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As the 1999 Chair of the National Education Goals Panel, it is my
pleasure to present Reading Achievement State by State, 1999. This
report presents the most up-to-date results in reading achievement
for the states and the nation from the National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP). NAEP is a voluntary nationwide
assessment that measures what students know and are able to do
in different subject areas. The Goals Panel considers performance
at the two highest levels of achievement on NAEP — Proficient or
Advanced — as evidence that students have demonstrated
competency over challenging subject matter and achieved the third
National Education Goal.

This report presents a decade of NAEP reading data in a clear,
easy-to-understand format that enables state policymakers to
maonitor:

¢ educational progress over time;

® whether their students are performing as well as others;
and

* the extent to which all groups of students in their state
are achieving at high levels.

In keeping with the Goals Panel's tradition, Reading Achievement
State by State recognizes both high performance and improvement.
In this report we award gold stars to seven states and one US.
territory that increased the percentage of 4th graders who met the
Goals Panel's performance standard in reading during the 1990s:

Foreword

Colorado, Connecticut, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Minnesota,
Mississippi, and the Virgin Islands. We recognize the top three
states in 4th grade reading (Connecticut, New Hampshire, and
Massachusetts), and in 8th grade reading {Connecticut, Maine, and
Montana). And we recognize four states and one city that made
greater than expected gains in reading achievement between Grades
4 and 8: Arizona, California, the District of Columbia, Louisiana, and
New York.

The Goals Panel applauds these successes. We know that it is not
easy for states to show improvement on NAEP. Frankly, it is a
tough test, and the Goals Panel has purposely set an ambitious
performance standard. We admit that we still have far to go
before we can claim victory. But we urge states to stay the
course — to continue participating in NAEP, to redouble their
efforts to raise student academic achievement, and to recommit to -
the tough standard set in the third National Education Goal, that
ol students will be competent in challenging subject matter.

AT

Paul E. Patton, Chair (1999}
National Education Goals Panel, and Governor of Kentucky

Sincerely,

Governors Members of the Administration
John Engler Richard W. Riley
Governor of Michigan U5, Secretary of Education
Jim Geringer Michael Cohen
Governor of Wyoming Senior Advisor to the
lames B. Hunt, Jr. US. Secretary of Education

Governor of North Carolina

Frank Keating
Governor of Oklahoma
Frank O'Bannon
Governor of Indiana
Tommy G. Thampson
Governor of Wisconsin

Cecil H. Underwood
Governor of West Virginia

Members of Congress State Legislators

Jeff Bingaman G. Spencer Coggs
LS. Senator, New Mexico State Representative, Wisconsin
Jim Jeffords Mary Lou Cowlishaw
US. Senator, Vermont State Representative, Hlinois
William F. Goodling Douglas R. Jones

U.S. Representative, Pennsylvania State Representative, idaho

Matthew G. Martinez Stephen M. Stoli
US. Representative, California State Senator, Missouri



Goal 3

By the year 2000, all students will leave grades 4,

8, and 12 having demonstrated competency over
challenging subject matter including English,
mathematics, science, foreign languages, civics
and government, economics, arts, history, and
geography, and every school in America will
ensure that all students learn to use their minds
well, so they may be prepared for responsible
citizenship, further learning, and productive
employment in our Nation's modern economy.

® The academic performance of all students at the
elementary and secondary level will increase
significantly in every quartile, and the distribution of
minority students in each quartile will more closely
reflect the student population as a whole.

® The percentage of all students who demonstrate the
ability to reason, solve problems, apply knowledge,
and write and communicate effectively will increase
substantially.

¢ All students will be involved in activities that promote

and demonstrate good citizenship, good health,
community service, and personal responsibility.

¢ All students will have access to physical education
and health education to ensure they are healthy
and fit.

¢ The percentage of all students who are competent in
more than one language will substantially increase.

¢ All students will be knowledgeable about the diverse
cultural heritage of this Nation and about the -
world community.



Foreword . . . . L e e i
Goal 3 and Objectives. . . . . . . . . . e e iv
Data Highlights . . . . . . . . e vii
Introduction. . . . . . . L e e 1

Figure 1: State Progress Toward Goal 3: Improvement Over Time in Reading Achievement, 1992-1998 . .. . 4
Table 1: Growth in reading achievement by state, 4th grade 1994 to 8th grade 1998

(public schoals only) . . ... .. .......
Reading Achievement State by State. . . . ... .....
US. e e 12-13
Alabama ... .. ... .. 14-15
Alaska . . . . .. . 16-17
Arizona .. ... e e 18-19
Arkansas . . ... .. 20-21
California . ... . ... ... . ... ... 22-23
Colorado . . ... .. ... .. . . . ... .. .. .. .. 24-25
Connecticut . . .. . ... ... .. 26-27
Delaware . .. .. ... ... .. . ... .. 28-29
District of Columbia . . .. ... ... ... ....... 30-31
Florida . . . ... . .. . . .. 32-33
Georgia . ... ... e .34-35
Hawail ... ... ... .. . .. .. . ... ... ... 36-37
Idaho . . . . ... . . e 38-39
finois . . . . . e 40-41
Indiana . .. ... ... 42-43
lowa . . .. . . e 44-45
Kansas . .. . . .. 46-47
Kentucky . . . . ... 48-49
louisiana . . ... ... ... 50-51
Maine . .. ... .. 52-53
Maryland . . ... .. .. . 54-55
Massachusetts . . .. ... ... ... ... ... .... 56-57
Michigan .. ... ... ... . o 58-59
Minnesota . ... ... ... .. ... .. . .. 0. ... 60-61
Mississippi . . . . . .. 62-63
Missouri . . . . .. 64-65
Montana . .. ... ... ... ... .. .. ... . ... 66-67

Nebraska ... ... .. . . .. 68-69

.................................. 7
................................. 11
Nevada . ... ... .. ... ... ... ... 70-71
New Hampshire . .. ... ... ... .. ... ...... 72-73
New Jersey . ... ... ... ... . ... ... .. ... 74-75
New Mexico . . ... ... ... .. . ... 76-77
New York . ... ... . .. .. . . 78-79
North Carolina . ... ... ... . ... . ... ..... 80-81
North Daketa . ... ... .. .. ... ... .. ...... 82-83
Ohio . .. . 84-85
Oklahoma . .. ... ... ... ... .. . ... . ... . 86-87
QOregon . . . . L 88-89
Pennsylvania . ... ... ... ... ... . . ... ... 90-91
Rhode Island . ... ... ... ... ... .. ...... 92-93
South Carolina . . ... ... ... ... ... ..... 94-95
South Dakota ... ..................... 96-97
Tennessee . ... ... e 98-99
Texas . ... e 100-101
Utah .. . . . e 102-103
Vermont . . ... .. .. ... 104-105
Virginia . ... oo 106-107
Washington . . . ... ... ... ... ... .. .. 108-109
West Virginia . . .. ................... 110-111
Wisconsin . . ... .. ... . e 112-113
Wyoming ... .. ...... ... ... ... .. .. 114-115
American Samoa . .. . ... .. ... .. ..., 116-117
Guam . e 118-119
Northern Marianas . . . ... .. ... ... ...... 120-121
Puerto Rico .. .. ....... .. ....... .... 122-123
Virgin Islands . . . . ... .. oL 124-125



Table of Contents

Appendix A: Technical Notes and Sources. . . . . . . .. . . . . .. e 129
Appendix B: NAEP Data Collection Schedules. . . . . . . ... .. . ... ... . . . ... .. . . . . 133
Table B-1: National NAEP Assessments Administration Schedule . . .. ... ... ... ... ... . ....... 134
Table B-2: State-level NAEP Assessments Administration Schedule. . . . . . . ... . . .. . .. .. ... .... 135
Appendix C: Standard Errors. . . . . . . . L e 137

Table C-1: NAEP Achievement Level Standard Errors (At or Above Proficient)
by State, Grade, and Year. . . . . . . . .. e e 138

Table C-2: NAEP Achievement Level Standard Errors (At or Above Proficient)
Grade 4 Reading, 1998 - by State and by Subgroup. . . . . ... .. ... ... ... ... ... 141

Table C-3: NAEP Achievement Level Standard Errors (At or Above Proficient)
Grade 8 Reading, 1998 - by Stateand by Subgroup. . . .. .. ... ... ... ... ....... 145

Table C-4: Tests of significance between individual state gainsignd national
gain on NAEP reading, 4th grade class of 1994 to 8th grade class

of 1998, public schools only. . . . . . . . .. . e 149

Appendix D: Statistically Significant Differences in Subgroup Performance on NAEP. . . . .. ... ... ... 153
Subgroup Differences, Grade 4 Reading, 1998 . . . . . . . . . . . . . e e 154
Subgroup Differences, Grade 8 Reading, 1998 . . . . . . . . . . . . e 158
Acknowledgements . . . . . ... L e e 162
National Education Goals Panel Staff . . . . . . . . . . . . e e e e 163
Response Card. . . . .. .. . .. . . ... e e 165




Data Highlights

The aim of the third National Education Goal is that all students will become competent in challenging subject matter. The
National Education Goals Panel considers performance at the Proficient level or higher on the National Assessment of Educational

Progress (NAEP) as evidence that students have met this Goal. Eight states' have made significant progress toward Goal 3 in 4th
grade reading during the 1990s.

In addition, five states have shown greater than expected rates of growth in reading achievement between Grades 4 and 8.

* Between 1992 and 1998, the percentage of US. 8th graders who s At Grade 8, the highest-performing® states in the nation in

scored at the Proficient level or higher on the NAEP reading reading achievement are:
assessment increased significantly, from 29% to 33%. 1. Connecticut
 During the same period, the percentage of 4th graders who g I\leame
scored at the Proficient level or higher in reading did not change - Montana
significantly for the nation as a whole. At the state level, ® Connecticut was the only state awarded a gold star for
however, the percentage of 4th graders who met this standard significant improvement over time in 4th grade reading that was
increased in eight states. also among the highest-performing states in the nation at both
s These eight states have been awarded a gold star by the * Grade 4 and Grade 8.
National Education Goals Panel for improvement over time * A new Goals Panel analysis reveals that five states have shown
in 4th grade reading: greater than expected rates of growth in reading achievement
' between the two most recent administrations of NAEP. Between
1. Colorado 5. Maryland 1994 and 1998, the rate of th i di hi
2. Connecticut 6. Minnesota and 1998, the rate o grqw. in rea |f19 achievement
3. Kentucky 7. Mississippi between Grades 4 and 8 was significantly higher than the
4. Louisiana 8. Virgin Islands national rate of growth in the following states:
s At Grade 4, the highest-performing® states in the nation in 1. Arl?ona-
di hi . 2. California
reading achievement are: 3. District of Columbia
. 4, lLouisiana
1. Connecticut
5. New York

2. Massachusetts
3. New Hampshire

¥ The term “state” is used in this report to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
2 Highest-performing states are defined as those in which the percentage of students who scored at or above Proficient on NAEP was significantly higher than the percentage who did so nationally.
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he aim of the third National Education Goal is that all students
Twill become competent in challenging subject matter. This report
summarizes progress that each state has made in raising student
achievement in reading since the National Education Goals were
established in 1990. It mirrors the content and the format of the
Goals Panel's 1998 report, Mathematics and Science Achievement
State by State.

Like the mathematics and science report, Reading Achievement State
by Stote presents three types of information for each state to help
policymakers monitor their own state’s educational progress. First,
this report shows whether reading achievement is increasing over
time, so that policymakers can determine whether educational
programs and policies are having the desired effect. Second, this
report shows how each state’s performance in reading compares to
the nation and to other states, so that policymakers can benchmark
their state against the best in the nation. Third, this repoert shows
how different groups of students in each state are performing
academically, so that policymakers can target educational services
appropriately.

Reading Achievement State by State recognizes both high
performance and improvement over time. It identifies the states
that have the highest percentages of proficient readers, and it
awards gold stars to the states that have significantly increased
student achievement in reading at Grade 4. A new feature of
this report is an analysis that identifies states that made greater
than expected gains in reading achievement between Grade 4 and
Grade 8.

Report format

This report contains two pages of information for the United States,
each state, the District of Columbia, and five US. territories? FEach
page measures progress toward Goal 3, using student achievement

Introduction

data from the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP).
NAEP was authorized by Congress in 1969, and is the only
nationally representative and ongoing assessment that measures
what students know and are able to do in different subject areas.
Congress expanded NAEP to allow the reporting of comparable
state-by-state results, beginning with the 1990 mathematics
assessment.  Participation in state-level NAEP is voluntary, and has
increased from 40 states and territories in 1990 to as many as 45
in 1986.°

This report presents NAEP reading results for the United States and
for each participating state at Grades 4 and 8. Although NAEP
also tests nationally representative samples of 12th graders, state-
level NAEP has been administered only at Grades 4 and 8 thus far.
Since 1990, NAEP has assessed reading three times at the national
fevel in Grades 4, 8, and 12 (in 1992, 1994, and 1998). At the
state level, NAEP has assessed reading three times in Grade 4 {in
1992, 1994, and 1998), and once in Grade 8 (in 1998)*

The state pages in this report are designed to show:

* how much progress the state has made over time;

* how the state’s latest academic performance compares to
that of the United States and other states; and

* how different subgroups of students in the state performed
on the most recent NAEP assessment.

Gold stars are awarded to states that have shown a significant
increase in the percentage of students in their state who meet the
National Education Goals Panel's performance standard® The Goals
Panel's performance standard is based on three achievement levels
set by the National Assessment Governing Board to describe the
quality of student achievement on NAEP: Basic, Proficient, and
Advanced. The Basic level represents partial mastery of necessary
knowledge and skills; the Proficient level represents solid academic

V' Mothematics and Science Achievement State by State, 1998, also included data from the Third International Mathematics and Science Study {TIMSS) that allowed policymakers to benchmark their state against the best in the world. At present,

no similar international data are available in reading.

2 The term “state” is used hereafter in this report to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories,

3 These figures do not include the Department of Defense overseas and domestic schools, which have also participated in state-level administrations of NAEP. The Goals Panel does not report data for these jurisdictions.

4 See Appendix B for national and state-level NAEP administration schedules.

5 tn this report, "significance” refers to statistical significance and indicates that the observed differences are not likely to have occurred by chance. All differences in this report that are termed “statistically significant” are measured at the

0.05 level.



performance; and the Advanced level represents superior performance.®
The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the Proficient or
Advanced levels on NAEP. The Goals Panel considers performance at
these two highest levels as evidence that students have demonstrated
competency over challenging subject matter.

Value to states

This report shows three of the ways in which NAEP data can be a
valuable source of information for states:

1. NAEP can be used to monitor educational progress over time.

One of the most common uses of NAEP is to monitor trends
in academic performance to see whether student achievement
is improving over time. This is possible because NAEP is
designed to repeat assessments in core subjects (reading,
writing, mathematics, and science] at least every four years.
This feature enables policymakers to answer questions such
as: Has student performance improved since my state
established new statewide standards in reading?

Improvement Over Time is presented in Port 1 on each state
page in this report, beginning on page 12. The percentoges of
students who scored at or obove the Proficient level on NAEP
reading assessments gre reported, from the first state-level
assessment in 1992, to the most recent assessment in 1998.

2. NAEP can be used to benchmark state performance against
the best in the nation.

Because NAEP scores are comparable across states,
policymakers can use NAEP to answer questions such as: How
does my state compare to neighboring states or to the
highest-performing states in the country?’

State Comparisons are presented in Part 2 on each state page
fn this report, beginning on page 12. Each state's performance

is compared fo the nation and to other states on the most
recent NAEP reading assessment,

3. NAEP can be used to monitor whether all groups of students
in a state are achieving at high levels.

Goal 3 specifies that all students will demonstrate competency
over challenging subject matter. Because NAEP data can be
broken out by subgroups, policymakers can use NAEP to
answer questions such as: Are similar proportions of boys and
girls in my state considered Proficient in reading? Do minority
students score as well as White students? Do large
achievement gaps exist between urban and non-urban students?

Subgroup Performance is presented in Part 3 on each state
page in this report, beginning on page 12. This section shows
the percentages of students in different subgroups who scored
at or agbove the Proficient level on the most recent NAEP
reading ossessment.  Results are presented by sex,
racefethnicity, parents’ highest level of education, school
focation, and eligibility for freefreduced-price lunch progroms.

Interpreting the results

NAEP is a large-scale assessment intended for monitoring trends in
student performance and is not administered to every student.
Instead, samples of students are selected to take the test. This
enables states to use smaller, cost-efficient samples to predict how
the entire student population would have performed on an
assessment without testing all of them. This is similar to a public
opinion poll that predicts, with a certain degree of confidence, how
all individuals would have responded to a set of questions had they
all been polled.

It is important to note that any estimate based on a sample,
whether it is from a NAEP assessment or a public opinion poll,
contains a small amount of sampling error. The estimate would be
slightly higher or slightly lower if a different sample were chosen.

& Donahue, P.L, Voelkl, K.E, Campbell, LR, & Mazzeo, J. (1999, March], NAEP 1998 reading report card for the nation gnd the states. Washington, DC: National Center for Education Statistics.
7 although NAEP scares are comparable, the reader should bear in mind that many variables of interest to state policymakers can contribute to differences in state performance, such as available resources, curricula, educational practices, etc.
The resuits presented in this report do not control for these variables.
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Public opinion polls account for this error when they caution that
their results are "accurate within plus or minus three percentage
points.” In the same way, we must account for the uncertainty in
NAEP results, whether we are comparing progress over time,
performance among states, or performance among subgroups of
students within a state. We account for the uncertainty by. using .
a formula to calculate a standard error for each estimate® The
standard error tells us how precise the estimate is. The closer the
standard error is to zero, the more precise the estimate.

if we want to examine differences between groups — for example, to
determine whether one state's average reading score is higher than
another's — we must apply a statistical test® The statistical test
takes info account the standard errors for each group's score, as well
as the difference between the scores. If the test indicates that there
are likely to be differences in performance between groups in the
entire population, we say that the difference is statistically significant.
This means that the differences are not likely to have occurred by
chance — we can be confident that performance has changed over
time or one group has outperformed another.

This should be kept in mind when reviewing the data on the state
pages that follow. In Part 1: Improvement Over Time, for example,
it may appear that the percentage of students who scored at the
Proficient level or higher on NAEP has gone up over time, but the
change is reported as “not significant.” This occurs because even
though there is a difference in scores, it is not statistically
different. Because each percentage is an estimate which has some
imprecision or uncertainty associated with it, it is possible for a
small gain to be significant in one case, while a larger percentage-
point gain can fail to be significant in another.

The same caution must be exercised when interpreting the results
presented on each of the state pages under Part 2: State
Comparisons. In Part 2, it would not be accurate to rank
individual states strictly by the percentages of students who scored

8 See Appendix A for formulas and more detailed technical information. See Appendix C for tables of standard errors,
9 See Appendix A for a discussion of the statistical procedures used to control the amount of error introduced when multiple comparisons are made.

at or above Proficient. Instead of ranking individual states, it is
more useful to talk about states’ performance in terms of clusters
of states that performed significantly higher than, significantly lower
than, or similar to a particular state. On page 19, for example,
the percentage of students at or above Proficient in Bth grade
reading for Arizona was 28% in 1998, while the percentage was
24% in both Nevada and New Mexico. When the precision of
each estimate is taken into account, however, New Mexico {but not
Nevada) is judged to have a similar achievement level to Arizona,
even though the percentage of students at or above Proficient was
identical in Nevada and New Mexico.

Similarly, in Part 3: Subgroup Performance, it would not be
accurate to conclude that one group of students outperformed
another based solely on the percentages listed on the graph. An
observed difference of 3 percentage points between males and
females, for example, may not be statistically significant when
standard errors are taken into account. In order to keep the
graphs in Part 3 on each state page as clear and as readable as
possible, we have not attempted to flag subgroup differences on
the graphs themselves. Instead, statistically significant differences
between subgroups are summarized in Appendix D.

Findings — Improvement Over Time

Between 1932 and 1998, the percentage of US. 8th graders who
scored at or above Proficient in reading increased significantly, from
29% to 33%. The percentage of 4th graders who met this
standard did not change significantly for the nation as a whole.

At the state level, however, the percentage of 4th graders who met
the Goals Panel's performance standard in reading increased in eight
states. In no state did achievement decline by an amount that
was statistically significant. The eight states that earned gold stars
for improvement over time are shown on the map in Figure 1. At
present, the maximum number of stars that a state can earn for
improvemnent in student reading achievement is one, in 4th grade.
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A star for improvement cannot yet be earned in 8th grade reading,
because NAEP has assessed reading only once at the state level in
Grade 8.

* The eight states that earned gold stars for improvement

over time in-4th - grade -reading are:

1. Colorado 5. Maryland
2. Connecticut 6. Minnesota
3. Kentucky 7. Mississippi
4. Louisiana 8. Virgin Islands

Findings — State Comparisons

Reading — Grade 4
National Performance

In 1998, 31% of US. 4th graders in

public and nonpublic schools scored at
the Proficient level or higher on the
NAEP reading assessment.

State Performance

‘Massachusetts ~ 37% °

In 1998, the percentage of public
school 4th graders who scored at the Proficient tevel or higher on
the NAEP reading assessment ranged from 8% in the lowest-
performing states to 46% in the highest-performing states.

Reading — Grade 8

National Performance

Highest-performing” states
In 1998, 33% of US. 8th graders in Reading — Grade 8

public and nonpublic schools scored at

State Performance

In 1998, the percentage of public school 8th graders who scored
at the Proficient level or higher on the NAEP reading assessment
ranged from 10% in the lowest-performing states to 42% in the
highest-performing states.

Findings - Subgroup Performance!®

Differences by Sex

» Nationally and in more than half of the states (22 out of 41),
the percentage of female students who scored at or above
Proficient in 4th grade reading was higher than the percentage
of males who did so. In no state did males outperform females.

¢ In 8th grade reading, females outperformed males nationally and
in nearly every state (35 out of 38). In no state did males
outperform females.

Differences by Race/Ethnicity

* At the national level and in most of the states, there were no
significant differences at either Grade 4 or Grade 8 between the
percentages of White and Asian/Pacific Islander students who
scored at the Proficient level or higher on NAEP reading.

* However, at the national level and in nearly every state, the
percentages of White students who scored at the Proficient level
or higher were significantly greater than the percentages of other
minority students who met this standard. In Grade 4, White
students cutperformed American Indian/Alaskan Native, Black, and
Hispanic students nationally and in every state. In Grade 8,
White students outperformed American IndianfAlaskan Native and
Hispanic students nationally and in every state, and outperformed
Black students nationally and in every state except Hawaii and

the Proficient level or higher on the - Cc\‘fnn‘ecticuti e e 420
NAEP reading assessment. M;?in/‘?‘ R 42%
“Montana

38% -

Kansas, where there were no significant differences.

* Highest-performing states are defined as those in which the percentage of students who scored at or above Proficient on NAEP was significantly higher than the percentage who did so nationaliy.
10 The reader is cautioned to avoid interpreting subgroup differences in this section of the report and in Appendix D as causal relationships.



Differences by Parents’ Highest Level of Education

e Nationally and in almost every case at the state level, 8th graders
whose parents had some education beyond high school or whose
parents were college graduates outperformed students who reported
that neither of their parents had graduated from high school.

Differences by School Location

® At the national level and in roughly one-quarter of the states,
significantly higher percentages of 4th and 8th graders attending
schools in urban fringe areasflarge towns met the Goals Panel's
performance standard in reading, compared to students who
attended schools in central cities.

Differences by Poverty
(as measured by eligibility for free/reduced-price lunch program)

¢ |n all cases — nationally and in every state — students who
were not eligible for the free/reduced-price lunch program
outperformed students who were eligible for this program. This
was true at both Grade 4 and Grade 8.

Findings — Growth in Reading Achievement Between
Grades 4 and 8

Thus far, this report has discussed “"improvement” in reading
achievement as an increase in the percentage of students who reach
absolute levels of knowledge and skills at specific grades (e.g. the
percentage of 4th graders who reach the Proficient or Advanced levels
of achievement on NAEP). Another way to gauge improvement is by
assessing the amount of progress that students in each state show
over time."

The NAEP assessments are designed so that it is possible to track
-the achievement gains of a specific “class” of students at four-year

intervals.”  For example, the 4th grade class of 1994 would
become the 8th grade class of 1998.” Since representative samples
of students took state-level NAEP reading assessments in 1994 and
1998, it is possible to calculate the amount of progress that each
state’s 4th graders made as a group by the time they reached 8th
grade. This approach enables states to compare the educational
growth of groups of students over time. It also enables states to
set interim benchmarks for achievement growth to ensure that
students are making steady progress toward the third National
Education Goal.

To illustrate, Table 1 shows average NAEP reading scores for the
nation and by state for 4th graders in 1994 and 8th graders in
1998. At the national level, the average NAEP reading score was
212 for the 4th grade class of 1994. This score fell within the
“Basic” level of achievement, but was 26 points below the level of
performance that the National Assessment Governing Board has
established as “"Proficient." Four years later, the national average
was 261 for the 8th grade class of 1998. Despite the 49-point
gain, this score was still at the Basic level of achievement. A gain
of 69, rather than 49, points would have been needed to propel
the national average to the Proficient level by Grade 8.

State reading gains between 1994 and 1998 ranged from 41 to 57
points (see Table 1). Previous analyses of NAEP mathematics data
revealed that the higher a state’s 4th grade mathematics score, the
greater the gain between Grades 4 and 8" However, the opposite is
true for NAEP reading. Gains were generally greater for states that had
lower reading scores in Grade 4. Examples are Arizona and Louisiana
(which gained 55 points each), California (which gained 56 points), and
the District of Columbia (which gained 57 points).

We can monitor state progress toward the Goals Panel's performance
standard by setting interim targets for achievement growth, described

11 See Barton, P., & Coley, R. {1998, May). Growth in school: Achievement gains fram the fourth to the eighth grade. Policy Information Report. Princeton, NJ: Educational Testing Service.
See also Zill, N., & Nord, C.W. (1998, November). Incorporoting achievement growth stondards for stotes into the National Education Goals. Paper prepared for the National Education Goals Panel.
12 This is possible because the NAEP reading assessments at Grades 4, 8, and 12 share a common set of reading tasks, reflect the same reading framework, and are based on a common equal-interval scale of 0-500 points. Moreover, NAEP is

designed to repeat assessments in core subjects (reading, writing, mathematics, and science) at least every four years.

13 Of course, dropouts and students moving into and out of the state would alter the class composition. However, in most cases these groups are relatively small between Grades 4 and 8, and it is unlikely that state populations would change

over a four-year interval to an extent that would affect test scores appreciably.

14 Zill, N, & Nord, C.W. (1998, November). Incarporating ochievement growth standords for states into the National Education Gaals. Paper prepared for the National Education Goals Panel.
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Growth in reading achievement by state, 4th grade 1994 to 8th grade 1998 (public schools only)

Table 1

Average NAEP Reading 1994-1998 Average NAEP Reading 1994-1998
scale score gain scale score gain
State . State )
Grade 4 Grade 8 (in scale Grade 4 Grade 8 (in scale
(1994) (1998) score points) (1994) (1998) score points)
us. -.212 261 - 49 | Missouri 217 263 46
Alabama 208 255 47 Montana 222 270 48
206 261 Nevada A 257 A
Arkansas 209 256 47 New Hampshire 223 A A
California | IR 253 New Mexico 205 258 53
Colorado 213 264 51 | R - 206  IEIE
Connecticut 222 272 50 North Carolina 214 264 50
Delaware 206 256 Oklahoma A 265
District of Columbia 179 236 Oregon A 266
Florida | 208 253 -Rhode: Islandii: . 220 262
Georgia 207 257 South Carolina 203 255
Hawaii 201 250 49 Tennessee 213 259
lowa 223 A A Texas 212 262
Kansas A 268 A Utah 217 265
Kentucky 212 262 50 Virginia 213 266
Louisiana 197 252 [JIEZR | Vashington 213 265
Maine 228 273 45 213 262
Maryland 210 262 52 R 224 266
Massachusetts 223 269 46 2 221 262 3
Minnesota 218 267 49 A 233 |
Mississippi 202 251 49 Above Expected = significantly higher than the national rate of growth

States marked in green showed obove expected growth in recding achievement between

Grudes 4 ond 8.

States morked in grey showed below expected growth in reading achievement between

Grodes 4 and 8.

Expected = not significantly different from the average national rate of growth

Below Expected = significantly lower than the national rate of growth

A Growth in reading achievement between Grades 4 and 8 cannot be determined
because state did not participate in the 1994 NAEP reading assessment at Grade 4
andfor the 1998 NAEP reading assessment at Grade 8.

See Table C-4 (pages 149-151) for tests of significance between individual state gains and

national gain.
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in a previous report for the National Education Goals Panel." Conclusions
A simple way to do this would be to define the average national gain
between Grades 4 and 8 as the "expected” gain. State gains that
were significantly lower than the national average would be considered
“below expected.” States that fell in this category would have to
accelerate their progress in order to bring their rate of growth up to
at least the national average. State gains that were significantly
higher than the national average could be considered "greater than
expected.”

Are states making progress toward Goal 3 of the National
Education Goals by increasing student achievement in reading? In
some states, the answer is "yes." Eight states were awarded gold
stars in this report because the percentage of their 4th graders
who are considered Proficient in reading is significantly higher now
than it was at the beginning of the decade. And five states made
greater than expected gains in reading achievement between Grades

4 and 8.
According to this definition, five states showed greater than expected

rates of growth in reading: Arizona, California, the District of Columbia,
louisiana, and New York. In three
states, reading gains were below the
expected rate of growth: Rhode Island,
Wisconsin, and Wyoming."

Clearly, we need to replicate these successes in more states if we
hope to raise the level of student achievement in reading to the
ambitious level specified in Goal 3. But this is not an
insurmountable task. This report suggests that if states make
relatively small, but steady, gains and then sustain them over
several four-year NAEP assessment intervals, they can dramatically
boost student achievement. The National Education Goals Panel
intends to explore different ways to set achievement growth targets
in future reports as a way of ensuring that students are making
steady progress toward the third National Education Goal. Future
Goals Panel reports will also describe educational programs and
policies implemented by states that have made significant progress
in raising student academic achievement in reading. This

Greater than expected growth
in ieading achievement

This approach is only one way to
measure improvement. Individual states
could also choose to set their own
achievement growth targets. States
might set their targets at the rate of
growth that they would need to show
in order to match the growth in reading

achievement shown by the top states. information will be available on the Goals Panel's Web site,
Others might choose to set a more demanding target, such as the rate www.negp.gov, as part of a series of “Lessons from the States”
of growth required to bring three-quarters of their 8th graders up to publications on promising state practices.

the Proficient level or higher on NAEP. This would require much
greater gains in achievement than states are currently showing.
However, if the average state accelerated its growth by only 12.5%
every four years between NAEP assessments and sustained those gains,
the average state could reach this target over the next five
administrations of NAEP.”

15 jbig.

16 For more detail, see Table C-4 in Appendix C.

17 A scale score of 281 is needed to reach the Proficient level in reading at Grade 8. The average reading scale score for the lowest quartile of students in the 4th grade class of 1998 was 193. This means that an 88-point increase {80% higher
than the current rate of growth} would be needed to move three-quarters of the students in the 4th grade class of 1998 to the Proficient level in Bth grade reading by 2002. However, if the current level of growth between Grades 4 and 8
were to increase steadily by just 12.5% during each four-vear period between assessments, the same target could be attained over five administrations of NAEP, That is, the rate of growth between Grade 4 in 1994 and Grade 8 in 1998 was
49 scale score points. A 12.5% increase during each 4-year interval would accelerate growth between Grades 4 and 8 to 55 points by 2002, 62 points by 2006, 70 points by 2010, 78 points by 2014, and finally, 88 points by 2018. This
assumes that the average reading score for the lowest quartile of 4th graders would remain the same each year. Any gain made at Grade 4 would lead to guicker altainment of the target.
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United States

1. Improvement Over Time
Have the nation's' 4th graders improved in reading achievement?

Not yet. Between 1992 and 1998, there was no significant change in the
percentage of 4th graders who met the Goals Panel’s performance standard in
reading.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard ot the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the Notional Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

! Figures shown for the US. include both public and nonpublic school dato.

Reading Grade 4

on the NAEP reading assessment

Percentage of public and nonpublic school 4th graders at or above Proficient

100% -
80%
60%
40% 2904 30% 3190
20% [ | I
1980 1991 1992 1983 1884 1995 1896 1887 1998 1999 2000

NS Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.
National reading performance will be tested agoin in 2000 at Grode 4 only.

2. State Comparisons’

How did the nation compare with states in 4th grade reading
achievement in 19987

3 states had- stgﬁlflcantly hagher1 perce;{téges of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

37%

46%  Massachusetts?
38%

Connecticut
New Hampshire

I

22 states had s'i;nilar‘pércéntages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP: :

Montana? 37%  Oklahoma, Virginia, Wyoming 30%
Maine, Minnesota 36%  Kentucky, Maryland, Missouri, 29%
lowa 35% New York, Texas, Washingten,

Colorado, Kansas, Wisconsin 34% West Virginia

Rhode Island 32%  Michigan, North Carolina, Oregon, Utah 28%
us: 31%

] 16 states had s:gmflcantly lower® percentages of students who were }
. at or above Proficient on NAEP: i
______.—______.__m____w__“_____m_—____.__!

§

Delaware, Tennessee 25% louisiana 19%
Alabama, Georgia 24%  Mississippi 18%
Arkansas, Florida 23%  Hawaii 17%
Arizona, New Mexico, South Carolina  22%  District of Columbia 10%
Nevada 21%  Virgin Islands 8%
California 20%

1 The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

1 See explanation on pp. 2-3.
2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically its placement is correct. See pp. 2-3.
* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic school data. Figures shown for states include public

school data only,

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of 4th graders in different subgroups' in the nation® were
at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading assessment?

Parents’ highest
level of education

School
location

Poverty
measure

Sex

Racefethnicity

Male
Female

American Indian/Alaskan Native
AsianfPacific Islander

Black

Hispanic

White

Less than high school®

High school graduate3

Some education beyond high school®
College graduate3

Central city
Urban fringe/large town,
Rural/small town

Eligible for freefreduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch

280%

33%

37%

39%

37%

30%

40%

0%

20%

40%

1 lnterpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.
2 figures shown for the U.S. include both pubtic and nonpublic school data.
3 No data reported for 4th graders by parents’ highest level of education in 1998.
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United States

Reading Grade 8

Percentage of publnc and nonpubluc schooi 8th graders at or above Proficient

. * on the NAEP reading assessment

1. Improvement Over Time 100%

Have the nation's' 8th graders improved in reading achievement? 80%

Yes. The percentage of 8th graders who met the Goals Ponel's performance 60%

standard in reading increased from 29% in 1992, to 33% in 1998.

40% 290 30% 33%

The Goals Panel has set its performance standord ot the two highest Ievels of 20%

achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of - I i

Educational Progress, or NAEP. 0%

1990 1981 1992 1893 1994 15895 1996 1997 1998 1599 2000

. Reading performance will be tested ogain in 2002,
T Figures shown for the U.S. include both public and nonpublic school dato,

2. State Comparisons’ 3. Subgroup Performance
How did the nation compare with states in 8th grade readmg What percentages of 8th graders in different subgroups' in the nation’ were
achievement in 19987 at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading assessment?
3 states had significantly higher! percentages of students who I r—
at or above Proficient on NAEP: by T
s I Female [ni—— 4000
Connecticut, Maine 42% Montana 38%
S — O
16 states had similar! percentages of students who were z American md'an/Ala?kan Native 18%
! at or above Proficient on NAEP: £ Asian/Pacific Islander 39%
T - - h R B Black [
innesota 37% ashington 32% v Hi
: . C [ 5%
Massachusetts 36%  Maryland, North Carolina, Utah 31% ,;fé lspar'u 0
Kansas 35%  Colorado, Rhode Island 30% White 41%
New York 34%  Kentucky,2 Oklahoma,2 Wyoming? 29% 5 £
U.5. Oregon, Virginia, Wisconsin 33% %; S Less than high school [l 1 1%
& W
_ = -% High school graduate ] 2 2%
19 states had significantly lower? percentages of students who were ’ 2 o Some education beyond high schoo! === 136%
. _ator ahove Proficient on NAEP: _J Y= —
S L £ g Coliege graduate RS, | 500
Missouri2 29% Cahforma‘ South Carolina 22% -
Arizona, Texas : 28%  Alabama 21% - = . Central city ] 29%
o S . . IS - . . - . o o . .
West Virginia ' 27% Hav@n, Mississippi 19% 98 Urban fringe/large town DRSS 380%
Tennessee 26% louisiana 18% K g Ruraljsmall town B 32
Delaware, Georgia 25%  District of Columbia 12% - uralisma own I—— 5 70
Nevada, New Mexico 24%  Virgin Islands 10% .o
Arkansas, Florida C 23% €3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch [l 15%
- ' 2 g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch EG—_—— 39%
 The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories, 0%  20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
1 See explanation on pp. 2-3.
2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically its placement is correct. See pp. 2-3.
* Figure shown for the U.5. includes both public and nonpubllc school data, Figures shown for states include public 1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.
school data only. 2 Figures shown for the U.S. include both public and nonpublic school data.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technicol notes. 13



Mlabama SN Fesding Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

1. Improvement Over Time 100%
Have Alabama's 4th graders improved in reading achievement? 80%
Not yet. Between 1992 and 1998, there was no significant change in the 600
percentage of public school 4th graders who met the Goals Panel’s 0%
performance stondard in reading. 20% 23% 24075
. . 20%
The Gools Panel hos set its performance standard at the two highest levels of Izl H ﬂ
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of 0% 990 1997 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Educational Progress, or NAEP.

