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What is The Nation’s Report Card?
THE NATION’S REPORT CARD, the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), is a nationally

representative and continuing assessment of what America’s students know and can do in various subject areas.
Since 1969, assessments have been conducted periodically in reading, mathematics, science, writing, history,
geography, and other fields. By making objective information on student performance available to policymakers at
the national, state, and local levels, NAEP is an integral part of our nation’s evaluation of the condition and progress
of education. Only information related to academic achievement is collected under this program. NAEP guarantees
the privacy of individual students and their families.

NAEP is a congressionally mandated project of the National Center for Education Statistics within the Institute
of Education Sciences of the U.S. Department of Education. The Commissioner of Education Statistics is
responsible, by law, for carrying out the NAEP project through competitive awards to qualified organizations.

In 1988, Congress established the National Assessment Governing Board (NAGB) to oversee and set policy for
NAEP. The Board is responsible for: selecting the subject areas to be assessed; setting appropriate student
achievement levels; developing assessment objectives and test specifications; developing a process for the review of
the assessment; designing the assessment methodology; developing guidelines for reporting and disseminating
NAEP results; developing standards and procedures for interstate, regional, and national comparisons; determining
the appropriateness of all assessment items and ensuring the assessment items are free from bias and are secular,
neutral, and non-ideological; taking actions to improve the form, content, use, and reporting of results of the National
Assessment; and planning and executing the initial public release of National Assessment of Educational Progress

reports.
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| — xecutive Summary

The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP)
is an ongoing nationally representative sample survey of
student achievement in core subject areas. Authorized by
Congtress and administered by the National Center for
Education Statistics (NCES) within the Institute of
Education Sciences of the U.S. Department of Education,
NAEP reguladly reports to the public on the educational
progress of fourth-, eighth-, and twelfth-grade students.

This report presents the results of the NAEP 2002 reading
assessment for the nation at grades 4, 8, and 12 and for
participating states and other jurisdictions at grades 4 and 8.
Assessment results are described in terms of students’
average reading score on a 0-500 scale and in terms of the
percentage of students attaining each of three achievement
levels: Basic, Proficient, and Advanced.

‘The achievement levels are performance standards adopted
by the National Assessment Governing Board (NAGB) as
part of its statutory responsibilities. The achievement levels
are a collective judgment of what students should know and
be able to do for each grade tested. As provided by law,
NCES, upon review of a congressionally mandated
evaluation of NAEP, determined that the achievement levels
are to be used on a trial basis and should be interpreted with
caution. However, both NCES and the Board believe these
petformance standards are useful for understanding trends in
student achievement. They have been widely used by national
and state officials and others as a common yardstick of

academic performance.
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The results presented in this report are
based on representative samples of students
for the nation and for participating states
and other jurisdictions. Approximately
270,000 students from 11,000 schools were
assessed. The national results reflect the
performance of students attending both
public and nonpublic schools, while the state
and jurisdiction results reflect only the perfor-
mance of students attending public schools.

In addition to providing average scores
and achievement level performance in
reading for the nation and states and other
jurisdictions, this report provides results for
subgroups of students defined by various
background characteristics. A summary of
major findings from the NAEP 2002
assessment is presented on the follow-
ing pages. Comparisons are made to
results from previous years in which
the assessment was administered. In
addition to the 2002 results, national
results are reported from the 1992,
1994, 1998, and 2000 (fourth-grade.
only) assessments. State and/or jurisdic-
tion results are also reported from the
1992, 1994, and 1998 assessments at
grade 4 and from the 1998 assessment
at grade 8. The more recent results
(those from 1998 or later) are based on
administration procedures in which
testing accommodations were permit-
ted for students with disabilities and
limited English proficient students.
Accommodations were not permitted in
earlier assessments. Comparisons
between results from 2002 and those from
assessment years in which both types of
administration procedures were used (1998
at all three grades and 2000 at grade 4 only)
are discussed in this executive summary
based on the results when accommodations
were permitted. Changes in student perfor-

mance across years or differences between
groups of students in 2002 are discussed
only if they have been determined to be
statistically significant.

Overall Reading Results for
the Nation and the States

Reading Results for the Nation
At grade 4

The fourth-grade average score in
2002 was higher than in 1994, 1998
and 2000, but was not found to be
significantly different from 1992.

& Scores at the 10th, 25th, and 50th
percentiles were higher in 2002 than
in 1998 and 2000 but were not found
to be significantly different from
1992. The score at the 75th percentile
was higher than in 1992, indicating
improvement for higher performing
fourth-grade students.

The percentage of fourth-graders
who performed at or above the Basic
level in 2002 was higher than in
1994, 1998, and 2000 but was not
found to be significantly different
from 1992. The percentage at or
above Proficient was higher in 2002
than in 1992 and 1998.

At grade 8

i The eighth-grade average score in 2002
was higher than in 1992 and 1994.

O Scores were higher in 2002 than in
1992 for all but the highest
performing eighth-grade students
(at the 10th, 25th, 50th, and 75th
percentiles). :

B The percentage of eighth-graders who
performed at or above Basic was higher in
2002 than in all previous assessment

years, and the percentage at or above
Proficient was higher than in 1992 and 1994.

y i EXECUTIVE SUMMARY o
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At graode 12

O The twelfth-grade average score in 2002
was lower than in 1992 and 1998.

O At grade 12, declines in performance
since 1992 were evident across most
of the score distribution (10th, 25th,
50th, and 75th percentiles).

O The percentages of twelfth-graders
who performed at or above the Basic
and Proficient levels decreased
between 1998 and 2002, and thus fell
below levels seen in 1992

Reading Results for the States
and Other Jurisdictions

Results from the 2002 assessment are
reported for 48 states and other juris-
dictions at grade 4, and 47 states and
other jurisdictions at grade 8. An addi-
tional two states at grade 4 and three
states at grade 8 participated in the
2002 assessment, but did not meet
minimum participation guidelines for
reporting results. Results for public-
school students only are reported at the
state or jurisdiction level. (Throughout
this summary, the term jurisdiction is
used to refer to the states, territories,
and Department of Defense schools
that participated in the NAEP reading
assessments).

At grade 4
O Among the 40 jurisdictions that

participated in both the 1992 and 2002
assessments, fourth-graders’ average
scores increased in 15 jurisdictions and
decreased in 2 jurisdictions. The
percentage of students at or above
Proficient increased in 17 of the
jurisdictions during the same time period.

O Connecticut, Massachusetts, and Ver-

mont were among the highest-perform-
ing states at grade 4 in 2002. The average
scores for fourth-graders in Connecticut
and Vermont were not found to be
significantly different from cach other,
and fourth-graders in both states were
outperformed on average by only those
in Massachusetts.

At grade 8
Among the 37 jurisdictions that partici-

pated in both the 1998 and 2002 assess-
ments, eighth-graders’ average scores
increased in 10 jurisdictions and de-
creased in 5 jurisdictions. The percentage
of students at or above Pryficient increased
in 5 jurisdictions and declined in 1 juris-
diction during the same time period.

The Department of Defense domestic

and overseas schools, Vermont, and
Massachusetts were among the
highest-performing jurisdictions at
grade 8 in 2002. The average scores
for eighth-graders in these jurisdic-
tions were not found to differ signifi-
cantly from each other.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY o  NAEP 2002 READING REPORT CARD
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National and State

Reading Results for

Student Subgroups

In addition to overall results for the nation
and for the states and jurisdictions, NAEP
reports on the performance of various
subgroups of students. In interpreting these
data, readers are reminded that the relation-
ship between contextual variables and
student performance is not nccessarily
causal. There are many factors that may play
a role in student achievement in a particular
subject area.

National Results
Gender

The average scores of male and of
female fourth-graders were higher in
2002 than in 1998 but were not
found to be significantly different
from the scores in 1992. Average
scores of male and female eighth-
graders were higher in 2002 than in
1992 and 1994. In contrast, the
average scores of male and female
twelfth-graders were lower in 2002
than in 1992 and 1998.

& In 2002, females had higher average
reading scores than males at all three
grades.

O The gap between average scores for
male and female fourth-graders in
2002 was not found to be signifi-
cantly different from that in 1992. At
grade 8, the gap was smaller in 2002
than in all previous assessment years.
The gap at grade 12, however, was
wider in 2002 than it had been in
1992.

O The percentages of female fourth-,
eighth-, and twelfth-graders at or
above Proficient in 2002 were not
found to differ significantly from those in
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1992. The percentage of male eighth-
graders at or above Proficient was higher in
2002 than in 1992, and the percentage of
twelfth-grade males was lower in 2002
than in 1992.

Race/Ethnicity

O At grades 4 and 8, both White and Black
students had higher average scores in
2002 than in 1992. Similar increases
across the decade were seen for eighth-
grade Hispanic students and fourth-grade
Asian /Pacific Islander students. The
a:;erage scores for White and Black
twelfth-graders, however, declined during
the same time period.

O In 2002, White students and Asian/
Pacific Islander students had higher
average scores than Black and His-
panic students, and White students
outperformed Asian/Pacific Islander
students at all three grades. American
Indian/Alaska Native students had
higher average scores than Black and
Hispanic students at grade 4.

& In 2002, the score gap between
White and Black fourth-graders was
smaller than in 1994 and the gap
between White and Hispanic fourth-
graders was smaller than in 2000, but
neither gap was found to be signifi-
cantly different from 1992. No changes
were detected in the gaps between
White and Black students and be-
tween White and Hispanic students
at grades 8 and 12 since 1992.

& Percentages of students at or above
Proficient were higher in 2002 than
in 1992 for White, Black, and Asian/
Pacific Islander fourth-graders and
for White and Black eighth-graders.
The percentage of White twelfth-graders
at or above Proficient was lower in 2002
than in 1992.
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Eligibility for
Free/Reduced-Price Lunch

The program providing free/reduced-
price lunch is administered by the U.S.
Department of Agriculture (USDA) for
children near or below the poverty
line. Eligibility is determined by the
USDA’s Income Eligibility Guidelines
(http:/ /www.fns.usda.gov/cnd/
IEGs&NAPs/IEGs.htm). Reading results
by this variable are only available back
to 1998.

Average scores increased between 1998
and 2002 for fourth- and eighth-graders
eligible for free/reduced-price lunch. No
change was detected between 1998 and
2002 in the average score for twelfth-
graders who were eligible, while the
score for students who were not cligible
decreased.

O In 2002, at all three grades students who
were eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
had lower average scores than students
who were not eligible.

Title | Participation

Title I is a federally funded program
that provides educational services to
children who live in areas with high
concentrations of low-income families.
Because of recent changes in how the
program is administered, comparisons
to previous assessment-year results are
not available.

1 As was observed in previous assessments,’
students at all three grades who attended
schools that received Title I funding had
lower average reading scores in 2002 than
students who attended schools that
reported not receiving funds. '

Parents’ Level of Education
Eighth- and twelfth-grade students who
participated in the NAEP reading assess-
ment were asked to indicate the highest
level of education completed by each
parent. Information about parental educa-
tion was not collected at grade 4.

At grade 8, average scores increased
between 1992 and 2002 for students
whose parents did not graduate from
high school, as well as for students
whose parents’ highest level of
education was either high school or
college graduation. At grade 12,
average scores in 2002 were lower
than in 1992 regardless of parental
education level.

As seen in previous assessments,’
a positive relationship between
student-reported parental education
and student reading performance
was observed in 2002 at grades 8
and 12: the higher the parental
education level, the higher the
student’s average reading score.

Type of School

B The average score for fourth-grade
public-school students was higher in
2002 than in 1994, 1998, and 2000
but was not found to differ signifi-
cantly from 1992. Eighth-graders
attending public schools or Catholic
schools had higher average scores in
2002 than in 1992. Twelfth-graders
attending public schools had lower
scores in 2002 than in 1992 and 1998.

! Donshue, P. L., Voelkl, K. E,, Campbell, J. R., and Mazzeo, ]. (1999). The 1998 NAEP Reading Report
Card for the Nation and the States (NCES 1999-500). Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education,
Office of Education Research and Improvement, National Center for Education Statistics.

2 Ibid.
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O In 2002, at all three grades students who
attended nonpublic schools had higher
average reading scores than their peers
who attended public schools.

Type of Location

M Fourth-graders attending schools in
central city or urban fringe/large
town locations had higher average
scores in 2002 than in 2000. (Results by
type of location are not available prior to
2000 at grade 4, or prior to 2002 at
grades 8 and 12.)

O In 2002, at all three grades students in
schools located in urban fringe/large
town areas outperformed students in
schools located in central city and rural
areas.

State and Jurisdiction Resulis
Cender

Among those jurisdictions that participated
in both the 1998 and 2002 assessments,

both male and female fourth-graders’
average scores increased in 13 juris-
dictions: Delaware, Florida, Georgia,
Hawaii, Massachusetts, Minnesota,
North Carolina, Oregon, Utah,
Virginia, Washington, District of
Columbia, and Department of
Defense domestic schools;

O both male and female eighth-graders’
average scores increased in two
jurisdictions: Delaware and Florida.
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Race/Ethnicity
Among those jurisdictions that participated
in both the 1998 and 2002 assessments,

O average scores, increased for at least three
different racial/ethnic subgroups of
fourth-graders in five jurisdictions:
Delaware, Massachusetts, New York,
Oregon, and Virginia.

O both White and Black eighth-graders’
average scores increased in three

jurisdictions: Delaware, Florida, and
Missourt.

Eligibility for

Free/Reduced-Price Lunch

Among those jurisdictions that partici-
pated in both the 1998 and 2002 assess-
ments,

O average scores increased for both
fourth-graders who were eligible and
those who were not eligible for free/
reduced-price lunch in 14 jurisdic-
tions: Arkansas, Delaware, Florida,
Hawaii, Louisiana, Maryland, Massa-
chusetts, New York, North Carolina,
Oregon, South Carolina, Utah, Vir-
ginia, and Washington.

O average scores increased for both
eighth-graders who were cligible and
those who were not eligible for free/
reduced-price lunch in five jurisdic-
tions: Arkansas, Delaware, Missouri,
Washington, and Department of
Defense overseas schools.
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Introduction

Reading is the foundation for many learning endeavors and
one important key to unlocking a world of possibilities and
opportunities. It has always been viewed as one of the
most important abilities that students learn and
continuously develop throughout their years in elementary
and secondary school. With passage of the No Child Left
Bebind Act of 2001, however, the nation placed new and
even greater emphasis on ensuring that every student
acquires the ability to read.

This report presents major results from the 2002 National
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) reading
assessment of the nation’s fourth-, eighth-, and twelfth-
grade students. In addition, the report provides results for
fourth- and eighth-grade students in states and other
jurisdictions that participated in the 2002 assessment.

The report is intended to inform educators, policymakers,
parents, and the general public about students’ achievement
in reading In doing so, the report serves an important role
in monitoring progress toward the nation’ goal of ensuring
that no child 1s left behind. '

Overview of the 2002 National Assessment
of Educational Progress in Reading

For more than thirty years, NAEP has regularly collected,

~ analyzed, and reported valid and reliable information about

what American students know and can do in a variety of
subject areas. As authorized by the US. Congress, NAEP
assesses representative national samples of fourth-, eighth-,
and twelfth-grade students. Since 1990, NAEP has also

(HAPTER 1 e  NAEP 2002 READING REPORT CARD
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assessed representative samples of fourth-
and eighth-grade students in states and
other jurisdictions that participate in the
NAEP state-by-state assessments. NAEP is
administered and overseen by the National

~ Center for Education Statistics (NCES),

which is one of three centers within the
U.S. Department of Education’s Institute
of Education Sciences.

The content of all NAEP assessments 1s
determined by subject-area frameworks
that are developed by the National Assess-
ment Governing Board (NAGB) in a
comprehensive process involving a broad
spectrum of interested parties, including
teachers, curriculum specialists, subject-
matter specialists, school administrators,
parents, and members of the general
public. The framework for the 2002 NAEP
reading assessment has guided develop-
ment of the NAEP reading assessments
since 1992.

The 2002 assessment was conducted at
grades 4, 8, and 12 nationally, and at grades
4 and 8 within the states and other jurisdic-
tions that participated in the state-level
assessment. Throughout this report, results
from the 2002 assessment are compared to

. those from previous years. Trends in

students’ reading achievement can be
examined by comparing results from the

- most current assessment with results of

earlier assessment administrations for
same-grade students; such comparisons of
national results are made at all three grade
levels. Also included are comparisons of
results for states and jurisdictions that
participated in both 2002 and previous -
state-level assessment administrations.

CHAPTER 1 o  NAEP 2002 READING REPORT CARD

The reading assessment administered in
2002 was the same as that given in 1992 to
fourth-, eighth-, and twelfth-graders
nationally—and again in 1994 and 1998.
In addition, a national assessment of
fourth-graders only was conducted in 2000.
State-level assessments using the same test
as that used nationally were conducted at
grade 4 in 1992, 1994, and 1998. Similarly,
a state-level assessment was conducted at

grade 8 in 1998.

Prior to 1998, administration procedures
for NAEP reading assessments did not
permit the use of accommodations (e.g,,
extra time, individual rather than group
administration) for special needs students
who could not participate without them.
For the 1998 assessment, however, admin-
istration procedures were introduced that
allowed the use of accommodations by
students with disabilities and limited
English proficient students (see appendix
A). A split-sample design was used in 1998
at all three grades (and again in 2000 at
grade 4) so that both administration proce-
dures could be used during the same
assessment, but with different samples of
students. This made it possible to report
trends in students’ reading achicvement
across all the assessment years and, at the
same time, examine the effects on overall
assessment results of including students
assessed with accommodations. Based on
an examination of how permitting accom-
modations affected overall population
results, it was decided that beginning with
the 2002 assessment NAEP would use only
one set of procedures—permitting the use
of accommodations.
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This change in administration procedures
makes it possible for more students to be
included in the assessments; however it
also represents an important altering of
procedures from previous assessments. The
reader is encouraged to consider the differ-
ence in accommodation procedures when
interpreting comparisons between the two
sets of results. During the period in which
accommodations were not permitted,
special needs students could only be
included in the assessment if it was deter-
mined by school staff that they could be
assessed meaningfully without accommoda-
tions. As a consequence, some students
who would have been assessed in more
recent years when accommodations were
permitted may have been excluded from
those carlier assessments. The charts and
tables throughout this report distinguish
between results from assessment years in
which accommodations were not permitted
and results from assessment years in which
accommodations were permitted.

In the tables and charts that display
results across assessment years, all previous
assessment results that were found to be
significantly different from the 2002 results
are marked with an asterisk (*). Two sets
of results are presented for assessment
years in which both administration proce-
dures were used (accommodations not
permitted and accommodations permitted).
Both sets of results may also be notated, if
found to be significantly different from
2002. The text that accompanies these
tables and charts indicates which previous
assessment results were significantly
different from 2002. Comparisons between
the 2002 results, when accommodations

Progress. Washington, DC: Author.

were permitted, and the 1992 and 1994
results, when they were not permitted,
are discussed in the text. However, for
previous assessment years with both
accommodations-not-permitted results
and accommodations-permitted results,
the text describes comparisons only
between the accommodations-permitted
results and 2002. (See appendix A for
further discussion of assessing students
with disabilities and/or limited English
proficient students.)

Framework for the 1992,
1994, 1998, 2000, and 2002
NAEP Reading Assessments
The NAEP reading framework is the
blueprint that has specified the content and
guided the development of each NAEP
reading assessment administered since
1992. The framework resulted from a
national process involving many organiza-
tions concerned with reading education.
This cooperative effort was managed by the
Council of Chief State School Officers
(CCSSO) and directed by NAGB. In 2002,
the NAEP rcading framework was updated
to provide more explicit detail regarding the
assessment design.! At that time, NAGB
altered slightly some of the terms used to
describe elements of the reading assess-
ment. The following description of the
NAEDP reading framework incorporates
these changes. It should be noted, however,
that this updating of the framework does
not represent a change in the content or
design of the NAEP reading assessment.

The framework is founded on resecarch
from the field of education that defines
reéding as an interactive and constructive
process involving the reader, the text, and
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the context of the reading experience.
Reading involves the development of an
understanding of text, thinking about text
n different ways, and using a variety of
text types for different purposcs. or
cxample, readers may read stories to enjoy
and appreciate the human experience, study
science texts to form new hypotheses about
knowledge, or usc directions to learn how
to do something,

Recognizing that readers vary their
approach to reading according to the
demands of any particular text, the frame-

work specifies the assessment of reading in
three contexts: reading for literary experi-
ence, reading to gain information, and
reading to perform a task. Each context for
reading is associated with a range of
different types of texts that are included in
the NAEP reading assessment. All three
contexts for reading arc assessed at grades
8 and 12, but reading to pertorm a task is
not assessed at grade 4. The three contexts
for reading as specified in the framework
are described 1n figure 1.1

Figure 1.1 Descriptions of the three contexts for reading in the NAEP reading ossessment

Contexts for Reading I

Reading for
literary experience

Involves the reader in exploring themes, events, characters, setfings, plots, actions,
and the language of literary works.

Vorious types of texts ore ossocioted with reading for literory experience, induding navels, short

CHAPTER 1 o

Reading for
information

Reading to
perform o task

stories, poems, ploys, legends, biogrophies, myths, end folktoles.

Involves the engagement of the reader with aspects of the real world.

Reading for informotion is most commanly ossocioted with textbaoks, primory ond secondory sources,
newspopers ond mogozine ortidles, essoys, ond speeches.

Involves reading in order to accomplish or do something.

Procticol text read fo perform o tosk moy include chorts, bus or troin schedules, directions for gomes
or repairs, clossroom or librory procedures, tox or insurance forms, redpes, voter registration
moteriols, mops, referendo, consumer warronties, or office memos.

SOURCE: National Assessment Governing Board. (2002). Reading Framewurk for the 2003 National Assessment of Educational Prograss. Washinglon, DC: Author.

As readers attempt to develop under-
standing of text, they focus on general
topics or themes, interpret and integrate
ideas, make connections to background
knowledge and experiences, and examine
the content and structure of the text. The
framework accounts for these different
approaches to understanding text by

NAEP 2002 READING REPORT CARD

specifying four “aspects of reading” that
represent the types of comprehension
questions asked of students. All four
aspects of reading are assessed at all three
grades within each context of reading
described above. The four aspects of
reading as specitied in the framework are

described in figure 1.2.
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Figure 1.2 Descriptions of the four aspects of reading in the NAEP reading assessment

A‘s;i;ds.‘oi Reudmg

Forming a
general understanding’

To form a general understanding, the reader must consider the text as a whole
and provide a global understanding of it.

Students may be asked, for example, to demonsirate a general understanding by giving the topic
of a passage, explaining the purpose of an arficle, or reflecting on the theme of a story.

Developing
interpretation

To develop an inferpretation, the reader must extend initial impressions to develop
a more complete understanding of what was read.

This process involves linking information across parts of a fext as well as focusing on specific
information. Quesfions that assess this aspect of reading indude drawing inferences about
the relationship of two pieces of information and providing evidence to determine the reason

for an adion.

Making reader /text
connections’

To make reader/ext connections, the reader must connect information in the fext
with knowledge and experience.

This process might indude applying ideas in the text fo the real world. All student responses
to these types of questions must be text-based to receive full-credit.

Examining content
and structure’

Examining fext content and structure requires critically evaluating, comparing and contrasting,
and understanding the effect of such features as irony, humor, and organization.

Questions used to assess this aspect of reading require readers to stand apart from the text, consider
it objectively, and evaluate its quality and appropriateness. Questions ask readers fo determine the
usefulness of a text for a specific purpose, evaluate the language and textual elements, and think
about the author’s purpose and style.

 Ihis osped of reading was formerly referred to as “forming on nitial understonding” in previous versions of the NAEP reading framework.
2This asped of reading was formerly referred 1o & “personal reflection and response " in previous versions of the NAEP reading framework.

3This aspect of reading wes formerly refemed fo os “d ing o crical stonce” in p

ious versions of the NAEP reading framework

SOURCE: Nationd Assessment Governing Board. (2002). Reading Framework for the 2003 National Assessment of Educational Progress. Washington, DC: Author

The 2002 NAEP Reading
Assessment Instrument

The NAEP reading assessment is the only
federally authorized, ongoing, nationwide
assessment of student reading achieve-
ment. As such, it is necessary for the
assessment to reflect the framework and
expert perspectives on the measurement of
reading comprehension. To that end, during
the development process, the assessment
undergoes stringent review by teachers and
teacher educators, as well as by state
officials and measurement specialists. All
components of the assessment are evalu-

ated for curricular relevance, developmen-
tal appropriateness, and fairness concerns.
The NAEP reading assessment measures
understanding by prompting students to
read passages and answer comprehension
questions. The reading passages used in the
NAEP assessment are drawn from the
types of books and publications that
students might encounter in school, in the
library, or at home. NAEP assessment
developers strive to replicate authentic
reading experiences in the assessment items
presented to student participants. The
passages students are asked to read are
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neither abridged nor contrived especially
for the assessment. Instead, full-length
reading selections are reprinted in test
booklets to resemble as closely as possible
the format of their original publication. To
demonstrate their comprehension of these
passages, students answer a combination of
multiple-choice and constructed-response
questions. The multiple-choice questions
include four options from which students
are asked to select the best answer. The
constructed-response questions require
students to write their own responses.
Short constructed-response questions can
be completed in no more than a few sen-
tences, while extended constructed-re-
sponse questions may require students to
provide responses as long as a paragraph or
a full page.

In order to ensure reliable and valid
scoring of constructed-response questions,
a unique scoring guide, describing the
specific criteria for assigning a score level
to each student’s response, is developed for
each question. Expert scorers go through
extensive training to understand how to
apply these scoring criteria fairly and
consistently. During the scoring process,
scorers are consistently monitored to
ensure that scoring standards are being
applied appropriately and to ensure a high
degrec of scorer agreement (i.c., interrater
reliability). In addition, for those con-
structed-response questions that were used
in previous assessments, monitoring of
scorers includes checking to make sure that
scoring standards remain consistent from
year to year.

At each grade, the entire reading assess-
ment is divided into sections referred to as
blocks. Each block contains at least one
text and a related set of approximately 10
to 12 comprehension questions (a combina-
tion of multiple-choice and constructed-
response). Most of the blocks are presented
to students as 25-minute timed sections,
but some are presented as 50-minute timed
sections. The total number of blocks that
comprise the NAEP reading assessment at
cach grade are as follows:

Grade 4—four 25-minute literary blocks

and four 25-minute informative
blocks;

Grade 8—three 25-minute literary blocks,
three 25-minute informative
blocks, three 25-minute task
blocks, and one 50-minute
informative block;

Grade 12—three 25-minute literary blocks,
three 25-minute informative
blocks, three 25-minute task
blocks, and two 50-minute
informative blocks.

In order to minimize the burden on any
individual student, NAEP uses a procedure
referred to as matrix sampling in which an
individual student is administered only a
small portion of the entire assessment at
any grade. For example, at grade 4, students
are given a test booklet that contains only
two 25-minute blocks. At grades 8 and 12,
students are given a test booklet that
contains either two 25-minute blocks or
one 50-minute block. Because each block
is administered to a representative sample
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at each grade, the results can then be
combined to produce average group and
subgroup results based on the entire assess-
ment. In addition to the two 25-minute
blocks or one 50-minute block in each
student’s test booklet, students are asked to
complete two sections of background
questions that ask about their background
and home or school experiences related to
reading achievement. In total, the time
required for each student to participate in
the NAEP reading assessment is no more
than one hour.

Description of School

and Student Samples

The NAEP 2002 reading assessment was
administered to fourth-, eighth-, and
twelfth-graders at the national level and to
fourth- and eighth-graders at the state level.
At the national level, results are reported
for both public- and nonpublic-school
students. At the state or jurisdiction level,
results are reported only for public school
students. In order to obtain a representative
sample of students for reporting national
and state or jurisdiction results,
approximately 140,000 fourth-graders from
5,500 schools, 115,000 cighth-graders from
4,700 schools, and 15,000 twelfth-graders
from 700 schools were sampled and
assessed. In states that did not participate,
a small sample of students proportionate to
the state’s student enrollment was sampled
and assessed. Each selected school that
participated in the assessment and each
student assessed represent a portion of the
population of interest. For information on
sample sizes and participation rates by state
or jurisdiction, see tables A.4-A.6 in
appendix A.

Reporting the

Assessment Results

Results from the NAEP reading assessment
are presented in two ways: as scale scores
and as percentages of students attaining
achievement levels. The scale scores,
indicating how much students &#ow and can
do in reading, are presented as average scale
scores and as scale scores at selected
percentiles. The achievement level results
indicate the degree to which student
performance meets the standards set for
what they should know and be able to do.
Results are reported only for groups or
subgroups of students; individual student
performance cannot be reported based on
the NAEP assessment.

Average scale score results are based on
the NAEP reading scale, which ranges from
0 to 500. In order to calculate students’
average scores on the NAEP reading
assessment, the analysis begins by deter-
mining the percentages of students re-
sponding correctly to each multiple-choice
question and the percentages of students
responding at each score level for the
constructed-response questions. The
analysis entails summarizing the results on
separate subscales for each reading context
(reading for literary experience, reading for
information, and reading to perform a task)
and then combining the scparate scales to
form a single composite reading scale. The
relative contribution of each reading
purpose at each grade is displayed in table
1.1. (See appendix A for more information
on scaling procedures.)
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Table 1.1 Percentage weighting of the “cantext for reoding” subscales an the NAEP campasite reading scole,

grades 4, 8, and 12
NAEP Reading Subscales Reading for Reading for Reading ta l
literary experience infarmation perform o tosk
Grade 4 55 45 —
Grade 8 1 40 2
Grade 12 35 45 2
— Nolssessed l grode 4.

SOURCE: National Assessment Governing Boord. (2002). Reading Fromework for the 2003 National Assassment of Educational Progress. Washington, DC: Author.

Achievement level results are presented The Seﬂing of
in terms of reading achievement levels as Achievement Levels

authorized by the NAEP legsslation and The 1988 NAEP legislation that created
adopted by NAGR. For each grade assessed,  the National Assessment Governing Board
NAGB has adopted three achievement directed the Board to identity “appropriate
levels: Basi, Proficient, and ~ldvanced. For achievement goals . . . for each subject area”
reporting purposes, achievement level cut that NAFEP measures.2 The 2001 NAEDP
scores are placed on the reading scalc, rcauthorization reaffirmed many of the
resulting i four ranges: below Buasic, Basic, Board’s statutory responsibilities, including
Proficient, and Adranced. The achievemnent “developing appropriate student perfor-
level results are then reported as percent- mance standards for cach age and grade in
ages of students within each achievement cach subject area to be tested under the
level range, as well as the percentage of National Assessment.”? In order to follow
students at or above Basic and at or above this directive and achieve the mandate of
Proficient. the 1988 statute “to improve the form and

2 National Assessment of Lducational Progress Improvement Act, Pub. L. No. 100-297, 20 US.C. § 1221 ef seq.
(1988).

3 No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, Pub. L. No. 107-110, 115 Stat. 1425 (2002).
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use of NAFEP results,” NAGB undertook
the development of student performance
standards (called “achievement levels™).
Since 1990, the Board has adopted
achievement levels in mathematics, read-
ing, US. history, world geography, science,
writing, and civics.

The Board defined threc levels for each
grade: Basie, Proficient, and Adranced. The
Basic level denotes partial mastery of the
knowledge and skills that are fundamental
for proficient work at a given grade. The
Proficient level represents solid academic
performance. Students reaching this level
demonstrate competency over challenging
subject matter. 'The Adranced level pre-
sumes mastery of both the Basie and

Proficient levels and represents superior
performance. Figure 1.3 presents the policy
definitions of the achievement levels that
apply across grades and subject areas. The
policy definitions guided the development
of the reading achicvement levels, as well
as the achievement levels established in all
other subject areas assessed by NAEP.
Adopting three levels of achievement for
each grade signals the importance of
looking at more than one standard of
performance. The Board believes, however,
that all students should reach the Profizent
level; the Basie level 18 not the desired goal,
but rather represents partial mastery that s a
step toward Proficient.

Figure 1.3 Policy definitions of the three NAEP achievement levels

Adﬁovement Lavels I

Basic This level denotes parfial mastery of prerequisite knowledge and skills that are fundamental for

proficient work ot each grade.

Proficient

This level represents solid academic performance for each grade assessed. Students reaching this

level have demonstrated competency over challenging subject matter, including subject-matter
knowledge, application of such knowledge to real-world situations, and analytical skills appropriate

to the subject matter.

Advanced

This level signifies superior performance.

SOURCE: National Assessment Governing Board. (2002). Reading Framework for the 2003 National Assassment of Educational Progress. Washington, DC: Author.
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The achievement levels in this report
were adopted by the Board based on a
standard-setting process designed and
conducted under a contract with ACT, Inc.
To develop these levels, ACT convened a
cross section of educators and interested
citizens from across the nation and asked
them to judge what students should know
and be able to do relative to a body of
content reflected in the NAEP assessment
framework for reading. This achievement
level setting process was reviewed by an
array of individuals including policymakers,
representatives of professional organiza-
tions, teachers, parents, and other members
of the general public. Prior to adopting
these levels of student achievement,
NAGB engaged a large number of persons
to comment on the recommended levels
and to review the results.

The results of the achievement level
setting process, after NAGB’s approval,
became a set of achievement level descrip-
tions and a set of achievement level cut
scores. The cut scores are the scores on
the 0-500 NAEP reading scale that
define the lower boundaries of Basze,
Proficient, and Advanced performance
levels at grades 4, 8, and 12. The Board
established these reading achievement
levels in 1992 based upon the reading
assessment framework. These levels are
used to describe student performance
on the 1992, 1994, 1998, 2000, and 2002
reading assessments.
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Reading Achievement Level
Descriptions for Each Grade
Specific definitions of the Basi, Proficient,
and Advanced reading achievement levels
for grades 4, 8, and 12 are presented in
figures 1.4 through 1.6. The achievement
levels are cumulative. Therefore, students
performing at the Proficient level also
display the competencies associated with
the Basic level, and students at the Advanced
level also demonstrate the competencies
associated with both the Basic and the
Proficient levels. For each achievement level
listed in figures 1.4 through 1.6, the scale
score that corresponds to the lowest score
within that level on the NAEP reading
scale is shown in parentheses. For example,
in figure 1.4 the scale score of 238 corre-
sponds to the lowest score in the range
defining the grade 4 Proficient level of

achievement in reading,
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Figure 1.4 Descriptions of NAEP reading achievement levels, grade 4

Achiovement Levels

Basic Fourth-grade students performing at the Basic level should demonstrate an understanding of the

{208) overall meaning of what they read. When reading text appropriate for fourth graders, they should be
able fo make relatively obvious connections between the text and their own experiences, and extend
the ideas in the text by making simple inferences.

For example, when reading literary text, they should be able to tell what the story is generally
about — providing details o support their understanding — and be able to connect aspects of the
stories to their own experiences.

When reading informational text, Basic-level fourth graders should be able to tell what the
selection is generally about or identify the purpose for reading it, provide details to support their
understanding, and connect ideas from the text to their background knowledge and experiences.

Proficient Fourth-grade students performing at the Proficient level should be able to demonstrate an overall
{238) understanding of the text, providing inferential as wel as literal information. When reading text
appropriate fo fourth grade, they should be able to extend the ideas in the text by making
inferences, drawing conclusions, and making connections to their own experiences. The connections
between the text and what the student infers should be clear.

For example, when reading literary text, Proficient-level fourth graders should be able to summarize
the story, draw conclusions about the characters or plot, and recognize relationships such as cause
and effect.

When reading informational text, Proficient level students should be able to summarize the
information and identify the author's infent or purpose. They should be able o draw reasonable
conclusions from the text, recognize relationships such os couse and effect or similarities and
differences, and identify the meaning of the selection’s key concepts.

Advanced Fourth-grade students performing at the Advanced level should be able to generalize about topics in
{268) the reading selection and demonstrate an awareness of how authors compose and use literary
devices. When reading text appropriate to fourth grade, they should be able to judge texts critically
and, in general, give thorough answers that indicate careful thought.

For example, when reading literary fext, Advanced-level students should be able fo make
generalizations about the point of the story and extend its meaning by integrating personal
experiences and other readings with ideas suggested by the fext. They should be able to identify
literary devices such os figurative language.

When reading informational text, Advanced-level fourth graders should be able to explain the
author's intent by using supporting material from the text. They should be able to make critical
judgments of the form and content of the text and explain their judgments clearly.

SOURCE: Notional Assessment Governing Board. {2002). Reading Framewurk for the 2003 National Assassment of Edveational Progress. Washington, DC: Authar.
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Figure 1.5 Descriptions of NAEP reading achievement levels, grade 8

Achievement Levels

Basic Eighth-grade students performing at the Basic level should demonstrate a literal understanding of what

{243) they read and be able to make some interpretations. When reading text appropriate to eighth grade,
they should be able to identify specific aspects of the text that reflect the overall meaning, extend the
ideas in the text by making simple inferences, recognize and relate inferpretations and connections
among ideas in the text to personal experience, and draw conclusions based on the fext.

For example, when reading literary text, Basic-level eighth graders should be able to identify themes'
and make inferences and logical predictions about aspects such os plot and choracters.

When reading informational text, they should be able to identify the moin idea and the author’s
purpose. They should make inferences and draw condusions supported by information in the text. They
should recognize the relationships among the facts, ideas, events, and concepts of the text (e.g.,
cause and effect, order). -

When reading practical text, they should be able to identify the main purpose and make predictions
about the relatively obvious outcomes of procedures in the text.

Proficient Eighth-grade students performing at the Proficient level should be able o show an overall understand-
{281) ing of the text, including inferential as well os literal information. When reading text appropriate to
eighth grade, they should be able to extend the ideas in the text by making clear inferences from it,
by drawing condusions, and by making connections to their own experiences— induding other reading
experiences. Proficient eighth graders should be able to identify some of the devices authors use in
composing fext.

For example, when reading literary fext, students ot the Proficient level should be able to give details
and examples to support themes that they identify. They should be able to use implied os well os
explicit information in articulating themes; to interpret the actions, behaviors, and motives of
characters; and to identify the use of literary devices such as personification and foreshadowing.

When reading informational text, they should be able to summarize the text using explicit and
implied information and support condlusions with inferences based on the text.

When reading practical text, Proficientlevel students should be able to describe its purpose and
suppor! their views with examples and details. They should be cble to judge the importance of certain
steps and procedures.

Advanced Fighth-grade students performing ot the Advancedlevel should be able to destribe the more abstract
(323) themes and ideas of the overall text. When reading text appropriate to eighth grade, they should be
able to analyze both meaning and form and support their analyses explicitly with examples from the
text, and they should be able to extend text information by relating it to their experiences and to world
events. At this level, student responses should be thorough, thoughtful, and extensive.

For example, when reading literary text, Advancedlevel eighth graders should be able to make
complex, abstract summaries and theme statements. They should be able to describe the inferactions
of various literary elements (i.e., setting, plot, characters, and theme) and explain how the use of
literary devices affects both the meaning of the text and their response to the authar’s style. They
should be oble to rifically analyze and evaluate the compasition of the fext.

When reading informational text, they should be able to analyze the author’s purpose and point of
view. They should be able to use cultural and historical background information to develop perspectives
on the text and be able to apply text information to broad issues and world situations.

When reading practical text, Advanced-level students should be able to synthesize information that
will guide their performance, apply fext information to new situations, and critique the usefulness of the
form and content.

SOURCE: National Assessmeni Governing Board. {2002). Reading Fromework for the 2003 National Assassment of Educational Progress. Washingon, DC: Author.
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Figure 1.6 Descriptions of NAEP reading achievement levels, grade 12

Achievement Levels

Basic Twelfth-grade students performing o the Basic level should be able to demonstrate an overall under-

(265) standing and make some inferpretations of the text. When reading fext appropriate to twelfth grade,
they should be able to identify and relate aspects of the fext o its overall meaning, extend the ideas
in the text by making simple inferences, recognize interpretations, make connections among and relate
ideas in the text to their personal experiences, and draw conclusions. They should be able to identify
elements of an author’s style.

For example, when reading literary text, Basiclevel twelfth graders should be able to explain the
theme, support their conclusions with information from the text, and make connections between
aspects of the text and their own experiences.

When reading informatianal text, Basic-level twelfth graders should be able to explain the main idea
or purpose of a selection and use fext information to support a conclusion or make a point. They
should be able fo make logical connections between the ideos in the text and their own background
knowledge.

When reading practical fext, they should be able o explain its purpose and the significance of specific
details or steps.

Proficient Twelfth-grade students performing at the Proficient level should be able to show on overall understand-
(302) ing of the text, which includes inferential as well os literal information. When reading text appropriate
to twelfth grade, they should be able fo extend the ideas of the text by making inferences, drawing
conclusions, and making connections to their own personal experiences and other readings. Connec-
tions between inferences and the text should be clear, even when implicit. These students should be
able to analyze the author’s use of literary devices.

When reading literary fext, Proficientdevel twellth graders should be able to infegrate their personal
experiences with ideas in the text to draw and support conclusions. They should be able to explain the
author's use of literary devices such as irony and symbolism.

When reading infarmofive text, they should be able to apply text information appropriately to
specific situations and integrate their background information with ideas in the text to draw and support
conclusions.

When reading practical fext, they should be able to apply information or directions appropriately.
They should be able to use personol experiences to evaluate the usefulness of text information.

Advanced Twelfth-grade students performing af the Advanced level should be able to describe more abstract
(346) themes and ideas in the overall text. When reading text appropriate to twelfth grade, they should be
able to analyze both the meoning and the form of the fext and explicitly support their analyses with
specific examples from the text. They should be able to extend the information from the text by
relating it to their experiences and to the world. Their responses should be thorough, thoughtful, and
exfensive.

For example, when reading literary text, Advanced-level twelfth graders should be able to produce
complex, obstract summaries and theme statements. They should be able to use cultural, historical,
and personal information fo develop and exploin text perspectives and condusions. They should be
able to evaluate the text, applying knowledge guined from other texts.

When reading informational fext, they should be oble o analyze, synthesize, and evaluate points of
view. They should be able to identify the relationship between the authors stance and elements of the
fext. They should be able to apply text information to new situations and to the process of forming new
responses to problems or issues.

When reading practical text, Advanced-level twellth graders should be able to make critical
evaluations of the usefulness of the text and apply directions from the fext to new situations.
SOURCE: Nofional Assessment Governing Board. {2002). Reading Framewnrk for the 2003 Notionol Assassment of Ecucational Progress. Washington, DC: Auther.
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Trial Status of

Achievement Levels

The 2001 NAEP reauthorization law
requires that the achievement levels be
used on a trial basis until the Commissioner
of Education Statistics determines that the
achievement levels are “reasonable, valid,
and informative to the public.”* Until that
determination is made, the law requires the
Commissioner and the Board to state
clearly the trial status of the achievement
levels in all NAEP reports.

In 1993, the first of several congression-
ally mandated evaluations of the achieve-
ment level setting process concluded that
the procedures used to set the achievement
levels were flawed and that the percentage
of students at or above any particular
achievement level cut point may be under-
estimated.® Others have critiqued these
evaluations, asserting that the weight of
the empirical evidence does not support
such conclusions.®

In response to the evaluations and
critiques, NAGB conducted an additional
study of the 1992 reading achievement
levels before deciding to use them for
reporting 1994 NAEP results.” When

reviewing the findings of this study, the .
National Academy of Education (NAE)
panel expressed concern about what it saw
as a “confirmatory bias” in the study and
about the inability of this study to “address
the panel’s perception that the levels had-
been set too high.”® In 1997, the NAE
panel summarized its concerns with inter-
preting NAEP results based on the
achievement levels as follows:

First, the potential instability of
the levels may interferc with the
accurate portrayal of trends. Second,
the perception that few American
students are attaining the higher
standards we have set for them may
deflect attention to the wrong aspects
of education reform. The public has
indicated its interest in benchmarking
against international standards, yet it
is noteworthy that when American
students performed very well on a
1991 international reading assessment,
these results were discounted because
they were contradicted by poor
performance against the possibly
flawed NAEP reading achievement
levels in the following year.’

4+ No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, Pub. L. No. 107-110, 115 Stat. 1425 (2002).

CHAPTER 1

United States General Accounting Office. (1993). Education Achievement Standards: NAGB's Approach Yields
Misleading Interpretations. US. General Accounting Office Report to Congressional Requestors. Washington, DC:
Author.

National Academy of Education. (1993). Setting Performance Standards for Achievement: A Report of the National
Acadermy of Education Panel on the Evaluations of the NAEP Trial State Assessment: An Evaluation of the 1992 Achieve-
ment Leyels. Stanford, CA: Author.

Cizek, G. (1993). Reactions to National Academy of Education Report. Washington, DC: National Assessment Govern-
ing Board.

Kane, M. (1993). Comments on the NAE Evaluation of the NAGB Achievement Levels. Washington, DC: National
Assessment Governing Board.

American College Testing, (1995). NAEP Reading Revisited: An Evaluation of the 1992 Adbievement Level Descriptions.
Washington, DC: National Assessment Governing Board.

National Academy of Education. (1996). Reading achievement levels. In Quality and Utility: The 1994 Trial State
Assessment in Reading. The Fourth Report of the National Academy of Education Panel on the Evaluation of the NAEP Trial
State Assessment. Stanford, CA: Author. )

National Academy of Education. (1997). Assessment in Transition: Monitoring the Nation's Educational Progress (p. 99).
Mountain View, CA: Author.
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NCES and NAGB have sought and
continue to seek new and better ways to set
performance standards on NAEP."® For
example, NCES and NAGB jointly spon-
sored a national conference on standard
setting in large-scale assessments, which
explored many issues related to standard
setting.! Although new directions were
presented and discussed, a proven alterna-
tive to the current process has not yet been
identified. NCES and NAGB continue to
call on the research community to assist in
finding ways to improve standard setting
for reporting NAEP results.

The most recent congressionally
mandated evaluation conducted by the
National Academy of Sciences (INAS)
relied on prior studies of achievement
levels, rather than carrying out new evalua-
tions, on'the grounds that the process has
not changed substantially since the initial
problems were identified. Instead, the NAS
panel studied the development of the 1996
science achievement levels. The NAS panel
basically concurred with earlier congres-
sionally mandated studies. The panel
concluded that “NAEP’s current achieve-
ment-level-setting procedures remain
fundamentally flawed. The judgment tasks
are difficult and confusing; raters’ judg-
ments of different item types are internally

inconsistent; appropriate validity evidence
for the cut scores is lacking; and the pro-

cess has produced unreasonable results.” '

The NAS panel accepted the continuing
use of achievement levels in reporting
NAEP results on a trial basis, until such
time as better procedures can be devel-
oped. Specifically, the NAS panel con-
cluded that “ . . . tracking changes in the
percentages of students performing at or
above those cut scores (or in fact, any
selected cut scores) can be of use in
describing changes in student performance

over time.”"

NAGB urges all who are concerned
about student performance levels to
recognize that the use of these achieve-
ment levels is a developing process and is
subject to various interpretations. NAGB
and NCES believe that the achievement
levels are useful for reporting trends in the
educational achievement of students in the
United States.'* In fact, achievement level
results have been used in reports by the
President of the United States, the Secre-
tary of Education, state governors, legisla-
tors, and members of Congress. Govern-

ment leaders in the nation and in more than

40 states use these results in their annual
reports.

10 Reckase, M. D (2000). The Ewlution of the NAEP Achievement Levels Setting Process: A Summary of the Research and
Development Efforts Conducted by ACT. Towa City, 1A: ACT, Inc.

National Assessment Governing Board and National Center for Education Statistics. (1995). Proceedings of the Joint

Conference on Standard Setting for Large-Scale Assessments of the National Assessment Governing Board (NAGB) and the
National Center for Education Statistics (NCES). Washington, DC: Government Printing Office.

12 Pellegrino, |. W, Jones, L. R., and Mitchell, K. J. (Eds.). (1998). Grading the Nation's Report Card: Evaluating NAEP
and Transforming the Assessment of Educational Progress. Committee on the Evaluation of National Assessments of

Educational Progress, Board on Testing and Assessment, Commission on Behavioral and Social Scieuces and
Education, National Research Council. Washington, DC: National Academy Press.

13 1Ibid., 176.

14 Forsyth, R. A. (2000). A Description of the Standard-Setting Procedures Used by Three Standardized Test
Publishers. In Swwdent Performance Standards on the National Assessment of Educational Progress: Affirmations and
Improvements. Washington, DC: National Assessment Governing Board.

Nellhaus, J. M. (2000). States with NAEP-Like Performance Standards. In Stwdent Performance Standards on the

#s. Washington, DC: National Assessment

National Assessment of Educational Progress: Affirmations and Impr

Goveming Board.
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However, based on the congressionally
mandated evaluations so far, NCES agrees
with the National Academy’s recommenda-
tion that caution needs to be exercised in
the use of the current achievement levels.
Therefore, NCES concludes that these
achievement levels should continue to be
used on 2 trial basis and should continue to
be interpreted and used with caution.

Interpreting NAEP Results

The average scores and percentages pre-
sented in this report are estimates based on
samples of students rather than on entire
populations. Moreover, the collection of
questions used at cach grade level is but a
sample of the many questions that could
have been asked to assess the skills and
abilities described in the NAEP reading
framework. As such, the results are subject
to 2 measure of uncertainty, reflected in the
standard error of the estimates—a range of
a few points plus or minus the score or
percentage—which accounts for potential
score or percentage fluctuation due to
sampling and measurement error. The
estimated standard errors for the estimated
scale scores and percentages in this report
are easily accessible through the NAEP
Data Tool on the NAEP web site (http://
nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/naepdata/).
Examples of these estimated standard
errors are also provided in appendix A of
this report.

The differences between scale scores and
between percentages discussed in the
following chapters take into account the
standard errors associated with the esti-
mates. Comparisons are based on statistical
tests that consider both the magnitude of
the difference between the group average
scores or percentages and the standard
errors of those statistics. Estimates based
on smaller subgroups are likely to have
relatively large standard errors. As a conse-
quence, some seemingly large differences
may not be statistically significant. When
this is the case, the term “apparent differ-
ence” is used in this report. Differences
between scores or between percentages are
discussed in this report only when they are
significant from a statistical perspective.
All differences reported are significant at
the .05 level with appropriate adjustments
for multiple comparisons. The term “sig-
nificant” is not intended to imply a judg-
ment about the absolute magnitude or the
educational relevance of the differences. It
is intended to identify statistically depend-
able differences in average scores or per-
centages to help inform dialogue among
policymakers, educators, and the public.

Readers are cautioned against interpret-
ing NAEP results in a causal sense. Infer-
ences related to subgroup performance or
to the effectiveness of public and
nonpublic schools, for example, should
take into consideration the many socioeco-
nomic and educational factors that may
affect reading performance.

16 CHAPTER 1 »
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Overview of the

Remaining Report

This report describes the reading perfor-
mance of fourth-, eighth-; and twelfth-
graders in the nation, as well as fourth- and
eighth-graders in participating states and
other jurisdictions. Chapter 2 presents
overall reading scale score and achievement
level results across years for both the
nation and participating statcs and other
jurisdictions. Chapter 3 discusses national
results for subgroups of students by gender,
race/ethnicity, parents’ highest level of
education (for grades 8 and 12 only),
school type (public and nonpublic),
school’s type of location (urban, urban
fringe/large town, rural/small town), Title
I participation, and eligibility for free/
reduced-price school lunch. State and
jurisdiction results are reported by gender,
race/ethnicity, and eligibility for free/
reduced-price school lunch only.

Chapter 4 presents sample assessment
questions and student responses at each
grade level, including samples of multiple-
choice and constructed-response questions.
A table showing the percentage of students
who answered the question successfully
accompanies each sample question. In
addition, item maps for each grade level
describe the skill or ability needed to
answer particular reading questions and
show the score points at which individual
students had a high probability of success-
fully answering particular questions,
thereby indicating the relative difficulty of
each question.

The appendices of this report contain
information to expand the results presented
in chapters 2—4. Appendix A contains an
overview of assessment development,
sampling, administration, and analysis
procedures. Appendix B presents the
percentages of students in cach of the
subgroups reported for the nation, states,
and other jurisdictions. Finally, appendix C
shows state-level contextual data from
sources other than NAEP.
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Average Reading Scale Score
and Achievement Level Results
for the Nation and States

Overview

This chapter presents the NAEP 2002 reading results for
public- and nonpublic-school students in the nation at
grades 4, 8, and 12 and for public-school students in
participating states and jurisdictions at grades 4 and 8.
Average scores are reported on the NAEP reading
composite scale, which ranges from 0 to 500 and in terms
of the three reading achievement levels Basi, Proficient,
and Advanced.

In addition to the results from the 2002 assessment,
national results are presented for four previous reading
assessment years at grade 4, and three previous assessments
at grades 8 and 12 (the 2000 reading assessment was
administered at the fourth grade only). State-level results
from three previous assessment years at grade 4 and one
eatlier assessment at grade 8 are also included. At grades 4
and 8, the national sample in 2002 was a subset of the
combined sample of students assessed in each participating

state plus an additional sample from the states that did not

. participate in the state assessment. Although results were

presented by region of the country (Northeast, South,
Central, and West) in previous reports, regional data are not
presented in this yeat’s report because low participation in
some states that did not participate in the state assessment
made the comparative data for two of the regions less

reliable than in the past.
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Results presented in the figures and
tables throughout this report distinguish
between two different reporting samples.
The most recent results, based on adminis-
tration procedures in which testing accom-
modations were permitted for special needs
students between 1998 and 2002, are
denoted by solid lines or shading. Results
from administrations between 1992 and
2000 at grade 4, and between 1992 and
1998 at grades 8 and 12 where accommo-
dations were not permitted are highlighted
by broken lines and unshaded areas. See
chapter 1 for more information on the
change in administration procedures.

In 1998 (and again in 2000 at the fourth
grade only) both types of administration
procedures were used. Therefore there are
two different sets of results in those years.
One set of results is based on procedures
in which accommodations were not permit-
ted and another set is based on procedures
in which accommodations were permitted.

Comparisons between the two sets of
results in the years when both procedures
were used are discussed in detail in other
NAEP reports.’

National Reading

Scale Score Results

Figure 2.1 displays the average reading
scores from 1992 to 2002 for fourth-,
eighth-, and twelfth-graders. The fourth-
grade average reading score in 2002 was
higher than in 1994, 1998, and 2000 but
was not found to be significantly different
from 1992. Although the average score in
2002 at grade 8 remained higher than
average scores in 1992 and 1994, no
significant difference has been detected
from the 1998 administration. Following a
decline in the average twelfth grade reading
score between 1992 and 1994, the score
increased in 1998, but then declined again
between 1998 and 2002.

! Donahue, P. L., Finnegan, R. ], Lutkus, A. D, Allen, N. L., and Campbell, J. R. (2001). The Nation’s Report Card:
Fourth-Grade Reading 2000 (NCES 2002-499). Washington, DC: US. Department of Education, Office of
Educational Research aud Improvement, National Center for Education Statistics.

Lutkus, A. D, and Mazzeo, J. (2003). Induding Special-Needs Students in the NAEP 1998 Reading Assessment: Part 1,
Comparison of Overall Results With and Without Accommodations. (NCES 2003-467). Washington, DC: US. Depart-
ment of Education, Instimute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics.

Lutkus, A. D, Incuding Special-Needs Students in the NAEP 1998 Reading Assessment: Part 11, Results for Students with
Disabilities and Limited English Proficient Students. Whashington, DC: US. Department of Education, Institute of
Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics (forthcoming).
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Figure 2.1 Average reading scale scores, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1992-2002
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SOURCE: U.S. Depariment of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Stotistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, 1998, 2000, and 2002 Reading
Assessments.
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National Reading

Scale Scores by Percentile
Another way to view students’ perfor-
mance 18 by looking at how scores have
changed across the performance distribu-
tion. An examination of scores at difterent
percentiles on the 0-500 reading scale at
cach grade indicates whether or not the
changes scen in the overall national average
score results are reflected in the perfor-
mance of lower-, middle-, and higher-
performing students. Figure 2.2 shows the
average reading scale score for students
scoring at the 10th, 25th, 50th, 75th, and
90th percentiles at all three grade levels.
The percentile indicates the percentage of
students whose scores fell below a particu-
lar point on the NAEP reading scale. For

example, the 75th percentile score at grade
4 was 244 in 2002, indicating that 75
percent of fourth-graders scored below 244,

At grade 4, scores at the 10th, 25th, and
50th percentiles were higher in 2002 than
in 1998 and 2000 but were not found to be
significantly different from 1992, The
fourth-grade score at the 75th percentile
was higher in 2002 than in 1992. At grade
8, scores were higher in 2002 than in 1992
at all but the 90th percentile. However,
only scores for lower-performing students
at the 10th and 25th percentiles were
higher 1n 2002 than in 1998. At grade 12,
the dechne in performance since 1992 was
cvident across most of the score distribu-
tion with lower scores i 2002 at the 10th,
25th, 50th, and 75th percentiles.

Figure 2.2 Reading scale score percentiles, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1992-2002
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SOURCE: LS. Oeportment of Education, Insitute of Education Scences, National Center for Educotion Statistis, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, 1998, 2000, ond 2002 Reading Assessments.
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National Reading
Achievement Level Results
In addition to reporting average reading
scale scores, NALDP reports reading perfor-
mance by achievement levels. The reading
achievement levels are Basic, Proficient, and
Adranced. Discussion related to the sctting
of achicvement levels is covered i chapter 1.
igure 2.3 tracks the percentages of
students at or above Proficient—the level
dentitied by NAGB as the level at which
all students should perform—across
assessment years, ‘Table 2.1 presents the
achicvement level results in two ways tor
cach grade: as the percentage of students
within cach achievement level and as the

pereentage of students at or above the Basie
level and at or above the Proficent level.
The percentages at or above specific
achievement levels are cumulative. In-
cluded among the percentage of students at
or above the Basie level are also those who
have achieved the Proficient and Adranced
levels of pertormance. Included among
students at or above the Proficient level arc
also those who have attained the Adianced
level of performance. Although significant
differences in the percentages of students
within achievement levels are indicated in
the table, only the differences at or above
Bayic, at or above Proficient, and at Advanced
arc discussed in this scction.

