable in all analyses. We first examined
children’s pretest performance and found that a condition difference existed prior to training,
F(2, 110) = 14.38, MSE = .01, p < .001, η2p = .21. Children in both training conditions
(Mblocks = 19%, SD = 9%; Msymbols-only = 21%, SD = 10%) had lower error rates than children
in the no-training control (Mno-training = 30%, SD = 11%). During testing, we monitored
performance on the place value test and school sale problem to ensure roughly equivalent
performance across groups, but because the number line estimation task is more time-consuming
to code, we were not aware of this discrepancy until after testing was completed. However,
though not ideal, this outcome was less concerning than pretest differences between the training
groups would have been.

In comparisons of the pretest scores to posttest scores, only symbols-only training yielded
significant improvement (Msymbols-only = 18%, SD = 8%, t[33] = 2.07, p = .02, Cohen’s d = 0.36;
Mblocks = 18%, SD = 8%, t[35] = 0.17, p = .43, Cohen’s d = 0.03; Mno-training = 29%, SD = 11%, t
[42] = 0.90, p = .19, Cohen’s d = 0.14). Because extreme pretest differences can bias the results
using an ANCOVA (Allison, 1990; Oakes & Feldman, 2001), we compared performance in the
three conditions using an ANOVA on the gain scores, with condition as the between-subjects
variable. This analysis yielded no significant effects, F(2, 110) = 0.75, MSE = .01, p = .47, ηp

2 =
.01. Nor was there a significant interaction when ability was added as a second between-subjects

3 Because scores on the school sale problem have a narrow range (0–2), we repeated the reported analyses using nonpara-
metric ANOVAs (i.e., Kruskal-Wallis tests). One disadvantage to this approach is that it does not permit covariates, such as the
pretest scores in Experiment 1 or the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-4 scores in Experiment 2, to be included. Still, the results
of these analyses were the same as those reported here and in Experiment 2 using ANCOVAs.
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factor, F(2, 107) = 1.01, MSE = .01, p = .37, ηp
2 = .02. Thus, there was only weak evidence that

children improved on this task after training, and only in the symbols-only group.

Discussion

In this experiment, we provided instruction on place value operations, either with or without the aid
of base-10 blocks. Overall, children improved in both training conditions on numeral ordering and
multidigit addition, suggesting that either symbol training or symbol training with concrete models is
beneficial. This result challenges the notion that concrete models interfere with learning because they
are distracting and difficult to interpret (Goldstone & Sakamoto, 2003; Kaminski et al., 2009;
McNeil et al., 2009; Uttal et al., 1997). Despite the general improvement, however, there were
several indications that exposure to symbols and exposure to concrete models conferred unique
advantages.

First, children who received blocks training demonstrated an advantage on measures that
required understanding of base-10 structure—namely, numeral interpretation items and the
school sale problem. Perhaps because blocks training aligned more closely with this structure
and exposed it more fully, it served to support better performance on these measures. One might
wonder why, then, the same advantages were not evident on other place value tasks, such as
number ordering and multidigit addition. One reason may be that knowledge of base-10
structure is helpful, but not necessary, in these tasks. Numbers may be ordered using a rough
approximation of magnitude without decomposition. Similarly, children can apply the proce-
dures for multidigit calculation by rote. Thus, it is possible to show improvement on these tasks
without necessarily understanding base-10 structure. Indeed, research has suggested that the
base-10 structure of tasks like numeral ordering or multidigit calculation is not immediately
apparent to learners and actually requires deliberate scaffolding to be recognized (Kurtz, Miao,
& Gentner, 2001; Richland & Hansen, 2013).

