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Introduction 

The Problem 

 It is no secret that, despite the emphasis of the No Child Left Behind Act, American students continue to 
struggle in math. Findings from the 2009 National Assessment of Education Progress (NAEP) reveal that 
although student proficiency is inching upward, students generally continue to exhibit lower than desired 
levels of math proficiency. On the 2009 administration of the NAEP, 64% of twelfth grade students were 
considered to perform at or above a level indicating proficiency in math—that is, these students had 
acquired a firm command of challenging subject matter and demonstrated the ability to apply analytical 
skills in solving “real world” problems.   This means, however, that over one-third, or 36% of high school 
seniors lack the fundamental concepts and skills required to attain proficiency at grade level.  Findings are 
more alarming for selected subgroups of students:  about 26% of students identified with special needs 
and a mere 20% of students considered English Language Learners perform at or above a level indicating 
proficiency in math.  In sum, over a third of all twelfth grade students and about 75% of twelfth grade 
students identified either with special needs or considered English Language Learners perform below 
proficiency in math. Somewhere along the way, over a third of students failed to develop the foundational 
skills necessary to achieve in mathematics.    

 

One Proposed Solution 

In effort to bolster student achievement in mathematics, McGraw-Hill has published McGraw-Hill My 
Math, for grades K-5, and Glencoe Math, for grades 6 -8,  unique, research-based math programs 
currently in development.  Emphasizing vocabulary, problem solving, and real-world applications, 
McGraw-Hill My Math and Glencoe Math address the ‘big concepts’ included in the common core 
standards.  Designed to foster student engagement, McGraw-Hill My Math and Glencoe Math include 
high-quality, visually-appealing consumable books that help students make the programs their own.  

This report details methods and preliminary results from a three-week implementation of McGraw-Hill 
My Math and Glencoe Math, using prototype materials and conducted in late spring of the 2011 school 
year. The sample contains students and teachers in Kindergarten, second, fifth, and seventh grade 
classrooms, distributed across three states (NY, OH, IL).  Information gathered during this study will 
provide valuable information regarding the program’s efficacy and recommendations as the program is 
continually developed and revised. 
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Purpose of Study 
 
 

The purpose of this preliminary study was to determine how McGraw-Hill My Math and Glencoe Math 
currently ‘work’, in action.  Specific questions of interest include: 

1. What effect does McGraw-Hill My Math and Glencoe Math have on students’ acquisition of 
specific skills taught by teachers using pre-selected units?  

2. What effect does McGraw-Hill My Math and Glencoe Math have on the attitudes and behaviors 
of students and educators who are exposed to the program? 

3. What recommendations, if any, do teachers and students provide for improving the program? 

In an effort to address these questions, this study incorporates quantitative and qualitative information 
obtained through assessments, surveys, and interviews. 
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Method 

Description of Research Sites and Participants 

The sites selected for this study included 11 classrooms contained within 11 different public school 
districts and in three states.  Four schools are located in each state of Ohio and New York, and three 
schools are located in Illinois. Schools were stratified by community, with several schools located in 
rural, suburban, or urban areas. Initially, 12 classroom teachers agreed to participate; however, shortly 
after program inception, one participating teacher became ill and found it necessary to withdraw from the 
study.  As such, 11 teachers completed implementation of the programs, and provided information for 
review.  For a further description and comparison of selected sites,  Table 1 reveals the performance of 
students for each participating school on the most recent state mandated assessment in mathematics.  
Since most states do not administer these assessments to students in Kindergarten and second grade, the 
performance of third grade students is reported, simply for comparison purposes.  As Table 1 shows, all 
schools made Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP)   in mathematics, and about half are considered relatively 
high performing;   in fact, in 6 of 11 schools, student performance exceeded the target set by the state. 

  Table 1  

Comparison of performance on state mandated assessments in mathematics 

        
 Grade State Community AYP Met? % Proficient in Math State target  
        
 KG NY Urban Yes  43.0* 59.0  
 KG OH Suburban Yes   91.7* 76.9  
 KG OH Rural Yes  84.4* 76.9  
 2 IL Urban Yes  93.0* 77.5  
 2 IL Rural Yes               86.0* 77.5  
 2 NY Suburban Yes  48.0* 59.0  
 5 NY Suburban Yes               58.0 65.0  
 5 OH Rural Yes 77.4 67.0  
 7 IL Suburban Yes 87.4 77.5  
 7 NY Urban Yes 41.0 62.0  
 7 OH Rural Yes 66.7 71.1  
*Note:  Grade 3 results listed for comparison purposes.  
 