Figure 2.3 Percentage of students at or above Proficient in reading, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1992-2002

,Gmdes 4,8, and 12 | -"'""—"—1

Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 12
160 160 100
90 90 $0
80 80 80
70 70 70
60 60 60
p 0 5 w| T
29+ 30 31 32 29+ 30* A it o )
0| emcenems-Oaad—y 3 R T 30 3
20 20 20
10 10 10
0 ¢ 0
'92 '94 ‘98 '00 '02 '92 '94 '98 '02 '92 '94 '98 02
@ == @ Acommodations not permitted
s Accommodations permitted
* Significontly different from 2002.

NOTE: Sole score resuts when Yestin accommodations were not permitted are shown in darker print;results when accommodations were permitted ore shown in ighter print.
in oddition fo llowing for accommodations, the occommodations-permitted resuls o grade 4 {1998-2002) differ sighly from previous years” resuls, and from previously reported results for 1998 and 2000, duelo

changes in sample weighting proce dures. See appendix A for more detaik.
The Proficiant level represents solid academic performance for each grade assessed.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Educotion, institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistcs, National Assessmen of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, 1998, 2000, and 2002 Reading

Assessmenks.
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In 2002, about one-third of the students
in cach of the three grades performed at or
above the Proficient level in reading, Figure
2.3 shows that fourth- and eighth-graders
have made overall gains since 1992 in
reaching the Proficzent level, while the
percentage of twelfth-graders at or above
this level has decreased. s shown 1n more
detail in rable 2.1, trends in average scale
score results since 1992 described earlier 1n
the chapter are generally consistent with
trends 10 achievement level results. The
percentage of fourth-graders at or above
Basie in 2002 was higher than i 1994,
1998, and 2000 but was not found to be
significantly different from 1992, The

percentage of fourth-graders at or above
Proficient was higher in 2002 than mn 1992
and 1998.

The percentage of cighth-graders at or
above Busic increased between 1998 and
2002, and was higher in 2002 than in all
previous assessment years. The percentage
of eighth-graders at or above Proficient was
higher in 2002 than in 1992 and 1994,
although no significant change was de-
tected between 1998 and 2002.

The percentages of twelfth-graders at or
above Basic and Proficient decreased be-
tween 1998 and 2002, and were lower than
in 1992,

Table 2.1 Percentage of students, by reading achievement level, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1992-2002

%

Atorabove  Ator above
Below Basic At Basic At Proficient At Advonced Basic Proficient
Accommodations not permitted 1992 38 kL 7:* 6 62 29
1994 40 * K] I 2"’ 7 60 * 30
1998 38 K} Y1) 7 62 K]l
2000 37 3 A4 8 63 kY
Accommodations permitted 1998 40 30 7 7 60* 29
2000 4 * 30 2 7 59 29
2002 36 kY] yl! 7 64 3
Accommodations not permitted 1992 n: 40 2 * 3 69 * 29
1994 30 40" 7> 3 70 * 30"
1998 26 - K]l 3 74 33
Accommodations permitted 1998 7 41 30 3 73 2
2002 25 43 30 3 75 33
Grode 12
Accommodations not permitted 1992 20°* 39 3 4 80 * 40
1994 25 38 KYJ 4 75 36
1998 23 37 35 6 7" 40"
Accommodations permitted 1998 24 36 5 6" 76 * 40
2002 26 38 3 5 74 36
* Significontly different from 2002.

NOTE: Percentoges within each reading achievement level range may not add to 100, or o the exod pertentages ol or above achievement levels, due fo rounding.
I oddition o cllowing for accommodations, the occommodations-permitied results i grade 4 (1998-2002) diffor slightly from previous years’ esults, and from previously reported resuls for 1998 and 2000, due 1o

changes in somple weighting procedures. See appendix A for more deloik.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Centes for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, 1998, 2000, and 2002 Reading

Assessmenks.
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Reading Results for States
and Other Jurisdictions

In addition to the national results, reading
performance data were collected for fourth-
and eighth-grade students attending public
schools in states and other jurisdictions
that chose to participate in 2002.> Results
are presented for jurisdictions that partici-
pated in one or more of the 1992, 1994,
1998, and 2002 reading assessments at
grade 4, and in the 1998 and 2002 assess-
ments at grade 8. Statistically significant
changes across years are indicated in tables
based on two tests: one that examines one
jurisdiction at a time (*) and another that
considers all the jurisdictions that partici-
pated, using a multiple comparison proce-
dure (**). Differences over time discussed
in the text of this report are based on
statistically significant findings detected
using either comparison procedure. (See
“Conducting Multiple Tests” in appendix A
for a more detailed discussion of compari-
son procedures.)

Although 50 jurisdictions participated in
the 2002 reading assessment (taking into
account those that participated in either
grade 4 or 8), not all met minimum school
participation guidelines for reporting their
results. (See “Standards for State Sample
Participation and Reporting of Results” in
appendix A for details on these guidelines.)
Results from the 2002 assessment are not
included for Illinois or Wisconsin at grades
4 and 8, or for Minnesota at grade 8,
because they did not meet the minimum
public school participation rate of 70
percent. Jurisdictions that did not meet one

or more of the other participation guide-
lines are noted in each of the tables.

To ensure that the samples in each state
are representative, NAEP has established
policies and procedures to maximize the
inclusion of all students in the assessment.
Every effort is made to ensure that all
selected students who are capable of
participating meaningfully in the assess-
ment are assessed. While some students
with disabilities and/or limited English
proficient (SD and/or LEP) students can
be assessed without any special procedures,
others require accommodations to partici-
pate in NAEP. Still other SD and/or LEP
students selected by NAEP may not be
able to participate. Local school authorities
determine whether SD/LEP students
require accommodations or shall be ex-
cluded because they cannot be assessed.
The percentage of SD and/or LEP stu-
dents who are excluded from NAEP
assessments varies from one jurisdiction to
another and within a jurisdiction over time.

If excluded students are less proficient
readers, variations in exclusion rates could
have an impact on average reading scores
or score gains within jurisdictions. NCES
is currently sponsoring ongoing research on
the potential impact of changes in exclu-
sion rates on changes in average reading
performance. The preliminary findings
from the research suggest that the potential
impact on reading scores is minimal.

2 Throughout this chapter the term jurisdiction is used to refer to the states, territories, and Departinent of Defense

schools that participated in the NAEP reading assessments.
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For example, in one scenario at the fourth
grade, for 21 of 38 jurisdictions that
participated in both 1998 and 2002 (and
for which scenario results are available) the
change in average reading scores might
have differed by up to one point in cither
direction from what is being reported, had
all excluded students been assessed and
performed as hypothesized. Thirty-five of
the 38 jurisdictions might have differed by
up to three points, and another three
jurisdictions might have differed by three
points or more. Further discussion of this
research is presented in “Investigating the
Potential Effects of Exclusion Rates on
Assessment Results” in appendix A.

NAEP 2002 READING REPORT CARD

Reading Scale Score Results

by State/Jurisdiction

Average reading scale scores by jurisdiction
are shown in table 2.2 for grade 4, and
table 2.3 for grade 8. Whereas the national
results presented in the previous sections
of this chapter represent both public and
nonpublic schools combined, the national
average scores shown in each of these
tables represent the performance of public-
school students only.

Of the 40 jurisdictions that participated
in both the 1998 and 2002 fourth grade
reading assessments, 19 showed score
increases in 2002 and only 1 jurisdiction
showed a decline. Among the 40 jurisdic-
tions that participated in both 1992 and
2002, average reading scores in 2002
were higher in 15 jurisdictions and lower
in 2 jurisdictions. At grade 8, 10 of the
37 jurisdictions that participated in both
assessment years showed gains between
1998 and 2002, and 5 showed declines.

43



Table 2.2 Average reading scale scores, grade 4 public schools: By state, 1992-2002

Grade 4 Accommodations not permitted Accommodations permitted

1992 1994 1998 1998 2002
Notion (Pulili)’ 215 212 215 N3* 07
Alabama 207 208 211 M1 207
Arizona 209* 206 207 206 205
Arkansas 211 209 209 * 209 213
California 1 202 197 *** 202 202 206
Colorado 07 213 m 220 -
Connecticut 22> 222> 232 230 229
Delaware 213> 206> 212 >4 207 > 224
Florida 208 *-** 205 *-** 207 *** 206 *** 214
Georgia 212 207 *>* 210 *** 209 * >+ 215
Hawaii 203* 201 >+ 200 *** 200 *** 208
Idaho 219 — — — 220
Indiana m 220 — — 2
fowa? 225 23 3 220 23
Kansas ! — — Yy 221 m
Kentucky 203> 202+ 218 218 219
Lovisiana 204 197 *** 204 200 >+ 207
Maine 7 228 * >+ 225 225 225
Maryland 201> 210 > 215 N2> 07
Massachusetls 226 > 223+ 225 *** 223+ 234
Michigan 216 — 207 26 219
Minnesota t 221 *>+ 218 *** m 219+ 225
Mississippi 199 202 204 203 203
Missouri 220 217 216 206> 220
Montana ! — m 226 225 224
Nebraska 1 220 — - 2
Nevada — - 208 206 209
New Hampshire 228 223 226 226 -
New Jersey 23 219 — - —
New Mexico 1 205 2006 205 208
New York * 215>+ 212+ ** 206>~ 205*** m
Nerth Carolina 202*** 214 >+ 07 *** N3 m
North Dakota * 226 225 - — 2
Ohio 27 *>* — - — m
Oklahoma 220 >+ — 220 >+~ 219 %+ 213
COregon — — 214 *** 212 %> 22
Pennsylvania 221 205+ - — n
Rhode Island 17 220 218 218 220
South Carolina 210" 203 *** 210 209 =+ 24
Tennessee ! 212 213 212 212 214
Texas 213 M2 07 214 07
Utah 220 07> 205 ** 216+ m
Vermont — - — — 27
Virginia m* 203* > 218 *** 207 = 225
Washington - 213 %> 217 x> 218~ 24
West Virginia 216 03 216 216 219
Wisconsin t 2 224 224 72 —
Wyoming 23 21 219 218 n

Other Jurisdictions

District of Columbia 188 * 179 *** 182 *** 179 ==+ 191
DDESS 2 — — 220 *** 219 =+ 225
DoDDS ? - 218> >+ 3 221 =+ 2
Guam 182 181 *** — - 185
Virgin Islands 171 *** - 178 174 179

— Indicates that the jurisdiction did not participate or d not meet minimum portidipation guidelines for reporting.

4 Indicates that the jurisdiction did not mee1 one or more of the guidelines for school participation in 2002.

* Significantly differant from 2002 when only one jurisdiction or the nation is being examined.

** Significontly different from 2002 when using @ mufiple-comparison procedure based on all jrisdictions that participated both yeors.

 Notionalresults that are presented for ossessments prior o 2002 are based on the national sample, not on aggregated siafe assessment samples.

2 Degartment of Defense Domestic Dependent Elamentary and Secondary Schook.

3 Department of Defense Dependents Schooks (Overseas).

NOTE: Comporative performance results may be affected by changes in exchusion rates for sludents with disabiliies ond limited English profident students in the NAEP samples.

In addition o ollowing for accommodations, the occommedations-pesmitied sesults for national publc schooks af grade 4 (1998 and 2002) differ lighily from previous years'results, and from previously reported results
for 1998, due fo changes in somple weighfing procedures. See appendix A for more deoiks.

SOURCE: U.S. Deportment of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, Ntional Center for Education Satistcs, Notional Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, 1998, and 2002 Reoding Assessments.
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Table 2.3 Average reading scale scores, grade 8 public schools: By state, 1998 and 2002

Accommodations not permitted Accommodations permitted
1998 1998 2002
Nation {Public}’ 261 261 * 263
Alabama 255 255 253
Arizona 261 * 260 257
Arkansas 256 256 * 260
California ¢ 253 252 250
Colorado 264 264 -
Connedticut 272 > 270 * 267
Delaware 256 *** 254 *»+ 267
Florida 253 *** 255 >+ 261
Georgia 257 257 258
Hawaii 250 249 * 252
1daho — —_ 266
Indiana — - 265
Kansas ¢ 268 268 , 269
Kentucky 262 262 265
Louisiana 252~ 252 256
Maine 273 M 270
Maryland 262 261 263
Massachusetts 269 269 M
Michigan — - 265
Minnesota * 261 265 -
Mississippi 25 25 - 255
Missouri 263 *** 262 *** 268
Montana t 70 m 270
Nebraska — - 270
Nevada 257 *** 258 *** 251
New Mexico 258 * 258 *** 254
New York ¢ 266 265 264
North Carolina 264 262 265
North Dakota ¢ — - 268
Ohio - - 268
Oklahoma 265 * 265 * 262
Oregon 266 266 268
Pennsylvania — — 265
Rhode 1sland 262 264 * 262
South Carolina 255 255 258
Tennessee ¢ 259 258 260
Texas 262 261 262
Utah 265 263 263
Vermont — - 272
Virginia 266 266 269
Washington 265 264 * 268
West Virginia 262 262 264
Wisconsin ¢ 266 265 -
Wyoming 262 263 265

Other Jurisdictions

American Samoa - - 198
District of Columbia 236 236 240
DDESS ? 269 268 m
DoDDS ? 269 >+ 269 **+ 73
Guam — - 240
Virgin Islands 233 ¢ 231 =+ 241

— Indictes that the jurisdiction did not parficipate or did not meet minimum particpation guidelines for reporting.

4 Indicotes thot the jurisdiction did not meet one or more of the guidelines for school participation in 2002.

* Significontly different from 2002 when only one jurisdidtion or the nation is being examined.

** Significantly déffecent from 2002 when using o mukiple-comparison peocedure based on ol jurisdictions that participated both years.

" Nationad results that are presented for assessmens prior to 2007 are based on the national sample, not on aggregated sie assessment samgles.

2 Depariment of Defonse Domesi Dependent Elsmentary and Secondary Schooks

3 Department of Defense Dependents Schook {Overseas).

NOTE: Comparative performance results may be affected by changes in exdlusion rates for students with disabiities and limited English profident students in the NAEP samples.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, Nationial Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress {NAEP), 1998 ond 2002 Reading Assessments.
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The maps in figures 2.4 and 2.5 compare  jurisdiction and national average for 7
state and national average reading scores in  jurisdictions. At grade 8, 20 jurisdictions

2002 at grades 4 and 8 respectively. At had scores that were higher than the

grade 4, 26 jurisdictions had scores that national average score, 15 had scores that
were higher than the national average were lower than the national average, and
score, 15 had scores that were lower than no significant differences were detected
the national average, and no significant between the state and national average for
differences were detected between the 12 jurisdictions.

Figure 2.4 Comparison of state and national public school average reading scale scores, grade 4: 2002

Grodeld [

Guam

ﬂ" American

Jurisdiction had higher average scale score than nation.
isdiction was not found to be significsntly different from nation in average scale score.

Jurisdiction had lower average scale score than nation.

R Jurisdiction did not meet mini particlpation rate guidelines.

] isdiction did not participate in the NAEP 2002 Reading State Assessment.
1 of Defense Domestic Dependent £k y ond Secondary Schooks.
2 Department of Defense Dependents Schooks (Overseas).

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Insitute of Education Scences, Nationad Center for Education Stofktics, Nationad Assessmentof Educctional Progress (NAEP), 2002 Reading Assessment.
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Figure 2.5 Comparison of state and national public school average reading scale scores, grade 8: 2002

Gube - |
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3 <>
G American v
Samoa
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Jur tion had higher average scale score than nation.

Jurisdiction was not found to be significantly different from nation In average scale score.
Jurisdiction hed lower averege scale score than nation.
R Jurisdiction did not meet minimum participetion rate guidelines.

[ surisdiction did not participete in the NAEP 2002 Reading State A

1 Department of Defenss Domastic Dependent Ezmentary ond Secondary Schooks.
2 Depertmentof Defense Dependents Schocks (Oversecs).
SOURCE: 1. Department of Edvucation, Institute of Educotion Scences, National Center for Education Stafiics, Notionad Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Reading Assessment.
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Cross-State/Jurisdiction
Reading Scale Score
Comparisons

Figures 2.6 and 2.7 display the differences
in the NAEP 2002 average reading scale
scores between any two participating
jurisdictions at grades 4 and 8 respectively.
These figures are set up similarly to mileage
charts on travel maps. On the line across
the top of the figure, find the name of the
targeted jurisdiction and follow the column
below the target jurisdiction to the jurisdic-
tion chosen for comparison. If the cell of
the comparison jurisdiction is not shaded,
the difference between the two scores was
not found to be statistically significant. If
the cell of the comparison jurisdiction is
lightly shaded, the average scale score of
that jurisdiction was higher than that of the
jurisdiction named at the top of the col-
umn. The darkly shaded cells indicate that

the average scale score of the comparison
jurisdiction was lower than that of the
jurisdiction selected at the top of the
column. For example, in figure 2.6, the first
cell in the second row compares the aver-
age scores at grade 4 in Massachusetts
(MA) to the average score in Connecticut
(CT). The shading in this cell indicates
that the average score in Massachusetts
was higher than that in Connecticut.

At grade 4, Massachusetts was the
highest-performing state. Fourth-graders in
Connecticut were outperformed by their
counterparts in Massachusetts and had
higher scores than the other participating
jurisdictions except Vermont. At grade 8,
average scores for Department of Defense
domestic schools and overseas schoaols,
Vermont, and Massachusetts were among
the highest performing jurisdictions.
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Figere 2.6 Cross-state comparison of average reading scale scores, grade 4 public schools: 2002

Gigdeld)

Instructions: Read down the column directly under a jurisdiction name listed in the heading at the top of the figure. Match the shading
intensity surrounding a jurisdiction’s abbreviation to the key below to determine whether the average reading scale score of this
jurisdiction was found to be higher than, not significantly different from, or lower than the jurisdiction in the column heading. For
example, note the column under Maine: Maine’s score was lower than Massachusetts and Connecticut, about the same os all the
jurisdictions from Vermont through Utah, and higher than the remaining jurisdictions down the column.
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# Indicotes thot the jurisdiction did not meet one or more of the guidelines for schas! participation in 2002.
1 Department of Defense Domestic Dependent Bementary and Secondary Schasls.
2Department of Defense Dependents Schools (Overseas).

NOTE: The between-jurisdiction comparisans take into account sampling and megsurement error and thert each
jurisdiction is being compared with every other jurisdiction. Significance is determined by an application of a
multiple-comparison procedure {see appendix A).

SOURCE: L\S. Depariment of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Stafistcs,
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Reading Assessment.
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Figure 2.7 Cross-state comparison of overoge reoding scale scores, grade 8 public schools: 2002

(Giodels] Instructions: Read down the column directly under o jurisdiction nome listed in the heading ot the top of the figure. Match the shoding

intensity surrounding a jurisdiction’s abbreviotion to the key below to determine whether the average reading scale score of this
jurisdiction was found to be higher than, nat significantly different fram, or lower than the jurisdictian in the coumn heading. For
example, note the column under Connecticut: Cannecticut's scare was found ta be lower than DoDDS, DDESS, and Vermant, abaut the
same as all the jurisdictians fram Massachusetts through Marylond, and higher than the remaining jurisdictians dawn the column.
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#Indicates that the jurisdiction did not meet one or more of the guidelines for schoot participation in 2002.

. Jurisdiction had higher average scale score
1 Department of Defense Dependents Schools (Overseas).

than the jurisdiction listed at the top of the figure.

] ::,0 ﬂfg?li‘f;fz":li'ﬂefem detected from the urisdiction isted ot the 2Department of Defense Domestic Dependent Elementary and Secondary Schools.
Jp'sd'tﬁ sI!\dI l NOTEmebeILNeen{urisdidiona;:hnpunsons' Iukeirét;uuountsumplingan:meusurementerrorandthuleuch
urisdiction had lower average scale score wrisdiction s bei red wi ther jurisdiction. Significance is determinedb lication of
- than the jurisdiction fisted at the fop of the figure. r}ﬂ;ﬂp};ﬁ;ﬁpwmm:uedu&”::;rxd;rxr con, Sgreiconce s Ceeminechy c pplccioncia

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Stafistics,
National Assessment of Educational Progress {NAEP), 2002 Reading Assessment.
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Reading Achievement Level
Results by State/Jurisdiction
Achievement level scores for jurisdictions
are presented both as the percentage of
students scoring within each reading
achievement level range and as the percent-
age of students falling at or above the
Pryficient level. The percentage of students
within each reading achievement level
range for participating jurisdictions in 2002
is presented in figure 2.8 for grade 4 and in
figure 2.9 for grade 8. The shaded bars
represent the proportion of students in

each of the three achievement levels (Basz,

Profucient, and Advanced) as well as the
proportion of students who performed
below the Baséc level. Each jurisdiction’s
shaded bar is aligned at the point where the
Pryficient level begins; scanning down the
horizontal bars allows comparison of the
percentages of students who were at or
above Proficent. Jurisdictions are listed in
the figures in three clusters based on a
statistical comparison of the percentage of
students at or above Pryficient in each
jurisdiction with the national percentage of

CHAPTER 2 o  NAEP 2002 READING REPORT CARD

public-school students at or above Profi-
cient. The jutisdictions in the top cluster of
each figure had a higher percentage of
students who were at or above the Proficient
level compared to the nation. The percent-
ages of students in jurisdictions clustered
in the middle were not found to differ
significantly from the national percentage.
Jurisdictions in the bottom cluster had
percentages lower than the national per-
centage. Within each cluster, jurisdictions
are listed alphabetically.

Figure 2.8 shows that, at grade 4, 19
jurisdictions had higher percentages of
students performing at or above the Prof-
cent level than the nation, 14 had percent-
ages that were not found to differ signifi-
cantly from the nation, and 15 had percent-
ages that were lower than the nation.

In figure 2.9, the results for grade 8 show
16 jurisdictions with higher percentages of
students performing at or above the Profi-
cent level than the nation, 15 with percent-
ages that were not found to differ signifi-
cantly from the nation, and 16 with per-
centages that were lower than the nation.
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Figure 2.8 Percentage of students within each reading achievement level range, grade 4 public schools: By state, 2002

The bors below contain percentages of students in each NAEP reading achievement level range. Each population of
students is aligned at the point where the Proficient category begins, so that they may be campared at Proficientand above.

Jurisdictions are listed alphabetically within three graups: the percentage at or above Proficient was higher than, not found

to be significantly different from, or lower than the nation.

L. Basle

Percentage at or above Proficient was higher than Nation (Public) i
Connecticut T 12 Connecticut
Delaware Delaware
DDESS ! DDESS'
DoDDS ? DoDDS’
Indiana Indiana
lowa } lowa *
Kansas ! Kansas ¥
Maine Maine
Massachusetts 13 Massachusetts
Minnesota * Minnesota *
Montana * Montana ¥
Nebraska - Nebraska
New York ¥ New York
North Dakota * North Dakota ¥
Ohio Ohio
Pennsylvania Pennsylvania
Vermont Vermont
Virginia Virginia
Washington ¥ Washington ¢
Florida ! Florida
Georgia Georgia
Idaho Idaho
Kentucky T Kentucky
Maryland Maryland
Michigan 36 0 Michigan
Missouri 34 ¢ ! Missouri
NATION (Pullic) L 38 NATION (Public)
North Carolina [ 33 North Carolina
Oregon 34 ] Oregon
Rhode Island I T Rhode Island
Texas R T Texas
Utah T Utah
West Virginia 35 West Virginia
Wyoming 32 Wyoming
Percentage at or above Proficient was lower than Nation (Pubiic)

Alabama I Alabama
Arizona 4 Arizona
Arkansas Arkansas

California * . California *
District of Columbia District of Columbia
Guam Guam
Hawaii . Hawaii
Louisiana Louisiana
Mississippi Mississippi
Nevada ' Nevada
New Mexico New Mexico
Oklahoma Oklahoma
South Carolina South Carolina
Tennessee ¥ Tennessee |
Virgin Islands Virgin Islands
T T i T T i T T T T T Tor T
00 9 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 0 10 20 30 40 50 60
Percent below Basic and Basic Percent Proficient and Advanced
# Percentage rounds fo zeco.

¥ Indicates that the jurisdiction did not meel one or more of the guidelines for school participation in 2002.

]qunnuﬂof"i‘ Domeskc Depondent B y o Secondery Schooks

2 Dapartmen of Defense Dependents Schook {Overses).

NOTE: Percentages may not odd to 100, due o rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Deportment of Education, Insfifute of Educaion Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educaional Progress (NAEP), 2002 Reoding Assessmen.
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Figure 2.9 Percentage of students within each reading achievement level range, grade 8 public schools: By state, 2002

The bors below contain percentages of students in each NAEP reading achievement level range. Each population of
students is aligned at the point where the Proficientcategory begins, so that they may be compared at Proficientand above.
Jurisdictions are listed alphabetically within three groups: the percentage at or above Proficient was higher than, not found
to be significantly different from, or lower than the nation.

[ teiow esic R

Percentage at or above Proficient was higher than Nation (Public)

Connecticut | 2] Connecticut
Delaware BT Delaware
DDESS ' 7 B DDESS !
DoDDS 2 11 O DoDDS 2
Kansas ¥ Kansas
Maine 18 | Maine
Massachusetts | T Massachusetts
Montana ¥ L 15| Montana ¥
Nebraska R Nebraska
North Dakota ¥ T North Dakota *
Ohio 18| Ohio
Oregon I Oregon *
Pennsylvania T Pennsylvania
Vermont 5 _ B Vermont
Virginia 20} Virginia
Washington |22 __J Washington
Percentage ator above Proficient was not significantly dmerent trom Nanon (Public)
Florida 28 Florida
Idaho T | Idaho
Indiana . | Indiana
Kentucky 2 ! Kentucky
Maryland | 27 | Maryland
Michigan ! 3 ] © Michigan
Missouri | T Missouri
NATION {Public) AT NATION (Pubfic)
New York ¥ | L a B New York *
North Carolina | T North Carolina
Rhode fsland I Rhode Island
Tennessee ¥ | 23 ] Tennessee ¥
Texas ! 7 ] Texas
Utah L 5 B Utah
West Virginia 23 . West Virginia
Wyoming i Wyoming
Alabama : Alabama
American Samoa * American Samoa
Arizona | Arizona
Arkansas ! Arkansas
California * California *
District of Columbia District of Columbia
Georgia Georgia
Guam : Guam
Hawaii | Hawaii
Louisiana | : Louisiana
Mississippi | | Mississippi
Nevada } Nevada
New Mexico ‘ New Mexico
Okiahoma | Oklahoma
South Carolina w South Caroiina
Virgin Islands ‘ Virgin Islands
‘ : 1 T 1 } ‘ T T f T i 1 : T &
100 9 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 0 10 20 30 40 50 60
Percent below Basic and Basic Percent Proficient and Advanced
# Percentage rounds lo zero.

# Indicates thot the jurisdiction did not meet one or more of the guidslines for school participation in 2002.

1 Department of Defense Domesic Dependent Bementory and Secondary Schook.

2 Depariment of Defanse Dependents Schooks { Overscs).

NOTE: Percentoges may not add lo 100, due to rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Depariment of Education, Institufe of Education Sciences, National Canter for Eduucation Siaistics, Nobional Assessment of Educational Progress {NAEP), 2002 Reading Assessmen.
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The percentage of students performing
at or above the Pryficient level across years
for each state/jurisdiction is presented in
table 2.4 for grade 4 and in table 2.5 for
grade 8. The percentage of fourth-graders
at or above Pryfiient increased from 1998

to 2002 in 11 jurisdictions and decreased in
1 jurisdiction. Percentages of fourth-
graders increased since 1992 in 17 jurisdic-
tions. The percentage of eighth-graders at
or above Pryficient increased since 1998 in 5
jurisdictions and declined in 1 jurisdiction.
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Table 2.4 Percentoge of students at or above Proficient in reoding, grade 4 public schools: By state, 1992-2002

Grade 4 Accommodations not permitted Accommodations permitted

1992 1994 1998 1998 2002
Nation (Public)’ 7 28 29 28 30
Alabama 20 23 4 24 22
Arizona Al 24 22 2 2
Arkansos 23 24 23 23 26
California ¥ 19 18 20 2 ]|
Colorado 25 28 34 33 —
Connecticut 34 38 46 43 43
Delaware 24 *** 23 >+ 25 %>+ 22 *** 3
Florida 21 *x 7 7 22 *** 7
Georgia 25 26 4 % 28
Hawaii 17+ 19 17 17+ 2
ldaho 28* — — - 3
Indiona 30 3 - - 33
lowo ¢ 36 35 35 33 35
Kansos ¢ — - 34 34 3
Kentucky 23> 26 29 29 30
Lovisiano 15 *** 15> 19 17 20
Maine 36 4] *** 3 35 35
Marylond 24 2 2 u 30
Maossachusetis 36> 36> 37 35 %xe 47
Michigan 26 - 28 28 30
Minnesota ¢ K] Ballald i 36 3 ki)
Mississippi 14 18 18 17 16
Missouri 30 3l 29 28 3
Montana * - 35 7 k?) 3
Nebraska 3l 34 - — k2
Nevado — — 21 20 i
New Hampshire 38 36 38 a7 -
New Jersey 35 33 — — —_
New Mexico 23 2 22 il 2
New York * 27 ** 27 = 29+ 29* 35
North Carolina 25 *** 30 28" 7" 3
North Dakota 3 38 — — A
Ohio 27> - — — 34
Oklahoma 29 — 30 30* 26
Oregon — - 28 2" ki|
Pennsylvania 32 30* - - k|
Rhode Island 28+ 2 32 ki 3
South Carolina 2* 20+ 2 22 26
Tennessee | 23 27 25 25 25
Texas 4 26 V3] 28 28
Utah 30 30 28" 28" i
Vermont - - — - 39
Virginio K] Bl 2 *** 30 >+ 30 =~ a7
Washington ¢ - 27 = 29* 30* 35
West Virginio 25 26 YA 28 28
Wisconsin ¢ 33 35 34 A —
Wyoming 33 32 30 2 Kl

Other Jurisdictions

District of Columbia 10 8 10 10 10
DDESS ? - - kYA 3 k7]
DoDDS ? — 28 *** 3 33 33
Guam 8 8 — - 8
Virgin Islands K Rl - 8 7 6

— Indicotes thot the jurisdiction did not participate or did not meet minimum parficipation guidelines for reporfing.

+ Indicates that the jurisdiction did not meet one or more of the guidefines for school partidpationin 2002.

* Significontly different from 2002 when only one jurisdiction or the nation is being examined.

** Ggpificontly diffarent from 2002 when using a muliple-comparkson peocedure based on ol jurisdicions that paricipaled both years.

1 onal results that are presanied for assessments priar o 2002 are basad on the national sample, nol on aggragated siole axsessment samples.

2 Department of Defense Domesiic Depandent Elementory and Secondary Schooks.

3 Department of Defonse Dependents Schooks {Oversecs).

NOTE: Comparative performance resuts may be affected by changes in xchusion rates fo students with disobiities and limited English proficient students in the NAEP samples.

1 odkdiion fo allowing for accommodations,the occommadations.permited results for national public schooks of grode 4 (1 998 and 2007) differ shghtly from previous years resulls, ond from previously reporied result
for 1998, due o changes in sample weighting procedures. See appendix A for more detoiks.

SOURCE: U5, Depariment of Education, Insktute of Educotion Sciences, Nationol Conter for Educoion Sigtiskic, Notional Assessmen of Educotional Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, 1998, and 2002 Reading Assessments.
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Tuble 2.5 Percentage of students at or above Proficient in reading, grade 8 public schools: By state, 1998 and 2002

Grade 8 Accommodations not permitted Accommodations permitted
1998 1998 2002
Nution {Public)! k]| 30 k]|
Alobama 21 2 2
Arizono 2* 7 2
Arkansos YX 23 27
California * /i 21 20
Colorado 30 30 —
Connecticut 42> 40 3
Delaware 25 *** 23 ** 33
Florida 3" 3 29
Georgio 25 25 26
Hawaii 19 19 20
Idaho — — 34
Indiona — - 3
Kansas ¢ 35 36 38
Kentucky 29 30 32
Louisiana 18 17" 22
Maine 42 41 38
Maryland 3 3 3
Massachusetts 36 38 39
Michigan - - 32
Minnesota 37 36 —
Mississippi 19 19 20
Missouri 29 2* 33
Montana t 38 40 37
Nebraska — — 36
Nevada %4 73 19
New Mexico Yz} Y] 20
New York ¥ k! 32 32
North Carolina 3 30 32
North Dakota t - - 35
Ohio — - 35
Oklohoma 29 30 28
Oregon 3 35 37
Pennsylvania - — 35
Rhode Island 30 32 30
South Corolina 2 22 24
Tennessee ! 26 7 28
Texos 28 7 3
Utah 3 3 32
Vermont — - 40
Virginia 33 33 7
Washington ! Ky 32 kY
West Virginia 27 B 29
Wisconsin ¢ 33 34 -
Wyoming i} 3 K|

Other Jurisdictions
American Samoa - - 1
District of Columbia 12 11 10

DDESS kY 39 ki
DoDDS * 36 ki 40
Guam — — 1

Virgin Islands 10 9 7

— Indictes that the jurisdiction did not porticipate or did not meet minimum partidpation guidelnes for reporting.

4 indicates thol the purisdicion id not mest one or more of the guidelines for school partidpation in 2002.

* Significantly different from 2002 when only one jurisdiction or the nation i being exomined.

** Significontly different from 2002 when using a muliple-comparison procedure based on afl jurisdicions thal participated both years.

 Nationl resubs thal tre presenied for assessments prior 1o 2002 are based on the national sample, not on aggrgaled siote ssessmes samples.

2 Dencrtment of Defense Domesti Dependent Elementary ond Secondary Schooks

3 Department of Defonse Dapendents Schooks (Oversacs).

NOTE: Comporative performance results moy be affected by changes in exclusion rates for studets with disabiliies ond lmited English proficient students in the NAEP somples.

SOURCE: U.S. Deportment of Education, knstifute of Education Scences, Nationol Center for Education Statisics, Nasional Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 und 2002 Reoding Assessments.
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Cross-State/Jurisdiction
Reading Achievement

Level Comparisons

Figures 2.10 and 2.11 display the same type
of cross-state/jurisdiction comparisons
that were presented earlier for scale score
results, but the performance measure being
compared in these figures is the percentage
of students at or above the Pryficient level
in 2002 for grades 4 and 8 respectively.

At grade 4, Massachusetts and Connecti-
cut had higher percentages of students at
or above Pryficient than the other participat-
ing jurisdictions, and the percentage in
Vermont was lower only in comparison
with Massachusetts.

CHAPTER 2 o  NAEP 2002 READING REPORT CARD

At grade 8, the percentages of students
at or above Pryficient in 13 jurisdictions
were among the highest in the participating
jurisdictions. The 3 jurisdictions included
Connecticut, Department of Defense
domestic schools and overseas schools,
Kansas, Maine, Massachusetts, Montana,
Nebraska, Ohio, Oregon, Vermont,
Virginia, and Washington.
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Figure 2.10 Cross-state comparison of percentage of students at or above Proficient in reading, grade 4 public schools: 2002

{nstructions: Read down the column directly under a jurisdiction name listed in the heading af the top of the figure. Match the shading
intensity surrounding a jurisdiction's abbreviation to the key below to determine whether the percentage of students at or above
Proficientfor this jurisdiction was found to be higher than, not significantly different from, or lower than the jurisdiction in the column
heading. For example, nate the column under Virginia: The percentage of students at or above Proficient in Virginia was lower than
Massachusetts and Connedticut, about the same as all the jurisdictions from Vermont through Idaho, and higher than the remaining
jurisdictions down the column.
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] Jurisdiction hod higher percentage _ #Indicates that the jurisdiction did not meet one or mare of the guidelines for schaol parficipation in 2002.
thon th uridicionisted ot the fopofth figure. 1 Department of Defense Domesti Dependent Elementary and Secondary Schoos.
[ Nosigificant difference detected from the jurisdidtion 2 Department of Defense Dependents Schools { Overseas).

Iist. m.the tp of e fgure. NOTE: The between:jurisdiction comparisons take into account sompling nd measurement error and that each
1 Jurisdiction hod lower percentage ) jurisdiction is being compared with every other jurisdiction. Significance is determined by an application of a
than the jurisdiction listed at the top of the figure. mubiple-comparison procedure {see ppendix A).

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Educafion Sciences, Nafional Center for Education Statistcs,
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Reading Assessment.
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Figure 2.11 Cross-stote comporison of percentage of students ot or cbove Proficient in reoding, grode 8 public schools: 2002

Instructions: Read down the column directly under a jurisdiction name listed in the heading at the top of the figure. Match the shading
infensity surrounding a jurisdiction’s abbreviation to the key below to determine whether the percentage of students at or above
Proficient for this jurisdiction was found to be higher than, not significantly different from, or lower than the jurisdiction in the column
heoding. For example, note the column under Idaho: The percentage of students at or above Proficient in Idaho was lower than
Vermont and DoDDS, about the same as all the jurisdictions from Massachusetts through Tennessee, and higher than the remaining
jurisdictions down the column.
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thn hejursicto sted o the fopofhe iure. 1 Deportmentof Defense Dependents Schools (Overseas).
] :10 ';igmfit:fnmfffie[ﬁ:ce detected from the jurisdiction listed 2 Deportmentof Defense Domestic Dependent Eementary ond Secondary Schoos

) p oo NOTE: The between-jurisdiction comparisons take into account ssmpling and measurement error and that each
[:] Jurisdicion hod lower percentoge jurisdiction s being compared with every other jurisdiction. Significance is determined by an application of a

than the jurisdiction listed at the top of the figure. mulile-<omparison pocedure (sce ppendix Al

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, Kational Center for Education Statistics,
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Reading Assessment.
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Subgroup Results
for the Nation and States

In addition to reporting on the performance of all students,
NAEP also provides results for a vatiety of subgroups of
students for each grade level assessed. The subgroup results
show not only how these groups of students performed n
compatison with one another, but also the progress each
group has made over time. The information presented in this
chapter is a valuable indicator of how well the nation is
progressing toward the goal of improving the achievement
of all students.

This chapter includes average reading scale scores and
achievement level results for subgroups of students in the
nation at grades 4, 8, and 12, and in participating jurisdictions
at grades 4 and 8. National results are reported by gender,
race/ethnicity, students’ eligibility for free/reduced-price
school lunch, participation in Title I, parents’ highest level of
education, type of school, and type of school location.
Results for participating jurisdictions are presented by
gender, race/ethnicity, and students’ eligibility for free/ -
reduced-price school lunch. Additional subgroup results for

“each jurisdiction that participated in the NAEP reading

assessment are available on the NAEP web site (http://
nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard). The weightéd percentage of
students corresponding with each subgroup reported in this
chapter can be found in appendix B.
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Differences in students’ performance on
the 2002 reading assessment between
demographic subgroups and across years
for a particular subgroup are discussed only
if they have been determined to be statisti-
cally significant. The reader should bear in
mind that the estimated scale score for a
subgroup of students does not reflect the
entire range of performance within that
group. Differences in subgroup perfor-
mance cannot be ascribed solely to students’
subgroup identification. Average student
performance is affected by the interaction
of a complex set of educational, cultural,
and social factors not discussed in this
report or addressed by NAEP assessments.

Performance of Selected
Subgroups for the Nation

Gender

As shown in figure 3.1, the average scores
of male and female fourth-graders were
higher in 2002 than in 1998, but were not
found to be significantly different from the
scores in 1992, While reading scores for
eighth-grade males increased between 1998
and 2002, the average score for females in
2002 was not found to be significantly
different from that in 1998. Average reading

scores for both male and female eighth-
graders were higher in 2002 than in 1992
and 1994. The average reading scores of
both male and female twelfth-graders
decreased between 1998 and 2002, and the
2002 average scores were lower than the
1992 scores for both groups.

Educators and government agencies have
produced a body of research rich in data
documenting gender differences in reading
and language arts achievement.! A 2000
reading study of students in grades 2
through 7 showed gender differences
favoring girls,? just as another study showed
that girls outperform boys in reading by
approximately one and one-half years.?
Results of a recent international assessment
of reading suggest that differences in
performance between male and female
students are also evident in other countries.*
Results from the NAEP reading assess-
ments presented in figure 3.1 reflect similar
patterns in performance between male and
female students. In 2002, female students
outperformed their male peers in all three
grades.

1 US. Department of Education. (2002). The Condition of Education (NCES 2002—025). Washington, DC: Author.
US. Department of Education. (2001). Reading for Understanding: Towards an R & D Program in Reading Comprebension.

Whshington, DC: Author.

2 MacMillan, P (2000). Simultaneous Measurement of Reading Growth, Gender, and Relative-Age Effects: Many
Faceted Rasch Applied to CBM Reading Scores. Journal of Applied Measurement 1(4), 393—408.

3 Hoff Somumers, C. (2000). The War Against Boys: How Misguided Ferninism is Harming Our Young Men. New York: Simon

and Schuster.

4 Ogle, L. T, Sen, A, Pahlke, E, Jocelyn, L., Kastberg, D, Roey, S., and Williams, T. (2003). International Comparisons in
Fourth-Grade Reading Literacy: Finding from the Progress in International Reading Literacy Stwdy (PIRLS) of 2001 (NCES
2003-073). Washington, DC: US. Department of Education, In_su'tute of Education Sciences, National Center for

Education Statistics.
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Figure 3.1 Average reading scale scores, by gender, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1992-2002

Grndes 4,8 and 12 I

Male Female
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300 300 | 7204 L Grade 12
wo | R 250 2% I R S T
P s L gy rode 12 280 270
270 a9 270 “"“Z..---o—---u Grade 8
. 257* - =~ 270 269
260 224 252* -"M{;O Grode 8 260
250 R AN 1Y 750
240 240
30 230 21220 70 22
2720 2]3 S 209 07 220 Sungmnman 2 Grade 4
210 09_.- ﬁ'\-.: 70 Grade 4 210 217+ 2]9
200 208 200
190 190
ol oL
‘62 '94 ‘98 '00 '02 '92 '94 '98 '00 '02

@ == @ Acommodations not permitted
[t} Accommodations permitted

* Significontly different from 2002.

NOTE: Scale score results when testing accommodotions were ol permmed are shown in dorker print; results when accommodations were penmlled ore shown in lighter prinl.

In addition to dllowing for dations, the permitted results of grade 4 (1998—-2002) differ slightly from previous yeors’ results, and from previously reported results for 1998
and 2000, due o changes in sample weighting procedures. See appendix A for more details.

SOURCE: US. Department of Educafion, Institute of Education Sciences, Wational Center for Education Stafistics, Nationol Assessment of Educationol Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, 1998, 2000, and 2002
Reading Assessments.
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Another way to view trends 1n student
performance is to determine whether the
score “gap” that exists between subgroups
of students has narrowed or widened across
assessment years. The scale score gaps
between male and female students are

rracnntad in fmaien 29

for eighth-graders, and 16 points for
twelfth-graders. While this represents a
narrowing of the gap since 2000 at grade 4,
the gap in 2002 was not found to be signifi-
cantly different from that in 1992, At grade
8, the gap in 2002 was smaller than m all

nrine aconccmant vaare Tho arala crnea nn

Figure 3.2 Gaps in average reading scale scores, by gender, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1992-2002

Female average score minus male average score

Grade 4
8
Accommodations 10~
not permitted 6
10~

0 10 20 30 40

Score gaps

* Significantly different from 2002.
NOTE: Score gops are colculated bosed on differences between unrounded overage scale scores.

Grade 8 Grade 12
13* 10*
15* 14
13* 16
10 20 30 40 0 10 20 30 40
Score gops Score gaps

SOURCE: U.S. Depariment of Educotion, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Educotion Statistis, National Assessment of Educationol Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, 1998, 2000, and 2002

Reoding Assessments.
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Table 3.1 displays achievement level
information for the national sample of
fourth-, eighth-, and twelfth-graders both
as the percentages of male and female
students within each achievement level
range and as the percentages of male and
female students at or above the Basic and
Proficient levels.

At grade 4, the percentages of males at
or above the Basic and Proficient levels were
higher in 2002 than in 2000 but were not
found to differ significantly from those in
1992. The percentages of female fourth-
graders at or above Basic and at or above
Proficient were higher in 2002 than in 1998
but were not found to differ significantly
from those in 1992.

At grade 8, the percentage of males at or
above Basic was higher in 2002 than in any
of the previous assessment years. The
percentage of males at or above Proficient in
2002 was higher than that in 1992 and in
1994. The percentage of eighth-grade

females at or above Basic in 2002 was higher
than in 1992 and in 1994, while the percent-
age at or above Proficient in 2002 was not
found to be significantly different from that
in any of the previous assessment years.

At grade 12, the percentages of male and
female students at or above Basic were lower
in 2002 than in 1992. The percentage of
male twelfth-graders at or above Proficient
declined from 1998 to 2002 and was lower
in 2002 than in 1992. The percentage of
female twelfth-graders at or above Proficient
was lower than in 2002 than in 1998 but was
not found to be significantly different from
1992. In 2002, the percentage of females at
Advancedwas higher than in 1992.

Looking at the differences in perfor-
mance between male and female students in
2002, higher percentages of female students
were at or above the Basic and Proficient
levels, and at Aduanced, than their male peers
in all three grades.
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Table 3.1 Percentage of students, by reading achievement level and gender, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1992-2002

—————

Atorobove  Afar obove

Below Basic At Basic At Proficient At Advanced Basic Proficdent

Male
Accommodofions not permitted 1992 42 32 20 5 58 25
1994 45 30 20 6 55 26
1998 4] 3 22 6 59 28
2000 42 3 2 6 58 27
Accommodations permitted 1998 43 30 21 6 57 7
2000 45 30 20 5 55 * 25+
2002 39 32 2 6 61 28
Female
Accommodations not permitted 1992 3 35 24 8 67 3
1994 34 32 25 9 66 34
1998 35 32 25 8 65 3
2000 33 3 26 10 67 36
Accommodations permitted 1998 ki 3 23 8 62* :*
2000 36 30 25 9 64 k)
2002 33 33 26 8 67 35
Male
Accommodations not permitted 1992 3 * 40 * 2* 2 64 * 23*
1994 38 = 40 21" 2 62 * 23-
1998 Ky a°* 25 2 68 * 27
Accommodations permitted 1998 33 4 24 2 67 * 26
2002 29 4 26 2 71 28
Female
Accommodations not permitted 1992 24 40 3 4 76 * 35
1994 yX i 40 32 4 17+ 36
1998 19 4] 36 4 81 40
Accommodafions permitted 1998 20 41 35 4 80 39
2002 20 42 34 4 80 38
Grade 12
Male
Accommodations not permitted 1992 25* 41 32 2 75+ k!B
1994 3 39 27 2 69 29
1998 30 38 28 4" 10" 3
Accommodations permitted 1998 30 38 28 3 10 3+
2002 33 39 26 2 67 28
Female
Accommodations not permitted 1992 16 * 38 4 5* 84 - 46
1994 20 3 k1) 6 80 4
1998 17 35 4 8 83~ 4"
Accommodafions permitted 1998 17 35 40 8 83 48
2002 20 37 37 7 80 4

* Significantly different from 2002.

NOTE: Percentoges within sach reading ochievement level range may not odd o 100, o to the exat percentoges i or obove ochievement levels, due to rounding.

In oddifion to allowing for accommodations, the occommodations-permitied results ot grode 4 (1998-2002) differ slightly from previous years' results, ond from previously reported results for 1998
ond 2000, due fo changes in somple weighting procedures. See oppendix A for more detaiks.

SO:I:"(E: U S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Staistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, 1998, 2000, and 2002
Reading Assessments.
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In recent years, much has been written
about differences in academic achievement
between students with varying racial/ethnic
backgrounds. Despite efforts to narrow the
long-standing gap between the perfor-
mances of these subgroups, significant

differences persist at all performance levels.

Based on information obtained from
school records, students who participated in
the NAEP reading assessment were identi-
fied as belonging to one of the following
racial/ethnic subgroups: White, Black,
Hispanic, Asian/Pacific Islander, American
Indian (including Alaska Native), and Other
(i.e., students who identified with more than
one of the other five categories or had a
background other than the ones listed). The
results presented here for 1992 through
2000 differ from those presented in earlier
reading reports in which results were re-
ported for the same five racial/ethnic
subgroups based on student self-identifica-
tion.

Over the 10 year period between 1992
and 2002, the percentage of Hispﬁnic
students increased from 7 percent to 16
percent at grade 4, from 8 percent to 14

percent at grade 8, and from 7 percent to 10
percent at grade 12. During the same
period, the percentage of White students
decreased from 73 percent to 61 percent at
grade 4, from 72 percent to 65 percent at
grade 8, and from 74 percent to 71 percent
at grade 12. Students categorized as Other
made up approximately 1 percent of the
students at each grade. (See table B.2 in
appendix B.)

Figure 3.3 shows the average reading
scale scores of students in each of the six
categories at grades 4, 8, and 12. Results
were not reported in 1992 and 1998 for
American Indian/Alaska Native students at

all three grades because the sample sizes

were insufficient to permit reliable esti-
mates. Results for twelfth-grade American
Indian/Alaska Native students in 2002 are
omitted from this report because special
analyses raised concerns about the accuracy
of the data. Sample sizes were also insuffi-
cient to report results for students whose
race/cthnicity was categorized as Other in
all assessment years prior to 2002 at grades
4 and 12, and in 1994 and 1998 (when
accommodations were permitted) at

grade 8.

5 Bankston, C. L., and Caldas, S. J- (1997). The American School Dilemma: Race and Scholastic Performance.

The Sociological Quarterly, 38, 423-429.

Jencks, C., and Phillips, M. (Eds.). (1998). The Black-White

Press.

Test Score Gap. Washington, DC: Brookings Institution
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At grade 4, both White students and
Black students had higher average reading
scores in 2002 than in any of the previous
assessment years. The average score for
Hispanic students in 2002 was higher than
in 1994, 1998, and 2000, but was not found
to be significantly different from that in
1992. The average score of Asian/Pacific
Islander students in 2002 was higher than
that in 1992.

At grade 8, average reading scores in
2002 were higher than those in 1992 and
1994 for White, Black, and Hispanic stu-
dents.

At grade 12, there was a decline in the
average reading score of White students
between 1998 and 2002, and between 1992
and 2002. The average score of Black
students was lower in 2002 than in 1992.

CHAPTER 3 '«  NAEP 2002 READING REPORT CARD

~ Apparent differences between the average

scores in 2002 and previous assessment
years were not found to be statistically
significant for Hispanic and Asian/Pacific
Islander students, likely due to small sample
sizes or large standard errors.

In 2002, White students and Asian/
Pacific Islander students had higher average
scores than Black and Hispanic students,
and White students outperformed their
Asian/Pacific Islander peers at all three
grades. In addition, White and Asian/Pacific
Islander students scored higher on average
than American Indian/Alaska Native
students at grades 4 and 8. At grade 4,
American Indian/Alaska Native students
had higher average scores than Black and
Hispanic students. At the twelfth grade,
Hispanic students scored higher on average
than Black students.
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Figure 3.3 Average reading scale scores, by race/ethnicity, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1992-2002
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* Significantly different from 2002.

ISample sizes were insufficient lo permit reliable estimates for American Indion/Alaska Native in 1992 and 1998 ot ofl three grades. Quality control activities and special analysis raised concerns about
the accuracy and predision of grade 12 American Indion/Alaska Native dato in 2002. As o resul, they are omitied from this report.

2 Sample sizes were insufficient fo permit o reliable estimate for sludents dassified os other races in off assessment yoars prior fo 2002 a grodes 4 and 12, ond in 1994 and 1998 (where
occommedotions were permitted) of grode 8.

NOTE: Scale score results when lesting accommodations were not permitted are shown in darker prini; results when accommodations were permitied ore shown in lighter print.

In oddition to allowing for occ dotions, the dations-permitied results af grode 4 (1998--2002) differ slightty from previous years’ results, and from previously reported results for 1998
and 2000, due to chonges in sample weighting procedures. See appendix A for more details.

SOURCE: U.5. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, Notional Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educationol Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, 1998, 2000, and 2002
Reoding Assessments.
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Average scale score gaps between White
and Black students and between White and
Hispanic students are presented in figure
3.4. In 2002, the score gaps between White
and Black fourth-graders and between
White and Hispanic fourth-graders were not

1992; although, the White-Hispanic gap was
smaller in 2002 than in 2000. At grades 8
and 12, any apparent differences in cither
the White/Black or White/Hispanic gaps
between 2002 and any of the previous
assessment years were not found to be

found to be significantly different from statistically significant.

Figure 3.4 Gaps in average reading scale scores, by race/ethnicity, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1992-2002

Grcdes 4,8, and 12 I

White average score minus Black average score

Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 12
1992 32 1992 —— @30 1992 —— e 24
Accommodations  '7% ®38* 1994 ———e30 199 ——e29
not permitted 1998 — 33 198 —— o728 1998 @9

000 o34

1998 ———= 32 1998 ———o26 1998 ———=27
::::E:l:::’duhons 2000 034
002 ———30 2000 ———o2] 002 ——o15
T L 1 T T T 1 T T T 1
0 10 20 30 4 0 10 20 30 40 0 10 20 30 40
Score gaps Score gaps Score gaps
White average score minus Hispanic average score
Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 12
1992 97 9 —— @% 19— o 19
Accommodations 199 35 199 - 994 199 —— @73
notpermitted o983 | ¢3] [T ]} —— 1 198 — @]
00— @29
1998 ————e32 1998 ———eo27 1998 ————=22
A;:mm::r'nec:’duﬁons 2000 035"
P 2002 ———o28 002 ——o26 000 ———o20
0w N N 4 T 010 N W 40
Score gaps Score gaps Score gaps

* Significontly different from 2002.

NOTE: Score gaps ore calculated based on differences between unrounded overage scale scores.

SOURCE: U.S. Deporiment of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, 1998, 2000, and 2002
Reading Assessments.
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Achievement level results across assess-
ment years for racial/ethnic subgroups are
shown in table 3.2. At grade 4, the percent-
ages of White and Black students at or
above Basic were higher in 2002 than in any
of the previous assessment years, and the
percentages at or above Proficient were
higher in 2002 than in 1992 and 1994 for
both groups. The percentage of Hispanic
students at or above Basic in 2002 was
higher than in 1994 but was not found to
differ significantly from that in 1992. The
percentage of Asian/Pacific Islander
students at or above Proficient was higher in
2002 compared to 1992.

At grade 8, the percentages of White
students and Black students at or above the
Basic and Profictent levels were higher in 2002
than in 1992 and 1994. The percentage of
White students at or above Basic was also
higher in 2002 than in 1998. A higher
percentage of Hispanic students was at or
above Basic in 2002 than in 1992 and 1994.

At grade 12, the percentages of White
students at or above the Basic and Proficient
levels were lower in 2002 than in 1992 and
1998. Other apparent differences between
2002 and previous assessment years in the
percentages of students in the other racial/
ethnic subgroups attaining any of the
achievement levels were not found to be
statistically significant, likely due to small
sample sizes and large standard errors.