Second, only symbols-only children improved on number line estimation, suggesting that
exposure to written symbols may be sufficient to induce their meaning. This was a small effect,
and children in both groups were far from ceiling performance. However, the small difference
evident in relatively brief training regimes could be meaningful in accounts of how children
learn about the spoken and written representations of large numbers: Specifically, understanding
how numerical representations are ordered on a number line may depend mostly on experience
with numerical symbols. This result is consistent with previous work showing that young
children begin to induce the meanings of multidigit numerals from the statistical patterns
available from everyday exposure (e.g., two-digit numerals stand for smaller quantities than
three-digit numerals; Byrge et al., 2014; Mix et al., 2014). On this view, one reason children in
the blocks condition failed to show the same effect may be that they did not receive the same
amount of exposure to written symbols as symbols-only group children, or it may be because the
cognitive resources needed to understand the blocks limited what they could learn from the
symbols themselves. This may be one sense in which concrete models were a detriment to
learning, though this difference did not lead to general interference and rather, may have
contributed to a specific pattern of strengths and weaknesses.

We also found different responses to training based on initial ability. High-ability children had
greater gains from symbols-only training than they did from training with concrete models. This
finding hints that base-10 blocks were a hindrance to children in the high-ability group,
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consistent with previous research using other models (Goldstone & Sakamoto, 2003; Kalyuga
et al., 2003). Perhaps once learners have achieved some understanding of symbols, they find
these a more efficient medium for mathematical thought than base-10 blocks, and in this
situation, base-10 blocks have distracting or superfluous features, as others have argued (e.g.,
Kaminski et al., 2008; McNeil et al., 2009). This may be why low-ability children showed the
opposite pattern—exhibiting greater gains with blocks training—because they lack this compe-
tence and need scaffolding from concrete models to comprehend multidigit numerals at all.

The differential effects of the two training conditions, though small, remind us that under-
standing place value is multifaceted and there may not be a single answer to the question of
whether concrete models help. Instead, the answer may depend on the specific knowledge
component being measured and the ability level of the child. Also, small effects are perhaps
not surprising given the relatively brief exposure to training children received in this experiment.
If children gradually internalize concrete models, as theories of embodied cognition predict, then
they could require months or even years of exposure for a clear advantage of concrete models in
addition to symbol training to emerge.

EXPERIMENT 2

In Experiment 1, we found significant effects of blocks training, but these effects were limited.
Although there were some large pretest versus posttest differences and significant contrasts with
children in the no-training group, there were not significant contrasts with children in the
symbols-only group. Perhaps these findings were limited because 4 to 6 weeks is too short of
an exposure period. Although it would be difficult to carry out a controlled training experiment
over months or years, there are naturally occurring educational situations that result in different
exposure to concrete models. For place value concepts, the Montessori mathematics curriculum
offers a useful test case because it centers on repeated, direct contact with concrete models.
Indeed, a defining feature of Montessori education is its consistent, long-term use of sensorial
materials, action-based problem solving, and careful scaffolding of written symbols to these
materials and actions (Lillard, 2012). Children begin to work with base-10 beads, for example,
starting in the prekindergarten years and continue well into the elementary years (Lillard, 1997).
If children benefit from extensive exposure to concrete models for place value concepts, this
benefit is likely to appear for Montessori students.

This experiment is also of interest because previous research on the effects of Montessori
schooling has been mixed. Some studies have shown no performance differences for children in
Montessori or traditional school programs (e.g., Lopata, Wallace, & Finn, 2005). However,
several carefully controlled comparisons have demonstrated an advantage of Montessori educa-
tion (e.g., Lillard, 2012; Lillard & Else-Quest, 2006). For example, Angeline Lillard (2012)
found that 3- to 6-year-olds in classic, high-fidelity Montessori programs showed larger gains
over the academic year in a range of subject areas, including mathematics, when compared with
children in either supplemental Montessori or non-Montessori programs. In older children, these
effects have not always been obtained (e.g., Lillard & Else-Quest, 2006), but sometimes they
have. For example, children who received Montessori education from preschool through fifth
grade went on to have significant advantages in high school mathematics and science versus
their matched classmates without prior Montessori schooling (Dohrmann, Nishida, Gartner,
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Lipsky, & Grimm, 2007). Interestingly, this study did not reveal similar advantages for
Montessori students in English or overall grade point average, as one might expect if general
curricular differences (e.g., greater classroom autonomy) were driving across-the-board perfor-
mance differences. However, because this study assessed a broad range of skills with limited
depth, it is hard to know what particular aspects of the mathematics and science curriculum
might have accounted for the difference. In the present study, we probed for specific perfor-
mance differences that are linked to the salient differences in Montessori curriculum content and
instructional approach (i.e., performance on place value tests in particular). Perhaps this targeted
approach will yield more clear-cut effects than previous studies that cast a broader net.

