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\
0 ,This report is on& of several' in-.:\ serie of reviews of research

literature conductedifor the Alaska-School.E fectiveness Project.
Each of the reports addres es a topic which s deemed to have any
impact, actual or potential do school effectiveness. -All of the'

,_reports have been generated ing the same eheral approach and a.,

common reporting -"format. 4 e rt
/
/. The review process begins.with. a topic 1 literature search using
/ both comp4ter-based ERIC and converitiohil'library methods. Articles
and other documents found are analyzed and atsrected into aftrief''
'form called an Item Report . Each of the;tethe is then judged
agairiax a set oe pre -established .triteria and.ranked:on a five"point
hscake. The colleCtion.oflteM:Reporeb is then examined for pUrposes

' of idehtifychg issues.,'These iisues ardstated in the form of ...

hypotheses. :Eachihypothesis :thus gener4ted bedomes-,the sublect,of a
0. . Deckaign Disprey; A 4Decision bisplay,ia created by sorting the Item

-4
,

- .

Reports .ihto those :which support.or negate the 'hypothesis, are. .

A
,

inconclusive, are' badly flawa; or areirrelevant One or more
e , -Decision Display's,are genefated for each topic addressed. ,A Summary

Report is thek generated from the consideration of the Decision ".
/, Displays andlhe. file of Item Reports. :Thus, each complete feport in

the:serlesconsmists of a Summary Report which is backed up ,by one 'or
'more Decision.Displays which in turn,are supported.by a file of Item, A
c.RePorts. This format was. designed to.accommodate thbseltreaders who. ..

might wish to delve into various depths of detail. . -,

wordThis report is.nOt intended to represent the "final bin the '

. topic considered. .Rather, it represents the analysis of a parifTcular
collecei,on of research documents at this time. There may be other,
documents that were not found ecause of time or other limitaiidhs.
There may be new research published tomorrow. This present report..
represents our best judgment -of available information at this tie.

. This format alloWe for modification and re-analysis as new
, -.

inkormation_becoMe.i available or old information lire-interpreted.

'V

,}.

'For a more complete description oft,the analysis processsee
William G.'avaid, Procedures far Reseaith on School Effectiveness
Project, Northwest Regionil Educational°Laboratoiy, December tO, 1980.
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Topic:

AUthors!
Date:

Mastery Learning
Kathleen Cotton and W. G. Savard.
June 1982

. Introduction

Any instructional strategy which is said to be able -t, raise the

achievement of eighty percent of all

normally reached only by the top tw

attention ansdL generate controver

learning, a strategy which.seekA.to

participating students-to a level

,

tcenC i's certain to receive ;
.,-

, . .q.

1,

Sucha claim has heen made for 'mastery
..

...,

e student 'a.chievement by. increasing
1 . .f.

the amount and quality df the(tio4student's spend,pufsuing,learning activiti

Proponents of mastery learning have chliengedAthe notion of student
'1

°

-aptitude as an indicator of student-ability to learn. °Instead, mastery

learning advocates regard student aptitude as an indicator of the unt of
)

time a-student will require to master learning material to whatever criterion
'

level is decided upon at the outbetof instruction. They contend that the.

reason many students do not reach a high level of achiexemefit is not that ,

these students are inherently incapable ofkgrasping the Learning material.

What is really going on, according to these mastery learning proponents, is

. 4
that the average school schedule "calls "time" on these students before they

have had 'sufficient opportunity to work with the levningmaterial. They

contend that when differential amounts of learning time are provided for
-. ,

students of different aptitude level& and'wheil the 'slower learners spend

, ., ,
.... ,

e

r

4

their additional time allotments On appropriate emeaiation activities,

students are able tp learn as well as the "to students learn in

conventional, time -bound instructional settings.
1

°

most
.

. ; _:.

1For a detailed report, On allOcated learning time; time-on-ta4, and .

academic learning time, see Kathleen Cotton and-W. G., iavard; Time Factors- in
Learning (Portland, OR: Audit and,EvilUation Pfogram, Nofthw se gtRegional
Educational Laboratory, February 1981). . ' ,,

p.
\, ....
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While, hot all mastery learning advocates make the claim that fourfifths

of,students who learn via this approach will perform as well as the top

one fifth usually do, most of these prbponents do assert that mastery .learning

results in dramat-i-eimprovements in student achievement levels.

Supporters of mastery learning also claim that this approach fosters .

greater retention of what is learned, as measured by.delayed--and often
p

unannounced --achievemedt tests given deveral days or weeks alter the

. .

completion of'instruction. Moreover, oq oing use of the mastery learning
- -4 -

a 0
t: e .

.
'', approach is said to narrow. the gap between the amount of timerequired by

,
I . t.,

0

l' 41ighaptitude students (rapid learners) and loweraptitude students (slower

' Learners). In other words, mastery learning proponents assert that slower

learnersearners becoMe more efficient at learning-asa result of working within the-
'

mastery learning structure, with the effect that the inigial large time

requirements of the slower students are compensated for later on in the

reaming process. Finally, m'any advocates claim that, -by 'enabling many more
L.

students to experience academic success than is the case in conventional

'instructional seitings,'mastery learning confers benefits upon student

selfesteem, attitudes toward school, and motivation for futtre learning.

Those who question-the effectiveness of mastery learning, meanwhile,

frequently assert that the proponents have overstated their case;.that while

mastery learning may foster some achievement inCreases; it does not.do so to

the degree that some of its advocates have claimed. Some critics ta.te thit

'-the a0vantagei confered by this instructional approach are attenuated or even

r
cancelled out by the time requirements for planning,_implementing and

operating it; 'Others contend that, with the exception of mahhedatics, the
6O

goals of'instruction are difficult to state clearly enough that quantitaXiVe
-

*
estimates can be made about progress toward those goals. And some,writer_s

Page 3 of 100
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have argued that, because mastery learning, is a tightly-structured, highly

a specific instructional methodology,, it can stifle student creatilityand

affective development.

a .

o

Before Looking a 6research on mastery, learning, it is worthwhile to

:

review the special tatures of this approach. Although there are variations

on the mastery learning strategy, several basic componerits can be identified
.

, .

.

in most mastery programs: At thel.outset of_ instruction, the teacher informs

.

the students that they will be expected to achieve'at e certain level--often

70 to 80 percent correct answers on criterion-referenced tests. Students are

informed that their interim achirevement will, be measured using formative
er

testsand that extra time, learning ctivities and retesting oppor'tunities
.

will be provided for students not acy.eving at t1- required Level on their

initial attempt(s). Instruction is initiated, and the testing-remediation-

retesting process is repeated until all or nearly all students have reached

g- the criterion level for that unIt'of instruction. The process then commences

0 for the next learding unit. Summative testing follows the`completion of the
.

. 44o, ...

series Of learning units, and delayed achievement tests are frequently given

to determine howell students have retai,ned what they have learned.

Within this general structure,, there are weral variations:on the mastery4

learning strategy. Instruction may be individually baseror group based.

That is, studentiA.n.some mastery learning settings mov ahead at their own
9 ,

In sther settings, rapid.leTers pursue enrichment activities nor
r"-

serve as- tutors until most or all of the class has achieved criterion,
,

whervipop the entire 'group begins .anew learning activity together.."'While

4 --many of these,group-based'mastery prograMs for elementary and secondary

students are, commonly categorized together with programs,utilizing an approach
-. . 4- .

,;
.

called Learning fop Mastery (LFM), Learning for Mastery. technically refers to
b

' 4

a.
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amore flexible iinstrn'ctional arrangement whereby individuals can pursue

learning material at the.ir own rates. Another major approach, called the

Personalized System of Instruction (PSI), is usually used with.postsecondary

students, involves interactions between's- tudents and assigned "proctors," and

calls for individual pac ing of student progress through the material to be

learned,

In some mastery learning settings, the remediation activities provided.to
.

students are specific to the errors made by each Student on formatiye,tests

(e.g., 'If you missed Question No. 3, study Activity Sheet Not 3."). In other

settings, failure to reach criterion is followed either by a repeated

o,

presentation of the instruction or by a general revXiew of the

material. yithigssome mastery learning approaches, students have virtually

unlimited opportunity to repeat the study test remediation- retest cycle;

wi/thid others, additional learning is Yestricte'deither by time or,by the

number- of retests students yagy take.

The research on mastery learning is varied, owing to the different sorts

of mastery approaches examined by diffexent investigators. This report

)
represents an attempt to synthesize the findings emerging from this research

in order to arrive at-some general conclusions about the efficacy of the

mastery learning strategy inofostering achievement, affective and other

benefits among students. The studies and reviews emmined,in preparation for

this report reflect the whole range of mastery learninitesearch;

exceptionthat,PSI studies conducted at the postsecondary level are

r

deemphasized.
2

.

N

codaiderable PSI research has been conducted and'reported, its
applicability'to etefflentary and secondary instrOction%isdaious, owing to its
staffing requirements and the high degree Of responsibility for independent

study it places upon students.
e

Page 5 of 00
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Thirtysix documents wereretrieved and examined, in preparation for,this

report. Three contained fi'ndings already reported in other sources we had

reviewed, leaving a resource base of 33 documents. Twentyfour of these were

primary sources. Nine were secondary sources which, taken together, reported

the findings, of over 100 studies and evaluations. Although some degree of

.

overlap inevitably occurs in such circumstances, efforts were Made to avoid

multiple inclusions of the same material.

Thirteen of the documents were concerned' with mastery learning research

involving'elementary students, six with research on secondary students, and

seven with-studies involving both elementary and secondary students. Five

documents reviewed research conducted with students at all levels, primary to

postsecondary. Two focused on research with postsecondary students only:

9

Many of. the documents reported the findings of research on the applidation

of mastery learning strategies in more than one.curricular area. Eleven of

the reports were concerned with the effects of these strategies on achievement

generally. Specific subject areas which were the partial or total focus of,

the reports include: mathematics (5 reports); science (5); reading/language

arts (7); social studies (5); geography (3); and consumer economics, history,

auto Mechanics and shop classes (1 'each). Twelve of the reports were.

concerned, with the effects of mastery learning_ on student attitudes.

Masteiy learning researchers tend to set up research designs which involve

measuring student achievement immediately after a learning unit is completed,

and again after a period of several days or weeks. Eighteen of the documents

reported findings concerning both the sumMative achievement of student

subjects and their delayed retention.

The findings reported in the next section have to do with the effects of

mastery learning on student achievement, retention and attitudes. Additional

findings are presented concerning'learning time requirements and remediation

Pge
t
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techniques. It might also be worthwhile to mention two issues about which

findings are not reported. Firt, whether mastery learning can br. Willy

80 percent of participating studentd up to an achiev e t level normally

associated only with'the top 20 perc s not addressed as such in the

research literature, and findings which bear on this issue are very variable.

.
Second, although both individually paced and group-based mastery learning

strategies were used in .the studies examined, research comparing the two

methods was,insufficient to permit even tentative concluSions about their

relative merits.

Findings

The most important`and best-supported hypothesis emerging from the

research reviewed'is that the-use of mastery learning strategies with

elementary and secondary students produces` achievement results superior,to

those resulting from non-mastery instruction. Twenty-three of the 36

investigations of this issue lent support to this statement, and these

investigations concerned a wide range of curricular areas, student age/grade

levels and student aptitude levels. Several of the researchers noted that

i

low-aptitude students benefitted even more than otherA students from this (

instructional approach..

The kinds of mastery learning strategies used for the studies reviewed

covered a wide zange. Students in some studies were limited to one or two

,cycles of Ilemedia0.on and retesting, while virtually unlimited opportunities
,e(

were provided in others. Some studies were.set up so that corrected formative

tests indicated both which answers were wrong and what the right answers were;

others allowed students to know only,wheref their errors occurred. And

Page 7 of,,X10



different criterion levels were established from study to study. Regardless

of these differekces in approach, Mastery leErning students outperformed

*dents instructed in more conventional ways in nearly all of the studies and

reviews examined.

While these research results are very impressive, there are two additional

factora'which will influence conclusioni draWn about the general superiority

.of mastery learning over other instructional appr6aches. One is-that seven

(pf 30) well-structured studies failed,to find differences favoring the

plastery letrning strategy over one or more, other approaches. These studies

(--generally found no appreciable differences for students as a whole on measures
..

/ of achievement or retention. Some found differences for some categories of

students, but there is no discernable pattern of findings from study to study.

The other limiting factor has,toldo with conclusions drawn by a few

researchers who considered the cost/bengfit relationship involved in using a

mastery learning approach. Some of these researchers concluded that, although'

their results showed'statistically significaht,achievement and other

differences favoring mastery learning, the amount of time required for student

_
learning and/or for program manag4Ment was too great to justify its ongoing

1

use. While this concern is technically outside the issue of efficacy, it

seems worthwhile-to cite i;t here, inasmuch as it was presented by some of the

same people whose findings support masary learning from the perspective of

student outcomes.

A second hypothesis generated from the review effor is that the use of

mastery learning strategies with elemen and secondary students results in

greater retention of lear material than occurs following non- ma1ery,

instruction. teen of the 18 documents which reported findings on student ,

ent supported .this contention. As with the achievement findings;

retention findings were arrived at in different ways. In one study studgnts .1
.

Page 8 of 100
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todk a retention teseten days after summative achievement testing on a

three-unit instructional.series,in mathertatics. In another, students' had a

two-week delay between summative and retention sting on 14 geometry

subskills. And one study-involved administration 'of retention tests a month
.

after summative testing on a social studies unit. In general, mastery

.learning students not only performed'-better, but performed a great deal
Cr

better; than comparison students. Of the aod=supporting studies, one shad'

found summative achievement d ifference& favoring mastery learning and two had,.

not..

.

Twelve of,the reports were concerned with student attitudes,so we

s.

advanced the, hypothesis that the use of mastery learning strategies with

elementary'and secondary students results in more positivestudent attitudes -

than those resulting from non-mastery instruction. Six reports contain

findings supporting this hypothesis, five contain findings which do not lend

such,support, and one report was inconclusive% The non-supporting studies_,
cy.

were so categorizedbecause,they reported no differences between the attitude'

scores of mesrery and non-mastefy students% Curiously, all,the supporting
.

e.

.

.documents -were secondary sources, and all the non-suppotting"ones were primagy
.

° .

sources. Looking at quality ratings, the supporting studies have the edge by

e*
41 an average of approximately one point on the five-point scale used in this

'project. These data do not lead to g clear, overall.statement of findings.

Rpsearch has sometimes found that mastery learning enhances student attitudes

and sometimes -that it neither enhances or erodes them.

In the introduction,to this report, we cdlled attention to the claim made

.

by some mastery learning proponents that studentb who are initially slower

learners tend to pick op speed over time as they work within the mastery .

learning structure., Eight of the reports addKessed this issue, and seven of

these support the hypothesis that ongoing use of mastery learning strategies

Page 9 of,100
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, .

with elementary and secondary students tends to equalize the amount of

learning time required by students of different initial aptitude 1-evels.
_

\
s.

progressive reduction was noted in the amount of time required both- 'siower
1,6

students' initial learning and for their r eTiation

.

activities. This does

not-mean that mastery learnin: echniques have the power to level all

differences ile ng rate and efficiencybut it dogs indicate that those

.

conce about time requirements might expect the slow learners to "close in"
'0

on the faster learners during the Course of allastery program. As one

reviewer summarized, "the investment ofextra time early in the learning_

sequence is .balanced by.a piyoff of more effective use of time,:at the later

, 'stages of learning:" 4
. .

Of all the comparisons which might be made regarding the relative effici&Y

pf strategies employed with the mastery 4earning,approach,'one.received.

'enough attetipn in the research to warrant developing, and testing a

hypothesis: t'.it iremediation'which focuses bn the specific errors made by

students on formative-tests has e,mora positive effect on student achievement
.