NS Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.
Reading perfarmonce will be tested again in 2002,

2. State Comparisons’ 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Alabama compare with other states in 4th grade reading What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
achievement in public schools in 19987 Alabama were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading
assessment? , '
13 states had significantly higher! percentages of students who were ) Male 22%
at or above Proficient on NAEP: ‘ b
- . L Female 26%
Connecticut 46% Colorado, Kansas, Wisconsin 34%
New Hampshire 38%  Rhode Island 32% . . a2
k
Massachusetts, Montana 37% US” 31% % American IndllanlAla? an Natlve2
Maine, Minnesota 36%  Oklahoma? Virginia2 30% £ Asian/Pacific Islander
lowa 35% : T Black [mmi 8%
& Hispanic i 7%
22 states had similar? percentages of students who were & White 34%
at or above Proficient on NAEP:
- £
v O
Wyoming? 30% Delaware, Tennessee 25% _é = Less than high school®
Kentucky, Maryland, Missquri, 29% Alabama, Geqrgia 24% = é High school graduate3
New York, Texas, Washington, Arkansas, Florida 23% By .Some education bevond high school®
West Virginia Arizona, New Mexico, South Carolina  22% v° ¥ 9 3
Michigan, North Carolina, Oregon, 28% Nevada 21% £ 3 College graduate
Utah California 20% -
e e - = Central city
5 states had significantly lower! percentages of students who were 2.8 Urban fringe/large town
at or above Proficient on NAEP: T8 gerlarg
wo Ruralfsmall town
Louisiana 19%  District of Columbia 10%
ﬁ;ﬁ;?'pp' 1322 Virgin Islands 8% ‘g § Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
é % Not eligible for freefreduced-price lunch E— 350/
0%  20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
+ The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories,
1 See explanation on pp. 2-3. 1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.
2 State may appear to be out of place: however, statistically its placement is correct. See pp. 2-3. 2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic school data. 3 No data reported for 4th graders by parents’ highest level of education in 1998,

14 . ‘ See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technicol notes. ll



Reading Grade 8 [N Alabama

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

1. Improvement Over Time 100%
Have Alabama's 8th graders improved in reading achievement? 80%
In 1998, 21% of Alobama's public school 8th groders met the Goals Panel's 60%
performance standord in reading. Improvement over time will be reported "
when reading is assessed again in 2002. ' ' o 0% T - 1%
The Gools Ponel has set its performance standord ot the two highest levels of 20% !
achievement ~ Proficient or Advonced — on the National Assessment of 0%

1990 1891 1882 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Educational Prog ress, or NAEP. Reoding performonce will be tested ogain in 2002,

2. State Comparisons® , 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Alabama compare with other states in 8th grade reading What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
achievement in public schools in 19987 Alabama were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading
assessment? ‘
24 states had significantly higher! percentages of students who were Male 18%
at 'or above Proficient on NAEP: o ;]
v Female 25%
Connecticut, Maine 42%  Maryland, North Carolina, Utah 31%
Montana 38%  Colorado, Rhode Island 30% = American Indian/Alaskan Native®
Minnesota 37% Kentucky,.Mlssoun, Oklahoma, 29% S Asian/Pacific istander’
Massachusetts o 36% Wyoming =
Kansas 35%  Arizona, Texas 28% K] Black W 700
New York 34%  West Virginia 27% ol Hispanic 12%
e . . o
U.s.,* Oregon, Virginia, Wisconsin 33% Tennessee 26% o White 280%
Washington 32% -
11 states had similar! percentages of students who were £ w® Less than high school {m] 17%
. at or above Proficient on NAEP: ) <= 3 High school graduate Il 14%
we
Delaware, Georgia 25% Alabama 21% Y E Some education beyond high school
Nevada, New Mexico 24%  Hawaii, Mississippi ©19% £ ¥ College graduate | IESS— 30%
Arkansas, Florida 23%  louisiana 18% -
California, South Carolina 22% ) 5 S Central city [——0 20%
. Sz i — 50
2 states had significantly lower? percentages of students who were § S Urban fringe/large town 25%
at or above Proficient on NAEP: =2 Rural/small tow n [EESS| 20%
District of Columbia 12%  Virgin Islands 10% g g Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch [ 10%
8 g Not eligible for freefreduced-price lunch [II—) 2 9%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
* The term "state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
1 See explanation on pp. 2-3. 1 interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.
* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic school data. 2 Characteristics of the sampte do not permit a reliable estimate.

l See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. ’ 15




 Alaska

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Alaska's 4th graders improved in reading achievement?

Alaska did not participate in the 4th grode NAEP reading assessments in 1952,

1894, and 1998.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the Notional Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Reading Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

100%

80%

60%

40%

20%

0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1398 1999 2000
Reading perfurmonce will be tested ogoin in 2002,

2. State Comparisons’

How did Alaska compare with other states in 4th grade readmg
achievement in public schools in 19987 -

Aloska did not participate in the 4th grade NAEP reading assessment in 1998.

* The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups in
Alaska were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading assessment?

Alaska did not participate in the 4th grade NAEP reading assessment in 1398.

x Male
A Female
o American IndianlAIaskankNative
T Asian/Pacific Islander
fos
<o
£ Black
Y Hispanic
Rs:3
= White
E,g_; * Less than high school
2 § High school graduate
- . ’
@ Some education beyond high school
£'s
g College graduate
g O
“ 3
_ = Central city
g.e ;
2% Urban fringe/flarge town
R Ruralfsmall town
Pl ot P .
£y Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
& A ..
0?3 36‘3 Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch

0%  20% 40% 60% B0% 100%

16 See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. !ﬂ



Reading Grade 8

~ Alaska

1. Improvement Over Time 100%
Have Alaska's 8th graders improved in reading achievement? : 80%
Alaska did not participate in the 8th grade NAEP reading assessment in 1998. £0%
The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of 40%
achievement — Proficient or Advanced —~ on the Naotional Assessment of 20%
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Reading performance will be tested ogain in 2002

2. State Comparisons’

3. Subgroup Performance

How did Alaska compare with other states in 8th grade reading What percentages of public school 8th. graders in different subgroups in
achievement in public schools in 19987 Alaska were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading assessment?
Alaska did not participate in the 8th grade NAEP reading assessment in 1998. Alaska did not participate in the 8th grade NAEP reading ossessment in 1998.
5 Male
n Female -
. American Indian/Alaskan Native
£ Asian/Pacific |slander
o
f_"i Black
§ Hispanic
o« White
PO o N
g2 Less than high school
29 High school graduate
n E Some education beyond high schoo}
g .u_: ) College graduate

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

Central city
Urban fringeflarge town
Rural/small town

School
location

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch

Poverty
measure

Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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Arizona

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Arizona's 4th graders improved in reading achievement?

Not yet. Between 1992 and 1998, there was no significant change in the
percentage of public school 4th graders who met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in reading.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

—

Reading Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

100%
80%
§0%
40%

21% 24% 220"
[ - D L]

0%
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1938 1999 2000

NS Interpret with caution, Change was not statistically significant.
Reading performance will be tested again in 2002,

2. State Comparisons’

How did Arizona compare with other states in 4th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 19987

25 states had significantly higher? percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Connecticut 46% US” 31%
New Hampshire 38%  Oklahoma, Virginia, Wyoming 30%
Massachusetts, Montana 37%  Kentucky, Maryland, Missouri, 29%
Maine, Minnesota 36% New York, Texas, Washington,

lowa 35% West Virginia

Colorado, Kansas, Wisconsin 34%  Michigan, North Carolina, Oregon, 28%
Rhode Island 32% Utah

11 states had similar! percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

_Delaware, Tennessee 25% Nevada 21%
Alabama, Georgia 24%  California 20%
Arkansas, Florida 23%  louisiana 19%

Arizona, New Mexico, South Caroling  22%

4 states had significantly lower! percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Mississippi 18%  District of Columbia 10%
Hawaii 17%  Virgin Islands 8%

* The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories,

1 See explanation on pp. 2-3.
= Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
Arizona were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading assessment?

Female 26%

American Indian/Alaskan Native b 15%
Asian/Pacific Istander?
Black 10%

Hispanic 8%
White 32%

Sex

Race/ethnicity

Less than high school®

High school c_:r;:\duate‘3

Some education beyond high school®
College graduate3

Parents’ highest
level of education

Central city |Hn— 2 4%
Urban fringeflarge town
Ruralfsmall town

School
location

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for freefreduced-price lunch 33%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
3 No data reparted for 4th graders by parents’ highest level of education in 1998,

18 See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. ]




Reading Grade 8

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Arizona's 8th graders improved in reading achievement?

In 1998, 28% of Arizona’s public school 8th graders met the Goals Panel’s
_performance standard in reading. Improvement over time will be reported
when reading is assessed again in 2002. S

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the Naotional Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Arizona

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

reading assessment

100%
80%
60%
40% - . : ” T --28% - -
20 D
0

o
1980 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Reading performonce will be tested again in 2002, ’

2, State Comparisons®

How did Arizona compare with other states in 8th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 19987

6 states had significantly higher! percentages of studen were

at or above Proficient on NAEP: w

Connecticut, Maine
Montana - 38% Kansas 35%
Minnesota 37% U.S8.r? 33%

20 states had similar? percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

New York?2 34% Arizona, Texas | 28%
Oregon,2 Virginia,2 Wisconsin2 33%  West Virginia 27%
Washington 32% Tennessee 26%
Maryland, North Carolina, tUtah 31% Delaware, Georgia 25%
Colorado, Rhode Island 309 New Mexico? 24%
Kentucky, Missouri, Oklahoma, 29%

Wyoming

11 states had significantly lower! percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Nevada? 24%  Hawaii, Mississippi 19%

Arkansas, Florida 23%  Louisiana 18%
California, South Carolina 22%  District of Columbia 12%
Alabama 21% Virgin Islands 10%

* The term "state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

1 See explanation on pp. 2-3.

2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically its placement is correct. See pp. 2-3.
* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic schoo! data.

420  Massachusetts 36%

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
Arizona were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading assessment?

x Male 22%
A Female 33%
= American Indian/Alaskan Native [l 11%
2 Asian/Pacific Islander’
5 Black [m] 1 1%
g Hispanic 13%
&= White 38%
g2 .
£ %8 Less than high school
= § High school graduate 20%
g ‘s Some education beyond high schoo! [Imm—m— 3 1%
s _g Coilege graduate [— 390

Central city n——— 2 9%
Urban fringeflarge town |REmmmmm—8) 3 2%
Ruralfsmall town 17%

School
location

Eligible for freefreduced-price lunch [ 13%
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch [IE—— 37 %
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure

¥ Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate,

l See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I 19



Arkansas

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Arkansas' 4th graders improved in reading achievement?

Not yet. Between 1992 ond 1998, there was no significant change in the
percentage of public school 4th groders who met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in reading.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standord at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Reading Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

100%
SGOVU
60%
40%
23% 24% 23%
| | 1
t
0% =

1990 13991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Reading performance will be tested ogain in 2002.

2. State Comparisons’

How did Arkansas compare with other states in 4th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 19987

25 states had significantly higher? percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Connecticut 46% US.”* 31%

New Hampshire 38% .Oklahoma, Virginia, Wyoming 30%
Massachusetts, Montana 37%  Kentucky, Maryland, Missouri, 29%
Maine, Minnesota } 36% New York, Texas, Washington,

lowa - 35% West Virginia

Colorado, Kansas, Wisconsin 34%  Michigan, North Carolina, Oregon, 28%
Rhode Island C 32% Utah

10 states had similar’ percentages of students who were
: _ at or above Proficient on NAEP: .
Delaware, Tennessee 25%  Arizona, New Mexico, South Carolina  22%

Alabama, Georgia 24%  Nevada 21%
Arkansas, Florida 23% California 20%

§ states had significantly lower? percentages of students who were

N

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Louisiana 199%  District of Columbia 10%

Mississippi 18%  Virgin Islands 8%
Hawaii 17%

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories,
1 See explanation on pp. 2-3.
* Figure shown for the U5, includes both public and nonpublic schoo! data.

" 3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
Arkansas were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading

assessment?
. Male gzz%
& Femate 24%
= American Indian/Alaskan Native’
:g Asian/Pacific Islander?
£ Black [l 7%
E Hispanic 10%
o« White  29%
7.8 . 3
< 5 Less than high school
=3 High school graduate®
% “; Some education beyond high school®
s g College graduate®
5 S Central city 19%
g = Urban fringe/large town 30%
- Ruralfsmall town 23%
S 84 . .
€3 Eligible for freefreduced-price lunch 13%
é fg Not eligible for freefreduced-price lunch 3200

0%  20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D,
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate,
3 Ne data reported for 4th graders by parents’ highest level of education in 1998.

20 ‘ See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. !l



Reading Grade 8

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Arkansas’ 8th graders improved in reading achievement?

In 1998, 23% of Arkansas’ public school 8th graders met the Goals Panel's
performance standard in reading. Improvement over time will be reported
when reading is assessed agoin in 2002.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEF. -

Arkansas

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

reading assessment

100%
80%
60%
23%
205 l.
: 1880 1981 1992 1883 1994 1995 19%6 1997 1998 18%9 2000

Reading performance will be tested again in 2002,

2. State Comparisons'

How did Arkansas compare with other states in 8th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 19987

23 states had significantly higher! percentages of students who were ;
at or above Proﬁclent on NAEP |

Connecticut, Maine 42%  Washington 32%
Montana 38%  Maryland, North Caroling, Utah 31%
Minnesota 37%  Colorado, Rhode Island 30%
Massachusetts 36%  Kentucky, Missouri, Oklahoma, 29%
Kansas 35% Wyoming

New York 34%  Arizona, Texas 28%
U.S.,” Oregon, Virginia, Wlsconsm 33%  West Virginia 27%

9 states had similar?

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Tennessee 26%  Arkansas, Florida 23%
Delaware, Georgia 25%  California, South Carolina 2206
Nevada, New Mexico 24%  Alabama 21%

5 states had significantly lower! percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

' 19%  District of Columbia
18%  Virgin Islands

Hawaii, Mississippi
Louisiana

12%
10%

T The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
¥ See explanation on pp. 2-3.
* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic schoot data,

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
Arkansas were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading

assessment?

Male
Female

Sex

American Indian/Alaskan Native?

-
g Asian/Pacific Islander?
B Black
g Hispanic
e= White

7S .

=8 Less than high school

f 2 High school graduate

t' Some education beyond high school

= e College graduate

Central city
Urban fringefiarge town
Rural/small town

School
location

Eligible for freefreduced-price lunch
Not eligible for freefreduced-price lunch

Poverty
measure

0%  20%

T Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.

28%

6%
11%

29%

29%
32%

22%

27%
23%

29%

40% 60% 8O%

2-3 and Appendix D,

100%
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California

1. Improvement Over Time
Have California’s 4th graders improved in reading achievement?

Not yet. Between 1992 and 1998, there was no significant change in the
percentage of public school 4th graders who met the Goals Panel's
performance standord in reading.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
ochievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Reading Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment :

100%

80%

60%

40%

20% 9% 183 200
0% [i] Iil D

1990 1991 1882 1993 1994 1995 1896 1897 1998 1999 2000

NS interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.
Reading performance will be tested agoin in 2002.

2. State Comparisons’

How did California compare with other states in 4th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 19987

27 states had significantly higher! percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Connecticut 46%  Oklahoma, Virginia, Wyoming 30%
New Hampshire 38%  Kentucky, Maryland, Missouri, 29%
Massachusetts, Montana 37% New York, Texas, Washington,
Maine, Minnesota 36% West Virginia
lowa 350  Michigan, North Carolina, Oregon, 28%
Colorado, Kansas, Wisconsin 34% Utah
Rhode Island 32%  Delaware, Tennessee 25%
us: 31%

11 states had similar? percentages of students who were
Alabama, Georgia 24% California 20%
Arkansas, Florida 23% Louisiana 19%
Arizona, New Mexico, South Carolina  22%  Mississippi 18%
Nevada 21%  Hawaii 17%

2 states had significantly lower? percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

District of Columbia

10%  Virgin Islands 8%

* The term “state” is used to refer to the S0 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
1 See explanation on pp. 2-3.
* Figure shown for the US, includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
California were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading
assessment?

x Male
W
n Female 22%
= American IndianfAlaskan Native?
£ Asian/Pacific Islander 31%
P vl
z Black
g Hispanic
& White [ina— 5%
PUPR
0L . 3
£%5 Less than high school
S ]
= .§ High school g;zrazduate3
£ s Some education beyond high school®
4
é kY College graduate3
L
5 S Central city
_g = Urban fringeflarge town 23%
A 8 Ruralfsmall town

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for freefreduced-price lunch 30%
0%  20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Apgpendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
3 No data reported for 4th graders by parents highest level of education in 1998,

22 I See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes.




1. Improvement Over Time
Have California’s 8th graders improved in reading achievement?

In 1988, 229 of California’s public school 8th groders met the Goals Panel's
performance standord in reading. Improvement over time will be reported
" when reading is assessed agoin in 2002. ) -

The Gools Panel hos set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advonced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Reading Grade 8 |

California

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

100%
80%
60%
40% - :
o Co22%
o [ ]

1990 1981 1892 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Reading performance will be tested ogoin in 2002,

2. State Comparisons*

How did California compare with other states in 8th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 19987

23 states had significantly higher! percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Connecticut, Maine 4206  Washington 3200
Montana 38%  Maryland, North Carolina, Utah 31%
Minnesota 37%  Colorado, Rhode Island 30%
Massachusetts : 36%  Kentucky, Missouri, Oklahoma, 29%
Kansas 35090 Wyoming

New York 34%  Arizona, Texas 28%
U.S.,” Oregon, Virginia, Wisconsin - 33%  West Virginia 27%

12 states had similar? percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Tennessee 26% California, South Carolina 22%
Detaware, Georgia 25%  Alabama 21%
Nevada, New Mexico 24%  Hawaii, Mississippi 19%
Arkansas, Florida 23%  Louisiana 18%

2 states had significantly lower! percentages of students who were
- at or above Proficient on NAEP:

District of Columbia 12%  Virgin Islands 10%

* The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
1 See explanation on pp. 2-3,
* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

Parents’ highest
level of education

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in

California were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading
assessment?

Male — 17 %
Female |nmm—— 2 6%

Sex

American Indian/Alaskan NativeZ
Asian/Pacific Islander [Emm———) 2 7%
Black ] 120
Hispanic [l 9%
White aee—] 3 60

Racefethnicity

Less than high school [l 7%
~High school graduate [ 11%
Some education beyond high schoo| [ 2 7%
‘ College graduate |nimmmm—) 340/

Central city [——" 19%

Urban fringe/large town |Emmm] 23%
Ruralfsmall town?

School
location

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch [l 7%
Not eligible for freefreduced-price lunch [—— 34%

Poverty
measure

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.
2Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.

l See Appendix. A for definitions, sources, and technical notes.

100%
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Colorado

1. Improvement Over Time *
Have Colorado's 4th graders improved in reading achievement?

Yes. The percentage of Colorado’s public school 4th groders who met the
Goals Panel's performance standard in reading increased from 25% in 1992, to
34% in 1998.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard ot the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Reading Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

100%

80%

60%
34%

0% Yoy 28% '
SR B —
0061 =
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998
Reading performance will be tested agoin in 2002.

1999 2000

2. State Comparisons'

How did Colorado compare with other states in 4th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 19987

1 state-had a significantly higher! percentage.of students who. were-

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Connecticut 46%

19 states had similar! percentages of students who were

at or above Proflclent on NAEP

New Hampshire 38% U.S.*

Massachusetts, Montana 37%  Oklahoma, Virginia, Wyoming 30%
Maine, Minnesota 36%  Kentucky, Maryland, Missouri, 29%
lowa 35% New York, Texas, Washington,

Colorado, Kansas, Wisconsin 34% West Virginia

Rhode Island 32%

fower? percentages of students who were
at or above Proﬁment on NAEP

20 states had significantly

Michigan, North Carolina, Oregon 28%  California

Utah Louisiana 19%
Delaware, Tennessee 25%  Mississippi 18%
Alabama, Georgia 24%  Hawaii 17%
Arkansas, Florida 23%  District of Columbia 10%
Arizona, New Mexico, South Carolina  22%  Virgin Islands 8%
Nevada 21%

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

1 See explanation on pp. 2-3.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
Colorado were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading
assessment?

Sex
3
=
=4
[y
W
5
Lol
“d
=
(%)

American Indian/Alaskan Native?

z
= Asian/Pacific Islander i
b Black
g Hispanic igmm) 15%
= White
<, “S Less than high school
;f ',':5 High school graduate®
% by Some education beyond high school®
3 g College graduate®

Urban fringeflarge town @
Rural/small town

School
location

‘g g Eligible for freefreduced-price lunch BN 17%
é & Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch RN 0%
£
0%  20% 40% 60% 80%

1 interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sampie do not permit a reliable estimate.
No data reported for 4th graders by parents’ highest level of education in 1998,

24 See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. . !
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| Colorado

Reading Grade 8

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

1. Improvement Over Time ‘ 100%
Have Colorado's 8th graders improved in reading achievement? 80%
In 1888, 30% of Colorado’s public school 8th graders met the Goals Ponel’s 60%

~ performance standard in reading. Improvement over time will be reported
when reading is assessed again in 2002.

, 09
The Goals Panel hos set its performance standard at the two highest levels of 20%
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

- 40% 30%

% :
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 19393 2000
Reading performance will be tested agoin in 2002,

2. State Comparisons’ 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Colorado compare with other states in 8th grade reading What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups’ in
achievement in public schools in 19987 Colorado were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading
assessment?
4 states had significantly higher’ percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP: by Mate 123%
- A Femalc —— 3 80
Connecticut, Maine 42%  Minnesota 37%
Montana 38% > American IndianfAlaskan Native?
19 states had similar! percentages of students who were s Asian/Pacific Islander [Emm—| 3 1%
at or above Proficient on NAEP: b Black s 7%
E) Hispanic i 11%
Massachusetts 36% Colorade, Rhode Island 300% c;“)’ P .
A - [—
Kansas 350  Kentucky, Missouri, Okfahoma, 29% White 38%
New York 34% Wyoming =5
U.S.," Oregon, Virginia, Wisconsin 33%  Arizona, Texas 28% % ‘§ Less than high schoo! [l 9%
Washington 32%  West Virginia 27% £ 3 High school graduate ] 150
. " o
Maryland, North Carolina, Utah 31% Tennessee 26% %‘ - Some education beyond high schoo! | S 3 1%
&Y [ —
14 states had sngmflcantly lower? percentages of students who were & g College graduate 42%
at or above Proficient on NAEP '
— Central city |imn—— 2 5%
Delaware, Georgia 25%  Hawai, Mlsmssnppl 19% 8 5 Urban fringe/l : v 130 -
Nevada, New Mexico 24%  Louisiana 18% § s roan Iringe/large town
Arkansas, Florida 23%  District of Columbia ' 12% = Rural/small town |Smmm—) 320
California, South Carolina 22%  Virgin Islands 10%
2
Alabama 21% g 5 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch [} 12%
ng_ &E’? Not éligible for freefreduced-price lunch [N—=== 3 7%
0%  20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
t The term "state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
1 See explanation on pp. 2-3. 1 interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.
* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic school data. 2Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, ond technicol nates. 25




Connecticut Readi‘ng' Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

R i A ; S reading assessment -
1. Improvement Over Time * - B 100%
Have Connecticut's 4th graders improved in reading achievement? - BO% ‘
Yes. The percentage of Connectfcafspub/ic school 4th graders who met the T 80%- ‘ . '38% - " 46%
Goals Panel's performance standord in readmg mcreased from 34% in 1992, to- -40% 34%
- 46% in 1998. _ N | o o E
- .The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two h:‘ghe’st levels of S 0% ' o
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the Natlona/ Assessment of o 1990 1991 1992 1983 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998° 1998 2000
Edvcat/onal Progress, or NAEP ‘ o _ ) Reading perfarmance will be tested again in 2002.
2. State‘Comparisons“ - L _ | 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Connecticut compare with. other states in 4th grade readmg R ~ What percentages of public school 4th graders in’ different subgroups' in .
achsevemtnt in pubhc schools in 19987 , . Connecticut were at or above Prof'ment on the 1998 NAEP reading
. ] : ' B assessment7
3 states had similar! percentages of students who were - ' Male
at or above: Proficient on NAEP: B S
T — A Fernale i
Connecticut ) B  486% Massachusetts Montana ’ 37% 4
New Hampshire ‘ ) 3% = Amencan Indlan/AIaskan Natwt
37 states had signiﬁcantly Iower‘ percentages of students who were' E Asian/Pacific Islander
at or above Proficient on NAEP: s Black ®
IR SRS, Y " - Hispanic
Maine, anesota .. "36% Delaware, Tennessee : ) 25% - &£ Whit
lowa ' o . 35% Alabama, Georgia - ¢ 24% e
Colorado, Kansas, Wisconsin 34%  Arkansas, Florida ' ) T 23% %5 o .
Rhode Island ’ 32% . Arizona, New Mexico, South Carolina  22% -é ‘5 " Less than high school
us: ' : 31% Nevada. - C21% =3 High school graduate®
N . S 8 :
Oklahoma, Virginia, Wy.omlng 30% California ) 20% 2« Some education beyond high school®
Kentucky, Maryland, Missouri, 29%  Louisiana 19% E g Colle ‘e raduate®
New York, Texas, Washmgton : Mississippi - . . 18% &z a 9es
West Virginia . - Hawaii o 17% L :
Michigan, North-Carolina, Oregon 28%  District of Cotumbla : 10% 5 € Central city [N
Utah . : .. .Virgin Islands . 8% e 4§ Urban. fringeflarge town §
' v 8 Rural/small town [
*g § Eligible for freefreduced-price linc
é g ‘Not eﬂligible for free/reduced-price lunch
: 0%  20% 40% 60% BO% 100%
+ The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories. - ‘ Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendnx D"
1 See explanation on pp. 2-3. . 2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
* Flgure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nOﬂpubllc schoo! data. : . 3 No data reported for 4th graders by parents’ highest level of education m 1998,

. 26 ‘ v - : ‘ See Appendix A-for definitions, sources, and technical notes. !




Connecticut

Reading Grade 8

Percentage of publlc school Bth graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

reading assessment T
lmprovement Over Time , 100%
Have Connecticut's Sth graders |mproved in readmg achi evement? o o 80%
. In 1998, 42% of Connecticut’s public school 8th graders met the Gools Panel’s - - 50% :
. performance standord in reading. Improvement over time will be reported . 1 s e
when reading is cssessed again in 2002, ) . : L : S o
_The Gouls Panel has set its performcnce standard at the two highest levels of 20%!

achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of -
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

1990 1997 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1998 2000
- Reading performance will be tested again in 2002 ) . i

2. State Compansons : -~ | -3.Subgroup Performance -
How did Connecticut compare with other states in 8th grade read g o What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
achievement in publlc schools in 19987 : o . Connecticut were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading
o : o assessment? :
4 states had similar! percentages of students who were , y
- > - v Female n—— 5000
Connecticut, Maine. 42% Minnesota - _ 37% »
Montana : ~ 38%  Massachusetts : 36% > American Indian/Alaskan Native?
- ‘ 8. Asian/Pacific Islander [——— 5 3 0/
33 states had significantly lower? percentages of students who were § Bla ok [ 100% i
at or above Proficient on NAEP: < ) )
, _ A ——— _ - g Hispanic ] 16% - .
Kansas . . . 35%  Tennessee . . 26% S White (] 5000
New York 34%  Delaware, Georgia ' . 25% e ] . i
“U.S.,” Oregon, Vlrgmla Wlsconsm ", 33% Nevada, New Mexico . 24% -2 . '
Washington 32%  Arkansas, Florida 23% - fn g Lgss than high schoo! S 16% .
. Maryland, North Carolina, Utah 31%  California, South Carolina T 22%- £ * High school graduate /Hm—| 2 | %
Colorado, Rhode Island 30%  Alabama » 21% ' Some education beyond high schoo! [EEE——] 44
" Kentucky, Missouri; Oklahoma, 29%  Hawaii, Mississippi 19% . s College graduate
. Wyoming - Louisiana = . : 18% . = ]
Arizona, Texas 28%  District of Columbia CO12% R
: Central city [im—) 200

West Virginia - : ©27%  Virgin-islands 0%

Urban fringe/large town | 4 %0
Rurai{small town S 50%

"School
location

Eligible for freelreduced pnce funch [ 16%
Not eligible for freefreduced- -price lunch 48%
0% 20% 40% 60% B80% 100%

Poverty
measure

* The term *state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the Dlstrlct of Columbia, and the tcmtones
1 See explanation on pp. 2-3. . E Vinterpret fji‘r:ferences between subgroups vﬁth caytion. Se:e pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.
* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic school data, . 2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. l : 27




Delaware

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Delaware's 4th graders improved in reading achievement?

Not yet. Between 1992 and 1998, there was no significant change in the
percentage of public school 4th groders who met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in reading.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standord ot the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Reading Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

reading assessment

100%

80%

60%

40%

24% 23% 259%™

o Wi i

1990 1991 1892 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1938 1999 2000

7S Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.
Reoding performance will be tested agoin in 2002.

2. State Comparisons'

How did Delaware compare with other states.in 4th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 1998?

Connecticut 46%  Colorado, Kansas, Wisconsin 34%
New Hampshire _ © 38% Rhode Island 32%
Massachusetts, Montana 37% US* 31%
Maine, Minnesota 36%  Oklahoma,2 Virginia2 30%
lowa 35% :

20 states had similar! percentages of students who-were

at or above Proficient on NAEP: -

Wyoming2 - - : 30% Delaware, Tennessee 25%

Kentucky, Maryland, Missouri, 29%  Alabama, Georgia 24%
New York, Texas, Washington,
West Virginia

Michigan, North Carolina, Oregon, 28%
Utah ’

Arkansas, Florida 23%
Arizona, New Mexico, South Carolina  22%

7 states had significantly lower? percentnts who were
' at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Nevada ‘ 21%  Hawaii 17%
California 20%  District of Columbia 10%
Louisiana 19%  Virgin Islands 8%
Mississippi 18%

 The term "state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

1 See explanation on pp. 2-3.

2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically its placement is correct. See pp. 2-3.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Pe[fofmance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups’ in

Delaware were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading

assessment?
wvi Female 28%
z American Indian/Alaskan Native
2 Asian/Pacific Islander?
T Black 120
] Hispanic 1%
9 :
&= White 31%
-
s B . 3
< *5 Less than high school
= -§ High school graduate®
futi
:‘3 % Some education beyond high schoot®
ks g College graduate®

= € Central city 24%

o

25 Urban fringe/large town 25%

oo

pA=] Ruralfsmall town 25%

> . «

£z Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 13%

;c_: T Not eligible for freefreduced-price lunch 31%
£

0% 200 40% 60%

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
3 No data reported for 4th graders by parents’ highest level of education in 1998,

28 See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes.
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Reading Grade 8

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Delaware’'s 8th graders improved in reading achievement?

In 1998, 25% of Delaware’s public school 8th graders met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in reading. Improvement over time will be reported
when reading is ossessed again in 2002.

The Goals Panel has set its performonce standard ot the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

' Delaware

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

100%
80%
60%
———— 40% e e
25%
0%

1990 1981 1992 1993 1994 1995 1896 1997 1998 1998 2000
Reading performance will be tested again in 2002,

2. State Comparisons’

How did Delaware compare with other states in 8th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 19987

16 states had significantly higher? percent of students who were |

" at or above Proficient on NAEP: " .

Connecticut, Maine 429 New York 34%
Montana . 38% U.5.* Oregon, Virginia, Wisconsin 33%
Minnesota 37%  Washington 32%
Massachusetts 36%  Maryland, North Carolina, Utah 31%
Kansas : 35%  Colorado, Rhode Island 30%

16 states had similari percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Kentucky, Missouri, Oklahoma, 29% Defaware, Georgia 25%

Wyoming Nevada, New Mexico 24%
Arizona, Texas 28%  Arkansas, Florida 23%
West Virginia 27%  California, South Carolina 22%
Tennessee 268%  Alabama 21%

§ states had significantly lower! percentages of students who —

at or above Proficient on NAEP: .

Hawail, Mississippi 19%  District of Columbia 12%
Louisiana 18%  Virgin Islands 10%

1 The term "state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
1 See explanation on pp. 2-3.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data,

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
Delaware were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading

assessment?
; e
A Female 31%
> American IndianfAlaskan Native?
:g Asian/Pacific Islander?
b Black 10%
T‘g; Hispanic 17%
o White 32%
78 )
< Bl Less than high school
£ 2 High school graduate
E 5 Some education beyond high school
& % College graduate

Central city
Urban fringeflarge town
Ruralfsmall town

School
location

Eligible for freefreduced-price lunch
Not eligible for freefreduced-price lunch

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.

l See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. 29




District of Columbia || NG Reading Grade 4
V ' ' ) ) - Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient ‘on the NAEP ‘

. ' . . o o " reading. assessment
1. Improvement Over Time - . ) _ +00%

Have the District of Columblas 4th graders lmproved in readmg ' : © g0l
achievement? ' '
60%
Not yet. Between 1992 and 1998, there was no s:gmf cant change in the 0oL
" percéntage of public school 4th graders who met the Goals Pane!s o o
performance standard in reading. , o . S 20w - 1000 4% - 10%

o - —
189G 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1986 1997 1998 1999 2000
Reading performonce will be tested again in 2002. ' ’

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard ot the two highest Ievels of
. achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessmenf of
Educationa{ Progress or NAEP.

2. State Comparisons’ I - . 1 3. Subgroup Performance
~ How did the District of Columbia. compare with other states in 4th grade » What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups in the -
reading- ach»evement in public schools in 19987 : -~ District of Columbia were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP readmg
' - . . ' assessment? _
: 39 states had significantly higher? “percentages of students who were ., "~ . ‘ co - Malé
at or above Proficient o NAEP: s a . .
. ~ & Female
Connecticut a 46% Mlchﬁgan North Carolina, Oregon, . 28%
New Hampshire o 38% Utah .- , .2
Massachusetts, Montana ~ 37% Delaware, Tennessee - 25% . American lnd‘aan!Ala.slfan Natlveé
Maine, Minnesota . 36% Alabama, Georgia - - 24% s Asian/Pacific Islander
lowa o 35% . Arkansas, Florida - - 23% 5 Black
Colorado, Kansas, Wisconsin =~ -~ 34%  Arizona, New Mexico, South Caro ina  22% § Hispanic
Rhode Island N - 32% Nevada ‘ 21% o . White [ 5200
us: ‘ ' 31% - California 20% ;_:
"Oklahoma, Virginia, Wyomlng . 30% Louisiana : 190% g8 ' o 3
Kentucky; Maryland, Missouri, T 29%  Mississippi . . 1800 =8 ‘Less than high school
" New York, Texas, Washington, © Hawaii - - o 17% :: § High school graduate
"West Virginia o ‘ £%5. Some education beyond high schoot’
: » 5T
1 state had a similar! percentage of students who were < 5 College grfxduatg

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Central city [l 10%

’ i — . E ; . _— .
District of Columbia i 10’/0 vlfgln Islands : . 8% § “_9_, Urban fringeﬂarge townz
. . : : . I ?
: & § Rural/small town®
> v L. : ) o, .
£ 3 ‘Eligible for freejreduced-price lunch [ 5% .
‘ g:} g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 33%
' ' 0%  20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
 The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states the District of Columbna and the territories. ~ . ] 1 Interpret differentes between subgroups wi th caution. See pp. 2~ -3 and f\ppendlx D.
1 Gee explanation on pp. 2-3. L 2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic school data. : 3 No data reported for 4th graders by parents’ highest level of education in 1998.

30 : o C See Appendix A for definitions, sosrceé,. and technical notes. !]



lmprovement Over Tlme

Reading Grade 8

Have the District of Columb:as 8th graders tmproved in readmg

_ achievement?

i ?998 ?2% of the Drsmct of Columbia’s pabfrc school 8th gmders met the -

Goals Panel’s performance “standord in reading. Improvement over time will be

. reported when reading is assessed agoin in 2002

The Gools Panel has set its performance standard at the two h:ghesz‘ levels of a

achievement — Proficient or Advanced. — on the National Assessment of

~ Educational Progress or NAEP

— District of Columbla

Percentage of public school 8th graders ator above Proﬁcnent on the NAEP

readmg assessment

10090

80%

' 60%

o
209 129%
L

O b -
T1990 . 1991 1982 1993 1884

' Reoding pen’ormarice will be tested agoin 'in 2002

1995 1996- 1997 1998 1999 2000

2 State Comparlsons

How did the ‘District of Columbia compare with other states in 8th grade
readmg achievement in publuc schools in. 19987 :

36 states had S|gn|f|cantly higher! percentages of students who were

at or above Proflclent on NAEP

Connecticut, Maine ' 4200

Montana T 380
Minnesota . o 37%
Massachusetts - : 36%
Kansas . . . 35%
New York o 34%

us.r Oregon, Virginia, Wnsconsm " 33% .

Washington ~ . - » 32%
* Maryland, North Carolma Utah 31%’
Colorado, Rhode Island 30%
Kentucky, Missouri; Oklahoma, 29%
Wyam . ‘

Arlzona, Texas

West Virginia

Tennessee

Delaware, Georgia
Nevada, New Mexico -
Arkansas, Florida
California, South Carollna
Alabama

Hawali, Mlssissippi

Louisiana ‘

1 state had a similar! percentage of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

District of Columbia 1w

1 See explanation ofi pp. 2-3.

* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpubl«c school data

Virgin Islands.

"+ The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the Dlstnct of Columbia, and the territories.

- 28%

27%

- 26%
- 25%

24%
23%
220
21%

. 18%
. 18%

© 0%

3. Subgroup Performance

V What percentages of public school 8th graders Ain

different subgroups' in the

District of Columbia were at -or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading

assessment7 .
. Malegm .
A " Female 14%
> * American IndianfAlaskan Native’
= Asian/Pacific Islander’
z - Black
g Hispanic
= White 54%
P~ B ’ S
£ ® Less than high school
2.8 ,
=3 High schootl graduate
» !
' Some-education beyond high school ,
E% . College graduate 21%

School
location

Poverty
measure

. Central city
Urban fringe/large town?
 Rural/small m_wn2

 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
" Not eligible for freefreduced-price lunch ‘ ,
' : 00/0 20% 40% 60% 80%

2500

'1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.
"2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes

100%
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Florida

Reading Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

1. Improvement Over Time

100%

Have Florida's 4th graders improved in reading achieverment? : 80%

Not yet. Between 1992 and 1998, there was no significant change in the 60%

percentage of public school 4th graders who met the Goals Panel’s 0%

performance standord in reading. ? 210 23% 230"
. . 20%

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of D D

achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of

1990 1991 1992 1893 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

NS interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.
Reoding performance will be tested again in 2002.

Educational Progress, or NAEP.

2. State Comparisons' ‘ 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Florida compare with other states in 4th grade reading What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups’ in
achievement in public schools in 19987 Florida were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading assessment?
25 states had-significantly higher? percentages of students who were ) : © Male 19%
. at or above Proficient on NAEP: . « by ;
4 Female 26%
Connecticut 46% U.S.* 3%
New Hampshire 38%  Oklahoma, Virginia, Wyoming 30% . . .2
Massachusetts, Montana 37%  Kentucky, Maryland, Missouri, 29% % American Ind.lanlAla.skan Natwez
Maine, Minnesota 36% New York, Texas, Washington, E Asian/Pacific Islander
lowa ‘ 35% West Virginia k7] Black 9%
Colorado, Kansas, Wisconsin 34%  Michigan, North Caroling, Oregon, 28% § Hispanic 17%
Rhode Isfand 32% Utah e« White [Emm— 3 2%
S e e e == JPUPR i
10 states had similar? percentages of students who were = . 3
at or above Proficient on NAEP: "g:\ S Le.ss than high SCh0°l3
: : = § High school graduate
gelaware,gennessee 25%  Arizona, New Mexico, South Carolina 220 %‘ . Some education beyond high school®
labama, Georgia 24% Nevada 21% e College graduate’
Florida, Arkansas 23%  California 20% £ 3 99

significantly lower?! percentages of students who were

Central city 24%

- at or-above Proficient on NAEP: Urban fringe/large town [M— 720/

School
location

Louisiana 19%  District of Columbia 10% Ruralfsmall town
Mississippt - 18%  Virgin Islands 8% o .
Hawaii 17% g § Eligible for freefreduced-price lunch

> L. .

