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ABSTRACT 

This study sought to determine if a mastery learning 

approach to teaching reading in a supplemental reading 

program was more effective in promoting reading achieve

ment than a conventional approach. It followed an experi

mental pretest, posttest design. The treatment group 

received supplemental instruction in reading with a 

mastery learning approach using the composite objectives 

found on the third and fifth grade Texas Assessment of 

Basic Skills (TABS) test. The control group received 

supplemental reading instruction using a nonmastery 

commercial reading phonics skills approach. 

The subjects were 240 Title I reading students from 

three elementary schools in Lubbock, The students in 

grades 2 through 6 were randomly selected from a pool of 

384 Title I youngsters who qualified to participate in the 

Title I remedial reading program. 

Teachers in the treatment group received training in 

mastery learning and in the use of the selected materials. 

Bloom's (1976) cues, participation, reinforcement, and 

feedback/corrective strategies were used with the treat

ment group. Mastery was demonstrated by scoring 80 

percent or better on each mastery test. 
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Both the treatment and the control groups received 

reading instruction in the regular classroom. No mastery 

learning strategies were practiced in these classrooms. 

The researcher sought to answer the following ques

tions: (1) Is a mastery learning supplemental reading 

program more effective than a conventional supplemental 

reading program in promoting achievement in reading 

comprehension among Title I students? (2) Will a mastery 

learning approach taught in a supplemental reading program 

be more effective for boys or for girls than a nonmastery 

supplemental reading program in promoting reading achieve

ment? (3) Will there be any statistically significant 

interaction between sex and approach at each grade level? 

Significance of differences was tested by an ANCOVA 

inasmuch as t_ test results indicated significant group 

difference on the pretest. Results of the ANCOVA revealed 

no significant differences in the reading achievement of 

students taught by a mastery approach and those taught by 

a conventional approach. There were no significant 

differences between sex and approach, and there was no 

significant interaction between sex and approach. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Introduction to the Problem 

Over the past few decades, it has become apparent 

that our public schools are failing to meet the reading 

needs of some children (Piatt, Shuck, & Ulsh, 1983). 

"About 13 percent of all 17-year-olds in the United States 

can be considered functionally illiterate. Functional 

illiteracy among minority youth may run as high as 40 

percent" (Gardner, 1983, p. 8). "Inequity in American 

education," according to Edmonds (1979), "derives first 

and foremost from our failure to educate the children of 

the poor" (p. 2) . The children of the poor, the educa

tionally disadvantaged, have failed to achieve at appro

priate levels and their reading test scores continue to 

lag behind those of students in suburban schools. 

The reasons disadvantaged students do not achieve 

well in school are not clear. The possible causes of this 

phenomenon appear to fall into two general categories: 

inadequate readiness during early childhood caused by a 

lack of parenting skills in the family; and inappropriate 

materials and programs in the school. 



One major attempt to accommodate lack of readiness 

for school was the initiation of the Head Start Program. 

It had been suggested that many disadvantaged children 

fail in school because of inadequate preparation for the 

demands of school learning and that preschool experiences 

might develop language facility and learning competence, 

leading to greater chances of school success (Deutsch, 

1967). Head Start was developed with the aim of enriching 

early childhood experiences. 

Ingram and Bartels (1979) found little carryover of 

academic gains made in these programs to the formal school 

situation. However, Schweinhart and Weikart (1985) found 

long-term effects of the program were positive. He 

concluded that the 123 disadvantaged children in the study 

were more successful in high school, more likely to attend 

college and job training classes, more often employed and 

self-supporting, and recorded a lower rate of crime, 

welfare usage, and teenage pregnancies. Even though 

Weikart's (1984) results are promising, poor reading 

achievement is still a concern. 

Another effort to increase readiness and raise 

achievement scores among disadvantaged children was also 

connected with the Head Start program in the form of 

increased parental involvement in schools. Ingram and 

Bartels (1979) reported. 

Growing out of child-development research, and 
studies identifying the home as a major factor 



in children's ability to achieve, the federal 
government sponsored Head Start as a means of 
preparing children and their parents for more 
formal schooling experiences. (p. 3) 

Results of the research on the effectiveness of 

parental involvement programs are contradictory. For 

example, Walberg, Bole, and Waxman (1976) found positive 

gains in student achievement in groups where parents and 

teachers were involved in the program. However, Waxman 

(1979) reevaluated the program and could find no real 

evidence that the program's impact actually was responsi

ble for the differences in reading achievement between the 

groups. Ingram and Bartels (1979) stated. 

Much of the research reported on school-
community relations is evaluation studies of 
various state and federal programs. Often these 
studies aggregate specific school-community 
relations behaviors as part of an activity, thus 
making it impossible to differentiate and 
isolate particular behaviors, program character
istics, and activities which might explain 
effectiveness in achievement or any other area, 
(p. 4) 

Some research on parental involvement has shown that 

the educational values of the parents and their reinforce

ment of what is learned in school do directly affect 

achievement (Bloom, 1965; Lavin, 1965). However, in 

summarizing the National Conference on Urban Education's 

findings, Gordon (1979) stated. 

We have talked about the contribution of family 
background to school achievement; we are not in 
agreement on this topic. It may not be possible 
to come to agreement on it because that phenome
non exists in a paradox of contradictions. One 
argues for the contribution that the family. 



culture, and community make to the behavior 
characteristics of learners exhibited in the 
school setting. On the other hand, we advise 
the schools of their responsibility for making 
school achievement independent of those charac
teristics, (p. 8) 

The instructional materials used in schools may be a 

possible cause of poor performance of some students. The 

materials traditionally used by schools to teach children 

to read are basal textbooks (Durkin, 1984). Researchers 

have found that of the multitude of reading materials 

published, the basal readers, with their accompanying 

manuals and workbooks, are used more extensively than any 

other materials, and in most classrooms, they are the only 

tools of reading instruction (Austin & Morrison, 1963; 

Durkin, 1974, 1974-75; Shannon, 1982). However, it was 

noted that there was a tendency for teachers in compensa

tory and remedial reading programs to use a wide variety 

of materials (Dixon, 1979). These teachers used commer

cial materials, teacher-made materials, audio visuals, 

spelling and phonics games, tapes, books, magazines, and 

newspapers. Publishing companies have updated their 

textbooks by including more true-to-life situations, by 

including more minorities in their stories, and by 

attempting to eliminate sex stereotyping. Many have 

offered books, both hardbound and paperback, with a high 

interest level and a low vocabulary skills level. How

ever, Dixon (1979) reported that it seemed not to matter 

what was used, but how it was used. Some studies have 



shown that a combination of methods develops reading 

capabilities better than a single method (Bond, Tinker, & 

Wassom, 1979; Farr, 1979; Huddleston, 1980). In any 

event, the use of additional materials and the upgrading 

of textbooks has done little to alleviate the fact that 

many disadvantaged youngsters fail to read on an accept

able level. 

In addition to the emphasis on enriching the early 

childhood experiences, encouraging parent participation, 

and upgrading basal textbooks, a variety of instructional 

innovations have emerged during the last several years. 

The open education movement, which was popular for several 

years, had little impact on improving the reading achieve

ment of students. Walberg (1984) pointed out that 

although students in open classrooms achieve slightly to 

moderately better on several outcomes valued by educators, 

parents, and students, achievement on standardized tests 

was not significantly greater than in a traditional 

setting. He also stated that "progressive education, the 

Dalton and Winnetka plans, team teaching, and the ungraded 

school, and other innovations in this century—all held 

forth this or a similar ideal but drifted into authori-

tianism, permissiveness, or confusion. They were diffi

cult to sustain as idealized" (p. 25). 

Stallings and Hentzell (1979) reminded educators that 

the result of the allocation of millions of dollars to 



educational programs across the nation to compensate for 

unequal schooling has not solved the problem. Investiga

tors of total school programs concluded that much of the 

money spent to provide better libraries, laboratories, 

school services, and staff training did little to improve 

the achievement of students (Coleman, Campbell, Hobson, 

McPortland, Nodd, Weinfeld, & York, 1966; Herrnstein, 

1971; Jencks, 1972; Mosteller & Moynihan, 1972). 

In spite of past efforts, the problem of inadequate 

reading success and below grade level achievement scores 

among disadvantaged learners still exists. Even in 

schools where there is an abundance of additional help 

(e.g.. Title I teachers, learning disability teachers, and 

remedial reading teachers), as Durkin (1978-79) pointed 

out, many students still fail to learn to read. 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem, as outlined in the previous section, is 

that significant numbers of children, especially disad

vantaged youngsters, are not learning to read. Educators 

have addressed this problem in a number of ways and have 

failed to make very much progress toward eliminating it. 

Today, some educators are looking more closely at the 

learning process itself in an effort to determine how the 

brain actually acquires knowledge. One way of addressing 

curriculum modification is through a mastery learning 

approach. Since the mid-1960's, nearly 3,000 schools have 



adopted these strategies and have integrated the tech

niques into their academic programs and there is growing 

evidence to suggest that it is worth investigation. 

Mastery learning, as proposed by Benjamin Bloom 

(1976) and others, may improve reading achievement. 

Mastery learning is based on the premise that 95 percent 

of the population is equally capable of learning if the 

instruction is appropriate. If only about 60 percent of 

disadvantaged students are learning to read, the prospect 

of increasing that percentage to 95 percent is powerful. 

Few investigators have applied mastery learning to teach 

remedial reading (Smith & Katims, 1977). However, because 

many states are turning to minimum competency tests which 

test specific objectives, it was important to determine 

whether teaching selected objectives does, in fact, 

promote comprehension among disadvantaged students. 

Some educators (Board of Directors of the Inter

national Reading Association, 1979) are concerned about 

this trend. It is difficult to determine exactly what 

reading skills can be isolated, written behaviorally, and 

taught for mastery. 

Evidence suggests that students who are already 

experiencing difficulty with the reading task will encoun

ter even more frustration when tested for mastery of 

selected skills. Pipho (1977) noted students who are in 

the middle academic range find the tests a challenge and 
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succeed, but those in the lower range find the tests 

intimidating. This idea is supported by Burns' (1979) 

summary of two major reviews of research concerning the 

effectiveness of mastery strategies for different kinds of 

learning and for different types of students. While his 

findings were inconclusive, he suggested that this was 

attributable to the state of instructional research and 

not necessarily mastery learning itself. 

At this time, mastery learning can be neither reject

ed nor accepted as an approach to teaching reading compre

hension to disadvantaged students. More research is 

needed before educators will be able to make that deter

mination . 

Purpose of the Study 

The major purpose of this study was to compare the 

effectiveness of mastery and nonmastery learning approach

es to teaching reading comprehension in a supplemental 

Title I reading program in grades two through six. 

This study sought to answer the following questions: 

1. Is a mastery learning supplemental reading 

program, as defined in Chapter III, more effective than a 

conventional supplemental reading program in promoting 

achievement in reading comprehension among Title I 

students? 

2. Will a mastery learning approach taught in a 

supplemental reading program be more effective for boys or 
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for girls than a nonmastery supplemental reading program 

in promoting reading achievement? 

3. Will there be any statistically significant 

interaction between sex and approach at each grade level? 

Assumptions 

The following assumptions are basic to this study: 

1. The subskills associated with learning to read 

can be identified. 

2. Mastery can be determined. 

3. Comprehension can be measured by a valid and 

reliable standardized test. 

Definition of Terms 

The following terms are defined in order to clarify 

the meaning of each within this study. 

Disadvantaged Child--a youngster who differs from the 

dominant culture group. In the literature, these children 

are often referred to as culturally different, culturally 

disadvantaged, ethnically different, minority. Black, 

Oriental, Mexican-American, Chicano, Hispanic, Spanish-

American, Spanish-speaking, Indian, Puerto Rican, or 

Vietnamese. 

Mastery Learning--an approach to teaching and learn

ing based on the premise that 95 percent of the population 

is capable of learning. This approach uses cues, partici

pation, reinforcement, and feedback/correctives in an 
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effort to assure that all students know what is to be 

learned, are actively involved in the learning, are 

provided feedback on how much they have mastered, and are 

given correctives when necessary. 

Title I Reading—a federally financed, state adminis

tered, and locally operated program that provides supple

mental pullout instruction to educationally and/or socio-

economically deprived students. 

Classroom Reading—the reading instruction provided 

every student by the regular classroom teacher using a 

locally adopted basal textbook. 

Limitations of the Study 

This study was limited to Title I reading students in 

grades two through six at three elementary schools in a 

large southwestern city. It included only those students 

who responded to the California Achievement Test (CAT) 

pretest and posttest. 

In any study of this size, there is always the 

possibility that the Hawthorne effect will alter the 

results. The teachers included in this investigation were 

selected on the basis of similar experiential backgrounds 

and training. These are described in Chapter III. Every 

effort was made to insure that teachers in both the 

treatment and the control groups received the same amount 

of attention and consideration. 
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Only those selected skills included in the third and 

fifth grade Texas Assessment of Basic Skills were used in 

this study. These skills are listed in Chapter III. 

Summary and Overview 

This study compared the reading achievement scores of 

240 Title I reading students in grades two through six in 

three elementary schools. There were 24 students (12 boys 

and 12 girls) from each grade level in both the treatment 

group and the control group. These students were strati

fied by grade and sex, then randomly selected from a pool 

of all the Title I reading students who responded to both 

the pretest and the posttest. 

All students in this study were in a supplemental 

reading program. The treatment group was taught supple

mental reading using a mastery learning approach, while 

students in the control group were taught supplemental 

reading using a nonmastery commercial reading program that 

focused on teaching reading comprehension through a strong 

phonics skills approach. 

All students also received regular classroom reading 

instruction using a basal reading series adopted by the 

district. 

