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Research

Effectiveness

Everyday Mathematics, published by Wright Group/McGraw-Hill, 

is a core curriculum for students in kindergarten through grade 6

covering numeration and order, operations, functions and se-

quences, data and chance, algebra, geometry and spatial sense, 

measures and measurement, reference frames, and patterns. At 

each grade level, the Everyday Mathematics curriculum provides 

students with multiple opportunities to learn concepts and practice 

skills. Across grade levels, concepts are reviewed and extended in 

varying instructional contexts. The distinguishing features of Every-

day Mathematics are its focus on real-life problem solving, student 

communication of mathematical thinking, and appropriate use of 

technology. This curriculum also emphasizes balancing different 

types of instruction, using various methods for skills practice, and 

fostering parent involvement in student learning.

Four studies of Everyday Mathematics met the What Works 

Clearinghouse (WWC) evidence standards with reservations. 

These studies included a total of approximately 12,600 students 

in grades 3–5 from a range of socioeconomic backgrounds and 

attending schools in urban, suburban, and rural communities in 

multiple states.1

The WWC considers the extent of evidence for Everyday 

Mathematics to be moderate to large for math achievement.

Everyday Mathematics was found to have potentially positive effects on students’ math achievement.

Math achievement
Rating of effectiveness Potentially positive effects 

Improvement index2 Average: +6 percentile points

Range: –7 to +14 percentile points

1. The evidence in this report is based on available research. Findings and conclusions may change as new research becomes available.

2. These numbers show the average and the range of student-level improvement indices for all findings in three out of four studies that met the WWC stan-

dards with reservations. The student-level improvement index for the fourth study could not be computed.
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Additional program
information

Research

Developer and contact 
Developed by University of Chicago School Mathematics Proj-

ect. Published by Wright Group/McGraw-Hill. 220 East Dan-

ieldale Road, DeSoto, TX 75115. Web: www.wrightgroup.com.

Telephone: 800-648-2970. Fax: 800-593-4418.

Scope of use 
Curriculum development for Everyday Mathematics began in 

1983. The developer reports that the curriculum is used in more 

than 175,000 classrooms by more than 2.8 million students. A 

second edition of the curriculum became available in 2001–02.

Teaching
Everyday Mathematics is structured differently for kindergarten 

than for grades 1–6. The kindergarten Everyday Mathematics

curriculum is composed primarily of activities such as counting 

games, money exchanges, and puzzles. In grades 1–6, the cur-

riculum is broken into units covering specific topics. The number 

of units per school year ranges from 9 to 12, depending on the 

specific grade and the topics covered. Each unit comprises 7 to 

14 individual lessons. The developer offers multiple professional 

development options, such as user conferences and institutes, 

onsite professional development programs, and online courses. 

Cost
Curriculum sets are bundled by grade and are available for kin-

dergarten through grade 6 (grade 6 is beyond the scope of this 

report). For kindergarten, the Core Teacher’s Resource Package 

costs $162.78 and includes Program Guide and Masters; Teach-

er’s Guide to Activities; Teacher’s Reference Manual (grades 

K–3); Minute Math; Assessment Handbook; Home Connection 

Handbook (grades K–6); Number Grid Poster; Content-by-Strand 

Poster; and Mathematics at Home (books 1–3). For grades 1–5, 

the Core Teacher’s Resource Package costs $233.40 and in-

cludes Teacher’s Lesson Guides (1 and 2); Teacher’s Reference 

Manual; Assessment Handbook; Home Connection Handbook 

(grades K–6); Math Masters; Minute Math+; Posters; Content-by-

Strand; and one set of Student Materials (student math journals 

1 and 2). Supplemental materials and manipulatives are available 

separately and vary in price.

Sixty-one studies reviewed by the WWC investigated the effects 

of Everyday Mathematics. Four studies (Carroll, 1998; Riordan & 

Noyce, 2001; Waite, 2000; and Woodward & Baxter, 1997) used 

quasi-experimental designs that met WWC standards with res-

ervations. The remaining fifty-seven studies did not meet WWC 

evidence screens.