. .

and - retention than remediation which involves a general review of the original

\

lesson Content. Five of the.six reports which addressed-this issue lent

support to .this hypothesis. Those studies which also included non-mastery
.

subjects indicated that either kind of remediation strategy is preferable to 6

n4 remedion at all, but that practice which focuses on the content students

failed to master initially is superior to having studenie restudyall.the

Material in a unit or series. / Itc

0
Conclusions .

As one reviewer summarized, "mastery methods.not only work, but work yery

well." By providing learning "checkpoints" through the use of formative

.

tests, and then pr§viding additional time and piactice for studebts who need

page 10 of 100
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it, mastery learning enables the majority of students to get a firm grasp on
,

each skill, 'concept on set of items before,moving on )to the next sequence of
. .

4:
.

.

activities. In this way, far fewer students ate left in the dust and forced

to try to tackle new learning material without the necessary prerequisites.

Instead, as described by one writer:

Mastery learning Is best understood as a special case of
criterion-referenced instruction, in which the objective of
ihstruct'ion is made apparent Co 6'e -student at the outset;
and kept before the student until he or she achieved it.
While in the process of. achieving it, the student is.given
frequent feedback about the proportion of the distance
talard the goal that he or she has covered... Mastery
learn ng places heavy emphasis on drawing the student's
attent'on to the ultimate goal, and soliciting his
motivation toward achieving. it by offering him the promise
that h can do it.

Mastery learning strategies are generally very effective for fulfilling this

promise.

Readers familiar with this series of reports will recall that some

cautions were offered in an/earlier report regarding the use of direct

0

instruction method's for cLri.cular areas which do not readily submit to

.

.logical sequencing and prespecified responses.
3

Mastery learning, which is

similar to direct instruction and frequently employs direct instruction

methods, consequently has similar limitations. One reviewer, after offering -

f

support fo he use of-mastery learning for basic skill development, goes on

to say

s lit e evidence to suggest that mastery learning
princiqes to be as readily applied to the development of
highey conceptual or decision-making skills, the'

-- acquisition of aesthetic interests and appreciation, the
development of socioemotional or affective capacities, or
any number of other outcomes indicative of either a

well-educated, well-functioning, or socially effective
individual.

3See Kathleen Cotton and W. C. Savard, Direct Instruction (Portland,,OR:
Audit and Evaluation Program, 'Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory,
February 1942).
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WIlithrthis reservation, it can be concluded that mastery leaning is a powerful

teens of fostering student achievement in many instructional areas.

Mastery learning methods are also effectilie in promoting student retention

of learning material. It appears-that the mastery learningprocess, which

emphasizes learning first things first--and learning themifully--before'

attempting subsequent material, increases the likelihood that students will

remember wh'at theyhave learned and be able to apply these learnings to new

'situations. Admittedly, the time which elapsed between summative achievement

testing and retention testing was relatively short in the studies

reviewed--anywhere from a few days to a month. Still, the considerable

`=>differences between retention test scores of mastery learning students and

conventionally instructed stuients indicates that the former results in

superior recall of learning. Some of the researchers advocated that the

effects of mastery learning on longerterm retention be investigated.

Student attitudes--toward particular school subjects or toward school in-

general- -have sometimes been shown to improve within a mastery learning

structure and have sometimes been unaffected by such a structure. 'There is no

evidence in the studies reviewed that mastery learning leads to a

deterioration of student attitudes. The conservative conclusion which can be

drawn from the studies as a group is that mastery learning does not affect

student attitudes adverse ly and -,in many circumstances, leads to improvements
_

6

in student attitude.

Only eight reports addressed the issue of,whether learners who are

initially slower become considerably more efficient through experiencing

mastery learning methods. Thus, it is not possible to draw firm conclusions

about the alleged equalizing effect of Mastery learning on the learning time

requirements of students generally. It does appear, however, that familiarity

. .0
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with the mastery learning method, together with the greater amounts,of

time-on-task called for by this method, rends to increase the learning

efficiency of slower'students in comparison with their initial-learning rates.

As for the relative merits of different types of remediation within the

mastery learning, approach, data are again insufficient to permit firm.

conclusions. If,specifitremediation is indeed superior to general review, it

c,

is not difficult to see why. The specific Amediation approach assumes that

original learning will not be lost if .it is set aside for, a time in order to

identify and address students' specific factual or .conceptual "errors. 'Within

this structure the amount of time and effort students can devote to those

things they didn't "ge.tg or didn't remember the first time around is greater

than it would be if they were to restudy the entire instructional unit.

Recommendations

In light of the finings cited and conclusions drawn about mastery

learning; we offer several recommendatious:
\

1. As applied to students in instructional settin s, the_worduslow is

often used as an euphimiam or stupid. The research leading to the__
development of mastery learning programs, and the research conducted

on these-programs, have' established that the vast majority of slow

learners are, in fact, merely slow learners--students who require

more time to master a given amount of material than do certain other

students. It is, therefore, strongly recommended that anyone who is

in the habit of regarding slower learners as inherently less

competent than faster learners work to change this way of thinking

k.
and to support the development of appropriate. learning activities for

bath slower and faster learners.

Page 13 of 100
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2. fSchoo s and districts are encouraged to familiarize themselves with

the p inciples of mastery learning and to make use of these

principles with students at all levels. -

3. Schools and districts are encouraged to investigate specific mastery

learning prOgrams in rlition to local needs and local capacity to

implement and manage such a program.

4. It is particularly recommended that mastery learning programs for

primary level basic skill development be considered,-as (in the words

of one reviewer), "there is no question that many of the basic skills

of reading,. language use, mathematics, and symbolic logic on which so

much learning and practical work depend can be taught using mastery
7

learning strategies."

5. Mastery learning is not recommended for curricular areas in which

logical ordering of parts is not in d--1.7hichthere are few

--,--or-no-vier6t answers.

6. The research base on the efficacy of mastery learning in promoting

student achievement and retention is adequate; further research in

4'

these areas is not required to justify action in adopting programs.

7. The effects.of Mastery learning on student affective outcomes would

be an appropriate focus for additional research. 'The research base

on learning. and management time requirements could also benefit from

, .

further inclusions, as could research on the diffetent approaches to

remediation and on the relative merits of individualized and

group-based miftery programs.
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MASTERY LEARNING
Decision Display

' #1

Restatement of issue as a hypothesis:

° The use of mastery learning strategies with elementary and secondary studeits

produces achievement results superiorto those resulting from non-mastery °
ipstruction:4

4Item
Number Short Title

Quality Rating
. of Study

(5=High) '

Items which tend to support hypothesis:

296 Block & Burns, 1976, Fout Types of Research [5] (most of 50
,

studies support)
288 Dillashaw & Okey, 1981, High School Chedistry '14-1----'---

Study ___
,

..\'IC 292 Ward Math Study [4]

.---1-------23-4iyan & Schmidt, 1979',Canadian Review/Studies [4] (studies
- generally support)

297 BurrowS:& Okey, 1975, 4th and 5th Grade [4]

Geometry Study
303 Luckemeyer & Chiappetta, 1981, Modified [4]

Mastery Study'
310

.

Hyman & Cohen, 1979( Ten Conclustons re: LFM, [4] (studies

generally. support)
312 Cohen, 981, LRDS Dilemmas [4] (studies

generally support)
313 Cohen; 1972, Omaha Project , [4]
316 Cohen & Rodriquez, 1980, Mexican American Study [4]
287 Bloom, 1978, New Views of Learners

4
[3] (studies

generally support)
290 Bryant, et al., 1980, Disabled Readers [3] °

291 Hymel & Mathews, 19,80, High School History Study [3] -
-293 Smith, 1977, ERIC Review [3] (15 of 17 studies

support)
298 Jones, 1974, Study II/Review [3] (most of 13

studies support)
306 Wentling, .1973, Auto Mechanics Study [3]
307 Lawler, et al., 1974, Three CMI Strategies [3]
308 Dolan, 1977-18, Mastery Learning Status Report [31 (studies

generally support)
(studies
g ly support)

311 Bump, 1979; Mastery Learning "Box Scores"
[3] (se

314 Fiel & Okey; 1975, Graph Study [3]
315 Harford County, 1979, HIRP [3]
321 Swanson & Denton, 1976, Secondary Chemistry [3]
6 Study
322 Bloom, 1976, Human Characteristics and School [4] (studies

Learning generally support)
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Item

Number Short Title

Quality Rating
of. Study

(5=High)

Items which tend to deny hypothesis:

289 Strasler, 1981, CBE Program Evaluations
295 Jones, 1976, Grade 7 Geography Study
299 Fagan, 1976, Transportation-Environment StUdy
300 Taylor, 1975, Adaptive Mastery
304 Chiappetta & McBride, 1980, 9th Grade Chemistry.

Study
318 Wyckoff, 1974, Anthropology Study
320 Rubovits, 1975, Shop Classes

Items which are inconclusive regarding the hypothesis:

-

Items which were excluded because they were weak:

None.

[4]

[3]

[3]

[3]

[3]'

(3],

[3]

ft. Items which were excluded because they were judged td be irrelevant to this
hypothesis:

301 Contreras, 1975, 3 Criterion Levels
.2, 302 Jones, 1974, Study III

305 Ely & Minars, 1973, Self-Concept Study
309 Hymel & Mathewq, 1980r, High School History Study II
317 Ware,,,1977, Map and Globe Study
419 Block, 1974, Research Overview ,-

J
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'
MASTERY LEARNING
Decision Display

#2

Restatement ofissue.as hypothesis;:

The uSe of mastery learning strategies with elementary and secondary students
results in greater retention oT learning material than, occurs following
non-mastery instruction.

Item

Number ( Short Title

Quality Rating
of Study
(5=High)

Items wiich tend to support .hypothesis:

296 Block & Burns,,-19761 Four Types of Research [5] (most, of 50

studies support)
292 Wapi; 1979, Australian Math Study , [4]

294 Ryan & Schmidt, 1979, Canadian Review/Studies [4] (studies
generally support)

217, Burrows & Okey, 1975, 4th and 5th Grade .

Geometry. Study
[4]

'310 Hyman & Cohen, 1979, Ten Conslusions re: LFM [4] (studies
4' ' generally support)

316 Cohen & Rodriquez, 1980, Mexican American [4]

Study

287 Bloom, 1978, New Views of Learners [3] (studies
generally support)

290 Bryant, et al., 1980, Disabled Readers [3)
295 JOnds, 1976, Grade 7 'Geography Study [3)
298 Jones, 1974, Study II/Review

we °;

[3] (studies

generally sport)
306 Wentlihg, 1973, Auto Mechanics Study [3)
308 Dolan, 1977-78, Mastery. Learning Status Repoit [3] (studies

generally support)
311 Burns, 1979, Mastery Learning "Bbx Scores" [3] (studies

generally support)
321 Swanson & Denton, 1976, Sedondary Chemistry Study [3)
322 Bloom; 1976, Human Characteristics and School_ [4j (studies

Learning'

Items owhich ,tend tot deny hypothesis:

' generally support)

303 Lueckemeyer & Chiappetta, 1981; Modified Mastery [4]

Strategy
,299 Fagan, 197.6, Transportation-Environment Study [3)
300 Taylor; 1975, Adaptive Mastery [3)
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Items which are` inconclusive regarding the hypothesis:

None.

Items which were excluded because they were weak:

None.

Items which were excluded because they were judged to be irrelevant to this
hypothesis:

--- -488 --Di-1-1-ashat4 &-Okey, 1981, High School Chemistry Study
289 Strasler, 1981, CBE Program Evaluations
291 Hymel & Mathews, 1980; High School History Study
293 Siiith, 1977, ERIC Review
391. Con'treras, 1975, 3 Criterion Levels
,302 Jones, 1974, Study III

o

304 Chiappetta & McBride, 1980, 9th Grade Chemistry Study
305 Ely & Minars, 1973, Self-Concept Study
307 Lawler, et al., 1974, Three'CMI Strategies

':309 Hymel & Mathews, 1980, High School History Study II
312 Cohen, 1981, LRDS Dilemmas
13 Cohen, 1972, Obaha Project
314 Fiel & Okey, 1975, Graph Study
,315 Harford County, 1979, HIRP
317 Ware, 1977, Map'and Globe Study
318- Wyckoff, 1974, Anthropology Study
19 Block, 1974, Research Overview

Rubovits, 1975, Shop Classes

0

rt.
1

9 a
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MASTERY ,,L EARN I NO

Decision Display
#3 u

., .

Restatement of issue as a hypothesis:
,. ,..- .

The use 44f masteryjearningstrategied with eLementary and secondary students
results in more Positive student attitude; than lose resulting from

. inon-mastery ins truct ion.
. It

..
Item

Number

_.)

+
0 Short Title

Quality Rating
.of Study
.(5=High)

Items which tend to support hypothesis:

296 Block and Burns, 1976; Four Types of Research [5] (studies .

generally support)
294 Ryan.&'Schmidt, 1979, Canadian Review/Studies [4] (studies

. . . . generally support)
310 Hyman & Cohen, 1979Ten Conclutions re: LFM [4] (studies -

generally support)
308 Dolan, 1977-78, Mastery Learitfing Status Report [3] (studies

generally support)
311 Burns, 1979, Mastery Learning ,"Box Scores :[3] (studies

, generally support)
322 Bloom, 1976, Human CharLteristics-anf Schodl " [4] (studies

t

Learning .... . , 'generally support)

Items,which tend to deny hypothesis:
i,

288 Di,llashaw & Okey, 1981, High School Chemistry. [4]
Study

306 Wentling, 1973, Auto Mechanics Study . '. []
307 Lawler, et al., 1974, Three, CMI Strategies ,[3] ,

320 Rubovits, 1975, 'Shop Classes . [31
30.5 Ely & Minars, 1973 Self- Concept Study , [2]

.

Items which are inconclusive regkxding the hypothesis:.

s. 291 Hymel Mathews, 1980, High School History
Study

.. .

...

7
MP

..
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,

Items 'which were excluded...because they4were weak:

t
None.

-444.

&*.

,Itema which were excluded becad
hypothesis:

0

they were judged to e irrelevant -to this

. .

289 StrasJer, 1981, CBE Piogram:Evaluaviouk
290 Bryant, et al., 1980, Disabled Readers, .

4

292_ ___.Ward, 19-79,--Australian Math Study --- ; ,

293 Smith, 1977, ERIC Review
295 Jones, 1976, Grade 7 Geography Study
297 RurrOws & Okey, 1975,,,4th and 5th brade9Geometryttudy

0298 Jones, 1974, Study II/Review c,.. ',',.
2 Fagan, 1976, Transportation Environment Study .,

300 Taylor, 1975, Adaptive Mastery
301 Contreras, 1975, 3 Criterion,Levels ,, , ,..
302 Jones, 1974, Study III
303

,
Lueckemeyer & Chiappetta, 1981, Modified Mastery Strategy

.

304 .-ChkapPetta & McBride, 1980, 9th;diade Chemistry Study
V 309 Hymel & Mathews) 1980, High School History, Study.qI

312 Cohen, 1981, MD'S-Dilemmas .

313 Cohen, 1 #72, 'Omaha Project, .

314 Fiel lc Okey; 1975, Graph Study
.,,

315 Harford County, 1979, HIRP
...

316

317
° erican Study -

...,Cohen & Rodriquez, 1980, Mexica 7

Ware, 1977, Map and Globe Study
318 Wyckoff, 1974, Anthropology Study
319 Block, 1074, Reseakch Overview
311 Swanson & DetOn, 1976,, Secondary gheilitry Study

S

.....:._

jnJ-
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MASTERY LEARNING
Decision Display

#4

Restatement of issue'as a hypothesis:

Ongoing use of mastery learning strategies with elementary and se_ondary

students_ tends to equalize the-amount-of rearning time required b students of
different initial aptitude levels.

