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o . This report is oﬁé of several in-g serie5 of rev1ews of research
11terature conductedy for the Alaska School.Effectiveness Project.
h of the reports addresges a topic which is deemed tro have an\
Zact, actual or poteritialy on school effectiveness. ~All of the
reports have been generated eQera{ approach and a
N S

ing the same
gommon reporting-format. )

.
¢
a, N

The review process begins_ witqha toplc 1 literature search using
both computer-based ERIC and conve 1ona1 11brary methods. Articles
and other documents found are analyzed aqd abstracted into a; br1ef

" form called an Item Report Each of the; Atems is then Judged

agalnst a set of pre-estab11shed triterda and- ranked_on a f1ve-po1nt -
The collectlon of Item: Reports 1s tien exam1ned for purposes *

/.

hypotheses. Each;hypothes1s thus generated bedomes‘the subjéct of a
Decrs1qn Displayat A Decrs1on D1splay ‘i3 created by sorting the ILtem
Reports ihto those wh1ch support.or negate the hypothes1s, are .
1nconc1u3Lve, “are’ badly flaweX or are\grrelevant.' One or more
-Declsxon Dlsplays are genefated for each topic addressed. z
-Report is the generated from the cons1derat10n of the Dec1s1on
D1sp1ays and he file of Item Reports. .Thus, each complete report in °
the series" consists of a Summary Report which is backed up by one ‘or
‘more Dec181on Displays Wwhich in turn gre supported:by a file of Item_
This format was des1gned to.accommodate those readers who ’,
might wish to delve into varxous depthd of detail.’ . ¢ .
2 cee s : * ' ’ ~

This report is.not 1ntended to represent the "f1na1 wor—% »on the '
topic considered. « Rather, it represents the analysis of a partficular
collectgon of research documents at this time. There may be other.
docyments that were not, found because of time or other limitations.
There may be new research published tomorrow. This present report
represents our best judgment-of available information at this the.‘

’ Thls format allows fer modification and re-ana1ys1s as new

information. becomes available or old 1nformat;on ig re 1nterpreted.
A
For a more complete description of, .the ana1ys1s process- see
William G. ‘Savatd, Procedures for Research on School Effectiveness

Project, Northwest Regional Educatlonal Laboratory, Decenber 0, 1980.
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Introduction ’ ~
- » e -

. . C . N\ .
Any 1lnstructional strategy which is sa1d to be able‘to raise the . .

ach1evement of eighty percent of all part1c1pat1ng students -to a level . o

[3

rcent i's certain to¢receive ; . . .

¢, s -

normally reached only by the top tw

~

attention and ‘o generate controver
. oy

,

. « ¢ . .
Such-a c1a1m has,heen made for’masberx_

= . ' <

learning, a stfategy whichcseeks to r y e student ach1evemént by. 1ncreasang s

° . . . >
B ~

the amount and qua11ty of the t1m§ students spend- pursu1ng lgarnlng act1v1t1 s,
P

e
. - N . - e .c
»

Proponents of mastery 1earn1ng have challenged‘the notioen of student
‘ . A : .

v .
" s [

-aptitude as an indicator of student‘ébility to learn. “Instead, mastery

\

learning advocates regard student aptitude as an indicator of the amount of
. . ) ]
a o

tlme a -student will requ1re to master learnlng mater1a1 to whatever cr1ter10n #

v '

level is decided upon at the outset of 1nstructlon. They contend that the

- - - e

reason many students do not reach a high level of ach1egemeﬁt is not that
)

these students are inherently incapable oﬁ‘grasping the learning material.

What 1is rea11y g01ng on, according to thesegmasgery 1earn1ng proponents, 1is

. [ . 09_ ’,w .
that the average school schedule "calls time' on these students before they --
4 . . & ' °

have had sufficient opportunity to wotk with the legrning. matérial. They /

- . B} A v
.

contend that when differential amounts of learning time are provided for

s ~
»~

‘ N > ’ . : .Y L
students of different aptitude levelsg, and wheL the slower learners spend
. - ) P . ) “
their additional time allotments én appropriatefremediation activities, most

.
. - . - .
’

students are able to learn as well as the "top” students learn in ° )

conventional, t1me—bound 1nstruct1ona1 settlngs.

L

. N
’
Al . 2 - ¢
.4 _ . ‘
. . . . A e
' . . . ’ .
v . ke .

- < -

1 N . .
lror a deta11ed report, on allocated 1earn1ng time; time-on—task, and .
academic learning time, see Kathleen €otton and W. G, Savard Timé Factors'ln
Learning (Portland, OR: Audit and Evaluat1on Program, Nofthweyt _Regional
Educational Laboratory, February 1981) . . . St

4

- B *.

ac)
[*}]
aQ
1)
no
]
ith
=
o
(=]
1

[ S3RN
P




SES AT R AT

S il

h

-

T T
1

IO
Rty

‘f

. mastery learning structure,

» - B A
While not all mastery learning advocates make the claim that four-fifths

) . N ; .
of students who learm via this approach will perform as well as the top

. L
one-f1fth usually do, most of. these prbponents do assert that masteryalearnlng

r. bl .

results in dram&%%e—tmprovements in student achievement 1eve1s. *

. N
~

. Supporters of mastery 1earning also claim that this approach fosters

. » .

M * ( .
greater retention of what is learned, as measured by delayéd--and often
R . o A . .

. unannounced--achievemerit tests given deveral days or weeks azter the

completiop of 'instruction.
L.

oing use of the mastery learning
, . .

*

Moreover, o;é

approach is said‘to'narrovathe gap between the amount of time‘required by .

-

-3 -~ ~ -

-

-

%igh-aptitude students (rapid learners) and lower-aptitude students (slower

<
learners).

ha
fearners become mo

-

In other words, mastery 1earn1ng proponents assert that slower

r

re_ef£1c1ent<at learning as—a result of working within the-

with the effect‘that the inigidl large time °

v

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

. -
. . 5
. i

‘Tearning process. Finally, many advocates claim that, %y‘enabling many more Te
.+ students to experience academic Success than is the case in conventional
. ~ < ) e

‘instructional sett1ngs, mastery learning confiers beneflts upon student

. i

self-esteem, attitudes toward school and motivation for futlire learning.
-~ .

1 . 1 .
Those who question- the éffectiveness of mastery learning, tmeanwhile,

LA ¢ o ot '- .
frequently assért that the proponents have overstated their case;_that while

. - . ‘e
g - ! e . ) . » N s d
. mastery learning may foster some achievement increases, it does not.do so to ‘
- ~ -9 » . .

<
the degree ghat seme of its advocates have claimed.

B - . 1
s . M .

. : - 4 . . . . v . i)
~the advantages conferred by this instructional approach are attenuated or even

»

‘Some critics gtate that

N . .
-

- . . . 2, S
- cancelled out by the time requlrements for planning, implementing and

operatlng it. "Others contend that, w1th the exception of mathemat1cs, the’

6 v

A

. I
’ . s

) ’ goals of instruction are difficult to state c1ear1y enough Ehat quant1ta;1ve

- «
. .

®  estimates can be made about progress toward those goals.

vy
v .t

And some\wrltets

B
N - - >
. . ~ - ., .
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" 70 to 80 percent correct answers on criterion-referenced tests. Studeits are

&

3

e

°

<

-

“the criterion level for that unit of instruction. The process then commences

- for the mext 1earﬁing unit. Summative testing follows the” completlon of the ¢

‘learning strategy. Instruction may be individually baseg'or'group based.,

-"many of’these,group-based‘mastery prograds for‘eleméntary and secondary Co N

o~
[4

L

RS
- l . 1

have argued that, because mastery learning is a tightly‘structured, highly .

specific instructional methodology, it can stifle student creativgty and

- , ' -

affective development.

. .

M .

Before looking at;%&g research on mastery. learning, it i3 worthwhile to
g - .
review theé special ﬁeatures of this approach.‘ Although there are variations

N ~

3

on the mastery learning strategy, seVeral bas1c components can be 1dent1f1ed )

in most mastery programs At thé,outset of instruction, the teacher informs

pe A ]
the students that they will be e¥pected to achieve ‘at a certain 1eve1-:9ften —

-

informed that their interim achievement will be measured using formative
- . i ‘f
. - v L, . L
tests, ,and that extra time, 1earnang-act1v1t1es and retesting opportunities
e o . -

will be proglded for students not ach1ev1ng at the required Jlevel on the1r

1n1t1a1 attempt(s) Instruction 1is 1n1t1ated, and the testing-remediation-

. v
-
* € T v

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

L i

‘ v & . .
series of 1earn1ng unlts, and delayed achievement tests are frequently given

> -~
4 . .« -

to determine how'well studeqts hawe retained what they have learned.
. N N v . , a
- k2 ‘
Within this gen%fal structure; there are ggveral variations-on the mastery
p] . .

-

i (9 ! ‘4
That is, students’ 1n soge mastery 1earn1ng sett1ngs mogg ahead at their own

‘. »
. 5 A

rétes. ,In gther settlngs, rap1d learners pursue enr1chment activities or

serve as tutors unt11 most or a11 of the class hasachieved criterion,

- e
A -

whergupon the’entiré'grgup begins a new learning activity together. 'While .

. - . .
. .

3 - 3 - . ‘
students are. commonly categorlzed together w1th programs utllzang an approach -
4 . . - ,
called Learnlng for Mastery (LFM) Learnlng for Mastery techn1ca11y refers to

» . . i s R Lot \
- [ ‘ ~
. .

L4 . . o . . e ®
PN ’ “
.A s o * ¢




material.

4 ,
. .

a more flexible instru'ctional arrangement whereby individuals can pursue

. . to- -.  ® . d * .
learniang material at thedir own rates. Another major approach,

’

Ealied the

Personalized System of Instruction (PSI),

.
. s
. ' } . ’

students, involves interactions between students and assigned ‘''proctors,’
b . .

calls for individual pacing of student progress throuéh the material to be

<

learned. -

.
~

.

In some mastery learning settings, the remediation éctivities provided
. P . . .

‘'students are specific to the errors made by each student on formative test

“a
~ « -

(e.g., "If you missed Question No. 3, study Activity Sheet Noh 3.'").

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

[y - iy . 4,

. - e . . - > .
presentation of the original instruction or by a general review of the

.Wighig‘some mastery learning approaches, students have virtuall

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

3

wisthia others, additional learning is rest;ictéajeither by time or.by the

Y

number” of retests students may take. L

- “
The research on mastery learning is varied, owing to the different sor

of mastery approaches examined by different investigators. This repott
3 v . . O

is usually used with.postsecondary .

' and ’

‘to

s

In other

y

ts ‘e

\
repregents an attempt to synthegize the findings emerging from this research

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

3

- ' 3 ' 3 =
in order to arrive at some general conclusions about the efficacy of the
. » .

benefits among students.

*

2

)

5

-

mastery learning strategy in‘gostering achievement, affective and other

.

The studles and reviews examlned in’ preparatlon for

0y

this report reflect the whole range of mastery learning research; with:the
) T

excebtion‘that»PSI studies conducted at the postsecondary level are

" . N
'

de-emphasized.2 . o R

.
‘. . Y P
- . .

. . .

- ’ZWhile cosiderable PSI research has been condugied aid’}eperted, its
applicability to elementary and secondary instriyction-is dubious, owing to

P B

3

its

stafflng requirements and the hjigh degree of responsxbfllt for independent
q b 3 { p

_study it places upon students. ) ;

i 4

N “
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Thirt y-six documents were'retrieved and examined in preparation for this

report. Three contained findings already reported in other sources we had

reviewed, leaVing a f&source base of 33 documents. Twenty-four of these were
primary sources. Nine were sécondary sourges which, taken fogether¢ reported
. « M =
. : , \ .
the findings of over 100 studies and evaluations. Although some degree of’

N
overlap inevitably occurs in such circumstances, efforts were made to avoid

-

multiple inclusions of the same mat:érial.l ’
2 ) . ~,

Thirteen of the documents were concerned with mastery learning research
F) . . .

~involving ‘elementary students, six with research on secondary students, and

" |

. o . . . : ¢ M .
seven with studies involving both elementary and secondary students. Five .
3 ‘ 4
documents reviewed research conducted with students at all levels, primary to

postsecondary. Two focused on research with postsecondary students only.
.-
Many of. the documents reported the findings of research on the application

0 L]
of mastery learning strategies in more than one.curricular aréa. Eleven of .

., . -

the reports were concerned with the effects of these strategies on achievement
generally. Specific subject areas which.were the pargial or tbtal.chus of .
the reports include: éathematics (5 reports); science (5); reading/language
arts ({); social studies (5); geography (3); and consumer economics, histor&,

auto mechanics and shop classes (1 Bach). Twelve of the reports were

°

concerned with the effects of mastery learning on student attitudes.

Mastery learning researchers tend to set up research designs which involve

4
“

measuring student achievement immediately after a learming unit is completed,
. p v . ' - .
and agaln after a period of several days or weeks. Eighteen of the documents

1 . . ' K . . . v.'
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
) ‘ - - - ’ 9
findings are presented concerning'learqing time requirements and remediation

-
.

3 x &
SR I Pagle6,o§100,o “ . .
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technlgues. }t migﬁfzélso be worthwhile to mention two issues about which
findings are not neporteJ: 'Figét, wh;ther mastery learning can bring fully
80 percent of participating stﬁdent§ up to an achiey eﬁE/I;;;I/;;::j;ly
associat;d on1§ with "the top 20 Egzggne/iETHEE/;;;;;j:ed ;; such‘in the

4 v

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

. -

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

N .

r
~— e

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

~

methods was_insufficient to pemrmit even tentative conclusions about their
-’ * @ .

relative merits.

.

Findings ' - .

~

The most important “and best-supported hypothesis eméfging 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 30

-

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

.

investigations conc&rned a wide range of curricular areas, student age/grade

P P— - - .y .- -y e~ PR PR -

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

~

. . ) ¢ . .
\_—lgy-aptltude students benefitted even more than other students from this

S N

instructional approach. .

-

¢ Al
The kinds of mastery learning strategies used for thé studies reviewed

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

C .
. cycles of f%me%;ation and retesting, while virtually unlimited opportunities

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

o~

- . . ’ . - ” “ (3
tests i1ndicated both which answers were wrong and what the right angwers were;

- ..

others allowed students to know onLy'whe:d/their errors occurred. And
. P -

14

Page 7 of 100
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different criterion levels were estdblished from study to study. Regardless4

-

- of these differeices in approach, mastery ledrning students outperformed
. ‘1' . . -

. . &éudents instructed in more conventional ways in nearly all of the studies and
- 1 ~ . ) N
~ —— . . . . ' ’ — . * -
o review$ examined.
. . ~ . " . s . .
While these research results are very impressive, there are two additional
o . . . s Lt
factors’ which will influence conclusions drawn about the general superiority

of mastery learning over other instructional apprdoaches. One is that séven

.
.

(of 30) well-structured studies failed to find differences favoring the
.

-

\ .. mastery legrning strategy over one or more, other approackes. These studies
generally found no appreciable differences for students as a whole on measures

V/ of achievemdnt or retention. Some found differences for some categories of
' students, but there is no discernable pattern of findings from study to study.
- < - : .
- - T - x - hd
The other *limiting factor has.to‘do with conclusions drawn by a few

. . . researchers who considered the cost/ben&fit relationship irvolved in using a
v - v

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

. : s

]

' d1fferences favorlng mastery learning, the amount of time requlred for student

e . .

fone e - L. PR - €+ e - - - fe. .

TN 1earn1ng and/or for program management was too great to Justlfy 1ts ong01ng
)
-
use. While this concern is technically outside the issue of efflcacy, it .
: seems worthwhile'to cit® it here, inasmuch as it was presented by some of the
Pl R

L4 v

same people whose findings support mas&éry learnfﬁg from the perspective of

. . 3 >
student outcomes. ) .

. A second hypothesis generated from the review effort.is that the use of

>

mastery learning strategies with elemen and secondary students results in ,

greater retention of learning/ﬁgggr;;; than occurs following non—majzery,

teen of the 18 documénts which reported find{ngs on student ,

N

instruction.

-

. . - ’ - & - ) - - - -
ention supported this content1on. As with the achievement findings;,

retention f1ad1ngs were arriwed at in different ,ways. In one study students J

N .
. » . .
. .

o - Page 8 of 100 ) .. -
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- thelr results showed statistically significant achievement-and other ‘ N
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£

. B .. ’ N . . 1 .
todk a retention test’ ten days after summative achievement testing on a .

A ~

threé-udit instrucéjonal'series‘iﬁ mathematics. In amother, students had a

R . N . 1
two-week delay between summative and retention £;sting on 14 geometry N con T
P ~ . ‘\

subskills. And qne study- involved administration ‘of retention tests a month

[ —,
J after summative testing on a social studies unit. In general, mastery .
¢ . 4 . . . . . 0 ) )

" .learning studentsd not dnly performed~better, but performed a great deal R
better; than comparison students. Of the mon-supporting studies, oné‘had'

b
¢

~ - AY . . N Y
., found summative achievement differences favoring mastery learning and two had..
o . . . - -
not. ’ o .
Y Iwelve of the reports were concerned with student attitudes,-so we -
[ 4 -

. ) v . »
advanced the hypothesis that the use of mastery learning strategie$ with

eiemen;arY'and secoﬁdary students results in more positive .student attitudes -

- ~ .

than those resulting from non-mastery instruction. Six reports contain
N . N 13 N

findings supporting this hypothesis, five contain findings which do not'iené' N

. * such support, ‘and one report was inconclusive. The non-supporting studies_, T
B ’ o . . ' - ) '_ .

were so categorized-.because, they reported no differences between the attitude‘

1
» ot . 4

) < scores of'mé?ﬁ?ry'and non-mastery studentss Curiously, allsthe supporfingv C oyt
- o : € a .
'8 " “"documents were secondary sources, and all the non-supporting ones were primagy
’ e~ >

sources. Looking at quallty ratlngs, the supporting studies have the edge by

11
<3 an avérage of approxlmately one point on the five-point scale used in this

%

‘project’. These data do not lead to a clear, gverall .statement of findings. N

. t
.