This study is organized in the following way: 

Chapter II presents a review of the literature related to 

this study; Chapter III outlines the procedures that were 

followed in the collection and treatment of data; Chapter 
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IV presents the analysis of the data; and Chapter V 

summarizes the findings of the study, offers conclusions, 

implications, and recommendations for future research. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

The literature relevant to this study is divided into 

two main sections: The Disadvantaged Student and Mastery 

Learning. The section concerning the disadvantaged 

student presents a brief background of the problem and 

describes public school orientation toward the under-

achiever. The next section reviews literature pertaining 

to mastery learning and the current thinking and research 

findings related to the teaching of reading. Only litera

ture associated with elementary grades is included. 

The Disadvantaged Reader 

A Brief Historical Review 
of Reading Difficulties 

In 1894, Dr. W. Pringle Morgan, a general practi

tioner in England, described an intelligent 14-year-old 

boy who was incapable of learning to read (Critchley, 

1964) . While many people may have had reading difficul

ties since the beginning of written languages, Morgan's 

description was the first to appear in the literature. 

According to Harris (1968) , the first attempt to 

diagnose and to prescribe treatment for reading disorders 

in the United States was made made by Ulh in 1916. Ulh 

13 
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used the results from reading tests to plan remedial work 

for students trying to overcome defects in reading. 

Harris (1968) noted that in the 1920's and early 1930's, 

universities began publishing books about reading disabil

ities, and graduate schools of education began reading 

clinics; but it was not until the mid-1930's that public 

schools became involved when the first large scale public 

school remedial reading program was initiated in New York 

City. 

The accelerated interest in overcoming reading 

disabilities in the United States coincided with the 

desegregation movement in the mid-1960's. As society put 

more pressure on schools, demanding that all students 

learn to read, and as government funds provided additional 

resources designed to teach children to read, educators 

gradually became aware that the traditional methods of 

teaching, which had been highly successful with the 

middle-class, were ineffective with the minority groups. 

Federal dollars were used to enable school districts to 

compensate for the lack of effective reading instruction 

for lower socioeconomic students. The National Assessment 

of Educational Progress (1981) conducted a survey of 

reading abilities, and although these studies reflected an 

increase in reading achievement gains among disadvantaged 

One first was conducted in 1970-71 and then repeated 
it in 1974-75 and in 1979-80. 
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children, they failed to interpret those gains in terms of 

grade level achievement; therefore, it has been difficult 

to determine whether these students were reading on or 

near the appropriate level of their grade placement. 

Historically, several theoretical explanations of 

reading disabilities have been postulated. Orton (1937) 

considered the primary symptom to be a physical one, a 

severe reversal tendency thought to be caused be a failure 

to establish clear-cut dominance of one cerebral hemis

phere over the other. Some psychoanalysts and clinical 

psychologists, on the other hand, related reading disabil

ities to an emotional disturbance (Pearson, 1952), al

though it is difficult to determine whether the emotional 

problem was a cause of reading difficulty or a result of 

it. Other educational and experimental psychologists, at 

that time, tended to favor a pluralistic theory of causa

tion including physical, emotional, psychological, educa

tional, and sociological handicaps (Gates, 1947). 

Theories regarding the causes of reading disabilities 

remain only theories because no proof of causation has 

been documented. 

In the past, sex differences, favoring females, 

existed in reading performance. Lehr (1982) attributed 

the differences to cultural expectations. He stated that 

"in America, young boys are encouraged to spend more time 

and energy on 'large muscle activities,' whereas girls are 
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taught to engage in more sedentary types of behavior" 

(p. 744). 

It has also been suggested that the way society 

structures its schools might contribute to sex differ

ences. Gross (1978) chose an Israeli kibbutz to conduct 

her study because communal settlements use a socialization 

system in which the sexes work as equals. She found no 

significant difference in reading performance between boys 

and girls. 

To summarize, only since the mid-1920's have educa

tors investigated the disabled reader. Universities were 

first to address the problem of remediation on a large 

scale in the mid-1920's; ten years later, public schools 

became involved. Educators are still not sure what causes 

reading disabilities; however, the difference between the 

reading achievement favoring girls over boys in this 

country appears to be culturally related (Lehr, 1982). 

Public School Orientation Toward 
the Disadvantaged Student 

There are various theories on why educationally 

disadvantaged children do not achieve as well in school as 

some children do. These theories fall into two broad 

categories. Some authorities (Gordon & Wilderson, 1966; 

Kalian, 1975; Bickel, 1981) attribute these disabilities 

to the child, and his/her environment and culture, while 

others (Cooper, 1976; Ornstein, 1975; Bickel, 1981) accuse 
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the educational system of failing to meet the needs of 

these students. 

Those taking the first position focus on the defi

ciencies in the learner. Generally, explanations for 

students' failures center on parental background, economic 

and social status, educational achievement, employment, 

participation in community organizations, and potential 

for upward mobility (Gordon & Wilderson, 1966). Marans 

and Lourie (1967) maintained lower class child-rearing 

practices are not conducive to later functioning at 

school. Jansky and de Hirsch (1972) stated. 

If one adds the physical dangers, the deaths, 
the violence, and the many life-threatening 
situations they are exposed to, it is not 
surprising that disadvantaged children tend to 
lack those ego functions which are essential for 
participation in the educational process, 
(p. 97) 

Proponents (Lustman, 1970; Pasamanick, 1969) of this 

"child environment theory" further maintain that the 

large, often one-parent (usually the mother) family, 

living in crowded, substandard housing promotes low 

self-esteem and is characterized by a lack of communica

tion, involvement, and sensory stimuli. In fact, by the 

time disadvantaged children enter school, most of them 

have learned that in order to survive in their subculture, 

they must be aggressive (Bond, Tinker, & Wassom, 1979). 

In contrast, a few, usually those with less stamina, 

become excessively shy and withdrawn. 
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Morlan & Ramonda (1968) further contended that 

children living in overcrowded homes, often with more than 

one family, find little privacy. Sleeping conditions are 

usually cramped, younger children are underfoot, and 

televisions blare day and night. Many times, in order to 

escape the confusion and noise, these children learn to 

turn a deaf ear to their environment. These patterns of 

behavior, when carried to school, cause teachers to 

complain that these children are daydreamers and are 

unable to concentrate (Lustman, 1970). The lack of 

ability to concentrate, coupled with a short attention 

span, further decreases their ability to succeed at school 

learning tasks. 

Within the family, Havighurst (1970) argued, a highly 

restricted form of language is used and this practice 

leads to inferior visual and auditory discrimination, as 

well as to inferior judgment concerning time, number, and 

other basic concepts. Inferior, in this context, means 

not adequate for success in the schools. 

Furthermore, Johnson (1970) felt that poverty-

stricken environments tend to sap the strength of indi

viduals in this kind of situation. Their basic needs go 

unsatisfied because they lack money, have improper diets, 

and live with inadequate clothing, shelter, and sanita

tion; educational needs will probably become secondary 

under such circumstances (Deutsch & Brown, 1964). 
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Kalian (1975) believes that children raised in the 

environment described above are retarded learners before 

they even enter the formal school situation. They have 

learned to see themselves as inferior and, thus, have a 

lack of self-confidence and poor self-concepts. If they 

begin to experience failure with their school work, their 

poor self-image is reinforced. Their preoccupation with 

the present makes the curriculum offered by the school 

seem irrelevant (Morlan & Romonda, 1968). 

To summarize, most of the literature written about 

disadvantaged children in the 1960's described the cul

tural environment of these children and pointed out 

deficiencies found in their background. These defic

iencies are held to be the causal factors that schools 

have not been able to overcome. Havighurst (1970) main

tained that it was not necessarily that these children had 

no experiences, rather it was that their experiences were 

not those that enable students to benefit from what the 

schools, functioning with their present structure, had to 

teach. 

In spite of recent trends toward equal educational 

opportunities for all groups, there are many factors 

within the school which contribute to and often limit the 

achievement of disadvantaged children (Bickel, 1981). 

Those factors include inadequate programs, along with 

inappropriate materials and teachers expectations. 
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Since the middle 1960's, Jeffrey (1978) stated, many 

educators have believed that compensatory education was at 

least a partial solution for the problem of poor achieve

ment among disadvantaged children. However, research, she 

pointed out, makes it clear that these programs have 

failed consistently to show much academic improvement 

among children enrolled in the programs. 

Ornstein (1975) attempted to explain the failure of 

schools to accommodate the needs of the disadvantaged 

child. He wrote, "For the purpose of school achievement, 

it does little good for the students to possess other 

skills, abilities, positive strengths, or a different 

culture, unless that school system changes" (p. 19). 

Cooper (1976) added that the student's "difficulties with 

reading are cultural and in the main due to the school's 

failure to modify initial reading language instruction to 

match the past experiences of the children" (p. 142). 

Some authorities (Banks, 1979; Freedman, 1979; 

Richman & Marcus, 1977; Bonilla, 1972) believed the 

solution to inadequate programs could be in the presenta

tion of ethnic studies in all areas of the curriculum. 

Banks (1979) maintained that current school curriculum was 

not preparing most students to function adequately in 

society because it isolates them from the diverse cultural 

groups of which society is made up. He suggested that the 

key goals for ethnic studies should be to help students 
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develop the ability to make reflective decisions on ethnic 

issues and to take personal and public action to help 

solve the racial and ethnic problems in our society. 

Bonilla (1972) stated that nonwhite minorities have 

poor self-images and a high dropout rate because their 

identities have been lost with the "melting pot" concept. 

He claimed that ethnic studies should be a requirement in 

teacher training because teachers are often ethnocentric 

and racist. 

The most effective multiethnic program, according to 

Freedman (1979) , is one aimed at eliminating stereotypes 

and at the same time adhering to a common culture. He 

stressed the importance of assessing attitudes regarding 

ethnicity for the origin of prejudices. 

Finally, Richman and Marcus (1977) maintained that 

ethnic prejudice was one of the foremost problems in 

American society. They felt that extensive ethnic studies 

enhanced knowledge and widened basic understanding of 

other ethnic groups and that ethnic studies should begin 

at the elementary level where prejudices are not so 

strong. 

Although, ethnic studies probably should be included 

in the school curriculum, there is no evidence to suggest 

that its inclusion would eliminate the problem of poor 

reading achievement. While it would enable teachers to 
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understand their students better, it does not necessarily 

improve test scores. 

Along with the inadequacies of the programs used to 

teach the disadvantaged child go inappropriate materials 

(Bickel, 1981). Durkin (1984) and Shannon (1982) reported 

that single basal reading programs are operational in most 

school systems in this country, and Frost and Rowland 

(1970) pointed out that "in this respect, we have truly a 

'national curriculum'" (p. 308). 

Some authorities (Banks, 1975; Garcia, 1980; 

Sutherland & Arbuthnot, 1977) believed that carefully 

chosen ethnic materials can help encourage reading in 

minority children and can help bolster weak self-concepts. 

Garcia (1980) found that much of the ethnic material 

developed in the sixties did not reach standards of 

excellence. However, they suggested that new ethnic 

materials are very good. They cautioned that care must be 

taken when selecting materials and teachers should try to 

match materials with students. 

Chall's (1967) research suggested that children of 

lower socioeconomic background might do better with an 

early code phonic emphasis. However, Beck's (1979) study 

concluded that disadvantaged students, for the most part, 

were receiving reading instruction by means of a whole-

word approach. 
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Farr (1979) maintained that no single method, 

approach, or set of materials had been proven to be most 

effective for all children. He suggested a combination of 

materials provided a well-rounded reading program for the 

disabled reader. Huddleston (1980) suggested that, 

because most teachers rely heavily on a basal reader, a 

multiple adoption of these readers was more effective in 

that it offered a wider variety from which to choose. 

While there is widespread agreement that programs and 

materials being used with disadvantaged students are 

inadequate, there is little concurrence on what changes 

should be made. Because most schools are committed to a 

basal reader, it is doubtful that major changes will be 

made in either programs or materials on any large scale 

basis. 

Aside from what the aforementioned authorities 

believed about the school's failure to provide appropriate 

instruction, there are a few educators (Edmonds, 1979; 

Weber, 1971) who thought the responsibility for these 

failures rested with the teacher and school in that these 

children are not expected to learn. Rosenthal and 

Jacobson (1968) evidenced that when teachers expected 

children to show greater intellectual gains, they did, in 

fact, show such gains. They concluded that at least some 

of the deficiencies of disadvantaged students might lie 

with the schools, particularly with the attitude of 
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teachers toward these children, Showmaker and Fraser 

(1981) also reported that "the most consistent finding in 

the majority of studies of school effectiveness is the 

crucial connection between expectations and achievement" 

(p. 181) . 

In summary, some authorities feel that the most basic 

problem is that of the curriculum. They argue that a 

curriculum designed for middle-class children with their 

middle-class experiences is not appropriate for disad

vantaged children with their different experiences. On 

the other hand, some are convinced that teacher and 

principal expectations determine student achievement. 

Mastery Learning 

Introduction 

Although educators have tried to determine why there 

is inadequate reading achievement among a significant 

number of students, and although they have attempted to 

address remediation in a number of ways, many disadvan

taged students still fail to perform well in school 

(Goodlad, 1984). Durkin (1978-79) pointed out, even in 

schools where there were ample extra personnel, many 

students still failed to learn to read well enough to 

function at their grade level placement. 

Over the past few years, a mastery approach to 

teaching and learning has been developing, and advocates 

of this approach assert that under appropriate learning 
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conditions, nearly all students can and will learn what 

the schools have to teach. Actually, the theory is 

several hundred years old, and according to Block (1973), 

its roots are found in writings as early as the 15th 

2 

century. Its rebirth began with the publication of "A 

Model for School Learning" by John B. Carroll in 1963, and 

was transformed into a working model by Benjamin Bloom 

(1976) in the early seventies. Today it is called mastery 

learning. 