°Item

Number

Quality Rating
of Study

Short Title (5=High)

Items which tend to support hypothesis:

296 Block & Burns, 1976, Four Types of Research

292 Ward, 1979, Australian Math Study
294 Ryan &Schmidt, 1979, Canadian Review/Studies

DI (studies
generally,

' [4]

[4] (studies

generally support)
310 Hyman & Cohen, 1979, Ten Conclusions re: LFM [4] (studi'es

general]: support)
[3].(stUdips ,

generally support).
[3] 6-6-1-4Yi-es--__w/

generally su
[4] (studies s 4

generally support)

287 Bloom, 1978, New VieWs of Learners

308 Dolan, 1977-78, Mastery Learning'gtatus Report

322' Bloom, 1976, Human Characteristics and School
k.__Lea'rning

Items which tend to d h 'othesis:

295- Jones, 19,76, Gr de 7 Geography Study [3]

Items,' which are imon e is

None.

Items which were ex¢ludpd because th were weak:-

None
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Items which were'excluded because they were judged to be irrelevant to this
hypothesis:

. T'
, A-

t
88 Dillashaw & Okey., 1981, High School Chemistry Study
89 Strasler, 1981, CBE Program Evaluations

.4

. 29D' Bryant, et al., 190, Disabled Readers
291 HymelA Mathews; 1980, High-School History' Study
293 Smith, 1977,_ERIC_Review
297 Burrows & Okey, 1975, 4th and 5th Grade Geometry Study
298 Jones, 1974; Study 1I/Review,

,

.

299 Fagan, ,1976, Transportation-EnvironmeAt Study
300 Taylor, 1975,jAdaptive Mastery
301 Contreras, 1975, 3 Criterion Levels
302 Jones, 1974, Study III
303 Lueckemeyen & Chiappetta, 1981, Modified Mastery Strategy
304 Chiappetta & McBride, 1980, 9th Grade Chemistry-Study
305 Ely & Minars, 1973, Self-Concept Study
306 Wentling, 1973, Auto Mechanics Study
307 Lawler; et al., 1974, Three CMI Strategies
309 Hymel id:Mathews, 1980, High School History Study II
31.-1Burria; 1939, MasterypLedfing-"Box. Scores" .

Cohen,' 1981, LRDS Dilemmas
313 Cc:Alen, 1972-,--Omaha Project
314 Fie], & Okey, 1975, Graph Study
315 Harford County, 1979, HIRP
316 Cohen & Rodriquez, 1980, Mexican American Study

'317 Ware, 1977, Map and Globe Study
. 318 Wyckoff, 1974,. Anthropology Study

319 Block, 1974, Research bverview---.
320 Rubovits, 19,75, Shop C es,
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MASTERY'LEARNINb
Decision-"Display

#5

Restatement of issue as a hypothesis!

,

,R emediation which focuses on the spepific errors'made by students on form ative
tests has,,a more positive effect on student achievement and retention than
remediation which.involves general review of the original lesson content.

Item

Number Short Title

Quality Rating'
-

be Study

(5, High)

. ,

,.,,

Items which term to sh Dort .hypothesis: , .

297 Burrows & Okey, 1975, 4th and `5th Grade, Geometry [4]'

Study
291 Hymel & Mathews, 1980, High School History Study [3]
304 Chiappetta & McBride, 1980, 9th Grade Chedistry [3]'

Study . .

306 Wentling, 1973, Auto Mechanics Study , [3]
321 Swanson & Denton, 1976, Secondary Chemistry Study

. [3]

Items which tend to deny hypothesis:.

4

314 Fiel & Okey, 1975, Graph Study

Items which are inconclusive regarding the hypothesis:

None. gs

Items which were excluded because they were weak:

r.

None.

I.
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Items which were excluded because they were judged ;to be irrelevant to this
hypothesis:

. .
.

287 Bloom, 1,978, Neg-Views of Learners
288 - Dillashaw b Okey, 1981, High School Chemistry Study
289 Strasler, 1981, CBE Program EvalUations
292' Ward, 1979, Australian Math Study.
293 Smith, -1977, ERIC Review
294. Ryan & Schmidt, 1979, Canadisan.Review/Studies
295 Jones, 4276, Grade 7. Geography Study j
296 Block 6 Burns, 1976, Four Types of Research
298 ,Jones, 1974, Study II/Review
299 Fagan, 1976, Transportation'- Environment Study
300 Taylor, 1975, Adaptive MasterP
301 Contreras, 1975,-3 Criterion Levels,
302' Jones, 1974, Study III

, 303 LueckemeYer Chiappetta, 1981, Modi ery Strategy
30,5 hy Minars, 1973, Self -Cot. tudy
307 Law er, et al. 19 ree.CMf Stiategies-
308 T6lan,'197 stery Learning Status Report
309 Hym athls/1986, High Sohool.History Study II
31 n &'Cohen, 1979-;Ten Conclusions re: LFM

1 Burns, 1279, Mastery Learning "Box Score's"
311 Cohen, 19811 LRDS Dilemmas
313 Cohen, 1972; Omaha Projur-

Harford County 1970,, HI YP 4
3 Cohen & Rodriquek1901, MexicanNiAmeriein Study
317 Ware, 1977",..414 and Globe Study
318 Wkoff., 1974, Anthropology Study \-

319' Block, 1974, Research Overview
:320 kubovits, 1975, stir* Claje
322 Bloom, 1976, Human Characte istics and-School Learning

N..
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Specific study designs and procedures are not detailed, but this is a
well-done synthesis of learnings emerging from mastery learning-research.

a -

SYNOPSIS: r.

This article summarizes findings emerging from.mastery learning research
conducted by the author and his colleagues and students, as well as that
Conducted by other researchers in the U.S. and abroad. Treated at greater
length and in greater detail in the author's 1976 book, Human Characteristics
and School Learning, these findings offer refutations of several long- standing
views of learners and the learning process. -Implications of these findings
for schooling practices are then presented..
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ITEM NUMBER: 287
,

RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS:

SHORT TITLE: Bloom, 1.978, New Views of Learners

Though it is commonly believed that slower learners,a're deficient in ability,
_research has shown that mastery learning techniqUecan enable a large
proportion of slower learners to reach the same criterion ofachievement as
faster earners and to learn equally complex and abstract ideas. They can
also ,a these ideas to new problem' and retain ideas equally well, in spite
of the t that their learning required more time and help than that of the
fasted 1-artier's.

"The typical result of...mastery learning studies...is that about 80 percent\
of students in a mastery class reach the same final criterion of achievement
(usually at the A or.B+ level) as approximately the top 20 gercent of the
class under conventional group instruction..."

"In the mastery learning aeudies, -we typically find that on the first learning
task of a new series the mastery and control classes do equally well.
However, the mastery group tends to improve in learning on each subsequent
learning task, while the control group...tends to remain the same or

/decline..."

In mastery learning settings "Students become morer'and more similar in'their
learning rate until the difference between fast and slow learners becomes very
difficult to measure..."

I,

RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS:

'''The use of mastery learning, and related teaching-learning strategies at all
levels of education from the primary school to t& graduate and professional.
schools typically results in about four-fifths of students achieving at the
same level as the upper one-fifth of students typically taught by the same
teacher. Not only do these students evidence high levels'of cognitive
achievement on the tests used for grading purposes, they also do very well on
-measures of retention and higher mental processes when pompared to the top
one-fifth of the control group of students."'

'Mastery learning approaches result in (1) increased learning effectiveness of
students; (2) confidence,of students in their learning capabilities; and
(3) improvements'in mental health.of students, because of accumulated history
of successful learning experiences.
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'DISSERTATION ABSTRACT

BRIEF DISCUSSIONS OF RATING:

This is a wellr4one study which clearly revealed the effects of different
mastery learning approaches with secondary science students.

SY'HOPSISn

In this st dy 146 first-yeai chemistry students were divided into three groups
to receiv instruction. The instructional content was the same for all three
groups, it (1)IGroup 1 had no diagnostic quizzes or remediation activities;
(2) Gr p'2.had Istudent-graded quizzes and student-selected remediation
acCi 'ties as,pdxt of,'"their course of study; and (3) Group 3 took diagnostic
tests and teachek- directed remOistion activities as part of their regular
class instructi4,'Groups 2 and 3 were' described as receiving's "modified"
mastery learning approach,-as they went through only two cycles of diagnosis
and remediation. ; Students completed a series of three achievement tests apd
an attitude questionnaire, and classroom, observers kept records of the

1 incidence of on-Itask behavior.
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/RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS:

'r

SHORT TITLE: Dillashaw & Okey, 1981, High School
Chemistry Study

e

/ On all achievement t sts bothAthe teacher-managed and student-m aged mastery
learning groups (Grou s 2 and 3) significantly outscored the control grot....)p/

There were no aigni icant differences among groups in attitudes ward science'
and science instru 6.on. . . .

.

The average on-ta k behavior of each of the mastery learning groups thas
significantly hi her than that of the control grdup, but they were not
significantly efferent from each other.' .

-- a

RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS:

The thodifiecr mastery learning strategy influenced on-task behavior and
achievement, indicatipg that high school chemistry teachers may successfully
employ Sucha strategy, to increase the on-t.ask behavior and achievement of
their Students. The lack of significant differences between the twd
experimental groups suggested that assigned reMediation may not be necessary
to brine'about achievement gains; simply having remediation activities
available for students to use on their own may be sufficient.

\

REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS:

None.
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ITEM NUMBER: 289

REVIEWER: K. . Cotton

6LOCATION: Nail, Info.Info. Cenl r/ERIC MF

DATE REVIEWED; March 1982

CITATION: Strasler, G.M., et al., An evaluation of competency-based school
'programs in a learning for mastery.setting. .Paper presented at the
Annual Meeting of the Arderican Educational Research Association, ,

Los Angeles, CA, April 1981. (ERLC/EDRS No. ED 200 626)

.DESCRIPTORS: Mastery Learning

,

SHORT TITLE: Strasler,, et al., 1981, CBE Program EvaluaLorls
.

.,)SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR\PROJECT PURPOSES, 'NO ANALYSIS.

a.

RELEVANT X

PRIMARY SOURFE X

IRRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURPOSE'
0

CONDARY SOURCE
,

DISt SERTATION ABSTR4CT

s

RATING OF QUALITY OF. STUDY (for projectt4pqrpOses):

(Weak) 1 2,

BRIEF'DISCUSSION OF RATING:

3 [41
.,

5
.

(Strong)

These comparative evaluation studies were wall- designed and'conducted.

SYNOPSIS:,

,)!

This report describes evaluation procedures and results of two evaluation
efforts conducted in South Carblimi schools in 1979 -80. The Competency-based '

Midd4 School Program was designed to help students in grades.6, 7, and 8 to
gaineftecessary skills in'langua4e arts, mathematics; science and social.
studiOse The Competency -based gecondary School Proergth was designed tolequip
students in grades 9, 10 and 11 with skills in language arts, mathematics,
consumer economics and citizenship. Students in both programs were taught via
a mastery learning program based on the work of Carroll,llOom and Block and
featuring (1) measurable student objectives;.(2) an instructional approach
utilizing diagnosis, feedback and alternative learning'strategies; (3)
measuring and testiiig procedures which accurately evAluate student mastery;
and 4) presentation of studeht outcomes to the'public. ,Participants included
all udents in the two program schooli who;did not demonstrate grade level
mastery on pretests. Both programs were evaluated using comparison group.
designs.

. ,
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ITEM NUMBER: 289

. . .

t RESEARCHERLSFINDINGS:

SHORT TITLE: Strasfer, 19-ErEE Program
aluations

Middle School Program: Program students outperformed controls in mathematics
(grades 6, 7 and 8), science (grades 6 and 8) and social. studies (grade 6).
Nodiffliences were noted between program and control students in most other'
areas, but control students outperformedproject students in social studies
(grade 7).

Secondary Sch8O1 Program: Project students outperformed controls in language
arts (grades 9, 10 and 11), mathem8tics (grades 9 and10), and consumer.
economics (grade 9). No differences were found in other areas, with the
exception of grade 9 citizenship; in which coiltrol students outperformed
project students.

I

V

RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS:

None drawn.

REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS:
4

None.

4
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'ITEM NUMBER: 290

REVIEWER: -K. Cotton

LOCATION: NWREL Info. Center/ERIC MF

DATE REVIEWED: March 1982

CITATION: Bryant,N.D., et al Applying the mastery learning model to sight
word instruction for disabled,readerq% Ne47York: Columbia
University, Teachers College, 1980. (ERIC/EDRS No. ED 197 290)

DESCRIPTORS: Mastery Learning

HORT TITLE: Bryant, et al., 1980; Disabled Readers

SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPDSES, NO ANALYSIS

RELEVANT X IRRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURPOSE

PRIMARY SOURCE X SECONDARY SOURCE DISSERTATION ABSTRACT

RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes):

(Weak) 1 2 [3] 4,

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING:

'cStrOngi

Numerical'data are not presented, buE,this small-scale study convincingly
demonstrated the efficacy of the mastery learning strategy.1

SYNOPSIS:

This study was designed to'detelmine if the use of a mastery learning model
with reading disabled children would enable those children to master three
'reading subskillb having to do rith sight reading. The-32 disabled readers,
ages 7-13, received nine 30-minute lessons over a three-week period, during
which each of the sight vocabulary skills wal practiced to mastery. Identical
pre- and posttests were administered one day prior to instruction and one day
after the three -week unit was completed.

Theimain features of the mastery learning program used with the children
included (1) liMiting teaching unit size (teaching only a few words at "a
time); (2) providing focus (including clear statements of fearnidg
expectations, prompting and providing corrective feedback); (3),distributed
praCtice and review across several sessions; (4) discrimination training.
(pointing out unique features in words); and ,(5) training for transfer
(pr'esentin'g words in context as well as in isolation).
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. ITEM NJJMBER: 290' SHORT TITLE: Bryant, et al., 1980, Disabled Readers

RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS:

Posttest scores indicated that the children were able to read 90 percent of
the training words presented in lists and 89 percent of the training words
prepented in sentences. They retained 85 to 90 percent of the words taught
.each week and were able to complete the visual discrimination tasks with
70 to 80 percent accuracy.

of,

atx

0

RESEARCHER'S ODNCLUSIONS: .

ZgPir
"Results indicated that-sight word instruction based on the mastery learning
model incorporating the learning principals of limiting teaching unit 'size,
providing focus, distributed practice and review, discrimination training and
training for transfer was effective.' At least,80 percent of the children who

.received instruction were able to reach a high level of mastery."

"The mastery learnibg model apPearso provide an effective technique for
instructing learning disabled chidren. However, additional instructional
refinements may be necesary-0 increase its effectiveness."

I-

REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS:

Instructional and testing materials are appendPd to this report.

I

4f

(
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ITEM NUMBER: '291 LOCATION: NWREL Info. qenter /,ERIC' MF

REVIEWER: K. Cotton DATE REVIEWED: March 1982

CITATION: Hymel, G.M., & Mathews, G.S. A mastery. approach to teaching U.S.
history: The impact on cognitive rachievement and unit evaluation.
Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Educational
Research Association, Boston, MA, April.1980.,
(ERIC/EDRS No. ED 184 929)

DESCRIPTORS: :Mastery Learning

SHORT TITLE: Hymel & Mathews, 1980, High SchoN History Study

SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS,

RELEVANT X IRRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURPOSE

PRIMARY SOURCE X SECONDARY SOURCE DftSERTATION ABSTRACT

RATING OFQUALIII-OFSTUDY (for projec't purposes):

(Weak) 1' 2 [3l 4

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF'RATING:

5 (Strong)

The treatment period was short, but the efficacy of the mastery learnin
4pproach is convincingly demonstrated.

SYNOPSIS:

This study examined the effects of -three differentinstructional approaches on
the achievement and attitudes of high.school history students. The 69
participating students were divided into'three treatment groups.and preseqted
a twoweek learning unit on World War -II. Treatment I entailed the use of
highly'specific Iormative tests and learning correctives (two of the major
features of the,mastery learning approach). Treatment II provided'stud,a,nts
with relatively general formative tests and learning correctives (and?thus,
represented a less rigorous mastery learning approach): Treatment III,
involved relativdly geneial formative tests and included no learning
correctives. Students completed a 46item objective test and an 'attitticje
qu'estionnaire.

