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INTRODUCTION

In January 2002, President George Bush
signed into law the No Child Left
Behind Act of 2001. Under this law,
educational programs and materials
paid for by federal funding must be
based on sound, widely accepted 
educational research that supports the
materials’ design, thus increasing the
likelihood that the materials will help
students achieve the desired learning
outcomes. This law, commonly known
as NCLB, thus requires educators to 
be aware of the body of research that
supports the design of any materials
they are considering for use with 
their students.

Since its inception in 1990, Peoples
Publishing Group has built and revised
our student learning products based on
continual review of the scientific
research literature. The foundation of
Peoples Publishing Group’s Measuring
Up® program is a set of principles
derived from the soundest current theo-
ry and research on reading and language
arts, mathematics, writing, science,
social studies, assessment, and literacy.
These principles are based specifically
on the student learning standards of the
state for which the materials are
designed.

This document serves both to provide
information about the Measuring Up®

series for Michigan and to explain the
research on learning theory on which
the series is based. Consequently, this
document is organized to be useful to
educators who are considering 

the soundness and the practical uses of
the materials in classrooms.

First, each principle that supports the
design of the materials is articulated.
Second, a paragraph discussing the best-
known and most respectable education-
al research substantiating the principle
is given. Third, a discussion of the way
the Measuring Up® materials specifically
embody both the principle and its
research-based foundation helps
prospective educators see how the 
materials can be used to help teachers
collect information about their students’
strengths and weaknesses and help stu-
dents explore their own understandings
of the standards-based information they
are likely to encounter on the MEAP.
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THE CHALLENGE

Today’s educators, schools, and districts
face a daunting challenge: how to raise
student achievement in an increasingly
rigorous, standards-based environment.
This dilemma is particularly critical
because the No Child Left Behind Act
requires that: 

❏ Each state adopt challenging
academic content standards and
challenging student academic
achievement standards;

❏ Each state educational agency
implement a set of high-quality,
yearly student academic 
assessments that include, at 
a minimum, academic assess-
ments in mathematics, reading
or language arts, and science
that will be used as the primary
means of determining the yearly
performance of children and 
discerning whether they meet
the state’s challenging 
academic standards.

THE MMeeaassuurriinngg  UUpp® PROGRAM

Measuring Up® is a supplemental series
of student worktexts with instructional
lessons completely customized to the
state curriculum standards for
Michigan, with added application 
activities that link specific curriculum
objectives with state-mandated tests.

The Michigan series is completely cus-
tomized to the state’s curriculum stan-
dards and performance objectives. An
assessment component is part of the
program in the form of Diagnostic
Practice Tests that permit diagnosis and

prescription and offer the option of
assessment-based instruction.

For the latest Michigan products 
and updates, please visit
www.MIStandardsHelp.com.

RESEARCH-BASED PEDAGOGY OF

THE MMeeaassuurriinngg  UUpp® PROGRAM

The Michigan state version of the
Measuring Up® program is based on that
state’s mandated curriculum standards
and performance objectives and is com-
pletely customized. The Measuring Up®

series is designed to support and
enhance best practices for effective
teaching of Michigan’s mandated 
curriculum standards and performance
objectives. There are some research-
based unifying pedagogical principles,
summarized below, that are common
across Michigan Content Standards 
and that form the foundation of the
Measuring Up® program’s design. These
standards, their research bases, and the
educational application of the standards
have been revised and updated through
a collaborative effort among Empirical
Education, Inc., MarketingWorks, Inc.,
and Peoples Publishing Group.

See the Appendix for sample lessons
illustrating each Research Principle
applied.
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RESEARCH PRINCIPLE 1: 
Challenging Standards
Educational programs must be based on
challenging academic content standards
in academic subjects, the teaching of
advanced skills, and challenging student
academic achievement standards. 
(PL 107–110, the No Child Left Behind Act

of 2001)

RESEARCH BASIS FOR PRINCIPLE 1
The most extensive and best-known
research into the effects of expecta-
tions is addressed by Rhona S.
Weinstein (2002) in her book,
Reaching Higher: The Power of
Expectations in Schooling, a 
landmark in support of the results
that high standards and expectations
can produce. Weinstein’s book takes
as its thesis that “If . . . we are 
interested in the development of 
all children, we must link higher
standards to effective teaching 
strategies for diverse learners. Our
assessments of achievement must
inform the next steps of instruction,
rather than simply hold children
accountable for what they may not
have been taught.”

