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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

 

 
Because of educational mandates such as No 
Child Left Behind and Race to the Top, 
schools and districts are seeking additional 
research-based methods for improving 
student achievement. Over the past few years, 
mathematics education has continued to be 
one area where students need additional 
support to meet the needs of diverse student 
populations. In response to this need, Pearson 
developed focusMATH to support the needs 
of Tier 2 and Tier 3 students performing 
below-grade-level in mathematics.  
 
Pearson developed the focusMATH program 
around the National Council of Teachers of 
Mathematics (NCTM) curriculum focal 
points, which reflect the important 
mathematics foundations for each grade level. 
The program addresses student conceptual 
understanding of a topic and breaks the 
concept apart for students. Students use new 
strategies in Guided and Independent 
Practice, and are continually supported by 
teachers in attaining higher levels of 
mathematical understanding. The program 
has an extensive script for each lesson and 
program developers designed the program to 
be used by teachers from a wide variety of 
backgrounds. 
 
Pearson recognizes the importance of 
establishing scientific evidence on the efficacy 
of their products in improving student 
achievement. As such, Pearson contracted 
with Magnolia Consulting, LLC, an external 
independent evaluation firm, to conduct an 
independent efficacy study of the focusMATH 
program. Magnolia Consulting conducted this 
study with 22 facilitators and 357 students 
during the 2010-2011 school year.  
 
 
 
 

Study Design and Methods 
 

 
The purpose of this study was to analyze the 
efficacy of the focusMATH materials on 
student math achievement and to evaluate 
facilitator implementation of the focusMATH 
program in grades 3 and 5. Magnolia 
Consulting conducted a randomized control 
trial of focusMATH as a small group pull-out 
intervention for students performing 
significantly below grade level in math. 
Treatment students received focusMATH 
instruction an average of two days a week and 
30 to 40 minutes per day. Control students 
did not receive a published math intervention 
program. The final study sample included 
students from 11 schools in seven 
geographically diverse study locations.  
 
Evaluators collected qualitative and 
quantitative data over the course of study, 
including weekly facilitator implementation 
logs, classroom teacher surveys, and 
observations and interviews from facilitators 
and classroom teachers. Students completed 
the KeyMath3 assessment at pretest, midyear, 
and posttest as a measure of math 
achievement and a math self-efficacy survey at 
pretest and posttest as a measure of math 
confidence.  
 
fo cusMATH  Program 
Implementation 

 
 

 
 
 
 

Key Question: 
How do paraprofessionals implement 

the focusMATH curriculum? 
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Overall, facilitators implemented the 
focusMATH program with fidelity and covered 
55% to 100% of the program lessons over a 
total of 36 to 68 days. Across sites, facilitators 
spent an average of two days per week and 
30-40 minutes per day using the focusMATH 
program. Through in-person observations and 
weekly log data, evaluators confirmed that 
facilitators regularly addressed the required 
program components. All facilitators 
implemented the program with high (93% of 
groups) or moderate (7% of groups) fidelity. 
Facilitators varied in their level of fidelity 
largely because of differences in teachers’ 
ability to tailor instruction to meet student 
needs (e.g., pacing, level of support, classroom 
management). 
 

 
Most facilitators believed the program was 
adequate to very adequate in meeting student 
needs over the school year, and the program 
offered reasonable pacing. In some cases, 
facilitators believed lessons required more 
time, but student needs often dictated these 
adjustments. Facilitators believed the script 
for the program was easy to use and believed 
the program made it easy to prepare for their 
lessons, with some suggesting that these 
characteristics might be helpful for an 
individual with limited teaching experience. 
Additionally, facilitators commented on the 
benefits of having lessons that break math 
concepts down into smaller steps. Facilitators 
also greatly appreciated the math vocabulary 
and manipulatives offered by the program.  
 
Facilitators and classroom teachers alike 
believed the program impacted focusMATH 
students’ engagement, math self-efficacy, and 
interest. Over the course of the school year, 

facilitators and teachers saw their students 
start to gain in confidence, answer questions, 
take guesses, and they were no longer seeing 
math as a scary subject. Facilitators and 
classroom teachers also noticed gains in 
classroom math achievement for all students. 
Additionally, facilitators believed the program 
helped their special education students by 
breaking concepts down and exploring math 
at a concrete level. Some facilitators with 
higher proficiency level Limited English 
Proficiency (LEP) students found the 
vocabulary and repetition to be helpful, 
whereas teachers with lower proficiency level 
LEP students found that language was a 
barrier to instruction.  
 
Student Achievement and Self-
Efficacy Results 

 
 

 
Students in the focusMATH program 
evidenced significant learning gains at midyear 
and posttest. The effect sizes at midyear (d = 
0.65) and posttest (d = 1.12) were medium to 
large, translating to 24 and 37-point percentile 
gains, respectively. At the beginning of the 
year, 100% of focusMATH students performed 
below the 30th percentile, and by the end of 
the year, 61% of focusMATH students 
performed below the 30th percentile.  
 
 

Key Question: 
Do students who participate in the 
focusMATH program demonstrate 
significant learning gains in math? 

 

Key Question: 
What are paraprofessionals 

perceptions of the focusMATH 
program? 
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Treatment students who were LEP had lower 
achievement gains compared to students who 
were not classified as Limited English 
Proficient. There were no differences in 
focusMATH student performance based on 
facilitators’ years teaching experience or 
implementation fidelity. However, all 
facilitators evidenced high levels of 
implementation fidelity, which likely 
contributed to the lack of a relationship 
between fidelity and outcomes.   
 
Additionally, there were no significant 
differences in posttest focusMATH student 
achievement performance by grade level, 
ethnicity, gender, free or reduced priced lunch 
status, or special education status, suggesting 
that the program might be equally effective 
across these student subgroups. 

 
In analyses examining the impact of the 
focusMATH program on student math 
achievement, students in the focusMATH 
program had significantly higher scores at 
midyear (d = 0.09) and posttest (d = 0.24) 
compared to control students. These 
differences translated into small effect sizes 
and percentile differences of 4 and 9-points, 
respectively. There were no significant 
differences in the impact of focusMATH by 
student subgroups, such that the impact of 
the program on math achievement was the 
same for different subgroups. In a follow-up 

model with all time points included, 
focusMATH also had a significant impact on 
student achievement over time, such that the 
school year math achievement growth 
experienced by treatment students was greater 
than that of control students. 
 

Figure 15. f o cusMATH  and control student 
KeyMath3 GSV growth over time. 

 
Evaluators conducted additional exploratory 
analyses to examine the impact of focusMATH 
at different grade levels. In Grade 3, students 
in the focusMATH program significantly 
outperformed control students on the 
Multiplication and Division subtest (d = 0.47), 
translating to a medium effect size and an 18-
point percentile difference.  
 
 

Figure 16. Third grade KeyMath3 Multiplication 
and Division scale score adjusted posttest means. 

 
 
 

Key Question: 
How does the math performance of 

students participating in the 
focusMATH program compare to 

control students? 
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Similarly, in grade 5, students in the 
focusMATH program significantly 
outperformed control students on the 
Numeration (d = 0.35), Geometry (d = 0.32), 
Measurement (d = 0.27), Mental Computation 
and Estimation (d = 0.35) and Addition and 
Subtraction subtests (d = 0.35). These 
differences translated to small to medium 
effect sizes and an 11-to-14-point percentile 
difference between focusMATH and control 
groups. 

 

Figure 17. Fifth grade KeyMath3 Numeration, 
Geometry, Measurement, Mental Computation 
and Estimation, and Addition and Subtraction 

scale score adjusted posttest means. 

 

 
Students in focusMATH groups did not see 
significant gains in self-efficacy over time; 

however, the effect size favored a positive 
gain (d = 0.06). There was also no significant 
relationship between math achievement and 
self-efficacy, indicating that the focusMATH 
program had the same impact on students 
with varying levels of math self-efficacy.  
 

 
Students in treatment and control groups did 
not have significantly different levels of 
posttest self-efficacy, but the effect size 
favored students in focusMATH (d = 0.04). 
 
Overall, the results suggest that the 
focusMATH program is an effective tool for 
providing Tier III intervention for students 
performing below-grade-level in math. The 
program meets the needs of students who at 
least have basic levels of English proficiency 
and results in significant learning gains among 
students using focusMATH. The results 
indicate that focusMATH had a greater impact 
on student achievement scores compared to a 
control group of students who received a 
homegrown or no intervention and reiterate 
the importance and impact of providing Tier 
III interventions to students with learning 
deficits in math concepts. 
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Do focusMATH students demonstrate 
an increase in math self-efficacy over 

the course of the study? How does 
their self-efficacy relate to their math 

achievement? 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

 
In American society, the push for higher student achievement is evident through federal initiatives 
such as Race to the Top (US Department of Education, 2010) and No Child Left Behind (2002). As 
a result of implementing these initiatives, schools are held accountable to the results of statewide 
achievement tests with implications ranging from the provision of new programs to school 
restructuring. Because of the heavy emphasis on school accountability, there is a renewed focus on 
helping students, especially low-performing students, pass yearly statewide assessments (Crawford & 
Ketterlin-Geller, 2008).  
 
Mathematics education proves to be one area where students consistently need additional support. 
In a study of high school dropouts, adults cited a poor math education as a major reason for 
dropping out of school (Viadero, 2005). The high school dropouts in this study believed they were 
moved too quickly through math topics without gaining deeper understanding and reported being 
bored by their math curriculum. Unfortunately, these sentiments might be a common experience for 
students in America’s schools. Students have limited time each year to master required standards, 
and as a result, are not spending enough time learning core math skills and background (Holland, 
2011), leading to poor understanding of mathematics foundations (Kilpatrick, Swafford & Findell, 
2001). Low performing students, in particular, need additional time and support in comprehending 
mathematics foundations in order to attain deeper understanding of math concepts and to solve 
problems (Baker, Gersten & Lee, 2002).  
 
In order to meet the needs of a diverse student population, math programs must offer a variety of 
opportunities to interact with math concepts such as allowing for the use of manipulatives, drawing 
or using pictures, encouraging student metacognition, allowing for special needs accommodations, 
recognizing that students with math difficulties may also have problems with reading, etc. 
(Fleischner & Manheimer, 1997). One possibility for meeting student needs is to provide students 
with extra math instruction, as several studies cited achievement gains associated with pulling 
students out of the classroom for remediation (e.g., Fuchs, Compton, Fuchs, Paulsen, Bryant & 
Hamlett, 2005; Fuchs, Seethaler, Powell, Fuchs, Hamlett & Fletcher, 2008). 
 
focusMATH is a Tier 2 and Tier 3 mathematics program for students who are performing below-
grade-level in mathematics. Pearson developed the focusMATH program using the National Council 
of Teachers of Mathematics curriculum focal points (NCTM, 2006). The focal points offer guidance 
on the important foundations of mathematical knowledge at each grade level. In contrast to learning 
objectives, focal points are broader and provide a greater focus on key areas versus key objectives. 
NCTM (2006) notes that instruction developed based upon focal points helps students to spend 
additional time learning key mathematics concepts, ultimately leading to greater comprehension, 
fluency and transfer.  
 
The focusMATH program provides a balanced approach to mathematics by exposing students 
performing below-grade-level to an enriched active learning environment supported by explicit 
teaching on topics directly related to NCTM focal points. In a small group environment, students 
with learning deficits in math concepts deepen their understanding of math through a combination 
of procedural knowledge activation (e.g., being able to understand concepts through use of physical 
manipulatives) and explicit presentation of content. The program encourages students to use 
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problem solving and to verbally express their understanding of concepts. Additionally, the program 
helps teachers set measurable goals through use of ongoing progress monitoring. To ensure that 
students comprehend the material, focusMATH offers multiple methods of assessment to track and 
measure student performance. The program authors acknowledge that students who have difficulties 
in math may also experience difficulties in reading, and as a result, students in focusMATH are also 
exposed to rich math vocabulary through the incorporation and use of daily math vocabulary words.  
 
As part of their ongoing process to demonstrate the efficacy of curriculum materials, Pearson 
contracted with Magnolia Consulting, LLC, an external, independent consulting firm specializing in 
educational research and evaluation, to conduct an independent efficacy study of its focusMATH 
curriculum materials for third- and fifth-grade students. Magnolia Consulting conducted this study 
for Pearson during the 2010-2011 school year. This final report presents an overview of the study’s 
research design and methods, a description of the focusMATH program, an analysis of program 
implementation, results regarding student math achievement and self-efficacy, and a discussion of 
the study’s findings. 
 
RESEARCH DESIGN 

 
 
The purpose of this study was to assess the efficacy of the focusMATH materials in helping students 
attain critical math skills and to evaluate teachers’ implementation of the focusMATH program in the 
third and fifth grades. This study also compared the math achievement and math self-efficacy 
performance of students who participated in the focusMATH program to students who qualified for 
math intervention but did not receive a published math intervention program. Magnolia Consulting 
conducted the study with third- and fifth- grade participants across 11 schools. The study addressed 
the following evaluation questions: 
 

1. How do paraprofessionals implement the focusMATH curriculum? 
2. What are paraprofessionals’ perceptions of the quality and utility of the focusMATH 

program? 
3. Do third and fifth-grade students who participate in the focusMATH program 

demonstrate significant learning gains in math during the study period?  
4. Do students who participate in the focusMATH program demonstrate an increase in 

math self-efficacy over the course of the study?  How does their self-efficacy relate 
to their math achievement? 

5. Does participation in the focusMATH program have differential effects on math 
performance associated with different subgroups of students?  

6. How does the math performance of students participating in the focusMATH 
program compare to that of students, who qualify for, but do not receive a published 
math intervention program?  

7. How does the math self-efficacy of students participating in the focusMATH program 
compare to that of students, who qualify for, but do not receive a published math 
intervention program? 
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METHOD 
 

 
The study evaluated teachers’ use and perceptions of the focusMATH program and assessed the 
impact of focusMATH on student math achievement. This section describes study design and 
relation to NCRTI criteria, study measures, procedures, settings, and participants. 
 
RESEARCH DESIGN 

 
 
This study used a randomized control trial (RCT) design, wherein evaluators randomly assigned 
students who qualified for math intervention to treatment and control groups. Therefore, within the 
same school, some students participated in the focusMATH program (treatment group), while other 
students did not receive a published math intervention program (control group). This design allowed 
evaluators to estimate the difference in math achievement between treatment and control groups 
and to determine if the difference was significant (Raudenbush, Spybrook, Liu, & Congdon, 2005). 
 
Evaluators used hierarchical linear modeling (HLM) in their analysis of student data. HLM, also 
referred to as multilevel modeling, allows evaluators to account for nesting of student data or 
multilevel information (Raudenbush & Byrk, 1986). Nesting occurs whenever there is a unit of 
observation at one level situated within some observation at a separate level (MacCallum, Kim, 
Malarkey, & Kiecolt-Glasser, 1997). For example, in this study students are nested in classrooms and 
schools. HLM allows evaluators to account for two sources of variance in student math achievement 
outcomes: (1) student-level and (2) classroom/school-level. For example, student-level variance may 
be related to whether the student is in the focusMATH group, as well as their ethnicity, socio-
economic status, gender, and baseline math achievement. Classroom-level and school-level variance 
may be related to classroom teacher’s experience, classroom size and school-level demographic 
variables. HLM analyses account for the fact that student learning experiences within schools and 
classrooms are not independent or unrelated, and as a result, they should be analyzed as nested data.  
In order to address study questions relating to student outcomes, evaluators utilized HLM:  
 
1) to examine treatment student gains in math achievement from the beginning to the end of the 
study,  
2) to examine treatment students gains in math self-efficacy from the beginning to the end of the 
study, and  
3) to determine the differences in end of year math achievement between students who received 
focusMATH instruction (treatment group) and students who do not receive a published math 
intervention (control group).  
 
Evaluators calculated effect sizes to determine the magnitude of change in treatment student test 
scores from the beginning to the end of study and to determine the difference between treatment 
and control group posttest achievement scores. As a means of providing formative feedback to 
program developers, evaluators also conducted descriptive and non-parametric analyses related to 
student and teacher characteristics, teacher implementation, and student pretest and posttest 
mathematics achievement. Evaluators also conducted additional analyses to identify any differences 
in treatment and control group equivalence and attrition rates. 
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MEETING NCRTI CRITERIA 

 
 
Evaluators designed the present study to meet NCRTI criteria for evaluating Response to 
Intervention (RTI) programs. On an annual basis, NCRTI synthesizes research findings from 
various studies and provides information to the general public on study quality and overall effect 
sizes. NCRTI uses the Instructional Programs Standard Protocol and the Study Quality rating rubric 
(NCRTI, 2011a, 2011b) in their review process. Both documents guided the design and procedures 
of the present study. The following are components of NCRTI criteria and alignment to the present 
study: 
 

• Participants. The focusMATH program is intended for use with below-grade-level students 
and paraprofessionals with limited teaching experience. This study included students 
who performed at or below the 30th percentile on the KeyMath3 assessment at the 
beginning of the school year. focusMATH facilitators included paraprofessionals, teaching 
assistants and math interventionists.  

• Research Design. This study used a randomized control trial to randomly assign students 
who qualified for math intervention to participate in treatment and control groups. 
Students in the treatment group received the focusMATH intervention for a minimum of 
2 days per week and 30 minutes per day, over a 21 to 29 week period. Students in the 
control group participated in “business-as-usual,” wherein schools continued with 
current practices and control students did not receive a published pull-out math 
intervention. Because of math interventions already in place at two schools, 8% of 
students in the control group received pull-out math instruction with homegrown 
materials.   

• Implementation Fidelity. Evaluators assessed program fidelity through two observations 
over the course of the school year and weekly self-report logs. Implementation fidelity 
scores were equally weighted to include ratings from observations and weekly log data. 

• Assessment Reliability. This study used the KeyMath3 as the measure of student math 
achievement and a self-efficacy survey as a measure of student math confidence. The 
KeyMath3 assessment measures student math achievement across multiple areas and has 
high reliability. The student self-efficacy survey measured student math confidence 
across 10-items and also evidenced high reliability.  

 
Additional information on how this study met NCRTI criteria and guidelines is available in 
Appendix A.  
 
MEASURES 

 
 
Evaluators utilized a variety of quantitative and qualitative methods to fully understand how teachers 
implemented the focusMATH program and to investigate its impact on student math self-efficacy. 
This study also included multiple quantitative measures to compare the math achievement gains of 
students in the focusMATH program to students with no exposure to a published math intervention 
program. Evaluators included a combination of different data collection methods to assess teachers’ 
implementation and perceptions of their core math programs and math intervention programs. 
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Throughout the study period, evaluators collected descriptive, implementation, and outcome data. 
This section describes the student and teacher measures. 

 
Student Measures 
 
Evaluators used two student measures to assess student gains in mathematics achievement and self-
efficacy during the 2010-2011 school year. Evaluators selected the KeyMath3 as a norm-referenced 
and individualized assessment of math achievement. KeyMath3 has high levels of reliability and 
aligns well with the NCTM focal points (see Appendix B for reliability information). Because of the 
lack of math self-efficacy measures for elementary school students, evaluators created a math self-
efficacy survey for the purpose of this study. Evaluators conducted reliability analyses using 
Cronbach’s alpha and determined the student self-efficacy survey had high reliability (see Appendix 
B for reliability information).   
 
KeyMath3 
 
KeyMath3 is a nationally normed and individually administered test that is appropriate for K-12 
students. It includes three overarching areas (Basic Concepts, Operations, and Applications) and ten 
subtests.  
 