Research has sometimes found that mastery learning enhances student attitudes

* L)

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 student’ who aré 1n1t1a11y slower -

L4 ° . .
.

\ ®
learners tend to plck np speed over time as they work within the mastery

learning structure., Eight of the réports add:eséed this issue, and seven of
. . . . 1 . ~

these support the hypothesis that ongoing use of mastery learning strategies
) % ' N , L. * o . B . :

:
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N
*énough attentlpn in the research to warrant developlng and test1ng 2

. -~

with elementary and secondary students tends to equalize the amount of -t

learning time required by students of different initial aptitude levels. A
pragressive reduction was noted in the amount of time required both. for'slower

”

LoD A e .
students' initial learning and Eor/tieir/;emedfatlon activities. This does

not-mean that mastery learnin

echniques have the power to level all N

ing rate and efficiency,:but it does indicate that those
»
conce about time requ1rements mlght expect the slow learners to "close in"
~ !
. 2
on the faster learners dur1ng the course of a mastery program. As one -

- -

b4
differences in'le

. ) s . N

reviewer summarized, "the investmént of-extra time early in the learning_

)
&, 1 M L

sequence is balanced by.a payoff qf more effective use of tlme at the 1aterl
? N ‘ .
stages of }earning:" - ‘v . !

. 3 . . !

Of all the compari'sons which might be made regarding the relative efficacy

B . . -

of strategies emplo}ea witggg the mast ery iearniné‘apbroach,'one,received

. , -
hypothesls. t}ﬁt xemediation which focuses &n the spec1f1c errors made by

students on formative -tests ha\\h\more positive effect on student achxevement

~ kY

- < [ 4

and retentldn than rémediation which 1nvolves a general rev1ew of the or1g1na1

o\ > . . “\ .
lesson Gontent. Five of the.six reperts which addressed-this issue lent
i ° hd ' h S
_ ’ . (i 13 3 -h’> o e Tt
support to &his hypothesis. Those studles which alse 1nc{uded non-mastery .,
) \ -~ T .

subjects 1nd1cated that either kind of remedlatxon strategy is preferabre to

v 0y

L
no remedliz?bn at all, but that practice which focuses on the content students

failed to master initially is superior to having studentslrestudy‘all'éye

[ ’ ¢ ’ k<3
< . - . " . . . IS .
material in a unit or series. . s
- . . " : .
: - . ’ ° \\\ -
Conclusions : . . N

As one reviewer summarized, "mastery methods .not Snlvaork, but work very
well." By providing learning '"checkpoints" through the use of formative

? - ' ‘ » » 3 13 . 3 ) )
tests, and then prgviding additiopal time and practice for students who need

1Y
.
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it, mastery learnlng enables the majority of students to get a f1rm grasp on

> ted A . . "
each skill, ‘concept or. set of items before,moving on jto the next sequence of
c, \ e i ] - )

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

.~

; : ) ' >
1 to try to tackle new learning material without the nec¢éssary prerequisites. ”
Instead, as described by one writer:
* —p———
D N Mastery learning is best underskood as a special case of
- criterion-referenced 1nstruct10n, in which the objective of
. . 1hs;ruct10n is made apparent to tHe student at the outset, ,
. + and kept before the student until he or she achieved it. -
i While in the process of. ach1ev1ng it, the student is.given .
frequent feedback about the proportlon of the distance T
toWward the goal that he or she has covered... Mastery
learn ng places heavy emphasis on drawing the student's .
) , attentlion to the ultimate goal, and soliciting his . v
~ .- motivarion toward achieving.it by (offering him the promise '
) that he can do it. ’
Mastery learning strategies are generally very effective for fulfilling this
promise. - . ) ' . v ,
' Readers familiar with this series of reports will recall that some’ L
. <] // . ’ . . ~
I 4 ‘u 3
- . cautions were offered in an ’earlier report regarding the use of direct ‘(\
' & © EI
instruction methods for cé;ricular areas which do not readily submit to
logical sequencing and prespecified responses.3 Mastery learning, which 4s o
N B * . .
. == similar to direct instruction and frequently employs direct instruction
- methods, consequently has similar limitations. One reviewer, after offering
’ ¥} o f * -
support fop~the use of-mastery learning for basic skill development, goes on
to say at: s
o ’ Ls ;EEB*S evidence to suggest that mastery learning .
’ princi&i:ieiiprbe as readily applied to the development of ) )
- . higher conceptual or decision-making skills, the* -
L . -~ acquisition of aesthetic interests and appreciation, the ° _
. . development of socioemotional or affective capacities, or f
any number of other outcomes indicative of either a -
P " - 1+ well-educated, well-functioning, or socially effective ,
- . individual. .
\ .
\ . N )
s : ’ FZ‘_
<
3See Kathleen Cotton and W, G. Savard Direct Instructlon (Portland,.OR; ‘
\- Aud1t and Evaluation Pngram, ‘Northwest Reglonal Educational Laboratory,
L February 1982). .
o e ) = Page 1l of’ 100
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. Wth this reservation, it can be conc luded that mastery learning is a powerful
X fieans of fostering student achievement in many instructional areas. .

Mastery learning methods are also effective in promoting student retention
. ‘ ‘ ’ 1

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

' "emphasizes learning first things first--and learning them fully--before

. °

. attempting subsequent material, increases the likelihood that students will

. “

remember what they'have learned and be able to apply these learningE to new *

e

"situations. Admittedly, the time which elapsed bétween summative achievement
o
[

o

testing and retention testing was relatively short in the studies

. N <

- reviewed—-anywhgre'from a few days to a month. Still, the considerable

. ' . & , .
' d}fferences between retention test scores of mastery learning students and
v

conventionally instructed stu%ghtg indicates that the former results in

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

~ . -,

. effects of mastery learning on longer-term 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

v L W T

- drawn from the studies as a group is that mastery learning does not affect -
’ * - . _ e

— -

e — T T . ) .
student attitudes adversely and, in many circumstances, leads to improvements

e

8 ’
in student attitude. ’ .

b k]
’

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

a

initially slower become considerably more efficient through experiencing

mastery learning methods. Thus, it is not possible to draw fimm conclusions
¢ about the alleged equalizing effect of mastery learning on the learning time
) .
requirements of students generally. It does appear, however, that familiarity
%

-
s

@

] / - ! 4 ‘
' . . )
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with the mastery learning method, together with the greater amounfsmpf
< . . ¢ ,

time-on~task c4lled for by this method, tends to increase the: learning
“ . "(v

- . *‘ Al ¢ . - v
efficiency of slower-students in comparison with their initial-learning rates.
A} ~ . . ’ -

As for thé relative merits of different types of remédiation within the

magtery learning, approach, data are again insufficient to permit firm. .
, " - . \
conclusions. If specifit.remediation is indeed superior to general review, it )

- . . \

is not difficult to see why. The specificg?ﬁmediétion approach assumes that

-~
>

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

identify and address students' specific factual or -conce tual 'errors. ' Within
y P p ’ ;

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

things they didn't "get" or didn't remember the first time around is greater
’ ' €
than it would be if they were to restudy the entire instructional unit.

14 *

~

Recommendations / . ’

In light of the fiﬁ§4ngs cited and conclusions drawn about mastefy

- . - > . > s\
learning, we offer several recommendations: .

1. As app11ed to students in 1nstruct1onabIEEEEiE§§i#,hﬁ~WOfd~n51f’ﬂ-,

Fa .

often used as an euph&mtsﬁ’fﬁ?ﬂggap1d. The research leading to the

— T deve}opment 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 amouht 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

// N

- .

and to support the development of appggp?iate-learning activities for

both slower and faster learners.

- Page 13 of 100
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2- -SChpo s and districts are encouraged to familiarize themselves with

the principles of mastery learning and to make use of these

) . . . B e
prznczplgs with students at all levels. )

r » .

Schools and districts are encquraged to <investigate specific mastery

"

learning programs in rglation to local needs and local capacity to

implement and manage such a program.

It is particularly recommended that mastery learning programs foﬁ
primary level basic skill development be considered,-as (in the words
- A M

of one revigwer), “there is no question that many of the basic skills

*

of reading, language use, mathematics, and symbolic logic on which $o

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

- . E
-

learning strategies."

Mastery learning is not recommended for currlcular areas in which a
e

loglcal orderzng ofJEiziijfi:EEL}ghgren%-and‘fE?”GEIEE’there are few

—-or no "?Ight answers."

\

The research base on the efficacy of mastery learning in prometing
>

&
'

student achievement and retention is adequate; further research in

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

The effects of mastery learning on student affective outcomes would

.
. .
o

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 different approaches to

” .

remediation and on the relative merits of individualized and

"

-

group-based m? tery programs.
\

+ Page 14 of 100

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

o+



5. L L . . ‘ .
oL T S MASTERY LEARNING S
- ' - Decision Display *
z - r#l .
Restatement of‘issue as a hypothesis: . ’
~

-

The use of mastery learnxng strategies with elementary and secondary studegts
. produces ach1evement results superior.to those resulting from non-mastery

°

1pstructlon% - o .
. ~
# o : . Qdality Rating -
o Item U B . - of Study
Number : Short Title -~ (5=High) '
- e Items which tend to‘support hypothesis: , . -
. -, R . R
296 Block & Burns, 1926, Fout-Typeq of Research * - [5] (most of 50°

. - - stud1es support)_,,___._—»—~
288 Dillashaw & Okey, 1981 ngh School Chemistry  "[4)}-"- —

| N
NS 1

\ . Study o e . . ~\\\
i 292  Ward, 1979,-Australian Math St:udy (4] ' »
—————29%  Ryan & Schmidt, 1979, Canadian Review/Studies (4] (studies .
- ‘ ) - generally support)
297 Bgrrowéf& Okey, 1975, 4th and 5th Grade (4]
Geometry Study
303 Luckemeyer & Chiappetta, 1981, Modified - (4] - g
. Mastery Study’ .
- \310 Hyman & Cohen, 1979, Ten Conclusions re: LFM . [4] (studies |
- - generally support)
312 Cohen,~1981, LRDS Dilemmas . [4] (studies
) generally support)
313 Cohen; 1972, Omaha Project (4] ‘ o
316  Cohen & Rodriquez, 1980, Mexican American Study (4] ) o
287 Bloom, 1978, New Views of Learners [3] (studies
P ‘ " generally support)
290  Bryant, et al., 1980, Disabled Readers (33 7-
291  Hymel & Mathews, 1980 High School History Study (3] - . T
-293 Smith, 1977, ERIC Review . [3] (15 of 17 sgudies Y
. . " 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-%8, Mastery Learning Status Report . [3] (studies
generally support)
. 311  Burng, 1979; Mastery Learning "Box Scores [3] (studies -
) N . . generally support)
314 Fiel & Okey, 1975, Graph Study , 031 .
315 Harford County, 1979, HIRP ) (3] N
321 Swanson & Denton, 1976, Secondary Chem1stry [3]
K Study
322" Bloom, 1976, Human Character1st1cs and School . [4] (studies
. Learning - generally support)
R S ‘ - 5 of 100
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’ . ) ’ Quality Rating
. .Item ° . of. Study
*  Number Short Title ’ ', (5=High)

Items which tend to deny hypothesis: . o

. 289 Strasler, 1981, CBE Program Evaluations . (4] ‘

.295 Jones, 1976, Grade 7 Geography Study : T3] .
299  Fagan, 1976, Transportation-Environment Study - (3]

300 Taylor, 1975, Adaptive Mastery - (3] .

304  Chiappetta & McBride, 1980, 9th Grade Chemistry. ] (3r

R Study )
318 Wyckoff, 1974, Anthropology Study (31
320  Rubovits, 1975, Shop Classes - ' 3]
'Y - .

Items which are inconclusive regarding the hypothesis; ' R ——

e "

___———Nones
——A———

.

Items which were excluded because they were weak:

. None.

&

X Items wh;ch were excluded because they were judged td be 1rre1evant to this

hypothesis: » ‘ PR .

301  Contreras, 1975, 3 Criterion Levels .
a 302  Jones, 1974, Study III . '
305 Ely & Minars, 1973, Self-Concept Study
309 Hymel & Mathews, 1980, High School History Study II
317  Ware,. 1977, Map and Globe Study -

319  Block, 1974, Research Overview - : ] .
v i . ‘

. o )
S \_/
. <
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' o : MASTERY LEARNING
Decision Display -
#2 K

-

Restatement of issue.as hypothesis;

.

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

.

{ - .
) -+ Quality Rating
Item . . . of Study
Number /' Short Title - (5=High) _

Items which tend to support shypothesis:

~ .
296  Blqck & Burna,«f976‘ Four Types bf Research .o [5] (most _of 50
studies support)
292 Wagdy 1979 Australian Math Study . (3] i
294 Ryan & Schmidt, 1979, Canadian Review/Studies [4] (studies
) ‘ ' . generally support)
297+ Burrows & Okey, 1975, 4th and 5th Grade . (4] :
. Geometry. Study .
"310 Hyman & Cohen, 1979, Ten Conslusions re: LM . [4] (studies
g generally support)
316" Cohen & Rodriquez, 1980, Mex1can Amer1can . [4] é} '
Study . ,
287 Bloom, 1978, "New V1ews of Learners [3] (studies
, generally support)
290 Bryant, et al., 1980, Disabled Readers © [3]
295 Jones, 1976, Grade 7 ‘Geography Study [3] :
298 Jones, 1974, Study II/Review ) [3] (studies .
st w generally ;bpeort)
306 Wentling, 1973, Auto Mechan1cs Study 3] .
308 Dolan, 1977-78, Mastery Learning Status Report ° [3] (studies
. . ) generally support)
311  Burns, 1979, Mastery Learning "Bbx Scores" [3] (studies

. generally support)

321  Swanson & Denton, 1976, Sedondary Chem1stry Study [3] )

322 Bloom, 1976, Human Characteristics and School. "+ [4}¢(studies
Learning—" * generally support)

:
-

Items ashich tend to’den'y hypothesis:

.

303 LUeckemeyer & Chlappetta, 1981, MOdlfled Mastery [4]

2

Strategy :
299  Fagan, 1976, Transportat10n—Env1ronment Study [3]
300 Taylor, 1975, Adaptive Mastery K [3]




Ttems which are ‘inconclusive regarding the hypothesis:

‘ ' " None.
¢ - 4
&
” ) N f
B ~ Items which were excluded because they were weak:
' None.

Ttems which were excluded because they were judged to be irrelevant to this

hypothesis:
_ﬂ%,ﬁ4.w~_~ﬂ1288—"—ﬁ111ashaw ‘& Okey, 1981, ngh School Chemlstry Study

289
291
293

301,

302

. 304

¢ 305
307
"7309
312
313
314
315
317

19

" 318 -

Strasler, 1981, CBE Program Evaluations

Hymel & Mathews, 1980, High School Hlstory Study
Smith, 1977, ERIC Review <
Contreras, 1975, 3 Criterjon Levels .
Jones, 1974, Study III e
Chiappetta & McBride, 1980, 9th Grade Chemistry Study
Ely & Minars, 1973, Self-Concept Study
Lawler, et al., 1974, Three 'CMI Strategies

Hymel & Mathews, 1980, High School History Study II
Cohen, 1981, LRDS Dilemmas
Cohen, 1972, Omaha Project
Fiel & Okey, 1975, Graph Study

Harford County, 1979, HIRP -

Ware, 1977, Map’and Globe Study * . :
Wyckoff, 1974, Anthropology Study . ‘.
Block, 1974, Research Overview - -

Rubovits, 1975, Shop Classes '

L
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.- MASTERY ' LEARNING &~ - . .. ,
. o Dec131on‘Dlspbay * e -
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.

. . .
Restatement of issue as a hypothesfs:
The use qf mastery,learnlng strategies’ w1th elementary and secondary students
results in more p031t1ve student attltudes than é'xose resultlng from

A

non~mastery ‘instruction. . , . . Y
. e T T T I Qua11ty Rating
Item . - ) . ‘ ‘vof Study
Number - *  Short Title , ~(5=High)
~ - 4 N
- < . . . ~
Items which tend to support hypothesis: ' - | . .

296 | Block and Burns, 1976, Four Types of Research . l 5] (studies
' ' ' generally support)

r

294 Ryan. & 'Schmidt, 1979, Canadian Revig%/Sﬁudies . {4] (studies

) . . . generally support)
310 H&qan'& Cohen, 1979, Ten Conclusions re: LFM 4] (studies .