& g Not eligible for free/reduced-price funch 33%

0% 2009 40% ©60% 80% 100%

T The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories. 1 interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.
1 See explanation on pp. 2-3. 2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
* Figure shown for the LS, includes both public and nonpublic school data. 3 No data reported for 4th graders by parents' highest level of education in 1998,

32 [ See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. l]



Reading Grade 8

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Forida's 8th graders improved in reading achievement?

in 1998, 23% of Florida's public school 8th graders met the Gools Ponel's
performance standard in reading. Improvement ogver time will be reported
when reading is assessed agoin in 2002.

The Goals Ponel hos set its performance stondard at the two highest levels of
ochievement — Proficient or Advonced — an the Nationol Assessment of
Educaotional Progress, ar NAEP.

Florida

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

reading assessment

100%

80%

60%

-4 s .. B, E— e

23%

20% E}
0%

" 1990 1891 1992 1983 1394 1985 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Reading performance will be tested ogein in 2002,

2. State Comparisons’

How did Horida compare with other states in 8th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 19987

271 states had significantly h were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Connecticut, Maine 42%  Washington 32%

Montana 38% Maryland, North Carolina, Utah 31%
Minnesota 37%  Colorado, Rhode Island 30%
Massachusetts : 36%  Kentucky, Missouri, Oklahoma, 29%
Kansas 35% Wyoming

New York 34%  Arizona2 28%

U.S..” Oregon, Virginia, Wisconsin 33%

11 states had similar? percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Texas? 28%  Nevada, New Mexico 24%
West Virginia 27%  Florida, Arkansas 23%
Tennessee 26%  California, South Carolina 22%
Delaware, Georgia , 25%  Alabama 21%

5 states had significantly lower! percentages of students who were

at or above Pro

Hawaii, Mississippi 19%  District of Columbia 12%
Louisiana 18%  Virgin Islands 10%

* The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

1 See explanation oa pp. 2-3.

2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically its placement is correct. See pp. 2-3.
* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
Florida were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading assessment?

Male |imm— 18%

»
A Female [mmmmmm— 280%
= American IndianfAlaskan Native?
Ig Asian/Pacific Islander
B Black
g Hispanic [mma] 140
= White [I—— 3200
g8 :
58 Less than high school [ 12%
E 2 High school graduate [ 13%
=% Some education beyond high school 29%
8 g College graduate | 3 10/

Central city [R— 2 4%
Urban fringeflarge town [l 2 4%

School
location

Rural/small town 16%
el .. .
£ 3 Eligible for freefreduced-price funch 12%
é g Not eligible for freefreduced-price lunch [ii— 3 1%

0% 20% 40%

1 tnterpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit 3 reliable estimate.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes.

100%
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Ge"orgia

Readmg Grade 4

Percentage of pubhc school 4th graders at or above mecnent on the NAEP )
readmg assessment

!mprovement Over Time e 1008

Have Georgia's 4th graders improved in’ readnng achievement? ' 80%

Not yet. ‘Between 1992 and 1998, there was no s:gnn" icant change in the © 60%

percentage of public. school 4th graders who met the Goals Panel’s . o 0% « .

performance standard in reading. . : B ’ 250 . 26% L 24%™
' L 20%|— B

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard ot the two’ hfghest levels of o lil l : O —l

achievement — Proficient or Advanced — -on-the Ngtional Assessment of

1990 1981 1982 1963 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1599 2000
Educational Progress, or NAEP S

NS Interpret with-caution. Change was not statistically significant, .
Reading performance will be tested again in 2002,

2. State Comparlsons } - S -3 Subgroup Performance
How did Georgla compare with other states in 4th grade readmg o ) . What percentages of public school 4th graders in dlﬁerent subgroups’ in
achnevement in publ:c schoo}s in 19987 : - Georgia were at or above Proficiént on the 1998 NAEP reading. assessment?’
13 states had significantly higher! percentages of students who were « ‘ : : “Male E‘z%
at or above Proficient on NAEP: ] S ‘
= : ; ; v Female 27%
. Connecticut ' 46% Colorado, Kansas, Wisconsin 34% V _ :
New Hampshire ' © 38% - Rhode Island : ) 3200 . - Nl 2
Massachusetts, Montana 7% Uss - 31% - - *g A’“e”c"’f‘ Ind.lan/AIa.slfanANatlvez
Maine, Minnesota - © 36% Oklahoma?Virginia2 . 30% £ Asian/Pacific Islander
lowa : » _ 3% . ' ' ® Black
‘ C ' : N & Hispanic
22 states had similar! percentages of students who were T * White 38%
at or above Proficient on NAEP: e ‘
i QO
Wyoming? o _30% Delaware, Tennessee 250% £ 5 Less than high school®
Kentucky, Maryland, Missouri, 29% ° Georgia, Alabama =~ - . 24% £ 3 - High school graduate3
New York, Texas, Washmgton Arkansas, Florida 23% g ;;f Some education beyond high school
. West Virginia . .  Arizona, New Mexico, South Caro ina 22% g = College graduate
Michigan, North Caralina, Oregon 28% Nevada .~ S 21% &
Utah . : California ' 20% ' '

) Central cm/ -] 14%
Urban fringe/large town | 3 0%
Ruralfsmall town [ 21%

5 states had significantly lower? percentages of students who were

“School
location

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

- Llouisiana '  19% District of Columbia T 10%
Mississippi -~ : 18%  Virgin Istands - 8%
Hawaii ) 17% '

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch [l 1000
Not ehg|ble for free/reduced price lunch; —— 330/ o
0010 200/0 40% "60% 800H 100%

Poverty
measure

* t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states the District of Columbia, and the temtone&

1 See explanation on pp, 2-3. . ' b Interpret differences between subgroups with cautlon See pp. 2-3 and Appendnx 0.
2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically its placement § is correct, See pp 2-3. 2 Characteristics of the sample-do not permit a reliable estimate.
* Figure shown for the U.S. inciudes both public and nonpublic schoo) data. ’ ’ 3 No data reported for 4th graders by parents’ hnghest levé! of education in 1998

34 _— . _ ‘ See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. l .




Reading Grade ‘8' Georgia

Percentage of public school 8th graders at. or above Profi ment on the NAEP-
‘reading assessment

1. Improvement Over Time I  100%

Have Geofgia's 8th graders improved in reading achievement? = . . ' 80%

In 1998, 25% of Georgia’'s public school 8th graders met the Goals Panel's 60% -
_performance standard in reading. Improvement over time will be reported e R R FS
when reading is ossessed agoin in 2002. - . _ : SR ] ‘ 2

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two h:ghest evels of . : 20% : ; T . ‘ :

achievement — Proficient or Advanced ~ on the Natzonal Assessment of

o :
1990 1991 1982 1993 1994 . 1935 1996 . 1997 1898 1999 2000
Educatlonal ngress or NAEP. - : ;

Reading performance will be tested agoin. in 2002,

2. State Comparisons' o 3 Subgroup Performance

How did Georgia compare with other states in 8th grade readmg V What -percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' i
. achievement in public schools m 19987 v Georgia. were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading assessment?'
14 states had significantly hlghtar1 percentages of students who were - . _. Male _ 20'%
at or above Proficient on NAEP: o ' - : : N
; v v Female 29%
Connecticut, Maine - ' 42%  New York C34% . .
Montana : 38% U.8.” Oregon, Virginia, Wisconsin 33% . American Indian/Alaskan Native?
Minnesota 37%  Washington - 32% s Asian/Pacific Islander?
Massachusetts ' - 38% North Caroling,2 Utah2 =~ 31% E stanjraciti €
Kansas 35%  Rhode Island? : -30% k7] Blacks
; & Hispanic
18 states had similar! percentages of students who were o« White
‘ at or above Proficient on NAEP: .
— m—— U R—— =
. : . . ‘ . 0.2
Maryland? o S 31% Georgla, Delaware ’ ~ 25% % *ﬁ Less than high school [H
entucky, Missouri, Oklahoma, yommg r ansas, orida’ . v e 0
Arizona, Texas - ) 28%  California, South Carolina - 22% g ; ) Some education beyond high school h_ 7777777 27%
West Virginia ~ ~ 27%  Alabama 21% & 3 College graduate o 35%

~ Tennessee : .26%

Central city

_ . e — 300
5 states had significantly lower? percentages of students who were § % Urban fringeflarge town e 30%
at or above Proficient on NAEP: KR e
L “Ruralfsmall town 22%

—

- Hawaii, Mississippi . 19% - District of Columbia S 12% : ‘ R
touisiana : 18%  Virgin Islands _10%  Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch [l 10%

' ' ‘ Not eligible for free/reduced—price Junch [RE———] 3 30/

0%  209% 40% 60% - 80% 100%

Poverty -
measure

T Tht: term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
1 See explanation on pp. 2-3..

2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically its placement is correct. See pp. 2-3. ! "\ICfPfEt differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.
* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic school data. 2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
‘ See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I : ' - 35
000 N




Hawaii

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Hawaii's 4th graders improved in reading achievement?

Not yet. Between 1992 and 1998; there was no significont change in the
percentage of public school 4th graders who met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in reading.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Reading Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

100%

80%

O

40%}-

20% 17% 19% ' 1;/9
m N [ ]

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1895 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Reading performonce will be tested ogain in 2002,

2. State Comparisons’

How did Hawaii compare with other states in 4th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 19987

35 states had signific higher! percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP: L

Connecticut ' 46%  Kentucky, Maryland, Missouri, New York, 29%
New Hampshire 38% Texas, Washington, West Virginia
Massachusetts, Montana 37%  Michigan, North Carolina, Oregon, 28%
Maine, Minnesota 36% Utah
lowa 35% Delaware, Tennessee 25%
Colorado, Kansas, Wisconsin 34%  Alabama, Georgia 24%
Rhode Island 32%  Arkansas, Florida 2300
Us.: 31%  Arizona, New Mexico, South Carolina  22%
Oklahoma, Virginia, Wyoming 300% Nevada 21%
3 states had similar! percentages of students who were
L e ]
California 20%  Mississippi 18%
Louisiana 190 Hawaii 17%

2 states had signi lorcentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

District of Columbia 10%  Virgin Islands 8%

 The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
1 See exptanation on pp. 2-3.
* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups’ in
Hawaii were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading assessment?

= Male 15%
A Fernale | 200%
=z American Indian/Alaskan Native®
2 Asian/Pacific Islander’ 17%
b Black 13%
é Hispanic
& White 25%
e < H 3
S Less than high school
<~
2 § High school graduate’
B E Some education beyond high school®
c 5 3
o College graduate
o W
~Z
5 € Central city 25%
{=]
£8 Urban fringe/large town 14%
<
v 8 Ruralfsmall town 150%
‘g 5 Eligible for free/reduced price lunch 9%
é 2 Not eligible for freefreduced price lunch 240
S

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

1 interpret differences between subgroups with caution, See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.
2Characteristics of the sample do not permit 3 reliable estimate.
3 No data reported for 4th graders by parents’ highest level of education in 1938,

36 ] See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. |



Reading Grade 8

1. Improvement Over Time _

Have Hawaii's 8th graders improved in reading achievement? .

In 1998, 19% of Hawaii's public school 8th graders met the Goals Panel’s
_performance stondard in reading. Improvement over time will be reported
when reoding is assessed again in 2002. ) T
The Goals Panel has set its performonce stondard at the two highest levels of

achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

100%

80%

60%

- A0 e

19%

o N
0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Reoding performonce will be tested ogein in 2002,

2. State Comparisons’

How did Hawaii compare with other states in 8th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 19987

31 states had significantly higher! percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient'on NAEP:

Connecticut, Maine 42%  Kentucky, Missouri, Oklahoma, 25%

Montana . 38% Wyoming
Minnesota 37%  Arizona, Texas 28%
Massachusetts 36%  West Virginia 27%
Kansas 35% Tennessee 26%
New York 34%  Delaware, Georgia 25%
© U.8.," Oregon, Virginia, Wisconsin 33% Nevada, New Mexico 24%
Washington 32%  Arkansas, Florida 23%
Maryland, North Carolina, Utah 319%  South Carolina? 22%
Colorado, Rhode Island 30%

4 states had similar! percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

California2 22%  Hawaii, Mississippi 19%
Alabama 21% Louisiana 18%°

2 states had significantly lower? percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

District of Columbia 12%  Virgin Islands 10%

* The term “state” is used o refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

1 See explanation on pp. 2-3.

2 State may appear to be out-of place; however, statistically its placement is correct. See pp. 2-3.
* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
Hawaii were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading assessment?

Male [wamai 14%
Femal e [ 3%

Sex

American IndianfAlaskan Native?
Asian/Pacific Istander [ 1 7%

Black | 20%

Hispanic [ 11%

White [ 3 3%

Racefethnicity

Less than high school [l 7%
High school graduate [ 10%
Some education beyond high schoo| [k 2 3%
College graduate nmm——" 2 7 %

Parents’ highest
levei of education

Central city nmm—) 2 2%
Urban fringeflarge tow | 18%
Ruralfsmall town [imems; 17%

School
location

Eligible for freefreduced-price lunch 1%
Not eligible for freefreduced-price lunch jmm——] 22 %
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.

l See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. ﬂ 37



'{Idoho

1. Improvement Over Time
Have |daho's 4th graders improved in reading achievem'ént? S

In 1992, 28% of Idaho's public school 4th graders.met the Gools Panel’s
performance stondard in reading. - Idoho did not participate in the 4th grade
NAEP reading assessments in 1994 gnd 1998. Reoding will be ossessed again
in 2002, .

The Gools Panel has set its‘performo‘nce standord at the two highest levels of

achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
. Educotrona/ Progress, or NAEP

Readmg Grade 4

Percentage of publlc school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP.

reading assessment

1009%——
80%

60%

40%

C20%!— |

o - : -
1980 1991 1992 1983 1894 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Reading performance will be tested ogein in 2002. -

2. State Comparisons’

How did Idaho compare with other states jn 4th grade read:ng
achievement in pubhc schools in 19987

,/daho did rot port/cvpote in the 4th grade NAEP reodmg assessment in 1998

| 3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in dnfferent subgroups in.
ldaho were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP readmg assessment?

. ldaho did not port:c;pate in the 4th grade NAEP readmg assessment in 1998.

X Male
2 Female |-
= " American Indian/Alaskan Native
§o] Asian/Pacific Islander |
£
£ Black
4 Hispanic
o
£ White
o = R
28 Less than high school
: gg ' _High school graduate
n O Some education beyond high school
Y% S -
e College graduate
£ ¥
<
55 v »Cerlr.trai city
b=E- . Urban fringe/large town
o 5 - .
LAyt Ruralfsmall town
_— . L Lo A
£ 5 Eligible for freefreduced-price lunch
S £ Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch _ ,
£ ‘ ‘ 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the terntorles V o )
38 A N See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I



http:states.in

Readihg Grade 8 Idaho

Percentage of publlc school Bth graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

1. Improvement Over Time. - . 100%

'Have ldahos 8th graders improved in reading achievement? - , ' 80%
Idaho d:d not part/crpate in the 8th grade NAEP reading assessment in ?998 ’ - B0%
- The Goals Panel-has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of 40%
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of " S 2(}% I o e e e
Educational Progress, or NAEP. ’ ' ) :
0%

1990 1991 10992 1993 1994 1935 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Reading performance will be tested again in 2002, '

2. State Comparisons' - | - 3. Subgroup Performance A
- How_ did Idaho compare with other states in 8th. grade reading ' What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups in
achievement in public schools in 19987 : ~ . Idaho were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading assessment?
Idaho did not part:c:pate in the 8th grade N‘AEP readmg assessment in 7998. ldaho did not pcrﬁcipate in the 8th grade NAEP reading assessment in 1998.
N . ‘Male
LW ~ Female

American Indian/Alaskan Native

Fay
T Asian/Pacific Islander
[ -
E " Black
5] Hispanic
T
@ White
Er . : )
RS Less than high school
I ey
gg ~ High school graduate
u g Some education beyond high school
< o
g5 Coliege graduate
ez

Central city
Urban fringe/large town
" Ruralfsmall town |

School
location

Eligible for freefreduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch .
0%  20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure

* The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. - ) . .39




lllinois

1. Improvement Over Time
Have lliinois’ 4th graders improved in reading achievement?
HMlinois did not participate in the 4th grade NAEP reading in 1992 and 1994,

Minois did participate in the NAEP reading in 1998, but did not meet the
minimum school participation guidelines for public schools. Therefore, lilinois’'
results were not released.

The Goals Ponel has set its performance standard ot the two highest levels of
achievement ~ Proficient or Advanced —~ on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Reading Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment .

100%

80%

60%

40%

20%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Reading performance will be tested again in 2002.

2. State Comparisons’

How did Hllinois compare with other states in 4th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 19987

Mlinois did participate in NAEP reading in 1998, but did not meet the
minimum school participation guidelines for public schools. Therefore, Illinois’
results were not released.

t The term "state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentaées of public school 4th graders in different subgroups in
lllinois were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading assessment?

Hiinois did participate in NAEP reading in 1998, but did not meet the
minimum schoolf participation guidelines for public schools. Therefore, illinois’
results were not released.

Male
Female

Sex

American Indian/Alaskan Native
Asian/Pacific Islander
Black
Hispanic
White | -

Race/ethnicity

Less than high school

High school graduate

Some education beyond high school
College graduate

Parents’ highest
level of education

Central city
Urban fringe/large town
Rural{small town

School
location

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
0% 20% 40% 60% BO% 100%

Poverty
measure

40 I See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technicol notes. I




Reading Grade 8

1. Improvement Over Time
Have lilinois' 8th graders improved in reading achievement?

Illinois did participate in NAEP reoding in 1998, but did not meet the
minimum school participation guidelines for public schools. Therefore, lifinois’
--results-were -not released.. N e

The Goals Panel hos set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

lllinois

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

100%

80%

60%

_40%

20%

%
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1998 2000
Reading performance will be tested ogain in 2002,

2. State Comparisons’

How did lllinois compare with other states in 8th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 19987

lllinois did participate in NAEP reading in 1998, but did not meet the
minimum school participation guidelines for public schools. Therefore, lllinois’
results were not released.

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups in
lllinois were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading assessment?

Hlinois did participate in NAEP reading in 1998, but did not meet the
minimum school participation guidelines for public schools. Therefore, lllinois’
results were not released.

x Male
& Female
- American Indian/Alaskan Native
S Asian/Pacific Islander
% Black
& Hispanic
& White
g8 Less than high school
E‘g High school graduate
i Some education beyond high school
g2 College graduate
3
- = Central city
_§ % Urban fringeflarge town
A8 Ruralfsmall town
%‘ :;: Eligible for freefreduced-price lunch
n’o_' g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch

0%  20% 40% 60% B0% 100%

l See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes.
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Indiana -

1. Improvement Over Time
Have indiana's 8th graders improved in reading achievement?

Not yet. Between 1992 and 1994, there was no significant change in the
percentage of public school 4th graders who met the Goals Panel's performance
standard in reading. Indiana did not porticipate in the 4th grode NAEP reading
assessment in 1998.

The Goals Panel hos set its performance standard ot the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the Notional Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Reading Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

100%
80%
60%
40% 30% 3300
200 l
o u

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1993 2000

NS [nterpret with caution. Change was not statisticaily significant.
Reading performance will be tested again in 2002,

2. State Comparisons’

How did Indiana compare with other states in 4th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 19987

Indiana did not paorticipate in the 4th grade NAEP reading assessment in 1998.

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups in
Indiana were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading assessment?

Indiana did not participate in the 4th grade NAEP reading assessment in 1998.

Male
Female

Sex

American IndianfAlaskan Native
Asian/Pacific Islander
Black
Hispanic
White

Racefethnicity

Less than high school

High school graduate

Some education beyond high school
College graduate

Parents’ highest
level of education

Central city
Urban fringe/large town
Ruralfsmall town

School
location

Eligible for freefreduced-price lunch
Not eligible for freefreduced-price lunch
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure
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Reading Grade 8

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Indiana's 8th graders improved in reading achievement?

Indiana did not participate in the 8th grade NAEP reading assessment in 1998,

- -The-Goals-Panel- has-set-its-performance- standard-ot-the -two-highest levels-of -— - — -

achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Indiana

Percentage of public schoo! 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

100%

B0%

60%

e e 40 e ——— e

20%

0%
1980 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1887 1998 1999 2000
Reading performance will be tested again in 2002

2. State Comparisons'

How did Indiana compare with other states in 8th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 19987

Indigna did not porticipate in the 8th grade NAEP reoding assessment in 1998,

T The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public scheol 8th graders in different subgroups in
Indiana were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading assessment?

Indiana did not participate in the 8th grade NAEP reading assessment in 1998.

x Male
G Female
o American IndianfAlaskan Native
] Asian/Pacific Islander
o
f{ Black
g Hispanic
o« White
= =
o8 Less than high school
=
g‘g High school graduate
vl Some education beyond high school
c o
g College graduate
o
!
55 . Central city
% = Urban fringe/large town
w3 Ruraifsmall town
g 5 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Q%: g Not eligible for freefreduced-price lunch

0%  20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. 43




lowa

1. Improvement OVer Time

Have fowa's 4th graders improved in reading achievement?

Not yet. Between 1992 and 1998, there was no significant change in the

percentage of public school 4th graders who met the Goaols Panel’s
performance standard in reoding.

The Goals Panel hos set its performonce stondard ot the two highest levels of

achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Reading Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

100%

80%

60%

40% __36% 35% 3507
] N

0%

1980 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1887 1998 1999 2000

5 Interpret with caution. Change was not statisticaily significant.
Reading performance witl be tested again in 2002,

2. State Comparisons’

How did lowa compare with other states in 4th grade reading achievement

in public schools in 19987

1 state had a significantly higher! percentage of stud_ents who were "

at or above Proficient on NAEP

Cénnecticut 46%

N statés had similar? percentages of students who were
- .at or above Proficient on NAEP:

’

Colorado, Kansas, Wisconsin

New Hampshire 38%

Massachusetts, Montana 37%  Rhode Island

Maine, Minnesota 36% US:*

lowa 35%  Oklahoma, Wyoming, Virginia

27 stahaca.ntly lower? percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Kentucky, Maryland, Missouri, 29%  Arizona, New Mexico, South Carolina

New York, Texas, Washington, Nevada

West Virginia California
Michigan, North Carolina, Oregon 28%  Louisiana

Utah Mississippi
Delaware, Tennessee 25%  Hawaii
Alabama, Georgia 24%  District of Columbia
Arkansas, Florida 23%  Virgin Islands

* The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
1 See explanation on pp. 2-3.
* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

34%
32%
31%
30%

2200
21%
20%
19%
18%
17%
10%

8%

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups’ in
lowa were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading assessment?

Male
Female

Sex

American Indian/Alaskan Native?
Asian/Pacific Islander®

Black

Hispanic

White

Race/ethnicity

Less than high schoof®

High school graduate3

Some education beyond high school®
College graduate3

Parents’ highest
level of education

Central city

School
location

Ruralfsmall town

g :5: Eligible for freefreduced-price lunch
:63 é Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch

0%  20%

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp.

Urban fringe/large town,

40%

%
22%
37%

28%
| ] <30/
| I 3 5%

22%
DA—| <} ()0

40% 60%  80%

2-3 and Appendix D,

2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
3 No data reported for 4th graders by parents' highest level of education in 1998,

44 I See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. ﬂ
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lowa

Reading Grade 8

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

1. Improvement Over Time 100%
Have lowa's 8th graders improved in reading achievement? 80%
lowa did not participate in the 8th grade NAEP reading assessment in 1998. 60%
~The-Goals Panel has-set-its-performance. standard. at the two highest levels of . = 40%—— —
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the Notional Assessment of 0% T e
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

% .
1990 1991 1992 1983 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Reading performance will be tested ogain in 2002,

2. State Comparisons' : 3. Subgroup Performance
How did lowa compare with other states in 8th grade reading What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups in
achievement in public schools in 19987 lowa were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading assessment?
lowa did not participote in the 8th grade NAEP reading assessment in 1998.  lowa did not participate in the 8th grade NAEFP reading assessment in 1998.
% Male
» Female

American IndianfAlaskan Native

fy
k7 Asian/Pacific Islander
c
i Black
] Hispanic
T
o« White
= = .
¢ 2 Less than high school
=
E"g High school graduate
ne Some education beyond high school
‘L:' 2 College graduate
o
a3

Central city
Urban fringe/large town
Ruralfsmall town

School
location

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
’ 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure

t The term "state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. 45




Kansas

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Kansas' 4th graders improved in reading achievement?

In 1998, 34% of Kansas' public school 4th groders met the Goals Panel's
performance standard in reading. This was the first year that Kansas
participated in the NAEP reading assessment. Improvement over time will be
reported when reading is assessed again in 2002,

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the Notional Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Reading Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

100%

80%

60%

40% 34%

20% !

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1935 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Reoding performance will be tested ogain in 2002.

2. State Comparisons’

How did Kansas compare with other states in 4th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 19987

haiﬁcaptly higher! percentage of students who were

at or abqve Proficient on NAEP:

3. Subgroup Performance
What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
Kansas were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading assessment?

Male |nE——— 290/
Female [nnmmm—" 390/

-Connecticut 46%
. : — - American IndianfAlaskan Native
18 states had similar! percentages of students who were £ Asian/Pacific Islander?
at or above Proficient on NAEP: =
E= Black |mmm] 149
New Hampshire 38% Rhode Island 32% % Hispanic | 0%
Massachusetts, Montana 37% US.”. 31% 2 White [ i 9%
Maine, Minnesota 36%  Oklahoma, Virginia, Wyoming 30%
lowa 35%  Kentucky2 Maryland,2 Missouri,2 29% 2 5 . 3
Kansas, Colorado, Wisconsin 345 New York,2 Texas,2 West Virginia2 -§, § Less than high SCh00]3
L - £ 3 High school graduate
21 states had significantly lower? ?e:rcentages of students who were :g Z Some education beyond high school®
at or above Proficient on NAEP: 2_; _;_; College graduate3
Washington?2 29% Nevada 21% =
Michigan, North Carolina, Oregon, 28%  California 20% Central city 3200
Utah Lo.unslaﬁa , 19% 3 é Urban fringe/large town | 43%
Delaware, Tennessee 25%  Mississippi 18% T s
Alabama, Geargia 24%  Hawaii 17% e Rural/small town 32%
Arkansas, Florida 23%  District of Columbia 1000
Arizona, New Mexico, South Carolina  22%  Virgin Islands 8% Z g Eligible for freefreduced-price lunch 21%
% &  Not eligible for freefreduced-price lunch 40%
e £

0%  20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

t The term “state" is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

1 See explanation on pp. 2-3.

2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically its placement is correct. See pp. 2-3.
* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

46 See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. ﬂ
————

¥ Interpret differences between subgroups with caution, See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a refiable estimate.
3 No data reported for 4th graders by parents’ highest level of education in 1998,




Reading Grade 8

1. Improvement Over Time

Have Kansas' 8th graders improved in reading achievement?

In 1998, 35% of Kansas' public schoo! 8th groders met the Gools Panel’s
performance standord in reading. Improvement over time will be reported
when reading is ossessed again in 2002. o S T

The Goals Panel has set its performance stondard at the two highest levels of

achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Kansas

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

100%

80%

60%

ST S —

20%

u
B
% L

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1935 1996 1897 1988 1888 2000
Reading performunce will be tested ogoin in 2002,

2. State Comparisons’

How did Kansas compare with other states in 8th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 19987

2 states had significantly higher! percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Connecticut, Maine 42%

11 states had similar? percentages of students

v - at or above Proficient on NAEP:
Montana 38%  New York 34%
Minnesota 37% U.S.* Oregon, Virginia, Wisconsin 33%
Massachusetts 36% Washington 32%
Kansas 35%  Maryland, North Carolina, Utah 31%

24 states had significantly lower? percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Colorado, Rhode Island . 30%  Arkansas, Forida 23%

Kentucky, Missouri, Oklahoma, 29%  California, South Carolina 22%

Wyoming Alabama 21%
Arizona, Texas 28%  Hawaii, Mississippi 19%
West Virginia 27% Louisiana 18%
Tennessee 26%  District of Columbia 12%
Delaware, Georgia 25%  Virgin Islands 10%
Nevada, New Mexico 24%

* The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
1 See explanation on pp. 2-3.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
Kansas were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading assessment?

A Female 42%
= American Indian/Alaskan Native®
g Asian/Pacific Islander?
s Black 19%
g Hispanic 16%
e White 39%
g S .
= *5 Less than high school
£ ?5: High school graduate
E s Some education beyond high school
S g College graduate

Central city
Urban fringe/large town
Ruralfsmall town

School
focation

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure

1 interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a relisble estimate.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes, ﬂ 47



Kentucky

1. Improvement Over Time *

Have Kentucky's 4th graders improved in reading achievement?

Yes, The percentage of Kentucky's public school 4th graders who met the
Goals Panel’s performance standard in reoding increased from 23% in 1992, to
29% in 1998.

The Gools Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Reading Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

100%
80%
60%
o 23% 26% 2%
AR B
L
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Reading performance will be tested again in 2002,

2. State Comparisons’

How did Kentucky compare with other states in 4th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 19987

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
Kentucky were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading

‘ assessment? ‘
6 states had significantly higher! percentages of students who were Male 270k
at or above Proficient on NAEP: by
v Female 31%
Connecticut 46%  Massachusetts, Montana 37%
New Hampshire 38%  Maine, Minnesota 36% 2 American Indian/Alaskan Native?
5 . g 2
22 states had similar! percentages of students who were ::é Asian/Pacific Islander
at or above Proficient on NAEP: s Black 11%
T - o] Hispanic 11%
lowa . 35%  Michigan, North Carolina, Oregon, 28% & Whit 320
Colorado, Kansas, Wisconsin 34% Utah e ?
Rhode Istand 32%  Delaware, Tennessee 25% % g 3
us- 319% Alabama, Georgia 24% %‘ 5 Less than high school
Oklahoma, Virginia, Wyoming 30% = 32 High school gradua’te3
. . .
Kentucky, Maryland, Missour, 25% 2o Some education beyond high school®
New York, Texas, Washington, L5 3
West Virginia &3 College graduate

1tates had significantly lower? percentages of students who were

Central city

at or above Proficient on NAEP: Urban fringeflarge town

33%

School
location

Arkansas, Florida 23%  Mississippi 18% Ruralfsmall town
Arizona, New Mexico, South Carolina 2200 Hawaii 17%
Nevada 219%  District of Columbia 10% *g g Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
California 20%  Virgin Islands 8% S & Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 41%
Louisiana 19% E :
0% 20% 40% 60% 809% 100%

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
1 See explanation on pp. 2-3.
* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic school data.
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¥ Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
3 No data reported for 4th graders by parents’ highest level of education in 1998.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. l




Reading Grade & NN Kentucky

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

1. Improvement Over Time

100%
Have Kentucky's 8th graders improved in reading achievement? 80%
In 1998, 29% of Kentucky's public schoo! 8th graders met the Goals Panel's £0%
___performance standord in reading. Improvement over time will be reported 0%
when reading is ossessed agein in 2002. ST s s e R L - g4 T
. . 20%
The Goals Panet has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
. _ . o . 0%
g;h:evtgmer;tp Proﬁc:entN ZrE ﬁdvanced on the Notional Assessment of 19% 1981 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
ucational Frogress, or ’ Reading performonce will be tested ogain in 2002,
2. State Comparisons’ 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Kentucky compare with other states in 8th grade reading What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
achievement in public schools in 19987 Kentucky were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading
assessment?
4 states had significantly higher? percentages of students who were Male 2200
at or above Proficient on NAEP: by} :‘
) ‘ Female 37%
Connecticut, Maine 42%  Minnesota 37%
Montana 38% = American Indian/Alaskan Native?
A B — O . s pe 2
21 states had similar? percentages of students who were é Asian/Pacific Islander
at or above Proficient on NAEP: : B Black | 9%
M husett: 36% Kentucky, Mi i, Oklah 29% § Hispanic”
assachusetts entucky. Missouri, Oklahorna, & . 0
Kansas 35% Wyoming White imem— 5 1%
New York 34%  Arizona, Texas 28% %8
U.5.7 Oregon, Virginia, Wisconsin 33% West Virginia 27% <8 Less than high school
Washington 320 Tennessee 26% £ 32 High school graduate
. - W
Maryland, North Carolina, Utah 31%  Delaware, Georgia 25% £ “ Some education beyond high school [E———==.. 3 4%
Colorado, Rhode Island 30% o,
&3 College graduate [i— 4%/
12 states had significantly lower?! percentages of students who were -
at or above Proficient on NAEP: - Central city —— 30%
S 5
. S = s
Nevada, New Mexico 24%  Hawaii, Mississippi 19% S8 Urban fringe/large town [ 339%
Arkansas, Florida 23%  Louisiana 18% V2 Rural/small town ) 2%
California, South Carolina 22%  District of Columbia 12%
Alabama 21%  Virgin Islands 10% £t Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch ] 18%
E g Not eligible for freefreduced-price lunch [ ——— 35/
0%  20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
* The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories. .
1 See explanation on pp. 2-3. 1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.
° Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic school data. ) 2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. !I : 49




Louisiana

1. Imprbvement Over Time *

Have Louisiana's 4th graders improved in reading achievement?

Yes. The percentage of Louisiana’s public school 4th graders who met the
Goals Panel’s performance standard in reading increased from 15% in 1992, to

19% in 1998.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of

Educational Progress, or

NAEP.

Reading Grade 4

reading assessment

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

100%

80%

60%

40%
20% 15% 15% 19%
[ |

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998
Reading performance will be tested again in 2002.

1999 2000

2. State Comparisons’

How did Louisiana compare with other states in 4th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 19987

30 states had significantly higher’ percentages of students who were

Connecticut

New Hampshire
Massachusetts, Montana
Maine, Minnesota

lowa

Colorado, Kansas, Wisconsin
Rhode Island

us.*

Oklahoma, Virginia, Wyoming

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

46%
38%
37%
36%
35%
349
32%
31%
30%

Kentucky, Maryland, Missouri, 29%
New York, Texas, Washington,
West Virginia
Michigan, North Carolina, Oregon, 28%
Utah
Delaware, Tennessee 25%
Alabama, Georgia 24%
Florida2 23%

* 8 states had similar percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Arkansas? 23%
Arizona, New Mexico, South Carolina  22%
Nevada 21%
California 20%

Louisiana 19%
Mississippi 18%
Hawaii 17%

2 states had significantly lower! percentages of students who were

District of Columbia

‘at or above Proficient on NAEP:

10%

Virgin Islands 8%

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

1 See explanation on pp. 2-3.

2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically its placement is correct. See pp. 2-3.
* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

50

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
Louisiana were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading

assessment?
» Male g‘e%
A Female 22%
= American Indian/Alaskan Native?
g Asian/Pacific Islander®
b Black [B 6%
E Hispanic 9%
= White [Exmmmm—) 3 1%
— c
.g "% Less than high school®
'_f % High school graduatez
% % Some education beyond high school
8 g College graduate®

Central city |m——) 17%
Urban fringe/large town

School
location

Ruralfsmall town

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch |IE———— ) 330/

Poverty
measure

0%  20% 40%

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
3 No data reported for 4th graders by parents’ highest level of education in 1998.

See Appendix A for definitians, sources, and technical notes. ]
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Reading Grade 8

Louisiana

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

1. Improvement Over Time 100%
Have louisiana’s 8th graders improved in reading achievement? 80%
In 1998, 18% of Louisiona’s public school 8th groders met the Goals Panel’s 60%

performance standard in reading. Improvement over time will be reported a0
when reading is assessed again in 2002.

18%

F
\

1880 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1998 2000
Reading performance will be tested ogoin in 2002,

The Goals Panel has set its performance standord at the two highest levels of 20%

achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

2. State Comparisons’ 3. Subgroup Performance

How did Louisiana compare with other states in 8th grade reading V What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in

achievement in public schools in 19987 Louisiana were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading
assessment?

31 states had significantly higher! percentages of students who were

Male f— 13%

at or above Proficient on NAEP: . by}
T EIERIII——— v Fernale |mummm—) 2 2 %o
Connecticut, Maine 42%  Kentucky, Missouri, Oklahoma, 29%
Mf)ntana 38% ’Wyommg . American Indian/Alaskan Native®
Minnesota 37%  Arizona, Texas 28% = Asian/Pacific Islander?
Massachusetts 36%  West Virginia 27% )= sian/Pacific Islander
Kansas 350 Tennessee 26% ] Black s 6%
New York 34%  Delaware, Georgia 25% § Hispanic [l 11%
U.S.,* Oregon, Virginia, Wisconsin 33% Nevada, New Mexico 24% o White (—— 7 5%
Washington 32%  Arkansas, Florida 23% -
Maryland, North Carolina, Utah 31%  South Carolina2 22% v .8 .
Colorado. Rhode Island 30% £ § Less than high school [ 1 1%
= = High school graduate [l 11%
4 states had similar! percentages of students who were E % Some education beyond high school e 2 %/
s % College graduate [—— 2 4%
California? 22%  Hawaii, Mississippi 19% h .
Alabama 21% Louisiana 18% = £ Central city [imm— 17 %
2% Urban fringeflarge town [ 1 9%
. 7 =
2 states had significantly ioyver p'e!'centages of students who were B g Ruralfsmall town [ 17%
at or above Proficient on NAEP:
District of Columbia 12%  Virgin Islands 10% g g Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch [l 10%
2 g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch [—— 27 %
0%  20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
* The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
1 See explanation on pp. 2-3.
2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically its placement is correct. See pp. 2-3. 1 interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.
* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic school data. 2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. . 51




Maine

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Maine's 4th graders improved in reading achievement?

Not yet. Between 1992 and 1998, there was no significant change in the
percentage of public school 4th graders who met the Goals Panel’s
performance stondord in reading.