Method

Participants. The sample consisted of 68 children. Half the sample (n = 34; 13 boys) was
composed of children who had been continuously attending a Montessori school from the age of
3 years. The remaining children (n = 34; 14 boys) had attended a non-Montessori preschool and
at the time of the study were attending one of three elementary schools (two public and one
private) from the same community. Children were divided into two age groups (kindergarten,
Mage = 5;6, range = 4;8–6;3, n = 36; and second grade, Mage = 7;3, range = 6;0–8;0, n = 32). The
number of Montessori and non-Montessori students within each age group was equal. An a
priori power analysis indicated that a sample of 62 children would be sufficient to reveal a
medium effect (f = .42) at 90% power (Faul et al., 2009).

To guard against possible population differences between the two school groups, we matched
children using Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-4 (PPVT-4) scores. Vocabulary was chosen
because it is known to correlate with SES, parent input, and IQ (Bornstein, Haynes, & Painter,
1998; Hart & Risley, 1995; Huttenlocher, Haight, Bryk, Seltzer, & Lyons, 1991; Pan, Rowe,
Singer, & Snow, 2005). Of the total sample, 38 children were matched exactly (i.e., the same
stanine), and the remaining 30 children were matched within one stanine. The difference in the
raw PPVT-4 scores for the two groups was not statistically significant (MMontessori = 128.85,
Mnon-Montessori = 120.18), t(66) = 1.43, p = .16, two-tailed, Cohen’s d = 0.35, but as an added
precaution, we controlled for vocabulary differences in our statistical analyses (see Results
section). An additional 58 children were tested but excluded due to lack of match.

Data were collected during winter and spring, so children had nearly completed each grade at
the time of testing. Thus, the two grade-level groups (kindergarten and second grade) allowed us
to compare children who had received either 3 or 5 years of exposure to either Montessori or
non-Montessori schooling. As in Experiment 1, the three non-Montessori elementary schools
had adopted Everyday Mathematics (McGraw-Hill Education) as their mathematics curriculum.

Fidelity to the Montessori method varies across schools, and this variation has complicated
interpretations in previous work (Lillard, 2012). Although we did not measure fidelity objec-
tively, we selected Montessori schools with a strong local reputation for adhering to Montessori
methods. All three were private schools, and each had been in operation for at least 25 years.
One school was accredited by the Association Montessori Internationale (AMI), and all three
employed teachers with advanced training (e.g., master’s degrees) from AMI- and American
Montessori Society (AMS)-accredited programs.
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Materials and Procedures. Learning was assessed using the same measures as in
Experiment 1. However, Experiment 2 was not an intervention study, so the measures were
given only once rather than used as a pretest and posttest. The school sale problem and number
line estimation tasks were exactly the same as in Experiment 1. The place value test was in the
same format, with the same three item types as before, but items were added to ensure a
sufficiently challenging range of difficulty. For example, whereas the previous multidigit
calculation test included only two- and three-digit problems, the revised test included problems
up to six digits. Also, whereas only addition items were analyzed in Experiment 1, both addition
and subtraction items were included in Experiment 2 (note that the results of Experiment 2 were
the same whether or not subtraction items were included). As a result, the place value test was
also longer (52 items total vs. 16 items total in Experiment 1).