As with the scale score results, compari-
son of the performance of racial/ethnic
subgroups in 2002 reveals higher percent-
ages of White and Asian/Pacific Islander
students performing at or above the Basic
and Proficient levels than of Black and
Hispanic students in all three grades. Higher
percentages of White students than Asian/
Pacific Islander students performed at or
above Basic and Proficient at grades 4 and 8.
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Table 3.2 Percentage of students, by reading achievement level and race/ethnicity, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1992-2002

A Ator above I

t or above
Below Basic At Basic At Proficient At Advanced Basic Proficient
White
Accommodations not permitted 1992 29 36 7 8 n: 5
1994 30" 34 7 9 70* 36
1998 8* 34 29 9 1 38
2000 3" 33 29 10 n* 39
Accommodations permitted 1998 30 33 28" 9 10 kT
2000 30 32 28 9 70 38
2002 25 35 31 10 75 41
Black
Accommodations not permitted 1992 68 * 24 8- 1 32 8-
1994 70* 21 1* 1 30" 8*
1998 65 25 9 1 35 10
2000 65 24" 10 1 35 N
Accommodations permitted 1998 64 * 25 9 1 36 10
2000 65 25 9 1 35 10
2002 60 28 1 2 40 12
Hispanic
Accommodations not permitted 1992 61 28 10 2 39 12
1994 66 * 22 9 3 kT 12
1998 62 26 10 2 3 13
2000 59 26 12 2 41 15
Accommodations permitted 1998 63 4 11 2 37 13
2000 63 25 N 1 37 13
2002 56 29 13 2 4 15
Asian/Pacitic Islander
Accommodations not permitted 1992 40 35 20 5 60 5
1994 34 30 7 9 66 36
1998 37 29 23 N 63 34
2000 25 31 28 16 75 4
Accommodations permitted 1998 42 28 20 10 58 30
2000 30 30 'l 14 70 41
2002 30 33 7 10 70 37

Americon Indion/Alaska Notive
Accommodations not permitted

1992 K ok ok L Ly ok

1994 4 28 24 6 59 30
1998 ok ok K o L1 ok
2000 40 38 21 ] 60 22
Accommodations permitted 1998 i s s . - ek
2000 7 35 26 2 63 28
2002 49 29 17 5 51 22

Other
Accommodations not permitted 1992

1994 ok ok K Ly L ok
1998 ok ok L ok ok Ly

2000 ok kK ok L ok K

Accommodations permitted 1998 b e i e e -
2000 .k ok kK kK ok ok
2002 37 33 23 7 63 30
See foomotes at end of table. »
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Table 3.2 Percentage of students, by reading achievement level and race/ethnicity, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1992-2002

— Continved

e o e

~J

Atorabove . Ator above
Below Basic At Basic At Proficient At Advanced Basic Proficient
White
Accommodations not permitted 1992 3¢ 42 2 4 > 5
1994 23 42 Ky 2 4 7™ Kb
1998 18 4] ¥ 3 82 40
Accommodations permitted 1998 19* 42 36 3 81 K}
2002 16 43 3 4 84 4]
Black
Accommodations not permitted 1992 55 36 9 # 45~ 9
1994 57 * KL 9 # 43 10 *
1998 48 39 12 # 52 13
Accommodations permitted 1998 47 40 12 # 53 13
2002 45 42 13 1 ) 13
Hispanic
Accommodations not permitted 1992 s 36 12 1 49 + 13
1994 49 36 14 1 51~ 15
1998 46 K} 15 1 54 15
Accommodations permitted 1998 47 39 14 1 53 14
2002 43 42 15 1 57 15
Asian/Pacific islander
Accommodations not permitted 1992 24 39 30 7 76 37
1994 28 38 9 5 72 3
1998 23 42 K]l 3 77 35
Accommodations permitted 1998 25 42 30 3 75 3
2002 24 4] K7 4 76 36
American Indian / Alaska Naotive
Accommodations not permitted 1992 v o e o i v
1994 42 39 17 2 58 19
]99& KKK L] L] L] *kk P2t
Accommodations permitted 1998 e * * e e o
2002 39 44 17 1 61 17
Other
Accommodations not permitted 1992 3 42 2 3 67 25
]994 *kk EE L] dkk Kk kK kK
1998 15 50 3 2 85 36
Accommodations permitted 1998 e e e e e b
2002 23 46 28 3 17 3l
See footnotes at end of table. »
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Table 3.2 Percentage af students, by reading achievement level and race/ethnicity, grodes 4, 8, and 12: 1992-2002

— Cantinved
Atorabove  Atarabove l
m Below Basic At Basic At Proficient At Advanced Basic Praficient
White
Accommodations not permitted 1992 15+ 38 42 5 85° 46+
1994 20 38 37 5 80 42
1998 17* 36 40 7 83" 4
Accommodations permitted 1998 8" 35 40* 7 82° 4
2002 21 37 36 6 n LY
Black
Accommodations not permitted 1992 39 43 17 1 61 18
1994 48 38 13 1 52 13
1998 42 40 17 1 58 18
Accommodations permitted 1998 43 40 16 1 57 17
2002 46 38 15 1 54 16
Hispanic
Accommodations not permitted 1992 33 4 2 1 67 2
1994 42 38 19 1 58 20
1998 36 39 23 2 64 25
Accommodations permitted 1998 38 38 22 2 62 24
2002 39 39 20 1 61 2
Asian/Pacific Islander
Accommodations not permitted 1992 2 3 35 5 n 40
1994 33 38 26 3 67 29
1998 25 37 3 6 75 3
Accommodations permitted 1998 26 36 33 5 74 38
2002 27 38 30 4 73 34
American Indian /Alaska Native
Accommodafions not permitted 1992 xee e o e e e
1994 39 41 18 2 61 20
]993 ok ok ok hE EL] ] _Ek
Accommodations permitted 1998 e e e s e e
2002 Ll % Ll Ex EE L Ll
Other
Accommodations not permitted 1992 xae b *ee was wae e
]994 it ] kg LT Ll Lt -
]998 ELt] Ll £ L L L] EE L -
Accommodations permitted 1998 s aus e et e aus
2002 25 39 KK] 3 75 36

# Percentage rounds to zero.

* Significontly different from 2002.

*= Somple size is insufficient to permit a reliable estimate. Quality control activities ond spedal analysis raised concerns about the accuracy and predsion of grode 12 Amerian Indion/Alusko Notive
dota in 2002. As o resulf, they are omitted from this report.

NOTE: Percentages within each reading achievement level range may not add fo 100, or to the exact percentages of or chove achi levels, due o rounding

In oddition to olfowing for dations, the oc dations-permitted results ot grode 4 {1998--2002) differ slightly from previous years' resulfs, and from previously reported results for 1998
and 2000, due to changes in somple weighting procedures. See appendix A for more defaiks.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, 1998, 2000, and 2002
Reoding Assessments.
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Funded by the US. Department of Agricul-
ture (USDA) as part of the National School
Lunch Program, free/reduced-price school
lunches are provided to eligible children
near or below the poverty line. Eligibility
guidelines for the program are based on the
federal income poverty guidelines and are
stated by household size (http://
www.fns.usda.gov/cnd/IEGs&NAPs/
IEGs.htm).*

NAEDP first began collecting information
on student eligibility for this program in
1996; therefore, cross-year comparisons to
1992 and 1994 cannot be made. The per-
centage of eligible students varied by grade.
In 2002, 40 percent of fourth-graders, 31
percent of eighth-graders, and 19 percent
of twelfth-graders were eligible for free/
reduced-price lunches. Information regard-
ing eligibility was not available for 13 to 17
percent of the students. (See table B.3 in
appendix B)

As shown in figure 3.5, average fourth-
grade reading scores in 2002 were higher
than in the 1998 and 2000 assessment years
for students who were eligible for free/
reduced-price school lunch, as well as for
those who were not eligible. At grade 8, the
average scores increased since 1998 for
students who were eligible and for students
who were not eligible. At grade 12, there
was no statistically significant change
detected between 1998 and 2002 for stu-
dents who were eligible while the average
score for students who were not eligible was
lower in 2002 than in 1998,

In 2002, the average reading score for
students who were eligible for free/reduced-
price lunch was lower than that
of students who were not eligible at all
three grades.

6 US. General Services Administration. (2001). Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance. Washington, DC: Executive Oftice

of the President, Office of Management and Budget.
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Figure 3.5 Averoge reoding scale scores, by student eligibility for free /reduced-price school lunch,

grodes 4, 8, and 12: 1998-2002

lIiiiii!i!!%l!i!lii!l!iiiililiil I
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227° 324+ 230
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Information not available
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-

0

296
O Grade 12
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TR

227 228
27-' Grode 4

553 275 226

98 '00 ‘02

@& = =@ Acommodations not permitted
Do} Accommodations permitted

* Significantly different from 2002.

NOTE: Scale score results when testing accommodations were not permitied ore shown in dorker print; results when accammodations were permitted ore shown in lighter print.
In addition to ollowing for accammodations, the accommodotions-permited results of grade 4 {1998-2002) differ slightly from previously reported results for 1998 and 2000, due o chonges in somple

weighting procedures. See appendix A for more detoils.

SOURCE: U.S. Deporiment of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, Nfianal Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998, 2000, and 2002 Reading

Assessments.

Achievement level results by students’
cligibility tor free/reduced-price lunch are
presented in table 3.3. The percentages of
fourth-graders cligible for free/reduced-
price school lunch who were at or above
Basic and Proficient were higher in 2002 than
in both previous assessment years. Among
fourth-graders who were not cligible, the
percentage at or above Basic was higher in
2002 than in carlicr ycars. The percentage
of cighth-graders at or above Basic was
higher in 2002 than in 1998 both for stu-
dents who were cligible and those who were

NAEP 2002 READING REPORT CARD

not cligible. At grade 12, no change was

detected in the percentages at or above

Basic and Proficent among students who

were cligible, while there was a decrease in

the percentages since 1998 among students

who were not cligible.

At all three grades, lower percentages of

students who were eligible for free/re-

duced-price school lunch performed at or
above the Basic and Proficient 1evels in 2002
than of students who were not cligible.
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Table 3.3 Percentoge of students, by reading ochievement level ond eligibility for free /reduced-price school lunch,
grades 4, 8, and 12: 1998-2002

——

At or obove At or cbove

Below Basic Al Basic At Proficient At Advanced Basic Proficient

Higible
Accommodations not permitted 1998 58 Ii} 1 2 42+ 13 ¢
2000 60 26 * 12 2 40 * 14
Accommodations permitted 1998 61 * 26 1+ 2* 39 13*
2000 62 25" 11 2* 38 13 *
2002 54 30 14 3 46 16
Not cligible
Accommodations not permitted 1998 27 33 30 10 73 40
2000 26 4 30 11 14 4]
Accommodations permitted 1998 7 3 30 10 3 40
2000 27 3 30 10 3 39
2002 2 35 32 10 77 42
information not available
Accommodations not permitted 1998 7 Kk} 29 N 13 40
2000 26 32 30 12 74 42
Accommodations permitted 1998 3l 33 7 10 69 /)
2000 29 32 29 11 71 40
2002 29 32 29 10 71 39
Eligible
Accommodations not permitted 1998 44 41 14 # 56 15
Acommodafions permitted 1998 44 42 14 # 56 * 14
2002 40 43 16 1 60 17
Not eligible
Accommodations not permitted 1998 19* 42 36 3 81" 39
Accommodatians permitted 1998 20" 42 35 3 80 * 38
2002 16 44 k1) 3 84 40
Informution not available
Accommodations not permitted 1998 18 38 39 4 82 44
Accommodations permitted 1998 20 38 38 4 80 43
2002 19 4] 36 5 81 41
Grade 12
Eligible
Accommodations not permitted 1998 43 38 18 1 57 19
Accommodations permitted 1998 44 k1) 18 ] 56 19
2002 40 38 20 2 60 22
Not eligible
Acommodations not permitted 1998 2 37 37 6 80 * LX I
Accommodations permitted 1998 n* 36 k1) 6 19 43
2002 24 38 4 5 76 38
Information not availeble
Accommodations not permitted 1998 18 36 39 7 82 46
Accommodafions permitted 1998 19 3 39 7 81 45
2002 20 38 36 6 80 43

# Percentoge rounds fo zero. * Significantly different from 2002.

NOTE: Percentages within each reading achievement level range moy not add 1o 100, of fo the exact percentages of or abave ochievement levels, due fo rounding.

In addition o ollowing for o dations, the ot dations-permitted results of grode 4 (1998-2002) differ dlightty from previously repomd results for 1998 and 2000, due to changes in sample
weighting procedures. See appendix A for more detoils.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, Notional Assessment of Educational Progress {NAEP), 1998, 2000, and 2002 Reading

Asessments. CHAPTER' 3«  NAEP 2002 READING REPORT CARD 59
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The previous results presented for
students within different racial/ethnic
subgroups and by eligibility for free/re-
duced-price lunch are explored in more
detail in table 3.4. Average scores for stu-
dents within the six different racial/ethnic
categories are presented for studénts who
were either eligible or not eligible for free/
reduced-price lunch, as well as for students
for whom eligibility information was not
available. By presenting the data in this
manner, it is possible to examine the perfor-
mance of students in different racial/ethnic
subgroups, while controlling for one indica-
tor of socioeconomic status—eligibility for
free/reduced-price lunch.

The percentages of students who were
eligible for free/reduced-price school lunch
in 2002 were higher among Black and
Hispanic students than among White and
Asian/Pacific Islander students at all three
grades (sec table B4 in appendix B). With a
few exceptions, comparisons between the
performance of different racial/ethnic
subgroups were similar among students who
were eligible and those who were not
eligible for free/reduced-price lunch.

CHAPTER 3 o  NAEP 2002 READING REPORT CARD

Atall three grades, White students
outperformed Black and Hispanic students
regardless of whether or not the students
were cligible for free/reduced-price lunch.
Although White students outperformed
Asian students overall at all three grades, the
apparent differences in average scores were
not found to be significantly different when
controlling for students’ eligibility for free/
reduced-price lunch at grades 4 and 12. At
grade 8, the difference in average scores
between White and Asian students was
found to be statistically significant among
students who were eligible but not among
students who were not cligible.

While eighth- and twelfth-grade Asian
students had higher average scores overall
than Hispanic students, the difference was
found to be statistically significant only for
students who were not eligible for free/
reduced -price lunch and not for students
who were cligible. A similar pattern was
detected in relation to the overall higher
average score for Hispanic twelfth-graders
in comparison to Black twelfth-graders. The
difference was observed for students who
were not eligible, but was not detected for
students who were eligible.

ars



Tuble 3.4 Average reading scale scores, by eligibility for free /reduced-price school lunch and race/ethnicity,

grades 4, 8, and 12: 2002

Information |

Eligible Not eligible
White 215 233
Black 193 212
Hispanic 195 216
Asian/Paific Islander 12 234
American Indian/Alaska Native 201 219
White 260 275
Black 239 256
Hispanic 244 256
Asian/Pacific Islander 249 274
American Indian/Alaska Nafive 240 265
Grade 12
White 283 292
Black 260 272
Hispanic 266 278
Asian/Pacific Islander 274 288

American Indian/Aluska Native

not available

234
206
207
27
200

79
251
249
276
255

298
73
280
296

*** Quality control adtivifies and speciol anolysis roised concerns about the accuracy and precision of grade 12 American Indion data. As o result, they are omitted from this report.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, Nationol Center for Education Statislics, Nationat Assessment of Educationol Progress (NAEP), 2002 Reoding Assessmenl.

Title 11s a federally funded program that
provides educational services to children
who live in areas with high concentrations
ot low-income families. Although NALEDP
first began collecting data on schools
recerving Title I funds in 1996, changes in
the program make meaningful comparisons
across years impossible. Therefore, only the
information collected as part of the 2002
asscssment 1s reported for each grade.
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In 2002, 33 percent of fourth-graders, 19
percent of eighth-graders, and 10 percent
of twelfth-graders attended schools that
reported participating in Title I. The results
presented in table 3.5 show that, at all three
grades, students who attended schools that
participated in Title I had lower average
reading scores than students who attended
schools that did not participate.

CHAPTER 3«  NAEP 2002 READING REPORT CARD
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Table 3.5 Average reading scale scares, by schaal participation in Title |, grades 4, 8, and 12: 2002

2002 I

Participated 201
Did not participate 7
Participated 245
Did not participate 269
Participated m
Did not participate 289

SOURCE: U.S. Deportment of Education, Instilute of Educofion Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, Notional Assessmenl of Educational Progress {NAEP), 2002 Reading Assessment.

Achievement level results by school centages of students performing at or above
participation in Title T are presented in table Basic, at or above Proficient, and at Advanced
3.6. The pattern for achievement level in schools that did not participate in Title 1
results parallels that seen in the scale scores. than students in schools that did participate.

At all three grades, there were higher per-

Table 3.6 Percentage of students, by reading achievement level and schaal porticipation in Title |,
grades 4, 8, and 12: 2002

e

At or above At or above

Below Basic At Basic At Proficient At Advanced Basic Proficient

Participated 56 29 13 2 44 15
Did not participate 26 34 30 10 74 40
Participated 45 41 14 1 55 14
Did not participate 20 43 34 3 80 37
Participated 42 37 19 2 58 21
Did not participate 25 38 33 5 15 38
NOTE: Percentages within eoch reading achievement level range may not add to 100, or fo the exad p ges ot o above odhi levels, due di

SOURCE: U.S. Deportment of Education, Institute of Education Scienes, National Center for Education Stuhsms Nationol Assessment of fdu(unonnl Progress (NAfP) 2002 Reoding Assessment.
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Parents’ Highest Level

of Education

Eighth- and twelfth-grade students who
participated in the NAEP 2002 reading
assessment were asked to indicate the
highest level of education they thought their
parents had completed. Five response
options—did not finish high school, gradu-
ated from high school, some education after
high school, graduated from college, or “I
don’t know”—were offered. The highest
level of education reported for cither parent
was used in the analysis of this question.
The question was not posed to fourth-
graders because their responses in previous
NAEP assessments were highly variable,
and a large percentage of them chose the “I
don’t know” option.

Almost half of the eighth- and twelfth-
graders who participated in the 2002 read-
ing assessment reported that at least one of
their parents had graduated from college,
and only 7 percent indicated neither parent
had graduated from high school. Only 3
percent of twelfth-graders indicated they
did not know their parents’ level of educa-
tion and 9 percent of eighth graders indi-
cated they didn’t know.

Average eighth- and twelfth-grade read-
ing scores for student-reported parental
education levels are shown in figure 3.6.
Average scores were higher in 2002 than in
previous assessment years among eighth-
graders who reported that their parents had
not graduated from high school. Scores
were also higher in 2002 than in 1992 and
1994 among eighth-graders who reported
high school graduation or college gradua-
tion as their parents’ highest level of educa-
tion. Average twelfth-grade reading scores
in 2002 were lower than in 1992 regardless
of the parents’ education level reported by
students, and showed a recent decline since
1998 among students whose parents gradu-
ated from college.

Overall, there is a positive relationship
between student reported parental educa-
tion and student achievement: the higher
the parental education level, the higher the
average reading score.

CHAPTER 3 =  NAEP 2002 READING REPORT CARD
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Figure 3.6 Average reading scale scores, by student-reported parents’ highest level of education, grades 8 and 12:

1992-2002
Grodes 8 and 12
Less than high school Graduated high school Some education after high school
500 | 500 | 500 |
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300 300 300 294 2 292
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wo | 25 8 280 | o2 iy Grade12 280 "9 %
o ~'2‘66.-..-“0——---0 Grade12 270 a e e 265--229"‘" 0 Q. Grode 8
268 8 - 268 268
260 260 | g5pe252+ 254 260
..Q.u-uo-—"""g; Grade 8 .
250 243:2 " 2M 250 L] 754 750
240 .'...2"_.—\:142‘ 248 Grade 8 240 240
230 230 230
220 720 220
210 210 210
200 200 200
190 190 190
o] o[ oL
'92 '94 '98 '02 '92 94 '98 '02 '92 '94 ‘98 02
Graduated college Unknown
500 l Sool @ ==@ Acommodations not permitted
T o Ol Accommodations permitted
SO goreggs 30T 310
300 "'*""'3%5?"\1 Grade 12 300
290 296 290
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271° 270"
970 .__.,..--;?3—-—20” Grude8 ;.
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260 260 | ‘e 250
. , ~248 130 o0,
250 250 *..--HVJ Grade 12
240 240 23‘3_23.3,,..-242‘ 247 Grode 8
230 230
220 720
210 210
200 200
190 190
ol oL
'92 94 '98 02 92 '94 ‘98 '02

* Significontly different from 2002.

NOTE: Scale score results when festing accommodations were not permitted are shown in dorker print; results when accommodations were permitted are shown in lighter print.

Iiolicized scole score voles indicate that two or more groups had the some rounded average score. The average scores, when rounded, were the some in 2002 for eighth- ond twelfth-grode students
wha reported they did not know their porents level of education.

SOURCE: 1.5 Oepartment of Education, Insfitute of Education Sciences, Nofional Center for Education Statistics, Notionol Assessment of Educotional Progress (KAEP), 1992, 1994, 1998, and 2002
Reading Assessments.
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Achievement level results by level of
parental education are presented in table
3.7. The percentage of eighth-graders at or
above Basic in 2002 was higher than in 1992
and 1994 regardless of the level of parental
education students reported. Among eighth-
graders who reported that at least one
parent had graduated from college, the
percentage at or above Proficient was higher
in 2002 than in 1994 but was not found to
be significantly different from 1992, likely
due to a somewhat smaller sample size and
large standard error.

With the exception of those students
who reported they didn’t know their par-
ents’ level of education, the percentage of
twelfth-graders at or above Basic was lower
in 2002 than in 1992, regardless of the level
of parental education. The percentage of
twelfth-graders at or above Proficient in 2002
was lower than 1992 for students who
reported that their parents’ highest level of
education was either some education after
high school or college graduation.

Achievement level results for eighth- and
twelfth-graders also showed a positive
relationship to parental education: higher
percentages of students at or above the
Basic and Proficient levels were associated
with higher levels of parental education.

CHAPTER 3 o  NAEP 2002 READING REPORT CARD
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Table 3.7 Percentage of students, by reading ochievement level ond student-reported porents’ highest level

of education, grades 8 and 12: 1992-2002

—eeeeeeeeee

Atorohove  Ator above
Below Basic At Basic M Praficient At Advanced Basic Praficient
Less than high school
Accommodations not permitted 1992 49 k! I 12 1 51+ 13
1994 54 K[ 10 # 46 10
1998 48 4] 11 # 52 11
Accommodations permitted 1998 48 41 ) # 52 n
2002 42 4 13 # 58 14
Graduated high school
Accommodations not permitted 1992 39+ 7 18 1 61 19
1994 38 LY 19 1 62 * 20
1998 34 4 Al 1 66 7
Accommodations permitted 1998 kLl 45 20 1 66 2
2002 k]| 48 2 1 69 2
Some educotion after high school
Accommodations not permitted 1992 4 4" 30 3 76" 3
1994 23+ 4 30 3 n* 3
1998 19 4 4 2 81 36
Accommodations permitted 1998 20 4 33 2 80 36
2002 19 48 3 2 81 34
Graduated college
Accommodations not permitted 1992 20* 40 ki 5 80 " 40
1994 n: 39 B 5 9 40 *
1998 16 39 41 5 84 45
Accommodations permitted 1998 17 kb 40 4 83 4
2002 16 40 39 5 84 4
Unknown
Accommodations not permitted 1992 5" 3 12 # 45 12
1994 52+ 36 11 # 48" 12
1998 50 38 12 # 50 12
Accommodations permitted 1998 48 39 12 # 52 12
2002 43 43 14 # 57 14
See footnotes at end of table. »
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Tuble 3.7 Percentage of students, by reading achievement level and student-reported parents’ highest level

of education, grades 8 and 12: 1992-2002— Continved

s e e

Less than high school

Accommodations not permitted 1992
1994
1998
Accommodations permitted 1998
2002

Groduated high school
Accommodations not permitted 1992
1994
1998
Accommodations permitted 1998
2002

Some education after high school
Accommodations not permitted 1992

1994
1998
Accommodations permitted 1998
2002

Groduated college
Accommodations not permitted 1992
1994
1998
Accommodations permitted 1998
2002

Unknown

Accommodations not permitted 1992
1994
1998
Accommodations permitted 1998
2002

Below Basic

i
47
43

4
4

8"
34
3

3
3

17*
22
20

n
23

13*
16
15

16
18

56
68
61

62
65

At Basic

42
kf)
38

38
38

4
42
40

3
41

A
4
4

40
40

36
36
3

KKi
36

34
25
30

29
29

At Proficient

oo oo~ O

~N e o~ o o W MNIRS PO RO R

I ¥ W

At Advanced

Ator above Ator above

Basic Proficient

63 2
53 15
51 19
56 19
56 17
n: 28
66 24
68 8
67 28
66 25
83* 41+
18 36
80 39
Ik} 39
n 36
87* 52
84 48
85 51
84 51
82 46
4 10
K 6
39 9
38 10
3B 6

# Percentoge rounds 1o zero.
* Significanily different from 2002.

NOTE: Percentages wilhin each rending achievement level range may not add 10 100, o o the exad percentages f or above achievement levels, due to rounding.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Insfitute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress {NAEP), 1992, 1994, 1998, and 2002

Reading Assessments.
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Type of School

The schools that participate in the NAEP
assessment are classified as either public or
nonpublic. A further distinction is then
made between nonpublic schools that are
Catholic schools and those that are some
other type of nonpublic school. Results for
additional categories of nonpublic schools
are available on the NAEP web site (http://
nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/naepdata).
In 2002, the vast majority of students
attended public schools (90 percent of
fourth-graders, and 91 percent of eighth-
and twelfth-graders). The remaining one-
tenth of students were split fairly evenly
between Catholic schools and other
nonpublic schools (see table B.7 in
appendix B).

(HAPTER 3 o  NAEP 2002 READING REPORT CARD

The average reading scores of fourth-,
cighth-, and twelfth-grade students by the
type of school they attend are presented in
figure 3.7. Results for twelfth-graders
attending Catholic schools or other
nonpublic schools in 2002 arec omitted
because participation rates did not meet the
minimum criterion for reporting,

The average reading score for fourth-
grade public-school students was higher in
2002 than in 1994, 1998, and 2000 but was
not found to differ significantly from 1992.
The average reading scores for eighth-grade
students attending public schools and those
attending Catholic schools were higher in
2002 than in 1992. The average reading
scores among twelfth-grade public-school
students decreased since 1998 and was
lower in 2002 than in 1992.

Performance results in 2002 show that, at
all three grades, students who attended
nonpublic schools had higher average
reading scores than students who attended
public schools.

85



Figure 3.7 Average reodmg scale scores, by type of school, grodes 4, 8, ond 12: 1992-2002

._.Gmdes4 8 and 12

Public Nonpublic
500 | 500 |
e o 308
310 310 30] 303 ‘
360 . 300 Cgpanm '30—"“—03 -3(64 Grade 12
0 290 289* 5
o ~.---~'2§';:--< Grode 12 BOl pparg 2
280 240 .-u.---"m‘ Grade 8
770 258 21 270
957 Lk
260 | "@L Bl anmsme, Groded 260
250 250
240 240 234
232-..23.].--- = > Grade 4
230 230 . 232 231 24
20| 215 9190 25 A5 210
210 "““"";?5.*5/2176"""4 210
7t
200 ‘ 200
190 | ' 190
o] o]
92 '94 ‘98 '00 02 ‘92 '94 '98 '00 '02
Nonpublic: Catholic' Nonpublic: Other'
500 | 500 |
o | W 03 no | 3 a0
300 .,293 “,.533 Grade 12 360 : pr Grade 12
290 279 787 ‘ 250 2‘3'3 280 281
280 | 275", guwmnnmdm=t=etl Grade 8 280 Sw g o mmmtets  Grade 8
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190 190
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@ ww @ Acommodations not permitted
Cwwmenl] Accommodations permitted

N Slgnlfl(unlly different from 2002.
1 Participation rates for Catholic and Other nonpublic schaol students ot grade 12 did not meet the minimum citerion for reparting in 2002.
NOTE: Scale score results when testing accommadations were not permitted are shown in darker print; resuls when accommodations were permitted ore shawn in lighter print.
In addition to dllowing for o dotions, the accommodafions-per mm:d results at grade 4 {1998-2002) differ slightty from previous years' results, and from previously reported results for 1998

and 2000, due fo changes in sample weighting procedures. See appendix A for more detals.
SOURCE: US. Department of Education, Insmula of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Stafistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress {NAEP), 1992, 1994, 1998, 2000, and 2002
Reading Assessments.
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Achievement level results by type of
school are presented for cach of the three
grades in table 3.8. The percentage of
fourth-grade public-school students at or
above Basic was higher in 2002 than in 1994,
1998, and 2000 but was not found to differ
significantly from that in 1992. For eighth-
graders attending public schools, the per-
centages at or above Basic and Proficient in
2002 were higher than 1992 and 1994.
Eighth-graders in Catholic schools also had
a higher percentage at or above Basic in 2002
in comparison to 1992. At grade 12, the
percentages of public-school students at or

CHAPTER 3 o  NAEP 2002 READING REPORT CARD
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above Basic and Proficient decreased since
1998 and the percentage of students in

nonpublic schools at or above Basic was
lower in 2002 than in 1992.

In 2002, the percentages of students at or
above Basic, and at or above Proficzent, were
higher at all three grades for students
attending nonpublic schools than those in
public schools. There were no significant
differences in the percentages of students at
or above the achievement levels among
fourth- and eighth-grade students attending
Catholic schools and those in other private
schools.



Table 3.8 Percentage of students, by reading achievement level and type of school, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1992-2002

e e

At or above At or above

Grade 4 Below Basic At Basic At Proficient At Advanced Basic Proficient
Public
Accommodations not permitted 1992 40 33 2 6 60 u
1994 41~ 30 2 7 59 * 28
1998 K} 31 23 6 61 29
2000 40 3 2 7 60 30
Accommodations permitied 1998 L7 30 21 6 58 * 28
2000 LX] 30 il 6 57 28
2002 38 3 23 6 62 30
Nonpublic
Accommodations not permittied 1992 2 kL 33 12 79 45
1994 23 34 3l 13 17 43
1998 2 32 32 14 78 46
2000 20 32 34 14 80 47
Accommodations permittied 1998 2 32 32 14 78 46
2000 2 33 3 12 78 45
2002 20 3 34 13 80 48
Nonpublic: Cathelic
Accommodations not permitted 1992 L 35 30 10 76 41
1994 4 34 30 12 76 42
1998 2 33 32 13 n 46
2000 2 33 3 11 78 4
Accommodations permitied 1998 22 34 32 13 78 45
2000 25 34 3l 10 75 41
2002 20 33 34 13 80 4]
Nonpublic: Other
Accommodations not permittied 1992 16 3l 38 15 84 53
1994 20 34 32 14 80 46
1998 4 30 3l 16 76 46
2000 18 3l 35 16 82 51
Accommodations permitted 1998 23 30 2 15 77 4
2000 20 32 34 15 80 49
2002 20 32 35 14 80 4
See footnoles at end of table. »
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Table 3.8 Percentage of students, by reoding ochievement level ond type of school, grodes 4, 8, and 12: 1992-2002
— Confinved

e e

Atorabove  Ator above

Below Basic At Basic At Proficient At Advanced Basic Proficient

Public
Accommodations not permitted 1992 3 a1+ 25 2 67 * 7
1994 33 40 25 2 o7 * 7
1998 28 4] 28 2 n 3
Accommodations permitted 1998 29 42 u 2 n+ 30
2002 26 LX] 28 2 74 k]|
Nonpublic
Accommodations not permitted 1992 13 38 4 7 87 48
1994 1 39 4 6 89 49
1998 9 37 49 5 91 54
Accommodations permitted 1998 9 38 4 6 N 53
2002 10 39 45 7 90 51
Nonpublic: Catholic
Accommodations not permitted 1992 16 * 40 39 6 84 * 45
1994 12 39 43 6 88 49
1998 9 38 48 5 9 53
Accommodations permitted 1998 8 38 48 5 92 53
2002 10 40 4 6 90 51
Nonpublic: Other
Accommodations not permitted 1992 10 3 45 10 90 54
1994 11 39 43 7 89 50
1998 9 36 49 5 N 54
Accommodations permitted 1998 10 37 47 6 90 53
2002 1 37 45 7 89 52
See footnotes at end of table. »
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Table 3.8 Percentage of students, by reading achievement level and type of school, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1992-2002

— Continved

-—*

N _ Atorobove At or above
Grade 12 Below Basic At Basic Mt Proficient At Advanced Basic Proficient
Public
Accommodotions not permitted 1992 7* - 34> 3 78> 7
1994 7 39 3 4 73 35
1998 YL 37 33 5* 76 * 39
Accommodotions permitted 1998 25°* 37 Kk 5°* 75+ 8
2002 28 38 30 4 17 34
Nonpuhlic
Accommodotions not permitted 1992 8* 2 51+ 9 92 * 60
1994 13 35 4 8 87 52
1998 13 33 45 9 87 54
Accommodotions permitied 1998 13 33 44 9 87 54
2002 11 KL} 45 10 89 55
Nonpublic: Cathalic
Accommodotions not permitied 1992 1* 35 51 8 93 * 59
1994 15 38 4] b 85 47
1998 13 33 46 8 87 54
Accommodotions permitted 1998 12 kL 44 9 88 54
2002 E 22 kE _kk _kE Ex il
Nonpublic: Other
Accommodotions not permitted 1992 N 28 49 12 89 61
1994 11 30 48 11 89 59
1998 13 33 4 9 87 53
Accommodotions permitied 1998 15 3l 45 9 85 54
2002 Eit] L1l L1l L3 31 L L]
. Signifimnlly different from 2002.
** Participation rates for Catholic and Other nonpublic school students at grade 12 did not meet the minimum criterion for reporting.
NOTE: Percentages within each reudmg achievement level range moy not add to 100, o to the exat percentages af or above achievement levels, due to rounding.
In addition to allowing for ac d the ac permitied results of grade 4 (1998-2002) ditfer slightly from previous yeors' tesulfs, ond from previously reported results for 1998

and 2000, due to changes in sample weighting protedum See appendix A for more details.

SGURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, Nationaf Center for Education Stafistics, Nofional Assessment of Educotional Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, 1998, 2000, and 2002

Reading Assessments.
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The previous results presented for
students in public and nonpublic schools
and by highest level of parents’ education
arc explored in more detail in table 3.9.
Average scores of students i public and
nonpublic schools are presented for cach
level of parental education. By presenting
the data in this manner, it is possible to
examine the performance of students in the
two types of schools, while controlling for
parental education.

At both grades 8 and 12, approximately
two-thirds of the students attending
nonpublic schools reported that at least onc

parent had graduated trom college, while
close to one-half of the students attending
public schools reported at least one parent
graduated from college. In contrast, students
reporting cach other level of parental educa-
tion were more likely to attend public than
nonpublic schools. (see table B.8 in appendix
B). The average reading score

for both cighth- and twelfth-grade public-
school students was lowcer than the

average score for nonpublic-school

students, regardless of the reported level
of parents’ education.

Toble 3.9 Average reading scale scores, by parents’ highest level of education and type of school, grades 8 and 12:

2002
Less than Graduated
n high school high school
Public 2147 256
Nonpublic 264 270
Public 268 a7
Nonpublic 285 29

Some edvcation Graduated

after high school college Unknown
267 73 246
79 285 265
288 294 47
302 309 262

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Insfitute of Education Sciences, National Center for Educatian Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Reoding Assessmen.

(HAPTER 3 o  NAEP 2002 READING REPORT CARD

BEST COPY AVAILABLE



ERIC

Type of Location

The schools from which NAEP draws its
samples of students are classified according
to their type of location. Based on US.
Census Burcau definitions of metropolitan
statistical areas, including population size
and density, the three mutually exclusive
categories are central city, rural/small town,
and urban fringe/large town. The methods
used to identify the type of school location
for the 2000 fourth-grade assessment and
the 2002 assessment were different from
those used for prior assessments; therefore,
only the data from the 2000 and 2002
assessments at grade 4, and the 2002
assessment at grades 8 and 12 are reported.
More information on the definitions of
location type is given on page 183 in
appendix A.

The average reading scores for fourth-,
eighth-, and twelfth-grade students, by type
of location, are presented in table 3.10.
Average reading scores for fourth-graders in
central city and urban fringe locations were
higher in 2002 than in 2000.

At both grades 4 and 8, students in
schools located in urban fringe and rural
locations had higher average reading scores
than those in central city locations, and
students in urban fringe locations outper-
formed their peers in rural areas. At grade
12, students in urban fringe locations scored
higher on average than students in central
city and rural locations.

CHAPTER 3 e  NAEP 2002 READING REPORT CARD
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Table 3.10 Average reading scale scores, by type of location, grades 4, 8, and 12: 2000 and 2002

Accommodations Accommodations l

Central city
Urban fringe/large town
Rural/small town

Central city
Urban fringe/large town
Rural/small town

Central city
Urban fringe/lorge town
Rural/small town

not permitted
2000

209
72
218

2000

206
a7
218

permitted

2002

212
23
220

258
268
266

284
290
285

— Data were not collected af grades 8 and 12 in 2000.

* Significantly different from 2002.

NOTE: In addition 1o allowing for occommodations, the accommodations-permitted results at grode 4 (1998-2002) differ skghtly from previously reported results for 2000, due to changes in sample

weighting procedures. See appendix A for more detaik.

SOURCE: U.S. Depariment of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, Nationel Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2000 and 2002 Reading

Assessments.

Achievement level results by type of

school location are presented in table 3.11.

At grade 4, the percentage of students at or

above Basicincreased in 2002 among stu-
dents attending schools in urban fringe

locations.

(HAPTER 3 o  NAEP 2002 READING REPORT CARD

The percentages of fourth- and eighth-
graders at or above the Basic and Proficient
levels were higher in urban fringe and rural
locations than in central city locations. The
percentages of twelfth-graders at or above
Basic and Proficient were higher in urban
fringe locations than in central city locations.
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Table 3.11 Percentage of students, by reading achievement level and type of location, grades 4, 8, and 12:
2000 and 2002

e

At or above At or above

Below Basic At Basic At Proficient At Advanced Basic Proficient

Central city
Accommodations not permitted 2000 4 2 20 6 53 26
Accommodations permitted 2000 49 u 19 5 51 24
2002 45 30 20 6 55 25
Urban ringe/lorge town
Accommodations not permitted 2000 2 2 26 10 68 36
Accommodations permitted 2000 3 30 24 8 63 * 33
2002 3l 33 u 9 69 36
Rural/small town
Accommodations not permitted 2000 35 33 25 8 65 32
Accommodations permitted 2000 35 3 25 7 65 3
2002 34 35 25 6 66 32
Centraf city
Accommodations permitted 2002 3 4 24 2 68 26
Urban fringe/large town
Accommodations permitted 2002 2 42 33 3 n 37
Rural/small town
Accommodations permitted 2002 pri 45 3l 2 78 33
Grade 12
Central city
Accommodations permitted 2002 30 36 30 4 70 34
Urban fringe/large town
Accommodations permitted 2002 3 38 34 5 17 39
Rural/small town
Accommodations permitted 2002 7 39 30 3 73 34
* Significantly different from 2002.
NOTE: Percentages within each reading achievement level fonge moy not odd 10 100, or fo the exact percentages o or above ochievement leveks, due fo rounding.
In oddifion 1o ollawing for ot dotions, the o permitied results ot grode 4 (1998--2002) differ slightly from previously reponed results for 2000, due to changes in somple weighting

procedures. See oppendix A for more defoils.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Educotion, Institute of Education Sciences, Notional Center for Education Statistics, National Assessmen of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2000 and 2002 Reading
Assessments.
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Performance of Selected
Subgroups by State

Results for public-school students in partici-
pating states and jurisdictions are presented
in this section by gender, race/ethnicity, and
eligibility for free/reduced-price school
lunch. Additional data for participating
jurisdictions by subgroup (including per-
centages at or above Basic and average scale
score gaps by gender and race/cthnicity) are
available on the NAEP web site (http://
nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/reading/
results2002/ stateresults.asp) Since results
for each jurisdiction are based on the

performance of public-school students only, -

the results for the nation that appear in the
tables along with data for participating
jurisdictions are based on public-school
students only (unlike the national results
presented earlier in the chapter, which
reflect the performance of both public- and
nonpublic-school students combined).

In addition to results from the 2002
assessment, results from earlier assessment
years in which data are available are pre-
sented by these subgroups for participating
juridictions.

NAEP 2002 READING REPORT CARD

Gender

Tables 3.12 and 3.13 present the average
reading scores for male and female students
in participating jurisdictions at grades 4 and
8 respectively. For those jurisdictions that
participated in both the 1992 and 2002
fourth-grade reading assessments, 9 showed
score increases for both male and female
students, 3 showed increases for female
students only, and 4 showed increases for
male students only. Only one jurisdiction
had lower average scores for both male and
female students in 2002 compared to 1992.
Among the jurisdictions that participated in
both 1998 and 2002, 13 showed score
increases for both male and female students,
6 showed increases for male students only,
and 3 showed increases for female students
only. Only one jurisdiction showed a score
decrease for male students since 1998.

At grade 8, average scores were higher in
2002 than in 1998 for both male and female
students in 2 jurisdictions, for male students
in 6 jurisdictions, and for female students in
1 jurisdiction. Decreases in average scores
were detected for both male and female
students in 1 jurisdiction and for female
students in 2 jurisdictions.

In 2002, female students had higher
average scores than male students in all but
4 of the jurisdictions that participated at
grade 4, and in all of the jurisdictions that
participated at grade 8.
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Toble 3.12 Average reading scale scores, by gender, grade 4 public schools: By state, 1992-2002

Grude 4 ' Male Female
Accommodations Accommodations Accommodations Accommodations
not permitted permitted not permitted permitted

© 1992 1994 1998 1998 2002 1992 1994 1998 1998 2002

Nation (Publig! 211 207* 212 0" 24 19 N8 8 5 0
Aloboma | 204 203 208 209 203 1 A3 4 24 M
Aizona | 206 201 201 202 00! 13 m M m om
Arkansas 208 204 *** 206 205 0 N4 A3 M 3 N
Californiat 198 194*** 198 198 204 0 207 200* 206 206 208
Colorado 214 209 218 m — % ug 224 —
Connedticut . 219*** 218*** 229 225 26 24 226 4 35 13
Deloware | 209 *** 200 *** 208 *** 204** 222 = 217*** N2> 2N6*** 200*** 226
Forida | 205 199** 203** 200 % 210 211 ** 210 2A2*** 20** N8
Georgia : 210 201***206* 205 A1 215 A2 N3+ N2+ 29
Howaii © 198 194*** 194 <** 193** 203 209  208°** 205" 206 “** 213

ldaho | 217 — - — 6 2 — — -
Indiona | 219 216 — — 24 I — -
lowat. 222 219 28 216 W M W B 25 22
Kamsas t @ — - 28 218 — — 2 25 226

Kentucky | 209 *** 206 *** 216 216 05 6 N7 200 209 224
Lovisiana = 200  193*** 199 195** 204 207 200 209 205 210
Maine 225 225 2 m m: ! n W 28
Marylond | 207 *** 205*** 209 206 214 1 115 A4+ 2 ar 0
Massachusetts | 225 %** 221 *** 221 *** 219*** 231 | 227 *** 226 229 226 137
Michigan : 214 - m m 206 ¢ 218 - m m m
Minnesota t = 217 214*** 218 25 MW 0 2250 223 226 223 230
Mississippi |+ 196 196 201 199 200 ; 202 207 208 07 206
Misowi = 217 213 2 no 61 3 W MW m M

Montanat | — 218 221 220 29 I 7 K| 230 29

Nebraska | 218 216 — - 28 225 U4 — - 25

Nevada - — 204 203 206 — - m 09 M

New Hampshire « 224 218 222 224 - % MW -
NewlJersey = 220 216 — — — 226 7

New Mexio 209 201 202 0 04 N3 208 209 0 M
NewYorkt | 212* 207 *** 214 24 N7 Ng N6 NG NT e 0
North Carolina 209 *** 209*** 213*  208*** 218 | 214 ** 220 220" 218" 225

North Dakota t | 224 221 - - m . B — - m
Ohio | 214* — — - 200 M — - - 15
Oklohoma =~ 2187+ —  219** 0§ N0 223*= — 20 220 W7
Oregon — - 210" 208** 25 - — 208 215 14
Pernsylvania | 218 211 — — 280 223 220 — -

Rhodelsland = 215 215 217 28 n7. N 125 W AV ¥
South Carolina | 206 199*** 207 206 209 0 213+ 208 04 A2+ A8
Tennessee? | 209 208 209 208 m: a5 n7 N6 ns om
Texos | 209* 210 213 08 A5 206 4 2 9

Ugh = 217 213 1N2** 23 N8 24 222 9% N9 205

Vermont - — — — 23 — - — — 21
Virginia | 217 *** 208 ** 214 3% 03 . 225 9203 MW
Woshingtont | — 209%™ 212 N3 220 — N7 22 03
West Virginia = 211 *** 208 *** 213 2 7 220 8 29 M9 m
Wisconsint © 221 221 222 22 — 2 M 6 224 —
Wyoming | 220 218 216 215 29 26 24 113 222 4

Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia | 185 174*** 177 ** 175%** 185 | 191 *** 183 *** 186 *** 183 *** 196
DDESS 2 | — B A R A T R v/ — — 23 223+ 128
DoDDS3: —  23** 29 207> 2 — 237228 2 27
Guam - 175 172 — 180 0 190 190 — — 19
Virgin Islands | 164*** — 169 166 =075 1N — 186 182 184

— Indicates that the jurisdiction did not participate or did not meet minimum porticipation guidelines for reporting.
# Indicotes thot the jurisdiction did not meet one or more of the guidelines for school participation in 2002.

* Significantly different from 2002 when only one jurisdiction or the nation is being excmined. ** Sigrificantly different from 2002 when using a mulliple-comparison procedure bosed on dl
Hunsdmmns that porticipated both yeors.

National results that are presented for assessments prior fo 2002 are bosed on Ih: national sample, nol on aggregated siafe assessmen! samples.
2 Depariment of Defense Domestic Dependent Elementary and Secondary Schools. 3 Department of Defense Dependents Schooks (Overseas).
NOTE: Comparotive perfotmnnu mulls may be affected by chmges in exchusion rates for students with disabikities and kimited English proficient studenis in the NAEP smple&
In addition to ollowing for o dations, the a permitied results for national publu schools ot grode 4 {1998 and 2002) ditfer slightly from previous yeors’ results, ond from
previously reported results fov 1998, due o :hanges in somple weighting procedures. See appendix A for more delals.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, 1998, and 2002
Reading Assessments. CHAPTER 3 o  NAEP 2002 READING REPORT CARD
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Table 3.13 Average reading scale scores, by gender, grade 8 public schools: By state, 1998 and 2002

Grade 8 Mole Female
Accommodations Accommodations Accommodations Accommodotions i
not permitted permitted not permitted permitted
1998 1998 2002 1998 1998 2002
Nution (Public)! 255* 253* 258 268 268 267
Alaboma 251 250 47 259 261 258
Arizona 256 255 252 266 265 262
Arkansas 250 251 255 262 262 266
California ¢ 249 249 27 257 255 255
Colorado 257 258 — 270 270 —
Connecticut 265 265 261 278 = m 273
Delaware 249 =+ 248 " 264 262 *** 260 *** m
Florida 247 248 *** 255 260 * 261 * 266
Georgia 252 252 253 262 262 263
Hawaii 243 242 243 256 256 260
idaho - - 259 - - 273
Indiana — - 260 — — 270
Kansas ¥ 263 262 265 273 m 74
Kentucky 25 * 256 * 261 269 269 270
Lovisiana 245 45 252 258 258 260
Maine 265 264 265 280 *** 7 275
Maryland 255 255 258 269 267 269
Massachusetts 263 264 266 274 274 275
Michigan — —_ 259 — —_ 270
Minnesota ¥ 260 258 — 275 7 -
Mississippi 245 47 251 256 256 259
Missouri 258 *** 257 **+ 265 269 268 271
Montana ¥ 263 264 207 m m 274
Nebraska —_ — 267 — — 274
Nevada 252 %> 253 *+ 246 262 *** 263 *** 257
New Mexico 252 253 250 263 * 263 *** 258
New York ¥ 263 261 26} 270 269 267
North Carolina 256 255 260 270 269 270
North Dakota * — - 263 - - 73
Ohio — — 265 — - m
Oklahoma 259 259 257 m:e m 267
Oregon ! 259 258 * 264 273 275 73
Pennsylvania — — 263 — - 268
Rhode Island 257 259 258 268 269 266
South Carolina 250 250 253 259 259 263
Tennessee ! 252 25 254 265 265 266
Texos 257 256 257 267 266 268
Utah 260 259 257 269 268 270
Vermont — — 267 _ - 21
Virginia 262 262 264 m m 275
Washington ! 258 256 261 71 m 275
West Virginia 254 255 259 269 268 268
Wisconsin ¥ 259 258 - 73 73 -
Wyoming 255 * 256 260 270 m m
Other Jurisdictions
American Samoa — — 186 - - 208
District of Columbia 230 29 235 242 Yz 245
DDESS ? 268 266 269 270 m 275
DoDDS 3 265* 264 *** 269 74 274 m
Guam - — 235 — - 246
Virgin Islands 9 227 234 236 * 235+ 47

— Indicates that the jurisdiction did not porticipote or did not meet minimum parfidpation guidelines for reporting.

# indicates that the jurisdiction did not meet one or more of the guidelines far school participation in 2002.

* Significantly ditferent from 2002 when only one jurisdiction or the nation is being examined.

** Significantly different from 2002 when using o multiple-comparison procedure based on all jurisdidtions that porticipated both years.

VNotional results that are presented for assessments prior to 2002 are based on the nationol sample, not on aggregated stale assessment samples.

2 Department of Defense Domestic Dependent Elementary and Secondary Schools. 3 Deparimant of Defense Dependents Schools {Overseas).

NOTE: Comparative performance results may e aFfected by changes in exclusion rates for studens with disabikities and limited English proficient students in the NAEP samples.

SOURCE: U.5. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress {NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Reading
Assessments.
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Tables 3.14 and 3.15 present the percent-
ages of male and female students at or
above the Proficient level for the participating
jurisdictions at grades 4 and 8 respectively.
At grade 4, the percentage of students at or
above Proficient in 2002 was higher than in
1992 for both male and female students in 8
of the jurisdictions that participated in both
years. The percentages increased among
male students only in 2 jurisdictions and for
female students only in 2 jurisdictions.
Increases in percentages at or above Profi-
cient were detected between 1998 and 2002
for both male and female students in 3
jurisdictions, for males only in 2 jurisdic-
tions, and for females only in 2 jurisdictions.
Only 1 jurisdiction had a decrease in the
percentage of male students at or above
Proficient since 1998.

At grade 8, the percentages of both
males and females at or above Proficient
increased between 1998 and 2002 in 1
jurisdiction, and for males only in 2 jurisdic-
tions. The percentage of female eighth-
graders at or above Proficient decreased since
1998 in 1 jurisdiction.

In 2002, higher percentages of female
students than male students were at or
above Proficient in 36 of the jurisdictions that
participated at grade 4, and 43 of the
jurisdictions at grade 8.

CHAPTER 3 o  NAEP 2002 READING REPORT CARD
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Table 3.14 Percentage of students at or above Proficient in reading, by gender, grade 4 public schools:
By state, 1992-2002

Male Female

Accommodations Accommodations:  Accommodations Accommodations
not permitted permitted not permitted permitted

1992 1994 1998 1998 2002 . 1992 1994 1998 1998 2002
Nation (Public} ! 24 24 i 25 126 30 R 31 30 33
Alabama 17 20 2 7 0 23 26 26 25 25
Arizona 17 20 18 18 18 24 28 26 25 26
Arkansas 20 2 22 n n 25 i 24 24 28
(alifornia 16 15 18 17 18 2 2 22 23 24
(olorado 22 25 30 9y - 2 3 ki 36 —
Connecticut 30 34 4 K] B/ 743 49 49 4a
De|0w0re 2] #’** 19 *,** 2] *’** 20 *'** 32 27 *’** 27 ""** 28 *’** 25 *'** 37
Florida 20 19 19*  19* XM 23 26 26 % 30
Georgia 23 i 22 25 7 28 u i 3
Hawail 14 16 15 14 18 0 n 20 20 25

Idoho 25 — — - B 30 — - - ki
Indiana 8 s — - 3 32 36 - — 35
lowa 1 3 30 2 7 A 40 40 40 39 38
Konsos # | — — 9 N n - — 3 39 38

Kentucky 2 7 i 8 25 5% 9 3 30 35
Lovisiana 4% 13* 16 14 18 17 16 27 21 2
Muine 34 38 R 3 A 38 4 41 39 38
Maryland 200 0 24 n n 28 30 34 32 32
Massachusetts 342 33% 31 3 A3 Ki RS AV Y A B
Michigan 15 - 23 23 % 28 — 3 32 34
Minnesota | 27 28 3 3 3 36 ki 40 39 42
Mississippi 12 14 16 15 14 15 2 19 19 18
Missouri i 8 23 27 8 3 34 35 33 36

Montana ¥ | — 30 3l 3 3 — 40 4 4 43

Nebraska 7 30 — - 30 34 39 - - 39

Nevada - - 18 1 19 - — 4 22 23

New Hampshire 34 30 35 ¥ - 42 42 41 3 —
New Jersey 3 pi} — - - 38 k7

New Mexico 21 17 19 18 19 24 24 25 4 24
NewYork?| 24* 24> 07 73 9% 31 31t 3 vt 40
North Carolina 23 2 i PR 26 34 3 3l 35

North Dakota t | 33 3 - - 0 k1 42 - - 38
Ohio 23 - - - 3 K] I - — k1
Oklahoma 26 - 29 9 13 32 - 3 32 29
Oregon — — 4 3 2 — — 32 30 K/
Pennsylvania 29 5 — - 3 34 35 — — 37

Rhode Island 26 i) 3 3 30 30 37 KK] 32 34
South Carolina 19 17 2 20 2 24 N A U B
Tennessee f | 21 2 2 7 23 26 30 28 28 28
Texas 20 24 25 3 7 27 28 KYJ 33 29

Utah 20 26 yzi 4 B 33 34 3 3l 37

Vermont — — — - KK] — — — - 45
Virginia 28 2 %* 5B 35 32% 33 M 39
Washington t |~ — 4 2 2% 3 — 29** 33 35 38
West Virginia 2 2 26 ¥ B 30 30 3l 3 3l
Wisconsin 30 3 32 2 - 3 39 37 36 —
Wyoming 30 28 2 2 B 35 36 34 33 35

Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia 9 7 8 8 8 10 9 12 12 11
DDESS?} — — 28 28 30 _ — 35 35 37
DoDDS3 | — 22 28 2% 30 — 34 39 37 37
Guam 5 5 — — 6 11 11 — - 9
Virgin Islands 2 — 6 5 5 5 — 10 9 7

— Indicates thot the jurisdiction did nol paticipate or did not meet minimum participation guidelines for reporting. ¥ Indicates that the jurisdiction did not meet one or more of the guidelines for school
paricipation in 2002, * Significantly different from 2002 when only one jurisdiction or the nation is being examined. ** Significantly different from 2002 when using o multiple-comparison procedure
bused on all jurisdictions that porticipated both years.

Nnnonul results thot are presented for assessments prior to 2002 are based on the national somple, not on aggregated state assessment somples.

2 Department of Defense Domestic Dependent Elementary and Secondary Schooks. 3 Department of Defense Dependents Schook (Overseas).
NOTE: (omporative perfntman(e results may be offected by (hmges in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and fimited English proficient students in the NAEP somples.
In addition to allowing for oc dations, the oce d permitted results for national public schools ot grade 4 {1998 and 2002) differ slightly from previous years' results, and from
previously reporied results fof 1998, due to changes in somple weighting procedures. See appendix A for more detoils.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Insiitute of Education Scientes, Notionol Center for Education Statistics, Notional Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, 1998, and 2002
Reading Assessments.
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Toble 3.15 Percentage of students at or abave Proficient in reading, by gender, grade 8 public schoals:
By state, 1998 and 2002

Nation (Public)!
Alaboma
Arizona
Arkansas
Colifornia *
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Indiana
Kansas ¢
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota t
Mississippi
Missouri
Manana *
Nebraska
Nevada
New Mexico
New York *
North Carolina
North Dakota t
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
Tennessee *
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington 1
West Virginia
Wisconsin *
Wyoming
Other Jurisdictions
American Samaa
Distrid of Columbia
DDESS 2
DoDDS 3
Guam
Virgin Islands

Male
Accommodations Accommodations
not permitted permitted
1998 1998 2002

24 23+ 26
18 17 17
22 2 18
18 19 22
17 17 17
yX] 23 —
34 33 3
19 18 ** 28
18 17* 24
20 2 22
14 15 14
— — 25
— — 26
29 29 32
2 Y] 27
13 13* 19
33 3 32
25 24 27
29 30 33
— — 27
28 28 -
14 15 16
24 yX] 28
30 32 33
— — 32
19 18 16
18 17 17
30 28 29
24 22 27
— - 28
— - 3
21 Y] 2
25 25 32
— - 32
25 27 25
17 18 19
18 19 23
2 21 25
25 25 26
— — 34
28 ) 3
24 24 30
20 21 25
24 25 -
22 22 25
— — #
10 9 9
36 37 33
3 3l 34
— — 7

8 6 4

Accommodations
not permitted

1998

I
25
Kk}
28
26
38
50
3
28
i}
2

42
3
7
51+
38
44

46
i
35
46

30
i
3
38

36
)

35
26
3
3
I

38
40
35
42
a

14
38
]

n

Female
Accommodations
permitted
1998 2002

37 36
26 26
32 29
28 33
25 24
37 -
48 43
29 x> 38
28 34
30 30
23 26
— 4]
— 38
43 44
38 37
22 25
50 44
37 kY
45 45
— kY
4 -
2 24
33 38
48 4]
— 4]
29 23
29* 23
37 35
38 36
— 42
— 39
37 33
45 4]
_ 38
kY 35
26 29
34 34
33 36
k7) 38
— 46
39 43
40 44
35 33
4 -
40 37
- 2
13 11
40 42
42 45
— 14
11 9

— iIndicates that the jurisdiction did not participate or did not meet minimum porticipation guidelines for reporting.

# Indicates that the jurisdiction did not meet ane or more of the guidelines for school participation in 2002.

# Percentage rounds 1o zero.

* Significantly different from 2002 when only one jurisdiction or the nafion is being examined.
*= Significantly different from 2002 when using a multiple-comporison procedure based on all jurisdictions that porticipated both yeors.

1 National results that ore presented for ssessments prior ta 2002 are based on the national sample, not on oggregoted state assessment samples.

2 Degartment of Defense Domestic Dependent Elementary and Secondary Schaoks. 3 Depariment of Defense Dependents Schools {Overseas).
NOTE: Comparative performance results may be affected by changes in exdusion rates for students with disabilities and kmited English proficient students in the NAEP samples.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, Nationol Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Reading

Assessments.
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Race/Ethnicity

The average reading scores of the racial/
ethnic groups in each participating jurisdic-
tion are presented in table 3.16 for grade 4
and in table 3.17 for grade 8. At grade 4,
average scores were higher in 2002 than in
1992 for White students in 14 jurisdictions,
Black students in 9 jurisdictions, Hispanic
students in 5 jurisdictions, and Asian/Pacific
Islander students in 6 jurisdictions. Only 1
jurisdiction showed an average score de-
crease since 1992 among White, Black, and
Hispanic students, and 1 jurisdiction showed
a decrease among American Indian stu-
dents. Increases since 1998 were detected
for White students in 12 jurisdictions, Black
students in 16 jurisdictions, Hispanic stu-
dents in 9 jurisdictions, and Asian/Pacific

NAEP 2002 READING REPORT CARD

b

Islander students in 3 jurisdictions. Average
score increases were observed since 1998
for three or more racial/ethnic subgroups in
the following jurisdictions: Delaware,
Massachusetts, New York, Oregon, and
Virginia. Only 1 jurisdiction showed a score
decrease since 1998 among White students.

At grade 8, average scores increased since
1998 for both White and Black students in 3
jurisdictions. Average scores increased for
just White students in 2 jurisdictions, and
for just Black students in 1 jurisdiction.
Average score decreases were detected for
White students in 1 jurisdiction, Black
students in 1 jurisdiction, and Asian/Pacific
Islander students in 1 jurisdiction.