The Goals Ponel has set its performance standard ot the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Reading Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

100%
80%
60%
40% 36% 35%
20% H |IJ
0%

1990 1991 1892 1883 1984 1995 1996 1997 1988 1999 2000
Reading performance will be tested aguin in 2002

2. State Comparisons®

How did Maine compare with other states in 4th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 19987 :

Connecticut 46%

9 states had similar! percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

New Hampshire 38% lowa 35%
Massachusetts, Montana 37% Colorado, Kansas, Wisconsin 34%
Maine, Minnesota 36% Rhode Island 32%
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

us.:. 31%  Arkansas, Florida ] 23%
Oklahoma, Virginia, Wyoming 30%  Arizona, New Mexico, South Carolina 220
Kentucky, Maryland, Missouri, 29% Nevada 21%
New York, Texas, Washington, California 20%
West Virginia Louisiana 19%
Michigan, North Carolina, Oregon, 28%  Mississippt 18%
Utah Hawaii 17%
Delaware, Tennessee 25%  District of Columbia 10%
Alabama, Georgia 24%  Virgin Islands 8%

T The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
1 See explanation on pp. 2-3.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups’ in
Maine were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading assessment?

A Female 41%
= American Indian/Alaskan Native?
2 Asian/Pacific Islander?
= 2
] Black
& Hispanic 17%
= White ; 38%
7.8 . 3
% = Less than high school
[
= 3 High school graduate’
" @€
2« Some education beyond high school®
v 3
o % College graduate

Central City [ —— 30/
Urban fringe/large town — 4 1%
Ruralfsmall town I 3500

School
location

*g g Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch [—— 2 5%
é g Not eligible for freefreduced-price lunch [— 4 20/

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Unterpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
3 No data reported for 4th graders by parents’ highest level of education in 1998,

52 See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes.




Reading Grade 8

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Maine's 8th graders improved in reading achievement?

In 1998, 42% of Maine's public school 8th graders met the Goals Panel's
_performance _standard in reading. Improvement over time will be reported
when reading is assessed again in 2002, T

The Goals Panel hos set its performance standard ot the two highest levels of
ochievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Maine

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

reading assessment

100%

80%

60%

T S— e BT

42%

20%

0%
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Reading performuance will be tested ogein in 2002

2. State Comparisons’

How did Maine compare with other states in 8th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 19987

4 states had similar! percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Maine, Connecticut 42%  Minnesota
Montana v 38%  Massachusetts 36%

33 states had significantly lower? percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public schoo! 8th graders in different subgroups' in

Maine were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading assessment?

Sex

American [ndian/Alaskan Mati\ge2
Asian/Pacific Islander?

Black®

Hispanic2

Racefethnicity

Female 51%

Kansas 359% Tennessee
New York 34%  Delaware, Georgia 25%
U.8..* Oregon, Virginia, Wisconsin 33% Nevada, New Mexico 24%
Washington 32%  Arkansas, Forida 23%
Maryland, North Carolina, Utah 319% California, South Carolina 2200
Colorado, Rhode Island 30% Alabama 21%
Kentucky, Missouri, Oklahoma, 29%  Hawaii, Mississippi 19%
Wyoming Louisiana 18%
Arizona, Texas 28%  District of Columbia 12%
West Virginia 27%  Virgin Islands 10%

White

Less than high school
High school graduate
Some education beyond high school

Parents' highest
level of education

College graduate

Central city
Urban fringeflarge town
" Ruralfsmall town

School
location

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch

Poverty
measure

Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch

[ — 3/

45%
54%

48%

47%

* The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories,
1 See explanation on pp. 2-3.
* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic schoo! data.

0% 200 40%

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. !]

60%  80%

100%
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Maryland

1. Improvement Over Time *

Have Maryland's 4th graders improved in reading achievement?

Yes. The percentage of Moryland's public school 4th groders who met the
Goals Panel's performonce standard in reoding increased from 24% in 1992, to
29% in 1998.

The Goals Panel has set its performance stondard ot the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the Nationol Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP. ' N

Reading Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment '

100%
80%
0%
409
> 24% 76%
0% LJ -

1980 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 19%6 1997 1998 1999 2000
Reading performance will be tested ogain in 2002.

2. State Comparisons’

How did Maryland compare with other states in 4th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 19987

5 states had significantly higher? percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Connecticut 46%  Massachusetts? 37%
New Hampshire 38%  Maine?2 Minnesota? 36%

' ’- states had similar) percentages of students who were

‘ at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Montana? 37%  Michigan, North Carolina, Oregon, 28%
lowa . 35% Utah

Colorado, Kansas, Wisconsin 34% - Delaware, Tennessee 25%
Rhode Island 320 Alabama, Georgia 24%
us: 31%

Okizhoma, Virginia, Wyoming 30%

Maryland, Kentucky, Missouri, 29%

New York, Texas, Washington,

West Virginia

12 states had significantly lower? percentages of students who were
‘at or above Proficient.on NAEP:

Arkansas, Florida 23%  Mississippi 18%
Arizona, New Mexico, South Carolina  22%  Hawaii 17%
Nevada 21%  District of Columbia 10%
California ) 20%  Virgin Islands 8%
Louisiana 19%

t The term "state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

1 See explanation on pp. 2-3.

2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically its placement is correct. See pp. 2-3.
* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
Maryland were at or above Proficient on the 1398 NAEP reading
assessment?

Male mmmm— 249

=
&R Female (mm—— 3400
= American Indian/Alaskan Native®
i Asian/Pacific Islander [I———] 410
< Black [ 119%
g Hispanic [ 18%
e White |mm— 400/
5 5 .
5 ® Less than high school
5 2 High school graduate®
% Some education beyond high school®
E g College graduate3
- Central city 19%
-ch g Urban fringeflarge town 30%
Ve Ruralfsmali town 33%
Pl 4 . .
$3 Eligible for freefreduced-price lunch 12%
ng_ g Not eligible for freefreduced-price lunch 37%

0%  20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

! Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample da not permit a reliable estimate,
3 N data reported for 4th graders by parents’ highest level of education in 1998

54 { See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. !I



Reading Grade 8 — Maryland

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

1. Improvement Over Time

100%
Have Maryland's 8th graders improved in reading achievement? ( 80%
In 1998, 319 of Maryland's public school 8th graders met the Goals Panel’s §0%
performance standord in reading. Improvement over time will be reported
3 8 N A - LT e e s 40% T T b -
when reading is assessed ogain in 2002.
The Goals Panel has set its performance standord ot the two highest levels of 20%

achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

% P—
1990 1891 1992 1993 1994 1995 1936 1997 1888 1999 2000
Reading performance will be tested ogoin in 2002,

2. State Comparisons*’ 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Maryland compare with other states in 8th grade reading What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
achievement in public schools in 19987 Maryland were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading
assessment?
2 states had significantly higher! percentages of students who were ——
at or above Proficient on NAEP: by} Male 25%
LSS n Female ————— 380
Connecticut, Maine 42%
» Ameri ian/A ive?
21 states had similar! percentages of students who were *f:‘: mencan Inzlgnl ‘Laslffaun Ithl\Zf o
at or above Proficient on NAEP: £ sian/Pacific Islander ] 56%
T Black [ 1 1%
Montana 38% Maryland, North Carolina, Utah 31% k3 Hispanic —
Minnesota 37% Colorado, Rhode island 30% & White
Massachusetts 36%  Kentucky, Missouri, Oklahoma, 29%
Kansas 35% Wyoming 85
New York 34%  Arizona, Texas 28% £w Less than high school
U.8..” Oregon, Virginia, Wisconsin 3% West Virginia 27% = 3 High school graduate js 17 %
M -U‘\ L P
Washington 32%  Tennessee 26% €% Some education beyond high schoo! [
& z;: College graduate

14 states had significantly lower! percentages of ;tuderpts who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Central city

—
Delaware, Georgia 25%  Hawaii, Mississippi 19% § % Urban fringe/large town |
Nevada, New Mexico 24% Louisiana 18% A g Ruralfsmall town |
Arkansas, Florida 23%  District of Columbia 12%
California, South Carolina 22%  Virgin Islands 10%
Alabama 21% Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch

Poverty
measure

Not eligible for freefreduced-price lunch il T .
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
1 See explanation on pp. 2-3. ¥ Interpret differences between subgroups \f:ith caption. Sge pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.
* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both pubfic and nonpublic school data. 2Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate,

L; See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. ﬂ 55




Massachusetts

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Massachusetts' 4th graders improved in reading achievement?

Not yet. Between 1992 and 1998, there was no significant change in the
percentage of public school 4th groders who met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in reading.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard ot the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Reading Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

100%

80%

0%
ok 36% 36% 379%™

-— |

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

NS Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.
Rewding performance will be tested ogain in 2002,

2. State Comparisons’

How did Massachusetts compare with other states in 4th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 19987

10 states had similar? percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Connecticut 460% lowa 35%

New Hampshire 38% Colorado, Kansas, Wisconsin 349%
Massachusetts, Montana 37%  Rhode Island 32%
Maine, Minnesota 36%

30 states had significantly lower? percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP: )

us.:* 31%  Arkansas, Florida 23%

Oklahoma, Virginia, Wyoming 30%  Arizona, New Mexico, South Carolina 220
Kentucky, Maryland, Missouri, 29% Nevada 21%
New York, Texas, Washington, California 20%
West Virginia Louisiana 19%
Michigan, North Carolina, Oregon, 28%  Mississippi 18%
Utah Hawaii 17%
Delaware, Tennessee 250%  District of Columbia 10%
Alabama, Georgia 24%  Virgin Islands 8%

 The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
1 See explanation on pp. 2-3.
* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
Massachusetts were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading
assessment?

Female [mummpow—] 420/,

Sex

American Indian/Alaskan Native?
Asian/Pacific Islander [u—m) 2 6%
Black ] 12%
Hispanic g 14%
White RGN 4 3%

Race/ethnicity

Less than high school® )

High school graduate3

Some education beyond high school®
College graduate3

Parents’ highest
level of education

Central city [ 19%
Urban fringe/large town N
Ruralfsmall town il

School
focation

Efigible for free/reduced-price lunch [ 15%
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch i B 4 5%
0%  209% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure

T Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix 0.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
3 No data reported for 4th graders by parents' highest level of education in 1998.

56 See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes.




Reading Grade 8 Massachusetts

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

1. Improvement Over Time

100%
Have Massachusetts' 8th graders improved in reading achievement? 80%
In 1998, 36% of Massachusetts’ public school 8th graders met the Goals 0%
_ _Panel’s performance standard in reading. Improvement over ttme W/// be 0% 6%
{eported when reading is assessed ogain in"2002. T I B o - - —
%
The Goals Panel has set its performance stondard ot the twa highest levels of 20%
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of

1980 1991 1982 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Educational Png ress, or NAEP. Reoding performance will be tested ogain in 2002,

2. State Comparisons’ 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Massachusetis compare with other states in 8th grade reading What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
achievement in public schools in 19987 Massachusetts were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP readlng
_assessment?
14 states had similar! percentages of students who were .
at or above Proficient on NAEP: by Male [— 24%
v Femalc [n———] 4%
Connecticut, Maine 42%  New York 34%
Montana 38% U.S.,* Oregon, Virginia, Wisconsin 33% . American Indian/Alaskan Native?
Minnesota 37%  Washington 320% = . L _
Massachusetts 36%  Maryland, North Carolina, Utah 31% E Asian/Pacific Islander [—— 38%
Kansas 350% Colorado? 30% z Black [mmm 1 5%
& Hispanic [
23 states had significantly lower? percentages of students who were e White [em— 4 10/
at or above Proficient on NAEP: = - c
] B S
Q3
Rhode Istand? 30%  Arkansas, Florida 23% 55 Less than high school [m 12%
Kentucky, Missouri, Oklahoma, 29%  California, South Carolina 22% ﬁ -é High school graduate [Hum—m
Wyorming Alabama 21% €5 Some education beyond high school R 9%
Arizona, Texas 28%  Hawaii, Mississippi 19% =T College graduate T ——— 4500
West Virginia 27%  Louisiana 18% -5 i
Tennessee 26%  District of Columbia 12% .
Delaware, Georgia 25%  Virgin Islands 10% 5 § Central city S—
Nevada, New Mexico 24% % = Urban fringe/large town e RN 4 2%/
' - Ruralfsmall town I 4 1%/

Poverty
measure

0%  20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

¥ The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
1 See explanation on pp. 2-3.

2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically its placement is correct. See pp. 2-3. T interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.
* Figure shown for the U.S, includes both public and nonpublic school data. 2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a refiable estimate.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. 57




Michigan

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Michigan's 4th graders improved in reading achievement?

Not yet. Between 1892 and 1998, there was no significant change in the
percentage of public school 4th groders who met the Goals Panel's
performance stondard in reading.

The Goals Panel has set its performance stondord ot the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Reading Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

100%

80%

60%

40%

26% 289%™
0%
1990 19871 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

NS Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.
Reading performance wil| be tested again in 2002.

2. State Comparisons’

How did Michigan compare with. other states in 4th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 19987

9 states had sxgmﬁcantly hngher‘ percentages of. students who were A

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Connecticut 46%  Maine, Minnesota 36%
New Hampshire 38% lowa 35%
Massachusetts, Montana 37%  Kansas,2 Wisconsin2 34%

19 states had similar! percentages of students who were .
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Colorado? 34%  Michigan, North Carclina, Oregon, 28%
Rhode Island 32% Utah
us.- 319%  Delaware, Tennessee 25%
Oklahoma, Virginia, Wyoming 30%  Alabama, Georgia 24%
Kentucky, Maryland, Missouri, 29%

New York, Texas, Washington,

West Virginia

12 states had sngmﬁcantly lower? percentages s of students who were

) at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Arkansas, Florida 23%  Mississippi : 18%

Arizona, New Mexico, South Caroling  22%  Hawaii 17%
Nevada 21%  District of Columbia 10%
California 200%  Virgin islands 8%
Louisiana 19%

* The term "state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

1 See explanation on pp. 2-3.

2 5tate may appear to be out of place; however, statistically its placement is correct. See pp. 2-3.
* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
Michigan were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading
assessment?

Male 23%

33%

Sex

Female

American Indian/Alaskan Native?
AsianfPacific Islander?

Black

Hispanic

White

Race/ethnicity

34%

Less than high school®

High school graduate3

Some education beyond high school®
College gr::uclua‘ce3

Parents' ﬁighest
level of education

5 = Central city [mmll 17%

o

2= Urban fringeflarge town | | 34%

R

e Ruralfsmall town N 30%

g g Eligible for freefreduced-price lunch §

0?’:_' € Not eligible for free/reduced-price unch | | 36%
1

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Ulnterpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
3 No data reported for 4th graders by parents’ highest level of education in 1998.

58 See Append:x A for definitions, sources, and techmcal notes.




‘Reading Grade 8

R Michigan

1. Improvement Over Time

100%
Have Michigan's 8th graders improved in reading achievement? 80%
Michigan did not participate in the 8th grade NAEP reading assessment in 60%
1998.- - . o e e . e o
The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of 20%
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of

Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

1990 1991 1882 1883 1994 1995 13886 1997 1898 1893 2000
Reading performance will be tested ogain in 2002.

2. State Comparisons’

3. Subgroup Performance

How did Michigan compare with other states in 8th grade reading What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups in

achievernent in public schools in 19987

Michigan did not participate in the 8th grade NAEP reading assessment in

1998,

¥ The term “state™ is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

Michigan were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading
assessment?

Michigen did not participate in the 8th grade NAEP reading ossessment in

1998.
x Male
A Female
o American IndianfAlaskan Native
g Asian/Pacific Islander
oy
£ -Black
? Hispanic
e White
T é Less than high school
£
23 High schoot graduate
n ;?_f Some education beyond high school
[
g2 College graduate
- '
LY,
- ‘ Central city
g% Urban fringeflarge town
A k-] Rural/small town
g g Eligible for freefreduced-price lunch
i
03_ g Not eligible for freefreduced-price tunch

0%  20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

l See Appendix A for definitions, sources, ond technical notes. 59




Minnesota

1. Improvement Over Time *

Have Minnesota's 4th graders improved in reading achievement?

Yes. The percentage of Minnesota's public school 4th graders who met the
Goals Ponel's performance standard in reading increased from 31% in 1992, to
36% in 1998.

The Gools Panel has set its performance standord ot the two highest levels of
achievement - Proficient or Advanced — on the Naotional Assessment of
Educationol Progress, or NAEF.

Reading Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

reading assessment

100%
B80%
50%
40% 33% 36%
r

Reoding performance will be tested again in 2002,

% p—
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995

1996 1997 1998 1993 2000

2, State Comparisons®

How did Minnesota compare with other states in 4th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 19987

1 state had a significantly higher percentage of students who were °

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Cénnecticut 46%

10 states had similar! percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP: ;

New Hampshire 38% Colorado, Kansas, Wisconsin 34%

Massachusetts, Montana 37% Rhode Island 320

Minnesota, Maine 36% Wyoming? 30%

lowa 35%

[ * 29 states had significantly lower! percentages of students who were

: : at or above Proficient an NAEP:

usr? 31%  Arkansas, Florida 23%

Oklahoma,? Virginia2 30%  Arizona, New Mexico, South Carolina  22%

Kentucky, Maryland, Missouri, 29% Nevada 21%
New York, Texas, Washington, California 20%
West Virginia Louisiana 19%

Michigan, North Carolina, Oregon, 28%  Mississippi 18%
Utah Hawaii 17%

Delaware, Tennessee 25%  District of Columbia 10%

Alabama, Georgia 24%  Virgin Islands 8%

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

1 See explanation on pp. 2-3.

2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically its placement is correct. See pp. 2-3.
* Figure shown for the U.5. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
Minnesota were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading

assessment?

x Male 32%
A Female 40%
= American Indian/Alaskan Native?
£ Asian/Pacific Islander 38%
T Black 13%
g Hispanic 19%
&= White 39%

%5

£ Less than high school®

}E 3 High school graduate®

f‘é; S Some education beyond high school®

&3 %’ College graduate3

Central city

School
location

Ruralfsmall town

Urban fringeflarge town .

43%

g5 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
05_ g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 43%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.
2Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
3 No data reported for 4th graders by parents’ highest level of education in 1998.

60 . i See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. ﬂ



Reading Grade 8 Minnesota

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

1. Improvement Over Time 100%
Have Minnesota's 8th graders improved in reading achievement? " 80%
In 1888, 37% of Minnesota’s public school 8th graders met the Goals Panel’s 60%
-—performance standard. in reading. Improvement over time will be reported o 400 7%
when reading is assessed again in 2002. Co A T T * ¥ - -
The Goals Panel has set its performance standord at the two highest levels of 20% ’
ochievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of 0% ——

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 19386 1897 1998 1999 2000
Reoding performance will be tested again in 2002,

Educational Progress, or NAEP.

2. State Comparisons’ 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Minnesota compare with other states in 8th grade reading What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
achievement in public schools in 19987 - Minnesota were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading
assessment?
11 states had similar) percentages of students who were Male
at or above Proficient on NAEP: s ]
e LSS n Female —— 4 0/
Connecticut, Maine 42%  New York 34%
ﬂl\:lf?:'\tanam : ;f’%zz lvz-:sh r?(;tegr?n Virginia, Wisconsin 3332%% > American Indian/Alaskan Native?
inneso i = . o
Massachusetts 36% Maryland? 31% ;E-: Asian/Pacific Islander jmm—21%
Kansas 35% k1 Black
g Hispanic i 13% .
26 states had significantly lower? percentages of students who were : = White |EE—| 4 ()00
’ _ at or above Proficient on NAEP: _
e~ R IR=]
el H —
North Carolina,2 Utah? 319  Nevada, New Mexico 24% 58 Less than high school Wl 11%
Colorado, Rhode Island 30% Arkansas, Florida 23% i § High school graduate [ 2 1%
Kentucky, Missouri, Oklahoma, 29%  California, South Carolina 22% g “s Some education beyond high schoo! IR 4300 -
Wyoming Alabama 21% 5 g ' College graduate I ——— - 7%
Arizona, Texas 28%  Hawaii, Mississippi 19% = g
West Virginia . 27% Louisiana 18% .
Tennessee 26%  District of Columbia 12% s € . Central city [E—— 7 5%
Delaware, Georgia 250  Virgin Islands 10% % = Urban fringeflarge town [Emmmmm—m— 43%
G- Ruralfsmall town [
> W . . .
< é Eligible for freefreduced-price lunch [iimm] 210/
05_ ag Not eligible for freefreduced-price lunch ——— 4.1 0/

. 0%  20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
1 The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
1 See explanation on pp. 2-3.

2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically its placement is correct. See pp. 2-3. ¥ interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data. 2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate,
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Mississippi Reading Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

* : reading assessment
1. Improvement Over Time 100%
Have Mississippi's 4th graders improved in reading achievermnent? 80%
Yes. The percentage of Mississippi’s public school 4th graders who met the B0%
Goals Panel's performance standard in reoding incregsed from 14% in 1992, to 40%
18% in 1998. 20% 14% 8% 18%
The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of 0% j ﬂ
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the Nationo! Assessment of 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Educational Progress, or NAEP. Reuading performance will be tested agoin in 2002.
2. State Comparisons’ - 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Mississippi compare with other states in 4th grade reading What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
. ~ - 3 « 0 - - g p - -
achievement in public schools in 19987 Mississippi were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading
_ ~ assessment?
34 states had significantly higher! percentages of students who were ~ Male 16%
: at-or above Proficient on NAEP: by g
— : wvi Female 19%
Connecticut 46%  Kentucky, Maryland, Missouri, 2%%
New Hampshire 38% New Yark, Texas, Washington, . . 2
Massachusetts, Montana 37% West Virginia %’;‘ American Ind.ian/AIaskan Nat:vez
Maine, Minnesota 36%  Michigan, North Carolina, Oregon, 28% _g Asuaanamﬁc Istander
lowa 35% Utah z Black sl 8%
Colorado, Kansas, Wisconsin 34%  Delaware, Tennessee 25% Q Hispanic @ 4%
Rhode Island 32%  Alabama, Georgia 24% o White 27%
uss 31% Arkansas, Florida 23% e
Oklahoma, Virginia, Wyoming 30%  Arizona, New Mexico, South Carolina  22% % % Less than high school®
2y . 3
4 states had similar’ percentages of students who were :Z > . High srzhooi graduate3
at or above Proficient on NAEP: ’ £ 5 Some education beyond high school
P SOOI UUU U | - — .
Sy College graduateB
Nevada 21%  Mississippi 18% =
California 20%  Hawaii 17% .
Louisiana 19% Central city

Urban fringe/iarge town 24%
Rural/small town

School
location

i 2 states had significantiy fower! percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP;

_ . . > v . . .
District of Columbia 10%  Virgin Islands 8% 53 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
n:’:: g Not eligible for freefreduced-price tunch 31%
0%  20% 40% 60% B80% 100%
+ The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories. 1 interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.
1 See explanation on pp. 2-3. 2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data. 3 No data reported for 4th graders by parents’ highest level of education in 1398,

62 See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I



Reading Grade 8

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Mississippi's 8th graders improved in reading achievement?

In 1998, 19% of Miss;'ssipp;”s public school 8th graders met the Goals Panel’s
performance stondard in reading. Improvement over time will be repor{ed

when reading is assessed again in 2002.

The Gools Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the Nationol Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Mississippi

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

reading assessment

Reoding performance will be tested agoin in 2002.

100%
80%
%
e AQ% - - S
- L
1990 1991 18392 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

2. State Comparisons’

How did Mississippi compare with other states in 8th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 19987

30 states had significantly higher? percentages of sti_:dents who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Connecticut, Maine 42%  Colorado, Rhode Island 30%
Montana 38%  Kentucky, Missouri, Oklahoma, 29%
Minnesota 37% Wyoming

Massachusetts 36%  Arizona, Texas 28%
Kansas 35%  West Virginia 27%
New York 34% Tennessee 26%
U.S..” Oregon, Virginia, Wisconsin 33%  Delaware, Georgia 25%
Washington 32% Nevada, New Mexico 24%
Maryland, North Carolina, Utah 31%  Arkansas, Florida 23%

5 states had similar! percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

California, South Caroling
Alabama

22%
21%

Mississippi, Hawaii
Louisiana

2 states had significantly fower! percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

District of Columbia

12%  Virgin Islands

19%

18%

10%

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups’
Mississippi were at or above Proficient on the 1398 NAEP reading

assessment?
x Maleg%
A Female 23%
> American Indian/Alaskan Native?
g Asian/Pacific Istander?
B Black [ 8%
g Hispanic [ 7%
&= White 29%
7S .
5 & Less than high school
f 2 High schoo! graduate
%’ s Some education beyond high school 22%
5;5 g College graduate 26%

Central city
Urban fringeflarge town
Rural/small town

School
location

23%
18%

* The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
¥ See explanation on pp. 2-3.
* Figure shown for the U5, includes both public and noapublic school data.

> v .. .
£z Eligible for freefreduced-price lunch
;:: g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 29%
0%  20% 40% 60% B0% 100%
1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate,
63
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Reading Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

Missouri

1. Improvement Over Time 100%
Have Missouri's 4th graders improved in reading achievement? 80%
Not yet. Between 1992 and 1998, there was no significant change in the 60%
percentage of public school 4th graders who met the Goals Panel’s 4000 , s
performance standard in reading. 0 30% 310 29%
. . 20% f
The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of ’ n :
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of 0% 990 1991 1952 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Educational Progress, or NAEP.

NS Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.
Reading performance will be tested again in 2002.

2. State Comparisons’ 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Missouri compare with other states in 4th grade reading What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
achievement in public schools in 19987 Missouri were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading
assessment?
7 states had significantly higher! percentages of students who were’ Male 23%
at or above Proficient on NAEP: - by}
' v Female 35%
Connecticut 46%  Maine, Minnesota 36%
New Hampshire 38%  fowa 350% > American Indian/Alaskan Native?
Massachusetts, Montana 37% s ) o 2
= Asian/Pacific Islander
0 n =
20 states had similar! percentages of students who were ) Black | 8%
at or above Proficient on NAEP: :‘é Hispanic 15%
o i 0
Colorado, Kansas, Wisconsin 34%  Michigan, North Carolina, Oregon, 28% White 34%
Rhode Island 32% Utah B .S 3
us:s 31% Delaware, Tennessee 25% < § Less than high school
Oklahoma, Virginia, Wyoming 300 Georgia2 24% -E 3 . High school graduate3
Missouri, Kentucky, Maryland, 29% L % Some education beyond high school®
New York, Texas, Washington, “g = Coll duat 3
West Virginia a3 oflege graduate
13 states had significantly lower! percentages of students who were _ e Central city 19%
. . . . o
at or above Proficient on NAEP: g % Urban fringe/large town 34%
Alabamaz2 24% Louisiana 19% R Ruralfsmall town 29%
Arkansas, Florida 23%  Mississippi 18% _
Arizona, New Mexico, South Carolina  22%  Hawaii 17% z £ Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 16%
Nevada 21%  District of Columbia 10% 8 g .
- - h O
California 200  Virgin Islands . 800 o v Not eligible for freefreduced-price lunc 36%
0%  20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

. T The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

1 See explanation on pp. 2-3. ¥ Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.
P p

2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically its placement is correct. See pp. 2-3. 2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic school data. 3 No data reported for 4th graders by parents’ highest level of education in 1998.

64 See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I




- Missouri

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

Reading Grade 8

1. Improvement Over Time 100%
Have Missouri's 8th graders improved in reading achievement? 80%
in 1998, 29% of Missouri's public school 8th graders met the Goals Panel's 60%

_____performance standard in reading. Improvement over time will be reported
when reading is assessed again in 2002,

“40%

20%

The Goals Panel has set its performance stondord at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

%
1980 1891 1992 1993 1994 1985 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Reading performance will be tested agoin in 2002,

2. State Comparisons' 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Missouri compare with other states in 8th grade reading What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
achievement in public schools in 19987 Missouri were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading
< e assessment?
5 states had significantly higher! percentages of students who were Male@o
. .at or above Proficient on NAEP: &
- : w1 Female [n— 3 5%
Connecticut, Maine 42%  Minnesota 37%
Montana 38%  Kansas? 35% > American IndianfAlaskan Native?
. e 5 - agr 2
20 states had similar? percentages of students who were _é Asian/Pacific Islander
at or above Proficient on NAEP: ] Black jml| 8%
‘ - ] S § Hispanic?
Massachusetts? 36% Mlssourr,‘Kentucky, Oklahoma, 29% o White [—] 3 3%
New York 34% Wyoming )
U4.5.,” Oregon, Virginia, Wisconsin 33%  Arizona, Texas 28% 7 & ]
Washington 3290 West Virginia 27% <8 Less than high school
Maryland, North Carolina, Utah 31% Tennessee 26% —E ?ij High school graduate
Colorado, Rhode Island 30% Delaware, Georgia 25% £ Some education beyond high school 3500
_ ‘ - &Z College graduate 390
12 states had significantly lower! percentages of students who were X

at or above Pr_oficient on NAEP:

Central city

—
. " L e o .
Nevada, New Mexico 24%  Hawaii, Mississippi 19% 2% Urban fringe/large town 29%
A i .. P aR
Arkgnsag Florida . ‘ 23%  Louisiana ' 18% v o8 Rural/small town 12000
California, South Carolina 22%  District of Columbia 12%
Alabama 219%  Virgin Islands 10% - U o .
€5 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
wy
Qg_ g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 35%
0%  20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
+ The term "state" is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
1 See explanation on pp. 2-3. . .
State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically its placement is correct. See pp. 2-3. } Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.
* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic school data. ) 2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, und technical notes. H . 65




Montana

Reading Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

1. Improvement Over Time 100%
Have Montana's 4th graders improved in reading achievement? B0%
Not yet. Between 1994 and 1998, there was no significant change in the 60%

percentage of public school 4th groders who met the Goals Panel's
performance stondard in reoding.

. : 200 m
The Goals Panel has set its performance stondard at the two highest levels of " ﬂ
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of ‘

Educational Progress, or NAEP.

40% 35% 370%™

Yo —
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1896 1997 1998 1999 2000

NS interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.
Reading performance will be tested again in 2002.

2. State Comparisons’ ' 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Montana compare with other states in 4th grade reading What percentagés of public school 4th graders in different subgroups’ in
achievement in public schools in 19987 - Montana were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading
) assessment? ,
10 states had similar’ percentages of students who wg’fé ot ' Male ‘ 31‘%
. . at.or above Proficient on NAEP: : . & ;}
— < - - v Female 44%
Connecticut 46% lowa 35% .
New Hampshire 38% Colorado, Kansas, Wisconsin 34% . American Indian/Alaskan Native (B 19%
Montana, Massachusetts 37% Rhode Island 32% 5 Asian/Pacific Islander?
Maine, Minnesota 36% = sian/Pacific Islan er2
. o Black
/30 states had significantly lower? percentages of students who were § Hispanic 19%
N ‘ " at or above Proficient on NAEP: o White 41%
us.:. 31%  Arkansas, Florida 23% 7 5 5
Oklahoma, Virginia, Wyoming 30%  Arizona, New Mexico, South Carolina  22% < ‘§ Less than high school
Kentucky, Maryland, Missouri, 29% Nevada 21% = 3 High school graduate3
. . . “n
New quk,. T‘exas‘ Washington, Cahfo_rma 20% £ Some education beyond high school?
West Virginia Louisiana 19% g - Coll d 3
Michigan, North Carolina, Oregon, 28%  Mississippi 18% a3 ollege graduate
Utah Hawaii 17%
Delaware, Tennessee 250%  District of Columbia 10% 5 < Central city [Ri————! 350/
. . x (=]
Alabama, Georgia 24%  Virgin Islands 8% 2% Urban fringeflarge town [nmmmmmm— 360/
- Rural/small town |uilsasasssm] 3 80/
%“ g Eligible for freefreduced-price lunch
Qg_ g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch [ —— 46/
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
+ The term "state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories, 1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.
1 See explanation on pp. 2-3. 2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
* Figure shown for the U5, includes both public and nonpublic school data. 3 No data reported for 4th graders by parents’ highest level of education in 1998.

66 l See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. []



Reading Grade 8

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Montana's 8th graders improved in reading achievement?

In 1998, 38% of Montana’s public school 8th graders met the Gools Panel's
. performance stondord_in reoding. Improvement over time_will be reported
when reading is assessed aquin in 2002.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

S - 40%

Montana

Percentage of public school Bth graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

100%

80%

60%

20%

0%
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Reading performance will be tested again in 2002.

2. State Comparisons’

How did Montana compare with other states in 8th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 19987

9 states had similar? percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Connecticut, Maine 42%  Kansas 35%
Montana 38% New York 34%
Minnesota 37%  Oregon,? Virginia,2 Wisconsin? 33%
Massachusetts 36%

28 states had significantly lower? percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

us.? 33% Delaware, Georgia 25%
Washington 32%  Nevada, New Mexico 24%
Maryland, North Carolina, Utah 31%  Arkansas, Florida 23%
Colorado, Rhode Island 30% . California, South Carolina 22%
Kentucky, Missouri, Oklahoma, ’ 29% Alabama 21%

Wyoming Hawaii, Mississippi 19%
Arizona, Texas 28%  Louisiana 18%
West Virginia 27%  District of Columbia 12%
Tennessee 26%  Virgin Islands ' 10%

¥ The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories,

1 See explanation on pp. 2-3.

2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically its placement is correct. See pp. 2-3.
* Figure shown for the US. includes bath public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
Montana were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading

assessment?
A Female 46%
= American IndianfAlaskan Native 15%
g Asian/Pacific Islander?
= Black®
g Hispanic 17%
& White LM%
.8 .
58 Less than high schoo! [ 19%
';E 2 High schoo! graduate [ 2 1%
% Some education beyond high schoo| [———) 4 20/
,;_L"’ % Coltege graduate [Apimmamm—| 4 7 0/

Central city [——"! 2 80/o
Urban fringeflarge town mmmm—] 3 600
Rural{small town | 42%

School
location

¥

Eligible for freefreduced-price lunch j
Not eligible for freefreduced-price lunch n————— 4 40/

Poverty
measure

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution, See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, ond technical notes.
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Nebraska

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Nebraska's 4th graders improved in reading achievement?

Not yet. Between 1992 ond 1994, there was no significant change in the
percentage of public school 4th graders who met the Goals Panel’s performance
standard in reading. Nebraska did not participate in the 4th grade NAEP
reading assessment in 1998.

The Goals Panel has set its performonce standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Reading Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

NS Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.

100%

80%
60%
4‘&0%
20%

0%

31% 340

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Reading performance will be tested ogain in 2002,

2. State Comparisons’

How did Nebraska compare with other states in 4th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 19987

Nebraska did not participate in the 4th grade NAEP reading assessment in
1998.

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories,

* 3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups in
Nebraska were at or above Proficient on the 1938 NAEP reading
assessment?

Nebroska did not participate in the 4th grade NAEP reoding assessment in
1998.

Parents’ highest
level of education

School
location

Poverty
measure

Sex

Race/ethnicity

Not eligible for freefreduced-price lunch

Mal

Female

American Indian/Alaskan Native

Asian/Pacific Islander
Black

Hispani

White

Less than high school

High school graduate

Some education beyond high school
College graduate

Central city
Urban fringeflarge town

Ruralfsmall town

Eligible for freefreduced-price lunch

68 I See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I
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Reading Grade 8

1. Improvement Over Time

Nebraska

reading assessment

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

100%
Have Nebraska's 8th graders improved in reading achievement? 80%
Nebraska did not participate in the 8th grode NAEP reading ossessment in £0%
L1998 o L SO Y I e o s
The Goals Panel has set its performance standard ot the two highest levels of 20%
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

%
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1
Reading performance will be tested ogoin in 2002

995 1996 1997 1898 1999 2000

2. State Comparisons’

How did Nebraska compare with other states in 8th grade reading

achievement in public schools in 19987

Nebroska did not porticipate in the 8th grade NAEP reading ossessment in

1998.

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

3. Subgroup Performance

assessment?

1998.
Male
Female
. American IndianfAlaskan Native
K Asian/Pacific Islander
=
£ Black
i Hispanic
i3]
&« White
PR
S Less than high school
o)
g‘g High school graduate
e Some education beyond high school
g2 Coll
Y= ollege graduate
&3
— e Central city
_§ % Urban fringeflarge town
A 3 Ruralfsmall town
g g Eligible for freefreduced-price lunch
i
:o_ g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups in
Nebraska were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading

Nebraska did not participate in the 8th grade NAEP reading assessment in

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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Nevada

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Nevada's 4th graders improved in reading achievement?

in 1998, 21% of Nevada's public school 4th graders met the Goals Panel’s
performance standord in reading. This was the first year that Nevada
participated in the NAEP reading assessment.  Improvement over time will be
reported when reading is assessed again in 2002.

The Goals Panel has set its performance stondard at the two highest levels of
achievement —~ Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Reading Grade 4

Percentage of public schoo! 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

100%
80%
600
40%
21%
200% }“’7
-

%
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1896 1997 1988 1999 2000
Reading performonce wilf be tested ogoin in 2002,

2. State Comparisons’

How did Nevada compare with other states in 4th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 19987

26 states had significantly higher? percentages of students who were

at or aboVe Proficient on NAEP:

Connecticut 46%  Oklahoma, Virginia, Wyoming 30%
New Hampshire 38%  Kentucky, Maryland, Missouri, 29%
Massachusetts, Montana 37% New York, Texas, Washington,

Maine, Minnesota 36% West Virginia

lowa 35%  Michigan, North Carolina, Oregon, 28%
Colorado, Kansas, Wisconsin 34% Utah

Rhode Island 32%  Delaware? 25%

us» 3%

11 statés had similar? percentages of students who were
Tennessee? 25%  Nevada 21%
Alabama, Georgia 24%  California 20%
Arkansas, Florida 23%  Louisiana 19%
Arizona, New Mexico, South Carolina 220 Mississippi 18%

3 states had significantly lower? percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Hawaii 17%  Virgin Islands 8%
District of Columbia 10%

¥ The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

1 See explanation on pp. 2-3.

2 State may appear to be out of place: however, statistically its placement is correct. See pp. 2-3.
* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic schoo! data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
Nevada were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading assessment?

Male [ 18%

x
& Female [mmm— 2 4%
= American IndianfAlaskan Native [l 12%
£ Asian/Pacific Islander IE——] 2 7%
£ Biack [ 6%
g Hispanic ] 12%
= White ] 2 7%
g3 . 3
£, § Less than high scheol
'_i § High school graduate®
:_é; S Some education beyond high school®
8 :QJ College graduate’
S 5 Central city 20%
2% Urban fringe/large town 24%
A 8 Rural/small town 23%

Poverty
measure

Eligible for freefreduced-price lunch 9%
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 27%

0%  20% 40% 60% B80% 100%

Vlnterpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix 0.
3 No data reported for 4th graders by parents' highest level of education in 1998

70 See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes.




Reading Grade 8

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Nevada's 8th graders improved in reading achievement?