Harris and Hodges (1981) defined mastery learning as 

"the process, or result, of learning a given material to 

an established proficiency criterion" (p. 190). More 

specifically, Horton (1981) stated that mastery learning 

is the "attainment of adequate performance levels on tests 

measuring specific learning tasks" (p. 29). 

Bloom (1976) believed that under appropriate learning 

conditions, individual differences in achievement should 

virtually disappear. He stated. 
Think of a highly sequential set of units 

such that unit five could not be learned before 
units two or three. Under condition A, let us 
assume that ninety percent of students learned 
unit one adequately, while ten percent do not. 
Under the assumption indicated above, these ten 
percent will not learn any of the later units 
adequately because unit one is basic to all that 
follows. Let us assume that while ninety 
percent of students learned unit one adequately, 
some of these will not learn unit two adequate
ly. It is assumed that additional students fall 

^Comenius (15th century); The Jesuits (16th centurv) ; 
Pestalozzi (19th century); Herbart (19th century). 
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by the wayside until by unit ten only ten 
percent learn it adequately, while ninety 
percent do not. If these students are then 
given a summative test in which all ten units 
are equally represented, the curve of achieve
ment is likely to approximate a normal distri
bution with considerable individual variation. 

Under condition B, the ten percent who 
failed to master unit one are helped until at 
least five percent or more have achieved ade
quate learning of unit one. The proportion of 
students with adequate learning of unit one now 
reaches ninety-five percent before they enter 
unit two. Assume that this process is repeated 
on each unit, using the same summative examina
tion as in condition A, we should find that over 
ninety percent of the students under condition B 
reach about the same level of achievement as the 
top ten percent of the students under condition 
A. (Bloom, 1976, p. 164) 

Thus, according to Bloom, under condition B, the students 

are likely to become more and more similar in the amounts 

of time and help they require to reach a given criterion 

of achievement, and the variation in time and help 

required gradually will decrease. 

Bloom (1979) maintained that when students begin 

their formal education, there are very few differences 

between them in terms of what they know and how they 

perform, but the further they progress in school, the 

greater their differences in learning become. He felt 

that under mastery learning conditions, the differences 

between the students' learning abilities, their rates of 

learning, and their motivation for further learning will 

be slight. In other words, the amount of time and assis

tance that students require to reach a given criterion of 

achievement will become less and less; consequently, the 
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variation between students in the amount of time and 

assistance required will decrease gradually. 

In order to understand this decrease in differences, 

it is first necessary to consider how students are taught 

in more traditional programs. Usually, the curriculum is 

largely determined by the textbook used in the school 

system. The guidebook provided by the publisher dictates 

the material that is to be taught, the order it will be 

taught, and the length of time it is taught (Shannon, 

1982) . Generally, students are asked to cover certain 

materials, they are tested on the materials, their grades 

are recorded, and then they begin the next unit or chap

ter. Very little emphasis is placed on mastering the unit 

or chapter; hence, there is a wide range in the learner's 

posttest scores that usually approximates the normal 

curve. 

With a mastery approach, by contrast, those students 

who do not master 80 percent of the test are retaught 

until at least 80 to 90 percent do master the test. Then, 

the entire group begins the next unit or chapter. 

This introduction of mastery learning raised ques

tions on how the theory worked, how extensively it was 

being used, and how successful it was in improving learn

ing. This information will be discussed in the next 

section. 
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The Approach 

Mastery learning in today's schools is relatively 

new. In an effort to understand its rapid development, 

this section will begin with the historical evolution of 

mastery learning since 1963, will then describe the 

application of the approach, and finally, will relate the 

research findings on its effectiveness and the implica

tions these findings have for educators today. 

Historical development. Carroll (1963) noted that, 

traditionally, student's aptitude had been seen as the 

level of learning a child could attain in a given amount 

of time. From this standpoint, students were viewed as 

either good or poor learners. However, Carroll suggested 

that aptitude might be the amount of time the student 

requires to learn a subject at a given level of learning. 

This subtle difference would encourage the idea of fast or 

slow learners as opposed to good and poor ones, and would 

suggest that each student be allowed his/her own learning 

rate. Or, as Guskey (1980) stated, "the degree of school 

learning would be a function of the time the child actual

ly spent on the learning, relative to the time he or she 

needed to spend" (p. 105). 

Time spent and time needed are influenced by the 

characteristics of the individual learner and the nature 

of the instruction. Specifically, the time spent is 

determined by two criteria: the student's perseveran( ice 
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which is the amount of time the student is willing to 

spend on learning; and his opportunity, which is the 

classroom time allotted to learning. On the other hand, 

the time needed is determined by the child's aptitude, the 

quality of instruction, and the student's ability to 

understand the instruction. 

Bloom (1976) set about to transform Carroll's ideas 

into a working model for instruction. He proposed the 

instruction should involve cues, participation, reinforce

ment, and feedback/correctives. He described these terms: 

Cues, or directions, indicate that students are to 

know exactly what is to be learned. Students need not 

guess at what the teacher expects them to know as is often 

the case in the traditional classroom setting. 

Participation dictates that students are actively 

involved in their own learning. They are aware of the 

fact that an objective will be mastered by at least 95 

percent of the group before they leave that objective. 

Mastery is exhibited by scoring 80 percent or better on 

the formative test given for each objective. Participa

tion is intended to encourage cooperation among students 

rather than foster competition. This, too, differs from 

conventional methods of instruction in that it becomes 

student-centered rather than instruction-centered. 

Reinforcement is accomplished in a variety of ways. 

Students not mastering at least 80 percent of the 
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questions on the test are not penalized. They are exposed 

to more materials and varied teaching strategies in 

further efforts to master the objective. Those students 

showing mastery become peer tutors or become involved in 

enrichment activities. Small group and more one-to-one 

instruction is employed until 95 percent of the students 

have mastered the objective. 

Finally, feedback/corrective strategies allow tests 

to become true evaluative instruments. Students use what 

is not mastered as the basis for what is to be learned 

next. Traditionally, all test scores are averaged and 

those students requiring more time to learn simply receive 

lower grades. In contrast, using Bloom's method, after 

appropriate correctives have been applied, another forma

tive test is administered to determine the success of the 

correctives and to assure mastery. 

As Bloom's theory began to gain recognition, others--

many of them Bloom's students--began to study the concept 

and have since added their own ideas to it. For example. 

Block (1979) identified five generic teaching behaviors as 

Diagnosis: the accurate prediction of each 
student's future performance based on his/her 
present and past history; 

Prescription: the provision of appropriate 
learning tasks for each student based on the 
teacher's diagnosis; 

Orientation: the clarification of each learning 
task for each student in terms of what is to be 
learned and how it is to be learned; 
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Feedback: the provision of constant information 
to each student regarding learning progress; 

Corrective: the provision of timely supplemen
tary instruction for each student whose learning 
progress is insufficient. (pp. 115-116) 

Hyman and Cohen (1979), also students of Bloom, 

formulated the P Ratio. They suggested that "the amount 

of time a student participated in prescribed learning 

activities predicted both aptitude and quality of instruc

tion" (p. 104) . They devised a measure, the P Ratio, 

which refers to the percentage of clock time that the 

student is actually involved in the learning task. This P 

Ratio corresponds to Bloom's "time on task" and to 

Carroll's "perseverance," and accounts for some of the 

differences in learning among students. 

Meanwhile, Bloom (1976), in attempting to explain the 

differences in learners and learning, identified cognitive 

entry behaviors, affective entry characteristics, and 

quality of instruction as the variables that make up these 

differences. Cognitive entry behaviors are the prerequi

site learning needed for a particular learning task; 

affective entry characteristics are the interests, atti

tudes, and self-views the learner brings to the learning 

tasks; and quality of instruction includes the cues, 

participation, reinforcement, and feedback/correctives 

described earlier. Bloom (1976) suggested that time on 

task is largely determined by the quality of instruction 

and the cognitive prerequisites for each learning task, 
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and that feedback/corrective procedures are the major 

methods for ensuring that cognitive entry behaviors are 

adequately developed. He believes that the alterability 

of these cognitive entry characteristics has profound 

implications for instruction. 

Next, Bloom (1976) proposed that "formative tests are 

used primarily as feedback to inform the student about 

what he has learned well and what he still needs to learn" 

(p. 384) . He maintained that when corrective efforts are 

used for an hour or two, most students reach mastery 

standards when they are retested. Summative tests are 

given only after correctives have been applied and they 

are used to determine final grades. 

Bloom (1984) identified the 2 sigma problem. He 

asked, "can researchers and teachers devise teaching-

learning conditions that will enable the majority of 

students under group instruction to attain levels of 

achievement that can, at present, be reached only under 

good tutoring conditions?" (p. 4). 

Bloom (1984) and two of his students compared three 

methods of instruction. The results of the comparison of 

these three methods led to the 2 sigma problem. They 

defined the methods. 

Conventional: Students learn the subject matter 
in class with about 30 students per teacher. 
Tests are given periodically only for the 
purpose of determining students' marks. 
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Mastery Learning: Students learn the subject 
matter in a class with about 30 students per 
teacher. The instruction is the same as in the 
conventional class and is usually with the same 
teacher. Formative tests (the same tests used 
with the conventional group) are given for 
purposes of feedback followed by corrective 
procedures and by parallel formative tests to 
determine the extent to which the students have 
mastered the subject matter. 

Tutoring: Students learn the subject matter 
with a good tutor for each student, or for two 
or three students simultaneously. This tutoring 
instruction is followed periodically by forma
tive tests, feedback-corrective procedures, and 
parallel formative tests as in the mastery 
learning classes. The need for corrective work 
under tutoring is very small. (p, 4) 

They found that the average mastery learning student 

outperformed the conventional group by 84 percent or one 

standard deviation, and the tutored group outperformed the 

conventional group by 98 percent or two standard devia

tions, hence, the 2 sigma problem. 

Although Bloom (1984) has not found the answer to the 

2 sigma problem, he suggested. 

If the research on the 2 sigma problem yields 
practical methods--which the average teacher or 
school faculty can learn in a brief period of 
time and use with little more cost or time than 
conventional instruction—it would be an educa
tional contribution of the greatest magnitude, 
(p. 6) 

Bloom (1984) also suggested that school systems 

searching for ways to improve instruction might try a 

combination of the following ideas. 

Improve the student processing of instruction by 
using the mastery learning feedback-corrective 
process and/or the enhancement of the initial 
cognitive prerequisites for sequential courses. 



34 

Improve the tools of instruction by selecting a 
curriculum, textbook, or other instructional 
material that has been proven to be very effec
tive. 

Improve the home environment support of student 
learning by beginning a dialogue between the 
school and the home. 

Improve instruction in the school by providing 
favorable conditions of learning for all the 
students in each classroom as well as by in
creasing the emphasis on higher mental process 
learning for all the students. (p. 17) 

^f 
Implementing the Approach 

Guskey (1980b) identified four steps that will enable 

teachers to implement mastery learning strategies. The 

steps are valuing, planning, managing and coordinating, 

and evaluating. The most difficult step, valuing, first 

consists of dividing the curriculum into short meaningful 

bits of information or objectives. Teachers and curricu

lum specialists must then determine what materials should 

be learned by all students and at what level, compelling 

teachers to set the final criterion that will be used to 

evaluate student learning (the standard of mastery), and 

to decide the sequence of instruction that can lead to 

mastery. The identified skills are developed in a spiral-

ing sequence that will enable students to deal with each 

objective at levels of increasing difficulty. 

The next step, planning, involves the preparing of 

formative tests and accompanying correctives. Formative 

tests cover only one learning unit. While preparing these 
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tests, appropriate corrective measures are developed for 

each question. These correctives offer alternative 

learning strategies (e.g., if the materials were first 

presented in the visual mode, correctives are offered in 

the auditory or kinesthetic modes or both). 

In conjunction with preparing the formative tests and 

the correctives, summative tests are also developed. 

These tests cover a broader scope and are used to deter

mine final grades. They may be administered at the end of 

a chapter, at mid term, or at the end of each semester, 

but they will measure the objectives mastered on the 

formative tests. 

The third step, managing and coordinating learning 

within the classroom, includes first the orientation where 

the students are informed of the plans for instruction, 

next the actual instruction, initially with the whole 

class, and finally the diagnostic, feedback/corrective 

strategies discussed earlier. At this point, teachers 

will need to determine the amount of in-class and out-of-

class time that will be allowed for correctives and they 

will prescribe the enrichment or tutorial tasks of the 

students who have mastered the materials. 

The last step, evaluating, is accomplished through 

the use of summative tests. This step enables the teacher 

to determine whether or not the instruction was successful 

and provides clues on how to revise the strategies for 
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future instruction. Final grades will also be determined 

by this test. Ideally, 80 percent of the students will 

achieve at a level that only 20 percent would achieve with 

a conventional approach. 

Although the terms will vary, depending on the 

authority cited, the basic structure of mastery learning 

strategies is the same as those described above. As 

mentioned earlier, some 3,000 schools have implemented 

these strategies in their classrooms, and studies of the 

effects of mastery learning on student achievement are 

beginning to appear in the literature. The results of 

these studies will be reported in the next section. 

Review of the Research 

Until recently, very few investigators have attempted 

to apply mastery learning strategies to the teaching of 

reading. However, several mastery learning studies from 

the Exemplary Center for Reading Instruction (ECRI) in 

Salt Lake City, Utah, revealed that "low ability" student 

responded more frequently, responses were of shorter 

duration and less time occurred between responses because 

of teacher expectations and teacher reinforcement (Wadham, 

Young, & Rencher, 1976; Winterton, 1971). 

Kim (1980) reported that high teacher expectations 

associated with the use of mastery learning techniques 

produced significant findings in increased achievement. 

She noted that the difference was more impressive in 
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mathematics than in reading. Jordon (1977) also found 

that mastery expectations will yield achievement gains in 

reading and language arts skills at or above the national 

norms. 