The Carroll (1998) study included 76 fifth-grade students 

in four classrooms from four school districts using Everyday 

Mathematics and a comparison group of 91 fifth-grade students 

in four classrooms from similar districts, matched on student 

demographics and geographical location. The intervention group 

had used Everyday Mathematics since kindergarten. The com-

parison group had used traditional basal mathematics texts at all 

previous grades.  

The Riordan and Noyce (2001) study included 3,781 fourth-

grade students in 67 schools in Massachusetts using Everyday 

Mathematics and a comparison group of 5,102 fourth-grade 

students in 78 similar schools, matched on baseline math achieve-

ment scores and student demographics. Forty-eight schools in 

the intervention group had implemented Everyday Mathematics

for four or more years (early implementers), and 19 schools had 

implemented Everyday Mathematics for two or three years (later 

implementers). The comparison group used 15 different textbook 

programs representing the instructional norm in Massachusetts, 

with the most commonly used programs being those published by 

Addison-Wesley, Houghton-Mifflin, and Scott-Foresman.  

The Waite (2000) study included 732 third-, fourth-, and fifth-

grade students in six schools using Everyday Mathematics and 

a comparison group of 2,704 third-, fourth-, and fifth-grade stu-

dents in 12 similar schools, matched on baseline math achieve-

ment scores, student demographics, and geographical location. 

The schools in the intervention group were in their first year of 
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Research (continued)

Effectiveness

implementing Everyday Mathematics. The comparison group 

used a more traditional mathematics curriculum approved by the 

school district.

The Woodward and Baxter (1997) study included 104 third-

grade students in five classrooms in two schools using Everyday 

Mathematics and a comparison group of 101 third-grade 

students in four classrooms in one similar school, matched on 

student demographics and geographical location. The com-

parison group used the Heath Mathematics curriculum, a more 

traditional mathematics program.

Extent of evidence
The WWC categorizes the extent of evidence in each domain as 

small or moderate to large (see the What Works Clearinghouse 

Extent of Evidence Categorization Scheme). The extent of evi-

dence takes into account the number of studies and the total 

sample size across the studies that met WWC evidence stan-

dards with or without reservations.3

The WWC considers the extent of evidence for Everyday 

Mathematics to be moderate to large for math achievement.

Findings
The WWC review of elementary school mathematics curricu-

lum-based interventions addresses student outcomes in math 

achievement. 

The Carroll (1998) study reported a statistically significant 

positive effect of Everyday Mathematics on geometric knowl-

edge. After accounting for pretest differences between Everyday 

Mathematics students and comparison students, the WWC 

determined that this finding was substantively important but not 

statistically significant. Based on this study finding, the WWC 

categorized the effect of Everyday Mathematics on geometric 

knowledge as being a substantively important positive effect.4

The Riordan and Noyce (2001) study reported a statistically 

significant positive effect of Everyday Mathematics on overall 

math achievement. Using school-level data provided by the 

authors, the WWC determined that this finding was statistically 

significant for the 48 early-implementing schools. For the 19 

later-implementing schools, however, the WWC determined the 

finding to be not statistically significant. Based on this study 

finding, the WWC categorized Everyday Mathematics as having 

a statistically significant positive effect on overall math achieve-

ment for the 48 early-implementing schools and an indetermi-

nate effect for the 19 later-implementing schools.

The Waite (2001) study reported a statistically significant 

positive effect of Everyday Mathematics on overall math achieve-

ment. After accounting for the misalignment between the school 

as the unit of assignment and the student as the unit of analysis, 

the WWC determined that this finding was substantively impor-

tant but not statistically significant. Based on this study finding, 

the WWC categorized the effect of Everyday Mathematics on 

overall math achievement as being a substantively important 

positive effect. The Waite study reported subtest results (con-

cepts, operations, and problem solving). After WWC calcula-

tions, these results were found to be positive but not statistically 

significant. The subtest analyses do not factor into the rating. 