In 1998, 24% of Nevada's public school 8th graders met the Goals Panel's
performance stondord in reading. Improvement over time will be reported

when reading is assessed again in 2002,

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the Notional Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

‘Nevada

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

100%

80%

60%

-~ -40%

24%
20% : »”‘1

0 I8
1880 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Reoding performance will be tested ogain in 2002

2. State Comparisons’

How did Nevada compare with other states in 8th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 19987

20 states had significantly higher! percentagudo were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Connecticut, Maine 420

Montana 38%  Washington 32%
Minnesota 37%  Maryland, North Carolina, Utah 31%
Massachusetts. 36%  Colorado, Rhode Island 30%
Kansas . 35%  Kentucky, Missouri, Oklahoma, 29%
New York 340 Wyoming

12 states had similar! percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Arizona, Texas 28%  Nevada, New Mexico 24%
West Virginia 27%  Arkansas, Florida 23%
Tennessee 26%  California, South Carolina 22%
Delaware, Georgia 25%  Alabama 21%

5 states h;a--;ignificantly lower! percg{a;e? of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

District of Columbia 12%
Virgin Isfands 10%

Hawaii, Mississippi 19%
Louisiana . 18%

* The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories,
1 See explanation on pp. 2-3.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

U.5..” Oregon, Virginia, Wisconsin 33%

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
Nevada were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading assessment?

x Male [—
.
Vi Female umm—— 3 (%0
> American Indian/Alaskan Native?
g Asian/Pacific lslander i 2 5%
f{; Black il 10%
§ Hispanic [
« White T— 3100
PR
L .
< ® Less than high schoo!
oD o
= § High school graduate i
vy
E 5 Some education beyond high schoo! 30%
é g College graduate | 38%

Central city|
Urban fringe/large town
Ruralfsmall town SN 2 6%

School
location

Eligible for freefreduced-price lunch Sl 12%
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch ERE—_— 28 %
0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

Poverty
measure

100%

T Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate,

l See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. 71



1. Improvement Over Time
Have New Harﬁpshire's 4th graders improved in reading achievement?

Not yet. Between 1992 and 1998, there was no significant change in the
percentage of public school 4th graders who met the Goals Panel's
performance standard in reading.

The Gouals Panel hos set its performance stondord ot the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

New Hampshire |

Reading Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

100%
80%
60%
40% 38% 6% 38%
|
20% I—j;
| i |
0% ‘ . -

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1935 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Reading performance will be tested again in 2002,

2. State Comparisons’

How did New Hampshire compare with other states in 4th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 19987

10 sta pentadents who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Connecticut 46% lowa 35%
New Hampshire 38% Colorado, Kansas, Wisconsin 34%
Massachusetts, Montana 37% Rhode Island 32%
Maine, Minnesota 36%

30 states had significantly lower? percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP: .

us.: 31%%  Arkansas, Florida 23%
Oklahoma, Virginia, Wyoming 30%  Arizona, New Mexico, South Carolina  22%
Kentucky, Maryland, Missouri, 29% Nevada 21%
New York, Texas, Washington, California 20%
West Virginia Louisiana 19%
Michigan, North Carolina, Oregon, 28%  Mississippi 18%
Utah Hawaii 17%
Delaware, Tennessee 25%  District of Columbia 10%
Alabama, Georgia 24%  Virgin Islands 8%

* The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
1 See explanation on pp. 2-3.
* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
New Hampshire were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading

assessment?
A Female 41%
> American Indian/Alaskan Native
g Asian/Pacific Islander’
< 2
z Black
§ Hispanic !; 11%
e White 40%
—_ =
g -2 . 3
£ w® Less than high school” |.
K= i 3
= -§ High school graduate
E S Some education beyond high school®
o 'f_é College graduate®

Central city ||
Urban fringe/large town
Ruralfsmali town

School
location

% é Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
2 &  Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch [
£

0% 20% 40% ©0% 80% 100%

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.
Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.

-3 No data reported for 4th graders by parents’ highest leve! of education in 1998,

72 See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. ll
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Reading Grade 8

1. Improvement Over Time
Have New Hampshire’s 8th graders improved in reading achievement?

New Hampshire did not participate in the 8th grade NAEP reading assessment
S n1998

The Gools Panel has set its performance stondard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the Nationol Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

New Hampshire

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

reading assessment
100%

80%

60%

40%

20%

0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Reading performonce will be tested aguin in 2002,

2. State Comparisons’

How did New Hampshire compare with other states in 8th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 19987

New Hampshire did not participate in the 8th grode NAEP reading ossessment
in 1998.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups in
New Hampshire were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading
assessment? '

New Hampshire did not participate in the 8th grade NAEP reading assessment
in 1998.

>< Male
A Female
o American IndianfAlaskan Native
5 Asian/Pacific Islander
[
=
s Black
g Hispanic
= White
FIFE g .
- FReS Less than high school
L
E‘g High school graduate
e Some education beyond high school
fug
g2 College graduate
M-
&5
55 Central city
% £ Urban fringe/large town
w8 Ruralfsmall town
g £ Eligible for freefreduced-price lunch
Wy
£ QE“S Not eligible for freefreduced-price lunch
0% 20% 40% 60% B0% 100%
* The term *state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territaries.
See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. 73
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New Jersey

1. Improvement Over Time
Have New Jersey's 4th graders improved in reading achievement?

Not yet. Between 1992 and 1994, there was no significant change in the
percentage of public school 4th graders who met the Goals Panel’s performance
standard in reading. New Jersey did not participate in the 4th grade NAEP
reading assessment in 1998.

The Goals Panel has set its performonce standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educationai Progress, or NAEP. ‘

Reading Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

100%
80%
60%
40% 35% 330 22
2 Gn”" U i
0% J

1990 1981 1992 1993 1994 1995 1896 1997 1998 1993 2000

NS |nterpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.
Reading performance wili be tested agoin in 2002.

2. State Comparisons*

How did New Jersey compare with other states in 4th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 19987

New Jersey did not participate in the 4th grade NAEP reading assessment in
1988,

1 The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups in
New Jersey were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading
assessment?

New Jersey did not participate in the 4th grade NAEP reading assessment in
1998.

Male
Female

Sex

American Indian/Alaskan Native
Asian/Pacific Islander
Black
Hispanic
White

Race/ethnicity

Less than high school

High school graduate |’

Some education beyond high school
College graduate

Parents’ highest
level of education .

Central city
Urban fringeflarge town
Rural/small town

School
location

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure
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Reading Grade 8

1. Improvement Over Time

Have New Jersey's 8th graders improved in reading achievement?

New Jersey did not porticipate in the 8th grode NAEP reading assessment in
- 7998, ek e e . m— v et e e e e e e

The Gools Panel has set its performance standord at the two highest levels of

achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.,

New Jersey

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

100%

80%

60%

- 400 . e T

20%

%
1990 1991 1992 1993 1894 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Regding performonce will be tested again in 2002.

2. State Comparisons’

How did New Jersey compare with other states in 8th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 19987

New Jersey did not participate in the 8th grade NAEP reading ossessment in
1998.

* The term "state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups in
New Jersey were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP readin
assessment? :

. New Jersey did not participate in the 8th grade NAEP reading assessment in
1998

x Male
A Female
o American Indian/Alaskan Native
G Asian/Pacific Islander
% Black
g Hispanic
= White
by é Less than high school
é‘g High school graduate
Bl Some education beyond high school
g° College graduate
€3
- . Central city |,
_§ ‘% Urban fringeflarge town
A g Ruralfsmall town
;E § Eligible for freefreduced-price lunch
:cz &g Not eligible for freefreduced-price lunch

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

l See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technicol notes. 75




New Mexico

1. Improvement Over Time
Have New Mexico’s 4th graders improved in reading achievement?

Not yet. Between 1992 ond 1998, there was no significant change in the‘
percentage of public school 4th graders who met the Gools Panel's
performance standard in reading.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

- Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

Reading Grade

4

reading assessment

100%
B0%
60%
40%
23% 210% 22067
20% D i I:.——I
0% e e
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

NS Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.
Reading performance will be tested again in 2002,

2. State Comparisons’

How did New Mexico compare with other states in 4th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 19987

© 25 states had significantly higher? percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Connecticut

16% U.S.” 31%
New Hampshire 38%  Okiahoma, Virginia, Wyoming 30%
Massachusetts, Montana 37%  Kentucky, Maryland, Missouri, 29%
Maine, Minnesota 36% New York, Texas, Washington,
lowa 35% West Virginia
Colorado, Karisas, Wisconsin 34%  Michigan, North Carolina, QOregon, 28%
Rhode island 32% Utah

11 states had similar! percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP;

Delaware, Tennessee- 25% Nevada 21%
Alabama, Georgia 24%  California 20%
Arkansas, Florida 23% Louisiana 19%

New Mexico, Arizona, South Carolina 22%

4 states had significantly lower?! percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

18%  District of Columbia 10%
17%  Virgin Islands 8%

Mississippi
Hawaii

t The term "state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
1 See explanation on pp. 2-3.
* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic schoo! data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
New Mexico were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading

assessment?
. Male 9%
A Female |iam— 2 50/
= American IndianfAlaskan Native I 9%
g Asian/Pacific Islander®
b Black [l 6%
? Hispanic 14%
= White 35%
PIPRN v
¢ -2 . 3
£ 8 Less than high school
E‘E 3 High school graduate®
E s Some education beyond high school®
kS g College graduate3

Central city
Urban fringe/large town

School
location

Ruralfsmall town

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch

Poverty
measure

Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 36%

00%  20% 40% 60% 80%

¥ Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
3 No data reported for 4th graders by parents’ highest level of education in 1998,

76 See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. ‘l
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Reading Grade 8

1. Improvement Over Time
Have New Mexico's 8th graders improved in reading achievement?

In 1998, 24% of New Mexico’s public school 8th graders met the Goals
..Panel's performance standard in_reading.. improvement over time will_be.
reported when reading is assessed again in 2002.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

New Mexico

reading assessment

100%

24%

20% D
0%
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Reading performonce will be tested again in 2002.

2. State Comparisons’

How did New Mexico compare with other states in 8th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 19987

19 states had significantly higher! percentages of students who were-

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

U.5..* Oregon, Virginia, Wisconsin 33%

Connecticut, Maine 420%
Montana 38%  Washington 32%
Minnesota 37%  Maryland, North Carolina, Utah 31%
Massachusetts ) 36% Colorado, Rhode [sland 30%
Kansas 35%  Missouri,2 Oklahoma,2 Wyoming2 29%
New York 34%

- 13 states had similar! percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Kentucky?2 . 29% New Mexico, Nevada 24%
Arizona, Texas 28%  Arkansas, Forida 23%
West Virginia 27%  California, South Carolina 22%
Tennessee 26%  Alabama 21%
Delaware, Georgia 25%

5 states had significantly lower! percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

19%  District of Columbia 12%
18%  Virgin Islands 10%

Hawaii, Mississippi
Louisiana

t The term “state” is used 1o refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

1 See explanation on pp. 2-3.

2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically its placement is correct. See pp. 2-3.
* Figure shown for the LLS. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
New Mexico were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading

assessment? )
y Male ;)8%
& female 258%
> American Indian/Alaskan Native 10%
g - Asian/Pacific Islander®| -
< : Black’
§ Hispanic 14%
&« White % 39%
%S .
5 E Less than high school 9%
= -§ High school graduate |mii] 16%
‘QEJ % Some education beyond high schoo! |mmmm—m— 2 8%
&8 College graduate |Em— 7 500

Central city [I—— 7%
Urban fringeflarge town 27%
Ruralfsmall town [im) 1 8%

School
location

‘g § Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch [mmmm 13%
8 g Not eligible for freefreduced-price lunch [— ] 3 3%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

¥ Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a refiable estimate.

‘ See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes.

100%
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New York

Reading Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

1. Improvement Over Time

100%

Have New York's 4th graders improved in reading achievement? 80%

Not yet. Between 1992 gnd 1998, there was no significant change in the 60%

percentage of public school 4th graders who met the Goals Panel’s 0% e

performance standard in reading. : 27% 27% 29%
20% -

The Goals Panel hos set its performance standard at the two highest levels of ﬂ

achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of ’

1980 1991 1982 1993 1994 1885 1886 1997 1998 1999 2000

NS Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.
Reoding performance will be tested ogoin in 2002,

Educational Progress, or NAEP.

2. State Comparisons’ ~ 3. Subgroup Performance

How did New York compare with other states in 4th grade reading What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups’ in
achievement in public schools in 19987 New York were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading

~ assessment?

"6 states had s:gmflcantly hlgheﬂ ercentages of students who were

at or above Proﬁclent on NAEP:

Sex
L
3
jo53
I3

Cdnnecticut  45% Massachusetts, Montana 37%
New Hampshire 38% Maine, Minnesota 36%

o
—— K. Asian/Pacific Islander [nn——-——] 0%
22 states had similar! percentages of students who were £
at or above Proficient on NAEP: z Black jmmll 3%
g Hispanic [ 11%
lowa » 35%  Michigan, North Caroling, Oregon, 28% a White ] 390
Colorado, Kansas, Wisconsin 34% Utah -
Rhode Island 32%  Delaware, Tennessee 25% b 2 . 3
us: : 31%  Alabama, Georgia 249% *5 ] Less than high school”
Oklahoma, Virginia, Wyoming 30% i % High school graduate3
New York, Kentucky, Maryland, 299% £'% Some education beyond high school®
Missouri, Texas, Washington, 5T College graduate3
West Virginia i

Central city /=) 19%
Urban fringeflarge town |—-— 330
Ruralfsmall town [i—] 350

12 stateshad s:gmﬂcantly lower! percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

School
Jocation

Arkansas, Florida 23%  Mississippi 18%

Arizona, New Mexico, South Carolina 220  Hawaii 17% .
Nevada 21%  District of Columbia 10% €3 Eligible for free/reduced-price funch [ 1200
California 20%  Virgin Islands 8% :9 @ Not eligible for freefreduced-price lunch [ —— 4/
Louisiana 19% E
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
* The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories. ¥ interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D,
) See explanation on pp. 2-3. 2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate,
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic schoof data. 3 No data reported for 4th graders by parents’ highest level of education in 1998,

78 ' l See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. !I



Reading Grade 8 New York

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

1. Improvement Over Time

100%
Have New York's 8th graders improved in reading achievement? 80%
In 1998, 34% of New York’s public school 8th graders met the Goals Ponel's 60%
.. performance.standard in_reading. Improvement . over time will be reported . _ . . . g — 340 S
when reading is assessed again in 2002. ;
) . 20% I
The Goals Panel has set its performance stondard at the two highest levels of ‘
g;hlevcfmer;tp— Prof?c:entN er ,/)\dvanced — on the National Assessment of 0% o0 1997 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
ucationa rogress, or ’ Reading performance will be tested ogain in 2002,
2. State Comparisons' 3. Subgroup Performance
How did New York compare with other states in Bth grade readmg What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
achievement in public schools in. 19987 New York were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading
assessment?
20 states had similar! percentages of students who were e
at or above Proficient on NAEP: : by Male 0%
B v Female [n— 3 7 %0
Connecticut, Maine 42%  Washington 32% )
Montana 38% Mary‘and, North Cavolina, Utah 31% - American lndian/Alaskan Nati\’ez
Minnesota 37%  Colorado, Rhode Island 30% = Asian/Pacific Islander 46%
: : =2 1
Massachusetts : 36%  Kentucky, Missouri, Oklahoma, 29% =
Kansas 35% Wyoming ] Black 12%
New York 34%  Texas? 28% g Hispanic [ 13%
U.S..* Gregon, Virginia, Wisconsin 33% o

White [iissaeeem| 2 6%/

L -
17 states had sngmflcantly lower! percentages of students who were E '% Less than high school
. at or above Proficient on NAEP: 25 Hi
- igh school graduate
Arizona2 28%  California, South Carolina 22% % S Some education beyond high school § i 36%
West Virginia 27%  Alabama 21% é_‘a E College graduate [I— 4 700
Tennessee 26%  Hawaii, Mississippi 19% =
Delaware, Georgia 25%  Louisiana 18%
Nevada, New Mexico 24%  District of Columbia 12% 3 g Central city jsm— %
Arkansas, Florida 23%  Virgin Islands : 10% €5 Urban fringeflarge town E——] 477
e

Ruralfsmall town EE——— 3 6%

o _ .
*g 5 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch [ilm] 16%
x
05_ g Not eligible for freefreduced-price lunch [I—— 4500
0% 20% 40% ©60% 80% 100%

t The term "state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
! See explanation on pp. 2-3. ) ) ) .
2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically its placement is correct. See pp. 2-3. ! Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.
* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic school data. 2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.

[ See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. H 79




North Carolina

1. Improvement Over Time
Have North Carolina's 4th graders improved in reading achievement?

Not yet. Between 1992 and 1998, there was no significant change in the
percentage of public school 4th groders who met the Gools Panel's
performance stondard in reading.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Reading Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

100%
80%
60%
40% P 0% 269"
A . B ]
. 0% ¥

.

1980 1991 1992 1933 18894 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

NS Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.
Reading performance will be tested again in 2002,

2. State Comparisons’

How did North Carolina compare with other states in 4th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 19987

. 10 states had significantly higher! percentages of students who were

- at or above Proficient on NAEP:
Connecticut 46%  Maine, Minnesota 36%
New Hampshire 38% lowa 35%
Massachusetts, Montana

37%  Colorado, Kansas, Wisconsin 34%

18 states had similar? percentages of students who were

at or-above Proficient on NAEP:

Rhode Island 32%  North Carolina, Michigan, Oregon, 28%

us.. 31% Utah
Oklahoma, Virginia, Wyoming 30% Delaware, Tennessee 25%
Kentucky, Maryland, Missouri, ., 28%. Alabama, Georgia 24%
New York, Texas, Washington,
West Virginia

12 states had significantly lower?! percentages of students who were
. .at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Arkansas, Florida : ‘ 23%  Mississippi 18%

Arizona, New Mexico, South Carolina ~ 220  Hawaii 17%
Nevada 219%  District of Columbia 10%
California 20%  Virgin Islands 8%

louisiana . 19%

" ¥ The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
1 See explanation on pp. 2-3.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
North Carolina were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading

assessment? _
g Male azwo
A ‘Female 31%
= American Indian/Alaskan Native®
:g Asian/Pacific fstander?
s Black [mml 110
g, Hispanic 13%
o= White 37%
5 ® Less than high school ,
< 3 : High school graduate®
%5 Some education beyond high school®
E’ % College graduate3

Central city [nii— 3 0%
Urban fringe/large town [iiimmmmmi) 790
Rural/small town (! 2 5%

School
location

Eligible for freefreduced-price lunch [ 140
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch |Tm———— 3 70
0% 2000 40% 60% B80% 100%

I

Poverty
measure

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a refiable estimate.
3 No data reported for 4th graders by parents’ highest level of education in 1998.

80 ‘ See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. "




1. Improvement Over Time
Have North Carolina's 8th graders improved in reading achievement?

In 1998, 31% of North Caroling’s public school 8th graders met the Goals
- - -Panel's performance.standard. in reading. Improvement over time will be __ _
reported when reading is assessed again in 2002.

The Goals Panel has set its performonce standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEF.

Reading Grade 8 North Carolina

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

100%
80%
60%
T T A0 e e i S — 319%
20 D
%

0%
1990 1991 1992 1993 1984 1995 1996 1997 1998 1938 2000
Reading performoence will be tested agoin in 2002

2. State Comparisons’

How did North Carolina compare with other states in 8th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 19987

3 states had significantly higher! percentages of students who w

at or above Proficient on NAEP: -

Connecticut, Maine 42% Montana 38%

19 states had similar! percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Minnesota 37%  North Carolina, Maryland, Utah 31%

Massachusetts 36%  Colorado, Rhode Island 30%
Kansas 35%  Kentucky, Missouri, Oklahoma, 29%
New York 34% Wyoming

U.8..” Oregon, Virginia, Wisconsin 33%  Arizona, Texas 28%
Washington 32%  West Virginia 27%

15 states had significantly lower? percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Tennessee 26% Alabama 21%

Delaware, Georgia 25%  Hawaii, Mississippi 19%
Nevada, New Mexico 24% Louisiana 18%
Arkansas, Florida 23%  District of Columbia 12%
California, South Carolina 22%  Virgin Islands 10%

¥ The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbis, and the territories.
1 See explanation on pp. 2-3.
* Figure shown for the U.5. inciudes both pubfic and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups’ in
North Carolina were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading

assessment? ,
: o
A Femnale 38%
= American Indian/Ataskan Native |[IEmmmm) 2 5%
g Asian/Pacific Islander’
A Black 13%
;‘;’; Hispanic 12% )
&~ White 40%
B® 6
% s Less than high schoo! [ 13%
f -§ High school graduate [ 16%
E 5 Some education beyond high school U 3 30/
& % College graduatec |G 430/

Central city [—— %0
Urban fringe/large town ) 30%
Ruralfsmall towr il 2 8%

School
location

% g Eligible for freefreduced-price lunch [ 1 5%
é g} Not eligible for freefreduced-price [unch [I—G— 500

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

1 interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit 2 reliable estimate.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. . 81




North Dakota — Reading Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

1. Improvement Over Time : 100%

Have North Dakota's 4th graders improved in reading achievement? 80%

Not yet. Between 1992 and 1994, there was no significant change in the 60%

percentage of public school 4th graders who met the Goals Panel's performance 200 3500 38%05
stondard in reading. North Dakota did not participate in the 4th grade NAEP ° .
reading assessment in 1998. 200 F— :l ﬂ

The Goals Panel has set its performance stondard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

1990 1891 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

NS Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.
Reading performance will be tested again in 2002.

2, State Comparisons’ 3. Subgroup Performance
How did North Dakota compare with other states in 4th grade reading What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups in
achievement in public schools in 19987 North Dakota were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading
?
North Dakota did not participate in the 4th grade NAEP reading assessment in assessment:
1898. _ ' North Dakota did not participate in the 4th grade NAEP reoding assessment in
1998. ‘
x Male
A Female
. American IndianfAlaskan Native
j§ ‘AsianiPacific Islander
f‘l Black
g Hispanic
e« White
g & Less than high school
2 § . High school graduate
ha! E’ Some education beyond high school
:_g § College graduate
— Central city
_§ % Urban fringeflarge town
A g Ruralfsmall town
Z L Eligible for free/reduced-price funch
&
K g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch

0% 20% 409% 60% B80% 100%

* The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

82 See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. l




Reading Grade 8

North Dakota

reading assessment

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

1. Improvement Over Time 1009
Have North Dakota's 8th graders improved in reading achievement? 80%
North Dakota did not participate in the 8th grade NAEFP reading assessment in 60%
L1998 . . .. it St & . — .
The Goals Panel has set its performonce standard at the two highest levels of 20%
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of

Educational Progress, or NAEP.

o
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1985
Reading performance will be tested again in 2002,

1996 1897 1998 1999 2000

2. State Comparisons’

How did North Dakota compare with other states in 8th grade reading

achievement in public schools in 19987

North Dakota did not porticipate in the 8th grade NAEP reading assessment in

1998,

+ The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

3. Subgroup Performance

assessment?

1998.
< Male
A Female
- American Indian/Alaskan Native
5] Asian/Pacific {slander
“
% Black
‘g Hispanic
&« White
U .
g8 Less than high school
£
2 § High school graduate
v E Seme education beyond high school
g2 College graduate
&%
4
5 S Central city
2= Urban fringe/large town
- Ruralfsmall town
% g Eligible for free,freduc‘ed—price lunch
¥i
2 g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different suBgroups in
North Dakota were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading

North Dakota did not participate in the 8th grade NAEP reading assess;menf in

0%

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes.
e e e e e

20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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 Ohio

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Ohio's 4th graders improved in reading achievement?

In 1992, 27% of Ohio’s public school 4th graders met the Gools Panel's
performonce standord in reading. Ohio did not participote in the 4th grode
NAEP reading assessments in 1994 and 1998, Reading will be ossessed again
in 2002,

The Goals Panel has set its performance standord at the two highest Jevels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Reading Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

100%
80%
60%
0
40% 27%
20% ID
0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1989 2000
Reading performance will be tested agoin in 2002.

2. State Comparisons'

How did Ohio compare with other states in 4th grade reading achievement
in public schools in 19982

Ohio did not participate in the 4th grade NAEP reading assessment in 1998.

t The term *state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percenfages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups in
Ohio were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading assessment?

Ohio did not participate in the 4th grade NAEP reading assessment in 1398.

Male
Female

Sex

American Indian/Alaskan Native
Asian/Pacific Islander
Black
Hispanic
White

Race/ethnicity

Less than high school

High school graduate

Some education beyond high scheol
College graduate

Parents’ highest
fevel of education

Central city
Urban fringe/large town
Ruralfsmall town

School
location

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for freefreduced-price lunch
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure
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Reading Grade 8

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Ohio's 8th graders improved in reading achievement?
Ohio did not participate in the 8th grade NAEP reading assessment in 1998.

achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the Nationol Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard ot the two highest levels of —~ 7

Ohio

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

100%

80%

60%

AUk e v ame o mem o o

20%

o
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1898 2000
Reading performance will be tested agein in 2002.

2. State Comparisons’

How did Ohio compare with other states in 8th grade reading achievement
in public schools in 19987

Ohio did not participate in the 8th grade NAEP reading ossessment in 1998.

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups in
Chio were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading assessment?

Ohio did not porticipate in the 8th grade NAEP reading assessment in 1998.

x Male
" Female
- American Indian/Alaskan Native
o Asian/Pacific Islander
o
fq Black
o Hispanic
o White
- =
2L Less than high school
X2
2 § High school graduate
b E Some education beyond high school
o
g2 "College graduate
e g
a. [
= s Central city
% = Urban fringeflarge town
w8 Rural/small town
Z L Eligible for freefreduced-price lunch
& A
g g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch

o  20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

l See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. u 85




Oklahoma

Reading Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

1. Improvement Over Time

100%
Have Oklahoma's 4th graders improved in reading achievement? 80%
Not yet. Between 1992 and 1998, there was no significant change in the 60%
percentage of public school 4th groders who met the Goals Ponel’s 2000 .
performance stendard in reading. 0 29% 30%
. , 200 4
The Goals Panel has set its performonce standard ot the two highest levels of oo B
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the Ngtional Assessment of 0%

1990 1991 19-9-)2 1993 1994 1995 1986 1997 1998 1999 2000

NS Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.
Reading performance will be tested again in 2002

Educational Progress, or NAEP.

2. State Comparisons’ 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Oklahoma compare with other states in 4th grade reading What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups’ in
achievement in public schools in 19987 Oklahoma were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading
I ' assessment?
5 states had significantly higher! percentages of students who were Male 29%
at or above Proficient on NAEP: B E
T——— i Female 310%
Connecticut 46%  Massachusetts? 37%
New Hampshire 38%  Maine2 Minnesota? 36% z American Indian/Alaskan Nativ; 290
e —— 2 Asian/Pacific Island
19 states had similar! percentages of students who were £ sian/Pacific sa;'er 9
at or above Proficient on NAEP: R} ack [EEl 9%
g Hispanic 14%
Montana?2 37%  Kentucky, Maryland, Missouri, 29% o White 36%
lowa 350% New York, Texas, Washington, -
Colorado, Kansas, Wisconsin 34% West Virginia b g Less than ki hool®
Rhode Island 32%  Michigan, North Carolina, Oregon, 28% ‘c'fn s ess than high schoo 3
us: 1% Utah = % High school graduate
Okiahoma, Virginia, Wyoming 30% % s Some education beyond high school®
53 College graduate’
16 states had significantly lower? percentages of students who were £
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Central city

—_—
Delaware, Tennessee 250%  Louisiana 19% _§ ‘é Urban fringeflarge town 34%
Alabama, Georgia 24%  Mississippi 18% & g Rural/small town
Arkansas, Florida 23%  Hawaii 17%
Arizona, New Mexico, South Carolina  22%  District of Columbia 10% > w . .
Nevada . 219%  Virgin Islands 8t § 3 Etigible for free/reduced-price lunch
California 20% S g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 420%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
 The term "state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territaries. :

1 See explanation on pp. 2-3. . ¥ nterpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.
2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically its placement is correct. See pp. 2-3. 2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic school data. 3 No data reported for 4th graders by parents' highest fevel of education in 1998,
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Reading Grade 8 Oklahoma

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

1. Improvement Over Time

100%

Have Oklahoma's 8th graders improved in reading achuevement’ 80%

In 1998, 29% of Oklochoma's public school 8th graders met the Gools Panel’s 600%

performance standard in reoding. Improvement over time will be reported 0%

when reading is assessed again in 2002. T ‘ T T T
The Gools Panel has set its performance standerd ot the two highest levels of 20%
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of

1930 1891 1982 1993 1994 1995 1986 1997 1998 1939 2000
Reading performance will be tested ogoin in 2002,

Educational Progress, or NAEP.

2. State Comparisons’ 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Oklahoma compare with other states in 8th grade reading What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
achievement in public schools in 19987 Oklahoma were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading
, assessment?
& states had significantly higher?! percentages of students who were . Male 21%
i at or above Proficient on NAEP: ) Z %
A . Female 36%
Connecticut, Maine 42%  Minnesota 37%
Montana 38%  Kansas? 35% = American IndianfAlaskan Native [ 20%
< o . .o 2
20 states had similar? percentages of students who were £ Asian/Pacific Islander
. at or above Proficient on NAEP:, s Black ] 119%
T Hispani 139
Massachusetts? 36% Okiahoma, Kentucky, Missouri, 29% 5‘ |spar.1|c ° .
New York 34% Wyoming White 34%
U.S..,* Oregon, Virginia, Wisconsin 33%  Arizona, Texas 28% %6
Washington 329  West Virginia 27% %’ ® Less than high school
Maryland, North Carolina, Utah 31% Tennessee 26% £ 3 High school graduate [mmmi 16%
. T
Colorado, Rhode Island 300 Delaware, Georgia 25% £ Sorme education beyond high school 349
; - g Colle duate [— 33
12 states had significantly lower! percentages of students who were -3 oliege graduate ; ’

at or above Proficient on NAEP: s

Central city i —— 2900

T —
L"‘flzfada- N;:IW '\SEX'CO - 24% [1awan, Mississippi 19°j° 2= Urban fringe/large town | 3 1%
rkansas, Florida 23% Llouisiana 18% &y :
o . S . e Ruralfsmali town [ 2 6%
California, South Carolina 22%  District of Columbia 120 /
Alabama 21%  Virgin Islands 10% -
€3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch [H— 20%
i
é g Not eligible for freefreduced-price lunch ———== 35 :
0% 200 40% 60%  80% - 100%
1 The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Cofumbia, and the territories.
1 See explanation on pp. 2-3. ) )
2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically its placement is correct. See pp. 2-3. 1 interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.
* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic school data. 2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. : 87




1. Improvement Over Time
Have Oregon's 4th graders improved in reading achievement?

In 1998, 28% of Oregon’s public school 4th graders met the Goals Panel's
perfarmance standard in reading. This was the first year that Oregon
participated in the NAEP reading assessment.  Improvement over time will be
reported when reading is assessed ogain in 2002. '

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
FEducational Progress, or NAEP,

Oregon — Reading Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

100%

80%

60%

40% 28%

2!"\)
0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Reading performance will be tested again in 2002

2. State Comparisons’

How did Oregon compare with other states in 4th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 19987

9 states had significantly higher! percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Connecticut 46%  Maine, Minnesota 36%
New Hampshire T 38% lowa 35%
Massachusetts, Montana 37%  Kansas,2 Wisconsin? 34%

19 states had similar! percentages of students who were

~ at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Colorado? 34% Oregon, Michigan, North Carolina, 28%
Rhode Island 320 Utah
us.: . 31%  Delaware, Tennessee 25%
Oklahoma, Virginia, Wyoming 300%  Alabama, Georgia 24%
Kentucky, Maryland, Missouri, © 29%

New York, Texas, Washington,

West Virginia

12 states had significantly lower? percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Arkansas, Florida - 23%  Mississippi 18%

Arizona, New Mexico, South Carolina  22%  Hawaii 17%
Nevada 21%  District of Columbia 10%
California 20%  Virgin Islands 8%
Louisiana 19% :

* The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

1 See explanation on pp. 2-3.

2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically its placement is correct. See pp. 2-3.
* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
Oregon were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading assessment?

x Male
k%3
A Female
= American IndianfAlaskan Native
:‘g Asian/Pacific Islander
£
% Black
] Hispanic
<
= White
O
2 . 3
£ “'5 Less than high school” | .
= = High school graduate®
Wy
€' Some education beyond high school®
& ?‘>:‘ College graduate’
5 S Central city
-ch = Urban fringeflarge town | 3 190
-1 Ruralfsmall town 26%
fg g Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
8 & Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 37%
e =

0% 200 40% 60% B80% 100%

¥ Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.

3 No data reported for 4th graders by parents’ highest level of education in 1988,

88 See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I] »



http:District.of

Reading Grade 8 N Oregon

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

1. Improvement Over Time 100%
Have Oregon's 8th graders improved in reading achievement? 80%
In 1998, 33% of Oregon's public school 8th graders met the Goals Panel’s 60%
— - ..—.performance standard in reading. Improvement over time will be reported " 290%
when reading is assessed again in 2002. T e e s AR e T ————
The Goals Panel has set its performance standord at the two highest fevels of 20% [EL

achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of 0%

A 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Reading performance will be tested ogain in 2002,

2. State Comparisons’ 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Oregon compare with other states in 8th grade reading What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups’ in
achievement in public schools in 19987 Oregon were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading assessment?
2 states had significantly higher! percentages of students who were ‘ )  Male 25%
. at'or above Proficient on NAEP: by ;}
- - . A Female 42%
Connecticut, Maine 4200
American IndianfAlaskan Native 16%
19 states had similar? percentages of students who were g merican in _' N’ a.s n Native l ° 0
at or above Proficient on NAEP: = Asian/Pacific Islander 41%
T S S Black’
Montana 38% Washington . 32% g Hispanic 14%
Minnesota 37%  Maryland, North Caroling, Utah 31% = Whit E—T—_l 6%
Massachusetts 36% Colorado, Rhode island 30% e 0
Kansas 35%  Kentucky, Missouri, Oklahoma, 29% B &
New York 34% Wyoming .§_‘ © Less than high school
U.S.,” Oregon, Virginia, Wisconsin 33%  Arizona, Texas 28% = % High school graduate 23%
vy
*g o Some education beyond high schoo! [Elm— 3 3%
16 states had significantly lower! percentages of students who were =y
| ——
at or above Proficient on NAEP: <3 College graduate 6%
West Virginia 27%  Alabama 21% - e Central city in— 360
Tennessee 26%  Hawaii, Mississippi 19% g8 Urban fringe/large town —— 3 7%
Delaware, Georgia 25% Louisiana ) 180% ﬁ § Ruraljsmall town _ 28%
Nevada, New Mexico 249%  District of Columbia 12% - u -
Arkansas, Florida 23%  Virgin Islands 10% .o
California, South Carolina 22% £ 3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch [ 18%
’ é g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch [InEmE——— 3%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
1 See explanation on pp. 2-3. 1 interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix 0.
* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic school data. 2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit 3 refiable estimate.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. 89




Pennsylvania

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Pennsylvania's 4th graders improved in reading achievement?

Not yet. Between 1992 and 1994, there was no significant change in the
percentoge of public school 4th graders who met the Goals Panel’s performance
standard in reading.  Pennsylvania did not participate in the 4th grade NAEP
reading assessment in 1998.

The Gouls Panel has set its performance stondard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Reading Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

100%

80%

60%

40% 30% ™

- 329 —
20% El
0%t ——ﬂ

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1897 1988 1999 2000

D% Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.
Reading performance will be tested again in 2002,

2. State Comparisons’

How did Pennsylvania compare with other states in 4th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 19987

Pennsylvania did not participate in the 4th grode NAEP reading assessment in
1998.

1 The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups in
Pennsylvania were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading
assessment?

Pennsylvania did not participate in the 4th grode NAEP reading assessment in
1998. .

x Male
R -Female
. American Indian/Alaskan Native
] Asian/Pacific Islander
[ v
_'g Black
] Hispanic
0
o= White
PR .
g2 Less than high school
I - .
2 § High school graduate
= w0
E IR Some education beyond high schoo!
g2 College graduate
Y
o 3
3 5 . Central city
2% Urban fringeflarge town
A g Ruralfsmall town
g £ Eligible for freefreduced-price lunch
& & Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
€

0% 200 40% 60% 80% 100%
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Reading Grade 8

Pennsylvania

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

reading assessment

1. Improvement Over Time ' 100%
Have Pennsylvania's 8th graders improved in reading achievement? 80%
Pennsylvania did not participate in the 8th grade NAEP reading assessment in 60%

- 1998 :
—_— R S S e e e . b —— ,.40%

The Goals Ponel hos set its performance standord at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the Notional Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

20%

%
1990 1981 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Reoding performance will be tested ogoin in 2002.