However, Hall (1981) compared the reading achievement 

growth of 121 matched pairs of Prescription Learning (PL) 

(an approach similar to mastery learning) students and 

Non-Prescription Learning (NPL) students over a one year 

period. He found the research came short of establishing 

significant effects of PL instruction when students are 

matched on the single factor of initial reading achieve

ment scores and concluded that positive effects may be 

expected from PL instruction, but they are greatly depen

dent upon the selection criteria for participation in the 

program. 

Large scale mastery learning programs have been 

established in cities throughout the country. Spady 

(1980) stated that spring 1980 grade equivalent scores for 

Johnson City, New York's second, fourth, and sixth grad

ers, respectively, were 3.1, 5.7, and 8.1 on the reading 

subtests of the California Achievement Test. Similarly, 

Trogdon (1980) analyzed total battery sixth-grade scores 

from a school in North Carolina and found that the previ

ous five years scores were 5.8, 5.8, 5.9, 6.4, and 6.4. 

After a year with mastery learning, sixth grade scores 

were 7.1. 
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Perhaps the largest total school mastery learning 

program has been established in the Chicago Public 

Schools. In an interim evaluation report of the first 

year of the Chicago Mastery Learning Reading (CMLR) 

program, Katims, (1977) reported that although the control 

group scored significantly higher on the pretest, 

"comparison of the second semester's results should be 

easier because the experimental group is now slightly (but 

not significantly) ahead of the control group" (p. 21) . 

Thompson (1980) later reported that after the first year 

of mastery learning, even though Chicago's grade equiva

lent scores were still below national norms, the median 

gain was from 1.1 to 1.5 years for students ages 10-13 and 

eight months for approximately seven months of instruction 

for ages 7-9, as measured by the Iowa Test of Basic 

Skills. 

Since then a progress report on the 1982-83 CMLR 

program showed that 85.8% of Chicago's students were 

working at or above level in 1983 compared to 74.1% in 

1982. These percentages refer to the proportion of 

students working on CMLR materials appropriate for the 

assigned grade (Chicago Board of Education, 1984) . 

Levine (1982) reported that after implementing the 

Chicago's Mastery Learning Reading Program in District 19 

in New York City in 1980-81 reading scores improved. He 

found the percentage of students scoring two or more years 
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below grade level on the California Achievement Test 

declined from 20% in 1979 to 12,6% in 1981 and the 

percentage performing at or above grade level increased 

from 29,8% to 40%. Arricale (1983), superintendent of 

District 19, stated that nearly 2,000 students, who a few 

years ago were labeled failures, are now on the road to 

success, 

Bryant (1982) conducted a study with 32 learning 

disabled students. The children were taught 30 sight 

words with mastery learning strategies. Posttest perform

ance indicated that 84% of the sample was able to attain 

80% or better accuracy on lists or sentences containing 

the 3 0 words. 

Although most of these studies revealed phenomenal 

results, Kim (1980) reminded educators that mastery 

learning seems to be more adaptable to basic subjects such 

as mathematics and science. Block (1971) recognized that 

there are many obstacles that have to be overcome before 

these strategies are effective. The final section of this 

chapter will deal with these reservations and discuss the 

implications the theory has for today's educators. 

Reservations and Implications 

Brandt (1981) reported that mastery learning is not 

without its problems. He pointed out that team teaching 

has proved to be the best method of achieving the flexi

bility to accommodate the individual needs of children. 
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He also stated that some teachers have trouble accepting 

the belief that almost all children can master the subject 

matter taught and that some parents view the lack of a 

familiar grading system as a serious problem. 

Smith & Katims (1977) , in a review of mastery learn

ing in reading wrote. 

The perceptive reader may have surmised that 
mastery learning would work better in areas 
other than reading. In fact, most of the 
studies on mastery learning have been in mathe
matics, science, or foreign language instruc
tion , 

Problems in developing a mastery learning 
strategy for reading begin with trying to 
specify a comprehensive set of cognitive objec
tives. Although the end product is fairly clear 
(literacy), the route to travel in getting there 
is not so clear. (pp. 199-200) 

Shannon (1984) saw the use of mastery learning as an 

attempt to regain legitimacy through control of partici

pants. He asserted "legitimacy through control and 

mastery learning includes a cynical denial of the human 

essence of literacy and learning" (p. 491) . 

Schmidt (1982) presented a strong case against 

mastery learning when he wrote. 

From the beginning, the program praised by the 
"Tribune" worked better in theory than in 
practice. Although supported by the media, 
public school administrators, and official 
school organizations like the PTA, it left most 
parents confused and most teachers overworked. 
Teachers complained that the enormous test-
giving and record-keeping requirements left 
little or no time actually to teach students to 
read. Pupils, for their part, were becoming 
very astute at taking and passing subskill 
tests, but not at reading. A growing number of 
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students, many teachers said, were entering high 
school having successfully completed the CP-ML 
[Chicago's Continuous Progress-Mastery Learning] 
program without ever having read a book and 
without being able to read one. (p, 38) 

Although opponents of the use of mastery learning 

make some valid points, there are still many reasons to 

believe that mastery learning can and will work. Hyman 

and Cohen (1979) concluded, after gathering data on 

thousands of students, that mastery learning is consis

tently more effective than traditional curricula. They 

stated. 

We assume that student motivation is a key to 
increasing the quality and quantity of student 
learning. Whatever else motivation appears to 
be, it is measurable and controllable as P Ratio 
[time on task], Since mastery learning pivots 
on the P Ratio concept, mastery learning appears 
to us to be the most potent curriculum model of 
our time, (p. 109) 

Summary 

Most of the research pertaining to mastery learning 

indicated it produced positive results. Schools seemed to 

have made great progress in improving reading achievement 

scores using a mastery approach. However, opponents of 

the approach were positive that mastery of skills did not 

produce students who read with comprehension and fluency. 

More research is needed to determine which position is 

accurate. 



CHAPTER III 

DESIGN OF THE STUDY 

The primary purpose of this quasi-experimental study 

was: 

1. To determine whether a mastery learning supple

mental reading program is more effective than a conven

tional supplemental reading program in promoting achieve

ment in reading comprehension among Title I students. 

2. To ascertain if a mastery learning approach 

taught in a supplemental reading program is more effective 

for boys or for girls than a nonmastery supplemental 

reading program in promoting reading achievement. 

3. To determine if there is any statistically 

significant interaction between sex and approach at each 

grade level. 

The first part of this chapter describes the subjects 

and procedures used to select them. The next three 

sections describe the procedures used to control for the 

Title I teacher variable, the instructional objectives, 

and the classroom teachers. Following this is a descrip

tion of the instructional procedures used with the treat

ment group, the control group, and the common procedures 

and the instrumentation. The final two sections describe 

42 
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the instrumentation and the procedures used to collect and 

analyze the data. 

Method 

Sample 

The subjects for this study were 240 students, 12 

male and 12 female, at each grade level, two through six. 

One hundred twenty were in the treatment group and 120 in 

the control group. All were Title I reading students. 

They were randomly selected at each grade level from a 

pool totaling 384 Title I reading students in three 

elementary schools. The experimental group was selected 

from students from one elementary school and the control 

group was chosen from two other elementary schools. 

Underachieving Title I reading students were selected 

because this population often does not make adequate gains 

in reading, and few investigations have applied mastery 

learning strategies to teach reading to this population 

(Smith & Katims, 1977; Burns, 1979). 

The three schools used in the study were located in 

the lower socioeconomic area of Lubbock, Texas. This city 

of approximately 180,000 residents is located in the 

southwestern part of the United States. 

Table 1 presents the ethnic breakdown of students by 

group and by grade level. Because many of the students in 

this study were of Mexican-American descent, every effort 

was made to control for English proficiencv. Teachers 
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Grade 
N 

Ethnic 

Black 
% 

Treatment Group 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

Totals 

17 

19 

15 

18 

11 
84 

70.83 

79,17 

62.50 

75.00 

62.50 

70.00 

TABLE 1 

Breakdown of 

Hispanic 
N % 

6 

5 

9 

6 

_2 

35 

25.00 

20.83 

37.50 

25.00 

37.50 

29.16 

Students 

Anglo 
N % 

1 

0 

0 

0 

2 
1 

4.17 

.84 

Total 

24 

24 

24 

24 

2£ 

120 

Control Group 

2 13 54.17 11 45.83 0 24 

3 13 54.17 11 45.83 0 24 

4 14 58.33 10 41.67 0 24 

5 14 58.33 10 41.67 0 24 

6 _9 37.50 1£ 58.33 £ 4.17 _24 

Totals 63 52.50 56 46.66 1 .84 120 

Total 147 61.25 91 37.92 2 .83 240 
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were surveyed at the beginning of the school year and they 

reported that every Spanish surnamed student in the study 

was proficient in the English language. Proficiency was 

measured by the Language Assessment Scale. 

The procedures used for selecting Title I reading 

students in the school district were determined by the 

criteria established by the district and approved by the 

state education agency. These criteria were: 

1, Those second grade students scoring in 
stanines one through four as measured by the 
Metropolitan Readiness Test (MRT) given in 
the fall of 1979. 

2. Those students in grades three, four, and 
five scoring four months or more below grade 
level as measured by spring, 1980 California 
Achievement Test (CAT) results. 

3. Those students in grade six scoring in the 
70th percentile or less as measured by the 
spring 1979 Texas Assessment of Basic Skills 
(TABS) norm-referenced conversion scores. 

4, Those students new to the system scoring six 
months or more below grade level placement 
as measured by fall 1980 Gray Oral Reading 
Test scores. 

Because more students qualified for supplemental reading 

than could be accepted in the program, only those students 

with the lowest scores were placed in Title I reading. 

Title I Teachers 

Every effort was made to control for the possible 

effect of teacher variability on student learning. Table 

2 described the experience of each teacher in terms of 

numbers of years of teaching and number of years teaching 



46 

reading. All were certified in reading by the State of 

Texas or had a reading specialization. The average years 

of experience was 8.5 years. The treatment group averaged 

6.4 years and the control group teachers averaged 10.3 

years. In terms of teaching reading treatment teachers 

averaged 4.6 years and control teachers averaged 4.2 years 

with an overall average of 4,4, Notwithstanding these 

variances, it appeared that very few differences were 

apparent between the teachers in the treatment school and 

the control schools. 

TABLE 2 

Experience of Title I Teachers 

Teacher Total Years of Mean Number of Years Mean 
Experience Teaching Reading 

Treatment Group 
01 
02 
03 
04 
05 

Control Group 
06 
07 
08 
09 
10 
11 

Totals 

8 
5 

11 
6 
2 

32 

23 
10 
10 
14 
2 
3 

62 

94 

8 
5 
5 
3 
2 

6.4 23 4.6 

5 
4 
4 
8 
2 

J2, 
10.3 25 4.2 

8.5 48 4.4 
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Instructional Objectives 

The objectives for the treatment group program were 

identical to those established by the Texas State Board of 

Education. In 1975, this board adopted a long-range goal 

that stipulated that students completing high school would 

demonstrate the attainment of the essential knowledge, 

skills and competencies in reading and mathematics. The 

process for selection of the objectives is described in 

the following paragraphs. 

A cross section of professional educators and lay 

citizens from throughout Texas identified objectives they 

thought were essential for mastery in reading. Forty 

regional meetings were scheduled throughout the state for 

the purpose of involving citizens in this process. 

Participants included parents, school board members, 

students, educators, and representatives of business, 

industry, labor, and government. 

Results of these meetings were complied, tallied, and 

presented to agency curriculum specialists for review. 

These specialists then formulated a tentative list of 

essential objectives. The list was reviewed by represen

tatives of minority groups and the state Congress of 

Parents and Teachers and, finally, they were presented to 

the legislature for final adoption (Texas Education 

Agency, 1977) . The objectives for the third and fifth 

grades were: 
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Third grade: 

Identify the main idea. 
Comprehend accurately the details in a reading 

selection. 
Arrange a list of events in sequential order. 
Follow a set of written directions. 
Use context clues. 
Recognize words by sight. 
Recognize words through phonic analysis. 
Use word structure to identify words. 

Fifth grade: 

Identify the main idea. 
Recall specific facts and details. 
Arrange a list of events in sequential order. 
Distinguish between fact and non-fact (opinion), 
Draw logical conclusions. 
Predict probable future actions or outcomes. 
Use context to understand the meaning of words. 
Use an index to locate information. 
Use maps and charts, graphs and schedules to get 

information. 
Follow a set of written directions. 
Explain and relate to the feelings and emotions of 
characters. (Texas Education Agency, 1980, pp. 12, 

13, 25-29) 

These skills are proported to be the essential components 

of reading comprehension. 

The control group received supplemental reading 

instruction that focused on teaching reading comprehension 

through a strong phonic skill approach. The objectives 

covered in this approach are found in Appendix B. No 

formal mastery strategies were practiced and no 

feedback/corrective procedures were employed. 

Classroom Teachers 

All children in this study also were taught reading 

in the classroom by regular classroom teachers, none of 
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whom were reading specialists. According to the Director 

of Elementary Education, the school system had mandated 

that first and second grade students were to receive 120 

minutes of classroom reading instruction; grade three, 110 

minutes; and intermediate grades four, five, and six, 60 

minutes. In order to try to insure general similarities 

in the classroom reading program, classroom teachers were 

asked to fill out a survey pertaining to such things as 

length of class time and number of reading groups. 

Tabulations from this survey are presented in Table 3. 

There were, of course, some individual variations from 

class to class; however, system wide, teachers in grades 

two and three use the Harcourt Bookmark Basal Reading 

Series and the intermediate grade teachers use the 

Houghton Mifflin Basal Series. Although many of the 

objectives identified for the treatment group were covered 

in the materials used, no mastery learning strategies were 

practiced in the regular classroom. 

Treatment Procedures 

In the fall of 1980, teachers in the treatment group 

received training in the philosophy of mastery learning. 