The Basic Concepts area includes the following subtests: Numeration, Algebra, Geometry, 
Measurement, and Data Analysis and Probability. For the purposes of the present study, students 
only completed the Numeration, Geometry and Measurement subtests within the Basic Concepts 
area. Numeration assesses students’ comprehension of part and whole numbers. Geometry assesses 
students’ ability to compare and describe different shapes. Measurement assesses students’ 
understanding of object attributes and different units of measurement.  
 
The Operations area includes Mental Computation and Estimation, Addition and Subtraction, and 
Multiplication and Division. Mental Computation and Estimation assesses students’ ability to 
mentally solve addition, subtraction, multiplication, and division problems. The Addition and 
Subtraction subtest addresses student understanding of addition and subtraction formulas and 
concepts. The Multiplication and Division subtest addresses student understanding of multiplication 
and division formulas and concepts.  
 
Finally, the Applications area includes Foundations of Problem Solving and Applied Problem 
Solving. However, for the purposes of this study, students only completed the Foundations of 
Problem Solving subtest, which assesses students’ ability to identify strategies, formulas and facts 
necessary to solve math problems. The entire test takes 30-90 minutes to individually administer and 
includes the following scores: scale and standard scores, confidence intervals, age and grade 
equivalents, and growth scale values (GSV). As part of the study, Pearson hired trained test 
administrators in each district to administer KeyMath3 to participating third and fifth grade students.  
 
Student Self-Efficacy Survey 
 
The student self-efficacy survey was comprised of ten items related to math self-efficacy. Self-
efficacy refers to a belief in the ability to achieve a desired outcome (e.g., a student believes he or she  
can achieve in a mathematics course). Beliefs about self-efficacy can influence thoughts about a 
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domain, the pathways people choose, and the level of effort and resilience put forth toward difficult 
experiences (Bandura, 1997). In the present study, math self-efficacy is operationalized as student 
beliefs in their ability to perform well in mathematics.  
 
Teacher Measures 
 
In order to measure focusMATH implementation, classroom math instruction and teacher 
perceptions, evaluators collected data through multiple collection efforts with participating schools. 
focusMATH instructors completed weekly online implementation logs and participated in two site 
visit observations and interviews. In addition, classroom teachers completed a one-time online 
survey. 
 
Implementation Log 
 
Throughout the school year, focusMATH facilitators completed 10 to 15-minute weekly 
implementation logs gauging the breadth and depth of their use of the focusMath program. On the 
logs, facilitators indicated,  
 
1) the frequency and extent to which they implement specific focusMath components and  
materials,  
2) how often they use the program’s additional resources, including assessments, and  
3) their perceptions about the focusMath program.  
 
Facilitators also reported interruptions in their intervention instruction periods (e.g., fire drill, 
testing, field trips, etc.) as well as student attrition. The logs allowed evaluators to assess 
implementation fidelity through adherence to required program components and weekly exposure to 
the program. Evaluators aggregated weekly log data at the end of the study period to aid in 
determining each teacher’s level of program implementation. Evaluators used this score to compare 
teachers’ implementation relative to the implementation guidelines established at the beginning of 
the study (see Appendix C for implementation guidelines). The benchmarks reflect student exposure 
to the focusMATH program and teacher adherence to the required daily program components (e.g., 
Concept Development, Guided Practice, Independent Practice). Evaluators averaged the teachers’ 
overall log implementation ratings with overall observation fidelity ratings (described in Observation 
Protocols) in order to create a fidelity measure that included teacher and observer ratings. Evaluators 
used the overall implementation fidelity score in analyses examining treatment student performance 
on outcomes and to describe teachers’ fidelity. 
 
Observation Protocols 
 
To measure lesson implementation, evaluators observed student and teacher actions during 40-
minute intervention periods in the fall and spring. During the observation, evaluators completed a 
checklist of materials facilitators and students used during the observation (e.g., student workbooks, 
practice pages, manipulatives, etc.) and rated quality, adherence and exposure across 22 indicators 
(e.g., teacher–student interactions, use of instructional strategies, lesson implementation and student 
engagement). The protocol allowed evaluators to indicate the extent of observed occurrences and to 
record notes for validity and reliability purposes.  
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Evaluators qualitatively and quantitatively used the data to triangulate other data sources and to 
provide observer ratings of implementation fidelity. Evaluators established inter-rater reliability on 
the observation protocol through a facilitator video of a focusMATH lesson with students. Following 
observation of the video and individual determination of ratings on the 22 indicators, evaluators 
conducted an in-depth debriefing of the video and ratings, coming to a consensus on the meaning of 
high versus low ratings on each of the indicators. The five evaluators involved in observations and 
ratings established a high degree of inter-rater reliability.  
 
Interview Protocols 
 
Evaluators created interview protocols for focusMATH and control teachers and teachers 
participated in the interviews after evaluators observed their instruction. Spring and fall interview 
protocols focused on the learning context, material and component use, instructional practices, 
challenges and strengths in using the materials, instructional support, teacher and student impacts, 
and teacher perceptions of their math materials. Interviews with focusMATH facilitators typically 
lasted 20 to 30 minutes. 
 
Classroom Teacher Surveys 
 
Participating students’ classroom teachers completed one 20-minute online survey yielding 
information about core math programs as well as other relevant information about classroom 
instruction. The online survey also included additional questions pertaining to  
 
1) the classroom learning environment, including important characteristics of their school culture 
and student population that influence the learning context,  
2) instructional support,  
3) observations of changes in student impacts (i.e., achievement, self-efficacy, interest) during the 
study period, and  
4) observations of any differences in learning gains between treatment and control group students.   
 
PROCEDURES  

 
 
In order to ensure a smooth and effective study and product implementation, evaluators used 
various procedures for different aspects of the study. This section describes the procedures used by 
evaluators for site selection, data collection, training and implementation and test administration and 
scoring.  
 
Site Selection 
 
Evaluators and focusMATH program developers worked together to establish specific criteria for 
inclusion in the study in order to ensure a diverse reflection of the national population. These 
criteria affect the extent to which findings can be generalized to a broader population of students. 
The preferred selection criteria included 
 
1) Interest in using focusMATH as a pull-out math intervention in grades 3 and 5, 
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2) Use of focusMATH for 30-45 minutes in addition to their core math block for 2-3 days a week, 
3) Paraprofessionals, student teachers, or other qualified staff would deliver math instruction, 
4) Only homegrown math interventions (i.e., no published programs) could be used with students in 

the control group, 
5) No year round schools, 
6) Comfort with random assignment of students qualifying for math intervention, 
7) Ethnic and geographic diversity, and 
8) Low student mobility (less than 15%). 
 
It was also important that sites had no other math interventions occurring during the 2010-2011 
school year. 
 
Data Collection Timeframe 
 
Table 1 displays the study time frame for data collection. The initial focusMATH product training 
(led by Pearson), KeyMath3 training (led by Pearson) and the study orientation (led by Magnolia 
Consulting) occurred within the first few weeks of school for each site. Following the training, 
school test administrators individually tested low-performing students on KeyMath3. Evaluators 
randomly assigned students scoring at or below the 30th percentile to treatment and control groups. 
Once students were randomly assigned, facilitators administered the self-efficacy survey and began 
implementation of the focusMATH program with treatment students. Evaluators scheduled the 
second site visit for 4 to 8 weeks after program implementation, ranging from November 2010 to 
December 2010. Because of the need to reschedule a December 2010 site visit at Site 1, one fall site 
visit occurred 13 weeks after the start of program implementation in January 2011. At the fall site 
visit, Pearson provided schools with additional training and evaluators conducted focusMATH and 
control group observations and interviews with facilitators. In January-February 2011, schools 
assessed students on KeyMath3 at midyear. One school in Site 4 needed additional time and 
continued testing students through March 2011. Classroom teachers completed the one-time survey 
on core math practices from April 2011 to June 2011. Spring site visits occurred April through May 
2011 in the last weeks of focusMATH program implementation. School A in Site 2 was not observed 
during the spring because of a weather-related school closing. Evaluators followed up with the math 
facilitators at School A, Site 2 by phone to complete final interviews. Schools administered the final 
KeyMath3 assessment and self-efficacy surveys in May through June 2011.  
 

 
Table 1. Timeline of data collection activities. 
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Test Administration and Scoring 
 
Evaluators recruited test administrators from participating school districts to assess students on 
KeyMath3 three times over the course of the school year. In August, test administrators completed a 
2-hour webinar on KeyMath3 administration procedures. In addition, evaluators provided test 
administrators with a complete KeyMath3 kit for each grade, which included a test administrator 
manual, easel, and student test booklets. Test administrators calculated raw scores on KeyMath3 
subtests and sent the results to evaluators through spreadsheets and hard copies of student test 
booklets. As part of the study, Pearson provided evaluators with a conversion formula to calculate 
total raw scores using only 7 of the available 10 subtests. Evaluators used total raw scores to 
calculate total test standard scores, percentiles, and GSV scores using the KeyMath3 diagnostic 
manual. Evaluators converted raw subtest scores to grade equivalents, stanines, and percentiles using 
the KeyMath3 ASSIST software. 
 
Implementation Fidelity 
 
In order to ensure that participating schools implemented the focusMATH program with fidelity, 
evaluators and trainers monitored implementation through trainings, site visits, and weekly 
implementation logs. 
 
Trainings and Site Visits 
 
Pearson focusMATH curriculum specialists worked together to design the initial and follow-up 
trainings for math facilitators. A total of four curriculum specialists provided sites with training and 
support on the focusMATH program. The curriculum specialists worked with evaluators to ensure 
consistency of program training, support across sites, and adherence to study implementation 
guidelines. During the seven-hour program training, curriculum specialists reviewed the theory 
behind focusMATH, completed a program walk-through, discussed successful environments for 
implementing the program with fidelity, completed a model lesson, reviewed focusMATH lesson 
planning, had a Q&A session, and discussed possibilities for a follow-up training date. The follow-



  
Evaluation of Pearson’s focusMATH Program                                                   10 
Prepared by Magnolia Consulting, October 28, 2011 
 

up half-day training occurred after 4 to 6 weeks of program implementation and focused on specific 
needs and requests by each school. Trainings allowed curriculum specialists to ascertain the level of 
treatment fidelity and to work with teachers in reaching higher levels of program implementation. 
These procedures, with the exception of the research implementation guidelines, reflect Pearson’s 
standard training protocol for the focusMATH program.  
 
Evaluators observed treatment teacher’s fidelity to the focusMATH program and implementation 
guidelines through weekly logs and site observations and interviews. These provided a quantitative 
and qualitative measure of implementation fidelity. In their on-site observations, evaluators observed 
math facilitators’ use and perceptions of the materials, instructional techniques, and student 
engagement. 
 
Evaluators clearly explained the study requirements and established through written and verbal 
communication that control groups should not see or receive any components of the focusMATH 
materials. Math facilitators indicated an understanding of the importance of avoiding contamination 
between focusMATH and control groups. One school and grade level from Site 2 and Site 7 pulled 
control groups out for homegrown math instruction. Evaluators observed control groups exclusively 
receiving homegrown materials at Site 7. At Site 2, evaluators were unable to observe the control 
group in the fall because of scheduling constraints and in the spring because of a weather-related 
school closing. However, math facilitators who provided instruction to control groups completed 
weekly logs detailing their use of materials and evaluators confirmed the exclusive use of 
homegrown materials.  
 
Implementation Guidelines 
 
As part of the study, evaluators provided schools with a copy of Pearson and evaluator-developed 
implementation guidelines (Appendix C). These guidelines specified the amount of time facilitators 
should spend on each program component, the importance of following the script and the study-
specific requirement for all students to be exposed to information from Books A, B and C. 
Facilitators generally followed the lessons in order, starting in Book A and ending in Book C. On 
some occasions, facilitators needed to skip ahead out of a particular Book because students had not 
yet been exposed to the material in their core math classrooms (e.g., multiplication in Grade 3). 
After classroom teachers addressed content areas, math facilitators went back to address earlier 
lessons. Facilitators were required to spend at least 30 minutes a day and 2 to 4 days a week on 
focusMATH instruction. 
 
Implementation Logs 
 
Weekly implementation logs allowed evaluators to have ongoing observations of teachers’ 
implementation of the focusMATH program. Evaluators created the weekly logs using Teacher’s 
Editions to obtain a weekly quantitative measure of treatment fidelity. Evaluators examined the 
weekly logs for any indications of low implementation and contacted teachers who needed 
additional support. From math facilitator open-ended questions on the survey, evaluators created a 
“Q&A” document by anonymously collecting facilitator questions across sites. Evaluators then 
submitted the “Q&A” document to Pearson for their feedback supporting high levels of program 
fidelity. Evaluators sent the completed “Q&A” document to all participating math facilitators. This 
procedure allowed for monitoring and support of implementation fidelity. 



  
Evaluation of Pearson’s focusMATH Program                                                   11 
Prepared by Magnolia Consulting, October 28, 2011 
 

SETTINGS 
 

 
The sample for this study represented 11 schools across seven districts throughout the country. A 
total of 357 students (174 treatment and 183 control) and 22 facilitators participated in the study. As 
shown in Table 2, the seven school districts are located in the Southwest, Southeast, Midwest and 
Northeast. Sites had large student enrollment and varied in the percentage of students qualifying as 
low-income. The majority of sites showed a high degree of ethnic diversity, with the exception of 
Site 2. Past performance on statewide assessments was “below average” or “significantly below 
average” at the majority of sites, with the exception of two schools with “average” or “above 
average” past performance. 

 
 

Table 2. Site characteristics by district. 

Note. Site 7 is a public charter school and the demographic data reflects the district in which it is geographically located. 

 
 
PARTICIPANTS 

 
 
The math facilitators implementing focusMATH consisted of math interventionists, 
paraprofessionals, pull-out intervention teachers, and teaching assistants. Pull-out interventionists 
included 20 facilitators who taught a treatment group, one who taught a treatment and control 
group, and one who taught a 5th grade control group. The final student analytical sample for the 
study included 357 students. The sample size for Sites 1 through 7 consisted of 174 treatment and 
183 control students (see Appendix D for additional school-level characteristics). At the beginning 
of the study, schools identified a district and a school coordinator. These coordinators served as 
main contacts for the study. School and district coordinator responsibilities included delivery of 
materials to appropriate individuals, observing program and assessment implementation, and 
scheduling site visits. 
 
 

 Site 1 Site 2 Site 3 Site 4 Site 5 Site 6 Site 7 
Geographic location and 
City description* 

Southwest; 
Suburb, 
Small 

Southeast; 
Rural, 
Fringe 

Northeast; 
Suburb, 
Large 

Midwest, 
City, 
Large 

Midwest; 
Suburb, 
Midsize 

Northeast; 
Suburb, 
Large 

Midwest; 
City, Large 

Total student enrollment 6,247 11,746 15,501 2,497 6,839 8,571 26,311 
Percent qualifying as low-
income 

64.88% 45.86% 71.95% 62.03% 23.83% 32.70% 78.12% 

Ethnic breakdown 
     Caucasian 
     African American 
     Asian 
     Hispanic 
     Other 

 
27.51% 
9.31% 
2.36% 
59.97% 
0.85% 

 
95.06% 
1.73% 
0.58% 
2.40% 
0.23% 

 
28.49% 
50.82% 
2.51% 
14.11% 
0.63% 

 
23.19% 
67.64% 
1.60% 
7.25% 
0.32% 

 
56.02% 
8.14% 
12.69% 
20.19% 
0.23% 

 
66.83% 
4.71% 
2.37% 
24.97% 
0.21% 

 
13.78% 
80.44% 
2.55% 
2.97% 
0.26% 

Past performance on 
statewide assessments 

Average Below 
Average 

Below 
Average 

Below 
Average 

Above 
Average 

Below 
Average 

Significantly 
Below 

Average 
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Teacher Participants 
 
A total of 21 math facilitators provided implementation data, observation data, and interview data. 
One math facilitator was a control-only teacher without observation data because of scheduling 
issues in the fall and a weather-related school closing in the spring. As a benefit of participating in 
the study, math facilitators received all focusMATH components, materials, and training free of 
charge. The focusMATH materials totaled an estimated $2,000 in free materials and $3,000 in free 
training costs per math facilitator. Math facilitators, study coordinators, and KeyMath3 test 
administrators received stipends for their contributions to the study. Additionally, free KeyMath3 
training was provided to all test administrators. Prior to beginning the study, all teachers and study 
coordinators signed an informed consent form for the study.  
 
Teacher characteristics differed between focusMATH facilitators and classroom teachers (Table 3). 
For facilitators, the majority held a master’s degree (59%), a bachelor’s degree (18%), or a high 
school degree (18%). In contrast, for teachers, the majority held a master’s degree (75%) or college 
degree (23%). Facilitators had been teaching for an average of 12 years and had taught at their 
current school for an average of seven years. Similarly, classroom teachers had been teaching for an 
average of 12 years. The number of students in the final analytical sample who worked with each of 
these math facilitators ranged from two to 55, depending on the number of groups facilitated by 
each teacher. One math facilitator in Site 6 was responsible for all focusMATH student groups at 
Schools I and J. The teachers’ core math classroom size averaged 23 students. 
 
 

      Table 3. Teacher characteristics. 

 Facilitators 
(n  = 22) 

Classroom 
Teachers 
(n  = 80) 

Characteristics Percent n Percent n 

Degree     
High School 18.2% 4 0.0% 0 
Associate’s 4.5% 1 0.0% 0 
Bachelor’s  18.2% 4 22.5% 18 
Master’s 59.1% 13 75.0% 60 
Doctorate 0.0% 0 2.5% 2 

Years teaching overall 
Average:  

12.1 years (1-34) 
Average:  

12.2 years (1-37) 

Total students 
Average:  

8.59 students (2-55) 
Average:  

22.6 students (15-30) 
 
 
Student Participants 
 
The final analytical sample for the study was comprised of 174 students in third grade (49%) and 
183 in fifth grade (51%). The following describes student demographic characteristics and contains 
analyses to determine group equivalence. The group equivalence analyses include chi-square tests to 
assess whether any of the demographic characteristics were associated with assignment to treatment 
or control condition and t-tests to examine whether there were any preexisting differences between 
treatment and control groups. 
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Demographics 
 
Table 4 displays demographic information for students in treatment and comparison conditions. 
Approximately one-half of the students (51%) were male and one-half (49%) were female. Across 
grades and treatment conditions, 33% were Caucasian, 22% of students were African American, 
33% were Hispanic, 10% were categorized as either multiracial, American Indian or other, and 2% 
were Asian. Seventy-one percent of students qualified for free or reduced-priced lunch. Eleven 
percent of the sample included special education students, and districts classified 24% of the study 
students as Limited English Proficient (LEP). Finally, districts categorized two percent of students 
as Section 5041

 or as migrant students. 
 
 
Table 4. Student demographics by group. 