. : ' generally support)
308 Dolan, 1977-78, Mastery -Learining Status Report [3] (studies

Vo generally support)
311 Burns, 1979, Mastery Learning<"Box Scores" ‘T3] (studies .
. generally support)
322 Bloowm, 1976, Humau Characterlstlcs'an& Schodl * (4] (studies
Learning ¥ ; .. .. 'generally support)
v N . . B 4 v .
Items,which tend to deny hypothesis: . \\\\\\ .
288  Dillashaw & Okey, 1981, ngh School Chemistry, . 14] ’
Study e,
- 306 Wentling, 1973, Auto Mechanlcs Study ©on T [8] ) .
307 Lawler, et al., 1974, Three.CMI Strategies ~[3]
320 Rubovits, 1975, -Shop Classes IR 03] )

305 Ely & Minars, 1973, Self-Concept Study

. v
. - . . -

Items which are inconclusive régg;giggrthe hypothesis: -

291 “Hymel & Mathews, 1980, ngh School History ': « (3] : .

Study a .
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Items Which were excluded-because they:were weak:

~

. .
%“U\ [ 3

“a

295 Jones, 1976, Grade 7 Geography Study ,'

297  Burrbws & Okey, 1975; 4th and 5th GradeJGeometry'%tudy
, - 298 Jones, 1974, Study II/Rev;ew S

299 Fagan, 1976, Transportat1on-Env1ronment Study

300 Taylor, 1975, Adaptive Mastery . .

301 Contreras, 1975, 3 Crlterlon Levels . ¢ gt e

302 Jones, 1974, Study ITI - s ) o

> - *3033';Lueckemeyer & Chiappetta, 1981' Modlfled Mastery Scrategy

304 .Chiappetta & McBride, 1988, 9th ‘Grade Chemistry Study
309  Hymel & Mathews, 1980, High School History SCUdy¢II

812 Cohen, 1981, LRPS‘Dilemmas ° . .
. 313 Cohen, 1872, Omaha Project. . . ° :
314 Fiel '& Okey, 1975, Graph Study Co,

315 Harford County, 1979, HIRP 2. N ~
© 316 Cohen & Rodriquez, 1980, Mex1c§n/ﬂ;;rican Study T
317 Ware, 1977, Map and Globe Study

318  Wyckoff, 1974, Ant\rOpology Study - o : ,
319 Block, 1974, Reseakch Overview e .o :
321 Swanson & Denton, 1976,,Secondary Chei&stry Study
s ¢ 3. 9
. & °
. B . . 2 é
. ] ) ;5! + .

at
~

-

. -~

- Pq%izooflo‘o . .

. None.- = " %- e Myt o
. E . » R .
o L‘%.\-_.':_ o . b4 ¢
v ’ R ‘ .sa-.g'\ *» - ~t ¢ ~ uid
. ’ ! e ’I ) . ] * - '
.+ ,Item§ which were excluded becadﬁq}%i;yfhere judged to be irrelevant to this
hypothesis: . B > - © o\« ]
e oL %
289  strasler, 1981, CBE Program :Evaluation§ - 2 T
290  Bryant, et a.1., 1980, Disabled Readers Yooy
292 _Mard, 1979, Australian Math Stady - 5 Nt
293  Smith, 1977, ERIC Review ° - i Y




'\ - . ) -
- . ‘ v . - ’3 @ : . N
- . » MASTERY LEARNING : . S N
e . L e Decision Pisplay :
) - # : -
) -« - Al ? © I
v : ) . . - . ,
$ Restatement of issue'as a hypothesis: ) -

Ongoing use of mastery 1earn1ng strateg1es with elementary and se ondary -
students tends to equalize the amount “of Tearning time requlred by students of

different initial apt1tqu levels. ] . -
. . o . id .
' oo
t. - s v a
s . N y / ~°  Qudality Rating
‘ - oIte,m . I R . Of Study .
N ., Number . Short Title (5=High)
. ‘ ; — - - -
Items which tend to support hypothesis: { i
296  Block & Burns, 1976, Four Types of Research [5] (studies
. - generally support)
o . 292 Ward, 1979, Australiap Math Study " [4] - N
: g 294  Ryan & Schmidt, 1979, Canadian Review/Studies [4] (studies .
< generally support) *
310 Hyman ‘& Cohen, 1979, Ten Conclusions re: LFM [4] (studies
' : generally Support)
: 287. Bloom 1978, New Views of Learners ' [3] (studkgs
: v ~ ... _generally support7
308 Dolan, 1977 -78, Mastery Learning Status Report [3] (studies— c
. R generally stﬁg;£7- .
.322//-Bloom 1976, Human Characterlstlcs and School , - [4] (studies R T
g\_Learnlng \ ) , . " generally supgort)
Items which tend to deny hipothesis: . J ) _— *
» 2957 ganéé. 1976, Grgde 7 Geography Study [3]
Items which are ingpnc%usive'reggrding the hypothesgis?

'"' ,,///”?/(/////’/'None. /' :{7 ) s

e ~
| . ¢ . 4 . - . . - .
- ‘ t
B v . ., LT - ’ . N
Items which were ex¢dluded because tﬁ§ngene'weék:
. - \,. ) ) N y ] . -
- ’ None ‘ ' '
. & . . < 4 /__—.J
. . N / - oo . .
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Items which were excluded becausé they were judged to be irrelevant to this
hypothesis: . o . - :
. . . ) . - '
. tss Dillashaw & OKey, 1981, High School Chemistry Study
89 Strasler, 1981, CBE Program Evaluations
-, 290° Bryanmt, et a1., 1980, Disabled Readers °
291  Hymel & Mathews, 1980, ngh,School Hlstory Study
© 293  Smith, 1977, ERIC_Review - -
o 297 Burrows & Okey, 1975, 4th and 5th Grade Geometry Study
298  Jones, 1974, Study II/Review: ’
= 299 Fagan,,1976 Transportat1on—Env1ronment Study
300 Taylor, 1975, Adaptive Mastery

301 Contreras, 1975, 3 Criterion Levels ' T ® .
302 Jones, 1974, Study III =~ ' . ' ‘)
303 Lueckemeyer- & 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 ’ o
309 Hymel & Mathews, 1980,. High School History Study II -
‘311 __ Burms, 19.79, Mastererearlng "Box Scores" . -

///315///Cohen, 1981, LRDS Dilemmas

313 Cohen, 1972“/bmaha Project

314  Fiel & 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 Overview "
320 Ruboyits, 1975, Shop C es. - £

a0

o . o ‘Page 22 'of 100 . .
RIC . R .

*‘ . N ) -




Items which are inconclusive regarding the hxpoﬁhesis:

" None.- CT %

o

&

Items which were excluded because they were weak:

None.
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U #5 o0 ,
t * .
h ) H “ . * |
Restatement of issue as a hypothesis?’ ’ ) ’ |
N . ) 4 . N [ ) . ’ /
"-Remediation which focuses on the spegific errors made by students ofh formative - . e
tests has.a more positiye effect on student achievement and retention than
remediation which .involves a'general review of the or1g1na1 lesson content.
s ° N e f .
[] " . . ! )
. . » Quality Rating .
Item ‘ - . of’ Study .
Number * " - +- Short Title (5=High) T )
Items which tend”to supéort:gzpothesis:~ fhn N e e
297 Burrows & Okey, 1975, 4th and Sth Grade Geometry (4] ' ‘
Study x ~ ‘ ; ’
291 Hymel & Mathews, 1980, ngh School History Study : (3] -
304 Chlappetta & McBrlde, 1980, 9th Grade Chemlstry :
Study .
306 Went11ng, 1973, Auto Mechanlcs Study . -
321 Swdngon & Denton, 1976, Secondary Chemistry Study -
~. ‘ / - i
Items which tend to deny hypothesis: . ' .
) ~ i . ] . o M -
314 Fiel & Okey, 1975, Graph Study _ -
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Items which were excluded because theiwere Judged to be irrelevant to this

hypothesis: . . . .
287 Bloom, 1978, NeG Views of Learners ST ..
- 288 - Dillashaw & Okey, 1981, High School Chemistry Study . i
289  Strasler, 1981, CBE Program Evaluations .. o
292" Ward, 1979, Australian Math Study ’ - . " .
293 - Sm1th 1977, ERIC Review ) r . T
294 - Ryan & Schmidt, 1979, Canadian ReV1ew/Stud1es
295 Jones, 1976, Grade 7+ Geography Study ,
296  Block & Burns, 1976, Four Types of Refearch
298 Jones, 1974, Study II/Bev1ew .
299  Fagan, 1976, Transportat1on-Env1ronment Study
300 Taylor, 1975, Adaptive Masterf" ' .
301  Contreras, 1975, -3 Criterion Levels .
302" Jones, 1974, Study III ' ' T : ' '
» 303 [ Lueckemeyer
305 EN & Minars,
307 Lawler, et al.

-

ree- CMI Strategies- )

308 'Dblan,ii%ll: “Mastery Learnlng Status Report
309 Hym athgys;’i986 ngh Sahool .History Study II
- 310~ n & Cohen, 1979 Ten Conclusions re: LFM

Burns, 1979, Mastery Léarning "Box Scores" .

Cohen, 1981, LRDS Dilemmas/>\\ oo C . ! )
313 Cohen, 1972, Omaha Projegt . M o - d?i
35 Harford County, 19%9, HIXP * - - '
3¥6> Cohen & Rodriquea, 1988, Mexigan Amerléﬁn Study .
317 Ware, 1977,#ap and Globe Study -
318 W¥ckoff, 1974, Anthropology Stud-\\\ ‘o ) .
. 319 Block, 1974, Research 0verv1ew B . N . -,
.320 Rubov1ts, 1975, Shop Classes -~ ¢ ° ) o N .

322 Bloom, 1976, Human Charactenistics and- School Learnlpg
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REVIEWER: K. Cotton DATE REVIEWED:- March 1982
. CITATION: Bloom, B.S. New views of the learner: Implications for

instructionand curriculum.
563-576. . ,

3

Educational®Leadership, 1978, 35, .

" . DESCRIPTORS: Mastery Learging, Time Factors (Lea

* SHORT TITLE: Bloom, 1978, New Views of Learners

s 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)
o
* BRIEF DISCUSSION OF .RATING: B
e >
Specific study designs and procedures are not detailed, but this is a .

well~done synthesis of learnings emerging from mastery learning-research.

L3

A d * .
SYNOPSIS: Ce .

‘ This article summarizes findings emerging from.mastery learning research
. “ . conducted by the author 7and 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 detdil in the author's 1976 book, Humdn 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 : SHORT TITLE: Bloom, 1978, New Views‘of Learners

“ .

RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS: : ‘ -
» ’ ‘ >
Though it is commonly believed that slower learnerqwﬁre deficient in ability,
7 " .research has shown that mastery learning techniques’can enable a large .
proporpiou of slower learners to reach the same criterion of‘achievement as
faster learners and to learn equally complex and abstract ideas. They can

also a these ideas to new probleﬁg and retain ideas equally well, in spite
of the t that their learning required more time and help than that of the
fastef léarders. ’ y . /

"The typical result of...mastery 1e;}nidg 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 studies, we typically find that on the first learning
Q 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
jdécline..." :

. . . v . . . e .
In mastery learning settings "Students become more” and more similar in their

- learning rate until the d%fferendé between fast and slow learners becomes very
’ difficult to measure..." . - . . &
v , N -
i RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS: ’

*'The use of mastery learning, and related teaching-learning strategies at all
~ levels of education from the primary school to tie 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 usgd for grading purposes, they also do very well on

‘measures of retention and higher mental processes when gompared to the top

- “one-fif'th of the control group of students."' -

-
£l

‘Mastery learning approaches result in (1) increwased 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. '
~ & -

v

’

REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS:

None. . ‘ . y
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LOCATION: NWREL Info., Center/ERIC MF

DATE REVIEWED:

Margh 1982

CITATION: - Di}?a%haw, F.G., & Okey, J.R. The effects of a modified mastery
legrning strategy on achievement attitudes, and on-task behavior of
high school chemistry students., Paper presented at the Annual -

. Meeting of the National Assotiation for Research in Science
. Teaching, Ellegpville, NY, April 198l. (ERIC/EDRS No. ED 201 515)

,

DESCRIPTORS: Mastéry’Learning, Time Factors (Learning) .

SHORT TITLE: Dillashaw & Okey:w198f, High School Chemistry Study

4

SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS

RELEVANT . X ,°  IRRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURPOSE

SECONDARY SOURCE ° DISSERTATION ABSTkACT

A3

PRIMARY SOURCE _X! |

RATING OF QUALITY; OF STUDY (for project purposes): =

H
H .

(Weak) 1 ¢ 2 3 - la4) - 5 (Strong)
BRIEF DISCUSSION: OF RATING: -
]

This is a we1§~40ne study which clearly revealed the effects of different
mastery learning approaches with secondary science students.

-

SYNOPSIS:; .
In this stydy 156 first-year chemistry students were divided into three groups
instruction. The instructidnal content was the same for all three
groups, but (1) iGroup 1 had no diagnostic quizzes or remediation activitiks;
(2) Gretp 2 had istudent-graded quizzes and student-selected remediation
activities as part oftheir course of study; and (3) Group 3 took diagnoétic
tests and teache%-directed remgdiation activities as part of their regular
class instructiom.. Groups 2 and 3 weres described as receiving® a "modified"
mastery learninglapproach, vas they went through only two cycles of diagnosis
and remediation. } Students compieted a series of three achievement tests apd
an attitude questionnaire, and classroom observers kept records of the

. %

 incidence of on~task behavior. .

Sy o
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LTEM/ NUMBER: 288 SHORT TITLE: Dillashaw & Okey, 1981, High School
y > ) , ' .Chemistry Study :

/ . . -
' 7 e

RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS:

. \ . .
On all achievemeng tests bothsthe teacher-managed and student-m aged mastery
learning groups (Groups 2 and 3) significantly outscored the confrol group+"

There were no 3ignificant differences among’ groups in attitudes toward science’
-

13

and science instru ﬁion.

4

The average on-ta8k behavior of each of the mastery learning groups\ was
significantly higher than that of the control group, but they were not

significantly different from each other.’ .

o

RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS: ° . ’ | .

~ 3

The ﬁodifﬁé&'mastery learning strategy influenced on-task behavior and
écﬂievement, indicating that high school chemistry teachers may successfully
employ such-a strategy to increase the on-t.ask behavior and achievement of
their studemts. The lack of significant differences between the twd . '
experimental groups suggested that assigned remediation may not be necessary
to bring"about aghievement gains; simply having remediation activities
available for students to use on their own may be sufficient.

o . * ) .

REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS:

I
. . 1
(9}
None. -

' * Page 32 of/ 100

a ¢ . ‘\ . N
.
- \ ] N ! * -~ ) h

’

. =




> . o0t - ‘S

_SCHOOL' EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT, ITEM REPORT ¢

~a

ITEM NOMBER: 289 LOCATION: NWREL Info. Centsr/ERIC MF Y

. REVIEWER: K. Cotton ' DATE REVIEWED: March 1982 : —

. CITATION: ' Strasler, G.M., é& al., An evaluation of competency-based school
’ programs in a learning for mgstery -setting. - Paper presented at the

Annudl Meeting of the Aménicap Educational Research Associat&on, , ’ -
R Los Angeles, CA, April 1981. (ERLC/EDRS No. ED 200 626)

N .DESCRIPTORS: Mastery Learning - > , . .

SHORT TITLE: Straéier,»g& él.,‘i981, CBE ?rograﬁ Evaluatiods -

T

c ’/%KIMMED, REJECTED FOR\PROJECT PURPOSES, ‘NO ANALYSIS. . o 3
RELEVANT _X | IRRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURPOSE °
< I— - s
- PRIMARY SOURGE _X
- LS N

RATING OF QUALITY OF. STUDY (for projeéthpqrpéses); .-

. e, ' ,
o ,(Weak) 1~ 2. 3 [4] ;5 (strong) , \\ ’

&

CONDARY SOURCE " DISSERTATION ABSTRACT *

.

- *’
o N

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING: Q ' .

- &‘ ' - i ' - - ! * ’
These comparative evaluation studies were wéll-designed and‘gonduited. -

SYNOPSIS:

2 -

»
td -

Thig report describes evaluation procedures and results of two eyaluation
» efforts conducted in South Carbliné schools in 1979-80. The Competency-based
L Middle School Program was designed to help students in grades 6, % and 8 to _ -
' ' gain ‘hecessary skills in'langqaée arts, mathematics; science and social. ' ¢
studi¢s. The Competency-based Secondary School Progrgm was designed to-equip
students in grades 9, 10 and 11 with skills in language arts, mathematics, )
consumér economics and citizenships Students in both programs were taught via
a mastery learning program based on the work of Carroll,~“Bloom and Block and
' featuring (1) measurable student objectives; (2) an instructional approach
» utilizing diagnosis, feedback and alternative learning‘'strategies; (3)
measuring and testidig procédures which accurately eviluate student mastery;
and éé) presentation of student outcomeg to the'public. Participants included

.

