
1WWC Intervention Report Connected Mathematics Project (CMP)  January 2010

What Works Clearinghouse
WWC Intervention Report	 U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

1.	 This report has been updated to include reviews of 58 studies that have been released since 2005 or were additionally identified but published prior to 
2005. Of the additional studies, 51 were not within the scope of the protocol, and seven were within the scope of the protocol but did not meet evidence 
standards. Additionally, two studies that met standards with reservations in the previous version (Ridgway, Zawojewski, Hoover, & Lambdin, 2002; Riordan 
& Noyce, 2001) no longer meet evidence standards because the intervention and comparison groups are not shown to be equivalent at baseline. (The pro-
tocol for the middle school math area was revised to specify that groups must be equivalent on the pretest for a quasi-experimental design, and establish-
ing equivalence with prior cohorts is now limited to adjacent cohorts.) A complete list and disposition of all studies reviewed is provided in the references. 

2.	 The descriptive information for this program was obtained from a publicly available source: the program’s website (http://connectedmath.msu.edu/, 
downloaded August 2008). The WWC requests developers to review the program description sections for accuracy from their perspective. Further 
verification of the accuracy of the descriptive information for this program is beyond the scope of this review. The literature search reflects documents 
publicly available by August 2008.

3.	 The studies in this report were reviewed using WWC Evidence Standards, Version 1.0 (see the WWC Standards). 
4.	 The evidence presented in this report is based on available research. Findings and conclusions may change as new research becomes available.
5.	 These numbers show the average and range of improvement indices for all findings across the studies.

The Connected Mathematics Project (CMP) is a mathematics 

curriculum designed for students in grades 6–8. Each grade level 

of the curriculum is a full-year program and covers numbers, 

algebra, geometry/measurement, probability, and statistics.  

The curriculum uses an investigative approach, and students 

utilize interactive problems and everyday situations to learn  

math concepts.

No studies of CMP meet What Works Clearinghouse (WWC) 

evidence standards, and one study meets WWC evidence  

standards with reservations. The one study included more  

than 12,000 students from grades 6–8 in Texas.4  

Based on this study, the WWC considers the extent of  

evidence for CMP to be small for math achievement.

CMP was found to have no discernible effects on math achievement.

Math achievement
Rating of effectiveness No discernible effects

Average: 0 percentile pointsImprovement index5
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Research

Developer and contact
Developed by Michigan State University, CMP is distributed by 

Pearson Prentice Hall. Address: 145 Mt. Zion Road, P.O. Box 

2500, Lebanon, IN 46052. Email: k12cs@custhelp.com. Web: 

http://connectedmath.msu.edu/. Telephone: (800) 848-9500.

Scope of use
Pilot editions of CMP were used from 1991 to 1997 and from 

2000 to 2006 by approximately 390 teachers and 45,000  

students across the United States. As of September 2004,  

the program had been implemented in 2,462 school districts, 

covering all 50 states.

Teaching
The CMP curriculum is divided into a sequenced set of units, 

each organized around different mathematical topics. The four 

to seven lessons in a unit each contain one to five problems that 

the teacher and students explore in class. Additional problem 

sets for each lesson, called Applications, Connections, and 

Extensions, help students practice, apply, connect, and extend 

their understanding and skills. Each lesson culminates in a 

Mathematical Reflections activity. Materials include student 

units, Teacher Guides, Additional Practice and Skills Workbooks, 

Assessment Resources, and CD-ROMs for lesson planning, 

assessment, and student activities.

Cost
For the most recent edition of CMP, each student unit costs 

$8.85, each teacher unit costs $19.97, and the Computer Test 

Bank for Assessment and Practice CD-ROM costs $129.97.  

See the publisher website for costs of other resources.

Seventy-nine studies reviewed by the WWC investigated 

the effects of CMP. One study (Schneider, 2000) is a quasi-

experimental design that meets WWC evidence standards with 

reservations. The remaining 78 studies do not meet either WWC 

evidence standards or eligibility screens.  

Meets evidence standards with reservations
Schneider (2000) conducted a quasi-experiment to assess the 

impact of CMP on middle school math achievement in Texas. 