 
Comparison 

 Students  
(n  = 183) 

 Treatment 
Students  
(n  = 174) 

 Total  
Students 
(n  = 357) 

 
Chi-square 

Results 

Characteristics Percent n  Percent n  Percent n 
 

Value 
Sig. (alpha 

= 0.05) 

Grade            
3rd  48.6% 89  48.9% 85  48.9% 174  0.00 1.00 5th 51.4% 94  51.1% 89  51.1% 183  

Gender            
Male  50.8% 93  48.9% 85  49.9% 178  

0.07 .79 Female 49.2% 90  51.1% 89  50.1% 179  

Ethnicity            

African-American 22.4% 41  22.4% 39  22.4% 80  

0.25 .99 
Hispanic 33.3% 61  32.8% 57  33.1% 118  
Asian 1.6% 3  2.3% 4  2.0% 7  
Caucasian 32.2% 59  32.8% 57  32.5% 116  

        Other 10.4% 19  9.8% 17  10.1% 36  

Free/Reduced Lunch            

      FRL 71.6% 131  70.5% 122  71.1% 253  
0.01 .92 Non-FRL 28.4% 52  29.5% 51  28.9% 103  

English Proficiency            

LEP 22.4% 41  26.0% 45  24.2% 86  
0.45 .50 Non-LEP 77.6% 142  74.0% 128  75.8% 270  

Special Education            

Special Ed 10.9% 20  13.9% 24  12.4% 44  
0.47 .50 Non-Special Ed. 89.1% 163  86.1% 149  87.6% 312  

Section 504            

Section 504 1.6% 3  1.7% 3  1.7% 6  0.00 1.00 Non-Section 504 98.4% 180  98.3% 170  98.3% 350  

                                                
1 A student with a Section 504 classification has a diagnosed impairment, which may include long-term illness, disability or various 
disorder (e.g., ADHD, diabetes, epilepsy, allergies), that significantly impairs their ability to access learning in the educational setting. 
Students classified as Section 504 can receive test accommodations and modifications. Physical and mental impairments are not a 
disability under Section 504.  
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Group Equivalence 
 
In order to ensure the validity of the study’s findings, the equivalence of student demographic 
characteristics between treatment and control groups is essential. Evaluators assessed the 
equivalence between treatment and control groups by examining differences in student demographic 
characteristics and student attrition. 
 
Student Characteristics 
 
As shown in Table 3 above, chi-square analyses demonstrate that males and females were equally 
likely to be in the treatment and control groups, as were students with LEP, students with 
disabilities, and students in special education. Students of various ethnicities were also equally likely 
to be in the treatment and control groups as well as students qualifying for free or reduced-price 
lunch. Comparisons of pretest scores across treatment and control students revealed no significant 
pretest differences between treatment and control groups. 
 
Attrition 
 
Evaluators examined measurement attrition (i.e., how many participants did not complete all of the 
KeyMath3 or self-efficacy assessments because they were absent on the day of testing) and overall 
sample attrition (i.e., how many participants were not included in the final sample for any reason) 
that took place throughout the duration of the study. The measurement attrition rate was 4.2%, and 
chi-square analyses did not reveal a significant difference in measurement attrition rates by 
condition, χ2

 (1, n = 380) = 1.58, p = .21. The measurement attrition rate was 5.8% for the treatment 
sample and 2.6% for the control sample. 
 
The initial study sample was comprised of 191 focusMATH participants and 189 control students for 
a total initial sample size of 380 students. Evaluators excluded 23 students from the final sample, 
which was comprised of 174 participants in focusMATH and 183 control students for 357 study 
participants in the final sample. The overall percentage of students not included in the final analytical 
sample was 6.1%. Of the 23 students who were dropped from the study, 70% moved away from the 
school or district, 17% had low attendance at focusMATH sessions, 9% were removed at parent or 
school request, and 4% had KeyMath3 scores that were outliers (i.e., 4 or more standard deviations 
below the mean).  
 
Comparisons of pretest scores between treatment and control students who were dropped from the 
study revealed no significant differences on the Fall KeyMath3 Total GSV, t (19) = 0.44, p = .66 or 
self-efficacy mean, t (18) = 0.46, p = .65. Third-grade treatment and control students who were 
omitted from the final analyses yielded no significant differences on the KeyMath3 Total GSV, t (10) 
= 1.37, p = .20 and no significant differences on the self-efficacy mean, t (9) = -0.30, p = .77. There 
was no differential attrition among treatment and control fifth-grade students on the KeyMath3 
Total GSV, t (7) = -0.41, p = .70 or on the self-efficacy mean, t (7) = 1.17, p = .28.  
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PROGRAM DESCRIPTION 

 
 
This section of the report describes the focusMATH intervention program components and 
materials.  
 
THEORETICAL FOUNDATION 

 
 
Pearson developed focusMATH as a Tier 2 or Tier 3 intervention to meet the needs of students who 
are 1 to 2 levels below grade in mathematics. As such, the intended use of the program is for small 
groups of students who meet a few days on a weekly basis for supplemental math instruction in 
addition to their core mathematics block. Program developers designed the program for use by 
individuals from varied backgrounds, including paraprofessionals or teachers with limited classroom 
experience.  
 
Program Components and Materials 
 
The focusMATH program is composed of daily steps that can be covered in a 30 to 40 minute 
period. Each step allows for explicit instruction on a topic and provides students with daily success. 
When necessary, teachers can cover a step in two days. Within each step, there are three main 
components:  
 

1) Concept Development- Teachers begin the lesson by providing a purpose, posing a 
problem, and modeling a concept for students. This part of the lesson is interactive and 
allows students to make connections to prior experiences. Throughout this section, there are 
multiple opportunities for teacher–student interactions and questions. 
2) Guided Practice- Teachers allow students to work in small groups to solve problems on 
topics similar to the material learned in Concept Development. The teacher scaffolds 
instruction, monitors understanding, checks student understanding of key vocabulary terms, 
and intervenes when students make errors. 
3) Independent Practice- After confirming that students understand the concepts in Guided 
Practice, teachers allow students to independently practice the concepts for the day in a 
series of workbook exercises. The teacher monitors student work on this task, assesses 
student understanding of concepts, and intervenes when students experience difficulty. 

 
The program comes with three student and teacher books for each grade level, corresponding to 
NCTM (2006) focal points. In Grade 3, the program includes three books: Book A: Number and 
Operations and Algebra; Book B: Number and Operations; and Book C: Geometry. In Grade 5, the 
program includes three books: Book A: Number and Operations and Algebra; Book B: Number and 
Operations; and Book C: Geometry, Measurement, and Algebra. The program provides a total of 69 
steps (i.e., daily lessons) in Grade 3 and 69 steps in Grade 5.  
 
focusMATH has different levels of implementation based on student needs and can be used during 
the school year or in summer school for students performing below-grade-level in math. Students 
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begin by taking the program placement test, which determines areas of concentration for math 
intervention time. For the purpose of this study, treatment teachers used all of the books and steps 
(i.e., lessons), and students did not take the program placement test at the beginning of the year. 
Researchers chose to revise this program aspect for the purposes of the study in order to expose 
each treatment student to the same amount and type of focusMATH material.  
 
PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION 

 
 
At the beginning of the study, focusMATH facilitators received implementation guidelines specifying 
requirements for program use (see Appendix C). Evaluators asked teachers to use the program two 
to four days a week for 30 to 40 minutes per day. focusMATH facilitator implementation fidelity is 
characterized by their adherence to program use requirements, student exposure to the program, and 
in-person observations of implementation quality. Weekly implementation logs and two site visits 
(observations and interviews) served as measures of program implementation. This section begins 
with a description of focusMATH program implementation and is followed by a brief section 
describing “business-as-usual” control groups. Finally, this section ends by describing the type of 
core math instruction that students received in their classrooms. 
   
FOCUSMATH IMPLEMENTATION 

 
 
focusMATH facilitators completed a weekly log for each week that they used the program. Through 
the weekly logs, teachers provided feedback on content covered and their experiences with the 
program. This report includes implementation data for the entire school year, wherein teachers 
reported implementation data for 21 to 29 weeks. Because of different program start and end dates, 
evaluators collected data over 35 weeks. Overall, focusMATH facilitators submitted 745 out of 784 
logs, for a total response rate of 95%. Additional information on site response rates and program 
start/end dates is available in Table E1 in Appendix E.  
 
Program Implementation  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
From weekly implementation logs, evaluators gained additional information on how facilitators used 
focusMATH materials. The program offers 69 steps (i.e., lessons) in grade 3 and 69 steps in grade 5. 
On average, focusMATH teachers spent 2.30 days (Range 0-5) using the focusMATH program each 
week and a total of 36 to 68 days over the course of the year using the program. Similarly, the total 
steps or lessons completed varied by site (see Table 5). For example, site 5 only had 25 minutes per 
day to use focusMATH and subsequently spent more days on fewer steps. Site 6 only had 2 days per 
week to use the focusMATH program and was limited by the number of days available each week. 

Key Question: 
How do paraprofessionals implement the focusMATH curriculum? 
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Overall, sites completed 55% (i.e., 38 lessons) to 100% (i.e., 69 lessons) of the program steps or 
lessons over the course of the study.  
 
Table 5. f o cusMATH  program use by site. 

 Site 1 Site 2 Site 3 Site 4 Site 5 Site 6 Site 7 
Mean total days using focusMATH 68 59 51 58 73 36 61 
Mean total focusMATH steps 67 55 47 69 38 38 63 

 
 
The majority of logs confirmed that facilitators spent 30 minutes (43%) or 31-40 minutes (42%) on 
focusMATH lessons each day. For some reporting weeks, facilitators spent less than 30 minutes 
(10%) or more than 40 minutes (6%) on focusMATH daily instruction.  
 
In 53% of logs, focusMATH facilitators noted that a math group was missed or disrupted during the 
reporting week. focusMATH groups were interrupted for a variety of reasons (see Appendix E, Table 
E2). Across all reporting periods and in most logs (59%), facilitators reported spending 0-30 minutes 
planning and preparing for their focusMATH lessons each week. On some occasions teachers 
reported spending 31-60 minutes (27% of logs), 61-90 minutes (13% of logs), or 91-120 minutes (less 
than 1% of logs) planning and preparing for their lessons. 
 
In 10% of weekly logs, facilitators reported modifying the focusMATH activities. Facilitators reported 
making the following modifications to the focusMATH program: 
 

• providing students with additional time and problems for practice (n = 38 logs), 
• modifying materials used for the lesson to meet student needs (n = 7 logs), 
• using different math strategies to support instruction (n = 6 logs), 
• partially completing Guided or Independent Practice (n = 4 logs) and 
• working on all of the problems together throughout the lesson (n = 3 logs). 

 
Material Use  
 
This section provides information on how focusMATH facilitators used program components in 
their classrooms through information collected in weekly logs and in-person observations.  
 
In their weekly logs, teachers reported on the frequency of use of various program components on a 
0, Did Not Use, to 1, Completed Partially, to 2, Completed Fully scale. Overall, facilitators fully completed 
all program components on a weekly basis. Facilitators used Concept Development and Guided 
Practice to a greater extent each week compared to ELL Vocabulary (see Figure 1).  
 
During fall and spring observations, evaluators observed the majority of small focusMATH groups 
(comprised of two to six students) covering Concept Development, Guided Practice, and 
Independent Practice. Oftentimes transitions between Concept Development and Guided Practice 
occurred seamlessly. On some occasions, the daily step needed to be divided across multiple days to 
better meet the needs of students. Evaluators did not observe many facilitators using the Quick 
Check short assessment or the ELL Vocabulary assessment; however, facilitators appeared to be 
monitoring student understanding throughout each lesson. 
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Figure 1. Use of daily f o cusMATH  activities (n  = 616 logs). 

 
The majority of facilitators wrote down the vocabulary words for the day and most went over these 
at the beginning of the lesson. In every group, math facilitators held high expectations for their 
focusMATH students but differed in their use of positive encouragement. Teachers who showed 
more positivity about the program and their students, tended to have students who also appeared 
more confident and engaged. Ultimately, the study facilitators followed the program closely, 
adapting the pacing, script, and level of encouragement to meet the needs of varied student ability 
levels in their groups.  
 
Implementation Fidelity 
 
The present section addresses the degree to which facilitators implemented the focusMATH program 
with fidelity. To measure implementation fidelity, evaluators included data from eight variables in 
the weekly logs (addressing program exposure and dosage) and twenty-two indicators from the in-
person observations (addressing quality, adherence, and exposure). Additional information on 
implementation fidelity scores from log and observation data is available in Appendix E, Table E3. 
Evaluators equally weighted each teacher’s weekly log mean and observation data mean in order to 
obtain a total fidelity score for each teacher. The implementation fidelity grand mean for 14 third 
grade and 16 fifth grade focusMATH teachers was 87%, indicating that the facilitators implemented 
the program with high fidelity. Overall, 93% (n = 28) of facilitators implemented the program with 
high fidelity. One facilitator with a third and fifth grade classroom implemented the program with 
moderate fidelity (see Table 6). Additional information on how overall implementation fidelity 
scores varied by site is available in Appendix E, Table E4. 
 

Table 6. Number of f o cusMATH  teachers at various levels of program fidelity. 

Level of Fidelity 
Third 
Grade 

Fifth 
Grade Overall 

High Fidelity (80% or higher) 13 15 28 
Moderate Fidelity (60% to 79%) 1 1 2 
Low Fidelity (59% or lower) 0 0 0 
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As the fidelity score calculation incorporated weekly log data with in-person observation data, 
evaluators’ observations agreed with the high level of overall fidelity ratings. Facilitators used the 
focusMATH program in similar ways and primarily differed in how they addressed the needs of their 
students (e.g., pacing, level of support or encouragement, classroom management).  
 
focusMATH Program Perceptions 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In their weekly logs and interviews, focusMATH facilitators provided detailed information on student 
engagement and interest and the impact of the program on student needs and on overall program 
perceptions. 
 
Student Engagement, Interest and Efficacy 
 
During each week of focusMATH instruction, facilitators provided feedback on the percentage of 
students at high, average or low engagement levels2. Across all logs, facilitators indicated that the largest 
percentage of students exhibited high engagement levels, followed by average and low (see Table 7).  

 
 

Table 7. Average weekly log means of f o cusMATH  student engagement levels. 
Level of Engagement Overall 
High Engagement 73.13 
Average Engagement 54.04 
Low Engagement 19.42 
Note. In each log, student engagement levels could  
only add to 100%, but because of the rounding of  

calculations over multiple weekly logs, the percentages  
do not add to 100. 

 
Interviews with facilitators supported their weekly log observations of student engagement and 
interest. According to several facilitators, students appreciated having ownership of their books and 

                                                
2 High engagement: Students stayed on task during math instruction and enjoyed participating in the math activities. 
Students showed interest in the materials and seemed to love math. Students made positive comments about the 
materials, including the illustrations and graphics. Students often talked to each other about the materials and regularly 
asked questions about the math content.  
Average engagement: Students stayed on task and participated in the required math activities. They showed some 
interest in the materials and seemed to enjoy math. Students made some positive comments about the focusMATH 
materials. They sometimes discussed the content with each other.  
Low engagement: Students had difficulty staying on task and participating in the required math activities. They showed 
very little interest in the materials and did not seem to enjoy math. Students made few or no positive comments about 
the focusMATH materials. 
 

Key Question: 
What are paraprofessionals perceptions of the quality and utility of the 

focusMATH program? 
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expressed excitement in being able to take their books home. One teacher explained that students 
“have a lot of pride in that, that they can look back and see what they’ve done.” 
Similarly, most classroom teachers (65%) saw increases in student math interest. Teachers often 
explained that confidence and interest go together and students now seem excited because math is 
“clicking” for them and “doesn’t seem as scary to them.” One teacher explained that one student is 
“alert and participates in class with enthusiasm. The student even showed me their focusMATH 
books.”  
 
Overall, facilitators believed that the program positively impacted student self-efficacy or confidence 
in math. Facilitators frequently mentioned that students were speaking up and were no longer afraid 
to take a guess. One facilitator offered the following example of her student who gained in 
confidence, 
 

You can see her shine when she gets it and that is a confidence booster in itself, when she leaves  
here feeling better and says, ‘Hey, I understand it a little bit more,’ and ‘Oh wow, that’s how  
you do it.’ Sometimes these lessons give you a different way than what they’ve been taught in the  
class, which may make more sense to the student that I’m working with. So it’s kind of like the  
light bulb moment. [Facilitator, May 2011, Interview] 
 

Teachers supported facilitators’ observations of student self-efficacy gains. In their open-ended 
feedback, 82% of classroom teachers believed the program impacted student self-efficacy. 
Classroom teachers explained that their students no longer hate math and have increased 
confidence. In the online survey, one teacher explained, “Students who have consistently 
participated are much more confident in their math ability and participate more in class. Test scores 
have shown improvements as has understanding of concepts.” 
 
Meeting Student Needs 
 
Evaluators asked focusMATH facilitators if the pace of their math instruction allowed them adequate 
time to address the needs of all students in their group. In 54% of logs, facilitators indicated yes, 42% 
of logs indicated somewhat, and 4% indicated no, suggesting that most facilitators believed they were 
able to meet student needs throughout the year. 
 
Facilitators highly rated the overall adequacy of the 
focusMATH program in meeting the needs of 
students in their group. The majority of facilitator 
weekly logs (94%) indicated that the program was 
adequate or very adequate in meeting student needs 
(see Figure 2).  However, many noted that program 
adequacy depends on student ability levels. For 
students at higher ability levels (e.g., 25th to 30th 
percentile), the program is too easy, but lower level 
students need the extra support or foundation 
offered by the program. Similarly, some facilitators 
believed it was difficult to meet the needs of third 
grade students with some of the lessons (e.g., 
multiplication), because students had not seen it previously in the classroom. In their spring 

23.1% 

70.4% 

6.0% 0.5% 

Very Adequate Adequate 

Inadequate Very Inadequate 

Figure 2. Adequacy of focusMA TH program in 
meeting student needs (n = 662 logs). 
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interviews, after students covered multiplication in their classrooms, these facilitators still believed 
the books needed to be reordered so that students could have more topics on Numeration before 
covering Multiplication and Division.  
 
During spring interviews, facilitators mentioned that students scored higher on state tests, achieved 
higher math grades, made fewer errors, and became more proficient at concepts. Most classroom 
teachers (76%) also saw improvements in focusMATH students understanding of math skills and 
concepts. One teacher offered the following example of observed gains in student scores, 
 

Several of my students scored proficient on our District Math assessment given this spring. The  
focusMATH program provided students with opportunities to revisit skills they weren’t as strong  
in. They had extra practice and the use of manipulatives helped them to connect to the skill at  
hand. [Classroom Teacher, May 2011, online survey] 

 
Evaluators also explored the impact of focusMATH on student subgroups. Facilitators believed the 
one-on-one attention offered by the program was beneficial for special education students, with one 
facilitator offering additional feedback on the nature of support, stating, “[focusMATH] broke the 
process down into step by step actions and gave students multiple strategies to use.” Additionally, 
facilitators thought it was helpful for special education students to learn the information at a 
concrete level (e.g., drawing pictures, using manipulatives). One facilitator reported the need to 
adjust some of the focusMATH activities for her special education student by modifying the script to 
something the student could understand and shortening some of the activities.  
 
Facilitators who had second-language learners in their groups at moderate or higher levels of 
proficiency also found the math vocabulary and repetition of concepts offered by the program to be 
useful. Students with lower levels of second-language proficiency struggled with the program, 
according to one facilitator, because of a strong language barrier. This facilitator believed her lower 
level second-language learners needed less text in their student workbooks and additional concrete 
practice before moving to abstract and extra hands-on materials.  
 
Overall Program Perceptions 
 
In their weekly logs, facilitators reported on the amount of 
material offered by the focusMATH program and the overall 
pacing of their instruction. Overall, 76% of logs indicated 
that the amount of material offered by the program was just 
right, with 17% of logs indicating there was too much to cover 
and 6% indicating there was not enough. Most logs (79%) 
indicated teachers were able to work at a reasonable pace on 
focusMATH instruction each week (see Figure 3).  
 