The Woodward and Baxter (1997) study reported no signifi-

cant effect of Everyday Mathematics on overall math achieve-

ment. After accounting for pretest differences between Everyday 

Mathematics students and comparison students, the WWC 

confirmed this finding. Based on this study finding, the WWC 

categorized the effect of Everyday Mathematics on overall math 

achievement as indeterminate. The study also reported subtest 

results (computation, concepts, and problem solving) and found 

3. The Extent of Evidence categorization was developed to tell readers how much evidence was used to determine the intervention rating, focusing on the 
number and size of studies. Additional factors associated with a related concept, external validity, such as students’ demographics and the types of set-
tings in which studies took place, are not taken into account for the categorization.

4. The level of statistical significance was calculated by the WWC and corrects for clustering within classrooms or schools and for multiple comparisons. 
For an explanation see the WWC Tutorial on Mismatch. See the Technical Details of WWC-Conducted Computations for the formulas the WWC used to 
calculate statistical significance. In the case of the Everyday Mathematics report, a correction for clustering was needed.
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Effectiveness (continued)

The WWC found Everyday 
Mathematics to have

potentially positive effects
on math achievement

References

a statistically significant positive effect on the concepts subtest. 

WWC calculations revealed a substantively important, but not 

statistically significant, positive effect for the concepts subtest 

and a substantively important, but not statistically significant, 

negative effect for the computations subtest. The subtest analy-

ses do not factor into the rating.  

Four studies examined outcomes in math achievement: One 

study (Riordan & Noyce, 2001, 48 early-implementing schools) 

found statistically significant and positive effects. Three studies 

(Riordan & Noyce, 2001, 19 later-implementing schools; Carroll, 

1998; Waite, 2001) found positive effects. And one study (Wood-

ward & Baxter, 1997) found indeterminate effects.

Rating of effectiveness
The WWC rates interventions as positive, potentially positive, 

mixed, no discernible effects, potentially negative, or negative. 

The rating of effectiveness takes into account four factors: the 

quality of the research design, the statistical significance of the 

findings (as calculated by the WWC), the size of the differences 

between participants in the intervention condition and the com-

parison condition, and the consistency of the findings across 

studies (see the WWC Intervention Rating Scheme). The WWC 

found Everyday Mathematics to have potentially positive effects 

on math achievement.

Improvement index
For the math achievement outcomes, the WWC computed an 

improvement index based on the effect size (see the Technical 

Details of WWC-Conducted Computations). The improvement 

index represents the difference between the percentile rank of the 

average student in the intervention condition versus the percentile 

rank of the average student in the comparison condition. Unlike the 

rating of effectiveness, the improvement index is entirely based on 

the size of the effect, regardless of the statistical significance of the 

effect, the study design, or the analysis. The improvement index 

can take on values between –50 and +50, with positive numbers 

denoting favorable results. The average improvement index for 

math achievement is +6, with a range of –7 to +14.

Summary
The WWC reviewed 61 studies on Everyday Mathematics. Four 

studies met WWC evidence standards with reservations. These 

four studies found potentially positive effects on math achieve-

ment. The remaining studies did not meet WWC evidence 

standards.

Met WWC evidence standards with reservations
Carroll, W. M. (1998). Geometric knowledge of middle school 

students in a reform-based mathematics curriculum. School 

Science and Mathematics, 98(4), 188–197.

Additional source:
Carroll, W. M., & Isaacs, A. (2003). Achievement of students 

using the University of Chicago School Mathematics Proj-

ect’s Everyday Mathematics. In S. L. Senk & D. R. Thomp-

son (Eds.), Standards-based school mathematics curricu-

lum: Where are they? What do students learn? (pp. 79–108). 

Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc. (Study: 
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Riordan, J. E., & Noyce, P. E. (2001). The impact of two 

standards-based mathematics curricula on student achieve-

ment in Massachusetts. Journal for Research in Mathematics 

Education, 32(4), 368–398.