Table 3.16 Average reading scale scores, by race/ethnicity, grade 4 public schools: By state, 1992-2002

Gradeld] White Black Hispanic ”
Accommodations Accommodations Accommodations Accommodations;  Accommodations Accommodations
not permitted permitted not permitted permitted not permitted permitted

1992 1994 1998 1998 2002) 1992 1994 1998 1998 2002 | 1992 1994 1998 1998 2002

Mation (Poblic)! | 223* 222* 224+ 223* 227 | 191* 184 192* 192* 198 | 194 186 194 192 19
Aobama 27 9 M m 28 | 187 185 192 191 188 | = == e - o
Arizona 2 29 M 219 220 | 198 188 193 191 199 | 197 188 183 188 188
Akonsas | 218 217* 217*  216* 222 | 189 182 184 184 188 | = - == 204
Gaiforniat | 217 212%=* 217 1 223 | 181%*=182%= 188 186 196 | 180* 171 178 18I 192
(olorade | 221 220 228 226 — |20 192 200 ,197 — 202 191 0 200 -

Connecticut | 230*** 233*** 239 23 237 | 195* 189*** 204 203 206 | 187 183*** 200 19 204

Delaware 221%* 5% 219%** 218** 233 | 195%* 187 197 189 w9 | ¢ < 02 176* 22
Florida | 218%* 217** 219%*= 217*** 226 | 185%** 181*** 188* 186*** 196 | 203  192*> 198 198 207
Georgio | 223 221* 223 % 226 | 195 184w 1920 191 00 | = - 200
Howaii | 212 214 214 214 29 [ 205 197 205 203 208 | 193 189 196 197 208

Idoho | 221 - — - 224 - - — 198 - — - 197
Indiana m W - — 225 1 200 1925 — - w0 | = = — — 6
lowat | 226 224 225 m 225 | 208 185%* 195 191 207 | == = = =203

Konsas? | — - 0 227 2 | — — 198 197 206 -
Kentucky | 214*** 214** 220 220 222 1 196 190 197 199 199 | =
Lovisiona | 215** 213 222 28 21 | 189 178%* 183 180% 192 | **

Maine 21 9% 226 225 25 | e oo
Marylond | 220%* 222*** 228 i 230 | 192 185%* 192 190 199 | 197 208 207 208

Massachusetts | 230%** 230*** 230%** 228%** 239 | 204* 196%** 203* 202 212 | 196** 182*** 195%* 194 207
Michigon | 222 — m 22 | 1817 — ¥ 87 195 | = - 202 200 205
Minnesota ¥ | 223%** 221*** 226 224*= 229 | 189 176> 188 184 202 | = = - =02
Misissippi | 217 218 216 215 2181 186 185 191 189 189 | ™ - il e
Missouri | 225 221 222 7] 226 | 195 191 188 1 197 | = 0= el - e

25 M 205

*kk

ok

*okk ik Eaad *kk
&k Laald Laald k%
ok

Montona? | — 225 228 1 226 - — haie et ot
Nebraska 24 113 — - 226 | 196 190 - - 29 |25 199 - - 203
Nevado - - 24 213 28 - — 188 183* 196 - - 9 189 195
NewHompshire | 228 224 226 277 - R e -
New Jersey 33 2 198 19 — 195 193

NewMexico | 223 220 224 m 223 | 202 196 196 196 ™ 119 197 198 195 202
NewYork? | 226%** 226*** 228** 228*= 235 | 199  190%* 192*= 191** 202 | 184** 189"+ 189*** 188*** 204

NorthCarolina | 220*** 224** 226*** 223%™ 232 | 194** 192** 198** 193** 205 | *= = 202* m
NothDaketat | 226 221  — - 2 | = ™ - e — - i
Ohic | 220** — — — 19 - - - w0 | ™ - - — e
Okiohoma 723+ — 24 2250 0 | 01— 193 195 188 | 207 — 270t w4 197

Oregon — —  nge= Ny 3 — - 19 191 204 — — 186*  178** 200
Pennsylvonia | 227 224** — - 228 | 190 178 — - 19 |9 = - — 197
Rhode Island s W 26 7 192 191 9 192 2001 | 183 193 176 177 195
South Carolina m a8t 122 yy]| 225 | 194 182% 194 192%* 199 [ == = - o
Tennessee? | 218 219 220 218 220 | 192 188 19N 193 194 | = = - N
Texos | 223%™ 226*** 232 230 232 1 199 190* 193 . 191%= 202 | 200** 198** 206 - 200*** 208 .
Utoh 222 N9 220** 220% 24 | W o200 192 186%* 190*** 201

Yermont — — - — m — — - - = - — — - et
Virginia 2275 224** 226 225% 233 | 201  192** 202 199**+ 205 *M* 200 207 214
Woshington® | —  216** 220** 221*** 227 — 198 202 204 23 — 185*= 195 200 204
West Virginia 6% N4 7 216 220 | 200 192 194 207 b e e o= s
Wisconsin? | 227 2271 209 228 — | 198 196 193 - 187 — 1209 203 209 201 -
Wyoming 25 23 M 220 224 ot i wooowe o 206 208 206 205 207
Other Jurisdictions

District of Columbia 46 248 248 247 248 | 185 174% 177 174 188 | 189 183 180 173+ 193
DDESS? | — - 19 7 k| - — 209* 208** 25 - - M 213 222
DoDDS3 | —  223** 109 21 29 - 205%*= M 209 25 - N3 N5 12 222
Guam 207 206 — - haad oo -, - hind - et - — o

Virgin Islands - - el - bl I VX Sl V1 175+ 183 | 155 - 166 161 158

See footnotes af end of table. »
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Table 3.16 Average reading scale scores, by race/ethnicity, grade 4 public schools: By state, 1992—2002— Continved

RGadeld Asian/Pacific Islonder American Indian /Alaska Native Other ”
Accommodations Accommodations|  Accommodations  Accommodations;  Accommodations Accommodations
not permitted permitted not penmitted © permitted not permitted permitted
1992 1994 1998 1998 2002|1992 1994 1998 1998 2002 | 1992 1994 1998 1998 2002
Notion (Public) ! | 215* 217 218 21 2B | e qND e e g7 | e e ww e g4
Alaboma o ok xk o e 4k e 4k 5k ok -k 5k 5k e ok
Arizona o186 e m 17 173 190 174 180 | = i b b
Arkansas *xk ok -k P ok 5k *xk o xk o -k xk -k xk P
California ¢ 07 07 20 m 220 o -k -k 4k -k -k 4k o ok e
Colorado N7 205 22 *ax I s - e s xx wax _
Connecticut o 225 xk -k 243 ok -k xk xk *xx ok 5k *xk xk P
Delaware xk [ -k P 242 -k xk o e ok -k xk o -k 5k
Florida -k e xk -k 228 o -k 5k *xk ok xk P P - .
Geurgiu xk o -k *ax 277 -k 5k -k e 4k b xk xk -k 79
Hawaii 200 1970 195%%* 196% 204 | ker e e ws e 08 200% 204 196+ 210
[doho b — - - wx *ex _ - - 187 e _ — _ PR
Indiana *ax ok _ _ o -k 5k _ _ ok e xk _ _ xk
lowa ? -k xk xk -k -k 4k o 5k xk o ok xx xk o -k
Kansas ¢ — — xk xk o _ _ e -k _ _ xk ak P
I(entutky ok 4k ok -k P o -k k) Kk ok xk xk xk -k -k
Lovisiana e *x 5k o - xk o -k xk ax -k xk ok -k 5k
Maine -k xk k% -k 5k o -k 5k 4k -k xk -k e P P
Mﬂl’ylﬂlld 2] 9 * 232 232 23] 234 k& kK kK xkx EE k& T hE Ak k&
Massachusetts N7+ 208** 212%= N1*** 933 xk o -k -k ok xk xk e P P
Mlthlglm -k - e -k =k -k - e ™ 5k _ xx o P
Minnesotu } 205 209 207 : ] 93 22] e k& k& Ty 22] Ty T k& | KKk Ty
MlSSISSIppI e e xRk -k e o ek xax ok xk ok 5k o -k
Missouri xk ok -k xk e xk o -k 4k o -k o -k - *xk
Montana — b aes 1w B _ 203 205 ' 199 209 _ x P o P
Nebraska i o _ — o x ok _ _ ok x x - _ o
Nevudu _ —_ 2 3 N2 220 — — -k ok *kk _ _ *kk s *hk
New Humpshire -k xk ok -k — o xk L aen _ xk o L we _
New Jersey 21 232 - - - el - - — *ax wxx _ _ _
New Mexico -k e xk -k - 200*** 178 175 180 184 P P . P .
New York } 219*%* 995 213 230 240 5k xk 5k xk 5k o -k xk o -k
North Carolina [ ok ok xk e xk o 5k P xk xk P P P P
North Dakota ¢ o e — — = | 908 199 _ — 202 e o _ _ ot
Ohio x _- - _ 5k 4k _ - - ok xk _ _ - P
Oklohoma P _ *xk . wEkx o 215 _ 26* ' 214 209 o _ 5k -k 2%
0[eg0n — — N4 205* 220 _ _ o ok ok _ _ e P Py
Pennsylvania et - - 236 | e - S i B — - *ak
Rhode lSIﬂlld 187 * 1 9 206 206 205 *kk ok *kk *kk *kk ok *kk ok *hk ok
South Carolina o ok 5k *xk o -k xk o -k -k o xk 5k s ok
Tennessee } -k 5k xk o -k xk o -k xk o -k xk ok -k 5k
Texas =k o 213 xk 232 e -k xk ok -k xk ok xk ek o
Utah xk 12 208 26 N4 o o xk ok -k 5k xk ok e wkx
. Vermont - - - — ax - — - _ *ax _ _ - _ .
Vifgiﬂiﬂ 230 225 2] 9 2]8 229 EE *kk kK k% %K *kk *kk *kk %K *xk
Wushington ¥ . 212 212 N3 220 - *kk 203 203 209 _ k% % *kk 4k
West Vilgilliﬂ o -k xx o xk -k xk L xk o e ok xk ok
Wisconsin ok 204 4k o _ -k xk -k *xx _ o %k *Ek  kEE _
Wyoming |+t e e e s |03 901 198 197 20 | v e e e e
Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia -k xk ok *xk xk o -k -k 4k ok - 4k o -k ok
DDESS 2 _ _ xk xk -k _ _ P I -k _ - N9 218 2%
DoDDS?| — 217 22 225 225 — o E - 3 225 N8 m
Guam 179+ 178*** — —_ 185 5k 5k — — -k *xk 194 _ _ ak
Wrgin Islands o _ 5k 5k xk xk — o xk xk ok _ xk xk P

— Indicates that the jurisdidtion did not participate or did nol meet minimum participation guidelines for reporting. ¥ Indicates that the furisdiction did not meet one or mare of the guidelines for schoal participation in 2007.

* Significantly different from 2002 when only one furisdidion or the nation is being examined. ** Significantly different from 2002 when using o multiple-comparkson procedure based on ol jurisdictions that partidpated both years.
*+* Sample size is insufficient to permit o relioble estimate.

1 Nationo! results that ore presented for assessments prior to 2002 ore based on the national sumple, not on aggregated state ssessment samples.

2 Depariment of Defense Domestic Dependent Hementary and Secondary Schooks, 3 Department of Defense Dependents Schooks (Overseos).

NOTE: Comparative performance results may be affected by changes in exdlusion rutes for students with discbilities and fimited English proficient students in the NAEP samples.

In oddition to ollowing for accommodations, the accommodations-permitted resuls for national public schools ot grade 4 (1998 and 2002) differ slightly from previous years' results, and from previously reported resulis for 1998, due
1o changes in sample weighting procedures. See appendix A for more detais.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, Natianal Center for Education Siatistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, 1998, and 2002 Reading Assessments.
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Table 3.17 Average reading scale scores, by race/ethnicity, grade 8 public schools: By state, 1998 and 2002

(Gradels] Hispanic l
Accommodafions  Accommodations Accommodations;  Accommodations Accommodations  Accommodations
not permitted permitted _not permitted : permitted not permitted permitted
1998 1998 2002 1998 11998 2002 1998 1998 2002
Nation (Public) ! 269 268 m L3 242 244 243 241 245
Alaboma 264 265 264 2237 w 234 s e i
Arizono m 269 267 245 i 248 250 245 244 242
Arkansos 262* 263 * 267 234 [ 238 s i i
California 268 268 265 243 X 242 238 238 238
Colorade 270 270 - 246 ¢ 48 - 242 244 —
Connedticut 278 m m 243 245 240 47+ 247 239
Delaware 263 *+ 263 *** 275 238 *** 234+ 252 47 248 250
Florido 264 * 264 * 269 2% 1+ 1% 244 247 247 252
Georgi 268 268 268 240 * L 246 s e 242
Hawaii 262 262 263 e , 253 e e 246
|d(1h0 -_— — 269 — i _ dokk _ —_— 247
Indiana —_ — 267 — — 247 — - b
Kansas ¢ y7h m 3 252 249 244 248 41 253
Kentucky 264 . 264 267 242 | 246 248 s i e
Lovisiana 263* 262 268 236 2% 240 i s s
Maine 273 272 270 *kk ’ *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk
Marylond m m 274 L] i 240 246 262 261 253
Massachusetts 74 274 278 248 246 246 244 42 246
Michigan — — 270 — . - 242 — — ax
Minnesota * 270 269 — 236 X ) — a i -
Mississippi 263 * 264 268 27 ;238 240 e e i
Missouri 266 *** 265 *** m 243 . Y 250 i e s
Mon'ana * 27] 273 273 *kk M *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk
Nebraska — - 73 — — 246 — — 25
Nevado 263* 264+~ 259 37 YL} 234 242 242 2237
New Mexico 270 270 266 b e wr 247 250 247
New York ¢ 276 275 74 248 246 246 248 247 251
North Carolina y7h 270 274 249 246 247 i i 252
North Dakota * — — 269 — — i — - b
Ohio - - 73 — — 246 — — e
Ok!ahoma 269 268 268 252 *** 253 *** 238 249 254 251
Oregon ! 268 269 270 240 239 e 245 27 249
Pennsylvania - - m — — 236 — — 24
Rhode Islond 265 268 268 25 246 243 238 239 240
South Carolina 265 265 268 239 240 243 e e e
Tennessee 265 264 265 27 235 240 b x x
Texas m m 276 245 246 247 25 250 250
Utah 266 266 267 b Lo ax 252+ 244 238
Vermont - - 7 — — ax - — b
Virginia 3 3 275 250 250 252 258 265 26
Washington 1 268 267 m 249 242 247 244 240 47
West Virginia 262 262 264 246 248 242 e e s
Wisconsin ¥ 270 269 — 235 K] ] - 255 256 -
Wyoming 264 265 267 e o i 243 250 249
Other Jurisdictions
American Samoa - - e — - e - - i
District of Columbia e s a 234 m 238 243 246 240
DDESS ? m 278 m 254 . 248 260 270 276 3
DoDDS 3 276 275 278 259 j 256 263 260 263 267
Guam —_— — *kk — —— E2 1 d —_— — *kk
Virgin Islands e s i 233 * B X} e y3| e i 236
See footnotes at end of table. >
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Table 3.17 Average reading scale scores, by race/ethnicity, grade 8 public schools: By state, 1998 and 2002 — Continved

Gradeld

Notion (Public} !
Aabama
Arizono
Arkansas
Californio ¢
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia
Howuii
Idaho
Indiana
Kansas ¢
Kentucky
Lovisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota !
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana *
Nebroska
Nevada
New Mexico
New York ¢
North Caroling
North Dakota *
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon !
Pennsylvania
Rhode [sland
South Carolina
Tennessee !
Texos
Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington ¢
West Virginia
Wisconsin ¢
Wyoming
Other Jurisdictions
American Samoa
District of Columbia
DDESS 2
DobDS 3
Guam
Virgin Islands

Asian/Pacific Islander American Indian /Alaska Native Other l]
Accommodations  Accommodutions | Accommodations’  Accommodations | Accommodutions-  Accommodotions
not permitted permitted not permitted permitted not permitted permitted
1998 1998 2002 1998 1998 2002 1998 1998 2002

265 261 265 . e 252 - e 260
*kk *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk k¥ *k¥ *kk
*kk *kk *kk 243 ! 238 244 *kk *k ¥ *kk
*EE *kk *xk% *kk *kk k¥ k¥ *kk *kk
257 259 257 *kk *kk k¥ *kk *kk ¥k
265 26] — *kk *kk — *kk *kk —_
285 ﬁ,“ 285 t'tt 265 *kk *kk *kk *kk %k *kk
*kk *kk 282 *kk *kk k¥ *kk *kk *kk
28] 275 k¥ *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk
¥k *kk 265 *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk
246 246 249 b e e 2499 245 254

—_ — *kk — —_ k¥ — — *kk

—_ — *kk —_ —_ *kk —_ —_— *kk
¥k *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk ¥k *kk ¥k
k¥ *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk
k¥ *kk *kk kK *kk *EE *kk *kk k¥
*kk k¥ *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk
282 278 284 *kk *kk k¥ *kE *k¥ *kk
26] 269 270 *kk k¥ *kk *kk *kk *kk
—_ —_ *kk — — *kk —_ —_ *kk
245 236 —_ *kk ¥k —_ *kk *kk —_
*kk *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk
*kk *kk *kk *kk k¥ *kk k¥ *kk *kk
*kk k¥ ¥k 255 25] 253 kK *kk *kk
—_ — *kk —_ ’ — *kk —_ —_ *kk
259 260 258 *kk *kk *kk *kk *k¥ *kk
*kk *kk ¥k 246 243 239 *kk *kk *kk
273 276 26] *kk k¥ *kk *kk *kk *kk
*kk *kk *kk 257 257 *kk *kk 223 *kk
— — ¥k —_ —_ 250 —_ —_ *kk
—_ — *kk — —_ k¥ —_ —_ *kk
*k¥ *kk *kk 260 260 258 ¥k *kk *kk
269 265 275 *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk

— - 253 - ' —_— *hE — - *hk
267 260 25] *kk *kk *kk % *kk *kk
k% *kk *kk %k k¥ *kk *kk *kk k¥
k¥ *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk k¥ *k¥ *kk
272 275 27] *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk ¥k
*kk *kk 254 *k¥ *kk *kk *kk *k¥ *kk

—_ — *kk — — *kk — —_ *kk
273 274 279 *kk *kk *kk k¥ *kk *kk
263 267 7 250 254 . - e e
*k¥ *kk *kk *kk *kk k% kX *kk *kk
*kk *k¥ —_ tl&t *kk - ¥k *kk —
*kk *kk *kk 249 24] 247 *kk *kk *kk
— — ] 98 — —_ *kk —_ —_ *kk
*kk *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk
*kk *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk 274
265 266 m b - - 268 269 m
—_ — 240 — —_ *kk —_ — k¥
*kk *kk *kk *kk *k¥ *k¥ k¥ *k% *kk

— Indicates that the jurisdiction did not participote or did not meet minimum participation guidelines for reporting. * Indicates tha the jurisdiction did not meet cne or more of the guidelines for school partidipation in 2002
* * Significantly different from 2002 when only one jurisdiction or the notion s being examined.
** Significantly different from 2002 when using o multiple-comparison procedure hased on oll jurisdictions that porticipated both years.
** Somple size is insuffident fo permit o reliable estimate.
|National results that are presented for assessments prior fo 2002 cre based on the national sample, not on oggregated state assessment samples.
2 Deportment of Defense Domestic Dependent Elementary and Secondary Schooks. 3Departmen of Defense Dependents Schools (Overseas).
NOTE: Comporative performance results may be offected by changes in exclusion rates for students with disobilities and limited Engfish proficient students in the NAEP samples.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, Notional Center for Education Stofistics, Notionat Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Reading Assessments.
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The percentages of students at or above
Proficient in the different racial/ethnic sub-
groups across jurisdictions are presented in
tables 3.18 (grade 4) and 3.19 (grade 8). The
percentage of fourth-graders at or above
Proficient increased since 1992 for White
students in 15 jurisdictions, Black students in
5 jurisdictions, Hispanic students in 3 jurisdic-
tions, and Asian/Pacific Islander students in 1
jurisdiction. Increases since 1998 were de-

tected for White students in 6 jurisdic-
tions, Black students in 3 jurisdictions,
Hispanic students in 3 jurisdictions, and
Asian /Pacific Islander students in 1
jurisdiction.

The percentage of eighth-graders at or
above Proficient increased since 1998 for
White students in 3 jurisdictions, and for
Black students in 2 jurisdictions.
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Table 3.18 Percentage of students at or above Proficient in reading, by race/ethnicity, grade 4 public schools: By state, 1992-2002

Gradeld! White Black Hispanic n
Accommodations Accommodations|  Accommodations Accommodations]  Accommodations Accommodations
not permitted permitted not permitted permitted not permitted permitted
1992 1994 1998 1998 2002 | 1992 1994 1998 1998 2002 | 1992 1994 1998 1998 2002
Nation (Publi)' | 33*  35* 36 % 39 g* .8* 9 : 10 12 10* 1N 12 12 14
Alobama | 27 3 32 32 3 S 7 8 ' 7 ]| o o b
Arizona ;28 32 3 30 32 14 1 1 n 17 10 13 7 8 10
Arkansas | 28 29 28 28 3 6 6 6 6 g | v e wm 16
Colifornia t | 28 %5 28 35 9 7 6 6 n S 4 8 8 10
Colorado | 29 33 40 38 - n 12 15 " — 12 n 14 14 —
Conneclicut | 41*** 47 54 S1 52 g 9 13 13 17 6%+ 10 12 n 15
Deloware : 30** 29** 31*= 30** 45 Ba=* 10%* 12* 010%™ 1§ | e e 12 6% 18
Florida | 28*= 31* 31* 29+ 38 7 7 9 8 n 14 13* 18 19 2
Georgio | 34 35 36 35 39 10 9 9* 9* 13 | e wer w 15
Howaii | 23 2 27 25 32 17 " 20 20 2 10 12 14 .15 2
ldoho | 29%* — — - T Bl - — — 7 — — — 10
Indiona | 33 36 — — 37 10 8 — — 14 | = — — 24
lowat | 37 36 37 35 37 17 7 12 8 20 | e ot 14
Kansost | — — 37 37 38 — — 13 15 17 - — 7 2 15
Kentucky | 24+ 27 3 3 32 8 n n n 13 | = e o wae b
vlouisiu"u 23 t,ﬁ‘ 24 * 30 28 3] 6 3 ty“ 5 * E 5 * 8 *kk *kk xEk *kk *xk¥
Muine 36 4] * 37 36 35 *xk¥ *kk Rk *kk kK *hk *kE *kk *kk *xkk
Morylond | 32** 36 40 37 42 9 8 10 9 12 n b 24 22 20
Massachusetts | 40 *** 41 42*** 40*** M 10 12 10 12 19 9 6* 10 n 15
Michigan | 30 -_ 33 33 3 7 - 7 8 n b — 17 16 16
Minnesota t | 33* 34* 39 38 40 S 1 n 12 15 | = = e 14
Mississippi | 25 29 26 25 26 S 7 8 7 6 | e b
Missouri | 34 34 33 32 37 8 n 8 8 10 | == = e e hid
M°n'unu # — 37 40 39 39 — *xkk *kk *kk *kk — *kk *kk *hk *kk
Nebroska | 33 3 — - 38 8 10 — - 19 19 15 — — 18
Nevoda | — — 26 25 28 — - 7 6 10 - - 1 9 1
New Humpshire 38 36 38 37 —_ *kk *kk *kk *kk _— *kk *kk *kk *kk —
New Jersey | 44 42 — — - A | B — - 9 12 — — —
New Mexico | 34 3 3 35 35 12 13 9 10 = 12 15 14 12 15
NewYork# | 35** 3g* 39* 39 49 10 9 8 8 14 g N 7e* 7% 16
North Corolina | 32%* 38 3%* 35 44 9 n n 10 13 | == = 14 19
Nonh Duko'u # 36 39 — _— 36 *kk *kk . — *kk *kk *kk —— — *kk
Ohio | 30** — — — 40 10 — — 13 | * — — — e
Oklashoma | 32 — 35 35 3 9 — 9 8 14 — 15 14 13
Oregon | — — 3 30 34 — - 9 13 - — 8 6 14
Pennsylvania | 36 % - — 41 8 7 — — 10 g - - 14
Rhodelslond | 32** 36 38 37 39 8 12 10 10 12 4 12 S 5 10
South Caroling | 32 * 32 32 36 7o 5= 9 8 12 | = e b b
Tennessee ¥ | 28 32 3 30 3 7 9 9 8 9 | o wm e e 8
Texass | 35* 38 X 43 4 8* 9 10 9 14 n* 12 15 14 18
Uah | 3N 3 30 30 35 ] e W am e we 13 14 7 7 14
Vermont | — — - - 40 — — — - ax — - - - i
Virginia | 38 35* 37* B 46 n 8> 13 12 15 | *** 25 14* 16 3
Woshington ¥ | — 30 % 32* 33 38 — 1 13 12 23 — 6% 12 15 17
West Virginia | 26 7 30 28 29 [ *= 14 S 7 17 | = == e e
Wisconsin ¥ | 37 38 39 38 - .9 9 8 6 — 16 16 19 13 -
Wyoming | 35 33 32 3 K S o 15 19 17 . 16 15
Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia | 61 63 64 62 66 7 S* 6 6 7 10 14 10 10 8
DDESS 2| — — 4 40 42 — — 2 20 2 - - 24 26 28
DoDDS? | — 34 4 40 39 - 14 20 19 2 — 23 4 N 32
Guum ] 9 22 _— — *kk *kk *kk _— — *kk *xkk *kk . — *kk
Virgin Islonds | *** - e b 3 8 7 6 2 — S S 1
See footnotes at end of table. &
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Table 3.18 Percentage of students at or above Proficient in reading, by race/ethnicity, grade 4 public schools: By state, 1992-2002

~ Continved
Gradeld! Asion/Padific Islander American Indion/Alaske Native Other U
Accommodctions Accommodations]  Accommodations Accommodations  Accommodations Accommodations
not permitted permitted not permitted . permitted not permitted permitted
1992 1994 1998 1998 2002 | 1992 1994 1998 1998 2002 | 1992 1994 1998 1998 2002
Nofion (Publig ! | 23* 34 31 . 27 36| e 31 e e gy | e e emwe g
*kk *kk xkk xkk *kk *kk *kk xkk 113 xkk *kk *kk xEk *kk xkk
Alobama
Arizona *kk ] 6 *xkk *kk 30 3 5 ] ] 7 7 *kk *kk *kk *kk _kk
*kk *kk *kk xkk L1l *kk xkk *kk *kk *kk _kk kK *kk *kk *kk
Arkansas
(alifornia ’ 22 26 27 3] 34 *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk _kk *kk *kk *kk (11
colorado 29 26 35 ! *kk — *kk *kk ¥k *kk — *kk *kk *xkk *kk —
conne(ﬁ(ut kK 40 *kk *¥k 58 *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk *xkk *kk L1
Delaware *kk *xkk *xkk *kk 58 *kk kK *kk L1 *xkk Rk xkk *kk *kk *kk
Florida *kk L1 *k¥ *xkk 4] *kk *kk *kk *kk *xkk *kk Ei1] *kk *kk L1
Georgia kK *kk *kk *kk 42 t“- xkk *kk *kk *kk kK *kk *kk *kk 32
Howoi | 15 17 14 15 18| e e e e w9 )6 16 D
Idah0 *kk — — _ Kk xkk — - - ]3 kK — — — *kk
Indiana *kk *hk - — Rk _kk *kk — — *xkk *kk *kk — — *kk
*kk *kk Kk *kk xkk *kk *kk *kk *xkk *kk *kk *kk *kk k% _kk
lowat
*kk *kk (11 *kk *kk xk% *kk L1l kk
Kansos? | — - _ _ _ _
*kk *kk Kk kK *kk L1l *kk *kk *kk *xkk *kk *kk *kk xkk (11
Kentucky
Louisiana *kk *kk k% *kk Rk L1l *kk *kk *xkk *xkk *kk *kk *kk *kk (11
Maine *kk *kk k% xkk Rk *kk *kk *kk *kk *xkk *kk *kk E2 1 *kk Rk
Maryland 33 49 42 44 45 Rk *kk *kk *kk *kk Rk *kk *kk *kk *kE
: * * & Xk *kk *kk kK *kk xEk *kk *kk *kk L1l (11
Massachusetts 28 2 23 19+ 46 _
e, *xkk *kk *Ek _kk *kk *kk xhk *xkk *kk *xkk *xkk *kk
Michigan - — —_
Minnesota ’ ]4 25 30 20 33 *kk *kk xkk *kk 29 *kk *kk *xkk *kk *kk
Mississippi *kk Rk *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk xkk *kk *kk *kk *kk xkk *kk
Missouri *kk k% *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk *hk *kk *kk *xkk *kk *kk k%
' ‘
Momﬂnﬂ’ - xkk *xkk *kk *kk - ]9 ]B i ]5 ]7 _ *kk *kk *kk ok
*hkk *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk 1]
Nebraska - - — - — —
Nevada — - 24 2] 24 - - *xhk *kk *kk _ - kK *kk E21 ]
New Hampshire *kk *kk *kk *kk — *xkk *kk *kk *kk — *kk xkk *kk *kk —
New Jemy 42 46 — —— —_ 1) *kk — —— —_ *kk *kk _ - —
New Mexi(o xkk L1l *xkk *kk *kk B 6 5 6 6 *kk *kk *kk *kk k%
New York ’ 29 t'tt 42 48 47 57 L1 *kk kkk *kk 113 *kk *kk *xkk xkk (11l
Nonh (arolina kK *kk *kk *kk *kk _kk *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk xkk Ll
Nonh Dakota ’ kK *xkk — —_ *kk ]4 ] 7 — - ] ] *xkk *kk —— — *kk
ohio *kk — _ _ *kk *kk — — - *kk *kk — — _ *kk
oklahoma *kk — *xkk xkk *kk 25 - 24 24 23 *kk - *kk xEk 42
oregon _ — 24 ) 23 33 - — *kk *kk *kk _ — *kk *kk *kk
Pennsyivania *kk *¥k - — 49 *kk *kk _ — *kk *kk *kk — — *kk
Rhode lsland ] 0 ] 7 20 22 22 *kk *kk *kk k% *xkk *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk
sol.lth (arolina *kk 11} *xkk *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk *xkk *kk *kk *kk *kk
Tennessee ’ *kk *kk *kk *xkk *kk *kk *kk Rk *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk *Ek *kk
*xkk *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk
Texas 28 42
Utah *kk 25 2] 28 24 *kk *xkk *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk **k *kk E11]
Vermont — — - _ Rk — — — — *kk _ — — — *kk
virginiu 44 4] 29 25 40 *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk
Woshington t | — Yl 2 24 32 — 19 17 17 — e i b o
HiR *kk *kk *kk Rk *xkk *kk \ *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk
West Virginia ‘ 3
H *kk *kk *xkk *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk *xkk *kk
Wisconsin ¢ px} — - -
wYoming *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk ]0 ]4 ] 2 ] 0 23 *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk
Other Jurisdictions
St - *kk E11] *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk *xkk *kk *kk 2 *kk *kk *kk
District of Columbia
DDESS 2 — — *kk *kk *kk a— — *kk *kk *kk — — 30 30 38
DoDDS3 | — 26 36 37 33 — b ax o ax — 35 32 29 3
Guam 6 6 —_ — . B *kk *kk _ — *kk *kk ]9 —_— _ *kk
Virgin Islands *kk - kkk Kk *kk *kk —_ *kk *kk *kk *kk — xkk 113 _kk

— tndicates that the jurisdidion did not participote or did not meet minimum porticipation guidelines for reporting.

# indicotes thot the jurisdiction did not meet one or more of the guidelines for school porticipation in 2002.

* Significantly different from 2002 when only one jurisdiction or the nfion is being examined. ** Significantly different from 2002 when using o multiple-comporison procedure besed on ofl jurisdicions thot participated both years.
*** Somple size is insufficient to permit o reliable estimote.

1 Nationol resuls that are presented for assessments prior to 2002 ore bosed on the national sample not on oggregated stafe assessment samples.

2 pepartment of Defense Domestic Dependent Elementary and Secondary Schooks. 3 Deportment of Defensa Dependents Schoals (Overseas).

NOTE: Comparative performance resulis may be offected by changes in exclusion rates for students with disabilities ond lmited English proficient students in the NAEP samples.

In oddition to ollowing for accommodations, the accammodations-permitted results for national public schools at grade 4 (1998 and 2002) differ skightly from previous yeors' results, ond from previously reported resulis for 1998; due
to changes in sample weighting procedures. See appendix A for more detoiks.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education Instifute of Education Sciences National Conter for Education Statistics: Notional Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP): 1992: 1994. 1998 and 2002 Reading Assessments.
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Toble 3.19 Percentage of students ot or above Proficient in reading, by race/ethnicity, grade 8 public schools: By state, 1998 and 2002

Gradels} White Block Hispanic
Accommodations  Accommodations Accommodations  Accommodations Accommodafions  Accommodations
not permitted permitted not permitted permitted not permitted permitted

1998 1998 2002 1998 1998 2002 1998 1998 2002

Mation (Public) ! 38 ki 39 1 1 13 14 13 14
Alaboma 28 29 30 7 8 7 s e i
Arizong k! 35 ki) 10 12 12 12 12 n
Arkansas 28* 29 k' 6 5 6 s e o
California t 35 3 3 12 9 13 8 8 10
Colorado 37 36 — 9 10 - 10 n -
Connecticut 49 47 48 10 n- 9 13 13 10
Delaware 3 30 %+ 42 10 9* 14 18 17 14

Florida 3 30 36 7* 7* 14 15 17 20

Georgia 34 35 35 9 10 14 s b 14

Hawaii 3 30 30 i i 18 s i 16

ldaho S - - 35 — - i - - 17

Indiona — - k' — - 12 - — s

Kansas ¢ 39 40 4 17 20 12 15 n 23

Kentucky 31 k) kK| 9 n 14 e i b
Louisiana 26 25* 32 6 6 9 s e e

Maine 42 42 38 *kk *kk *kk *kk *xkk *xkk

Moryland 4 4 4 1 10 13 27 23 24
Maossachusetts 41 43 4 13 12 12 12 12 16
Michigan - - 37 — - 13 - — o
Minnesoto * 39 ki - 8 7 - i b -
Mississippi 29 28 3 8 8 7 b s b
Missouri 32 3N k! 8 9 13 s ax b
Momﬂnﬂ ' 40 42 40 *kk kK *kk *kk *kk *kk
Nebrasko - — 40 — - 1 - - 14
Nevada 30 pi} 25 10 10 7 10 9 8

New Mexico 37 36 32 ot e s 14 15 12

New York ¢ 45 44 3 12 10 12 12 10 15

Narth Carolina 40 ki 4 13 12 n e b 18
North Dokota ¢ - - 3 — - e - - e
Ohio - - 40 — - 13 — - e

Oklohoma 33 34 33 12 14 8 10 16 14
Oregon t 36 k/) 39 10 10 ax 13 15 14
Pennsylvonia - — 40 - - 8 - - 14
Rhode Istand 33 35 3 15 12 12 10 10 12
South Corolina 30 30 35 8 9 9 b b b
Tennessee 3 32 3 6 7 1 b o o

Texas 38 38 47 12 12 15 14 14 17

Utah 32 32 35 i i o 23 20 9

Vermont — - 40 - - xx — - o

Virginio 4] 42 46 13 13 15 A 28 3
Washington ¥ 35 35 40 14 13 18 12 n 20
West Virginio 28 2 30 1 1 10 > o e
Wisconsin 37 37 - 8 10 — 18 19 —
Wyoming 3 32 33 b a h 15 19 13

Other Jurisdictions

American Samoa - - o — - x - - ax
District of Columbia i h ot 9 9 8 15 2 n
DDESS 2 45 48 48 2 20 19 37 43 37

DoDDS 3 45 45 48 24 22 24 26 27 29

Guam — —_ *kk — — *kk — — *kk

wrgin |slands *kk *kk *kk 9 8 7 *kk *kk 4

See footnotes at end of table. >
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Toble 3.19 Percentoge of students of or above Profidient in reading, by race/ethnicity, grade 8 public schools: By stote, 1998 ond 2002
—Continved

Groitc

Nation (Public) !
Algboma
Arizona
Arkansos
Colifornia
Colorade
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia
Howaii
Idahe
Indiona
Konsas ¢
Kentucky
Louisiona
Maine
Marylond
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota ¢
Mississippi
Missouri
Montona ¢
Nebraska
Nevado
New Mexico
New York ¢
North Carolina
North Dakota ¢
Ohio
Oklohoma
Oregont
Pennsylvania
Rhode Istond
South Carolina
Tennessee !
Texos
Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington ¢
West Virginia
Wisconsin ¢
Wyoming
Other Jurisdictions
Americon Samoo
District of Columbia
DDESS 2
DoDDS ?
Guam
Virgin Islands

Asian/Pacific Islonder

Accommodations  Accommodotions
not permitted . permitted
1998 1998 2002
32 30 34
24 25 25
30 25 —
59+ 58 3
*kk *kk 54
54 47 i
*kk *kk 27
16 16 17
53 55 56
35 40 37
2 16 -
2 24 24
43 49 36
33 35 4
— — 7
34 30 19
45 43 39
*kk *kk 22
43 38 50
32 34 39
— — 1
29 34 k!
— — 10

*kk

American [ndion/Alaska Native

Accommodations;  Accommodations
not permitted - permitted
1998 1998 2002
kK *kk ] 8
*hk *kk L L]
10 . 7 12
*hk Ll *kk
*Ek *kk *kk
ok ok —
L L] *kk *kk
*Ek E L1 *kk
*Ek kK *kk
*kk *kk *hk
*kk *kk *kk
— —_ *kk
— —_ *kk
*hk *kk *kk
*kk *kk *kk
Ll *kk *kk
*kk *kk *kk
*kk *kk L
*Ek *kk *hk
— — *kk
*kk *kk —
*kk ! kK *kk
*kk N *kk *kk
20 20 17
— — *kk
*kk *kk *kk
10 1 9
*kk *Ek *kk
2 2 **
- - 19
—_ —_ *kk
2 4] 23
*kk *kk *kk
— —_ *kk
*kk *kk *kk
*kk *kk *kk
*kk *kk kK
*kk *Ek *kk
*kk *kk *kk
— — *kk
*kk *kk *kk
15 17 =
*kk *kk *kk
*kk *kk —
13 12 15

Accommodations
not permitted

1998

Other
Accommodati
permitted
1998

*kk

2002
24

*k¥

— Indicates thot the jurisdiciion did not portidipote or did not meet minimum participotion guidetines for reporting. ¥ Indicates that the jurisdiction did not meet one or more of the guidelines for sthool pumupnlmn in 2002.
* Significantly different from 2002 when only one jurisdiction or the nofion is being examined.

** Significontly different from 2002 when using o muliple-comparison procedure besed on ofl jurisdictions that participated both years. *** Sample size is insuffident to permit o reliable estimate.

Nnhnnul results thot are presented for ussessments prior to 2002 ore based on lhe nationol sample, not an oggregoted stote assessment samples.
Deportment of Defense Domestix Dependent Elementary ond Secondory Schools. Department of Defense Dependents Schooks {Overseas).

NOTE: Comparative performants results may be affecled by changes in exclusion rates for students with disailifies and limited English proficient students in the NAEP samples.
SOURCE: U.5. Deportment of Edutotion, Institute of Educafion Scientes, Nationol Center for Education Stotistics, Nationat Assessment of Educotionol Progress (NAEP), 1998 ond 2002 Reoding Assessments.
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Student Eligibility for
Free/Reduced-Price School Lunch
NAEP collects data on students’ eligibility
for federal funded free/reduced-price
school lunch as an indicator of economic
status at both the national and state/
jurisdiction levels. Tables 3.20 (grade 4) and
3.21 (grade 8) present the 2002 average
reading score results for participating
jurisdictions by students’ eligibility for free/
reduced-price school lunch.

At grade 4, average scores increased
since 1998 for both those students who -
were eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
and those who were not eligible in 14
jurisdictions. It appears that gains were

CHAPTER 3 »  NAEP 2002 READING REPORT CARD
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* more evident among fourth-graders who

were eligible than those who were ineligible.
Average scores increased only for students
who were eligible in 8 jurisdictions and only
for students who were not eligible in 1
jurisdiction. The average score decreased
among students who were not eligible in

1 jurisdiction.

At grade 8, average scores were higher in
2002 for eligible and incligible students in 5
jurisdictions, only for eligible students in 6
jurisdictions, and only for ineligible students
in 1 jurisdiction. Average scores were lower
in 2002 for eligible students in 1 jurisdiction,
and for ineligible students in 1 jurisdiction.
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Toble 3.20 Average reading scale scores, by student eligibility for free/reduced-price schoo! lunch, grade 4 public schools: By state,

1998 and 2002
Gradeld! Eligible Not eligible _ Information not available
Accommodations Accommodations Accommodations Accommodations Accommodations Accommodetions
not permitted permitted not permitted permitted not permitted permitted
1998 1998 2002 1998 1998 2002 1998 1998 2002
Nation (Public) ! 198* 195+ 202 226 * 226 * 229 225 219 217
Algboma 196 196 195 226 226 2 204 **+ 211 221
Arizona 188 189 191 222 m 219 212 208 213
Arkansas 196 *** 196 * 202 m* m* 7 213 208 20
California t 182 182 190 218 28 225 212 219 208
Colorado 204 202 - 229 comw - 216 218 —
Connecticut 205 203 209 240 138 237 239 240 238
Delaware 199 *** 189 *** M r7) RGN ) b R 232 e o 242
Florida 192 **+ 190 **= 204 222+ 220 *** 227 215 27 s
Georgia 193 **+ 192 ** 202 - 7 /! 227 218 217 13
Hawaii 185 **= 185 *** 196 2% . N1** 218 s i b
ldaho - - 210 - { - 229 - , - 222
Indiono - — 207 - ! - 230 —_ - 233
lowa 20 205 213 29 226 228 216 216 a
Konsos ¢ 207 206 21 29 229 230 236 yX) i
Kentucky 204 206 209 229 27 229 ax i 21
Louisiona 193 189 ** 197 224 m* 27 209 206 199
Maine 26 25 213 230 L230 21 226 7] 225
Marylond 195 192 ** 202 225 Com:e 27 210 195* 224
Massachusetts 205 * 203 *** 215 233 230 *** yL) 226 224 238
Michigan 200 200 204 226 7+ 228 214 24 218
Minnesota ¥ 202 *** 198> 218 230 228 230 225 218 7
Mississippi 195 194 195 220 o219 2 ax b 205
Missouri 202 202 205 25 WU yX)| 222 .29 227
Montana 215 212 213 ki b yX)| 223 222 s
Nebraska - - 209 - - 230 — — i
Nevada 189 *** 189 *** 198 217 214 217 217 21 206
New Hompshire 208 Mm — nl 230 - 220 m —
New Mexico 194 193 *** 201 224 /£ 224 214 211 199
New York 197 *** 196 *** 207 3 X I 236 226 223 230
North Carolina 202 *** 198 *** 208 227 *** 24 34 223 216 222
North Daketa | =~ — - 214 - — 229 - - b
Ohio — - 207 - —_ yX)| - - 225
Oklahoma 209 *** 208 203 230* 231 *** 227 215 215 196
Oregon 196 *** 192 *** 207 225 223 229 223 216 218
Pennsylvania - - 200 - — 232 - - p/)
Rhode Island 196 195 202 21 2130 yX)| i i 217
South Carolina 196* 194 *»* 201 223 223 *** 228 i b 225
Tennessee * 198 198 202 225 yyL 224 203 195 214
Texas 203 199 *** 210 21 230 228 199 202 215
Utah 203 *** 205* 211 222% | 12 228 220 220 214
Vermont - - 213 - : - 233 - - 230
Virginia 200 **+ 198 *+** 209 28 ¢ 226+ 233 217 226 241
Washington * 200 *** 203 *** 211 225 *** 226 *** 232 230 223 07
West Virginia 205* 205* 20 228 27 228 b b 218
Wisconsin * 206 203 - m 230 - 220 213 -
Wyoming 208 207 12 225 .4 27 224 m 235
-Other Jurisdidtions ‘

District of Columbia 174 ** 172 ** 185 216 NS 210 200 188 i
DDESS 2 204 ** 212 % 220 226 225 230 yyL 25 223
DoDDS 3 2 27 221 228 224 227 72 2 224
Guam - - 180 - , - 193 - - ax
Virgin Islands 179 175 180 e e i 164 153 hx

— Indicates that the jurisdiction did not participate or did nol meel minimum participation guidelines for reparfing.

¥ Indicates that the jurisdiction did nol meet one or mare of the guidelines for school participation in 2002.

* Significantly different from 2002 when only one jurisdidtion or the natian is being examined. ** Significantly different from 2002 when using ¢ multiple-comparison procedure based on all jurisdictions that partidpated both years.
*** Somple size is insuffident to permit o reliable eslimate.

¥ Notional results that ore presented for assessmenis prior 10 2002 are bused on the nationa] semples no on aggregated siate assessmen scmples.

2 Department of Defense Bomestic Oependent Bementary and Secondary Schooks. 3 Department of Defense Dependents Schools (Overseas).

NOTE: Comparative performance results may be offected by changes in exdlusion rates for students with disabilities and limited English proficient students in the NAEP samples.

In eddition to lfowing for accommodations, the accommodotions-permitted resulls for notiona! public schools ot grode 4 (1998 and 2002) differ slightly from previously reported results for 1998, due 10 changes in sample weighting
procedures. See appendix A for more delails. )

SOURCE: US. Departmen of Edutation Institute of Education Sciences' Notional Center for Education Stofistics National Assessment of Edutational Progress (NAEP) 1998 ond 2002 Reading Assessments.
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Toble 3.21 Average reading scale scores, by student eligibility for free/reduced-price school lunch, grade 8 public schools: By state, 1998

and 2002
#Gradels) L Eligible Not eligible Information not available I
Accommodations Accommodations Accommodations Accommodations Accommodations Accommodations
not permitted permitted not permitted permitted not permitted permitted
1998 1998 2002 1998 1998 2002 1998 1998 2002
Nation (Public) ! 246* 245+ 249 269 * 268 * M 265 264 264
Alaboma 2 4] 240 265 265 264 e i 255
Arizono 245 246 242 270 269 266 264 259 259
Arkansos 42 . U3 250 264 * 264 * 268 263 262 i
California 2 ¢ 237 235 240 267 267 262 253 255 252
Colorade 245 249 - M 270 - 257 252 -
Connedticut 249 249 247 m 276 275 275 273 274
Deloware 239 ** 238 *** 253 263 *** 262 *** 275 258 247 bt
Florida 240* 4] = 249 262 * 265 269 - 258 259 274
Georgia 4] 240 245 267 268 267 262 263 263
Howaii 239 238 4] 255 254 * 259 260 261 b
{dahe - - 259 —_— - 270 - - 269
Indiona - — 253 — - 269 - — m
Kansas ¢ 256 254 251 274 275 276 b b i
Kentucky 251 251 253 270 270 73 262 259 276
Lovisiana 242 243 246 263 262 268 244 245 260
Maine 261 259 260 am 276 73 274 21 m
Maryland 242 239 = 248 269 210 269 e i b
Mussachusetts 248 247 253 276 276 278 269 265 259
Michigan —_— — 257 — - 270 - — 254
Minnesota * 250 248 - 27 m - m 263 —
Mississippi 240* 'z 246 263 * 264 268 249 254 260
Missouri 249 *= 248 > 257 29  19* 73 249 249 267
Montana ¢ 260 259 261 275 | 276 274 263 270 e
Nebraska - - 260 - - 275 - — b
Nevada 4] 245 240 263 *** 263 = 256 259 255 253
New Mexico 249 250 * 245 266 265 265 258 259 259
New York ¢ 252 250 250 276 275 275 m 270 252
North Carolina 249 247 253 m m 273 261 258 266
North Dakota * - — 261 - - 270 - — b
Ohic - - 257 - - 73 — - 263
Oklahoma 258 257 253 m 270 270 262 262 269
Oregon t 25 252 257 M m m m 267 y7j
Pennsylvania - - 246 - - 274 - - e
Rhode Island 245 246 249 269 Com 270 b e 251
South Carolina 240 240 * 245 265 o266 268 256 259 261
Tennessee * 242 240 246 267 267 268 254 254 268
Texas 248 246 248 m )] 275 e 262 262
Utah 254 248 249 269 268 269 261 267 261
Vermont - - 257 - - 276 - - b
Virginia - 247 ** 248 »= 256 m m 274 m:+ 268 *** 283
Washington ¢ 247 245 * 254 270 269 * 274 270 y7j 268
West Virginia 254 254 255 268 268 269 249 255 i
Wisconsin * 249 250 - M 270 —_— 267 268 -
Wyoming 252 252 258 265 267 268 i b 270
Other Jurisdictions

American Samoa - - 198 - - e - —_— ax
District of Columbia 228* 229 235 257 X 251 234 234 e
DDESS * 261 259 267 273 274 73 i b 275
DoDDS ¢ 257 * 257 *** 27 267 * 267 **+ 276 m 270 27
Guam - - 224 — - 248 - — e
Virgin Islands 233 23] == 241 i b a 234 233 e

— Indicates that the jurisdidion di not participate or did not meet minimum porficipotion guidelines for reporting.

# Indicates thot the jurisdiction did not meet one o more of the guidefines for school parficipation in 2002.

* Significantly different from 2002 when only one juridiction or the nation is being exomined.

**Significantly different from 2002 when using o multiple-comparison procedure bosed on all jurisdictions thot participated both years.

*** Sample size is insufficient fo permit o reliable estimate.

) Notionc results that are presented for assessments prior to 2002 are based on the national sampler not on aggregated state assessment samples.

% Resuls by students” eligibility for free/reduced-price lunch in California do not include Los Angeles. 3 Depariment of Defense Domestic Dependent Elementary and Secondary Schaok.4 Department of Defense Dependents Schooks
{Overseas).

HOTE: Comparative performance results may be affected by changes in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and timited English profident students in the NAEP samples.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education: Institute of Education Sciencesr National Center for Education Statistics Nationa! Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEPY 1998 and 2002 Reading Assessments.
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The percentages of students at or above
the Proficient level by students’ eligibility for
free/reduced-price school lunch are pre-
sented for participating jurisdictions in
tables 3.22 and 3.23 for grades 4 and 8
respectively. The percentage of fourth-
graders at or above Proficient increased
since 1998 for both eligible and ineligible
students in 5 jurisdictions, only for eligible
students in 2 jurisdictions, and only for
ineligible students in 5 jurisdictions. The
percentage was lower in 2002 for ineligible
students in 1 jurisdiction.

The percentage of eighth-graders at or
above Proficent increased since 1998 for
both eligible and ineligible students in 1
jurisdiction, only for eligible students in 4
jurisdictions, and for ineligible students in 1
jurisdiction. The percentage was lower in

2002 for ineligible students in 1 jurisdiction.
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Table 3.22 Percentage of students at or above Proficient in reoding, by eligibility for free/reduced-price school lunch, grade 4 public

schools: By state, 1998 and 2002

Gradeld!
Accommodations
not permitted
1998
Nation (Public) ! 13
Alaboma 10
Arizona 9
Arkansas 13
California * 7
Colorado 17
Connecticut 15
Delaware 13*
Florida 12 %
Georgia 10*
Hawaii 9
Idaho —
Indiona —
lowa 22
Kansas ¢ N
Kentucky 15
Louisiana 10
Maine 25
Maryland 12
Massachusetts 15
Michigan 14
Minnesota ¢ 1% .
Mississippi 10
Missouri 16
Montana * 24
Nebraska -
Nevada 9
New Hampshire 20
New Mexico 13
New York ¢ 12*
North Carolina 14
North Dakota ¢ -
Ohio —
Oklahoma 19
Oregon 13
Pennsylvania -
Rhode Istand 13
South Carolina 10
Tennessee * 13
Texas 14
Utah 17
Vermont -
Virginia 13*
Washington ¢ 13 **
West Virginia 17
Wisconsin ¢ 16
Wyoming 20
Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia 5
DDESS ? 25
DoDDS 3 3 -
Guam —_
Virgin fslands 8

Eligible
Accommodotions
permitted
1998 2002
12* 16
1 13
10 11
13 17
7 9
16 -
14 21
1] =** 19
12 *= 18
11 16
9 12
— 21
- 17
19 2
2 21
17 19
9 12
yL} 2
12 15
15* 23
15 16
15 == 30
9 10
16 17
23 23
_ 2
9 13
19 -
12 15
13* 19
14 17
— 23
_ 18
19 17
13 18
—_ 16
13 14
10 14
13 15
13* 20
18 2
— 21
13* 18
15 2
17 19
15 -
19 21
5 5
25 26
29 3
— 5
8 6

Not eligible
Accommodations Accommodations
not permitted permitted
1998 1998 2002
3 39 41
38 3 35
3 32 kY
32 32 38
3 ° 30 37
40 39 —
55 52 51
3N 30 == 44
33+ K] B 39
39 38 3
24* 24* 29
- - 42
_ - 41
40 39 4]
40 39 43
4] 39 40
33 3 37
42 42 42
k/) 35 3
45 »= 43 x> 56
36 35 39
43 43 4]
3 30 29
36 36 43
46 46 45
_ - 43
27 26 27
44 42 -
36 35 35
44 43+ 50
37 t’tt 37 t,“ 47
- - 3
- — 42
42 42 38
37 M- 42
_ — 45
43 4] 44
33 33 3
36 36 34
43 43 39
32 3 39
- - 46
38 3 46
3 38 43
40 39 k/)
4] 41 -
35 ' 35 38
3 35 23
38 39 4]
38 37 36
- _ 11

*kk

*kk

*kk

Information not available

Accommodations
not permitted

1998

3
2
25
2%
3
3
b
2
3

*kk

30
4
a7
3
L}
3
2
3
38
34
a7
30
a
34
35

*kk

Accommodations
permitted

1998 2002
3 30
2 32
2 9
23 18
3 21
28 -
54 53
*kk 6]
30 *kk
29 yL}
- 38
— 4]
32 Eo 2
44 *kk
*kk 23
27 13
3 36
21 3
35 54
25 30
29 34
*kk ] 6
k) 38
35 :tt
I 18
28 -
4 17
32 40
3 30
- 35
25 17
30 27
— 3
*kk 29
*kk 36
8 27
16 26
3 25
—_ 43
k/) 59
35 28
*kk 29
26 -
3 48
] 7 wEk
30 3
32 3
3 *kk

tl

— Indicates thot the jurisdiction did not participote or did not meet minimum parficipation guidelil;es for reporting.
¥ Indicates thot the jurisdidion did not meet ane or more of the guidelines for school participation in 2002,

* Significantly differen from 2002 when only one jurisdiction or the nafian is being examined. ** Significantly different from 2002 when using o mulfiple-comparison procedure based on ofl jurisdictions tht participated both years.
*** Somple size is insufficient fo permit o relichle estimate.

1 Nationol results that are presented for assessments prior o 2002 are bosed on the nationdl sample- not on oggregated sicte assessment samples.
2 Department of Defense Domestic Dependent Elementary and Secondary Schooks. 3 Department of Defense Dependents Schools (Dverseas).
NDTE: Comparative performance results moy be offeded by changes in exclusion rates for students with disabilifies and limited English proficient students in the NAEP samples.

In oddition to allowing for accommedations, the accommodations-permitied results for naticnal public schools ot grade 4 (1998 and 2002) differ slightly from previously reported results for 1998, due to changes in sample weighting

procedures. See appendix A for more details.

SDURCE: LS. Department of Education: Institute of Education Sciences Nationt Center for Education Statistics Notiona Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) 1998 and 2002 Reading Assessments.
NAEP 2002 READING REPORT CARD
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Table 3.23 Percentage of students at or above Proficient in reading, by eligibility for free /reduced-price school lunch, grade 8 public
schools: By state, 1998 and 2002

“““ —

o8

GradelH
Accommodations
not permitted
1998
Nation {Public) ! 15
Alobama 10
Arizong 13
Arkansos 12*
California 2 % 7
Colorado 12
Connedicut 16
Delaware 12
Florida 12+
Georgia 10
Hawaii 1]
Idaho -
Indiana -
Kansas 2
Kentucky 18
Lovisiana 10
Maine - 26
Maryland n
Massachusetts 14
Michigan -
Minnesota ¢ 2
Misstssippi 10
Missouri 14
Montana ! 25
Nebraska -
Nevado 12
New Mexico 13
New York ¢ 16
North Carolina 15
North Dakota ¢ -
Ohio -
Oklohoma 2
Oregon t 18
Pennsylvonia -
Rhode Istand 13
South Carolina 9
Tennessee 10
Texas 13
Utah 21
Vermont -
Virginio 13*
Washington * 14+
West Virginio 19
Wisconsin ! 16
Wyoming 20
Other Jurisdictions
Americon Somoo -
District of Columbio 6
DDESS 3 29
DoDDS ¢ 23
Guam -
Virgin Islands 10

Eligible
Accommodotions
permitted
1998 2002
14 17
10 11
12 12
12* 18
7 1
15 -
15 17
1n* 16
1n* 17
10 14
12 1]
- 26
- 19
21 19
20 17
10 13
26 27
11 16
14 18
- yL)
20 -
10 12
13 19
) 25
- y)
12 1]
16 11
14 15
14 19
- )
- 4
20 18
20 4
- 15
13 17
9 12
11 15
12 16
19 21
- 2
13* 20
13* 3
19 20
20 -
19 23
- 1
6 6
3 30
23 k!
- 5
8 7

Not eligible

Accommodations Ac«commodations
not permitted | permitted
1998 1998 2002
38 k) 40
29 30 3
k! i 36 3
29+ 30 35
3 k) 30
k! 3% —
- 48 46 45
31 = 30 * 4]
3 3 /)
3 35 k)
2 . 2 26°
— - /)
- - 3%
42 LX) 45
k'] 3 38 4
) ; 26 3
4 46 42
3 3 3
43 45 4
- — 37
41 4] -
29 29 32
3 3 39
4 45 42
- - 43
2 * 28 2
3 30 3
45 45 45
3 3 40
- - 37
- - 40
35 3% 36
3 40 42
- - 43
/) 3 38
3 3 34
3 3 35
/) 3% 4
35 35 3
- - 45
K} 40 LX)
k1 k) 43
k) 3 36
38 38 -
32 k) 34
25 26 18
4] 43 40
3 3 4
- - 13

*kk

*5%x

*kk

Information not available

Accommodations
not permitted
1998
35
29
29
21
24
4
25
24
3
28

*kx

"
12
45

*kk

3
38
18
16
3
26
26
40 -
2

23
39

*kk

16
2

*kk

26
40
33
16
3

*kk

10

*kk

38

Accommodations
permitted
1998 2002
3 32
*kk 25
26 25
29 *kk
2 2
21 -
42 46
20 *kk
25 4]
28 27
29 *kk
- 3
- k!
25 4
14 28
4 40
3 4
- 2
3 -
19 24
13 3
W
21 4
26 25
39 16
26 34
- 30
26 k!
o3
*kk 20
21 30
20 35
28 30
3 3
36 56
40 35
2] *kk
3 -
*kk 35
9 *kk
*kk 4]
39 3
9 *kk

— Indicates that the jurisdidtion did not participate or did not meet minimum parficipation guidelines for reporting.
¥ Indicates thot the jurisdiction did not meet one or more of the guidelines for school participation in 2002.