The student sample contains 71 Kindergarten students, 60 second grade students, 62 fifth grade students, 
and 190 seventh grade students. The population is considered ethnically and socio-economically diverse, 
with classrooms containing 1% to 40% of students identified as ESL, and 13% to 85% of students 
qualifying for  free/reduced lunch. The percentage of students reporting African American heritage 
ranged from 2% to 50% by classroom, and the number of students reporting Hispanic heritage ranged 
from 1% to 41% by classroom.  The 11 participating teachers had an average of 10.4 years of teaching 
experience, with an average of 11 years teaching math specifically. Average classroom size was about 23 
Kindergarten students per class, 20 second grade students per class, 31 fifth grade students per class, and 
about 27 seventh grade students per section.  
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Procedure 

Program  Implementation 

The programs were implemented at the beginning of May, 2011, and remained in place for three weeks.  
Teachers received all materials, in prototype form, and instructions for implementing the program. At the 
outset, the project team wished to determine the ease in which teachers were able to ‘simply pick up and 
use’ the program.  For this reason, and since the program is currently in development, no formal training 
was conducted.  The independent research consultant provided ongoing support to the teachers, assisted 
with questions, and provided feedback, as needed.  Semi-weekly check-ins were conducted via email to 
determine that the program was administered as intended and document changes that may have 
compromised the integrity of the program.   

Each teacher was provided teaching materials, student workbooks, and instructions required to implement 
one pre-selected unit from McGraw-Hill My Math and Glencoe Math.  Kindergarten, second grade, and 
fifth grade teachers were asked to provide instruction using the Geometry unit, while seventh grade 
teachers were asked to provide instruction using the Probability unit. These units were pre-selected by the 
project team, and were approved by teachers prior to implementation. 

Measures 

McGraw-Hill My Math and Glencoe Math are currently in development, and formal assessment and 
progress monitoring procedures were not a standard part of the programs prior to initiating this 
preliminary study. Additionally, the study’s relatively short duration and time of implementation—in this 
case, three weeks at the end of the school year, during which time the demands placed on teachers are 
exceptionally high—provided additional challenges. Still, it was determined that valuable information 
about the programs’ efficacy could be obtained. The initial task was to identify by what means student 
achievement would be assessed:  since norm-referenced assessments were considered not appropriate 
given the focused dimension of instruction and relatively limited duration of the study, and formal 
assessments were not yet part of the program, any assessments would need to be created.  Fully 
understanding teachers’ limitations at the end of the school year, the project team recommended that 
assessments must be quick, easy to administer, and contain items that correspond to specific skills and 
concepts addressed in the units. This was especially important, since students would be asked to complete 
weekly assessments to gauge progress as they moved through the unit. After careful review of the skill 
areas, the team constructed sample assessments, which were then examined to ensure that the items 
corresponded to skill areas covered in the chapter. All assessments consisted of 10 items, completed by 
students using pencil and paper. At the Kindergarten, second grade, and fifth grade level, students were 
asked to select the correct answer when given a choice of responses, by circling or otherwise marking it.  
Seventh grade students were asked to complete items by providing short answer responses or engaging in 
some form of calculation, as requested. All assessments were created as parallel forms: that is, 
assessments were constructed to assess the same skill areas across administrations, but the items were not 
mere replications. Student progress for second, fifth, and seventh graders was monitored first via a 
pretest, or baseline assessment, and thereafter weekly assessments until the end of the study.  It was 
initially recommended that weekly assessments be constructed for Kindergarten students; however, 
teachers reported that weekly testing would be difficult to sustain. As such, it was decided that 
Kindergarten students participate in a pretest and a posttest using parallel forms.  Table 2 provides a 
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listing of specific content areas covered on the assessments, by grade. All content areas were addressed on 
each weekly assessment.  

