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What is The Nation’s Rep:)rt Card? ' -

\

THE NATION’S REPORT CARD, the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), is the only 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. the 1.S. Department of Education. The
Commissioner of Education Statistics is responsible, by law, for carrying out the NAEP project through competitive awards to qualified organiza-
tions. NAEP reports directly to the Commissioner, who is also responsible for providing continuing reviews. including validation studies and
solicitation of public comment. on NAEP's conduct and usefulness.

In 1988, Congress established the National Assessment Govemning Board (NAGB) to formulate policy guidelines for NAEP. The Board is
responsible for selecting the subject areas to be assessed from among those included in the National Education Goals: for setting appropriate student
performance levels; for developing assessment objectives and test specifications through a national consensus approach; for designing the
assessment methodology; for developing guidelines for reporting and disseminating NAEP results: for developing standards and procedures for
interstate, regional, and national comparisons: for determining the appropriateness of test items and ensuring they are free from bias: and for taking
actions to improve the form and use of the National Assessment.
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_EXECUTIVE SUMMARY -

For a quarter of a century, the National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP) has reported to policy-
makers, educators, and the general public on the
educational achievement of students in the United
States. As the nation’s only ongoing survey of students’
educational progress, NAEP has become an important
resource for obtaining information on what students
know and can do.

The 1994 NAEP reading assessment continues the
mandate to evaluate and report the educational
progress of students at grades 4, 8, and 12. The national
results provided herein describe students’ reading
achievement at each grade and within various
subgroups of tne general population. State-level results
are presented for individual states that chose to
participate in the 1994 Trial State Assessment. In
addition, trends in performance since 1992 are
reported for the nation and for jurisdictions that
participated in both the 1992 and 1994 state
assessments.

Students’ reading performance is summarized on
the NAEP reading proficiency scale, which rainges from
0 to 500. In addition, results for each grade are
reported according to three achievement levels: Basic,
Proficient, and Advanced. These achievement levels are
~ based on collective judgments about what students
should know and be able to do in reading. The Basic
level denotes partial mastery of prerequisite knowledge
-and skills that are fundamental for proficient work at
each grade. The Proficient level represents solid
academic performance and demonstrated competence
over challenging subject matter. The Advanced level
signifies superior performance.

Major Findings for the Nation,
Regions, and States '

P The most striking finding from the 1994 assessment
is that the average reading proficiency of twelfth-
grade students declined significantly from 1992 to
1994. This decline was observed across a broad
range of subgroups. Significant changes in average
proficiency were not observed in the national
population of fourth or eighth graders.

P> The decline in average proficiency among twelfth
graders between 1992 and 1994 was concentrated
among lower performing students — those scoring
at the 10th, 25th, and 50th percentiles. No
significant declines were observed among twelfth
graders at the 75th or 90th percentiles.

P> The percentage of twelfth-grade students who
reached the Proficient level in reading declined from
1992 to 1994. There also was a decrease in the
percentage of twelfth graders at or above the Basic
level.

B> In 1994, 30 percent of fourth graders, 30 percent
of eighth graders, and 36 percent of twelfth graders
attained the Proficient level in reading. Across
the three grades, 3 to 7 percent reached the
Advanced level.

P> In 1994, twelfth graders in the Northeast, Central,
and West regions displayed lower average reading
proficiencies than their 1992 counterparts.

P> The eight states with the highest average reading
proficiencies in 1994 for fourth graders in public
schools were Maine, North Dakota, Wisconsin,

New Hampshire, Massachusetts, Iowa, Connecticut,
and Montana.

P> Between 1992 and 1994, the average reading
proficiencies of fourth graders declined in eight
jurisdictions: California, Delaware, Louisiana.
New Hampshire, New Mexico, Pennsylvania,
South Carolina, and Virginia.

P The decline in overall reading proficiency at the
twelfth grade was evident in all three assessed
purposes for reading: reading for literary
experience, reading to gain information, and
reading to perform a task.



Major Findings for Student
Subgroups

P Across the nation, there were declines in average
reading proficiency from 1992 to 1994 for Hispanic
students in grade 4 as well as for White, Black, and
Hispanic students in grade 12.

p Consistent with previous NAEP reports, reading
proficiency at all three grades was higher on
average for students whose parents had more
education. Among twelfth graders, the decline in
average reading proficiency since 1992 was evident
for students reporting all levels of parental
education.

p Atall three grades, female students had higher
average reading proficiencies than male students.
At twelfth grade, the performance of both male and
female students declined between 1992 and 1994.

p In 1994, fourth-, eighth-, and twelfth-grade
students attending nonpublic schools displayed
higher average reading proficiencies than their
counterparts attending public schools. The
performance of twelfth graders in public and
nonpublic schools declined since 1992.

Contextual Factors Related to
Reading Proficiency

Home and school factors can play important roles in
the development of students’ literacy abilities. Fourth,
eighth, and twelfth graders who participated in the
NAEP reading assessment were asked to complete
questionnaires about their home and school experiences
related to reading achievement and literacy
development. Also, questionnaires about students’
instructional experiences were completed by their
teachers and school administrators. These instruments
provide valuable information about students’ literacy-
related experiences at home and school.

In 1994, students who reported having a greater
array of literacy materials in their homes displayed
higher average reading achievement. Among twelfth
graders, thzre was a decline between 1992 and 1994
in the presence of these materials at home.

At all three grades, students who more frequently
read for fun on their own time had higher average
proficiencies. Twelfth-grade students in 1994
reported reading for fun less frequently than their
1992 counterparts. .

At all three grades, students who reported more
frequent home discussions about their studies
demonstrated higher reading proficiencies. There
was a decline in the frequency of this activity among
twelfth graders between the 1992 and 1994
assessments.

In 1994, students who reported watching less than
four hours of television daily displayed higher
average reading proficiencies than their peers who
watched more television.

At each grade in 1994, students who read five or
fewer pages each day for school and homework had
the lowest average reading proficiencies. Since 1992,
there was an increase in the percentage of twelfth
graders who reported reading five or fewer pages
each day, and a decline in the percentage who
reported reading 11 or more pages.

Eighth and twelfth graders who reported being
asked by their teachers at least once a week to
explain or support their understanding of what they
read had higher average reading proficiencies than
students who were asked to do so less often. The
reports of twelfth-grade students in 1994 indicated
that they were not asked to do this as frequently as
their counterparts in 1992.

Eighth and twelfth graders who reported being
asked by their teachers at least once a week to
discuss various interpretations of what they read
displayed higher average reading proficiencies than
students who were asked to do so less often.
According to eighth- and twelfth-grade students’
reports, these discussions were less frequent in
1994 than in 1992.

15




About This Report

As the nation’s report card in reading, this report
provides a broad examination of students’ reading
achievement. In addition, specific aspects of students’
reading performance and their experiences at home and
school are reviewed in some depth. As such, this report
provides a portrait of what students know and can do in
reading, as well as the contexts in which they have
developed their reading abilities.

Chapter 1 presents an overview of the 1994 NAEP
reading assessment — its content framework, design,
and administration. Also included in Chapter 1 are
example questions from the 1994 reading assessment
and sample student responses. Chapter 2 provides
overall average proficiency results for the nation,
regions, subgroups of students, arnid jurisdictions
participating in the Trial State Assessment. Chapter 3
describes students’ reading performance in terms of the
achievement levels. Chapter 4 focuses on cross-state
comparisons of proficiency results from the state-by-
state assessment at grade 4. Chapter 5 describes
contextual factors related to students’ reading
achievement. Finally, Chapter 6 describes specific
abilities demonstrated by students in the NAEP reading
assessment and reports student performance when
reading for different purposes.
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NAEP’s 1994 Assessment
in Reading

S cannot live without books.

— Thomas Jefferson

The ability to read and understand is essential to each
citizen’s informed and full participation in a democratic
society. That literacy is crucial to the proper working of
a democracy was espoused early on in this country's
history. In 1821, describing the knowledge to be gained
from books, Thomas Jefferson spoke of “the security

it gives to liberty, by enlightening the minds of

its citizens.”!

Beyond its importance for ensuring an enlightened
citizenry, reading is integral to a broad range of daily
activities. Interpreting the meaning of current events,
learning the skills necessary for workplace success,
evaluating the ideas expressed in various publications,
or finding enjoyment in a book or magazine are
examples of how reading affects what we do and
who we are.

Because we value reading and recognize the major
role it plays in much of what we do, it occupies an
important place in the curriculum of our nation’s
schools. Learning to read is one of the primary goals for
early elementary school students, Beyond early reading
development, students continue to cultivate new and
more effective reading processes and strategies
throughout middle and secondary schools.

The importance of reading as a lifelong activity
underlies the need to monitor the progress of students’
reading achievement. The National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP) has fulfilled this need on a
regular basis for more than a quarter of a century. In
doing so, NAEP serves the vital function of reporting to
educators, parents, policy makers, and the general
public how well our students are achieving in the area
of reading proficiency.

Overview of the 1994 National
Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP)

As a project of the National Center for Education
Statistics (NCES), NAEP collects valuable information
about what students know and can do. Since being
initiated by Congress in 1969, NAEP has carried out its
federally supported mandate as the only ongoing
national assessment of student achievement. Both
public and private school students in grades 4, 8, and 12
are regularly sampled and assessed in various subject
areas — reading, history, geography, mathematics, and
others. The assessments are based on content
frameworks that are developed through a national
consensus process involving teachers, curriculum
experts, parents, and members of the general public.
The content of the NAEP assessments attempts to
maintain a balance between current instructional
efforts, curriculum reform, research results, and
desirable levels of achievement.

The 1994 NAEP Reading Assessment was
administered to national samples of fourth-, eighth-,
and twelfth-grade students attending public and
nonpublic schools, and to samples of fourth graders in
the 44 jurisdictions that participated in the 1994 Trial
State Assessment.? Nearly 140,000 students were
assessed in the national and jurisdiction samples.
Students’ reading performance is described on a
proficiency scale ranging from 0 to 500, and in relation
to three reading achievement levels: Basic, Proficient,
and Advanced. The assessment results are reported
based on the performance of students at each of the
three grades and within specific subgroups of
the population.

This report describes the results of NAEP's 1994
Reading Assessment, providing a portrait of reading
achievement ameng the nation’s fourth, eighth, and
twelfth graders. In addition, this report compares
students’ 1994 achievement with results from the 1992
NAEP Reading Assessment. Making such a comparison
is possible because both reading assessments share a
common set of reading tasks and reflect the same
reading framework.
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Most of the jurisdictions that participated in the
1994 Trial State Assessment also participated in 1992,
making it possible to report trend results for those
individual jurisdictions. However, the 1994 assessment
. included both public and nonpublic school samples,
while only public schools were involved in 1992.
Consequently, trend results for jurisdictions are
reported only for public school students.

Framework for the
1992 and 1994 Assessments

The NAEP Reading Framework® provided the
operational specifications as well as the theoretical basis
for developing the 1992 and 1994 reading assessments.
The framework was the result of a national consensus
effort in which ideas were sought from hundreds of
individuals involved and interested in reading education
in this country. This effort was managed by the Council
of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) under the
direction of the National Assessment Governing Board
(NAGB).

Grounded in current theories of reading, the
NAEP Reading Framework views reading as a dynamic,
complex interaction between and among the reader,
the text, and the context of the reading experience.
Readers, for example, bring to the reading situation
their prior knowledge and reading experiences, their
familiarity with the topic, their reasons for reading.
their specific skills and strategies, and their knowledge
of text structure.!

Fiqure 1.1 Reading Purposes

The framework specified that the assessment
address three different purposes for reading: reading for
literary experience, reading to gain information, and
reading to perform a task. The latter was not assessed
at grade 4. The framework also delineated four types of
reading processes that characterize the ways in which
readers interact with text and how they gain meaning
from what they read. These processes are referred to as
“reading stances.” The purposes for reading, and the
reading stances, are described in more detail in the
following sections.

Purposes for Reading

Readers typically vary their approach depending on the
type of text they are reading and their purpose for
engaging in the activity.” The reason one'is reading and
the type of experience that is anticipated may influence
the comprehension process, the types of strategies that
are employed, and the aspects of text meaning that are
integrated with personal knowledge.® Consequently, the
purpose for reading associated with different types of
texts and reading experiences may influence how and
what a reader understands.

The NAEP reading assessment measured three
purposes for reading as identified in the framework.
Students were given various types of texts to read that
are typically associated with each of the three purposes.
Their abilities to read and understand were evaluated in
terms of a single purpose for each type of text. The
purposes are described in Figure 1.1.

Reading for Literary Experience

Readin§ to Gain Information

Reading to Perform a Task

various projects, and a tax form.

Reading for literary experience enlails the reading of various literary texts to enlarge our experience of human events and emotions, and to enhance both our appreciation of the world
and how it is depicted through language. Literary texts used in the NAEP reading assessment included adventure stories, poetry, science fiction, and folktales.

When reading to gain information, readers are sually focused on a spedific topic or point of reference. They are trying to understand and retain the text information. Informative texts
used in the NAEP reading assessment included science aticles, primary and secondary historical sources, sections of textbook chapters, essays, and a speech.

Reading to perform a task involves reading various types of materials for the purpose of applying the information or directions to complete a specific task. As such, readers must focus
on how they will actually use the information. The materials used to assess this purpose in the NAEP reading assessment included classified advertisements, directions for completing
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Reading Stances

Within each purpose for reading, the NAEP reading
assessment questions asked students to demonstrate
their comprehension through various stances, or
orientations, to the texts. These stances are not
considered to be a hierarchy of reading skills; rather,
they describe reading processes that all readers utilize at
any level of reading development. Furthermore, it is not
intended that the stances represent a sequential routine
of reading abilities. The process of reading typically
involves a variety of changing stances that the reader
takes toward the text, with each stance contributing a
somewhat different dimension to the reader's
comprehension.” The four stances are presented and
described in Figure 1.2.

Figure 1.2 Reading Stances

Initial Understanding

preliminary consideration of the text as a whole
Readers are asked to consider the whole text in demonstrating an overall
understanding of its meaning and function.

Develaping an Interpretation j
discerning connections and relationships among ideas
within the text
Readers are asked fo build upon their initial impressions to develop a more
thorough understanding of the text and the interrelationship of its parts.

Personal Reflection and Response

relating personal knowledge to text ideas
Readers are asked fo describe how ideas in the text confirm, contradict, or
compare with prior knowledge and experiences.

- Critical Stance

standing apart from the text to consider it objectively i
| Readers are asked to consider how the text conveys informotion, expresses
; ideas or feelings, and communicates o message.
L
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The reading assessment questions were developed
to reflect the four ways in which readers interact with
text. The percentages of questions by stance within each
reading purpose are displayed in Table 1.1.

Distribution of Questions

by Reading Stances
Reading Stances
tnitial
Understanding &
Purpose Developing an Personat Critical
Grade for Reading Interpretation | Response Stance
Literary Experience 45% 22% 33%
4 Gain Information 52% 2% 20%
Perform a Task ' ' *
Total Assessment 49% 25% 7%
Literary Experience 41% 26% 34%
8 Gain Information 56% 21% 23%
Perform a Task 53% 1% 36%
Total Assessment 50% 20% 30%
Literary Experience 44% 20% 37%
19 Gain Information 44% 7% 29%
Perform a Task 52% 5% 42%
Total Assessment 46% 19% 35%
* Reading to Perform o Task wos not assessed at Grode 4.
Percentages represent proportion of questions within purpose far reading subscale or within fotal
grode-fevel ossessments.

The Reading Assessment Instruments

The NAEP reading assessrent is intended to provide

. useful information to a broad range of people.

Therefore, it is imperative that the assessment reflect
the perspectives and opinions about reading
comprehension and its measurement currently held by
educators and researchers. To that end, the assessment

development process included an extensive series of

reviews by reading and measurement experts, state
officials, teachers, and reading researchers. All
components of the assessment were evaluated for
sensitivity concerns, curricular relevance,
developmental appropriateness, and adherence to the
framework and test specifications. In addition, the
grade-level appropriateness of the reading material was
determined through a nationwide review by teachers
with corresponding grade-level experience.

-
n lu




Students were given reading materials that had been
drawn from sources commonly available to students in
and out of school. These materials were considered to be
representative of typical reading experiences in that they
were not written or abridged for the assessment. These
were whole, intact stories, articles, and documents.
Although presented to students in assessment booklets.
they were reproduced to replicate as closely as possible
their original format and presentation.

In some cases, students were given mcre than one
passage at a time. With these reading activities, students
were expected not only to demonstrate understanding of
the individual texts, but also to integrate and synthesize
ideas across the texts.

Each assessed student was asked to complete either
one 50-minute set or two 25-minute sets of reading
passages and questions. The majority of students’
response time was devoted to answering constructed-
response questions about what they had read. With this
type of question, as opposed to multiple-choice formats,
students must write their own answer based on their
considerations of the text. By doing so, students
demorgtrate their abilities to produce personal
reactions, generate conclusions, describe
interpretations, or support critical evaluations.®

Across the three grades assessed — fourth, eighth,
and twelfth — a total of 96 multiple-choice, 144 short
constructed-response (scored using a two- or three-level
scoring rubric), and 33 extended constructed-response
(scored using a four-level scoring rubric) questions
comprised the 1994 reading assessment. Many of these
questions and their corresponding reading materials
were administered at more than one grade to allow for
across-grade comparisons. In terms of the amount of
time students spent responding to these questions, the
greatest emphasis was given to constructed-response
questions. The proportion of response time students
devoted to answering constructed-response questions
was 63 percent at grade 4, 79 percent at grade 8, and 78
percent at grade 12. (The contribution of different
question types to the NAEP reading scale is discussed in
Appendix A.)

Desgription of School and
St@ent Samples

As all NAEP assessments, the schools and students
participating in the 1994 reading assessment were
selected through stratified random sampling
procedures. Approximately 26,000 fourth, eighth, and
twelfth graders in 1,500 public and nonpublic schools
across the country participated in the national
assessment. Separate from the national sample,
representative samples of fourth graders within each of
the 44 participating jurisdictions were selected for the
Trial State Assessment. For a typical jurisdiction, this
involved approximately 2,250 students sampled from
approximately 100 public and nonpublic schools. Thus,
NAEP's Trial State Assessment Program in reading
involved approximately 120,000 students.

The national, regional, and jurisdictional results
presented in this report are based on representative
samples of students. Each selected school that
participated in the assessment, and each student
assessed, represents a portion of the population of
interest. As a result, after adjusting for student and
school nonresponses, the findings provided in this
report pertain to all fourth, eighth, and twelfth graders
in the nation and regions, and to all fourth ‘graders in
participating jurisdictions that met participation
guidelines.

In carrying out the 1994 Trial State Assessment,
NCES established participation rate standards that
jurisdictions were required to meet in order for their
results to be reported. Two states, Idaho and Michigan,
failed to meet the initial school participation rate of 70
percent. In accordance with NCES guidelines, results
for the fourth-grade public school students from these
two states are not reported in this or any report of the
1994 NAEP Reading Assessment. Another jurisdiction,
Washington. D.C., withdrew from the Trial State
Assessment Program after the data collection phase.
Consequently, neither public nor nonpublic school
student results for Washington, D.C., are presented.



Additional standards were established that required
the annotation of published results for jurisdictions
whose sample participation rates were sufficiently low to
raise concerns about the representativeness of their
samples. In tables presenting state-level data, several
jurisdictions are flagged to note the potential for
nonresponse bias that may be associated with their
school participation rates. (For a more detailed
description of the sample and sampling procedures,
see Appendix A.)

Reporting the Reading
Assessment Results

The NAEP reading assessment provides a wealth of
information on the reading abilities of the 1ation's
fourth-, eighth-, and twelfth-grade students. To
maximize the usefulness of these data to policy makers,
educators, parents, and other interested parties, the
NAEP results are presented as average scores on a
reading proficiency scale and in terms of the proportion
of students attaining NAEP reading achievement levels.
Thus, NAEP results not only provide information about
what students know and can do, but also indicate if
their achievement meets expectations of what students
should know and should be able to do. Furthermore,
the descriptions of skills and abilities expected of
students at each achievement level help make the
reporting of assessment results more meaningful.

Reading Proficiency Scale. Results of the NAEP reading
assessment are summarized on a reading proficiency
scale that ranges from 0 to 500. This scale makes it

. possible to report and compare students’ reading

~ proficiency for the nation and across jurisdictions
participating in the Trial State Assessment Program. In
addition to the composite scale representing overall
reading proficiency, three separate subscales are
reported corresponding to the three reading purposes
described earlier.