Several facilitators believed their students needed more than 
one day to cover a step or lesson. The time needed for each 
lesson was often dependent upon student ability levels, with 
some lessons being very easy and others being very 
difficult. As a result of this discrepancy, many facilitators suggested including more time for lessons, 
with one facilitator explaining, 

Figure 3. Perceptions of focusMA TH pacing 
(n = 661 logs). 
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My biggest problem is that with each skill there is only one lesson on it, and so what is happening  
is because these are struggling students, one day of a skill is not enough for them. Which is  
partially why I have been trying to extend some of the lessons for two days, and some of the lessons  
I have extended to a third day with my own materials that go along with what we did in the  
focusMATH lesson because they still need more practice with it. [Facilitator, November 2010, 
Interview]  

  
Because of the need to span some steps over multiple days, some facilitators requested additional 
problems or strategies for some of the more difficult lessons. Across all reporting weeks, 97% of 
logs indicated that facilitators were comfortable or very comfortable in following the script for lesson 
plans (see Figure 4). In the majority of logs (99%) teachers believed it was easy or very easy to prepare 
their focusMATH materials for the weekly activities (see Figure 5). Similar to findings for ease of 
preparation, most logs indicated it was easy (54%) or very easy (43%) to transition materials from one 
activity to the next. An additional 3% of logs indicated it was difficult for teachers to transition 
materials between activities. 
 

 

 

Figure 4. Comfort in following the f o cusMATH  script 
(n  = 660 logs). 

Figure 5. Ease of preparation of f o cusMATH  
materials (n  = 657 logs). 

 
focusMATH facilitators found the Teacher’s Guide to be clear, easy to follow, and complete. Many 
facilitators believed the scripted nature of the program is beneficial for individuals from different 
levels of expertise and can be easily used by paraprofessionals or substitutes. Similarly, facilitators 
appreciated how everything is laid out by the program with one of them explaining, 
 

I just like how it is all there for you. You know, the manipulatives are there, and throughout the  
whole lesson it has all of the components. I like that you don’t have to reinvent the wheel…This  
is there for you, and you don’t have to kill yourself trying to figure out what to do. [Facilitator,  
November 2010, Interview] 

 
Additionally, facilitators appreciated how the program offers multiple strategies for solving problems 
and how it breaks the information down into smaller steps for students. One facilitator explained 
that the program helps students to understand the problem in a different way, adding, “maybe that’s 
what they need to understand.” Another facilitator explained the benefits of breaking problems 
down for students, stating, 
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I think that the progression of skills, using manipulatives to paper and pencil to practicing the  
equation form is excellent. I think it’s what they really need…They know the steps. They have  
it memorized. They have their little hand symbols. They’ve got their little rhymes, but even  
though they have those steps memorized, they’re not going to use it correctly if they don’t  
understand what they’re doing, and so I like how the program really starts with that concrete  
understanding of what’s actually happening with the math. [Facilitator, December 2010,  
Interview] 

 
focusMATH facilitators also appreciated the vocabulary and manipulatives included as part of the 
program. Teachers frequently cited the benefits of having daily vocabulary words, with some noting 
that they did not previously realize students might not understand basic math vocabulary. One 
facilitator explained it has been beneficial to realize that students “may not know what a dividend 
is.” 
 
Facilitators commented throughout the year on the benefits of using manipulatives with focusMATH 
students, frequently mentioning the advantages of providing hands-on support for their students. 
One teacher explained why manipulatives are so important for below-grade-level students, stating, 
 
 I really enjoyed using the manipulatives. Every single day there was something we could use. They  

always enjoyed using that. It reinforces that kids need something concrete to hold onto and look at  
rather than just seeing formulas. [Facilitator, May 2011, Interview] 

 
In their final weekly logs, focusMATH facilitators reported that the training partially (n = 1) or fully 
prepared them (n = 11) for implementing the program. After the initial training, some focusMATH 
facilitators with limited math backgrounds requested and received additional support from trainers 
on the program. The majority of teachers planned to continue using the program next year partially 
(33%) or fully (58%) as suggested by the implementation model used in the study. One facilitator 
(8%) did not plan to use the program next year because she is not a classroom teacher. Facilitators 
who acknowledged they would partially implement the program cited a need to spend more time on 
certain skills and to directly coordinate topics with classroom instruction.  
 
Several facilitators had some ideas for changing or amending the focusMATH curriculum. Facilitators 
overwhelmingly agreed that they would change the pacing and ordering of the program if they had 
the opportunity. Because students have learning deficits in math concepts, many facilitators believed 
students needed more time to cover a topic and often found themselves getting through fewer steps. 
focusMATH facilitators also agreed on the need to change the ordering of topics and to cover 
material when students are ready by directly aligning what is taught in the classroom to what is 
covered during focusMATH instruction.  
 
CONTROL PROGRAMS 

 
 
In the present study, students in the control group qualified for, but did not receive a published 
math intervention program. Across most study schools, this translated to “business-as-usual” for 
control students because most schools did not have math interventions already in place at the 
beginning of the study. At the time of the study, two schools were already using homegrown 
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interventions with their below-grade-level students and requested to continue using these materials. 
As a result, 8% of the control sample (n = 15 students) received pull-out math intervention 
instruction using homegrown materials. Additional information on the materials received by these 
15 control group students is available in Appendix E.   
 
CORE MATH INSTRUCTION 

 
 
Evaluators collected survey data from core math classroom teachers to better understand the math 
instruction that control and treatment students received in their math classrooms. Evaluators sent 
the spring survey to 83 math teachers and received responses from 73 teachers for an overall 
response rate of 88%. 
 
Core Math Programs 
 
focusMATH is intended to support classroom instruction in Pearson’s enVisionMATH program, and 
four of the eleven study schools used enVisionMATH. Schools also commonly used MacMillan 
McGraw Hill Math © 2005 and Houghton Mifflin Mathematics with their core math classrooms (see 
Table 8). Classroom teachers reported using their core math curriculums for approximately four 
years (range 0 to 9).  
 
 
Table 8. Core classroom math programs. 
 Schools  
Program A B C D E F G H I J K Total 
Pearson enVisionMATH            4 
MacMillan McGraw Hill 
Math © 2005            3 

Houghton Mifflin 
Mathematics            3 

Scott Foresman 
Investigations in Number, Data 
and Space 

           2 

AnsMar Publishers Excel 
Math            1 

Houghton Mifflin 
Harcourt Saxon Math            1 

McGraw Hill Everyday 
Mathematics            1 

 
 
Eighty-eight percent of teachers, and at least one from every school, reported the need to 
supplement their math curriculums with additional materials. By school, teachers reported 
supplementing with Internet resources (n = 7 schools) or other resource books and worksheets (n = 
7 schools), trade publications (n = 4 schools) or manipulatives (n = 4 schools). Additional 
information on supplemental resources and programs by school is available in Appendix E, Table 
E8. 
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On a daily basis, third grade teachers spent an average of 75 minutes on math instruction, and fifth 
grade teachers spent an average of 63 minutes, which was significantly different, t (57.34) =2.35, p = 
.02. Across grades, teachers spent an average of approximately 69 minutes on math instruction 
(range 40 to 180). In their core math programs, classrooms addressed a wide variety of strands over 
the course of the year. Classroom teachers focused most of their time on Math Vocabulary (χ = 19 
weeks), Number and Operations (χ = 16 weeks), Problem Solving (χ = 16 weeks) and Conceptual 
Understanding (χ = 13 weeks) (Figure 6). 
 

Figure 6. Average weeks spent on math strands in core classrooms (n  = 69). 

 
Teachers reported using a teacher’s guide, student textbook and student workbooks or worksheets 
an average of four days a week. Additionally, teachers used math manipulatives three days a week on 
average. The majority of core math instructors (71%) assessed their students at the end of each 
lesson or unit. Teachers also frequently reported that they assessed students weekly (59%), at the 
beginning of the year (47%), or on a quarterly basis (27%). From their assessments, most teachers 
used the results to reteach aspects of the lesson (96%). Classroom teachers also reported using 
assessment results to modify instructional strategies (86%), incorporate different materials (63%), 
adjust grouping students (59%), and conduct additional assessments (34%). 
 
Teachers spent an average of 83 minutes in differentiated instruction each week with their 
intervention students, who were 1 to 2 grades below grade level. Similarly, teachers spent time in 
differentiated instruction with below-average students for 80 minutes. Core math instructors 
reported a variety of techniques for differentiating instruction for math intervention students, 
including the following main techniques:  
 

• using small group instruction (49%), 
• individualizing instruction (20%), 
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• providing tiered assignments (19%), 
• using manipulatives or hands/on activities (19%), 
• supporting students on the computer (14%),  
• reteaching the lesson to students (13%), and  
• incorporating peer support (11%). 

 
Evaluators asked core math instructors about the amount of material and pacing of their current 
program. Forty-seven percent of classroom teachers believed that they often had too much to cover in 
their math curriculum, compared to 32% who thought the amount of material offered by their 
program was just right and 21% who believed the amount was not enough. Similarly, teachers believed 
that their implementation was fast paced (48%) or reasonably paced (44%), with 8% stating that it was 
slow paced. The pacing of instruction led most teachers to believe they were somewhat meeting student 
needs (52%). Smaller percentages of teachers believed they were not meeting student needs (33%) or 
that they were meeting student needs (15%). 
 
Teachers also provided feedback on the adequacy of their math materials in meeting the needs of 
intervention level (one to two grades below grade level) and below average students. For 
intervention students, 61% of teachers believed their materials were somewhat adequate, adequate, or very 
adequate (see Figure 7). Similarly, 71% of teachers believed their materials were somewhat adequate, 
adequate, or very adequate for below-average students (see Figure 8). 
 

 
 

Figure 7. Adequacy of core math materials for 
intervention students (n  = 65). 

Figure 8. Adequacy of core math materials for below- 
average students (n  = 65). 

 
Teachers who found their materials to be inadequate or very inadequate for their intervention or below- 
average students cited the following as reasons for the lack of support: 
 

• there are not enough resources for differentiation (n = 12), 
• the text is not at student ability level (n = 4), 
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• students need a slower pace, more practice or more time (n = 6), or 
• there is a need to spend a lot of time on finding supplementary materials (n = 2). 

 
This sentiment is best summed up in the response from one teacher who believed her core math 
program “does not provide enough alternative options or materials for the various groups and 
learning styles. The materials that are provided do not provide for in-depth understanding of the 
concepts.” 
 
Relation of focusMATH  to Core Math Program 
 
Evaluators asked teachers for their feedback on how well the focusMATH program supports and 
aligns with their core math curriculum. Despite the fact that enVisionMATH was only used in 4 of 
the 11 schools, 90% of teachers believed the program aligns somewhat well, well, or very well with their 
curriculum (Figure 9). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Figure 9. Perceived alignment between f o cusMATH  and core curriculum (n  = 68). 

 
Overall, most focusMATH facilitators agreed that the program aligns well with enVisionMATH. 
These teachers believed the program supports what students are doing class, with one facilitator 
explaining that focusMATH provides an additional support in the form of homework, stating, 
 

If they miss anything during the original presentation in class, they can go over it again. It’s like  
the homework part of it. It’s just giving the kids a chance to try it one more time. If they got it  
down pat, that’s great! If they don’t have it, it may be good to hear it from someone else differently.  
[Third grade focusMATH facilitator, May 2011, interview] 

 
In contrast, one facilitator at a school with a high second-language learner population did not believe 
the focusMATH program correlated well with enVisionMATH. Lower level second-language learners, 
according to the facilitator, need more differentiation, which makes timely reinforcement of 
information difficult. In schools that did not use enVisionMATH, facilitators were divided in their 
perceptions of program alignment. In third grade, facilitators from Site 3 believed the focusMATH 
program layout needed to be reordered, with a lower level focus for their students, explaining, “The 
model for intervention groups should be review, not the first time they are seeing it.” In fifth grade, 
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facilitators thought the focusMATH program was very supportive of their core math curriculum, 
stating, 
 

[The] 5th grade program has gone totally along with our program. Like today they said, “Oh, our  
teacher did this,” so it is really review. So because it is a second exposure, they tend to really pick 
it up. [Fifth grade focusMATH facilitator, April 2011, interview]  

 
 
STUDENT PERFORMANCE AND EFFICACY RESULTS 

 
 
In order to address evaluation questions pertaining to student math achievement and math self-
efficacy, evaluators conducted descriptive and multilevel modeling analyses, and calculated effect 
sizes and translated effect sizes into percentile differences. This section of the report provides 
information on the achievement of focusMATH participants, compares focusMATH students to 
control students and compares differences among student subgroups. 
 
OVERALL MATH ACHIEVEMENT 

 
 
This section presents the results of the midyear and posttest KeyMath3 assessments. KeyMath3 total 
GSV scores served as the indicator of overall math achievement. Descriptive results are presented 
first, followed by gains for focusMATH students, focusMATH student achievement subgroup 
differences and comparisons between focusMATH and control groups. 
 
Descriptive Results 
 
Evaluators descriptively examined unadjusted KeyMath3 total GSV means at pretest, midyear, and  
posttest in order to explore potential gains in student scores. Overall, focusMATH and control 
students appeared to show achievement gains by midyear (Appendix G, Table G1) and posttest 
(Appendix G, Table G2), with potential differential impacts by condition.  
 
 
In order to be included in the study, 
evaluators selected students who 
scored at or below the 30th 
percentile on the KeyMath3. Figure 
10 displays the percentage of 
students at or below different 
percentile ranks at pretest. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 10. f o cusMATH  and control student percentile ranks at 
pretest (n  = 356).  
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Overall, focusMATH and control groups had equal percentages of different percentile level groups at 
pretest (χ2 (2, n = 356) = 0.43, p = .81). For comparison purposes, Figures 11 and 12 display the 
percentage of students at or below different percentile ranks at midyear and posttest, respectively. 

  
Figure 11. f o cusMATH  and control student percentile 

ranks at midyear (n  = 350). 
Figure 12. f o cusMATH  and control student percentile 

ranks at posttest (n  = 344). 

 
At midyear, there were slightly more focusMATH students who moved up from below the 10th 
percentile; however, these differences were not significant (χ2 (3, n = 350) = 4.28, p = .23). By 
posttest, a greater percentage of focusMATH students were above the 30th percentile, and fewer 
students were below the 10th percentile compared to control students; these differences were 
significant (χ2 (3, n = 344) = 11.10, p = .01). In other words, a greater percentage of focusMATH 
compared to control students were above the 30th percentile at posttest. Evaluators also looked at 
unadjusted total raw scores for each grade level and converted these scores to grade equivalents (see 
Figures 13 and 14). 

  
Figure 13. Third grade f o cusMATH (n  = 80) and 

control (n  = 83) group grade equivalents at pretest, 
midyear, and posttest. 

Figure 14. Fifth grade f o cusMATH (n  = 83) and 
control group (n  = 89) grade equivalents at pretest, 

midyear, and posttest. 

1.7 1.8 

2.5 2.4 
3.0 2.9 

0.0 

1.0 

2.0 

3.0 

4.0 

focusMATH Control 

G
ra

de
 E

qu
iv

al
en

t 

Pretest Midyear Posttest 

3.2 3.1 
3.8 3.6 

4.3 
3.9 

0 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

focusMATH Control 

G
ra

de
 E

qu
iv

al
en

t 

Pretest Midyear Posttest 

25% 33% 

24% 18% 
23% 20% 

28% 29% 

0% 

20% 

40% 

60% 

80% 

100% 

focusMATH Control 

P
er

ce
nt

 o
f 

st
ud

en
ts

 

21st to 30th percentile 

11th to 20th percentile 

At or below 10th percentile 

Column1 

17% 32% 
26% 

23% 
18% 

17% 
39% 28% 

0% 

20% 

40% 

60% 

80% 

100% 

focusMATH Control 

P
er

ce
nt

 o
f 

st
ud

en
ts

 

21st to 30th percentile 

11th to 20th percentile 

At or below 10th percentile 

Column1 



  
Evaluation of Pearson’s focusMATH Program                                                   30 
Prepared by Magnolia Consulting, October 28, 2011 
 

On average, in third grade, both groups were performing below a second-grade level at pretest, with 
focusMATH students showing slightly greater performance at midyear and posttest. In the spring, on 
average, both groups were performing at the third-grade level. In fifth grade, on average, both 
groups were performing at the third-grade level at pretest, with focusMATH students showing greater 
performance at midyear and posttest. In the spring, focusMATH students were performing at the 
fourth-grade level on average and control students were performing slightly below the fourth-grade 
level on average. Additional information on unadjusted mean scores at midyear and posttest is 
available in Appendix F, Tables F1-F2.  
 
In order to further explore the magnitude of gains and impact of study condition, evaluators used 
multilevel modeling. To account for factors expected to explain variance in math achievement, 
evaluators included covariates in several multilevel models. The specific covariates included in each 
model are described with each set of results. Additional information on the research surrounding 
covariates is available in Appendix F.  
 
Gains for Treatment Students  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
To understand whether or not focusMATH students demonstrated significant growth in mathematics 
achievement at midyear and posttest, evaluators ran multilevel models with time nested in students 
and students nested in teachers/classrooms. Math achievement gains were significant at both time 
points (see Table 9), indicating that focusMATH students evidenced significant gains in math 
achievement at midyear and posttest. 
 
 
Table 9. Gains for treatment students on KeyMath3 total GSV scores at midyear and posttest. 

Outcome Measure Coefficient 
Standard 

Error t-Value 
Approx. 

df p-Value 
Effect 
Size 

Percentile 
Gain 

Midyear GSV 9.59 0.56 17.07 66 0.00 0.65 24 

Posttest GSV 16.62 1.04 16.04 66 0.00 1.12 37 

 
 
At midyear, focusMATH students gained approximately 9.6 points on the KeyMath3 total test score 
and by posttest, focusMATH students gained approximately 16.6 points since the beginning of the 
year. These gains translate to a medium and large effect sizes, respectively. 
 
 
 
 

Key Question: 
Do third and fifth-grade students who participate in the focusMATH 
program demonstrate significant learning gains in math during the 

study period? 
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Student, Teacher and School Relationships to focusMATH  student achievement  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In order to better understand the relationship between focusMATH student achievement and 
variables of interest (e.g., student, facilitator, and school demographics), evaluators ran a multilevel 
model predicting spring KeyMATH3 Total GSV scores with students nested in schools.  
 
The model included the following student characteristics, pretest KeyMATH3 Total GSV score, 
posttest self-efficacy score, gender, ethnicity, free or reduced lunch status, special education status, 
grade, focusMATH facilitator implementation fidelity, and focusMATH facilitator years of teaching 
experience. The model also contained several teacher/classroom characteristics, including, core 
math teacher’s years of teaching experience, core math classroom size, time spent in core math 
instruction and school.  
 
Complete results are available in Appendix F, Table F3. Pretest performance on KeyMath3 was 
positively and significantly related to posttest performance, such that students with higher pretest 
scores had higher posttest scores. Limited English Proficiency was negatively related to posttest 
KeyMath3 achievement. In other words, students who were classified as Limited English Proficient 
had lower KeyMath3 achievement scores compared to students not classified as Limited English 
Proficient. Additionally, there were some significant differences in focusMATH student achievement 
by school (see Table E3). 
 
The coefficient between spring self-efficacy and posttest KeyMath3 performance was positive, 
indicating that higher spring self-efficacy was associated with higher posttest KeyMath3 
achievement, but this relationship was not statistically significant (p = .08).  
 
There were no statistically significant differences in posttest focusMATH student achievement 
performance by grade level, ethnicity, gender, free or reduced priced lunch status, or special 
education status, indicating that the program might be equally effective across student subgroups. 
Additionally, there were no statistically significant differences by facilitator implementation fidelity 
or years teaching experience, suggesting that the program is might be equally effective for facilitators 
from different backgrounds. 
 
Comparison between Treatment and Control Groups  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Key Question: 
How does the math performance of students participating in the 

focusMATH program compare to that of students, who qualify for, but 
do not receive a published math intervention? 

 

Key Question: 
Does participation in the focusMATH program have differential 

effects on math performance associated with different subgroups of 
students? 
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In order to evaluate how the focusMATH program impacts student math achievement, evaluators 
compared KeyMath3 results between focusMATH and control students who did not receive a 
published math intervention program.  
 