* Significantly diffesent from 2002 when only one jurisdiction or the notion is being examined.
** Significantly different from 2002 when using o multiple-comparison procedure based on ofl jurisdidions thot participated both years.
*** Sample size is insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
! National results thot are presented for assessments prior to 2002 are based on the nationc! sampler not on aggregated state assessment samples.

2 Results by students’ eligibility for frea/reduced-price lunch in California do not indude Los Angeles.

3 Department of Defense Domestic Dependent Elementary ond Secondory Schaols.
4 Deportment of Defense Dependents Schools (Overseas).
NOTE: Comparative performante results may be affected by changes in exdusion rotes for students with disabilities and limited English profident students in the NAEP samples.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education Institute of Education Sciencesr National Center for Education Statistics National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) 1998 and 2002 Reading Assessments.

LL%L BEST COPY AVAILABLE

116

CHAPTER 3 o

NAEP 2002 READING REPORT CARD



Sample Assessment Questions
and Student Responses

This chapter presents sample questions and examples of
student responses from the NAEP 2002 reading assessment.
The complete reading passages to which the sample
questions refer are provided in appendix D. Four
representative questions, including both multiple-choice
and constructed-response questions, are provided for each
grade. For each question, both the framework-guided
reading context and aspect are given. In the case of
multiple-choice questions, the oval corresponding to the
correct answer is filled in. Answers to constructed-response
questions are accompanied by both a summary of the
scoring criteria used to determine their rating and their
actual assigned ratings. The student responses presented in
this section were selected to illustrate how questions were
scored. Additional passages and questions, as well as
student performance data, detailed scoring guides, and
sample student responses from previous NAEP assessments
are available on the NAEP web site (http://nces.ed.gov/
nationsreportcard/itmrls).

To indicate how students performed on the sample
questions, each question included in this chapter is
accompanied by a table presenting two types of
performance data: (a) the overall percentage of students
who answered successfully, and (b) the percentage of
students who answered successfully within specific score
ranges on the NAEP reading scale. The score ranges
correspond to the three achievement level intervals—Basic,
Proficient, and Advanced—as well as the range below Basic.

CHAPTER 4 o  NAEP 2002 READING REPORT CARD

FRICEST COPY AVAILABLE .



102

ERIC

The sample questions are also marked on
the item maps at the end of the chapter. The
item map location of each multiple choice
question identifies the scale score at which at
least 74 percent of the students answered the
question correctly. The item map location of
each constructed-response question indicates
the scale score at which at least 65 percent of
the students reached a particular rating level.

Grade 4 Sample Assessment
Questions and Results

Sample questions from the fourth-grade
reading assessment include two multiple-
choice, one short constructed-response, and
one extended constructed-response question.

Information about the context and aspect
of reading for each question shows how the
item fits into the framework.

The fourth-grade reading comprehension
questions presented here were based on the
short story, “The Box in the Barn,” by
Barbara Eckfield Connor. Jason, the story’s
main character, learns a lesson about the risks
of snooping when he accidentally lets loose a
puppy he believes to be his sister’s birthday
present. After a day of worry and guilt, Jason
is relieved and excited to learn that his father
has rescued the puppy, which turns out to be
a surprise gift for the boy.

(HAPTER 4 o  NAEP 2002 READING REPORT CARD

Gmde4 Sample question 1 (multiple-choice) I

In sample question 1, students were asked to choose an answer that explains the
character’s motivation. This item was easy for the students, with 77 percent of fourth-
graders choosing the correct answer. This question appears on the item map at
scale score 208.

When Megan spoke to Jason in the tall weeds, she was concerned that
@ she wouldn’t get enough presents
her dad wouldn’t get back in time for the party

something was wrong with Jason

e 0 0

the puppy was missing from the box

Reading Aspect:
Developing Interpretation

Reading Context:
Reading for Literary Experience

Table 4.1 Percentage scored correct for multiple-choice sample question 1, by achievement level range, grade 4: 2002

Grude4 I
. w 8%  Percentage comrect :

Overoll percontage Below Basic A Basic M Proficient M Advonced

correct 207 or below! 208-237' 238-267" 268 or above'
) 48 87 9% 99
1 NAEP reoding composite scale range.
SOURCE: U.S. Dep of Education, Inslitute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Siotistics, Nationa Assessmen of Educational Progress (NAEP),
2002 Reading Asessmen
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Sample question 2 (multiple-choice)

In sample question 2, students were asked to identify dialogue that illustrates a
character’s feelings within the story. Sixty percent of fourth-graders answered this
question correctly. This question appears on the item map at scale score 241.

What does Megan say in the story that shows how she felt about
Jason’s getting a gift on her birthday?

@® “Jason, Jason, I'm six years old.”
® “Are you ok?”
© “Let’s see what Dad wants.”

@ “Isn’t he wonderful, Jason?”

Reading Context: Reading Aspect:
Reading for Literary Experience Examining Content and Structure

Toble 4.2 Percentage scored correct for multiple-choice sample question 2, by achievement level ronge, grade 4: 2002

Gmde 4 I

Percentuge: correct-

Overall percentage . . Below Bask A Basic Mt Proficient At Advanced

corredt 207 or below’ 208237 238-267' 268 or above!'
60 3 63 80 %0

! NAEP roading composite scale range.
SOURCE U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
2002 Reoding Assessment.
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Sample question 3 (short constructed-response)

This sample question asked students to demonstrate understanding of the story by
predicting how one character might respond to a hypothetical situation. Responses
to this question were scored as “Acceptable” or “Unacceptable.” Nearly twothirds
of fourth-graders’ responses were rated “Acceptable.” This question appears on the
item map at scale score 220.

If the box had been empty when Jason opened it at the party, what
would Jason most likely have said? Give examples from the story
that support your answer.

Reading Context: Reading Aspect:
Reading for Literary Experience Examining Content and Structure
104 CHAPTER 4 o  NAEP 2002 READING REPORT CARD

ERIC .



ERIC

Table 4.3 Percentoge scored “Acceptable” for short constructed-response sample question 3, by achievement level
range, grade 4: 2002

anda 4 - .q
Percentage: “Acceptable” ™

Overall percentage Below Basic Al Basic At Proficient At Advanced
“Acceptable” 207 or below' 208237 238267 268 or above'
43 37 70 8l 88
V" NAEP reading composile scale range.
SOURCE: US. Department of Education, institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
2002 Reading Assessment.

Sample “Acceptable” Response

Responses scored “Acceptable” gave story-related evidence to support the student’s reasoning.
In this sample answer, the student notes that Jason seemed to be an honest boy.

If the box had been empty when Jason opened it at the party, what
would Jason most likely have said? Give examples from the story
that support your answer.

CHAPTER 4 o  NAEP 2002 READING REPORT CARD
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@b d . Sample question 4 (extended constructed-response)

Sample question 4 assessed students’ ability to understand character development
by recognizing the different feelings presented in the story and the causes of those
feelings. Answers to this question were scored with a four-level rating as “Extensive,”
“Essential,” “Partial,” or “Unsatisfactory.” Students found this question somewhat
difficult, with only 48 percent of fourthgraders scoring “Essential” or better. An
“Essential” or better response to this item maps at the scale score 245.

From when Jason got up in the morning until he went to bed that
night, his feelings changed as different things happened. Describe
three different feelings that Jason had and explain what made him
have those feelings.

Reading Context: Reading Aspect:
Reading for Literary Experience Developing Interpretation
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Table 4.4a Percentage scored “Essential” or better for extended constructed-response sample question 4,
by achievement level range, grade 4: 2002

PercentageEssenticl” or better~

Grade 4

Overall percentage Below Basic At Basic A Proficient At Advanced
“Es of better 207 or below' 208-237' 238-267' 268 or above'
48 17 46 70 88
1 NAEP reading compasite scale range.
SOURCE U.S. Department of Education, institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Educotion Statistics, Nationol Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
2002 Reoding Assessment.

Sample “Essential” Response

The following response is rated “Essential” because it identifies different feelings Jason experienced
in response to changing events over the course of the day.

From when Jason got up in the morning until he went to bed that
night, his feelings changed as different things happened. Describe
three different feelings that Jason had and explain what made him
have those feelings.
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Table 4.4b Percentage scored “Extensive” for extended constructed-response sample question 4,
by achievement level range, grade 4: 2002

Gad I

Percemtuge-"Extensive”
Overall percentage - Below Basic ! At Basic At Profidient M Advanced
-“Extensive” 20701 below! } 208-237" 238-267" 268 or ahove'
x| I 4

o L

#Percentage rounds fo 0,

1 NAEP reading composite scals range.

SOURCE U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Edhucation Sciences, National Center for Education Statistcs, National Assessment of Eduaational Progress (NAEP),

2002 Reading Assessment.

Sample “Extensive” Response

The following sample response is rated “Extensive” because it not only discusses three different
feelings Jason had during the day, but also explains causes for each particular feeling, thereby
demonstrating an in-depth understanding of Jason’s character.

From when Jason got up in the moming until he went to bed that
night, his feelings changed as different things happened. Describe
three different feelings that Jason had and explain what made him
have those feelings.
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Grade 8 Sample Assessment These eighth-grade reading comprehension

Questions and Results questions were based on “The Sharebots,” by

Sample questions from the eighth-grade Carl Zimmer. This article explains the work

reading assessment include two multiple- of a Brandeis University computer scientist,

choice questions, one short constructed- Maya Mataric, who programmed her “Nerd

response question, and one extended Herd,” a squad of 14 small robots, to

constructed-response question. socialize and cooperate for efficient task
management.

Gm"a Sample question 5 (multiple-choice) I

Sample question 5 asked students to choose the statement of author's purpose for
the article. With an overall percentage correct of 82, this sample question was quite
easy for the eighth-grade students taking the assessment. This question appears on
the item map at scale score 243.

The main purpose of the article is to describe how robots can be
programmed to

@® locate metal pucks
@ work with each other
© recharge their own batteries

@ perform five basic behaviors

Reading Context: Reading Aspect:
Reading for Information Forming a General Understanding

Table 4.5 Percentoge scored correct for multiple-choice sample question 5, by ochievement level range, grade 8: 2002

Grade 8
. |

Overall percentoge Below Basic At Bask At Proficient At Advanced
correct 242 or below' 243-280' 281-322 323 or above'
82 62 83 94 97

1" NAEP reading composite scale range.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Educabion, Insktute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, Notional Assessment of Educational Progress {NAEP),
2002 Reading Assessment.
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Sample question 6 (multiple-choice)

This sample question is a vocabulary item asking students to use contextual clues to
determine the meaning of a word. Students taking the assessment found this item of
average difficulty, with 57 percent of them answering this question correctly. This
question appears on the item map at scale score 303.

The following sentence appears in the next-to-last paragraph of the article:

“With this simple social contract, the robots needed only 15 minutes
of practice to become altruistic.”

Based on how the word is used in the article, which of the following best
describes what it means to be altruistic?

@® To engage in an experiment

@® To provide assistance to others

© To work without taking frequent breaks
()}

To compete with others for the highest score

Reading Context: Reading Aspect:
Reading for Information Developing Interpretation

Tuble 4.6 Percentage scored correct for multiple-choice sample question 6, by achievement level ronge, grode 8: 2002

Overall percentage Below Bask At Basie M Proficient At Advanced
correct 242 or below' 243-280' 281-322' 323 or above'
51 4 51 1 9N
1 NAEP reoding compasie scole ronge.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education,Infiute of Education Sciences, National Center for Educction Siaistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (RAEP!,
2002 Reading Assessment.
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Cradeld) o Sample question 7 (short constructed-response) U

Sample question 7 measures students’ ability to judge the appropriateness of the
article’s title and to provide information from the text to support their reasoning.
Answers fo this question were scored with a three-level rating: evidence of “Full
Comprehension,” evidence of “Partial or Surface Comprehension,” or evidence of
“Little or No Comprehension.” Students found this item difficult, with only 40 percent
of the answers scoring at the level of “Full Comprehension.” This question appears
on the item map at scale score 310.

Do you think “The Sharebots” is a good title for this article?
Explain why or why not, using information from the article.

Reading Context: Reading Aspect:
Reading for Information Forming a General Understanding
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Table 4.7 Percentage scored “Full Comprehension” for short constructed-response sample question 7,
by achievement level range, grade 8: 2002

Grada 8 | |
Perceatage “Full Comprehension”

Overoll percentage ~~ Below Basic At Bosic At Proficient At Advanied
“Full Comprehension” ~ 242orbelow'  243-280' 281-322' 323 or above'
40 16 K/ 60 82

1 NAEP reading composite scole range.
SOURCE: U.S. Depariment of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, Natianal Assessmen of Educational Progress (NAEP),
2002 Reading Assessment.

Sample “Full Comprehension” Response

The following sample response reflects “Full Comprehension” because it offers appropriate
evidence from the article directly supporting the idea that the robots shared information.

Do you think “The Sharebots” is a good title for this article?
Explain why or why not, using information from the article.

me,tmmmahﬂmm/
q, puchs omd sl nivignty AAem .
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iadel8 Sample question 8 (extended constructed-response) iJ

This sample question required students to connect information from the text with their
own background knowledge in order to compare and contrast the collaborative.
efforts of humans and sharebots. Reponses to this item were scored with a four-level
rating: “Extensive,” “Essential,” “Partial,” or “Unsatisfactory.” About half of the eighth-
graders assessed provided responses rated as “Essential” or better. The “Extensive”
response to this question appears on the item map at scale score 400.

Describe the similarities and differences between the way people
work together and the way sharebots work together. Use examples
from the article and from your own experiences in your description.

Reading Context: Reading Aspect:
Reading for Information Making Reader/Text Connections
CHAPTER 4 o  NAEP 2002 READING REPORT CARD 113

il 129



Table 4.8u Percentage scored “Essentiol” or better for extended constructed-response sample question 8,
by achievement level range, grade 8: 2002

emn——.
Percentage:“Essential” or better--

Overdll ge Below Basi A Bask At Profident At Advanced
'Esm 242 or below' 243-280' 281-322 323 or above!

5] i 49 72 9%

1 NAEP reading composite scale range.
SOURCE: U.S. Deportment of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, Netional Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
2002 Reading Assessment.

Sample “Essential” Response

This sample answer is rated “Essential” because it uses information from the text to describe
differences between sharebots and humans.

Describe the similarities and differences between the way people
work together and the way sharebots work together. Use examples
from the article and from your own experiences in your description.
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Tuble 4.8h Percentage scored “Extensive” for extended constructed-response sample question 8,
by achievement level range, grade 8: 2002

Grmle8 '

Overall percentage Below Basic Al Basic M Proficient M Advanced
“Extensive” 242 or below' 243-280' 281-322 323 or above'
10 ] 6 20 3

1 NAEP reading compasite scale range.
SOURCE: US. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National (enter for Education Statistis, National Assessment of Educational Progress {NAEP),
2002 Reading Assessment.

Sample “Extensive” Response

This sample answer is rated “Extensive” because it compares and contrasts humans and sharebots
by offering information that goes beyond isolated behaviors.

Describe the similarities and differences between the way people
work together and the way sharebots work together. Use examples
from the article and from your own experiences in your description.
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aww wmﬁmmwu
mwmwwmmw
Lo-ch oFhin . mwwﬂu Abesdrbe

MM&MQDQ&MM
_M-Q.M’M 7(:0’&0* A 4 MW

CHAPTER 4 o  NAEP 2002 READING REPORT CARD

ERIC 1.

115



Grade 12 Sample Assessment “Adderess to the Broadcasting Industry,” by

Questions and Results Newton Minow. This selection is the text of
Sample questions from the twelfth-grade Newton Minow’s 1961 speech to the
reading assessment include one multiple- National Association of Broadcasters, giving
choice, two short constructed-response, and examples to support his indicement of

one extended constructed-response question.  American television programming as “a vast

The twelfth-grade reading comprehension wasteland.”

questions presented here were based on

“Grade 12

Sample question 9 (multiple-choice)

In sample question 9, students were asked to choose the answer that best describes
the kind of support Newton Minow used to defend his position. About three-quarters
of the twelfth-graders assessed chose the correct answer for this item. This question
appears on the item map as scale score 290.

=

. Minow mainly supported his position with
personal opinions
rating statistics

recommendations from advertisers

® 6 © 0

newspaper articles

Reading Context: Reading Aspect:
Reading for Information Examining Content and Structure

Table 4.9 Percentage scored correct for multiple-choice somple question 9, by achievement level ronge, grode 12: 2002

_.:Grade 12 — '
[ e

Overoll percentage Below Bask A Bask At Proficient At Advanced

correct 264 or below! 265-301" 302-345' 346 or cbove'
12 52 n 84 92

1 NAEP reading composite scole range.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Inslitute of Education Sciences, National Centes for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress {NAEP),
2002 Reading Assessmen.
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Sample question 10 (short constructed-response)

Sample question 10 required students to link information across parts of the
text to show their understanding of ways to resolve the problems in children’s pro-
gramming. This item was scored with a three-level rating: evidence of “Full Com-
prehension,” evidence of “Partial or Surface Comprehension,” or evidence of "Little
or No Comprehension.”

More than half of twelfth-graders provided responses that reflected
"Full Comprehension.” This question appears on the item map at scale score 291.

According to Mr. Minow, how might the problems in children’s
programming be solved?

Reading Context: Reading Aspect:
Reading for Information Developing Interpretation
CHAPTER 4 o  NAEP 2002 READING REPORT CARD 17
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Toble 4.10 Percentoge scored “Full Comprehension” for short constructed-response sample question 10,
by ochievement level ronge, grode 12: 2002

Perceatage:“Full Comprehension’”

Overoll percentage Below Bask At Bask At Proficient At Advanced
“Foll Comprehension” 264 orbelow'  265-301" 302-345' 346 or above'
6 i 60 82 96

1 NAEP reading composite scole range.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress {NAEP),
2002 Reoding Assessment.

Sample “Full Comprehension” Response

This sample answer is scored “Full Comprehension” because it demonstrates insight into the
different problems affecting children’s programming and supplies at least one example from
Minow's speech.

According to Mr. Minow, how might the problems in children’s
programming be solved?
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Sample question 11 (short constructed-response)

This sample question measured students’ ability to link information from across the
text in order to explain Minow’s meaning of “a vast wasteland.” Answers to this
question were scored with a three-level rating: evidence of “Full Comprehension,”
evidence of “Partial or Surface Comprehension,” or evidence of “Little or No Com-
prehension.” This was a difficult item for the students, with 27 percent earning
“Full Comprehension.” This question appears on the item map at scale score 336.

Why did Mr. Minow refer to television as “a vast wasteland”?
Give an example from the speech to support your answer.

Reading Context: Reading Aspect:
Reading for Information Developing Interpretation
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Table 4.11 Percentoge scored “Full Comprehension” for short constructed-response somple question 11,
by achievement level ronge, grode 12: 2002

Gruda 12 I
Percentage “Full Comprehension”

Overall percentage Below Bask At Basc M Proficient At Advanced
“Full Comprehension” 264 or below' 265-301" 302-345' 346 or above'
u 5 yys 43 63
1 NAEP reading composite scale range.
SOURCE: U.S. Deportment of Education, Institule of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Siafistics, National Assessmenl of Educational Progress (NAEP),
2002 Reading Assessment

Sample “Full Comprehension” Response

The following sample response is rated “Full Comprehension” because it demonstrates a clear under-
standing of Minow’s concern and provided a supporting example from the speech.

Why did Mr. Minow refer to television as “a vast wasteland”?
Give an example from the speech to support your answer.

He colled vV a Vark wOAJCdCMA
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Gy 12 [ Sample question 12 tex;enaed consfructea-re;poﬁﬁe) [J

Sample question 12 asked students to use their own knowledge to judge the relevance
of Minow's critique of contemporary television programming. This question was
scored with a four-level rating as “Extensive,” "Essential,” “Partial,” or
“Unsatisfactory.” Students found this question fairly difficult, with 36 percent of their
responses rated as “Essential” or higher. This question appears on the item map at
scale score 387 for “Extensive” responses.

, Imagine that Mr. Minow is preparing to deliver another address to
the broadcasting industry. Would his original speech apply just as
well to television programming today? Explain why or why not.

Reading Context: Reading Aspect:
Reading for Information Making Reader/Text Connections
CHAPTER 4 o  NAEP 2002 READING REPORT CARD 121
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Table 4.12a Percentage scored “Essential” or better for extended constructed-response sample question 12,
by achievement level range, grade 12: 2002

Grude 12 — ﬁ
Percentage.Essential” or better -

Ovrl pramtoge Bew Bosk Al Bosk A Profident At Advanced

“s or better 264 or below' 265-301" 302-345' 346 or above'
3% 10 29 56 79

1" NAEP reading composite scobe range.

SOURCE: .. Department of Education, Inslitute of Education Sciences, Nakional anter for Education Siotistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEF),

2002 Reoding Assessment.

Sample “Essential” Response

This sample answer is rated “Essential” because it demonstrates a clear understanding of a major
issue from the speech and generally relates that issue o present day television programming.

Imagine that Mr. Minow is preparing to deliver another address to
the broadcasting industry. Would his original speech apply just as
well to television programming today? Explain why or why not.
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Tuble 4.12b Percentage scored “Extensive” for extended constructed-response sample question 12,
by achievement level range, grade 12: 2002

Grud§ 12
= |

Overall percontage Below Basic At Basic At Proficient At Advanced
“Extensive” 264 or below' 265-301" 302-345 346 or above'
10 1 6 17 40

1 NAEP reading composite scale range.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
202 Reoding Assessment.

Sample “Extensive” Response

This sample answer is rated “Extensive” because it demonstrates in-depth understanding of major
issues from Minow’s speech and specifically relates those issues to present-day television programming.

Imagine that Mr. Minow is preparing to deliver another address to
the broadcasting industry. Would his original speech apply just as
well to television programming today? Explain why or why not.

\ ° 0
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Maps of Selected ltem
Descriptions on the NAEP
Reading Scale—

Grades 4, 8, and 12

Item maps showing the description of
particular items at the position along the
NAEP reading composite scale where they
are most likely to be successfully answered
provide an illustration of the reading
performance of fourth-, eighth- and
twelfth-graders.! Descriptions of questions
on the item map focus on the reading skills
or abilities needed to answer the questions.
For multiple-choice questions, the descrip-
tion indicates the comprehension demon-
strated when students select the correct
option. For constructed-response questions,
the description indicates the degree of
comprehension specified at different levels
of the scoring criteria for that question.

An examination of the descriptions may
provide insight into the range of compre-
hension processes demonstrated by fourth-,
eighth-, and twelfth-grade students.

For each question indicated on the map,
students whose average scale scores fell at or
above the scale point had a higher probabil-
ity of successfully answering the question,
while students whose average scale scores fell
at or below that scale point had a lower
probability of successfully answering that
question. The map indicates the point at
which individual comprehension questions
were answered successfully by at least 65
percent of the students for constructed-
response questions, or by at least 74 percent

1

of the students for multiple-choice ques-
tions.? For example, if a multiple-choice
queéstion, like the grade 4 sample question 1
on Table 4.1, maps at 208 on the scale,
fourth-grade students with an average score
of 208 or more have at least a 74 percent
chance of answering this question correctly.
In other words, out of every 100 students
who scored at or above 208, at least 74
answered this question correctly. Although
students scoring above the scale point have a
higher probability of successfully answering
the question, it does not mean that every
student at or above 208 always answered this
question correctly, nor does it mean that
students below 208 always answered the
question incorrectly. The item maps are
useful indicators of higher or lower probabil-
ity of successfully answering the question

. depending on students’ overall ability as

measured by the NAEP scale.

When considering information provided
by item maps, it is important to be aware
that the descriptions are based on compre-
hension questions that relate to specific
reading passages. It is possible that questions
intended to assess the same aspect of compre-
hension, when referring to different passages,
would map at different points on the scale.
In fact, one NAEP study found that even
identically worded questions may be easier
or harder when associated with different
passages, suggesting that the difficulty ofa
question is related to its interaction with a
particular passage.’

For details on the procedures used to develop item maps, see Allen, N. R, Donoghue, J. R., and Schoeps, T. L.

(1998). The NAEP Technical Report. Washington, DC: US. Department of Education, Office of Educational
Research and Improvement, National Center for Education Statistics.

2

of answering correctly by guessing,

The probability convention is set higher (at 74 percent) for multiple-choice questions to correct for the possibility

3 Campell, ]. R., and Donahue, P. L. (1997). Students Selecting Stories: The Effects of Choice in Reading Assessment.
Whashington, DC: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement, National

Center for Education Statistics.
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Figure 4.1 Map of selected item descriptions on the NAEP reoding scale, grade 4: 2002

@bl

This map describes the
knowledge or skill
associated with answering
individual reading
tomprehension questions.
The map identifies the score
point at which students had

n
L)

a higher probability of m
full ing th
ek a0
290 =
280 ™
Advmed

Proficient

.o;caccccccoczu

230w

226

215

210 a0

e e e e s e v v s os s 208

| 'N‘AEP Rending Scale U

Explain cqusal relation between two pieces of information in text

Destribe choradter's changing feelings and explain cause
Use metaphor to compare story characters

Provide alternative title and support with story detaiks

Pravide and explain an altemative ending

Use text description and prior knowledge to support opinion

Provide averall message of story

Explain author's use of direct quotations

“Usd chiradter tralt 10" compare to piior knowiédge
Use different parts of text to provide supperting examples
Explain author’s statement with text information
Discriminate between closely related ideas

Make inference lo identify character motivation

Retrieve relevant information to fit description

Provide o cause for choracter’s emotion — Somple Question 4

Identify explicit embedded information related fo main fopic

Identify dialogue that llustrates character’s feelings— Sample Question 2
Identify main theme of story

‘Redoghiize text-based nieariing’of phrase” * * ¢ ¢ 0 0t 0 07
Use prior knowledge fo make text-related comparison

Compore fext ides using specific information

Provide text-based lesson

Recognize main reason that supports idea/relevance of info

Recognize meaning of specialized vocabulary from context

Suppart opinion with story detoiks — Somple Question 3

Locate and provide explicitly stated infarmation

P A T R Y

Provide text-based inference
Recognize description of character’s mofivation— Somple Question ) » » » » »

Recognize explicitly stated information as cause

Retrieve and provide o text-related foct
Recognize general destription/genre of story

Identify character’s main dilemma

1 Gath grude 4 reating quastion i the 2002 reading assessment wes mapped onto the NAEP 0500 readingscals. The posion of o uestion cn the scoa representsthe average sor score attined by students who had o

65 percent probabiliy of successhully
score ranges for

reading ochievement leveks are referenced on the map. For
NOTE: Regulor type denotes a constructed-response question. ltolic type denotes a mulfiple-choice question.

answering a constructed vesponse question, or 074 percent probability of correctly answering o four-option multple-chokee question. Only selected quesiions are presented. Scale
questions, the question description represents students’ performane of the scoring criteria level being mapped.

SDURCE: U.S. Departmentof Education, tnstitute of Education Sciences, Notional Center for Education Statistics, Nationol Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Reading Assessmen!.
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Figure 4.2 Map of selected item descriptions on the NAEP reading scale, grade 8: 2002
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NOTE: Regular type denotes a constructed-response question. ltalic type denotes o multiple-choice question.

SOURCE: U.S. Deportment of Education, Instifute of Education Sciences, Nationad Center for Education Stafistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Reoding Assessment.
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Figure 4.3 Map of selected item descriptions on the NAEP reoding scale, grade 12: 2002

02 [ £NN
J%’}U
This map describes the
knowledge or skill 4@ @
associated with answering ' 3%
individual reading
comprehension questions. 39@ ........................
The map identifies the score %7
point at which students hod 383
successfully answering the
qusion 310w

Advanced

’."’.. ;éi!!}."”

NAEP Reudlihg Scale [

Explain symbolic significance of setting

Extend major ideas to suppart opinion of text's relevance— Sample Question 12

Make intertextual connection based on common message

Recognize author’s use of dialogus fo reveal character

Interpretauthar’s beliof and provide supporfing examples

Specify longuags thot depicts character’s emofiona! state
Identify how author attempls fo appeal to readers

Use multiple parts of document text o provide inferences
Explain phrase with relevnt example from text— Sample Question 11

Identify text feature defining relation between characters

Understand multiple purposes for document

Interpret text of speech fo infer and describe characier of outhar
Identify reason for narratar’s description

04  Suggestimprovement fo g document

279
77

7§

e 261

250 =

Provide example of difference between two editorials
‘Recoghize how althor sbsfantiates informafion” * = * * * C * * t*
Identify character’ reaciion fostory events

Recognize sequence of plot elements

Retrieve relovant information o provide fext-based solution— Sample Question 10
Recognize author’s main source of support—Sample Question 9

Relate fext information o a hypathetical situation

Identify appropriate description of article subject
Recognize explicitly stated goul of articl subject

Use directions to completely fill out form

Infer character’s action from plot outeame

Identify elements of author’ style that create story mood

4 % % & & & & % % ¢ & % ¢ 5T % EE T e S E S«

Use task directions and prior knowledge ta moke a comparison

Describe main action of story
Identify explicitly stated reason for article event

Identify explicitly stated description from text

! Eoch grode 12reading question in the 2002 reading assessment wos mapped onto the NAEP 0500 reading scole. The position of aguestion on the scale reprasents the averogescale score ottained by
students who had o 65 percent probability of successfully answering a constructed-response question, or 74 percent probability of correctly answering a four-option multiple-choice question. Only selected
questions are presented. Scale score ranges for reading achievement levek are referenced on the map. For constructed-response questions, the question description represents students’ performance o the

scoring criferia leve! being mopped.,

NOTE: Regular type denotes o constructed-response question. Italic type denotes a multiple-choice question.
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Appendix A

Overview of Procedures Used for the
NAEP 2002 Reading Assessment

This appendix provides an overview of the NAEP 2002
reading assessment’s primary components—framework,
development, administration, scoring, and analysis. A more
extensive review of the procedures and methods used in
the reading assessment will be included in the assessment
procedures sections of the NAEP web site (http://

nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard).

The NAEP 2002 Reading Assessment

The National Assessment Governing Board (NAGB),
created by' Congtess in 1988, is responsible for formulating
policy for NAEP. NAGB 1s specifically .charged with
developing assessment objectives and test specifications.
The design of the NAEP 2002 reading assessment follows
the guidelines first provided in the framework developed
for the 1992 assessment.' The framework underlying the
1992, 1994, 1998, 2000 (fourth grade only), and 2002
reading assessments reflects the expert opinions of
educators and researchers about reading. Its purpose is to
present an overview of the most essential outcomes of
students’ reading education. The development of this
framework and the specifications that guided the
development of the assessment involved the ctitical input
of hundreds of individuals across the country, including
representatives of national education organizations,
teachers, parents, policymakers, business leaders, and the

interested general public. The framework development

1 National Assessment Governing Board. (2002). Reading Framework for the 2003 National
Assessment of Educational Progress. Washington, DC: Author. .
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process was managed by the Council of
Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) for
NAGB.

The framework sets forth a broad defini-
tion of “reading literacy”—developing a
general understanding of written text,
thinking about text in different ways, and
using a variety of text types for different
purposes. In addition, the framework views
reading as an interactive and constructive
process involving the reader, the text, and
the context of the reading expetience. For
example, readers may read stories to enjoy
and appreciate the human experience, study
science texts to form new hypotheses about
knowledge, or use maps to gain informa-
tion about specific places. NAEP reflects
current definitions of literacy by differenti-
ating among three contexts for reading and
four aspects of reading, Contexts for
reading and aspects of reading make up the
foundation of the NAEP reading assess-
ment.

The “contexts for reading” dimension of
the NAEP reading framework provides
guidance for the types of texts to be
included in the assessment. Although many
commonalities exist among the different
reading texts, they do lead to real differ-
ences in what readers do. For example,
when reading for literary experience, readers
make complex, abstract summaries, and
identify major themes. They describe the
interactions of various literary clements
(e.g, setting, plot, characters, and theme).
When reading for information, readers criti-
cally judge the form and content of the text
and explain their judgments. They also look
for specific pieces of information. When
reading to perform a task, readers search
quickly for specific pieces of information.

The “aspects of reading” dimension of
the NAEP reading framework provides
guidance for the types of comprehension
questions to be included in the assessment.
The four aspects are 1) forming a general
understanding, 2) developing interpretation,

3) making reader/text connections, and 4)
examining content and structure. These four
aspects represent different ways in which
readers develop understanding of a text. In
Jorming a general understanding, readers must
consider the text as a whole and provide a
global understanding of it. As readers
engage in developing interpretation, they must
extend initial impressions in order to
develop a more complete understanding of
what was read. This involves linking
information across parts of a text or
focusing on specific information. When
making reader/ text conmections, the reader
must connect information in the text with
knowledge and experience. This might
include applying ideas in the text to the real
world. Finally, examining content and structure
requires critically evaluating, comparing
and contrasting, and understanding the
effect of different text features and autho-
rial devices.

Figure A.1 demonstrates the relationship
between these reading contexts and aspects
of rcading in the NAEP reading assess-
ment. Included-in the figure are sample
questions that illustrate how cach aspect of
reading is assessed within each reading
context. (Note that reading to perform a
task is not assessed at grade 4.)
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Figure A.1 Sample NAEP questions, by aspects of reading and contexts for reading specified in the reading framework

=

Aspect of Read?ng
Forming a Developing Making Exomining
Context for Reading general understanding interprefation reader/text connections |  content and structure
Reading for literary What is the How did this character | What other character | What is the mood of this
experience story/plot about? change from the that you have read story and how does the
beginning to the end of | about had a similar author use language to
the story? problem? ochieve it?
Reading for information What point is the author | What caused this change?| What other event in Is this author biased?
making about this topic? history or recent news is | Support your answer
similor o this one? with information about
this article.
Reading to perform a task | What time con you get | What must you do before | Describe asituationin | Is the information in this
anonstop flight to X? | step 3? which you wouldomit | brochure easy fo use?
step 57

SOURCE: National Assessment Governing Board. {2002). Reading Framawork for the 2003 Nationa! Assessment of Educational Progress. Washinglon, DC: Author.

The assessment framework specifies not

only the particular dimensions of reading
literacy to be measured, but also the
percentage of assessment questions that
should be devoted to each. The target
percentage distribution for contexts of
reading and aspects of reading as specified
in the framework, along with the actual
percentage distribution in the assessment,
are presented in tables A.1 and A.2.

The actual content of the assessment
has varied from the targeted distribution,
with reading for literary experience falling
below the target proportions and reading
for information falling above the target
proportions specified in the framework.
The reading instrument development panel
overseeing the development of the assess-
ment recognized this variance but felt
strongly that assessment questions must be
sensitive to the unique elements of the
authentic reading materials being used.
Thus, the distribution of question classifi-
cations will vary across reading passages
and reading purposes.
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Table A.1 Target and actual percentage distribution of questions, by context for reading, grades 4, 8, and 12: 2002

Context for Reading I

Reading for Reading for Reading fo
literary experience information perform a task
Target 55 $ {
Actual 50 5 t
Target L 40 .|
Actual 7 4 ki
Torget 3 $ .|
Actual A 9 7

 Rending Yo perform atosk wos not axsessed o grode 4.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, Nationol Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educationol Progress (NAEP), 2002 Reading Assessment.

Table A.2 Torget and actual percentage distribution of questions, by aspect of reading, grades 4, 8, and 12: 2002

Aspect of Reoding I

Forming a general Moaking Examining

undersianding/ reader/text conient and

Developing inferpretation connections structure
Target 60 15 5
Actual 59 18 A
Target % 15 K |
Actuol ¥ 18 B
Target Ll 15 3
Actual 52 18 3

NOTE: Actual percentages are based on the dossifications agresd upon by NAEP's instrument Development Panel. It s recogrized that making discrels classifications for these calegories is difficull and that independent
sfforts to dassify NAEP questions have led to different results.

Percentages may nol oddfo 100, due fo rounding.

SOURCE: LS. Department of Education, Instfute of Education Sciences, National (enter for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educationol Progress (NAEP), 2002 Reading Assessment.
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The Assessment Design

Each student who participated in the
reading assessment received a booklet
containing three or four sections: a set of
general background questions, a set of
subject-specific background questions, and
one or two sets of questions assessing
students’ comprehension of a text or texts.
The sets of questions assessing students’
comprehension are referred to as “blocks.”
Each block contains one or more reading
passages and a sct of comprehension
questions. At grades 8 and 12, students
were given either two 25-minute blocks or
one 50-minute block. At grade 4, however,
only 25-minute blocks were used.

The blocks contain a combination of
multiple-choice and constructed-response
questions. Multiple-choice questions
require students to select the best answer
from 2 set of four options. Constructed-
response questions require students to
provide their own written response to an
open-ended question. Short constructed-
response questions may require a response
of only a sentence or two for the answer to
be considered complete. Extended con-
structed-response questions, however, may
require a response of a paragraph or more
for the answer to receive full credit. Each
constructed-response question has its own
unique scoring guide that is used by trained
scorers to rate students’ responses. (See the
“Data Collection and Scoring” section of
this appendix.)

The grade 4 assessment consisted of
eight 25-minute blocks: four blocks of
“literary” texts and questions and four
blocks of “informative” texts and ques-
tions. Each block contained at least one
passage corresponding to one of the
contexts for reading and 9-12 multiple-

choice and constructed-response questions.
In each block, one of the constructed-
response questions required an extended
response. As a whole, the 2002 fourth-
grade assessment consisted of 49 multiple-
choice questions, 45 short constructed-
response questions, and 8 extended con-
structed-response questions.

The grade 8 assessment consisted of
nine 25-minute blocks (three literary, three
informative, and three task) and one 50-
minute block (informative). Each block
contained at least one passage correspond-
ing to one of the contexts for reading and 8
to 13 multiple-choice and constructed-
response questions. Each block contained
at least one extended constructed-response
question. As a whole, the eighth-grade
assessment consisted of 58 multiple-choice
questions, 68 short constructed-response
questions, and 15 extended constructed-
response questions.

The grade 12 assessment consisted of
nine 25-minute blocks (three literary, three
informative, and three task) and two 50-
minute blocks (informative). The blocks
contained at least one passage and 8 to 16
multiple-choice and constructed-response
questions. Fach block contained at least
one extended constructed-response ques-
tion. As a whole, the twelfth-grade assess-
ment contained 40 multiple-choice ques-
tions, 61 short constructed-response
questions, and 13 extended constructed-
response questions.

The assessment design allowed maxi-
mum coverage of reading abilities at each
grade, while minimizing the time burden for
any one student. This was accomplished
through the use of matrix sampling of
items in which representative samples of
students took various portions of the entire
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pool of assessment questions. Individual
students are required to take only a small
portion, but the aggregate results across the
entire assessment allow for broad reporting
of reading abilities for the targeted
population.

In addition to matrix sampling, the
assessment design utilized a procedure for
distributing blocks across booklets that
controlled for position and context cffects.
Students receive different blocks of pas-
sages and comprchension questions in their
booklets according to a procedure called
“partially balanced incomplete block
(PBIB) spiraling.” This procedure assigned
blocks of questions in a manner that
balanced the positioning of blocks across
booklets and balanced the pairing of blocks
within booklets according to context for
reading. Blocks were balanced within each
context for reading and were partially
balanced across contexts for reading. The
spiraling aspect of this procedure cycles the
booklets for administration so that, typi-
cally, only a few students in any assessment
session receive the same booklet.

In addition to the student assessment
booklets, three other instruments provided
data relating to the assessment—a teacher
questionnaire, a school questionnaire, and a
questionnaire for students with disabilities
and limited English proficient students
(SD/LEP). The teacher questionnaire was
administered to teachers of fourth- and
eighth-grade students participating in the
assessment and included four sections. The
first section focused on teacher’s back-
ground; the second section on instruction;
the third section on professional develop-
ment; and the fourth section on standards
and assessment.
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The school questionnaire was given to
the principal or other administrator in each
participating school and included questions
related to school policies, programs, and
the composition and background of the
student body.

The SD/LEP questionnaire was com-
pleted by a school staff member knowl-
edgeable about those students who were
selected to participate in the assessment
and who were identified as having an
Individualized Education Program (IEP) or
equivalent plan, or being limited English
proficient (LEP). An SD/LEP question-
naire was completed for each identified
student regardless of whether the student
participated in the assessment. Each SD/
LEP questionnaire asked about the student
and the special programs in which he or she
participated.

NAEP Samples

National Sample

The national results presented in this
report are based on nationally representa-
tive probability samples of fourth-, eighth-,
and twelfth-grade students. At grades 4 and
8, the national sample in 2002 was a subset
of the combined sample of students
assessed in ecach participating state, plus an
additional sample from the states that did
not participate in the state assessment as
well as a private school sample. This
represents a change from previous assess-
ments in which the national and state
samples were independent. At grade 12, the
sample was chosen using a stratified two-
stage design that involved sampling stu-
dents from selected schools (public and
nonpublic) across the country.
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Each selected school that participated in
the assessment and each student assessed
represents a portion of the population of
interest. Sampling weights are needed to
make valid inferences between the student
samples and the respective populations
from which they were drawn. Sampling
weights account for disproportionate
representation due to the oversampling of
students who attend schools with high
concentrations of Black and/or Hispanic
students and students who attend
nonpublic schools. Among other uses,
sampling weights also account for lower
sampling rates for very small schools and
are used to adjust for school and student
nonresponse.?

Unlike the 1998 and 2000 national
assessments, which featured the collection
of data from samples of students where
assessment accommodations for special-
needs students were not permitted and
from samples of students where accommo-
dations for special-needs students were
permitted, the 2002 national assessment
has only samples of students where accom-
modations were permitted. NAEP inclu-
sion rules were applied, and accommoda-
tions were offered when a student had an
Individualized Education Program (IEP)
because of a disability, was protected under

Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of
1973 because of disability and/or was
identified as being a limited English profi-
cient student (LEP); all other students
were asked to participate in the assessment
under standard conditions. Prior to 1998,
testing accommodations (e.g., extended
time, small group testing) were not permit-
ted for special-needs students selected

to participate in the NAEP reading
assessments.

Table A.3 shows the number of students
included in the national samples for the
NAEP reading assessments at each grade
level. The 2002 reading assessment has
only the sample of students in which
accommodations were permitted. For the
1998 and 2000 assessments, the table
includes the number of students in the
sample in which accommodations were not
permitted and the number of students in
the sample in which accommodations were
permitted. The table shows that the same
non-SD and/or non-LEP students were
included in both samples; only the SD and/
or LEP students differed between the two
samples. The 1992 and 1994 design dif-
fered from more recent assessment years in
that the SD and/or LEP students were
assessed in standard conditions and accom-
modations were not permitted.

¢ Additional details regarding the design and structure of the national and state samples will be included in the

technical documentation section of the NAEP web site at http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard.

Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 is a civil rights law designed to prohibit discrimination on the basis

of disability in programs and activities, including education, that receive federal financial assistance.
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Table A.3 Number of students assessed, by sample type, special needs status and accommodation option,
grades 4, 8, and 12 public and non public schools: 1992-2002

1992 1994 1998 2000 2002
fecommodations | Acommodations | Acommodofions  Accommodations | Accommodations  Accommodations | - Accommodations
not permitted not permitied not permitied permitied not permitted permitied permitied
sample sample sample somple somple somple sample
Grade 4
Total students assessed 6314 7382 71672 1812 7914 8,074 140,487
Non-SD/LEP!
students assessed 6,051 6,783 1232 7,484 122721
SD/LEP! students
assessed without
accommodations 263 599 440 413 430 476 11,913
SD/LEP' students
assessed with
accommodations t t t 167 t 114 5,853
Grode 8
Total students assessed 9,464 10,135 11,051 11,193 — - 115,176
Non-SD/LEP!
students assessed 9,184 9,676 10,309 — _ 102,174
SD/LEP! students
assessed without
accommodations 280 459 742 678 — — 8,598
SD/LEP! students
assessed with
accommodations t t t 206 — - 4,404
-Grade 12
Total students assessed 9,856 9,935 12675 12,760 — - 14,724
Non-SD/LEP'
students assessed 9,726 9,646 12112 — — 13784
SD/LEP! students
assessed without
accommodations 130 289 563 532 — - 673
SD/LEP! students
assessed with
accommodations t t t 116 — - 267

— Doto were not collecied ot grodes 8 and 12in 2000.

1 Accommodations were not permitted in this sample.

! Students with disobilties,limited English praficient students.

NOTE: The sample sizes af grodes 4 and 8 ase larger in 2002 than in previous years becouse the 2002 nafional sample was based on the combined sample of shudents assessed in each participating state, phus on additional
somple from non-parficipating states as well os 0 sample of private schook.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Centes for Education Statistics, Notional Assessment of Educafional Progress (NAEF), 1992, 1994, 1998, 2000, and 2002 Reading
Assessmenks.
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Table A.4 provides a summary of the
2002 national school and student participa-
tion rates for the reading assessment
sample. Participation rates are presented
for public and nonpublic schools both
individually and combined. The first rate 1s
the weighted percentage of schools partici-
pating in the assessment before substitution
of demographically similar schools.* This
rate is based only on the number of schools
that were initially selected for the assess-
ment. The numerator of this rate is the sum
of the number of students represented by
each initially selected school that partici-
pated in the assessment. The denominator
is the sum of the number of students
represented by each of the initially selected
schools that had grade-eligible students
enrolled.

The second school participation rate is
the weighted participation rate after substi-
tution. The numerator of this rate is the
sum of the number of students represented
by each of the participating schools,
whether originally selected or selected as a
substitute for a school that chose not to
participate. The denominator is the sum of
the estimated number of students repre-
sented by each of the initially selected
schools that had eligible students enrolled
(this is the same as that for the weighted
participation rate for the sample of schools
before substitution). The denominator for
these two rates is an estimate of the
number of students eligible for the assess-

ment, from all schools in the nation with
eligible students enrolled. Because of the
common denominators, the weighted
participation rate after substitution is at
least as great as the weighted participation
rate before substitution.

Also presented in table A.4 are weighted
student participation rates. The numerator
of this rate is the sum of the number of
students that each student represents
(across all students assessed in either an
initial session or a makeup session). The
denominator of this rate is the sum of the
number of students represented in the
sample, across all eligible sampled students
in participating schools. The overall partici-
pation rates take into account the weighted
percentage of school participation before
or after substitution and the weighted
percentage of student participation after
makeup sessions.

For the grade 12 national sample, where
school and student response rates did not
meet NCES standards, an extensive analy-
sis was conducted that examined, among
other factors, the potential for nonresponse
bias at both the school and student level.
No evidence of any significant potential for
either school or student nonresponse bias
was found. Results of these analyses, as
well as nonresponse bias analyses for the
grades 4 and 8 national samples will be
included in the technical documentation.

4 The initial base sampling weights were used in weighting the percentages of participating schools and students. An
attempt was made to presclect (before field processes began) a maximum of two substitute schools for each
sampled public school (oue in-district and one out-of-district) and each sampled Catholic school, and one for each
sampled nonpublic school other than Catholic. To minimize bias, a substitute school resembled the original
selection as much as possible in affiliation, estimated number of grade-eligible students, and minority composition.
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Table A.4 National school and student participation rates, by type of school, grades 4, 8, and 12: 2002

Weighted school partidpation Student participation Overall participation rate
Percentage Percentoge Number of Weighted Number of
befare ofter schaals porticipating | percentogestudent  students Before After
substitution subsfitufion ~ offer subsfitution participation ossessed substitution subsfitution
Grade 4
(ombined national 84 85 5,518 94 140,487 79 80
Public 85 85 5,067 94 133,805 80 80
Nonpublic 14 81 451 95 5,578 71 n
Grode8
Combined national 82 83 4,706 92 115,176 15 76
Public 83 84 4,208 9 109,356 76 77
Nonpublic 68 76 498 95 5,320 65 Y]
Grode 12
(ombined national 74 75 125 14 14,724 55 55
Public 76 76 443 Y] 9,204 55 55
Nonpublic 55 59 282 88 5,520 48 52

NOTE: The number of students in the combined nofional Iotol m grades 4 ond 8 indudes students in the Department of Defense domestic schooks located within the U.S. and Bureou of Indian Affuir schools that are not
incuded os part of either the public or nonpublic Jotaks.
SOURCE: LS. Department of Education, Insitute of Education Scences, National Center for Education Stafistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Reading Assessmenl.
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State Samples

The results provided in this report of the
2002 state assessment in reading are based
on state-level samples of fourth- and
eighth-grade public-school students. The
samples were selected using a two-stage
sample design that first selected schools
within participating states and other juris-

“dictions and then students within schools.

The samples were weighted to allow valid
inferences about the populations of inter-
est. Participation rates for the states and
other jurisdictions were calculated the
same way that rates were computed for
the nation. Tables A.5 and A.6 contain
the unweighted number of participating
schools and students, as well as weighted
school and student participation rates for
the state samples at grades 4 and 8
respectively.

District Samples

Results from the 2002 reading assessments
will also be reported (on a trial basis) in a
forthcoming report on district-level samples
of fourth- and eighth-grade students in the
large urban school districts that partici-
pated in the Trial Urban District Assess-
ment (Atlanta, Chicago, Houston, Los
Angeles, and New York City). The sample
of students in the urban school districts
represents an augmentation to the sample
of students who would “normally” be
selected as part of state samples. These
samples allow reliable subgroup reporting
in these districts. Furthermore, all students
at “lower” 'sampling levels are assumed to
be part of “higher-level” samples. For
example, Houston is one of the urban
districts included in the Trial Urban District
Assessment. Data from students tested in
the Houston sample were used to report
results for Houston, but also contributed to
the Texas and national estimates.
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Table A.5 School ond student porticipation rates, grade 4 public schools: By stote, 2002

Gradeld) I Weighted school portidpation Student porticipation Overall particpation rate l]
Percentoge Percentoge Number of Weighted Number of
before ofter schaoks porticipoting | percentagestudent  students Before After
subsfitution substitufion  after subsitution porficipation assessed substitution substitution

Nation {Public) 85 85 5,067 9% 133,805 80 80
Alobomo 84 9% 108 95 3,684 80 92
Arizona 9N 9 105 9 3,105 83 83
Arkonsas 9 99 107 % 27119 93 93
California t 72 72 143 95 4,016 68 68
Cannecticut 100 100 108 95 3,266 95 95
Deloware 100 100 86 . % 3,895 9% %
Florida 100 100 103 95 3226 95 95
Georgia 100 100 152 95 4919 95 95
Hawaii 100 100 m 9% 3,603 % 9%
Idaho 87 87 98 95 20 82 82
linois ¢ 51 51 17 923 3Ny 53 53
Indiana 9 9 112 B 3,469 ] 9
lowa t n n 86 95 1,930 13 1

Kansas ¢ 3 73 84 9 1,938 70 70
Kentucky 9% 9% 106 % 3,262 9 92
Lovisiona 9 9 116 9% 3116 95 95
Maine 88 88 98 % 1,964 83 83
Marylond 100 100 105 93 2844 93 9
Massachusetts 100 100 m 95 3,236 95 95
Michigan 9% 9 110 92 2974 9 9N
Minnesota * n 7 84 95 2,598 73 74
Mississippi 95 95 7104 95 3,09 90 90
Missouri % 100 113 % 2973 89 %
Montana t 15 15 79 9 1,342 n n
Nebrasko 95 9 9N % 1,540 )| 9N
Nevado 100 100 114 923 3447 3 9
New Mexico 93 % 104 94 2316 87 87

New York ¢ n n 90 9N 2401 70 70
North Carofin 100 100 112 . 94 3276 9% 9%
North Dakota 82 82 164 9% 2412 4] 9
Ohio 9 9 107 93 212 89 89

Oklahoma 9 9 132 95 3,352 9% 94
Oregon 85 88 100 %4 2,675 80 83
Pennsylvania 100 100 114 9 3,383 % 9%
Rhode Island 100 100 13 % 3,551 9 9%
South Carolina 9 9 105 95 2473 % %
Tennessee ¢ 78 78 9 9 3,022 75 75
Texas 8 89 139 95 3,637 84 84
Utah 100 100 m % 3,652 9% %
Vermont 90 90 106 95 1,690 85 85
Virginio 100 100 109 95 3,029 95 95
Washington ! 5 15 85 9 2444 n Nn
West Virginia 9 9 136 9% 2,348 95 95
Wisconsin ¢ 55 55 63 95 1475 52 52
Wyoming 100 100 162 95 2,786 95 95

Other Jurisdictions

 District of Columbia 100 100 17 90 2,554 90 90
DDESS ! 9 9 39 % 1,351 95 95

DoDDS 2 9 9 9N 95 2924 % %
Guam 100 100 25 9% 1,216 9% %
Virgin Islands 100 100 24 95 138 - 95 9%

4 Indicates that the forisdidion did not meel ene or mors of the guidelines for school pariicipation in 2002.

1 Department of Deferse Domestic Dependent Elementary and Secondary Schooks.

2 Department of Deferse Dependents Schook {Overses).

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, Notiona] Assessment of Educational Progress (MAEP), 2002 Reading Assessmen.

140 APPENDIX A  NAEP 2002 READING REPORT CARD

ERIC 155  BEST COPY AVAILABLE



Table A.6 School and student participation rates, grade 8 public schools: By state, 2002

Gradel8] i ] Weighted school porficipation Student partidpation Overall portidpation rate “
Percentage Percentage Number of Weighted Number of
before after schools participating { percentagestudent  students Before After
subsfitution substifution  after substitufion participation ossessed substitution substitution
Nution ({Public) 83 84 4,208 N 109,356 76 77
Alaboma 80 93 100 93 2,602 15 87
Arizong 93 93 110 88 2,451 82 82
Arkansos 99 9 103 N 2454 90 90
California ¢ n n 125 90 3124 64 64
Connedticut 100 100 104 9 2,682 9 92
Delaware 100 100 35 90 3850 90 9
Florida 100 100 105 N 2,633 N 2N
Georgia 100 © 100 m 93 3756 93 93
Howaii 100 100 55 93 2,656 93 93
Idaho 86 86 80 93 2,390 80 80
Hlinois ¢ 56 56 106 90 2373 51 5
Indiana 98 98 101 N 2,535 89 89
Kansos ¢ 1 n 83 93 1,827 67 67
Kentucky 9% 96 100 94 2,461 90 90
Louisiana 98 98 98 93 2,252 9 9
Maine % % 101 92 2,512 86 86
Maryland 93 93 9 0] 2,451 84 84
Massachusetts 98 9% 104 93 2,576 9 N
Michigan 9% 9% 104 88 2,383 86 86
Minnesota 66 66 67 9N 1,657 60 60
Mississippi % % % 93 2415 87 87
Missouri 92 96 114 N 2481 84 88
Montana 76 76 73 94 1,849 n n
Nebraska 9 9 103 92 2,139 2N N
Nevada 100 100 64 88 2,536 88 88
New Mexico 93 93 9N -9 2,265 86 86
New York n n 84 88 1,867 63 63
North Corolina 100 100 106 93 2,540 93 93
North Dakota t 17 n 110 % 1,949 13 n
Ohio % % % 0] 2319 87 87
Oklahoma 100 100 123 2 2493 92 92
Oregon ¢ 78 78 85 N 1,918 n n
Pennsylvania 100 100 104 9 2,720 9 471
Rhode Island 100 100 55 89 2,552 89 89
South Carolina 9 9 9 2 2,189 90 0]
Tennessee 74 74 82 92 2047 69 69
Texas 92 2 127 93 3,258 85 85
Utah 100 100 93 9 2,683 92 92
Vermont N N 9 2 2,378 84 84
Virginio 100 100 103 92 2,546 92 92
Washington 14 I 80 90 1,897 66 66
West Virginia 2 92 9 92 2,166 85 85
Wisconsin ¢ 66 66 15 92 1,718 61 61
Wyoming 100 100 18 . 2 2,519 92 -
Other Jurisdictions
American Samoa 100 100 22 96 460 9% 96
District of Columbio . 100 100 36 85 1,638 85 85
ODESS ! 9 9 14 % 701 % %
0oDDS 2 9 9 55 9 2,090 % %
Guam 100 100 7 % 1,01 % %
Virgin Islonds 100 100 8 93 567 93 93

# Indicates that the furisdiction did not meet one or mare of the guidefines for school participation in 2002,

1 Department of Defense Domesti Dependent Bementary and Secondary Schooks.

2 Depegtment of Defonse Dependents Schools {Oversecs).

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, Natianl Center for Education Statisties, Nafional Assessment of Edurational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Reading Assessmend.
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Standards for State Sample tional standards that required the annota-

Participation and Reporting tion of published results for jurisdictions
of Results whose sample participation rates were low
In carrying out the 2002 state assessment enough to raise concerns about their
program, the National Center for Educa- representativeness. The NCES guidelines
tion Statistics (NCES) established partici- used to report results in the state assess-

pation rate standards that jurisdictions were ~ ments, and the guidelines for notation

required to meet in order for their results to ~ When there is some risk of nonresponse

be reported. NCES also established addi- bias in the reported results, are presented in
this section.