Table 2 

 Skill areas addressed on assessments, by grade  

  
Grade  Skills/Content 
  
  
Kindergarten  
 Describe relative position of objects (e.g., behind, above) 
 Identify basic shapes regardless of orientation or size 
 Compare shapes to recognize similarities or differences 
 Identify attributes of shapes (e.g., sides) 
Second Grade  
 Identify various geometric figures, such as pentagons, quadrilaterals 
 Recognize and identify two and three-dimensional shapes 
 Classify shapes according to attributes (e.g., angles, faces, edges) 
 Compare shapes to recognize similarities or differences 
Fifth Grade  
 Identify and discriminate between 2D and 3D objects 
 Identify and classify triangles 
 Identify various geometric figures, such as a trapezoid, rhombus 
 Classify and compare shapes according to attributes (e.g., angles, faces, edges) 
SeventhGrade  
 Determine the probability of simple and compound events 
 Identify the sample space for a probabilistic outcome 
 Identify  independent and dependent events 
 Demonstrate understanding of the Fundamental Counting Principle and 

Permutations 
  
 

Prior to implementing McGraw-Hill My Math and Glencoe Math, baseline assessments were conducted to 
assess students’ prior knowledge about geometry, and for the seventh grade students, probability. This 
was important, as students’ baseline, or performance before exposure to the program, is the standard 
against which subsequent performance, or performance after exposure to the program, is compared.  It is 
very critical to note that all students had, to some degree, received prior instruction about various 
concepts covered in the geometry and probability units, at some point during the school year and before 
McGraw-Hill My Math and Glencoe Math instruction. For example, Kindergarten teachers reported that 
‘shape identification’ is a topic covered relatively early in the school year, while teachers of higher grades 
reported that it was necessary to expose students to material likely to be covered on upcoming state-
mandated assessments. While teachers reported that material was not presented in depth, it was likely that 
students had a rudimentary understanding of concepts presented in the units.  
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Research Design and Data Analysis 

In this study, the key element from a design perspective is that of repeated measurement. That is, student 
progress was repeatedly assessed at regular intervals, before, during, and after receiving instruction in 
McGraw-Hill My Math or Glencoe Math.  One research design that incorporates repeated measurement is 
single-subject research design.  A single-subject design is something as a misnomer: the name refers to 
the method by which data are analyzed, rather than the size of the sample required for analysis. Rather 
than comparing the means of groups, as typical in large group studies, single-subject designs analyze data 
at the individual or ‘case’ level—a ‘case’ being an individual, a classroom, or even a school.  Typically 
the dependent variables are observations, conducted at regular intervals, of a target behavior and the 
independent variable is a specified program or intervention procedure that is actively manipulated and 
carefully monitored throughout the investigation. An effect is demonstrated when the change in the target 
behavior co-varies with manipulation of the intervention.   Single subject design methodology is 
experimental; its purpose is to determine causal relationships between variables (Horner, Carr, Halle, 
McGee, Odom, & Wolery, 2005). Single subject designs can provide strong basis for determining 
program effects, and are used more and more frequently in education and clinical research. Recently, the 
utility of single subject designs was recognized by the U.S. Department of Education Institute of 
Education Sciences What Works Clearinghouse, which deems such designs as acceptable for 
demonstrating program effectiveness (Kratchowill, Hitchcock, Horner, Levin, Odom, Rindskopf, & 
Shadish, 2010).  While there are many accepted procedures for analyzing data obtained through single-
subject designs, in all cases they require a stable baseline, usually acquired through repeated 
administrations of a measure prior to introducing the program or intervention—something not applied in 
this study. As such, standard procedures for data analysis will not be employed here. However, the 
primary interest in this case is determining what concepts and skills students have acquired over the 
course of the study; given this, the data is examined at the item level.      
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Results 

 

Results presented here reflect student performance during the three-week implementation of McGraw-
Hill My Math, for the Kindergarten, second, and fifth grade students, and Glencoe Math for the seventh 
grade students.  The first portion reveals the average number of items answered correctly on the pretest 
and posttest for Kindergarten students, and on the weekly assessments, for the second, fifth, and seventh 
grade students. The second portion provides an item analysis: that is, it delves further into the individual 
items and reports how well students performed on items that measure the various concepts and skills 
addressed in the units.   