In the first analysis, evaluators conducted a multilevel model with students nested in 
teachers/classrooms in order to examine the impact of focusMATH on posttest achievement scores. 
Because random assignment occurred at the student level and the intervention was received at the 
student level, the student level of the model included an indicator variable for study condition, 
control or focusMATH. The model included the following student covariates: pretest KeyMATH3 
Total GSV score, pretest self-efficacy score, gender, ethnicity, free or reduced lunch status, special 
education status, and grade level. The model also contained several teacher/classroom covariates, 
including, core math teacher’s years of teaching experience, core math classroom size, time spent in 
core math instruction and school. For full results, see Appendix F, Table F4. 
 
Overall, focusMATH had a statistically significant positive impact on student KeyMath3 scores at 
midyear and posttest (see Table 10). At midyear, focusMATH students scored approximately 1 point 
higher than control students and at posttest, focusMATH students scored approximately 3 points 
higher than control students. The effect sizes for these midyear and posttest differences were small. 
 
 
Table 10. Impact of f o cusMATH  on student math achievement at midyear and posttest. 

Outcome Measure Coefficient 
Standard 

Error t-Value 
Approx. 

df p-Value 
Effect 
Size 

Percentile 
Difference 

Midyear GSV 1.33 0.61 2.18 318 0.03 0.09 4 

Posttest GSV 3.09 0.96 3.24 311 0.00 0.24 9 

 
 
In order to determine whether there were subgroup differences in student performance, evaluators 
compared the impact of focusMATH across different student subgroups. Evaluators examined 
student subgroup performance by grade, gender, ethnicity, FRL status, and SPED Status. There 
were no significant differences in the impact of focusMATH for different grade levels, gender, 
ethnicity, free or reduced lunch status or special education status. As a result, the focusMATH 
program might have the same effect on third and fifth grade students, on males and females, on 
Caucasian and non-Caucasian students, on students eligible for and not eligible for free or reduced 
priced lunch, on students classified as Limited English Proficient and English proficient and on 
students in special education and students not in special education. 
 
In a second model, evaluators conducted a multilevel model with time nested in students and 
students nested in teachers/classrooms in order to examine student achievement growth over time. 
The previous models allowed for examinations of adjusted midyear and adjusted posttest outcomes 
based on student, classroom and school covariates, including pretest achievement. In contrast, the 
following model allows for the examination of student growth over time, while equating on student, 
classroom and school covariates. Unlike the previous outcomes models, the growth model allows 
for the plotting of multiple adjusted data points (i.e., pretest, midyear and posttest) in one graph and 
the inclusion of all data points in one model. The time level of the growth model contained 
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information on the time of assessment (e.g., pretest, midyear, posttest). The student level of the 
growth model included condition, the interaction between condition and time, and the following 
student covariates: pretest KeyMATH3 Total GSV score, pretest self-efficacy score, gender, 
ethnicity, free or reduced lunch status, special education status, and grade level. The growth model 
also contained the following teacher/classroom covariates: core math teacher’s years of teaching 
experience, core math classroom size, time spent in core math instruction and school. Complete 
results are available in Appendix F, Table F5.  
 
Overall, participation in focusMATH had a significant impact on student growth from pretest to 
posttest (see Table 11). In other words, over time focusMATH students showed significantly greater 
math achievement compared to control students (see Figure 15).  
 
 

Table 11. Impact of f o cusMATH  on student achievement over time. 
Cross level 
Interaction Coefficient 

Standard 
Error t-Value 

Approx. 
df p-Value 

Condition X Time 3.80 1.17 3.24 998 0.00 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 15. f o cusMATH  and control student KeyMath3 GSV growth over time. 

 
Overall, the focusMATH program had a positive impact on student overall math achievement scores 
at midyear and posttest, and students in the focusMATH group evidenced greater growth over the 
year compared to the control group. 
 
 
SUBTEST MATH ACHIEVEMENT 

 
 
This section presents the results of the posttest KeyMath3 assessment by grade level and subtest. 
Descriptive results are presented first, followed by grade level comparisons between focusMATH and 
control groups. 
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Descriptive Results 
 
In order to examine potential differences in KeyMath3 subtest scores by grade level, evaluators 
calculated unadjusted mean scale score gains on the seven KeyMath3 subtests (i.e., Numeration, 
Geometry, Measurement, Mental Computation and Estimation, Addition and Subtraction, 
Multiplication and Division and Foundations of Problem Solving) (see Appendix F, Tables F6-F7). 
Scale scores on the KeyMath3 range from 1 to 19 and translate to the following performance 
categories, 1-4 indicates well-below average performance, 4-7 indicates below average performance, 7-13 
indicates average performance, 13-16 indicates above average performance and 16-19 indicates well-above 
average performance. At a descriptive level, pretest scores on all measures were below average. At 
posttest, focusMATH and control students had average levels of subtest performance, but treatment 
students appeared to have greater gains.  
 
To explore the impact of the focusMATH program on Grade 3 and Grade 5 student subtest scores, 
evaluators used multilevel modeling.  
 
 
Comparison between Treatment and Control Groups  
 
To explore how the focusMATH program impacts student math achievement at different grade 
levels, evaluators ran exploratory multilevel models with students nested in teachers/classrooms.  
 
In each model, evaluators included the following variables at the student level, study condition (e.g., 
focusMATH or control) and the following student covariates, pretest KeyMATH3 Total GSV score, 
pretest self-efficacy score, gender, ethnicity, free or reduced lunch status, Limited English 
proficiency status, and special education status. Each model also contained several 
teacher/classroom covariates, including, classroom teaching experience, math classroom size, time 
spent in core math instruction and school. For the purpose of this report, only significant results by 
subtest are presented. Complete results from the significant models are available in Appendix F, 
Table F8 (Grade 3) and Table F9 (Grade 5). 
 
 
Table 12. Impact of f o cusMATH  on student grade 3 KeyMath3 subtest scale scores. 

Outcome Measure Coefficient 
Standard 

Error t-Value 
Approx. 

df p-Value 
Effect 
Size 

Percentile 
Difference 

Multiplication and 
Division 1.43 0.34 4.24 140 0.00 0.47 18 

 
 
There was one significant difference for the Grade 3 subtest scores (see Table 12). focusMATH third 
grade students had significantly higher Multiplication and Division scale scores compared to control 
students (see Figure 16). This translated to a medium effect size. 
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Figure 16. Third grade KeyMath3 Multiplication and Division scale score adjusted posttest means. 

 
In grade 5, there were several significant differences on subtests, in favor of focusMATH students 
(see Table 13). focusMATH fifth grade students had significantly higher Numeration, Geometry, 
Measurement, Mental Computation and Estimation and Addition and Subtraction scale scores 
compared to control students. These differences translated to small to medium effect sizes. 
 
 
Table 13. Impact of f o cusMATH  on student grade 5 KeyMath3 subtest scale scores. 

Outcome Measure Coefficient 
Standard 

Error t-Value 
Approx. 

df 
p-

Value 
Effect 
Size 

Percentile 
Difference 

Numeration 0.67 0.22 3.06 152 0.00 0.35 14 
Geometry 0.78 0.33 2.35 152 0.02 0.32 13 
Measurement 0.53 0.23 2.32 152 0.02 0.27 11 
Mental Computation 
and Estimation 0.67 0.24 2.82 152 0.01 0.35 14 

Addition and 
Subtraction 0.94 0.33 2.84 152 0.01 0.35 14 

 
 
Figure 17 visually displays the fifth grade adjusted mean differences in scale scores by condition. 
These findings suggest that the focusMATH program had a greater impact on fifth grade students 
Numeration Geometry, Measurement, Mental Computation and Estimation and Addition and 
Subtraction scale scores compared to students in the control group who did not receive a published 
math intervention program.  
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Figure 17. Fifth grade KeyMath3 Numeration, Geometry, Measurement, Mental Computation and Estimation, 

and Addition and Subtraction scale score adjusted posttest means. 

 
Overall, focusMATH had a greater impact on third grade students Multiplication and Division scale 
scores and fifth grade students Numeration, Geometry, Measurement, Mental Computation and 
Estimation, and Addition and Subtraction scores. There were no significant differences in third 
grade students Numeration, Geometry, Measurement, Mental Computation and Estimation, 
Addition and Subtraction or Foundations of Problem Solving scale scores, nor in fifth grade 
students Multiplication and Division or Foundations of Problem Solving scale scores, indicating that 
focusMATH, and control students’ scores on these subtests were roughly equivalent. 
 
MATH SELF-EFFICACY 

 
 
This section presents the results of the posttest self-efficacy assessment. Descriptive results are 
presented first, and are followed by gains for focusMATH students and comparisons between 
focusMATH and control groups. 
 
Descriptive Results 
 
Evaluators assessed math self-efficacy using a 10-item survey that asked students to rate their level 
of agreement with statements related to math confidence (e.g., I am confident that I can learn the 
material in math class) on a scale ranging from 5, really agree, to 1, really disagree. In order to examine 
the spread of self-efficacy scores, evaluators looked at the unadjusted self-efficacy means for all ten 
items. Figure 18 presents the results for focusMATH students descriptively. Control student mean 
responses by item are available in Appendix F, Figure F1. 
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Figure 18. f o cusMATH  students' unadjusted self-efficacy mean item scores at pretest and posttest. 

 
Overall, focusMATH and control students maintained stable levels of math self-efficacy over time. 
There were some focusMATH student gains for learning new math skills, solving challenging math 
problems, and understanding new math vocabulary. In addition, there were some control student 
gains for doing well in math class, understanding new math vocabulary, and solving challenging 
math problems. In order to examine math self-efficacy gains and differential impacts by condition, 
evaluators aggregated all ten self-efficacy items into one mean score for each student. Unadjusted 
means and posttest-adjusted means are available in Appendix F, Table F10. Overall, focusMATH and 
control students saw small gains in overall self-efficacy scores over time. In order to further explore 
self-efficacy gains, evaluators used multilevel modeling. 
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Key Question: 
Do students who participate in the focusMATH program demonstrate 

an increase in math self-efficacy over the course of the study? How 
does their self-efficacy relate to their math achievement? 
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To investigate whether or not focusMATH students significantly gained in math self-efficacy scores 
over time, evaluators ran a multilevel model with time nested in students and students nested in 
teachers/classrooms. Math self-efficacy gains were not significant at posttest (see Table 14), 
indicating that focusMATH students’ overall self-efficacy scores remained unchanged from pretest to 
posttest.  
 
 
Table 14. Fall to spring math self-efficacy gains for focusMATH students.  

Outcome Measure Coefficient 
Standard 

Error t-Value 
Approx. 

df p-Value 
Effect 
Size 

Percentile 
Difference 

Math Self-Efficacy 0.04 0.06 0.66 66 0.51 0.06 2 

 
At posttest, focusMATH students gained approximately 0.04 self-efficacy points; however, this 
difference was not significant. 
 
 
Comparison between Treatment and Control Groups 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
To approximate the impact of the focusMATH program on students’ math self-efficacy at posttest, 
evaluators used multilevel modeling with students nested in teachers/classrooms. At the student 
level of the model, evaluators included condition and the following student-level covariates: pretest 
self-efficacy, pretest KeyMath3 GSV, gender, ethnicity, free or reduced priced lunch status, Limited 
English Proficiency status, special education status, and grade level. At the teacher/classroom level 
of the model, evaluators included the following covariates, years of teaching experience, classroom 
size, time for math instruction, and school. For complete results, see Appendix G, Table G11.  
 
Overall, focusMATH did not have a significant impact on student math self-efficacy scores (see Table 
15). focusMATH students had higher self-efficacy scores at posttest; however, this difference was not 
statistically significant.   
 
 
Table 15. Impact of f o cusMATH  on student self-efficacy scores at posttest. 

Outcome Measure Coefficient 
Standard 

Error t-Value 
Approx. 

df p-Value 
Effect 
Size 

Percentile 
Difference 

Math Self-Efficacy 0.02 0.07 0.36 301 0.72 0.04 2 

 
Students in both groups evidenced high levels of self-efficacy from pretest to posttest and 
maintained relatively stable levels of math self-efficacy throughout the course of the study. 

Key Question: 
How does the math self-efficacy of students participating in the 

focusMATH program compare to that of students, who qualify for, but 
do not receive a published math intervention? 
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STUDY LIMITATIONS 
 

 
Prior to interpreting results, readers should consider a few study limitations. Evaluators designed this 
study based upon NCRTI guidelines for research on intervention programs. One of the 
requirements was that treatment groups be compared to a “business-as-usual” control group. 
Because of the lack of homegrown math intervention programs at the majority of study schools, 
92% of students in the control group did not receive math intervention and subsequently received 
less time in math instruction compared to treatment students. At two study schools, “business-as- 
usual” consisted of weekly homegrown math interventions and 8% of control students participated 
in these interventions. Consequently, the comparison group for the study is best conceptualized as a 
“business-as-usual” control group rather than a true control group as study schools continued with 
their normal intervention practices (or lack thereof) for control students. Similarly, the impact of the 
focusMATH program and reported effect sizes should be considered in reference to a “business-as-
usual” control group. 
 
Another study limitation involved focusMATH implementation time over the school year. Because of 
delayed start dates at the beginning of the year from individualized KeyMath3 testing, schools had 
less time to implement the focusMATH program, and as a result, four out of seven sites completed 
80% or more of the program steps or lessons.  
 
SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION 

 
 
The purpose of this study was to analyze the efficacy of the focusMATH materials on student math 
achievement and to evaluate facilitators’ focusMATH program implementation in grades 3 and 5. 
focusMATH is a Tier 2 or Tier 3 mathematics intervention program for students performing below-
grade-level. The program was built around the NCTM focal points that offer explicit grade-level 
guidance on the essential foundations of mathematical knowledge.  
 
The study findings represent a demographically and geographically diverse sample of 22 facilitators 
and 357 students who participated in a randomized control trial of focusMATH as a pull-out 
intervention. Evaluators randomly assigned students who performed at or below the 30th percentile 
at the beginning of the school year. Twenty facilitators exclusively met with treatment groups, one 
3rd grade facilitator met with treatment and control groups and one facilitator exclusively met with a 
5th grade control group. Eleven schools in seven districts from across the country participated in the 
study.  
 
Overall, focusMATH facilitators implemented the program with high fidelity and covered 55% to 
100% of the program lessons. Through in-person observations and weekly logs, evaluators 
confirmed that the focusMATH facilitators followed implementation guidelines and routinely covered 
the required program components (e.g., Concept Development, Guided and Independent Practice). 
Differences in fidelity ratings can be attributed to variations in the ability of teachers to meet student 
needs (e.g., pacing, level of support, classroom management). Facilitators spent an average of two 
days per week and 30 to 40 minutes per day using the focusMATH program.  
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Facilitators believed the program was at least adequate in meeting student needs throughout the year 
and offered reasonable pacing. The time spent on each step or lesson was often dependent on 
student ability levels, with teachers needing to spend more time on some lessons than others. 
Additionally, teachers were comfortable with the focusMATH script and believed it was easy to 
prepare for their weekly lessons, with facilitators commenting that the program could easily be 
picked up by paraprofessionals or substitutes. Teachers also appreciated the vocabulary and 
manipulatives in the program and the lesson layout (e.g., breaking down information into smaller 
steps). The results suggest that the program meets the needs of a varied group of students, 
containing enough support for teachers with varied backgrounds to easily use the program. In order 
to effectively meet student needs, instructors may need to modify the pace of their instruction to 
spend more than one day on a step or lesson.  
 
Facilitators and classroom teachers believed focusMATH positively impacted student engagement, 
efficacy, and interest. As the school year progressed, math started to make sense for focusMATH 
students, and teachers believed it was no longer a scary subject for their students. Students were no 
longer afraid to speak up and offer a guess in math class. Facilitators and classroom teachers also 
noticed improvements in math achievement, seeing higher test scores for focusMATH students. 
Facilitators believed the program helped their special education students to understand the material 
by breaking concepts down and exploring at a concrete level. There was mixed feedback for LEP 
student benefits. Some facilitators with LEP students at higher levels of proficiency found the 
vocabulary and repetition to be beneficial for their students, whereas teachers with LEP students at 
lower levels of proficiency found that language remained a barrier to instruction.  
 
focusMATH students received a higher level of differentiated math instruction than their control 
student counterparts. Unlike control students, focusMATH students received additional instruction 
tied to NCTM focal points in a format that was clear and easy for facilitators to follow. Most 
teachers and facilitators believed that focusMATH aligned at least somewhat well with their school’s 
core math curriculum, especially when the focusMATH material was review from instruction in the 
core classroom.  
 
The study findings revealed that students in the focusMATH program evidenced significant learning 
gains at midyear and posttest. The effect sizes at midyear (d = 0.65) and posttest (d = 1.12) were 
medium to large, translating to 24 and 37-point percentile gains, respectively. At the beginning of the 
year, third grade focusMATH students were performing at an average math grade equivalent of 1.7 
and finished the year at an average math grade equivalent of 3.0. Fifth grade students were 
performing at an average math grade equivalent of 3.2 and had an average math grade equivalent of 
4.3 by the end of the year. At the beginning of the year, 100% of focusMATH students performed 
below the 30th percentile at and by the end of the year, 61% of focusMATH students performed 
below the 30th percentile. Treatment students who were LEP had lower achievement scores, 
presumably because of a potential language barrier for students at lower levels of proficiency. There 
were no significant differences in student achievement by grade level, ethnicity, gender, free or 
reduced priced lunch status, or special education status, suggesting the program might be equally 
effective for different student subgroups. There were also no differences in focusMATH student 
performance based on facilitator year’s teaching experience or implementation fidelity, suggesting 
that the program might be equally effective for teachers with different levels of experience. It is not 
surprising that implementation fidelity was unrelated to math achievement because of little variation 
in facilitator fidelity scores.  
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Analyses examining the impact of the focusMATH program on student math achievement revealed 
that students in the focusMATH program had significantly higher scores at midyear (d = 0.09) and 
posttest (d = 0.24) compared to control students. These differences translated into small effect sizes 
and percentile differences of 4 and 9-points, respectively. There were no significant differences in 
the impact of focusMATH by student subgroups. focusMATH also had a significant impact on 
student achievement over time, such that the school year math achievement growth experienced by 
treatment students was greater than that of control students. The results suggest that participating in 
the focusMATH group is associated with greater math achievement gains from pretest to posttest and 
greater growth over time compared to students in a “business-as-usual” control group.  
 
Evaluators conducted additional exploratory analyses to examine the impact of focusMATH at 
different grade levels. In Grade 3, students in the focusMATH program significantly outperformed 
control students on the Multiplication and Division subtest (d = 0.47), translating to a medium effect 
size and an 18-point percentile difference. Similarly, in grade 5, students in the focusMATH program 
significantly outperformed control students on the Numeration (d = 0.35), Geometry (d = 0.32), 
Measurement (d = 0.27), Mental Computation and Estimation (d = 0.35) and Addition and 
Subtraction subtests (d = 0.35). These translated to small to medium effect sizes and percentile 
differences of 11 to 14-points. These results suggest that participation in focusMATH groups, in 
comparison to “business-as-usual” control groups, is associated with greater math operations gains 
for third grade students and greater math basic concept and operations gains for fifth grade 
students.    
 
As indicated previously, third grade treatment students outperformed third grade control students 
on the Multiplication and Division subtest. This finding is noteworthy, given focusMATH facilitator 
concerns about student retention of Multiplication and Division concepts because students had not 
yet had any classroom experience in this area. During interviews, focusMATH facilitators reported 
providing third grade treatment students with extra instruction in Multiplication and Division 
because students were unfamiliar with the concepts and needed more support. Control students did 
not receive the same level of added support in Multiplication and Division concepts. Thus, it is 
possible that the additional time spent on Multiplication and Division helped third grade treatment 
students to build a stronger foundation in this area before learning about the topic in their 
classrooms.  
 