2. State Comparisons’ 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Pennsylvania compare with other states in 8th grade reading What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups in
achievement in public schools in 19987 Pennsylvania were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading
?
Pennsyivania did not participate in the 8th grode NAEP reading ossessment in assessment:
1998. Pennsylvanio did not participate in the 8th grade NAEP reading assessment in
1998. ‘ ‘
« Male
A Female

Race/ethnicity

Parents’ highest
level of education

School
location

Poverty
measure

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch

American IndianfAlaskan Native
Asian/Pacific Islander
Black
Hispanic
White

Less than high school

High school graduate

Some education beyond high school
College graduate

Central city
Urban fringeflarge town

Ruralfsmall town

Eligible for freefreduced-price lunch

0%  20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

l See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. 91




Rhode Island Reading Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

1. Improvement Over Time . 100%
Have Rhode island's 4th graders improved in reading achievement? 80%
Not yet. Between 1982 ond 1998, there was no significant change in the 60%
percentage of public school 4th graders who met the Goals Ponel's 40% 2% 220"
performance standard in reading. ‘ " 28%

" 4
The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of 20% I
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of ' 0% ”

. 1990 1991 1982 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

NS Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.
Reading performance will be tested ogain in 2002,

2. State Comparisons’ 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Rhode Island compare with other states in 4th grade reading What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups’ in
achievement in public schools in 1998? Rhode Island were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading
: assessment?
1 state had a significantly higher! percentage of students who were Male 31%
at or above Proficient on NAEP: 3 :
. v Female 33%
Connecticut 46%
S — T - ; American Indian/Alaskan Native
23 states had similar’ percentages of students who were = merican nd'?n/ as~an ative
* at or above Proficient on NAEP: : 2 Asian/Pacific slander [R——— 7 40/
. P ol
- - o Black
New Hampshire 38%  Oklahoma, Virginia, Wyoming 30% ‘% Hispanic
Massachusetts, Montana 37%  Kentucky, Maryland, Missouri, 29% 2 Whit 180%
Maine, Minnesota 36% New York, Texas, Washington, e o
lowa 35% West Virginia =5 5
Colorado, Kansas, Wisconsin 34%  Michigan, North Caroling, Oregon, 28% f‘g’n g Less than high school
Rhode Island 32% Utah £ 3 High school graduate3 ,
us: - 3% 23 Some education b d high school®
<5 cation beyond high sc c»o3
16 states had significantly lower! percentages of students who were £ % College graduate
at or above Proficient on NAEP: -

- . Central ci 19%
Delaware, Tennessee 25% Louisiana 19% R v )
Alabama, Georgia 24%  Mississippi 18% 58 Urban fringe/large town. 39%
Arkansas, Florida 23%  Hawaii 17% e Rural{small town |a—! 390/
Arizona, New Mexico, South Carolina  22%  District of Columbia 10%
[V irai 0 [ - .
gel\{fada’ 3802 Virgin Islands 8% g 5 Eligible for freefreduced-price lunch | 13%
alirornia . .
05_ g Not eligible for freefreduced-price junch [—— 4 30/
0%  20% 4000 ©60% 80% 100%
* The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the tersitories. 1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.
1 See explanation on pp. 2-3. 2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a refiable estimate.
* Figure shown for the U.S, includes both public and nonpublic schoot data. 3 No data reported for 4th graders by parents’ highest level of education in 1998,

92 See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. !]



Rhode Island

Reading Grade 8

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

1. Improvement Over Time

100%
Have Rhode Island's 8th graders improved in reading achievement? 80%
In 1998, 30% of Rhade Island’s public school 8th graders met the Goals 60%
Panel's_performance stondard in reading. Improvement over time will be "
reported when reading is assessed again in 2002, T T AT e e 30
The Goals Panel has set its performance stondard at the two highest levels of 20% l![

achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the Notionol Assessment of

C )
) 1980 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Educational Progress, or NAEF.

Reading performuance will be tested egain in 2002

2. State Comparisons’

How did Rhode Island compare with other states in 8th grade reading
achievement in. public schools in 19987

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
Rhode Island were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading
assessment?

5 states had significantly higher! percentages of

Mal e [m— 2 50
Femnale |nmm—") 3 50

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Sex

Connecticut, Maine 42% Minnesota 37%
Montana 38%  Kansas? 35% > American IndianfAlaskan Native?
18 states had similar! percentages of students who were = Asian/Pacific Islander nm— 3 6o
at or above Proficient on NAEP: b5 Black /i 16%
rvy . . -
. 0/
Massachusetts?2 . 36%  Kentucky, Missouri, Oklahoma, 29% é H:spat?m = 10% .
New York 34% Wyorming White [IE—] 340/
1.5.” Oregon, Virginia, Wisconsin 33%  Arizona, Texas 28% = &
Washington 32%  West Virginia 27% % § Less than high schoo! s 1 2%
,h?/l:r\:llat}dl, N(;rtifé ?aroi;na, Utah 31% Tennessee 269 = % High school graduate [Immmm] 19%
ode fsiand, olorado €% Some education beyond high school | 3 1%
14 states had significantly lower! percentages of students who were E g College graduate [IE—————— 4150

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Hawail, Mississippi 19% Central city [Mu— 1%

Delaware, Georgia 25% 35 )

Nevada, New Mexico 24% Louisiana 18% -g ‘é‘ Urban fringe/large town Immsmm] 330%
Arkansas, Florida 23%  District of Columbia _ 12% v 8 Rural/small town /maam, 4 2%
California, South Carolina 22%  Virgin Islands 10%

Alabama 21%

Eligible for freefreduced-price lunch [ 13%
Not eligible for free[reduced-price lunch |— IR 3 7 Yo
0% 20% 40%

Poverty
measure

, 600 80% 100%
¥ The term "state® is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

1 See explanation on pp. 2-3.

2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically its placement is correct. See pp. 2-3.

* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

¥ interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. 93




South Carolina

1. Improvement Over Time
Have South Carolina's 4th graders improved in reading achievement?

Not yet. Between 1992 and 1998, there was no significant change in the
percentage of public school 4th graders who met the Goals Panel'’s
performance standard in reading.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard ot the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of

Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Reading Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

100%

80%

60%

40%
22% 20% 22%

S B
0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1934 1995 1996 1937 1998 1999 2000
Reading performance will be tested ogain in 2002, .

2. State Comparisons’

How did South Carolina compare with other states in 4th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 19987

25 states had significantly higher! percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Connecticut 46% US.* 31%
New Hampshire 380%  Oklahoma, Virginia, Wyoming 30%
Massachusetts, Montana 37%  Kentucky, Maryland, Missouri, 29%
Maine, Minnesota 36% New York, Texas, Washington,
lowa 35% West Virginia
Colorado, Kansas, Wisconsin 34%  Michigan, North Carolina, Oregon, 28%
Rhode Istand 32% Utah

11 states had similar! percentages of students who were
Delaware, Tennessee : 25% Nevada 21%
Alabama, Georgia . 24%  California 20%
Arkansas, Florida 23% Louisiana 19%

South Carolina, Arizona, New Mexico 22%

4 states had significantly lower! percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Mississippi 18%  District of Columbia 10%
Hawaii 17%  Virgin Islands 8%

* The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

1 See explanation on pp. 2-3.
* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups’ in
South Carolina were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading

~ assessment? _ _
2 =
&
v Femaie 24%
= American IndianfAlaskan Native’
g Asian/Pacific Islander’
T Black [ 10%
§ Hispanic 10%
= White 33%
-
D2 . 3
£ % Less than high school
2 u i 3
=3 High schoal graduate
hdi
£% Some education beyond high school®
é g College graduate3

Central city im——) 2 5%

Urban fringeflarge town 26%
Ruralfsmall town

School
location

Eligible for freefreduced-price lunch
Not eligible for freefreduced-price lunch 33%
0% 200 400 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.
Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
3 No data reported for 4th graders by parents’ highest level of education in 1998.

94 See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. ‘]



Reading Grade 8

1. Improvement Over Time
Have South Carolina’s 8th graders improved in reading achievement?

In 1998, 22% of South Carolina's public school 8th groders met the Goals
. Panel's performance standard in_reading. Improvement over_time_will be_
reported when reading is assessed again in 2002.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard ot the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the Notionol Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

I So.t Carolina

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

reading assessment

100%
80%
60%
“—40%
22%
20%

0%
1990 1991 1982 1983 1994 1935
Reading performance will be tested again in 2003,

1996 1997 1998

1999 2000

2. State Comparisons’

How did South Carolina compare with other states in 8th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 19987

23 states had significantly higher! percentages of students

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Connecticut, Maine 42%  Washington 32%
Montana 38%  Maryland, North Carolina, Utah 31%
Minnesota 37% Colorado, Rhode Island 30%
Massachusetts 36%  Kentucky, Missouri, Oklahoma, 29%
Kansas 35% Wyoming

New York 34%  Arizona, Texas 28%
U.8..” Oregon, Virginia, Wisconsin 33% West Virginia 27%

10 states had similar? percentages of students

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Tennessee 26%  South Carolina, California 22%
Delaware, Georgia 25%  Alabama ) 21%
Nevada, New Mexico 24%  Mississippi2 - 19%
Arkansas, Florida 23%

4 states had significantly lower! percentages of students

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Hawaii2 19%  District of Columbia 12%
Louisiana 18%  Virgin Islands 10%

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
1 See explanation on pp. 2-3.

State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically its placement is correct. See pp. 2-3.
* Figure shown for the U.S, includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups’ in
South Carolina were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading

assessment?
b Female
> American IndianfAlaskan Native?
@ Asian/Pacific Islander?
f ol
£ Black [H) 9%
g Hispanic i) 9%
e White

o

L .

58 Less than high school

£ § High school graduate

£'5 Some education beyond high school

cﬁ % College graduate

Central city
Urban fringe/large town
Ruralf/small town

School
location

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for freefreduced-price lunch

7%

26%

310%

Poverty
measure

Q%

20%

40%

T Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.

2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.

I See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. [I

60% 80% 100%
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South Dakota

1. Improvement Over Time
Have South Dakota's 4th graders improved in reading achievement?

South Dakota did not participate in the 4th grade NAEP reading assessments
in 1992, 1994, and 1998.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

’ Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

Reading Grade 4

100%
80%

60%

40%

20%

1990 1991 1992 1933 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1939 2000

Reading performonce will be tested again in 2002,

2. State Comparisons’

How did South Dakota compare with other states in 4th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 19987

' ~ South Dakota did not participate in the 4th grade NAEP reading assessment in

1998.

* The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups in
South Dakota were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading
assessment?

South Dokota did not participate in the 4th grade NAEP reading assessment in
1998

x Male
A Female
> American IndianfAlaskan Native
o Asian/Pacific Islander
“
f‘i Black
8 Hispanic
<
o White
PP —
28 Less than high school
~
E’g High school graduate
B e Some education beyond high school
g _g College graduate
“ 5
- e Central city
8 % Urban fringeflarge town
A 8 Ruralf{small town
g £ Eligible for freefreduced-price lunch
Wi .
0?;} ,E“} Not eligible for freefreduced-price lunch

0%  20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

96 ' See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. “



Reading Grade 8

1. Improvement Over Time
Have South Dakota's 8th graders improved in reading achievement?

South Daketa did not part;c:pate in the 8th grcde NAEF reading assessment in
1998, . _

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

South Dakota

100%
80%

60%

o, ) N

20%

0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1937 1998 1999 2000

Reading performance will be tested again in 2002,

2. State Comparisons’

How did South Dakota compare with other states in 8th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 19987

South Dakote did not participate in the 8th grade NAEP reading assessment in
1998.

T The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

3. Subgroup Performance

© What percentages of public school 8th gfaders in different subgroups in

South Dakota were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading
assessment?

South Dakota did not participate in the 8th grode NAEP reading assessment in
1998.

Male
Female

American IndianfAlaskan Native

P
G Asian/Pacific Islander
| s
i Black
g Hispanic
= White
7 .§ Less than high school
=
2 § High school graduate
v E Some education beyond high school
c o .
Y3 College graduate
o g

Central city
Urban fringeflarge town
Ruralfsmall town

School
location

Bligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for freefreduced-price lunch
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. ’ . 97




Tennessee

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Tennessee's 4th graders improved in reading achievement?

Not yet. Between 1992 and 1998, there was no significant change in the
percentage of public school 4th graders who met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in reading.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Reading Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

100%
80%
60%
40%
23% 27% 25% "
SN G B
0%
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 . 2000

NS interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.
Reading performance will be tested agoin in 2002.

2. State Comparisons'

How did Tennessee compare with other states in 4th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 19987

12 statés had significantly higher! percentages-of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP;

Connecticut 46%  Colorado, Kansas, Wisconsin 34%
New Hampshire 38% Rhode Island 32%
Massachusetts, Montana 37% USS’ 31%
Maine, Minnesota 36%  Oklahoma? 30%
lowa 35%

21 states had similar! percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP: .

Virginia,2 Wyoming2 30% Tennessee, Delaware 25%
Kentucky, Maryland, Missouri, 29%  Alabama, Georgia 24%
New York, Texas, Washington, Arkansas, Florida 23%
West Virginia Arizona, New Mexico, South Carolina  22%
Michigan, North Caroling, Oregon, 28%
Utah

" had significantly lower! percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Nevada 21%  Hawaii 17%
California 20%  District of Columbia 10%
Louisiana 19%  Virgin Islands 8%
Mississippi 18% . ' :

¥ The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

1 See explanation on pp. 2-3.

2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically its placement is correct. See pp. 2-3.
* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups’ in
Tennessee were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading
assessment?

< Male 23%
A Female [mmmm— 2 8%
> American Indian/Alaskan Native
52 Asian/Pacific Islander?
B Black [] 10%
g Hispanic 15%
= White 31%
%8 , s
< Less than high school
;f-’; 3 High school graduate®
:“3 5 Some education beyond high school®
gE g College graduate3

Central city
Urban fringe/large town
Ruralfsmall town

35%
25%

School
location

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch

Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 36%

Poverty
measure

0%  20% 40% 60% 80%

1 interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
No data reported for 4th graders by parents’ highest level of education in 1998,

98 See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes, !]
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Tennessee

Reading Grade 8

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

1. Improvement Over Time 100%

Have Tennessee's 8th graders improved in reading achievement? 80%

In 1998, 26% of Tennessee's public school 8th graders met the Goals Panel's 60%

- - .—performance stondard_in_reading. Improvement over time will be reported
when reading is assessed ogain in 2002, ' ’ 26%
7
The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of 20% ( i

achievement ~— Proficient or Advanced — on the Nationol Assessment of

o
. 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Educationol Progress, or NAEP.

Reading performance will be tested agoin in 2002.

2. State Comparisons® 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Tennessee compare with other states in 8th grade reading What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
achievement in public schools in 19987 Tennessee were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading
assessment? _ o
12 states had significantly higher! percentages of students who were Ma‘eﬂ
at or above Proficient on NAEP: : by
@i Female 33%
Connecticut, Maine 42%  New York 34%
Montana : 38% U.S." Oregon, Virginia, Wisconsin 33% - American Indian/Alaskan Native?
Minnesota 37% Washington 320 G Asian/Pacific Islander?
Massachusetts 36% Utah? 31% £ .
Kansas 3500 = Black {mi 7%
_ & Hispanic [l 9%
18 states had similar? percentages of students who were o White 3200
at or above Proficient on NAEP: =
O
Maryland,2 North Carolina? 31% Tennessece % ’F‘g Less than high school
Colorado, Rhode Island 30% Delaware, Georgia 25% E é’ High school graduate
Kentucky, Missouri, Oklahoma, 29%  Nevada, New Mexmo 24% ié" “ Some education beyond high school 30%
Wyoming Arkansas, Florida 23% 3 ] Call duat 38%
Arizona, Texas 28%  California2 22% A2 ollege graguate °
West Virginia 27%
‘ e 5 Central city
l 7 states had significantly lower? percentages of students who were 2= Urban fringe/large town 30%
at or above Proficient on NAEP: @ g Rural/smal) town ) 2 7%
South Carolina? 22%  Louisiana 18% - W .
Alabama 21%  District of Columbia 12% €3 Efigible for free/reduced-price lunch
Hawaii, Mississippi 19%  Virgin Islands 10% a’é_ g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 33%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
* The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
1 See explanation an pp. 2-3.
2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically its placement is correct. See pp. 2-3. } Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 ang Appendix D.
* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic school data. 2Characteristics of the sample do aot permit a reliable estimate.

[ See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. ﬂ 99



1. Improvement Over Time
Have Texas' 4th graders improved in reading achievement?

Not yet. Between 1992 and 1998, there was no significant change in the
percentage of public school 4th graders who met the Goals Panel's
performance standard in reoding.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Texas I

Reading Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

100%

80%

60%

40%

24% 26% 29%™

] 1

1990 1991 1992 1883 1984 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

A% Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.
Reading performance will be tested again in 2002.

2. State Comparisons’

How did Texas compare with other states in 4th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 19987

2 states had significantly higher! percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP: )
Connecticut 46%  New Hampshire 38%

26 states had similar! percentages of students who were *

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Massachusetts, Montana 37% Texas, Kentucky, Maryland, Missouri, 29%
Maine, Minnesota 36% New York, Washington,

lowa 35% West Virginia

Colorado, Kansas, Wisconsin 34% Michigan, North Carolina, Oregon, 28%
Rhode Island 32% Utah

us:. 31% Delaware, Tennessee 25%

Oklahoma, Virginia, Wyoming 30%  Alabama, Georgia 24%

12 states had significantly lower? percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Arkansas, Florida 23%  Mississippi 18%
Arizona, New Mexico, South Carolina  22%  Hawaii 17%
Nevada 21%  District of Columbia 10%
California : 20%  Virgin Islands 8%
Louisiana 19%

t The term “state” i used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Colymbia, and the territories.
1 See explanation on pp. 2-3.

* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
Texas were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading assessment?

< Male ;T%
b Female 32%
= American IndianfAlaskan Native?
g Asian/Pacific Islander?
< Black [ 119%
g Hispanic [ 15%
e White 43%
B8 4 )
= ‘é Less than high school
;—C; 2 High school graduate
§ s Some education beyond high school®
El g College graduate®

Central city
Urban fringeftarge town 36%
Ruralfsmall town

School
location

Eligible for freefreduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 43%

Poverty
measure

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

1 Intcrpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix [
Charactensncs of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
3 No data reported for 4th graders by parents’ highest level of education in 1998.

100 See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes.
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Reading Grade 8

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Texas' 8th graders improved in reading achievement?

In 1998, 28% of Texas’ public school 8th graders met the Gools Panel's
- - perfarmance stondard .in.reading. Improvement.over time will be reported. -
when reading is assessed agoin in 2002.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard ot the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

Texas

100%
80%
%
_ e IR RS
20% D
0%

1980 1991 1992 1993 1994 - 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Reoding performance will be tested ogoin in 2002,

2. State Comparisons’

How did Texas compare with other states in 8th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 19987

6 states had signi-ficantly higher? percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Connecticut, Maine 42%  Massachusetts 36%
Montana ' 38%  Kansas . 35%
Minnesota 37%

22 states had similar? pe'rcentag‘es of students who were

nt on NAEP:
New York 34% Texas, Arizona 28%
U.8..* Oregon, Virginia, Wisconsin 33%  West Virginia 27%
Washington 320 Tennessee 26% -
Maryland, North Carolina, Utah 31% Delaware, Georgia 25%
Colorado, Rhode Island 30%  Nevada, New Mexico 24%
Kentucky, Missouri, Oklahoma, 29%  Florida? 23%

Wyoming

Arkansas? 23%  Louisiana 18%
California, South Carolina 22%  District of Columbia 12%
Alabama 21%  Virgin Islands 10%
Hawaii, Mississippi 19% '

+ The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

1 See explanation on pp. 2-3.

2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically its placement is correct. See pp. 2-3.
* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
Texas were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading assessment?

bt
A Fernale a3 3%
= American Indian/Alaskan Native?
:g Asian{Pacific Islander I —— 500/
s Biack ) 12%
T‘cé Hispanic [ 15%
e White —] 4 0%
78 :
£ Less than high school
'_f’ 3 High school graduate ] 19%
) fé 5 Some education beyond high schoo| [— 360/
& g College graduate — 330/

Central city [m— 2500
Urban fringeflarge town
Rural/small town | 28 %

School
location

Eligible for freefreduced-price lunch [ 13%
Not eligible for freefreduced-price lunch |[EE————— ] 37 %
0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

Poverty
measure

100%

1 interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.

l See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. ]l 101




Utah

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Utah's 4th graders improved in reading achievement?

Not yet. Between 1992 ond 1998, there was no significant change in the -
percentage of public school 4th groders who met the Goals Panel's
performance standard in reading.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEF.

Reading Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

reading assessment

100%
80%
0%
40% 30% 30% 28%"°
Ot SR
1950 1991 1997 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

S Interpret with caution, Change was not statisticafly significant,

Reading performunce will be tested ogain in 2002,

2. State Comparisons’

How did Utah compare with other states in 4th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 1998? '

9 states had significantly higher? percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Connecticut 46%  Maine, Minnesota 36%
New Hampshire 38% lowa 350
Massachusetts, Montana 37%  Kansas,2 Wisconsin2 34%

19 states had similar! percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP: .

Colorado? 34%  Utah, Michigan, North Caroling, 28%
Rhode Island 32% Oregon

us.: 31% Delaware, Tennessee 25% -
Oklahoma, Virginia, Wyoming 30%  Alabama, Georgia 24%

29%

Kentucky, Maryland, Missouri,
New York, Texas, Washington,
West Virginia

Arkansas, Florida 23%  Mississippi 18%
Arizona, New Mexico, South Carolina  22%  Hawaii 17%
Nevada 21%  District of Columbia 10%
California 20%  Virgin Islands 8%
Louisiana 19%

 The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories,

1 See explanation on pp, 2-3.

2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically its placement is correct. See pp. 2-3.
* Figure shown for the U.S, includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in

Utah were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading assessment?

% Male

N Female

> American indian/Alaskan Native

g Asian/Pacific Islander

£ 2
K] Black

e Hispanic

e  White
%8 5
£ 5 Less than high schoof
= % High school graduate®
‘g 5 Some education beyond high schoot®
s g College graduate’

Central city
Urban fringeflarge town
Ruralfsmall town

School
location

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for freefreduced-price lunch

Poverty
measure

0%  20%

¥ Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp.

32%
E: 10%
22%

90%
R 3 2 0/o

28%
29%
24%

17%
32%

40% 60% B8Q%

2-3 and Appendix D.

2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
No data reported for 4th graders by parents’ highest level of education in 1998.
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Reading Grade 8

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Utah's 8th graders improved in reading achievement?
In 1998, 31% of Utah's public school 8th graders met the Goals Panel’s

-— -— — — performance stondard in reading. Improvement over time will be reported

when reading is assessed again in 2002.

The Gools Ponel hos set its performance standord at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the Nationgl Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Utah

reading assessment

100%
80%
60%
B - 11 ] oo e— — — - T ~ 31%
20% _—j‘
i
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Reuding performance will be tested agoin in 2002.

2. State Comparisons’

How did Utah compare with other states in 8th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 19987

3 states had signiﬁéantly higher! percentages of students
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

42% Montana 38%

Connecticut, Maine

18 states had similar? were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Utah, Maryland, North Carolina 31%

Minnesota 37%

Massachusetts 36%  Colorado, Rhode lsland 30%
Kansas 3500  Kentucky, Missouri, Oklahoma, 29%
New York .34% Wyoming

U.S..* Oregon, Virginia, Wisconsin 33%  Arizona, Texas 28%
Washington 32%

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

West Virginia 27%  Alabama 21%
Tennessee 26%  Hawaii, Mississippi 19%
Delaware, Georgia 259%  louisiana 18%
Nevada, New Mexico 24%  District of Columbia 12%
Arkansas, Florida 23%  Virgin Istands 10%
California, South Carolina 22%

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
1 See explanation on pp. 2-3.
* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups’ in
Utah were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading assessment?

A Female 37%"
> American Indian/Alaskan Native?
:2 Asian/Pacific Islander |m—— 2 90
b Black’
g Hispanic g(;
o White 33%
% 8
£ 8 Less than high school [ 13%
';E 32 High schoel graduate
%6 Some education beyond high schoo! |— 3 1%
c;‘“f g College graduatc /I——————— 4000
5 S Central city [E— 3 190
_g b= Urban fringeflarge town |mmmm—) 3 3o
v 8 Ruralfsmall town |ERmmmam] 2 6%

Eligible for freefreduced-price lunch [mmm—m—m] 2 1%
Not eligible for freefreduced-price lunch IE—— 8 3 5%

Poverty
measure

l See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes.

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate,
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Vermont

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Vermont's 4th graders improved in reading achievement?

Vermont did not participate in the 4th grade NAEP reading assessments in
1992, 1994, and 1998.

The Goois Panel has set its performance standord at the two highest levels of
" achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the Notional Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Reading Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

100%

80%

60%

40%

20%

Y

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Reading performance will be tested again in 2002.

2. State Comparisons*

How did Vermont compare with other states in 4th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 19987

Vermont did not participate in the 4th grade NAEP reading assessment in
1998,

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups in
Vermont were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading
assessment?

Vermont did not participate in the 4th grade NAEP reading assessment in
1998.

x Male
4
v Female
> American IndianfAlaskan Native
D Asian/Pacific Islander
fos
P
% Black
g‘; Hispanic
o White |
PN e N
C L Less than high school
Ity
g‘% High school graduate
I Some education beyond high school
£
v % College graduate
€32
5 5 . Central city
_g e Urban fringeflarge town
] Ruralfsmall town
g £ Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
W
aé: g Not eligible for freefreduced-price lunch

0%  20% 40% 60% B0% 100%
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Reading Grade 8

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Vermont's 8th graders improved in reading achievement?

Vermont did not participate in the 8th grade NAEP reading assessment in
1998 . _

The Goals Panel hos set its performance standard ot the two highest levels of

achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of

Educational Progress, or NAEP.

e e = 40%-

Vermont

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

100%

80%

60%

20%

1980 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1989 2000
Reading performonce will be tested ogoin in 2002,

2. State Comparisons’

How did Vermont compare with other states in 8th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 19987

Vermont did not participate in the 8th grode NAEP reading ossessment in
1998. ' ’

 The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups in
Vermont were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading
assessment?

Vermont did not participate in the 8th grade NAEP reading assessment in
- 1998.

Male
Female

American Indian/Alaskan Native

-
i3] Asian/Pacific Islander
=
g Black
§ Hispanic
= White
b .§ Less than high school
=
=3 High school graduate
© E' Some education beyond high school
=
£ % College graduate
* %

Central city
Urban fringeflarge town
Ruralfsmall town

School
location

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for freefreduced-price lunch
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure

i See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. . 1056



Virginia

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Virginia's 4th graders improved in reading achievement?

Not yet. Between 1992 and 1998, there was no significant chonge in the
percentage of public school 4th graders who met the Goals Ponel's
performance standard in regding.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard ot the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Reading Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

100%
80%
60%
40% 31% 6% 3006
20% H : l]
0% - '
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NS Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.
Rending performance will be tested again in 2002.

2. State Comparisons’

How did Virginia compare with other states in 4th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 19987

3 states had significantly higher percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Connecticut 46%  Massachusetts? 37%

New Hampshire 380

21 states had similar! percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Montana? 37%  Virginia, Oklahoma, Wyoming 30%
Maine, Minnesota 36%  Kentucky, Maryland, Missouri, 29%
lowa 35% New York, Texas, Washington,

Colorado, Kansas, Wisconsin 34% West Virginia

Rhode Island 32%  Michigan, North Carolina, Oregon, 28%
uss 1% Utah

“16 states had significantly lower! percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Delaware, Tennessee 25%  Louisiana 18%
Alabama, Georgia ’ 24%  Mississippi 18%
Arkansas, Florida 23% Hawaii 17%
Arizona, New Mexico, South Carolina  22%  District of Columbia 100%
Nevada 21%  Virgin Islands 8%
California 20%

* The term *state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

1 See explanation on pp. 2-3.

2 State may appear to be out of place; howéver, statistically its placement is correct. See pp. 2-3.
* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
Virginia were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading assessment?

Male [n——— 7 600

>
& Fernale |[nmmm—m—m 3300
z American IndianfAlaskan Native’
2 Asian/Pacific Islander [——— 3 500
e Black 130%
g Hispanic [l 13%
o White |[———) 3 8%
w5
_:én g Less than high school®
':E -§ High school graduate®
%5 Some education beyond high school®
& _:;: College graduate®
5 S Central city 26%
_g 1;—; Urban fringeflarge town [ 3400
1 o Ruralfsmall town 28%
-
£ § Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 13%
é g Not eligible for freefreduced-price lunch 38%

0%  20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

¥ Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a refiable estimate.
3 No data reported for 4th graders by parents' highest level of education in 1998,
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Reading Grade 8

1. Improvement Over Time

Have Virginia's 8th graders improved in reading achievement?

in 1998, 33% of Virginia’s public school 8th graders met the Goals Panel's

_performonce. standard_in_reading. Improvement over time_will be reported
when reading is assessed again in 2002.

The Goals Panel has set its performance stondard at the two highest levels of

achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the Naotianal Assessment of

Educationol Progress, or NAEP.

Virginia

Percentagerf public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

100%
80%
60%
T 40% 33%
20% l
u]

Reading performance will be tested again in 2002.

%
1990 1891 1992 1993 1994 1985 1896 1897 1988 1998 2000

2. State Comparisons’

How did Virginia compare with other states in 8th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 19987

2 states had significantly higher! percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Connecticut, Maine 42%

Montana
Minnesota
Massachusetis
Kansas

New York

18 states had similar! percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

38%  Washington

37%  Maryland, North Caroling, Utah
38% Colorado, Rhode island

35%  Kentucky, Missouri, Oklahoma,
34% Wyoming

U.S..* Virginia, Oregon, Wisconsin 33% Texas?

17 states had significantly lower! percentages of students who

at or above Proflcaent on NAEP

28% Cali forma South Carolma

Arizona?

West Virginia 27%  Alabama

Tennessee 26%  Hawaii, Mississippi
Delaware, Georgia 25%  louisiana

Nevada, New Mexico 24%  Oistrict of Columbia

Arkansas, Florida

23%  Virgin Islands

1 The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

¥ See explanation on pp. 2-3.

2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically its placement is correct. See pp. 2-3.
* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

32%

31%
30%
29%

28%

22%
21%
19%
18%
12%
10%

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups'
Virginia were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading assessment?

x Male 28%
& Female [l 38%
z American IndianfAlaskan Native?
o Asian/Pacific Islande r [ii— 3900
£ Black [ 12%
§ Hispanic 21%
= White 420
%8
£ %5 Less than high school [ 13%
iﬁ =] High school graduate [ 16%
‘5 4 Some education beyond high school | B 3 50/0
5 % College graduate [in———] 4 7 0

Central city B 25%
Urban fringeflarge town 43%
Rural/small town [ 2 8%

School
location

Eligible for freefreduced-price lunch [l 13%
Not eligible for freefreduced-price lunch [—— 3900

Poverty

measure

0% 20% 40%  60%

¥ Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technicol notes.
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80%

100%
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Washington

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Washington's 4th graders improved in reading achievement?

Not yet. Between 1994 and 1998, there wos no significant change in the
percentage of public school 4th graders who met the Goals Ponel's
performance standord in reading.

The Goals Panel has set its performonce standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Reading Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

100%

80%

60%

40% 27% 29%"

0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

NS Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.
Reading performance will be tested again in 2002.

2. State Comparisons’

How did Washington compare with other states in 4th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 19987

7 states had significantly higher! percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

46%  Maine, Minnesota 36%

Connecticut
New Hampshire . 38% lowa 35%
Massachusetts, Montana 37%

18 states had similar? percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP: . .

Colorado, Kansas, Wisconsin 349%  Michigan, North Carolina, Oregon, 28%
Rhode Istand 32% Utah
us:» 31% Tennessee? 25%
Oklahoma, Virginia, Wyoming 30%

Washington, Kentucky, Maryland, 29%
Missouri, New York, Texas,
West Virginia

15 states had significantly lower? percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Delaware? 25%  Louisiana ) 19%
Alabama, Georgia - 24%  Mississippi 18%
Arkansas, Florida 23% Hawaii 17%
Arizona, New Mexico, South Carolina  220b  District of Columbia 10%
Nevada 21%  Virgin Islands 8%
California 20%

t The term "state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

1 See exptanation on pp. 2-3.

2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically its placement is correct. See pp. 2-3.
* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups’ in
Washington were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading
assessment?

.
I
3
=R
)
W
8
&

American IndianfAlaskan Native

s
=
2 Asian/Pacific islander 31%
£
z Black
g Hispanic
= White 33%
w5 . 3
.é; = Less than high school
<4
= 3 High school graduate3
g* vg Some education beyond high school®
g 3
& % College graduate
= £ Central city 28%
(=]
2% Urban fringefiarge town 34%
R
e Ruralfsmall town 24%
‘g % Eligible for freefreduced-price lunch 13%
QB_ ©  Not eligible for freefreduced-price lunch 37%
£

0% 200 40% ©60% 80% 100%

1 interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.
3 No data reported for 4th graders by parents highest level of education in 1998,
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Reading Grade 8 Washington

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

1. Improvement Over Time 100%
Have Washington's 8th graders improved in reading achievement? 80%
In 1998, 32% of Washington's public school 8th graders met the Goals Panel’s 50%

_ performance. standard in reading. Improvement over time will be reported 0% 0
when reading is assessed again in 2002. T s e e A e 320
The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of _ 20% D

achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of -
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

1880 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Reading performance will be tested ogain in 2002.

2. State Comparisons’ 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Washington compare with other states in 8th grade reading What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups’ in
achievement in public schools in 19987 Washington were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading
assessment?
2 states had significantly higher! percentages of students who were Male 24%
‘ at or above Proficient on NAEP: 3
- Female n——— 40
Connecticut, Maine 42%
o = American IndianfAlaskan Native
19 states had similar! percentages of students who were o Asian/Pacific Islander Tmm—— 320%
- . =
at or above Proficient on NAEP: | % Black 16%
Montana 38% Washington 329% ] Hispanic ] 13%
Minnesota 37%  Maryland, North Carolina, Utah 31% « White T ——] 60
Massachusetts 36% Colorado, Rhode Island 30%
Kansas 35%  Kentucky, Missouri, Oklahoma, 29% . |
New York 349% Wyoming Less than high school ] 11%
U.S..,* Oregon, Virginia, Wisconsin 33%  Arizona, Texas 28%

16 states had significantly lower? percent 7

Parents' highest
level of education

T

=

=

w

Iz}

-

[

=N

w

]

o

=

=

[

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

West Virginia 27%  Alabama 21% 5 S Central city | Eu— 3200
Tennessee 26%  Hawaii, Mississippi 19% 2% Urban fringe/large town [——] 3 3%
Delaware, Georgia 25% Louisiana 18% A 8 Ruralfsmall town [ 2 9%
Nevada, New Mexico 24%  District of Columbia 12%
e e carolina 23%  Virgin lslands 1% § 5 Elgible for frecreduced-prce lunch jmmml 14%

L ¢ Not eligible for freefreduced-price lunch EE— 3 7 %

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
1 See explanation on pp. 2-3. ‘ . . A
* Figure shown for the LS. includes both public and nonpuslic school data, ¥ Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.

'.=See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. 109




West Virginia Reading Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

1. Improvement Over Time . 100%

Have West Virginia's 4th graders improved in reading achievement? 80%

Not yet. Between 1992 and 1998, there waos no significant change in the 60%

percentage of public school 4th graders who met the Goals Panel's 200 N

performance standard in reading. ’ 250 26% 23%
. 20% ! :

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of ﬂ D

achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of

3 1990 1991 1992 1393 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

NS Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.
Reoding performance will be tested ogain in 2002

2. State Comparisons’ 3. Subgroup Performance
How did West Virginia compare with other states in 4th grade reading What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
achievement in public schools ‘in 19987 ’ West Virginia were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading
: e assessment?
7 states had significantly higher) percentages of students who were ' Male 26%‘
at or above Proficient on NAEP: b g
L 2 Female [nmmmm—" 3 10/
Connecticut 46%  Maine, Minnesota 36%
i 0
New Hampshire 38% lowa 35% = American Indian/Alaskan Natlve:Z
Massachusetts, Montana 37% = . o 3
= Asian/Pacific Islander
T 21 ctates had cimi = Black [l 6%
‘ 21 states had similar? percentages of students who were Z
at or above Proficient on NAEP: § Hispanic 14%
' . e _ o White 31%
Colorado, Kansas, Wisconsin 34%  Michigan, North Carolina, Oregon, 28%
Rhode Island 320 Utah 9.8 ) )
uss : 31% Delaware, Tennessee 25% 58 Less than high school
Oklahoma, Virginia, Wyoming : 30%  Alabama, Georgia 24% < § High school graduate3
3 s [}
We:ﬂt V"glmtz, Ke\:tuck‘ﬂ Maryland,  29% £ Some education beyond high school®
issouri, New York, Texas g _ 3
o ’ ' o College graduate
Washington & g ge gradu
12 states had significantly lower! percentages of students who were = = Central city 35%
at or above Proficient on NAEP: o § Urban fringeflarge town. 330
5®
[V}
Arkansas, Florida 23%  Mississippi 18% 2 Rural/small town
Arizona, New Mexico, South Carolina  22%  Hawaii 17% o
Nevada 219%  District of Columbia 10% %‘ 3 Eligible for freefreduced-price lunch
Eahfgrma ?ggz Virgin Islands 8% 2 é Not eligible for freefreduced-price lunch 40%
ouisiana
us! 0% 200 40% 60% 80% 100%
t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories. Vinterpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.
1 See expianation on pp. 2-3. 2Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic school data. 3 No data reported for 4th graders by parents’ highest level of education in 1998.

110 I See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. !]



Reading Grade 8

1. Improvement Over Time
Have West Virginia's 8th graders improved in reading achievement?

In 1998, 27% of West Virginia’s public school 8th graders met the Gouls
__Panel's performance standard in readmg Improvement over tlme w:ll be

reported when reading is assessed dgain in 2002

The Goais Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
ochievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

e e A0%p— T———T

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

100%

80%

60%

20%

0%
1990 1991 1892 1883
Reoding performance will be tested again in 2002.

1984 1995

1996 1997 1998

1999 2000

2. State Comparisons’

How did West Virginia compare with other states in 8th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 19987

12 states had significantly higher? percéntages of students who were

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups’ in
West Virginia were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading

assessment?

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Female 35%

Connecticut, Maine 429%  New York 34%
m%':::;ta :33?2‘;2 t’v’:;gigg:"' Virginia, Wisconsin 2322’2 > American Indian/Alaskan Native?
G . e 2
Massachusetts 36%  Utah? 31% E Asian/Pacific Islander
Kansas 350 _‘Q Black 13%
L ] Hispanic?
16 states had similar? percentages of students who were o White ] 2 8%
at or above Proficient on NAEP: .
_ % 5
Maryland,2 North Carolina2 31% West Virginia 27% -?:t; § Less than high school [ 14%
Colorado, Rhode Island 30% Tennessee 26% = 32 High school graduate [ 19%
. . N ™ [
Ktn&; ck;l;_:\iﬂéssoun, Okiahoma, 29% BE’\Z\ZZ{%SWEOI{AQQ;CO gigﬁ :"2) % Some education beyond high schoo! i 2806
yomi . L
Arizona, Texas 28%  Arkansas? 23% & fa: Coliege graduate | m—— 4000

Central city [IEN—— 3400
Urban fringe/large town | 2 9%
Ruralfsmall town i) 2 5%

9 states had significantly lower! percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

School
location

Florida? 23% louisiana 18%
California, South Carolina 22%  District of Columbia 12% o
Alabama 21%  Virgin Islands 10% g 5 Eligible for freefreduced-price lunch [ 15%

I . . . . vy
Hawail, Mississippi 19% 8 g Nat eligible for free/reduced-price lunch [ET——-—— 9 34

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
* The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories, - . .
1 See explanation on pp. 2-3. ’ ’ ) .
2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically its placement is correct. See pp. 2-3. ¥ interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.
* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic school data. 2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
111
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1. Improvement Over Time
Have Wisconsin’s 4th graders improved in reading achievement?