Ag

4,

0
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4 ITEM NUMBER: 291 SHORT TITLE:''Hymel & Mathews, 1980, ,HigN'School
History Study

RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS:

Treatment I students (specific tests, learning correctives)' outperformed
Tteatment II students (general teats, learning correctives); but not to a
significant degree. Both Treatment I 'end Treatment II studelkite significantly

. outperformed-Treatment MI students (gene1/1 tests, no learning corredtives).

The,TreatmentI students recorded significantly more favorable,unit
evaluations (attitude toward, the hiStory unit) than did students in Treatments
II or III. There were no significant differences between Treatments II and

(
Ob.

RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS:
-°

o

-as

or
"With respect to cognitive-achievement...this study suggests that the use o,fa
combine feedback- corrective strategy at the unit level in social studies
instruction is morelefficacious than the employment of only general formative
testing wir.thlo follow-up prescription of learning correctives."

--"With respect to the students' evaluation of the two-Week unit...the findingsr----
of this study suggest that a mastery approach involving a combined -

feedback-corrective strategy of a highly specific _nature is lwre-e'ffectiVe.
than (a) a tmbined feedback corrective strategy of a relatively general
nature or'(b) a strategy employing only general formative testing with no
learning correctives."

.481

REVIEWER'S NO;EES AND COMMENTS:

None.
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'ITEM NUMBER: 292 LOCATION: .NWREL Info, Center/ERIC MF

REVIEWER: K. Cotton DATE REVIEWEg: 'March 1982

CITATION: Waid, G. Learning time and teaching for mastery. Occasional paper
No. 15.--"Tai-fhrzo"rr,--V-i-e-t-or-i_a,Australia: Australian. Council for
Educational Researchr-August 1979. (ERIC/EDRS No. ED 183 596)

DESCRIPTORS: Mastery Learning, Tine Factors (Learnidg)

SHORT TITLE: Ward, 1979, Australian Math Study

SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECTPURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS

RELEVANT X .:IRRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURPOSE

PRIMARY SOURCE X SECONDARY SOURCE,

RATING'OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for prbject purposes):

DISSERTATION ABSTRACT

O

(Weak) 1 2 3
' [4] 5 (Strong)

1 BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING:

0
This is a well-designed and conducted small-stale study in which the findings
of previous research atercorrOoiated. ,N

.t. .4
... SYNOPSIS: .,..)

. -}
4

yThe purpose of this study was to investigate the effects of a mastery learning,
.strategy on the

,
required learning time, achievement and retention of

. students. Fifty -nineboys in grade 8.were divided into an experimental and a
control group; each of these groups was subdivided into higher-ability and
lower-ability students, All students studied three units' of matrix algebra.
Both experimental and control students read instr9ctions, noted the time when
they began working, studied at their Own pace, responded to questions in the
text, doted the time when they finished-studying, and took'a unit test.
Control stuaenta then moved on to the next unit, while eXperimental students
were required to restudy the material if they did,Ot deMonstrate mastery on__
the test. Tutoring was provided for students who dtteriOt achieve mastery

. .

afterltaking the test three times. Control studentawere required .to restudy
until mastery was achieved Sal; Unit 3 only. All students took a summative .

-test at the end of the three-unit instructional period and a retention test
ten dys later. . . .e.

:1,.
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ITEM NUMBER: 292 SHORT TITLE: Ward, 1979, Australian'Math Study

-RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS:

The experimental group scored significantly higher than the' control group on
'both the summative and retention tests. The treatment was equally effective
for both ability levels.

Test scopes of the experimental, group increased over the sequence; those of
the control group declined. The control group required more time to learn the
third unit td mastery than did the experimental group. Treatment aided the
learning efficiency (test scores/leariiing time) and the retention of
lowibility students.

RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS: -

"The diagnostic review procedure resulted in progressively higher achievement
scores Over a series of hierarchical units and in higher summative and
retentiontest scores; the efficiency of learning such units in terms of the
mark per unit beaame greater across the sequence of units; the time spent in
review declined acro'ss the units." '

,

REVIEWER'S MATS AND COMMENTS:

Wine.

a,
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ITEM NUMBER: 293 LOCATION: NWREL Info% Center/Pamphlet.4File

REVIEWER: K. Cotton DATE REVIEWED: March 1982

71CITATION: Smith, J.K. Perspectives on mastery learning td mastery. testing.
TM Report No. 63. Princeton, N.J.: ERIC Clearinghouse on Tests,
Measurement and Evaluation. 1977.

DESCRIPTORS: Mastery Learning

SHORT TITLE: ,Smith, 1977, ERIC Review

SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS

RELEVANT X I4RELEVANT tOR PRESENT PURPOSE

PRIMARY SOURCE SECONDARY SOURCE X DISSERTATION ABSTRACT

RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for prOject purposes):

peak) 1 2 [31 4 5 (Strong)

BRIEF.DISCUSSION OF RATING:

'Detail-is sparse on the studies reviewed. Conclusions are reasonable in light
of the findings reported.

SYNOPSIS:.

ThiS monograph addresses such topics as defining mastery learning,
implementing amasteryAearning strategy, constructing mastery tests, and so
forth. This abstract 4s concerned with the section of the monograph which is
a review of research on the qubstion, "Does mastery learning work?" Findings
from 17 studies are repor'ted and synthesized. The Outcome areas investigated
in these studies included'achievement in math, physical science, foreign
languages, business, economics, biology, statistics, English, reading, social
studies and psychology.

o

a

O
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ITEM NUMBER: 293

TA

al
RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS:

NHORI.TITLE: Smith, 1977, ERIC Review

Fifteen.of the 17 studies reported findings in favor of mastery learning at
various levels of significance. Two studies found-no differences between the
achievement of experimental and control subjects.

) Many studies which reported findings favoring mastery learning also reported
that the gains, though real, were not as great as Was originally predicted.

RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS: .

. ,

"Most of the subject areas in which mastery learning has been successful have
some codmon characteristics. Typically, they are subjects in which there is a
natural sequential ordering of the.units (such subjects as math, science and
foreign language). One does not see a'number of successes'in subjects such as
English composition, sbcial studies, reading, and so forth. ,These are areas
in which the content does not lend itself as well p) a sequential ordering.
Furthermore, courses for which mastery strategies work best typically involve
students who have the basic prerequisites for the course, but little or no
pribr knowledge of.the4subject mattei."

REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS:

None. t
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ITEM NUMBER: 294 LOCATION: NWREL Info. Center/ERIC MF

REVIEWER': oK. COtton DATE REVIEWED: March 1982

CITATION: Rya D.W., & Schmid;, M. Mastery a ning: Theory, research and
implementation. Torontd: Ontario artment of Education, 1979.
(ERIC/EDRS 'No. ED 169 683)

DESCRIPTORS: Mastery Learning

SHORT TITLE: Ryan & Schmidt, 1979, .Canadian Review/Studies

SKIMMED, REJECTED POR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS

RELEVANT X IRRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURPOSE

ne.

PRIMARY, SOURCE X SECONDARY SOURCE X DISSERTATION ABSTRACT

RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes):

(Weak)- 1 2 3 [4] 5 (Strong)

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING:
c

This is a very complete research review, and program activities and outcomes
are clearly spelled out.

SYNOPSIS:

This extensive report offers a discussion of mastery learning theory and
procedures followed by a review of research on mastery learning and, finally,
reports of evaluations of two specific mastery learning programs.

Reported here are the highlishtsof the literature review and findings
emerging from the evaluation efforts. The review involved 15 studies. One
evaluatioti concerned the Chicago Mastery Learning ReadingProgram, in which
ten elementary classes participated during the 1976-77 School year. Another
ten classes from the same schools served as controls. The other evaluation
report described procedures and outcomes of the Mastery Learning in Social
Studies Project in,Camden, South Carolina. Twenty-eight classes (K-5)
participated. There were no controls. Both programs were characterized by
the provision of .ongoing testing and feedback/corrective procedures, as well
as other major features of the mastery learning strategy put forthdby Carroll,
Bloom and Block.

45
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ITEM NUMBER: 294 SHORT TITLE: Ryan & Schmidt, 1979, Canadian
Review/Studies

'RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS:

Research review. Selected findings include: ' (1 that the evidence definitely
favors the mastery learning approach in the acquisition of cognitive skills;
(2) that mastery learning reduces v riability in achievement and retention
within groups; (3) that mastery le 'ling enhancei affective outcomes; (4) that
slower learners tend to learn more uickly as they progress through a series
,of mastery-taught units; and.(5) 0 unit mastery requirement has been shown
to,have the'strorigest impact on student learning of any Of the components of
the strategy.

Chicago Mastery Learning Reading Program. The Iowa Testof Basic Skills
Reading Comprehension scores,of pro ram classes were significantly sUperionto
those of control classes. The corr lation between reading gain and prior
'achiexiament was significantly smaller among program students than among

. controls.

#Mastexiy Learning in Social Studies Project. Learning_gains were encouraging
for all students and statistically significant for kindergarten students. On
standardized tests; scores were si nificantly higher than expected for grades
1-5. The' attitude questionnaire adm.n. teredotó grades 3-5 showed favorable
results. The parent questionnaire was fivorable, though parents felt they
might be receiving too mutt information about their children's progress.

RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS:

Rgview findings/conclusions are listed above.

Both evaluations concluded with favorable .statements.
st`

e.

o

4

9

46.

REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS:

There is some overlap between the studies reviewed by,Ryan and Schmidt and
those re \,iewed by Smith-(Item No. 293).

/1H3
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ITEM NUMBER: 295 LOCATION: NWREL Info., Center/ERIC IMF

b
REVIEWER: K. Cotton DATE.REVIEW10: Mardi 19,82

4

CITATION: Jones, F.G. The effects of mastery and aptitude on learning,
ret- ention, and, time. Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the
Ameri n Educational Research Association, San Frncisco CA, April
1976 (ERIC/EDRS No. ED 126 381)

DESCRIPTORS: Mastery Learning, Time Factors (Learning)

SHORT TITLE: Jones, 1976, Grade 7 Geography Study "

SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS,
0

- a

RELEVANT X IRRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURPOSE , -

PRIMARY SOURCE X , SECONDARY SOURCE' DISSERTATION ABSTRACT

OTING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes):
.

,
E2 Ilk

2

(Weak)

.

1 2 DI ....) 4, a.' 5 (Strong)
0

'

2

,s

0

BRIEF DISCUSSION ORATING:
.1"

This study was well-designed and conducted' though, as the researcher points
out, the findings may not apply to students generally.

SYNOPSIS:

This study compared a mastery learning approach with a non-mastery dpproaCh to
determine their relative effects on student achievement, retention' and time
required to le4rn in a self-instructional geographyunit. Twenty clapses of
7th graders (539 students) were divided into experimental and control groups.
Entering aptitude data wdre.recorded. All student's read narrative material,
completed wotkbook activities andi3took a summative test at the end of the
unit. However, whereas control students took only one review test,
experimental students took two such tests and participated in various
remediation activities as needed toachieve mastery on sub-parts cf the unit.

iet

A
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ITEM NUMBER: 295
// lr

,,SHORT4TITLE: Jones, 1976, Grade 7 Geography Study

RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS:-

For middle-aptitide students,(only) the mastery'approach produced
significantly greater achievement than the non-mastery'instruction. For high-
and middle-aptitude students the mastery learning approachenhanced'retention
of material learned. There were no significant achievement differences
between low-ability experimental and control students on these measures.

The best predictor of achievement and retention was entering aptitide.
-Control students spent less time studying the unit than did experimental
students.

Q

a
o

6.

RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS:

The ineffectiveness of the treatment w thdow-aptitude students was attributed
the unusually low reading ability levels of these students.

"The results of the present study indicate that when self-instructiobal
4mastery procedures are used, they do not facilitate greater post-test average

performance than nbn-thastery procedures. The findings Are contrary to
[se4eral previous researchers]... This study found.that [these mastery.
procedures] facilitated greater retention than non-masteryamcedures."

This study 'did not support previously reported findingeLto the effect that
learning become's more efficient over a -series of sequenced learning units.

. I. %

a

o

"ItEVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS:

None:

At:
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ITEM NUMBER: 296 LOCATION: PSU Library

REVIEWER: K. Cotton DATE REVIEWED: March 1982

CITATION: illock, J.H., A Burns, R.B. MasterylLearning. In L.E. Shulman
''(Ed.) Review of Education'(Vol.* 4). Itasca, IL: F.E. Peacock
Publishers, Inc., 197 .

DESCRIPTORS: Mastery Learning, Time Factors (Learning)

SHORT TITLE: .81pck & Burns, 1976, For Types of Research

SKIMMED, REJECTED ;FOR PROJECT .PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS

RELEVANT X / IRRELEVANT 'FOR PRESENT PURPOSE

PRIMARY SOURCE SECONDARY SOURCE X 'DISSERTATION AUTRACT

' "RATING OF QUALITY OF. STUDY (for project purposes):

[5t- (Strong)(Weak),f. 1 2 3 4

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING:

This' is an excellent, detailed review which discriminates among the kinds arid,
° quality of research conducted. History, theory and implications sections'are

also very informative and useful.

SYNOPSIS:
4

This paper begins with a discussion of the history of mastery learning,..theory'
and descriptions if the major approaches to delivering mastery instruction.
The majority of the document is devoted to a detailed review of-researCh on
mastery learning. The reviewer& divided this research into four categories:
(1) those studies which have asked "does mastery learning Work? "; (2) those
which have asked what byproducts (chiefly aff6ciive outcomes) result from
mastery learning approaches; (3) studies which have-sought to'determine why
mastery learning-works; (4) those which have/asked how Ma&tery learning
works. Strengths and drawbacks of the studies selected for review are
discussed. The paper concludes with some practical and theoretical
implications for educator& io consider. This abstract fores on the first
two kinds of research reviewed by the authors.
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ITEM NUMBER: 296 SHORT :TITLE: Block & Burns, 1976, Four Types
of Risearch

Vit

RESE CHEW'S FINDINGS:

.For one studies on cognitive outcomes were reviewed.. 'More than half of
these involved students at the college level, and the rest spanned the
elementarysecondary'range. "Findings...svggest.that mastery approaches'to
instruction do work. The approaches have not as yet.hadas large effects on
student'learning as their advocates propose are possible, t they have had
consistently positive effects,- In quantitative terms, ma y approaches have
usually produced greater,studenClearning than nonmaster pproaches., and
they have usually produced relatively less variability in this learning. In
qUalitative terms, mastery approaches have typically helped students acquire
higher order learning, though there is some question's as to.whether this
highen order learning has Been retained."

. _

Nineteen of the studies reviewed were concerned with affective outcomes-
-attitude, self poncept, and so forth. "Mastery approaches have typically,
celicite more'favorable affective responses from.students than their
nonAllery counierparti and,_;in &ome,cases, significantly more faVoiable
responses a. Two potentialviffective c9sts...seem to be increased test
ankiety:.$and sometimes. inordinately high levels of course withdrawals in PSI
,approachtst4,;s:

,

e

"RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS:
tos

The authors make a number oit recommeiida5ions; including increased research
devellopMentand evalUatioa of mastery leRtning approaches.

A
ea o

\REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS:

o

) °

4

44.

A copy of the paper magi be found in the Mastery Learning backup file.
, ,t
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ITEM NUMBER: 297

.REVIEWER: K. Cotton

C

t

LOCATION: NWREL Info. Center/ERIC MF d

DATE REVIEWED: March 1982

CITATION: Burrows, C.K., & Okey, J.R. The effects of a mastery learning
strategy on achievement. Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of
the American Educational Research Association, Washington, D.C.,
March-April, 1975. (ERIC/EDRS No. ED 109 240)

DESCRIPTORS: Mastery Learning

SHORT TITLE: Burrows & Okey, 4th & 5th grade Geometry Study'

SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS

RELEVANT X IRRELEVANT F,OR PRESENT PURPOSE

PRIMARY SOURCE X SECONDARY SOURCE

RATING OF QUALITY .OF STUDY (for project purposes):

,(Weak)_ 1 . 2 3 4] 5 (Strong)

DISSERTATION ABSTRAC1111

.