Results

Place Value Test. Children’s mean performance is presented in Table 2. To compare the
groups, we first carried out an ANCOVA with grade (kindergarten vs. second grade) and
curriculum (Montessori vs. non-Montessori) as between-subjects factors, children’s PPVT-4
(vocabulary) raw scores as the covariate, and their percent correct on the place value test as
the dependent variable. Not surprisingly, there was a significant effect of grade such that second-
grade students outperformed the kindergarteners, F(1, 63) = 24.93, MSE = .01, p < .0001, ηp

2 =
.28. But there also was a significant main effect of school type, F(1, 63) = 16.76, MSE = .01,
p < .0001, ηp

2 = .21, that favored the Montessori students (26% vs. 14%). This finding indicated
that even with vocabulary scores matched and controlled, children who had received a
Montessori education performed better overall. There also was a significant interaction between
school type and grade, F(1, 63) = 21.86, MSE = .01, p < .0001, ηp

2 =.26, due to equal
performance in the two school groups in kindergarten (Mdiff = 1%, p = .49) but significantly
better performance in the Montessori group versus the non-Montessori group in second grade
(Mdiff = 24%, p < .0001).

We next carried out separate ANCOVAs for each item type, with school type as the between-
subjects variable and PPVT-4 (vocabulary) scores as the covariate. We analyzed only the second-
grade test scores as there was no evidence in the previous analysis for a school-type difference in
kindergarten. The analyses revealed a large advantage for Montessori students on multidigit
calculation, F(1, 29) = 20.23, MSE = .03, p < .0001, ηp

2 = .41, and a moderate advantage on
numeral interpretation, F(1, 29) = 3.13, MSE = .07, p = .09, ηp

2 =.10. Recall that in Experiment
1, children who received blocks training showed a similar advantage on numeral interpretation
problems. Interestingly, performance on numeral ordering did not differ across the two groups, F
(1, 29) = 0.27, MSE = .05, p = .61, ηp

2 =.009, just as we found for the blocks and symbols-only
groups in Experiment 1.

School Sale Problem. As in Experiment 1, none of the children responded correctly on
the third question for which the candies/erasers are already packed and from this, children have
to compute the total number. We therefore used children’s scores out of 2 on the remaining
questions as the dependent variable in an ANCOVA with school and grade as between-subjects
variables and PPVT-4 raw scores as the covariate.
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Overall, there was a trend toward improvement on these problems from kindergarten to
second grade, F(1, 63) = 3.77, MSE = .04, p = .06, ηp

2 = .06. For the comparisons involving
school type, there was a significant main effect, F(1, 63) = 4.66, MSE = .04, p = .04, ηp

2 = .07,
that favored Montessori students (15% vs. 4%) and a significant interaction between school type
and grade, F(1, 63) = 5.07, MSE = .04, p = .03, ηp

2 = .07. This interaction was due to equal,
near-floor performance in both grades in the non-Montessori group (Mdiff = 0.4%, p = .92) but
significantly better performance for second graders than kindergarteners in the Montessori group
(Mdiff = 23%, p = .03).3 This finding demonstrates that Montessori students ultimately achieved a
better understanding of the school sale problem, but not until second grade.

Number Line Estimation. An ANCOVA that used children’s error rates as the dependent
variable, with grade and curriculum as between-subjects factors and their PPVT-4 raw scores as
a covariate, revealed no significant differences based on schooling. There was a main effect of
grade, F(1, 63) = 4.30, MSE = .01, p = .04, ηp

2 = .06, such that second-grade students had lower
error rates than those in kindergarten (Mkindergarten = 35%, Msecond grade = 23%); however, there
were no other significant main effects or interactions. Thus, there was improvement with age, as
in previous research on the number line task (e.g., Booth and Siegler, 2006); however, unlike the
other two measures, there was no Montessori advantage. This finding is consistent with the lack
of improvement in the blocks group on number line estimation (Experiment 1) and suggests
there is a distinction between the developing knowledge that underlies success on the school sale
problem and number line estimation. Specifically, the school sale problem requires decomposi-
tion and composition across units whereas number line estimation does not. This pattern again
points to a curriculum dense in experience with manipulatives as possibly providing special
support for a developing structural understanding of the place value system.