Waite, R. D. (2000). A study of the effects of Everyday Mathemat-

ics on student achievement of third-, fourth-, and fifth-grade 

students in a large north Texas urban school district. Disserta-

tion Abstracts International, 61(10), 3933A. (UMI No. 9992659)

Woodward, J., & Baxter, J. (1997). The effects of an innovative ap-

proach to mathematics on academically low-achieving students 

in inclusive settings. Exceptional Children, 63(3), 373–388.
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The What Works Clearinghouse (WWC) looked at elementary 

school math curricula designed to promote math knowledge 

and skills among elementary school students (average ages 5 

to 10 years).1 Because there is some variation in how elemen-

tary school is organized across school districts, this review 

defined elementary school as a school with any of the grades, 

K through 5. Curricula included in this review are replicable, 

materials-based instructional programs that cover one or more 

of the following content areas: numbers, arithmetic, geometry, 

pre-algebra, measurement, graphing, and logical reasoning. This 

review considered only core, comprehensive math curricula.2 

Core math curricula are defined as instructional programs that 

extend over the course of one semester or more, are central 

to students’ regular school instruction, and are based on any 

combination of text materials, manipulatives, computer software, 

videotapes, and other materials. This review focuses on student 

achievement in mathematics as the key outcome.

The findings in this topic report summarize the first wave of 

WWC elementary school math intervention reports produced in 

2006–07. We looked at 340 studies. Of these, 237 were assess-

ments of interventions that qualified for our review; the other 103 

could not be categorized by intervention.3 Of the 237 studies, 9 

studies of 5 curricula met our evidence standards, 2 without res-

ervations and 7 with reservations. Altogether, the WWC looked 

at 73 interventions: 5 had studies that met WWC standards with 

or without reservations, 67 had studies that did not meet WWC 

evidence screens, and 1 had a single-case study, which is still 

under review. (The identification of eligible programs ended in 

September 2005, and that of eligible studies, in July 2006.)

In looking at the one outcome domain for the five elementary 

school math curricula:

• Everyday Mathematics had potentially positive effects on 

math achievement. 

Four other curricula had no discernible effects on math 

achievement.

1 study has 
a disposition 

pending

227 studies 
did not meet 
evidence 
screens

7 studies 
met evidence
standards with
reservations

2 studies 
met evidence
standards

WWC identified 237 
studies of 73 curricula

This review summarizes the first 
wave of intervention reports 
produced in 2006–07.
http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/

1. Findings for math interventions for the middle school level are available in the WWC Middle School Math Topic Report.
2. Supplemental math interventions may be considered at a later date.
3. One of the 237 studies is a single-case study, which is still under review. The WWC is currently developing standards for the review of single-case 

studies.
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Intervention Rating of effectiveness Extent of evidence

Everyday Mathematics® (www.wrightgroup.com) Medium to large

Houghton Mifflin Mathematics (www.hmco.com) Medium to large

Progress in Mathematics © 2006 (www.sadlier-oxford.com/math/index.cfm) Small

Saxon Elementary School Math (http://saxonpublishers.harcourtachieve.com) Small

Scott Foresman-Addison Wesley Elementary Mathematics (www.scottforesman.com) Small

Note:  WWC intervention reports describe each curriculum and provide information on the students, cost, and scope of use. To view the intervention reports, please click on the program name or go to http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/. Following 
each curriculum name is the developer’s website address. The research evaluated addresses some but not all grade levels targeted by these curricula. Grade levels are related to student age and may affect outcomes. For a compari-
son of targeted grade levels and grade levels in the studies reviewed by the WWC, see Appendix A2.

Key

Positive effects: 
strong evidence of 
a positive effect 
with no overriding 
contrary evidence

Potentially 
positive effects: 
evidence of a 
positive effect 
with no overriding 
contrary evidence

Mixed effects: 
evidence of 
inconsistent effects

No discernible 
effects: no 
affirmative evidence 
of effects

Potentially 
negative effects: 
evidence of a 
negative effect 
with no overriding 
contrary evidence

Negative effects: 
strong evidence of 
a negative effect 
with no overriding 
contrary evidence

Intervention Ratings for Elementary School Math
Each elementary school math program that had at least one study meeting WWC 

standards (with or without reservations) received a rating of effectiveness for 

math achievement. The rating aims to characterize the existing evidence, taking 

into account the quality of the research design, the statistical significance of the 

findings, the size of the difference in mean outcomes between students in the 

intervention and comparison conditions, and the consistency in findings across 

studies.

