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No studies of Open Court Reading© that fall within the scope of the Beginning Reading review meet WWC evidence stan-
dards. The lack of studies meeting WWC evidence standards means that, at this time, the WWC is unable to draw any conclu-
sions based on research about the effectiveness or ineffectiveness of Open Court Reading©.

Open Court Reading© is an elementary basal reading program 
for grades K-6 developed by SRA/McGraw-Hill. The program 
is designed to systematically teach decoding, comprehension, 
inquiry and investigation, and writing in a logical progression. 
Part 1 of each unit, Preparing to Read, focuses on phonemic 
awareness, sounds and letters, phonics, fluency, and word 

knowledge. Part 2, Reading and Responding, emphasizes read-
ing for understanding with literature, comprehension, inquiry, and 
practical reading applications. Part 3, Language Arts, focuses on 
communication skills such as spelling and vocabulary; writing 
process strategies; English language conventions such as gram-
mar, speaking, and penmanship; and basic computer skills.

Effectiveness

Program Description1

      1

Seven studies are within the scope of the review and have an 
eligible design, but do not meet WWC evidence standards. 

Two studies do not establish that the comparison group  •	
was comparable to the treatment group prior to the start of 
the intervention. 
Five studies have confounding factors, such as combining •	
with other interventions, which make it impossible to attri-
bute the observed effect solely to Open Court Reading©. 

Fifteen studies are out of the scope of the review because 
they have an ineligible study design that does not meet WWC 
evidence standards, such as having no comparison group.

Seven studies are out of the scope of the review, as defined  
by the Beginning Reading protocol, for reasons other than 
study design.

One study does not report disaggregated results for students •	
in grades K-3. 
Six studies are not studies of the effectiveness of •	 Open 
Court© or do not measure the impact of Open Court© in  
outcomes domains identified in the review protocol.

The WWC identified 30 studies of Open Court Reading© that were published or released between 1985 and 2007.

1The descriptive information for this program was obtained from a publicly-available source: the program’s website (https://www.sraonline.com/productsamples.
html?show=2&gid=342&tid=1, downloaded June 2008). Further verification of the accuracy of the descriptive information for this program is beyond the scope of this review.
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Studies that fall outside the Beginning Reading protocol or do 
not meet evidence standards.

Adams, M. J., Bereiter, C., McKeough, A., Case, R., Roit, M., 
Hirschberg, J., et al. (2002). Open Court Reading. Columbus, 
OH: McGraw-Hill. The study is ineligible for review because it 
does not examine the effectiveness of an intervention.

Carpenter, Z. A. (2005). Effects of Fast ForWord on reading 
comprehension for elementary students. Cheney, WA: East-
ern Washington University. The study does not meet WWC 
evidence standards because the measures of effect cannot 
be attributed solely to the intervention—the intervention was 
combined with another intervention.

Foorman, B. R., Schatschneider, C., Eakin, M. N., Fletcher, J. M., 
Moats, L. C., & Francis, D. J. (2006). The impact of instruc-
tional practices in grades 1 and 2 on reading and spelling 
achievement in high poverty schools. Contemporary Edu-
cational Psychology, 31(1), 1-29. The study is ineligible for 
review because it does not examine the effectiveness of  
an intervention.

Haager, D., Dhar, R., Moulton, M., & Varma, S. (2005). Read-
ing First year 3 evaluation report. Retrieved from http://
www.eddata.com/resources/publications/RF_Evalua-
tion_2004-2005.pdf. The study does not meet WWC evi-
dence standards because the measures of effect cannot be 
attributed solely to the intervention—the intervention was 
combined with another intervention.

 Additional Sources:
 Haager, D., Dhar, R., Moulton, M., & McMillan, S. (2006). 
  Reading First year 4 evaluation report. Retrieved from 
  http://www.eddata.com/resources/publications/RF_
  Evaluation_2005-2006.pdf.
 Haager, D., Dhar, R., Moulton, M., & McMillan, S. (2008). 
  Reading First year 5 evaluation report. Retrieved from 
  http://www.eddata.com/resources/publications/RF_Evalu-
  ation_2006-2007.pdf.
Jordan, N. L. (2005). Basal readers and reading as socialization: 

What are children learning? Language Arts, 82(3), 204-213. 
The study is ineligible for review because it does not include 
an outcome within a domain specified in the protocol.

References Levin, J., Haertel, E., Kirst, M., & Williams, T. (2006). Similar 
students, different results: Why do some schools do better? 
Additional findings: Elementary school curriculum program 
and API: A more detailed examination. Mountain View, CA: 
EdSource. The study is ineligible for review because it does 
not disaggregate findings for the age or grade range specified 
in the protocol.

McGraw-Hill Education. (2002). Results with Open Court Read-
ing. New York: Author. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No. ED464189) (Study: Canopy Oaks Elementary, Tallahas-
see, FL). The study is ineligible for review because it does not 
use a comparison group.

McGraw-Hill Education. (2002). Results with Open Court Read-
ing. New York: Author. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No. ED464189) (Study: Curtis Creek School District, Sonora, 
CA). The study is ineligible for review because it does not use 
a comparison group.

McGraw-Hill Education. (2002). Results with Open Court Read-
ing. New York: Author. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No. ED464189) (Study: Fort Worth Independent School 
District, Fort Worth, TX). The study is ineligible for review 
because it does not use a comparison group.