They were supplied numerous articles pertaining to mastery 

learning at that time and throughout the year. A consul

tant, representing the company that published the mate

rials that were to be used, spent two afternoons training 

the teachers in the use of those materials. 
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TABLE 3 

Number of Reading Groups and Minutes of 
Reading Instruction Daily Per Group 

in Regular Classroom 

Treatment 

Control 

Grade 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

Average Number 
of Groups Per 
Day Per Grade 

Average Number 
of Minutes Per 
Group Per Day 

2 
2 
1 
2 
3 

4 
3 
3 
3 
2 

0 
5 
0 
3 
0 

3 
4 
4 
4 
0 

44 
35 
27 
28 
25 

41 
30 
21 
31 
25 

Using the criteria described earlier, all Title I 

reading students used in this study were identified by 

September 19, 1980, and received regular Title I reading 

instruction until the week of October 13, 1980. At that 

time the California Achievement Test (CAT) was adminis

tered. The following week and a half was used to admin

ister the criterion-referenced Prescription Reading 

Inventory (PRI) test. Following placement in the appro

priate levels determined by the PRI, mastery learning 

procedures were begun for the treatment group. 

At each grade level, students were given orientation 

concerning their participation in the learning tasks. 
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Generally, an objective was first introduced by the 

teachers to the class as a whole using a variety of 

materials and strategies including, picture cards, newspa

pers, magazines, games, puzzles, sentence strips, manip

ulative materials role playing, and puppets. Teachers 

described the objectives to be learned and students 

understood that they would be expected to master each 

level. Mastery was demonstrated by scoring eighty percent 

or better on each mastery test. The activities used 

included a variety of teacher-made and commercial mate

rials designed to teach the objectives in the visual, 

auditory, and kinesthetic learning modes. Worksheets 

reinforced each skill and often were completed orally as a 

group. 

When the teacher was fairly certain that most stu

dents knew the objectives, mastery tests were adminis

tered. Those students who scored in the reteach or 

nonmastery area were given immediate instruction, often 

that same day and were then retested. In some cases, 

students were tutored by fellow students, at other times 

the teachers administered the correctives. The class did 

not begin a new objective until everyone had mastered the 

previous skill. 

During the course of the study, the investigator 

visited the programs at least once a week to see that 

teachers were applying mastery strategies and using 
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appropriate feedback/correctives, Careful observation 

revealed that teachers referred often to the objective 

that was being studied, keeping students mindful of their 

tasks. Children could and would eagerly relate to an 

outsider the objective that was being learned. The mate

rials being used reflected a variety of ways in which the 

objectives were being taught, i.e., hands on activities, 

games, tapes, worksheets, filmstrips, short stories, etc. 

Bulletin boards served as teaching tools for the objec

tives being taught. Children would ask, periodically, if 

they could take the mastery test to see if they had 

mastered the specific objective. Children wanted their 

peers to master. They encouraged each other and enjoyed 

sharing their successes. Teachers were engaged in team 

teaching much of the time, sharing ideas and materials 

that had worked for them. There was an atmosphere of 

purpose within the groups and almost continuous time-on-

task was observed. 

Mastery learning strategies were used with the 

treatment group until April 13, 1981, at which time, 

posttests were administered. 

Control Procedures 

As earlier stated, the control group received supple

mental reading instruction following the scope and 

sequence of a nonmastery commercial reading program 

(Keytext, 1978) that focused on a strong phonic skills 
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approach. Although the teachers had used the phonic 

materials for the past four years, in order to help 

control for the Hawthorne effect, a consultant from the 

publishing company spent time with each teacher, answering 

questions and demonstrating the materials with the 

students. The objectives identified for the treatment 

group were also covered by the control group; however, any 

mastery learning strategies used with this group were 

incidental, if at all, and no organized feedback/correc

tive strategies were provided. 

All students in the control group were identified by 

September 19, 1980 and began receiving Title I reading 

instruction at that time. Teachers of primary students 

concentrated on vocabulary development for the first few 

weeks then placed students in the basal reader they were 

to use. A commercial tape program focusing on phonics was 

used along with phonics games. Few paper and pencil 

activities were used during the first few weeks. Students 

had a lot of oral reading practice and the materials used 

provided a lot of ideas for manipulative activities. As 

the year progressed, students used the K6ytext (1978) 

readers as their core program which was supplemented by 

the tape program and the games. 

Intermediate students were grouped according to 

individual needs and instruction began immediately. These 
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students also used Keytext as a core curriculum supple

mented by an intermediate tape phonics program and games. 

Story writing was encouraged at both primary and 

intermediate levels. Art activities were used at both 

levels and buddy reading, reading to each other in pairs, 

was also practiced. 

Control students were pretested the week of October 

13, 1980 and posttested the week of April 13, 1981, the 

same as the treatment group. 

Common Procedures 

All students participated in this study had regular 

classroom reading that was described earlier. In addi

tion, they participated in the Title I supplemental 

reading program. They were taken out of the classroom 

each day for 40 minute periods. They worked with their 

assigned Title I reading teacher during that time. 

Students were not taken out of reading instruction time 

scheduled with their regular teacher. 

Instrumentation 

The instrument used in this study was the California 

Achievement Test (CAT), Levels 12-16 reading subtest. Form 

C The state education agency required that the same form 

be used for both the pretest and the posttest. The CAT 

combines characteristics of norm-referenced and criterion-

referenced tests. This combination provides information 
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about the relative ranking of an individual student 

against a norm group, and it also yields specific informa

tion about the instructional needs of the students. The 

subtest was composed of two sections: vocabulary and 

reading comprehension. The combination of these two 

scores is reported as total reading. Technical data 

provided by the publisher and independent reviews of the 

test (Euros, 1978) indicated that this well established 

test had acceptable levels of reliability and validity. 

Collection of Data 

The California Achievement Test was selected to 

measure the comprehension gains in the treatment and the 

control groups. Historically, reading comprehension has 

been measured by the use of norm-referenced, standardized 

tests. Although there are other ways to measure students' 

comprehension (Farr, 1969) , the public and many research

ers continue to rely on norm-referenced test results to 

determine the degree of progress schools and teachers are 

making with students. 

Title I teachers administered the pretest during the 

week of October 13, 1980, All Title I reading students in 

all three schools were tested. Pretests were machine 

scored in Monterey, California by the test publishing 

company and returned to the district, Posttests were 

administered by Title I teachers during the week of April 
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13, 1981. They, too, were scored by the company and 

returned to the district. 

Treatment of Data 

In an effort to determine if there were initial 

significant differences in the pretest scores of the 

treatment group and the control group, pretest raw scores 

were compared by means of a t̂  test. The results showed 

that these were significant, favoring the control group; 

therefore, it was appropriate to employ an analysis of 

covariance using the pretest scores as a covariate 

(Campbell & Stanley, 1963) . The results of this analysis 

will be reported in Chapter IV. 

Summary 

This experimental study involved 240 Title I reading 

students, 12 males and 12 females in each group at grades 

2-6. The treatment group received supplemental reading 

instruction using a mastery learning approach and the 

objectives found on the TABS test, while the control group 

received supplemental reading instruction using a phonics 

approach. The supplemental programs took place daily in 

forty minute class periods and extended over a six month 

period. The CAT, administered at the beginning and at the 

end of the treatment, was used to measure the progress of 

the two groups. A t test and an analysis of covariance 

were the statistical measurements used on the data. The 
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results of these analyses are reported in the following 

chapter. 



CHAPTER IV 

ANALYSIS OF DATA 

The major purpose of this study was to compare the 

effectiveness of mastery and nonmastery learning approach

es to teaching reading comprehension in a supplemental 

Title I reading program in grades two through six. The 

treatment group received supplemental instruction in 

reading with a mastery learning approach using only the 

objectives identified on the Texas Assessment of Basic 

Skills (TABS). These objectives are listed in Chapter 

III. The control group received supplemental reading 

instruction following the scope and sequence of a non

mastery commercial reading program that focused on teach

ing reading comprehension through a strong phonics skills 

approach. 

The limitations of this study include the use of only 

those students in grades two through six from three 

elementary schools who responded to the California 

Achievement Test (CAT) pretest and posttest, the teacher 

variable described in Chapter III, and the use of only the 

objectives from the third and fifth grade TABS tests. 

The first section of this chapter reports the results 

of the statistical analysis of the data. The next portion 
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will discuss the conclusions derived from the analysis as 

they relate to the hypotheses, and the final section will 

summarize the findings. 

Analysis Procedures 

In order to determine the appropriate statistical 

analysis to be used on the data, a t test was run on the 

pretest scores. The results of the t test are reported in 

Table 4. They show that in vocabulary, comprehension, and 

total reading there were significant differences (p.< .01) 

between the two groups. 

The resulting difference between the two groups, 

revealed by the t test, indicated that an analysis of 

covariance should be applied to the data (Campbell & 

Stanley, 1963). This analysis adjusts the initial mean 

differences between the groups by using the pretest scores 

as a covariate. The analysis of covariance is used to 

analyze the final measures for significance after the 

posttest scores are adjusted for pretest differences 

(Kerlinger, 1964). Grade and sex were used as independent 

variables. The results of this analysis are reported in 

Tables 5, 6, and 7. 

Table 5 compares the treatment and control groups on 

posttest raw scores by group and by sex on measures of 

vocabulary. After adjusting for pretest differences, the 

two groups were not significantly different. 
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TABLE 4 

Unadjusted Mean Reading Achievement Pretest Scores 
for Treatment and Control Groups 

Variable Treatment Control df 
Group Group 
(N=120) (N=119) 

Vocabulary 
Mean 10.5417 12.5798 237 -2.82* 
SD 4.873 6.213 

Comprehension 
Mean 13.9250 15.8319 237 -2.45* 
SD 5.554 6.433 

Total Reading 
Mean 24.3667 28.4118 237 -3.07* 
SD 8,736 11.455 

* £. <.01 
1 case was missing in the control group. 
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TABLE 5 

ANCOVA Vocabulary Posttest Raw Scores By Group and Sex 
With Vocabulary Pretest Raw Scores 

Source of Sum of Mean Signif 
Variation Squares df Square F of F 

Covariates 5281,215 1 5281.215 533.708 0.000 
Voc I 5281.215 1 5281,215 533,708 0,000 

Main Effects 6.328 2 3.164 0,320 0.727 
Group 5.130 1 5,130 0,518 0,472 
Sex 1.238 1 1.238 0.125 0.724 

2-Way Interactions 0.082 1 0.082 0.008 0.928 

Group Sex 0,082 1 0,082 0,008 0,927 

Explained 5287.625 4 1321.906 133.589 0.000 

Residual 2315.508 234 9.895 

Total 7603.133 238 31.946 

240 cases were processed. 
1 case (0.4 PCT) was missing. 
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TABLE 6 

ANCOVA Comprehension Posttest Raw Scores By 
Group and Sex With Comprehension 

Pretest Raw Scores 

Source of Sum of Mean Signif 
Variation Squares d^ Square F of F 

Covariates 5512,324 1 5512.324 347.290 0.000 
Voc I 5512.324 1 5512.324 347.290 0.000 

Main Effects 39.047 2 19.523 1.230 0.294 
Group 0.022 1 0.022 0.001 0.970 
Sex 39.034 1 39.034 2.459 0.118 

2-Way Interactions 29,813 1 29.813 1.878 0.172 
Group Sex 29.810 1 29.810 1.878 0.172 

Explained 5581.184 4 1395.296 87.907 0.000 

Residual 3714.137 234 15.872 

Total 9295.320 238 39.056 

240 cases were processed. 
1 case (0.4 PCT) was missing. 
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TABLE 7 

ANCOVA Total Reading Posttest Raw Scores By Group 
and Sex With Total Reading Pretest Raw Scores 

Source of Sum of Mean Signif. 
Variation Squares df Square F of F 

Covariates 19404.879 1 19404.879 600.516 0.000 
Tot I 19404,879 1 19404.879 600.516 0.000 

Main Effects 122,039 2 61,020 1,888 0,154 
Group 38,840 1 38.840 1.202 0.274 
Sex 83.095 1 83,095 2.572 0.110 

2-Way Interactions 4.473 1 4.473 0.138 0.710 

Group Sex 4.472 1 4.472 0.138 0.710 

Explained 19531.391 4 4882.848 151.108 0.000 

Residual 7561.406 234 32.314 

Total 27092.797 238 113.835 

240 cases were processed. 
1 case (0.4 PCT) v̂ as missing. 

Table 6 compares both groups on comprehension 

posttest raw scores by grade and by sex using comprehen

sion pretest raw scores as the covariant. Again, adjust

ing for pretest differences, there was no significant 

difference in the two groups. 

Table 7 reports comparison of the two groups on total 

reading posttest raw scores by grade and by sex using the 

total reading pretest raw scores as the covariant. The 

results also were not significant. 
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Results 

This study sought to answer three major questions by 

testing the null hypotheses generated by these questions. 

They were: 

1. Is a mastery learning supplemental reading 

program more effective than a conventional supplemental 

reading program in promoting achievement in reading 

comprehension among Title I students? 

2. Will a mastery learning approach taught in a 

supplemental reading program be more effective for boys or 

for girls than a nonmastery supplemental reading program 

in promoting reading achievement? 

3. Will there be any interaction between sex and 

approach at each grade level? 

From the preceding report on the statistical analysis 

the following conclusions can be drawn. 

Ĥ  For each grade level (2-6) there will be no 

significant difference in the reading compre

hension of students who are taught by a 

mastery and a nonmastery approach in a 

supplemental reading program. The null 

hypothesis failed to be rejected. 

H For each grade level (2-6) the sex of the 

students in a supplemental reading program 

will have no significant effect on the 

reading comprehension achievement of those 
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taught by a mastery and a nonmastery ap

proach. The null hypothesis failed to be 

rejected, 

H3 For each grade level (2-6) there will be no 

significant interaction between sex and 

approach. The null hypothesis failed to be 

rejected. 