Twenty-three CMP schools were matched with 25 comparison 

schools that did not implement CMP. The analysis sample 

included three cohorts, but the WWC reports the results for  

only cohorts 1 and 2 because the study did not establish 

baseline equivalence for cohort 3. The CMP intervention began 

when students were in the sixth grade. Cohort 1 consisted of 

more than 3,000 CMP students and 2,600 comparison students; 

cohort 2 consisted of more than 3,400 CMP students and 2,900 

comparison students.

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

small or medium to large (see the WWC Procedures and Stan-

dards Handbook, Appendix G). The extent of evidence takes into 

account the number of studies and the total sample size across 

the studies that meet WWC evidence standards with or without 

reservations.6  

The WWC considers the extent of evidence for CMP to be 

small for math achievement.

Additional program 
information

6.	 The extent of evidence categorization was developed to tell readers how much evidence was used to determine the intervention rating, focusing on the 
number and size of studies. Additional factors associated with a related concept—external validity, such as the students’ demographics and the types 
of settings in which studies took place—are not taken into account for the categorization. Information about how the extent of evidence rating was 
determined for CMP is in Appendix A6.
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7.	 The level of statistical significance was reported by the study authors or, when necessary, calculated by the WWC to correct for clustering within class-
rooms or schools and for multiple comparisons. For an explanation, see the WWC Tutorial on Mismatch. For the formulas the WWC used to calculate 
the statistical significance, see WWC Procedures and Standards Handbook, Appendix C for clustering and WWC Procedures and Standards Handbook, 
Appendix D for multiple comparisons. In the case of Schneider (2000), no corrections for clustering or multiple comparisons were needed. 

8.	 Schneider (2000) also included a student-level analysis of Texas Learning Index (TLI) scores, a TAAS statistic designed for comparisons between TAAS 
administrations and between grades. Because the student-level intervention and comparison groups were not shown to be equivalent at baseline, this 
analysis was not included in this WWC review.

9.	 The sample-weighted average of the cohort 1 and 2 effects calculated by the WWC was used in the intervention rating and is reported in Appendix A3. 
Separate findings for cohorts 1 and 2 are reported in Appendix A4.

Improvement index
The WWC computes an improvement index for each individual 

finding. In addition, within each outcome domain, the WWC 

computes an average improvement index for each study and an 

average improvement index across studies (see WWC Proce-

dures and Standards Handbook, Appendix F). The improvement 

index represents the difference between the percentile rank 

of the average student in the intervention condition and the 

percentile rank of the average student in the comparison condi-

tion. Unlike the rating of effectiveness, the improvement index is 

entirely based on the size of the effect, regardless of the statisti-

cal significance of the effect, the study design, or the analysis. 

The improvement index can take on values between –50 and 

+50, with positive numbers denoting favorable results for the 

intervention group. 

The average improvement index for math achievement is  

0 percentile points in the study. 

Summary
The WWC reviewed 79 studies of CMP. One study meets WWC 

evidence standards with reservations; the remaining 78 stud-

ies do not meet either WWC evidence standards or eligibility 

screens. Based on the one study, the WWC found no discernible 

effects on math achievement. The conclusions presented in this 

report may change as new research emerges.

The WWC found CMP to have 
no discernible effects for 

math achievement

Effectiveness Findings
The WWC review of interventions for middle school math 

addresses student outcomes in the math achievement domain. 

The findings below present the authors’ estimates and WWC-

calculated estimates of the size and the statistical significance of 

the effects of CMP on students.7    

Math achievement
Schneider (2000) reported negative but not statistically significant 

effects of CMP on pass rates for the math portion of the Texas 

Assessment of Academic Skills (TAAS) for cohorts 1 and 2 

separately.8  After adjusting for differences between the CMP and 

comparison groups at baseline, the WWC determined that these 

separate effects for cohorts 1 and 2 were neither statistically 

significant nor substantively important according to WWC criteria 

(an effect size greater than 0.25 in absolute value). The WWC  

also calculated the sample-weighted average effect for cohorts  

1 and 2.9  This average effect was neither statistically significant 

nor substantively important according to WWC criteria.

Rating of effectiveness
The WWC rates the effects of an intervention in a given outcome 

domain as positive, potentially positive, mixed, no discernible 

effects, potentially negative, or negative. The rating of effective-

ness takes into account four factors: the quality of the research 

design, the statistical significance of the findings, the size of 

the difference between participants in the intervention and the 

comparison conditions, and the consistency in findings across 

studies (see the WWC Procedures and Standards Handbook, 

Appendix E).
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