Responses to the 1994 NAEP Reading Assessment
questions were analyzed to determine the percentages of
students responding correctly to each multiple-choice
question and the percentages of students responding in
each of the score categories for constructed-response
questions. Item response theory (IR1) methods were
used to produce subscales that summarize results for
each of the three purposes for reading. These subscales,
which range from 0 to 500, are linked to their
corresponding 1992 reading subscales through IRT
equating nrocedures.

An overall composite scale was developed by
weighting the separate purposes for reading scales based
on the relative importance of each purpose in the NAEP
reading framework. The resulting scale, which is also
linked to the 1992 reading scale, is the reporting metric
used in Chapters 2, 4, 5, and 6 to present results.
(Details of the scaling procedures are presented in the
NAEP 1994 Technical Report and the NAEP 1994 Trial
State Assessment Program Technical Report.)

The relative contribution of each reading purpose .
to the overall proficiency score is presented in Table 1.2.
As displayed, the weighting of each reading purpose
subscale changes from grade to grade to reflect the
changing demands made of students as they mature.

Weighting of the Reading Purpose

Subscales on the Composite Reading Scale
Literary To Gain To Perform
Grade Experience intormetion o Task
4 55% 45% not assessed
8 40% 40% 20%
12 35% 45% 20%




Reading Achievement Levels. In addition to the NAEP
proficiency scale, results are also reported using the
_reading achievement levels as authorized by the NAEP
legislation and adopted by NAGB. The achievement
levels are based on collective judgments, gathered from
a broadly representative panel of teachers, education
specialists, and members of the general public, about
what students should know and be able to do relative to
a body of content reflected in the NAEP assessment
framework. For reporting purposes, the achievement
level cut scores for each grade are placed on the NAEP
reading proficiency scale resulting in four ranges:
Basic, Proficient, Advanced, and the range below Basic.
The definitions of the three achievement levels are -
presented below.

Figure 1.3 Achievement Level Definitions

Basic This level denotes partial mastery of
' prerequisite knowledge and skills that are
fundamental for proficient work at 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.

It should be noted that the setting of achievement
levels for the national assessment is relatively new and
in transition. Some evaluations have concluded that the
percentages of students at certain levels may be
underestimated.” On the other hand, critiques of those
evaluations have found that such conclusions are not
supported by the weight of the empirical evidence.'

The student achievement levels in this report have
been developed carefully and responsibly, and have been
subject to refinements and revisions in procedures as
new technologies have become available. Upon
reviewing the available information, the Commissioner
of NCES has judged that the achievement levels are in a
developmental status. However, the commissioner and
the Governing Board also believe that the achievement
levels are useful and valuable in reporting on the
educational achievement of students in the United
States. Results reported in terms of the reading
achieverment levels are presented in Chapter 3 of
this report.

Interpreting NAEP Results

The average proficiencies and percentages presented in
this report are estimates because they are based on
samples rather than the entire population(s). As such,
the results are subject to a measure of uncertainty,
reflected in the standard errors of the estimates. These
standard errors are presented in parentheses along with
the estimated average proficiencies or percentages in
tables throughout this report.

The significant differences discussed in the
following chapters take into account the standard errors
associated with the estimates. The comparisons are
based on statistical tests that consider both the
magnitude of the difference between the group average
proficiencies or percentages and the standard errors of
those statistics. The report presents significant
differences (1) among the estimates for the reporting
subgroups in the 1994 assessment and (2) between 1992
and 1994 results. Throughout this report, differences
are defined as significant when they are significant from
a statistical perspective. This means that observed
differences are unlikely to be due to chance factors
associated with sampling variability. All differences
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reported are significant at the .05 level with appropriate
adjustments for multiple comparisons. The term
“significant,” therefore, is not necessarily intended to
imply judgment about the absolute magnitude or
educational relevance of the differences. The term is
intended to identify statistically dependable population
differences as an aid in focusing subsequent dialogue
among policymakers, educators, and the public.

Cautions in Inferpretations. The reader is cautioned
against using the NAEP results reported herein to make
simple or causal inferences related to subgroup
membership, effectiveness of public and nonpublic
schools. and state educational systems. For example,
performance differences observed among racial/ethnic
subgroups are almost certainly associated with a broad
range of socioeconomic and educational factors not
discussed in this report-and possibly not addressed by
the NAEP assessment program. Similarly, differences
between public and nonpublic schools may be better
understood after accounting for factors such as
composition of the student body, parents’ educational
levels, and parental interest. Finally, differences in
reading performance among states most likely reflect an
interaction between the effectiveness of the educational
programs within the state and the challenges posed by
economic constraints and student demographic
demands.

7

Sample Assessment Questions and
Student Responses

Sample questions and responses from the 1994 NAEP
Reading Assessment are presented on the following
pages. Three questions were selected for each grade to
exemplify the range of reading abilities demonstrated by
students. Reflecting the types of questions on the
assessment, a combination of multiple-choice, short
constructed-response, and extended constructed-
response questions are included.

For each question, the reading purpose and reading
stance being assessed are indicated. The stories or
articles that were read by students before answering
these questions appear in Appendix D along with
additional sample questions and student responses. The
correct answer is marked on the multipl=-choice
questions. For constructed-response questions. a
summary of the scoring criteria used to rate students’
answers is provided. Also, sample student responses
have been reproduced from student assessment booklets
to illustrate the typical answers that demonstrated at
least adequate comprehension. The specific score
assigned to each sample response is indicated.

The tables in this section present two types of
percentages for each sample question: (1) the overall
percentage of students within a grade who answered
successfully, and (2) the conditional percentage
representing the percentage of students within a specific
score range on the NAEP reading composite scale who
answered successfully. The score ranges correspond to
the three achievement level intervals — Basic,
Proficient, and Advanced. Conditional percentages for
students within the Advanced achievement level interval
are not presented, however, because of the small sample
size. (Sample size criteria for reporting results are
described in Appendix A.)
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_and Student Responses é-'-Gradé 4

Story: _
Hungry Spider and the Turtle
“Hungry Spider and the Turtle” is a West African folktale that humorously depicts hunger and
hospitality through the actions and conversations of two very distinct characters. The cavenous and
generous Turtle who is tricked out of a meal by the gluttonous and greedy Spider finds a way to furn
‘the tables and teach the Spider a lesson.

Questions:

Who do you think would make a better friend, Spider or Turtle? Explain why.

Reading Purpose: Literary Experience Reading Stance: Personal Response

Responses to this question were scored
1) Unacceptable, or 2) Acceptable.

Percentage “Acceptable” within
Grade 4 Achievement Level Intervals

Overall Percontage Basic Proficient Advanced
“Accoptable” 208-237* 238-267* | 268 and above*

62 (1.4) 70 (2.7) 80 (2.1) >

* RAEP Reading camposite scale range. ** Sample size insufficient to permit refioble estiinte. The stondard errars of
the estimated percentages appear in parenthesss. It can be said with 95 percent certainty that for each population of
interest, the value for the whale population is within plus or minus twa standard errors of the estimate for the somple.

Sample Response (score of 2):

T Yark Tuclle pecause.  insted

g—c %—E“ AD%f\’/ tAH‘L S‘QLd_CL\l&_&_M.S_}_F&d_
—hID—Q——Lﬂ-SS—\‘ an,

Acceptable responses (score of 2) indicated which character would make a better friend and
provided appropriate evidence from the story in support of the selection.
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Why did Spider invite Turtle to share his food?
A. To amuse himself
B. To be kind and helpful
C. To have company at dinner

»D. To appear generous

Reading Purpose: Literary Experience Reading Stance: Developing an Interpretation

Percentage Correct within

Grade 4 Achievement Level Intervals
Overall Percentage Basic Proficient Advanced
Correct 208-237* 238-267* | 268 and chove* _
. 40(1.2) 45 (2.4) 73 (3.9) **

* NAEP Reading composite scale range. ** Sample size insufficient fo permit reliable estimate. The stordard errars of
the estimated percentages appear in parentheses. It can be said with 95 percent certainty thot for each population of
interest, the value for the whole population is within plus or minus two standard errars of the estimate for the sample.
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Think about Spider and Turtle in the story. Pick someone you know, have read
about, or have seen in the movies or on television and explain how that person

is like either Spider or Turtle.

Reading Purpose: Literary Experience Reading Stance: Personal Response

Responses to this question were scored according to a four-level rubric as
1) Unsatisfactory. 2) Partial, 3) Essential, or 4) Extensive.

Percentage “Essential” or Better within

Grade 4 . Achievement Level Intervals
Overall Percentage Basic Proficient Advanced

“Essential” or Betted  208-237* 238-267* | 268 and above®

29 (1.3) 33(2.8) 54 (3.0) -

* NAEP Reoding composite scale range. ** Somple size insufficient to permit relioble estimote. The stondard errors of
the estimoted percentuges oppear in parentheses. 1t can be said with 95 percent certainty that for each populotion of
interest, ine volue for the whole population s within plus or minus two standord errors of the estimate for the sample.

Sample response (score of 3):

Q__kau }’Wne@( pa-?/“/'cﬁ
ln__the  book cqﬂgg( Lrdioa ia the
Cu;?IJOOIDl/ He IS seldzh ke Sﬁc{eﬂ
%e N+ s f(“ Aﬁ’g pl@ﬂ*}r hsgj,-

ol named  [Voart _im  Yhad
Dy K v IS __Hot selLsh. She2s will g
do  shace thy +O§'j w/ivh Rerick.”

Responses scored Essential (score of 3) demonstrated adequate understanding of the character
of Spider or Turtle by providing any story-supported character trait and re'ating or linking
that trait to a fictional character or real-life person.
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Sample response (score of 4):

L thunte Aﬁm N UMD oy
el fthe, bk On Adng book Ty
_,Lﬁwhd' Rote Areoounde khae, peddat
:l')(\b\).-%\fft ok e tedd ek
emel endh the tuatid QDA\QMLJI ntlo
Mminds sne @l dho Tuatle am
T EHhaotk (\%wb 0 _Lecoupnr  the
’hx)\lke, Ou,tawml/\tw( Ying /\C(O(Vi’
oD ot A NOCE.

Responses that reached the Extensive level (score of 4) demonstrated a full understanding of
the character of Spider or Turtle. In their comparison to a fictional character or real-life
person, these responses often discussed both characters and the interaction between them.
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and Student Respo
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nses—Grade 8 i

Informative Article:
The Lost People of Mesa Verde
“The Lost People of Mesa Verde"” refers to the Anasazi, Native Americans who lived peacefully for
eight hundred years in Southwestern Colorado, and then disappeared. This informative article outlines

their history, describes aspects of their ancient culture, and provides archeological and scientific
explanations of their moves and disappearance.

Questions:

Which idea from the text about the Anasazi do the photographs support?
A, They were able to create many useful projects.
B. Farming was probably their major source of food.
C. Wood seems to have beeﬂ their primary building material.

D. Their life becarne much easier when they moved into the cliff dwellings.

Reading Purpose: To Gain Information Reading Stance: Critical Stance

Percentage Correct within
Grade 8 Achievement Level intervals
Overall Percentage Basic Proficient Advanced
Correct 243-280* | 281-322* | 323 and above*
70{1.0) 75(1.8) 88 (1.6) >

* NAEP Reading composite scale range. ** Sample size insufficient to permit reliable estimate. The standard errors of
the estimated perceatages appear in parentheses. It can be said with 95 percent certaiaty that for each population of
interest, the value for the whole population is within plus or minus two standard errors of the estimote for the sample.




Imagine that you-are living with the people of Mesa Verde during the 1200’s
when they left the mesa. Some of your friends and neighbors do not want to
leave the area. Based on information in the article, what would you tell these -
people to convince them to leave?

Reading Purpose: To Gain Information Reading Stance: Developing an Interpretation

Responses to this question were scored according to a three-level rubric as
1) Unsatisfactory, 2j Partial, or 3) Complete.

Percentage “Complete” within

Grade 8 Achievement Level Intervals
Overall Percentage Basic Proficient Advanced

“Complete” 243-280* 281-322* | 323 and dhove*

41(1.3) 43 (2.4) 59 (3.9) *

* NAEP Reading composite scale range. ** Somple size insufficient to permit reliable estimate. The standord errors of
the estimated parcentcges appear in parenthesss. It can be said with 95 pescent certainty thot for each populotion of
interest, the value for the whole papulation is within plus or minus two stondard errors of the estimate for the somple.

Sample response (score of 3):

Tet The lands aowng weak
od e Neod 1 et pE.OF (f
wetove 1t st s ingg fotes,
[hot Woy ftha lomd can lheal.,
GMd W CoM move haklk fo e,

Responses rated as Complete (score of 3) used appropriate information from the text to
convincingly argue one or more reasons for leaving the mesa.
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The three moves made by the Anasazi are listed below. Explain the possible
reasons that were suggested in the article for each move. _

® 500-1200 A.D. The Anasazi moved from the alcoves to the top of Mesa Verde.
e 1200 A.D. The Anasazi moved back down into the alcoves in the cliffs.

e 1300 A.D. The Anasazi left Mesa Verde.

Reading Purpose: To Gain Information Reading Stance: Developing an Interpretation

Responses to this question were scored according to a four-level rubric as
1) Unsatisfactory, 2) Partial, 3) Essential, or 4) Extensive.

Percentage “Essential” or Better within
Grade 8 Achievement Level Intervals

Overall Percentage Basic Proficient Advanced
“Essential” or Better)  243-280* 281-322* | 323 and above®

25 (1.2) ney | oun| -

* NAEP Reading campasite scale ronge. ** Somple size insufficient ta permit relioble estimote. The siondard errars of
the estimated percentages appear in parentheses. I can be soid with 95 percent certainty that for each papulation of
wterest, the volue far the whale papulation is within plus ar minus twa standard errars of the estimate far the somple.
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Sample response (score of 3):

50C-1200 A.D.—The Anasazi moved from the alcoves to the top of Mesa Verde.

9 vndh 7:(],4,4 U)&én/mnfw;a‘%
Lop o My nn s W,(ﬁ,ca Aarredd e
g Dusx (g2,

1200 A. D ? Anasazi moyed back down into the alcoves in the cliffs.

j)M/uLA.Q «lﬂju M\Dﬁﬂ* ,zrmjc, Vi -Qo/

%Mﬁw e A/Rj_fj QMMIAA Axeryp
_(‘L[/—Im,)‘ fAM#\

1300 A.D.—The Aﬁ:a's.azi left Mesa Verde.

Y sthinnle Ay, Lofs 2l
XJQ\/D} Arre s mo. Q{rn-f) &m) /6( 4’4,«)7/7‘:«
o omegenase

Essential comprehension (score of 3) was demonstrated in responses that identified a reason
for each of the three moves by restating information from the article.
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Sample response (score of 4):

‘500- 1200 A.D.—The Anasazi moved from the alcoves to the top of Mesa Verde.
Ao V2 Vo W), ]

The o0& unt Gita these.

4,{/21% ne g

300, A.D.—The Anasazi left Mesa Verde.

ljgd__&éﬂéaﬁa_@d v
., barnok Guntess sordd

hawe  casood Fhio. ;D@ﬂ@__

dedunt  Jue 1t bt Vg/u_///

Responses reflecting Extensive comprehension (score of 4) went bevond simply restating
information from the article to interpret that information and express how it related to the

three moves.




‘Sample Questions

o Suin e Gre 12

Story:
The Flying Machine
“The Flying Machine” tells the story of a difficult decision made by Emperor Yuan one day in the year
400 A.D. To protect the peace of his dominion from the possibility of future invasion, the Emperor
must sacrifice the momentary beauty provided by an invention. This story considers the nature of
progress and explores the themes of political and personal responsibility.

Questions:

Which group of words best helps you to understand the message of this story?
A. Strength, joy, humor
B. Foolishness, anger, endurance
C. Communication, friendship, honesty

»D. Fear, frustration, bewilderment

Reading Purpose: Literary Experience Reading Stance: Initial Understanding

Percentage Correct within
Grade 12 Achievement Level Intervals
Overall Percentage Basic Proficient Advanced
Corvect 265-301* | 302-345* | 346 and above*
62(1.2) 65 (2.2) 82(2.4) b

* NAEP Reading composite scole range. ** Sample size insufficient to permit relioble stimate. The standard errors of
the estimated percentoges appear in parentheses. It can be said with 95 percent certainty that for each populotion of
interest, the value for the whole population is within plus or minus two stondard errors of the estimate for the sample.
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Some people could believe that “The only circumstance in which we are justified
in taking the life of another person is in self-defense.” Would the Emperor
agree with this statement? Explain why or why not, using the information

contained in the story.

Reading Purpose: Literary Experience Reading Stance: Personal Response

Responses to this question were scored according to a four-level rubric as
1) Unsatisfactory, 2) Partial, 3) Essential, or 4) Extensive.

Percentage “Essential” or Better within
Grade 12 Achieverent Level Intervals

Overall Percentage Basic Proficient” |  Advanced
“Essential” or Better] 265-301" 302-345* | 346 and above”

(15 | 30(3.6) | 72(3.1) .

* HAEP Reading compasite scale tonge. ** Sample size insufficient to permit relioble estimate. The standord errars of
the esfimated percentages oppear in parentheses. It con be said with 95 percent cestainty thot far each population of
inferest, the volue for the whale population is within plus or minus two standard errars of the estimate for the sample.

Sample response (score of 3):

score of 3) made explicit reference to some element of the story

Responses rated Essential (
anding of the idea of justifiable killing in self-defense and of the

and demonstrated an underst
character of the Emperor.




Sample response (score of 4):
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Yhat Vs “&lr{l rmOL‘bL unﬂ Use :J* /mcum% oo
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Justified in haning N instpior put - daadi

Responses rated as Extensive (score of 4) went beyond the confines of the story to consider the

Emperor’s character and actions within a larger context of ideas such as fear of progress or the
misuse of knowledge.

.
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What is the major conflict in the story?

"

Reading Purpose: Literary Experience Reading Stance: Developing an Interpretation

Responses to this question were scored
1) Unacceptable, or 2) Acceptable.

Percentage “Acceptable” within

Grade 12 Achievement Level Intervals
Overall Percentage Basic Proficient Advaniced

“Acceptable” 265-301* 302-345* {346 and above*

29(1.7) 25 (2.4) 44 (3.3) *

* NAEP Reoding compasite scale range. ** Somple size insufficient to permit relioble estimate. The standard errors of
the estimated percentoges ppear in parentheses. It con be said with 95 percent certainty thot for ecch papulation of
interest, the value for the whole population is within plus or minus twa standord errors of the estimate for the sample.

Sample response (score of 2):

Y\A L A 40CYY & .k
. U

DA o aung i Mong &4, 0N

Acceptable responses (score of 2) identified a conflict in the story's action or interpreted the
action to provide a more abstract conflict inherent to the story’s theme.




Endnotes

1.

Peterson, M. D. (Ed.). (1984). Jefferson. New
York, NY: Literary Classics of the United States.
(p. 476).

The term “jurisdictions” refers to the states,
territories, and Department of Defense
Education Activity (DoDEA) Overseas schools
that participated in the Trial State Assessment.

National Assessment Governing Board. Reading
framework for the 1992 and 1994 national
assessment of educational progress.
Washington, DC: Author.

Anderson, R.C., & Pearson, P.D. (1984). A
schema- theoretic view of basic processes in
reading comprehension. In P.D. Pearson (Ed.),
Handbook of reading research (pp. 255-292).
New York: Longman.

Pressley, M. & Afflerbach, P. (1995). Verbal
protocols of reading: The nature of
constructively responsive reading. Hillsdale, NJ:
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Ruddell, R.B. & Unrau, N.J. (1994). Reading as a
meaning-construction process: The reader, the
text. and the teacher. In R.B. Ruddell, M.R.
Ruddell, & H. Singer (Eds.), Theoretical models
and processes of reading (pp. 864-894). Newark,
DE: International Reading Association.

Taylor, B.M. (1992). Text structure,
comprehension, and recall. In S.J. Samuels, &
A.E. Farstrup (Eds.), What research has to say
about reading instruction (pp. 220-235).
Newark, DE: International Reading Association.

Hynd, C.R. & Chase, N.D. (1991). The relation
between text type, tone, and written response.
Journal of Reading Behavior, 23, 281-306.

Mathewson, G.C. (1994). Mode! of attitude
influence upon reading and learning to read. In
R.B. Ruddell, M.R. Ruddell, & H. Singer (Eds.).
Theoretical models and processes of reading
(pp. 1131-1161). Newark, DE: International
Reading Association.

Rosenblatt L.M. (1994). The transactional theory
of reading and writing. In R.B. Ruddell, M.R.
Ruddell, & H. Singer (12ds.). Theoretical models
and processes of reading (pp. 1057-1092).