 

McGraw-Hill My Math: Kindergarten Students 

The average number of items answered correctly on the pretest and posttest, by classroom, is presented in 
Figure 1.  Generally, Kindergarten students performed well on the pretest, which is perhaps not surprising 
since they had been exposed to a sampling of geometric concepts earlier in the school year. The average 
number of items answered correctly on the pretest ranged from a high of 8.75 for students in Class 1, to a 
low of 8 items for students in Class 2.  The number of items answered correctly on the posttest ranged 
from a high of 9.3 for students in Class 1, to a low of 8.85 for students in Class 2. Examination of 
individual student scores reveals that 34 out of 71 students (48%) scored higher on the posttest than they 
did on the pretest, 31 out of 71 students (44%) performed about the same, and 6 out of 71 (8%) students 
scored lower on the posttest than they did on the pretest.   

 

 

Figure 1. Number of items answered correctly by Kindergarten students 
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Table 3 reveals the percentage of students who correctly responded to items assessing particular skill 
areas. For example, on the pretest, slightly over half (56%) of students correctly answered all items 
requiring students to identify basic shapes regardless of orientation or size, whereas on the posttest, 81% 
of students correctly answered these items. Generally, students performed better on the posttest in all skill 
areas, save one. On items assessing students’ ability to describe the relative position of items, 
Kindergarten students performed about the same after instruction, as they did before instruction.   

 

Table 3 

 Percentage of Kindergarten students answering items answered correctly by skill area  

    
Skill Area  Pretest Posttest 
    
    
Describe relative position of objects (e.g., behind, above)  62% 61% 
Identify basic shapes regardless of orientation or size  56% 81% 
Compare shapes to recognize similarities or differences  83% 94% 
Identify attributes of shapes (e.g., sides)  63% 94% 
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McGraw-Hill My Math: Second Grade Students 

Figure 2 reveals the average performance by week, for all second grade students contained within the 
sample. The baseline data point reflects the average number of items answered correctly prior to exposure 
to McGraw-Hill My Math, and can be interpreted as an index of students’ prior knowledge.  Each 
subsequent data point represents the average number of items answered correctly, for each week of 
progress monitoring and represents student performance during, and after exposure to McGraw-Hill My 
Math.  The baseline data is followed by a vertical line, which demarks the boundary between the baseline 
or pre-program performance, and performance during instruction with McGraw-Hill My Math. Each data 
point to the right of the vertical line reflects students’ performance on each weekly assessment. The 
vertical, y-axis represents the number of items answered correctly, and the horizontal, x-axis reflects the 
week of program instruction. 

 

 

Figure 2. Average performance of second grade students, by week 

 

As Figure 2 demonstrates, the average second grade student experienced a bit of difficulty on the pretest; 
on average, students in the second grade answered about 5.7 items correctly. After experiencing a slight 
decrease during week2, on average, students increased the number of items answered correctly from 5.7 
at baseline, to 8.1 at week 3.  

Table 4 reveals the percentage of students who correctly responded to items assessing particular concepts 
and skills at baseline and by week of instruction.  Generally, students demonstrated increased knowledge 
from baseline, or before McGraw-Hill My Math instruction, to week3, or after three weeks of McGraw-
Hill My Math instruction. For example, at baseline, only 5% of students correctly answered items that 
required the ability to recognize and identify, two- and three-dimensional shapes, whereas at week 3, 59% 
of students correctly answered these items.  
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Table 4 

 Percentage of second grade students answering items correctly, by skill area 

       
Skill Area  Baseline Week1  Week2 Week3  
       
       
Identify various geometric figures, (e.g., pentagons, 
quadrilaterals) 

 5% 77% 45% 50%  

Recognize and identify two and three-dimensional 
shapes 

 5% 41% 27% 59%  

Classify shapes according to attributes (e.g., angles, 
faces, edges) 

 55% 68% 68% 77%  

Compare shapes to recognize similarities or 
differences 

 41% 68% 77% 82%  

       
 

McGraw-Hill My Math: Fifth Grade Students 

Figure 3 represents the average number of items answered correctly, by week.  On average, fifth 
grade students performed quite well on the pretest; not surprising, since many concepts were 
introduced earlier to address topics included on state mandated assessments. While it appears 
that slight gains were made during week1, they are considered negligible.  
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Figure 3. Average performance of fifth grade students, by week 

Table 5 reveals the percentage of students who correctly responded to items assessing particular 
concepts and skills at baseline and by week of instruction.  Results indicate that at week3, all 
students in the sample demonstrated an understanding of two and three-dimensional objects and 
were able to correctly classify triangles. At week3, about 93% of students were able to classify 
and compare shapes according to attributes (e.g., faces, edges). On items assessing students’ 
ability to identify various geometric figures, the percentage of students correctly answering these 
items remained about the same, from baseline to week3.  
 