RESEARCH PRINCIPLE 1 APPLIED

The implication of Weinstein’s 
statement is that assessment must
help teachers understand what 
students know and need to know.
The Measuring Up® materials can be
used with students to help teachers
know in advance where gaps in 
student understanding lie. Teachers
can then begin to think about filling

in those gaps for all learners. The
Michigan Content Standards and
Grade Level Expectations demand
high achievement for all learners,
and the Measuring Up® program can
be seen first as an aid to student
learning toward those goals first and
second as a step toward positive
assessment results. The Measuring
Up® program provides materials that
can be used with all students of all
abilities; they allow all teachers of all
students to see where their students
need help in approaching the MEAP
and even allow teachers to work 
differently with different students to
make necessary progress. In other
words, using the program allows
teachers to enact the principle that
high standards can result in higher
achievement for all students by using
the assessment materials to inform
the next steps of instruction.

All Michigan Content Standards and
Grade Level Expectations that are
appropriate for a print format are
addressed in Measuring Up®, 
regardless of whether they actually
appear on any given MEAP or 
other standardized assessments.

See the Appendix for a sample 
correlation chart from Measuring Up®

to the Michigan Content Standards and
Success Strategies for the MEAP, English
Language Arts, Level G.
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RESEARCH PRINCIPLE 2: 
Reading instruction requires
multiple strategies.
Reading instruction methods are 
most effective when used as part of a 
multiple-strategy method that includes:

❏ Comprehension monitoring,
from which readers learn how to
be aware of their understanding
of the material;

❏ Use of graphic and semantic
organizers, which teaches 
readers to make graphic 
representations of the materials
to assist comprehension;

❏ Text structure, which teaches
readers to use the structure of
the story as a means of helping
them recall story content in
order to answer questions about
what they have read;

❏ Summarizing, which teaches
readers to integrate ideas and
generalize from the text 
information.

RESEARCH BASIS FOR PRINCIPLE 2
Principle 2 describes reading in the
language of current research as “an
active process.” The fundamental,
most-respected research that supports
all current cognitive analyses of read-
ing comprehension is Piaget’s theory
(1969) that students “construct”
knowledge actively as they read.
Piaget’s work led to the term 
constructivism, and regardless of
whether reading teachers adhere
overtly to constructivism, it is the
current understanding of researchers

that understanding arises through
connections to prior knowledge, or
“background knowledge.” (Bransford

et al., 2000) Brown and her colleagues
extended the research into interper-
sonal methods (students sharing
their understandings with each
other), particularly reciprocal teach-
ing, which demonstrated the value of
student interactions (including draw-
ing, speaking, and writing) in 
building meaning. (Brown, 1980;

Palinscar & Brown, 1984, Brown &

Palinscar, 1989)

The National Reading Panel’s 2000
review of the empirical research liter-
ature shows that in order to foster
comprehension in reading, a number
of strategies that result in the reader’s
reflecting on the meaning or 
structure of the passage—including
generating sensory images and 
questions—were effective. The
research included in this review also
states that both students’ reflections
on their own processes of compre-
hension and monitoring the under-
standing of the text lead to active and
thorough reading proficiency.

RESEARCH PRINCIPLE 2 APPLIED

The Measuring Up® instructional
approach teaches students different
reading strategies and skills that
build comprehension. It shows 
students how to apply strategies to
reading and how to ask questions as
they read. Measuring Up® also uses
such organizational tools as graphic
organizers, one way of creating sen-
sory images of the text. Specifically,
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the Measuring Up® English Language
Arts series teaches students to:

❏ Access prior knowledge and
connect the applicable prior
experiences to the reading;

❏ Set a purpose for reading;

❏ Predict outcomes;

❏ Decode text;

❏ Create mental images;

❏ Paraphrase and summarize;

❏ Apply the meaning of the 
reading to new situations.

See the Appendix for a sample lesson
from Measuring Up® to the Michigan
Content Standards and Success Strategies
for the MEAP, English Language Arts,
Level G.