@@

it

all sudents in the two program schools who: did not demonstrate grade level
- mastery on pretests. Both programs were evaluated usihg comparison group.
e designs. ‘ V A o
. . ) ! ’ : /
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ITEM NUMBER: 289 SHORTITETLE: SErasfer, 19;}}'EBE Program
X ) aluations - :
' jy A i o
RESEARCHER*S FINDINGS: . Toa '

. . N
°

Middle School Program: Program students outper formed controls in mathematics
(grades 6, 7 and 8), science (grades 6 and 8) and social studies (grade 6). -
No~diff§‘ences were noted between program and control students in most otherir
areas, but control students outperformed proje¢t sfudents in social studies
_(grade 7). o " :

Secondary Schdol Program: Project students outperformed controls in language
arts (grades 9, 10 and 11), mathematics (grades 9 and'10), and consumer.
economics (grade 2). No differences were found in other areas, with the
exception of grade 9 citizenship, in which control students outperformed

project students. '

RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS: - - - .
Non d . ) - e - " N S .
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- e \
A . ? I s * PR .
. v -
. ’?‘. 0 . . . ,
REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS: . .
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REVIEWER: K. Cotton DATE REVIEWED: March 1982

"GITATION: Bryant,.N.D., et al,, Applying the mastery learning model to sight
. word instruction for disabled.readerg. New York: Columbia :
University, Teachers College, 1980. (ERIC/EDRS No. ED 197 290)

DESCRIPTORS: Mastery Learning

t al., 1980, Disabled Readers

SHORT TITLE: Bryant,

SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NQ ANALYSIS

-

RELEVANT X IRRELEVANT " FOR PRESENT PURPOSE

>

PRIMARY SOURCE X . SECONDARY SOURCE DISSERTATION ABSTRACT
L S v . a ' — s N ———

A 3

~

RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes):
(Weak) 1 2 . (3] 4 -5 (strongy

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING: ) .

' : '\ I3 . . .
Numerical-data are nof presented, but ,this small-scale study convincingly
demonstrated the efficacy of the mastery learning strategy.,

’
¢

SYNOPSIS:

This study was designed to detetrmine if the use of a mastery learning model
with reading disabled children would enable those children to master three
reading subskills having to do pith 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 wag practiced to mastery. Identical
pre= and posttests were administered one day prior to instruction and one day
after the three-week unit was completed. N

The main features of the mastery -learning Siogram used with the children
included (1) limiting teaching unit sizq (teaching only a few words at a ~
time); (2) providing focus (including clear stdtements of Iearning
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
(pﬁesentiﬂé words in context as well as in isolation).

|

i

. ,
37 .
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. ITEM NJMBER: 290°* ’ SHORT TITLE: Bryant, et al., 1980, Disabled Readers

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

X ‘

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
pregented 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.

>
.
-

' RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS: . PP

: 29T, ’
"Results indicated that sight word instruction based on the mastery learning
model incorporating the learning principals of limiting teachipg unit size,
providing focus, distributed practice and review, discrimination training and

training for transfer was effective.' At least.80 percent of the children who

“ -

"The mastery learning model appears ‘to provide an effective technique for *
instructing learning disabled chidren. However, additional instructional
refinements may be necesary to increase its effectiveness,"

Co S 4 ,

: ~
N \
- . \

3
:

REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS: "
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ﬁtu . 1 . . . . N .
Instructional and testing materials are appepdg@ to this report
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PITATION: Hymel, G.M., & Matﬁews, G.S. A A mastery approgch to teach1ng y. S
g history: The impact on cognitive achievement and unit evaluation.
C Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Educational
- . Research Association, Boston, MA, April, 1980
__“(ERIC/EDRS No. ED 184 929) 3 -
- ( rl
DESCRIPTORS Mastery Learnlng )
. l . * o
SHORT TITLE: Hymel & Mathews, 1980, High §cho§i History Study

o

SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANAﬁYSst

RELEVANT X IRRELEVANT _ FOR PRESENT PURPOSE

P

PRIMARY SOURCE X SECONDARY SOURCE DISSERTATION ABSTRACT

‘ .
RATING OF QUALITY.OF \STUDY (for project gurposes)a

. , - "

(Weak) 1 2 [3] 4 5 (Strong)
a * i

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING: RS .

!
The treatment period was short, but the efflcacy of the mastery learnin
approach 1is conv1nc1ng1y demonstrated . .

SYNOPSIS: . .
This stud examlned the effects ofrthree different, 1nstruct10na1 approaches 6n
the achievement and attitudes of high, school history students. The 69
participating students were divided into three treatment groupse«and presented
a two-week learning unit on World War.II. Treatment I entailed the use of
hlghly specific formative tests and learning cofrect1ves (two of the major
features of the mastery learning approach). Treatment II prov1ded'students
with relatively general formative tests and 1earn1ng correctives (andqathus,
represented a less r1gorous mastery learning approach). Treatment I11%,
involved relativedly general formative tests and included no learning -

» correctives. Students completed a 46-item objective test and an attitude
questionnaire. - ) ¢ ! R '

¢ ¢ ]
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8 ITEM NUMBER: 291 SHORT TITLE:' Hymel & Mathews, 1980, High™School
\ ' N : ‘ History Study - )
-~ PR . ’
— e T - . N i ' N B ~ " . - .
— { Tre—— M [} . . '
RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS: \“‘—*Wf\-\\w\q_,
' - . ‘e ¢ .

-

Treatment I students (specific tests, learning correctives) outperformed
. Treatment II students (general tests, learning correctives); but not to a
significant degree. Both Treatment I and Treatment II studegtw significantly
outperformed -Treatment ITI students (generhl tests, no learning correctives).
_The Treatment I students fecorded significantly more favorable, unit
evaluations (attitude toward, the history unit) than did students in Treatments

1@ or III. There were no significant differences between Treatments II and ’
I1I. - : ~ ) "

¢ . S M *
[ . oy

..

k<3
’
o
.

RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS: - . : ; e o .

. N
N «

"With respect to cognipivé%achievqment...tﬁis study suégests that ‘the use of -a

. ., combined feedback-corrective strategy at the unit level in social studies. ~

. © 1nstruction is more'efficacious than the employment of only general format%Ve
testing with mo follow-up prescription of learning corrgq}ives."

‘e
[y - .
N -

<'"With- respect to the students' evaluation of the two-week unit...the findingsfﬂg‘\
. - - "of this study suggest that a mastery approach involving a combined ¢

S - feedback-ce:zective strategy of a highly specific nature is more. effective,
-7 than (a) a ¢bmbined feedback. corrective strategy of a relatively general
T nature or’(b) a strategy employing only general formative testing with no ,
. learning correctives." o . . . v
& . o : . ) . o,
¢ - M .
) ’ o & . T
Lt . - . Y - -
- REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS: L e Lo
',g . e ‘ ° . . ‘
B None. . ‘ «; ‘x) . -
. , ) B
» - ¢ 4 “_: N
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. : REVII;IWER: K; Cott;on g ' DATE REVIEWEI:S: °‘March 1982
;j ) CITATION: Ward, G. Learning time ané teacﬂiggggpr mastery. Occasionafyp;per
ST . No. 15 —Hawthorm;—¥ietoria, Australia: Australian-Council for
. -Educational Researchy~August 1979. (ERIC/EDRS No. ED 183 596)
DESéRIPTORS: Maétery kearning, Time Factors (Learﬁing) o "o

. SHORT TITLE: Ward, 1979, Australian Math Study o ‘

. - SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPC;SES , “No ANALYSIS ___ '

- RELEVANT X .- IRRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURfOSE ' v

'PRIMARY SOURCE X 2 SECONDARY SOURCE‘ DiSSERTAIION ABSTRACT._;;_

‘~~» . \RATING‘OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for perect pu:poses) o L
(Weakd 1° 2 3. (4] 5 (Stromg)

o “BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING: o _ .o )
This -is a well-des1gned ‘and conducted small-stale study in wh1ch the findings -
of prev:.ous research ares corrq\borated. ‘ LY

é:‘ _ SYNOPSIS: T ' .

: bIhe purpose of thls study was to 1nvest1gate the effects of a mastery learning,
.strategy on the requ1ned learnlng tlme, acglevement and retention of

+ . students. F1f?y~n1ne boys in grade 8.were divided 1nto an ekperimental aid a
control group; each of these groups was subdividéd into higher-ability and
lower-ab111ty students, All students studied three units of matrix algebra.
Both experimental and control students read inst ctions, noted the time When
they began worklng, studied at their dwn pace, responded to quest1ons in 'the
text, foted the time when they finished studying, and took-a unit test.
Control students then moved "on to the next unit, while ekperimental students
) were requlred to restudy the material if they d1d not demonstrate mastery on.
. _the test. Tutorlng was provided for students who dja’ﬁbt achieve mastery
P after’taklng the test three -times. Control students . were requlred to restudy
" until mastery was achieved fer Unit 3 only. All stu&ents took a summative
“test at the end of the three-unit 1nstruct10na1 period and a reteqplon test .
ten days-later. . : . : _ @
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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 scores of the experimentdl group increased over the sequence; those of
the control group declined. The control group required more time to learn the
third unit t& mastery than did the experimental group. Treatment aided the

learning efficiency (test scores/learning time) and the retention of . . . e

low-ability students.

"y . -

- . »
3 \ .
W
:‘ ® . " . v N .
- 2‘ ‘ ®
RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS: - Y '

"The diagnostic review procedure resulted in progressivelyvhighef achievement
scores over a series of hierarchical units and in higher summative and )

retention-test scores; the efficiency of learning sach units in terms of the

mark per unit became greater across the sequence of units; the timé spent in

review declined acro'ss the units." * - ‘ .

]

REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS: N L
None. ‘ o . : , _
- * i » 5)11 4
Y 0 :
-~ . = . ) < -
o Page 40 of 100 ¢




SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT, ITEM REPORT
v -
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REVIEWER: K. Cotton DATE REVIEWED: March 1982
* g . .
CITATION: Smith, J.K. Perspectives on mastery learning ;;d mastery- testing.
IM Report No. 63. Princeton, N.J.: ERIC Clearinghouse on Tests,
Measurement and Evaluation, 1977. . . o .

- [
.

DESCRIPTORS: Mastery Learning ‘
SHORT TITLE: , Smith, 1977, ERIC Review .

“* 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 prdject purposes): , ‘

* Q‘ (Weak) 1 2 [39 4 5 (Strong)

: BRIEF .DISCUSSION OF RATING: .
-4 . - .

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

SYNOPSIS: - - B :

. This monograph addresses such topics as defiming mastery learning, .
‘ implementing a-mastery dearning strategy, constructing mastery tests, and so

forth. This abstract As concerned with the sectijon of the monograph which is
a review of researdh on the quéstion, "Does mastery learning work?" Findings
from 17 studies are reéported and synthesized. The Gutcome areas investigated
in these studie$ included “achievement in math, physical science, foreign
languages, busipess, economics, biology, statlstics, English, reading, social

- studies and psychology. g .
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ITEM NUMBER: 293 . ' 'RHORT.TITLE: Smith, 1977, ERIC Review

-
©

’ . am A - -
RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS:

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 preditted.

-
- .

-
°

13
.&\\\\

. * ’

RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS:
€ .- ~ .

"Most of the subject areas in which mastery learning has been successful have
gome cofmon characterigtics. 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, sdcial gtudies, reading, and so forth. .These are areas
in which the content does not lend itself as well ¢o 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
prior knowledge of the subject matter."

.o Fs

~
~

“s

'REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS: .

None. ° '
s . -
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ITEM NWMBER: 294 , LOCATION: NWREL Info. Center/ERIC MF

REVIEWER: K. Cotton . DATE REVIEWED: March 1982
* b
CITATION: Ryaga D.W., & Schmldg,,M. Masterygyéaﬁnlng. Theory, reseaxrch and
. implementation. Torontd: Ontario Department of Education, 1979.
(ERIC/EDRS 'No. ED 169 683)

DESCRIPTORS: Mastery Learning

SHORT TITLE: Ryan & Schmldt, 1979, .Canadian Revzew/Studles - .
‘ .SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS N
- RELEVANT X IRRELEVANT ___ FOR PRESENT PURPOSE . -
PRIMARY, SOURCE X " SECONDARY SOURCE x DISSERTATION ABSTRACT ____
© . ) RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes) T " .
’ (Weak)” 1 . .2 3 [4] 5 (Strong) )

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING: . 3¢

]

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

®

SYNOPSIS: . !

Thls extensive report offers a dlscu331on of mastery learning theory and
procedures followed by a review of ressarch on mastéry 1earn1ng and, flnally,
reports of evaluations of two specific mastery learning programs. .
Reported here are the highlights of the literature review and findings
emerging from the evaluation efforts. The review involved 15 studies. One
- ’ . evaluation concerned the Chicago Mastery Learning Reading -Program, in which
" ten elementary classes participated during the 1976-77 school year. Another
ten classes from the same schools served as controls. The other evaluatlon
report described procedures afid 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 prov131on of ongoing testing and feedback/corrective proceduyres, as well
R as other major features of the mastery learning strategy put. forthtby Carroll
Bloom and Block. .

.

————

. A5 oo
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*-‘achievement was significantly small
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. ITEM NUMBER: 294 SHORT TiILE: Ryan & Schmidt, 1979, Canadian
’ , + Review/Studies . *
* o)

S a A ~

!
D

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 vgriability in achievement and retention
within groups; (3) that mastery leafning enhances affective outcomes; (4) that
slower learners tend to learn more uickly as they progress through a series
.of mastery-taught units; and' (5) the unit mastery requirement has been shown

to have the'strongest impact on student learning of any of the components of
the strategy. ) :

Chicago Mastery Learning Reading Prpgram. The Iowa Test of Basic Skills
Reading Comprehension scores.of priﬁram classes were significantly superior.to

those of control classes. The corrklation between reading gain and prior

er among program students than among -

controls. \ " s S N

- ' \ ,\ / " .

» Mastery Learning in Social Studies|Project. Learning gains were encouraging
for all students and statistically|significant for kindergarten students. On
standardized tests, scores were significantly higher than expected for grades
1-5. The attitude questionpaire admini tered to6 grades 3-5 showed favorable
results. The parent questionnaire wa's ﬁévorable, though parents felt they
might be receiving too m%gg information gbout their childrgn's'progress.

ar

*
N -

Y

PR -~
RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS:
REview findings/conclusions are listed*above.
Both evaluations coqcluded bith favorable 'stdtements.
’ . o 2
.2 N . . . ‘ - . -
. ' o .
,N/ L o te
i Sﬂ - @
- < ¢ 4

" REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS:

There is some overlap between the studies reviewed by’Ryan and Schmidt and
those reviewed by Smith- (Item No. 293). . ’
M -
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ITEM NUMBER: 295 - "LOCATION: NWREL Info., Center/ERIC MF

& o

REVIEWER: K. Cotton : DATEAREVIEWjD: March 1982

CITATION: Jones, F.G. The effects of mastery and aptitude on learnlng,

° rebentlon, and time. Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the
Amerigan Educational Research Association, San Francisco, CA April
1976 ¥ (ERIC/EDRS No. ED 126 381) °

by

t 4

DESCRIPTORS: Mastery Learning, Time Factors (Learning)

. @

SHORT TITLE: -Jones, 1976, Grade 7 Geography Study °

© -

SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS _

a
a
a

kELEVANT X - IRRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURPOSE 5

PRIMARY SOURCE X - SECONDARY SOURCE' - DISSEBTATgbgkABSTRACT

3

RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for progect purposes) . °

L

~

(Weak) 1 . 2 3] 'j ' . (strong)

'
.

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF " RATING:

°
° -

This study was well-designed and conducted’ though, as the researcher p01nts
out, the findings may not apply to students generally.

N . s

SYNOPSIS: ' . N

-

- . °
-

This study compared a mastery learning approach with a non-mas:ery approaéh to
determine their relative effects on student achlevement, retention’ and time
required to learn in a self-instructional geography unit.. Twenty classes of
7th graders (539 students) were divided into experimental and control groups.

’ Entering aptitude data wére recorded. All students read narratlve materlal
completed wotkbook activities and jtook a sutmative test at the end of the
unit. However, whereas control students took only one review test,
experimental students took two such tests and part1c1pated in various
remediation activities as needed to, achieve maSQery on sub-parts of the unit,

'

©
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ITEM NUMBER: 295 : I//éaORI*TITLE: Jones, 1976, Grade 7 Geography Stu&&

4 -

RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS:.
For middle-aptitide students, (only) the mastery: approach produced
significantly greater achievement than the nonﬂmastery’instruct1on. For high-
and middle-aptitude students the mastery learning approach'enhanced retention
of material learned. There were no significant achievement d1fferences
between low-ab111ty exper1menta1 and control students on these measures.

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

Qe

RESEARCHER 'S CONCLUSIONS: . ' _ .

The ineffectiwveness of the treatment with.low-aptitude students was attr1buted
go the unusua11y low reading ability levels of these students.

"The results of the present study indicate that when se1f instructjiohal
mastery procedures are used, they do not facilitate greater post-test average
performance than non-mastery procedures. The findings are contrary to
[several previous researchers]... This study found.that [these mastérys
proceduresi fac111tated greater retentlon than non-masteryspgpcedures."

This study 'did not support prev1ou81y reported findings to the éffect that
learnlng becomes more eff1c1ent over a series of sequenced 1earn1ng units.

-

»
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ITEM NUMBER: 296 LOCATION: PSU Library
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Kl

REVIEWER: K. Cotton DATE REVIEWED: March 1982
. . o t

CITATION: .Block, J.H., Burns, R.B. Mastery learning. In L.E. Shulman

*(Ed.) Review/of Education'(Vol. 4). ' Itasca, IL: F.E. Peacock

Publishers, /Inc., 1976.

. M

Mastery/Learning, Time Factors (Learning) .

3

SHORT TITLE: .Block /& Burns, 1976, Four Types of Research

DESCRIPTORS:

SKIMMED, éEJECTED;ron PROJECT .PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS .

~ 2
! »

' RELEVANT X / IRRELEVANT "FOR PRESENT PURPOSE

PRIMARY SOURCE SECONDARY SOURCE _X

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

. \

4

he

(Weak5§ 1 2 3

-

5T+ (strong)
BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING: . -. ‘

Thig' is an excellent, detailed review which discriminates among the kinds and,
History, theory and implications sections are
also very informative and useful. ™= ' '

A%

SYNOPSIS:
4 _ .
This paper begins with a discugsion of the history of mastery learning,.theory’
and descriptions of the major approaches to delivering mastery instruction.
The majority of the document is devoted to a detgiled review of -research on
mastery learning. The reviewers divided this research into four categories:
(1) those studies whigh have asked "does mastery learning work?*; (2) those
which have asked what by-products (chiefly afféctive outcomgs) result from
mastery learning approaches; (3) studies which have-«sought to-determine why
mastery learning ‘works; (4) those which have,asKed how magtery learning
works. Strengths and drawbacks of the studies selected for review are

® discussed. The paper concludes with some practical and theoretical
implications for educators to consider. This abstract fo&uses on the first
two kinds of research reviewed by the authors. -

, . . ’

DISSERTATION ARSTRACT
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ITEM NUMBER: 296 - SHORT TITLE: Block & Burns, 1976, Four Types
- of R%sgarch

. ) -
RESEARCHER"S FINDINGS: - ’ .« c
Forty-one studies on cognitive optcdmes were reviewed.. ‘Moré than half of

thése involved students at the college level, and the rest spanned the
elementary-secondary’range. "Findings...suggest.thag mastery approaches’to

instruction do work. The approaches have not as yet .had- as latge efgects on ¢ o
student learning as their advocates propose are possible, t they have had '
consistently positive effects.- In quantitative terms, ma y approaches have

usudlly produced greater. student  learning than non-master pproaches., and 1

they have usually produced relatiVely less variability in this learning. 1In
qualitative terms, mastery approaches have typically helped students acquire
higher order learning, though there is some questions as to whether this .
higher. order learning has Been retained.” ..

. - -

Nineteen of the studies reviewed were concerned with afféctive outcomes——

"attitude, self-goncept, and so forth. "Mastery approaches have typically, .
‘qlicitea more”faﬁorable affective responses from.students than their

non-magtery counterpdrts and,s in 3ome ,cases, significantly more favorable
responses, . Two potentialvdffective cgsts...seem to be increased test

o

n . - » -
approa;h%%f o - oa o ’ ) .
" il & o te, A . -
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RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS? NSW", s - o

- . .

The authors make a number oglgecommeﬁdagions,'including intreased research
development and evaluation of mastery le#fning approaches. .- '

a - '
L 3 .

a 4 — ’ N
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\REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS: ,

A copy of the paper miy be found in the Mastery Léarniné backup file. d
N < . W . ,
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ITEM NUMBER: 297 , LOCATION: NWREL Info. Center/ERIC MF ;
.REVIEWER: K. Cotton 7 DATE REVIEWED: March 1982

CITATION: Burrows, C.K., & Okey, J.R. The effects of a mastery learning
strategy on achiévement. Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of
the American Educational Research Association, Wash1ngton b.c.,

" March-April, 1975. (ERIC/EDRS No. ED 109 240)

DESCRIPTORS: Mastery Learning
Ay L4 °

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

SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS T .
N . ﬁ“ 4 ~
RELEVANT X IRRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURPOSE t

PRIMARY SOURCE X SECONDARY SOURCE DISSERTATION ABSfRACf‘

AR

#

" (Weak). 1 .2 3 [4] s (Strong)

L I . .

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING: ' SRR

This. study was’ well-des1gned and conducted. Treatment d1fferences were

c1ear1y specified and outcomes ‘clearly displayed. ' m L.
Y -

SYNOPSIS: — o < " ,

L ° <
- L4 .
* > "o

"This study examined the effects of four d1fferent 1nstructlondl treatments on

"the géometry achievement of intermediate level students. Elghty—foqr students

from grades four and five were assigned to four groups and receivéd”®

instruction in 14 geometry skill areas. Group 1 received instruction from the
14 skill booklets on an individual basis. Teachers clarified ,terms, answered
procedural questlons and recorded studeqt progress. Group 2 received the same
instruction as Group 1, supplemented by stated performancé objectives 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'here
instructed to study the sample tesf items. Group 4 was instructed as Group 3
was, but they also took a diagnostic-test after studying each sklllqbookbet'
received them back qu1ck1y, and received additional instruction as needed
until they demonstrated mastery. Instruction’ took place for 45 minutes daily
over a l4-day perlod. All students were tested at the end of the 1l4-skill
instructional series and again two weeks later. -

kN . <
. s R ¢ -
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RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS:

,At .

\

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

b . bl

"...Group 4 (the mastery strategy) scored significantly higher than all other

treatment groups.

There were no significant differences in achievement among S

the first three groups...

The same pattern of findings as on the posttest

held for the retention test given two weeks later." >

[

"Students of low mathematics aptitude who:received the mastery treatment -
performed better (on thé 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 as fifth graders of high\‘
mathematics aptitude in the contrql group."

» M .

- »
L
b ¥

g

RESEARCHER'S 'CONCLUSIONS: - -
R .

"Providing 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 components of objectives, test itemd, or individualized materia;s.
It was with low aptitude students that the mastery strategy was especially
beneficial." ' y )

L]
'

""'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 mastery strategy .will have a ’

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

- ¢
> - T

REVIEWER'S NOTES AND -COMMENTS : Vo ]

. “

None.
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298 LOCATION: NWREL Info. Center/ERIC MF
R .
REVIEWER: K. Cotton DATE REVIEWED: March 1982 .
CITATION: Jones, F.G. The effect of mastésg,and aptltude on learning,
retention, and time. Ed. Disserta ion, Unlver81py of Georgla,
) Athens, GA, 1974. (ERIC/EDRS No.-ED 108 981) -

DESCRIPTOKS: Mastery Learning, Time Factors (Yearning)
L6 : i
SHDﬁTgTITDE:‘ Jones, 1974, Study II/Review ‘

SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES NO ANALYSIS )

RELEVANT ° X IRRELEVANT

SECONDARY SOURCE X

FOR PRESENT PURPOSE
PRIMARY SOURCE __°
" RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for- project purposes):

(Weak) 1 . 2 [3] 4 5

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING: . .
“-’ 3

L}

(Stfong)

i
DISSERTAELQN ABSTRACT -

Thls analysis both identifies areas where the claims for mastery learning are

substantlated and those for whieh sufficient .evidence 1s not avallable.

a good rev1ew of a modest number of ‘studies. ° -

e’ ; -

SYNOPbIS: N

)

/.

.

It is.

Y

LY

This is a report of the same study described in Item No. 295. However, a
detailed review of the literature is included-in thlé version of the report
and findings from that review will be presented here. Nine studies. (at the
college, junior high and elegentary levels) whigch examined the relationship
between mastery learning and achlevement were rev1e ed. Outceome areas
included psychology, 3001a1 studies, science and 17nguage arts. - ¢

. -

Four studies (three elementary, one h1gh school) examined the relationship
between mastery learning and retention in mathemafics and automobile mechanics:

(the high school study). " Studies in other (non-qﬁtcome) areas are also
reviewed'., : " /

~

s

. o ‘
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‘non-mastery or control procedures." .

.

-

RESEARCHER'S FIN

N}

- "The nine studies which compared mastery withgnon-méstery'qupport the

that mastery procedures facilitate learning significantly mére than

»
- ‘ . a . - - B - B
Retention scores of mastery; classes were either somewhat higher than those of
non-mastery classes (2 studies) of significantly higher (2 studies). .,

F

°

RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS: ~ P -
"Empirical studies, comparing a mastery to a non-mastery procedure,
predictably, show support across a wide range of gontent areas. However,’
there has been no systematic attempt to determine whether slow learning
students benefit from constant correction and feedback or. whether, as- Bloom

.

claims, mastery can ‘induce learning for hearly all students...' -
L - - . N .

Further research.is recommended.

~

REVIEWER"S NOTES AND COMMENTS:

. None.,
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SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS PRQJECT, -ITEM REPORT . , .
- ) - .
. —_—
ITEM NUMBER: 299 LOCATION: NWREL Info. Center/ERIC MF
REVIEWER: K. Cotton .. DATE REVIEWED: March 1982

-
-

. - ’ 4
CITATION: Fagan, J.S: The relationship of mastery procedures and aptitude to*

the achievement and retention of transpdrtation-énvironmental

councepts by seventh grade students. Paper presented at the Annual

Meeting of the American Educational Research Association, San

Francisco, CA, April, 1976. (ERIC/EDRS No. ED 123 150) ‘
~ ' . il - -

DESCRIPTORS: Mastery Learning .

SHORT TITLE: Fagan, 1976, Transportation-Envirooment Study >

SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES,, NO ANALYSIS
RELEVANT _X IR RELEVANT FOR® PRESENT PURPOSE

PRIMARY SOURCE X SECONDARY SOURCE * ‘DISSERTATION ABSTRACT

4

RATING OF QUALLIY OF STUDY (for project purposes):

. .

. - ’ . P

‘ (Weak) 1 .2 [3]. 4 . 5 (Strong)

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING: - T,

¢

“

Treatment procedures and analytlcalvmethods were fu11y described, but.
numerical data were not presented.

SYNOPSIS: e : : . : ‘ a—
_Seventeeu classes of 7th graderé studied and were tested on material from a
text developed by the researther and entitled Transportation and the -

Environment. Mastery learning procedures were used with e1ght of the -

classes. This involved: (1) teacher introduction of the %esson and- student "™

oyervrew,of the material; (2)- teachgr xeview of key concepts with studentd;

(3) student study, 1nvolv1ng reading, listening to tapes and.to teacher
‘explanatlon of key concepts, and student statements 1nd1cat1ngrunderstandLng,
(4) students cumplet1ng reyiew sheets and teacher go1ng over these with .
students; (5) formative testing; (6) test: scoring;’ (7) restudy by students not
achieving imastery (80% correct answers); (8) teacher-1n1t1ated classroom
drill; (9) second formative testing ahnd scoring;. (10) “final summative testing
and. §coring; and (1%) adminstration of delayed pogttest four weeks later. The
-nine control..classes exper1enced only procedures 1-6, apd 10-11. Data on
enter1ng aptltude vere Tecorded and exam1ned in. re1§t1Qn to Qutcomes.

.
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SHQRT TITLE:

N ITEM:- NUMBER:

299 Fagan, 1976, Transportation-

Environment Study

. N
o Q

> 2

o . -, :
\'KESEARCHER'S FINDINGS: ¢ - '

RN

LS

"The use of mastery learning procedures showed no superlorlty over non—mastery
procedures in achievement or retention'of concepts>in the instructional ¢

unit...” Both athlevement and retention correlated highly with verbal ab111ty
regardless of treatment."

5

RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS: :

"This study failed to show-that the corrective/feedback component of the
mastery procedures had any effect on achievement or retention. Rather,
previous ab111ty, ~as measured by a vocabulary subtest, proved to be the
dominant factor." -

. .

A Tist of recommendations for follow up research are offered.

°

, =

REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS:

N . ° a -
-

None. ' . ’ . . ‘ 3
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SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT, ITEM REPORT q‘ R
*ITEM NUMBER: 300 - o ' LOCATION: NWREL Info. Center/ERIC fir
REVIEWER: K. Cotton ' DATE REVIEWED: March 1982 B
_CITATION: Taylor, 8.S. The effects of mastery, adaptive mastery, and
, non-mastery models on the learning of a mathematical task. Paper
y 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,- T1me Factors (Learnlrg)

_SHORT TITLE.'(Taylor, 1975 Adaptive Mastery

SKIMMED REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS R

RELEVANT X IRRELEVANT ' FOR PRESENT PURPOSE *
PRIMARY SOURCE _X SECONDARY SOURCE DISSERTATION ABSTRACT

RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes):

-~

(Weak) 1 2 (31 . . ' 4. » 5 (Strong)

¥

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING: “ !

Thls 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.
SYNQESIS;~ ' .

Thxs 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 wds instructed
with a "typical mastery leirning model," which involved initial instruction, 3’
followed by a fixed amount of. practlce. Formative tests weré given and

' aﬁ?roprlate correctives, prescri ed” for each objective. - $tudents took ‘a

aummatlve test and a retention test. The second group was 1nstructed with an
"adaptive mastery learning model," .which was similar to the f1rst model,
except that the amount of pract1ce was varied according to each student's
performance on the practlce items. In this approach, practice, formative
evaluation and remedial instructici were combined. The third group received
instruction, practice aqd took a summative test. No formative evaluation was
cofiducted and correctivés were not provided. The study dlso examined the
dlfferentlalveffects of two practice formats~-'"clustered," in which students
received all practic@ items relating to one obJectlve consecutlvely, and .
"mixed," in which students receivéd all the practlce items for several
‘Objectives mixed together.-

< .
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« (SHORT TITLE: Taylor, 1975% Aaaptive ,Ma}t:ery
. ' : L

- ITEM NUMBER: 300
1 Ll
) ¢ * ‘ ., -
RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS: .

i

were no 31gh1f1cant dlfferences among groups either on the posttest or
the retention test. The adaptive mastery strategy requlred less time than the
other strategies to produce the same results. There.were no differenceg in
effects produced by the clustered and mixed practice formats.

i .

Therﬁ

g A
)

RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS: - g .

"In~ summary, the results of the present study indicate that the adaptive
mastery learning model produced the same high level of performance as the
bther two models, but required less time, fewer practice items, and minimized
overpractice. In addition, the adaptive mastery learning modél more readily
adjusts to the difficulty of the objective. Thus, it was concluded that the
use of student performance on practice items is an effective and efficient

means ,of, predicting masterys" "

Bl
- . | ‘ 2
JREVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS:
None. . R v3 - ‘
DY hd a )
ﬁ.' ‘ . . .
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ITEM NUMBER: 301 ° - ) LOCATION: NWREL Info. Center/ERIC MF

REVIEWER: K. Cotton - DATE REVIEWED: March 1982 )
. CIT"[ON.0 Contreras, G. Mastery learning: The relat1onsh1p of different
cr1ter10n levels and aptitude ach1e0ement, retention, and attitude
in a seventh grade geograplly 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

>

ﬁELEVAQT X IRRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURPOSE
PRIMARY SOURCE X _ SECONDARY SOURCE "+ DISSERTATION ABSTRACT
RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes):

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

¢

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING: . ' ¢

This study was well-designed and conducted. Data are clearly displayed and
interpreted. .

.

SYNOPSIS: ) '

2
»

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 1earn1ng unit, one was
required to achieve 80 pergent mastery, and one was required to achieve 70
percent mastery. At the completion of the 15-day instructional period, all
students took a pdsttest and a delayed posttest. Enter1ng aptitude, as

MR -.measured by a vocabulary test, was recorded and examined against learning
outcomes. An attltude-toward-geography questionnaire -was. administered. to a
portion dof the participants. ; .

o . . 5513
. . o v
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ITEM NUMBER: 301 SHORT TITLE: Contreras, 1975, 3 Criterion Levels

° -~

RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS:

There were mo significant achievement differences among the three groups.
There was a significant ¢orrelation 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 not affected by

differences in criterion level requ1rements. Entering aptitude did not affect
attitude’s toward the learning unit. N

-

. \ — ) . LY 1]

_ RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS: . L ,

O

< A b
ERIC .

CON A 7. e Provided by ERIC -

S PR

L]

"The results of this study of mastery 1earn1ng 1nd1catedpno 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 attrlbuted
. to individual students at the beginning of instruction.”

- 2

.
- bl . ‘

o - -

REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS: ) :
A review of the literature is included in this paper. As that review concerns
the same studies reviewed by other writers and reported on elsewhere in these
abstracts, it 13 not presented here. '

G0
/
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ITEM NUMBER: 302 LOCATION: NWREL Info. Center/ERIC MF

)

REVIEWER: K. Cotton - DATE REVIEWED: March 1982

-
‘<

Jones, F.G. Mastery learning and ggggfaphy: Effects ypon
achievement; retention, and time-to-completion.
the Annua] 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)

CITATION:

DESCRIPTORS: Mastery Learning

SHORT TITLE: Jomes, 1974, Study ITI_ °
SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS X

o) , -

RELEVANT® ° " IRRELEVANT _X° -FOR" PRESENT PURPOSE

PRIMARY SOURCE SECONDARY SOURCE

RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purpose$): .

{Weak) 1 2 3 4 5 (Strong)

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING: .

{

1]

SYNOPSIS: ~

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

-

‘ L)
. ['4 ) + .
\
, R
) . . ) ‘
. / 4
- R Page 59 of 100
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' ITEM NUMBER: 302- SHORT TITLE: Jones, 1974, Study II®
‘ Ve
el . N o ‘
Yot . RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS:
had = v ¢
> M ‘

be b4 ° ® '

N < v ;

v 5
/
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RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS: ,
M ° ]
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REVIEJER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS:
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SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT, ITEM REPORT .

ITEM NUMBER: 303 LOCATION: PSU Library PO
REVIEWER: K. Cotton DATE REVIEWED: March 1982 ~

. ) i .. .ot
CITATION: Lueckemeyer, C.L.,-& Chiappetta, E.L. An 1nvebtigat1 inte the

effects of a modified mastery strategy an achlevement in a high
school human physiology unit.
Teaching, 1981, 18, 269-273.