_Newark DE: International Reading Association.

10.

Langer, J.A. (1993). Approaches toward meaning
in low- and high-rated readers (Report No. 2-20).
National Research Center on Literature Teaching
and Learning. Washington, DC: Office of
Educational Research and Improvement.

Langer, J.A. (1990). The processes of
understanding: Reading for literary and

informative purposes. Research in the Teaching of
English, 24 (3), 229-259.

Dole, J.A., Duffy, G.G., Roehler, L.R., & Pearson,
P.D. (1991). Moving from the old to the new:

Research on reading comprehension instruction.
Review of Educational Research, 61(2), 239-264.

Flood, J.. & Lapp, D. (1994). Developing literary
appreciation and literacy skills: A blueprint for
success. The Reading Teacher, 48(1), 76-79.

Spires, H.A., Huntley-Johnson, L., & Huffman,
L.E. (1993). Developing a critical stance toward
text through reading, writing, and speaking.
Jou: nal of Reading, 37(2), 114-122.

. Education achievement standards, NAGB's

approach yields misleading interpretations,
United States General Accounting Office Report to
Congressional Requestors (Washington, DC:
United States General Accounting Office, June
1993.) GAO/PEMD-93-12 Educational
Achievement Standards.

Setting achievement levels for the nation, The
second Report of the National Academy of
Education Panel on the Evaluation of the NAEP -
Trial State Assessment, 1992 Trial Siate
Assessment (Stanford, CA: National Academy of
Education, 1993.) .

American College Testing, NAEP Reading
revisited: An evaluation of the 1992 achicvement
levels descriptions (Washington, D( : National
Assessment Governing Board, 1995.)

American College Testing, Technical report on
setting achievement levels on the 1992 National
Assessment of Educational Progress in
mathematics, reading, and writing (Washington,
DC: National Assessment Governing Board, 1993.)

Cizek. G.. Reactions to national academy of
education report (Washington, DC: National
Assessment Governing Board, 1993.)

Kane, M., Comments on the NAEP evaluation of
the NAGB achievement levels (Washington, DC:
National Assessment Governing Board, 1993.)




Reading Proficiency Results
for the Nation, Regions,
and States

Overview

This chapter presents the overall reading proficiencies
of students in grades 4, 8, and 12. Findings from the
1992 and 1994 assessments in reading are presented for
the nation, for regions of the country, and for selected
subgroups of students. Results from the 1992 and 1994
Trial State Assessment Programs at grade 4 are also
presented. The findings are summarized on the 0 to 500
NAEP composite reading proficiency scale.

In addition, the 1994 reading assessment data are
explored in more depth by examining the interactions
among several major reporting variables. Average
reading proficiency is examined for subgroups of
students within various demographic populations. By
doing so. it is possible to determine if general patterns
of reading performance for certain groups of students
are related to additional background characteristics.

The differences reported between subgroups for the
1994 assessment and between the 1992 and 1994
assessments are statistically significant at the .05 level.
In interpreting these results, the reader is reminded of
the cautions described in Chapter 1 regarding simple or
causal inferences.

Average Reading Proficiency Results
for the Nation and Regions

Table 2.1 presents the average reading proficiencies of
fourth-, eighth-, and twelfth-grade students across the
nation, including those attending public and nonpublic
schools. Results are presented for both the 1992 and
1994 reading assessments.

THE NATION'
REPORT frcaggl

f'verage Reoding Proficiency o
by Percentile 1994

Grades 4, 8, and 12 s

Average 10th 25th 50th 75th 90th
Proficiency | Percentile  Percentile | Percentile | Percentile | Percentile

Grade 4
1992 07(0.9) [17611.6) 1 194{1.0) | 219(1.2) [24201.01 | 261 (1.4)
1994 4(1.0) 1159({1.6)<| 189 (1.2<| 219(1.1) {24311} | 263(1.5)

Grade 8
1992 260(0.9) (213(1.1) | 237 (1.1) |262(0.9) {285(1.0) | 305(1.3)
1994 260(0.8) [2101.4) [ 236(1.1) {262(0.7) |286(1.1) | 305{1.1)

Grade 12
1992 292(0.6) 1249(0.8) | 271 (0.8) |294(0.8) |315(0.6) | 333{0.8)
1994 287 (0.7)<[ 239 {0.9)<{ 264 (0.9)<| 290 (0.8)<| 313 (0.9} | 332(1.3)

< The volue for the 1994 assessment wos significontly lower (> higher) than the volue for 1992
ot or about the 95 percent confidence level.

The standord errors of the estimoted percentoges ond proficiencies oppeor in porentheses. It con
be soid with 95 percent certuinty thot for each population of interest, the volue for the whole
population is within plus or minus twa stondord errors of the estimote for the somple.

SOURCE: Notionol Lenter for Education Stotistics, Notionol Assessment of Educotionol Progress
(NAEP), 1992 ond 1994 Reoding Assessments.

P In 1994 the average reading proficiency of
students at grade 4 was 214. The bottom 10
percent of the fourth graders scored at or below
159 and the top 10 percent scored at ~r above 263.
Average performance at grade 4 did not change
significantly between the 1992 and 1994 reading
assessments.

P At grade 8, the average proficiency in 1994 was
260. The bottom 10 percent of the population
scored at or below 211 and the top 10 percent
scored at or above 305. The aveiage reading score
at this grade did not change significantly between
the two assessments.

P In 1994, the average reading proficiency of
students at grade 12 was 287. The bottom 10
percent of the population scored at or below 239
and the top 10 percent scored at or above 332.
Average proficiency at grade 12 dzcreased
significantly by 5 points between 1992 and 1994.
The decline is concentrated among lower
performing students — those in the 10th, 25th,
and 50th percentiles.



TABLE 2.2 . THE NATON'S
Average Reading Proficiency by Region REPORT [rsag
Grades 4, 8, and 12 - 1992 | =y
1994
Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 12
1992 | 1994 1992 T 1994 1992 | 1994
Percentage amd Percentage and Percentage and
Proficiency Proficiency Proficiency
Nation 17009 214 (1.0 260 (0.9) 260 (0.8} 292 (0.6) 287 (0.7)<
Region
Northeast 1LY 23(0.9) 22(0.7) 20{0.8) 24 (0.6} 20 {0.5)<
222 (3.6) 25(2.1) 263(1.7) 265 (2.3) 294 (1.1) 288 (1.7)<
Southeast 23(1.0) 23(1.1) 25(0.5) 26 (1.0) 23 (0.6) 23(0.7)
213(2.3) 210(2.0) 254 (1.7) 5200.7) 285 (1.1) 282(1.2)
Central . 2710.5) 25(0.7)< 25{0.5) 24(0.6) 26 {0.6) 27(0.7)
219{1.4) 220 (2.4) 264 (2.2) 264 (1.7) 295 (1.1) 291 (1.2)<
West 28(0.8) 29(0.8) 28 (0.6) 30(0.8) 27108) 29(0.8)
214(1.4) 212(2.0) 25_9 (1.2) 259(1.2) 294 {1 5) 288 (1.4)<
Differences between regions may be portially explained by other foctors not included in this 1able.
< The value for the 1994 assessment was significantly lower (> higher) thon the value for 1992 ot or about the 95 percent confidence level.
The standard errors of the estimated percentages and proficiencies appear in parentheses. It can be scid with 95 percent certointy that for each populotion of interest, the valve for the whole population is
within plus or minus two stondard errors of the estimate far the sample.
Due fo rounding, the percentoges of students in the regions may not totol 100 percent.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Stafistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992 and 1994 Reoding Assessments.

Figure 2.1 Average Reading Proficiency by Grade and by Region — NAEP 1992 and 1994

PROFICIENCY SCALE

AUV
7T

1992 1994 1992 1994

*Significant decrease between 1992 and 1994

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics. National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1992 and 1994 Reading Assessments.




In addition to examining results for the nation as a
whole, findings are also presented for the four regions of
the country: Northeast, Southeast, Central. and West.
The composition of the regions is described in Appendix
A. Table 2.2 and Figure 2.1 present regional results for
all three grades.

At grade 4, the average reading proficiency of
students attending schools in the Central region was
significantly higher than that of students in the
Southeast region. At grades 8 and 12, students in the
Southeast exhibited significantly lower average reading
proficiencies than their counterparts in the other three
regions of the country. In addition, the average reading
proficiency of eighth-grade students attending schools
in the Central region was significantly higher than that
of students in the West.

P The decline in average reading proficiency
between 1992 and 1994 for twelfth-grade students
was evident in three of the four regions of the
country: the West (six points), the Northeast
(six points), and the Central region (five points).!
In the Southeast, the 1994 average proficiency
was not significantly different from 1992.

Other regional changes in reading proficiency
between the two assessments for grades 4 and 8
were not statistically significant, including the
seven-point decline for fourth-grade students in
the Northeast.

Average Reading Proficiency Results
for the States

In addition to the national component of the 1992 and
1994 NAEP reading assessments, state-by-state reading
assessments were conducted at grade 4. Table 2.3
presents the average reading proficiencies of fourth-
grade public school students for each jurisdiction that
participated in 1992 and 1994 NAEP Trial State
Assessments. Overall, 44 jurisdictions participated in the
1994 state-level assessment. However, two states, Idaho
and Michigan, did not meet minimum school
participation guidelines for public schools; therefore,
their public school results are not presented in this
report. Several other states failed to meet more
stringent participation rate standards: results for these
jurisdictions are included in the report but are properly
noted in the relevant tables and appendices. Results for
Washington, DC, are not contained in this report
because this jurisdiction withdrew from the Trial State
Assessment Program after the data collection phase.
Therefore, Table 2.3 presents results for 41 participating
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TABLE 2.3 Average Grade 4 Refo
Reading Proficiency oamo | )
. . . 19921 —f
NAEP Trial State Assessments in Reading 1508 =2
Public Schools Only
1992 1994
Average Proficency Average Proficiency
Nation 215 (1.0) 212 (1.1)
Region
Northeast 220 (3.9) 212 (22)
Southeast 211 (2.5) 208 (2.0
Central 218 (L.5) 218 (27)
West 212 (1.6) 212 (2.2)
State
Alabama 207 (1.7) 208 (1.5)
Arizona 209 (1.2) 206 (1.9)
Arkansas 211 (1.2 209 (1.7)
California 202 (2.0) 197 (1.8)<
(olorado 217 (1.1) 213 (1.3)
(onnecticut 222 (1.3) 222 (1.6)
Deloware - 213 (0.6) 206 (1.1)<<
Horida 208 (1.2) 205 (1.7)
Georgia 212 (1.5) 207 (24)
Hawaii 203 (1.7) 201 (1.7)
Indiana 221 (1.3) 220 (1.3)
lowa 225 (1.1) 223 (1.3)
Kentucky 213 (1.3) 212 (1.6)
Louisiana 204 (1.2) 197 {1.3)<<
Mainet 227 (1.1) 728 (1.3)
Maryland 211 (1.6) 210 (1.5)
Massachusetts 226 (0.9) 223 (1.3)
Minnesota 221 (1.2) 218 (1.4)
Mississippi 199 (1.3) 202 (1.6)
Missouri 220 (1.2) 217 (1.5)
Montanat — 222 (1.4)
Nebraskat$ 221 (1.1) 220 (1.5)
New Hompshiret$ 228 (1.2) 223 (1.5)<
New Jerseyt 223 (1.4) 29 1.2)
New Mexico 211 (1.5) 205 {1.7)<
New York} 215 (1.4) 212 (1.4)
North Carolina 12 (1)) 214 (1.5)
North Dakota 226 (1.1) 225 (1.2)
Pennsylvaniat 221 (1.3) 215 (1.6)<
Rhode Islandt 217 (1.8) 220 (1.3)
South Carolina 210 (1.3) 203 (14)<<
Tennesseet 212 (1.4) 23 (1.7)
Texas 213 (1.6) 212 (1.9)
Utah 220 (1.1) 217 (1.3)
Virginia 71 (1.4) 213 (1.5)<<
Washington — 213 (1.5)
West Virginia 216 {1.3) 213 (1.1)
Wisconsint 224 (1.0) 224 (1.1}
Wyoming 223 (1.1) 22 (1.2}
Other Jurisdictions
DoDEA — 218 (09)
Guam 182 (1.4) 181 (1.2)
Ditferences betwaen states may be portiolly exploined by other foctors not included in this foble.
<< The volue for 1994 was significontly lower than the value for 1992 at or obout the 9 percent certoiniy level
These nolations indicote stofistical signirimn(e from o muttiple comporison procedure bosenn 38 jurisdictions
rticipating in both 1994 and 1992. I looking ot anly ane state, < indicates the volue for 1994 wos significontly
ower thon the volue for 1992 ot or obout the 35 percent certointy level. Stofistically significont differences
Between 1994 ond 1992 for the stote comparison samples for the notion and fegions ore not indicoted
1 Did not sotisfy one of the guidelines far schoo! somple participotion rates in 1994 (sse Appendix A}
4 Did not sofishy ane of the guidelines for school somple participation roles in 1992
The standard errars of the estimated proficiencies appear in parentheses It con be said with 95 peicent cectomly
thot for sach pepuletion of interest, Iﬁe volue for the whole population is within plus or minus two standord etrors
of the estimate for the somple.
— Jurssdiction did not parficipate 1n 1992 Triol Stote Assessment
DoDEA Department of Defense Education Activity Overseas Schook
SQURCE. Notional Center for Educotion Statistcs, Notienal Assassment of Educanonal Progress (NAEP). 1992 and
1994 Reoding Assessments
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jurisdictions. (Note that two states, Montana and
Washington, and the Department of Defense Education
Activity (DoDEA) Overseas Schools participated in the
1994 assessment but not the 1992 assessment.;

P Most jurisdictions reflected the national results
displaying no change in fourth graders’ reading
proficiency between 1992 and 1994.
Approximately 20 percent of those jurisdictions
that participated in both assessments did show
significant decreases in average reading
proficiency.

The states that exhibited a significant decrease in
average scores are indicated with a < or << notation
next to the 1994 averages in Table 2.3. The difference
between the two notations is explained in the footnote.
(For detailed comparisons among the jurizdictions,
readers should refer to Chapter 4 of this report.)

Average Reading Proficiency Results
for Selected Groups

This section focuses on the national results for
subgroups of students defined by race/ethnicity. gender,
school's type of location, parents' education. Title |
participation, and type of school. In addition, nonpublic
school results are presented for jurisdictions that met
minimum participation guidelines. The 1994 Trial State
Assessment Program marked the first time that state-
level data were collected for nonpublic schools (Catholic
and other religious and private schools) as well as for
public schools. State-level results by race/ethnicity,
gender, school’s type of location, parents’ education, and
Title I participation are presented in Appendix C.

Cautions in Interpretations. The reader is cautioned
against using these data to make simple or causal
inferences about subgroup membership or about the
effectiveness of Title I programs or public and nonpublic

" . schools. Average performance differences between

groups of students may be due in part to socioeconomic
and home background factors. For example, differences
observed among racial/ethnic subgroups are almost
certainly associated with a broad range of
socioeconomic and educational factors. Similarly,
differences between public and nonpublic schools may
be better understood after accounting for factors such
as composition of the student body, parents’ education
levels, and parental involvement. Subgroup performance
is explored in greater depth later in this chapter, but
this report does not provide an exhaustive inquiry into
the many and diverse factors that help to explain the
average reading performance of any given subgroup

of students.

RacelEthnicity. As part of the background questionnaire
that was administered with the 1994 NAEP Reading
Assessment, students were asked to indicaté the racial/
ethnic subgroup that best describes them. The mutually
exclusive categories were White, Black, Hispanic, Asian,
Pacific Islander, and American Indian (including Alaskan
Native). A similar question was asked of students
participating in the 1992 reading assessment, although
in that questionnaire the Asian and Pacific Islander
categories were combined into a single response option.
Thus. trends can be reported for White, Black, Hispanic,
and American Indian students, but rot for students
identifying themselves as Asian or Pacific Islander.

The 1992 and 1994 average reading proficiencies of
students in various racial/ethnic subgroups are
presented in Table 2.4. The 1994 assessment, like
previous assessments, revealed substantial variation in
average reading proficiency among the different racial/
ethnic subgroups. At all three grades, the average
proficiencies of Asian and White students were
significantly higher than those of Black and Hispanic
students: they were also higher than those of American
Indian students at grades 4 and 8. At grade 12, White
students outperformed Asian students.




P Consistent with the national and regional results,
the average reading proficiencies of White, Black,
and Hispanic students at grade 12 declined
significantly between 1992 and 1994.

P> At the other two grades, only fourth-grade

Hispanic students exhibited a significant change
(a 10 point decline) between the two assessments.

The national racial/ethnic subgroup results are
summarized in Figure 2.2. The gaps in the scale

scores are intended to highlight specific points on the
NAEP 0 to 500 scale, but they are not representative
of significant differences among the values. The

subgroups highlighted in blue exhibited a significant
change (in all cases a decline) between 1992 and 1994.

Complete results. including standard errors, are

presented in Table 2.4.

TABIE 2.4 ' .. .. THE NATION'S
— Average Reading Proficiency by Race/Ethnicity REPORT [rcapg
Grades 4, 8, and 12 1992 | =t
1994
Readiag Assessment
Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 12
1992 | 1994 1992 | 1994 1992 | 1994
Percentage and Percentage and Percentage and
Proficiency Proficiency Proficiency
Nation 27(09) 04(1.0) 260 (0.9) 260 (0.8) 292 (0.6) 287 (0.7)<
White 71(0.2) 69 (0.2 70(0.2) 70{0.3) 712(04) 73(03)>
225(1.2) 74(1.3) 27 (1.2) 268 (1.0) 298(0.6) 294(0.7)<
Black 16(0.1) 15(0.2)< 15(0.2) 15(0.2) 15(04) 13(03)<
193(1.6) 187(1.7) 238(1.6) 27010 273(14) 265(1.6)<
Hispanic 9{0.n 12(0.2)> 10(0.2) 11{0.2) 9(04) 8{0.3)
201(2.1) 191 (2.6)< 21 (1.4) 240 (1.4) 278(23) 270(1.5)<
Asian — 2(02) — 2(0.2) - 3(03)
— 232(5.5) — 273 (2.6) - 280 (2.8)
Pacific Islander — 1(0.1) - 10.4) - 1(03)
— 219(5.0) — 259 (7.4} — 280 (39)!
American Indian 2(02) 2{(0.2) 1(0.2) 1(0.2) o(.n 1{0.4)
207 (4.6) 201(3.4) 251(3.7) 251 (4.2) 7553

The stondord errors of the estimoted percentages and proficiencies appeor in
within plus or minus two standard errars of the estimate for the somple.

< The volue for the 1994 assessment was significantly lower (> higher) than the volue for 1992 of o about the 95 percent confidence level.
*** Sample size is insufficient to permit o relioble estimate.

Percenfages may not total 100 percent due to rounding or, in the case of the race,/ethnicity varioble, becouse some students cotegorized themselves as “other”.
SOURCE: Notianol Center for Education Statistics,Notional Assessment of Educotional Progress (NAEP), 1992 ond 1994 Reading Assessments.

Differences between groups may be purtially explained by other factors nat induded in this table.
~ Due to significont changes in wording of the ruce/ethnicity question between the 1992 and 1994 assessments, the 1992 results for Asion and Pocific Islander students are not comparable to 1994 resuls.
! Interpret with coution ony comparisons invalving this statistic. The noture of the sample does not allow for accurate determinofion of the voriability of this volue.

porentheses. It con be said with 95 percent certainty thot for each populotion of interest, the value for the whole population is




Grade 4
1992 1994
232 Asian
White 225
224 White

219 Pacific Islander
NATION 217
214 NATION

American Indian 207

Hispanic | 201 American Indian
Black 193
191 Hispanic
187 Black

Asian and White eighth graders exhibited P>
significantly higher average reading
proficiencies than American Indian, Hispanic,
and Black students in 1994.

No significant changes were observed >
between the 1992 and 1994 assessments

for any of the racial/ethnic subgroups at

~ grade 8.

Grade 12
1992

P
w0
[

White | 298

294 | White
NATION | 292

287 | MATION

280 Pacific Istander. Asian
Hispanic | 278

275 American Indian

Black | 273
270 Hispanic
265 Black

Summary of Average Reading Proficieacy Results by Race/Ethnicity

<4

THE NATION'S

panem m 7y

At grade 4, Asian and White students
outperformed American Indian, Hispanic,
and Black students in 1994.