Discussion

There was a clear advantage for Montessori students on a range of place value tasks. Because the
main distinguishing feature of Montessori mathematics instruction is its early, consistent inte-
gration of concrete models, this advantage likely reflects exposure to these materials, at least in
part. Interestingly, however, this advantage did not appear in kindergarten, but rather, it emerged
between kindergarten and second grade. This pattern may reflect the fruition of a long incuba-
tion period during which children gradually internalize their experiences with concrete models
and link them to symbolic procedures, as one would predict based on the embodied cognition
view (Barsalou, 2008; Glenberg & Robertson, 2000; Lakoff & Nunez, 2001).

In relation to previous research on the effects of Montessori instruction, our results are
consistent with several findings. First, as in other studies (e.g., Lillard, 2012), we showed a
performance advantage for Montessori students versus those in traditional schooling. Also, we
showed this effect for mathematics in particular, consistent with prior work (e.g., Dohrmann
et al., 2007). However, unlike previous studies demonstrating these effects in younger children
and with less exposure (e.g., Lillard, 2012, Lillard & Else-Quest, 2006), our effects emerged in
the second grade, after 5 years of exposure to Montessori education. One possibility is that the
particular content we measured—place value concepts—requires more exposure or time to
develop than the particular mathematics content measured in these previous studies (i.e., the
Applied Problems subtest from the Woodcock Johnson-3).
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Though our results are suggestive of a link between mathematics outcomes and instruction
with concrete models, there is no way to directly connect the two in a long-range retrospective
study such as the present study, raising the possibility of several alternative interpretations. For
example, one might argue that Montessori teachers simply spend more time teaching place value
than do teachers in traditional classrooms and this explains the observed advantage.
Alternatively, the performance differences might not be related to mathematics at all, but rather
to more general Montessori advantages, such as fostering better executive function (Lillard,
2012; Lillard & Else-Quest, 2006), that have cascading effects across academic areas (e.g., Blair
& Razza, 2007; Bull & Scerif, 2001; Clark, Pritchard, & Woodward, 2010). Finally, one might
question whether SES or overall intelligence contributed to the apparent Montessori advantage,
despite our efforts.

These interpretations seem unlikely, however. First, the Montessori and non-Montessori
samples were matched on vocabulary scores, and these scores were used as a covariate in our
analyses. This approach should have reduced or eliminated any population differences or general
effects of instructional method (e.g., executive function). Second, there was not a Montessori
advantage across the board. Children’s performance was similar in the two school groups at
kindergarten and on number line estimation for both grades. These findings argue against the
notion that Montessori students simply receive more place value instruction or that they perform
better due to fundamental differences in SES, income, cognitive function, and so forth.

Indeed, the correspondence between the patterns in Experiment 1 and Experiment 2 suggests
that long-term experience with manipulatives may be the core difference between Montessori
and non-Montessori mathematics instruction. In multiple weeks of training in Experiment 1,
children trained with blocks were better at interpreting multidigit numerals, and they showed
better understanding of the structure underlying place value in the school sale problem; in the
months and years of instruction received by Montessori students in Experiment 2, we observed
the same advantages in comparisons to matched peers in other schools. In the multiple-week
training of Experiment 1, children trained only with symbols performed better on number line
estimation than did children trained with blocks; in the months and years of instruction received
by Montessori students, and despite their overall higher achievement on the place value test,
they did not exhibit better performance on number line estimation compared with matched peers
in other schools.

Clearly, further research is needed to disentangle the subtle differences in instruction that may
contribute to the Montessori advantage we observed. However, the present study provides
evidence suggestive of a late-emerging benefit for place value learning and, at the least,
demonstrates that long-term exposure to concrete models is not detrimental.