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING:

p This, study was-well-designed and conducted. Treatment differencel were
clearly specified and outcomed-clearly ,displayed.'

{ .
1

SYNOPSIS:

This study examined the effects of four different instructional treatments on
the geometry achievement of intermediate level students., Eighty-fogr students
from grades four and five were assigned to four groups and7received"

t ,

instruction in 14 geometry skill areas. Group 1 received instruction frog ,the
14 skill booklets on an individual basis. Teachers clarified terms, answered
procedural questions and recorded student progress. Group 2 received the same
instruction as Group 1, supplemented by stated performane'6 objectiOes for each

,skill area. Group 3 received the same basic instruction as the first two
groups, supplemented with sample test items for each skill, Students, were
instructed to study the sample test items. Group 4 was instructed as Group 3
was, but they aLsO took a diagnostic test after studying each skill'boalet;
received them-back quickly, and received additional instruction as needed
until they demonstrated mastery. Instruction'took place for 45 minutes daily
over a 14-day period. All students were tested at the end of the 14-skill
instructional series and again two weeks later.
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RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS:

SHORT TITLE: Burrows & Okey, 1975, 4th and 5th
Grade Geometry Study

su

11/

"...Group 4 (the mastery strategy) scored significantly higher than all other
treatment groups. There were no significant differences in achievement among

t--
the first three groups... The same pattern of findings as on the posttest
held for the retention test giyen two weeks later."

"Students of low mathematics/aptitude who received the mastery treatment'
performed better (on the average) than high mathematics aptitude students in
the control group... Fourth graders of low mathematics aptitude who received
the mastery, treatment scored as well on the posttest asfifth graders of high\
mathematics aptitude in the control giOup."

RESEAR&EW,SCONCLUSIONS:

"Pro'iding students with a combination of objectives, test items, diagnostic
..-tests and remediation in conjunction with an individualized mathematics
program significantly altered achievement. 'The effectiveness of the
comprehensive mastery strategy was significantly greater than the use of-the
individual cortilmnents of objectives, test itemd, or individualized materials.

, It was, with low aptitude students that the mastery strategy was especially
beneficial."

"The findings strongly support Bloom's hypothesis that many students can
achieve at high levels if instruction is organized appropriately.% The
results...support Collin's finding that a mastgr strategy,will have a

'pronounced effect on pupil achievement.when compared to instruction with no
(or limited) built -in provisions for'diagnosis and remediation."

REYIEWER'S NOTES ANDbOMMENTS:

None.
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ITEM'NUMBER: 298

REVIEWER: K. Cotton

LOCATION: NWREL Info. Center/ERIC MF

DATE REVIEWED: March 1982

CITATION: Jones, F.G. The effect of mast and aptitude on learning,
retention, and time. Ed. Disserta ipn, Universivty of Georgia,
Athens, 6A, 1974. (ERIC/EDRS No.- D 108 981) -

DESCRIPTORS: Mastery Learning, Time Factors earning)
e

SHOldTITLE: Jones, 1974, Study II/Review

SKIMMED REJECTED FOit PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS

RELEVANT X IRRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURPOSE

PRIMARY SOURCE SECONDARY SOURCE

'RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes):t
DISSERTATION ABSTRACT

(Weak) 1 . 2 [3] .4 S (Stroqg)

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING: 4

V.

This analysis both identifies areas where the claims for masterj, learning are
substantiated and those for which sufficient.evidence is not available. It is,
a good review of a modest number of'studies.

SYNOPSIS:

. .

This is a report of the same study described in Item,No. 295. However, :a
detailed review of the literature is included-in thii; version of the report,---' -,.

and findings from that review will be presented here. Nine studies.(at the
college, junior high end elementary levels) whi,Eh examined the relationship
between mastery learning and achievement were revi4/ed. OutGame areas . .

included psychology, social studies, science. and arts.
,

Pour studies (three elementary, one high school) examined the relationship
between mastery learning and retention in mathemaiici and automobile mechanics.

.-
(the high school study)... Studies in other (nonclutcome) areas are also
reviewed'.,

A
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ITEM NUMBER: 298

RESEARCHER'S FIN

SHORT TITLE1 ,Jones, 1974, Study II/Review

I.

"The nine studies which compared mastery withnonmastery'support the idea
that mastery procedures facilitate learning significantly more than
nonmastery or control procedures."

Retention scores of mastery; classes w*ere either somewhat, higher than those of
nonmastery classes (2 studies) of significantly higher (2 studies).

0

RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS:

&

"Empirical studies, compdring a.mastery to a nonmastery procedure,
predictably, show support across amide range of intent areas. However;
there has been no systematic attempt to detetmine whether slow /earning
students benefit from constant correction and feedback ot whether,, as. Bloom
claims,, mastery can 'induce learning for nearly all students..." -

Further research. is recommended.

p

. REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS:

,Nopet
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ITEM NUMBER: 299

c
LOCATION: NWREL Info. Center/ERIC MF

REVIEWER: K. Cotton DATE' REVIEWED: March 1982

CITATION: Fagan, J.S.. The relationship of mastery procedures and aptitude to
the achievement and retention of transportation- environmental
concepts by seventh grade students. Paper presented at the Annual
Meeting of the American Educational Research Association, San
Francisco, -CA, April, 1A76. (ERIC/EDRS No. ED 123 150)

DESCRIPTORS: Mastery Learning

SHORT TITLE: Fagan, 1976, Transportation-Environment Study

SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS

RELEVANT 'X IRRELEVANT FOR° PRESENT ?URPOSE

PRIMARY SOURCE X SECONDARY SOURCE -DISSERTATION ABSTRACT

RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes):

(Weak) l' ,2 4 5 (Strong)

GRIEF DISCUSSION^OF RATING:,

Treatment procedures and analytical.methods were fully described, but-.
numerical data were not presented.

SYNOPSIS:

Seventeen classes of 7th graders studied and were tested on material from a
text developed by the reseafther and entitled Transportation and the-..,
Environment. MasterY learning procedures were ,used with eight of the ,-

classes. This involved: (1) teacherintroducEron of the tiesson and-student
overview, of the Material; (a)-teachgr review of key concepts with students;
(3) student study, involving reading, listening to tapes and.to teacher
exp/anation of, ,key concepts, and student staeementa indicatingrunderstanding;,, .

(4). students coMpleting review sheets and teacher'going over these with
,students; (5). formativ0 testing; (6) test,scoring07) restudy by students .not
achieving mastery (0% correct answers); (8) teacher-Initiated classropm
drill; (9) second formative testing anti scori,ng;-(10)'final summa4ve testing
and-adoring; and (11).adminstration of delayed posttest four weeks later. The

-nine controlclaises experienced only procedures 1-6, and 1Q.-11. Data on
entering aptitude were 'recorded and examined in-relatiOn to utcomes.

I.

(,

A.

.
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N ITEM NUMBER: 299 gHQBT TITLE: Fagan,, 1976, Transportation
Environment Study

'-\4SEARCHER'S FINDINGS:

"The use of mastery learning procedures showed no superiority over nonmastery
procedures,in achievement or retentionsof concepts.in the instructional
unit..." Both achievement and retention correlated highly with verbal ability
regardless of treatment."

f

WOW

RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS:

"Thi's study failed to show-that the corrective/feedback component of the
mastery procedures had any effect on achievement or retention. Rather,
previous ability, as measured by a vocabulary subtest, proved to be the
dominant fhotor."'

A fist of recommendations for follow up research are offered.

REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS:
.

None.
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'ITEM NUMBER: 300 LOCATION: NWREL Info. Center/ERIC AF

REVIEWER: K. Cotton DATE REVIEWED: March 1982 4

CITATION: Taylor, S.S. The effects of mastery, adaptive mastery, and
non-mastery models'on the learning'of a mathematical task. Paper
presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Educational

Research Association, Washington, D.C., March-April 1975.
(ERIC/EDRS NO. ED 106 145)

.

, DESCRIPTORS: Mastery Learning,-Time Factors (Lee.rnifg)

4SHORT TITLE: Taylcr, 1975, Adaptiye Mastery

. SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS

RELEVANT X IRRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURPOSE

7

PRIMARY SOURCE X SECONDARY SOURCE

RATING OF'QUALITY OF STUDY (for plject purposes):

(Weak) 1

DISSERTATION ABSTRACT

2 [3] .4 . 5 (Strong)

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING:

This was-a good study, although the researcher did not address the fact that
the non-Mastery students did As well as either of the mastery groups.

'Thie.study compared' the effects of the computer-based instructional strategies
on achieveMent and retention in basic mathematics skill areas. Fifty-one

,students in grade 7 were divided into three groups. One group was instructed
with a "tAtical mastery learning model;" which involved initial instruction, P'
followed by a fixed amount of. practice. Formative'tests were given and
aegropriate correctives, prescriiked.for each objective. 'Studentst.took'a
uMmative test and a retention test. The second group was instructed with an
"adaptive mastery learning model,".which was similAr to the first model, ,

except that the amountof.practice was varied according to each students
performance on the practice items. In this approach, practice, formative
evaluation and remedial instruction were combined. The third group received,
instruction, practice and took a ,summative test. No formative evaluation was-
cona$ucted and correctives were not provided. The study also examined the
differentilveffects of two practice formats--"clustered," in which students
received all practice items relating to one objective consecutively; and.

in'which students received all the practice items fcir several
'objectives mixed together. ,

e
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ITEM NUMBER: 300 , (SHORT TITLE: Taylor, 19751% Adaptive Maitery

RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS:

Ther9 were no sighificant differences among groups either on the posttest of
the retention test. The adaptive mastery strategy required less time t an the
other strategies to produce the same results. There were no difference in
effects produced by the clustered and mixed practice formats.

V.

RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS:

"In.s.ummary, the results of the present study indicate that the adaptive
mastery learning model produced the same high level of performance as the
Ether two models, but required less time, fewer practice items, and'ininimized
overpractice. In addition, the adaptive mastery learning model more readily
adjusts to the difficulty of the objective. Thus, it was concluded thad the
use of student performance, on practice items is an effective and efficient
means 1of, predicting mastery.."

;REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS:

None.
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ITEM NUMBER: 301 LOCATION: NWREL Info. Center/ERIC MF

REVIEWER: K. Cotton DATE REVIEWED: March 1982

CITON:m Contreras, G. Mastery learning: The relationship of different
criterion levels and aptitude achie'ement, retention, and attitude
in a seventh grade geography unit. Ed.D. Dissertation, University
of Georgia, Athens, GA, 1975. (ERIC/EDRS No. ED 111 739)

DESCRIPTORS: Mastery Learning

SHORT TITLE: Contreras, 1975, 3 Criterion Levels

SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS

RELEVANT X IRRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURPOSE

°PRIMARY SOURCE X SECONDARY SOURCE DISSERTATION ABSTRACT

RATING OF,9UALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes):

(Weak) 1 2' 3 [4] 5 (Strong)

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING:

This study was welldesigned and conducted. Data are clearly displayed and
interpreted.

SYNOPSIS:

In this study 24,classes of seventh graders from five schools studied a unit
called Population Growth in the United States and Mexico. Students were
divided into three groups; one group was required to achieve 90 percent
mastery on each of the 41 lessons which made up the learning unit, one was
required to achieve 80 percent mastery, and one was required to achieve 70
percent mastery. At the completion of the 15day instrlictional period, all
students took a posttest and a delayed posttest. -Entering aptitude, as

-.measured by a vocabulary test, was recorded and examined against learning
outcomes. An attitudetowardgeography questionnaire.was,administered.to a
portion Of the participants4

5 r3
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ITEM NUMBER: 301 SHORT TITLE: Contreras, 1975, 3 Criterion Levels

O

' RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS:

There were no significant achievement differences among the three groups.
There was a significant correlation between entering aptitude apd achievement
scores. There were no significant retention differences among the three
groups. There was a significant correlation between entering aptitude and
retention /test scores. Attitude toward the unit was mot affected by
differences in criterion level requirements. Entering aptitude did not affect
attitude's toward the learning unit.

RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS:

"The results of this study of mastery learning indicaeledno significant
difference by- treatment level criterion on the summative Measures of
achievement, retention, and attitude... These'findings suggest that
differences in achievement were mostly a function of the aptitude attributed
to individual students at the beginning of instruction."

REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS:

A review of the ,literaeure is included in thii paper. As that review concerns
the same studies reviewed by other writers and reported on elsewhere in these
abstracts, it is not presented here.

t
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ITEM NUMBER: 302 LOCATION: NWREL Info. Canter/ERIC RF

REVIEWER: K. Cotton - DATE REVIEWED: March 1982

CITATION: Jones, F.G. Mastery learning and geography: Effects upon
achievements retention, and timetocompletion. Paper presented at
the Annual Meeting of the College and University Faculty of the
National Council for the Social Studies, Chicago, IL, 'November
1974. (ERIC/EDRS No: ED 099 280)

DESCRIPTORS: Mastery Learning

SHORT TITLE: Jones, 1974, Study III.

SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, ,NO ANALYSIS X

RELEVANT' IRRELEVANT Xr -FOR' PRESENT PURPOSE

PRIMARY SOURCE SECONDARY SOURCE

lk RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes):

(Weak) 1

DISSERTATION ABSTRACT

2 3 4 5 (Strong)

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING:

SYNOPSIS: O

This is another report of the same study described in Item No..295.

1'
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ITEM ,NUMBER: 302

RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS:

RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS:

SHORT TITLE: Jones, 1974,Study

REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMENTS:

ser

e

10
e
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ITEM NUMBER: 303

REVIEWER: K. Cotton

LOCATION: PSU Library

DATE REVIEWED: March 1942

CITATION: Lueckemeyer, C.L.,& Chiappetta, E.L. An investigatiA into the
effects of a modified mastery strategy on achievement in a -high
school human physiology unit. Journal of Research in Science
Teaching; 1981, 18, 269-273.

,o.
DESCRIPTORS: Mastery Learning, Time Factors (Learning). .

SHORT TITLE: Lueckemeyer & Chiappetta, 1981, Modified' Masteiy Strheegy..,'

SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS
A

RELEVANT X IRRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURPOSE

PRIMARY SOURCE X SECONDARY SOURCE DISSERTATION ABSTRACT

RATING OF, QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes):

(Weak) 1 2 3 [4] 5 ('StrOng)-

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING:

6
This study was well done, and its. findings were clearly displayed.

SYNOPSIS:

. .

This study examined the relative effects'ot traditional instruction and a.
modified mastery strategy on the achievement and retention of high school
biology students. Participants included 185 tenth graders in 12 introductory
biology classes, 91 of whom received the experimental treatment and 94 of whonv,2
served as controls. Over a six-week pefiod, all students studied a three-unit
course in human physiology and took unit tests,'a summative achieVement test,"
and a retention test four weeks later. During instruction, control studenti
oved on to the next unit in the aeries Apar taltinet,unit test.

Experimental students were assigned corrective activities for each unit \
, objective on which at lease*80 percent mastery was not achieved; then worked
on the correctivelactivities for two class periods; then took an alternative,
second unit test before moving on to the next learning unit. The strategy was
described as "modified" mastery learning because experimental students were
given a finite--rather than unlimited--amount of extra time and remedial
intruction.



ITEM NUMBER: 303

-

SHORT TITLE: Lueckemeyer & Chiappetta, 1981,
Modified Mastery Strategy

ve
*RESEARCHER'S FLNDINGS:

"The variance in achievement accounted for due to treatment alOnt with effects
of aptitude controlled was only 3 percent. Although this is a statistically
significant finding, it is qilestionable whether such a limited effect on
achievement is worth the considerable time required for the development and
management of such an instructional program."

le There were no statistically significant retention differences.

lf

RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS:
-,

"A modified mastery learning format will result in only a small degree of
improvement in the achievement of students on high school human Rhysiology

7**-------)e

ubject matter. This type of instruction will not be effective in impacting a
ductibn in variation in achievement nor in retention of subject mattef'

knowledge. Thus, the mastery learning approach employed in this study .does

i

. not seem practical for the biology classroom."

REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS:

A copy of the article, may be found in the MasterpLearning backup file.

P
I'
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ITEM N BER: 304 LOCATION: PSU Library

REVIEWER: K.,Cotton DATE REVIEWED: March 1982

CITATION: Chiappetta, E.L., & McBride, J.W. 'Exploring the effects ofgeneral
remediation on ninth graders' achievement_of the mole concept.
Science Education, 1980, 64, 609-614.

o

DESCRIPTORS: Matery Learning

.SHORT TITLE: Chiappetta & McBride, 1980, 9th Grade Chemistry Study

SKIMMED,. REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS

RELEVANT X IRRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURPOSE

PRIMARY SOURCE X

RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes):

SECONDARY SOURCE DISSERTATION ABSTRACT

(Weak) 1 2 [3] 4 5 (Strong)

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING:

This was a good study, although as the researchers point out, factors other
than the treatments may have influenced outcomes.

SYNOPSIS:

This study investigated the effects of two degrees of remediation upon the
chemistry achievement of ninth grade students. Four science classes (99
stildents)4and two teachers participated. All classes studied three
instructional units having to do with chemical changes, atoms, molecules and
moles. Teacher A taught one class which received'no remedial activities and
one in which students-failing to achieve at the 80 percent level on unit tests
were required to study a selfinstructional iemediation packet addressing all
the unit objectives. Teacher B taught one class which received no remedial
activities a'nd °one class in whidh students not achieving at 80 percent `on unit

. tests were required to study a selfinstructional packet, take another test,
and if still actieving below 80 percent, to study a second general
remediation, selfitstructional packet. The four groups were given a
criterionreferenced posttest over the mole concept objectives in the second
and third units.
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ITEM NUMBER: 304 SHORT TITLE: Chiappetta &,McBride, 1980, 9th Grade
Chemistry Study

RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS:

There were no significant differences between the scores of thetwo groups of
students instructed by Teacher A (no remediation and one remediation

.opportunity), nor were there any significant differences between the two
groups instructed by Teacher ('(no remediation and two remediation
opportunities) .

RESEARCHER' S CONCLUSIONS:

It* .11
,

"General remediation* a limited basis does not appear to be a useful
'

modification of Bloom's mastery learning strategy with ninth graders studying
the mole concept. ProViding students with one or two oppoftunities to study a
new set of material on a unit that they did not master at the 80 percent
level, apparently has no effect on achievement."

The-researchers also speculated that the low level of interest ftormaily
exhibited by ninth graders in physical science, together with the highly
abstract nature,of.the learning material, might have contributed to the
inefficacy of the treatments.

REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS:

'''APL copy of the article may be fodnd in the MasIY Learning backup file.
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ITEM, NUMBER: 305

REVIEWER: K. Cotton

ro

e

LOCATION: NWREL Info. Center/Periodicals

DATE REVIEWE-Drch 1982

CITATION: Ely, D., & Minars, E. The effects of a largescaLe mastery
environment on students' selfconcept. The Journal of Experimental
Education, 1973, 41, (4), 20-22. 1

° DESCRIPTORS: -Mastery Learning

SHORT TITLE: Ely & Min'ars, 1973, SelfConcept Study

43.

SKIMMED REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS

41010PRELEVANT X IRRELEVANT FOR ITESENT PURPOSE

PRIMARY SOURCE X SECONDARY SOURCE DISSERTATION ABSTRACT

RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes):

(Weak) 1

4
[2] ' 3 - 4 5 (Strong)

BRIEF DISCUSSION QF'RAT1NG:
It

The age level of the students and.the outcomes examined make this study a
little offpurpose for the present project. However, it offers interesting
evidence for the selfconcept benefits conferred upon older students in an
individualized mastery program.

SYNOPSIS: St

This study compared the effects of a university level mastery learning
approach with those of conventional instruction on student selfconcept.
Participants included 106 freshman engineering majors. Half of these receive
conventional instruction and half were assigned to.an instructional system
called Preprofessional Individually Paced Instruction (PIPS). PIPI features
"a 40 semester-credit hour integrated curriculum consisting of freshman an
Sophomore level math,-Chemistry, English, speech, physics, computer sci
and computer graphics." PIPI is Selfpacing and employs mastery learning
concepts. Students are given the time they need to work on the grade they
desire. -Most testing is of a formative nature. Students are allowed as many
a.ttempts as they need to accomplish the instructional objectives. At the-end
of the first semester tie 91 students who were present were-given the
Tennessee SelfConcept Scale.

0
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ITEM NUMBER! 105 SHORT TITLE: Ely & Minars, 1973, Self- .Concept Study

00::>
*

RESEARCHER'S FINDING'S:

.$

.....\(...

PIPI students had an overall higher self-concept rating. Groups were equal on
ofmeasures of self-criticism. PIPI students had higher self-cotIdepts with,

regard to personal self and family self. '`Groups were roughly equal on
self-satisfaction ratings.

a,

*

4 t

Av.

4

RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS:
.

-

"...the results of this study indicate that educational environments 0h .t

incorporate mastery learning philosophy, self-pacing, and formative-tval ation
that features direct instructor-to-student-interaction can facilitate the
formation of higher student self-concept."

^44........

04

0

,

tt,

e

REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS:
. ,

None.

,
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ITEM NUMBER: 306

REVIEWER: K. Cotton

CITATION: Wentling, T.L. Has

test item feedback
1973, 65, ,50 -58.

,DESCRIPTORS: Mastery Learning

SHORT TITLE: Wentling, 1973,

-SKIMMED; REJECTED' FOR PROJECT

RELEVANT. 'X' 'IRRELEVANT

c

.

LOCATION: NWREL Info. Center /Periodicals

DATE REVIEWED: March,1982

tery versus nonmastery instruction with varying
treatments. Journal, of Educational Psychology,

Auto Mechanics' Study

PURPOSES.. NO ANALYSIS

FOR PRESENT PURPOSE

' DISSERTATION ABSTRACTPRIMARY SOURCE X StCONDARY SOURCE

RATING- OF QUALITY OF STUDY (fOr project purposes):

-(Weak) 1 i 2 .131 4
,

,
B RIE DISCUSSION' .OF RATING:

- -s

This was a good study, hut,the reasons these results were obtained were not
entirely clear to the:researchers,nor to the present reviewer..

5 (Strong) ,

.--

SYNOPSIS : t , - .,,,
- *it

1, .
This, study investigated the effects .of two instructional methods, three kinds
Of feedback aid' two levels of ability on student achieveMent, retention and.
attitude. Psrticipants included ,106 high school boys` enrolled in a-general
auto mechanics course. InstrUctio-n was delivered in iwo ways. Ralf the
'Snide-aS. received nonmastery instruction, whichinvolved studying each ,

instructional booklet, taking a test-and receiving a grade. The other half
1 receiVed mastery instruction, which involVed studying each booklet, taking a_
-*test, and if 80 percent mastery was not achieved, repeating the study-:test

,

cycle up to three times as needed. Of the six participating classes, two
received no specific-item feedback on the tests they took; two receivedI f

part ial Itein feedback ,(knowledge of correctness of re sponse) ;, and -two, received

,knowledge of correctness of response plus instructions to continue on each ,

item until 'the. correct _response was 'discovered.t, Students took a mental
ability test

. -

at the outset so that each of the 'Six classes contained a low-' 4r...
and a high-ability group. Summative achievement and delayed retentiontests

,..Were 'administered, and students completed,ari attitude inventory._
..

t C

,
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RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS

MfIstery learning clas

classes on achievemen
groups on attitude' me

more time to complete
signifitantly outperf

The partial feedback
no feedback or total

feedback treatment st
Afttudents had the most

SHORT TITLE: Wentling, f '973? Auto Mechanics Study
-

es significantly outperformed nonmastery learning
measures. There were no differences between these
sures. The mastery' learning strategy took significantly -

than did the nonmastery treatment. Mastery classes
rimed nonmastery students on the retention tdst.

reatmen.t students outperformed students receiving either -

eedback on the summative achievement test. Total
dents had the lowest achievement. Partial feedback
positive attitudes. Feedback treatments had no

.significant effects on retention.
a.

Highahility students outperformed lowability students on the summative
achievement and retention tests and also had more positive attitudes.

RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS:

"An apparent conclusion with regard to the learning strategy effect is that
both immediate achievement and delayed achievement are superior
inasLery learning strategy over the nonmastery strategy. However, the amount
of time spent on instruction was 50 percent greater for the mastery strategy
With no significant difference in attitude toward instruction. A practital
consideration involves a decision with regard to trading time for
achievement. In some instances, where a certain level of achievement is
demanded, the tradeoff of time for achievement may be justifiable. ",

...the. partial feedback treatment was superior and should be utilized to a

greater extent if attitude toward instruction is...impbrtant to longterm
learning.4."

`REVIEWE S NOTES AND COMMENTS:

A copy of the journal article may be found in the Mastery Learning lockup file.

O
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ITEM NUMBER; 307 LOCATION: NWREL Info. Center/Periodicals

REVIEWER: K. Cotton' DATE REVIEWED: March 1982

dITATIQII: Lawler, R.M.; Dick, W., & Riser; M. Mastery y arning end remedial
A presdriptions in computer-managed instruCtion. e Journal of

. .
Experimental Education,'1974, 43 (2), 45-52.

'

'

DESCRIPTORS: Mastery Learning, Computer Assisted Instruction

SHORT TITLE: Lawler,- et al., 1974, Three CMI-Strategies,

SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO AyALYSIS..
,

RELEVANT X . IRRELEVANT FQR PRESENT PURPOSE
-.

.

PRIMARY SOURCE X pSECONDARY SOURCE DISSERATION ABSTRACT.

,RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for Project%purposes): . . -

-,v , .
(Weak) -1'i' , 2 , , ,[3] 4 5 "(Strong).

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING:

The researchers identify some proceduraL errors which may have,affected
oUtcomes, but this is rievertheless,a gopd study.

In this study three experimental groups.andAone control grOup were compared in
'tens of the effects of the differential instruction they received on
achieyement, attitude andtime=to-cOmpietiOn in an instructional unit.
Participants included 167 andergraduateglin a health education course. Of
these, 41 received traditional 'classroom instruction and 126 were, divided into
three groups which experienced different computer-managed instructional
treatments. One of these, Remedial PrescriptrOn-FOrced Mastery, involved the
use: of remedial prescriptions for students not achieving criterion (80%) on

/module tests, followed by retesting, additional remediation, additional
testing, and soon, until criterion was reached, In the Remedial
'Prescription- Forced progressiOn grodp, the remedial piescriptidns were
presented, but students were no '.retested. In the Forced Progression group;
neither prescriptions nor retesting took place(, All students were given a
pretest And 'summative posttest.,an attitude questionnaire befbre and after
instruction,- and records were -kept on computer time used. ,
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ITEM NUMBER: 307

REEEARCHER'S FINDINGS:

r

SHORT TITLE: Lawler, et al:,'4.974, Three CMI Strategies

.
I

All three groups participating in,the compuler-managed instruction treatments
outperformed the igroup receiving. traditional classroom instruction. The group
which was given remedial prescriptions and required to reach mastery
significantly outperformed the Foreed Progression Group, but the comparisons
"failet to substantiate the efficacy of requiring forced mastery only, or.of
providing remedial prescriptiohs only."

All four groups wele roughly equal in attitude toward health education and the
the experimental groups were roughly equat in attribute toward
computer- managed instruction!'

Comparisons of time indices among the CMI -groups ,indicated 4o.significant
. differences in study time_or in the number of days required to complete half

1 or-all. of the module posttests. .

RESEARCHER' S CONCLUSIONS:

C

"In conclusion, the methodology and results of the present investigation
suggest the need for further exploration of instructional strategies which can
be implemented via on -line CMI..."

REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS:

None.
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.SCH901, EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT, ITEM REPORT'

ITEM NUMBER: -308

REVIEWER: K. Cotton

LOCATION: NWREL Info. Center/Periodicals

DATE REVIEWED:. March 1982

CITATION: Dolan, L. The status of mastery learning research and practice.
Administrator's Notebook, 1977-78, 26 (3).

DESCRIPTORS: Mastery Learning

SHORT TITLE: Dolan, 1977-78, Mastery Learning Status Report
\,

SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS

RELEVANT X IRRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURPOSE

PRIMARY SOURCE SECONDARY SOURCE X DISSERTATION ABSTRACT

RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes):

(Weak) 1 2 [3] , 4 . 5 (Strong)

BRIEF DrscussioN OF RATING:

:Details on the1studies reviewed are not pre7 sented, but the findings cited are
'congruent with those reported.by the majority of mastery learning researchers.

SYNOPSIS:

In this .article the author describes current applications of mastery learning
strategies and lists major findings energing'froM research on the
effectiveness of those strategies. The findings cited emerged from "small
experimental studies in Limited content domaina" and from evaluations of the
effectiveness of larger scale progr.sms,such as the Chicago Mastery Learning
Reading Program (see Item No. 294)/: Findings from a large study conducted by
the City Colleges of Chicago were also included in the synthesis.

V

7:3
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ITEM-NUMBER: 308.4. SHORT TITLE: Dolan, 1977278, Mastery Learning
Status Report

RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS:

1. Properly implemented, mastery learning strategies have been useful in
increasing the level of achievement of studentswho meet the minimum
standards of participationI. Higher levels of retention and future
application of skills have been documentel. One critical finding is that
general measures of aptitudefai to predjkt summative achievement within
the mastery strategy, demonstrating' that` feedback and corrective
strategies can overcome the specific history of the learner.

2. ...studies have shown that the investment of extra time early in the
learning sequence is balanced by a payoff of more effective use of time at
the later stages of learning.

3, Finally, there are important affective consequences, iising mastery
learning techniques, the learnei tenda.to become more interested in the
content being learned 'and fees more competent as a learner... Extended
time under mastery conditions during the primary school years can have an
impact on more general affective Characteastics which parallel the
dimensiOns of positive mental health.

e

. .

.?'RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS:
.

. - , .
"The evidence to date suggests that-jmastery learning) deserves considerable
attention for use in.the fupdaiMenta subjects. The core of common learning,
which most

.
can appertat worth knowing Co mastery, can form the foundation for

studentsuedess throughout scgOol:"
.

= . \.
,

REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS:

None.
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SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT, ITEM REPORT'

ITEM NUMBER: 309

REVIEWER: K. Cotton

LOCATION: U of 0 Library

DATE REVIEWED: March 1982

CITATION: Hymel, & Mathews, G.S. Effects of a mastery approach on
social studies achievement and unit evaluation. The Southern
Journal of Educatio71 Research, 1980, 14, 191-204.

DESCRIPTORS: Mastery Learning ,

SHORT TITLE: Hymel & Mathews, 1980, High School History Study II

SKIMMED, REJECTED.OR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS X

RELEVANT " IRRELEVANT X FOR PRESENT PURPOSE

PRIMARY SOURCE SECONDARY SOURCE DISSERTATION ABSTRACT

RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes):
-5

(Weak) 1 2 3 4 5 (Strong)

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING:

SYNOPSIS

Thie is a -report of the same study as...that described in Item No. 291.

a

a

N
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ITEM NUMBER: 309

RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS:

RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS:

SHORT TITLE: Hymei & Mathews, 1980, High School
History Study II

afg

REVIEWER'S NOTES ANDCOMMENTS:
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SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT, ITEM REPORT

ITEM NUMBER: 3L0 LOCATION: Project Files

REVIEWER: K: Co tton DATE REVIEWED: March 1982
e.

CITATION: Himan, J.S. , & Cohen, S.A. Learning "for mastery: Ten conclusions
after 15 .years and 3,000 schools. Educational Leadership, 1979,
37, 104-109.