Table 5  

Percentage of fifth grade students answering items answered correctly, by skill area  

       
Skill Area  Baseline Week1  Week2 Week3  
       
       
Identify and discriminate between 2D and 3D objects  73% 100% 100% 100%  
Identify and classify triangles  70% 72% 78% 100%  
Identify various geometric figures, such as a 
trapezoid, rhombus 

 85% 95% 78% 85%  

Classify and compare shapes according to attributes  85% 80% 93% 93%  
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Glencoe Math: Seventh Grade Students 

Figure 4 reveals the average performance of the seventh grade students, by week of assessment. 
Prior to receiving instruction, students answered on average, about 5.5 items correctly. Students 
made steady gains, from week to week. At week3, students answered about 7 items correctly.  

 
 
 

Figure 4. Average performance of seventh grade students, by week 

Table 6 details the percentage of seventh grade students who correctly responded to items 
assessing particular concepts and skills, at baseline and by week of instruction. Generally, 
increases were seen in all skill areas. For example, prior to instruction with Glencoe Math, about 
4% of students were able to identify the sample space for a given problem, whereas after 
instruction at Week3, about a third of students were able to do so.  

 
Table 6  

Percentage of seventh grade students answering items correctly, by skill area  

      
Skill Area  Baseline Week1  Week2 Week3 
      
      
Determine the probability of simple and compound 
events 

 42% 46% 38% 66% 

Identify sample space   4% 16% 38% 33% 
Compare Independent and Dependent events  66% 54% 50% 88% 
Demonstrate understanding of Fundamental Counting 
Principle and Permutations 

 0% 4% 38% 38% 
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Teacher Survey  

At the end of the study, teachers were asked to complete a structured survey regarding their 
experiences and perceptions about McGraw-Hill My Math and Glencoe Math.  The initial portion 
of the survey contained 21 statements, all of which were constructed in a Likert format and 
contained six possible response options ranging from Strongly Agree to Strongly Disagree. 
Several questions were designed to elicit information about the teachers’ perceptions of the 
program as a whole, while others were more pointed and reflected program components.  The 
final portion of the survey contained four open-ended response items for which teachers could 
expound upon their responses. All but one teacher completed and returned the survey. 

When asked about their perceptions of the program content and organization, generally teachers 
responded either Strongly Agree or Moderately Agree for all items.   For example, teachers felt 
that McGraw-Hill My Math and Glencoe Math adequately addresses content standards and that 
the lesson content is appropriate. Overwhelmingly, teachers felt the instructional design is of 
high quality:  all teachers save one fifth grade teacher, selected Strongly Agree for this item. 
Teachers indicated that the amount of time required for preparation and amount of time allocated 
for instruction (from a teaching perspective) was manageable and appropriate; all teachers 
selected Strongly Agree or Moderately Agree for these items. Similarly, all teachers save one 
responded Strongly Agree to indicate that the time allotted for instruction (from a student 
perspective) was ample and appropriate. All teachers selected Strongly Agree to indicate that the 
teacher’s guide was well organized and easy to follow. When asked whether the program 
provided appropriate levels of scaffolded instruction to meet the needs of all learners, all teachers 
selected Strongly Agree. All teachers save one fifth grade teacher (who selected Mildly Agree), 
responded Strongly or Moderately Agree to indicate that they would recommend McGraw-Hill 
My Math and Glencoe Math to colleagues.  