Journal of Research in Sciénce

DESCRIPTORS: Mastery Learning, Time Factors (Learning). _ 5, N ‘
. . R A

SHORT TITLE: Luéckemeyer & Chiappetta, 1981, Mbdlfigd’Mastefy gtrétegy‘,p
: : . 2 7y

SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PRQJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS

RELEVANT X IRRELEVANT . FOR PRESENT PURPOSE

PRIMARY SOURCE X SECONDARY SOURCE . ° DISSERTATION AﬁS@RACT :

<

RATING OF- QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes): %
- (Weak) 1 | 2 3 (4] _ 5 (Strdngj:
BRiEF DISCUSSION OF RATING: ) ' ;
This study was well done, and‘its.findings were cle;rly displayed. ’ ' <
SYNOPSIS: _ | N

This study examined the relative effects'of traditional instruction and a.
modified mastery strategy on the achLevement and retention of high school
biology students. Participants included 185 tenth graders in 12 introductory
biology classes, 91 of whom received the experlmental treatment and 94 of whomy
served as controls. Over a six-week period, all students Studied a three-unit
course in human physiology and took unit tests, a summatlve achievement test,"
and a retention test four weeks latér. During instruction, control students
oved on to the next unit in the series aiier taklng“ﬁ'unlt test.

Experimental students were assigned corrective activities for each unit \

. objective on thch at leasty80 percent mastery was not,achieved; then worked

on the corrective’activities for two class periods; therd took an alternative,
second unit test before moving on to the next Iearning unit. The strategy was
described as "modified" mastery learning because experimental students were
glven a finite~-rather than un11m1ted--amount of extra time and remedial
intruction. .

.
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" TRESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS:

‘!

] : <. o
ITEM NUMBER: 303 SHORT TITLE: Lueckemeyer & Chiappetta, 1981,
S Modified Mastery Strategy

’ N v

.

o <
- 0

<

RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS: ‘ ) .

"The variance in achievement accounted for due to treatment alond with effects
of aptitude controlled was only 3 percent. Although this is a stdtistically
significant finding, it is questionable whether such a limjited effect on
achievement is worth the considerable time required for the development #nd
management of such an instructional program."

-

There were no statistically significant retention differences.

.

*y

"A modified mastery learning format will result in only a small degree of
improvement in the achievement of students on high school human thsiolog&
ubject matter. This type of instruction will not be effective in impacting a
ductibn in variation in achievemenQ nor in retention of subject matterf
knowledge. Thus, the mastery learning approach employed in this study does
not seem @ractical for the biology classroom." '

3

. -

-
*

L )

‘REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS:
A copy of the article may be found in the Mastg¥§*Learning bahkup file.

> 14
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ITEM ngBER: 304 LOCATION: PSU Library :
REVIEWER: K. Cotton March 1982 N

DATE REVIEWED:

CITATION:

remediation on ninth graders' achievement_of the mole concept.

Science Education, 1980 64, 609 614,

.~

1

Chiappetta, E.L., & McBride, J. w} Explorlng the effects of general

DESGRIPTORS:

-SHORT TITLE:

Magtery Learning & -
|

Chidppetta & McBride, 1980, 9th Grade Chemistry Study

SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS o -

RELEVANT X - IRRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURPOSE

PRIMARY SOURCE X SECONDARY SOURCE DISSERTATION ABSTRACT

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

(Weak) 1 ‘ 2 31 - 4 5 (SErong)

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 : .

13

-

- %

Id
This study investigated the effects of two degrees of remediation upon the
chemistry achievement of ninth grdde students. Four science classes (99
students)#and two teachers part1c1pated All classes studied three
instructional units hav1ng to do with chemital changes, atdms, molecules and
moles. Teacher A taught one class which received no remedial activities and
one in which students. failing to achievé at thé 80 percent level on unit tests
were required to study a self-instructional femediation packet addressing all

‘the unit obJectlves. Teacher B taught one class which received no remedial

activities and ‘one class in whiéh students not achieving at 80 percent ‘on unit

. tests were required to study a self-instructional packet, take another test,

and if still ach1eV1ng below 80 percent, to study a second general ”
remediation, self-lhstructlonal packet. The four groups were g1ven a 4
criterion-referenced posttest over the mole concept objectives in the second
and third unlts.




1}

* ITEM NUMBER: 304 g SHORT TITLE: .Chiappetta & McBride, 1980, 9th Grade -
! . Chemistry Study

A J

RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS: . ‘
There were no gignificant differences between the scores of the ‘two 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 K" (no remediation and two remediation

" opportunities). . A <

.
1

1

—
RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS : ' .

.
-~

"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 fiormally
exhibited by ninth graders in physical science, together with the highly
abstract nature-of the learning materiagl, might have contributed to the
inefficacy of the treatments. ., » ) !

. v

REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS: . , - ‘

-~ @& .

' “A copy of the article mé§ be found in the Mastéry Learning backup’ file. ,
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ITEM NUMBER: 305 .. LO@ATION:_ NWREL Info. Center/Per1od1cals
REVIEWER: K. Cotton ) DATE REVIEWEqﬁ%;March 1982 .
 CITATION: Ely, D., & Minars, E. The effects of a large-scale mastery .
environment on students' self-concept. The Journal of Experimental

Educatien, 1973, 41, (4), 20-22. g

* ' DESCRIPTORS: - Mastery Learning , .

SHORI TITLE:

Ely & Mlnars, 1973, Self- Concept Study -
@
SKIMMED) REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS
— X FOR PRESENT PURPOSE .

-
~w

IRRELEVANT

PRIMARY SOURCE X SECONDARY SOURCE

\

RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes): . ®
(Weak) 1 (21 ° 3 -4 5 (Strong)
BRIEF DISCUSSION QF RATING:
ar - .

The age level of the students and the outcomes examined make this study a
little of f~purpose for the present project. However, it offers 1nterest1ng
evidence for the self-concept benefits conferred upon older students in an
individualized mastery program.

SYNOPSIS:» » o

This study compared the effects of a university level mastery learning

approach with those of conventional instruction on student self-concept.

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 (PIPI). PIPI features
"a 40 semester-credit hour integrated curriculum consisting of freshman -an

gophomore 1eve1 math,” chemlstry, English, speech, physics, computer sci

and computér graphics."”

PIPI is self—pac1ng 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

attempts as they need to accomplish the instructional obJectlves. At the“end
of the first semester the 91 students who were present weré-given the
Tennessee Self-Concept Scale. -

. Q .

*
€« - ‘
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ITEM NUMBER: 305 SHORT TITLE: ElYy & Minars, 1973, Self-Concepgt Study
N »

. . B <o -

RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS: ) : . X
e - . ) ( .
PIPI students had an overall higher self-concept rating. GrOu s were equal on
measures of self-criticism. PIPI students had h;gher self-cof¥epts with,
regard to personal self and family self. “Sroups were roughly equal on

self-satlsfactlon ratings. . .

-~ %
e t s & .
. R , W 3 * -~
N » .
. d L ]
" = . . '
.~ ° ® IS
o o *
' A ’ )
. d
s 3
P Es
RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS: ) . ,

", ..the resdlts of this study indicate that educational environments th t .
incorporate mastery learning philosophy, self-pacing, and formative-éval\ation
that features direct 1nstructor~to—student-1nteract10n can facilitate the
formation of higher student self-concept.” ‘

-
L]

REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS: L%
R . . H (‘,‘ N :

None'. R .
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" ITEM NUMBER: 306 , : - LOCATION: MWREL Info. Center/Periodicals
" REVIEWER: K. Cotton DATE REVIEWED: March 1982
CL$AIIONE Wentiing, T.L. Mastery versus nonmastery 1nstrucL10n with varying
; . test item feedback treatments. _ Journal of Educational Psychology,
T N 1973, 65, .50-58. wB -
oo ’ 7
DESCRIPTORS Mastery Learnlng RN L -
M !
SHORT TITLE: - Went:hng, 1973, Auto Mechanms Study ' \/
- ~sxm§an REJECTED' FOR PROJECT PURPOSES ‘NO ANALYSIS S .
RELEVANT. X~  -IRRELEVANT ° *_ FOR PRESENT PURPOSE ) -
. L. . ‘ . PRI

SECONDARY QBURCE ) < * DISSERTATION ABSTRACT

1

JRATING-OF QUALITY OE STUDY Afor pro;ect purposes)

b

. (Weak) B 2, . 31 4 : 5 (Stronga i

L] >

" BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING: , . B )

‘e . - -
- - l» ~ 2

Thls was a good study, but the reasons thgse reSults\Aére obta1ned were not

entlrely clear to the: researchers~nor to the pregent reviewer. ‘
' SN . -

< - - ~ -

. >
A . P b - P }
. . . o }

SYNOPSIS:- o ‘ . s -

This, .study investigated the effecbs ‘of two instructidnal methods, three klnds
of feedback add’ two levels of ab111ty on student ach1evement, retention and
attitude. ,Participants included ,106 high school boys anolled in a- general\
aito mechanrcs course. Instructlon was delivered in éwo ways. Half the -
stu&ents recelved nommastery instruction, which" involved studying each -
instructional booklet, taking a test-and receiving a-grade. The other half
rece1ved mastery instruction, which involved studying each bpoklet, taking a.

‘test, and if 80 percent mastery was not achieved, -repeating the study-test _ h

cycle up to three times as needed. Of the six participating classes, two

. received no specific-item feedback on the tests they took; two received
partial {tem feedback (knowledge of correctness of response)» and .two, recélved
knowledge of correctness of response plus 1nstruct10ns to codtinue on each

_ item um€il, the correct response was ‘discovered.. Students took a mental

ability test at the outset so that each of the sgé‘classes contained a low~ T
. and a high-ability group. .
were adm1n1stered and gtudents compLeted an attitude inventory.. .

Summative ach1evement and delayed retention- tests
\
¢

..
Tin
-
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ITEM NUMBER: 306

RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS

Mésteryllearning clas
glasses on achievemen
groups on attitude me
more time to complete
significantly outperf
The partial feedback

no feedback or total

feedback . treatment st

awgtudents had the most

. significant effects o? retention.

e

SHORT TIZILE: ' Wentling, f973; Auto Mechanits 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

rmed nonmastery students on the retention tést.

reatment students outperformed students receiving either ..

eedback on the summative ach1evement test.
dents had the lowest achlevement.
positive attitudes.

a >+

Total

Partial feedback
Feedback treatments had no

'H1gh—ab111ty students outperfonned low-ability students on the summative
dchievément and retention tests and also had more positive attitudes.

. . . 3
- L

RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS: o .

4

o .

- .~ "&n apparept conclusion with regard to the learning strategy effect is that g
S - both immediate achievement and delayed achievement are superior fgr*thé
. Tmastery learning strategy over the nonmastery Strategy However, the amount
/ of time spent on instruction was 50 percent greater for the mastery strategy
' ‘wlth no significant difference in attitude toward instruction. A practical .
consideration involves a decision with regard to trading time for ’
achievement. In some instances, where a certain level of achievement is
. demanded, the trade-off of time for achievement may be justifiable.’

4

r

.’"...the partial feedback treatment was .superior and should be utilized to a
greater extent if attitude toward instruction is...impdrtant to long-term

learning..."

__. "REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS: ¢ "

}' " A copy of the journal article may be found in the Mastery Learning hackup file.
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ITEM yUMBIIR.: 307 LOCATION: MNWREL Info. Center/Perlodlcals
. . -

'REVIEWER: K. Cotton’ DATE REVIE"JED. March 1982 ]
CITATIQR:, Lawler, R. M., chk W., & Riser," M. Mastery learning and. remedlal
T4 . prescriptions in comput er-managed 1nstruct10n.e\The Journal of

' Experlmental Educatlon, ‘1974, 43 (2), 45-52. ’
DESCRIPTORS’ Mascery Learnlng, Computer Assxsted Instructlon :
éHORI TITEE; Lawler, et al., 1974 Three CMI Strategles -
SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES NO‘ijLYSIS . g b .
.RELEVANT X . ‘E‘QR PRESENT PURPOSE . B

IRRELEVANT
. ¥ L P a

PRIMARY SOURCE X~ 9SEC0NDARY 'SOURCE DISSERTAT ION ABSTRACT.

v t‘?‘g R
RATING OFJQUALITY OF STUDY (for pro;ect "purposes): . Ce e -
(Weak) 1, 2 -« . [3] s T 5 -(Strong). .

- BRLEF DISCUSSION OF RATING:

+ The researchers 1dent1fy some procedural ‘errors which may have .affected -

| outcomes, but this is neverthelesg;a good study. -

t » - . Fl

o’, . ’ ° ‘ '— . ¢

R ~ N
In this study three experimental groups_and.one control group were compared in
tenns of the effects of the differential instruction they received on '
achlevement, attitude and, t1me—to—comp1etron in an instructional ynit.
Participants included 167 undergraduatesjan a health education eoutse., Of
these, 41 received traditional classroom instruction and 126 were divided into
three groups which experienced different computer—managed instructional ]
treatments. Omne of these, Remedial Prescflptron-Forced Mastery, involved the
usé& of remedial prescrlptlons for students not achieving criterion (80%) on
,module tests, followed by retesting, additional remédiation, additional

+ testing, and so’'on, until cr1ter10n as reached, 1In the Remedial -
Prescrlptloanbrced progressidn groJ:, the remedial prescr1pt16ns were
presented but students were not'. retested In the Forced Progression group,
nelther prescriptions nor rétesting took place.f All students were given a
pretest and ‘summative posttest, -an attitude questionnaire befbre and after

1nstructfon, and records were kept on computer time used. . ’

. L e
. |9 e ) s
.

. . -
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ITEM NUMBER: 307 _SHORT TITLE: Lawler, et al., 1974 Three CMI Strategies -
’ 4 " }l R ~ Y

a M -

-

RESEARC HER'S FINDINGS: ‘ ) : ¢
All three groups part1c1pat1ng in the computer-managed instruction treatments o
outperformed the group receiving-traditional classroom instraction. The group

which was given remedial prescriptions and required to reach mastery ’ N
significantly outperformed the Foreed Progtession Group, but the comparisons .
"failel to substantiate the efficacy of requiring forced mastery only, ot of
prov;dlng remedial prescriptions onLy."

All four groups wetre roughly equal in attitude toward health education and the

thgfe experimental groups were roughly equal 1n attribute toward

co puter-managed instruction.

Al . e
0y

Comparisons of time indices among the CMI -groups 1nd1cated no significant

" differences in study time_qr in the number of days required to complete half

or-all of the module posttests.

.
PN
.
@
F

- » 4
1 ” ‘ o
B
Vo A

RESEARCHER S CONCLUSIONS:

4

.
v

"In conclusion, the methodology and results of the present 1nvest1gat1on .
suggest the need for further exploration of instructional strategies wh1ch can

‘be 1mp1emented via on-line CMI,.." ) : -

¢
. B 1 v

REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS.: . . ) ‘

None. . .
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ITEM NUMBER: -308 _ LOCATION: MWREL Info. Center/Periodicals
REVIEWER: K. Cotton DATE REVIEWED:. March 1982 -
CITATION: Dolan, L. The status of mastery learning research and practlce.

) Administrator's Notebook 1977-78, 26 (3).

DESCRIPTORS: Mastery Learning . )

SHéRT TITLE: Dolan, 1977-78,.Ma§tery Learning Status Report
AN

- » N

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] .6 5 (Strong)

‘ v

BRIEF DISCUSSION-OF RATING:

i

-}

‘Details on theqstudles reviewed are not presented, but the findings cited are

-

congruent with those reported .by the majority of mastery learning researchers.

SYNOPSIS : : ' to

In this -article the author describes current applications of mastery learning
strategies and lists major f1nd1ngs emerging from research on the
effectiveness of those strategies. The findings cited emerged from "small
experimental studies in limited content domains" and from evaluations of the
effectiveness of larger scale programs, ‘such as the Chicago Mastery Learning
Reading Program (see Item No. 294). Findings from a large study conducted by
the City Colleges of Chlcago were also included in the synthe31s.

!

-

v ' >
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ITEM-NUMBER: 308+ SHORT TITLE: Dolan, 197778, Mastery Learning
. Status Report

RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS: o .

l. Properly implemented, mastery learning strategies have Béen useful in
increasing the level of a$h1evement of students who meet the minimum
standards of participation, H1gher levels of retention and future

application of skills have been documente One critical f1nd1ng is that

general measures of aptitude fail to pred t summative achievement within
\\\ the mastery strategy, demonstrating that feedback and corrective

strategies can overcome the specific history of the learner. «

. L
2. ..sstudies 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, Using mastery

- learning techniques, the learner tends.to become more interested 1n the

content being learned and feels more competent as a learner... Extended
time under mastery cond1t1ons durlng the prunary school years can have an
impact on more general affective charactefistics which parallel the
dimensions of positive mental heal th. . . s

L

.

) .
-

«  RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS: . s

"The evidence to date suggests that'hnastery learnlng] deserves con31derab1e
. attention for use 1n,bhe fundamental subjects. The core of commen learning,
which most can agree, ‘& worth knowlng to mastery, can form the foundation for

student‘ngCess throughout sclool."
}l . . - \ . e - . .