Students in focusMATH groups did not see significant gains in self-efficacy over time; however, the 
effect size favored a positive gain (d = 0.06). There was also no significant relationship between 
math achievement and self-efficacy, suggesting that focusMATH might be equally effective for 
students with varying levels of self-efficacy. Similarly, students in treatment and control groups did 
not have significantly different levels of posttest self-efficacy, but the effect size favored students in 
focusMATH (d = 0.04). It is possible that student self-efficacy scores did not significantly increase 
over time because students had high levels of math confidence at pretest. It is also possible that the 
five-point and 10-item self-efficacy scale used in the study might not have been sensitive in detecting 
differences.  
 
Taken together, the combined results suggest that the focusMATH program is an effective tool for 
providing Tier III intervention for students with learning deficits in math concepts. focusMATH 
aligns well with core math programs so long as the content of focusMATH instruction supports what 
is taught in the core classroom. Facilitators appreciate the ease of use of the program and the overall 
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program design and study analyses suggest it is equally effective for facilitators with different levels 
of teaching experience. The program meets the needs of students who at least have basic levels of 
English proficiency and results in significant learning gains among students using focusMATH. Over 
21 to 29 weeks of program implementation, focusMATH was more effective at improving student 
achievement scores compared to a control group of students who received homegrown or no 
intervention. The results reiterate the importance and impact of providing Tier III interventions to 
students with learning deficits in math concepts.  
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APPENDIX A. NCRTI STANDARDS  
 

NCRTI Standard Evidence for meeting criteria 
Study Quality Rating Rubric 
“Are the students in the study at risk, and 
are the program instructors in the study 
similar to what the vendors state is 
necessary?” 

Test administrators assessed the lowest performing 3rd and 5th grade students at the beginning 
of the school year. Evaluators selected students performing at or below the 30th percentile to 
participate as treatment and control students in the study. The focusMATH developers state 
that paraprofessionals or individuals with limited teaching experience are able to use the 
focusMATH program. focusMATH facilitators in the present study included paraprofessionals, 
teaching assistants and math interventionists.  

“Does the study design allow us to 
conclude that the intervention program, 
rather than extraneous variables, was 
responsible for the results?” 

Evaluators randomly assigned students who qualified for math intervention to treatment and 
control groups. At pretest, there were no significant group differences in KeyMath3 or self-
efficacy scores. Overall attrition did not differ by treatment and control groups and evaluators 
accounted for student, classroom, and school-level variables in the primary analyses. 

“Was it clear that the intervention 
program was implemented as it is 
designed to be used?” 

Evaluators measured program fidelity through two in-person observations over the course of 
the school year and weekly self-report logs. Evaluators established inter-rater reliability on the 
observation protocol through a facilitator video of a focusMATH lesson with students. 
Following observation of the video and individual determination of ratings on the 22 
indicators, evaluators conducted an in-depth debriefing of the video and ratings, coming to a 
consensus on the meaning of high versus low ratings on each of the indicators. The five 
evaluators involved in observations and ratings established a high degree of inter-rater 
reliability. Overall implementation fidelity ratings accounted for in-person observations and 
weekly log data. The grand mean for program implementation was 87%, indicating that 
facilitators implemented the program with high fidelity.  

“Were the study measures accurate and 
important?” 

Student measures for the study included the KeyMath3 assessment and a self-efficacy survey. 
Evaluators assessed students on KeyMath3 math concepts and skills across three areas (i.e., 
Basic Concepts, Operations, Applications) and seven subtests (i.e., Numeration, Geometry, 
Measurement, Mental Computation and Estimation, Addition and Subtraction, Multiplication 
and Division and Foundations of Problem Solving. Reliability coefficients for the KeyMath3 
ranged from .88-.98 and coefficients for the self-efficacy surveys ranged from .80-.90. 
Additional information on assessment reliability is available in Appendix B. 
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Standard Protocol for Evaluating Intervention Programs 
“Does your intervention meet the 
following criteria?” 
a) “Intervention program was delivered in 
small group or individually” 
b) “Intervention program occurred over a 
minimum of 60 minutes a week for 8 
weeks” 
c) “Characteristics and training of the 
instructors are described in a users’ 
manual or on a website” 
d) “Intervention program is described in 
sufficient detail in a users’ manual or on a 
website so that others can use as 
conducted in the study.” 

a) The focusMATH intervention was delivered in small groups of 2 to 6 students.  
b) Students participated in focusMATH over a period of 21 to 29 weeks, for a minimum of 2 
days per week and 30 minutes per day.  
c) Study training information and facilitator characteristics are available in the Procedures and 
Participants section of the present report.  
d) The focusMATH program is fully described in program teacher guides and on the study 
website.  

“Does the study include the following 
elements of a rigorous design?” 
a) “Random assignment or high quality 
quasi experimental methods used.” 
b) “Psychometric properties (e.g., 
reliability of the dependent measures are 
described)” 
c) “Outcome is a quantitative index of 
students’ academic performance” 
d) “Treatment and control groups are 
adequately defined and demographically 
comparable” 
e) “The treatment group is compared to a 
‘business-as-usual’ control group” 

a) Evaluators randomly assigned students to receive the focusMATH program or to be in a 
“business-as-usual” control group.  
b) Reliability of the student study measures is available in Appendix B. 
c) The KeyMath3 assessment and student self-efficacy survey provided quantitative data on 
student performance. The KeyMath3 assessment included percentile ranks, grade equivalents, 
stanines, standard scores and growth scale values (GSVs). The student self-efficacy survey 
included mean ratings.  
d) Treatment and control groups are demographically comparable. There were no differences 
between groups with respect to gender, ethnicity, free or reduced priced lunch, Limited 
English Proficiency or Special Education status (see Table 4). 
e) Students in the control group received “business-as-usual” instruction, wherein schools 
continued to use their existing materials with students. Across all schools, the control group 
consisted of students who did not receive a published math intervention. The majority of 
control group students (92%) did not receive a pull-out math intervention because of a lack of 
materials. However, 8% of control group students received homegrown math intervention 
because of preexisting math intervention programs at their schools.  

Source: NCRTI 2011a, 2011b 
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APPENDIX B. ASSESSMENT RELIABILITY INFORMATION 
 

KeyMath3 

The KeyMath3 norm-referenced assessment is an individually administered assessment of math 
concepts and skills. The KeyMath3 addresses three math content areas including Basic Concepts 
(conceptual knowledge), operations (computational skills), and application (problem solving). Each 
area is further divided into subtests (see Table B1 below). There are five subtests of the Basic 
Concepts area (Numeration, Algebra, Geometry, Measurement, and Data Analysis and Probability) 
that align with the five content standards of the National Council of Teachers of Mathematics 
(NCTM). Similar to the NCTM focal points, these subtests represent concepts and skills that 
together form the foundation for math learning at each grade level. The estimated administration 
time of the Basic Concepts portion of the assessment is 35 to 40 minutes in grade 3 and 40 to 45 
minutes in grade 5. 

As shown in Table B1, the KeyMath3 has high internal-consistency reliability and alternate-form 
reliability with coefficients ranging from .88 to .98. 
 
 
Table B1. KeyMath3 number of items and reliability. 

Area and subtest No. of 
items 

Split-Half 
Reliabilities 

(Fall) 

Split-Half 
Reliabilities 

(Spring) 

Alternate-
Form 

Reliability 
Coefficients 

Basic concepts 
  Numeration 
  Algebra 
  Geometry 
  Measurement 
  Data Analysis and Probability 

 
49 
39 
36 
40 
40 

3rd: .91(Form A) 
      .93 (Form B) 
 
5th: .95 (Form A)  
      .94 (Form B) 

3rd: .95 (Form A) 
 
 
5th: .95 (Form A)  .91 

Operations 
  Mental Computation and Estimation 
  Written Computation: Addition and 
Subtraction 
  Written Computation: Multiplication and 
Division 

 
40 
35 
31 

3rd: .89 (Form A) 
      .90 (Form B) 
 
5th: .92 (Form A) 
      .92 (Form B) 
 

3rd: .92 (Form A) 
 
 
5th: .90 (Form A) .90 

Applications 
  Foundations of Problem Solving 
  Applied Problem Solving 

 
27 
35 

3rd: .92 (Form A) 
       .88 (Form B) 
 
5th: .90 (Form A) 
      .90 (Form B) 
 

3rd: .90 (Form A) 
 
 
5th: .90 (Form A) .85 

TOTAL TEST  

3rd: .95 (Form A) 
      .95  (Form B) 
 
5th: .97 (Form A) 
      .97 (Form B) 

3rd: .97 (Form A) 
 
 
5th: .98 (Form A) 

.95 

 

The KeyMath3 is available in two parallel forms, Form A and Form B, which makes it an 
appropriate assessment for multiple administrations during the school year. By alternating forms 
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every three months, it can be used as a progress-monitoring tool. Evaluators used the KeyMath3 
ASSIST software system for scoring and generation of percentile ranks, grade equivalents, stanines, 
standard scores and growth scale values (GSVs), which enabled evaluators to accurately measure 
progress across the full range of math concepts and skills. Furthermore, the KeyMath3 ASSIST 
software application can be used to automatically generate a progress report, which (a) shows the 
amount of change across test administrations, (b) indicates whether an individual has made 
measurable progress, and (c) compares an individual’s growth rate with the average growth rate of 
the representative population. 

Student self-efficacy survey 

Evaluators created the student self-efficacy survey because of a lack of scales examining math self-
efficacy in children. The scale has ten statements and asks the student to rate their confidence in the 
statement on a 5-point scale ranging from 5, really agree, to 1, really disagree. For example, the first 
statement reads, “I am confident that I can learn new math skills.”  

Researchers examined reliability of the assessment using Cronbach’s alpha. As shown in Table B2, 
the self-efficacy scales had good internal consistency at both grade levels and time points, with 
Cronbach alpha coefficients ranging from .80 to .90. 
 
 
Table B2. Cronbach’s alpha reliability of self-efficacy items in 3rd and 5th grade. 

 Fall pre-test assessment Spring post-test assessment 

 3rd Grade 5th Grade 3rd Grade 5th Grade 
Self-efficacy 

questions 
0.80 0.87 0.81 0.90 
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APPENDIX C. IMPLEMENTATION GUIDELINES 
 

focusMATH  Implementation Guidelines 
 

 Teacher Edition pages on “Overview of a step” (pg. xii-xiii) are treatment teacher’s 
overarching guidelines for implementing a step with fidelity. The following are specific 
expectations for implementation. 
 

o Pre-work  
 Teacher previews all steps within each topic prior to implementation.  
 Teachers should read the green shaded area prior to each lesson, making sure 

they have the required materials for implementation and are familiar with the 
requirements necessary for each step. 
 

o Lesson Set-Up: (2-3 minutes) 
 Teachers will post the vocabulary words (not definitions) for the daily step 

somewhere in the room. (e.g., post on whiteboard, display easel, or small 
write on/off board) 

 Teachers should refer students to these vocabulary words at the beginning of 
the lesson and let students know these words will be covered in the step for 
the day. 

 Teachers should ensure that materials needed for the lesson (e.g., teacher’s 
edition, manipulatives, student books) are out and within easy reach. 
 

o Concept Development (15-20 minutes) 
 Teachers will follow this section like a script. 
 Begin with setting the purpose, followed by posing the problem and 

modeling the concept. 
 For “Pose the Problem,” teachers will need to give students time to think 

about the problem and work through it. 
 

o Guided Practice and Independent Practice (take 15-20 minutes together) 
 Teacher is responsible for splitting up time appropriately between Guided 

and Independent Practice. On some occasions, Guided Practice may take 
more time and at other times, Independent Practice will take more time. 

 Guided Practice 
• Guided Practice is meant to be group work. 
• Teacher leads with guided questions that put the burden back on 

students to solve. 
• Students need to have conversations with each other and the teacher 

during this section. 
• Guided Practice conversations are part of the teacher’s informal 

monitoring for assessment. 
• ELL Vocabulary must be used by everyone regardless of ELL status. 

Within the math lesson, all students are language learners of academic 
math vocabulary. 
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• Within the Quick Check, teachers will specifically ask the questions 
within this section. If the student incorrectly responds, then they are 
not ready to move on to Independent Practice. If this occurs, 
teachers should revisit the problems or Guided Practice before 
moving on to the next section. 
 

 Independent Practice 
• These are located in the student book, so these should be completed 

within the student book and not torn out or removed. 
• Teachers should check to make sure students completed all steps. 

 
 Assessments:  These are NOT part of expectations or implementation fidelity protocols.   

o We are asking that teachers not use the assessments this year, with exception of 
Quick Check, because we are using a standardized assessment (KeyMath3) that is 
meaningful across all states and for our study. Magnolia Consulting and Pearson will 
share the results of all three KeyMath3 test administrations with teachers and 
schools.  

o The focusMATH embedded assessments will also take more instructional time, thus 
not allowing teachers to complete the books within our implementation period.   

o If teachers choose to use the assessments within the focusMATH program, we ask 
that they please use them only for personal reference and/or internal progress 
monitoring to share with teachers or parents.   

 
 
Additional Information: 

 Teachers will attempt to follow this program sequentially without skipping steps. If there are 
issues with a lack of preexisting knowledge in content areas being covered, teachers can skip 
a set of steps and return to it later in the year, provided they check with the lead researcher. 
Students cannot be exited early or at midyear. 

 Fifth grade materials may always take 40 minutes because there is more content, while 3rd 
grade materials may only take 30 minutes to complete with fidelity 

 If a student or students need more help, we recommend covering a step in two days instead 
of one. This should not be the norm. The normal time per step is one day/session. 

 Earlier steps within a topic area are easier and may give students greater success from the 
beginning. These steps should only take a day. Later steps within a topic are more difficult 
concepts and these may realistically take two days. 
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APPENDIX D. SCHOOL-LEVEL CHARACTERISTICS  
   Site 1 Site 2  Site 3  

   
School A 

Grades K–5 
School B 

Grades K–5 
District 
Totals 

School C 
Grades K–5 

School D 
Grades K-5 

District 
Totals 

School E 
Grades K–5 

School F 
Grades K–5 

District 
Totals 

           
 Third Grade          
  Control Students 11 8 19 1 5 6 7 13 20 
  Treatment Students 9 6 15 2 5 7 10 11 21 
 Fif th  Grade          
  Control Students 12 9 21 3 5 8 7 11 18 
  Treatment Students 10 6 16 5 5 10 7 11 18 
 Schoo l  Tota ls           
  Control Students 23 17 40 4 10 14 14 24 38 
  Treatment Students  19 12 31 7 10 17 17 22 39 
            
Gender  Among Part i c ipants           
  Female 47.6% 48.3% 47.9% 45.5% 60.0% 54.8% 61.3% 43.5% 50.6% 
  Male 52.4% 51.7% 52.1% 54.5% 40.0% 45.2% 38.7% 56.5% 49.4% 
            
Ethnic i ty  Among Part i c ipants           
  African American 19.0% 13.8% 16.9% 9.1% 0.0% 3.2% 58.1% 39.1% 46.8% 
  Hispanic 54.8% 58.6% 56.3% 0.0% 0.0% 96.8% 0.0% 10.9% 6.5% 
  Caucasian 21.4% 17.2% 19.7% 90.9% 100.0% 0.0% 41.9% 15.2% 26.0% 
  Asian/Pacific Islander 4.8% 10.3% 7.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
  Other 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 34.8% 20.8% 
            
Limited Engl i sh Pro f i c i ency  Among 
Part i c ipants  

         

  LEP 9.5% 17.2% 12.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 6.5% 19.6% 14.3% 
  Non-LEP 90.5% 82.8% 87.3% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 93.5% 80.4% 85.7% 
            
Spec ia l  Educat ion Among Part i c ipants           
  Special Education 23.8% 3.4% 15.5% 9.1% 10.0% 9.7% 12.9% 23.9% 19.5% 
  Non-Special Education 76.2% 96.6% 84.5% 90.9% 90.0% 90.3% 87.1% 76.1% 80.5% 
            
Free/Reduced Pr i c e  Lunch Among Part i c ipants           
  Free/Reduced Lunch 66.7% 58.6% 63.4% 72.7% 55.0% 61.3% 77.4% 73.9% 75.3% 
  Non-Free/Reduced Lunch 33.3% 41.4% 36.6% 27.3% 45.0% 38.7% 22.6% 26.1% 24.7% 
            
Sec t ion 504 Among Part i c ipants           
  Section 504 2.4% 3.4% 2.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.2% 4.3% 3.9% 
  Non-Section 504 97.6% 96.6% 97.2% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 96.8% 95.7% 96.1% 
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   Site 4 Site 5  Site 6 Site 7   

   
School G 

Grades K–5 
District 
Totals 

School H 
Grades 4-5 

District 
Totals 

School I 
Grades K–5 

School J 
Grades K–5 

District 
Totals 

School K 
K-8 

District 
Totals 

STUDY 
TOTALS 

            
 Third Grade           
  Control Students 4 4 0 0 13 16 29 11 11 89 
  Treatment Students 3 3 0 0 13 15 28 11 11 85 
 Fif th  Grade           
  Control Students 3 3 17 17 13 13 26 0 0 93 
  Treatment Students 3 3 15 15 12 15 27 0 0 89 
 Schoo l  Tota ls            
  Control Students 7 7 17 17 26 29 55 11 11 182 
  Treatment Students  6 6 15 15 25 30 55 11 11 174 
             
Gender  Among Part i c ipants            
  Female 61.5% 61.5% 50.0% 50.0% 51.0 45.8% 48.2 50.0% 50.0% 50.0% 
  Male 38.5% 38.5% 50.0% 50.0% 49.0 54.2% 51.8 50.0% 50.0% 50.0% 
             
Ethnic i ty  Among Part i c ipants            
  African American 76.9% 76.9% 12.5% 12.5% 5.9% 6.8% 6.4% 45.5% 45.5% 22.5% 
  Hispanic 15.4% 15.4% 6.3% 6.3% 56.9% 62.7% 60.0% 13.6% 13.6% 33.1% 
  Caucasian 7.7% 7.7% 18.8% 18.8% 37.3% 27.1% 31.8% 40.9% 40.9% 32.3% 
  Asian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 3.1% 3.1% 0.0% 1.7% 0.9% 0.0% 0.0% 2.0% 
  Other 0.0% 0.0% 59.4% 59.4% 0.0% 1.7% 0.9% 0.0% 0.0% 10.1% 
             
Limited Engl i sh Pro f i c i ency  Among 
Part i c ipants  

          

  LEP 0.0% 0.0% 41.9% 41.9% 37.3% 47.5% 42.7% 27.3% 27.3% 24.2% 
  Non-LEP 100.0% 100.0% 58.1% 58.1% 62.7% 52.5% 57.3% 72.7% 72.7% 75.8% 
             
Spec ia l  Educat ion Among 
Part i c ipants  

          

  Special Education 7.7% 7.7% 12.9% 12.9% 3.9% 6.8% 5.5% 18.2% 18.2% 12.4% 
  Non-Special Education 92.3% 92.3% 87.1% 87.1% 96.1% 93.2% 94.5% 81.8% 81.8% 87.6% 
             
Free/Reduced Pr i c e  Lunch Among 
Part i c ipants  

          

  Free/Reduced Lunch 84.6% 84.6% 71.0% 71.0% 72.5% 71.2% 71.8% 81.8% 81.8% 71.0% 
  Non-Free/Reduced Lunch 15.4% 15.4% 29.0% 29.0% 27.5% 28.8% 28.2% 18.2% 18.2% 29.0% 
             
Sec t ion 504 Among Part i c ipants            
  Section 504 0.0% 0.0% 3.2% 3.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.7% 
  Non-Section 504 100.0% 100.0% 96.8% 96.8% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 98.3% 
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APPENDIX E. SUPPORTING TABLES FOR PROGRAM 
IMPLEMENTATION 

 
The tables and information in this appendix provide additional results from the section exploring 
focusMATH implementation and fidelity. 
 