While many statements were designed to elicit information regarding the impact of McGraw-Hill 
My Math and Glencoe Math on teachers, several statements were designed to assess specifically 
how McGraw-Hill My Math impacted students. Generally, teachers selected either Strongly 
Agree or Moderately Agree to indicate that students felt successful while participating in 
McGraw-Hill My Math.  All teachers save one fifth grade teacher, selected Strongly Agree to 
indicate that students found the lessons engaging, and all teachers selected either Strongly Agree 
or Moderately Agree to indicate that the homework checks aided student understanding of 
material. When asked whether the lesson components were easily accessed by the students, all 
but one teacher selected Strongly Agree or Moderately Agree.  Teachers varied in their 
perceptions about whether students were able to independently complete learning activities; 
responses were evenly divided between Strongly Agree, Moderately Agree, and Mildly Disagree. 
When asked to elaborate on these responses during the interview, it was determined that 
difficulties experienced by students were often editorial in nature (e.g., missing page numbers or 
figures).  
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The open-ended response portion of the survey contained four  items that solicited feedback 
regarding strengths of the programs, perceived weaknesses, and recommendations for 
improvement.   When asked what makes McGraw-Hill My Math and Glencoe Math unique 
among instructional programs, responses varied from the general to the specific. For example, 
one second grade teacher responded: 

I thought that the entire program made it easier to teach the concepts to the children. I 
also felt that it moved at a good enough pace so that the students were eagerly working 
and never really bored.  

One teacher reported that she found the Essential Question and self-checks unique, while another 
cited the “emphasis on vocabulary” a unique feature among math programs. Other features 
reported by teachers included the “variety of hands-on aspects and use of multiple intelligences”, 
the “design and color of the student workbooks”, and “the ability to write in a book, rather than 
reuse a text book”. When asked about the strengths of McGraw-Hill My Math, teachers provided 
a wealth of responses. One teacher stated that she “enjoyed the layout of the information: 
everything needed was right at my fingertips!”, while another reported that she liked the “online 
resource and usability of the program”.  Three teachers were unanimous in their response that 
they found the program “very user friendly with real life applications”, with emphasis on “real-
world applications” as a particular strength. Others cited the Inquiry Labs and the Vocabulary 
Cards as noted strengths of the program.  

When asked about perceived weaknesses of the program, the majority of responses did not 
reflect content, but rather items that required editing or changes in layout. Missing page numbers 
and references to pictures that “did not exist” were most often reported.  The most frequent 
response, one generated by a majority of teachers, was that “students needed more room to write 
their responses and answers”.  Another teacher felt that “too much information was presented on 
a page”.  One Kindergarten teacher reported that the “layout of the directions at the bottom is 
tricky. Maybe have then numbered or something, but I don’t like how they are clumped 
together”.  Yet another Kindergarten teacher reported that “some children had difficulty tracing 
the pattern and attribute blocks. They would have rather just tried to draw the shapes 
themselves”. The strongest critic of the program, a fifth grade teacher, reported that she feels 
“more learning games are needed” and that the “kinesthetic learning was missing’.  

Finally, when asked if teachers would recommend changes to the overall content, many teachers 
reported that they would not recommend changes. A sampling of responses to this particular item 
include, “no, the materials were easily managed and the children used them with ease”; “no, the 
activities kept the student motivated and ready to learn”; and “having taught for 17 years, I think 
that the McGraw-Hill My Math program would be very easy to use, and the only difficulty I see 
is that some of the children may have trouble tracing”.  
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Teacher Interview: McGraw-Hill My Math    

At the end of the pilot study and after completing the survey, teachers provided additional 
feedback during a semi-structured interview. To ensure that teachers felt comfortable providing 
candid responses, interviews were conducted by an independent research consultant with no 
direct ties to the program.  When asked how they felt about using McGraw-Hill My Math, 
elementary teachers generally provided positive responses. One Kindergarten teacher, stated: 

Buffalo currently uses Investigations. This program was so much better! We loved the 
colorful workbooks. These really caught on and kept them engaged. Loved how much 
hands on activities were included, and loved the way we model first, by I do, then See 
and Show (we do), and On My Own  (you do).  The Teacher’s Guide was easy to follow 
and the pacing was manageable. The Reteach sheets made great homework for 
reinforcement of lessons.  