RESEARCH PRINCIPLE 3:
Explicit Instruction
Students require explicit instruction and
multiple opportunities for practice of
skills including print awareness, word-
attack skills, and language structure.

RESEARCH BASIS FOR PRINCIPLE 3
The analysis provided by Marilyn J.
Adams (1990) introduced a balanced
cognitive approach to any skills that
need to be mastered. This work
explicitly addressed the need for
direct instruction combined with
multiple opportunities to practice.
Snow, et al. (1998) recognize the
need for instruction on such literacy
skills as phonological and print
awareness as part of teaching literacy.

They write that “for children learning
to read, exposure to a wide variety of
text can greatly support the child’s
engagement and curiosity and keep
the process going.” In other words,
the explicit instruction and multiple
opportunities to practice on a variety
of examples provide motivation to
young readers to continue to increase
their skills.

RESEARCH PRINCIPLE 3 APPLIED

All Measuring Up® English language
arts lessons combine instruction 
with opportunities to practice. They
follow a pattern of introducing key
concepts and vocabulary first, 
providing guided instruction and
guided practice next, and only then
challenging students with independ-
ent, open-ended application activities
followed by assessment activities in
the MEAP format.

Taking students through this process
provides teachers with valuable extra
information about where students are
experiencing difficulties and where
those difficulties might create extra
challenges on the MEAP. Again,
Measuring Up® provides students 
with extra opportunities to learn and
provides teachers with extra opportu-
nities to see their students’ achieve-
ments on specific aspects of the 
complex process that is reading.

See the Appendix for a sample lesson
from Measuring Up® to the Michigan
Content Standards and Success Strategies
for the MEAP, English Language Arts,
Level D.
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RESEARCH PRINCIPLE 4: 
Multiple strategy instruction
Reading skills that complement 
and support each other should be 
intertwined, rather than teaching them
in isolation. 

RESEARCH BASIS FOR PRINCIPLE 4
The National Reading Panel (2000)
writes, “multiple strategy instruction
occurs in a dialog between the
teacher and the student. Students are
taught individual strategies when and
where they are appropriate, usually
through modeling by the teacher.
Over the course of reading a passage,
several strategies may be taught in
conjunction with one another.” The
NRP recommends “coordinated and
flexible use of several different kinds
of strategies.” Considerable success
has been found in improving 
comprehension by instructing stu-
dents on the use of more than one
strategy during the course of reading.
“Skilled reading involves an ongoing
adaptation of multiple cognitive
processes. Becoming an independent,
self-regulated, thinking reader is a
goal that can be achieved through
instruction of text comprehension.”
(Brown et al., 1996)

RESEARCH PRINCIPLE 4 APPLIED

We apply Principle 4 to all Measuring
Up® instruction, from reading, writ-
ing, and English language arts, to
mathematics. Measuring Up® lessons
integrate skills and occur in an
instructionally relevant context, not
skills-specific and not conducive to

isolated single skill practice. Lessons
cover one or more Grade Level
Expectation. Applying Ideas activities
at the end of every chapter focus on
broadly based, higher-order thinking
skills and cover multiple standards
and Grade Level Expectations.

See the Appendix for a sample lesson
from Measuring Up® to the Michigan
Content Standards and Success Strategies
for the MEAP, English Language Arts,
Level G.

RESEARCH PRINCIPLE 5: 
Use of a wide array of print
“An effective reading program exposes
students to a wide and rich array of
print and goes beyond the use of the
basal . . . to include a variety of materi-
als both narrative and expository, 
providing experiences with children’s
literature.” (Zemelman et al., 1998)

RESEARCH BASIS FOR PRINCIPLE 5
Although instruction in basic reading
skills cannot be ignored (Snow, Burns,

& Griffin, 1998), research on reading
development widely supports that
the development of vocabulary, 
comprehension, and understanding
of genre cannot be separated from
reading authentic literature. (Macon et

al., 1990) The “balanced” approach to
reading instruction recognizes that
positive attitudes toward reading 
usually come from reading authentic
texts and that continuing to read
varieties of literature (in the broad
sense of the term) may cause readers
to sustain an interest in reading
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through the upper grades. Literature
allows students to explore language
more fully, to expand their vocabular-
ies, and to encounter written 
language with more enthusiasm than
skills-building alone. In fact, even
“reluctant readers” or those behind
grade level show significant improve-
ment when they can explore texts
that are meaningful or interesting 
to them.