The average proficiency of Hispanic fourth-
graders decreased significantly between
1992 and 1994. No other significant changes
were observed among the racial/ethnic
groups at grade 4.

Grade 8
1992 1994
273 Asian
268 White
White 267
NATION 260 NATION,

259 Pacific Islander

American Indian 251 Armnerican Indian

Hispanic | 241

240 | Hispanic
Black 238

237 Black

<

In the 1994 assessment, White students at
grade 12 performed significantly better than
Asian, Black, and Hispanic students. Asian
students exhibited significantly higher
average proficiencies than Hispanic and
Black students.

As with the nation, the performance of most
racial/ethnic subgroups at grade 12 declined
significantly between the 1992 and 1994
assessments.




Gender. Table 2.5 presents the average reading
proficiencies of male and female students in grades

4, 8, and 12. At all three grades, female students had
significantly higher average reading proficiencies than
male students. Specifically, the differences in average
proficiency between the two groups were 10 points

at grade 4, 15 points at grade 8, and 14 points at grade
12. (See endnote 1.) Similar gender differences in
reading proficiency were also observed in the 1992
assessment.”

P The overall decline in reading proficiency at
grade 12 between 1992 and 1994 was reflected
in the proficiency estimates of both male and
female students.

P At the two lower grades, neither male or female
students showed a significant change in
performance over the two year period.

TABLE 2.5 . . . THE NATION'S
, Average Reading Proficiency by Gender REPORT frcpup)
Grades 4, 8, and 12 1902 | =
1994
MIN Asssesment
Grade 4 Grade 8 Grode 12
1992 [ 1994 1992 | 1994 1992 | 1994
Percentage and Percentage and Percentage and
Proficiency Profidency Profidiency
Nation 217 {0.9) 21401.0) 260(0.9) 260(0.8) " 292(0.6) 287(0.7)<
Mole 511(0.6) 51{0.7) 51(0.7) 50¢0.6) 49(0.6) 50(0.8)
213(1.2) 209(1.3) 254011 252(1.0) 287 (0.7) 280(0.8)<
Femaie 49 (0.6) 49{0.7) 49(0.7) 50 (0.6) 51(0.6) 50{0.8}
0.0 220(1.1) 267 (1.0) 267 {1.0) 297(0.7) 294{0.8)<
Differences between the two groups may be partially explained by other foctors nat included in this table.
< The value for the 1994 assessment was significontly lower (> higher) thor the value for 1992 at or about the 95 percent confidence level.
The standard erors of the estimated percentages and proficiencies appear in parentheses. It can be said with 95 percent certainty that for each population of interest, the value for the whole popultion is
within plus or minus two stondard errars of the estimate for the somple.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educotional Progress (NAEP), 1992 and 1994 Reading Assessments.




Type of Location. Each participating school in the 1994
reading assessment was classified according to its type
of location. The three categories of location — Central
City, Urban Fringe/Large Town, and Rural/Small Town
— are based on Census Bureau definitions of
metropolitan statistical areas, population size,

and density. These classifications are based solely on
geographic characteristics. (The type of location
classifications are described in Appendix A.) Table 2.6
presents results for all three grades by type of location.

In 1994, differences among the three types of
locations were most evident at grade 4. Students
attending schools in Urban Fringe/Large Town areas
outperformed their counterparts in Central City and
Rural/Small Town schools. Fourth graders in Rural/
Small Town schools exhibited a higher average reading
proficiency than those in Central City schools. At grade
8, students attending schools in Urban Fringe/Large
Town areas outperformed students attending schools in
Central City areas. However, the average reading
_ proficiency of eighth graders in Rural/Small Town
schools was not significantly different from the average
of students in either Urban Fringe/Large Town or
Central City schools. Finally, at grade 12, no significant
differences in average reading performance were
found among any of the three types of locations in 1994.

P Between 1992 and 1994, the only significant
changes in reading performance observed were at
grade 12. For students attending schools in Urban
Fringe/large Town and Rural/Small Town areas,
average proficiencies declined significantly. There
was no significant change for students attending
Central City schools.

P At grades 4 and 8. no changes across assessments
by type of location were found to be significant.

Parents’ Level of Education. As part of the student
background questionnaire, students were asked to
report on the education level of their parents or
guardians. The four levels were:

e Did not finish high school

e CGraduated from high school

e Some education after high school
e Graduated from college

The parental education variable reported in this section
is the highest level reported hy students for either
parent. Students could alsv respond "I don’t know.”

. .. . THE NATION'S
Average Reading Proficiency by Type of Location REPORT [reap
Grades 4, 8, and 12 1992 | —Boy
1994
m—lglﬂ_llullml
Grade 4 Grode 8 Grade 12
92| 1994 1992 ] 1994 92 | 1994
Percentage and Percentage ond Percentage and
Proficency Proficiency Profid.ncy
Nation 21710.9) 214(1.0) 260 {0.9) 260 (0.8) 292(0.6) 287{0.7)<
Central City 32(2.6) 35(2.0 33(2.6) 34(2.2) 31{23) 31 (21}
210(1.3) 207 {2.0) 253 {1.6) 257 {1.6) 290(1.5) 288(1.1)
Urban Fringe/Large Town 42(32) 43(2.3) 44(33) 40(2.6) 44(217) 42(2.6)
21(1.9) 221(1.8) 265(1.3) 262{1.2) 294{0.9) 289 (1.1)<
Rural/Small Town 26{23) 022 4(25) 26(2.0) 25(1.6) 26(19)
218(24) 214(18) 261 (24) 259(1.7) 291 (1.4) 285(1.4)<

within plus or minus twa standard errurs of the estimute for the sample.
Due to rounding, the percentages of students in the subgroup may not tolal 100 percent.

Differences between Iypes of location moy be partiolly explained by ather factors nat included in this table.
< The value for the 1994 assessment was significantly lawer (> higher) than the value for 1992 ot ot about the 95 percent confidence level
The standard errars of the estimated percentoges and proficiencies appeor in parentheses. It can be soid with 95 percent certainty that far each populotion of inferest, the value for the whole population is

SOURCE: Natianal Center for Fducation Stafistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (HAEP) 1992 and 1994 Reading Assessments
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It should be noted that approximately one-third of
fourth graders and almost one in ten eighth graders
reported not knowing the education level of either
of their parents. Furthermore, some researchers have-
questioned the accuracy of student-reported data.*
Despite these limitations, numerous NAEP assessments
have found that increasing levels of parents' education
are associated with higher average reading proficiencies.
In fact. in 1994 as in the 1992 reading assessment, the
average reading scores of students who reported that at
least one parent had graduated from college were more
than 30 points higher than those of students who
reported that neither parent had graduated from high
school.!

Table 2.7 and Figure 2.3 present the 1994 reading
assessment results by parents’ education level. In
comparing the performance of students at all three
grades who knew their parents’ education level, those
with at least one parent who had graduated from college

education. Furthermore, at all three grades, students
who reported that neither parent finished high school
had lower average proficiencies than those with at least

one parent who graduated from high school.

Figure 2.3 Average Reading Proficiency hy
Parents’ Highest Education Level
Grades 4, 8, and 12
1994 Reading Assessment
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or completed some education after high school 150 -
displayed higher average reading proficiencies than did O Didnot  Grodusted | Someeduc. | Gradunted
students who reported lower levels of parents’ finish H.S. HS. after H.S. college
TABLE 2.7 . B . . THE NATION'S
Average Reading Proficiency by Purents’ Highest Education Level ARy g
Grades 4, 8, and 12 1992 | =5t
B
Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 12
1992 | 1994 1992 [ 1994 1992 | 1994
Percentage and Percentage and Percentage and
Proficiency Proficiency ] Proficiency
Nation 217(0.9) 214(1.0) 260 (0.9) 260(0.8) 292(0.6) 287 (0.7)<
Parents' Education Level
Graduated College 9.1 4210.9) 41(1.2) 430) 41(0.9) 44(1.0)
’ 225(1.4) 224(1.2) 271 (1.0) 270{0.9) 301 (0.8) 298 (1.0)<
Some Education after High School 9(0.5) 8(0.5) 19(0.5) 20(0.5) 27(0.6) 26 (0.7)
223(2.1) 223(2.0) 265(1.1) 266 (1.3) 294(0.8) 289 (1.0)<
Graduated High Schoof 12(0.6) 13(0.5) 24(0.8) 22(0.8) 22(0.5) 21(0.7)
22(1.7) 207 (1.8) 251(1.4) 252Q1.2) 283 (0.8) 277 (1.3)<
Did Not Finish High School 4{04) 4(0.3) 8(0.5) 7(0.4) 8(0.4) 7(0.4)
198 (2.6) 188 (3.4) 243(1.4) 238(1.9) 275(1.4) 266 (1.5)<
I Don’t Know 36(1.0) 34(0.8) 8(0.4) 9(0.4) 2{0.2) 3(0.2)
201(1.2) 206(1.3) 238 (2.0) 238(1.6) 258(2.8) 248(2.7)<
Differences hetween the groups may be partiolly explained by ather factors not included in this table.
< The value for 1he_l994 assessment was significantly lower (~ higher) than the value for 1992 at o about the 95 percent confidence level.
The standard errors of the estimoted percentages and proficiencies appeat in parentheses. It can be said with 95 percent certainty that for each population of interest, the value for the whole population is
within plus or minus two standard errors of the estimate for the sample. .
Due to rounding. the percentages of students in the subgroup may not total 109 percent
SOURCE- Kational Center for Education Statists, Hational Assessment of Educntional Progress (WAEP), 1992 and 1994 Reading Assessments,




Once again, a drop in reading proficiency at grade
12 is evident, to varying degrees, regardless of parents’
education level.

P> For all parent education levels (and for students
who reported they did not know either parents’
education level), the average reading proficiency
of twelfth graders declined significantly between
1992 and 1994.

For grades 4 and 8, the differences between 1992
and 1994 estimates, including the 10-point
decrease found for fourth-grade students who
reported that their parents did not finish high
school, were not statistically significant for any of
the parents’ education levels.

Title [ Participation. Staff members at each school that
took part in the 1994 reading assessment were asked to
identify which of the assessed students participated in
Title I programs or received services funded by Title I
grants.’ The Title I legislation provides funds to state and
local educational agencies to support programs aimed at
assisting disadvantaged students (those who are failing
or at risk of failing) in low income communities. The
1994 NAEP assessment marks the first time this
information was collected at the student

level. In prior assessments, principals or other school
administrators were asked to report the percentage

of students in their schools who received Title I services.
Therefore, no trend results are available.

Table 2.8 presents the reading assessment results for
students who received Title I services and for those who
did not. As stated earlier, differences in performance
between these participants and nonparticipants should
not be viewed as evidence of the success or failure
of Title 1 programs. Title I services are intended for
students who typically score poorly on assessments.

[V

As can be seen from the 1994 results, the percentage
of students receiving Title I services is greatest in the
elementary grades (14 percent at grade 4) and decreases
as students progress through middle school (6 percent
at grade 8) and high school (2 percent at grade 12). At
all three grades, the average reading proficiency of
students participating in Title [ programs was
significantly lower than that of nonparticipating
students. The difference between participating and
nonparticipating students is larger among fourth-grade
students (45 scale points) than among eighth- and
twelfth-grade students (32 scale points).

TABLE 2.8 . - THE NATION'S
Average Reading Proficiency  rerontiramp
by Title I Participation 1002 | =5
Grades 4, 8, and 12 e e
1994 Reading Assessment
Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 12
1994 1994 1994
Percentage and | Percentageand | Percentage and
Proficiency Proficiency Profidency
Nation 214(1.0) 260 {0.8) 287 (0.7)
Title | -
Participating 14010 6(0.8) 2(0.7)
175(2.3) 230 (2.1) 256 (2.6)t
Nonparticipating 86(1.2) 94(0.8) 98 (0.7}
220 (1.1} 262(0.9) 288 (0.7)
Differences between the two groups may be partially explained by other factors not induded in
the table. )
The standard errors of the estimated percentages ond proficiencies appear in porentheses. i
can be said with 95 percent certainty that for each population of interest, the volue for the
whole population is within plus or minus two standard errors of the estimate for the sample.
I Iterpret with caution any comparisons involving this statistic. The nature of the sample does
not allow for accurate determination of the variability of this value.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Staistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP),1994 Reading Assessmenl.




Type of School. NAEP collects data on students in public
and nonpublic schools, including Catholic, other
religious, and private institutions. Past assessments
have reported significant differences in the performance
of students attending public and nonpublic schools.® As
displayed in Table 2.9, students attending nonpublic
schools in 1994 outperformed those in public schools

by 19 points at grade 4, 22 points at grade 8, and 15
points at grade 12. '

P The overall decline in twelfth-grade reading
proficiency between 1992 and 1994 was reflected
in the results for both public and nonpublic
school students.

> At grades 4 and 8, no statistically significant
changes in average reading performance from
1992 to 1994 were observed for either school type.

Public and Nonpublic School Results
for the States

The 1994 Trial State Assessment Program marked
the first time that NAEP collected state-level data in
nonpublic schools. To assure that the reporting of these
results met the same high standards as the reporting of
results for public school students, the school and
student participation guidelines set for public schools
were also applied to nonpublic schools. Many states had
difficulty recruiting nonpublic schools due to state
legislation prohibiting contact between state education
officials and nonpublic schools or because of the
decentralized nature of such schools. Therefore, of the
44 jurisdictions that participated in the 1994 Trial State
Assessment Program, only 24 met the school
participation rate guidelines required to report
nonpublic school results.?

TABLE 2.9

THE NATION'S
Average Reading Proficiency by Type of School R (g
Grades 4, 8, nnd 12 1992 =%
S
Grade 4 Grade 8 Grode 12
1992 ] 1994 1992 l 1994 1992 ] 1994
Percentage and Percentage and Percentage and
Proficiency Proficiency Profidency
Nation 217(0.9) 214(1.0) 260(0.9) 260 (0.8) 292(0.6) 287{0.7)<
Type of School
Public Schools 88(1.3) 90(0.9) 89(08) 89(1.0) 8701.2) 89011}
215(1.0) 22(1.1) 258 (1.0) 257 (0.8) 290(0.7) 286 (0.7)<
Nonpublic Schools 11 (1.0} 10(0.9) 11(0.8) 11 (1.0} 13(1.2) 10 (1.0)
232(1.7) 231(2.5) 278(2.0) 279(1.4) 308(1.3) 301 (1.9)<
Catholic Schools 8(08) 7(0.8) 6(0.6} 7(0.6) 9(1.2) 6{09)
29 (2.2 229(3.3) 275(1.9) 279 (1.3) 307 (1.5) 298 (24)<
Other Nonpublic Schools 4(0.7) 4(0.6) 4(0.8) 4(0.7) 4(0.7) 4(0.6)
238 (2.9) 234(3.7) 283(3.0) 280 (2.4) 308(2.9) 307 (2.2)
Differences between the types of schools may be partially explained by other factors not induded in this table.
!Interpret with caution any comparisons involving this stafistic. The nature of the sample does no allow for accurate determingtion of the veribility of this value.
< The value for the 1994 assessment was significantly lower (> higher) than the value for 1992 f or about the 95 percent confidence level.
The stondard errors of the estimated percentages and proficiencies appear in parentheses. It can be said with 95 percent certainty that for each population of interest, the value for the whole papuletion i
within plus or minus two standard errors of the estimate for the sample.
Percentages of students in public school only and nonpublic schoo! may not fatal 100 percent and the percentage of students in the two types of nanpublic schools may not toto] the percentage of nonpublic
schools due o rounding.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992 and 1994 Reading Assessments.
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Table 2.10 presents the public and nonpublic school

results for these 24 jurisdictions as well as results for
the public and nonpublic school samples combined.

(Note that for one state, Idaho, the combined public and

nonpublic school results are not presented since the
public school sample for this state failed to meet
minimum participation requirements.) Figure 2.4

compares the reading assessment results for public and

nonpublic schools in the 23 jurisdictions where such
comparisons are possible.

As was the case for the national results at grade 4.
students attending nonpublic schools outperformed
their counterparts in public schools in 16 of the 23

jurisdictions. When comparing the average performance

of public and nonpublic school students, it is important
to note the sample sizes of students in nonpublic
schools are relatively small compared to the public
school samples. As a result, the nonpublic school
average proficiency estimates are subject to increased
uncertainty and larger standard errors. The analyses
presented in Figure 2.4, as well as the differences
discussed above, consider the standard error of the
difference between the two estimates.

The guestion “How did students attending
nonpublic schools perform in the 1994 reading
assessment in comparison to students attending public
schools in a particular state?” can be answered by
examining the findings presented in Figure 2.4.

 TABLE 2,10

Average Reading Proficiency THE NATIONS
REPOR
- Grade 4 can "8
1994 Trial State Assessment in Reading 1992 =
Public Schools, Nonpublic Schools, and Combined Etogesmene
Public Schools Nonpublic Schools Public/Nonpublic Schools Combined
Percentage Proficency Percentage Proficiency Profidency '
Nation n(n 231 (2.5) 21401.0)
Region
Northeast 212{2.2) 233(54) 215{2.1)
Southeast 208 (2.0) 236(5.8) 210(2.0)
Central 218(2.7) 230(3.0) 220(2.4)
West 212(2.2) 223(6.2) 212(2.0)
State
Alabama 93(1.2) 208 (1.5) 6{1.4) 237 (6.5) 210(1.6)
Arkansas 95{0.9) 209(1.7) 5{0.9) 235(3.2) 210{1.6)
Colorado$ 94 (1.5) 113(1.3) 6{1.5) 239 (3.7 215(1.3)
Cannedticut} 89 (1.0) 222(1.6) 11(1.0) 228(34) 223{1.5)
Delaware} 82(1.4) 206 (1.1) 18(1.4) 233(38) 01{1.2)
Georgiot 93{0.9) 207 (24) 7(0.9) 234(5.3) 209{2.3)
Hawaii} 88 {0.9) 201 (1.7) 12(0.9) 234(38) 205{1.7)
[daho 96 (0.4) — 4{04) 218(9.9) —
Indiona 93{1.0) 220(1.3) 7(1.0) 234(4.0) 221{1.3)
lowa 88 (2.0) 223(1.3) 12(20) 232(4.2) 224(1.3)
Kentucky} 90{1.2} 212(1.6) §(1.4) 237(33) 213{1.5)
Louisiona} 84(1.0) 197(1.3) 16(1.0) 227 (3.6) 202 (1.4)
Maine 97(0.8) 228(1.3) 3{(0.8) 238 (5.8 229(1.3)
Massachusetts 90(0.8) 223(1.3) 10(0.8) . 238(4.9) 225(1.3)
Minnesata 88 (0.8) 218(14) 12(0.8) 234 (2.6) 220{1.3)
Missouri 88(1.2) 1n7(1.5) 12{1.2) 238 (3.6) 219(1.5)
New Jerseyt 86{1.2) 719(1.2) 14(1.2) 231 (4.4) 221 (1.3)
New Mexica 91{2.3) 205(1.7) 3(0.8) 228 (6.9)! 203(2.2)
North Dakota 90(1.8) 225(1.2) 6{0.8) 238 (3.3) 224(1.4)
Pennsylvaniat} 83(1.3) 215(1.6) 17(1.3) 228 (4.8) 217 (1.6)
Rhode Islondt 88(1.2) 220(1.3) 12(1.2) 229 (3.6) (1.2
Virginio} 94(1.1) 213(1.5) 501D 240 (7.4) 215(1.5)
West Virginia 95(0.9) AEIIRY 5(0.9) 235 (3.0 214 (1.0)
Other Jurisdiction '
Guom 85{0.2) 181(1.2) 15(0.2) 213(2.3) 186 (1.0)
t Did not satishy one of the guidelines for public school sample parficipation rates in 1994 {see Appendix A}.
£ Did not satisfy one of the guidelines for nonpublic school sample participation rales in 1994 (see Appendix A).
— Did not meet minimum porticipation requirements for public schools.
1 Interpre! with caution any comparisons inwvolving this staistic. The noture of the sample does not allow for accurate determination of the variability of this value.
The stondard errors of the estimated percentages and proficiencies appeat in parentheses. It can be said with 95 percent certainty that for each populotion of interest, the volue for the whole population is
within plus or minus two standard errors of the estimate for the sample.
SOURCE: National Center for Educotion Statistics, National Assessment of Fducational Progress (NAEP), 1994 Reading Assessment.
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As an example of how to read Figure 2.4, examine the Dakota fourth-grade students in nonpublic schools

average proficiencies of public and nonpublic school demonstrated higher average reading proficiency than
fourth graders in the states of North Dakota and their public school counterparts. For Pennsylvania,
Pennsylvania. For North Dakota, the confidence however, the confidence band crosses the dashed line
band representing the difference in average reading (representing no difference). Consequently, the results
proficiencies between students in public and nonpublic indicate that there was no significant difference between'
schools is completely on the “Higher for Nonpublic” the average proficiencies of Pennsylvania fourth graders

side of the dashed line. Thus, it can be said that in North attending public and nonpublic schools.

m Comparison of Average Reading Proficiency REPOR g
for Public and Nonpublic Schools Grade 4 =
1994 Trial State Assessment in Reading 1994 |=—)

This figure presents average reading proficiencies for the 23 jurisdictions in which comparisons between students
attending public and nonpublic schools are possible. The graphic to the right of the two averages illustrates confidence
bands that, with 95 percent certainty, capture the true difference in average reading scores between the two types-of
schools within the state or jurisdiction. If the confidence band is completely on the “Higher for Nonpublic” or “Higher for

* Public” side of the dashed line, the difference between the two averages is significant. Therefore, it is correct to say that
students from one type of school performed better or worse than the other on the NAEP reading assessment. However, if
the confidence band crosses the dashed line (representing no difference), the average proficiencies of public and nonpublic
school fourth graders are not significantly different. In the seven states with blue confidence bands, there was no
significant difference in the performance of students attending public and nonpublic schools.