The research can be rated as positive, potentially positive, mixed, no discern-

ible effects, potentially negative, or negative (see the WWC Intervention Rating 

Scheme). Table 1 shows the effectiveness ratings and extent of evidence for the 

five elementary school math curricula.

Table 1 Effectiveness ratings for 5 programs for math achievement
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Average improvement indices
The WWC computes an average improvement index for each study as well as 

an average improvement index across studies of the same intervention (see the 

Technical Details of WWC-Conducted Computations).

The improvement index represents the difference between the percentile rank 

of the average student in the intervention condition and the percentile rank of 

the average student in the comparison condition. It can take on values between 

–50 and +50, with positive numbers denoting results favorable to the intervention 

group. Unlike the rating of effectiveness, which is based on four factors, the 

improvement index is based only on the size of the difference between the inter-

vention and comparison conditions.

Math achievement
Math achievement is measured by three types of student outcome measures:

Standardized, nationally normed achievement tests that are appropriate for 1. 

elementary students (TerraNova CTBS, Iowa Test of Basic Skills)

Standardized state or local tests of math achievement (Massachusetts 2. 

Comprehensive Assessment System)

Research-based or locally developed tests or instruments that assess 3. 

students’ mathematical knowledge or skills.

We reviewed evidence of the effects on math achievement outcomes for five 

programs and, for these five, the average improvement index ranged from –2 to +6 

percentile points (figure 1).

Scott Foresman-Addison Wesley
Elementary Mathematics

Progress in MathematicsEveryday Mathematics®

–2

–1

0

1

2

3

4

5

6
6

3

–2

Figure 1 Math achievement: average improvement4

Outcomes include test scores of math 
achievement and assessments of 

mathematical knowledge and skills

Percentile points

4. To enable comparisons across interventions, improvement indices are calculated from student-level findings only. A student-level improvement index could not be computed for some of the 
findings for Everyday Mathematics. Two additional programs reviewed by the WWC (Houghton Mifflin Math and Saxon Elementary School Math) are not represented in this figure because 
student-level improvement indices could not be computed for any of the findings. For further details, please see Technical Details of WWC-Conducted Computations.

Note: Bold text indicates interventions with a medium to large extent of evidence.
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Accelerated Math (http://www.renlearn.com) MathSteps (http://www.eduplace.com/math/mathsteps/)

Adventures of Jasper Woodbury Series  
(http://peabody.vanderbilt.edu/projects/funded/jasper/Jasperhome.html)

MathWings by the Success for All Foundation®  
(http://www.successforall.net/elementary/mathwings.htm)

Als speciale kleuter tel je ook me! (Young Children with 
Special Needs Count, Too!) (no website available)

Moving with Math (http://www.movingwithmath.com/)

Appalachia Model Mathematics Program (no website available) Mystery Motivator (no website available)

Barrett Math Program (no website available) New Century Integrated Instructional System (http://www.ncecorp.com/mathematics.htm)

Bridges in Mathematics (http://www.mathlearningcenter.org/curriculum/bridges/about.asp) New Century Mathematics (http://www.ncecorp.com/mathematics.htm)

Computer Assisted Instruction (no website available) Number Power® (http://www.devstu.org/number_power/index.html)

Compass Learning (http://www.compasslearning.com) Numeracy Recovery (no website available)

Computer Curriculum Corporation (CCC)  
(now Pearson Digital Learning, http://www.pearsondigital.com)

Opening Eyes to Mathematics by The Math Learning Center  
(http://www.mathlearningcenter.org/curriculum/elementary/open-eyes.asp)