RESEARCH PRINCIPLE 5 APPLIED

Reading articles about different 
cultural backgrounds can first be
used to provide students with experi-
ence in personal expression and
understanding, established in the
interactive lessons, discussion, and
writing opportunities that Measuring
Up® provides. In addition, Measuring
Up® provides practice in reading
authentic literature, including a
broad range of diverse multicultural
passages. This is designed to ensure
practice in a relevant reading and
comprehension or language arts 
context, and to provide a multifac-
eted approach to teaching reading
skills in different textual structures. 

Consequently, the opportunities to
tell about one’s own culture and 
sharing other cultures—an aspect of
reading development that research
has shown to be critical for children
and that is valued in the Michigan
Content Standards—abound in the
Measuring Up® program.

See the Appendix for a sample lesson
from Measuring Up® to the Michigan
Content Standards and Success Strategies

for the MEAP, English Language Arts,
Level G.

RESEARCH PRINCIPLE 6: 
Learning mathematics from
multiple perspectives
“Students develop a much richer 
understanding of mathematics and its
applications when they can view the
same phenomena from multiple mathe-
matical perspectives.” (NCTM, 2000)

RESEARCH BASIS FOR PRINCIPLE 6
NCTM explains: “Mathematical ideas
can be represented in a variety of
ways: pictures, concrete materials,
tables, graphs, number and letter
symbols, spreadsheet displays, and so
on. The ways in which mathematical
ideas are represented is fundamental
to how people understand and use
those ideas.” The notion of multiple
perspectives grows out of social con-
structivism (Gergen, 1995) and builds
on the related concepts of metacogni-
tion. (Schoenfeld, 1992) Flexibility in
choosing the appropriate representa-
tion is important for learning to solve
unfamiliar problems.

RESEARCH PRINCIPLE 6 APPLIED

The Measuring Up® program allows
students to use current mathematical
understandings to solve what might
at first seem to be unfamiliar prob-
lems. In addition, working closely
with the program allows a teacher
added insight into students’ current
understandings and potential misun-
derstandings. Having students “talk
through” their understandings of
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problems—and the ways in which
these problems are like or unlike
problems they have encountered 
previously—can help mathematics
learners use a strategy most 
mathematicians themselves use in
approaching an unfamiliar problem:
Students can be encouraged to repre-
sent problems in ways that make the
most sense to them. Thus, students
will be using “real” mathematical
techniques for problem-solving,
teachers will gain additional insight
into how their students are thinking
about problems, and students will
have one more tool for approaching
the mathematics section of the MEAP.

Measuring Up® incorporates guided
instruction, modeling, examples,
application, and test practice into
every lesson, so students become
increasingly aware of the connections
made among various mathematical
topics. Application activities are 
presented in an open-ended format,
whereas test practice activities match
the MEAP format.

See the Appendix for a sample lesson
from Measuring Up® to the Michigan
Content Standards and Success
Strategies for the MEAP, Mathematics,
Level H.

RESEARCH PRINCIPLE 7: 
Guided writing
The combination of frequent, clearly
purposeful, guided writing is more 

beneficial than frequent unguided writ-
ing and occasional guided writing.

RESEARCH BASIS FOR PRINCIPLE 7
Sulzby (1992) concludes that even in
the earliest stages of literacy, children
“can write and should be encouraged
to write and share their writing 
frequently.” Langer (2001) points out
that “in the most effective class-
rooms, there is a high level of
engagement in challenging literacy
activities, a web of interconnections
among tasks (so that writing, for
example, is often related to what is
being read), and skills are taught
explicitly but in connection with real
reading and writing activities.” That
is, where writing is taught frequently,
purposefully, explicitly, and as a
process for real communication, 
students become better, more self-
motivated writers.

RESEARCH PRINCIPLE 7 APPLIED

Throughout all Measuring Up® work-
texts, writing opportunities are pro-
vided as often as possible within the
application activities. Lessons always
include opportunities for open-ended
writing. Specific writing applications
in Measuring Up® are further guided
by purposeful prompts, prewriting
activities that involve creating 
graphic organizers or outlines, and
sequences on revising and editing.