Differences Between Public and Nonpublic Average Reading Proficiendies

Higher for Nonpublic Highes for Public
T ] 1 1 I i 1 T ] i 1

Average Proficiency

Public Nonpublic 30 40 30 n 10 ': 10

Nation 22 2 — !

State® :
Alabama** 208 237 L . I
Arkansas 209 235 e ————

Coloradot** 213 _ 239 I ——— I
Connecticut} 7 278 _y
Delowaret 206 233 e —— |
Georgiot 207 234 e I

Howaii} 201 234 ————— |

indiang 220 234 —————

lowa 223 232 _—-
Kentucky} 212 237 ————— ]
Lovisianat 197 227 S —

Maine'* 228 238 _-—*_
Massachusetis 223 238 _—ﬁ
Minnesota 218 234 T ————

Missouri 07 238

|

——

New Jerseyt 219 31 S ————————
New Mexico** 205 228 S |
Horth Daketa 225 138 ————
Pennsylvaniot} 215 228 e —————————
Rhode islondt 220 229 S ———
Virginia3** VAK] 240 e ————————— . I
West Virginia 213 235 T ——— ]

Other Jurisdiction |
Guam 181 213 R — |

* Only iu:isdidion‘s with reponoblé public ond nonpublic results ore pr;s:r@
 Did not satisfy one of the guidelines for public school somple porticipotion rotes in 1994 {see Appendix A).
 Did not sofisfy one of the guidelines for nonpublic schoof somple porficipotion rofes in 1994 {see Appendix A).

** Interpret the difference between public ond nonpublic overage proficiencies with coution. The noture of the somple does not ollow for accurote determination of the voriobility of the difference
SOURCE: Notionol Center for Education Sttistics, Notiona! Assessment of Educationol Progress (NAEP), 1992 ond 1994 Reoding Assessments.
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As displayed in Figure 2.4, in 16 of the 23
jurisdictions for which comparisons are possible, the
confidence band representing the difference between the
two types of schools is completely on the “Higher for
Nonpublic” side of the dashed line, indicating that
students attending nonpublic schools had significantly
higher average reading proficiency than students
attending the public schools in those states. For seven
states — Connecticut. lowa, Maine, Massachusetts, New
Jersey, Pennsylvania, and Rhode Island — there was no
significant difference between the average proficiency
of nonpublic and public schooi students.

An In-Depth Lock at Selected
Background Characteristics

One way to take a closer look at the performance of
students within selected demographic populations

is to see if the magnitude of the differences between
groups of students varies when other background
characteristics are also taken into account. This section
presents reading proficiency results for subgroups of
students within various demographic populations. Four
specific background characteristics are explored with
these analyses: gender. race/ethnicity, parents’ highest
level of education, and type of school.

The first two student characteristics examined are
gender and race/ethnicity. As reported earlier in this
chapter. female students, on average, consistently
outperformed their male counterparts in all three
grades assessed. Also at all grades, White students
displayed higher average reading proficiency than
Black or Hispanic students. (Asian, Pacific Islander.
and American Indian students are not included in this
analysis because of insufficient sample sizes.) One
question that might be asked, however. is whether or
not female students displayed higher reading proficiency
than male students regardless of race/ethnicity. Further,
was the difference in performance between male and
female students larger in some racial/ethnic subgroups
than in others?

Table 2.11 presents results of analyses carried out to
answer these questions. Average proficiencies of male
and female students and the differences between these
proficiencies are presented separately for three racial/
ethnic subgroups. As displayed in the table. female
students in each grade had higher average proficiencies
than male students across all three racial/ethnic
subgroups examined. A comparison of the magnitude of
the proficiency differences between male and female

TABLE 2.1

Average Reading Proficiency REP’},‘S,"‘;".’;‘
of Male and Female Students 3:’;2 —5
by Race/Ethnicty 1994 I=—1
Grades 4, 8, and 12 :
1994 Reading Assessment
White Bluck Hispanic
Grade 4
Female 2291.3) | 194(23) | 197{34)
Male 220(1.6) | 180{2.1} | 186(2.8)
Female - Male = 902001 14{31)*{ 11{44)"
Grade 3
Female 75411y | 243(2}) | 247(1.3)
Male 26001.1) | 230{2.2) | 234(2.2)
Female - Male = 1501.6)° | 14300} 13(27)°
Grade 12
Female 302409) | 270(1.8) | 276(2.0)
Male 286{0.9) | 259(1.8) | 263(1.9)
Female - Mole = 160130 11(26)* 1 13(28)°
* Indicates o significant difference between male and female students far specified
racial/ethnic subgroup. Differences are calculated prior to rounding.
The standard errars of the estimated proficiencies oppear in parentheses. It can be said with
95 percent certainty that far each population of interest, the value far the whole papulation is
withir plus or minus two standard errors of the estimate far the sample.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP}, 1994 Reading Assessment.

students yielded little or no evidence that these
differences varied significantly across racial/ethnic
groups of students.

An analysis of gender differences in reading
* proficiency in relation to parents’ highest level

of education is presented in Table 2.12. Average
proficiencies of male and female students and the
differences between these proficiencies are presented
separately for the different levels of parental education
reported by students. One question that can be
answered with these data is whether or not the
difference in average reading proficiency between
male and female students was evident for students at
all levels of parental education. Further. were gender
differences larger at some parental education levels than
at others?

The performance of male and female fourth graders
was significantly different for students whose parents
graduated from high school or from college. Among
eighth graders, the gender performance differences were
all significant except for students whose parents did not
graduate from high school. Twelfth-grade females
consistently outperformed their male counterparts
regardless of their parents’ level of education.
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At the fourth grade, the analysis revealed a larger
gender difference in reading proficiency among students
whose parents graduated from high school than among
studcnts whose parents had some education after high
school or graduated from college. At grades 8 and 12,

a comparison of the magnitude of the differences
between male and female students’ reading performance
revealed no significant relationship with parents’

- education level: in other words, there was no evidence
that the magnitude of gender differences in reading
proficiency varied across levels of parental education.

m Average Reading Proficiency

REgggTM| TION
of Mole and Female Students oanp ) ©
in Relation to Parents’ Highest Education Level joo5 )
Grades 4, 8, and 12
1994 Reading Assessment
Less thon Graduated | Some Education | Groduated
High School | High School |after High School |  Collage
Grade 4
Female 194 (4.5) 219(23) 228(2.3) 29(1.4)
Male 179(5.4) 196 (2.6) 219(2.9) 2201.7)
Female - Male = 15(7.1) 23(3.5) * 9(37) 9(22)*
Grade 8 .
Female 242(2.5) 259(1.3) 273(1.5) 278 (1.2)
Male 232(2.5) 244(1.6) 257(1.7) 262(1.2)
Female - Male = 9(35) 15(20) * 17(23)*) 16(1.7}*
Grade 12
Female 271 (2.2) 284(1.8) 29(1.1) 305(1.3)
Male 259 (2.0) 269(1.3) 282(1.4) 91(11)
Female - Mole = 12(29)*  15(2.2) * 14(1.8) *| 14(1.7)*
* Indicates a significant difference between male and female students for specified level of
porental education. Differences are calculoted prior to reunding.
The standard errors of the estimated praficiencies appear in parentheses. it can be said with
95 percent certainty that for each population of interest, the value for the whole population is
within plus ar minus two standard errors of the estimate for the sample.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1994 Reading Assessment,

In Table 2.13, racial/ethnic differences in twelfth
grade average reading proficiency are presented in
relation to parental education level. The average
proficiencies of White, Black, and Hispanic students and
the differences between those proficiencies are
presented separately for the different levels of parents’
education reported by students. One question that can
be answered with these data is whether or not the
differences in average reading proficiency between
White, Black, and Hispanic students were evident for
students at all levels of parental education. Also, were
the differences between racial/ethnic groups larger at
some parental education levels than at others?

At the twelfth grade, the average proficiency of
White students was significantly higher than that of
Black or Hispanic students across all levels of parental
education. In addition, Hispanic twelfth graders whose
parents had graduated from college outperformed
Black students whose parents had also graduated from
college. (Data for fourth and eighth graders are not
presented in this tabulation because of wide variation
among these groups in the accuracy of reporting
parental education. See discussion in Appendix A under
“Parents’ Education Level” for further details.)

THE NATION'S
REPORT [rcap]

CARD

1992
Boeding Ascossment

vernge Reading Proficiency
of White, Black, and Hispanic Students
in Relation to Parents’ Highest Education Level
Grade 12
1994 Reading Assessment

1994

Groduated
High School

Less than
High School

Sotne Education
after High School

Graduated
College

Grade 12
White
Black
Hispanic

274(28)
258(2.8)
260(2.0)

28311.6)
258 (2.3,
265(2.3)

294(1.1)
71 (2.5)
279(3.0)

302(1.0)
272(2.0)
283 (2.9)

White - Black =
White - Hispanic =
Black - Hispanic =

16(4.0) *
14(34) *
-2(3.5)

25(28)
17(28) *
-8(3.2)

23(27) "
15(3.3)°
-8(3.9)

30023 °
19(3.0)°
-11{335) "

* Indicates o significant difference between racial/ethnic subgruups for specified level of parental
education. Differences are calculated prior fo rounding.

The standard errors of the estimated proficiencies appear in purentheses. It can be said with
95 percent certainty that for each population of interest, the value for the whole papulation is
within plus ar minus two standard 2rrors cf the estimate for the sample.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(RAEP}, 1994 Reading Assessment.




For White students, there was a steady increase in
achievement for each additional level of education
attained by their parents. In contrast, for Black students,
only one factor seemed to make a difference: having
some education beyond high school. For Hispanic
students, the pattern was more similar to that of Black
students. :

The data in Table 2.13 show that the racial and
ethnic differences in reading proficiency persist across
different levels of parental educational attainment. This
runs somewhat counter to previous findings from other
studies. The National Education Longitudinal Study of
1988, with more complete measures of socioeconomic
status. found substantial reductions in achievement
differences associated with racial/ethnic group
membership after accounting for family resources.”

In addition, the College Board has found that racial
differences on the Scholastic Aptitude Test are
diminished somewhat when family income differences
are taken into account.’ So, the NAEP findings should be
interpreted carefully in relation to these other resulits.

In interpreting these findings, it is important to
understand that student achievement is a result of
multiple factors including educational experiences,
resources from the home, and the larger social
environment. These factors may also differ depending
on the students’ racial/ethnic groups and thus
contribute — along with parents’ educational level — to
achievement differences. Such factors might contribute
to reasonable explanations for why parents’ educational
levels might be associated differently with student
achievement for different racial/ethnic groups.

Table 2.14 examines the differences between public
and nonpublic school students’ reading proficiency in
relation to parental education level. The average reading
proficiencies for students attending both types of
schools are presented by parents’ highest level of
education as reported by students. Analysis of these data
address the question of whether nonpublic school
students displayed significantly higher average reading
proficiency than public school students across all levels
of parental education. Also, were these differences larger
at some parental education levels than at others?

Differences between fourth-grade public and
nonpublic school students’ average reading proficiency
were significant among students who reported that at
least one of their parents had some education after high
school or graduated from college. At the eighth and
twelfth grades, differences between students attending
the two types of schools were significant at each level of
parental education for which data were available.

A comparison of the magnitude of the differences
between public and nonpublic school students in
average reading proficiency provided no indication that
these differences varied significantly across levels of
parental education.

TABLE 2.14 Average Reading Proficiency Rggggpﬂﬁ
of Public and Nonpublic School Students "\ —|
in Relation to Parents’ Highest Education Level isas =
Grades 4, 8, and 12 e
1994 Reading Assessment
Less than Graduated | Some Education | Graduated
High School | High School |after High School |  College
Grade 4
Nonpublic e 217 (4.8) 240(3.6) 238(2.7)
Public 188 (3.5} { 206(1.9) 222{2.2) 222(1.4)
Nonpublic - Public = - 10(5.2) 18(42) 1 16(31)"
Grode 8 ’
Nonpublic 271 (3.3) 280 (2.7) 283(1.2)
Public 237{19) | 250(1.2) 264 {1.3) 267 (1.0)
Nonpublic - Public = - 20(35) " 16(3.0) 16(1.6)°
Grade 12
Nonpublic s 294(2.9) 297 (2.1) 306 (1.9)
Public 265(1.5) | 276(1.4) 288(1.0) 297 (1.1}
Nonpublic - Public = et 18(3.2) * 9(23) 10(22)°

* Indicates a significant difference between public ond nonpublic subgroups fur specified level
of porents’ education. Differences are calculated prior to rounding. The standard erors of the
estimated proficiencies appeor in parentheses. It can be said with 95 percent certainty thot for
each population of inferest, the volue for the whole population is within plus or minus two
stardard errors of the estimate for the sample.

*** Somple size is insufficient fo permit o relioble estimate.

SOURCE: Nationa! Center for Educotion Statistics, Notionol Assessment of Educotionol Progress
(NAEP), 1994 Reading Assessment.




Endnotes

1. The differences discussed in the text and presented
in the tables are calculated from the unrounded
means or percentages for the two groups being
compared. Therefore, the differences between the
rounded means or percentages presented in the
tables and figures may not match those discussed
in the text. For example, if Group A has a mean of
218.17 (rounded to 218) and Group B has a mean
of 223.55 (rounded to 224), the appropriate
difference between the two groups’ means is 5.38
(rounded to 5).

2. Mullis, LV.S.. Campbell, J.R., & Farstrup, A.E.
(1993). NAEP 1992 reading report card for the
nation and the states. Washington, DC: Nationa!
Center for Education Statistics, Government
Printing Office.

3. Looker, E.D. (1989). Accuracy of proxy reports of
parental status characteristics. Sociology of
Education, 62(4), 257-276.
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(1993). NAEP 1992 reading report card for the
nation and the states. Washington, DC: National
Center for Education Statistics, Government
Printing Office.
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. As a result of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act reauthorized by Congress in 1994,
the federal program formerly referred to as Chapter
One was renamed Title 1.

. Mullis, I.V.S., Campbell, J.R., & Farstrup, A.E.

(1993). NAEP 1992 reading report card for the
nation and the states Washington, DC: National
Center for Education Statistics, Government
Printing Office.

. All Department of Defense Education Activity

(DoDEA) Overseas Schools are classified as public
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Trial State Assessment after the data collection
phase of the assessment.
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E. (1995). 4 profile of the American high school
senior in 1992. Washington, DC: National Center
for Education Statistics, NCES 95-384.
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Fducational Testing Service (1995). College bound
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takers 1995. Additional unpublished tables.
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Attainment of Reading
Achievement Levels

The reading proficiency of our nation’s students car be
explored further by considering the proportion of
students who attained specific achievement levels
established by the National Assessment Governing
Board (NAGB) in 1992 for the current reading
assessment framework. Viewing reading performance
from this perspective provides insight into the adequacy
of students’ reading abilities and the extent to which
they are achieving expected levels of performance.

This chrrter presents the reading achievement
levels attained by fourth-, eighth-, and twelfth-grade
students in the 1992 and 1994 NAEP Reading
Assessments. Results are displayed for the nation,
regions of the country, and major reporting subgroups.
In addition, state-level reading achievement results
from the 1992 and 1994 Trial State Assessments are
presented. The differences reported between subgroups
for the 1994 assessment and between the 1992 and 1994
assessments are statistically significant at the .05 level.
The same cautions prescribed in Chapters 1 and 2 are
warranted when interpreting differences among
subgroups and among states.

Three reading achievement levels — Basic,
Proficient and Advanced — are used to report the NAEP
results. Definitions of the three levels of reading
achievement are shown on the following page. For each
grade, the definitions are cumulative from Basic
through Advanced. One level builds on the previous
level; that is, knowledge at the Proficient level presumes
mastery of the Basic level, and knowledge at the

Advanced level presumes mastery of both the Basic and
Proficient levels.

It should be noted that the achievement levels,
though developed for each grade, are not intended
necessarily to reflect current grade-level achievernent,
Rather, they are statements of expectations, expressions
of what students should know and be able to do, and
may more accurately reflect performance standards
toward which students should aspire.




Reading Achievement Levels

" GRADE 4
BASIC
(208)

PROFICIENT
(238)

ADVANCED
(268)

GRADE 8
BASIC
(243)

PROFICIENT
(281)

ADVANCED
(323)

GRADE 12
BASIC
(265)

PROFICIENT
(302)

ADVANCED
(346)

Fourth-grade students performing at the Basic level should demonstrate an understanding of the overall
meaning of what they read. When reading text appropriate for fourth graders, they should be able to make
relatively obvious connections between the text and their own experiences, and extend the ideas in the text
by making simple inferences.

Fourth-grade students performing at the Proficient level should be able to demonstrate an overall
understanding of the text, providing inferential as well as literal information. When reading text
appropriate to 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 connection between the text
and what the student infers should be clear.

Fourth-grade students performing at the Advanced Jevel should be able to generalize about topics in 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.

Eighth-grade students performing at the Basic level should demonstrate a literal understanding of what
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 interpretations and connections among ideas in
the text to personal experience, and draw conclusions based on the text.

Eighth-grade students performing at the Proficient level should be able to show an overall understanding
of the text, including inferential as well as 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
conclusions. and by making connections to their own experiences — including other reading experiences.
Proficient eighth graders should be able to identify some of the devices authors use in composing text.

Eighth-grade students performing at the Advanced level should be able to describe the more ahstract
themes and ideas of the overall text. When reading text appropriate te eighth grade, they should be able to
analyze both meaning and form and support their analyses explicitly with examples from the text; 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.

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

understanding and make some interpretations of the text. When reading text appropriate to twelfth grade,
they should be able to identify and’relate aspects of the text to 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,

Twelfth-grade students performing at the Proficient level should be able to show an overall understanding
of the text which includes inferential as well as literal information. When reading text appropriate to
twelfth grade, they should be able to extend the ideas of the text by making inferences, drawing
conclusions. and making connections to their own personal experiences and other readings. Connections
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.

Twelfth-grade students performing at the Advanced level should be ahle to describe more ahstract themes
and ideas in the overall text. When reading text appropriate to twelfth grade, they should he able to
analyze both the meaning and the form of the text and explicitly support their analyses with specific
examples from the text. They should be able to cxtend the information from the text by relating it to their
experiences and to the world. Their responses should be thorough, thoughtful, and extensive.




Reading Achievement Levels Consistent with the results presented in Chapter 2,
. the achievement level results indicate a decline between
for the Nation

1992 and 1994 in reading performance at grade 12.

The percentages of fourth-, eighth-, and twelfth-grade P There was a statistically significant decline of 4
students who performed at or above the three reading percentage points between 1992 and 1994 in the
achievement levels in 1992 and 1994 are shown in proportion of twelfth graders at or above the

Figure 3.1 and Table 3.1. In the 1994 reading Proficient level. The percentage of twelfth graders at
assessment, the percentage of students at or above the or above the Basic level also declined sngmﬂcantly,
Basic level ranged from 60 percent at grade 4 to 75 by 5 percentage points.

percent at grade 12. Performance at or above the
Proficient level — the achievement level identified by
NAGB as the level all students should reach — was
demonstrated by less than one-third (30 percent) of
fourth and eighth graders, and slightly more than
one-third (36 percent) of twelfth graders. Few students
at any grade were at or above the Advanced level:

7 percent at fourth grade, 3 percent at eighth grade,
and 4 percent at twelfth grade.