McGraw-Hill Education. (2002). Results with Open Court Read-
ing. New York: Author. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No. ED464189) (Study: Hartsfield Elementary School, Talla-
hassee, FL). The study is ineligible for review because it does 
not use a comparison group.

McGraw-Hill Education. (2002). Results with Open Court Read-
ing. New York: Author. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No. ED464189) (Study: Kelso Elementary School, Inglewood, 
CA). The study is ineligible for review because it does not use 
a comparison group.

McGraw-Hill Education. (2002). Results with Open Court Read-
ing. New York: Author. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No. ED464189) (Study: Lemoore Union Elementary School 
District, Lemoore, CA). The study is ineligible for review 
because it does not use a comparison group.
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McGraw-Hill Education. (2002). Results with Open Court Read-
ing. New York: Author. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No. ED464189) (Study: Public School 161, Crown Heights, 
Brooklyn, NY). The study is ineligible for review because it 
does not use a comparison group.

McGraw-Hill Education. (2002). Results with Open Court Read-
ing. New York: Author. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No. ED464189) (Study: Sacramento City Unified School 
District, Sacramento, CA). The study is ineligible for review 
because it does not use a comparison group.

Miners, Z. (2007). Open Court Reading program: A Florida dis-
trict NCLB success. District Administration, 43(3), 24-24. The 
study is ineligible for review because it does not examine the 
effectiveness of an intervention.

O’Brien, D. M., & Ware, A. M. (2002, March). Implementing 
research-based reading programs in the Fort Worth Inde-
pendent School District. Journal of Education for Students 
Placed at Risk, 7(2), 167–195. The study does not meet WWC 
evidence standards because the intervention and comparison 
groups are not shown to be equivalent at baseline. 

Skindrud, K., & Gersten, R. (2006). An evaluation of two con-
trasting approaches for improving reading achievement in 
a large urban district. Elementary School Journal, 106(5), 
389-407. The study does not meet WWC evidence standards 
because the intervention and comparison groups are not 
shown to be equivalent at baseline. 

SRA/McGraw-Hill. (2005). California elementary school closes 
achievement gap with SRA reading programs. Retrieved from 
https://www.sraonline.com/download/DI/EfficacyReports/
RioAltura_DI.pdf. The study is ineligible for review because it 
does not use a comparison group.

SRA/McGraw-Hill. (2005). Combination of Open Court Reading 
and Direct Instruction equal consistently high reading scores. 
Retrieved from https://www.sraonline.com/download/DI/
EfficacyReports/Sneads_DI_05.pdf. The study is ineligible for 
review because it does not use a comparison group.

References (continued) SRA/McGraw-Hill. (2005). Fort Worth school district builds read-
ing achievement, especially among economically disadvan-
taged students. Retrieved from https://www.sraonline. 
com/download/DI/EfficacyReports/fort_worth_di1.pdf. The 
study is ineligible for review because it does not use a com-
parison group.

SRA/McGraw-Hill. (2005). Results with Open Court Reading. 
Retrieved from https://www.sraonline.com/download/OCR/
Research/SRA_OCR-Results.pdf. The study is ineligible for 
review because it does not examine the effectiveness of  
an intervention.

SRA/McGraw-Hill. (2006). Missouri elementary school closes 
achievement gap using SRA reading programs. Retrieved 
from https://www.sraonline.com/download/DI/EfficacyRe-
ports/Monett_DI.pdf. The study is ineligible for review 
because it does not use a comparison group.

SRA/McGraw-Hill. (2006). Nebraska Reading First school 
reaches states highest scores with SRA reading programs. 
Retrieved from https://www.sraonline.com/download/DI/Effi-
cacyReports/Sunrise_DI_FNL.pdf. The study is ineligible for 
review because it does not use a comparison group.

SRA/McGraw-Hill. (2007). SRA/McGraw-Hill’s reading programs 
bring increases in Baltimore’s scores. Retrieved from https://
www.sraonline.com/download/DI/EfficacyReports/Baltimore_
DI_07.pdf. The study is ineligible for review because it does 
not use a comparison group. 

SRA/McGraw-Hill. (2007). State reading scores improve at Cali-
fornia elementary, Open Court Reading and REACH lead the 
way. Retrieved from https://www.sraonline.com/download/
DI/EfficacyReports/Hemet_DI.pdf. The study is ineligible for 
review because it does not use a comparison group.

Wehby, J. H., Falk, K. B., Barton-Arwood, S., Lane, K. L., & 
Cooley, C. (2003). The impact of comprehensive reading 
instruction on the academic and social behavior of students 
with emotional and behavioral disorders. Journal of Emo-
tional and Behavioral Disorders, 11(4), 225. The study is not 
included because it uses a design for which the WWC is cur-
rently developing standards.
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Wilson, P., Martens, P., & Arya, P. (2005). Accountability for  
reading and readers: What the numbers don’t tell. Read- 
ing Teacher, 58(7), 622-631. The study is ineligible for re- 
view because it does not examine the effectiveness of  
an intervention.

References (continued) Wiltz, N., & Wilson, G. P. (2006). An inquiry into children’s read-
ing in one urban school using SRA Reading Mastery (Direct 
Instruction). Journal of Literacy Research, 37(4), 493-528. The 
study did not meet WWC evidence standards because the 
measures of effect cannot be attributed solely to the  
intervention—there was only one unit of analysis in one or 
both conditions.
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