Because there were no significant differences in the 

achievement of the students taught by the mastery learning 

approach and the nonmastery learning approach, it was 

decided to see if any gains had occurred at all for either 

approach. Mean posttest scores were compared to pretest 

scores for each group at each grade level, using a t test 

to test for significance of differences. Raw scores were 

used for the analysis, then converted to grade equiva

lents. As may be seen in Tables 8, 9, and 10, significant 

gains were obtained by each group at each grade level. 

Summary 

Analyses of the data revealed no significant 

differences in the reading vocabulary, comprehension and 

total reading achievement of the treatment and control 

groups as a whole, nor between sexes within each group. 

No significant interaction was found between sex and grade 
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TABLE 8 

Mean Grade Equivalence for Vocabulary 

Grade 2 

Treatment 

Control 

Grade 3 

Control 

Grade 4 

Treatment 

Control 

Grade 5 

Treatment 

Control 

Grade 6 

Treatment 

Control 

N 

24 

24 

Treatment 24 

24 

24 

24 

24 

23 

24 

24 

2.0 

2.2 

2.3 

2.5 

3.5 

3.1 

3.6 

4.2 

5.2 

7.0 

Pretest Posttest 

2.5 

3.3 

3.3 

3.3 

4.0 

3.8 

4.4 

4.7 

6.0 

7.9 

Diff, 

,5 

1,1 

1.0 

.8 

.5 

.7 

.8 

.5 

.8 

.9 

t Value 

-7.79** 

10,70** 

5.27** 

6.07** 

6.06** 

5.01** 

8.42** 

3.90* 

-4.29** 

-3.77* 

**£,< ,000 
*£,< .001 
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TABLE 9 

Mean Grade Equivalence for Comprehension 

N Pretest Posttest Diff, t Value 

2 . 0 

2 . 0 

2 . 8 

2 . 4 

. 8 

.4 

- 6 . 2 3 * * 

- 4 . 5 4 * * 

Grade 2 

Treatment 24 2,1 2,7 .6 -10,52** 

Control 24 2,3 3,8 1,5 -8,77** 

Grade 3 

Treatment 24 

Control 24 

Grade 4 

Treatment 24 3.7 4.4 .7 -8.53** 

Control 24 3.7 4.0 .3 -4.68** 

Grade 5 

Treatment 24 4.4 4.9 .5 -4.06** 

Control 23 4.7 5.4 .7 -4.67** 

Grade 6 

Treatment 24 4.9 5.5 .6 -2.40* 

Control 24 6.0 7.5 1.5 5.57** 

**£. < .000 ~ ~ 
*£.< .025 
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TABLE 10 

Mean Grade Equivalence for Total Reading 

N Pretest Posttest Diff. t. Value 

Grade 2 

Treatment 24 2,1 2.6 ,5 -12.32 

Control 24 2.3 3,1 ,8 -11,42 

Grade 3 

Treatment 24 2.2 3.1 .9 -7.92 

Control 24 2.3 2.9 .6 -7.61 

Grade 4 

Treatment 24 3.6 4.2 .6 -9.07 

Control 24 3.5 4.0 .5 -5.79 

Grade 5 

Treatment 24 4.0 4,6 ,6 -7.42 

Control 23 4.4 5.0 .6 -4.77 

Grade 6 

Treatment 24 4.9 5.7 ,8 -4.15 

Control 24 6.4 7.7 1.3 -6.09 

£. <.000 

level. Significant gains in reading vocabulary, compre

hension, and total reading were found between pretest and 

posttest for both the treatment and control groups at each 

grade level. Conclusions, discussion, implications and 
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recommendations from these are presented in the next 

chapter. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

This study sought to determine if a mastery learning 

approach to teaching reading in a supplemental reading 

program was more effective in promoting reading achieve

ment than a conventional approach. It followed a quasi-

experimental pretest, posttest design. The treatment 

group received supplemental instruction in reading with a 

mastery learning approach using the composite list of 

objectives found on the third and fifth grade Texas 

Assessment of Basic Skills (TABS) test. The control group 

received supplemental reading instruction using a non

mastery commercial reading phonics skills approach. 

The first section of this chapter briefly describes 

the procedures used in the study and the results. The 

next portion presents a discussion of the findings based 

upon the statistical analysis. The final section presents 

implications generated by the results of the study, 

recommendations for further studies, and comments by the 

investigator. 

Summary of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to determine: (1) 

whether a mastery learning supplemental reading program is 
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more effective than a conventional supplemental reading 

program in improving reading comprehension among Title I 

students; (2) if a mastery learning approach taught in a 

supplemental reading program is more effective for boys or 

for girls than a nonmastery supplemental reading program 

in promoting reading achievement; and (3) if there was any 

statistically significant interaction between sex and 

approach at each grade level. 

The subjects of this study were 240 Title I reading 

students in grades two through six in three elementary 

schools. Initially, the 384 students in the program were 

stratified by sex and by grade level. From each of these 

groups, 12 males and 12 females were randomly selected for 

the treatment group and for the control group. 

Mastery learning techniques were used with the 

treatment group for six months. Mastery was demonstrated 

by scoring 80 percent or better on each mastery test. 

The control group received supplemental instruction 

using a phonics-based approach. The objectives used with 

this approach are listed in Appendix B. No formal mastery 

learning strategies were practiced with this group. 

Both the treatment and the control groups received 

reading instruction in the regular classroom. No formal 

mastery learning techniques were used in the regular 

classroom, although the objectives used with the treatment 

group were covered. 
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The students in this study were taught by eleven 

Title I teachers (5 treatment, 6 control) who were reading 

specialists. In an effort to control for the Hawthorne 

effect, teachers in both the treatment group and the 

control group received special training related to the 

materials and methods they used. 

Measures of reading achievement were obtained by 

administering the reading subtest of the California 

Achievement Test (CAT) Form C to all student in the fall 

and in the spring. This subtest yields measures of 

vocabulary, comprehension, and total reading. The total 

reading score is derived by combining the vocabulary and 

the comprehension scores. The raw scores from this test 

were used in the data analysis. 

An anlysis of covariance was used to determine the 

significance of difference between the two groups. This 

analysis was used because a t. test applied to the pretest 

data revealed a significant difference favoring the 

control group. Conclusions drawn from the analysis of 

covariance follow. 

Results and Conclusions 

The analysis of the data indicated that: 

1. There were no significant differences in the 

reading achievement of students who were taught by a 

mastery and those taught by a nonmastery approach in a 

supplemental reading program. 
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2, There were no significant differences in reading 

achievement of boys or of girls who were taught by a 

mastery and a nonmastery approach in a supplemental 

reading program. 

3. There was no significant interaction between sex 

and approach at each grade level. 

Based on these findings none of the null hypotheses 

were rejected. It appears that the use of mastery 

learning strategies with this population is no more (nor 

less) effective than more conventional approaches. 

Discussion 

The findings of this study suggest that mastery 

learning practices are no more effective than conventional 

approaches in teaching reading comprehension skills. 

Because other studies have reported that mastery learning 

improved reading achievement, this discussion will focus 

on identifying the variables that might have influenced 

the results of this study and analyzing the relationship 

of the study to relevant results of other studies. 

In this study, every effort was made to control for 

as many variables as possible that might affect the out

come. The statistical design controlled for the grade 

level and sex of the students. Despite efforts to control 

for a Hawthorne effect, personal observation indicated 

more positive attitudes and greater enthusiasm among the 
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teachers and students in the treatment group than in the 

control group. This probably was attributable to the fact 

that the program control group teachers and students had 

been using their materials for several years. Neverthe

less, if the Hawthorne effect was operating in the treat

ment group, its effects on that group appear to have been 

nominal, if any, given the fact that there were no signi

ficant differences in achievement. 

Teacher variability in terms of experience and 

education may have contributed to the results of this 

study. Teachers in the control group had slightly more 

experience than teachers in the treatment group. However, 

one teacher in the control accounted for most of the 

difference in experience. 

The amount of teachers education varied between the 

treatment group and the control group. The control 

teachers, for the most part, had more education than the 

treatment teachers. Again, personal observation indicated 

that this did not affect teacher performance. The treat

ment teachers were open to the fresh ideas of a new 

program and were enthusiastic about the challenge of 

making a difference in the achievement of students. 

Ordinarily, this would have produced positive results 

favoring the treatment group. However, this was not the 

case. Moreover, Bloom (1976) maintained that teacher 

education did not account for student achievement. 
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instead, it is what teachers do more than what they know, 

that affects achievement. 

Teachers in the treatment group were faithful in the 

implementation of mastery learning strategies. Personal 

observation confirmed that cues, participation, reinforce

ment, and feedback/correctives procedures were practiced 

by treatment teachers and students demonstrated mastery of 

each objective. 

Although it is remotely possible that ethnic 

differences between the treatment and the control groups 

may have affected the results, the weight of evidence 

illustrated by Perrin's (1976) findings suggest that 

ethnicity, when controlled for socioeconomic status, does 

not affect achievement. All schools were similar in 

socioeconomic status of the students. Hence, it is very 

doubtful that ethnicity or socioeconomic status had any 

bearing on the results. In fact, as may be seen in Tables 

8, 9, and 10, both groups made significant gains, but 

there was no difference between the groups in the gains. 

Differences in type of approaches the treatment group 

received may have affected the results. As noted earlier, 

the treatment group was taught by a mastery approach in 

the pullout program but by a nonmastery approach in the 

regular classroom. The control group, in contrast, was 

taught by a nonmastery approach in both the pullout 

program and the regular classroom. In most mastery 
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studies, the entire school participated in the program. 

Hence, all of their instruction was by the same approach. 

What effect the use of two different approaches may have 

had on the outcome of this study is unknown. The original 

purpose of this study was to test the effectiveness of 

mastery learning in a supplemental program. It might be 

that mastery learning can be effective only if it is in a 

unified program. 

While the strategies used with the treatment group 

appeared to be quite different from those used with the 

control group, it might be that the control teachers were 

using mastery learning techniques without applying the 

labels. Certainly, control teachers considered "cognitive 

entry behaviors" to determine the levels in which students 

were placed. It is also conceivable that good teachers, 

as the control group teachers were, consistently use cues, 

participation, reinforcement, and feedback/correctives 

without naming them as such. It is possible that the use 

of these techniques could have been so subtle that they 

were not noticed because the high visibility features of 

mastery learning approaches, namely elaborate record 

keeping systems and extensive testing, were not present. 

In analyzing the relationship of the results of this 

study to the relevant results of other studies, one factor 

is outstanding. While Spady (1980) reported excellent 

grade level achievement in relationship to national norms 
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in the Johnson City, New York school system, no reference 

to their own prior achievement or a control group was 

given for comparisons (i,e,, grade level achievement for 

previous years was not given); therefore, the amount of 

actual growth is not known, Trogdon's (198 0) report of 

the North Carolina school district's gains with mastery 

learning did provide such baseline data, but the growth 

trend seemed to be in operation before a mastery learning 

approach was introduced. Hence, the effects of mastery 

learning are unclear. It is possible that something else 

may have already been in place contributing to increased 

gains by the time mastery learning was implemented. 

Similarly, in the Chicago mastery learning program, Katims 

(1977) reported months of gain rather than clear statis

tical evidence supporting the superiority of mastery 

learning. Also, the Chicago Board of Education (1984) 

reported results of bar graphs showing the percentage of 

students working on grade level materials developed by the 

district with no mention of readability levels of the 

materials. The only interpretable results are those from 

District 19 in New York City. They reported decline in 

the percentage of students reading two or more years below 

grade level and growth in the percentage of those reading 

above grade level. 

Several questions, therefore, emerge in light of the 

aforementioned observations described above. Is mastery 
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learning as effective as the literature seems to indicate? 

Are children taught by a mastery learning approach making 

real gains in reading or are they just getting good at 

taking tests? Is it possible that at least some 

"nonmastery teachers" are incorporating mastery learning 

strategies in their teaching without labeling them as 

such? 

Implication 

This study generated only one implication for 

teachers and for administrators responsible for school 

curriculum. A mastery learning approach requires exten

sive record keeping and test preparation. Other 

approaches would certainly be more time effective and 

probably more cost effective. However, the cues, partici

pation, reinforcement, and feedback/correctives associated 

with mastery learning strategies without all of the 

cumbersome record keeping and testing bear investigations 

by those planning curriculum changes. There seems to be 

no reason to indicate these techniques would not be 

practical and effective when incorporated in the curri

culum. 

Recommendations 

Based on the outcome of this study, further research 

clearly is needed in the area of mastery learning for the 

disadvantaged reader. In light of the research that is 
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available, any study of mastery learning approaches must 

have as many controls as possible. If the literature is 

to provide proof that mastery learning can improve reading 

achievement, comparisons must be made with groups using 

nonmastery approaches, and this can only be accomplished 

by using control groups. 

The idea that all good teachers use mastery learning 

techniques needs to be investigated. If teachers have 

internalized the skills of using cues, participation, 

reinforcement, and feedback/correctives, the extensive 

record keeping and intensive testing associated with 

mastery learning could be a waste of teachers' and 

students' time. Although the literature does not mention 

the use of these strategies outside of mastery learning 

approaches, future studies are needed to determine if (and 

to what extent) teachers are using these strategies 

without all the record keeping or without calling it 

"mastery learning," 

Finally, in school systems where mastery learning has 

been applied successfully, a total commitment was made to 

the approach by all school personnel. Further studies 

using mastery learning strategies involving an entire 

school population might be more effective for lower 

achieving students. If classroom teachers used these 

techniques daily and Title I and special education 

teachers reinforced the objectives with the lower 



80 

achieving students, the results might be more favorable 

for these children. 