P> The fourth- and eighth-grade achievement
level results indicated no statistically significant
change from 1992 to 1994 in the percentage
of students at or above any of the three
achievement levels.

Figure 3.1 ~ Percentage of Students At or Above the Reading Achievement Levels by Grade — NAEP 1992 and 1994

80 -
70 -
60

50 .

40 .

PERCENT

30 - .29
20 .-

-

0 .
0. 6 [; 4
1992 1995

*Significant decreuse between 1992 and 1994
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics. National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992 and 1994 Reading Assessments




" TABLE3,) "

RigggTNATION'S
Reading Achievement Levels by Region ] et
Grades 4, 8, and 12 1992 | =
ﬁwm
1992 1994
Percentage of Students Percentage of Students
T T !
Percentage | At or Above | At or Above | At or Abovel Percentage | At or Above | At or Above; At or Above;
of Students | Advanced | Proficient Busic | Below Basic| | of Students| Advanced i Profident |  Basic Below Basic
Grade 4 i ‘ : ;
Nation 6{0.6) 290.2) 62(1.1) 380.1) LoTen o300 ©6000.0) - 4000.0)
Region . i ‘ !
Northeast (.0 9{2.4) 34(4.3) 66(3.6) 34(3.6) 23(09) ¢ 8014 31(24) ¢ e1(2) . 3 {21}
Southeast . 310 5(1.0) 24 (2.6} 58{3.1} 42{3.1} BOY T | 25(20) 55{2.3) : 45{2.3)
Central 27(0.5) 6{1.1} 30(2.1) 66(1.7) 3400.7) 25{0.7) Il 801.m : 34(25) | 66{26) . 34(26)
West 28 (0.8) 6{0.7} 7(1.7) 5507 aQ.7n 29(08) : 7{0.8) ; 29{1.8) ; 5921 - 41{20)
Grade 8 - . : '
Nation 3{0.3) 29(1.9) 69(1.0) 31(1.0) i 3{03) ' 30{0.9) : 70009 ¢ 30009
Region ; . : ; :
Hortheast 22{0.7) 4{0.6) 33(2.0) 72(2.2) 28(2.2) 2(08) | 4(08) i 3527 :  74(2D) il 26{2.2)
Southeast 25(0.5) 2{0.5) 23(2.5) 64(1.8) 36(1.8) 26(1.0 ! 2{0.4) ! 23(14) 62009 i 3801.9)
Central 25(0.5) 4(0.7}) 32{24) 74{2.3) 26(2.3) 206) | 3(0.) ¢+ 33(22) , 5Ly 250
West 28{0.6) 3{0.6) 29{1.5) 69(1.5 ; 31{1.5) 30(08) | 3(04) 2903 ¢ 6913 . NI
Grade 12 ! § .
Nation 4{0.3} 40(08) i 801{0.6) ]I 20(0.6) ©4{0.5) 1 36{1.0& 71507  25(0.7)>
Region | : :
Northeast 24(0.6) | 5{0.6) 41.7) 81(1.5) ¢ 19{1.5) 20{0.5) , 500 37Q9) - 760,y - 4Q.7)
Southeast 23{0.6) 2{(0.4) 301.4) B4 2704 23(07) . 3(0.6) @ 30(20) @ 7000.2) 3001.2)
Central 26 {0.6) 4{0.5} 44Q1.7) 840.0) ¢ 16(10) 7(07)  5008)  40(1.6) TIN5k 20.5)»
West 27(0.8) ! 4(0.6) 42{2.5) 81(1.5) E 19 (1.5) 29(08) 1 40.) ¢ 3809 i 7403 26013
Differences between regions may be partially explained by other factors not included in this 1ub|e.‘
< The value for the 1994 assessment was sigaificantly lower (> higher) than the value for 1992 at about the 95 percent confidence level.
“t The standard errors of the estimated percentages appear in parentheses. It can be said with 95 percent certainty that for each population of inferest, the value for the whole population is within plus or minus
two standard esrors of the estimate for the sample.
The percentages of students in the regions may not total 100 perceat due to rounding.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Pragress (AEP), 1992 and 1994 Reading Assessments




. .  Figure 3.2 Percentage of Students At or Above the Reading
Reading Achievement Levels Achievement Levels by Grade and by Region —

for the Regions NAEP 1992 and 1994

The percentages of students in various regions who Z GRADE 4
performed at or above each achievement level in the %0, ; :
1992 and 1994 reading assessments are presented in
Table 3.1 and Figure 3.2. Across the three grades, there
were no statistically significant differences anmong the
regions in the percentages of students who were at or
above the Advanced level in 1994, Some differences,
however, were observed for the Proficient and

Rasic levels,

PERCENT

At the fourth grade. no statistically significant
differences among the regions were found in the
percentages of students at or above the Proficient level
in 1994. However, significantly more fourth graders
from the Central region attained at least Basic level
achievement compared to their counterparts from the
Southeast. There were no other significant regional
differences among fourth graders at or above the
Basic level,

Eighth-grade results for 1994 revealed that the
percentage of students at or above the Proficient level
was smaller in the Southeast than in the other three
regions. Also, there were fewer eighth graders in the
Southeast than in the other regions who attained at
least Basic level achievement. The percentage of eighth
graders at or above Basic was smaller in the West than
in the Central region.

PERCENT

At the twelfth grade in 1994, the percentage of __
Southeast students who performed at or above the
Proficient level was smaller than the corresponding ' Y
percentages for the Central and West regions. 'he 70" :
percentage of Southeast students at or above the Basic '
level was also smaller than the percentage for the
Central region., !

PERCENT
S

b
o

P The NAEP reading assessments results indicated no
significant change between 1992 and 1994 in the

»N
(-]

8

percentage of fourth-, and eighth-grade students at

s o
cach of the three achievement levels for any of the “"“'m\,,,:, ,m .
. lm
four regions of the country. REmmy s
P> Statistically significant decreases in the percentage *Significant decrease between 1992 and 1994
. R SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics,
.. . - )

of students at (?l’ above the Basic level at gl.’ade 12 National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
were observed in the Central and West regions. The 1992 and 1994 Reading Assessments

significant decrease observed nationally for grade 12
students was not reflected by significant changes in
the Northeast and Southeast regions.

. .
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Reading Achievement Levels
for the States

Table 3.2 presents achievement level results from the
1992 and 1994 Trial State Assessments in Reading at
grade 4 for 41 jurisdictions. [Note that two states,
Montana and Washington, as well as the Department of
Defense Education Activity (DoDEA) Overseas Schools,
participated only in the 1994 assessment; therefore, only
1994 results are presented for these three jurisdictions. ]

P Overall, seven states — Arizona, Connecticut,
Florida, Kentucky, Maine, Maryland, and
Mississippi — showed a significant increase
between 1992 and 1994 in the percentage of fourth-
grade students at or above the Advanced level.

p In Mississippi. a significantly higher percentage
of students attained at least the Proficient level
in 1994 than in 1992,

p- Five states had a significant decrease in the
percentage of fourth graders at or above Basic:
Delaware, Louisiana, Massachusetts, Pennsylvania,
and Virginia.

Reading Achievement Levels
for Selected Groups

This section provides information about the percentages
of students within major reporting subgroups in the
nation who performed at or above the three reading
achievement levels. Data are presented for subgroups
defined by race/ethnicity, gender, school’s type of
location, level of parents’ education, Title
participation, and type of school.

Race/Ethnicity. Achievement level resulis for fourth-.
eighth-, and twelfth-grade students in six racial/ethnic
groups are presented in Table 3.3. Consistent with past
assessments, results from the 1994 reading assessment
indicated large racial/ethnic differences in performance.
Significant differences among the racial/ethnic groups
were observed in the percentage of students at or above
each of the three achievement levels — Bastc,
Proficient, and Advanced.

Across all three grades in 1994, only a small
percentage of students in each of the racial/ethnic
groups demonstrated the superior performance
requisite to reach the Advanced achievement level. At all
three grades. few significant differences were seen
across the racial/ethnic groups in the percentages of
students reaching the Advanced level. However, the
percentage of White students at or above this level was
significantly higher than the corresponding percentages
of Black or Hispanic students at all three grades. No
other significant differences were observed at the
Advanced level.

The Proficient achievement level represents
competency with challenging reading materials. When
one compares the percentages of students from various
racial/ethnic subgroups reaching or exceeding this level
of solid academic achievement in 1994. one finds
significant differences at all three grades. At grades 4, 8,
and 12, the percentages of Asian and White students
performing at or above the Proficient level were
significantly greater than the percentages of Black or
Hispanic students who did so. Also. at grade 4. the

. percentage of Pacific Islander students at or above the

Proficient level was higher than the percentages for
Black or Hispanic students. The percentage of Whilte

.fourth graders at this achievement level was higher than

that of their American Indian counterparts. At both the
fourth and eighth grades, the percentage of Asian
students performing at or above this level exceeded that
of American Indian students. And among twelfth
graders. the percentage of White students performing at
or ahove the Proficient level wag significantly greater
than the percentage of Asian students.

The Basic level indicates partial rastery of skills
fundamental to reading achievement. in 1994, 25
percent or more of the students in grades 4, 8, and 12
failed to reach this lowest level of achievemunt. The
percentages of students at or above the Busic level
differed among racial/ethnic subgroups. At all three
grades. the percentage of White students at or above the
Basic level was significantly higher thar the percentages
for Black or Hispanic students. At the two lower grades,
the percentage of Asian students performing at or ahove
Basic was also larger than that of Black and Hispanic
students. At the twelith grade. the percentage of Asian
students at or above this level was significantly greater
than that of Black students.




TABLES.2 Grade 4 Reading Achievement Levels nsﬁﬁg"%’f;?
NAEP Trial State Assessments in Reading 1092 %
Public Schools Only i admom
1992 Assessment 1994 Assessmient
Percentage of Students Percentage of Students
] H 1 T i
Average | At or Above | At or Above | At or Above | Average |At or Above lAt or Above!M or Above |
Proficiency ' Advanced | Proficient Basic {Below Basic | | Profidency | Advanced ! Proficient i Basic | Below Basic
t i f
Nation 215(1.0) ! 6(0.6) l 27 (1.3) | 60 (1.1) i 40(1.1) N2(1.1) 70 | 28(1.2) g 550m + 400)
Region < 5 ' i i ] ;
Ngrﬂleust 220 (3.9) J 9(2.6) 1 32047 ¢ 65(3.9) ! 35(3.9) 2202+ 7(15) . 28(2.6) ' 58(23) ' 42(23)
Southeast 211(25) + 4(0.8) i 22 (2.6) 55(3.5) i 45(3.5) 208(200 | 6(06) : 23 (an _53 (2.4) : 47 {24)
Central 28015 | 60.2) i 29(24) 65(1.9) 350191 18(2.7) i 7(1.4)  33(2.9) ; 650300 © 35(3.0)
West 22006) ¢+ 5(07) - 24(18) Do36(L9) 44019 212(2.2) | 7(08) ' 28{2.0) ©99(2.2) - 412D
.State . ; i . ; i i
Alabama 0700 . 3(04) ¢ 20{1.5) stan o 42 208 (1.5) i 50y -+ 23(1.3) ; 52(1.6) i 48(1.6)
Arizona 20901.2) : 3(04) 1 2(1.2) 54(1.8) 3 46(1.8) 206 (1.9 i 6(08)> i 405 ¢ 52019 i 4809
Arkonsas 01012) ; 406 | 23012 1 S6(15) 1 44 (1.5) 2091{1.7) l 5(0.6) 24(1.4) ' 54018 ' 46(1.8)
California 202(2.0) 1 4(0.7) & 19(1.7) ! 48(2.2) [ 52(2.2 197(18)< ¢ 3(05) | 18(1.3) bo44(200 0 56(20)
Colorodo A701.0) . 4(068) : 25(14) : 64 (1.6) 36 (1.6) 213(1.3) ! 6{0.7) i 28015 %04 0 a1 04
Connecticut 222(i3) - P60y ! o34(14) 1 69(1.7) 31017} 222(1.6) i 10> ¢ 38(1.6) < 6817y ¢ 32000)
Deloware$ 213(0.6) i 505 1 24010 | 5702 43(1.2) 206 (1.1)<<! - 5(0.8) ; 23(1.1) CO32013)< i 48{1.3)>
Florida 2080120 304 1N | os30.6) Po47(1.6) 205(1.7) ;506> . 23{1.5) E5001.8) 0 50(1.8)
Georgia 212(1.5) [ 508 ¢ 25015 : STy 4300 207(24) ¢ 7(.0) ! 26 (2.0) ; 52(23) © 48(23)
Hawaii 203(17)  3{0.5) : 17(1.5) ! 48(1.9) 52(1.9) 0M07) i 409 ©19(1.4) : 46(1.8) - 54(1.8)
Indiana 221(13) « 6(0.9) ¢ 30{L5) : 68(1.6) 32{1.6) 003 4y 7(0.8 & 33{15 _ 66(1.6) ’ 3401.6)
lowa 2500 1 7(07) [ 36(1.6) | 730.4) 27 (1.4) 223(1.3) 1 801.0) i /05 1 6901.6) ¢ 31(1.6)
Kentucky N3(13) | 3(0.5) | 23(16) ! 58(1.7) 42(1.7) 212{1.6) ! 6(0.8)> { 26(1.9) b 56(1.6) 44 (1.6}
Louisiana 204(1.2) bo2{04) OIs(L) i 46(1.6) ¢ 54(1.6) 197 “-3)«! 2005 | 150.2) . 46(1.5% ! 60 (1.5)>
Mainet 27010 6(0.8) P 36017) - 75(1.4) 25(1.4) 228 (1.3) | 1000.0> 1 41{1.5) . 75(1.6) < 25{1.8)
Maryland 116} + 4006 - 2402 : 57(18) 4301.8) 210(1.5) L7000 [ 26(14) i 55(1.6) 45(1.6)
Maossachusetfs 226(09) ; 7(08) . 36015 } 74(1.3) 26(1.3) 23013 + 8(1.0) ; O 1 69015 ¢ 3115
Minresota mny oe{0d) | 31(15) i 68(1.7) 32(1.7) 218014 | 70 03 (1.4} 1 65(1.9 1 35(1.5)
Mississippi 199013 ° 2(04) |, 14009 © 41(17) boS9L) 202 {1.6) ©410.6)> i 18(1.3)> 3 45017} & 55(1.7)
Missouri 22001.2) - 6(07) . 30015 < 67(1.5) : 33(1.5) A7(L5) 0 7009 1 0.6 T 62008 . 38 (1.8)
Montanat — o P— - — 04 1 o700 ¢ 3505 | 69 arn i aan
Nebroskott 2N Y sn o3 (15) ' 68{1.9) 32(1.5) 220 (1.5} i 8(0.9) ; 34(1.8) ! 66(1.6) . 34(1.6)
New Hompshirett 220012 0 8Ly i 38(16) | 76(1.8) 24(1.8) 223(15%< i 9(1.0) 360.6) @ 70(1.9) ©30(1.9)
New Jersey} 223{1.4) p 80 35018) I69(1.8) ! 31(1.8) 9.y ! 8(0.8) l 306 | 6505 1+ 35 (1.5)
New Mexico 2105 o407y ;23007 : 55(1.7) : 4501.7) 205 (1.7)< | 4(0.5) i (15 | 49(1.6) . 5111.6)
New Yorkt 25(14) ¢+ S(06) w03 ¢ el(14) ¢ 39 (1.4) 212(1.4) 1 6(0.8) i 03 ST 4300
North Carolina 22(1.1) to5{07) | 25(1.3) I 56 (1.4) 44(1.4) 214(1.5) - 8{0.8) i 0(L7) 59015 ;. 41(1.9)
North Dokota 226001) { 6(08) | 35015 l 74(1.8) 26(1.8) 2502y« 8(08) ¢ 38015 i o73014) ¢ 27(14)
Pennsylvanint 221(1.3) i 6(0.8) ' 32(1.7) 1 68(1.7) 201.7) 21501.6)< © 7(0.8) I 30013 ¢ 61(16)< i 39(1.6)>
Rhode Island} 7018 S0y ;. 807 { 63{22)- 37(2.2) 22003 | 8(1.0) i 320.4) 1 65(1.6) ' 35{1.6)
South Caroling 00013 407 ¢ 204 i 53(1.9) ' 47(1.9) 203 (I.4)<<' 4(0.6) i 201.3) | 480150 : 52(1.5)
Tennesseet 02014) | 4{07 } 8015 ¢ 57017} . i43017) 230 1 6{0.9) CU05) o582 o 42021)
Texas 23(1.6) : 4(07) | 2408 | 57{20) i 43(20) 212(1.9) f 6(0.8) - 26(1.8) ! 58(23) . 42(2.3)
Utah 20001) 1 50060 ; 3006 | 67(1.6) Po33(1.6) 270130 | 6(08) | 30{1.6) ( 64001.6) @ 36(1.6)
Virginia (14 ' 6(1.0) 3l (1.6) ' 6701.8) : 330.8) NI0NSket O ¢ 26(17) | 57(1.8)< L4 (1.8)>>
Washington — — - ] —_ : — 213(1.5) i 600.7) , 270.2) ¢ 5901.6) @ 41(1.6)
West Virginia 06013 - 5007, 25014 , 61(14) ! 39014 23(L1) ¢ 6(0.6) c 6014 . 58014 . 42014
Wisconsint 22411.0) o 6(0.6) | BO3 L 71(13) v 29(1.3) 2411y . 7(0.7) c 35018t o716y T 29(1.6)
Wyoming 723(1.1) - 5(048) ;33018 ¢ e 3 29016 21 0.2 Po6(0.6) | 32(1.4) Coe8(L) o320
Other Jurisdictions : ' ’ i i i ‘ ‘
DaDEA - o= = 28009) 1600 WO, 6305 | 37015
Guam 182(14) 1003 ; 8(08) j 28(1.2) ; 72(1.2) 181 (1.2} ! 103) | 8(08) , 27(1.1) J 7300
Differences between groups may be partir” , explained by other fuctors not included in this table.
<< The value for the 1994 assessment wos signifivontly lower (>> higher) thon the value for 1992 at about the 95 percent confidence level. These notations indicate stotistical significance from o multiple comparison
procedure based on 33 jusisdictions participating in both 1994 and 1992 If looking at only ne state, « indicated the volue for 1994 was significontly fower (-higher) than the value for 1997 af or about the 35 peicent
cestainty level. Stotistically significont differences between 1994 and 1992 for the stofe comparison somples for the notion and regions ore not indicaled.
1Did not sotisfy one of the guidefines far school sample posticipation rates in 1994 (see Appendix A).
4 Did not satisfy one of the quidelines for school sample participation rates in 1992,
The stondard eryors ol the estimoted percentages and profiiencies appear in porentheses. It can be said with 95 percent certainty that for each papulatian of interest, the value far the whole papulation is within plus or
minus two standard errors of the estimute for the sample.
— Jurisdiction did not participate in 1997 Triel State Assessment.
DoDtA Deportment of Defenso Fducation Adtivity Overseos Schools
SOURCE: Nanonal Center for Education Statistics, Natonal Assessment of Educational Progress {(NAEP), 1992 and 1994 Reading Assessments
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The percentage of American Indian students among twelfth graders, the percentage of White

performing at or above the Basic level was greater than students at or above the Basic achievement level was
that of Black students at both fourth and eighth grades. significantly higher than the corresponding percentage
The percentage of Pacific Islander fourth graders at or of Asian students.

above Basic was also greater than that of Black or
Hispanic students. Also, at grade 4, the percentage of
White and Asian students at the Basic level or above was
greater than that of American Indian students. Finally,

The sample sizes of Pacific Islander students at
grades 8 and 12, and of American Indian students at
grade 12 do not allow acclrrate determination of the

-1TA§lE‘:'3.3 THE NATION'S
T Reading Achievement Levels by Race/Ethnicity e s
Grades 4, 8, and 12 _ 1982 | =y
1892 1994 '
Percentage of Studets Percentage of Students
1
Percentoge | At or Above | At or Abave | At or Above Percentage | At or Above IAt or Above | At or Above |
of Students | Advanced | Proficient Basic  |Below Basic | |of Students | Advanced | Proficient |  Basic { Below Basic
i1 ] ; .