Another teacher stated that although she taught geometry earlier in the year, the “kids didn’t get 
it— they knew it after McGraw-Hill My Math”. A second grade teacher stated that the kids were 
required to apply existing knowledge, which was something novel to them. She further stated 
that McGraw-Hill My Math “made the complex easy to understand”, and felt that her students 
had a great deal of success. One teacher reported that she “liked the explanation of vertices. My 
students seemed to pick up on the point (forgive my pun) quicker than usual”.  The Common 
Error example in the teacher’s guide provided one teacher “things to look for” as her students 
were working. Teachers reported that the kids “loved” the colored workbooks and were very 
excited to use them. The Vocabulary Cards and real-world applications were frequently cited as 
strengths of the program.  

Teacher Interview:  Glencoe Math 

Similarly, seventh grade teachers had many positive things to report about their experience with 
Glencoe Math. Teachers reported that they very much liked the Labs and the general layout of 
the program. One seventh grade teacher reported: 

I really liked the layout, which was very user-friendly. In the book, I really liked the 
different aspects: the comics were very engaging and the different organizational charts 
like Venn diagrams, were very good. The kids loved the workbooks they could write in, 
and this gave them a lot of extra practice and reinforced the man ideas. I liked the higher-
order thinking problems, which gave a good challenge. The kids also loved the labs and 
activities, and I didn’t have to supplement with anything else. Plus, they are eager to get 
online and check things out. I think the kids got a much better understanding, compared 
to what they did with Everyday Math.  
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While teachers generally sang McGraw-Hill My Math and Glencoe Math many praises, there 
were several recommendations for program improvement. Much of the criticism was editorial in 
nature, and since the program is in development, perhaps not surprising. Missing page numbers, 
omitted figures, and incorrect labels were frequently cited. The strongest critic of McGraw-Hill 
My Math, a fifth grade teacher, provided many recommendations not generated by other teachers 
included in the study. Generally, she felt that the fill-in-the-blank pages were “too ambiguous”, 
and reported that student “just had to search for a word that fits, which is really a low level of 
recall”. While she felt that the Essential Questions were “good”,   she also felt that the 
“independent practice did not apply to it”.   

 

Student Interview:  McGraw-Hill My Math 

At the close of the study, teachers were asked to provide student feedback using a structured, 
group-interview format. When asked what, in particular, students liked about McGraw-Hill My 
Math, overwhelmingly students responded:  “the workbooks”.  Many Kindergarten students 
reported that they enjoyed the “homework part” and “having a book to do math in”, while other 
Kindergarten students reported that they enjoyed “the pattern block activities where we had to 
make shapes”.  Second grade students expressed their approval regarding the size and color of 
the workbooks, and stated that they like being able to write in them. Many second grade students 
felt that the unit was a “little too easy”, but felt that it “helped them do better”. Students enjoyed 
using manipulatives to learn about shapes, and one student expressed that she “loved working 
with and drawing the three dimensional shapes”. Fifth grade students loved the colorful pictures 
and bold/highlighted words, the charts, and the joke, “Where has Polly gone”?  

When asked what students would change about the program, some Kindergarten students 
responded “the homework part”(indicating less homework), while other students thought that the 
program should include more homework. Second grade students wanted to “do more hands-on 
work with the shapes”, and “learn more about shapes that we may not have learned about 
before”. Some second grade students felt the workbooks were “too easy” and wanted “harder 
questions for us to learn more”. Some environmentally-conscious fifth grade students reported 
that printing the workbooks in color was a “waste of ink”, and that it was “very hard to write on 
glossy paper”.  The fill-in-the-blank items were “too confusing” and some of the triangles were 
“too small to measure with a protractor”.   

When asked if they thought McGraw-Hill My Math helped them do better in math, Kindergarten 
students generally responded, “yes, because I know my shapes”, and “yes, because I am 
smarter”. Second grade students in one particular classroom were divided in their opinions: some 
students stated, “yes, we really liked this program and it helped us”, while others reported, “no, 
because it seemed too easy”. Fifth grade students provided more concrete examples, and 
responded that it facilitated their understanding of triangles and quadrilaterals.  



18 
 

Student Interview:  Glencoe Math 

As did the students participating in McGraw-Hill My Math, the seventh grade students 
participating in Glencoe Math were asked to provide feedback about their experience.  The 
seventh grade students reported that they enjoyed the “hands-on labs, HOT problems, and the 
real-life problems”.  Several students reported that they found the “organization of the homework 
and the homework example” particularly helpful. Visually, the program was “cool” and 
contained “examples with pictures”, something that appealed to most students.   