4 -

N

REVIEWER 'S NOTES AND COMMENTS: b - ‘
o None. . _ - : "
L]
@ [ i J
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ITEM_NUMBER: 309 LOCATION: U of O Library
REVIEWER: K. Cotton DATE REVIEWED: March 1982

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

/ e
DESCRIPTORS: Mastery Learning ¢ *

SHORT TITLE: Hymel & Mathews, 1980, High School History Study II
[ 4

SKIMMED, REJECTED JOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS X .

RELEVANT .. IRRELEVANT _X_ FOR' PRESENT PURPOSE

PRIMARY SOURCE SECONDARY SOURCE . DISSERTATION ABSTRACT

RATINE OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes):

3

(Weak) 1 2 < 3 4 ‘ (St:ro‘ng)

£

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING: .

-

SYNOPSIS & ‘ ‘ .

a
.

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

-




# ITEM NUMBER: 309 SHORT TITLE: Hymel & Mathews, 1980, Righ School
- . History Study II
RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS: .
. \
‘ Ay
pon " -
RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS: M
k3 N -
- s
 §
\
¢ . . )
s . =
B L f"“
. )
REVIEWER'S NOTES AND™COMMENTS: e .

3
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ITEM NUMBER: 310 LOCATION: Project Files

REVIEWER: K. Cotton : DATE REVIEWED: March 1982
CITATION: Hyman, J.S., & Cohen, S.A. Learning’for mastegy: Ten conclusions

aftex 15 years and 3,000 schools. Educational Leadership, 1979,
37, 104-109.

' DESCRIPTORS: Mastery Learning, Time Factors (Learning)

SHORT TITLE: Hyman & Cohen, 1979, Ten;ponclusiéns re: LFM

SKIMk:IF:D, I{EJECTED 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) 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. . - L

SYNOPSIS: v >

Q ) . ‘
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. - .

.

“ .
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ITEM NUMBER: 310 SHORT TITLE: Hyman & Cohen, 1979, Ten Concluslons
' . re: LFM ,

RESE ARCHER'S FINDINGS:

~

1. "LFM is consistently more effective than traditional curriculums.'" The
authors refer to the "enormous literature' which supports this
conc lusion. .. -
. r'd
"LFM's effect’s, rather than its effectiveness, are worth researching."
- The authors recommend research into the "affective, attitudinal payoffs"

of ‘this learning strategy... )

[ e -
"We can now say with absolute certainty that 1ncreas1ng P Ratio [the .
percentage of clock time pupils participate in learning] increase’s

mastery... Rt
]
R .

"LFM learners master more objectives during .a given time perlod compared
to studentdnin non-LFM classrooms that have ne1ther defined nor required
points of demonstraced mastery... v

wnY
. -

"Seven -techniques 1ncrease participation and thereby increase mastery"

(define instructional objectives behav1ora11y, teach the behavior

directly; provide immediate feedback; given maximally positive feedback;

* modularize learning .into sma11 ass1m11ab1e bits; contral stimuli so it i's
- poss1b1e to know exactly what the ldarmer is respondlng to; reinforce the

learner's cr1p1ca1 response ) -

& o
\ -

"PSI or 1ng1V1duallzed
methods... P

LFW,deslgns are more effective than group LFM ° .

-

~ * ) R o

s

Competency—based 1nstrqgt10n (CBI) 1mp11es, but not always requiresy
LFM..5" . , -
s -

In any formal curriculum the CRT or the observed practlce in the real,

. world is the true objective.
K3

< .

"In general, schools are'more-concerned with teaching than with -~ - -—— -
1earnipg...LFM, on the other hand, is learning-oriented...

o .

?.

“x
3

, 1o, "MosQ teachers are easy to’ tra1n as LFﬁ‘classroom managers. <,
.. A ’
, RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS: c. -, ,
. Findings and ¢oneclusions are substant1a11y the sape thlng in the contextrgf .
-, this article.- o » : ‘. © ¢ e . '
\ % . ‘
. . w
. v ,. '"What is worth 1eav1ng as a final thought on_ 15 years of Lgﬁ currr!uLum is our
- . _conclusion about P Ratio, LFM's most potent ingredient~.: Whatevez,else \
. motivation appears to be, it-is measurable. and‘controllable as P Ratio. Since

LFM pivofs on the P Ratio concept,

LFM appears to us to be the most potent
_curriculum nodel or our time." ’

- “ ,
»

REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS:

T A cppy’df the article may be found in the Mastery Learning baekup file. .
: o

. _ . , '
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IFEM NUMBER: 311 LOCATION:  Project Files
REVIEWER: K. Cotton . " DATE REVIEWED: March 1982
\ N . - . 4

CITATION: Burns, R.B. Mastery learning: Does it work? - Educationil ©
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 : -

il /A'
PRIMARY SOURCE SECONDARY SOURCE X DISSERTATION ABSTRACT:

.
I3 N .

RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes):

(Weak) 1 . 2 ’ [3] b o 5 - (Strong) -

BRIEF'DISCUSSION OF RATING: - oo T ~

s r B
>

We are glven no detail on the methods employed by~ the two review groups nor on
those used in the original stuﬁles.p This 18 nevertheless a good overview of
research on mastery learning effects and effect 31zes.; o )
SYNOPSIS: " L ©
After descr1b1ng the basic differences between the Personalized System of
< Instruction (PSI) model and the Learning for Mastery (LFM) model, the author
‘r‘revLews research on the effects. 9£4mastery~1earnlng—apprdaches. “Findings

o e ited are in resﬁgmse to two questions: (1) does mastery learning work?, and

how well does it work? He then recommends -that researchgbe conducted
concerning two additional questions: (1) do mastery methods work equally well
for different *kinds of learnlng outcomes?, and (2) do mastery methods work -
equal e11 for dlfferent types of students? .

-r
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311, , SHORT TITLE:

-

[RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS:_ o )

S LT -

The” f1nd1ngs cited are drawn: from two large-scale reviews: Block and Burns ot
£1977)"concerding both LFM and PSI rehearch' and Kulik, Kulik and Cohen
(19 79) concernlng PSI studies only.' The Block and Buxns rev1ew reported that
for 97 comparisqns of average ach;evement scores between’ mastery and
nonmastery groups, 59 significantly, favored the mastery students. Most of the
remaining stud1es also favored thewmastery students, but differences were not-
s1gn1f1cant. The Kﬁllk et al., review reported that 48 of 61 comparisons
favored the mastery'groups 31gn1f1cant1y, and ‘most of "the rést favored these
groupsfnonSLgnrf1cant1y

, the comparisons in both rtviews s1gn1£1cantly favored masgtexy groups, w1th
nonsrgn1ﬁrcant outtomes in their favor emer§1ng from most rema1n1ng

¥ cdﬁparlsons. . » ¢ PN o . s . -

I

I - .
Effect size was not reported in all cases. For. cognitive dchievement ‘Block
and Burns found a large average effect size (.83) and Kulik, et al., found a
moderate one €.49).. For retentlon, the Block and Burns review 1nd1cated a
) moderate—to—large effect 'size- (.67).° For affective ach1evement

~ Burng, 1979, Mestery Learning "Box Scores"
L .

For. retention and affective oudtcomes, more than half

-

Kulik et al.,

~

. reported a moderate—to-large effect size (.65). . .-
’ ‘ r o ! N
o R 1 ' . ' N ~ l. h 3
- ¢ " ) - /
. - I o . t 2 "/’ ( ' ~ .
— ; T . ~ . . ! ) .
[ L v - ! AW
‘  RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS: - T ; o

-

"*One has to conclude, g1ven the research evidence.to date, that master&
methods not only work, but work _very well."

~

¢

t

.

L

¢

More ‘research is needed to detennlne the efflcacy of mastery learning methods
for different. .outcome areas amd drfferént kinds of students. 3

e

‘ kY
4 - . [
.° ! T 1
. ! < .
M [ N
. S v
iy - <
. v
{ 7 ,
N * - ) »
“. - R . . Y !
. Y It «h;‘} ¢ . ‘
: REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS v ' : .ot
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ITEM -NUMBER: 312 ¢ . LOCATION: Project Files .
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. i
- " REVIEWER: K. Cotton DATE REVIEWED: March 1982
: & e B
. CITATION: Cohen, S.A. Dilemmas in the use of learner responsive delivery
.. systems. Paper presented at the Anntal Meeting of the American
Educational Research Assocjation, Los Angeles, CA, April 1981. \
. E . .
- = L4

-DESCRIPTORS: Maste;y Learning ‘ =

~»

SHORT TITLE: - €ohen, 1981,.LRDS Dilemmas =

. SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS _ * -
Y .~ -- v

- 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: L ’ .
This is a very good review of various mastery iéérﬁing programs and their
outcomes. Other issues which do not bear directly on the immédiate concerns

of the Research on School Ef fectiveness-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 .t
* 1implement mastery learning and are confronted with choosing between teacher
delivery systems and léarner responsive delivery systems that accommodate .
¢ individual learner differences; (3) presents a way-to resolve ‘thes dilemmas;é -
, /7nd‘(4).presents results of reading and math curriculums that utilize ways.to
resolve problems arising from the fact of individual differences among °

\

students. . o R

«

v

o

-

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. ‘ -

-
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ITEM NUMBAR: 312 ‘ SHORT TITLE: Cohen, 1981, LRDS_Dilemmas ' -
. ' ,

RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS: - _ T A '

A 1977 report of 30 evaluations of projects that used early mastery learning h .
{’ systems ‘between 1967 and 1970 was prepared by the author. These were High e

. Intensity Learning Systems (HILS)-type“instructionél 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 g,

{although the author describes these early individualized mastery learning
“ + programs as 'primitive" compared to refined program approaches used since).

~

o Data-are then presented on subsequently developed programs and thejr
evaluations. These data indicate that individualized mastery programs
described as learner responsive delivery systems have consistently produced ]
gsignificant results. Specific programs and evaluations include: a basic '  ~~
skills program in Johnson. City, New York; a curriculum for primary children in
Baltimore; a curriculum for intermediate students in Whittier, Callfornia, and
other curricula used with children in Michigan, Wisconsin and Maryland.

N

+
&

RESEARCHER 'S CONCLUSIONS:

- o

"There is no qhe%tion that Mastery Learning in either style, individualized
LRDS or group/teacher delivery system, is effectlve... Mastery .
Learning...logically [leads] to High Intensity Learning, PSI or whatever one- ’ "

" thooses-to call. his or her individyalized learner responsive deliwery- systems:." T

—————e

-

. - e
. - et -

- ’ . N . .‘ -
v . ' % ’ .
. .

* REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMME NTS : N h
. v ) . - -
A copy of the report may be found in the Mastery Learning backup file. . ‘
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ITEM NUMBER: 313 ULQCATIONE Project Files - .

K. Cotton . March 1982

Cohen, S.A. .Research Report:
December 1972 (unpublished).

REVIEWER: DATE REVIEWED:

CITATION: Omaha Project. New York, NY,

. ¢
L

Mastery Learning

-

DESCRIPTORS:

SHORT TITLE: Cohen, 1972, Omaha Project e .

SKIMMED, REJECTEQ FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS _ - .,

RELEVANT X IRRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURPOSE

PO

PRIMARY SOURCE X +  SECONDARY SOURCE DIS SERTATION ABSTRACT

RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for projéct purposes): , ' L
1 PN * .

>
»

- (Weak) - 1 | .2 . 3 (4] ' JS'

(Stropg) ‘

Data and data ana1ys1s methods "are fully presented and descr1bed and
conclusions follow directly from the project results c1ted

syvopszs. : ' o T
- . R

This 'is the report of an evaluatlon of the effects of a ngn Intensity
Learning Systams pro;ecc implemented in 30 Omaha schools in 1971 -72. Th19~was
aTitle I project in reading which znvolved 2,102 severely disadvantaged black
Hlspanlc and white students in grades 3-12. Students teceived one -hour per
day of instruction using ngh Intensity Learghng System~-read1ng materjals and
approaghes ovet a 4-1/2 month_perlod

L
..

The High. Intens1ty Learning ‘System approach fea:ures ‘a_ behav1ora1 def1n1t10n
of 1nstruct1ona1 objectives, a systematié ;nstruct1ona1 program that -allows,

each student to learn what he{shg feeds to learn,,at his/her level and at

'hls/th optxmal learning rate, usxng 2ll the instructionil resources available

to tha professron, rather than Fsing X p publlsher s program." . L

s
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ITEM NWMBER: 313

'SHORT TITLE:

Cohen, 1972, Omaha Project -

A -
. .

'RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS:

"The average grade level growth for all grades [3-12] in 4- 1/2 months of
instruction was 8.7 months, almost double the expected growth if the students
had been middle class--over 3-1/2 times the increase in growth over what is

usually achieved by Title I inner city children. All data reported were
statistically significant beyond the .0l level of confidence.

T ‘ / s
. ) » . .
. , ;
. - .
*® ,
E »
) . v * , .
] - .
. /,. ~ 4 . .
o -‘ e ,”:k ‘
, RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS: - : ~

-~
-

"High Intensity Learning shatters the myth that the psychosocial effects of
racksm and poverty prevent inner city dlsadvantaged children from making a
year's gain in a_year.of 1nstruct10n...'
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ITEM NUMBER: . - LOCATION: Project Files

REVIEWER: K. Cotton DATE REVIEWED: March. 1982 . L

CITATION: Fjel; R.L., & GRey, J:R. The effects of formative evaluation anﬁ’/

remediation on

astery of intellectual skills.

Journal of

~ \‘

hd

Educatxonal Research,

" DESCRIPTORS:

_ SHORT TITLE:

o

-, -
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SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES NO ANALYSIS ___ -
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RELEVANT X IRRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURPOSE
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PRIMARY SOURCE X . . SECONDARY SOURCE
RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes):

(3]

(Qéai) T z 4 5 (Stropg)

BRIEF DISCUS{ION OF RATING: . - ’ .. -

N N . A o~ * ~ .
The treatment duration was shqrt, but the study gives indications of the
superiority of a partlcular remedlatlon approach for the development of,
1nte11ectua1 sk111s. . .

SYNOPSIS: : T ) : .
* The purpose of ;hls 1nvest1gatIon was to determine if remedial 1nstruct1on

fthat focused on prerequigtte skills would prodyce a more significant
1mprovement in achievement of intellectual skills than additional practlce
items used ds remediation.
students who were divided into three treatment groups of 30 students eachs

- All students, studied a ‘self-instructional unit oz the cbpstruétlon and -
LnCerpretatlon of graphs and took formative tests. Students id Group 1 wete
given additional 'instruction on objectives prerequisite to those in the

Ay

DISSERTATION ABSTRACT

-

The subjects were 90 eighth grade general science '

.

- mam—lme 1tistruct:1on in response to their errors- on the tests.

Group 2

subJec:s recelved additional practice items similar to those in the maln-llne
instruction when they made errors. Group 3 subjects received no remedlal
instruction. Resulss of summatlve tests were compareda -
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“ ITEM NUMBER: 314 . SHORT TITLE: Fiel & Okey, 1975, Graph Study
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) .
: RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS: o s
Group 1 and Groub 2 students (additienal instruction and additional practice)
significantly outperformed Group 3 (no remediation) students.
Group 1 students significar;tl,y outperformed Group 2 students.- . !
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RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS: ; R f S
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"The results support Gagne's hypocheg:.s» that Iearnmg #ntellectual skilds L. z
requlres the mastery’of prerequigite tasks. af fid that additional’ study on the z 5
prerequisites will be more effective in-re ediating errors than add1t10na1 .
practice of the: final tasks themselves.” ? .
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SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPO"SES, NO ANALYSIS __ ' -
RELEVANT _X IRRELEVANT ___ FOR PRESENT PURPOSE o D ’
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RATING OF QUALITY OF"STUDY (for project purposes): :
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- " .

(Weak) '1' M o2 - [3] j L4 ’ 5, (Strong)

¢

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING:

-

‘This repoft of proje;;/effectiveness was welL:done. Both year-by-year and

longitudinal data indfcate project success.

. -

SYNOPSIS: ’
This report describes the features and outcomes of a Title I readlng progéam,
the High Inteusity Reading Program (HIRP), 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 feigback on his/her péfformance; (3) materials are =
designed to assist the teacherlto personallze the content } rate dnd level of
instruction for each student; (4) both’teacher and student know what must be

‘learned, what methods and materlals to use, and how mastery must be shown; (5)

‘a reading center 1s used to maximfize engaged time for each student; and (6)
the system is ongoingly reviewed and new materials are incorporated as
appropriate. =
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RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS: . . S

1 - 2
During the 1975-76 school year, a tota1 of 263 students participated and the
average readlng gain was 1.42 months for each month's partlclpaplon in the -
program. Qnrlng the 1976-77 school year 476 students participated and the
average galn was 1.55 months. 1In 1977-78, 498 studénts participated and the
average gain was 1.8 months. And in‘1978-79, 425 students participated and
showed an average ga1n of 1, 5 months.. ° .

’( ’

of all program participants "only a handful had achieved over five or six had
fionths’ gdrowth in reading achlevement during a normal 10-month school year

prior to enterlng the program."
14

-

o

The 10ng1tud1na1 studies show that most students who partlclpated 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 CONCLUSIONS: . C ' ‘

None drawn. : °

Ld
k34
LY
]

REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMYENTS: , °

; .
é copL of the pro;ect descrlptlon/evaluatlon may be found in

" Learning backup f&le, ” } - ] ’
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CITATION: Cohen; S.A., & Rodriquez. Experimental results that question the
Ramirez-Castaneda model for teaching reading to first grade Mexican
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DESCRIPTORS: Mastery Learning
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SKIMMED, « REFECTED 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) é? 2, 3 [4] . 5 (Strong)

>

¢
" BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING:

This small-scale study was carefully designed and carried out.