 
Table E1. f o cusMATH  response rates by site and school. 

   Total Logs 
Expected 

Total Logs 
Received Response Rate 

School 
First Log 
Reporting 

Week 

Last Log 
Reporting 

Week 

Grade 
3 

Grade 
5 

Grade 
3 

Grade 
5 Grade 3 Grade 5 

Site 1 
School A 9/20/10 5/2/11 56 55 56 54 100% 98% 
School B 9/20/10 5/2/11 29 27 27 26 93% 96% 
Site 2 
School C 11/8/10 5/2/11 23 45 16 45 70% 100% 
School D 11/8/10 5/2/11 46 21 45 21 98% 100% 
Site 3  
School E 10/4/10 5/16/11 56 57 56 54 100% 95% 
School F 10/4/10 5/16/11 56 57 47 57 84% 100% 
Site 4  
School G 10/18/10 5/2/11 26 25 26 25 100% 100% 
Site 5  
School H 10/18/10 5/9/11 - 82 - 72 - 88% 
Site 6  
School I 10/11/10 5/16/11 24 23 22 23 92% 100% 
School J 10/11/10 5/16/11 25 22 22 22 88% 100% 
Site 7 
School K 10/4/10 5/9/11 29 - 29 - 100% - 
  
 

Table E2. Reasons for a missed or disrupted f o cusMATH  group. 

Reason 
Number 
of logs 

Percentage 
of logs 

Testing 87 12% 
Holiday 84 11% 
Inclement weather 56 8% 
Teacher absent for personal reasons 44 6% 
Teacher in-service/Professional Development 33 4% 
School assembly 29 4% 
Parent-teacher conferences 25 3% 
Meeting with other teachers (e.g., data meeting) 24 3% 
School activities (e.g., science fair, reading day, field trips) 17 2% 
Low student attendance 5 1% 
Schedule changes or conflicts 3 0.4% 
Students needed help in core classroom 3 0.4% 
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Table E3. f o cusMATH  log and observation implementation fidelity scores. 

 Grade 3 Grade 5 
Site Log Observation Log Observation 
Site 1   
School A  0.97 0.70 0.97 0.57 
School B  0.95 0.95 0.95 0.93 
Site 2    
School C  0.71 0.97 0.84 0.87 
School D  0.93 0.87 0.94 0.86 
Site 3    
School E  0.87 0.88 0.78  0.94 
School F  0.78 0.93 0.87 0.87 
Site 4    
School G 0.97 0.74 0.95 0.82 
Site 5    
School H - - 0.74 0.97 
Site 6    
School I 0.84 0.93 0.85 0.92 
School J 0.83 0.97 0.83 0.95 
Site 7    
School K 0.96 0.95 - - 

 
 
 

Table E4. f o cusMATH  implementation fidelity by site and school. 

Site Grade 3 Grade 5 

Overall 
Fidelity by 

Site 
Site 1    
School A 0.84 0.77 0.85 School B 0.95 0.94 
Site 2    
School C 0.84 0.86 0.88 School D 0.90 0.90 
Site 3    
School E 0.88 0.86 0.87 School F 0.85 0.87 
Site 4    
School G 0.85 0.88 0.87 
Site 5    
School H - 0.86 0.86 
Site 6    
School I  0.89 0.88 0.89 School J 0.90 0.89 
Site 7    
School K 0.95 - 0.95 

Note. Fidelity calculations are based on observation and log data.  
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ADDITIONAL INFORMATION ON CONTROL PROGRAMS 
 

 
Two comparison group facilitators (Site 7 in grade 3 and Grade 5 at School C in Site 2) used 
different combinations of teacher created materials with their control students. These teachers spent 
approximately 2 to 4 days a week and 30 to 40 minutes per day meeting with control students using 
homegrown intervention materials. Homegrown materials consisted of worksheets, online videos, 
hands-on activities (e.g., measuring objects), and teacher created materials. These students did not 
have any access to published math intervention materials. Instructors created control math 
intervention instruction around state grade-level expectations (Site 7) or around areas where students 
requested additional support in math (Grade 5 at School C in Site 2). Additional information on the 
materials used by comparison teachers is available in Table E5.  
 
 
Table E5. Content analysis of comparison curriculum. 

Component Homegrown Intervention  
at Site 2 

Homegrown 
Intervention at Site 7 

Pearson’s 
focusMATH program 

    
Grade Levels Grade 5 & School C only 3 K–8 

    

Focus Areas where students request 
additional support in math 

Hands-on activities in 
math using state grade 
level expectations and 
Grade 3 curriculum 
map; Focus on what is 
going on in core 
classrooms 

NCTM focal points 

    

Materials 
(Note: Materials listed do 
not necessarily include all 
materials available from 
each publisher, especially 
items available from all 
three, such as the 
Teacher’s Edition and 
Student Edition, 
transparencies, black-line 
masters, graphic 
organizers.) 
 
 

Teacher-made worksheets, 
Online materials 

Online videos from 
BrainPOP, Teacher-
made worksheets, 
Manipulatives 
 

Teacher’s Edition, 
Manipulatives, Teaching 
Tools, Student Workbooks 

    

Instructional Time Meet for the school year, 40 
minutes for 4 days a week  

Meet for the school year, 
30 minutes for 3 days a 
week 

 Meet for the school year, 
30-40 minutes 2-4 days a 
week 
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Program Implementation and Material Use 
 
In their weekly logs, two control facilitators reported meeting with students for 30 minutes a day for 
the majority of the study (95% of logs). In fewer logs, control facilitators reported spending 31-40 
minutes (3% of logs) or less than 30 minutes (3% of logs). Control facilitators reported that groups were 
missed or disrupted in 21% of logs for a variety of reasons. Additional information on reasons for 
missed or disrupted periods is in Table E6. 
 
 

Table E6. Reasons for a missed or disrupted control group. 

Reason 
Number 
of logs 

Percentage 
of logs 

Testing 3 7% 
Inclement weather 3 7% 
Holiday 1 2% 
Parent teacher conferences 1 2% 
Student conflict 1 2% 
School activities (e.g., science fair, reading day, field trips) 1 2% 

 
 
Overall, control facilitators focused their time each week on student comprehension, math fluency 
and math vocabulary. Additional information on weekly material use is located in Figure E1. During 
classroom observations of the third grade classroom, evaluators did not observe any published 
materials being used with students. Evaluators were not able to directly observe the fifth grade 
control classroom because of scheduling conflicts in the fall and inclement weather in the spring.  
 
 

Figure E1. Control teacher practices in homegrown interventions (n  = 37). 

 
Overall Perceptions of Homegrown Interventions 
 
Of the two teachers who used homegrown interventions with their students, only the 3rd grade 
instructor also had focusMATH groups and could subsequently offer a direct comparison. The 
facilitator explained that focusMATH is more work oriented than her comparison curriculum and 
involves students actively recording information. The comparison group has less “tangible 
takeaway” and students spend most of time in hands-on activities. In the fifth grade comparison 
group, the facilitator believed her homegrown curriculum benefited students by tailoring instruction 
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to their needs. However, she expressed some concern in her inability to address information that 
students did not bring up. She also expressed the desire to have a teacher’s guide and manipulatives 
for her control students. Both facilitators acknowledged that their materials were not comprehensive 
and are pulled from various resources.    
 
For each week of homegrown instruction, control facilitators provided feedback on the percentage 
of students at high, average or low engagement levels3. Across all logs, control facilitators indicated that 
the largest percentage of students exhibited high engagement levels, followed by average and low levels 
(see Table E7).  
 
 

Table E7. Average weekly log means of control student engagement. 
 Overall 

High Engagement 73.63 
Average Engagement 20.03 
Low Engagement 6.34 

  Note. In each log, student engagement levels could only add to  
  100%, but because of the rounding of calculations over multiple  
  weekly logs, the percentages do not add to 100. 

 
 
INTERVENTION COMPARISONS 

 
 
There were several differences between the intervention received by focusMATH students and the 
“business-as-usual” interventions received by control students. Overall, in the majority of schools, 
focusMATH students spent more time in math instruction and received a level of differentiated 
support that was not available to control students in the same school. In those schools that used a 
homegrown intervention, control students had greater exposure to hands-on activities compared to 
other control students and some treatment students. However, these activities were often dependent 
upon the resources available to the teacher. Control groups received instruction in topics selected by 
the teacher, but unlike focusMATH students, did not receive instruction throughout the year that was 
explicitly related to NCTM focal points.  
 
Overall, students in the focusMATH program received a comprehensive program aligned to NCTM 
standards that was clear and easy for facilitators to follow. Most focusMATH facilitators believed the 
                                                
3 High engagement: Students stayed on task during math instruction and enjoyed participating in the math activities. 
Students showed interest in the comparison math materials and seemed to love math. Students made positive comments 
about the materials, including the illustrations and graphics. Students often talked to each other about the materials and 
regularly asked questions about the math content.  
Average engagement: Students stayed on task and participated in the required math activities. They showed some 
interest in the materials and seemed to enjoy math. Students made some positive comments about the comparison math 
materials. They sometimes discussed the content with each other.  
Low engagement: Students had difficulty staying on task and participating in the required math activities. They showed 
very little interest in the materials and did not seem to enjoy math. Students made few or no positive comments about 
the comparison math materials. 
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materials provided an adequate level of support for their students and were able to tailor their 
instruction to meet students at different levels of proficiency.  
 
Table E8 provides additional information on the supplemental math programs and materials used in 
core math classrooms.  
 
 
Table E8. Core classroom supplemental math programs and materials. 
 Schools  
Math 
Programs/Resources 

A B C D E F G H I J K Total 

Internet Sources            7 
Other Resource 
Books/Worksheets            7 

Trade Publications            4 
Manipulatives            4 
Study Island            3 
Houghton Mifflin Every 
Day Counts             3 

Marilyn Burns Resources            2 
Excel Math            2 
State Testing 
Books/Resources            2 

AIMS Math            2 
McGraw Hill Everyday Math            2 
Scholastic Fraction 
Nation/FASTT MATH            2 

PowerPoint            1 
Flash Cards            1 
Kendall Hunt Publishing 
Math Trailblazers            1 

Houghton Mifflin Math 
Central            1 
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APPENDIX F. SUPPORTING INFORMATION AND TABLES FOR 
STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT RESULTS 

 
The tables and information in this appendix provide additional results from the analyses examining 
student math achievement and math self-efficacy.  
 
Prior to examining how focusMATH impacts student outcomes in math achievement and self-
efficacy, evaluators examined the research literature for other factors that might explain differences 
in math achievement. Several factors explained variance in math achievement, and as a result, are 
included as covariates in subsequent multilevel models: 
 
Student-level covariates included: 
 

• Pretest achievement – Baseline measures often explain at least 50% of the variance in 
student math achievement (e.g., Bloom, Bos & Lee, 1999; Schochet, 2008). 

• Gender – Males outperform females on tests of math achievement in the elementary grades 
(Byrnes & Wasik, 2009; Penner & Parat, 2008; Robinson & Lubienski, 2010).  

• Eligibility for free- or reduced-price lunch – SES is positively related to achievement, such 
that higher SES is related to higher math achievement (Byrnes & Wasik, 2009). 

• Ethnicity – Caucasian and Asian students outperform other ethnic groups on tests of math 
achievement (Byrnes & Wasik, 2009; Lubienski, 2002; Reardon & Galindo, 2009) 

• Self-efficacy – Higher student self-efficacy is related to greater student math achievement 
(Migray, 2002; Fast, Lewis, Bryant, Bocian, Cardullo, Retting, Hammond, 2010) and better 
problem solving performance (Hoffman & Schraw, 2009). 

• Limited English Proficiency (LEP) – LEP students perform at lower levels than native 
English speaking students (Reardon & Galindo, 2009). Additionally, this study included a 
large population of LEP students and it was important to examine the relationship between 
LEP and math achievement for students in the focusMATH program. 

• Grade – This study included students from 3rd and 5th grades. Therefore, grade was included 
in analyses to control for grade-level differences. 

• Special education status – Because this was a math intervention for students performing 
below the 30th percentile, many of the students who participated were classified as having 
special education status. Therefore, it was important to examine the relationship between 
special education status and math achievement for students who participate in the program. 

• Implementation fidelity – One purpose of the study was to explore the relationship between 
implementation fidelity of the intervention and student outcomes. Including implementation 
fidelity in the analytic model enabled evaluators to explore these relationships. 

• Interventionist experience – Years of teaching experience explains more variance in student 
math achievement than educational degree (Clotfelter, Ladd & Vigdor, 2007a; Clotfelter, 
Ladd & Vigdor, 2007b; Harris & Sass, 2007). 
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Teacher/classroom-level covariates include: 
• Years of classroom teaching experience – Years of teaching experience explains more 

variance in student math achievement than educational degree (Clotfelter, Ladd & Vigdor, 
2007a; Clotfelter, Ladd & Vigdor, 2007b; Harris & Sass, 2007). 

• Time spent in core math instruction – Students who receive more math instruction in 
elementary school have higher math achievement scores (Pianta, Belsky, Vandergrift, Houts, 
& Morrison, 2008). 

• Classroom size – Class size can contribute to variance in student math achievement, such 
that larger classrooms are associated with lower achievement scores (e.g., Glass & Smith, 
1978; Konstantopoulos, 2007). 

• School – Study participants attended 11 different elementary schools. Therefore, school 
indicator variables will be included in the analytic model to control for the effects of 
attending a specific school. 

 
Table F1. KeyMath3 unadjusted and adjusted mean total scores for treatment and control students 
at pretest and midyear. 

Measures 
Unadjusted Mean 

Pretest (SD) 
Unadjusted Mean 

Midyear (SD) 
Adjusted Mean 
Midyear (SE) 

Treatment (n = 169) 
Total GSV 175.75 (15.53) 185.49 (14.72) 185.55 (0.50) 

Control (n = 179) 
Total GSV 175.88 (15.34) 184.21 (14.67) 184.15 (0.48) 

 
Table F2. KeyMath3 unadjusted and adjusted mean total scores for treatment and control students 
at pretest and posttest. 

Measures 
Unadjusted Mean 

Pretest (SD) 
Unadjusted Mean 

Posttest (SD) 
Adjusted Mean 
Posttest (SE) 

Treatment (n = 166) 
Total GSV 176.27 (15.53) 193.04 (12.79) 193.20 (0.62) 

Control (n = 175) 
Total GSV 176.75 (15.19) 189.82 (12.79) 189.67 (0.61) 

 
 
Table F3. f o cusMATH  achievement relations to student, school and teacher characteristics. 

Measure Coefficient Standard 
Error t-value Approx. df  p-value 

School level mean 213.30 24.62 8.66 49 0.00 
Teacher Years Teaching 0.06 0.11 0.55 49 0.59 
Teacher Size Classroom -0.45 0.47 -0.97 49 0.34 
Teacher Time Core Instruction 0.03 0.04 0.82 49 0.41 
School 2 (vs. School 1) -12.40 5.02 -2.47 49 0.02 
School 3 (vs. School 1) -9.46 5.08 -1.86 49 0.07 
School 4 (vs. School 1) -7.69 4.45 -1.73 49 0.09 
School 5 (vs. School 1) -4.00 4.18 -0.96 49 0.34 
School 6 (vs. School 1) 1.70 2.94 0.58 49 0.57 
School 7 (vs. School 1) -10.47 5.44 -1.93 49 0.06 
School 8 (vs. School 1) -8.43 3.67 -2.30 49 0.03 
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Measure Coefficient Standard 
Error t-value Approx. df  p-value 

School 9 (vs. School 1) -12.96 4.73 -2.74 49 0.01 
School 10 (vs. School 1) -5.98 3.63 -1.65 49 0.11 
School 11 (vs. School 1) 1.73 3.14 0.55 49 0.58 
Grade 5 (vs. Grade 3) -2.42 2.19 -1.11 139 0.27 
Gender -0.84 1.09 -0.78 139 0.44 
Ethnicity Caucasian (vs. non 
Caucasian) -0.87 1.40 -0.62 139 0.54 

FRL 0.63 1.25 0.50 139 0.62 
LEP -3.48 1.68 -2.07 139 0.04 
SPED -0.46 1.38 -0.34 139 0.74 
Pretest Total GSV 0.72 0.07 10.13 139 0.00 
Spring Self-Efficacy 1.53 0.86 1.78 139 0.08 
Facilitator Years Teaching 0.11 0.10 1.16 139 0.25 
Facilitator Implementation Fidelity -15.50 21.42 -0.72 139 0.47 
 
 
Table F4. Additional results for the impact of f o cusMATH  on student posttest KeyMath3 achievement. 

Measure Coefficient Standard 
Error t-value Approx. df  p-value 

Midyear KeyMath3 
School level mean 183.94 0.46 397.50 63 0.00 
Teacher Years Teaching 0.03 0.06 0.45 63 0.66 
Teacher Size Classroom 0.12 0.18 0.65 63 0.52 
Teacher Time Core 
Instruction 0.00 0.02 -0.19 63 0.85 

School 2 (vs. School 1) -2.54 1.96 -1.29 63 0.20 
School 3 (vs. School 1) -2.51 1.99 -1.26 63 0.21 
School 4 (vs. School 1) -0.82 1.41 -0.58 63 0.56 
School 5 (vs. School 1) 4.94 1.69 2.92 63 0.01 
School 6 (vs. School 1) -3.19 1.02 -3.12 63 0.00 
School 7 (vs. School 1) 1.68 2.03 0.83 63 0.41 
School 8 (vs. School 1) 0.24 1.40 0.17 63 0.87 
School 9 (vs. School 1) -0.81 1.80 -0.45 63 0.66 
School 10 (vs. School 1) -4.43 1.18 -3.77 63 0.00 
School 11 (vs. School 1) -2.46 1.39 -1.77 63 0.08 
focusMATH condition (vs. 
control) 1.33 0.61 2.18 318 0.03 

Grade 0.12 1.22 0.10 318 0.92 
Gender -0.29 0.73 -0.39 318 0.69 
Ethnicity Caucasian (vs. non 
Caucasian) 0.91 0.80 1.13 318 0.26 

FRL -0.45 0.64 -0.70 318 0.49 
LEP -0.12 0.81 -0.15 318 0.88 
SPED -1.10 0.78 -1.42 318 0.16 
Pretest Total GSV 0.84 0.04 19.54 318 0.00 
Fall Self-Efficacy 1.49 0.55 2.70 318 0.01 

Posttest KeyMath3 
School level mean 188.78 0.71 267.68 65 0.00 
Teacher Years Teaching 0.09 0.09 0.98 65 0.33 
Teacher Size Classroom -0.26 0.34 -0.77 65 0.45 
Teacher Time Core -0.03 0.03 -1.01 65 0.32 
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Measure Coefficient Standard 
Error t-value Approx. df  p-value 

Instruction 
School 2 (vs. School 1) -9.67 2.89 -3.35 65 0.00 
School 3 (vs. School 1) -3.36 2.90 -1.16 65 0.25 
School 4 (vs. School 1) -3.14 2.73 -1.15 65 0.25 
School 5 (vs. School 1) 1.95 3.15 0.62 65 0.54 
School 6 (vs. School 1) 0.04 2.03 0.02 65 0.98 
School 7 (vs. School 1) -8.60 4.07 -2.12 65 0.04 
School 8 (vs. School 1) -3.35 2.48 -1.35 65 0.18 
School 9 (vs. School 1) -14.75 3.25 -4.54 65 0.00 
School 10 (vs. School 1) -6.18 2.28 -2.72 65 0.01 
School 11 (vs. School 1) -0.95 2.34 -0.41 65 0.68 
focusMATH condition (vs. 
control) 3.09 0.96 3.24 311 0.00 

Grade -2.68 1.78 -1.51 311 0.13 
Gender 0.17 0.79 0.21 311 0.84 
Ethnicity Caucasian (vs. non 
Caucasian) 0.78 1.07 0.73 311 0.47 

FRL 0.31 0.91 0.34 311 0.74 
LEP -2.21 1.13 -1.96 311 0.05 
SPED -0.84 0.99 -0.85 311 0.40 
Pretest Total GSV 0.77 0.06 13.91 311 0.00 
Fall Self-Efficacy 1.81 0.80 2.27 311 0.02 
 
Table F5. Additional results for the impact of f o cusMATH  on student KeyMath3 achievement growth. 