Not yet. Between 1992 and 1998, there was no significant change in the
percentage of public school 4th graders who met the Goals Ponel's
performance standard in reading.

The Gools Panel has set its performance stondard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

wisconsin |

Reading Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

100%

80%

60%

40% 33% 35% 3492

-k 1

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1998 1997 1998 1999 2000

NS Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant,
Reading performance will be tested again in 2002,

2, State Comparisons'

How did Wisconsin compare with other states in 4th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 19987

1 state had a significantly higher! percentage of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Connecticut 46%

16 states had similar! percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

New Hampshire 38%  Rhode Island 32%

Massachusetts, Montana 37% US.* 31%
Maine, Minnesota 36%  Oklahoma, Virginia, Wyoming 30%
lowa 35%  Kentucky,2 Maryland,?2 New York,2 29%
Wisconsin, Colorado, Kansas 340% Texas?

23 states had significantly lower! percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Missouri,2 Washington,2 West Virginiaz  29% Nevada 21%
Michigan, North Carolina, Oregon, 28% California 20%

Utah . Louisiana 19%
Delaware, Tennessee 25%  Mississippi 18%
Alabama, Georgia 24% Hawaii 17%
Arkansas, Florida 23%  District of Columbia 10%
Arizona, New Mexico, South Carolina  22%  Virgin Islands 8%

_ ¥ The term "state" is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
¥ See explanation on pp. 2-3.
2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically its placement is correct. See pp. 2-3.
* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
Wisconsin were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading
assessment?
Male |u—— 3200
v Female |nilin——, 3 7 %
=z American Indian/Alaskan Native’
12 Asian/Pacific Islander?
< Black [l 7%
73; Hispanic [mi) 1 6%
= White [—— 390
g8 : 3
<8 Less than high school
£ 2 High schooi graduate’
‘g % Some education beyond high school®
8 g College graduate®
5 S Central city
2= Urban fringe/flarge town . 420
A 8 Ruralfsmall town [ 3 5%
> . "
€3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
:c: g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 41%
0%  20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate,
3 No data reported for 4th graders by parents’ highest level of education in 1998,

112 ‘ See Appendix A for definitions, sources, ond technical notes.




Reading Grade 8

1. Improvement Over Time

Percentage-of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

Wisconsin

reading assessment

100%

Have Wisconsin's 8th graders improved in reading achievement?

In 1998, 33% of Wisconsin's public school 8th groders met the Goals Panel’s
_performance standard in reoding. Improvement over time will be reported

when reading is ossessed again in 2002. V T

The Goals Panel hos set its performance stondord at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

80%

60%

B ot ——— - 33%

20% D
0%

1990 1991 1932 1993 1994 1995 1998 1997 1998 1999 2000

Reading performance will be tested ogain in 2002,

2. State Comparisons*

How did Wisconsin cbmpare with other states in 8th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 19987

2 states had significantly higher? percentages of students who wer I

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Connecticut, Maine

42%

Montana 38%  Washington 32%
Minnesota 37%  Maryland, North Carolina, Utah 31%
Massachusetts 36% Colorado, Rhode Island 30%
Kansas 35%  Kentucky, Missouri, Oklahoma 29%
New York 34% Wyoming

U.S.." Wisconsin, Oregon, Virginia 33%  Arizona, Texas 28%

16 states had significantly lower! percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

West Virginia 27%  Alabama 21%
Tennessee 26%  Hawaii, Mississippi 19%
Delaware, Georgia 25%  Louisiana 18%
Nevada, New Mexico 24%  District of Columbia 12%
Arkansas, Florida 23%  Virgin Islands 10%
California, South Carolina 22%

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
1 See explanation on pp. 2-3.
* Figure shown for the U.S, includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
Wisconsin were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading

assessment?
x Male i—g; 24%
A Female 42%
= American Indian/Alaskan Native?
2 Asian/Pacific Islander?
5 Black (W} 7%
?‘; Hispanic [mmm—; 20%
o« White 37%
e =
g e
£%8 Less than high school [ 9%
£ 2 High school graduate ) 2 4%
:c: S5 Some education beyond high schoo! | — 3 40/
S E College graduate [I———) 4 600
_ Central city [—] 24%
© o .
§ g Urban fringe/large town mmm— 3 9%
b= Ruralfsmall town e 35%
> & - .
€5 Eligible for freefreduced-price lunch 16%
£ Z L .
L g Not eligible for. freefreduced-price lunch [iEE————— 8 3800

0%

20% 40% 60% 80%

¥ Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and techmeal notes.
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Wyoming

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Wyoming's 4th graders improved in reading achievement?

Not yet. Between 1992 and 1998, there was no significant change in the
percentage of public school 4th graders who met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in reading.

The Goals Panel hos set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Reading Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

100%
80%
0%
40% 33% 32% 30061
N E—
0% —

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1987 1998 1999 2000

S Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.
Reading performance will be tested ogain in 2002,

2. State Comparisons’

How did Wyoming compare with other states in 4th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 19987

2 states had significantly higher? percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Connecticut 46%  New Hampshire 38%

23 states had similar! percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Massachusetts, Montana 37%  Kentucky, Maryland, Missouri, 29%
Maine, Minnesota 36% New York, Texas, Washington,

lowa 35% West Virginia

Colorado, Kansas, Wisconsin 34%  Michigan, North Carolina, Oregon, 28%
Rhode Island 32% Utah

us: 31% Tennessee? 25%
Wyoming, Oklahoma, Virginia 30% :

15 states had significantly lower? percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Delaware2 25%  Louisiana 19%
Alabama, Georgia 24%  Mississippi 18%
Arkansas, Florida 230  Hawaii 17%
Arizona, New Mexico, South Carolina  22%  District of Columbia 10%
Nevada 21%  Virgin Islands 8%
California 20%

* The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
1 See explanation on pp. 2-3. :

2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically its placement is correct. See pp. 2-3.
* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
Wyoming were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading

assessment?

@

n * Female 34%

> American IndianfAlaskan Native 16%

:g Asian/Pacific Islander’

E Black®

o White 33%
—
= L . 3
£® ess than high school
= 2 High school graduate®
)
1:: % Some education beyond high schoot®
&% College graduate
=< Central city . 30%
2= Urban fringe/large town 29%
o
-] Rural/small town 30%
g g Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 20%
ng_ g Not eligible for freefreduced-price lunch 359%

0%  20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
3 Ne data reported for 4th graders by parents’ highest level of education in 1998.

114 ‘ See Appendix A far definitions, sources, and technical notes. l



1. Improvement Over Time
Have Wyoming's 8th graders improved in reading achievement?

In 1998, 299 of Wyoming's public school 8th graders met the Goals Panel's
performance standard in reading. Improvement over time will be reported
when reading is assessed again in 2002, o

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the Notional Assessment of
Educationol Progress, or NAEP.

| Reading Grade 8 | — ********

Wyoming

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

reading assessment

100%
80%
60%

- 40% 29% e
20% E

g 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Reading performance will be tested ogein in 2002.

2. State Comparisons’

How did Wyoming compare with other states in 8th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 19987

5 states had significantly higher! percentages of stuwho were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Connecticut, Maine 42%  Minnesota 37%

Montana - 38%  Kansas? 35%

20 states had similar! percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Massachusetts2 36% Wyoming, Kentucky, Missouri, 29%
New York 34% Oklahoma

U.S..* Oregon, Virginia, Wisconsin 33%  Arizona, Texas 28%
Washington 320 West Virginia 27%
Maryland, North Carolina, Utah 31% Tennessee 26%
Colorado, Rhode Island 30% Delaware, Georgia 25%

12 states had s‘ignificant!y lower? percentages of students

_at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Nevada, New Mexico 24%  Hawaii, Mississippi 19%

Arkansas, Florida . 23%  louisiana 18%
California, South Carolina 220k District of Columbia 12%
Alabama 21%  Virgin Islands 10%

T The term “state™ is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

1 See explanation on pp. 2-3.

2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically its placement is correct. See pp. 2-3.
* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic schoot data,

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
Wyoming were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading

Female 37%

assessment?
b
vy
2 American Indian/Alaskan Native i 11%
?2 Asian/Pacific Islander?
£ 2
k] Black
] Hispanic
e White
PR
¢ 2 .
£ ® Less than high school
B2
= —§ High school graduate
vy
:":J S Some education beyond high school
&F College graduate

Central city
Urban fringeflarge town’
Rural/small town

School
location

Eligible for freefreduced-price lunch
Not eligible for freefreduced-price lunch

Poverty
measure

0%

20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

! interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.

2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.

l See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes.
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1. Improvement Over Time
Have American Samoa’s 4th graders improved in reading achievement?

American Samoo did not participate in the 4th grade NAEP reading
assessments in 1992, 1994, and 1998.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standord at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

American Samoz

Reading Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

100%

80%

60%

40%

20%

%
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Reuding performance will be tested again in 2002

2. State Comparisons’

How did American Samoa compare with other states in 4th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 19987

American Samoa did not participate in the 4th grade NAEP reading
assessment in 1998.

t The term "state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups in
American Samoa were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading
assessment?

American Samoa did not participote in the 4th grade NAEP reading
assessment in 1998.

>< Male
A Female
= American IndianfAlaskan Native
S Asian/Pacific Islander
=
E Black
§ Hispanic
o White
P
g 2 Less than high school
E‘g High school graduate
nl Some education beyond high school
c o
¥ College graduate
o
=3
- Central city
§ “f‘é Urban fringe/large town
A8 Ruralfsmall town
g g Eligible for freefreduced-price funch
é g Not eligible for freefreduced-price tunch

0%  20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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American Samoa

Reading Grade 8

Percentage of public schoal 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

1. Improvement Over Time 100%
{
Have American Samoa’s 8th graders improved in reading achievement? 80%
American Semoa did not participate in the 8th grade NAEP reading 60%
_assessment in 1998,
T T T s e e e L e B N
The Gools Ponel hos set its performance standord at the two highest fevels of 20% } — - -

achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

o
1990 1991 1992 1983 1994 1935 1996 1997 1998 1988 2000
Reoding performance will be tested ogoin in 2002,

2. State Comparisons’ 3. Subgroup Performance

How did American Samoa compare with other states in 8th grade reading What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups in

achievement in public schools in 19987 American Samoa were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading
assessment?

American Samoa did not participate in the 8th grade NAEP reading
assessment in 1998 American Semoa did not porticipate in the 8th grade NAEP reading
' assessment in 1998.

Male
Female

American Indian/Alaskan Native

P
T Asian/Pacific Islander
=
i Black
g Hispanic
o« White
Y é Less than high school
=
gg High school graduate
n e Some education beyond high schoo!
g5 : Coll
¥ ollege graduate
a3

Central city
Urban fringeflarge town
Ruralfsmall town

School
jocation

Eligible for freefreducéd—price tunch
Not eligible for freefreduced-price lunch
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure

1 The term "state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
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Guam

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Guam’s 4th graders improved in reading achievement?

Not yet. Between 1992 and 1994, there waos no significant change in the
percentage of public school 4th groders who met the Goals Panel’s performance
standard in reading. Guam did not participate in the 4th grade NAEP reading
assessment in 1998.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Reading Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

100%
b
60%
40%

20% 8% 8%

1980 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Reading performance will be tested again in 2002.

2. State Comparisons’

How did Guam compare with other states in 4th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 19987

Guam did not participate in the 4th grade NAEP reading assessment in 1998.

* The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups in
Guam were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading assessment?

Guam did not participate in the 4th grade NAEP reading assessment in 1998.

x Male
2 Female
o American IndianfAlaskan Native
T Asian/Pacific Islander
o<
E Black
§ Hispanic
o White
a § Less than high school
=
=g High school graduate
po) k¥ Some education beyond high school
c G
g College graduate
o
S Central city
<
2 é Urban fringe/large town
A g Rural/small town
zE Eligible for freefreduced-price lunch
LR . .
é g Not eligible for freefreduced-price lunch

0% 20% 40% 60% B80% 100%
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Reading Grade 8

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Guam's 8th graders improved in reading achievement?

Guam did not participate in the 8th grade NAEP reading assessment in 1998.

- —~—- —---The-Goals-Panel -has set-its_performance_standard_at the two_highest levels of

achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Guam

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

100%

80%

60%

400%p

20%

0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Reading performance will be tested again in 2002.

2. State Comparisons’

How did Guam compare with other states in 8th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 19987

Guam did not participate in the 8th grade NAEP reading assessment in 1998.

 The term "state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups in
Guam were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading assessment?

Guam did not participate in the 8th grade NAEP reading assessment in 1998.

X Male
2 Female
- American Indian/Alaskan Native
S Asian/Pacific Islander
c
i Black
Y Hispanic
< .
e White
— £ .
o2 Less than high school
=
E‘;Z High school graduate
v Some education beyond high school
| =
v % College graduate
<3
_ e Central city
g % Urban fringe/large town
v g Ruralfsmall town
g § Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
QS_ g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I : 119




1. Improvement Over Time
Have the Northern Marianas' 4th graders improved in reading achievement?

The Northern Marianas did not participate in the 4th grade NAEP reading
assessments in 1992, 1994, and 1998.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
" achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Northern Marianas :

Reading Grade 4

Percentage of public schoo! 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

100%

80%

60%

40%

20%

0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1938 13999 2000
Reading performance will be tested again in 2002.

2. State Comparisons*

How did the Northern Marianas compare with other states in 4th grade
reading achievement in public schools in 19987

The Northern Marianas did not participate in the 4th grade NAEP reading
assessment in 1998. ‘

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public schoo! 4th graders in different subgroups in the
Northern Marianas were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading
assessment? .

The Northern Marianas did not participate in the 4th grade NAEP reading
assessment in 1998. :

X Male
w Female
= American Indian/Alaskan Native
G Asian/Pacific Islander
= .
E Black
Y Hispanic
©
e« White | -
- = .
2 Less than high school
£
_g‘_g High school graduate
nY Some education beyond high school
g2 College graduate
o o
-3
5 S . Central city | .
2% Urban fringe/large town
A g Ruralfsmall town
g g Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
8 g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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Reading Grade 8 Northern Marianas

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

1. Improvement Over Time ‘ 100%
Have the Northern Marianas’ 8th graders improved in reading achievement? 80%
The Northern Marianas did not participate in the 8th grade NAEP reading 60%
gssessment in 1998. :
e T Ll e
The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of 0% e

achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the Naotional Assessment of

Educational Progress, or NAEF. 0%
1980 1991 1992 1983 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Reading performonce will be tested again in 2002

2. State Comparisons® 3. Subgroup Performance

How did the Northern Marianas compare with other states in 8th grade What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups in the

reading achievement in public schools in 19987 Northern Marianas were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading
? N

The Northern Marianas did not participate in the 8th grode NAEP reading : assessment: .

gssessment in 1998. The Northern Muorianas did not participate in the 8th grade NAEP reading

assessment in 1998.

Male
Female

Sex

American Indian/Alaskan Native
Asian/Pacific Islander
Black
Hispanic
White

Racefethnicity

Less than high school

High school graduate

Some education beyond high school
College graduate

Parents’ highest
level of education

Central city
Urban fringeflarge town

School
location

Ruralfsmall town

% g Eligible for freef/reduced-price lunch
743
a%_ g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
1 The term "state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
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Puerto Rico

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Puerto Rico's 4th graders improved in reading achievement?

Puerto Rico did not participate in the 4th grade NAEP reading assessments in
1992, 1994, and 1998.

The Goals Panel hos set its performance stondard ot the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the Notional Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Reading Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

100%

80%

60%

40%

20%

U
1990 1981 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1937 1998 1999 2000
Reading performance will be tested again in 2002.

2. State Comparisons’

How did Puerto Rico compare with other states in 4th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 19987

Puerto Rico did not participate in the 4th grode NAEP reading gssessment in
1998. :

* The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups in
Puerto Rico were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading
assessment?

Puerto Rico did not participate in the 4th 'grade NAEP reading assessment in
1998.

X Male
v Female
= American Indian/Alaskan Native
‘C Asian/Pacific Islander
=
E Black
g Hispanic
& White
P -
¢ -2 Less than high school
=
2 S High school graduate
n @ Some education beyond high school
c o
g College graduate
£S5
4
— = Central city
_§ % Urban fringeflarge town
(%3
g Rural/small town
% £ Eligible for freefreduced-price lunch
2 g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch

0%  20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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Puerto Rico

Reading Grade 8

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

1. Improvement Over Time 100%

Have Puerto Rico's 8th graders improved in reading achievement? 80%

Puerto Rico did not participate in the 8th grade NAEP reading assessment in 609%
1998 __ e el e A0% e T LT T T

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of 20% o T
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of

Educational Progress, or NAEP.

% .
1990 1991 1982 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 198% 2000
Reading performonce will be tested ogoin in 2002.

2. State Comparisons' 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Puerto Rico compare with other states in 8th grade reading What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups in
achievement in public schools in 1998? Puerto Rico were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading
?
Puerto Rico did not participate in the 8th grade NAEP reading assessment in assessment:
1998. Puerto Rico did not participote in the 8th grade NAEP reading assessment in
1998.
< Male
&K Female
S American Indian/Alaskan Native
S Asian/Pacific Islander
fos
;% Black
g Hispanic
e White

Less than high school

High school graduate

Some education beyond high school
College graduate

Parents’ highest
level of education

Central city
Urban fringe/large town

School
location

Rural/small town

Eligible for free/reduced-price tunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure

t The term *state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes.
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Virgin Islands Reading Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

: : reading assessment
1. Improvement Over Time ﬁ 100%
Have the Virgin Islands’ 4th graders improved in reading achievement? 80%
Yes, The percentage of the Virgin Islands’ public school 4th graders who met 60%
the Goals Panel’s performance standard in reading increased from 3% in 1992, 40%
to 8% in 1998. " )
20% 8%
The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of 0% k) =
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of 1930 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1995 1997 1998 1999 2000
Educotional Progress, or NAEP. Reading performance will be tested again in 2002, :
2. State Comparisons’ - ‘ 3. Subgroup Performance
How did the Virgin Islands compare with other states in 4th grade reading What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
achievement in public schools in 19987 the Virgin Islands were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading
: assessment?
39 states had significantly higher! percentages of students who were Male [ 6%
at or above Proficient'on NAEP: . & ~ E
; : - Female 10%
Connecticut 46%  Michigan, North Carolina, Oregon, 28%
New Hampshire © o 38% Utah Ameri . conl
merican Indian/Alaskan Native
Massachusetts, Montana 37%  Delaware, Tennessee 25% § . } £ic Islander?
Maine, Minnesota 36%  Alabama, Georgia 24% = Asian/Pacific Islander
lowa 35%  Arkansas, Florida 23% E Black E 8%
Colorado, Kansas, Wisconsin 34%  Arizona, New Mexico, South Carolina  22% "g’ Hispanic [ 6%
Rhode Isiand 320 Nevada 21% o White?
us.* 31% California 20% -
Okiahoma, Virginia, Wyoming . 30% Louisiana 19% Ls . 3
Kentucky, Maryland, Missouri, 29%  Mississippi 18% o 8 Léss than high 5Ch°°|3
New York, Texas, Washington, Hawaii 7% = % High school graduate
West Virginia £% . Some education beyond high school®
8T College graduate®
&
~ = - Central city?
T ] o 5 5 entral city
District of Columbia 10%  Virgin fsfanp‘s 8% -§ = Urban fringe/large t own?
A8 Rural/small town {mm] 8%
o W . .
£ § Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 8%
é g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch?
O  20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories, T lnterpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.
¥ See explanation on pp. 2-3. 2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
" Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic schoo! data. 3 No data reported for 4th graders by parents’ highest level of education in 1998.

124 l See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. ll



I Virsin siand:

Reading Grade 8

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
reading assessment

1. Improvement Over Time ' 100%
Have the Virgin Islands’ 8th graders improved in reading achievement? 80%
In 1998, 109 of the Virgin Islands’ public school 8th groders met the Goals 60%

Panel’s performance standord in reading. !mprovemeq_t.qy_e_r_ time will be =
reported when reading is ossessed again in 2002. T

W
i

The Goals Panel hos set its performance standord ot the two highest levels of ) 20%

achievement — Froficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

%
1990 1991 1892 1993 1994 1995 1996 1887 1998 1999 2000
Reading performance will be tested ogain in 2002,

2. State Comparisons’

How did the Virgin Islands compare with other states in 8th grade reading
achievement in public schools in 1998?

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups’ in
the Virgin Islands were at or above Proficient on the 1998 NAEP reading

assessment?
36 states had significantly higher! percentages of students who were Male ;8%
at or above Proficient on NAEP: ' 5
A S A Female 11%
Connecticut, Maine 42%  Arizona, Texas 28%
. 0, i 0 5
Rj?::::;a 3302 ,}’Z :Zte\s/;;i'h'a 520:: % American Ind.ian/Ala_skan Nativez
Massachusetts 36% Delaware, Georgia 25% € Asian/Pacific Islander
Kansas 35%  Nevada, New Mexico 24% k) Black 59%
New York 34%  Arkansas, Florida 23% g Hispanic 10%
U.S.,” Oregon, Virginia, Wisconsin 33% California, South Carolina 22% o White?
Washington 3206  Alabama 21% -
Maryland, North Carolina, Utah 31%  Hawaii, Mississippi 19% VS :
Colorado, Rhode Island 30% Louisiana 18% =) B Less than high school 12%
Kentucky, Missouri, Oklahoma, 29% = % High school graduate [l 8%
Wyoming § %5 Some education beyond high school 13%
o8 E College graduate [l 10%

1 state had a similar? percentage of students who were

, at or above Pr?iii_c:ient on NAEP: - . Central cityz

s S . 2

District of Columbia 12%  Virgin Islands 10% % ® Urban fringeflarge town
v o Rural/small town 10%

Eligible for free/reduced-price funch 10%
Not eligible for freefreduced-price lunch?

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure

 The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
1 See explanation on pp. 2-3.
* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 2-3 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
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Technical Notes and Sources

Accuracy of Data

The accuracy of any statistic is determined by the joint effects of
"sampling" and "nonsampling” errors. Estimates based on a sample
will differ somewhat from the figures that would have been

_Obtained if a_complete census had been taken using the same

survey instruments, instructions, and procedures. In addition to
such sampling errors, all surveys, both universe and sample, are
subject to design, reporting, and processing errors and errors due to
nonresponse. To the extent possible, these nonsampling errors are
kept to a minimum by methods built into the survey procedures.

In general, however, the effects of nonsampling errors are more
difficult to gauge than those produced by sampling variability.

Sampling Errors

The samples used in surveys are selected from a large number of
possible samples of the same size that could have been selected
using the same sample design. Estimates derived from the different
samples would differ from each other. The difference between a
sample estimate and the average of al! possible samples is called
the sampling deviation. The sampiing error of a survey estimate is
a measure of the variation among the estimates from all possible
samples and, thus, is a measure of the precision with which an
estimate from a particular sample approximates the average result
of all possible samples.

The sample estimate and an estimate of its standard error permit
us to construct interval estimates with prescribed confidence that
the interval includes the average result of all possible samples. [f
all possible samples were selected under essentially the same
conditions and an estimate and its estimated standard error were
calculated from each sample, then: 1) approximately 2/3 of the
intervals from one standard error below the estimate to one
standard error above the estimate would include the average value
of the possible samples; and 2) approximately 19/20 of the intervals

 from two standard errors above the estimate to two standard errors

below the estimate would include the average value of all possible
samples. We call an interval from two standard errors below the

Appendix A

estimate to two standard errors above the estimate a 95 percent
confidence interval.

Analysis of standard errors can help assess how valid a comparison
between two estimates might be. The standard error of a
difference between two independent sample estimates is equal to

~ the square root of the sum of the squared standard errors of ‘the ™ =~

estimates,

The standard error (se) of the difference between independent
sample estimates "a” and "b" is:

seyp= /562, + sedy

To compare changes in between-group differences (groups "a" and
"b"} over time {years "1" and "2"), we approximate the standard
error of the difference as:

se = \/seza, + 5e2y + se2,, + se2y,

This method overestimates the standard error because it does not
account for covariance (the covariance figures were not available).
Because of. this overestimation, the approach is conservative; that is,
one is less likely to obtain significant results.

State and U.S. Comparisons

For the state-level indicators on student achievement, the state data
include public school students only, while the US, data include
public and nonpublic school students.

Multiple State Comparisons

The procedure used in Part 1: Improvement Over Time on the state
pages to determine whether the test scores in two years are
significantly different is a statistical test based on the assumption
that only one test of statistical significance is being performed.
However, in Part 2: State Comparisons on the state pages, many
different average test scores are being compared (one state must be
compared to all other participating jurisdictions). In a case such as
this where there are multiple comparisons, statistical theory
indicates that the certainty associated with the entire data set is
less than that attributable to each individual comparison. To hold
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the significance level for the entire set of comparisons to 0.05,
adjustments called multiple comparison procedures must be made.
A powerful multiple comparison procedure designed by Benjamini
and Hochberg was used in this case. This method controls the
proportion of falsely rejected hypotheses from among all rejections.
The BenjaminifHochberg application of the False Discovery Rate
(FDR) criterion can be described as follows. Let m be the number
of significance tests made, and let Pyg Py<.....< P, be the ordered
significance levels of the m tests, from lowest to highest
probability. Let o be the combined significance level of 0.05. The
procedure will compare P, with o, P, ; with a(m-1)[m,...F} with
ajim, stopping the comparisons with the first j such that Pj < ajim.
All tests associated with P;,...P}- are declared significant; all tests
associated with P.q,....P, are declared not significant.

Source: Benjamini, Y., & Hochberg, Y. (1994). Controlling the
False Discovery Rate: A practical and powerful approach to
multiple testing. Journal of the Royaol Statistical Society, Series B,
57 {1): 289-300.

National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP)

The National Assessment of Educational Progress, or NAEP, is the only
nationally representative and ongoing assessment of what students in
the United States know and are able to do in various academic
subjects.  Since 1969, NAEP has periodically assessed US. 4th, 8th,
and 12th graders in reading, writing, mathematics, science, history,
geography, the arts, and civics. NAEP is funded by Congress and is
administered by the US. Department of Education’s National Center
for Education Statistics.

Congress expanded NAEP to allow the reporting of comparable state
by state results, beginning with the 1990 mathematics assessment.
Participation in state-level NAEP is voluntary, and has increased from
40 states and territories in the initial 1990 assessment, to as many
as 45 in the 1996 mathematics and science assessments. These
figures do not include the Department of Defense overseas and
domestic schools. Although these jurisdictions have also participated
in state-level administrations of NAEP, the Goals Panel does not
report data for them.
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To date, state-level NAEP assessments have been administered in
reading, writing, mathematics, and science. During 2002, state-level
NAEP assessments will be administered once again in reading at
Grades 4 and 8, and in writing at Grade 8. Writing will also be
assessed at Grade 4 for the first time at the state level,

NAEP assessments include both multiple-choice and open-ended test
items. NAEP also collects demographic, curricular, and instructional
information through student, teacher, and schoo! administrator
surveys. Since NAEP is used for large-scale monitoring and is not
designed to be an individual test, no participating student takes the
entire NAEP examination. Instead, samples of students in Grades 4,
8, and 12 are selected to take different portions of the test.

This approach, called matrix sampling, minimizes the number of
students and the amount of time needed for testing, yet still
allows policymakers to draw valid conclusions about how all
students would have performed if they had taken the entire test.

National Assessment Governing Board (NAGB) Achievement
Levels

The NAEP data shown in this report should be interpreted with
caution. The Goals Panel's performance standard classifies student
performance according to achievement levels adopted by the National
Assessment Governing Board for the National Assessment of
Educational Progress. This effort has resulted in three achievement
levels: Basic, Proficient, and Advanced. The Goals Panel has set its
performance standard at the Proficient or Advanced levels on NAEP.

The NAGB achievement levels are reasoned judgements of what
students should know and be able to do. They are attempts to
characterize overall student performance in particular subject matters.
The NAGB achievement levels represent a useful way to categorize
overall performance on NAEP. They are also consistent with the
Panel's efforts to report such performance against a high-criterion
standard.

Readers should exercise caution, however, in making particular
inferences about what students at each level actually know and can
do. A NAEP assessment is a complex picture of student achievement,
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and applying external standards for performance is a difficult task.

The process of setting achievement levels is still in transition and both
NAGB and NCES regard the achievement levels as developmental. The
Goals Panel acknowledges these limitations but believes that, used with
caution, these levels convey important information about how American
“students are- faring=in-reaching -Goal-3-- -~ —- ~—~ ~ - o oo

Basic: This level, below proficient, denotes partial mastery of
knowledge and skills that are fundamental for proficient work ot
each grade — 4, 8 and 12.

Proficient: This central level represents solid academic
performance for each grade tested — 4, 8, and 12. It reflects o
consensus that students reaching this level have demonstrated
competency over challenging subject maotter and are well
prepared for the next level of schooling.

Advanced: This higher level signifies superior performonce
beyond proficient grode-level mastery at Grodes 4, 8, and 12.

Thus far, state-level assessments have been conducted in reading,
mathematics, science, and writing. Student achievement levels have
been established by NAGB in these subject areas, with the exception
of writing.

Reading Achievement

See general technical notes regarding NAEP and the NAGB
achieverment levels.

in 1992, 44 jurisdictions (states, territories, and the District of
Columbia) participated in the state-level NAEP reading assessment
of 4th graders. Six states did not satisfy one of the guidelines for
school sample participation rates in 1992: Delaware, Maine,
Nebraska, New Hampshire, New Jersey, and New York.

In 1894, 43 jurisdictions participated in the voluntary assessment of
4th graders. Two of the participating states (ldaho and Michigan)
failed to meet the minimum school participation guidelines for
public schools at Grade 4; therefore, their results were not released.
Seven other states did not satisfy one of the NAEP guidelines for
school sample participation rates in 1994: Montana, Nebraska, New
Hampshire, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Tennessee, and Wisconsin.

results_for. lllinois were released. . Nine states_did not satisfy one of
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In 1998, 42 jurisdictions participated in the state-level reading
assessment of 4th graders, and 39 jurisdictions participated in the
first state-level reading assessment of 8th graders. One state,
Hlinois, failed to meet the minimum school participation guidelines
for public schools at both Grade 4 and Grade 8; therefore, no

the guidelines for school sample participation rates at Grade 4:
California, lowa, Kansas, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Montana, New
Hampshire, New York, and Wisconsin. Seven states did not satisfy
one of the guidelines for school sample participation rates at Grade
8: California, Kansas, Maryland, Minnesota, Montana, New York, and
Wisconsin.

Students with disabilities and students with limited English
proﬁciéncy are included in the samples of students who take NAEP
assessments unless they meet well-defined criteria for exclusion. In
some states, the exclusion rates for these groups of students
changed between the 1984 and 1998 NAEP reading assessments.
The National Center for Education Statistics is examining possible
relationships between changes in state-level performance at Grade 4
between 1994 and 1998, and changes in exclusion rates for these
groups of students. For further information, please contact Peggy-
Carr of the National Center for Education Statistics, at

(202) 219-1576, peggy_carr@ed.gov.

Sources: Campbell, LR, Donahue, P.L, Reese, CM, & Phillips, G.W.
(1996, January]. NAEP 1994 reading report card for the nation ond -
the states. Washington, DC: National Center for Education
Statistics.

Donahue, P.L., Voelkl, KE, Campbell, J.R, & Mazzeo, J. (1999,
March). NAEP 1998 reading report card for the nation and the
states. Washington, DC: National Center for Education Statistics.

NAEP Student Subgroups

NAEP results are reported for student subgroups only if they meet
minimum requirements for student sample size and school
representation. For public schools, the minimum number of
students per subgroup is 62, and students in the sample must be
drawn from a minimum of 5 primary sampling units (PSUs). At
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the state level, a PSU is usually a single school. At the national
level, a PSU is a region, such as a county, group of counties, or a
metropolitan statistical area.

in this document, NAEP results are reported by five types of
subgroups: sex, racefethnicity, parents' highest level of education,
school location, and student eligibility for freefreduced-price lunch,
which is often used as a measure of poverty. Brief definitions and
technical information about the five subgroups reported in this
document follow.

* Sex. Student results are reported separately for males and
females. This information was collected on general student
background questionnaires.

* Race/ethnicity. Student results are reported according to five
federal reporting categories:

o American Indian/Alaskan Native;
& Asian/Pacific Islander;

 Black;

* Hispanic; and

* White,

Classification was based on student self-reports to general
background questions and school records. A sixth response category,
"Other,” was also a response option.

Parents’ highest level of education. Parents' highest level of
education was based on student self-reports to general background
questions. If a student indicated that his or her parents had
completed different levels of education, the response was classified
according to the higher of the two levels. In this document, student
achievement data are reported by four levels of parental education:

® less than high schoal;

¢ high ‘school graduate;

* some education beyond high school; and
* college graduate,

A fifth response category, “l don't know,” was also a response
option. The reader should note that nationally, 9% of 8th graders
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did not know the highest level of education completed by either
parent. Moreover, due to significant changes in the wording of the
parental education question in 1998 for Grade 4 students, no 4th
grade data are reported by parents’ highest level of education.

® School location. Each student's school was assigned to one
of three mutually exclusive categories of school location:

& central city;
® urban fringeflarge town; or

o ruralfsmall town.

The definitions used by the National Center for Education Statistics
for school location are as follows:

® Central City: The Central City category includes central
cities of all standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSAs}.
{Each SMSA is defined by the Office of Management and
Budget) Central City is a geographic term and is not
synonymous with “inner city.”

* Urban Fringeflarge Town: An Urban Fringe includes all
densely settled places and areas within SMSAs that are
classified as urban by the Bureau of the Census, but which
do not qualify as Central City. A large Town is defined as
a place outside an SMSA with a population greater than or
equal to 25,000.

& RuralfSmall Town: Rural includes all places and areas
with populations of less than 2,500 that are classified as
rural by the Bureau of the Census. A Small Town is
defined as a place outside an SMSA with a population of
less than 25,000, but greater than or equal to 2,500.

s Eligibility for freefreduced—price lunch program. Student
eligibility for the free/reduced-price lunch component of the
US. Department of Agriculture’s National School Lunch Program
was based on school records, Eligibility referred only to the
school year in which the NAEP assessment was administered.
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Table B-1

1990 | 1991 | 1992 | 1993 | 1994 | 1995 | 1996 | 1997 | 1998 | 1999 | 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2008 | 2010,
1. Reading? X . X o X, E X =X ¥ =X o X Co =X

: - T x TR ; = g N
2. Writing3 X X X X X X

. [ i 4 5 ’
3. Mathematics X X . X. =X i EO X ' X L

e ;; Ay ey & 4 s SR & ¢ *3 b < 4 5
4. Science X g X X X X ‘
b s o e v o & e & i 2 i ¥ %

5. Foreign Languages4 % ; # PR, o 5 o owl X [Foe - o SR

PV & B W e & § 4 geo@ g o w e E
6. Civics ¥ LI oo ‘ X X [ -

v N wr . e A <. iy e [ o . 4
7. Economics5 PR P . , 5 ; & B o X 1 t

g % % 3 K Y wr e S P P & o R s 7
8. Arts6 v Bt L B ® w8 ; X

. . S 2 &8 et S 4 i i y < *’%‘x ¥ L
9. HlStOI’y7 “ A};A - s X,;a & & ; X g E £ e X ;‘U‘ & X ’f
10. Geography ! Ao L C , X |- : X

. b IR : e e e bk % i #

Table prepared May 1999.

~

w

n

The National Assessment of Educational Progress {NAEP) is administered in Grades 4, 8, and 12. Student achievement levels have been established for the reading {1992, 1994, 1998),
mathematics (1990, 1992, 1996), science (1996), history (1994), and geography {1994) assessments. This schedule reflects decisions made by the National Assessment Governing Board

(NAGBY) as of November 1998, regarding the subjects and grades to be assessed by NAEP between 2000 and 2010. According to NAGB, this schedule assumes continuing legislative authority
and is based on conservative estimates of costs and anticipated appropriations.

In 2000, reading will be assessed in Grade 4 only.

Student achievement levels have not been established for writing.

In 2003, foreign languages will be assessed in Grade 12 only.

In 2005, economics will be assessed in Grade 12 only,

In 1997, the arts 'were assessed in Grade 8 only. Student achievement levels have not been established.

In 1994, U.S. history was assessed in Grades 4, 8, and 12. In 2001 and 2009, U.S. history will be assessed again at all three grades. In 2005, world history will be assessed in Grade 12 only.
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State-Level NAEP Assessments Administration Schedule’ Table B-2

19§0 1991 | 1992 | 1893 | 1994 | 1995 | 1996 | 1997 | 1998 | 1999 | 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 2004 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010

1. Reading
* Grade 4 x| | x < x| | X X X
* Grade 8 ‘ B . : . X ) ’ X X . X ‘
2. Writing ~ ;( N S B NS R B — =
° Grade 4 & w . e . - -l B x g ~ ?X - X
* Grade 8 - X o X - X X
3. Mathematics : . | ! : | N )
* Grade 4 : ey . X . M K F : X 5l
* Grade 8 X, X ” X X ) ; X: X {
4, Science o Do . .
¢ Grade 4 . i‘ , X 5 ; ¥
* Grade 8 e X X O X: X5
5. Foreign languages | -+ B £ C
6. Civics =
7. Economics ‘ ks S = .
8. Arts i
9. History

10. Geography

Table prepared May 1999.

' Student achievement levels have been established for the reading (1992, 1994, 1998), mathematics (1990, 1992, 1996}, and science (1996} assessments. This schedule reflects decisions
made by the National Assessment Governing Board (NAGB) as of November 1998, regarding the subjects and grades to be assessed by NAEP between 2000 and 2010. According to NAGB,
this schedule assumes continuing legislative authority and is based on conservative estimates of costs and anticipated appropriations. There are no current plans to administer state-level
NAEP assessments at Grade 12, or in any of the following subjects by the year 2010: foreign languages, civics, economics, arts, history, or geography.
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Standard Errors

- Appendix C
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NAEP Achievement Level Standard Errors (At or Above Proficient) by State, Grade, and Year

Table C-1

State ‘ ~ Reading Grade 4 ; ' Reading Grade 8
© 1992 1994 1998 1998

us.e T2t Tt 1 09 0.9

Alabama 13 % - 4 o 18 .- 1.5

Alaska Y S A

Arizona

15 14 1.4

Arkansas T4 (-;fA nrE -

California @ AR R < T T o .77
Colorado sF 15 . b oA 18 4 1.5
Connecticut 2 v i 16 P 25 " 1.5
Delaware . o 12 1.5
District of Columbia o7 7T T T 1.2

Florida 15w A i 1.6

Georgia & ca i 20 G 119 = 1.6

Hawaii L L 0.9

&
ldaho e A ' A

[llinois A " 4

Indiana S F-SE L =, A

Kansas . A A 14

®
A
lowa S I R T L A
“ 1.7*
1.7

Kentucky 16 A 19 1.8

Louisiana , R R A o120 13 1.4

Maine R v AL -2 © 16 1.7
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Table C-1 cont.