DESCRIPTORS: Mastery Learning, Time Factors (Learning)

SHORT TITLE: Hyman & Cohen, 1979, Tenonclusions re: LFM

SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS

RELEVANT X IRRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURPOSE

PRIMARY SOURCE X SECONDARY SOURCE DISSERTATION ABSTRACT

RATING OF QUALLTY OF STUDY (for project purposes):

(Weak) 1 2 3 . [4] 5 (Strong)

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING:

Specific study/evaluation data are not given, but this is a very good summary
of LFM strategies and outcomes.

SYNOPSIS:

In this article. the authors summarize the outcomes of Learhing for-Mastery
(LFM) programs,in reading and math which they have implemented and monitored
in over 3,000 schools since 1963. The 'conclusions drawn from their
involvement with these programs are based on data gathered on thousands of
students.

- 7
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ITEM NUMBER: 310 SHORT TITLE: Hyman & Cohen, 1979, Ten Conclusions
re: LFM

RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS:

1. "LFM is consistently more effective than traditional curriculums." The
authors refer to the "enormous literature" which supports this
conclusion...

2. "LFM's effects, rather than its effectiveness, are worth researching."
- The authors tecommend research into the "affective, attitudinal payoffs"
of this learning strategy...

3. "We can now say with absolute certainty that increasing P Ratio [the
percentage Of clock time pupils participate in learning] increases

4. "LFM learners master more objectives during a given time period compared
to studentS.in non-LFM classrooms that haVepneither defined nor required
points of 'demonstrated mastery...

S. "Seven techniques increase, participation and thereby increase mastery"
(define instructional objectives behaviorally; teach the behavior
directly; proyide immediate feedback; given maximally positive feedback;
modularize learning intb small, assiMilable bits; control stimuli so it is
possible to know exactly what the ldarner is responding to; reinforce the
learner's critical response.)

6. "PSI or inOiVidualized LFMdesiins are more effective than group LFM
methods...

7. Competency-based ipstrAgtion'(CBI) itplies,'but not always requireslp

8. In any formal curriculum the CRT or the observed practice in the real.
worl.dis the true objective.

9. "In general, schools are'more-concerned with teaching than with
learning...LFM, on the other hand,-is learning-oriented...

O

"Mosql,teachers are easy totrain as LFStelassroom managers."

, RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS:'

41/..Findings and conclusions are substantially the same thing in the, contextrof
this article.' . .4,

t
' f ./el

411
4 "What is worth leaving as a final thought on,15 years of LkM.currituLum is our. .

_conclusion about P Ratio, LFM's most pbtent ingredient-2.: Whate'vemoelse
motivation appears to be, it-is- measurable,and+controllable as P Ratio. Since
LFM pivots on the P Ratio concept, LFM appears to us to be the most potent
curriculum Model or our time:"

REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS:

'A copy'dk the article may be found in the Mastery Learning backup file.
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SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT, ITEM REPORT

ITEM NUMBER: 31 1

REVIEWER: K. Cotton

c

LOCATLON:, Project Files

'DATE REVIEWED:': March 1982

CITATION: Burns, R.B. Mastery learning: Does it work?-.- Educational
Leadership, 1979, 37, 110-113.

DESCRIPTORS:. Mastery Learning

SHORT TITLE: Burns, 1979, Mastery Learning "Box Scores"

SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES; NO ANALYSIS

RELEVANT. X IRRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURPOSE

PRIMARY SOURCE SECONDARY SOURCE X DISSERTATION ABSTRACT-

RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes):

(Weak) 1 2 [3) 4, 5 °(Strong)

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING:

We are given no detail on the methods employed by'the two review groups nor on
those lased in the original stuaies.,.This id nevertheless a good overview of
research on mastery learning effects and effect'sizes._

SYNOPSIS:

After describing the basic differences between the Personalized System'of
Instruction (PSI) model and the Learning for:Mastery (LFM) model, the author
reviews research on the eff(;cts 91-mAtery-learning apprd-Achel. Friarngs

-------tite-dI'i-eriiresis3nse to two questions:' (1) does mastery learning work?, and
. how well does it work? He then recommends -that researchrbe conducted

concerning two additional questioni: (1) do mastery methods work equally well
for different-kinds of kearning outcomes?, and (2) do mastery methods work
equal ell for different types of students?

(

AO
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ITEM NUMBERS 311, SHORT TILE: Burns, 1979, Mastery Learning "Box Scores"

4

.
RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS:

J
,The ,findings cited are drawn-from two large-scale reviews: -Block and Burns

(1977); conceriring both LFM and PSI research; and Kulik, Kulik and Cohen
(1979) concerning PSI studies only.' The Block and Burns review reported that
for
(1979)

comparisons of average S-41-kievement scores between`mastery and
nonmastery groups, 59 significantly,faVored the mastery students. Most o the
(remaining studies alci favored the, mastery students, but differences were note
significant. The ,Kulik et al., review reported that 48 of 61 comparisons
favored the mastery groups significantly', and most of -the rest favored these
groups -nonsignificantly. For, retention gnii affective odtcomes, more than half

, the comparisons in bath reviews significantly favored mastery groups, with
nonsignificant outcomes in tbeirfdvor emerging from most remaining
comparisons. r n

Effect size was not reported in all cases. For ,cognitive -achievement`Block
and Burns found a large average effect size (,.83) and Kulik, et al.-, found a
moderate one' <.49).. For retention, the Block and Burns review indicated a
moderate-to-large effect size- (.67).* For affective achievement, Kulik et al.,
reported a moderate-to-large effect size (.65).

r

r

RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS.:

, 4"Otte has to conclude, given the research evidence-,to date, that mastery
methods not only work; but work_very well."

,

More research is needed to determine the efficacy of mastery learning methods
for' lifferent.outcome areas -arid differgntkinds of students.

REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS:,

A copy of-the report may be found in the backup file on Mastery Learning.
,

),
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SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT, ITEM REPORT

ITEM NUMBER: 312 >,,L0eATI0b: Project Files

REVIEWER: K. Cotton DATE REVIEWED: March 1982
0

CITATION Cohen, S.A. Dilemmas in the use of learner responsive delivery
systems. Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the American
Educational Research Association, Is Angeles, CA, April 1981.

-DESCRIPTORS: Mastery Learning

NI

-

SHORT TITLE: Cohen, 1941,.LRDS Dilemmas

SKIMMED REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS
a

RELEVANT X ERR4LEVANT FOR PRESENT PURPOSE

PRIMARY SOURCE , SECONDARY SOURCE, X DISSERTATION ABSTRACT

RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project- purposes):.

(Weak) 1 2 , 3 [4] , '5 (Strong)

. BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING:

This is a very'good review of various mastery learning programs and their
outcomes. Other issues which do not bear directly on the immediate concerns
of the Research on School Effectiveness-Project are also addressed.

SYNOPSIS:

This four-part paper (1) reviews the problem of teaching to individual
differences;.(2) discusses dilemmas that arise when educators' decide to
implement mastery learning and are confronted with choosing between teacher
delivery systems and learner responsive delivery systems that accommodate
individual learner differences; (3) presents a way-to resolve.theseldikemmas;8

,

4nd (4). presents results of reading and math curriculums that utilize ways:to
AresOlve'problems arising from the fact of individual *differences among c
students.

This abstract reports the research /evaluation findings cited in the fourth
section of the paper--findings which add to, and are more detailed than, those
cited in Item No. 311.

I
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ITEM NUMB 312 SHQRT TITLE: Cohen, 1981, LRDS_Dilemmas

RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS:

A 1977 report of 30 evaluations of projects that used -early mastery learning
systems 'between 1967 and 1970 was prepared by the author. These were' High

,Intensity Learning Systems (HILS)type_Lnstructiondl programs in reading at
all levels, primary through college. Results indicated dramatic improvements
in achievement of students at all levels and in different curricular areas
(although the author deicribes these early individualized mastery learning
programs as'"primitive" compared to refined program approaches used since).

o Dataare then presented oh subsequently developed programs and their
evaluations. These data indicate that individualized mastery programs
described as learner responsive delivery systems have consistently produced Er;i

significant results. Specific programs and evaluations include: a tiasiC.

skills program in Johnson.City, New York; a.,curriculum for primary children in ,

and
V

Baltimore; a curriculum for intermediate students in Whittier, California; and
other curricula used with children in Michigan, Wisconsin and Maryland.

s

RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS:

rti

0 1.
"There is no question that Mastery Learning in either style, individualized
WS or group/teacher delivery System, is effective... Mastery
Learning...kogically. [leads] tcp High Intensity Learning, PSI or whatever one
etbosesto callhie_or_her individgalized learner responsive delivery- systems'."

p

REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS:

A copy of the report may be found in the Mastery Learning backup file.
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SCHOOL EFF.ECTtVENESS PROJECT,...ITEMREFORT

mkt NUMBER: 313

5.

.

LOCATION: Project Files

REVIEWER: k. Cotton . DATE REVIEWED: March 1982

CITATION: Cohen, S.A. . Re'search Report: Omaha Project. New York, NY,
December 1972 (unpublished).

DESCRIPTORS: Mastery Learning,

SHORT TITLE: Cohen, 1972, Cmaha Project

SKIMMED, REJECTER FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS

. RELEVANT X

PRIMARY SOURCE .°X

IRRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURPOSE'

SECONDARY SOURCE DISSERTATION ABSTRACT

RATINt OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes):
).

(Weak); 1 .- 2 3 [4] j5 (Strong)

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING: ,, k
Data and data analysis methods 'are fully presented and describe,d, and
concludions follow directly from the project results cited. .

SY.NOPSIS: '
This is the report of an'evaluation of the effects of a High Intens,ity-
Learning Systems project implemented in 30 Omaha schools in 1971-72. This' was
a Title I project in reading which involved -2,102 severely disadvantaged black
Hispanic and white studests in grades 3-12. Students received one--hour per
day of instruction using High Intensity Learpiing System-;re ading. materials and
aPProa,ches over a 4-1/2 month .period.

--

The High..Intensity-tearning 'System approach fea.tures "a, behavioral definition
Of instructional objectives, a systematiC instructional program that sa/loWs
each student to- learn what he /she needs to learnmat his /her level and at
.11it/heEoptimal learning rage, using all the instructional resources available ..

to the professipn, rather than OSing-,X publisher's program."
.

4 . .

1.

-N i 04
. .

, , r, A
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,
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ITEM NUMBER: 313 SHORT TITLE: Cohen, 1972, CMaha project

RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS:

lb

"The average grade level groWth for allplades [3-12) in 4 -1/2 months of
iinstruction was 8.7 months, almost double the expected growth if the student

had been middle class--over 3 -1/2, times the increase ih growth over what is
usually achieved by Title I inner city children. All data .reported were
statistically significant beyond the .01 level of confidence.

V

RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS:

"High Intensity Learning shatters the myth that the psychosoaal effects of
racism and poverty prevent inner city disadvantaged children from making a

year's gain in a.year.of instruction..."

I

o'f

z

REVIEWER'S NOTES AND OMMENTS:

A copyof'the report May'befound in the Mastery Learning b'ackup file.

.

. .
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SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS 'PROJECT, ITEM REPORT

ITEM NUMBER: '314 J.00ATION: Piolect Files

REVIEWER: K. Cotton DATE REVIEWED: March,1982
sr,

CITATION: Fier, R.L., & Obey, JgR. The effects of formative evaluation an
. Temediation on eatery of intellectua skills. Journal of

Educational Research, 1975, 68, 253-255.

DESCRIPTORS: MaStery Learning-

SHORT TITX.E: iel & Okef, 19.75, Graph Study

SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES., NO ANALYSIS

RELEVANT X IRRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURPOSE

PRIMARY SOURCE' X , SECONDARY SOURCE DISSERTATION ABSTRACT

RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes):

(Week) 1 [3] 4 5 (Strong)

BRIEF DISCU$40N OF LUTING:
.

,

The treatment duration was short, but the study gives indications of the
superiority of a particular remediation approach for the development of,
intellectual skills.

SYNOPSIS:

,"

'The 'purpose of this investigation was to determine if remedial instruction
that focused on prerequisite skills would produce a more significant
improvement in achievement of intellectual skills than additional practice
items used-as remediation. The subjects were 90 eighth grade general science
students who were divided into three treatment groupb.of 30 students each.'
All students, studied a selfinstructional unit oa the Cb4struLion,and
:interpretation of graphs and took formative tests. Students id Group 1 we're
given additional' instruction on objectives prerequisite to those in the
mainline instruction in response to their errorson the tests. Group 2 .1

subjects received additional practice items similarAo those in the mainline
instruction when they made errors. Group 3 subjects received no remedial
instruction. kesulas of summative tests were compared.

0 I

.1%)
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ITEM NUMBER: 314

RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS:

SHORT TITLE: Fiel & Okey, 1975, Graph Study

Group 1 and Grout) 2 students (additional instruction and additional practice)

significantly outperformed Grodp 3 (no remediation) students.

Group students significantly outperformed Group 2 students.-

0

*ow

*

RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS:

*ft

J

a

e

"The results support Gagne's hypothesis; that /earning intellectual skills
requires the mastery of prerequi5ite tasks.atdthat additional study on the
prerequisites -will be more effective-in-relOdiating errors than additional
practice df the final Casks themselves."' 1

A ,

I
'V 8

_REVIEWER'S NOTEAMID.COMME
, .

A copyof the article may be found in the Mastery Learning backup file.
,

Al
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SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT, ITEM REPORT

ITEM NUMBER: 315

REVIEWER: K. Cotton

4

LOCATION: Project Fires

DATE REVIEWED: March 1982

_ CITATION: The High Intensity Reading Program exemplary project study. Bel
Air, MD: Board of Education of Harford County, June 1979.

DEStRIPTORS: Mastery Learning

SHORT TITLE: Harford County, 1979, HIRP.

SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS

RELEVANT X IRRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURPOSE

PRIMA SOURCE .X :SECONDARY SOURCE DISSERTATI0 ABSTRACT

RATING OF QUALITY OF'STUDY (for project purposes):
- .

(Weak) 1
,

2 '' [3] : 4 5 (Strong)

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF,RATING:

This repott of project ffectiveness was well-done. Both year-by-year and
longitudinal data in 'cate project- success.

SYNOPSIS

This report describes the features and outcomes of a Title I reading program,
the High Intensity Reading Program. CHIRP), used in five Harford County,
Maryland public schools during 1975-1979. Students in grades 2-5 participated.

HIRP is an individualized program in which: (1) the teacher defines the
students' unique needs and prescribes activities to meet those needs; (2) the°
student receives immediate feepack on his/her peiformance; (3) materials are
designed to assist the teacherIto personalize the content,' rate dnd level of
instruction. for each student; (4) both.teacher and studend know what must be
learned, what methods and materials to use, and how mastery must be shown; (5)
'a reading center is used to maxi4ze engaged time for each student;. and (6)
the system is ongoingly reviewed and new materials are incorporated as
appropriate. I -1/4
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,ITEM NUMBER: 315

RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS:

Air

SHORT TITLE: Harford County, 1979, HIRP

During the 1975-76 school year, a total of 263 students participated and the
average reading gain was 1.42 months fo each mOnth's.Participapion in the

,

program. flaring the 1976-77 school'year 476 student's participated and the
average gain was 1.55 months. In 197`7-78, 498 students participated and the
average gain was 1.8 months. And in '1978-79, 425students participated and
showed an average gain of 1,5 months..

Of all program participants, "only a handful had achieved over five or six
Months' growth in reading achievepent during a normal 10-month school year
prior to entering the program."

The longitudinal studies show that most students who participated in the
program "are still continuing to make at least one year's, growth for each.
year's attendance in school several years after leaving the program."

RESEARCHER'S 03NCLUSIONS:.
, .

None drawn.

1

0

11,

-REVIEWER'S NOTES AND 60M1IENTS:

A copy of the project description/evaluation may be found in the Mastery
`Learning backup tile; N

.<
1
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SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT, ITM REPORT

ITEM NUMBER: 316 LOCATION: Project Files

REVIEWER: K. Cotton DATE REVIEWED: March 1982

CITATION: Cohen; S.A., & Rodriquez. Experimental results that question the
, Ramirez-Castaneda model for teaching reading to first grade Mexican

Americans. The Reading Teacher, 1980, 34, 12-18.