Guideline 1

The publication of NAEP results IJ

The conditions that will result in the publication of a jurisdiction’s results are presented below.

Guideline 1 - Publication of Public School Results

Ajurisdiction will have its public school results published in the 2002 NAEP reading report card (or in other reports that include all state-level
results) if and only if its weighted parficipation rate for the initial sample of public schools is greater than or equal to 70 percent. Similarly, a
jurisdiction will receive a separate NAEP State Report if and only if its weighted parficipation rate for the initial sample of public schools is
greater than or equal to 70 percent.

Discussion: If u jurisdiction’s public school purficipation rate for the initial sample of schools is below 70 percent, there is a substantial
possibility that bias will be introduced into the assessment results. This possibility remains even after making statistical adjustments to
compensate for school nonparticipation. There remains the likelihood that, in aggregate, the substitute schools are sufficiently dissimilar
from the originals they are replacing and represent too great a proportion of the population to discount such a difference. Similarly, the
assumptions underlying the use of statistical adjustments to compensate for nonparticipation are likely to be significantly violated if the
initial response rate falls below the 70 percent level. Guideline 1 takes this into consideration. This guideline is congruent with current NAGB
policy, which requires that data for jurisdictions that do not have a 70 percent before-substitution participation rate be reported “in o
different format,” and with the Education Information Advisory Committee {EIAC) resolution, which calls for duta from such jurisdictions not
to be published.

The following guidelines concerning nonresponse and strata-specific student
school and student participation rates in nonresponse. Presented on the following
the NAEP state assessment program were pages are the conditions that will result in a
established to address four significant ways  jurisdiction’s receiving a notation in the
in which nonresponse bias could be intro- 2002 reports. Note that in order for a
duced into the jurisdiction sample esti- jurisdiction’s results to be published with
mates. The four significant ways include no notations, that jurisdiction must satisfy
overall school nonresponse, strata-specific all guidelines.

school nonresponse, overall student
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Guideline 2

Reporting school and student participation rates with possible bias due to school nonresponse

Guideline 2 - Notation for Overall Public School Participation Rate

Ajurisdictian that meets Guideline 1 will receive a natation if its weighted participation rate for the initial sample of public schools was belaw
85 percent and the weighted public school participation rate after substitution was below 90 percent.

Discussion: For jurisdictions that did not use substitute schools, the participation rates are based on participating schools from the original
sample. In these situations, the NCES standards specify weighted school participation rates of at least 85 percent to guard against potential
bias due to school nonrespanse. Thus the first part of these guidelines, referring to the weighted schaol participation rate for the initial
sample of schools, is in direct accordance with NCES standards.

To help ensure adequate sample representation for each jurisdiction parficipating in the NAEP 2002 state assessments, NAEP provided
substitutes for nonparticipating public schools. For jurisdictions that used substitute schools, the assessment results will be based on the
student data from all schools participating fram both the original sample and the list of substitutes (unless both an initial schoal and its
substitute eventually participated, in which case only the data from the initial school will be used).

The NCES standards do not explicitly address the use of substitute schools to replace initially selected schools that decide not to participate
in the assessment. However, considerable technical consideration was given to this issue. Even though the characteristics of the substitute
schools were matched as closely as possible to the characteristics of the initially selected schools, substitution does not entirely eliminate
bias due to the nonparticipation of initially selected schools. Thus, for the weighted school partlupatlon rates induding substitute schools,
the guidelines were set at 90 percent.

If o jurisdiction meets either standard (i.c., 85 percent or higher prior to substitution or 90 percent or higher after substitution), there will be
no notation for the relevant overall school participation rate.

Guideline 3

-

Important segments of the |ur|sd|¢t|on s student populutwn thut
must be adequately represented to avoid possible nonresponse bias

Guideline 3 - Notation far Strato-Specific Public School Porticipation Rates

Ajurisdiction that is not already receiving a notation under Guideline 2 will receive a notation if the sample of public schools included a class
of schools with similar characteristics that had o weighted participation rate (after substitution) of below 80 percent, and from which the
nonparticipating schools together accounted for more than 5 percent of the jurisdiction’s total weighted sample of public schools. The dlasses
of schools from each of which a jurisdiction needed minimum school participation levels were determined by degree of urbanization,
minority enrollment, and median household income of the area in which the school is located.

Discussion: The NCES standards specify that attention should be given to the representativeness of the sample coverage. Thus, if some
important segment of the jurisdiction’s population is not adequately represented, it is of concern, regardless of the overall participation rate.

If nonparticipating schools are concentrated within a particular dass of schools, the potential for substantial bias remains, even if the overall
level of school participation appears to be satisfactory. Nonresponse adjustment cells for public schools have been formed within each
jurisdiction, and the schools within each cell are similar with respect to minority enrollment, degree of urbanization, and/or median
household income, us appropriate far each jurisdiction.

If the weighted response rate, after substitution, for a single adjustment cell falls below 80 percent, and more than 5 percent (weighted) of
the sampled schools are nonparticipants from such a cell, the potential for nonresponse bias is too great. This guideline is based on the
NCES standard for stratum-specific school response rates.
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Guideline 4

= PRI PRI

Possible student nonresponse bias

Guideline 4 - Notation for Overall Student Participation Rate in Public Schools
Ajurisdiction that meets Guideline 1 will receive a notation if the weighted student response rate within parficipating public schools was

below 85 percent.

Discussion: This guideline follows the NCES standard of 85 percent for overall student participation rates. The weighted siudent participo-
tion rate is based on all eligible students from initially selected or substitute schools who parficipated in the assessment in either an initial
session or a make-up session. If the rate falls below 85 percent, the potential for bias due fo students’ nonresponse is too great.

Guideline 5

C

Possible nonresponse bias from inadequately represented strata

Guideline 5 - Notation for Strata-Specific Student Participation Rates in Public Schools

Ajurisdiction that is not already receiving a notation under Guideline 4 will receive a notation if the sampled students within participating
public schools indluded a dass of students with similar charadteristics that had o weighted student response rate of below 80 percent, and
from which the nonresponding students together accounted for more than 5 percent of the jurisdiction’s weighted assessable public school
student sample. Student groups from which a jurisdiclion needed minimum levels of participation were determined by the age of the
student, whether or not the student was dassified as a student with a disability (D) or limited English proficient (LEP), and the type of
assessmen session, as well as school level of urbanization, minority enrollment, and median household income of the area in which the

school is located.

Discussion: This guideline addresses the fact that if nonparficipating students are concentrated within o particular class of students, the
potential for substantial bias remains, even if the overall student parficipation level appears to be saiisfactory. Student nonresponse
adjusiment cells have been formed using the school-level nonresponse adjustment cells, together with the student’s age and the nature of

the assessment session.

If the weighted response rate for a single adjustment cell falls below 80 percent, and more than 5 percent (weighted) of the invited
students who do not participate in the assessment are from such a cell, the potential for nonresponse bias is too great. This guideline is
based on the NCES standard for strafum-specific student response rates.

At both the fourth and eighth grades,
two states, Illinois and Wisconsin, did not
meet the initial public-school participation
rate of 70 percent. In addition, one state,
Minnesota, did not meet this standard at
the eighth grade. Results for these jurisdic-
tions are not included with the findings
reported for the state NAEP 2002 reading
assessment.

Nine jurisdictions at grade 4 did not
meet the second guideline for notation
(i.e., the weighted participation rate for the

NAEP 2002 READING REPORT CARD

initial sample of schools was below 85
percent and the weighted school participa-
tion rate after substitution was below 90
percent): California, Iowa, Kansas, Minne-
sota, Montana, New York, North Dakota,
Tennessee, and Washington. At grade 8,
eight jurisdictions did not meet this guide-
line: California, Kansas, Montana, New
York, North Dakota, Oregon, Tennessee,
and Washington. Results for each of these
jurisdictions at the appropriate grade level
are shown with a notation indicating
possible bias related to nonresponse.
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Students with Disabilities (SD)
and/or Limited English
Proficient (LEP) Students

It is NAEP’s intent to assess all selected
students from the target population. There-
fore, every effort is made to ensure that all
selected students who are capable of
participating in the assessment are as-
sessed. Some students sampled for partici-
pation in NAEP can be excluded from the
sample according to carefully defined
criteria. These criteria were revised in 1996
to communicate more clearly a presump-
tion of inclusion except under special
circumstances. According to these criteria,
students who had an Individualized Educa-
tion Program (IEP) or were protected under
Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of
1973 were to be included in the NAEP
assessment except in the following cases:

* the school’s IEP team determined that
the student could not participate;

* the student’s cognitive functioning was
so severely impaired that she or he could
not participate;

¢ the student’s IEP required that the
student had to be tested with an accom-
modation or adaptation that NAEP does
not allow and that the student could not
demonstrate his or her knowledge
without that accommodation.

All LEP students who received academic
instruction in English for three years or
more were to be included in the assess-
ment. Those LEP students who received
instruction in English for fewer than three
years were to be included unless school
staff judged them to be incapable of
participating in the assessment in English.

Participation of SD and/or LEP
Students in the NAEP Samples
Testing all sampled students is the best
way for NAEP to ensure that the statistics
generated by the assessment are as repre-
sentative as possible of the performance of
the entire national population and the
populations of participating jurisdictions.
However, all groups of students include
certain proportions that cannot be tested in
large-scale assessments (such as students
who have profound mental disabilities) or
who can only be tested through the use of
testing accommodations such as extra time,
one-on-one administration, or use of
magnifying equipment. Some students with
disabilities and some LEP students cannot
show on a test what they know and can do
unless they are provided with accommoda-
tions. When' such accommodations are not
allowed, students requiring such adjust-
ments are often excluded from large-scale
assessments such as NAEP. This phenom-
enon has become more common in the last
decade and gained momentum with the
passage of the 1997 Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), which
led schools and states to identify increasing
proportions of students as needing accom-
modations on assessments in order to best
show what they know and can do.’ Further-
more, section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act
of 1973 requires that, when students with
disabilities are tested, schools must provide
them with appropriate accommodations so
that the test results accurately reflect
students’ achievement. In addition, as the
proportion of limited English proficient
students in the population has increased,
some states have started offering accom-

5 Office of Special Education Programs. (1997). Ninetcenth Annual Report to Congress on the Implementation of the
Individuals With Disabilities Education Act. Washington, DC: U. S. Department of Education, Office of Educational
Research and Improvement, National Center for Education Statistics.
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modations, such as translations of assess-
ments or the use of bilingual dictionaries as
part of assessments.

Before 1996, NAEP did not allow any
testing under nonstandard conditions
(i.e., accommodations were not permitted).
At that time, NAEP samples were able to
include almost all sampled students in
standard assessment sessions. However, as
the influence of IDEA grew more wide-
spread, the failure to provide accommoda-
tions led to increasing levels of exclusion in
the assessment. Such incredses posed two
threats to the program: 1) they threatened
the stability of trend lines (because exclud-
ing more students in one year than the next
might lead to apparent rather than real
gains), and 2) they made NAEP samples
less than optimally representative of target
populations.

NAEDP reacted to this challenge by
adopting a multipart strategy. The program
had to move toward allowing the same
assessment accommodations that were
afforded students in state and district
testing programs in order for NAEP
samples to be as inclusive as possible.
However, allowing accommodations
represents a change in testing conditions
that may affect measurement of changes
over time. Therefore, beginning with the
1996 national assessments and the 1998
state assessments and up to 2000, NAEP
assessed a series of parallel samples of

students. In one set of samples, testing
accommodations were not permitted; this
allowed NAEP to maintain the measure-
ment of achievement trends. In addition to
the samples where accommodations were
not permitted, parallel samples in which
accommodations were permitted were also
assessed. By having two overlapping
samples and two sets of related data
points, NAEP could meet two core pro-
gram goals.® First, data trends could be
maintained. Second, parallel trend lines
could be set in ways that ensure that in
future years the program will be able to use
the most inclusive practices possible and
mitror the procedures used by most state
and district assessments. Beginning in
2002, NAEP uses only the more inclusive
samples in which assessment accommoda-
tions are permitted.

In reading, national and state data from
1992, 1994, and 1998 are reported for the
sample in which accommodations were not

~ permitted. National and state data for the

sample in which accommodations were
permitted are reported for 1998 and 2002.
National-only data at grade 4 for both
accommodated and unaccommodated
samples are reported for 2000.

In order to make it possible to evaluate
both the impact of increasing exclusion
rates in some jurisdictions and differences
between jurisdictions, complete data on
exclusion in all years are included in this

6 The two samples are described as “overlapping” because, in 1998 and 2000, the same group of non-SD and/or

LEP students were included in both samples.
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appendix. Since the exclusion rates may
affect trend measurement within a jurisdic-
tion, readers should consider the magnitude
of exclusion rate changes when interpreting
score changes in jurisdictions. In addition,
different rates of exclusion may influence
the meaning of state comparisons. Thus,
exclusion data should be reviewed in this
context as well.

Percentages of SD and/or LEP students
for the national sample of public and
nonpublic schools in which accommoda-
tions were not permitted are presented in
table A.7. The data in this table include the
percentages of students identified as SD
and/or LEP, the percentage of students
excluded, and the percentage of assessed SD
and/or LEP students. Tables A.8 and A.9
show similar information by jurisdiction for
grade 4 and grade 8. Percentages of these
students in the national sample where
accommodations were permitted are

ERIC

presented in table A.10. The state and
jurisdiction results where accommodations
were permitted are shown in tables A.11
and A.12 for grade 4 and grade 8. The data
in these tables include the percentages of
students identified as SD and/or LEP, the
percentage of students excluded, the per-

* centage of assessed SD and/or LEP stu-

dents, the percentage assessed without accom-
modations, and the percentage assessed with
accommodations.

In the 2002 national sample, 6 percent
of students at grades 4, 5 percent of
students at grade 8, and 4 percent of
students at grade 12 were excluded from
the assessment (see table A.10). Across
the various jurisdictions that participated
in the 2002 state assessment, the percent-
age of students excluded ranged from 3 to
12 percent at grade 4 (sec table A.11) and
from 2 to 10 percent at grade 8 (see
table A.12).
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Table A.7 Students with disabilities and/or limited English proficient students identified, excluded, and assessed,
when accommodatians were nat permitted, grades 4, 8, and 12 public and nonpublic schools: 1992-2000

SD' and/or LEP? students
Identified

Excluded

Assessed

SD! students
Identified
Excluded
Assessed

LEP? students
Identified
Excluded
Assessed

SD' and/or LEP? students
Identified
Excluded
Assessed
SD! students
Identified
Excluded
Assessed
LEP? students
identified
Excluded
Assessed

SD' and/or LEPZ students
identified
Excluded
Assessed
SD! students
identified
Excluded
Assessed
LEPZ students
Identified
Excluded
Assessed

Number of
students

2,013
1,750
263

1,149
990
159

945
835
110

2310
2,030
280

1,522
1,383
199

836
750
86

1,547
1417
130

1,164
1,088
76

408
351
51

1992
Weighted
percentage

of students
sampled

1994

Number of
students

1,624
1,025
599

1,039
685
354

623
368
255

1737
1,278
459

1,323
979
344

444
303
121

1,237
948
289

957
176
181

294
184
110

Weighted

percentage

of students
sampled

Number of
students

985
40

490
7
243

s
3
204

1,365
623
742

975
524
451

449
134
315

101
448
563

669
365
304

392
115
m

1998

Weighted

percenfoge

of students
sampled

w w

~ B N

2000

Number of
students

823
393
430

524
295
29

356
141
25

Weighted

percentage

of students
sampled

— Data were nol collected at grades 8 ond 12 in 2000.

# Pestentoge rounds fo zero.
! Students with disobilities.
2 limited English proficient students

NOTE: Within eoch grode level, the combined SD)/LEP portion of the toble s not sum of the separate SD and LEP porfions becuaus some studends were identified os both SD ond LEP. Such students would be counted
separciely in the bottom porfions but counted onfy onceinthe top partion. Wihin each portion of the table, percentages may ot odd to lolds, due to rounding.

SOURCE: US. Dep
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Table A.8 Percentage of students with disabilities and/or limited English proficient students identified, excluded,
and assessed, when accommodations were nat permitted, grade 4 public schools: By state, 1992-1998

Gradeld] | 1992 1994 1998
ldentified  Excluded  Assessed | Idenfified Excluded  Assessed | ldenfified  Excluded  Assessed
Nation (Public) 12 8 4 14 [} 8 17 10 7
Aloboma 10 6 4 1 5 6 13 8 5
Arizona 16 7 9 2 7 14 2 10 12
Arkansas n S 6 12 6 6 n 5 6
California 28 14 13 3 12 18 3 15 15
Colorado n 6 4 15 7 8 15 7 8
Connecticut 15 7 8 17 8 8 18 13 6
Deloware 12 6 6 15 6 9 16 7 9
Florida 17 9 8 22 10 " 18 9 9
Georgia 9 5 4 n 5 5 n 7 4
Howaii 13 6 8 12 S 7 15 S 10
Idahe 9 4 5 12 5 7 - - -
Itlinois - - - - - - 14 10 5
Indiona 8 4 3 " 5 6 —_ - —_
lowa 9 4 [} n 5 [} 15 8 7
Kansas - - - - - - 12 [} 7
Kentucky 8 4 4 8 4 4 13 9 4
Lovisiana 8 4 4 " 6 5 15 12 3
Maine 12 5 6 17 10 7 15 8 7
Maryland 14 7 7 15 7 8 13 10 3
Massachusetts 17 7 10 18 8 10 19 8 n
Michigan 7 5 2 10 6 4 10 7 3
Minnesota 10 4 [} 12 4 8 15 4 1
Mississippi 7 5 2 9 6 4 7 4 3
Missouri " 5 6 12 5 7 14 7 7
Montana - - - " 4 8 10 4 6
Nebraska 13 4 9 16 4 12 - - -
Nevada - - - - - - 20 12 7
New Hompshire 12 4 7 15 6 9 14 5 9
New Jersey 10 6 5 12 6 6 - - -
New Mexico 13 8 [} 18 8 10 28 n 16
New York 13 6 7 15 8 7 14 9 5
Morth Corlino 12 4 8 14 5 9 15 10 5
North Dakota 10 2 8 10 2 8 - - -
Ohio 10 [} 4 — — — — - —
Oklahomo 13 8 4 - - - 15 9
Oregon - - - - - - 20 7 12
Pennsylvania 9 4 5 n 6 5 — - -
Rhode sland 16 7 9 15 5 10 20 7 12
South Caroling n 6 5 13 7 6 16 n 5
Tennessee " 5 7 13 [} 6 13 4 9
Texas 17 8 9 24 " 13 26 14 13
Utah 10 5 6 12 5 7 14 5 9
Virginia 12 6 [} 13 7 [} 15 8 7
Washington - - - 15 5 9 15 5 10
West Virginia 8 5 3 12 7 5 12 9 3
Wisconsin " 7 4 13 7 6 16 10 6
Wyoming n 4 7 " 4 7 14 4 9
Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia 12 10 3 12 9 3 16 n 6
DDESS ! - - - — — - 8 5
DoDDS 2 - - — 9 5 5 7 4 3
Guam 12 7 5 12 9 3 - - -
Virgin Islands 6 3 - - - 8 6 2

— Indicotes that the jurisdicition did not partidpate.

1 Department of Defense Domesti Dependznt Bementary ond Secondary Schook.

2 Deportment of Defense Dependents Schools (Oversecs). -

NOTE: Percentages may naf cdd fo fotak, due to rounding.

SOURCE: US. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, Hational Center for Education Statstics, National Assessment of Eduanfional Progress {NAEP), 1992, 1994, and 1998 Reading Assessments.
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Table A.9 Percentage of students with disabilities and/or limited English proficient students identified, excluded,
and assessed, when accommodations were not permitted, grade 8 public schools: By state, 1998

@ﬁb@ | BT

Identified  Excluded  Assessed

Nation (Public) 14 6 7
Alobama 12 6 6
Arizono 17 7 1
Arkonsos 12 7 5
Californio 23 8 15
Colorado 14 5 9
Connecticut 15 8 7
Delaware 14 6 8
Florida 17 ] 12
Georgia 12 5 )
Hawaii 15 6 9
{linois 12 6 6
Kansas 12 5 7
Kentucky 10 5 5
Lovisiana 14 10 4
Moine 14 7 7
Maryland 12 7 5
Maossachusetts 17 7 10
Minnesoto 13 4 9
Mississippi 1 7 3
Missouri 13 6 6
Montana 1 3 8
Nevado 15 8 8
New Mexico 2 7 15
New York 16 10 6
North Carolina 14 9 ]
Oklahoma 13 9 ]
Oregon 14 4 1
Rhode Islond 16 5 12
South Carolina 12 6 ]
Tennessee 14 4 9
Texas 19 7 12
Utah n 5 7
Virginio 13 7 6
Washington 13 4 8
West Virginio 14 8 6
Wisconsin 14 8 6
Wyoming 10 2 8
Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia 14 9 ]
DDESS ! 10 5 5
DoDDS 2 8 4 4
Virgin Islonds 7 7 0
} Department of Defense Domestic Dependent Elementary and Secondary Schooks.
Ioepmmofnefmomw(mm)
NOTE: Percentoges may nof add to totals, due to rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Eduction, Institute of Education Sdences, Nuhond(emufuiduunmsmm, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 Reading Assessment,
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Table A.10 Students with disobilities and/or limited English proficient students identified, excduded, ond assessed,
when accommodations were permitted, grades 4, 8, and 12 public ond nonpublic schools: 1998-2002

1998 2000 2002
Weighted Weighted Weighted
percentage percenfoge pertentoge
Number of of students Number of of students Number of of students

students sampled students sampled students sampled
Grade 4

SD' and /or LEP? students

Identified 973 16 906 18 28,073 19
Excluded 393 6 316 6 10,307 6
Assessed 580 10 590 12 17,766 13
Without accommodations 413 7 476 10 11,913 9
With accommodations 167 3 114 2 5,853 4

SD! students
[dentified 558 10 510 11 19,936 12
Excluded 246 4 193 4 8,042 5
Assessed 312 6 37 7 11,894 7
Without accommodations 179 3 209 5 6,631 4
With accommodations 133 3 108 2 5,263 3

LEP? students
Identified 446 6 446 8 10,334 8
Excluded 167 2 159 3 3,410 2
Assessed 279 4 287 5 6,924 6
Without accommodations 238 3 273 5 6,020 6
With accommodations 4] ] 14 # 904 ]

SD! and/or LEP? students

Identified 1,252 12 — — 20,137 17
Excluded 368 4 — — 7,135 5
Assessed 884 9 — — 13,002 11
Without accommodations 678 6 — — 8,598 8
With accommodations 206 2 — — 4,404 4

SD' students
Identified 865 10 — — 16,159 12
Exduded 283 3 - — 5939 4
Assessed 582 7 — — 10,220 8
Without accommodations 404 5 - - 6,074 5
With accommodations 178 2 - — 4,146 3

LEP? students
Identified 447 3 — — 5,516 6
Excluded 109 1 — — 1,907 2
Assessed 338 2 — — 3,609 4
Without accommodations 307 2 — —_— 3113 4
With accommodations 3 # —_ - 496 #

See footnotes at end of table. »
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Table A.10 Students with disabilities and/or limited English proficient students identified, excluded, and assessed,
when accommodations were permitted, grades 4, 8, and 12 public and nonpublic schools: 1998-2002 — Continved

1998 2000 2002

Weighted Weighted Weighted

percentage percentage percentage

Number of of students Number of of students Number of of students

m students sampled students sampled students sampled

SD' and/or LEP? students
Identified 975 7 — - 1,556 12
Excluded 377 2 - — 616 4
Assessed 648 5 — — 940 8
Without accommodations 532 4 — — 673 6
With accommodations 116 1 — — 267 2
SDU students
Identified 649 6 — — 1,231 9
Excluded 285 2 — — 535 3
Assessed 364 4 — — 696 6
Without accommodations 266 3 — — 446 4
With accommodations 98 | — - 250 2
LEP? students

Identified 353 2 — — 419 3
Excluded 58 # — — 125 ]
Assessed 295 2 — — 294 3
Without accommodations 277 2 — — 266 2
With accommodations 18 # — — ] #

— Doto were nol collected ot grodes 8 ond 12in 2000.

# Percentage rounds lo zeto.

! Students with disobilfes.

2 Limited English proficient students.

NOTE: Within eoch grade level, the combined SO/LEP porfion of the fable s nol o sum of the separate SD and LEP portions becouse some students were idenified a5 both SD and LEP. Such studen’s would be counled separately in the
bottom portions but counted only once in the fop portion.

Within each portion of the luble, percentoges may nol add to fotaks, due o rounding.

The number of students af grodes 4 ond 8 ore larger in 2002 than in previous years because the 2002 nationol somple wos based on the combined somple of studen’s in each porticipating state, phus an odditional sample from non-
porticipating stotes s wel os o somple from private schook.

SOURCE: U1.S. Department of Education, Irstitute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress {NAEP), 1998, 2000, and 2002 Reading Assessmenks.
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Table A.11 Percentage of students with disabilities ond/or limited English proficient students identified, excluded,
and ossessed, when occommodations were permitted, grode 4 public schools: By stote, 1998 ond 2002

Grade 4 1998 2002
SD' and/or LEP? students SD' and/or LEP? students
All students Alf students
Assessed Assessed assessed Assesse d Assesse d | ossesse d
without with without without with without
Identified Excluded  Assessed lccommodations accommodations jocommodations | Identified  Excluded  Assessed loccommodations accommodations | accommodations
Nation {Public) 18 7 1 7 3 9 2 7 14 10 4 89
Alabama 13 8 4 3 1 9 14 3 12 9 2 95
Arizona 22 10 12 10 1 88 28 8 21 18 3 90
Arkonsas 11 5 6 4 2 93 14 5 10 8 2 93
California t 3l 14 16 15 1 84 34 5 29 28 1 9%
Connecticut 18 10 8 5 3 87 16 5 11 5 6 89
Delaware 16 1 15 11 4 95 17 8 9 4 5 87
Florida 18 6 12 8 5 89 25 7 18 10 8 85
Georgia 1 5 6 3 3 93 13 4 9 6 3 93
Hawaii 15 5 10 9 1 9% 18 6 12 7 5 89
ldaho — — — — - — 17 4 13 11 2 93
Nlinois ¥ 14 6 8 6 2 92 20 7 14 8 6 87
Indiana — — — — — — 13 5 9 7 2 93
lowa t 15 5 10 7 3 92 16 8 8 3 5 87
Kansas 12 4 8 5 4 93 19 5 14 7 7 88
Kentucky 13 7 5 3 2 9% 12 8 4 3 1 9
Louisiana 15 7 8 3 5 88 19 10 9 3 6 84
Maine 15 7 7 4 3 90 17 6 1 5 6 88
Maryland 13 6 8 4 4 9 14 7 7 5 2 92
Massachusetts 19 5 14 9 5 90 19 6 13 4 9 85
Michigan 10 6 4 3 1 93 14 7 6 5 1 92
Minnesota t 15 3 12 9 3 9% 19 5 13 10 4 9
Mississippi 7 4 3 2 # 95 7 4 3 2 ] 95
Missouri 14 6 8 3 4 89 16 9 8 4 3 88
Montana 10 2 7 5 2 9% 15 6 8 4 4 89
Nebraska — — — — — — /1l 5 15 9 6 88
Nevada 20 11 9 8 1 88 27 10 17 14 3 87
New Mexico 28 9 18 16 2 88 37 10 27 23 4 85
New York 14 7 7 2 4 88 18 8 9 3 6 86
North Carolina 15 7 9 3 6 88 19 12 7 3 4 84
North Dakata ¥} — - - - — — 18 5 13 9 3 91
Ohio — - — — — — 14 8 5 4 2 9%
Oklahoma 15 9 6 5 1 90 2 5 15 10 5 89
Oregon 20 6 14 10 4 9% 25 8 17 13 4 88
Pennsylvania - - - - - - 14 5 10 4 5 90
Rhode island 20 7 13 9 4 89 25 6 19 8 11 84
South Carolina 16 8 9 6 3 9 16 5 12 9 3 92
Tennessee ! 13 4 9 8 2 95 14 3 10 9 1 95
Texas 26 13 14 11 3 85 7 11 16 14 2 87
Utah 14 6 8 6 2 92 19 6 13 9 4 9
Vermont — — — — — — 15 5 10 4 6 89
Virginia 15 6 9 4 5 89 18 10 8 5 3 87
Washington ! 15 5 10 7 3 92 15 5 11 7 4 92
West Virginia 12 8 4 2 1 9 16 10 5 3 2 87
Wisconsin ¥ 16 8 8 5 3 89 19 8 10 5 5 87
Wyoming 14 3 10 6 4 93 17 3 15 7 7 9
Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia 16 9 8 5 3 89 19 8 11 5 5 86
DDESS 3 8 4 4 2 2 9% 14 4 10 6 4 92
DoDDS * 7 3 4 3 9% 16 3 13 9 4 93
Guam — — — — — — 39 7 32 26 6 87
Virgin Islands 8 5 3 2 1 9% 7 3 4 4 1 97
— Indicates that the jurisdiction did nol porticipate.

# Percentoge rounds fo zero.

# indicates thal the jurisdiction did not meet one of more of the guidelines for school participation in 2002.

1 Students with disabities. Z Limited English proficent shudens.

3 Degartment of Defonse Domesti Dependent Bementory and Secondary Schooks. # Department of Defense Dependents Schooks (Oversacs).

NOTE: Percentages may not odd o tolals, due fo rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Exducation, Inslinte of Education Scences, Nationol Center for Education Staistcs, National Assessmant of Educationol Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Reading Assessments.
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Toble A.12 Percentoge of students with disabilities ond/or limited English proficient students identified, excluded,
ond ossessed, when occommodations were permitted, grode 8 public schools: By state, 1998 and 2002

Grade 3 1998 2002
SD' and/or LEP? students SD' and/or LEP? students
All students Al students
Assessed Assessed assessed Assessed Assessed assessed
without with without without with without
Identified Excluded  Assessed |commodations occommodations foccomemodations { Identified  Excluded  Assessed |occommodations accomemodations | accommodations
Nation (Public) 14 4 10 7 3 93 18 6 12 8 4 90
Alabama 12 6 6 5 # 93 14 2 12 1l 1 97
Arizona 17 5 12 10 1 93 21 5 16 14 2 93
Arkansas 12 5 6 5 1 9% 15 5 10 9 2 93
California t § 23 4 19 17 2 9% 2 4 23 2 2 94
Connecticut 15 6 9 7 3 9 17 4 12 6 6 90
Delaware 14 2 13 10 2 96 15 6 9 2 6 88
Florida 17 5 12 9 3 9 i 6 15 8 8 86
Georgia 12 4 8 5 3 93 13 4 8 5 3 93
Hawaii 15 5 10 7 3 92 20 5 15 10 5 9
Idaho — — — — - - 14 4 10 8 2 94
[llinois * 12 4 8 6 3 93 16 4 13 7 6 90
Indiana — — — — — — 14 4 11 7 3 93
Kansas ¢ 12 4 8 6 2 95 16 5 11 6 5 90
Kentucky 10 3 6 4 3 94 12 7 5 4 i 92
Louisiana 14 5 9 4 5 9 16 10 6 3 3 87
Maine 14 5 9 6 3 92 17 4 13 8 6 90
Maryland 12 3 9 3 5 92 15 4 10 8 2 93
Massachusetts 17 4 12 8 5 N 20 6 14 6 8 86
Michigan — — — — — — 13 7 6 4 2 9
Minnesota 13 1 12 9 3 9% 15 3 12 9 3 9%
Mississippi 1 6 5 4 i 94 10 5 5 3 1 93
Missouri 13 4 9 6 3 93 15 8 8 4 4 88
Montana * 11 4 8 6 1 95 13 4 9 7 2 94
Nebraska — - — — — — 17 7 10 7 2 91
Nevada 15 6 9 8 2 92 20 6 14 12 2 92
New Mexico 2 8 14 10 4 88 3l 8 23 17 5 86
New York 16 8 8 3 5 88 20 9 11 4 7 83
North Carolina 14 6 8 3 5 89 18 9 9 3 6 85
North Dakota t | — - — - - — 15 4 11 8 2 93
Ohio - — — — — — 12 7 5 4 1 91
Oklahoma 13 9 4 4 1 90 17 4 13 10 4 92
Oregon 14 4 10 6 4 92 18 5 13 10 3 92
Pennsylvania - - — — — — 15 3 12 4 8 89
Rhode island 16 6 10 9 1 92 20 5 15 8 7 88
South Carolina 12 5 7 5 1 93 14 5 9 6 3 92
Tennessee 14 6 8 7 i 93 13 3 9 9 i 9%
Texas 19 5 13 11 3 92 20 8 12 11 i 9
Utah 11 4 7 6 2 95 15 4 1 9 2 94
Vermont — - — - — — 18 5 13 8 6 89
Virginia 13 5 8 4 3 91 17 8 9 5 4 88
Washington 13 4 9 6 3 9% 14 4 10 6 5 92
West Virginia 14 7 7 4 2 90 16 10 7 4 2 88
Wisconsin ¥ | 14 5 9 5 4 %N 16 7 9 4 5 88
Wyoming 10 2 8 7 1 9% 14 3 11 6 6 9
Other Jurisdictions
American Samoa — - — - —_ - 2 8 14 10 4 88
District of Columbia 14 5 9 6 3 92 2 7 13 5 8 84
DDESS 3 10 2 9 5 4 95 13 3 10 5 5 92
DoDDS * 8 i 7 5 2 97 10 2 8 6 3 96
Guam — — — - — - 29 2 27 25 3 95
Virgin Islands 7 7 0 0 0 93 1 8 3 3 # 9
— Indicates thot the jurisdiction did not porficipate.
# Percentoge rounds lo zaro.

4 indicotes that the jurisdiction did not meel one or more of the guidelines for school participation in 2002,

¥ Students with disobities. 2 Limited English proficient studens.

3 eprtment of Defense Domesii Dependent Bementary and Secondory Schook. 4 Depurtmenl of Defense Dependents Schacks (Oversens).

NOTE: Percentages may not add do fotals, due o rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Educotion, Institute of Education Sciences, Notional Center for Education Statistics, Notional Assessment of Educational Progress {NAEP), 1998 ond 2002 Reoding Assessments.
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Investigating the Potential
Effects of Exclusion Rates on
Assessment Results

Since students with disabilities or limited
English proficient students tend to score
below average on assessments, excluding
students with special needs may increase a
jurisdiction’s scores. Conversely, including
more of these students might depress score
gains. In 2002, exclusion rates varied
among jurisdictions. In addition, cases of
both increases and decreases in exclusion
rates occurred between 1998 and 2002,
making comparisons over time within
jurisdictions complex to interpret. Thus,
the potential impact of exclusion rates on
assessment results is a validity concern.
The essential problem is the differential
representativeness of samples, which could

impact the comparability of cross-state
comparisons within a given year and state
trends across years. Tables A.11 and A.12
on the preceding pages display the rates of
exclusion in 1998 and 2002 in each juris-
diction for grade 4 and grade 8, respec-
tively.

As shown in table A.13, of the 48
jurisdictions that assessed reading at grade
4 in 2002, seven jurisdictions had exclusion
rates of 10 percent or greater, while the
majority had exclusion rates of less than
eight percent. Table A.14 displays the
comparable data for grade 8. Seven juris-
dictions at grade 8 had exclusion rates of
8 percent or above, although none was
above 10 percent. The other jurisdictions at
grade 8 all had exclusion rates of less than
8 percent.
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Table A.13 Grouping of states/jurisdictions by percentage of excluded students in 2002: Grade 4

Gubd - Number of states/ l_l
Percentage exduded jurisdictions States/jurisdictions

0-4.9% 16 Alabama Mississippi
Arkansas Pennsylvania
Connecticut South Carolina
DDESS ! Tennessee
DoDDS ? Vermont
Georgia Virgin Islands
[daho Washington
Indiana Wyoming

5-1.9% 19 Arizona Michigan
(alifornia Minnesota
Horida Montana
Guam Nebraska
Howaii North Dakota
lowa Oklohoma
Kansas Oregon
Maine Rhode Island
Maryland Uroh

Massachusetts

8-9.9% 6 Deloware Missouri
District of Columbia  New York
Kentucky Chio

10% or Greater 1 Louisiana Texas

Nevada Virginia
New Mexico West Virginia

North Carolina

 Department of Defense Domestic Dependen Bementary and Secondary Schooks.
2 Deportment of Defanss Dependerts Schools (Overseas).
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Scences, Notional Center for Education Stafistics, Nationo) Assessment of Educafional Progress (NAEP), 2002 Reading Assessmen.
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Table A.14 Grouping of states/jurisdictions by percentoge of excluded students in 2002: Grode 8

Gradeld) Number of states/
Percentage excuded jurisdictions Stotes/jurisdictions
0-4.9% 2 Alabama Maine
Arkansas Maryland
California Montana
Connecticut North Dakota
DDESS ! Oklahoma
DoDDS 2 Pennsylvania
Georgia Tennessee
Guam Utah
Howaii Vermont
Idaho Washington
Indiana Wyoming
5-7.9% 18 American Samoa Mississippi
Arizona Missouri
Deloware Nebraska
District of Columbia Nevada
Florida Ohio
Kansas Oregon
Kentucky Rhode Island
Massachusetts South Carolina
. Michigan Virginia
8-9.9% 1 . Louisiana Texas
’ New Mexico Virgin Islands
New York West Virginia
North Carolina
1 Department of Defense Domestic Dependent Bementary nd Secondary Schooks
2 Deportment of Defense Dependents Schooks (Overseas).

SOURCE: U.S. Deportment of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Reading Assessmen.

There is variability in exclusion rates
across states due to at least three factors.
One factor is that the percentage of stu-
dents who are identified as having disabili-
ties or limited proficiency in English varies
across jurisdictions and over time. Reasons
for this variation include: 1) lack of stan-
dardized criteria for defining students as
having specific disabilities or as being
limited in their English proficiency; 2)
changes of differences in policy and prac-
tices regarding implementation of the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act

(IDEA); and 3) population shifts in the
percentage of students classified as limited
English proficient and, to a lesser extent, as
students with disabilities.

The second factor is that some SD and/
or LEP students are excluded because they
require accommodations, such as testing in
another language or reading the passage
aloud, that would be inconsistent with
NAEP’ reading framework and would
change the construct that NAEP intends to
measure.
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The third factor is that some SD and/or
LEP students are excluded because they
are so severely disabled or lacking in
English language skills that no accommo-
dation would be sufficient to enable them
to meaningfully participate.

With regard to cross-state comparisons,
the correlations between rates of exclusion
and average 2002 reading scores were not
found to be significant at cither grade 4
(:05) or grade 8 (-.21). In other words,
higher exclusion rates were not associated
with higher average scores in 2002. How-
ever, with regard to state trends, the
correlations between changes in the rate of
exclusion of students with special needs
and average reading scores gains from 1998
to 2002 were found to be moderate (.50 at
grade 4 and .56 at grade 8). While there
was a moderate tendency for an increase in
exclusion rates to be associated with an
increase in average scale scores, exclusion
increases do not explain the entirety of
score gains.

NAEP 2002 READING REPORT CARD

Because the representativeness of
samples is ultimately a validity issue,
NCES has commissioned studies of the
impact of assessment accommodations on
overall scores. NCES has also investigated
scenarios for estimating what the average
scores might have been had the excluded
students been assessed. Several statistical
scenarios have been proposed, based on
different hypotheses about how excluded
students might have performed. Combined
with the actual performance of students
who were assessed, these scenarios produce
results for the full population (that is,
including estimates for excluded students)
in each jurisdiction and each assessment
year. Although these scenarios are some-
what speculative, these techniques do
provide some indication as to which
statements about trend gains or losses might

be changed if exclusion rates were zero in

both assessment years and if the hypoth-
eses about the performance of missing
students are correct.
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Although the results of one of these
scenarios are presented below, the methods
used to construct the scenario are still
under development. NCES is continuing
research into different procedures for
reducing the percentages of students
excluded from NAEP. In addition, NCES
will continue to evaluate the potential
impact of changes in exclusion rates on
score gains. The scenario shown in this
appendix is provided to illustrate the
potential impact of reasonable hypotheses
about the performance of excluded stu-
dents on score gains in the jurisdictions
that participated in both 1998 and 2002
and should not be interpreted as official
results.

The scenario was developed by Donald
McLaughlin of American Institutes for
Research, and predicts what the perfor-
mance of excluded SD and/or LEP stu-
dents might have been had these students
been tested. The basic assumption underly-
ing this approach is that these students
would have performed as well as included
SD and/or LEP students with similar
disabilities, level of English proficiency,
and background characteristics.” The
scenario was performed for each jurisdic-
tion that participated in both 1998 and
2002.

The first column of table A.15 presents
the official grade 4 score gain (or loss) for
each jurisdiction based on the results
shown in table 2.2 in chapter 2 of this
report. The second column shows the score
gain (or loss) under the McLaughlin sce-
nario. Six jurisdictions have notations that
show that a trend reported as significant or
as not significant would change under this
scenario. For example, in Arkansas the
apparent score gain between 1998 and
2002 of 4.1 points was not statistically
significant, but under this scenario, the
hypothetical gain of 5.5 points would have
been significant. The third column reports
the difference between the official gain and
the gain under this scenario. For Arkansas,
this difference is 1.4 points. Similar data are
presented for grade 8 in table A.16. At
grade 8, four states have notations indicat-
ing that the trend reported as significant or
as not significant would change under this
scenario.

assessed in NAEP, ability estimates for students with those characteristics may be overestimated.
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Table A.15 Comparison of changes in average NAEP reading scores from 1998 to 2002 in the official NAEP reported
sample and one possible scenario that includes estimates of how excluded students might have performed
had they been assessed: Grade 4

IGrudeld) Difference in
: Reported score change
sample Scenario' (Scenario minus reported)

Alabama —45 -15 30
Arizona -1.1 24 35
Arkansas 41 55 14
California 24 -~ 35 9.0 55
Connecticut —0.6 25 XA
Delaware 17.3 15.2 -2
District of (olumbia 11.3 131 18
Florida 87 87 0.1
Georgia 6.3 12 09
Howaii 19 16 -03
lowat 32 26 —06
Kansos ¢ 07 0.3 -04
Kentucky 1.5 ‘05 -10
Louisiana 6.3 15 12
Maine -0.3 0.7 10
Maryland 55 5.8 02
Massachusetts 109 12.0 1.0
Michigan 27 28 02
Minnesota * 6.0 6. 0.0
Mississippi -04 0.6 10
Missouri 46 43 -03
Montana —0.6 -09 -03
Nevada 2 33 6.] 28
New Mexico 26 43 16
New York ¢ 70 15 0.5
North Carcling 87 98 1.0
Oklahoma ? -59 -29 30
Oregon 84 9.1 0.7
Rhode Island 17 27 10
South Caroling 50 1.1 21
Tennessee ! 19 24 05
T Texos? 28 54 27
Utah 53 6.0 0.7
Virgin Islands ? 54 84 30
Virginia 18 15 —-0.3
Washington ! 55 53 —0.2
West Virginia 32 35 03
Wyoming 29 32 0.3

# Indicates that the jurisdiction did not mee1 ane or more of the guidelines for school parficipation in 2002,

1 Yhis scenorio assumes that exduded SD andy/or LEP students would have performed as wel as assessed SD and/or LEP students with simiar spedi needs.

2 Tha offiic! reported 1998 vs. 2002 rend results for this stote would be different under the scenario. )

NOTE: Only states or jurisdictions that portidpatedin both 1998 and 2002 reading ossessments are presented i this tabls. Scenario results are no! available for the Department of Defense Schooks.
SOURCE: 1. Departmest of Education, Lnstitute of Eduation Scences, Nationa Center for Education Stutsics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Reoding Assessments.
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Table A.16 Comparison of changes in average NAEP reading scores from 1998 to 2002 in the official NAEP reported
sample and one possible scenario that includes estimates of how excluded students might have performed

had they been assessed: Grade 8

V Diffefente in

Gradel8 “
Reported score change
sample Scenario' {Scenario minus reported)
Alabamo -25 —0.3 22
Arizona -32 -28 04
Arkonsas 41 49 07
California ¥ -9 -07 12
Connecficut ? -34 A 14
Delaware 13.6 R -24
District of Columbio 4] 3 -1.0
Florida 6.5 10 0.5
Georgio 08 13 0.6
Howaii 28 32 04
Kansas ¥ 15 10 -04
Kentucky 29 20 —09
Lovisiana 2 48 32 —15
Maine -1.6 -08 08
Marylond 24 19 —0.5
Massachusetts 1.7 15 -0.3
Mississippi 36 42 0.6
Missouri 56 43 -1.2
Montana * -08 —08 0.0
Nevado —64 -57 07
New Mexico —43 —48 —04
New York ¥ —08 -0 08
North Carolino 27 26 —-0.1
Oklahoma 2 -32 —-0.] 31
Oregon ! 2] 2] 0.0
Rhode Island -25 -1.2 1.3
South Carolino 28 32 03
Tennessee 2 23 5 28
Texas 09 0. -09
Utah -0 03 0.5
Virginia 27 20 -07
Woshington ¥ 44 55 1.2
West Virginia 19 13 —06
Wyoming 17 18 00

# ndicates that the jurisdiction did not meet one or mare of the guidelines for school particpationin 2002.

1 This scenorio ossumes the excuded SO and/or LEP students would have performed os well o essessed SD and/or LEP students with similar spedal needs.

2 the officiol reported 1998 vs. 2002 trend results for this state woukd be ditferen under the scenario.

NOTE: Only states or jurisdictons that particpatedin both 1998 and 2002 reading assessments are presentednthis table. Scenario resuls are not available for the Deportment of Defense Schooks.
SOURCE: US. Deportment of Eduemtion, Institute of Education Scences, National Center for Education Statistis, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Reading Assessments.
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Table A.17 displays jurisdictions by the 2002 fourth-grade reading assessments (and
size of the difference between the reported  for which the scenario results are avail-
grade 4 gains in average scores and the able), the scenario would make no more
gains under this scenario. For 21 of the 38 than one scale point difference one way or
jurisdictions that participated in both 1998 the other. Thirty-four of the 35 jurisdic-
and 2002 fourth-grade reading assessments tions might have differed by up to three

(and for which the scenario results are points, and one additional jurisdiction

available), the scenario would make no might have differed by more than three

more than one scale point difference one points.

way or the other. Of the 38 jurisdictions, At grade 8, all such changes are up-

35 might have differed by less than three wards, except for Louisiana where the

points. Three jurisdictions might have reported significant gain would be changed

differed by three points or more. to no statistically significant difference
Table A.18 displays the same informa- under this scenatio.

tion for grade 8. For 24 of the 35 jurisdic-
tions that participated in both 1998 and

Table A.17 Frequency distribution of differences between Reported and Scenario' average score changes
from 1998 to 2002: Grade 4

Gradeld! Difference in ”
score change Number of
(Scenario minus reported) states/jurisdictions States /jurisdictions
—3.0010 —1.01 2 Delaware, Kentucky
—1.00100.99 n Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, fowa,
Kansas, Maine, Maryland, Michigan,
Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri,
Montana, New York, Oregon, Rhode
Island, Tennessee, Utah, Virginia,
Washington, West Virginia, Wyoming
1.0010 2.99 12 Alabama, Arkansas,?
District of Columbia, Louisiana,
Massachusetts, Nevada,2 New Mexico,
North Carolina, Oklahoma,?
South Carolina, Texas,2 Virgin Islands?
3.00104.99 2 Arizona, Connecticut
5.0010 5.99 1 California?

1 The scenario assumes that ol exduded SO and/os LEP studeats would have performed as well as assessed SD and/or LEP students with sindlar special needs.

2 The official reported 1998 vs. 2002 trend resudts for this state would be different under the scenario.

NOTE: Ordy stotes or urisdictions that partipated in both 1 998 and 2002 reading assessments are presented in this table. Scenario results are nol availoble for the Department of Defense Schook.
SOURCE: US. Department of Educntion, Institute of Educotion Sdences, Notiond Center for Educntion Statistics, Nationa] Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Reading Assessments,
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Table A.18 Frequency distribution of differences between Reported and Scenario' average score changes
from 1998 to 2002: Grade 8

Gradels Difference in u
score change Number of
(Scenario minus reported) states/jurisdictions States /jurisdictions
—6.00t0 —3.01 1 Virgin Islands
—-3.0010 —1.01 4 Delaware, Lovisiana?, Missouri, Texas
~1.00100.99 4 Arizona, Arkansas, California, District of

Columbia, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Kansas,
Kentucky, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts,
Mississippi, Montang, evada, New Mexico,
New York, North Carolina, Oregon, South
Caroling, Utah, Virginia, West Virginia,
Wyoming

1.0010 2.99 6 Alaboma, Connecticut?, Oklohoma?, Rhode
Island, Tennessee?, Washington

1 The seencrio assumes that fl exduded SD and,/or LEP students would have performed os well s ossessed SD and/or LEP students with similor spedi needs.

2he official reported 1998 vs. 2002 trend results for this state would b different under the scenaria.

NOTE: Ordy stotes or jurisdictions that partidpated in both 1998 and 2002 reading assessments are presented in this table. Scenario resufts are not available for the Department of Defense Schook.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Educotion, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 ond 2002 Reading Assessments.
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Types of Accommodations
Permitted

Table A.19 displays the percentages of
SD and/or LEP students assessed with the
variety of available accommodations. It
should be noted that students assessed with
accommodations typically received some
combination of accommodations. The
numbers and percentages presented in the
table reflect only the primary accommoda-
tion provided. For example, students
assessed in small groups (as compared with
standard NAEP sessions of about 30
students) usually received extended time.
In one-on-one administrations, students
often received assistance in recording
answers (c.g, use of a scribe or computer)
and were afforded extra time. Extended

APPENDIX A e  NAEP 2002 READING REPORT CARD

time was considered the primary accommo-
dation only when it was the sole accommo-
dation provided. The assessment did not,
however, allow some accommodations that
were permitted in certain states in past
assessments. Some states have allowed
questions and, in some cases, reading
passages to be read aloud to the students.
In designing the reading assessment,
reading aloud as an accommodation was
viewed as changing the nature of the
construct being measured and, hence, was
not permitted. Because NAEP considers
the domain of its reading assessment to be
reading in English, no attempt was made to
provide an alternate language version of
the assessment, and the use of bilingual
dictionaries was not permitted.
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Table A.19 Students with disabilities un&/ or limited English proficient students assessed with acommodations,
by type of primary accommodation, grades 4, 8, and 12 public and nonpublic schools: 1998-2002

Weigﬁtedu;;aréﬁtdge of studéﬁt§ Asuinhled

Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 12
1998 2000 2002 1998 2002 1998 2002
SD! and/or LEP?
students
Lorge-print book 0.00 0.06 0.04 0.14 0.0 0.04 0.0
Extended time 1.07 0.86 1.65 1.07 208 0.39 1.27
Small group 1.94 148 218 1.26 1.64 0.66 073
One-on-one 0.23 0.27 0.09 0.07 0.05 0.15 0.03
Scribe/computer 0.05 0.03 0.06 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00
Other 0.09 0.01 0.04 0.00 0.04 0.05 007
SD students only
Lorge-print book 0.00 0.06 0.04 0.14 0.01 0.04 0.01
Extended fime 078 0.86 1.32 0.86 1.85 0.34 118
Small group 1.70 1.36 204 1.25 1.57 0.60 073
One-on-one 0.23 0.27 0.08 0.07 0.05 0.14 003
Scribe/computer 0.05 0.03 0.06 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00
Other 0.09 0.01 0.03 0.00 0.04 0.02 0.07
LEP? students only
Large-print book 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Extended fime 031 0.01 0.4 0.23 0.38 0.05 0.17
Small group 0.32 0.20 0.25 0.01 0.4 0.07 0.01
One-on-one 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00
Scribe/computer 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Other 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00
1 Students with disabilites.
2 imited English proficent students.

NOTE: The combined S0,/LEP portion of the table is not  sum of the separcte SD and LEP portions because soms students were identified os both SD and LEP. Suh students would be counted separatelyin the bottom
portions but counted only once in the top portion.
SOURCE: IS, Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Stafistcs, Notionad Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998, 2000, and 2002 Reading Assessments.
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Data Collection and Scoring

The 2002 reading assessment was con-
ducted from January to March 2002. Data
collection for the 2002 assessment at both
the national and state levels was conducted
by trained field staff from Westat.

Materials from the 2002 assessment were
shipped to NCS Pearson, where trained
staff evaluated the responses to the con-
structed-response questions using scoring
rubrics or guides prepared by ETS. Each
constructed-response question had a
unique scoring guide that defined the
criteria used to evaluate students’ re-
“sponses. The extended constructed-re-
sponse questions were evaluated with four-
and five-level guides, and almost all of the
short constructed-response questions
were rated according to three-level guides
that permitted partial credit. Other short
constructed-response questions were
scored as either acceptable or unacceptable.

For the 2002 reading assessment,
4,023,861 constructed responses were
scored. This number includes rescoring to
monitor interrater reliability. The within-
year average percentage of exact agreement
for the 2002 national reliability sample was
92 percent at fourth grade, 91 percent at
eighth grade, and 90 percent at twelfth
grade.

Data Analysis and IRT Scaling
Subsequent to the professional scoring, all
information was transcribed into the
NAEP database at ETS. Each processing
activity was conducted with rigorous
quality control. After the assessment

information was compiled in the database,
the data were weighted according to the
population structure. The weighting for the
national sample reflected the probability of
selection for cach student as a result of the
sampling design, adjusted for nonresponse.®

The procedure used for sample weighting
in the state assessments is similar to that
used in national samples. However, there is
one important difference: because there is
no oversampling of high-minority schools
in state samples, the weighting process
does not need to adjust for such a procedure.

Analyses were then conducted to
determine the percentages of students who
gave various responses to each cognitive
and background question. In determining
these percentages for the cognitive ques-
tions, a distinction was made between
missing responses at the end of a block
(i.e., missing responses subsequent to the
last question the student answered) and
missing responses prior to the last observed
response. Missing responses before the last
observed response were considered inten-
tional omissions. In analysis, omitted
responses to multiple-choice items were
scored as fractionally correct.’ For con-
structed-response items, omitted responses
were placed into the lowest score category.
Missing responses at the end of the block
were considered “not reached” and treated
as if the questions had not been presented
to the student. In calculating response
percentages for each question, only stu-
dents classified as having been presented
the question were included in the denomi-
nator of the statistic.

Weighting procedures are described more fully in the “Weighting and Variance Estimation” section later in this

document. Additional information about the use of weighting procedures, will be included in the technical
documentation section of the NAEP web site at http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard.

9 Lord, E M. (1980). Applications of Item Response Theory to Practical Testing Problems, p. 229. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence

Erlbaun Associates.
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Tt is standard NAEP practice to treat all
nonrespondents to the last question in a
block as if they had not reached the ques-
tion. For multiple-choice and short con-
structed-response questions, this practice
produces a reasonable pattern of results in
that the proportion reaching the last ques-
tion is not dramatically smaller than the
proportion reaching the next-to-last ques-
tion. However, for reading blocks that
ended with extended constructed-response
questions, the standard practice could
result in extremely large drops in the
proportion of students attempting some of
the final questions. Therefore, for blocks
ending with an extended constructed-
response question, students who answered
the next-to-last question but did not
respond to the extended constructed-
response question were classified as having
intentionally omitted the last question.

Item Response Theory (IRT) was used to
estimate average reading scale scores for
the nation and for various subgroups of
interest within the nation. IRT models the
probability- of answering a question in a
certain way as a mathematical function of
proficiency or skill. The main purpose of
IRT analysis is to provide a common scale
on which performance can be compared
among groups such as those defined by
characteristics, including gender and race/
ethnicity, even when students receive
different blocks of items. One desirable
feature of IRT is that it locates items and
students on this common scale. In contrast
to classical test theory, IRT does not rely
solely on the total number of correct item
responses, but uses the particular patterns
of student responses to items in determin-
ing the student location on the scale. As a
result, adding to the assessment items that
function at a particular point on the scale

does not change the location of the stu-
dents on the scale, even though students
may respond correctly to more items. It
does increase the relative precision with
which students are measured, particularly
those students whose scale locations are
close to the additional items.

The results for 1992, 1994, 1998, 2000
and 2002 are presented on the NAEP
reading scales. In 1992, a scale ranging
from 0 to 500 was created to report perfor-
mance for each reading purpose — literary
and information at grade 4; and literary,
information, and task at grades 8 and 12.
The scales summarize student performance
across all three types of questions in the
assessment (multiple-choice, short con-
structed-response, and extended con-
structed-response). Results from subse-
quent reading assessments (1994, 1998,
2000, and 2002) are reported on these scales.

Each reading scale was initially based on
the distribution of student performance
across all three grades in the 1992 national
assessment (grades 4, 8, and 12). In that
year, the scales had an average of 250 and
a standard deviation of 50. In addition, a
composite scale was created as an overall
measure of students’ reading performance.
This composite scale is a weighted average
of the three separate scales for the three
reading purposes. The weight for each
reading purpose is proportional to the
relative importance assigned to the reading
purpose by the specifications developed
through the consensus planning process
and given in the framework.

In producing the reading scales, three
distinct IRT models were used. Multiple-
choice questions were scaled using the
three-parameter logistic (3PL) model; short
constructed-response questions rated as

10 Muraki, E. (1992). A Generalized Partial Credit Model: Application of an EM Algorithm. Applied Psychological
Measurement, 16(2), 159-176.
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acceptable or unacceptable were scaled
using the two-parameter logistic (2PL)
model; and short constructed-response
questions rated according to a three-level
guide, as well as extended constructed-
response questions rated on a four- or five-
level guide, were scaled using a General-
ized Partial-Credit (GPC) model."® Devel-
oped by ETS and first used in 1992, the
GPC model permits the scaling of ques-
tions scored according to multipoint rating
schemes. The model takes full advantage
of the information available from each of
the student response categories used for
these more complex constructed-response
questions.!!