State Reading Grade 4 Reading Grade 8
. 1992 1994 1998 1998
Maryland 12 14 18 o 20"
| Massachusetts 15 1.7. 18* 2.1
Michigan 2.0 Y 1.5 A
Minnesota 1.5 1.4 1.7* 19*
Mississippi 0.9 12 1.1
Missouri 1.5 1.5 < 15
Montana A 2.2* 1.4*
Nebraska 1,_5* A A
Nevada A A 1.3 1.2
New Hampshire 1.6% 1.6* 1.8* A
New Jersey 1.8* 16" A A
New Mexico 17 1.5 14700 14
New York 1.3* 15 1.7* 2.3
North Carolina 13 1.7 1.4 1.5
North Dakota 1.5 1.5 A A
Ohio 16 A A A
Oklahoma 13 A 1.3 1.6
Oregon A A 15 2.0
Pennsylvania 1.7 1.3* A A
Rhode Island 1.7 1.4 1.6 1.1
South Carolina 1.4 13 1.2 1.1
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Table C-' 1 CO nt_ o NAEP Achievement Level Standard Errors (At or Above Proficient) by State, Grade, and Year

State ' ' _ ' Reading Grade 4 Reading Grade 8
1992 . 1994 . 1998 1998
South Dakota A A A ' A
Tennessee R P ' 1.5% 14 1.6
Texas 1.8 1.8 1.9
Utah 16 16 1.2
Vermont A
Virginia 1.6
Washington ‘ A 1.6
West Virginia 14 1.2
Wisconsin ' 2.1%
Wyoming 19 o 1.6
American Samoa A : A
Guam A A
Northern Marianas A A A
Puerto Rico A A A
Virgin Islands A 1.2 ' 2.6

¢ S, data include public and .nonpublic schoot students, whereas state data include pubfic schoo! students only.

*  State did not satisfy one of the NAEP guideiines for school sample participation rates.

A srate did not participate in the NAEP assessment at this grade in this year.

® State did not meet the minimum school participation guidelines for public schools; therefore, results were not released by the National Center for Education Statistics.

Source: Donahue, P.L, Voelkl, K.E., Campbell, JR., & Mazzeo, 1. (1993, March). NAEP 1998 reading repart card for the nation and the states. Washington, DC: National Center for Education Statistics,
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Table C-2

State Sex Race/ethnicity Parents’ eglijgcgctais;nlevel of School location . :‘2\;‘;%
- 3 " "
3 » |85 £z £, |£% 8§ 2 o | g T2 5 g3 fE.
us.e 0.9 0.9 0.9 3.8 3.9 1.0 1.2 1.1 [ | [ | [ | [ | 1.6 1.6 2.1 1.2 1.3
Alabama 1.8 1.8 2.8 e 15 3.0 2.6 [ | [ | [ | [ ] 39 4.2 2.1 1.4 25
Alaska A | A A | A A A A A B B E E | A A A | A a
Arizona 1.4 1.8 1.9 3.8 e 33 1.1 2.1 [ | [ | [ ] [ ] 2.2 2.4 5.2 1.1 24
Arkansas 1.5 1.9 1.7 e e 1.4 35 1.9 [ | [ | [ | [ | 3.1 4.1 1.9 1.5 2.3
California* 1.9 2.3 2.1 e 4.1 22 16 2.9 [ | [ | [ | [ ] 33 2.6 5.8 1.2 3.4
Colorado 1.8 2.0 2.1 e 8.5 4.1 2.1 2.1 [ | [ | [ | [ | 3.1 2.5 39 2.8 20
Connecticut 2.5 2.7 29 o 8.8. 29 2.6 25 ] ] ] [ 2.9 3.6 3.7 1.9 2.7
Delaware 1.2 1.5 2.1 e e 2.1 2.8 1.9 [ | [ | [ | [ ] 2.4 25 3.0 1.6 1.7
DC 21 1.1 1.7 e e 1.3 1.7 5.7 [ | [ | [ | [ | 1.1 e e 1.0 5.1
Florida 1.2 1.3 1.6 e e 1.4 2.6 1.7 [ | [ | [ ] [ ] 2.2 1.9 3.1 1.0 1.9
Georgia 1.9 2.1 2.0 e e 1.3 3.3 3.0 ] ] ] ] 3.7 3.1 2.7 1.1 3.1
Hawaii 1.0 1.3 1.5 3.9 1.4 3.6 23 2.2 [ | [ | [ ] [ ] 2.7 1.5 1.9 1.0 1.3
Idaho A A A A A A A A [ [ [ ] A A A A A
Illinois () [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ | [ [ o [ [ [
Indiana A A A A A A A A [ [ [ [ A A A A A
lowa* 1.6 1.9 2.1 o e 25 53 - 1.8 [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] 2.5 5.1 20 1.8 1.9
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Table C-2 cont.

_ : Y Parents' highest level of : P Poverty
State Sex Race/ethnicity education School location measure
£ o2 £ <8 8. 532 &£ | & 25 3 |gf 2%
© S = S i 85 ) T o — = 3 = 3 23
2 % 'g_'z“ =B ~ s v = s v e <)) © = — %E_C O o
- | = E | 28 g§5 8 § £ |45 58 £ £ | 2 8% T |2%8 -%¢
= = L << <L© o T = Y T K38 S 4 58 £ |SE&E3 =2E£S
Kansas® 1.7 20 2.4 54 i 2.7 3.9 2.3 [ | [ | [ | [ | 3.2 36 25| 24 2.2
Kentucky 1.7 20 2.2 e i 2.7 4.4 1.7 [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] 3.2 40 2.0"  1.9 2.1
Louisiana 1.3 1.6 1.9 e i 1.0 3.5 2.3 [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] 29 2.7 1.9 4' 1.2 2.9
Maine 1.6 2.4 2.3 e e i 7.6 1.7 [ ] [ | [ | [ | 6.9 4.2 20. | 26 1.8
Maryland 1.8 2.1 2.2 e 7.9 1.4 43 2.7 [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] 3.5 2.4 4.4 1.7 2.3
Massachusetts* | 1.8 2.2 2.4 e 6.1 4.0 3.2 2.3 [ | [ | [ | [ | 2.8 2.8 4.1 2.4 2.2
Michigan 1.5 1.7 2.3 e i 2.3 2.6 1.7 [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] 3.3 2.6 2.7 1.9 1.8
Minnesota* 1.7 1.9 2.2 e 9.4 3.0 3.8 1.9 [ | [ | [ | [ | 4.0 2.4 2.6 1.7 1.8
Mississippi 12 |11 18 [ ™ ™ 14 25 16| m ® ®W W |24 27 15|09 21
Missouri 1.5 1.7 2.1 e e 2.1 3.2 1.7 [ | [ | [ | [ | 34 2.9 2.7 1.9 2.1
Montana* 2.2 3.5 42 4.7 e i 55 2.5 [ | [ | [ | [ | 4.8 4.8 2.7 3.0 2.6
Nebraska A A A A A A A A | [ | | | A A A A A
Nevada 1.3 1.7 2.1 4.5 6.1 1.9 1.8 1.8 [ | [ | | . K 1.5 3.0 46 1.1 1.8
New Hampshire*] 1.8 | 2.3 2.2 e e e 5.2 1.7 [ [ H [ 43 4.1 2.2 2.5 2.1
New Jersey A | A A | A A A A A | m = | B | A A A | A A
New Mexico 1.4 1.8 1.7 2.5 e 3.6 1.4 2.4 [ | [ | [ ] [ ] 2.4 3.8 1.9 1.3 2.6
New York* 1.7 1.9 2.2 =100 1.9 1.9 1.8 [ | [ | [ ] [ | 2.2 3.3 3.6 1.4 2.0
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Table C-2 cont.

State Sex Race/ethnicity Parents'egll;gcgzsgnlevel of School location rfmg;g}ye
- E s s

North Carolina | 1.4 1.6 20 e e 1.6 3.2 1.8 [ ] [ | [ | [ | 3.2 2.8 2.3 14 19
North Dakota A A A A A A A A [ | [ [ | [ | A A A A A
Ohio A A A A A A A A [ | [ [ | | A A A A A
Oklahoma 1.3 2.2 2.2 36 " 26 25 20 ] ] ] ] 3.2 2.8 1.8 1.8 1.9
Oregon 1.5 1.6 1.9 55 4.8 2.1 1.6 [ ] [ | [ | [ | 2.7 2.5 2.1 1.6 1.6
Pennsylvania A A A A A A A A [ ] [ | [ | [ | A A A A A
Rhode Island 1.6 2.7 23 e 59 24 20 1.8 [ ] [ | [ | [ ] 2.6 25 33 1.7 1.8
South Carolina] 1.2 1.7 1.6 e e 1.5 30 1.8 | [ | [ | [ | 2.1 2.0 2.1 1.2 1.7
South Dakota A | A A A A A A A | [ | [ | [ | A A A A A
Tennessee 1.4 1.6 1.7 e e 20 39 1.6 ] ] [ ] [ ] 2.3 34 2.2 1.4 2.0
Texas 2.1 2.3 24 e e 20 1.4 3.0 [ | [ | [ | [ | 25 4.6 3.8 1.4 2.8
Utah 1.6 2.1 2.1 6.2 5.8 e 24 1.6 | [ ] [ ] [ | 20 25 2.2 2.3 1.8
Vermont A A A A A A A A [ | [ [ | [ | A A A A A
Virginia 1.6 2.1 1.8 e 6.7 20 3.6 2.2 [ | B [ | [ | 3.3 2.5 2.8 1.9 2.2
Washington 1.4 1.7 1.8 3.6 4.4 4.6 2.9 1.7 [ | [ | [ | [ | 2.7 2.6 20 1.7 1.8
West Virginia 1.6 20 2.2 e e 2.5 35 1.7 [ ] [ ] [ | [ | 6.1 4.1 1.7 1.7 2.2
Wisconsin® 1.5 2.2 2.2 e e 24 34 1.8 [ | [ | [ | [ | 2.8 3.1 25 2.1 20
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Tabl e C_z cont. | NAEP Achievement Level Standard Errors (At or Above Proficient)

Grade 4 Reading, 1998 - by State and by Subgrou

I~ Parents' highest level. of . : Poverty
X ICI .
State Se Race/ethnicity education Schgol location | oo e
5. .
— =] - 7] 7]
= c5 X . g 2 .
S 22 g ey 2 ¢ Eeg
b4 —_ _— = ,
2 £ ¢ 5 3 85 E Z 2c = |5 ¥%
] s & 5 = w B < = o = © £ g £
= S 8 o 825 g 2 ] o — = = B 25
= & R =~ & — V1 v om = (o b M o R
® U [ A ce 2 © o =2 g I5H = = = DEc X
Slg £ |22 55 ¢ B £ lgs s: £2 f | E BEp ¢ |ByE syl
< > & << L2 @ T 2 | ¥ s A8 S & S Z |oE&E3 2&E3
Wyoming 19 | 21 26 | 41 e w28 2.2 n ] n ] 40 63 20 | 21 2.2
Am. Samoa A A A A A A A A | n | | A A A A A
Guam A A A A A A A A n n n u A A A A A
N. Marianas A A A A A A A A n n n | A A A A A
Puerto Rico A A A A A A A A [ | n [ A A A A A
Virgin Islands 1.2 1.7 1.6 e e 1.5 1.7 e [ [} [ | [} e 1.3 15 o
@ .S, data include public and nonpublic school students, whereas state data include public school students only.
*  State did not satisfy one of the NAEP guidelines for school sample participation rates at Grade 4.
A State did not participate in the 1998 NAEP reading assessment at Grade 4.
®  State did not meet the minimum school participation guidelines for public schools; therefore, results were not reieased by the National Center for Education Statistics,
n

No data reported for 4th graders by parents’ highest level of education in 1998.
“*** Standard error estimates cannot be accurately determined.

Source: Donahue, P.L, Voelk), K.E, Campbell, JR., & Mazzeo, J. (1999, March). NAEP 1998 reading report card for the notion ond the stotes. Washington, DC: National Center for Education Statistics.
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NAEP Achievement Level Standard Errors {At or Above Proficient) ' . Tabl e C_3

Grade 8 Reading, 1998 - by State and by Subgroup

State Sex Race/ethnicity Parents'egli‘gcgifgnlevel of School location rﬁgggurtyre
= g v c s ]
S¢ £¥ 3 - & §F &%
E « |85 €8 . £ 4 |£% 8§ 2 ¢ | 5 2 & |«E_TE.
> | £ |8z §5 % 2 £ |gs S8 ES £ | & 8y £ |ggE spE
= = A <z 2= @ T Z Y2 T (K8 S g 3S= e |oE3 2ES
us.e 0.9 1.0 1.0 | 49 55 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.5 1.3 20 1.3 1.5 1.6 1.7 1.0 1.4
Alabama 1.5 1.6 1.8 e o 1.4 5.0 1.8 28 1.6 2.2 24 3.2 29 1_.9 1.1 21
Alaska A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A
Arizona 1.4 2.2 1.8 4.1 b 40 1.5 1.8 2.7 3.0 34 2.1 2.0 341 3.2 1.7 20
Arkansas 1.3 2.1 20 e - 1.6 49 1.6 2.7 2.2 2.9 23 2.8 35 1.5 1.7 1.5
California* 1.7 2.1 19 e 43 36 1.4 3.1 2.1 2.1 34 2.8 2.2 2.7 e 1.2 2.8
Colorado 1.5 1.6 19 e 2.8 1.8 19 2.8 2.2 2.9 2.3 3.2 24 2.7 19 1.9
Connecticut 1.5 1.9 19 e 6.9 2.6 3.2 1.6 4.6 2.6 2.8 1.7 3.3 24 34 25 1.7
Delaware 1.5 25 1.9 e it 2.1 44 22 | 44 23 2.8 2.7 2.7 2.6 1.9 1.9 2.2
DC 1.2 1.8 2.2 e e 1.2 6.3 7.0 45 1.4 2.1 2.8 1.3 o e 1.8 29
Florida 1.6 19 2.1 e 7.2 1.4 2.1 24 3.3 1.9 2.4 2.7 2.4 1.9 3.5 1.5 20
Georgia 1.6 1.8 20 o e 1.2 42 2.5 2.7 2.2 3.0 2.6 3.6 2.3 26 1.5 2.4
Hawaii 09 1.6 1.3 o 1.0 6.4 3.0 35 3.8 1.9 28 2.2 2.2 1.2 26 1.3 1.5
Idaho A | A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A
Illinois o o L o o @ o e ® L ® L o e O e o
Indiana A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A
lowa A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A
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. ’ NAEP Achievement Leve!l Standard Errors (At or Above Proficient
Table C-3 cont. ‘ :

" Grade 8 Reading, 1998 ~- by State and by Subgroup

State Sex ' Race/efhnicity Parents'eglij%g%sénlevel of School location . | rﬁgg‘;m
- & ¢ | & .8

Sy g% 5 S g | & &8

g 5 & .3 B, 588 E |z B S |5% 2%

5|, < |8 £z _ & ,|2% B 2x g |z ° & |gE_<E.

Kansas* 14 | 21 22 | ™ = 91 56 20 | 72 24 30 24 |39 - 37 20| 25 13
Kentucky 1.8 | 21 24 | =™ e 30 % 18 | 2 23 29 35 | 54 35 21|19 23
Louisiana 14 | 16 17 | ™ == 14 35 20| 27 12 26 25 |30 17 22|11 25
Maine 17 | 21 25 | * s e e g9 | 73 30 31 24 | 59 58 19 | 32 20
Maryland* 20 | 21 23 | ™™ 69 16 44 26 | 51 24 33 27 |49 26 35| 16 24
Massachusetts | 2.1 | 24 25 | ** 72 40 31 24 | 38 28 43 30 | 42 36 38| 20 23
Michigan A | A A | A A A A A a A A A | A A A | A a
Minnesota® 19 | 22 23 | ™ 62 44 56 20|33 29 35 26 |56 21 34| 28 20
Mississippi 11 ] 12 17 | ™ = 11. 27 20|25 ‘14 24 23 |14 26 15| 11 20
Missouri 15 | 1.8 17 | ™ s 22 == 16 | 42 22 25 22 |39 26 19 | 15 17
Montana* 14 | 24 23 | 42 * ™= 72 16 | 77 35 35 24 |31 38 19 | 24 21
Nebraska A | A A A A A A | A A A A | A A A | A 2
Nevada 12 | 14 18 | ™ 61 24 20 16 | 42 20 24 23 [ 17 23 28 | 19 17
NewHampshie | A | A A | A A A A A | A A A A | A A A | A a
New Jersey A | A A | A A A A A | A a A A | A A A | A A
New Mexico | 14 | 19 23 | 37 ™ ™ 14 23 |25 23 43 21 |30 25 17 |19 22
New York* 23 | 25 25 | ™ 86 25 22 27 |50 27 44 28 |31 36 37| 25 27

146



Table C-3 cont.

State Sex Race/ethnicity Parents'egli‘gcg%s(;cnlevel of School location riggg[ﬁ"e
- E v v
3 v | 85 £ 2 2% 8% °5 o = <& §F |3 253
7 | ¢ T |8f SE 3 & £ |L: =2 g5 2| £ 5y % |2is oig
= | g kB |E2 33 & £ £ |85 2F 2 s | & 55 & |28E sEE
North Carolinal 1.5 | 21 19 | 54 ™= 21 43 18 | 29 16 30 22 | 24 39 18 | 19 18
North Dakota | A | A A | A A A A A | A A A A | A A A | A a
Ohio A | A A | A A A A A | A A A A A A A A
Oklahoma 16 | 27 24 | 44 ™ 35 38 21 | 40 22 37 29 |34 25 25| 20 22
Oregon 20 | 19 25 | 37 82 ™ 30 23 | 27 38 26 26 |50 29 22| 21 23
Pennsylvania A A A | A A A A A | A A A A | A A A | A A
Rhode Island | 1.1 | 1.8 1.7 | ™ 48 54 22 15| 25 31 43 18 |19 19 26 | 17 15
South Carolina] 1.1 |15 15 | ™= ™= 12 41 15 | 30 15 31 23 | 24 20 15| 14 15
SouthDakota | A | A A | A A A A A | A A A A | A A A | A a
Tennessee 16 | 1.7 21 | ™ == 15 42 19 | 37 17 30 25 | 25 36 24| 23 22
Texas 19 | 18 25 | ™ 51 35 19 24 | 28 22 30 31|27 34 43| 15 25
Utah 12 | 13 17 | ™ 71 ™ 44 12 | 39 28 34 15|20 16 33| 30 14
Vermont A | A A | A A A A A | A A A A A A A | A a
Virginia 16 |19 19 | ™ 76 20 50 18 | 33 22 38 24 |28 22 28| 19 18
Washington 16 | 21 23 | 39 52 60 34 21 | 43 25 24 25 |27 30 26| 16 20
West Virginia | 12 | 16 18 | ™ ™= 45 = 12 133 18 29 24 | 42 42 13| 18 16
Wisconsin® 21 | 22 26 | ™ ™= 33 52 21 |36 30 27 35 |32 41 31| 23 24
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NAEP Achievement Level Standard Errors (At or Above Proficient)

Table C-3 cont' - Grade 8 Reading, 1998 -~ by State and by Subgroup

7 R T Parents highest level of " : Poverty
State Sex “Race/ethnicity education School location measure
= B g . e | &8 ¥
E TR 22 3 . 3| % 2%
£ ot . .3 8 82 g |z 25 s |pE &%
E v | 8 £ 2 g% BE B, . | = £2 0§ |uB 23
£ s | €8 T8 &« g g | = S ¢5 g | £ 5. 3 |2fs i
z = £ g% S5 8 & = 245 S8 E5 = E 8% T |53g s3E
< = L <z L2 @m T = 3 T K8 S [ > £ |ZES =ES
Wyoming 1.6 1.4 2.7 4.1 oo e 34 1.6 5.7 2.9 3.7 24 3.0 e 1.4 2.7 1.7
Am. Samoa A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A
Guam A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A
N. Marianas A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A
Puerto Rico A A A | A A A A A A A A A A A A A A
Virgin Islands | 26 | 28 29 | ™ - ™= . 31 34 "™ | 51 41 55 30 | ™ = 25 | 28 =

@ |, data include public and nonpublic school students, whereas state data include public schoo! students only.
State did not satisfy one of the NAEP guidelines for school sample participation rates at Grade 8.
A State did not participate in the 1998 NAEP reading assessment at Grade 8. ’
®  State did not meet the minimum school participation guidelines for public schools at Grade 8; therefore, results were not released by the National Center for Education Statistics.
*** Standard error estimates cannot be accurately determined.

Source: Donahue, P.L, Voelkl, K.E., Campbell, J.R., & Mazzeo, J. {1999, March). NAEP 1998 reading report cord for the nation and the states. Washington, DC: National Center for Education Statistics.
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Table C-4

Difference between state

~ 4-year gain Difference between state S' dard - ¢ th | atonal
State (in scale score pomfs) a.nd national aver?ges tan 35% eerrerg{:eo the agivi225108$ S?;/%Z;?SS.
1994-1998 (in scale score points) error of the difference
us. 49 - - —
| Alabama 47 -2 2.508 - -080
Alaska A A A A
Arizona 55 6 2.670 2.25*
Arkansas 47 : -2 2.581 -0.78
California 56 . 7 2.865 244
Colorado 51 2 2.232 0.90
Connecticut 50 1 2419 0.41
Delaware 50 1 2.232 0.45
District of Columbia 57 8 2.625 3.05"
Florida 48 -1 2.804 -0.36
Georgia 50 1 3.130 0.32
Hawaii 49 0 2.581 0.00
Idaho A A A A
[llinois A A A A
Indiana A A A A
lowa A A A A
Kansas A A A A
Kentucky 50 1 2516 0.40
Louisiana 55 6 2.454 2.45"
Maine 45 -4 2.283 -1.75
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Table C-4 cont.

Tests of significance between individual state gains and national gain on NAEP reading,

4th grade class of 1994 to 8th grade class of 1998, public schools only

Difference between state

4-year gain - Difference between state - c -
State ~._(in scale score points) and national averages Standard error of the. .|  and national averages,
: S SR ) ] .. difference, divided by standard
1994-1998 (in scale score points) - error of the difference
Maryland 52 3 2751 1.09
Massachusetts 46 -3 2.516 -1.19
Michigan A S A A
Minnesota 49 0 2,394 0.00
Mississippi 49 0 * 2.569 0.00
Missouri 46 -3 2.454 -1.22
Montana 48 -1 2.291 -0.44
Nebraska A A A
Nevada A A A
New Hampshire A A A
New Jersey A A A
New Mexico 53 4 1.58
New York 54 5 1.95%
North Carolina 50 1 0.43
North Dakota A A A
Ohio A A A
Oklahoma A A A
Oregon A A A
Pennsylvania A A A A
Rhode Island 42 -7 2.184 -3.21
South Carolina 52 3 2.394 1.25

150




Table C-4 cont.

~ 4-year gain Difference between state Difference beitween state
State (in scale score points) afnd national averages Standadf%fgggg eof the af&?viggélogs averages,
1994-1998 (in scale score points) error of the difference
South Dakota A A A A
Tennessee 46 ’ I R 2581 e T
Texas 50 1 2.818 0.36
Utah 48 -1 2.232 -0.45
Vermont A A A A
Virginia 53 4 2.354 1.70
Washington 52 3 2.454 1.22
West Virginia -49 0 2.175 0.00
Wisconsin 42 -7 2419 -2.89
Wyoming 41 -8 2.283 -3.51
American Samoa A A A A
Guam A A A A
Northern Marianas A A A A
Puerto Rico A A A A
Virgin Islands A A A A

* State gain is significantly higher than the national gain.
A State did not participate in the 1994 NAEP reading assessment at Grade 4 andfor state did not participate in the 1998 NAEP reading assessment at Grade 8.
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Statistically Significant Differences in Subgroup Performance on NAEP
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Appendix D

This section of the report provides additional information about the
student subgroups profiled in Part 3: Subgroup Performance on
each of the state pages. Part 3 shows the percentages of students
in different subgroups who met the Goals Panel's performance

Reading, Grade 4 — 1998

Females outperformed males nationally and in 22 states

standard (that is, a score at or above the Proficient level) on the US Michigan

. Arizona Minnesota
most recent NAEP reading assessment.’ Results are presented by Colorado Missouri
sex, racefethnicity, parents' highest level of education, school Delaware Montana
focation, and eligibility for freefreduced-price lunch programs. Florida New Mexico
The summaries in this appendix indicate whether differences between Hliitaa" Norgwr;aor:hna
subgroups were statistically significant. (See explanation of statistical Kansas Utah
significance on pp. 2-3) Each list shows the number of states in Louisiana Virginia
which the percentage of students in one group who scored at or Maine Washington
above Proficient was significantly higher than that of students in a Maryland Wyoming
second group. This is shortened to read, for example, females Massachusetts

outperformed males nationally and in 22 states. Adjustments for
multiple comparisons were made using the BenjaminifHochberg
application of the False Discovery Rate (FDR) criterion, The
Department of Defense overseas and domestic schools were included

Subgroup differences were statistically significant nationally and in 22 out of 41 states.

Whites outperformed American Indians/Alaskan Natives nationally

and in 11 states

in these analyses, but their results are not reported separately. us.
If a state is not shown on a particular list, either differences ?—Iralff:):i?
between the subgroups in that state were not statistically Kansas
significant, or sample sizes were too small to permit reliable Montana
estimates. The reader is cautioned to avoid interpreting these Nevada
subgroup differences as causal relationships. New Mexico
Oklahoma
Source: Unpublished tabulations of the 1998 NAEP reading data Oregon
were provided by the Educational Testing Service, May 1999. Utsh
Washington
Wyoming

Subgroup differences were statistically significant nationally and in 11 out of 11 states.

1 US. data include public and nonpublic school students, whereas state data include public scheol students only.

154



Statistically Significant Differences in Subgroup Performance on NAEP

Appendix D

Reading, Grade 4 - 1998 |

Whites outperformed Asians/Pacific Islanders in 3 states
Hawaii
Massachusetts
oo oo .. .~ — _. Rhode island. - - -
Subgroup differences were statistically significant in 3 out of 14 states.
Whites outperformed Blacks nationally and in 35 states
u.s. Michigan
Alabama Minnesota
Arizona Mississippi
Arkansas Missouri
California Nevada
Colorado New Mexico
Connecticut New York
Delaware North Carolina
District of Columbia Oklahoma
Florida- Oregon
Georgia Rhode Island
Hawaii South Carolina
lowa Tennessee
Kansas Texas
Kentucky Virginia
Louisiana Washington
Maryland West Virginia
Massachusetts Wisconsin
Subgroup differences were statistically significant nationally and in 35 out of 35 states.

Whites outperformed Hispanics nationally and in 40 states

us. Mississippi
Alabama Missouri
Arizona Montana
Arkansas Nevada
{..... _ . . California _~ _ __ _ ___NewHampshire __ __ __ __
Colorado New Mexico
Connecticut New York
Delaware North Carolina
District of Columbia Oklahoma
Florida Oregon
Georgia Rhode Island
Hawaii South Carolina
lowa Tennessee
Kansas Texas
Kentucky Utah -
Louisiana Virginia
Maine Washington
Maryland West Virginia
Massachusetts Wisconsin
Michigan Wyoming
Minnesota

Subgroup differences were statistically significant nationally and in 40 out of 40 states.

Asians/Pacific Islanders outperformed American Indians/Alaskan Natives
nationally and in 1 state

us.
Oregon

Subgroup differences were statistically significant nationally and in 1 out of 5 states.
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Statistically Significant Differences in Subgroup Performance onb NAEP

| Reading, Grade 4 - 1998

Asians/Pacific Islanders outperformed Blacks nationally and in 9 states

Students in central cities outperformed students in
rural areas/small towns in 2 states

u.s.
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Maryland
Minnesota
Nevada
New York
Virginia
Washington

Hawaii
New Mexico

Subgroup differences were statistically significant in 2 out of 39 states.

Students in urban fringes/large towns outperformed students in
central cities nationally and in 10 states

Subgroup differences were statistically significant nationally and in 9 out of 13 states.

Asians/Pacific Islanders outperformed Hispanics nationally and in 11 states

u.s.
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Hawaii
Maryland
Nevada
New York
Oregon
Rhode Island
Virginia
Washington

u.s.
Connecticut
Georgia
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Missouri
New York
Rhode Island
Tennessee
Wisconsin

Subgroup differences were statistically significant nationally and in 10 out of 39 states.

Students in rural areas/small towns outperformed students in
central cities nationally and in 5 states

Subgroup differences were statistically significant nationally and in 11 out of 14 states.

Students in central cities outperformed students in
urban fringes/large towns in 1 state

u.s.
Connecticut
Massachusetts
Michigan
New York
Rhode Island

Subgroup differences were statistically significant nationally and in 5 out of 39 states.

Hawaii

Subgroup differences were statistically significant in 1 out of 39 states.

Students in urban fringes/large towns outperformed students in
rural areas/small towns nationally and in 3 states
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Mississippi
Washington

Subgroup differences were statistically significant in 3 out of 39 states.




Appendix D

| Reading, Grade 4 - 1998

Students who were not eligible for the free/reduced-price school lunch

program outperformed students who were eligible, nationally and in 40 states

us.

" Alabama
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado

Connecticut
Delaware
District of Columbia
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
lowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland

Massachusetts
Michigan

Minnesota

Mississippi
-. -Missouri- — - — - . _
Montana
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
Oklahoma
Oregon
Rhode Island
South Carolina
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

Subgroup differences were statistically significant nationally and in 40 out of 40 states.
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Reading, Grade 8 — 1998

Statistically Significant Differences in Sub_cjroup Performance on NAEP

Whites outperformed Blacks nationally and in 29 states

us. Minnesota
Females outperformed males nationally and in 35 states Alabama Mississippi
us. Mississippi Arizona Missouri
Alabama Missouri Arkansas Nevada
Arizona Montana California New York
Arkansas Nevada Colorado North Carolina
California New Mexico Connecticut Oklahoma
Colorado North Carolina _ Delaware Rhode Island
Connecticut Okiahoma District of Columbia South Carolina
Delaware Oregon Florida Tennessee
Florida Rhode Island Georgia Texas
Georgia South Carolina Kentucky Virginia
Hawaii Tennessee Louisiana Washington
Kansas Texas Maryland West Virginia
Kentucky Utah Massachusetts Wisconsin
Louisiana Virginia Subgroup differences were statistically significant nationally and in 29 out of 31 states.
Maine Washington
Maryland West Virginia Whites outperformed Hispanics nationally and in 33 states
Massachusetts Wisconsin us Mississippi
Minnesota Wyoming Alabama Montana
Subgroup differences were statistically significant nationally and in 35 out of 38 states. Arizona Nevada
- - . _ _ _ Arkansas New Mexico
Whites outperformed American Indians/Alaskan Natives nationally and in 8 California New York
states Colorado North Carolina
us. Connecticut Oklahoma
Arizona Delaware Oregon
Montana District of Columbia Rhode Island
New Mexico Florida South Carolina
North Carolina Georgia Tennessee
Oklahoma Hawaii Texas
Oregon Kansas Utah
Washington Louisiana Virginia
Wyoming Maryiand Washington
Massachusetts Wisconsin
Subgroup differences were statistically significant nationally and in 8 out of 8 states. Minnesota Wyomin g
Whites outperformed Asians/Pacific Islanders in 2 states Subgroup differences were statistically significant nationally and in 33 out of 33 states.
Hawaii
Minnesota

Subgroup differences were statistically significant in 2 out of 16 states.
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Appendix D

Reading, Grade 8 — 1998

Asians/Pacific Islanders outperformed Whites in 1 state

Asians/Pacific Islanders outperformed American Indians/Alaskan Natives
in 2 states

" Florida

Subgroup differences were statistically significant in 1 out of 16 states.

e - e ememo—-—e— - — - Washington-- - —--

Oregon

Students whose parents did complete high school outperformed students

|-~ whose-parents-did not-complete high-school,; nationally-and-in 4 states -

Subgroup differences were statistically significant in 2 out of 2 states.

Asians/Pacific Islanders outperformed Blacks nationally and in 11 states

us.
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Florida
Maryland
Massachusetts
New York
Rhode Island
Texas
Virginia
Washington

us.
Arizona
Minnesota
Oregon
Wisconsin

Subgroup differences were statistically significant nationally and in 4 out of 38 states.

Students whose parents had some education beyond high school
outperformed students whose parents did not complete high school,
nationally and in 32 states

Subgroup differences were statistically significant nationally and in 11 out of 14 states.

Asians/Pacific Islanders outperformed Hispanics nationally and in 11 states

us.
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Florida
Maryland
Massachusetts
New York
Cregon
Rhode Island
Texas
Washington

us Montana
Arizona Nevada
Arkansas New Mexico
California New York
Colorado North Carolina
Connecticut Oklahoma
Delaware Oregon
Florida Rhode Island
Georgia South Carolina
Hawaii Tennessee
Kansas Texas
Kentucky Utah
Louisiana Virginia
Massachusetts Washington
Minnesota West Virginia
Mississippi Wisconsin
Missouri

Subgroup differences were statistically significant nationally and in 32 out of 38 states.

Subgroup differences were statistically significant nationally and in 11 out of 16 states.
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Reading, Grade 8 ~ 1998

Students whose parents were college graduates outperformed students
whose parents did not complete high school, nationally and in 36 states

Students in urban fringes/large towns outperformed students in
central cities nationally and in 10 states

us.
Alabama
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
District of Columbia
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Minnesota

Mississippi
Missouri
Montana

Nevada
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
Okiahoma
Oregon
Rhode Island
South Carolina
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin

u.s.
Connecticut
Georgia
Kansas
Maryland
Massachusetts
Mississippi
New York
Rhode Island
. Virginia
Wisconsin

Subgroup differences were statistically significant nationally and in 10 out of 35 states.

Students in urban fringes/large towns outperformed students in
rural areasfsmall towns in 4 states

Arizona
New Mexico
South Carolina
Virginia

Subgroup differences were statistically significant in 4 out of 35 states.

Subgroup differences were statistically significant nationally and in 36 out of 38 states.

Students in central cities outperformed students in

rural areas/small towns in 1 state

Students in rural areas/small towns outperformed students in
central cities nationally and in 6 states

Subgroup differences were statistically significant in 1 out of 35 states.
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us.
Connecticut
Maryland
Massachusetts
Montana
New York
Rhode Island

Subgroup differences were statistically significant nationally and in 6 out of 35 states.




Statistically Significant Differences in Subgroup Performance on NAEP

| Reading, Grade 8 - 1998

Students in rural areas/small towns outperformed students in
urban fringesflarge towns in 1 state

Rhode Island

" | " Subgroup differchices were statistically significant in'1 out of 35 states. =~ T T 7

Students who were not eligible for the free/reduced-price school lunch
program outperformed students who were eligible,
nationally and in 37 states

us. Mississippi
Alabama Missouri
Arizona Montana
Arkansas Nevada
California New Mexico
Colorado New York
Connecticut North Carolina
Delaware Oklahoma
District of Columbia Oregon
Florida Rhode Island
Georgia South Carolina
Hawaii Tennessee
Kansas Texas
Kentucky Utah
Louisiana Virginia
Maine Washington
Maryland West Virginia
Massachusetts Wisconsin
Minnesota Wyoming

Subgroup differences were statistically significant nationally and in 37 out of 37 states.

Appendix D
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" Reading Achievement State by State, 1999 Response Card

The National Education Goals Panel values your feedback on Reading Achievement Stote by Stote, 1999. Please take a few
moments to fill out and return this questionnaire so that we can improve future reports. Mail or fax to:

National Education Goals Panel
1255 22nd Street, NW, Suite 502, Washington, DC 20037
I "7  PHONE (202) 724-0015 =
FAX (202) 632-0957
E-MAIL: NEGP@ed.gov
Web site: http://www.negp.gov

Name:

~ Organization:

Address:
City: ' State: Zip:
Phone: _ Fax:
E-mail:
Please circle all that apply: 4. How do you rate the usefulness of the information included on the

US. and state data pages?
Student |/ Parent [ Educator [/ Business or Community  Leader | Pag

Federal, State, or Local Policymaker / Concerned Citizen (1 = very useful and 5 = not very useful)
1. For what purpose do you use this report? * Part 1 - Improvement Over Time
- 1 2 3 4 5 N/A

® Part 2 - State Comparisons
1 2 . 3 4 5 N/A

2. How well has the report served that prpOSC? - ® Part 3 - Subgroup Performance

Very Well Well Poorly Very Poorly 1 2 3 4 - 5 N/A

3. How could the report have served you better?
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Response Card ~ Reading Achievement State by State, 1999

5. Please check if you would like to obtain free copies of the following:

How many? How many?
1988 National Educotion Goals Report

Lessons from the States series;:
Mathematics and Science Achievement State by State, 1998

Imol Acod Stondards: P o o by th Promising Proctices: Progress toward the Goals, 1998
‘mplementing Academic Standards: Papers Commissioned by the . . . Lo .
National Education Goals Panel, 1997 Exploring Rapid Achievement Gains in North Carolina and Texas, 1998

. . N - Talking About Tests: An ldea Book for State Leaders, 1998
Publications list ;

) .  The Reviews of State Content Standards, 1998 . . |
Previous annual Goals Reports

1997 Nationel Education Goals Report Early childhood series:
Principles and Recommendotions for Early Childhood Assessments, 1998

Ready Schools, 1998

1996 Executive Summary: Commonly Asked Questions about Standards — Getting a Good Start in School, 1997
and Assessments . . Special Eﬂf/y Childhood Report, 18997
1995 National Education Goals Report

1995 Executive Summgry: Improving Education through
Family-School-Community Portnerships

1997 Summary: Mathematics and Science Achievement for thé 21st Century
1996 Nationol Education Goals Report —

Place First Class
Pastage Here or
Fax to:
(202) 632-0957

National Education Goals Panel
1255 22nd Street, NW, Suite 502
X}> Washington, DC 20037

[ =

A

NATIONAL
EDUCATION

GOALS

P A N E L

‘1 66 ’ Tape here







NATIONAL EDUCATION GOALS PANEL
1255 22ND STREET, N.W., SUITE 502
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20037
(202) 724-0015 = FAX (202) 632-0957
http://www.negp.gov
E-MAIL: NEGP@ed.gov
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