See the Appendix for a sample lesson
from Measuring Up® to the Michigan
Content Standards and Success Strategies
for the MEAP, English Language Arts,
Level D.
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RESEARCH PRINCIPLE 8: 
Mathematics and citizenship
If they are to become more productive
citizens, students must learn to value
mathematics and, in doing so, learn to
communicate with and use mathematics
to reason and solve problems in their
daily lives. 

RESEARCH BASIS FOR PRINCIPLE 8
The need for a fundamental under-
standing of mathematical concepts to
function in the twenty-first century is
well-known. If students are to devel-
op a deep understanding of math
concepts and use them to solve prob-
lems in their daily lives, it is impor-
tant that they use the knowledge
gained from math in other contexts.
A common result of learning math as
a set of concepts and procedures is
that students can answer direct ques-
tions about content but cannot apply
these concepts spontaneously in
other contexts. This problem was
identified as long ago as 1929 by the
seminal mathematician, Alfred North
Whitehead, who called this kind of
knowledge “inert knowledge.” To
overcome this issue of inert knowl-
edge, it is important for students to
solve math problems in real-world
contexts, integrate math concepts
with knowledge of other academic
subjects, and become active in 
solving their own problems.
(Cognition and Technology Group at

Vanderbilt, 1997)

RESEARCH PRINCIPLE 8 APPLIED

Students encounter various and
unique mathematical word problems
and puzzles in the Measuring Up®

mathematics series; these problems
reflect real-world situations and cir-
cumstances that students have
encountered and will encounter in
life. By incorporating mathematics
concepts and ideas into real-life situ-
ations, students can more easily real-
ize the usefulness and application of
the mathematics lessons, thus
increasing their level of interest.

The more a teacher can use these
opportunities to help students com-
municate understandings of problems
and solutions to other students, the
greater students’ abilities will be to
engage in and solve unfamiliar prob-
lems—whether on a test or in life.
And the more practice students have
in explaining their thinking, the
more they will come to understand
mathematics as a language for com-
municating quantitative problems
and their solutions.

See the Appendix for a sample lesson
from Measuring Up® to the Michigan
Content Standards and Success Strategies
for the MEAP, Mathematics, Level H.

RESEARCH PRINCIPLE 9: 
Test preparation
Teachers are responsible for teaching the
skills, knowledge, and behaviors essen-
tial to answering test questions, as well
as preparing their pupils for the formal
assessments.



RESEARCH-BASED PEDAGOGY OF THE MMeeaassuurriinngg  UUpp ® PROGRAM

RESEARCH BASIS FOR PRINCIPLE 9 

Gulek (2003) writes that adequate
and appropriate test preparation
plays an important role in helping
students demonstrate their knowl-
edge and skills in high-stakes testing
situations. Becker (1990) conducted
an extensive meta-analysis of the
research and concluded that, on 
average, helping students understand
how to approach test questions can
help increase SAT scores. Sloane &
Kelly (2003) write that “Students can
be effective instruments in their own
learning if the teacher is clear on the
learning goals and the students are
informed of their current perform-
ance and given clear steps for reme-
diation. . . . The task for teachers is
to know and understand their state’s
standards, and then translate this
knowledge to continuously help 
students learn and self-assess to meet
those standards.”

RESEARCH PRINCIPLE 9 APPLIED

Working specifically through ques-
tions (“What, exactly, is the question
asking?” “What kind of answer will
you be looking for?” “Why did you
choose the answer you chose?”) can
be a fruitful practice in reasoning.
The cognitive skills required for
understanding and answering test
questions are higher-order thinking
skills; making these skills overt for
students can improve their under-
standing of the many tasks in their
lives that will involve reading and
answering questions, well beyond the
demands of the MEAP.

To this end, Measuring Up® provides
assessment activities embedded in
each lesson of the student worktexts
and Diagnostic Practice Tests (DPTs)
to provide practice on applying cur-
riculum standards in the format of
the MEAP. Each question in the DPTs
is linked to the Michigan Content
Standards, objectives of the MEAP,
and Measuring Up® lesson so that the
educator can provide targeted direct
instruction for those areas that are
weak. This means that teachers use
Measuring Up® to help students
become familiar with the Michigan
Content Standards and experience
test questions that resemble those on
the MEAP.