The reading scale is composed of three
types of questions: multiple-choice, short
constructed-response (scored either di-
chotomously or allowing for partial credit),
and extended constructed-response (scored
according to a partial-credit model). Unfor-
tunately, the question of how much infor-
mation different types of questions contrib-
ute to the reading scale has no simple
answer. The information provided by a
given question is determined by the IRT
model used to scale the question. It is a
function of the item parameters and varies
by level of reading proficiency.!? Thus, the
answer to the query “How much informa-
tion do the different types of questions
provide?” will differ for each level of
reading performance. When considering the
composite reading scale, the answer is even
more complicated. The reading data are
scaled separately by the two purposes for
reading (reading for information and
reading for literary experience) for grade 4,

11

and the three purposes for reading (reading
for information; reading for literary experi-
ence; and reading to perform a task) for
grades 8 and 12, resulting in two or three
separate subscales at cach grade. The
composite scale is a weighted combination
of these subscales. IRT information func-
tions are only strictly comparable when the
item parameters are estimated together.
Because the composite scale i1s based on
three separate estimation runs, there is no
direct way to compare the information
provided by the questions on the composite
scale.

Because of the PBIB spiraling design
used by NAEP, students do not receive
enough questions about a specific topic to
provide reliable information about indi-
vidual performance. (For more information
on PBIB spiraling, see “The Assessment
Design” section presented earlier in this
appendix.) Traditional test scores for
individual students, even those based on
IRT, would result in misleading estimates

. of population characteristics, such as

subgroup means and percentages of stu-
dents at or above a certain scale-score
level. However, it is NAEP’s goal to
estimate these population characteristics.
As discussed by Mislevy and Sheehan
(1987)2, NAEP’ objectives can be
achieved with methodologies that produce
estimates of the population-level param-
eters directly, without the intermediary
computation of estimates of individuals.
This is accomplished using marginal esti-
mation scaling model techniques for latent
variables. Under the assumptions of the
scaling models, these population estimates

More detailed information regarding the IRT analyses used in NAEP will be included in the technical documenta-

tion section of the NAEP web site at http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard.

12 Donoghue, J. R. (1994). An Empirical Examination of the IRT Information of Polytomously Scored Reading
Items Under the Generalized Partial Credit Model. Journal of Educational Measurement, 31(4), 295-311.

13 Mislevy, R. J,, and Sheehan, K. M. (1987). Marginal Estimation Procedures. In A. E. Beaton (Ed.) Implementing the
New Design: The NAEP 1983-1984 Technical Report. Report, No. 15-TR-20, pp. 293-260. Princeton, NJ: Educa-

tional Testing Service.
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will be consistent in the sense that the
estimates approach the model-based
population values as the sample size
increases. This would not be the case for
population estimates obtained by aggregat-
ing optimal estimates of individual perfor-
mance.!" '

Item Mapping Procedures

The reading performance of fourth-,
eighth-, and twelfth-graders can be illus-
trated by “item maps,” which position
question or “item” descriptions along the
NAEP reading scale at each grade. Each
question shown is placed at the point on
the scale where questions are likely to be
answered successfully by students. The
descriptions used on these item maps focus
on the reading knowledge or skill needed to
answer the question. For multiple-choice
questions, the description indicates the
knowledge or skill demonstrated by selec-
tion of the correct option; for constructed-
response questions, the description takes
into account the knowledge or skill speci-
fied by the different levels of scoring
criteria for that question.

To map questions to particular points on
the NAEP reading scale, a response prob-
ability convention was adopted that would
divide those who had a higher probability
of success from those who had a lower
probability. Establishing a response prob-
ability convention has an impact on the
mapping of the test questions onto the
reading scale. A lower boundary conven-
tion maps the reading questions at lower
points along the scale, and a higher bound-
ary convention maps the same questions at
higher points on the scale. The underlying
distribution of reading skills in the popula-
tion does not change, but the choice of a
response probability convention does have

an impact on the proportion of the student
population that is reported as “able to do”
the questions on the reading scales.

There is no obvious choice of a point
along the probability scale that is clearly
superior to any other point. If the conven-
tion were set with a boundary at 50 per-
cent, those above the boundary would be
more likely to get a question right than get
it wrong, while those below the boundary
would be more likely to get the question
wrong than right. Although this convention
has some intuitive appeal, it was rejected
on the grounds that having a 50:50 chance
of getting the question right shows an
insufficient degree of mastery. If the
convention were set with a boundary at 80
percent, students above the criterion would

‘have a high probability of success with 2

question. However, many students below
this criterion show some level of reading
ability that would be ignored by such a
stringent criterion. In particular, those in
the range between 50 and 80 percent
correct would be more likely to get the
question right than wrong, yet would not be
in the group described as “able to do” the
question.

In a compromise between the 50 percent
and the 80 percent conventions, NAEP has
adopted two related response probability
conventions for all its subjects: 65 percent
for constructed-response questions (where
guessing is not a factor) and 74 percent for
multiple-choice questions (to adjust for the
possibility of answering correctly by
guessing). These probability conventions
were established, in part, based on an
intuitive judgment that they would
provide the best picture of students’
reading skills.

14 For theoretical and empirical justification of the procedures employed, see Mislevy, R. J. (1988). Randomization-
Based Inferences About Latent Variables From Complex Samples. Psychometrika, 56(2), 171-196.
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Some additional support for the dual
conventions adopted by NAEP was pro-
vided by Huynh.”® He examined the IRT
information provided by items, according
to the IRT model used in scaling NAEP
questions. Following Bock, Huynh decom-
posed the item information into that
provided by a correct response [P(0) I(0)]
and that provided by an incorrect response
[(1— P(6)) 1(8)].* Huynh showed that the
item information ‘provided by a correct
response to a constructed-response item is
maximized at the point along the reading
scale at which the probability of a correct
response is 0.65 (for multiple-choice items,
the information provided by a correct
response is maximized at the point at which
the probability of getting the item correct is
0.74). It should be noted, however, that
maximizing the item information I(6),
rather than the information provided by a
correct response [P(6) 1(6)], would imply an
item mapping criterion closer to 50 percent.

The results in this report are presented in
terms of the composite reading scale.
However, the reading assessment was
scaled separately for the two purposes for
reading at grade 4 and the three purposes
for reading at grades 8 and 12. The com-
posite scale is a weighted combination of
the two or three subscales for the two or
three purposes for reading. To obtain item
map information, a procedure developed by
Donoghue was used.”” This method models
the relationship between the item response
function for the subscale and the subscale
structure to derive the relationship between

the item score and the composite scale (i.e.,
an item response function for the compos-
ite scale). This item response function is
then used to derive the probability used in
the mapping.

Weighting and Variance
Estimation

A complex sampling design was used to
select the students who were assessed.
The properties of a sample selected
through such a design could be very differ-
ent from those of a simple random sample,
in which every student in the target popula-
tion has an equal chance of selection and
in which the observations from different
sampled students can be considered to be
statistically independent of one another.
Therefore, the properties of the sample for
the data collection design were taken into
account during the analysis of the assess-
ment data.

One way that the properties of the
sample design were addressed was by using
sampling weights to account for the fact
that the probabilities of selection were not
identical for all students. All population
and subpopulation characteristics based on
the assessment data were estimated using
sampling weights. These weights included
adjustments for school and student
nonresponse.

Prior to 2002, the national samples used
weights that had been poststratified to the
Census or Current Population Survey (CPS)
totals for the populations being assessed.
There were concerns about the availability
of appropriate targets for poststratification

15 Huyuh, H. (1994, October). Some Technical Aspects of Standard Setting. Paper presented at the Joint Conference on
Standard Setting for Large-Scale Assessment, Washington, DC.

16 Bock, R. D. (1972). Estimating Item Parameters and Latent Ability When Responses are Scored in Two or More

Latent Categories. Psychometrika, 37, 29-51.

17 Douoghue, ]. R. (1997, Maxch). Irern Mapping 10 a Weighted Composite Scale. Paper presented at the annual meeting
of the American Educational Research Association, Chicago, IL.
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in the 2002 assessment and in the future
due to changes in the reporting of race in

the 2000 Census. Therefore, in 2002, it was

decided that in the analysis of national
samples non-poststratified weights would
be used. In linking the 2002 NAEP reading
results to the existing NAEP reading
reporting scale, non-poststratified weights
were used throughout the process. This
resulted in a slight change to the 1998
National Reading and 2000 National
Reading NAEP achievement scores that
had been reported previously. The NAEP
state samples have always been analyzed
using non-poststratified weights since there
were no targets available from CPS to use
in poststratification. There were no changes
to the reported 1998 NAEP state reading
achievement results due to this change in
the sample weighting procedures.

Not only must appropriate estimates of
population characteristics be derived, but
appropriate measures of the degree of
uncertainty must be obtained for those
statistics. Two components of uncertainty
are accounted for in the variability of
statistics based on student ability: 1) the
uncertainty due to sampling only a rela-
tively small number of students, and 2) the
uncertainty due to sampling only a portion
of the cognitive domain of interest. The
first component accounts for the variability
associated with the estimated percentages
of students who had certain background
characteristics or who answered a certain
cognitive question correctly.

Because NAEP uses complex sampling
procedures, conventional formulas for
estimating sampling variability that assume
simple random sampling are inappropriate.

NAEDP uses a jackknife replication proce-
dure to estimate standard errors. The
jackknife standard error provides a reason-
able measure of uncertainty for any student
information that can be observed without
error. However, because each student
typically responds to only a few questions
within any theme of reading, the scale
score for any single student would be
imprecise. In this case, NAEP’s marginal
estimation methodology can be used to
describe the performance of groups and
subgroups of students. The estimate of the
variance of the students’ posterior scale
score distributions (which reflect the
imprecision due to lack of measurement
accuracy) is computed. This component of
variability is then included in the standard
errors of NAEP scale scores.

Typically, when the standard error 1s
based on a small number of students or
when the group of students is enrolled in a
small number of schools, the amount of
uncertainty associated with the estimation
of standard errors may be quite large.
Estimates of standard errors subject to a
large degree of uncertainty are followed by
the “I” symbol to indicate that the nature
of the sample does not allow accurate
determination of the variability of the
statistic. In such cases, the standard er-
rors—and any confidence intervals or
significance tests involving these standard
errors—should be interpreted cautiously.
Additional details concerning procedures
for identifying such standard errors will be
discussed in the technical documentation
section of the NAEP web site at http://
nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard.

18 Por further details, see Johnson, E. G., and Rust, K. E (1992). Population Inferences and Variance Estimation for
NAEP Data. Jowrnal of Educational Statistics, 17(2), 175-190.
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The reader is reminded that, as with
findings from all surveys, NAEP results. are
subject to other kinds of error, including
the effects of imperfect adjustment for
student and school nonresponse and
unknowable effects associated with the
particular insttumentation and data collec-
tion methods. Nonsampling errors can be
attributed to a number of sources—
inability to obtain complete information
about all selected schools in the sample
(some students or schools refused to
participate, or students participated but
answered only certain questions); ambigu-
ous definitions; differences in interpreting
questions; inability or unwillingness to give
correct background information; mistakes
in recording, coding, or scoring data; and
other errors in collecting, processing,
sampling, and estimating missing data. The
extent of nonsampling errors is difficult to
estimate and, because of their nature, the
impact of such errors cannot be reflected in
the data-based estimates of uncertainty
provided in NAEP reports.

‘Drawing Inferences
from the Results

The reported statistics are estimates and
are therefore subject to a measure of
uncertainty. There are two sources of such
uncertainty. First, NAEP uses a sample of
students rather than testing all students.
Second, all assessments have some amount
of uncertainty related to the fact that they
cannot ask all questions that might be
asked in a content area. The magnitude of
this uncertainty is reflected in the standard
error of each of the estimates. When the
percentages or average scale scores of
certain groups are compared, the estimated
standard error should be taken into ac-
count, and observed similarities or differ-
ences should not be relied on solely. There-

fore, the comparisons are based on statisti-
cal tests that consider the estimated stan-
dard errors of those statistics and the
magnitude of the difference among the
averages or percentages.

For the data presented in this report, all
the estimates have corresponding estimated
standard errors of the estimates. For
example, table A.20 shows the average
national scale score for the NAEP 1992—
2002 national assessments and table A.21
shows the percentage of students within
each achievement-level range and at or
above achievement levels. In both tables,
estimated standard errors appear in paren-
theses next to each estimated scale score or
percentage. Additional examples of esti-
mated standard errors corresponding with
results included in this report are presented
in tables A.22, A.23, and A.24. For the
estimated standard errors corresponding to
other data in this report, the reader can go
to the data tool on the NCES web site at
http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/
naepdata/.

Using confidence intervals based on the
standard errors provides a way to take into
account the uncertainty associated with
sample estimates and to make inferences
about the population averages and percent-
ages in a manner that reflects that uncer-
tainty. An estimated sample average scale
score plus or minus 1.96 standard errors
approximates a 95 percent confidence
interval for the corresponding population
quantity. This statement means that one
can conclude with an approximately 95
percent level of confidence that the aver-
age performance of the entire population
of interest (e.g, all fourth-grade students in
public and nonpublic schools) is within
plus or minus 1.96 standard errors of the
sample average.
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For example, suppose that the average
reading scale score ot the students i a
particular group was 256 with an cstimated
standard crror of 1.2. An approximately 95
percent confidence interval for the popula-
tion quantity would be as follows:

Average 1.96 standard crrors
256 = 1.96 X 1.2
256 £ 24
(253.6, 258.4)

Thus, one can conclude with a 95
percent level of confidence that the aver-
age scale score for the entire population of
students n that group is between 253.6 and
258.4. It should be noted that this example
and the examples in the following sections

are tllustrative. More precise estimates
carried out to one or more decimal places
are used in the actual analyses.

Similar confidence intervals can be
constructed for percentages, if the percent-
ages are not extremely large or extremely
small. Extreme percentages should be
interpreted with caution. Adding or sub-
tracting the standard crrors associated with
extreme percentages could cause the
confidence interval to exceed 100 percent
or fall below 0 percent, resulting in num-
bers that are not meaningtul. A more
complete discussion of extreme percent-
ages will appear in the technical documen-
tation section of the NAEDP web site at
http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard.

Tuble A.20 Averoge reading scole scores and stondord errors, grades 4, 8, ond 12: 1992-2002

Accommodations not permitted Accommodations permitted l

1992 1994 1998
217{0.9) 214(1.00 * 207(08)
260{0.9) * 260(0.8) *  264(0.8)
Grade 12
292(0.6) * 287(0.7) 291¢0.7) *

2000 1998 2000 2002
7(08)* a5y 213(1.3)" 219(0.4)
- 263(0.8) - 264(0.4)
- 290{0.6) * - 287 (0.7)

~ Data were not collected ot grades 8 and 12in 2000.

* Significantly different from 2002.

NOTE: Standard ermors of the estimaled scole scores appear in parentheses.
In oddition 1o allowing for dations, the dation-p
sample weighing procedures.

itted results of grade 4 (1998-2000) differ sightly from previous years, and from previous reported resuls for 1998 and 2000, due to changes in

SOURCE: U.S. Deportment of Education, Institule of Education Sciences, National Cener for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, 1998, 2000, ond 2002 Reading

Assessmenk.
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Table A.21 Percentage of students and standard errors, by reading achievement level, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1992-2002

e

Atorabove  Ator above

Below Basic At Basic At Proficient At Advanced Basic Proficient

Accommodations not permitted 1992 38(1.1) 34(0.9) 22(0.9) * 6(0.6) 62(1.1) 29(1.2)
1994 40(1.0) * 37 22(0.8) * 7(0.7) 60(1.0) * 30(L1)
1998 38(0.9) 320(0.7) 24(0.7) 7(0.5) 62(0.9) 31{0.9)
2000 37(0.8) 31(0.9) 24(0.8) 8(0.5) 63(0.8) 32(0.9)

Accommodations permitted 1998 40(1.2) * 30(0.8) 22(0.8) * 7(0.5) 60(1.2) * 29(09)
2000 41014 01 23(1.0) 7(0.6) 04 (L)
2002 36(0.5) 32(0.3) 24(0.3) 7(0.2) 64{0.5) 31(0.4)

Accommodations not permitted 1992 3101.0) 40(0.7) 26(1.0) * 3(0.3) 69(1.0) * 9(1.1)*

1994 30(09) * 40(0.7) * 27(0.8) * 3(0.3) 70(09) * 30(09) *
1998 26{0.9) 41(0.8) * 31(0.9) 3(0.4) 74(0.9) 33(0.9)
Accommodations permitted 1998 27(0.8) * 41(0.9) 30(0.9) 3(0.3) 73(0.8) * 32(1.1)
2002 25(05) 43(0.4) 30(0.5) 3(0.2) 75(0.5) 33(0.5)

Accommodations not permitted 1992 20(0.6) * 39(0.7) 36(08) * 4(0.3) 80(0.6) * 40(0.8) *
1994 25(07) 38(0.7) 32(0.9) 4(0.5) 75(0.7) 36(1.0)

1998 23(09) * 37(0.8) 35(1.0) * 6(0.4)* 77009} ¢ 40(09) *

Accommodations permitted 1998 2400 36(0.6) 35(0.8) * 6(04)* 76(0.7) * 40(07) *
2002 26(0.8) 38(0.6) 31(0.8) 5(0.3) 74(0.8) 36(0.8)

* Significontly different from 2002,
NOTE: Standord ervors of the estimated percentoges appear in porentheses.
Percentoges within each reading ochievement level range may not odd fo 100, or o the exad perceniages i or ohove achievement levels, due lo rounding.
I addition 1o allowing for accommodations, the accommodation-permitted resuls of grade 4 (19982000} differ sightty from previous yeors, and from previous reported results for 1998 and 2000, due fo changesin

weighing procedures.
SOURCE: U 5. Deportment of Education, Inslitute of Education Sciences, National Cenler for Education Statisics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, 1998, 2000, and 2002 Reading

Assesgmenks.
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Table A.22 Average reading scale scores ond stondard errors, by race/ethnicity ond eligibility for free /reduced-price

school lunch, grades 4, 8, and 12: 2002

White

Black

Hispanic

Asian/Pacific Islander

American Indian/Alaska Native

White
Black
Hispanic

Asian/Pacific Islander
American Indian/Alaska Native

White

Black

Hispanic

Asian/Pacific Islander

American Indian/Alaska Native

Eligible

215(0.8)
193(0.5)
195(1.8)
212(3.0)
201(2.3)

260(0.6)
239(0.7)
24(1.0)
249(3.4)
240(4.8)

283(2.0)
260(1.7)
266 (2.2)
274(43)

Not eligible

233{0.4)
212(1.0)
216(1.3)
234(1.5)
219(2.2)

275(0.5)
256(1.1)
256(1.5)
274(1.5)
265(2.1)

292(0.9)
272(1.6)
278(1.9)
288(2.8)

Informotion
not available

234(1.0)
206(1.9)
207 (3.1)
22(33)
200{6.8)

m9(14)
251(2.6)
249(2.3)
276(3.6)
255(5.2)1

298(1.4)
273(3.2)
280(3.8)
296(3.8) !

1 The nature of the somple does nol allow accurae defermination of the variability of the stafistic.
***{***) Somple size is insufficient o permil o reliable estimate.

** Quolily control activities ond special analysis roised concerns about the occurocy ond precision of grode 12 Amesican Indian data. As o resull they are omitted from this report.

NOTE: Standard errors of the estimaled scole scores oppear in parentheses.
SOURCE: LS. Deportment of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Satistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress {NAEP), 2002 Reading Assessment.
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Table A.23 Average reading scale scores and standard errors, grade 8 public schools: By state, 1998 and 2002

Gradel8! Accommodations Accommodations ”
not permitted permitted
1998 1998 2002
Nution (Public} ! 261(0.8) 261(08) * 263(0.5)
Alabama 255(1.3) 255(1.4) 253(1.3)
Arizong 210.2) * 260(1.1) 257(1.3)
Arkansas 256(1.3) * 256(1.3) * 260(1.1)
California ¢ 253(1.7) 252(1.6) 250(1.8)
Colorado 264(1.1) 264(1.0) -
Connecticut 272(1.) ** 270(1.0) * 267(1.2)
Delaware 256(1.3) == 254(1.3) = 267 (0.5)
Florida 253(1.7) ** 255(1.4) = 261(1.6)
Georgio 257(14) 257(1.4) 258(1.0)
Hawaii 250(1.3) CM9(1.0) 252(0.9)
Idaho - - 266(1.1)
Indiana - - 265(1.3)
Konsas ¢ 208(1.2) 268(1.4) 269(1.3)
Kentucky 262(1.3) 262(1.4) 265(1.0)
Lovisiano 252(1.5) * 252(1.4) * 256(1.5)
Maine 73(1.2) m.a 270(0.9)
Morylond  262(1.8) 261(1.8) 263(1.7)
Massachusetts 269(1.6) 269(1.4) M3
Michigan - - 265(1.6)
Minnesota ! 267(1.3) 265(1.4) -
Mississippi 251(14) * 2510.2) * 255(0.9)
Missouri 263(1.3) *= 262(1.3) ** 268(1.0)
Montana ¢ 270011} 7(1.3) 270(1.0)
Nebraska - - 270(0.9)
Nevoda 257(1.) == 258(1.0) *** 251{0.8)
\New Mexico 258(1.2) * 258(1.2) ** 254(1.0)
New York ¢ 266 (1.6) 265(1.5) 264(1.5)
North Carolina 264(1.1) 262(1.1) 265(1.1)
North Dakota ¢ - — 268 (0.8)
Ohio — - 268(1.6)
Oklohoma 2605013) * 26501.2) * 262(0.8)
Oregon ! 266(1.4) 266(1.5) 268(1.3)
Pennsylvania - - 265(1.0)
Rhode fsland 262(1.0) 264(0.9) * 262(0.8)
South Caroling 255(1.3) 255(1.1) _ 258{1.1}
Tennessee 25901.3) 258(1.2) 260(1.4)
Texas 262(1.5) 261(1.4) 262(1.4)
Utah 265(1.1) 263(1.0) 263(1.1)
Vermont - — 272(0.9)
Virginia 266(1.1) 266(1.1) 269(1.0)
Washington ¢ 265(1.3) 26401.2) * 268(1.2)
West Virginia 262(1.2) 262(1.0) 264(1.0)
Wisconsin ¢ 266(1.6) 265(1.8) -
Wyoming 262(1.3) 263(1.3) 265(0.7)
Other Jurisdictions
American Somoa - - 198(1.7)
District of Columbia 236(2.0) "236(2.1) 240(0.9)
DDESS 2 269(3.3) 268(4.5) 272(1.0)
DoDDS ? 269(1.0) *** 269(1.0) *= 273(0.6)
Guam - - 240(1.2)
Virgin Islands 233(2.9) * 231(2.1) == 241(1.3)

— Indicates that the jurisdiction did not parficipate or did nol meet minimum partidpation guidelines for reporting.

# Indicotes thad the jurisdiction did not mee! one or more of the guidelines for schoo participation in 2002.

* Significantly ditferent from 2002 when only one jurisdidtion or the nation & being examined. .

**Significantly diffesent from 2002 when using o muliiple-comparison procedura based on oll risdidtions thot participated bath years.

 Mofional resubs thaf ore presented for cxsessments prior to 2002 are based on tha national sample, 601 on aggregaied st assassment samples.

2 Department of Defensa Domestic Dependent Hementory and Secondary Schook. 3 Department of Defense Dependents Schooks {Overses).

NOTE: Standord errors of the estimated scale scores appearin

Comparative performance results may be cffeded by changes in exdusion rates for studers with disabilites and kmited Engish profident students inthe NAEP samples.

SOURCE U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Ceter for Education Statistcs, Nationa Assessment of Educationed Progress (NAEP, 1998 and 2002 Reading Assessments.
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Table A.24 Percentages of students at or above Proficient and standard errors, by race/ethnicity, grade 8 public schools: By state,

1998 and 2002
(Gradelole : White Black Hispanic ‘J
Accommodations Accommodations Accommodations Accommodations Accommodations Accommodations
not permitted permitted not permitted permitted not permitted permitted

1998 1998 2002 1998 i 1998 2002 1998 1998 2002
Mation (Public}!| 38(1.2) 37(1.3) 39{0.7) 11{1.3) 11{1.6) 13(0.7) 14(1.5) 13(1.0} 14(0.8)
Alabama 28(1.8) 29(2.6) 30(1.8) 7(1.4) 8(1.3) 7(0.9) ) = b ]
Arizono 3701.8) 35(1.8) 32(24) 10(4.0) 12(4.3) 12{4.3) 12(1.8) 12(2.0) 11(1.6)
Arkonsas 28015 9(1.7) 34(1.8) 6(1.8) ¢ 5(1.8) 6(1.8) == == =™
California* | 35(3.0) 35(3.0) 33(3.0) 12(3.2) i9(25) 13(4.3) 8(1.3) 8(1.4) 10(1.4)
Colorado 3701.8) 36(1.4) — 3y 103 — 10(1.9) 11(2.2) -
Connecticut 49(1.5) 47(1.7) 48(1.7) 1042.9) 11{2.9) 9(1.9) 13(3.1) 13(4.5) 1042.2)
Delaware 31(20)**  30(2.0)*= 42(1.1) 10(1.9) 0.3 14012 18(6.3}! 17(5.9) 14(2.7)
Horido 312 30(21) 36(2.4) 701.3) * 7013y 1417 15(3.0) 17{3.3) 20(3.5)
Georgio 34(2.5) 35(2.0) 35(1.8) 9(1.5) - 10(1.3) 14(1.5) B | = 14{4.9)
Howaii 31(28) 30(2.6) 30(2.6) = I 18(7.9) == =) 16(5.3)
Idaho — —- 35(2.2) - - ) — - 17(3.1)
Indiana - — 34(1.6) - : — 12(2.6) — — )
Kansast | 39(1.9) 40(2.0) 42(19) 17{9.3) 20(8.4) 12(3.2) 15(43) - 11{2.4) 23(4.5)
Kentucky 31(1.8) 32(1.7) 33(1.6) 9(2.9) @ 14(3.0) =) == =
Lovisiono 26(1.9) 25022 32(20) 6(1.3) ©o6(12) 901.2 ) R | ==
Maine 42(1.8) 42(1.8) 38(1.1) =) ) () ) o) )

Marylond 41(2.6) 41(29) 44(2.7) 11{1.5) 10(1.7) 13(1.6) 27(6.6) 23(6.3) 24(5.0) !
Massachusetts 41(24) 43(1.9) 47(1.8) 13(3.8) 12(3.8) 12(2.8) 12(3.3) 12(3.0) 16(2.9)
Michigan — —- 3701.5) — — 13(3.1) — — =)
Minnesota t | 39(1.9) 3901.9) - 8(4.5) 734 - =) === —
Mississippi 29(1.9) 28(2.2) 31(24) 8(1.1) Co8(L) 1(1.0) =) B | =
Missouri 32(1.6) 308> 0N 8(2.6) 91.7) 13(2.6) = == ==
Montona* |  40(1.6) 42(1.7) 40(1.9) =) ) ) ) = =)
Nebraska — — 40(1.3) - ' — 11(3.5) — — 14(4.0)
Nevado 30(1.5) 9(1.7) 25(1.6) 10(3.0) 10(3.4) 7(1.9) 10(1.8) 9(1.6) 8(1.6)
New Mexico 37(23) 36(1.9) 32(2.6) (™) ,o ™) 14(1.6) 15(1.5) 12(1.2)
New York ¥ |  45(3.0) 44(2.2) 3(2.7) 12(2.2) 10(1.7) 12(3.0) 12(2.1) 10(2.6) 15(3.1)
North Carolina 40(1.8) 907} 42(2.0) 13(2.1) 1201.7) 11(1.3) =) = 18(6.4)
North Dakota — —- 35(1.3) — — == _ —_ ==
Ohio — —_ 40(2.2) - - . 13(35)! —_ - bt
Oklahoma 33(2.0) 34(2.2) 33(1.7) 12(3.5) 14(2.5) 8(2.5) 10(4.1) 16{4.8) 14(4.5)
Oregont [  36(2.1) 37(2.2) 39(1.9) 10(6.4) ! 10(5.6)1 ===} 13(4.0} 15(3.6) 14(4.1)

Pennsylvania - — 40(1.7) — ’, - 8(1.2) - - 14(3.6)!
i Rhode Island 33(1.5) 35(1.5) 36(1.3) 15(5.5) - 12(4.5) 12(4.8) 10(2.9) 10(3.2) 12(2.1)
South Carolina 30(1.6) 30(1.4) 35(2.1) 8(1.1) 9(1.0) 9(1.3) =) == ==
Tennessee ¥ | 31(2.0) 32(1.9) 33(1.7) 6(1.4) 1(1.7) 11{1.7) =) === ==
Texas 38(2.4) 38(2.6) 47(28) 12(3.7) 12(2.5) 15(2.3) 14(1.8) 14(2.1) 17{1.5)
Utah 32(1.2) 32(1.5) 35(1.3) ) ) (") 23(64) 20(4.3) 9(2.9)
Vermont — - 40(1.5) — —_ han o —_ — =)
Virginia 41(1.8) 42(1.6) 46(1.8) 13(2.1) 13(2.2) 15(1.7) 24(8.1) 28(1.1) 23(54)
Washingtont | 35(2.0) 35(1.9) 40(2.0) 14{4.9) 13(4.7) 18(4.2) 12(4.0) 11{2.7) 20(4.5)
West Virginio 28(1.2) 28(1.1) 30(1.6) 11{6.1) 11{4.1) 10(4.8) ) = M
Wisconsin ¥ | 37(2.2) 37(1.8) — 8(3.0) 10{4.4) — 18(4.0)! 19(5.4)! -
Wyoming K1 T W) 32(1.6) 33(1.2) (™) N | ) 15(3.9) 19{4.3) 13(3.4)

Other Jurisdictions 5
American Somoa — - =) - - - =) - ‘ - )
District of Columbia = = =) 9(1.2) 9.1 8(0.9) 15(7.2) 22(6.8) 11(3.4)
DDESS2| 45(3.8) 48(5.5) 48(4.1) 21(6.0) 20(7.6) 19(3.9) 37(6.5) 43(6.3) 37(5.0)
DoDDS3 | 45(3.8) 45(2.3) 48(2.1) 24(2.2) 22(5.4) 24(2.7) 26(5.2) 27(59) 29(4.6)
Guom — - hont - — == — - b
Virgin Islands b o - =) 9(2.9) 8(1.9) 7014 = = 4(28)
See footnotes ot end of table. >
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Table A.24 Percentages of students at or above Proficient and standard errors, by race/ethnicity, grade 8 public schools: By state,

1998 and 2002 —Continved

@b ®

Notion (Public)!
Alabama
Arizona
Arkansas
California *
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Indiana
Kansas ¢
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Mexico
New York ¢
North Carolina
North Dakota t
Ohio
Oklahoma
Olregon t
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
Tennessee !
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington ¢
West Virginia
Wisconsin ¢
Wyoming
Other Jurisdictions
American Samoa
District of Columbia
DDESS 2
DoDDS *
Guam
Virgin Islands

Asian/Pacific Islander

Tm?ticaﬁ Indmn/ A.uikd Nﬁt}ve

Accommodations Accommodations Accommodations

not permitted permitted not permitted
1998 1998 2002 1998
32(6.0) 30(6.1) 34(2.0) =™
LYY LY} |3 LIR
et} = ) 10(4.1)
LY L} L3 L3R
24(4.7) 25037 25(4.6) =
30(6.6) 25(1.2) - ==
59(7.6)* 58(8.4) 34(5.0) =
== I 54(54) ==
54(7.0) 47(7.6) ) =)
== == 27(55) )
16(1.2} 16(1.3) 17(1.3) =
LY |3} 130} L3R
13 } LY} |3} L3R
L) L) LI L3R
V) LI} L3 LY
53(7.1} 55(1.5) 56(6.8) =™
35(1.5) 40(6.0) 37(13) b |
- - o) -
21(7.4) 16(4.3) - =
V) LI} L3 LY}
LI} ) L3E ) L
et} ) ™) 20(6.2)!
- - R | -
N(54) 24{4.9) 24(4.6) )
|t} ) ™ 10(2.9)
43(9.5)! 49(8.4)! 36(6.8)! =
et} ™) ) 21(6.0) !
d - == -
— — "‘"‘f“‘) —_—
Lt} ) ™) 22(38)
33(6.9) 35(7.4) 41(5.3) bt |
—_ — 27(1.5)! —
34(6.2) 30(6.9) 19(4.3) =)
|3 } L3N } Vd LY
L} L} LI LY
45(8.5) 43(8.1) 39(9.9)! bt |
=) == 22(5.3) =
43(8.5) 38(8.1) 50(5.3) Bt
32(4.6) 34(4.0) 39(7.1) 15(5.3)
V) ! L3N } vl LY
= == - ==
™) e} [l 13(5.6) !
- — 1(0.7) -
) vl L3 LY}
) V) LI v
29(4.0) 34(37) 37(4.3) b |
- — 10(1.2) -
L) LIR LY} v

Other
Accommodations Accommodations Accommodations
permitted not permitted permitted

1998 2002 1998 1998 2002
=) 18(2.2) === =) 24(4.0)
v LY |3 LY} v
724)!  12(3.0)¢ ™) ™) )
L3R LY} LY} L) LY
19 } LY} LY} L) LY}
L - == == —
. V) vl ) LY LY
LI LY} |3 } vl v
: ) LIl } LY} LI} v
L3} vl ) LI LY
N =) 17(2.9) 17(2.9) 4034
= == - - =
— == — — ==
LI} LI} LI } LIl } LY
vl L) L3} LS LI}
v |3 LI} L) LI}
vl LY} 1) LN LY
LY} LY} |3 } LY} v
LI} LI} LY} L) v
— B | - — ==
== - == =™ -
o =) ™) =) )
' LIRR LI} v 130 } LI}
20(59)!  17(39! ] = )
SR - — )
|3 Lie LI} L) LY
11(4.0) 9(1.9) ) ™) )
) vl ) LY} LY
21(6.4)! Lt ) ™) ()}
— 19(6.0}) - - =
' - ) — - ==
337} 23(2.6) ) i} ™
L) LY} LY} LY} LY}
— == - - ===
13} LYe ) vVl v
vl vl LI } v LIR
v 13} L3} ) LIR
LI } LY 13 } vl L
LI} LI } LI} |3 } v
= e —~ —
. V) LY} v v LY
; 17(1.3) ) ™ ™) ™
vl L) L3 LY v
= - == == -
12(4.5) 15(4.1) ™) ™ e}
— == - - ==
vl 1 LY L
™ ) ) ™) 44(6.8)
b | b | 35(44) 36(3.8) 39(3.0)
— == - - haai gt
vl LY} L YY) LY} v

— Indicctes tha the jurisdiction did not participate or did not mes! minimurm parfidpation guidefines for reporting.
# Indicrtes that the jurisdition did not meet one or more of the guidelines for school partidpation in2002.
1 The nature of the sample does not allow eccurate determinglion of the verichility of the statistic.

* Significamtly different from 2002 when enly one jurisdiction or the nalion s beiny exaimined. ** Significantly different from 2002 when using o multiple-comparison procedure based on all jurisdictions that partidpated both years.
**+{***)Sample size is insuficient fo permil a reliable estimate.

1 Ntionad resulfsthat are presanted for assessments prior to 2002 are based on the nationa sample, not on aggregated state assessment samples.

2 Degartment of Defense Domestic Depender Elementry and Secondary Schooks 3 Department of Defense Dependents Schooks (Oversess).
NOTE: Comparisons between the accommodations-not-permitied and aemmemodations-permitted resubs should be interpreted with coufion.
Standord esrors of the estimated percentoges appearin parentheses.

Comparative performance results may be offedted by changes in exdusion rates for students with dischilties and bimited Engfish profident students in the NAEP samples.
SOURCE: U5, Departmeni of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, Notional Center for Educction Statistics, Notiona] Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Reading Assessments.
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Analyzing Group Differences
in Averages and Percentages
Statistical tests determine whether the
evidence, based on the data from the
groups in the sample, is strong enough to
conclude that the averages or percentages
are actually different for those groups in the
population. If the evidence is strong (i.e.,
the difference is statistically significant),
the report describes the group averages or
percentages as being different (e.g, one
group performed higher or lower than
another group), regardless of whether the
sample averages or percentages appear to
be approximately the same. The reader is °
cautioned to rely on the results of the
statistical tests rather than on the apparent
magnitude of the difference between
sample averages or percentages when
determining whether the sample differences
are likely to represent actual differences
among the groups in the population.

To determine whether a real difference
exists between the average scale scores (or
percentages of a certain attribute) for two
groups in the population, one needs to
obtain an estimate of the degree of uncer-
tainty associated with the difference
between the averages (or percentages) of
these groups for the sample. This estimate
of the degree of uncertainty, called the
“standard error of the difference” between
the groups, is obtained by taking the square
of each group’s standard error, summing
the squared standard errors, and taking the
square root of that sum.

Standard Error of the Difference =

SE, ; =+/(SE,” + SE;?)

The standard error of the difference can
be used, just as the standard error for an
individual group average or percentage, to
help determine whether differences among
groups in the population are real. The
difference between the averages or percent-
ages of the two groups plus or minus 1.96
standard errors of the difference represents
an approximately 95 percent confidence
interval. If the resulting interval includes
zero, there is insufficient evidence to claim
a real difference between the groups in the
population. If the interval does not contain
zero, the difference between the groups is
statistically significant at the 0.05 level.

The following example of comparing
groups addresses the problem of determin-
ing whether the average reading scale score
of group A is higher than that of group B.
The sample estimates of the average scale
scores and estimated standard errors are as
follows:

Group Average Standard
Scale Score Error
A 218 0.9
B 216 1.1

The difference between the estimates of
the average scale scores of groups A and B
is two points (218-216). The estimated
standard error of this difference is’

J092+1.12) =14

Thus, an approximately 95 percent
confidence interval for this difference is
plus or minus two standard errors of the
difference.

2+ 196 X 1.4
2+27
(—0.7, 4.7)
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The value zero is within the confidence
interval; therefore, there is insufficient
evidence to claim that group A outper-
formed group B.

The procedure above is appropriate to
use when it is reasonable to assume that
the groups being compared have been
independently sampled for the assessment.
Such an assumption is clearly warranted
when comparing results across assessment
years (e.g., comparing the 1998 and 2002
results for a particular state or subgroup) or
when comparing state results with each
other). This is the approach used for NAEP
reports when comparisons involving
independent groups are made. The assump-
tion of independence is violated to some
degree when comparing group results for
the nation or a particular state (e.g, com-
paring national 2002 results for males and
females), since these samples of students
have been drawn from the same schools.
When the groups being compared do not
share students (as is the case, for example,
comparing males and females) the impact
of this violation of the independence
assumption on the outcome of the statisti-
cal tests is assumed to be small, and NAEP,
by convention, has, for computational
convenience, routinely applied the proce-
dures described above to those cases as well.

When making comparisons of results for
groups that share a considerable proportion
of students in common, it is not appropri-
ate to ignore such dependencies. In such
cases, NAEP has used procedures appro-
priate to comparing dependent groups.

19

When the dependence in group results is
duc to the overlap in samples (e.g, when'a
subgroup is being compared to a total
group), a simple modification of the usual
standard error of the difference formula
can be used. The formula for such cases is':

SE’Totnl—Subgmup = ‘\l(SE:’Zl'otxl * SEzSubgroup - 2pS EZSubgmup)

where p is the proportion of the total group
contained in the subgroup. This formula
was used for this report when a state was
compared to the aggregate nation or a
school district was compared to the entire
state it belongs to.

Conducting Multiple Tests

The procedures in the previous section and
the certainty ascribed to intervals (e.g, a 95
percent confidence interval) are based on
statistical theory that assumes that only one
confidence interval or test of statistical
significance is being performed. However,
there are times when many different groups
are being compared (i.e., multiple sets of
confidence intervals are being analyzed). In
sets of confidence intervals, statistical
theory indicates that the certainty associ-
ated with the entire set of intervals is less
than that attributable to each individual
comparison from the set. To hold the
significance level for the set of compari-
sons at a particular level (e.g, 0.05),
adjustments (called “multiple comparison
procedures”)® must be made to the meth-
ods described in the previous section. One
such procedure, the Benjamini-Hochberg
False Discovery Rate (FDR) procedure was
used to control the certainty level.!

This is a special form of the common formula for standard error of dependent samples. The standard formula can

be found, for example, in Kish, L. (1995). Survey Sampling. New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc.
20 Miller, R. G. (1981). Simultaneous Statistizal Inference (2ud ed). New York: Spinger-Verlang,

2 Benjamini, Y., and Hochberg, Y. (1995). Controlling the False Discovery Rate: A Practical and Powerful Approach
to Multiple Testing. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society, Sexies B, no. 1, 289-300.
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Unlike the other multiple comparison
procedures that control the familywise error
rate (i.e., the probability of making even
one false rejection in the set of compari-
sons), the FDR procedure controls the
expected proportion of falsely rejected
hypotheses. Furthermore, the FDR proce-
dure used in NAEP is considered appropri-
ately less conservative than familywise
procedures for large families of compari-
sons.” Therefore, the FDR procedure is
more suitable for multiple comparisons in
NAEP than other procedures. A detailed
description of the FDR procedure will
appear in the technical documentation

section of the NAEP web site at http://
nces.ed.gov / nationsreportcard.

To illustrate how the FDR procedure is
used, consider the comparisons of current
and previous years’ average reading scale
scores for the five groups presented in table
A.25. Note that the difference in average
scale scores and the estimated standard
error of the difference are calculated in a
way comparable with that of the example
in the previous section. The test statistic
shown is the difference in average scale
scores divided by the estimated standard
error of the difference. (Rounding of the
data occurs after the test is done.)

Table A.25 Exomple of False Discovery Rate comparisons of overoge scale scores for different groups of students

Previous year Current year Previous year and current year a
Average Stondard |  Average Stondard | Difference Standard Test Percent
scale store error scale score error inaverages error of difference  statistic  confidence’
Group 1 224 13 226 10 2.08 1.62 1.29 20
Group 2 . 187 17 193 17 631 236 2.68 1
Group 3 [} 26 197 17 6.63 3.08 215 4
Group 4 29 44 Yy 46 3N 635 051 62
Group 5 201 34 196 47 -5.51 581 -0.95 3

1 The percent confidence s 2(1-Fx)) where F{x) & the curmulative distribution of the t-disribuion with the degrees of fredom adjusted to reflect the complexitis of the sample design.

22 Williams, V. S. L., Jones, L. V, and Tukey, J. W (1999). Controlling Error in Multiple Comparisons with Examples

From State-to-State Differences in Educational Achievement. Journal of Edy

42-69.

! and Bebavioral Statistics, 24(1),
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The difference in average scale scores
and its estimated standard error can be
used to find an approximately 95 percent
confidence interval as in the example in
the previous section or they can be used
to identify a confidence percentage. In the
example in the previous section, because
an approximately 95 percent confidence
interval was desired, the number 1.96
was used to multiply the estimated stan-
dard error of the difference to create the
approximate confidence interval. In the
current example, the confidence interval
for the test statistics is identified from
statistical tables. Instead of checking to sce
if zero is within the 95 percent confidence
interval about the mean, the significance
level from the statistical tables can be
directly compared to 100 — 95 = 5 percent.

If the comparison of average scale
scores across two years was made for only
one of the five groups, there would be a
significant difference between the average
scale scores for the two years if the signifi-
cance level were less than 5 percent.
However, because we are interested in the
difference in average scale scores across the
two years for all five of the groups, com-
paring cach of the significance levels to 5
percent is not adequate. Groups of stu-
dents defined by shared characteristics,
such as racial/ethnic groups, are treated as
sets or families when making comparisons.
However, comparisons of average scale
scores for each pair of years were treated
separately, so the steps described in this
example would be replicated for the com-
parison of other current and previous year
average scale scores.

Using the FDR procedure to take into
account that all comparisons are of interest
to us, the percents of confidence in the
example are ordered from largest to small-
est: 62, 35, 20, 4, and 1. In the FDR
procedure, 62 percent confidence for the
group 4 comparison would be compared to
5 percent, 35 percent for the group 5
comparison would be compared to 0.05 X
(5—1)/5 = 0.04 = 4 percent,” 20 percent
for the group 1 comparison would be
compared to 0.05 X (5—2)/5 =003 =3
percent, 4 percent for the group 3 compari-
son would be compared to 0.05 X (5—3)/5
= 0.02 = 2 percent, and 1 percent for the.
group 2 comparison (actually slightly
smaller than 1 prior to rounding) would be
compared to 0.05 X (5—4)/5 = 0.01 =1
percent. The procedure stops with the first
contrast found to be significant. The last of
these comparisons is the only one for which
the percent confidence is smaller than the
FDR procedure value. The difference in the
current year and previous years’ average
scale scores for the group 2 students is
significant; for all of the other groups,
average scale scores for current and previ-
ous year are not significantly different from
one another. In practice, a very small
number of counterintuitive results occur
when the FDR procedures are used to
examine between-year differences in
subgroup results by jurisdiction. In those
cases, results were not included in this
report. NCES is continuing to evaluate the
use of FDR and multiple-comparison
procedures for future reporting,

23 The level of confidence times the number of comparisons minus one divided by the number of comparisons is

0.05X(5—1)/5 = 0.04 = 4 percent.
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NAEP Reporting Groups

Results are provided for groups of
students defined by shared characteris-
tics—gender, race or cthnicity, school’s
type of location, Title I participation,
eligibility for free/reduced-price school
lunch, and type of school. Based on partici-
pation rate criteria, results are reported for
subpopulations only when sufficient
numbers of students and adequate school
representation are present. The minimum
requirement is at least 62 students in a
particular subgroup from at least five
primary sampling units (PSUs).** However,
the data for all students, regardless of
whether their subgroup was reported
separately, were included in computing
overall results. Definitions of the subpopu-
lations are presented below.

Gender
Results are reported separately for males
and females.

Race/Ethnicity

In all NAEP assessments, data about
student race/cthnicity is collected from
two sources: school records and student
self-reports. Previously, NAEP has used
student self-reported race as the primary
race/ethnicity reporting variable. In 2002,
it was decided to change the student race/
ethnicity variable highlighted in NAEP
reports. Starting in 2002, school-recorded
race will become the race/ethnicity vari-
able presented in NAEP reports. The
mutually exclusive racial/ethnic categories
were White, Black, Hispanic, Asian/Pacific
Islander, American Indian (including
Alaska Native), and Other. Information

24

based on student self-reported race/
ethnicity will continue to be available on
the NAEP Data Tool (http://nces.ed.gov/
nationsreportcard/naepdata/).

Type of Location

Results from the 2002 assessment are
reported for students attending schools in
three mutually exclusive location types:

Central vity: This category includes central
cities of all Consolidated Metropolitan
Statistical Area (CMSA) or Metropolitan
Statistical Area (MSA) as defined by the
Office of Management and Budget. Central
city is a geographical term and is not
synonymous with “inner city.”

Urban fringe/ large town: The urban fringe
category includes any incorporated place,
census designated place, or non-place
territory within a CMSA or MSA of a large
or mid-sized city and defined as urban by
the U.S. Census Bureau, but which do not
qualify as central city. A large town is
defined as a place outside a CMSA or MSA
with a population greater than or equal to
25,000.

Rural/ small town: Rural includes all places
and arcas with populations of less than
2,500 that are classified as rural by the US.
Census Bureau. A small town is defined as
a place outside a CMSA or MSA with a
population of less than 25,000, but greater
than or equal to 2,500.

Results for each type of location are not
compared across years. This is due to new
methods used by NCES to identify the type
of location assigned to each school in the
Common Core of Data (CCD). The new
methods were put into place by NCES in

For the NAEP national assessments prior to 2002, a PSU is a selected geographic region (a county, group of

counties, or metropolitan statistical ared). In 2002, the first-stage sampling units are schools (public and nonpublic)
in the selection of the combined sample. Further details about the procedure for determining minimum sample
size will appear in technical documentation section of the NAEP web site at http://nces.ed.gov/

llﬂﬁOllStCPOt[C ard.
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order to improve the quality of the assign-
ments, and they take into account more
information about the exact physical
location of the school. The variable was
revised in NAEP beginning with the 2000
assessments.

Title 1 Participation

Based on available school records, students
were classified either as currently partici-
pating in a Title I program, receiving Title I
services, or as not receiving such services.
The classification applies only to the school
year when the assessment was administered
(i.e., the 2001-02 school year) and is not
based on participation in previous years. If
the school does not offer any Title I -
programs or services, all students in

that school would be classified as not
participating.

Eligibility for

" Free/Reduced-Price School Lunch

As part of the Department of
Agriculture’s National School Lunch
Program, schools can receive cash subsidies
and donated commodities in turn for
offering free or reduced-price lunches to
eligible children. Based on available school
records, students were classified as either
currently eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch or not eligible. Eligibility for
the program is determined by students’
family income in relation to the federally
established poverty level. Free lunch
qualification is set at 130 percent of the
poverty level, and reduced-price lunch
qualification is set at 170 percent of the
poverty level. The classification applies

only to the school year when the assess-
ment was administered (i.e., the 200102
school year) and is not based on eligibility
in previous years. If school records were
not available, the student was classified as
“Information not available” If the school
did not participate in the program, all
students in that school were classified as
“Information not available.”

Type of School

Results are reported by the type of
school that the student attends—public
or nonpublic. Nonpublic schools include
Catholic and other private schools.?
Because they are funded by federal authori-
ties, not state/local governments, Bureau
of Indian Affairs (BIA) schools and De-
partment of Defense Domestic Dependent
Elementary and Secondary Schools
(DDESS) are not included in either the
public or nonpublic categories; they are
included in the overall national results.

Grade 12 Participation Rates
NAEDP has been described as a “low-
stakes” assessment. That is, students
receive no individual scores, and their
NAEP performance has no affect on their
grades, promotions, or graduation. There
has been continued concern that this lack
of consequences affects participation rates
of students and schools, as well as the
motivation of students to perform well on
NAEDP. Of particular concern has been the
performance of twelfth-graders, who
typically have lower student participation
rates than fourth- and eighth-graders and
who are more likely to omit responses
compared to their younger cohorts.

25 A inore detailed breakdown of nonpublic school results are available on the NAEP web site (http://nces.ed.gov/

nat.ioustepottcatd/ naepdata).
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In NAEDP, there has been a consistent
pattern of lower participation rates for
older students. In the 2002 NAEP assess-
ments, for example, the student participa-
tion rates were 94 percent and 92 percent
at grades 4 and 8 respectively. At grade 12,
however, the participation ratc was 74
percent. School participation rates (the
percentage of sampled schools that partici-
pated in the assessment) have also typically
decreased with grade level. In the 2002
assessments, the national school participa-
tion rate was 85 percent for the fourth
grade, 83 percent for the eighth grade, and
75 percent for the twelfth grade.

The effect of participation rates on
student performance, however, is unclear.
Students may choose not to participate in
NAEDP for many reasons such as desire to
attend regular classes and not miss impor-
tant instruction or conflict with other
school-based activities. Similarly, there are
a variety of reasons for which various
schools do not participate. The sampling
weights and nonresponse adjustments,
described earlier in this document, provide
an approximate statistical adjustment for
nonparticipation. However, the effect of
some school and student nonparticipation
may have some undetermined effect on
results.

More research is needed to delineate the
factors that contribute to nonparticipation
and lack of motivation. To that end, NCES
is currently investigating how various
types of incentives can be effectively used
to increase participation in NAEP. One
report that examines the impact of mon-
etaty incentives on student cffort and
performance is available on the NCES web
site at http://nces.ed.gov/pubsearch/
(enter NCES# 2001024).

Cautions in Interpretations

As described eatlier, the NAEP reading
scale makes it possible to examine relation-
ships between students’ performance and
various background factors measured by
NAEP. However, a relationship that exists
between achievement and another variable
does not reveal its underlying cause, which
may be influenced by a number of other
variables. Similarly, the assessments do not
reflect the influence of unmeasured vari-
ables. The results are most useful when
they are considered in combination with
other knowledge about the student popula-

" tion and the educational system, such as

trends in instruction, changes in the school-
age population, and socictal demands and
expectations.

A caution is also warranted for some
small population group estimates. At times
in this report, smaller population groups
show very large increases or decreases
across years in average scores. For example,
fourth-grade Hispanic students in Delaware
are reported as having a 36-point score
increase between 1998 and 2002. How-
ever, it is often necessary to interpret such
score gains with extreme caution. For one
thing, the effects of exclusion-rate changes
for small subgroups may be more marked
for small groups than they are for the whole
population. To continue with the Delaware
example, 2 percent of Hispanic students
were excluded in 1998. This number
increased to 21 percent in 2002. Also, the
standard errors are often quite large around
the score estimates for small groups, which
in turn means the standard error around the
gain is also large. While the Delaware
Hispanic student scores went up 36 points,
the standard error of the gain is almost 12
points.
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Table B.1 Weighted percentage of students, by gender, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1992-2002

Accommodations not permitted Accommodations permitted l

1992 1994 1998 2000 1998 2000 2002
Male 51 51 50 50 50 50 51
Female 49 49 50 50 50 50 49
Grade 8
Male 51 50 50 — 51 — 50
Female 49 50 50 — 49 - 50
Male 49 50 48 - 49 — 49
Female 51 50 52 - 51 — 51

— Dota were not collected ot grodes 8 and 12in 2000.

NOTE: Percentoges may not odd to 100, due lo rounding.

SOURCE: U_S. Departmen of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Stafistics, National Assessment of Educafional Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, 1998, 2000, and 2002 Reoding
Assessmenks.
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Table B.2 Weighted percentage of students, by race/ethnicity, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1992-2002

Accommodations not permitted Accommodations permitted I

1992 1994 1998 2000 1998 2000 2002
White 73 17 70 69 66 63 61
Black 17 17 16 16 15 17 17
Hispanic 7 7 10 11 14 14 16
Asian/Pacific Islander 2 3 3 3 4 4 4
American Indian/Alaska Native ] ] ] ] ] ] ]
Other # # # # | | |
White 17 77 70 — 70 — 65
Black 16 16 15 — 15 - 15
Hispanic 8 8 N - 11 — 14
Asian/Pacific Islander 3 3 3 — 3 — 4
American Indian/Alaska Native ] ] # - # - ]
Other | # # — # — |
White 74 75 17 — 17 — 7
Black 15 13 14 — 14 — 12
Hispanic 7 7 10 — 10 — 10
Asian/Pucific Islander 3 4 4 — 4 — 5
American Indian/Alaska Native # ] # - # — #
Other | # # - # — |

— Dato were not collected of grodes 8 and 12in 2000

#Percentoge rounds fo zero.

NOTE: Parcentages may not add fo 100, due fo rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Deportment of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Stafistics, Notional Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, 1998, 2000, and 2002 Reading
Assesamenss.
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Table B.3 Weighted percentage of students, by eligibility for free /reduced-price school lunch, grades 4, 8, and 12:

1998-2002
Accommodations Accommodations I
not permitted permitted
1998 2000 1998 2000 2002
Eligible 35 k1] 38 38 40
Not eligible 54 51 51 48 47
Information not available 12 15 1 14 13
Highe 27 - 38 - 3
Not eligible 56 - 56 - 54
Information not available 17 — 17 — 15
Grade 12
Eligible 14 - 1 - 19
Not eligible 67 — 67 - 64
Information not available 19 — 19 - 17

— Data were not collected al grodes 8 and 12in 2000.
NOTE: Percentoges may not ndd to 100, due lo rounding.
SOURCE: U.5. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Stafistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998, 2000, and 2002 Reading Assessments.
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Tuble B.4 Weighted percentage of students, by eligibility for free /reduced-price school lunch and race/ethnicity,
grades 4, 8, and 12; 2002

Eligible Not eligible  not available

White 24 62 14

Black 68 YL} 8

Hispanic 68 19 13

Asian/Pacific Islander 33 47 20
American Indian/Alaska Native 59 33 8
White 19 65 16

Black 58 3l N

Hispanic 58 28 15

Asian/Pacific Islander 3 47 2
American Indian/Alaska Native 55 33 12
White 11 70 19

Black 39 48 12

Hispanic 42 4] 17

Asian/Pacific Islander 4 64 12

b okok L

American Indian/Alaska Native

*** Quality control activites ond special onalysis raised concerns about the accuracy and precision of grade 12 Americon Indian data. As o resub, they are omitted from this report.
NOTE: Percentages may not add t0 1 00, due fo rounding.
SOURCE: U.S. Deporiment of Education, Instifue of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistcs, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Reoding Assessment.
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Table B.5 Weighted percentoge of students, by school porticipotion in Title |, grades 4, 8, and 12: 2002

2002 I

Participated
Did not participate

Participated
Did not participate

Grade 12
Participated
Did not participate

3
67

19
81

10
90

NOTE: Percentoges may not add to 100, due 1o rounding.

SOURCE: US. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, Notional Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Rending Assessment.

Table B.6 Weighted percentuge of students, by student-reported porents’ highest level of educotion, grades 8 and 12:

1992-2002

Accommodations Accommodations '

Less than high school

Graduated high school

Some education after high school
Graduated college

Unknown

Less than high school

Graduated high school

Some education after high school
Graduated college

Unknown

1992

Yy
7
4]

not permitted
1994

Yy
20
4

2
2%
“

1998

Yy

“

25
46

1998

Yy

“

19
25
46

2002

17

48

i
48

NOTE: Percentoges may not add fo 100, due So rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Deportment of Education, inslitute of Education Sciences, Nafional Center for Education Staistics, National Assessment of Educationad Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, 1998, and 2002 Reading Assessments.
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Table B.7 Weighted percentage of students, by type of school, grades 4, 8, and 12:1992-2002

Accommodations not permitted Accommodations permitted l

1992 1994 1998 2000 1998 2000 2002

Public 89 90 89 89 90 90 90
Nonpublic 1 10 1 1 10 10 10
Nonpublic: Catholic 8 7 7 6 6 6 6
Nonpublic: Other 4 4 4 5 4 5 5

Public 89 89 89 - 89 - 9
Nonpublic 11 1l 11 — 1 - 9
Nonpublic: Catholic 6 7 7 - 7 - 5
Nonpublic: Other 4 4 4 - 4 - 4

Grade 12

Public 87 90 89 - 89 — 9
Nonpublic 13 10 11 — 1 - 9
Nonpublic: Catholic 9 6 8 - 8 — 5
Nonpublic: Other 4 4 4 - 4 - 4

— Dato were nof collecled of grodes 8 ond 12in 2000.