Grade 4 l . | '
Notion i 6 (0.6) 9 (1.2) 62(1.1) | 38(1L1) 7007 ‘ 0D 60010 400.0)

Race/Ethnicity ’, !
White ey o 809 35017) nn3 gy 903 69 (0.2) 91(0.9) ! 04 ¢ Y| 902
Black 16(00) | 11(04) 8 (1.4 33(23) | 67(23) 15(0.2) 1(04) 1 90.0) | 31(29) ‘| 69 (2.5)
Hispanic 9.4y | 3108 16(1.8) | 44(22) | 56(22) 12(0.2) 2 (0.6 l 13(1.6) | 36(26) | 064(26)
Asian - = - 7 = — 2002) © 1667 148G  78(50) 0 22(50)
Pacific Islander - = = — - 1(0.1) B(36) © 35(46) ‘ 67 (69) i 33(6.9)
American Indian 202 ¢ 3(2)) ; 18(45) | S3(6.6) | 471(6.6) 2(0.2) 3 L 1838 . 48(44) ¢ 51(44)

t ! . 1 } i

Grade 8 i ' : | ;
Notion 303 | BON | 6900 | 300 | 303 309 70009 30(09)

Race/Ethnicity o ; ‘ ' :
White 70(0.2) =7 4(0.5) 3 (1.5) B0 | 22000) 7003 | 404 | 3603 ¢ 7800, 201
Black 1502 1 002 LARY) 4508 | 5501.8) 15(0.2) 0(03) | 902 « 4409 56019
Hispanic 1002 103 14 (1.3) 49(22) | 51(22) 11 (0.2) 1{0.3) . 1405 | 4906 1 5108
Asian - . = — — — 200 | 60y | apn o sl 19

|
|
|
i 1
Pacific Islander - = — ! — — 1(04) 3T 2 BN L 68 (990, 32(99)
American Indian 1{0.2) 1 1{0.9) 20073 | 6160 | 39060 1002 ¢ 101 20 (5.6} : 63 (5.6) 1 37 (5.6)
Grade 12 - | | 1 5 1
Notion o4 (03) ° 40(08) | 80(06) ! 20(06) : 410.5) i 36 (1.0« , 750070 25(0.7)>
Race/Ethnicity } ! i | ' : f
White 704 1 sS04 | 00 | s | 140 7303 | sOn a0 | BN 190
Black 1504) ¢ 1003 & 18(15) po61(23) [ 39(23) 1303 1 102 1 1303) i 52(22)  481(22)
Hispanic 9(04) : 2100.7) ; 2432 | 66(25 | 34(25) 8 (0.3) ‘l 10050 ¢ 2001.8)  58(24) « 42(24)
Asion e — — 303 [ 306 ; 33030 L6 31y, 3330
Pacific Istander — — — i — — 103 | 305y Y (5.0 1 71 (430 1 29 (4.3}
American {ndian 0 (0.} J : R 1(0.4) ‘ 2 (2.8)! 11 0670 1 61 (650 39 (65!

Differences between groups may be partially explained by other factors not included in this table.
<The value for the 1994 assessment was significantly lower {> higher) than the value for 1992 f about the 95 percent confidence level.

The standard errors of the estimated percentages appear in parentheses. It con be said with 95 percent certainty that for each population of interest, the value for the whole populotion is within plus or minus
two standard errors of the estimote for the sample.

{ Interpret with caution any comporison invalving this statistic. The nature of the sample does not allow accurate determination of the variability of this value.

—Due fo significant changes in the wording af the race/ethnicity question between the 1992 and 1994 assessments, the 1992 results for Asian ond Pocific Islander students are not comparoble to 1994
tesults. Therefore, 1992 results are not presented.

*** Sample size is insulficient o permit a reliable estimate.

The percentages of students in the subgraups may not foval 100 percent due to rounding or in the case of race/ethnicity varioble, because some students categorized themselves as “other.”
SOURCE: Nationa! Canter for Educotion Statistics, Notional Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992 and 1994 Reading Assessments
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variability of the percentages. For this reason,
comparisons among these samples and with other
racial/ethnic subgroups are not discussed. Trends could
not be estimated for Asian and Pacific Islander students
because their race/ethnicity data were collected as a
single category for the 1992 assessment.

P> Between 1992 and 1994 there appeared to be
decreases in reading performance for White, Black,
and Hispanic twelfth-grade students, but only the
difference among White students was statistically
significant. Significantly fewer White twelfth graders
in 1994 than in 1992 achieved at least the Basic
level of reading performance.

P No significant changes between 1992 and 1994
" were observed in the percentages of fourth
and eighth graders in any racial/ethnic subgroup
who performed at or above each of the achievement

Gender. Achievement level results for male and female
students are presented in Table 3.4. Consistent with
results from the 1992 reading assessment, females
outperformed males in the 1994 assessment. In all three
grades, a significantly higher percentage of female
students than male students were at or above each of
the three achievement levels.

P Asignificant decrease was reported between 1992
and 1994 in the percentage of twelfth-grade males at
or above the Proficient and Basic levels and in the
percentage of twelfth-grade females at or above the
Basic level. No significant change was seen in the
percentages of either male or female students at or
above the Advanced level.

P At grades 4 and 8, there were no significant
differences between 1992 and 1994 in the
percentages of male and female students at or

levels. above any of the achievement levels.
* TABLE 54 an ) THE NATION'S
Reading Achievement Levels by Gender REPORT [romep
Grades 4, 8, and 12 o =
ﬁ.nw
1692 1994
Percentage of Students Percentage of Students
- T .
Percentage 'At or Above ‘At or Above !AI or Above | Percentage |At or Above |At or Above |At or Above :
of Students . Advanced ! Proficient " Basic (Below Basic | | of Students | Advanced | Proficient Bosic  : Below Basic
Grade 4 i | : :
ation . 6(0.6) N0 o620 381D 7{0.7) 30(1.1) 6001.0) | 40010
Gender . j ! ' '
Male 51(06) 5000 2504 T os8(1.6) , 42(16) STOT) 1 608 | 2603 | 5504 45014)
Female 49(0.6) . 808 - 04 67(13) 1 33(13) 49(0.7) 9(0.9) 34(1.9) 66(1.2) ; 340.2)
Grade 8 5 i ’ . i I .
Nation 3003 - ) 69(1.0) © 31(1.0) -] 3(03) 30(0.9) ' 7C{0.9) ' 30(0.9
Gender : : | :
Male 51(0.7) 2(0.2) BOD 413 C36013) 50 (0.6) 2{0.3) 30N 062010 KLTIR
Female 49(0.7) 4(0.6) - 35(1.4) T6(1.1) 2400 50(0.6) | 4(05) 03 many ona)
. : | ,
Grode 12 _ : : ; i ‘
Nafion 4(0.3) 40(0.8) 80(0.6) . 20(0.) r 4(0.5) [ 3600<; 7500< . 2507
Gender : : | 1 '
Male 49(0.6) 2(0.4) d00) 7500 25(1.0) 50(08) | 2(03) 00 ; 90N, 301
Female 5H(0.6) 504 . 46(13) 84(0.7) + 1610 5008 | 6(09) XN} 80010 20010
‘ I i :
Differences between two groups muy be partially explained by other factors not included in this fable.
<The value for the 1994 ossessment was significantly lower (> higher) than the value for 1992 af obout the 95 percent confidence level,
The standard errors of the estimated percentages appear in parentheses. If can be said with 95 percent certainty that for each population of interest, the value for the whole populntion is within plus o minus
two standard errors of the estimate for the sample.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, Hational Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992 and 1994 Reading Assessments
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Type of Location. Achievement level results are significant differences by school location in the

presented in Table 3.5 for students attending schools in percentages of twelfth graders reaching any of the three
three types of location: Central City, Urban Fringe/Large achievement levels. '

Town, and Rural/Small Town. These classifications are ] ] o

based solely on geographic characteristics. (The type of > Corr‘es‘)pondmg with the decline in average

location classifications are described in Appendix A.) proficiency at twelfth grade between 1992 and 1994,

there was a statistically significant drop over the
two-year period in the percentage of twelfth graders
attending Urban Fringe/Large Town and Rural/Small
Town schools who performed at or above the Basic
achievement level.

At grade 4, a greater percentage of students from
Urban Fringe/Large Town schools were at or above the
Proficient and Basic levels of achievement in 1994,
compared to their counterparts from Central City and
Rural/Smatl Town schools. Among eighth graders, the

1994 results also showed significantly higher p No other significant changes betwegn the two assess-
percentages of students from schools in Urban Fringe/ . ments were observed at any grade in the percentages
Large Town areas than students from Central City of students from different types of school locations
schools reaching at least the Basic level. There were no attaining the three achievement levels.

~TABLE 3.5

THE NATIOR'S
Reading Achievement Levels by Type of Location RER R [r=ap
Grades 4, 8, and 12 1982 =5
: Randng atsavumens
1992 1994
Percentage of Students Percentoge of Students
Percentage i At or Above * At or Above ! At or Above! Percentage At or Above 'At or Above At or Above
of Students | Advonced | Profident ! Basic !iBelow Basic | | of Students | Advanced  Proficient Basic  Below Bosic
| J ! :
Grade 4 ! 3 ’
Nation L6006 1 902 - 62010} B0 [ (1A I T R 60 (1.0 40(1.0)
Type of Location ! . : ' :
Central City 33(26) | 506 2802 1 5408 4018 35(20) 60.00 - 25(18) 53(29) 47(2.5)
Urban Fringe/Lg. Town | 42(32) ~ 8(11) @ 33(24) Doeen o 332D 43023 . 90 3509 67 (1.6) 33(1.6)
Rural/Small Town 26(23) 1 601.6) M@ 6525 35(25) nQ@yn o 600 809 ° 60(25) 40(2.5)
Grade 8 ‘ !
Notion C3(03) . 00 69010 3100 - 3(0.3) 30(0.9) 70(0.9) 30(09)
Type of Locotion ’ ‘
Central City 32(26) 2004 - 23(16) 6201.8) :  38(1.8) ¥(22) 3(0.0) 704) 66 {1.6) 34(1.6)
Urbon Fringe/Lg. Town | 43 (3.3) 4(0.5) 05 74015 26(15) 40 (2.6) 3(0.3) 32(14) 73(1.4) 2701.4)
Rural/Small Town 1025 000 . @n . (26 - 29(26) 26(2.0) 3(0.6) 29(2.1) 69(1.8) 318
Grade 12 ‘ .
Notion < 4(0.3) 40(08) ~ 80(06)  20(06) 4(05) 3600 7507 25(0.7)>
Type of Location :
Central Gity 31(23) - 4(05)  38(23) 17(14) 23014) (21 4(07) 37015) 75(1.2) 2501.2)
Urban Fringe/Lg. Town | 43(26) +  4(05) = 43(14) 81010 19(1.0) 42(26) 5(08) 38(1.4) 76020< 402>
Rural/Small Town 2506 . 3(0.6) 38(20) 904 . 104 26(1.9) 4(05) 330.8) 204 804

Differences between locatian types may be partially explained by other factars not included in this table.
< The value for the 1994 assessment was significantly lawer (> higher) than the value for 1992 at about the 95 percent confidence level.

| The stondard errors of the estimated percentoges appeat in parentheses. It con be said with 95 percent certointy that for each population of interest, the value for the whole populatian is within plus or minus
two stendard errors of the estimate for the sample.

The percentoges of students in the types of location may not total 100 percent due to rounding.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, Nationol Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992 and 1994 Reading Assessmerits




Parents’ Education Level. As shown in Table 3.6, there is
a positive relationship between levels of parents’
education and the percentage of students at or above the
three achievement levels. In general, the higher the
level of education reported, the higher the percentage of
students at each achievement level. This finding is
consistent with prior assessments and with the
proficiency results discussed in the previous chapter. At
the fourth grade, however, it should be noted that a
considerable number of students did not know their
parents’ education level.

At all three grades, the percentage at or above the
Advanced level was higher among students who
reported that at least one of their parents graduated

~ from college than among students with at least one

parent who had graduated from high school and among
students whose parents had not graduated from high
school. Also, at all three grades, the percentage at or
above the Advanced level was higher for students who
reported that at least one parent received some
education after high school than for students who
reported that neither parent graduated from high school.

THE NATION'S
Reading Achievement Levels by Parents’ Highest Education Level REEDRT [reamp
Grades 4, 8, and 12 1992 {=he
1994 ——1
1992 1994
Percentage of Students Percentage of Students
Percentage At or Above At or Above At or Above Percentage At or Above At or Above At or Above
of Students  Advanced  Proficient Basic  Below Basic| |of Students : Advanced  Proficient Basic  Below Basic
Grade 4
Nation 6(0.6) 29(1.2) 62(1.1) . 38(1.1) 7{(0.7) 30(1.1) 60(1.0) 40(1.0)
Parents’ Education Level _
Graduated College l 39010 10(1.1) 39(1.8) 71{1.6) 29(1.6) 42(0.9) 11(1.2) 3910.7) 70(1.3) 3001.3)
Seme Education after H.S. 9(0.5) 8(1.9) 33(34) 69(3.0) 31(3.0) 810.5) 9(1.8) 37 (2.6) 70(2.9) 30(2.9)
Graduated High School 12{0.6) (LY 22022 58(2.2) 42(2.2) 13 (0.5} 4(1.3) 22(2.6) 54(2.1) 46(2.1)
Did Not Finish High School 4{04) 1(1.4) 12{2.2) 39(3.8) 61(3.8) 4(03) 1(1.3) 9(2.3) 32(3.9) 68(3.9)
1 Don't Know 36 (1.0} 3(0.8) 21(1.4) 55(1.6) 45(1.6) 34(0.8) 4(0.6) 221(1.6) 52(1.3) 48(1.3)
!
Grade 8 |
Nation 3(0.3) 29(11) 69{1.0) 31(1.0) 3(03) 30(0.9) 70(0.9) 30{0.9)
Parents’ Education Level
Graduated College 4101.2) 5(0.7) 40(1.4) 80(1.0) 20(1.0) 43(1.0) 5{0.5) 40(1.2) 79(1.0) 21(1.0)
Some Education after H.S. 19{0.5) 3(0.7) 32{14) 76(15) 24(1.5) 20(0.5) 3(0.6) 305 0 17(1.5) 23(1.5)
Graduated High School 24(0.8 1(0.3) 19(1.5} 61(1.8) 39(1.8) 21{0.8) 1004)  2001.6) 62(1.7) . 38(17)
Did Not Finish High School 8(0.5) 1(0.3) 13(1.9) 51(2.2) 49(2.2) 7(0.4) 0(0.3) 10(1.8) 46 (3.0) 54(3.0}
1 Don't Know 8(0.4) 0(0.4) 12{2.0) 45(2.6) 55(2.6) 9(0.4) 0(0.3) 12(1.3) 48(2.5) 52(2.5)
Grade 12
Nation 4(0.3) 40(0.8) 80(0.6) 20(0.6) 4(0.5) 36(1.0)c 75007«  25(0.7)>
Parents’ Education Level -
Graduated College 41{0.9) 6 (0.6} 52(1.3) 871(0.7) 13(0.7) 43(1.0) 7{1.1) 48(1.4) 8410.7)< 16(0.7)>
Some Education after H.S. 27 0.6} 3(0.5) 41(14) 83(1.0) 17 (1.0) 25(0.7) 3(0.5) 36(1.4) 78013 2200.3)>
Graduated High School 22(0.5) 2(0.3) 28(1.4) 72(1.2) 28(.2) 2067 2(05) 2401.7) 66(1.7)<  34(17)
Did Not Finish High School 8(04) 0(0.3} 21{2.0) 63(2.2) 37(2.2) 7{04) 1(04) 15(1.5) 53{25)<  47(25)
I Don't Know 2{0.2) 0{0.7} 10 (2.0} 4414.9) 56(4.9) 3(0.2) 0{0.7) 6{2.3) 32(33) 68(33)
Differences between levels may be partially explained by other factors not included in this table.
<The value for the 1994 assessment was significantly lower {> higher) than the ¥alue for 1992 ot about the 95 percent confidence level.
The siandard errors of the estimated percentages appear in parentheses. It can be said with 95 percent certainty that for each population of interest, the value for the whole population is within plus or minus
two standard errors of the estimate for the sample.
The percentages of students in the subgraups may ot total 100 percent due to rounding.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992 and 1994 Reading Assessments
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Among groups of 1994 students that reported
knowing their parents’ education levels, the percentage
at or above the Proficient level was lowest for students
who said their parents did not finish high'school. This
result was evident at each of the three grade levels. In
addition, across all three grades, significantly higher
percentages of students were at or above the Proficient
level among students reporting at least one of their
parents graduated from college or received some
education after high school than among those who
reported having parents who only graduated from high
school. At the two higher grades, the percentage of
students attaining at least the Proficient level was
greater among students who reported at least one
parent graduated from college than among students
who reported that at least one parent had some
education after high school.

Of those students who reported that neither of their
parents graduated from high school, a significantly
smaller percentage was at or above Basic when

compared to students reporting higher levels of parents’

education. Students who reported that at least one

. parent graduated from high school had a lower

percentage at or above Basic compared to students

reporting that at least one of their parents continued
their education after high school. Also, the percentage
attaining the Basic level or above among students who
reported high school graduation as the highest parental
education level was lower than among students with at
least one parent who had graduated from college. These
results were observed for all three grades. Finally, for
grade 12, the group of students who reported that at
Jeast one parent had some education after high school
had a smaller percentage at or above Basic than did
students who reported at least one parent graduated
from college.

P Reflecting the overall decline at twelfth grade
observed for the nation, there was a significant
decrease between 1992 and 1994 in the percentage
of twelfth-grade students at or above Basic for each
level of parental education.

No other significant differences between the 1992
and 1994 assessments were found for any reported
level of parents’ education in the percentages of
fourth-, eighth-, and twelfth-grade students at or
above the Advanced and Proficient levels.




Title I Participation. Achievement level results by Title I students reaching the Advanced level was not
particip: tion status are provided in Table 3.7 for only statistically significant.

the 1994 assessment: information about participation in
Title I programs was not collected in the same manner
during the 1992 assessment.

Compared to their counterparts who did not

Correspondingly, at all three grades, the percentage
of Title I program participants performing below Basic

was higher than that of their peers who were not Title I

participants. The percentages of Title I students who

participate in Title I programs, significantly performed below Basic ranged from 59 percent at

fewer fourth-, eighth-, and twelfth-grade Title I
participants performed at or above each of the reading
achievement levels, except at grade 8 where the

only about one-third or fewer of students across the

twelfth grade to 80 percent at fourth grade. Conversely,

three grades who were not Title I participants performed

difference between participating and nonparticipating below the Basic level.
| TABLE3.7 Reading Achievement Levels by Title | Participation ReFoT
Grades 4, 8, and 12 ot =1
1994 Reading Assessment 1994 | =21
I Percentage of Students
Percentage At or Above , ArorAbove | At or Above
of Students : Advanced . Proficient ‘ Busic ‘ Below Basic
Grade 4 ' .
Nation ' 7{0.7} . 30 (LY i 60 (1.0) : 40 (1.0)
Title 1 ' '
Participating 14 {1.2) 0(0.2) ‘ 3109 20 (2.2) 80 (2.2)
Nanparticipating 86 (1.2) 9 (0.8) : 34 01.2) . 67 (1.1} 30n
Grade 8 : ‘
Nation 3103) : 30 (0.9) 70 (0.9) 30 {0.9)
Title 1 , : ‘
Participating 6 (0.8) 0{0.0) 5(1.6) 35(2.6) 65(2.6)
Nonparticipating 94(08) 3{0.3) ' 31(1.0 72(1.0) . 2801.0)
Grade 12 ‘
Nation 4(0.5) 36 (1.0)< : 15007 25(0.7)>
Title 1 ’ : :
Participating 2(0.7) ' 0{0.2)! : 10(2.1)1 ' 41(4.3)! 59(43)
Nonparticipating 98(0.7) j 4(0.5) 37(1.0} . 75(0.7). 25(0.7)

Differences between the two groups may be partially explained by other faclors not included in this table.

The standard errors of the estimated percemages appear in parentheses. It can be said with 95 percent certainty that for each population of interest, the value for the whole population
is within plus or minus two standard errors of the estimate for the sample.

! Interpret with caution any comparisons involving this statistic. The nature af the sample does not allow for accurate determination of the variability of this valve.
SOURCE: National Center for Educaion Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (KAEP), 1994 Reading Assessment




Type of School. The percentages of fourth-, eighth-, and » Between 1992 and 1994, there were no significant

twelfth-grade students at or above the three reading differences in the percentages of public or nonpublic
achievement levels are presented by type of school in school students performing at or above the
Table 3.8. At each grade, the percentages of nonpublic Advanced or Proficient levels at any of the grades.

school students who performed at or above each level in
1994 were significantly higher than the percentages of
public school students who did so.

B At grade 12, however, the percentage of students
performing at or ahove the Basic level decreased
over the two-year period for both types of schools.