GENERAL DISCUSSION

Research has shown that place value concepts are difficult for children to acquire and thereby
create serious obstacles to later mathematics achievement. In the present study, we considered
components of symbol grounding that might explain where and how children become stuck. In
particular, we examined the effects of instruction using concrete models and asked whether
differences in outcome measures, age, and ability might explain related discrepancies in the
literature.
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In a multiweek training study that mimicked the complex training conditions of school
instruction, children benefitted from training with either concrete models or symbols alone on
some measures. However, for certain children and on certain measures, there was a clear
advantage of training with concrete models, and for other children and other measures, there
was an advantage of training with symbols alone. In a second experiment that capitalized on
naturally occurring educational variation, we found that children exposed to years of instruction
with concrete models showed advantages akin to those exhibited by children trained with
concrete models in Experiment 1, but the effects were even larger and more clear-cut.

This pattern of findings helps to explain discrepancies in the existing literature. First, previous
studies reporting a disadvantage of exposure to concrete models may not have provided
adequate exposure, as our effects were strongest in Montessori students who had received
5 years of instruction with concrete models. Second, previous studies did not consider initial
ability, but we found an interaction whereby high-ability children fared better with symbol-based
instruction and low-ability children benefitted more from concrete models. Thus, how much a
child already knows about a symbol system may determine which method is most effective.

That said, we know from previous research that most children struggle to master place value
notation and typically exhibit stubborn errors and misconceptions despite limited competence on
some tasks (Cauley, 1988; Cobb & Wheatley, 1988; Fuson & Briars, 1990; Jesson, 1983; Kamii,
1986; Kouba et al., 1988; Labinowicz, 1985; Resnick & Omanson, 1987). Perhaps children can
make surface-level gains based on exposure to symbols, but these gains only take children so far.
The ability to judge the rough ordinality of multidigit numbers, for example, may not be enough
to support performance on more challenging tasks where understanding the multiplicative
structure of base-10 notation is required (Laski, Ermakova, & Vasilyeva, 2014; Moeller et al.,
2011). Concrete models may play an important role in supporting this specific process (i.e.,
grounding the meaning of this multiplicative structure). The finding that blocks training was
particularly advantageous on novel transfer tasks that targeted base-10 structure is consistent
with this notion.

Although we did not continue our training long enough to demonstrate further transfer, it
seems plausible children could use this initial mapping to bootstrap their way into the more
obscure nested structure of the written place value system, based on the extensive literature on
analogical learning (e.g., Gentner, 2010). One indication is the large Montessori advantage we
observed for both conventional symbolic problems (e.g., multidigit calculation) and specific
measures of base-10 structure (e.g., the school sale problem). This pattern, along with the
evidence for smaller improvements on the same measures from blocks training in Experiment
1, suggests that concrete models might enhance a structural understanding of place value that
ultimately leads to better overall mathematics knowledge.

Pertinent to this hypothesis is the finding that the Montessori advantage was not apparent in
kindergarten students; it only emerged in second grade. It makes sense that this process would be
protracted because the mapping problem for place value is quite challenging. Indeed, though
symbol grounding does not necessarily require lengthy exposure to a model (e.g., when learning
words like “cookie” or “cat”), it might in the case of place value because of its complex internal
structure. Concrete models may help bridge the gap, but as others have pointed out (e.g., McNeil
et al., 2009; Uttal et al., 1997), these models have their own representational structures that must
be unpacked and mapped to be useful. It could take several years to complete this mapping, even
with carefully structured models and extensive scaffolding of comparisons. If so, then research
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on concrete models that uses only a few brief training sessions may not provide enough
exposure and incubation time for positive effects to be measured.

In sum, much like the existing literature related to place value acquisition and concrete
models, the present study yielded mixed results. There were ways in which children learned
about symbols from symbols and ways in which exposure to base-10 blocks yielded unique
insights. It seems likely that children benefit from both streams of input, and it is probably
incorrect to frame this research problem in terms of absolutes. Instead, our results indicate
how nuanced and context-sensitive the process of symbol grounding for place value
acquisition might be. Additional research aimed at delineating the interplay of various
inputs, rather than simply pitting one against the other, is needed to clarify the complex
mechanisms that likely drive this learning. The most critical question may not be whether
concrete models are beneficial, but rather, what underlying skills and concepts are supported
by different kinds of input and what cascading consequences they have for later mathe-
matics learning.
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Appendix. Content of Training Sessions (Experiment 1)

Lesson Topics

Instructional Activities

Blocks Symbols-Only

LESSON 1
Place Value Concepts
Objective: Understand
multidigit number meanings

(1) Sort a pile of blocks into different block
types onto place value mats.