See the Appendix for a sample lesson
from Measuring Up® to the Michigan
Content Standards and Success Strategies
for the MEAP, Mathematics, Level H.

RESEARCH PRINCIPLE 10:
Formative assessment
“A major purpose of evaluation is to
help teachers better understand what
students know and make meaningful
decisions about teaching and learning
activities.” (Zemelman, et al., 1998)

RESEARCH BASIS FOR PRINCIPLE 10
Assessment comes in two forms:
formative and summative.
Standardized tests like the MEAP are
summative, or testing that occurs at
the end of a given amount of instruc-
tion. Formative assessment occurs
throughout a unit of instruction;
because it occurs more frequently,
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and because its purpose is to inform
further instruction, students receive
more immediate feedback on their
learning. “Formative assessments . . .
are essential. They permit the teacher
to grasp the students’ preconceptions,
understand where the students are in
the ‘developmental corridor’ from
informal to formal thinking, and
design instruction accordingly.”
(Bransford et al., 2000)

RESEARCH PRINCIPLE 10 APPLIED

Together, teacher observation and
Measuring Up® Diagnostic Practice
Tests (DPTs) enable teachers to
define and implement a Personal
Prescriptive PathTM of Instruction 
for all students, no matter how
diverse. The Measuring Up® program
also provides teachers with the
opportunity to document how 
they are teaching to standards and
evidence of their students’ learning of
those standards. 

In addition, students’ approaches to
and solutions to questions provide
teachers with extra information
about what their students know and
how they think. Tests are designed to
provide information; working
through questions in the Measuring
Up® program can provide a great deal
of information for teachers about
their students. Seen in this way, the
Measuring Up® program is a powerful
instructional tool for informing 
classroom instruction in ways more
profound than simple “test 
preparation” could do.

See the Appendix for sample Diagnostic
Practice Tests from Measuring Up® to the
Michigan Content Standards and Success
Strategies for the MEAP.
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SAMPLE

RESEARCH PRINCIPLE 1: Measuring Up® to the Michigan Content Standards and Success Strategies for the MEAP,
English Language Arts, Level G, Correlation Chart, pages v–ix
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SAMPLE

RESEARCH PRINCIPLE 2: Measuring Up® to the Michigan Content Standards and Success Strategies for the MEAP,
English Language Arts, Level G, Lesson 20, page 140
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SAMPLE

RESEARCH PRINCIPLE 3: Measuring Up® to the Michigan Content Standards and Success Strategies for the MEAP,
English Language Arts, Level D, Lesson 16, pages 129–135
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SAMPLE

RESEARCH PRINCIPLE 4: Measuring Up® to the Michigan Content Standards and Success Strategies for the MEAP,
English Language Arts, Level G, Lesson 11, page 76
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RESEARCH PRINCIPLE 5: Measuring Up® to the Michigan Content Standards and Success Strategies for the MEAP,
English Language Arts, Level G, Lesson 13, pages 87–88
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SAMPLE

RESEARCH PRINCIPLE 6: Measuring Up® to the Michigan Content Standards and Success Strategies for the MEAP,
Mathematics, Level H, Lesson 15, pages 68–71
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RESEARCH PRINCIPLE 7: Measuring Up® to the Michigan Content Standards and Success Strategies for the MEAP,
English Language Arts, Level D, Lesson 34, pages 264–267
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SAMPLE

RESEARCH PRINCIPLE 8: Measuring Up® to the Michigan Content Standards and Success Strategies for the MEAP,
Mathematics, Level H, Lesson 3, page 16
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SAMPLE

RESEARCH PRINCIPLE 9: Measuring Up® to the Michigan Content Standards and Success Strategies for the MEAP,
Mathematics, Level H, Applying Ideas, pages A132–A133
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SAMPLE

RESEARCH PRINCIPLE 10: Measuring Up® to the Michigan Content Standards and Success Strategies for the
MEAP, Mathematics, Grade 8, DPT, Test 2, pages 9–10
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SAMPLE

RESEARCH PRINCIPLE 10: Measuring Up® to the Michigan Content Standards and Success Strategies for the
MEAP, English Language Arts, Grade 7 DPT, Test 1 Prescriptive Answer Guide, page 5