Measure Coefficient Standard 
Error t-value Approx. df  p-value 

School level mean 177.68 0.79 224.86 65 0.00 
Teacher Years Teaching 0.01 0.08 0.09 65 0.93 
Teacher Size Classroom 0.23 0.32 0.71 65 0.48 
Teacher Time Core 
Instruction -0.02 0.02 -0.84 65 0.41 

School 2 (vs. School 1) 9.91 2.14 4.64 65 0.00 
School 3 (vs. School 1) 12.49 2.54 4.92 65 0.00 
School 4 (vs. School 1) 7.91 2.05 3.86 65 0.00 
School 5 (vs. School 1) 11.48 2.42 4.74 65 0.00 
School 6 (vs. School 1) 0.56 1.99 0.28 65 0.78 
School 7 (vs. School 1) 15.53 2.74 5.66 65 0.00 
School 8 (vs. School 1) 12.12 2.79 4.35 65 0.00 
School 9 (vs. School 1) 9.45 2.56 3.69 65 0.00 
School 10 (vs. School 1) 3.41 2.41 1.41 65 0.16 
School 11 (vs. School 1) 7.81 2.05 3.82 65 0.00 
Grade 5 (vs. Grade 3) -0.62 0.81 -0.76 339 0.45 
Gender 17.64 1.26 14.01 339 0.00 
Ethnicity Caucasian (vs. non 
Caucasian) -1.75 0.76 -2.30 339 0.02 

FRL 0.42 0.95 0.44 339 0.66 
LEP -1.13 0.84 -1.34 339 0.18 
SPED -7.10 1.49 -4.77 339 0.00 
Pretest Total GSV -4.24 1.25 -3.40 339 0.00 
Spring Self-Efficacy 3.63 0.93 3.91 339 0.00 
Time 13.04 0.99 13.20 998 0.00 
Time X Condition 3.80 1.17 3.24 998 0.00 
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Table F6. KeyMath3 unadjusted and adjusted mean subscale scores for third-grade treatment and control students. 

Measures Treatment (n  = 81) Control (n  = 83) 

 

Unadjusted 
Mean Pretest 

(SD) 

Unadjusted 
Mean Posttest 

(SD) 

Adjusted 
Mean Posttest 

(SE) 

Unadjusted 
Mean Pretest 

(SD)  

Unadjusted 
Mean Posttest 

(SD)  

Adjusted 
Mean Posttest 

(SE) 
Numeration Scale Score 6.36 (2.23) 7.67 (2.07) 7.60 (0.20) 6.08 (1.82) 7.45 (1.97) 7.51 (0.20) 

Geometry Scale Score 6.53 (2.48) 8.70 (2.16) 8.74 (0.23) 6.78 (2.66) 8.29 (2.16) 8.26 (0.23) 

Measurement Scale Score 6.15 (2.06) 7.84 (1.98) 7.86 (0.21) 6.23 (2.37) 7.98 (2.23) 7.96 (0.21) 

Mental Computation and Estimation Scale Score 6.38 (2.04) 8.22 (2.02) 8.24 (0.19) 6.43 (2.13) 7.82 (1.91) 7.81 (0.18) 

Addition and Subtraction Scale Score 5.47 (2.38) 8.07 (2.75) 8.11 (0.29) 5.76 (2.51) 7.94 (2.58) 7.91 (0.29) 

Multiplication and Division Scale Score 4.70 (1.79) 9.49 (2.62) 9.52 (0.31) 4.87 (1.74) 8.29 (2.95) 8.27 (0.30) 

Foundations of Problem Solving Scale Score 6.14 (2.61) 8.79 (2.49) 8.85 (0.25) 6.46 (2.03) 8.43 (2.35) 8.37 (0.25) 
Note. Adjusted means in the above table only account for pretest scores. 
 
 
Table F7. KeyMath3 unadjusted and adjusted mean subscale scores for fifth-grade treatment and control students. 

Measures Treatment (n  = 85) Control (n  = 92) 

 

Unadjusted 
Mean Pretest 

(SD) 

Unadjusted 
Mean Posttest 

(SD) 

Adjusted 
Mean Posttest 

(SE) 

Unadjusted 
Mean Pretest 

(SD)  

Unadjusted 
Mean Posttest 

(SD)  

Adjusted 
Mean Posttest 

(SE) 
Numeration Scale Score 5.93 (1.52) 7.46 (1.95) 7.47 (0.16) 5.97 (1.76) 6.86 (1.95) 6.85 (0.16) 

Geometry Scale Score 6.58 (2.12) 8.02 (2.44) 8.07 (0.24) 6.75 (2.07) 7.47 (2.44) 7.42 (0.23) 

Measurement Scale Score 6.40 (2.01) 7.39 (1.90) 7.38 (0.16) 6.37 (1.97) 6.84 (1.97) 6.85 (0.16) 

Mental Computation and Estimation Scale Score 6.73 (1.95) 8.11 (1.99) 8.08 (0.18) 6.64 (2.15) 7.25 (1.97) 7.27 (0.17) 

Addition and Subtraction Scale Score 6.60 (2.48) 8.46 (2.66) 8.46 (0.26) 6.59 (2.40) 7.15 (2.72) 7.16 (0.25) 

Multiplication and Division Scale Score 6.64 (2.89) 8.32 (2.49) 8.25 (0.24) 6.33 (2.91) 7.76 (2.56) 7.83 (0.23) 

Foundations of Problem Solving Scale Score 6.92 (2.61) 7.95 (2.26) 7.85 (0.20) 6.57 (2.45) 7.54 (2.25) 7.64 (0.19) 
Note. Adjusted means in the above table only account for pretest scores. 
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Table F8. Additional results for the impact of f o cusMATH  on Grade 3 student KeyMath3 subtest performance. 

Measure Coefficient Standard 
Error t-value Approx. df  p-value 

Multiplication and Division 
School level mean 7.95 0.29 27.61 22 0.00 
Teacher Years Teaching 0.00 0.08 0.02 22 0.99 
Teacher Size Classroom 0.12 0.16 0.77 22 0.45 
Teacher Time Core Instruction -0.02 0.02 -0.99 22 0.33 
School 2 (vs. School 1) 2.37 1.46 1.62 22 0.12 
School 3 (vs. School 1) 0.87 1.16 0.75 22 0.46 
School 4 (vs. School 1) -0.41 1.17 -0.35 22 0.73 
School 5 (vs. School 1) 1.36 1.43 0.95 22 0.35 
School 6 (vs. School 1) 0.42 0.50 0.83 22 0.42 
School 7 (vs. School 1) -2.10 1.23 -1.70 22 0.10 
School 8 (vs. School 1) 1.21 1.12 1.08 22 0.29 
School 9 (vs. School 1) -2.12 1.27 -1.67 22 0.11 
School 10 (vs. School 1) 0.75 0.87 0.87 22 0.39 
focusMATH condition (vs. control) 1.43 0.34 4.24 140 0.00 
Gender -0.16 0.39 -0.40 140 0.69 
Ethnicity Caucasian (vs. non 
Caucasian) -0.38 0.51 -0.73 140 0.47 

FRL 0.24 0.55 0.44 140 0.66 
LEP -0.90 0.54 -1.66 140 0.10 
SPED -0.78 0.52 -1.50 140 0.14 
Pretest Multiplication and Division 
Scale Score 0.28 0.11 2.57 140 0.01 

Fall Self-Efficacy 0.44 0.33 1.31 140 0.19 
 
Table F9. Additional results for the impact of f o cusMATH  on Grade 5 student KeyMath3 subtest performance. 

Measure Coefficient Standard 
Error t-value Approx. df  p-value 

Numeration 
School level mean 6.76 0.18 38.38 31 0.00 
Teacher Years Teaching -0.01 0.02 -0.73 31 0.47 
Teacher Size Classroom 0.04 0.11 0.36 31 0.72 
Teacher Time Core Instruction 0.03 0.02 1.91 31 0.07 
School 2 (vs. School 1) -0.78 1.18 -0.66 31 0.51 
School 3 (vs. School 1) -1.24 1.90 -0.65 31 0.52 
School 4 (vs. School 1) -0.87 0.96 -0.91 31 0.37 
School 5 (vs. School 1) 0.06 0.89 0.07 31 0.95 
School 6 (vs. School 1) 0.54 0.51 1.06 31 0.30 
School 7 (vs. School 1) 1.17 0.87 1.34 31 0.19 
School 9 (vs. School 1) -0.91 0.78 -1.17 31 0.25 
School 10 (vs. School 1) -0.92 0.77 -1.19 31 0.24 
School 11 (vs. School 1) 0.07 0.59 0.11 31 0.91 
focusMATH condition (vs. 
control) 0.67 0.22 3.06 152 0.00 

Gender -0.34 0.23 -1.48 152 0.14 
Ethnicity Caucasian (vs. non 
Caucasian) 0.20 0.30 0.68 152 0.50 

FRL -0.51 0.27 -1.89 152 0.06 
LEP -0.36 0.30 -1.19 152 0.24 
SPED -0.61 0.35 -1.76 152 0.08 
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Measure Coefficient Standard 
Error t-value Approx. df  p-value 

Pretest Numeration Scale Score 0.62 0.08 7.54 152 0.00 
Fall Self-Efficacy 0.05 0.18 0.25 152 0.80 

Geometry 
School level mean 7.26 0.30 24.29 31 0.00 
Teacher Years Teaching -0.06 0.03 -1.74 31 0.09 
Teacher Size Classroom -0.25 0.19 -1.29 31 0.21 
Teacher Time Core Instruction 0.03 0.04 0.80 31 0.43 
School 2 (vs. School 1) -2.81 2.23 -1.26 31 0.22 
School 3 (vs. School 1) 0.77 3.80 0.20 31 0.84 
School 4 (vs. School 1) -0.04 1.92 -0.02 31 0.98 
School 5 (vs. School 1) 0.90 1.80 0.50 31 0.62 
School 6 (vs. School 1) -0.07 1.03 -0.07 31 0.95 
School 7 (vs. School 1) -1.20 1.62 -0.74 31 0.46 
School 9 (vs. School 1) -2.11 1.44 -1.47 31 0.15 
School 10 (vs. School 1) 0.97 1.51 0.65 31 0.52 
School 11 (vs. School 1) 0.52 1.17 0.45 31 0.66 
focusMATH condition (vs. 
control) 0.78 0.33 2.35 152 0.02 

Gender 0.19 0.35 0.56 152 0.58 
Ethnicity Caucasian (vs. non 
Caucasian) 0.49 0.47 1.05 152 0.30 

FRL -0.23 0.41 -0.56 152 0.58 
LEP -0.61 0.46 -1.32 152 0.19 
SPED -0.23 0.54 -0.43 152 0.67 
Pretest Geometry Scale Score 0.46 0.09 4.81 152 0.00 
Fall Self-Efficacy -0.07 0.27 -0.25 152 0.80 

Measurement 
School level mean 6.83 0.18 37.83 31 0.00 
Teacher Years Teaching 0.01 0.02 0.72 31 0.48 
Teacher Size Classroom -0.01 0.11 -0.12 31 0.91 
Teacher Time Core Instruction 0.00 0.02 0.09 31 0.93 
School 2 (vs. School 1) -0.18 1.17 -0.16 31 0.88 
School 3 (vs. School 1) 0.97 1.86 0.52 31 0.60 
School 4 (vs. School 1) 0.24 0.95 0.26 31 0.80 
School 5 (vs. School 1) 1.33 0.86 1.55 31 0.13 
School 6 (vs. School 1) -0.18 0.51 -0.35 31 0.73 
School 7 (vs. School 1) 0.86 0.89 0.97 31 0.34 
School 9 (vs. School 1) -0.03 0.76 -0.04 31 0.97 
School 10 (vs. School 1) -0.32 0.77 -0.42 31 0.68 
School 11 (vs. School 1) 0.55 0.58 0.95 31 0.35 
focusMATH condition (vs. 
control) 0.53 0.23 2.32 152 0.02 

Gender -0.06 0.23 -0.27 152 0.79 
Ethnicity Caucasian (vs. non 
Caucasian) 0.14 0.31 0.44 152 0.66 

FRL -0.18 0.28 -0.65 152 0.51 
LEP -0.45 0.31 -1.44 152 0.15 
SPED 0.32 0.36 0.89 152 0.38 
Pretest Measurement Scale 
Score 0.49 0.07 7.37 152 0.00 

Fall Self-Efficacy -0.09 0.19 -0.46 152 0.64 
Mental Computation and Estimation 

School level mean 7.30 0.20 37.37 31 0.00 
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Measure Coefficient Standard 
Error t-value Approx. df  p-value 

Teacher Years Teaching 0.05 0.02 2.27 31 0.03 
Teacher Size Classroom -0.13 0.13 -1.06 31 0.30 
Teacher Time Core Instruction 0.02 0.02 0.90 31 0.38 
School 2 (vs. School 1) -1.98 1.33 -1.49 31 0.15 
School 3 (vs. School 1) 1.19 2.24 0.53 31 0.60 
School 4 (vs. School 1) -0.22 1.13 -0.20 31 0.85 
School 5 (vs. School 1) 0.74 1.04 0.72 31 0.48 
School 6 (vs. School 1) -0.69 0.60 -1.16 31 0.26 
School 7 (vs. School 1) -1.30 1.02 -1.28 31 0.21 
School 9 (vs. School 1) -1.09 0.90 -1.22 31 0.23 
School 10 (vs. School 1) -0.13 0.90 -0.14 31 0.89 
School 11 (vs. School 1) 0.17 0.68 0.25 31 0.81 
focusMATH condition (vs. 
control) 0.67 0.24 2.82 152 0.01 

Gender 0.01 0.25 0.04 152 0.97 
Ethnicity Caucasian (vs. non 
Caucasian) 0.24 0.33 0.72 152 0.48 

FRL 0.16 0.29 0.54 152 0.59 
LEP -0.66 0.33 -2.03 152 0.04 
SPED -0.14 0.38 -0.38 152 0.71 
Pretest Mental Computation 
and Estimation Scale Score 0.40 0.07 5.74 152 0.00 

Fall Self-Efficacy 0.26 0.19 1.35 152 0.18 
Addition and Subtraction 

School level mean 7.62 0.29 26.39 31 0.00 
Teacher Years Teaching 0.09 0.03 2.64 31 0.01 
Teacher Size Classroom -0.14 0.19 -0.75 31 0.46 
Teacher Time Core Instruction 0.00 0.04 -0.05 31 0.96 
School 2 (vs. School 1) -3.66 2.07 -1.77 31 0.09 
School 3 (vs. School 1) 0.18 3.62 0.05 31 0.96 
School 4 (vs. School 1) 0.97 1.82 0.53 31 0.60 
School 5 (vs. School 1) 1.21 1.69 0.71 31 0.48 
School 6 (vs. School 1) -0.89 0.97 -0.92 31 0.37 
School 7 (vs. School 1) -1.81 1.56 -1.16 31 0.26 
School 9 (vs. School 1) -1.73 1.39 -1.25 31 0.22 
School 10 (vs. School 1) -1.07 1.45 -0.74 31 0.47 
School 11 (vs. School 1) 1.00 1.09 0.92 31 0.37 
focusMATH condition (vs. 
control) 0.94 0.33 2.84 152 0.01 

Gender 0.26 0.34 0.75 152 0.46 
Ethnicity Caucasian (vs. non 
Caucasian) 0.87 0.46 1.90 152 0.06 

FRL -0.25 0.41 -0.62 152 0.53 
LEP -0.74 0.45 -1.63 152 0.10 
SPED -0.04 0.53 -0.08 152 0.94 
Pretest Addition and 
Subtraction Scale Score 0.51 0.08 6.32 152 0.00 

Fall Self-Efficacy 0.65 0.27 2.42 152 0.02 
 
 
 



  
Evaluation of Pearson’s focusMATH Program                                                   68 
Prepared by Magnolia Consulting, October 28, 2011 
 

 

Figure F1. Control students' unadjusted self-efficacy mean item scores at pretest (n  = 177) and posttest (n  = 
166). 

 
Table F10. Math self-efficacy unadjusted and adjusted mean total scores for treatment and control 
students at pretest and posttest. 

Measures 
Unadjusted Mean 

Pretest (SD) 
Unadjusted Mean 

Posttest (SD) 
Adjusted Mean 
Posttest (SE) 

Treatment (n = 166) 
Self-efficacy 3.89 (0.63) 3.94 (0.65) 3.92 (0.04) 

Control (n = 161) 
Self-efficacy 3.79 (0.67) 3.87 (0.66) 3.89 (0.04) 

 
 
Table F11. Additional results for the impact of f o cusMATH  on student math self-efficacy. 

Measure Coefficient Standard 
Error t-value Approx. df  p-value 

School level mean 3.87 0.04 90.00 64 0.00 
Teacher Years Teaching 0.00 0.01 -0.86 64 0.40 
Teacher Size Classroom -0.02 0.02 -0.89 64 0.38 
Teacher Time Core Instruction 0.00 0.00 1.12 64 0.27 
School 2 (vs. School 1) -0.28 0.17 -1.62 64 0.11 
School 3 (vs. School 1) -0.04 0.13 -0.35 64 0.73 
School 4 (vs. School 1) -0.26 0.11 -2.48 64 0.02 
School 5 (vs. School 1) -0.02 0.15 -0.11 64 0.91 
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Measure Coefficient Standard 
Error t-value Approx. df  p-value 

School 6 (vs. School 1) 0.08 0.10 0.85 64 0.40 
School 7 (vs. School 1) -0.31 0.19 -1.61 64 0.11 
School 8 (vs. School 1) 0.26 0.09 2.82 64 0.01 
School 9 (vs. School 1) -0.32 0.21 -1.54 64 0.13 
School 10 (vs. School 1) -0.03 0.14 -0.24 64 0.81 
School 11 (vs. School 1) -0.04 0.11 -0.40 64 0.69 
focusMATH condition (vs. control) 0.02 0.07 0.36 301 0.72 
Grade -0.13 0.12 -1.13 301 0.26 
Gender -0.01 0.06 -0.22 301 0.82 
Ethnicity Caucasian (vs. Minority) -0.11 0.08 -1.30 301 0.20 
FRL 0.01 0.08 0.11 301 0.92 
LEP -0.06 0.08 -0.74 301 0.46 
SPED -0.21 0.09 -2.45 301 0.02 
Pretest Total GSV 0.01 0.00 2.13 301 0.03 
Fall Self-Efficacy 0.55 0.05 10.23 301 0.00 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