(2) Copy a written number using base-10
blocks.

(3) Given a spoken number name and
construct the equivalent representation
using both base-10 blocks and number
cards.

(4) Identify the larger of two written
numerals using blocks representations
and explain in terms of the number of
digits and their places.

(1) Sort a pile of number cards (70) and
order them smallest to largest (0–9).

(2) Copy a written number using the
number cards.

(3) Given a spoken number name and
construct the equivalent
representation using number cards.

(4) Identify the larger of two written
numerals and explain in terms of the
number of digits and their places.

LESSON 2
Multidigit Addition Without
Carrying
Objective: Learn the procedures
for multidigit addition without
carrying.

(1) Construct representations of written
addition problems using base-10 blocks
and move the blocks to reach a solution.

(2) Write the sums using number cards.

(1) Practice written multidigit addition
problems on worksheets.

(2) Write the solutions on the
worksheets.

(Continued )
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(Continued)

Lesson Topics

Instructional Activities

Blocks Symbols-Only

LESSON 3
Addition With Carrying
Objective: Learn the procedures
for solving multidigit addition
problems with carrying.

(1) Learn the written notation for addition
with carrying using parallel
representations of blocks.

(2) Practice written problems using base-10
blocks as supports.

(3) Make equivalent block patterns using
different block combinations (e.g., 1 ten
stick = 10 ones).

(1) Learn the written notation for
addition with carrying.

(2) Practice written addition problems
with carrying on worksheets.

LESSON 4
Subtraction Without Borrowing
Objective: Learn the procedures
for solving multidigit
subtraction problems.

(1) Represent and solve problems that
require borrowing using base-10 blocks.

(2) Write the solutions using number cards.

(1) Learn the notation for written
subtraction problems.

(2) Practice written subtraction
problems.

LESSON 5
Subtraction With Borrowing
Objective: Learn the procedures
for solving multidigit
subtraction problems with
borrowing.

(1) Learn the notation for written
subtraction problems using parallel
representations of blocks.

(2) Practice written problems using base-10
blocks as supports.

(3) Make equivalent block patterns using
different block combinations (e.g., 1 ten
stick = 10 ones).

(1) Learn the notation for written
subtraction problems with
borrowing.

(2) Practice written subtraction
problems with borrowing.

LESSON 6
Review

Mixed review and written practice
problems.

Mixed review and written practice
problems.

NOTE: Roughly one third of the 101 children (n = 20 in the blocks condition and n = 15 in symbols-only condition) were
held to a time limit of 30 min per lesson (or 180 total min of training) to ensure that all children had the same amount of
exposure and completed all six lessons. These children completed all six lessons. The remaining children (n = 32 in the blocks
condition and n = 34 in the symbols-only condition) were allowed to move through the lessons as slowly as they needed to
reach mastery on each subtopic, with an upper limit of 6 weeks. Some, but not all, completed the six lessons in this timeframe.
Also, some children progressed very quickly and finished in less time than others, who were given even more instruction in an
attempt to get them through the whole training set. This approach resulted in a range of training amounts from 12 sessions to 20
sessions (mean = 14 sessions) or 360 to 600 instructional min (mean = 420 min). A preliminary analysis of variance indicated
the pattern of performance on a composite posttest was parallel for children in the two groups (time-limited and self-paced), F
(1, 93) = 0.85,MSE = .05, p = .36, ηp

2 = .01, so we have combined their data in the primary analyses. However, because not all
children received the subtraction lessons, we analyzed performance on addition problems only.
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