NOTE: Percentoges may not add 1o 100, of to the exact nonpublic percentages, due to rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Inlitute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educafionol Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, 1998, 2000, and 2002 Reading
Assessments.

Table B.8 Weighted percentage of students, by parents’ highest level of education and type of school,

grades 8 and 12: 2002
Less than Graduated Some education Graduated
high school high school  after high school college Unknown
Public 7 18 20 46 9
Nonpublic 2 10 15 68 5
Grade 12
Public 7 19 25 46 3
Nonpublic 2 N 19 67 ]

NOTE: Percentages may not odd fo 100, due fo rounding.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, institute of Education Sciences, National Cenler for Education Statistics, Notional Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Reading Assessment.
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Table B.9 Weighted percentage of students, by type of location, grades 4, 8, ond 12: 2000 and 2002

Accommodations Accommodations I

Central city
Urban fringe/large town
Rural/small town

Grade 8

Central city
Urban fringe/large town
Rural/small town

Central city
Urban fringe/large town
Rural/small town

not permitted
2000

32
45
23

2000

3
£
n

2002

30
42
28

i
42
i

2
f
3

— Dala were nol colected al grodes 8 and 12 in 2000.
NOTE: Percentoges may not add lo 100, due lo rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Depariment of Education, Institute of Education Scences, Notional Center for Education Stafistics, Notional Assessment of Educational Progress {NAEP), 2000 and 2002 Reading Assessments.
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Table B.10 Weighted percentage of students, by gender, grade 4: By state, 1992-2002

Grade 4 Male Female
Accommodotions Accommodations:  Accommodations Accommodations
not permitted permitted not permitted permitted

19921994 1998 1998 2002 1992 1994 1998 1998 2002

Nation (Public] = 51 51 50 50 51 49 49 50 50 49
Alabama 52 51 51 51 49 48 49 49 49 51
Arizona 48 50 49 49 51 52 50 51 51 49
Arkansas 50 50 50 51 53 50 50 50 49 47
California ! . 49 51 48 47 53 51 49 52 53 47
Colorado 51 50 49 50 - 49 50 51 50 —
Connecticut 51 50 47 49 52 49 50 53 51 48
Delaware 50 49 51 51 49 50 51 49 49 51
Florida b5l 49 50 50 50 49 51 50 50 50
Georgin . 51 48 50 50 51 49 52 50 50 49
Howaii © 51 51 50 50 51 49 49 50 50 49
Idaho 50 — — — 53 50 — — - 4
Indiana 50 49 — — 50 50 51 — — 50
lowa ! 50 51 50 51 50 50 49 50 49 50
Kansost © — — 53 53 50 — - 47 47 50
Kentucky | 53 51 50 50 52 47 49 50 50 48
Lovisiana 50 49 49 50 51 50 51 51 50 49
Maine 48 50 5 52 53 52 50 49 48 47
Maryland 49 52 49 50 52 51 48 5 50 48
Massachusetts 50 50 48 48 1] 50 50 52 2 4
Michigan 50 — 49 49 51 50 — 51 51 49
Minnesota ! 51 51 51 51 52 49 49 49 49 48
Mississippi 52 49 49 49 52 48 51 5 51 48
Missouri 50 51 52 51 50 50 49 48 49 50

Montanat | — 51 50 51 51 — 49 50 49 49
Nebraska 52 51 - — 50 48 49 - — 5
Nevada - — 50 50 51 - - 50 50 4

New Hampshire 51 50 51 51 - 49 50 4 9 -

New Jersey 50 49 — — — 50 51 — - =
New Mexico 50 48 49 50 50 50 52 51 50 50
New York* | 52 50 49 48 48 48 50 51 52 5
North Carolina 51 51 49 50 49 49 49 1| 0 5

North Daketa* | 51 50 - — 52 49 50 0 — — 48
Ohio | 50 — - - 50 50 - - - 5
Oklahoma 49 - 50 50 51 51 - 50 50 4
Oregon — 49 49 50 — — 51 51 50

Pennsylvania 48 50 - - 53 52 50 - - 4
Rhode Island 51 49 53 53 51 49 51 4 7 8
South Carolina 48 51 48 49 51 52 49 52 51 49
Tennessee |+ 50 49 50 50 52 50 51 50 50 48
Texas 52 50 50 51 48 48 50 50 49 52

Uah -~ 48 50 52 52 5 52 50 48 8 8

Vermont - - - - 51 - - - - 4
Virginia 51 50 50 50 51 49 50 50 0 4
Washingtont = — 52 51 51 50 - 48 49 49 50
West Virginia 51 51 48 48 49 49 49 52 52 5
Wisconsinf | 50 49 50 51 - 50 51 50 49

Wyoming 51 51 51 52 52 49 49 49 48 48

Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia 50 50 48 48 49 50 50 52 52 5

DDESS' © — — 49 49 51 — — 51 51 49
DoDDS?  — 50 50 50 51 — 50 50 50 49
Guam 52 51 — — 52 48 49 - - &
Virgin Islands 52 — 4 4 53 8 - 53 53 4

— Indicotes that the jurisdiction did nol porticipale or did not meet minimum porfidpation guidelines for reporfing.

¥ Indicates thet the jurisdiction did ol meef one of more of the guidsines for school porticipalion in 2002.

1 Department of Defense Domest Dependent lementory and Secondary Schooks.

2 Degartment of Defense Deperideris Schooks {Oversacs).

NOTE: Pescentages may not odd o 100, due to rounding.

SOURCE: US. Dep of Education, Instituie of Eduucation Sciences, Nationol Center for Education Siatistcs, Notional Assessment of Educationol Progress {NAEP), 1992, 1994, 1996, and 2002 Reading
Assessment.
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Tuble B.11 Weighted percentage of students, by gender, grade 8: By state, 1998 and 2002

Grade 8. Male Female

Accommodations Accommodations Accommodations Accommodations
net permitted permitted not permitted permitted
1998 1998 2002 1998 1998 2002
Nation (Public) 51 51 50 49 49 50
Alabama 50 50 51 50 50 49
Arizona 50 51 51 50 49 49
Arkansas Si 52 50 49 48 50
California * 50 51 52 50 49 48
(olorado 52 52 — 48 48 —
Connecticut 51 53 50 49 4 50
Delaware 50 50 51 50 50 49
Florida 49 49 43 51 51 52
Georgia 51 51 50 49 49 50
Hawaii 50 51 50 50 49 50
Idaho — — 48 — — 52
Indiana — — 52 — — 48
Kansas ¥ 50 51 50 50 49 50
Kentucky 51 52 50 49 43 50
Louisiana 49 50 49 51 50 51
Maine 50 50 50 50 50 50
Maryland 51 51 50 49 49 50
Massachusetts 51 51 48 49 49 52
Michigan - — 4 — - 51
Minnesota ¥ 51 52 — 49 48 -
Mississippi 49 43 48 51 52 52
Missouri 52 52 49 48 48 51
Montana} 48 48 52 52 52 48
Nebraska — — 53 — — 47
Nevada 52 52 51 48 48 49
New Mexico 49 48 52 51 52 48
New York ¥ 49 50 51 51 50 49
North Carolina 48 49 49 52 51 51
North Dakota * — — 52 — — 48
Ohio — — 51 — — 49
Oklahoma 50 49 50 50 51 50
Oregon 51 51 49 49 49 51
Pennsylvania - — 50 - - 50
Rhode Island 50 50 49 50 50 51
South Carolina 48 48 49 52 52 51
Tennessee ] 49 51 51 51 49
Texas 50 50 49 50 50 51
Utah 51 51 50 49 49 50
Vermont — — 50 — — 50
Virginia 50 50 50 50 50 50
Washington t 51 52 4 49 48 51
West Virginia 50 50 49 50 50 51
Wisconsin 50 51 — 50 49 —
Wyoming 52 52 51 48 48 49
Other Jurisdictions
American Samoa - — 43 - — 52
District of Columbia 48 4 47 52 53 53
DDESS ! 52 54 49 48 46 51
DoDDS 2 51 51 50 49 49 50
Guam — — 51 — — 49
Virgin Islands 48 48 45 52 52 55

— Indicates that the jurisdiction did not parficipate or did nol meel minimum parfidpation guidelines for reporting.

¥ Indicates that the jurisdiction or national oggregate did nof meet one of more of the guidelines for school partipation in 2002.

! Dapariment of Defense Domestic Dependent Elementary and Secondary Schook.

2 Depertment of Defense Depandents Schook (Oversecs).

NOTE: Pescentoges may not add to 100, due to rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Depariment of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, Nationol Assessment of Educotional Progress (NAEP), 1998 ond 2002 Reoding Assessments.
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Table B.12 Weighted percentage of students, by race/ethnicity, grade 4: By state, 1992-2002

Grade 4 White Block Hisponic
Accommodations Accommodations  Accommadations Accommodations  Accommodations Accammodations
not permitted permitted not permitted permitted not permitted permitted
1992 1994 1998 1998 2002 1992 1994 1998 1998 2002 : 1992 1994 1998 1998 2002
Nation {Public) 72 1 69 64 60 18 18 17 16 18 7 7 10 14 17
Alabama 65 66 65 65 60 33 K}/ 33 33 37 # # 1 1 1
Arizona 61 63 59 60 51 5 4 5 5 6 23 25 29 28 34
Arkansas 75 76 74 75 70 23 23 23 3 # ] 2 2 4
Californin ¥ | 51 48 4 46 34 8 7 9 9 7 28 30 29 29 47
Colorado 74 74 74 75 — 5 5 7 ) 17 16 15 15 -
Connecticut 76 74 75 76 n 12 13 12 12 13 10 10 9 8 12
Delaware 68 68 64 62 58 27 28 29 3 33 3 2 3 5 6
Florida 63 61 55 56 49 24 24 27 2 25 ] 14 15 15 22
Geargia 60 60 54 55 53 37 35 4 4 3 ] 2 2 2 5
Hawaii 2 22 18 19 18 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 2 3
Idaho 92 — — — 84 # — — — 1 6 — — — 1
Indiana 87 86 — — 80 11 ] — — 12 1 2 — — 4
lowat| 93 94 9 9N 88 3 3 4 4 5 2 2 2 2 4
Kansast| — — 80 I 77 — — 11 1 8 — — 6 7 11
Kentucky 90 88 87 88 86 10 N 10 10 N # ] # # ]
Lovisiana : 54 53 52 52 47 4 43 45 44 49 1 2 1 1 2
Maine 98 98 9% 97 9% # 1 1 1 2 # # # # 1
Maryland 63 61 55 55 52 3 34 35 35 36 2 2 4 4 5
Massachusetts 84 81 82 82 78 8 8 6 6 9 4 6 7 7 8
Michigan 80 — 78 78 n 15 —_ 17 17 2 2 — 3 3 4
Minnesota* | 92 9 87 86 81 3 3 6 6 6 1 1 2 2 4
Mississippi 42 49 53 53 47 57 50 46 46 51 # # # # 1
Missouri | 83 81 80 80 80 15 16 16 16 17 ] ] 2 2 2
Montanat /! — 88 89 89 85 — ] 1 1 1 — ] 1 ] 2
Nebraska 89 89 — — 82 6 4 — - 6 3 4 — — 8
Nevada — — 66 65 54 — — 10 10 10 - — 17 17 7
New Hampshire 97 9 9% 96 - ] ] ] | I ] ] ] ] -
New Jersey 69 64 — — - 16 17 — - = 1 12 — — —
New Mexico 47 41 40 39 37 3 3 3 3 2 44 43 43 44 47
NewYorkt| 63 58 ] 62 55 15 2 18 17 20 16 14 15 15 19
North Carolina 66 68 65 65 58 30 28 9 29 3 ] ] 3 3 5
North Dakotat | 96 9 — — 87 # ] - - 1 # ] - — ]
Ohio 85 — - - 75 12 — — - ] — — — 2
Oklahoma 78 — 70 70 62 8 — 9 9 N 3 - 6 5 7
Oregon — — 83 81 78 — — 3 3 3 — - 7 9 11
Pennsylvania 82 80 - - 76 13 16 - - 1 3 2 - - 4
Rhode Island 82 83 78 79 75 6 6 7 7 8 7 6 9 9 13
South Carolina 57 57 57 56 55 41 41 41 4] 42 # 1 1 1 2
Tennesseet . 75 77 n 72 73 23 /Al 26 %5 N0 ] ] ] ] 3
Texas ¢ 50 53 50 50 37 14 13 17 17 17 33 3l 29 3 43
Utah 93 9 86 86 86 # 1 1 1 1 3 4 7 8 9
Vermont — — — — 95 — — — — 2 — — — — ]
Virginia n 62 65 65 63 25 3 7 7 2% ] 3 4 3 4
Washingtont |  — 79 78 79 76 — 5 5 4 6 —_— 6 6 6 7
West Virginia 96 9% 95 95 95 2 3 4 4 4 # # # # #
Wisconsint | 87 87 83 82 — 7 5 10 10 — 3 4 3 4 -
Wyoming 90 90 ) 88 83 ] ] ] ] 2 6 6 7 7 9
Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia | 5 5 5 6 3 9N 90 84 84 88 3 4 8 7
DDESS' | — 4 48 39 — — 29 29 2 — - 13 13 14
DoDDS2. — 51 47 47 4] — 20 19 18 16 — 10 6 6 7
Guam 10 8 - — 1 2 2 - —_ 1 1 - - #
Virgin Islands ] - 2 2 ] 87 - 84 84 4 N — 13 13 13
See footnoles at end of table. »
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Table B.12 Weighted percentage of students, by race/ethnicity, grode 4: By state, 1992-2002— Continved

Grode 4—Continvod

Nation {Public)
Alabamo
Arizona
Arkonsos
California *
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
ldaho
Indiana
lowa t
Kansas *
Kentucky
Lovisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota * -
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana ¢
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Caroling
Tennessee !
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington ¢
West Virginio
Wisconsin !
Wyoming !
Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia
DDESS |
DoDDS ?
Guam
Virgin Islands

Asian /Pacific Islander

Accommodations Accommodations

not permitted permitted
1992 1994 1998 1998 2002

2 4

~
w
E-

—
J—y
O — ry —

—_—

RO — PO RO RO RO RD — — Mg
O R — RO D B e — D —
B rO = RO RO O LD e R
Cad D = = RO RO O T R

I

o~
wy
o~
o
o~
N e Y RO RO — RO GO R R W W

1 1
- — 2 2
— 9 9
85 84 — —
# — # #

-~
OO W —

American Indian/Alaska Native

Accommodations
not permitted

1992 1994 1998
1

Accommodations;
permitted

1998 2002

e e ey W — — — — Uy —
W W — — — WO~ — —

_.*_*_.__w*****l —_— g O — —

— e T P RO W

—_—
=
"Nw

I —

| arvo—wn! —onwrml vxxvol vl —ovwn—nwno——
| —
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O — T — — Y T R PO N O O — W

oo | —www—w ||
wanw—=| oo —w=] =
w_new—| —m—mw_ | S

E-

b= | %
w | —— =
*‘ — —

e — — O

Accommodations
not permitted

1992

o | 1w

1994

www—w | wwmwmn—a |

I.hcnl*

Other
Accommodations
permitted

1998 1998 2002

I e W W R —

O — e W — PO W O W

H O W W o — e W TH — T W RO RO — O e

—l o~ mH R o — o —— |

HH

—

— Indactes that the jurisdiction did nol porficipate or did not meet minimum parfidpation guidelines for reporting.

# Percentoge rounds fo zero.

 Indicates that the jurisdiction did nof meet one or more of the guidekines for school porticipation in 2002.
1 Deportment of Defere Domestic Dependent Eemeary and Secondary Schooks.

2 Department of Deferse Dependents Schook (Overseds).

NOTE: Perceniages may nol odd to 100, due fo rounding.

SOURCE: U_S. Deportment of Education, Institute of Education Saences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Edcational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, 1998, ond 2002 Reading Assessments.
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Table B.13 Weighted percentage af students, by race /ethnicity, grade 8: By state, 1998 and 2002

White .; Black Hispanic
- Accommodations Accommodations Accommodations Accommodations Accommodations Accommodations
not permitted permitted not permitted permitted not permitted permitted
1998 1998 2002 1998 1998 2002 1998 1998 2002
Nation (Public) 68 68 64 15 16 15 12 12 15
Alabama 64 63 61 33 34 37 | 1 ]
Arizona 61 62 56 4 4 4 26 26 3
Arkansas 76 75 75 22 22 21 2 2 2
California * 42 40 35 8 9 7 37 K/ 45
(olorado 72 73 — 5 4 — 18 19 .
Connecticut 76 77 70 12 12 13 8 8 12
Delaware 65 64 63 28 30 29 4 3 5
Florida 57 57 58 27 27 2 13 13 17
Georgia 58 58 54 36 36 38 3 2 4
Hawaii 19 19 16 2 2 2 2 2 3
Idaho — — 89 — — 1 — - 8
Indiana — — 86 — — 10 — — 2
Kansas 84 83 82 8 8 8 5 6 7
Kentucky 89 89 90 10 9 8 # # #
Louisiana 58 58 55 4] 4] 4] | 1 2
Maine 97 9 9% 1 | | # # #
Maryland 59 59 55 3 3 35 4 3 6
Massachusetts 79 79 13 7 7 9 9 9 11
Michigan — - 77 — — 18 — — 2
Minnesota ¢ 87 85 — 3 4 — 2 2 -
Mississippi 51 51 53 4 48 45 # # 1
Missouri 85 85 81 13 13 16 | | 2
Montana ¥ 9 9 87 # # # 1 2 2
Nebraska : — — 86 — — 6 — — 6
Nevada 68 68 60 8 8 10 17 18 22
New Mexico 42 42 38 3 3 2 45 4 45
New York 61 60 57 18 19 20 15 15 17
North Carolina 65 64 64 28 29 29 2 1 3
North Dakota ¥ _ - 9% — — | — — 1
Ohio — — 81 — — 15 - — 2
Oklahoma 1 1 62 9 9 10 4 4 7
Oregon 85 86 82 3 3 2 6 6 8
Pennsylvania - - 81 - - 13 - - 3
Rhode (sland 83 82 76 6 7 7 8 7 13
South Carolina 58 58 56 40 40 41 ] ] ]
Tennessee ¥ 76 76 77 2 22 21 | ] ]
Texas 50 50 44 13 12 12 3 33 40
Utah 90 90 86 | | | 5 5 8
Vermont — — 9% — - 1 - — #
Virginia 67 66 66 26 27 25 3 3 4
Washington * 80 4] 18 3 4 4 7 7 6
West Virginia 96 95 95 3 3 4 # # #
Wisconsin 84 85 — 9 9 - 3 3 —
Wyoming 89 89 88 ] ] ] 6 6 6
Other Jurisdictions
American Samoa _ - # - - 0 - - 0
District of Columbia 3 3 3 87 90 88 8 6 7
DDESS ! 42 12 41 27 30 25 23 20 19
DoDDS 2 48 48 47 19 19 17 7 7 7
Guam — —_ 1 — - # — — #
Virgin Islands # # ] 9 9 83 9 9 12

See footnotes at end of table. »
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Table B.13 Weighted percentage of students, by race /ethnicity, grade 8: By state, 1998 and 2002 — Continued

Nation {Public) 3
Alabama ]
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii

Idaho
Indiana
Kansas *
Kentucky
Lovisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana *
Nebraska
Nevada

New Mexico
New York ¢
North Carolina
North Dakota t
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode sland
South Carolina
Tennessee
Texas

Utah

Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming
Other Jurisdictions
American Samoa
District of Columbia
DDESS !
DoDDS?

Guam

Virgin Islands

ORI P PO DD = = D

o~

| ca—c ! o al e ——— s |

Asian Pacific Islander

Accommodations
not permitted

1998

Accommodations
1998 2002
4 4
1 #
2 2
1 1
11 12
3 _
3 4
2 2
3 2
3 3
66 68
— 1
— 1
2 2
1 1
1 1
1 1
4 5
4 5
— 2
6 -
1 1
1 1
1 1
— 2
4 7
1 1
4 b
1 ]
— 1
— 1
1 2
4 5
— 3
3 4
1 1
1 1
3 4
2 3
— 2
3 4
b 9
1 1
2 _
1 1
— 100
1 2
1 4
9 9
— 98
0 #

American Indian /Alaska Native

 Accommodations
not permitted

1998

R

Accommodations
permitted
1998 2002

# 1
# #
b b
# 1
2 1

1 _
# 1
# #
# #
# #
# #
— 2
— #
1 1
# #
# 1

1 #
# #
# #
— 1
3 _
# #
# #
b 9
- 1
2 2
8 13
# #
3 1
— 4
— #
13 18
1 2
— #
# #
# #
# #
2 #
2 2
—_ ]
# 1
3 2
# #

1 —

4 3
— 0
# 0

1 ]

1 1
- 0
# #

Accommodations
not permitted

1998

© — H Y — T — B W W W

sl wwwow!l ——|

-l S~

Other

Accommodations

1

e L e e b

ol —wenwn ! voww—wl

wwwtnl wnwownl ——|

- Faoal

98

2002

DO O

— Indicates that the jurisdiction did not participate or did nof meet minimum parficpation guidelines for reporting.

# Percenlage rounds lo zefo.

¥ indicates that the jurisdiction did not meet one or more of the guidelines for school participation in 2002.
| Deporiment of Defense Domesti Dependent Hementary and Secondary Schock.

2 Department of Defense Dependents Schaok (Overseas).
NOTE: Percentages moy not odd 1o 100, due forounding.

SOURCE: US. Deporiment of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, 1998, and 2002 Reading Assessments.
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Table B.14 Weighted percentoge of students, by eligibility for free /reduced-price school lunch, grode 4: By stote, 1998 ond 2002

Eligible Not eligible Informotion not availoble
Accommodations Accommodations Accommodations Accommodations Accommodotions Accommodations
not permitted permitted not permitted permitted not permitted

1998 1998 2002 1998 1998 2002 1998 1998 2002

Nation (Public) 38 4] 43 54 51 50 7 7 7
Alabama 49 48 55 48 4 32 3 3 13
Arizona 4] K} 45 45 45 37 14 16 18
Arkansas 47 47 55 4 4 42 4 4 3
California ¥ 42 44 46 43 43 37 15 13 16
Colorado 27 27 — 7l 70 — 2 2 —
Connecticut 4 pA} 28 66 66 66 10 1 6
Delaware 3 ki 38 62 60 59 2 ] 2
Florida 48 4 56 4 49 42 4 4 2
Georgia | 49 48 46 4 45 51 6 7 3
Hawaii : 46 46 47 53 53 51 1 1 1

Idaho — - 45 — - 4 - — 9
Indiang — — 35 — — 58 — - 7

lowa t 27 28 3l 69 69 69 3 3 #

Kansas * k! k! 42 62 61 58 4 5 #
Kentucky 4 46 49 52 53 49 1 ] 2
Lovisiana 61 61 59 k! 34 32 5 5 9
Maine 35 35 3 63 63 61 2 2 6
Maryland 3 33 39 65 64 58 2 3 3
Massachusetts /) 26 /) 68 69 67 5 5 6
Michigan k! 3 k] 61 62 57 6 5 5
Minnesota * 27 28 29 69 68 58 3 4 13
Mississippi 64 63 64 36 36 26 ] 1 10
Missouri K/ 38 42 60 60 55 3 3 3
Montana ! k] 34 40 56 56 55 10 10 5
Nebraska — — 38 _ — 58 — — 4
Nevada k! 33 38 62 62 56 5 5 6

New Hampshire 18 17 - 7 74 - 10 9 -
New Mexico 56 56 55 3 3l 3l 13 13 15
New York * 45 45 45 52 52 50 3 3 6
North Carolina 41 4] 4] 54 54 49 5 5 4
North Dakota * — — 32 — - 66 — — 3
Ohio — — 33 — — 60 — — 7
Oklahoma 48 47 52 47 48 45 5 5 3
Oregon 3 3 35 57 57 51 7 8 14
Pennsylvania - - 35 - - 63 - - 3
Rhode Island 7 35 kX 63 65 54 # # 12
South Carolina 46 47 52 53 52 43 1 1 5
Tennessee ! 44 43 45 53 53 50 3 4 4
Texas 45 4 56 50 50 K} 5 4 5

Utah k7l 32 32 51 51 63 17 17 5
Vermont - - 9 — - 67 - - 5
Virginia 3l 3 3 61 62 64 8 ) 3
Washington 3 3 3 64 64 58 3 3 9
West Virginia 48 49 50 50 50 4] ] ] 3
Wisconsin ! 24 25 — 7 69 - 5 6 -
Wyoming i 33 42 62 62 55 4 4 4

Other Jurisdictions

District of Columbia 79 78 78 12 13 21 9 9 ]
DDESS ! 50 50 3 48 48 36 2 2 32

DoDDS$ ? 9 9 10 19 19 yX] 72 73 67
Guam - - 58 - - 4] -_ -_ #

Virgin Islands 95 95 100 0 0 0 5 5 #

— Indicates thal the jurisdiction did not participate or did not meet minimum portidpation guidelines for reporting.

#Pescenloge rounds o zero.

¥ Indicates thot the jurisdiction did not meet one or more of the guidelines for school participation in 2002.

! Department of Defense Domestic Dependent Elementary and Secondary Schooks.

2 Deportment of Defense Dependents Schook {Overseas).

NOTE: Percentages may not add 1o 100, due to rounding.

(omparative performanc resulfs may be affected by changesin exclusion rates for students with disabities and kmited Englésh proficient studens in the NAEP samples.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Insfitute of Education Sdences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educationl Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Reading Assessments.
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Table B.15 Weighted percentoge of students, by eligibility for free /reduced-price school lunch, grade 8: By stote, 1998 ond 2002

Eligible ; Not eligible Informotion not available

Accommodations Accommodations Accommodations Accommodations Accommodotions Accommodations
not permitted permitted not permitted permitted not permitted permitted
1998 1998 2002 1998 1998 2002 1998 1998 2002
Nation {Public) 30 30 34 58 58 57 12 11 10
Alabama 40 4] 43 58 58 42 2 2 15
Arizona M 3 35 53 53 52 13 14 13
Arkansas 37 38 44 59 58 55 4 4 2
California ' ¥ 40 36 44 42 4 19 18 17
Colorado 24 22 — 67 67 — 9 10 —
Connecticut 17 18 29 70 70 63 13 13 8
Delaware 2 26 3 61 60 607 12 15 1
Florida 39 40 42 52 50 53 9 10 5
Georgia 36 ki 40 53 52 55 11 11 5
Hawaii 35 35 4] 60 60 59 5 4 #
Idaho - — 3 — — 58 — — 8
Indiana — — 25 - — 70 — — 6
Kansas 33 33 29 65 65 68 2 2 3
Kentucky 40 39 40 51 58 57 3 4 3
Lovisiana 48 49 48 45 44 37 7 7 15
Maine YL} 25 yX] 68 607 70 8 8 7
Maryland 26 28 28 n 70 70 2 2 2
Massachusetts 23 23 28 3 n 69 4 5 3
Michigan — — 3 — — 61 — - 6
Minnesota 22 2 — 12 N - 6 6 —
Mississippi 50 51 57 42 41 37 8 7 6
Missouri 27 28 29 70 69 65 3 3 6
Montana ¥ 4 24 29 66 66 68 10 10 2
Nebraska — — 35 — — 63 — — 2
Nevada 25 25 7 66 65 64 9 10 10
New Mexico 42 42 50 42 43 30 16 15 2
New York * 37 38 38 48 46 55 15 15 7
Narth Carolina 30 3l 37 63 62 53 7 7 10
North Dakota — — 24 — - 74 — — 1
Ohio - - 23 — - 67 - - 10
Oklahoma 34 M 46 57 57 49 10 9 5
Oregon 26 25 26 68 69 04 5 6 10
Pennsylvania | — — 30 — - 69 — — #
Rhode Island 28 28 yX] 71 72 62 # # 16
South Carolina 40 41 45 56 56 51 4 4 4
Tennessee 30 33 34 65 64 56 4 3 10
Texas 37 37 45 60 60 48 3 3 7
Utah 21 21 25 608 69 65 11 9 10
Vermont — - y/j — - 77 — - 1
Virginia 22 23 26 71 70 70 7 6 3
Washington yX] 23 21 66 66 57 10 10 21
West Virginia 39 39 4] 57 57 58 4 4 1
Wisconsin ¢ 20 21 — N 71 - 9 8 —_
Wyoming | 25 26 33 74 73 65 2 2 2
Other Jurisdictions |
American Samoa — — 100 — — 0 — —
District of Columbio 53 53 68 24 23 3l 23 24
DDESS 2 35 37 YL} 65 63 56 0 0 2
DoDDS * 4 5 7 yX] 22 2 13 73 71
Guam - - 30 - - 69 — -
Virgin Islands 74 74 9 0 0 # 26 26 1
— Indicates ot the jurisdiction did not particioale or did nol mee! minimum parficipation guidelines for reporting.
# Percentoge rounds lo zero.
 Indicates thalthe jurisdiction did not meet one or mors of the guidelines for school parficipation in 2002.
1 Percenloges by students’ elgibilty for fres;/reduced-price hunch in Colifornia do not inchude Los Angeles.
2 Dancrimen of Defense Domestic Dependent Hemeniary ond Secondary Schooks.
3 Depariment of Defense Dependents Schook {Overseds).
NOTE: Pescentoges may not odd fo 100, due fo rounding.
(omparative performance results may be affected by dhonges in exclusion rates for students with disabiities and kmited English proficient studens in the NAEP samples.
SOURCE: U . Department of Education, lnstitute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Siatistcs, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Reading Assessments.
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Appendix C
State-Level Contextual Variables

To help place results from the NAEP 2002 state assessment
program into context, this appendix presents selected state-
level data from sources other than NAEP.

These data ate taken from the Digest of Education Statistics 2001.
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Tohle C.1 Populotion and public-school enrollment, from non-NAEP sources: By state, April 2000 and fall 1999

Estimated resident populations: Enrollment in public elementary and secondary schools: u
April 1, 2000 Fall 1999
Total 5- to 17-year-olds|. Kindergorten
(in thousands) (in thousands) Total through grade 8' Grades 9-12
Nation 281,422 53118 46,857,321 33,488,158 13,369,163
Alabamo 4447 827 740,732 538,687 202,045
Aloska 627 ‘ 143 134,391 95,601 38,790
Arizona 5131 985 852,612 623,561 229,051
Arkansas 2,673 499 451,034 NIN4 133,320
California 33,872 6,763 6,038,589 4,336,687 1,701,902
Colorade 4,301 803 708,109 506,568 201,541
Connecticut 3,406 618 553,993 403,913 150,080
Delaware 784 143 112,836 80,274 32,562
Florida 15,982 2701 2,381,396 1,725493 655,903
Georgia 8,186 1,574 1,422,762 1,044,030 318,732
Howaii 1,212 218 185,860 133,250 52,610
Idohe 1,294 Y1) 245,331 168,822 76,509
Minois 12,419 2,369 2,027,600 1,462,234 565,366
Indiona 6,080 1,151 988,702 699,221 289,481
lowa 2,926 545 497,301 335919 161,382
Konsas 2,688 524 472,188 325818 146,370
Kentucky 4,042 129 648,180 458,607 189,573
Lovisiana 4,469 902 756,579 548,019 208,560
Maine 1,275 231 209,253 148,774 60,479
Morylond 5,296 1,003 846,582 607,125 239,457
Massachusetts 6,349 1,103 971,425 706,251 265,174
Michigon 9,938 1,924 1,725,617 1,244,586 481,031
Minnesota 4919 957 854,034 580,363 273,671
Mississippi 2,845 N 500,716 365,357 135,359
Missouri 5,595 1,058 914,110 648,758 265,352
Montana 902 175 157,556 107,490 50,066
Nebroska 1M 333 288,261 197,014 91,247
Nevado 1,998 366 325,610 239,625 85,985
New Hampshire 1,236 234 206,783 146,854 59,929
New Jersey 8,414 1,524 1,289,256 953,766 335,490
New Mexico 1,819 378 324,495 228,592 95,903
New York 18,976 3451 2,887,776 2,033,748 854,028
North Caroling 8,049 1,425 1,275,925 934,725 341,200
North Daketa 642 121 112,751 74,968 37,783
Ohio 11,353 2133 1,836,554 1,296,450 540,104
Oklohomo 3451 656 627,032 446,719 180,313
Oregon 3421 624 545,033 378,474 166,559
Pennsylvania 12,2681 2,194 1816716 1,262,181 554,535
Rhode Island 1,048 184 156,454 113,520 42934
South Carolina 4,012 745 666,780 483,725 183,055
South Dakota 755 152 131,037 89,590 41,447
Tennessee 5,689 1,024 916,202 664,393 251,809
Texas 20,852 4,262 3,991,783 2,895,853 1,095,930
Utah 2,233 509 480,255 329,185 151,070
Vermont 609 114 104,559 12,276 32,283
Virginia 1079 1,276 1,133,994 817,143 316,851
Washington 5,894 1,120 1,003,714 " 694,750 308,964
West Virginia 1,808 30 291,811 . 203,475 88,336
Wisconsin 5,364 1,026 877,153 596,439 281,314
Wyoming 494 98 92,105 61,654 30,451
Other Jurisdictions
American Samoa . - - 15477 11,899 3,578
District of Columbia 512 82 17,194 599017 17,7
Guam - — 32951 24,151 8,800
Virgin Islands — — 20,866 14,821 6,045
— Dotowere nol avaiobla,
Vtndudes o number of prekindergarten studens.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Commercs, Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, Series P-25, No. 1095 af the naiona] lsvel, SF1-P12 and unpublished data; and U.S. Department of Education, Nationl Center
for Education Stafistics, Common Core of Datasurveys.
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Table C.2 Poverty status of school-age children and children served under IDEA and Chapter 1, from non-NAEP sources:
By state, 1998 and school years 1990-91 through 1999-2000

” Children (birth to age 21) served under IDEA and 'J
Chapter 1 of the Education Consolidation and
Poverty status of 5- to 17-year-olds: 1998 Improvement Act, State Operated Programs
Number in poverty Number of children: Percent change:
(in thousands) Percent in poverty 1999-2000 school year  1990-91 to 19992000
Nation 9,167 17.8 6,195,113 30
Alobama 156 218 99,763 51
Aloska 13 9.0 17,495 187
Arizona ¥yl 236 93,336 63.1
Arkansas 57 131 60,864 272
California 1,459 23 640,815 36.6
Colorado 93 125 76,948 348
Connedticut 82 134 14122 157
Delaware 4 157 16,287 139
Florida 474 .05 356,198 509
Georgia 3 247 164,374 61.2
Hawaii Ky} 145 22,964 744
ldaho 50 174 912 322
linois 308 12 291,221 218
Indiana 140 126 151,599 322
lowa 13 14.2 ngen 18.6
Kansas 59 13.2 60,036 328
Kentucky 118 16.7 91,537 15.3
Lovisiana 244 29.8 96,632 3.2
Maine 27 120 35139 256
Moryland: _ 66 81 m,nm 224
Massachusetts 163 150 165,013 6.7
Michigan m 148 213,404 278
Minnesota 130 126 107,942 334
Mississippi 108 19.3 62,359 23
Missouri 136 144 134,950 324
Montana 42 212 19,039 LR
Nebraska 54 148 . 42511 300
Nevado 49 128 35,703 936
New Hampshire 34 13.3 28,597 45.5
New Jersey 194 13.2 214,330 18.2
New Mexico 101 35 52,346 45.3
New York 848 289 434,347 413
North Caroling m N3 173,067 40.6
North Dakota 28 17.2 13,612 89
Ohio 339 . 160 236,200 15.0
0Oklahoma 120 199 83,149 26.6
Oregon 121 194 713,531 313
Pennsylvania 382 18.0 231,175 54
Rhode Islond 36 205 29,895 48
South Carolina 129 176 103,153 326
South Daketa 13 92 16,246 84
Tennessee 156 145 126,732 208
Texas 809 20.1 493,850 408
Utah 55 11.8 55,389 16.0
Vermont 13 122 14,073 148
Virginia 92 19 161,298 415
Washington 18 108 116,235 36.1
West Virginia 65 257 50,314 16.6
Wisconsin 109 1.5 121,209 394
Wyoming 13 13.0 13,307 18.8
Other Jurisdictions _
American Samoo — - 703 937
District of Columbia 33 46.0 9,348 486
Guam - - 2,230 274
Virgin Islands — — 1,617 2.3
— Datawere not available. :
IDEA: Individuals with Disabilities Education Ad.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Decennial Census, Minority Exonomi Profles, unpublished data; Current Papulatan Reports, Series P-60, *Poverty in the United States, Money tncome of
Households, Families, and Persons in the United States, and income, Poverty, and Valuation of Noncash Benefiss, various years, and Monzy Incoms in tha U.S.: 1999, P60-201; U1.S. Depurtmend of Education, Office of
Spedal Education and Rehabilitative Services, Annual Report to Congress an the Implementation of the Individuals with Disobiities A, various years.
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Table C.3 Expenditure per pupil, average teacher salary, and pupil/teacher ratio, in public schools, from non-NAEP
sources: By state, school years 1998-99 and 200001, and fall 1999

In public elementary and secondary schools
Estimated average ‘
Expenditure per pupik: annual salary of teadhers: Pupil/teacher ratio:
1998-99 2000~01 Foll 1999
Notion 56,508 $42,898 161
Alabama 5,188 37,956 151
Aloska 8,404 46,986 17
Arizona 4,672 36,302 19
Arkansas 4,956 34476 14
(alifornia 5801 48923 M
Colorado 5923 39,284 17
Connecticut 9,318 52,100 14
Delaware 1,706 47,047 15
Florida 5790 37,824 18
. Georgia 6,092 42206 16
Hawaii 6,081 41,980 17
Idaho 5,066 36,375 18
Ilinois 6,762 48,053 16
Indiana 6,772 43,055 17
lowa 6,243 36,479 15
Kansas 6,015 39,432 14
Kentucky 5,560 37234 15
Lovisiana 5,548 34,253 17
Maine 1,155 36,256 13
Maryland 132 44997 .17
Massachusetts 8,260 . 41523 - 13
Michigan 7432 49,975 18
Minnesota 6,79 . . 40,577 15
Mississippi 4,565 32957 16
Missouri 5,855 36,764 14
Montana 59714 32,930 15
Nebraska 6,256 34,175 14
Nevada 5,587 40,172 19
New Hompshire 6,433 38,303 15
New Jersey 10,145 53,281 13
New Mexico 5,440 33785 16
New York 9,344 50,920 14
North Carolina 5,656 41,167 16
North Dakota 5442 30,891 14
Ohio 6,627 4216 : 16
Oklohoma 5,303 34,434 15
Oregon 6,828 ' 42,333 2
Pennsylvania 7450 . 49,500 16
Rhode Island 8,294 48,474 14
South Carolina 5,656 37317 15
South Dakota 5259 30,265 14
Tennessee 5123 37,074 151
Texas 5,685 38,614 15
Utah 4,210 36,049 2
Vermont 1,541 38,651 12
Virginia 6,350 ' 40,197 14!
Washington 6,110 42,101 20
West Virginia 6,677 35,764 14
Wisconsin 1507 41,646 14
Wyoming 4842 34,189 13
Other Jurisdictions
American Samoa 2,283 - 19
District of Columbia 9,650 48,651 16!
Guam - — 18
Virgin Islands 6,983 - 14
— Datowere not availabls.
Vincudes imputations for underreparting.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educationol Research and Improvemen, National Center for Education Staistics, Revenues and Expenditures for Public Elementary and Secondary Schook, Stfistics of
State School Systems, and Common Core of Data Surveys; National Educofion Assodiation, Estimates of Schoel Statistics and unpublished data, 2003,
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Appendix D
Sample Text from the
NAEP 2002 Reading Assessment

This appendix contains the reading passages released from
the NAEP 2002 reading assessment at each grade. To

review passages and questions from previous NAEP
assessments, please visit the NAEP web site at http://

nces.ed.gov/nationsteportcard.
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The Box in the Barn

By Barbara Eckfeld Conner

Jason heard his mom calling him. Instead
of answering her, he slipped deeper into the
tall weeds behind his house. He closed his
eyes, thinking of what he had done.

He had gotten up that morning in a good
mood. Raspberry pancakes were on the
table when he walked into the kitchen
rubbing his eyes and yawning,

“After breakfast, Jason, I want you to go
into town with me,” Mom said quietly. “It’s
your sister’s birthday, and we need to shop
for her gifts.”

Jason was cager to go, even if the gifts
weren’t for him. Buying presents was
always fun.

As they drove to town, Jason couldn’t,
help but ask the question that had been on
his mind since yesterday when' Aunt Nancy
came. “What's in the big box that Dad took
to the barn, Mom? Is it something Aunt
Nancy bought for Megan’s birthday?”

“Its a surprise, Jason, and I don’t want
you going near that barn today. Do you
hear me?”
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Jason sat staring at the road ahead. He
knew that nothing would change her mind.
Only now he was more curious than ever!

Back home, Megan ran out to meet
Jason, her eyes wide and excited. “Jason,
Jason, I'm six years old!” she cried, jumping
up and down.

“I know, I know.” Jason gave her a big hug,

Soon the house was buzzing with excite-
ment. Megan sat on the stool watching
while Mom and Aunt Nancy prepared the
birthday dinner. Dad wouldn’t be back for
at least two hours. Jason wandered outside
trying to think of something to do, but his
thoughts kept returning to the box in the
barn.

He started walking toward the barn, not
at all sure what he’d do when he got there.
He was hoping for just a glimpse of the
box. Instead he heard a strange noise
coming from inside the barn. He wished he
could just turn back to the house, but his
legs carried him into the barn. Jason saw
the box. It was sitting between two bales of
hay. He could hear loud wailing cries.
Leaning over, Jason carefully lifted the lid.
There was the most cuddly puppy he had

ever seen!

“You must be pretty scared, huh, fel-

low?” Jason said quietly as he held the

wiggly dog. “Megan’s going to love you!”
He secretly wished the puppy was for him.
After all, Mom and Dad knew that he had
been wanting his own puppy. Probably
Aunt Nancy didn’t know that, and anyway
Megan would be happy.
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Soon Jason was playing happily with the
puppy, and he forgot that he wasn’t sup-
posed to be in the barn. Taffy, their big
brown horse, stuck his head in the window
as if to say, “What’s going on?” Jason
jumped, remembering that he wasn’t
supposed to be there. The puppy ran off as
fast as it could out of the barn and into the
field.

Jason stumbled out of the barn looking
wildly for any trace of the puppy. “Come
on puppy! Oh, please come here!” he
called, his eyes welling up with tears.

Now here he was, two hours later, hiding
in the weeds. He’d looked everywhere, but
the puppy was gone. He had ruined his
sister’s birthday.

“Jason! It’s time for dinner!” Mom called
even louder now. Just when he was deter-
mined to stay forever in the tall weeds, he
heard his sister’s voice.

“Jason! It’s time for my party, Jason!”
Megan yelled excitedly.

APPENDIX D  NAEP 2002 READING REPORT CARD

Jason rubbed his swollen eyes, trying to
look normal. He couldn’t ruin everything
for her. “I'm here, Megan,” he called.

“Are you OK?” she asked with genuine
concern.

“Sure. Let’s hurry.” Jason grabbed her
hand as they ran back.

As soon as they reached the house, the
party began. Jason tried to pretend that
everything was fine. When it was time to
open Megan’s birthday gifts, he sat in the
big easy chair, hoping no one would notice
him. Finally the last present was open.

“Ill be right back,” Dad said.

Jason knew Dad was going to the barn.
Megan would probably never forgive him
for losing her birthday puppy. Everyone,
even Aunt Nancy, would be angry when
they found out the puppy was gone.

“Jason! Come here!” It was Dad calling
from the front yard.

Jason slowly got out of the chair. It was
hard to move, but Megan grabbed his hand
and said, “Come on, Jason! Let’s see what
Dad wants.”
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Jason followed Megan out the door.
Mom and Aunt Nancy followed close
behind. '

There was Dad standing with the box
next to him in the grass. “Jason, I want you
to open this box and see what’s inside.”

Jason looked up and saw that Dad was
smiling. He turned and saw that Mom,
Aunt Nancy, and Megan were smiling, too.
What would he say to them when there was
nothing in the box? But as Jason looked
down, expecting to sce nothing at all, he
jumped back in surprise. The puppy looked
up at him, with sleepy eyes. .

“Wow!” said Jason, bewildered.

“The puppy’s for you, Son,” his father
said.

“I thought you’d like a gift, too, even if it
isn’t your birthday,” said Aunt Nancy,
laughing,

Megan started clapping. “Isn’t he won-
derful, Jason?” The puppy jumped up, ready
to play. Jason and Megan spent the rest of
the day with the puppy.

Later, when he was getting ready for bed,
Jason turned to his father and said, “You
know, Dad, I feel bad about something I
did today.”

Dad waited patiently as Jason explained
what had happened. “And I still can’t figure
out how my puppy got back into his box!”
he added.

“Well, Son, on my way home I saw your
puppy running along the side of the road. I
figured he had gotten out of his box some-
how.... You must have felt terrible during
the party,” Dad continued. “I get the feeling
you've learned a lot today.” He pulled back
the covers on Jason’s bed.

Jason looked down at his new puppy,
who was sleeping soundly in a basket by
the bed. “Dad, I think TI'll call him Buddy.”

Dad smiled and tucked the covers snugly
around Jason. ‘

Used by permission of Highlights for Children, Inc., Columbus, OH.

Copyright © 1988.
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The Sharebots

By Carl Zimmer

When robots go to kindergarten in Maja Mataric’s lab,
they learn an important lesson about how to get along in

robot society.

O MAN IS AN ISLAND, and
Maja Mataric¢ thinks no
robot should be, cither.
Matari¢, a Brandeis
University computer scien-
tist, believes robots will
do their best work only when they begin to
work together. “How do you get a herd of

robots to do something without killing each- -

other?” she asks. According to Mataric, you
have to put them in societies and let them
learn from one another, just as seagulls and
baboons and people do. Matari¢ has already
made an impressive start at teaching robots
social skills. She has gotten 14 robots to
cooperate at once—the biggest gaggle of
machines ever to socialize.

The Nerd Herd, as Matari¢ calls them,
are shoe-box-size machines, each of which
has four wheels, two tongs to grab things,
and a two-way radio. The radio allows them
to triangulate their position with respect to
two fixed transmitters as they wander
around Mataric’s lab. It also allows them to
broadcast their coordinates and other
information to their neighbors. Infrared
sensors help the robots find things and
avoid obstacles; contact-sensitive strips tell
them when they’ve crashed anyway.
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Each robot is programmed with a hand-
ful of what Matari¢ calls behaviors—sets
of instructions that enable the robot to
accomplish a small goal, like following the
robot in front of it. Set one robot on the
floor with its wheels turned permanently to
the left and program the others to follow,
and they will all drive in a circle until their
batteries go dead. But MatariC can get more
interesting actions out of the herd by
programming them to alternate among
several behaviors. By telling them to home
in on a target, to aggregate when they’re
too far from one another, to disperse when
they’re too crowded, and to avoid collisions
at all times, she’s been able to get scattered
robots to come together and migrate across
her lab like a flock of birds.

More important, the robots can also
learn on their own to carry out more
complex tasks. One task Matari¢ set for
them was to forage for little metal pucks
and bring them home to their nest in a
corner of the lab. To give the task a natural
flavor, Matari¢ gave the robots clocks; at
“night” they had to go home and rest, and
in the “morning” they looked for pucks
again. In addition to five basic behaviors
they could choose from, she endowed them
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with a sort of prime directive: to maximize
their individual point scores. Each time a
robot did something right, such as locating
a puck, it was automatically rewarded with
points; each time it committed a blooper,
such as dropping a puck, it lost points.

After some random experimentation, the
robots soon learned how to forage—but
not very well, because they tended to
interfere with one another in their selfish
pursuit of points. “Why should you ever
stop and let someone else go?” asks
Matarié. “It’s always

With this simple social contract, the
robots needed only 15 minutes of practice
to become altruistic. They would magnani-
mously announce their discovery of pucks,
despite having no way of knowing that this
was good for the herd as a whole. At times
when two robots lunged for a puck, they
would stop and go through an “After you!”
“No, after you!” routine, but eventually
they figured out the proper way to yield.
With social graces, the robot herd brought

. home the pucks twice as fast as without.

Matari¢ thinks

in your interest to
go—but if every-
body feels that way,
then nobody gets
through and they
jam up and fight for
space.” To make her
creatures more
efficient, though,
Matari¢ found she
didn’t have to
program them with
a God’s-eye view of
what was good for

she’ll be able to
produce more com-
plex robot societies.
“I'm looking at getting
specialization in the
society so they can
say, ‘T'll do this, and
you do that.” If one

of them has a low
battery, it may become
the messenger that
doesn’t actually carry
things. And I imagine
one robot might

all robots. She just
had to teach each robot to share—to let
other robots know when it had found a
puck, and to listen to other robots in
return. “I put in the impetus to pay atten-
tion to what other robots are doing, and to
try what other robots are trying, sharing the
experience,” Mataric’ explains. “If T do
something that’s good and if I say, “That
was really great, then you may try it”

emerge as a leader

MATARIC’S because it happens to
Nerd Herd, with | be the most efficient.
h the pucks But if it stops
' ?",ﬂ::éfe‘i;fue being efficient,

some other robot will
take over.”

Car Zimmer © 1995 The Walt Disney Co.
Reprinted with permission of Discover Magagine
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Newton Minow

ADDRESS TO THE BROADCASTING INDUSTRY

I invite you to sit down in front of your television set...and keep your eyes
glued 1o that set until the station signs off. I can assure you that you will observe
a vast wasteland.

Newton Minow {1926- ) was appointed by President John Kennedy as chairman of the
Federal Communications Commission, the agency responsible for regulating the use of the
public airwaves. On May 9, 1961, he spoke to 2,000 members of the National Association of
Broadcasters and told them that the daily fare on television was “a vast wasteland.”
Minow’s indictment of commercial television lounched a national debate about the quality of
programming. After Minow’s speech, the television critic for The New York Times wrote:
“Tonight some broadcasters were trying to find dark explanations for Mr. Minow’s attitude.
In this matter the viewer possibly can be a little helpful; Mr. Minow has been watching

television.”

...Your industry possesses the most
powerful voice in America. It has an
inescapable duty to make that voice ring
with intelligence and with leadership. In a
few years this exciting industry has grown
from a novelty to an instrument of over-

whelming impact on the American people.

It should be making ready for the kind of
leadership that newspapers and magazines
assumed years ago, to make our people
aware of their world.
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Ours has been called the jet age, the
atomic age, the space age. It is also, I
submit, the television age. And just as
history will decide whether the leaders of
today’s world employed the atom to destroy
the world or rebuild it for mankind’s
benefit, so will history decide whether
today’s broadcasters employed their power-
ful voice to enrich the people or debase

_.them...
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Like everybody, I wear more than one
hat. I am the chairman of the FCC. I am
also a television viewer and the husband
and father of other television viewers. I
have seen a great many television programs
that seemed to me eminently worthwhile,
and I am not talking about the much-
bemoaned good old days of “Playhouse
90” and “Studio One.”

I am talking about this past secason.
Some were wonderfully entertaining, such
as “The Fabulous Fifties,” the “Fred
Astaire Show” and the “Bing Crosby
Special”; some were dramatic and moving,
such as Conrad’s “Victory” and “Twilight
Zone”; some were marvelously informa-
tive, such as “The Nation’s Future,” “CBS
Reports,” and “The Valiant Years.” I could
list many more—programs that I am sure
everyone here felt enriched his own life and
that of his family. When television is good,
nothing—not the theater, not the maga-
zines or newspapers—nothing is better.

But when television is bad, nothing is
worse. I invite you to sit down in front of
your television set when your station goes
on the air and stay there without a book,
magazine, newspaper, profit-and-loss
sheet, or rating book to distract you—and
keep your eyes glued to that set until the
station signs off. I can assure you that you
will observe a vast wasteland.

You will see a procession of game
shows, violence, audience participation
shows, formula comedies about totally
unbelievable families, blood and thunder,
mayhem, violence, sadism, murder, West-
ern badmen, Western good men, private
eyes, gangsters, more violence and car-
toons. And, endlessly, commercials—many

screaming, cajoling, and offending. And,

most of all, boredom. True, you will sce a
few things you will enjoy. But they will be
very, very few. And if you think I exagger-

ate, try it.

Is there one person in this room who

claims that broadcasting can’t do better?...

Why is so much of television so bad? I
have heard many answers: demands of
your advertisers; competition for ever
higher ratings; the need always to attract a
mass audience; the high cost of television
programs; the insatiable appetite for pro-
gramming material—these are some of
them. Unquestionably these are tough
problems not susceptible to easy answers.

But I am not convinced that you have
tried hard enough to solve them. I do not
accept the idea that the present overall
programming is aimed accurately at the
public taste. The ratings tell us only that !
some people have their television sets
turned on, and, of that number, so many
are tuned to one channel and so many to
another. They don’t tell us what the public
might watch if they were offered half a
dozen additional choices. A rating, at best,
is an indication of how many people saw
what you gave them. Unfortunately it does
not reveal the depth of the penetration or
the intensity of reaction, and it never
reveals what the acceptance would have
been if what you gave them had been
better—if all the forces of art and creativ-
ity and daring and imagination had been
unleashed. I believe in the people’s good
sense and good taste, and I am not con-
vinced that the people’s taste is as low as
some of you assume....
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Certainly I hope you will agree that
ratings should have little influence where
children are concerned. The best estimates
indicate that during the hours of 5to 6
p.m., 60 percent of your audience is com-
posed of children under twelve. And most
young children today, believe it or not,
spend as much time watching television as
they do in the schoolroom. I repeat—Iet
that sink in— most young children today
spend as much time watching television as
they do in the schoolroom. It used to be
said that there were three great influences
on a child: home, school and church.
Today there is a fourth great influence, and

- you ladies and gentlemen control it.

If parents, teachers, and ministers
conducted their responsibilities by follow-
ing the ratings, children would have a
steady diet of ice cream, school holidays,
and no Sunday school. What about your
responsibilities? Is there no room on
television to teach, to inform, to uplift, to
stretch, to enlarge the capacities of our
children? Is there no room for programs
deepening their understanding of children
in other lands? Is there no room for a
children’s news show explaining something
about the world to them at their level of
understanding? Is there no room for reading
the great literature of the past, teaching
them the great traditions of freedom?
There are some fine children’s shows, but
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they are drowned out in the massive doses
of cartoons, violence, and more violence.
Must these be your trademarks? Search
your consciences and see if you cannot
offer more to your young beneficiaries
whose future you guide so many hours each
and every day.

What about adult programming and
ratings? You know, newspaper publishers
take popularity ratings too. The answers are
pretty clear; it is almost always the comics,
followed by the advice—to—the—lovelorn
columns. But, ladies and gentlemen, the
news is still on the front page of all news-
papers, the editorials are not replaced by
more comics, the newspapers have not
become one long collection of advice to
the lovelorn. Yet newspapers do not need a
license from the government to be in
business—they do not use public property.
But in television—where your responsibili-
ties as public trustees are so plain—the
moment that the ratings indicate that
Westerns are popular, there are new imita-
tions of Westerns on the air faster than the
old coaxial cable could take us from Holly-
wood to New York....

Let me make clear that what I am talking
about is balance. I believe that the public
interest is made up of many interests.
There are many people in this great coun-
try, and you must serve all of us. You will
get no argument from me if you say that,
given a choice between a Western and a
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symphony, more people will watch the
Western. I like Westerns and private eyes
too—but a steady diet for the whole
country is obviously not in the public
interest. We all know that people would
morc often prefer to be entertained than
stimulated or informed. But your obliga-
tions are not satisfied if you look only to
popularity as a test of what to broadcast.
You are not only in show business; you are
free to communicate ideas as well as
relaxation. You must provide a wider range
of choices, more diversity, more alterna-
tives. It is not enough to cater to the
nation’s whims——you must also serve the
nation’s needs....

Let me address myself now to my role,
not as a viewer but as chairman of the
FCC....I want to make clear some of the
fundamental principles which guide me.

First, the people own the air. They own
it as much in prime evening time as they do
at 6 o’clock Sunday morning, For every
hour that people give you, you owe them
something. I intend to sce that your debt is
paid with service.

Second, I think it would be foolish and
wasteful for us to continue any worn-out
wrangle over the problems of payola, .
rigged quiz shows, and other mistakes of
the past....

Third, I believe in the free enterprise
system. I want to see broadcasting im-
proved and I want you to do the job....

Fourth, I will do all I can to help educa-
tional television. There are still not enough
educational stations, and major centers of
the country still lack usable educational
channels. ...

Fifth, I am unalterably opposed to
governmental censorship. There will be no
suppression of programming which does
not meet with bureaucratic tastes. Censor-
ship strikes at the taproot of our free
society.

Sixth, I did not come to Washington to
idly observe the squandering of the public’s
airwaves. The squandering of our airwaves
is no less important than the lavish waste
of any precious natural resource....

What you gentlemen broadcast through
the people’s air affects the people’s taste,
their knowledge, their opinions, their
understanding of themselves and of their
world. And their future. The power of
instantaneous sight and sound is without
precedent in mankind’s history. This is an
awesome power. It has limitless capabilities
for good—and for evil. And it carries with
it awesome responsibilities—responsibili-
ties which you and I cannot escape....
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