DESCRIPTORS: *Mastery learning

-SHORT ,TITLE: Cohen & Rodriquez, 1980, Mexican American Study

SKEKMED,.REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS

RELEVANT X IRRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURPOSE

PRIMARY SOURCE X SECONDARY SOURCE DISSERTATION ABSTRACT

RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes):

(Weak) 2 , 3 [4] 5 (Strong)

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING:

Ads small-scale study was ,carefully designed and carried out.

SYNOPSIS:

This report begins with a discussion and critique of a 'study' conducted by
researchers Manuel Ramirez III and Alfredo Castaneda on the cognitive learning
styles qf primary level Mexican-American children as compared with children.of
other ethnic backgrounds. A discussion follows concerning the "Mexican
soCio-cultural model" for edUcating these thildren that was based on the
results of the Ramirez-Castaneda study. Finally, the authrs report
procedures and results of their own study, which compared the effects of a
Ramirez-Castaneda model with thOse produced when a High Intensity Learning
(HIL) model was used.

Subjects were 150.1ow SES.MexiCan-American'first graders in a California
elementary school. Half,of these were randomly assigned to three classes in
which a Ramirez-Castaneda model was used for instruction in vocabulary and
comprehension 8411s. This model featured whole class and small,group
instruction, employed st*es and techniques recommended by its developers, and
teacher training using the Castaneda manual. The other half of the subject
group, also three classes, receicred HIL instruction which featured mastery
learning techniques. HIL -students were pretested, used instructional
cassettes and a self - directly workbook, took a test on each competency and
--pat-ici-pated in remediati-on act as needed 14uttil midst cryif as
demonstrated. Instruction of all students took place f45 minutes daily,
over 20 consecutive sschoOl dais.. Summativft and retention' tests were ,

administered to all subjects.,"

8;)age' 87-of -
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ITEM NUMBER: 116 SHORT TITLE: Cohen & Rodriquez, 1980, Mexican
American Study

'RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS:

High Intensity Learning subjects significantly outperformed RamirezCastaneda
subjects on-both summative and retention tests.

RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS:

"The 'results of this study indicate that direct reading instruction to prePise
behavioral objectivesis more potent that the attempt to cater to Mexican.
American children's supposed 'cultural. learning styles'."

REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS:

The authors desciibe the RamirezCastaneda view of the attributes of Mexican
-American child en as including "the.need to learn in a group rather t,trari in a
selfdirected etting, the need to Lake decisions through 'peei- consensus the

.4
. enjoymenr.of helping others, sensit$ivity , to peers' feelings, the need to be

liked by peers and -teachera, the need for.teacher. and parent approval arid the
need to involve their parents in school activities."

A copy of the report may be found in the Mastery'Learning backup

1'

1
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4

ITEM NUMBER:- 317 ,LOCATION': Project Files

REVIEWER: K. Cotton DATE REVIEWED:- March 1982

CITATION: Ware, A.E. A comparison of two mastery learning strategies
relative to the effects upon achievement, retention, transfer and
attitudes. Dissertation Abstracts International, 1977, 38 3264A..

DESCRIPTORS: Mastery Learning

SHORT TITLE: Ware, 1977, Map and Globe Study

SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, _ANALYSIS

'RELEVANT X IRRELEVANT FOR PRES NT PURPOSE
.

PRIMARY SOURCE X 'SECONDARY SOURCE DISSERTATION ABSTRACT .X

RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes):
c' --

(Weak)' 1 2 40s [3] .4 . 5 (Strong).

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING:

This was a All-executed experiment. The rating reflects jeviewer response to
the limited information in,the abstract, not to the study, which was
unobtainable in the time allowed.

SYNOPSIS:

I
. .

This study compared the effects of Bloom's' Learning for 4asteiy strategy with,
those of Keller's Personalized System ofanstruction on fourigutcodes:'

.

achievement, retention,transfer 4 learning and attitudes. "Eighth graders in
a Washington junior high school were randpmlyassigned to the two treatment
groups and received instruction in map and globe concepts artd skills. The
equivalency of the groups was assured by comparing pretest tcorei on tests
measuring previous knowledge.of these skillsio All su jects took an'

4achievement test,,

y.
tests,of immediate and delayed ret\ tionlInd transfer, and

an attitude inventor i . .; ,

1

I

44
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ITEM NUMBER: 317

RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS:

There were no significant achievement,or immediate.retention
between LFM and PSI groups.

SHORT TITLE: Ware, W77, Ma? and Globe Study

sLFM students significantly outperformed-PSI students on the
test administefed one month after the end of instruction.

LFM students showed significantly greater transfer than PSI
immediate and delayed tests.

PSI students had more positive attitudes than LFM students.

RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS:

.

The abstract does not cite

4/

/

r 4

conclusions.

differences

delayed retention

students on both

*

,REvritigai.s--.4ons_4Np.,callEti-TS:
i

-,...

'A copyo ti1,4 bitraCi Mai-be found in the Mastery Learning backup fileo
: -

f
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CITATION: Wypcoff}iD.B. study of} mastery learning and its effects on
achievement of'Exth grade social studies. students. Dissertation
Abstract International, 1974, 35, 5160A.

DESCRIPTORS: Mastery Learning'

SHORT TITLE: Wyckoff, 1974, Anthropology Study

' SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT peR;OsEs, NO ANALYSIS.

RELEVANT X IRRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURPOSE \41'

PRIMARY SOURCE . SECONDARY SOURCE DISSERTATION ABSTRACT X e

-

RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY tfor project purposes):

(Weak) 1 2 4 5 (Strong)

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING:._

This study appears to have been well done.' The rating is based 9n reviewer
response to 'abstracted information.

4

SYNOPSIS:

In this study 107 sixth graders receiving instruction in anthropological
concepts were divided into two experimental groups (totaling 52 students) and
two contri. groups (totaling 5'5 students). The experimental students were
taught using a mastery learning strategy which featured 4
teach-test-reteach-retest feedback /correction process. Students in each
experimental class were required to achieve a group'test score of 70-percent
before the group progressed to theinext concept to be learned.- Peer tu;.Wing
was used-lbt-the reteaching pro s: Control students were taught by
conventional methods. All students completed an anthropology achievement test.

4



ITEM NUMBER: -31 SHORT TITLE: Wyckoff, P74, ,Anthropolo-y Study,

2

' RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS:

No significant achievement differences were obtained on the overall cow4rison
between experimental and control- students.

Comparisons for males, low reading level students and low IQ, students favored
the maStery'learning strategy.

No difference were ?brained for
,IQ students.

RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS:

Findings are restated.

4.

REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS:

I

id

females, high reading level, students or high-
,

II e?

0

r

firthe bac-kwfirean Mastery Learning.
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REVIEWER: K. Cotton

$

'LOCATIO NWREL Infd..Center/Books

DATE R VIEWED: -March 1982

-

CITAT1ON: Block, 4.114' Mastery learning i .the classroom: An overview of
recent.reseavh.". In J.H. Bloc. (E1.), Schools, society, and
mastery learning. New York: olt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc.,'
1974.

.4..DESCRIPTORS:',Mastery Learning

SHORT TITLE: Block, 1974, Research 0 erview

SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS X

RELEVANT IRRELEVANT X FOR PRESENT PURPOSEr

).

PRIMARY-SOURCE SECON6Agi SOURCE DISSERTATION ABSTRACT
- ,

RATING OFQUALITY OF STUDY (foproject purposes): ;.

(Weak) 1 2 3 4 5 . (Strong)4

BRIEFJ)ISCUS§ION'OF RATING:

1/4

,SY,NOPSIS: .

-Thiv-excellent and widely cited 'review of mastery learniti research was
_updated in a 1976 report by the author and a collaboratoi. (See Item No., 296.)
Althqugh this document is A-6i, therefore, an offiCial part of the research
base for, the current Research on School Effecdivenes5 report, it is
recommended reading forthose with an interest in LFM and "PSI research.
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ITEMNIMBERE 319

RESEARCHER'VFINDINGS:

4

4.

RESEARCHER' S CO NCEUS IO NS-:

0

SHORT TITLE: Block, 1974, Resea.rch, Overview

0
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LOCATION: Project Files
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CITATION: Rubovits, J.J. A classroom field experiment in mastery learning.
- Dissertation Abstracts International, 1975, 36, 2720A.

DESCRIPTORS: Mastery Learning

.
SHORT TITLE: Rubovits, 1975, Shop Classes

SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS

RELEVANT IRRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURPOSE

PRIMARY SOURCE SECONDARY SOURCE

RATING OF QUALITY60FSTUby (for project purposes):

(Weak) 1

BRIEF ,DIS SSION OF RATING:

DISSERTATION ABSTRACT X

[3]. 4 5 (Strong?

. --
The Elting is based on a review Of information in 'tile abstract.-

SYNOPSIS: SO.

This study compared the effects ofra learning for mastery (LFM) strategy with
thosetof'a nonmastery agproach on the achigevement and attitudes o.f 260..--.
students in grades 6-12. Each of J.1 teachers taught one mastery and.one
nonmastery class; subjects - taught included machine shop, auto mechanics, power
mechanics, woodshop, mathematics, social studies and sociology. Students took
unit achievement, tests and completed an attitude questionnaire concerned with-
mode of instruction and difficulty of learning.

,

0
tJ
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ITEM NUMBER: 320- SHORT TITLE: Rubovits, 1975, Shop Classes

$

RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS:

A trend in favor of the mastery strategy was observed, but there were no
significant differences in achievement between mastery and nonmastery ptudent;
in any ni the subject areas.

-

There were no differences in student attitudes based on instructional strategy

red.

1.

RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS:

None offered id the abstract.

ti

REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS:

ti

r .

A *copy of the abstract may be found in the Mastery Learning backup file.
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. affectin: achievement ands t tention in master tearnin °. .
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DESCRIPTORS,: Mastery Learning ' I. 4
. .. . ,, ,, .

. .*SHORT TITLE: Swanson & De,nton, 19'7g;' Secondary Chemistry Study '
,, . ,.

- . 'SKIMMED,- REJECTED FORPROJECts puipos, sS, NO ANALYSiSi
. i , '. . . . ,,, ,- .. . .:,.. .' -

.
tu.LEVANT X - IRRELEVANT *',FOR PRESENT PURPOSE

°

PRIMARY SOURCE X
V.

SECONDARY ;SOURCE DISSERTAT/ON ABSTRACT

RATING OFiQUALITY OF STUDY (for/project purposes) : ,,,,

, ..4

(Week) I . .2 DI -------:-4--- 5 (Strong)
, 1 a .

. BRIEF DISCUSSI'ON OF RATING: 0,

This small-scale, Short-4t_erm'atudy was 4te11 designedand conducted.,

SYNOPSIS: . ;,f

This study compared two formS 'Of remecW.ation with each other and.with a
,no-remediationfkirrstructional stetting to determine the.relative effects of
these methods on student achievement and retention in hight,SChool chemistry. t

"'Students in glades 11 arid 12Tartitipated.,' All students received instruction'
in chemistry for eleven 45-mii,ritte class p,eriodsand two-90-minute laboratory
periods, and were then givenAn achievemefit posttest. The 53 students who did

. npt demo.nstrate mastery sierlivided.j.nto' Oree,groupi. One group of 17
students received learning,for.Mastery (UM) remediation, in which students
used knowledge of test resits, peer tutoring, self -study and discussions with
the teacher to improve thei.r;'1nowIedge'of course content. They took formative
testis when` they felt ready, Arid studentS not achieving mastery had a, special
revi,,w session with the instrif4tor, and Were then retested, A second group
received Personalized Systerh,of ingtruction (PSI) remediation. These 18
students were' instructed to4repeat reading assignments and to study the
original pro len] assignatenqk and laboratory. reports. They were encouraged to
read class n tes. When,they.felt ready, students .took a formative test, and
those still not demonstrating.mastery. tild .whatever self-directed studying they
chose befor taking the test:,bnce again. A third group (of 18 students)
received no additional instruction, but wereiiitien an optional assignmerit to
improve th ir, course grad e.,,, A1.1, s.tudetit,s to delayed achievement test.

, .

.4 Page
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.i NUMBER: 321

RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS:

SHORT TITLE: Swanson & Denton, 1976, Secondary
Chemistry Study

I

Students receiving remediation activities (A either kind) outperformed
students receiving no remediation on achievement and retention measures.

Students receiving LFM remediation-activities outperformed those receiving PSI
femediation on both measures. : ,

n

.11

RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS:

. '

ara

Achievement, determined by the number of performance objectives-mastered,
can be significantly increased by remediation strategies which emphasized
accomplishment of the ooje.ctives. Moreover, remediation strategies which
include alternate materiars.andactiviies ['LFM] appear to provide more._
optimum learning,conditions than repeatingoihe learning activities and
reviewing the reading materials encountered during the initial instruction
of a u4ix."

"

"2. Retention of cognitive sk41s, measured by a total score'on aV achievement
posttest .developed to assess stildent.mastery of performance objectives, is
influenced, by the'nature of the 'remediation strategy experienCed by the
student."

I

S.
3

4. \
REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS:

'

, .

None.
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- DESCRIPTORS: Mastery Learning; Time Factors,(Learning)

SHORT TITLE: Bloom, 1976, I

C
Characteristics andSchool Learning

'SKINNED!-REJBCTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS
4

RELEVANT X IRRELEVANT' FOR PRESENT PURPOSE

PRIMARY SOURCE' SECONDARY SOURCE X DISSERTATION ABSTRACT

RATING'OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes):

(Weak) 1 2 f4] 5. (Strong)

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING:

4

v N l

This thoughtful -volume- utilizes a large voltime of well-designed-research to
lend support to several major contentions abOut the efficacy of mastery

.
..

. learning.

SYNO?SIS: e
.

.

.
1

,.

.

, This now-famoils book on mastery learning' theoryeand practice-utilizes the
results of.a large number of mastery learning studies and review to

\

demonstrate the book's main thesis: that "most students become-very similar
with regard tolearnirng ability; rate of learning; and-motivation for further .

learning--when provided with favorable learning conditiond." The favorable.
. le'arning conditions are the component parts of mastevy learning, which are .

.described in relation to their effects with studellts of differeftt entering
characteristics,.:cognitive and affective. Within each chapter the outcomes,of .

mastery learning studies are presented to demonstrate what occurs when.each.-
.i3 asepet of the model is carefully tested.

101

Page 99 of 100

V



I

ITEM NUMBER: 322

RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS:,

SHORT TITLE: Bloom, 1976, Human Characteristics
,and-School Learning

Studies Which have 'tracked students of very different cognitive and affective
characteristics and histories have generally lent support to the hypothesis
that students do become more alike in learning ability, learning rate and
learning motivation when theywork with a mastery learning approach. Control.
atudentsin these same studies tended to demonstrate lowen achievement and to
becom4 more diverse in their achievement, learning rates and attitudes.

Many cases in which mastery learning students did not appear to 4xperience the
theorized reduction in variability were bound to be instances of failure to.
follow the procedures consistently, or instances where the procedures followed
did not comprise a true mastery learning program.

o

gESEARCHERg CONCLUSIONS:

a

Conclusions have 'chiefly to dc(:With the need to restructure the methods of
instruction most commonly in use in the schoolp to, itake advantage of what has
been learned about the superior effct.s of mastery learning.

"The distribution of school achievement is a direct consequence of student
involvement in the learning process and Of instructional processes,used
teacherd and others in tha sahool situation.' Each distribution is causally
related to thevvariables we have deicribed [i.e., affective traits, cognitive

.-

itraits, quality of nstrastion,etc.], and ignorance about them does not free
the teacher or the school from responsibility for them. We prefer
distributions which are indicative, that most students have mastered what the
schools have `Co teach."

0 ,

4'

° RiVIEWEK'S DOTES AND COMMENTS:..
4

NOne.
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