Computer Managed Mastery Learning (no website available) Orton-Gillingham® technique (http://www.orton-gillingham.com/)

Connecting Math Concepts (CMC) mathematics program  
(https://www.sraonline.com/products.html?&tid=10&sid=58)

Personalized System of Instruction (PSI) (no website available)

Consistency Management® (http://www.coe.uh.edu/cmcd/default.cfm) Piacceleration Instruction (no website available)

Core Knowledge Curriculum (http://www.coreknowledge.org/CK/index.htm) PLATO (http://www.plato.com/)

Countdown Video IGAP Intervention Tape (no website available) Project 2000 (no website available)

Criterion Referenced Curriculum (CRC) (no website available) Project MAS (no website available)

Des Moines Plan (no website available) Project SEED (http://www.projectseed.org/)

Digi-Block® Learning System (http://www.digi-block.com/) Project Teach and Reach (no website available)

Florida Primary Education Program (no website available) Rational Number Project (http://www.education.umn.edu/rationalnumberproject/)

FUNdamentallyMATH® (http://www.fundamentallymath.com/) Richmond Young Students Mathematics (no website available)

Geo-Logo, by Investigations in Number, Data, and Space®  
(http://investigations.terc.edu/index.cfm)

Rutgers-Kenilworth Program (no website available)

Growing With Mathematics (http://www.wrightgroup.com/index.php) Sharon Wells Mathematics Curriculum (http://www.sharonwellsmath.com/)

Holt Mathematics (http://www.hrw.com/math/) Silver Burdett Ginn Mathematics (http://www.sbgmath.com/)

Table 2 Curricula reviewed with no studies meeting WWC evidence screens5

(continued)
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Investigations in Number, Data, and Space® (http://investigations.terc.edu/) Singapore Mathematics (http://www.singaporemath.com/)

Jostens Integrated Learning System (no website available) Skills Reinforcement Project (no website available)

Knowing Mathematics (http://www.eduplace.com/intervention/knowingmath/) Strategic Math Series (http://www.ku-crl.org/sim/strategies/math.shtml)

Kumon Mathematics Program (http://www.kumon.com/) Successmaker (http://www.pearsondigital.com/successmaker/)

Lightspan Achieve Now (http://www.plato.com/Elementary-Solutions/
Elementary-Mathematics/PLATO-Achieve-Now-Mathematics.aspx)

Teacher to Teacher Math Problem Solving Supplementary Curriculum  
(http://www.teachertoteacher.com/)

Logo (no website available)
Thinking Mathematics  
(http://www.aft.org/pubs-reports/downloads/teachers/ESEA_MATH.pdf)

Math Renaissance® (http://www.renlearn.com)
TIPS: Math (Teachers Involve Parents in Schoolwork)  
(http://www.csos.jhu.edu/P2000/tips/index.htm)

Math Trailblazers (http://www.mathtrailblazers.com/) TouchMath® (http://www.touchmath.com/)

Mathematics in Action (textbook published by MacMillan) (no website available) Visual Mathematics by The Math Learning Center  
(http://www.mathlearningcenter.org/curriculum/highschool/visual-math.asp)Mathematics Plus (textbook series published by Harcourt)

Mathematics Their Way® (http://www.center.edu) Voyages (http://www.metrotlc.com/)

Mathematics Today by Harcourt Brace (no website available) Wasatch Interactive Learning6 (http://www.plato.com/)

MathFact (no website available)

Table 2 Curricula reviewed with no studies meeting WWC evidence screens5 (continued)

For more information about the studies reviewed and WWC methodology, please see the WWC Elementary School Mathematics Technical 
Appendices.

Note: Following each program name is the developer’s website address.
5. The table includes all eligible programs with no studies meeting evidence standards. The only study evaluating the Criterion Referenced Curriculum (CRC) shown above had a single-case study 

and is still under review. The WWC is currently developing standards for the review of single-case studies.
6. Wasatch Interactive Learning was acquired by PLATO Learning, Inc. in April, 2001. Wasatch courseware is now marketed and sold under the PLATO brand name.
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