SYNOPSIS: . . o
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 gf 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°children that was based on the
results of the Ramirez-Castaneda study. Finally, the authors report thy ..
procedures and results of their own study, which compared the effects of a
Ramirez-Castaneda model with thdse produced when a High Intensity Learning

(HIL) model was used. ‘ : /
Subjects were 150.low SES. Mexican-4merican' first graders %n a Califor&ia
elementary school. Half of these were randomly assigned to three classes in
which 'a Ramirez-Castaneda model was used for instruction in vocabulary and
comprehensian gkjlls. This model featuted whole class and smdll,group
instruction, emp oyed sty}es and techniques recommended by its developers, and
teacher trainiig using the Castaneda manual. The other half of the subject
group, also three classes, receiVed HIL instruction which featured mastery ”
learning techniques. HIL students were pretested, used instructionmal’ o
cassettes and a self-directly workbook, took a test on each competency and

participated in remediation activitiesas needed yntil mdstery-was
demonstrated. Instruction of all students took place fgg 45 minutes daily,

over 20 consecutive school days.. Summative and retention tests were . '
administered to all subjects.y ’
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ITEM NUMBER: 2}6 SHORT TITLE: Cohen & Rodriquez, 1980, Mexican
. Mmerican Study

RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS: o N %

4
«

High Intensity Learning subjects significantly outperformed Ramirez-Castaneda
subjects onsboth summative and -retention tests. .

RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS: ) ) . .

"The ‘results of this study indicate that direct reading instruction to preclse
behavioral objectives-is more potent that the attempt to cater to Mexican °
American children's supposed 'cultiral learning styles'.

-

REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS:

- . .

* The authors describe the Ramirez-Castanéda view of the attributes of Mexican

American chlldien as 1nc1ud1ng "the.need to learn 1n a group rather thad in a
self-directed ettlng, the need to make dec181ons through peer consensus, _the
enjoymenr of helping others, sensitivity to peers' feelings, the need to be .
liked by peers and -teéachers, the need for.teacher and parert approval amd the
need to involve their parents in school act1v1t1qs. : . .

A copy of the report may be found in the Mastéry”Learniné backup fILe.
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ITEM NUMBER: 317 - _LOCATION: Project Files
REVIEWER: K. Cotton . .* DATE REVIEWED:- March 1982 P
. . CITATION: Ware, A. E A comparlson of two mastery learning strategles
’ relative to the effects upon acHievement, retentlon, transfer and
attitudes. Dissertation Abstracts International, 1977, 38, 3264A‘ )
.
DESCRIPTORS: Mastery Learning . o
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© o SHORI TITLE: Ware, 1977, Map and Globe Study
SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES NEEANAL!SIS . " SN
.. . ' . -«
RELEVANT X IRRELEVANT FOR PRES NT PURPOSE .
' PR;MARY SOURCE X 'SECONDARY SOURCE " DISSERTATION ABSTRACT 'X -
w ' e 4
RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (forproject purposes): .
" > =~ * * ; . . ’ ‘. v
. (Weak): 1 2 ‘f‘# (31 4 5 (Strong) ’ '

: BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING: i ' . ' B

TN . 'Thi§'was‘a well—execuﬁed\experiment. The ratlng reflects reviewer response to
' the limited information in.the abstract, not to the study, which was ;
' unobtainable in the time allowed. .

- LS ' e
e ©  SYNOPSIS: ’ : : . ’ v ‘ s
» . .
coa This study comparéd the effects of Bloom's' Learnlng feor Mastery strategy Wlth

. , those of Keller's Personalized System of “Instruction on four{yxtcmmes. o,

. achievement, retent1on, transfer learning and attitudes. ighth graders in

a Washlngton junior high school were randomly-agsigned to the two treatment
groups and recelved instruction in map and glohe concepts ard skills. ' The
equlvalency of the groups was assured by comparing pretest dcores on tests
measuring previous knowledge .of these skillsi+ All subjects took an
achievement test, tests of 1mmed1ate -and delhyed retg tlon“Fd transfer, and
. an dttitude inventory. i . — , ) , o !
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ITEM NUMBER: 317° = - SHORT TITLE: Ware, 1077, Map and Globe Study )
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. RESEARCHEK'S FINDINGS: et < ‘
- There were mo significant acHievement:or immediate.retention differences .
between LFM and PSI groups. . '. .
o »
i , LPM students significantly outperformed -PSI st:udents on the delayed retention
test administeged one month after t:he end of instruction.
LFM students ‘showed 51gn1f1cantly greater transfer than PSI students on bot:h :
1mmed1at:e and delayed tests. .
-t -, . < . . P
o pPsi st:udent:s had more positive a.tt1t:udes‘ t:haﬁ LN st:udent:s. -&
. J .
a
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’ RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS:  / oo -
¥ - - The abstract does not cite conclusions. . : . e :
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. concepts Were divided into two experimental gtoups (totaling 52 students) and
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"ITEM NUMBER: 318 . : LOCATION: Project Files °
REVIEWER: K. Cotton DATE REVIEWED: March 1982 //

CITATION: prkoff}ID.B. A study ogxnastery learning and its effects on .
achievement of “Sixth grade soé¢ial studies. students. Dissertation
Abstract International, 1974, 35, 5160A.
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SHORT TITLE: Wyckoff, 1974, Anthropology Study
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SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PgaESES, NO ANALYSIS

RELEVANT X IRRELEVANT __ FOR PRESENT PURPOSE

PRIMARY SOURCE ___ . SECONDARY SOURCE DIS SERTAT ION A@S’.I‘RAG‘T X»

RATING OF 'QUAIXLITY OF STUDY (forkprgject purposes): — .
'(We‘ak) 1 2 ' (3] -8 .5 (Strong) ) )

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING: . . - , R .

. , .. . “ g

This study appears to have been well done." The rating‘js based ¢n reviewer
response to abstracted information. °

-

.

SYNOPSIS: : S .

N

In this stud§ 107 sixth graders receiving instruction in anthropological

two contrdl groups (totaling 55 students). The experimental students were
taught. using a mastery learning strategy which- featured g
teach-test-reteach-retest feedback/correcEion process. Sbudents in each
experimental class were required to achieve a group test score of 70-percent
beforé the group progressed to the jnext concept to be learned.- Peer tu;afing
was usedfor the reteachiag process. Control students were taught by '

conventional methods. All students completed an adthropology achievement tést.

.
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’ RESEARCHER S FINDINGS:
gparlson

~

No significant achiévement differences were obtalned on the overall co

v
.
.

between experlmental and control -students.

»

low readlng level studen:s and low IQ students favored

.

i .
~* Comparlsons for males,
the mastery léarnlng strategy. : .

H .

No dlfferences wére obcalned for females
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BRIEF_DISCUSSION'OF RATING: . - - -
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. SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT, diff REPORT _
o«

CITATION:. Block J. H; Mastery learning i

\
@

. R . . R
y g R

RS
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. . T - : . @‘ " ’ -
SITEMNUMBER: 319 - 'LOCATION: NWREL Info..Center/Béoks
REVIEWER: K. Cotton - : DATE REVIEWED: : March 1982
- » ° ’ N

-the classroom: An OVerV1ew of
(Ed.) Schools, seciety, and
olt, R1nehart and Winston, Inc.,’

recent reseazch.> In J.H. Bloc
- : < mastery 1earn1ng . New York:
1974, ‘ -

4

SHORT TITﬁE“ Block, 1974 Researqh 0 erv1ew . . DN ! .

’ . v

SKIMMED REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES NO ANALYSIS _X

-Thls excellent and‘w1de1y cited review of mastery 1earn1ng research was
.updated in a 1976 report by, the author and a collaborator. (See Item No. 296.) #

Although this document is » therefore, an official part of the research L
base for, the current Research on School Effectliveness report, it is ’

recommended reading for- ‘thosé with an interest im LFM and PSI research. =
-~ . At . » N
! N ¢ . e s . . \ o .
S Fae w . e . T
9 R ,‘> - -
. o ’ F Y.
L4 ~
N ~ S s 1
. ke * ~ ‘ ~ i '
®
. . i : : /
[ P. » . 4
. . ' v o~ ’
AN b . . 2
T e a ’ Y ) ¥ PR
- -~ 7
-~ e '\
. : . N - £ ? ?
4 - - . - . .
V ¢ - ' . i v
& ,
i e SIS -
. ' l 4 .
B | - y 4
«fF . ().\ (>4 e *
¥ v A <
] Ne 3 P -
- ! . / - a -
~ \ * i / .
o . |
. / ) Page 93 ‘of.i100 - / :
© L]
- v . . . . ) . v -

7 Voo . s




. ey

D Sy A

N 2 . .
ITEM NWMBER: 319 SHORT TITLE: Block, 1974, Research Overview, e

‘.
® . . ~

~ «

- .~ ~

. L

"RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS:

:

- oy
REVIEWER'S NQTES AND COMMENIS:
.. " ,

-

v o 2

[ Page 94 of. 10Q

. T
~ K3 A
U

St




- a -
4 . ¢ ‘& I}
: v - _ ’
"SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT, ITEM REPORT " '
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ITEM NUMBER: 320 . LOCATION:- Project Files Wt
. 4 . R ¢ "' .
REVIEWER: K. Cotton . DATE REVIEWED: March 1982
. N
3 . CITATION: Rubovits, J.J. A classroom field expenment in mastery learning. . ‘
- Dissertation Abstracts Internat10na1 1975, 36, 2720A.
. ) * .o . L
DESCRIPTORS: Mastery Learning - ' ) . .
’ .
SHORT TITLE: Rubovits, 1975, Shop Classes ‘ : |
SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS :
' N ; — -
; RELEVANT IRRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURPOSE )
PRIMARY SOURCE : SECOND;\RY SOURCE " DISSERTATION ABSTRACT X
RATING OF QUALITY’ OF'STUIO)’Y (for project purposes): ’ o
) R . .
g (Weak) 1 2 [3] 4 . 5 (Strong)y
v t ' ® T T
BRLEF DISCUSSION OF RATING: . - .
- The ‘?}%ting is based on a review of ihformation in the abstract.-
: 14 ]
o 14 *
‘ SYNOPSIS:  _ -
This study compared the effects ofra learnmg for mastery (LFM) strategy with
» " thosejof "a nonmastery agproach on the achizevement and attitudes of 26Q .—
‘ students in grades 6-12. Each of 11 teachers taught one mastery and.one
. »_ nonmastery cla‘ss, subjects -taught included machine shop, auto mechanics, poweT
) mechanics, woodshop, mathematics, social studies and sociology. Students took &
Ty unit achievement tests and completed anm attitude questionnaire concerned with- )
mode of instruction and difficulty of learning.
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ITEM NUMBER: 320- SHORT TITLE: Rubovits, 1975, Shop Classes

\

RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS: . . o ' b
. - - ) v o ~— ‘

A trend in favor of the mastery strategy was observed, but there were no

SLganlcant diff@rences in achievement between mastery and nonmastery students

in any of the subject areas. o o
) . ' .
There were no differences in student attitudes based on instructional strategy
used. ° N ) ) »
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RESE ARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS: .
, None offered i the abstract. L Y "\
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° ITEM NUMBER: 2L 4TION: NWREL Info. Center/ERIC MF

REVIEWER: K. Cotton DATE REVIEWED“ March 1982
CITATION: Swanson, D.H., ‘& Denton, ‘i‘ A comparlson of remedlatlon systems
affecting achievement and &?tentlon in mastery’ Learning’
. Rochester, NY: Roeheste %instltute of Techmology; Cepllege Statlon
: TX: Texas "A&M Universit /1976 (ERIC/EDRS No. ED 131 037)-
{

uy
I + + DESCRIPTORS.: , Mastery Leafning ‘?;f- ": ' ) f. g‘
I 4 . : . .
Y < . SHORT TITLE - Swanson & Denton 1§Zﬁ Secondéry Chemistry Study *
- & N -
’ SKD(MED REJECTED F'OR 'PROJECT' Pm;i’osgs, NO ANALYSIS} ‘
- . ‘ ‘ "%
KELEVANT' - IRRELEVANT . EOR PRESENT PURPOSE v
3 ) 0 w ! ot ., ' . -
PRIMARY SOURCE X SECONDARY «'SOURCE ‘,,\7 - DISSERTATION ABSTRACT
RATING OF‘QUAI?ITY OF STUDY (for Jpro_}ect purposes,c) - '
L . X . AN o
(Weak) S .2 ﬂ[31“ I“M&“ (Strong)
. peing ,
M , g )
.0 - Lo \‘ .
. - BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING: ¢5~' °, . e
This sméll-scale;'éhortqtenn study Jg; wéll Qesfgned”and conducted.,
K * . T L » "
‘ . SYNOPSIS: ‘ -y .
____,,,__-———&—-’/’/——'— v ’m\«*}' . B o ‘.

This study compared two forms ‘of remeduatlon with each other "and.with a
no—remedlat1on\1nstruct10nal settlng to determ1ne the.relative effects of
these methods on student aanevement and retention in high, s¢hool chemlstry.‘
“Students in grades 11 add 12xgart1c1pated~ All studepts received instruction
ip chemistry for eleven 45-minute class pgrlods'and two-90-minute laboratory
perlods, and were thenh given an achievemeht posttest. ‘The 53 studegts who did
. not demenstrate mastery were' lelded‘lnto three, groups. One group of 17
" students received Learning,for. Mastery (LFM) remediation, in which students
used knowledge of test resulfs, peer tutoring, self- study and discussions with
the teacher to improve thelx‘knowledge of course content. They took formative
test:s when they felt ready,,gnd students not achieving mastery had a special
rengy sessaon with the 1nstrd§tor and Qere then retested. A second group
recélved Personalized System of Instruction (PSI) remediation. These 18
students werJ instructed tosrepedd reading’ aSSLgnments and to study the
original problem ass1gndents and laboratory reports. They were encouraged to
read class nptes. When: they felt’ teady, students took a formative test, and
those still mnot demonstratlug mastery. dgd,whatever self-directed studying they
chose before¢ taking the tesf‘bnce agaln. A th1rd group (of 18 students)
received no/ additional 1nstrdct10n but were ggiven an optional assignment to
1mprove their- course grade.‘.All studepts to; delayed achievement test.
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Students receiving remediation activities (;E either kind) outperfqrmed
students receiving no remediation on achievement and retention measures.

Students receiving LFM remedlatlon act1v1t1es Qutperformed those rece1v1ng PSI
tEmedlatlon on both measures.
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Achievement determlned by the number of performance obJectlves mastered,
can be SLganlcantly increased by remediation strategies which emphasxzed
accomplishment of the obJectxves. Mor%pver, remediation strategies which
include alternate materlals and act1v1t1es [LFM] appear to provide more .
optimum 1earn1ng/cond1t10ns than repeatinggkhe learning activities and
rev1eW1ng the redding materxals encountered durlng the initial instruction
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"2, Retention of cognitive skills, measured by a total score’gn ag achievement -
. posttest .developed to assess student.mastery of performance Q jectives, 1is
1nf1uenced .by the ‘nature of the remedlatlon strategy experlenced by the
student. o .
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. ) This thoughtful volume-utilizes a 1arge volume of well- deslgned research to
) lend support to severalﬂmaJor contentions dbout the efficacy of mastery
. . learning. ‘ ‘ -
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. This now—famous book on mastery 1earn1ng theory and practlce ‘utilizes the
results of a large number of mastery 1earn1ng studies and reviewg to
demonstrate the book's main thesis: that "most students beeome-very slmllax
with regatd to, 1earnlﬂ§ ability, rate of learning, and ‘motivation for further
1earn1ng--when prov1ded with favorable learning conditiond." The favorable .
learning conditions are thé component parts of mastery learning, which are
-described in relatdon to their effects with students of differeitt enterang
characterlstlcs,,cognltlvé and affective. Within each chapter the outcomes of

mastery 1earn1ng studies are predented ‘to demonstrate what occurs when,each’

& asepct of the model is carefully tested. o . - ,>’/ i
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Studies which have ‘tracked students of very different tognitive and affective
characteristics and histories have generally lent support to the hypothesis
that studegts do become more alike in learning ability, learning rate and
learning motivation when they work with a mastery learning approach. Control.
gtudents *in these same studies tended to demonstrate lower, achievement and to
becomé more diverse in their aghievement, learning rates and attitudes.
Many cases in which mastery learning students did not appear to éxperience the
theorized reduction in variability were bound to be instdances of failure to,
follow the procedures consistently, or instances where the procedures followed

did not' comprise a true mastery learning program.

RESEARCHER 'S CONCLUSIONS:

need to restructure the methods of
schools to, take advantage of what has

Conc'lusions have ‘chiefly to do:%With the
instruction most commonly in use in the
been learned about the superior effécts

of mastery learning.

"The distributiom of schéol achievement is a direct consequence of student
involvement in the learning process and of instructional processes, used by -
teachers and others,in the sehool situation.' Each distribution is causally
related to the.variab}es'we have described [i.e., affectivé traits, cognitive
traitg, quality of fnstrdgtion,_etc.], and ignorance about them does not free
the teacher or the school from résponsibility for them. We prefer
distributions which are indicative that most students have mastered what the
schools have 'to teach." . . o . -
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