Comments 

Although the results of this study did not show 

mastery learning to be more effective with Title I 

students than a nonmastery approach, there were several 

constructive aspects that need to be stressed. The 

teachers involved with the treatment group said they felt 

better prepared to teach in terms of knowing exactly what 

to teach, how long to teach and when to move to the next 

level of learning than they had before. They also 

expressed a level of awareness that they had not known 

before. The use of mastery strategies gave teachers a 

sense of direction they had not found in other approaches. 

Positive things also happened to the children in the 

treatment group, although these were not systematically 

studied. Children arrived on time to their classrooms, 

eager to begin work. They talked about the objective they 

were studying and often asked the teacher if they were 

ready to take the mastery test. Title I teachers reported 

that a spirit of cooperation developed among the students 

that had not been present before. Classroom teachers 

noted that these children gained confidence in their 

ability to succeed. Systematic studies of possible 

effects of mastery learning such as these, which were not 
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measured in this study, might be fruitful areas of 

investigation. 

These observations regarding teachers and students 

may have implications for educators responsible for 

curriculum development and for teacher education and 

inservice as well as other researchers. Regardless of the 

approach used, teachers need a clear sense of direction 

and students need to know what they are expected to learn. 
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ELm\'n\ariesr°"" '^^'"^^^ '^ "^^"^^^' ^^--^' - ^ Hunt 

Your Title I teachers are involved in a study this school 
It^l'r^ysl^ your cooperation in that it is important to 
know what you are doing in the regular classroom in your 
reading program. Would you please answer the following 
questions and return this form to me, 

N^"^^- School 

What grade do you teach? 

How many reading periods do you have each day? 

How long is each daily reading period?^ 

Approximately how much time is devoted to reading instruc

tion per day? 

With how many reading groups do you work per day? 

How much teacher time do you spend with each group per 

day?^ 

What kinds of seatwork do your children have while you 

work with other groups? 

What basal series are you using?^ 

Do you use any supplemental materials in addition to your 

basal? 

If so, what are they?^ 

Is your grade level departmentalized? 

Is your grade level ability grouped by classes? 

Do you plan to continue the above procedures throughout 

the year? ^ 
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LUBBOCK INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Lubbock, Texas 

TO 

FROM 

DATE 

RE 

Title I Teachers Involved in the Study 

Ann Bacon 

September 30, 198 0 

English Proficiency 

We need to determine if all the students in our study are 
proficient in English, You should be able to answer this 
question for most of your children. If you are doubtful 
about a child's proficiency, see if the classroom teacher 
can help you. If both of you are in doubt, I would like 
for those students to be tested with the Language Assess
ment Scale. 

Any child whose home language is one other than English 
and has not become proficient in English will not be 
counted in the study. 

This information needs to be documented. I 
easiest way will be to add a column to our 
forms, next to free lunches, entitled Eng. 
simply check it if the student is proficient. 

think the 
identified 
Prof, and 
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Subtest 1 

Subtest 2 

Subtest 3 

Subtest 4 

Subtest 5 

Subtest 6 

Subtest 7 

Subtest 8 

Subtest 9 

Subtest 10 

Subtest 11 

Subtest 12 

Performance Objectives for Level 1 

INTERPRETING PICTURES 

RECOGNIZING SIMILARITIES AND DIFFERENCES 

IDENTIFYING WORDS THROUGH THE USE OF CONTEXT 

RECALLING SIGNIFICANT DETAILS 

RECOGNIZING IDIOMS 

RECOGNIZING REFERENTS 

UNDERSTANDING TIME-AND-PLACE RELATIONSHIPS 

PREDICTING OUTCOMES 

DEVELOPING EYE-HAND COORDINATION AND PROGRESS
ING FROM LEFT TO RIGHT 

DEVELOPING AUDITORY DISCRIMINATION OF WORDS— 
PART I (INITIAL SOUNDS) 

DEVELOPING AUDITORY DISCRIMINATION OF WORDS— 
PART II (FINAL SOUNDS) 

DEVELOPING AUDITORY PERCEPTION THROUGH THE USE 
OF RHYMING WORDS 

Subtest 13: RECOGNIZING LONG VOWEL SOUNDS 

Subtest 14; CLASSIFYING 

Subtest 15; FOLLOWING DIRECTIONS 
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Performance Objectives for Level 2 

Subtest 1: DRAWING CONCLUSIONS 

Subtest 2: IDENTIFYING SEQUENCE OF IDEAS AND EVENTS 

Subtest 3; RECOGNIZING SIGNIFICANT DETAILS 

Subtest 4: UNDERSTANDING TIME-AND-PLACE RELATIONSHIPS 

Subtest 5: DETERMINING WORD MEANING THROUGH THE USE OF 
CONTEXT 

Subtest 6 

Subtest 7 

Subtest 8 

Subtest 9 

RECOGNIZING SYNONYMS 

RECOGNIZING ANTONYMS 

RECOGNIZING SIMILARITIES AND DIFFERENCES 

PREDICTING OUTCOMES 

Subtest 10: RECOGNIZING REFERENTS 

Subtest 11: RECOGNIZING LONG VOWEL SOUNDS 

Subtest 12: RECOGNIZING SHORT VOWEL SOUNDS 

Subtest 13: RECOGNIZING LONG AND SHORT VOWEL SOUNDS 

Subtest 14; RECOGNIZING CONSONANT LETTERS 

Subtest 15: FOLLOWING DIRECTIONS 
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Subtest 1: 

Subtest 2; 

Subtest 3; 

Subtest 4: 

Performance Objectives for Level 3 

DRAWING CONCLUSIONS 

IDENTIFYING SEQUENCE OF IDEAS AND EVENTS 

IDENTIFYING WORDS THROUGH THE USE OF CONTEXT 

RECOGNIZING REFERENTS 

Subtest 5; PREDICTING OUTCOMES 

Subtest 6: INFERRING TITLE 

Subtest 7; 

Subtest 8: 

Subtest 9: 

RECALLING DETAILS IN A SOCIAL STUDIES 
EXPOSITION 

UNDERSTANDING TOPIC 

UNDERSTANDING THE USE OF QUOTATION MARKS AND 
THE PERIOD 

Subtest 10; RECOGNIZING CONTRACTIONS 

Subtest 11; RECOGNIZING LONG AND SHORT VOWEL SOUNDS 

Subtest 12: RECOGNIZING CONSONANT LETTERS, BLENDS, AND 
DIGRAPHS (INITIAL SOUNDS) 

Subtest 13; RECOGNIZING CONSONANT LETTERS, BLENDS, AND 
DIGRAPHS (FINAL SOUNDS) 
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Performance Objectives for Level 4 

Subtest 1: INFERRING AUTHOR'S INTENT TO INFORM OR 

ENTERTAIN 

Subtest 2; UNDERSTANDING TOPIC 

Subtest 3: INFERRING TITLE 

Subtest 4: PREDICTING OUTCOMES 

Subtest 5: RECOGNIZING REFERENTS 

Subtest 6: DRAWING CONCLUSIONS 
Subtest 7; IDENTIFYING WORDS THROUGH THE USE OF CONTEXT 

Subtest 8: RECOGNIZING SYNONYMS AND ANTONYMS 

Subtest 9: IDENTIFYING SEQUENCE OF IDEAS AND EVENTS 

Subtest 10; FOLLOWING DIRECTIONS 

Subtest 11; CLASSIFYING 

Subtest 12 RECOGNIZING CONSONANT BLENDS AND THE DIGRAPH 
SH 

Subtest 13: RECOGNIZING VOWEL SPELLINGS, SUFFIX S, C, /S/ 

Subtest 14: RECOGNIZING CONTRACTIONS 
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Performance Objectives for Test to Precede Level 5 

Subtest 1 

Subtest 2 

Subtest 3 

Subtest 4 

Subtest 5 

Subtest 6 

Subtest 7 

Subtest 8 

DRAWING CONCLUSIONS 

RECALLING SIGNIFICANT DETAILS 

RECOGNIZING REFERENTS 

DETERMINING WORD MEANING THROUGH THE USE OF 
CONTEXT 

PREDICTING OUTCOMES 

IDENTIFYING SEQUENCES OF IDEAS AND EVENTS 

FOLLOWING DIRECTIONS 

CLASSIFYING 

Subtest 9: IDENTIFYING LETTERS—CAPITAL AND LOWERCASE 

Subtest 10; RECOGNIZING CONSONANT LETTERS—PART I (INITIAL 
SOUNDS) 

Subtest 11; RECOGNIZING CONSONANT LETTERS—PART II (FINAL 

SOUNDS) 

Subtest 12; RECOGNIZING CONSONANT BLENDS AND DIGRAPHS 

Subtest 13: RECOGNIZING CONTRACTIONS 

Subtest 14; RECOGNIZING LONG AND SHORT VOWEL SOUNDS 
Subtest 15; RECOGNIZING VOWEL SOUNDS AND VOWEL SPELLINGS 
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Performance Objectives for Level 5 

Subtest 1: RECOGNIZING SYNONYMS 

Subtest 2; RECOGNIZING ANTONYMS 

Subtest 3 

Subtest 4 

UNDERSTANDING MAIN IDEA, UNDERSTANDING TIME-
AND-PLACE RELATIONSHIPS, IDENTIFYING SEQUENCE 
OF IDEAS AND EVENTS, DRAWING CONCLUSIONS 

PREDICTING OUTCOMES 

Subtest 5: RECOGNIZING PUNCTUATION 

Subtest 6: UNDERSTANDING MULTIPLE MEANINGS THROUGH THE 
USE OF CONTEXT 

Subtest 7: 

Subtest 8: 

Subtest 9; 

CLASSIFYING 

RECOGNIZING CONSONANT BLENDS, DIGRAPHS, AND 
SPELLINGS (INITIAL SOUNDS) 

RECOGNIZING CONSONANT BLENDS, DIGRAPHS, AND 
SPELLING (FINAL SOUNDS) 

Subtest 10; RECOGNIZING VOWEL SOUNDS AND SPELLINGS 

Subtest 11; RECOGNIZING CONTRACTIONS 

Subtest 12; DIVIDING WORDS INTO SYLLABLES 

Subtest 13: RECOGNIZING COMPOUND WORDS 

Subtest 14; RECOGNIZING THE SUFFIXES ED AND ING 
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Performance Objectives for Level 6 

Subtest 1; INFERRING AUTHOR'S INTENT TO ENTERTAIN 

Subtest 2; UNDERSTANDING MAIN IDEA, RECOGNIZING SIGNIFI
CANT DETAILS, IDENTIFYING SEQUENCE OF IDEAS 
AND EVENTS, UNDERSTANDING TIME-AND-PLACE 
RELATIONSHIPS, DRAWING CONCLUSIONS 

Subtest 3: UNDERSTANDING CAUSE-AND-EFFECT RELATIONSHIPS 

Subtest 4: 

Subtest 5; 

Subtest 6: 

Subtest 7: 

Subtest 8; 

Subtest 9: 

RECOGNIZING SIMILARITIES AND DIFFERENCES 

RECOGNIZING VOWEL SOUNDS AND SPELLINGS 

RECOGNIZING CONSONANT BLENDS AND SPELLINGS 

RECOGNIZING PREFIXES AND SUFFIXES 

RECOGNIZING COMPOUND WORDS 

RECOGNIZING THE PARTS OF A BOOK (TABLE OF 
CONTENTS) 
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Performance Objectives for Test to Precede Level 7 

Subtest 1; UNDERSTANDING TOPIC, DRAWING CONCLUSIONS, 
RECOGNIZING SIGNIFICANT DETAILS, IDENTIFYING 
SEQUENCE OF IDEAS AND EVENTS, UNDERSTANDING 
CAUSE-AND-EFFECT RELATIONSHIPS 

Subtest 2 DETERMINING MULTIPLE MEANINGS THROUGH THE USE 
OF CONTEXT 

Subtest 3; CLASSIFYING 

Subtest 4; RECOGNIZING CONSONANT LETTERS (INITIAL SOUNDS 

Subtest 5 

Subtest 6 

RECOGNIZING CONSONANT LETTERS, BLENDS, AND 
DIGRAPHS (FINAL SOUNDS) 

RECOGNIZING CONSONANT BLENDS, DIGRAPHS, AND 
SPELLINGS (INITIAL SOUNDS) 

Subtest 7; RECOGNIZING VOWEL SOUNDS AND SPELLINGS 

Subtest 8; RECOGNIZING COMPOUND WORDS 

Subtest 9; RECOGNIZING CONTRACTIONS 

Subtest 10; RECOGNIZING PREFIXES AND SUFFIXES 

Subtest 11: DIVIDING WORDS INTO SYLLABLES 
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Subtest 1: 

Performance Objectives for Level 7 

INFERRING TITLE, INFERRING AUTHOR'S INTENT, 
RECOGNIZING SIGNIFICANT DETAILS, INFERRING 
SEQUENCE OF IDEAS AND EVENTS, DRAWING 
CONCLUSIONS 

Subtest 2; INFERRING FACT AND OPINION 

Subtest 3: UNDERSTANDING CAUSE-AND-EFFECT RELATIONSHIPS 

Subtest 4; CLASSIFYING 

Subtest 5; RECOGNIZING CONSONANT LETTERS (INITIAL SOUNDS) 

Subtest 6; 

Subtest 7; 

RECOGNIZING CONSONANT LETTERS, DIGRAPHS, AND 
SPELLINGS (FINAL SOUNDS) 

RECOGNIZING CONSONANT BLENDS, DIGRAPHS, AND 
SPELLINGS (INITIAL SOUNDS) 

Subtest 8; RECOGNIZING VOWEL SOUNDS AND VOWEL SPELLINGS 

Subtest 9; RECOGNIZING ROOT WORDS 

Subtest 10; RECOGNIZING CONTRACTIONS 

Subtest 11: RECOGNIZING THE SUFFIX EST 

Subtest 12 

Subtest 13 

RECOGNIZING THE SYLLABLES TLE, BLE, AND CLE 

DIVIDING WORDS INTO SYLLABLES 
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Subtest 1: 