When asked how they felt the program could be improved,   many seventh grade students 
reported that there was “too much information on each page and it was overwhelming”. More in-
depth explanations, the addition of an index, and the placement of regular pictures rather than 
“cartoons”, were other recommendations provided by seventh grade students.  

When students were asked if Glencoe Math helped them feel more successful in understanding 
concepts associated with probability, the majority of seventh graders responded “yes, because it 
showed how to do problems” and that it demonstrated “more examples and ways to find 
problems”.   One student remarked that the program “actually shows how to do it, and not just 
tell you how”.  
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Discussion 

The overarching goal of this study was to assess how McGraw-Hill My Math, a K-5 program, 
and Glencoe Math, a 6-8  program, work, in action. In effort to obtain a holistic view, this study 
incorporated student outcome measures, and qualitative information obtained through surveys 
and interviews.   

Teachers and students provided feedback regarding their perceptions of McGraw-Hill My Math 
and Glencoe Math, and the majority of feedback was positive. Teachers generally felt that 
McGraw-Hill My Math and Glencoe Math were easy to implement, addressed content standards, 
and was well-organized. Many teachers cited unique features of the program, including 
consumable workbooks, Essential Questions, the emphasis on vocabulary, and the Inquiry Labs 
as particularly effective in helping students acquire concept and skills. Students loved the 
colorful workbooks (which were described by several students as “cool”), the ‘real life’ 
applications, and the charts and graphs.  

While many teachers and students sang McGraw-Hill My Math and Glencoe Math many praises, 
there were some recommendations for improvement.  The strongest critic, a fifth grade teacher 
providing McGraw-Hill My Math instruction,  stated that she felt some aspects of the program 
required revision to include more ‘higher-level thinking’ skills; for example, she felt that the fill-
in-the-blanks required merely basic recall of facts, with little analysis required to answer the 
items. Many other teachers noted items that required editorial review, such as missing figures or 
page numbers. A few second grade students felt the program “very easy”, and wanted more 
challenging material. A few seventh grade students participating in Glencoe Math found the fill-
in-the-blanks confusing, and felt that too much information was included on one page.        

While the student and teacher feedback is encouraging and certainly reflects positively on the 
programs, it is important that use of the program reflects in an increase in some measure of 
achievement. This provided a challenge, for three main reasons. First, assessments were not yet 
included as standard part of the program, and thus were created.  While teachers and members of 
the project team reviewed the items to ensure face validity, no statistical analysis was conducted 
to determine reliability. It is possible that gains reflect practice effects; that is, any increases were 
result of the mere exposure to assessments week after week.  The team provided safeguards to 
minimize this by making efforts to ensure that assessments measured similar skills and concepts 
from administration to administration, and were thus parallel—but not exact—and that students 
received no corrective feedback (i.e., provided the correct answers) after assessments were 
administered.  Second, while repeated measurement is particularly effective in detecting program 
effects over relatively small time increments, a three-week period of exposure to a new program 
might be considered the lower limits.  Finally, in nearly all cases, students received prior 
exposure to concepts and skills covered in the units. Therefore, any gains observed here should 
be interpreted to reflect additional gains after instruction with McGraw-Hill My Math and 
Glencoe Math beyond those experienced with a prior method.   
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While students generally exhibited some prior knowledge about the concepts and skills covered 
in the units, it appeared that student knowledge was further enhanced to varying degrees after 
receiving instruction using McGraw-Hill My Math and Glencoe Math.  Second grade students in 
particular appeared to experience an increased understanding of concepts and skills contained in 
the chapter on Geometry.  This finding seems to be supported by observations made by teachers, 
one of whom indicated that while she taught the same concepts previously, students didn’t “get 
it” until after participating in McGraw-Hill My Math, and another who felt that “it made the 
complex easy to understand”.  

While these findings are encouraging, they are preliminary. As such, McGraw-Hill My Math and 
Glencoe Math will be studied extensively during the 2011-2012 school year, with an expanded 
sample and an increased duration of implementation.  Findings from the upcoming study will be 
available late summer of 2012.   
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