Subtest 2: 

Subtest 3: 

Subtest 4: 

Subtest 5; 

Subtest 6: 

Performance Objectives for Level 8 

UNDERSTANDING MULTIPLE MEANINGS THROUGH THE 
USE OF CONTEXT 

INFERRING SEQUENCE OF IDEAS AND EVENTS 

INFERRING TIME-AND-PLACE RELATIONSHIPS 

INFERRING AUTHOR'S INTENT TO ENTERTAIN 

UNDERSTANDING CAUSE-AND-EFFECT RELATIONSHIPS 

DRAWING CONCLUSIONS 

Subtest 7: INFERRING FACT AND OPINION 

Subtest 8: INTERPRETING DIAGRAMS 

Subtest 9; USING A DICTIONARY (ALPHABETICAL ORDER) 

Subtest 10; USING A DICTIONARY (GUIDE WORDS) 

Subtest 11 RECOGNIZING CONSONANT LETTERS, BLENDS, 
DIGRAPHS, AND SPELLINGS 

Subtest 12; RECOGNIZING VOWEL LETTERS AND SPELLINGS 

Subtest 13: RECOGNIZING CONTRACTIONS 

Subtest 14; RECOGNIZING PREFIXES AND SUFFIXES 

Subtest 15: RECOGNIZING THE PREFIXES RE AND UN 

Subtest 16; RECOGNIZING SUFFIXES 

Subtest 17: ADDING SUFFIXES TO ROOT WORDS 

Subtest 18: DIVIDING WORDS INTO SYLLABLES 
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Performance Objectives for Test to Precede Level 9 

Subtest 1; INFERRING SEQUENCE OF IDEAS AND EVENTS 

Subtest 2 

Subtest 3 

Subtest 4 

DRAWING CONCLUSIONS 

UNDERSTANDING CAUSE-AND-EFFECT RELATIONSHIPS 

UNDERSTANDING MAIN IDEA 

Subtest 5; UNDERSTANDING MULTIPLE MEANINGS THROUGH THE 
USE OF CONTEXT 

Subtest 6 

Subtest 7 

Subtest 8 

Subtest 9 

INFERRING AUTHOR'S INTENT 

USING A DICTIONARY (ALPHABETICAL ORDER) 

INFERRING FACT AND OPINION 

USING A DICTIONARY (GUIDE WORDS) 

Subtest 10: INTERPRETING DIAGRAMS 

RECOGNIZING CONSONANT LETTERS (INITIAL SOUNDS) Subtest 11 

Subtest 12 RECOGNIZING CONSONANT LETTERS, BLENDS, AND 
DIGRAPHS 

Subtest 13: RECOGNIZING VOWEL LETTERS AND SPELLINGS 

Subtest 14; DIVIDING WORDS INTO SYLLABLES 

Subtest 15; RECOGNIZING ROOT WORDS, PREFIXES, AND SUFFIXES 
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Subtest 1 

Subtest 2 

Subtest 3 

Subtest 4 

Subtest 5 

Subtest 6 

Performance Objectives for Level 9 

INFERRING FACT AND OPINION 

UNDERSTANDING CAUSE-AND-EFFECT RELATIONSHIPS 

INFERRING MAIN IDEA 

INFERRING SIGNIFICANT DETAILS 

RECOGNIZING FIGURES OF SPEECH; HYPERBOLE, 
SIMILE, ALLITERATION 

RECOGNIZING THE PARTS OF A BOOK: GLOSSARY, 
INDEX 

Subtest 7: INTERPRETING GRAPHS 

Subtest 8: FOLLOWING DIRECTIONS 

Subtest 9: DIVIDING WORDS INTO SYLLABLES 

Subtest 10: RECOGNIZING THE SYLLABLES TION, SION, AND TAIN 

Subtest 11; RECOGNIZING COMPOUND WORDS 

Subtest 12: USING APOSTROPHES TO SHOW POSSESSION 

Subtest 13: RECOGNIZING THE PREFIX DIS 

Subtest 14; ADDING SUFFIXES TO ROOT WORDS 

Subtest 15; RECOGNIZING CONSONANT BLENDS 

Subtest 16: RECOGNIZING CONSONANT LETTERS, SPELLINGS, AND 

DIGRAPHS 

Subtest 17; RECOGNIZING LONG AND SHORT VOWEL SOUNDS 

Subtest 18: RECOGNIZING VOWEL SOUNDS BY LETTER POSITION 
Subtest 19: RECOGNIZING VOWEL SPELLINGS 

Subtest 20: RECOGNIZING CONTRACTIONS 
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Subtest 1 

Subtest 2 

Subtest 3 

Subtest 4 

Subtest 5; 

Subtest 6 

Subtest 7 

Subtest 8 

Subtest 9 

Performance Objectives for Level 10 

EVALUATING AUTHOR'S CONCLUSIONS 

INFERRING FACT AND OPINION 

UNDERSTANDING HOMOGRAPHS 

RECOGNIZING FIGURES OF SPEECH 
HYPERBOLE, METAPHOR 

IDION, SIMILE, 

DETERMINING WORD MEANING THROUGH THE USE OF 
CONTEXT 

INFERRING MAIN IDEA 

PREDICTING OUTCOMES 

RECOGNIZING SIMILARITIES AND DIFFERENCES 

INTERPRETING CHARTS 

Subtest 10: INTERPRETING DIAGRAMS 

Subtest 11: INTERPRETING GRAPHS 

Subtest 12; RECOGNIZING ROOT WORDS 

Subtest 13; RECOGNIZING PREFIXES 

Subtest 14: ADDING SUFFIXES TO ROOT WORDS 

Subtest 15: RECOGNIZING SUFFIXES 

Subtest 16: RECOGNIZING THE SYLLABLES TION AND TAIN 

Subtest 17; RECOGNIZING PLURISYLLABLES 

Subtest 18: DIVIDING WORDS INTO SYLLABLES 

Subtest 19: RECOGNIZING LONG AND SHORT VOWEL SOUNDS 

Subtest 20: RECOGNIZING VOWEL SOUNDS BY LETTER POSITION 

Subtest 21: RECOGNIZING SPELLINGS 
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Performance Objectives for Test to Precede Level 11 

Subtest 1: EVALUATING AUTHOR'S CONCLUSIONS 

Subtest 2: DETERMINING WORD MEANING THROUGH THE USE OF 
CONTEXT 

Subtest 3: INFERRING MAIN IDEA 

Subtest 4; UNDERSTANDING CAUSE-AND-EFFECT RELATIONSHIPS 

Subtest 5; INFERRING FACT AND OPINION 

Subtest 6: UNDERSTANDING ALLITERATION, METAPHOR, 
HYPERBOLE, AND SIMILE 

Subtest 7; PREDICTING OUTCOMES 

Subtest 8: INTERPRETING CHARTS 

Subtest 9: INTERPRETING GRAPHS 

Subtest 10; RECOGNIZING CONSONANT BLENDS 

Subtest 11; RECOGNIZING CONSONANT DIGRAPHS AND SPELLINGS 

Subtest 12: RECOGNIZING VOWEL SOUNDS 

Subtest 13; RECOGNIZING PREFIXES 

Subtest 14; RECOGNIZING SUFFIXES 

Subtest 15: ADDING SUFFIXES TO ROOT WORDS 

Subtest 16; DIVIDING WORDS INTO SYLLABLES 

Subtest 17; RECOGNIZING COMPOUND WORDS 
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P e r f o r m a n c e O b j e c t i v e s f o r Leve l 11 

S u b t e s t 1 : UNDERSTANDING CAUSE-AND-EFFECT RELATIONSHIPS 

Subtest 2 RECOGNIZING ELEMENTS OF FICTION 
PLOT, SETTING 

CHARACTER, 

Subtest 3: UNDERSTANDING MAIN IDEA 

Subtest 4; UNDERSTANDING FIGURES OF SPEECH; METAPHOR, 

SIMILE, HYPERBOLE, PERSONIFICAITON 

Subtest 5; IDENTIFYING SEQUENCE OF IDEAS AND EVENTS 

Subtest 6; INFERRING TOPIC 
Subtest 7: USING A DICTIONARY: DIACRITICAL MARKS, 

PRONUNCIATION, RESPELLINGS 

Subtest 8; USING A DICTIONARY: WORD MEANINGS 

Subtest 9: LOCATING INFORMATION IN AN ENCYCLOPEDIA 

Subtest 10 RECOGNIZING CONSONANT LETTERS AND CONSONANT 
SPELLINGS 

Subtest 11: RECOGNIZING DIGRAPHS 

Subtest 12: RECOGNIZING VOWEL SPELLINGS 

Subtest 13: RECOGNIZING VOWEL SOUNDS 

Subtest 14; RECOGNIZING COMPOUND WORDS 

Subtest 15: DIVIDING WORDS INTO SYLLABLES 

Subtest 16; RECOGNIZING PREFIXES 

Subtest 17: ADDING SUFFIXES TO ROOT WORDS 
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Subtest 1; 

Performance Objectives for Level 12 

DETERMINING WORD MEANING THROUGH THE USE OF 
CONTEXT 

Subtest 2; EVALUATING AUTHOR'S CONCLUDIONS 

Subtest 3: DRAWING CONCLUSIONS 

Subtest 4; UNDERSTANDING ELEMENTS OF FICTION: CHARACTER, 

PLOT, SETTING, MOOD 

Subtest 5; INFERRING MAIN IDEA AND SIGNIFICANT DETAILS 

Subtest 6: LOCATING INFORMATION IN AN ENCYCLOPEDIA 
Subtest 7 INTERPRETING TIMETABLES 

Subtest 8; USING A DICTIONARY 

Subtest 9; RECOGNIZING PREFIXES 

Subtest 10: RECOGNIZING SUFFIXES 

Subtest 11: ADDING SUFFIXES TO ROOT WORDS 

Subtest 12: DIVIDING WORDS INTO SYLLABLES 

Subtest 13 RECOGNIZING SYLLABLES SUCH AS TLE, BLE, AND 
CLE 

Subtest 14: RECOGNIZING SPELLINGS 
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Performance Objectives for Test to Precede Level 13 

Subtest 1; UNDERSTANDING CAUSE-AND-EFFECT RELATIONSHIPS 

Subtest 2: INFERRING MAIN IDEA 

Subtest 3: UNDERSTANDING CHARACTER, SETTING, PLOT, AND 

MOOD 

Subtest 4: UNDERSTANDING SEQUENCE OF IDEAS AND EVENTS 

Subtest 5; USING A DICTIONARY 

Subtest 6; RECOGNIZING TECHNICAL WORDS 

Subtest 7; USING A DICTIONARY 

Subtest 8; RECOGNIZING PREFIXES 

Subtest 9: RECOGNIZING SUFFIXES 

Subtest 10: ADDING SUFFIXES TO ROOT WORDS 

Subtest 11: DIVIDING WORDS INTO SYLLABLES 
Subtest 12 RECOGNIZING SYLLABLES SUCH AS TLE, BLE, AND 

CLE 

Subtest 13; RECOGNIZING COMPOUND WORDS 

Subtest 14: RECOGNIZING CONSONANT BLENDS 

Subtest 15: RECOGNIZING CONSONANT DIGRAPHS AND SPELLINGS 

Subtest 16: RECOGNIZING VOWEL SOUNDS 
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Performance Objectives for Level 13 

Subtest 1; INFERRING AUTHOR'S INTENT 

Subtest 2; UNDERSTANDING CAUSE-AND-EFFECT RELATIONSHIPS 

Subtest 3: UNDERSTANDING ELEMENTS OF FICTION: PLOT, 

CHARACTER, AND POINT OF VIEW 

Subtest 4; INFERRING FACT AND OPINION 

Subtest 5: INFERRING MAIN IDEA 

Subtest 6; RECOGNIZING TECHNICAL WORDS 

Subtest 7: USING A DICTIONARY 

Subtest 8: LOCATING INFORMATION ON A MAP 
Subtest 9: LOCATING INFORMATION IN AN ENCYCLOPEDIA 

Subtest 10; RECOGNIZING ROOT WORDS 

Subtest 11: RECOGNIZING PREFIXES 

Subtest 12: ADDING SUFFIXES TO ROOT WORDS 

Subtest 13: DIVIDING WORDS INTO SYLLABLES 

Subtest 14 RECOGNIZING THE SYLLABLES TION, SION, TAIN, 
AND EX 

Subtest 15: RECOGNIZING COMPOUND WORDS 

Subtest 16: RECOGNIZING VOWEL SOUNDS 

Subtest 17: RECOGNIZING VOWEL SPELLINGS 
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Performance Objectives for Level 14 

Subtest 1; RECOGNIZING ELEMENTS OF FICTION 

Subtest 2: INFERRING SEQUENCE OF IDEAS AND EVENTS 

Subtest 3: INFERRING CAUSE-AND-EFFECT RELATIONSHIPS 

Subtest 4: DRAWING CONCLUSIONS 

Subtest 5: PREDICTING OUTCOMES 

Subtest 6: INFERRING MAIN IDEA 

Subtest 7; USING A DICTIONARY 

Subtest 8; RECOGNIZING TECHNICAL WORDS 

Subtest 9; DIVIDING WORDS INTO SYLLABLES 

Subtest 10: RECOGNIZING PREFIXES 

Subtest 11: ADDING SUFFIXES TO ROOT WORDS 

Subtest 12: RECOGNIZING SUFFIXES 

Subtest 13: RECOGNIZING COMPOUND WORDS 

Subtest 14; RECOGNIZING CONSONANT SPELLINGS 

Subtest 15; RECOGNIZING CONSONANT DIGRAPHS 

Subtest 16; RECOGNIZING VOWEL SOUNDS BY LETTER POSITION 

Subtest 17: RECOGNIZING SPELLINGS 