- TABLE:3,8 THE NATION'S
' Reading Achievement Levels by Type of School AL e
Grades 4, 8, and 12 1992 =0
1994 —)
1992 1994
Percentage of Students Percentage of Students
Percentage At or Above [ At or Above | At or Above§ . Percentage | At or Above EM or Above | At or Above |
of Students - Advanced . Proficient |  Basic i Below Basic | | of Students | Advanced i Proficient Basic | Below Bask
: ! ! ‘ :
Grade 4 ‘ i i i : ' ;
Nation 6(06) - 29012 62(L.0) 38(1.1) A (X)) i 001 + 60(1.0) ' 40(1.0)
Type of School ' : j ; | :
Public Schools Only 88 (1.3) 6(0.6) 271(1.3) 00 . 40(10) 90(09) ! 7(07) ; 28012 | N01) S LIA))
Nonpublic Schaols Only 11(1.0) 1203) - 45(24) . 7909 ¢ 21019 10009) ; 13018) & 43(3.0) ' 77(24) ' 23(24)
{atholic Schools 8(0.8) 10 (1.5) a(n o, 762l ouen 7(08) ¢ 12(22) . 42039) ¢ 76032 2403.2)
Other Nonpublic Schocls 4(0.0) 15029 - 53(44n ' 8427} AERTv R} 4(0.6} 5 14(23) ' 46(40) © 80(42) . 20(42)
| . : !
Grade 8 ’ : i ‘ : ! :
Nation 3{03) 9(1.1) 69(1.0) : 31010 ©3(03) ¢ 30009 : 70{(0.9) L 30(09)
Type of Schoel ! i, 1 i i
Public Schools Only - 89{0.8) 2(0.3) 27 (1.1) e7(1n 3310 89(1.0) l 2(03) ; 27(09) ! 67(0.9) : 33(09
Nongublic Schools Only 11{08) 7{i.3) 4832 . 8705 13019 1.0 | 608 ‘ 49(23) | 803 ! 1103
Catholic Schools 6{0.6) 6{1.0) - 45(28) - 84(16) - 16(1.6) 7006) 1 6(LL) ¢ 49(21) i 8B(13) © 12(13)
Other Nonpublic Schools 4(08)  10(26) . S4(44) | 90(Z5) 10(2.5) 4(0.m 7{1.4) 50(39) ' 89{2n - 112D
Grade 12 ‘ :
Nation 4{0.3) 40{0.8) 80(0.6) : 20(0.6) {4005 ; 3600, 7507 25007
Type of School ' : : i i l
Public Schools Only 87(1.2) 3{0.3) 37(09) . 78{0.y - 22(0.) 89(11) + 4005 * 350100 | 73{07ic  27(0)>
Nonpublic Schoals Only 13(1.2) 9(0.1) 60(2.2) . 92(0.8) ' 8(0.8) 10 (1.0} = 8(0.9) 5227 - 871, 130Tk
Catholic Schoals P91 BI0)  59(26) T 93(09) . 7(09) 6(03) 1 60N 1 47(37) . 85(22< | 15(22)>
Other Nonpublic Schools 4 . 1208 61(38) : 89(2.2) 1 11(2.2) 4{0.6) ‘ 11 (1.5) ‘l 59 (3.1) ‘I 89(2.00 * 11(20)

Nonpubic schools includes Catholic and other types of nonpublic schools.
Differences between school types may be partially explained by other factors not included in this table.
<The value for the 1994 assessment was significantly lower (> higher) than the value for 1992 at ahout the 95 percent confidence level.

The standard errors of the estimated percentages appear in parentheses. It can be scid with 95 percent certainty that for each population of interest, the value for the whole population is within plus or minus
two standard errors of the estimate for the sample.

! Interpret with caution any comparisons involving this statistic. The rature of the sample does not allow accurate determination of the variabifity of this value.

Percentoges of students in public school only and nonpublic schoot anly may not fotal 100 percent and the percentages of students in the two types of nonpublic schools may not total the percentage of
nonpublic schools due to rounding.

SOURCE: Nationa! Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1997 and 1994 Reading Assessments




Cross-State Comparisons
of Fourth-Grade
Reading Proficiency

Average reading proficiency results for fourth graders
from jurisdictions participating in the 1992 and 1994
Trial State Assessments were presented in Chapter 2.
This chapter focuses on comparisons between those
jurisdictions. When the average proficiencies for
jurisdictions are compared, it is essential to take the
standard error into account, rather than to rely solely
on cbserved similarities or differences.! In addition to
comparing the average proficiencies of all fourth
graders, considering how the proficiencies of subgroups

- of students within a particular state compare to those of

similar subgroups from other states provides vet
another perspective on state-level results.

This chapter addresses these considerations by
presenting results of statistical analyses comparing the
reading performance of students in various states, and
comparing the performance of subgroups of students
across states. The goal of these analyses is to make state
comparisons more informative and meaningful.

Distribution of Reading Proficiency
for the States

Figures 4.1 and 4.2 provide a visual representation of
the distribution of reading proficiency results for each
participating jurisdiction. Figure 4.1 presents 1992

“results and, for comparison, Figure 4.2 gives results

from the 1994 assessment. In the figures, the black hox
at the midpoint of the performance distribution for each
state shows the 95 percent confidence interval around
the average proficiency. This represents the range of
scores within which the states” average reading
proficiency score falls with 95 percent certainty. (A more
detailed explanation of confidence irtervals is provided
in Appendix A).

The shaded boxes indicate the ranges between
selected percentiles — 10th, 25th, 75th, and 90th — of
each jurisdiction’s performance distribution. In general,
the variation within states tended to exceed the
variation in average performance across states, leading
to considerable overlap in performance across states.
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REPORT Ireamp Figure 4.1 Distribution of Overall Reading Proficiency Organized by Average Proficiency for the
1992 =2 1992 Trial State Reading Assessment, Grade 4, Public Schools Only
A Basic Proficient Advanced
100 —rt i 1 " M A 1 20? A i 23? 1 2 26? A 3
New Hampshire* 228 (1.2) [INH ] [Fieeaz]  NH]
Maine® 227 (1.1) SR o] ME]
Massachusetts 226 (0.9) WA~ W | MA]
North Dakota 226 (1.1) IND - ND]
lowa 225 (1.1) A B WA
Wisconsin 224 (1.0) Wi e oy 7] Wi
Wyoming 223 (1.1) WY EF R 1 WY
New Jersey*' 223 (1.4) N Az 1 N
Connecticut 222 (1.3) [CT = r=%K 1] CV]
Nebraska* 221 (1.1) [(NE STl 5] NEl
Indiana 221 (1.3) 11 I 7 ] (N
Minnesota 221 (1.2) N C=rolillE ] NN]
Virginia 221 (1.4) [VA _ Eabss Piito] VA
Pennsylvania 221 (1.3) [(PA [l fiielaq  PA]
Utah 220 (1.1) UY e el U]
Oklahoma 220 (0.9) [OK FEvs S
Missouri 220 (1.2) (M0 =y b1 MO
Idaho 219 (0.9) M B 1D
Ohio 217 (1.3) OH il  OH]
Rhode isiand 217 (1.8) (Rl B el R
Colorado 217 (1.1) [C0 EEapd o] QO
Michigan 216 (1.5) 1) I 7 | T M
West Virginia 216 (1.3) :
New York* 215 (1.4)
Deiaware* 213 (0.6)
Kentucky 213 (1.3)
Texas 213 (1.6)
Georgia 212 (1.5)
Tennessee 212 (1.4)
North Carolina 212 (1.1)
Maiyland 211 (1.6)
Arkansas 211 (1.2)
New Mexico 211 (1.5)
Snuth Carolina 210 (1.3)
Arizona 209 (1.2)
Florida 208 (1.2)
Alabama 207 (1.7)
Louisiana 204 (1.2)
Hawali '203 (1.7)
California 202 (2.0)
Mississippt 1399 (1.3)
District of Columbia 188 (0.8)
Guam 182 (1.4)
T T T T T T T T
100 150 200 250 300
[——Percentlles of Performance—————— The center darkest box indicates a simultaneous confidence interval
around the average reading proficiency for the state based on the
10th 25th 75th 90th Bonferroni procedure for multiple comparisons. The darker shaded
I T — T ] boxes indicate the ranges between the 25th and 75th percentiles of the
reading proficiency distribution, and the lighter shaded boxes the
Mean ranges between the 10th to 25th percentiles and the 75th to 90th
percentiles of the distribution.
and confidence interval
*Did not satisfy one or more of the guidelines for sample participation
rates (see Appendix for details).
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Figure 4.2 Distribution of Overall Reading Proficiency Organized by Average Proficiency for the

1992 |4 1994 Trial State Reading Assessment, Grade 4, Public Schools Only

100

Rasic Proficient

, 208 ) 238 . 268

Advanced

Maine 228 (1.3)

North Dakota 225 (1.2)
Wisconsin® 224 (1.1)
New Hampshire* 223 (1.5)
Massachusetts 223 (1.3)
fowa 223 (1.3)
Connecticut 222 (1.6)
Montana® 222 (1.4)
Wyoming 221 (1.2)
Nebraska® 220 (1.5)
Rhode island* 220 (1.3)
Indiana 220 (1.3)

New Jersey 219 (1.2)
Minnesota 218 (1.4)
DoDEA Overseas 218 (0.9)
Utah 217 (1.3)

Missouri 217 (1.5)
Pennsylvania* 215 (1.6)
North Carolina 214 (1.5)
Colorado 213 (1.3)
Virginia 213 (1.5)

West Virginia 213 (1.1)
Washington 213 (1.5)
Tennessee* 213 (1.7)
Texas 212 (1.9)

New York 212 (1.4)
Kentucky 212 (1.6)
Maryland 210 (1.5)
Arkansas 209 (1.7)
Alabama 208 (1.5)

Georgia 207 (2.4)

Delaware 206 (1.1)

Arizona 206 (1.9)

Florida 205 (1.7)

New Mexico 205 (1.7)

South Carotlina 203 (1.4)

Mississippi 202 (1.6)

Hawaii 201 (1.7)

California 197 (1.8) [CA

M T T [ CA|

Louisiana 197 (1.3) LLA

i 1 LAI

Guam 181 (1.2) LGU I

100 150
[ -—-—-Percentiles of Performance.- -—-- —

10th 25th 75th 90th
[ I "] I

Mean
. and contfidence Interval

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

T L8 ) | ] L L3 T 1 L ¥ T T

200 250 300

The center darkest box indicates a simultaneous confidence interval
around the average reading proficiency for the state based on the
Bonferroni procedure for multiple comparisons. The darker shaded
boxes indicate the ranges between the 25th and 75th percentiles of the
reading proficiencx distribution, and the IiPhter shaded boxes the
ranges between the 10th to 25th percentifes and the 75th to 90th
nercentiles of the distribution.

*Did not satisty one or more of the guidelines for. sample parficipation
rates (see Appendix for details).




Comparisons of Average Reading
Proficiency Between States

Figures 4.3 and 4.4 present another way to make valid
performance comparisons across states. Figure 4.3
shows comparisons for the 1992 Trial State Assessment
and Figure 4.4 shows the corresponding 1994
comparisons. The computations underlying these

* figures take into account the confidence intervals, or
degree of sampling error, associated with the average
proficiency estimates. The computations were based on
unrounded data. These figures indicate whether or not
differences between pairs of participating jurisdictions
are statistically significant.? For example, Figure 4.4
shows that although average fourth-grade reading
proficiencies in 1994 appear to be different between
Maine (228) and Montana (222), the difference is not
statistically significant and may be due to chance factors
such as sampling and/or measurement error.

ANV

i~

As another example, compare the 1994 average
reading proficiency for the state of Virginia to that for
each of the other 38 participating states, the DoDEA
Overseas Schools, and Guam. Reading vertically down
the column labeled “Virginia,” one sees that, on average,
fourth graders in Virginia scored lower than students in
the states listed from Maine through Wyoming (shaded

‘dark gray), about the same as students listed from

Nebraska through New Mexico (white or unshaded), and
higher than students in the jurisdictions listed from
South Carolina through Guam (light gray shading).

From Figure 4.4, we also see that the cluster of
highest performing states in 1994 consisted of eight
states. The states whose fourth graders had the highest
average reading proficiencies were Maine. North Dakota,
Wisconsin, New Hampshire, Massachusetts, lowa,
Connecticut, and Montana. For comparison, the cluster
of highest performing states in 1992 (displayed in
Figure 4.3) consisted of 13 states: New Hampshire,
Maine, Massachusetts, North Dakota, lowa, Wisconsin,
Wyoming, New Jersey, Connecticut, Indiana, Minnesota,
Virginia, and Pennsylvania.
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Reading Assessmant

Instructions:

Figure 4.3 Comparisons of Average Overall Reading Proficiency for the

1992 Trial State Reading Assessment, Grade 4, Public Schools Only

Read down the calumn directly under o state name listed in the heading at the tap af the chart. Match the shading intensity surrounding o state postal abbreviation fo the key
below to defermine whether the overage reading performance of this state is higher than, the same as, or lower than the state i the column heoding.
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State has statistically significantly higher average

The between state comparisons take into account sampling and

proficiency than the state listed at the top of the chart. measurement error and that each state is being compared with

No statistically significant difference from the state
listed at the top of the chart

State has statistically significantly lower average

every other state. Significance is determined by an application
of the Bonferroni procedure.

*Did not statisty one or more of the guidelines for sar ple

proficiency than the state listed at the top of the chart participation rates (see Appendix for details).
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REPORT Inezap Figure 4.4 Comparisons of Average Overall Reading Proficiency for the

=Rl 1994 Trial State Reading Assessment, Grade 4, Public Schools Only

:ggg L Instructions: Read down the column directly under o state nome iisted in the heading ot the top of the chart. Match the shading intensity su.rroundingoslule postol abbrevialion to the key
Reading Assessment INSTrUCHIONS: 1oiow to defermine whether the average reading pecformance of this stole is higher than, the some as, or lower than the state in the column heoding.
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O listed at the top of the chart. of the Bonferroni procedure. .
State has statistically significantly lower average *Did not statisfy one or more of the guidelines for sample
D proficiency than the state listed at the top of the chart. participation rates (see Appendix for details).
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Comparisons of Average
Reading Proficiency

Across the States for Selected
Demographic Subgroups

Figures 4.5 and 4.6 present another way to compare the
performance of students across participating
jurisdictions in the 1992 and 1994 reading assessments.
For each demographic characteristic identified at the
top of the columns, the states are ranked from highest
to lowest in terms of average reading proficiencies and
are grouped in performance bands established according
to quintiles, or bands that represent approximately 20
percent of the performance distribution.

Grouped within the highest, or fifth, quintile for
each of the demographic subgroups are the states in
which the average reading proficiency for that subgroup
was in the top 20 percent across all participating
jurisdictions. Conversely, located within the lowest, or
first, quintile for each subgroup of students are the
states in which the average reading proficiency for those
students was in the lowest 20 percent across
jurisdictions. The second, third, and fourth quintiles can
be interpreted in a similar manrer. The list of states
within each quintile is arranged in-alphabetical order.

This information is useful for making cross-state
comparisons of students who share a particular
demographic characteristic. For example, the 1994
average reading proficier.cy of White students in the
state of Washington was in the iowest quintile for
White students across a.l participating jurisdictions
(Figure 4.6). However, the average proficiency for
Washington’s Black students was in the highest quintile.

The data in Figures 4.5 and 4.6 cannot be used to
compare average reading proficiencies across subgroups
within a state. Information about the average
performance of subgroups within states is presented in
Appendix C.

When examining the information presented in
Figures 4.5 and 4.6, it is essential to keep in mind the
proximity of average scale scores for states in different
quintile bands. The range of average scale scores for
each state’s subgroup is in parentheses at the top of
each band. In some cases, the average score associated
with a state near a quintile cutoff differs little from that
of another state appearing in an adjacent quintile band.
Consequently. it is possible that two states may fall in
different quintiles, yet be relatively close in average
proficiency. For example, among White students from
all participating jurisdictions, White students in
Montana, with an average proficiency of 226.3 (rounded
to 226), appear in the top quintile. However, White '
students in New York, with an average proficiency of
225.9 (also rounded to 226), appear in the fourth, or
next to the highest, quintile.

The division of states into quintile bands for each
demographic subgroup is based solely on their ranking
in the performance distribution of states. The breaks
between quintiles should not be interpreted as
indicating statistically significant differences between
states. Also, it is important to keep in mind that the
ranking of jurisdictions, and the subsequent grouping
into quintiles, are based on unrounded averages.
Throughout this report, average proficiencies are
reported to the nearest whole number.

= - N fan s o A A P IEN F e AR s Sadar




FIGURE4.5 -~

Average Overall Reading Proficiency
for Five Performance Bunds (Qumhles)

1 992 Assessment Grade
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Average Overall Reading Proficiency
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FIGURE 4.6 |

Average Overall Reading Proficfemy
for Five Performance Bands (Quintiles)
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LELIXER Average Overall Reading Proficiency
for Five Performance Bands (Qumnles)
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Endnote

1. Because the average proficiencies are based on
samples — rather than on the entire populations of
fourth graders in the jurisdictions — the numbers
reported are necessarily estimates. As such, they are
subject to a measure of uncertainty, reflected in the
standard error of the estimate.

2. The significance tests used in these figures are based
on a Bonferroni procedure for multiple comparisons.
This procedure takes into account all possible
comparisons between states in declaring the
differences between any two states to be statistically
significant. The Bonferroni procedure holds across all
possible comparisons to 5 percent the probability of
erroneously declaring the averages for any two states
to be different when they are not.
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© CHAPTER 5 -

School and Home Contexts
for Reading

The two most important contexts in which students’
literacy abilities can be nurtured and guided are school
and home. Students’ exposure to various instructional
activities and materials at school has a significant
impact on their opportunities for achievement.! Family
support for students’ efforts and the modeling of
literacy habits at home can also play a critical role in
students’ growth as readers.? Furthermore, it is
possible that the influences of home and school on
students’ literacy development are not completely
independent. For example, school factors such as the
amount of reading assigned by teachers or the degree of
parental involvement sought by administrators may be
important contributors to the literacy environment in
students’ homes.

Given the importance of these contexts for literacy
development, a complete picture of students’
achievement in reading is not possible without also
considering information about their school and home
environments. Such consideration brings into focus the
relationship between reading proficiency and students’
background and instructional experiences.

This chapter contains contextual information
related to instructional activities and home support for
reading. In 1994, information regarding students’
instructional experiences was collected from their
reading teachers at grades 4 anc 8, and from the
students themselves at grades 4, 8, and 12. The 1992
assessment did not include a survey of eighth-grade
students’ teachers; consequently, only 1994 results are
presented for the teachers of eighth graders. Reading is
not typically taught as a separate subject in high school:
therefore, information from teachers was not collected
at the twelfth grade. Information concerning home
support for reading was collected from students at all
three grades.

Changes between 1992 and 1994 are reported only
for students’ reports about their instructional and home
experiences. No trend analyses are presented in this

chapter for results based on the reports of fourth
graders’ teachers because the reading teacher
questionnaire was reformatted between the 1992 and
19 4 assessments. In 1992, teachers were asked to
describe the specific approaches they used for up to five
different reading classes. In 1994, teachers reported on
the typical approaches they used across all of their
reading classes. Because of this reformatting, teacher
reported data are presented for both assessments, but
trend analyses were not. conducted.

Instructional Materials

The type of materials that students are asked to read
during instruction is one important factor in their
reading development. Students’ perceptions of literacy
as a lifelong pursuit, rather than just a school activity,
can be affected by their early exposure to different types
of materials and reading experiences.? Two major types
of reading material — basal readers and trade books — -
have been predominant in classrooms for some time.

For the last several decades, basal readers have been
the major component of instruction in elementary and
junior high school reading programs.* These
publications are developed for the specific purpose of
teaching students how to read, and typically they
include passages and exercises that are designed to be
grade-appropriate in topic and difficulty. Some critics of
basal readers argue that reading experiences may be
contrived and fragmented when students are taught
with these types of materials.® Other educators suggest
that basals can be effective tools in reading instruction
when used wisely and selectively by knowledgeable
teachers.® As many basal programs have made
substantial changes in their materials, such as
developing a more literature-based focus, they may now
provide teachers with a wider range of literacy-rich
activities.”

Trade books, as primary sources of instructional
material, have received increased attention in recent
years. It has been suggested that using trade books, or
books that are not published specifically for reading
instruction, may provide students with more genuine
and more diverse literacy experiences.* As a result.
students may develop reading abilities that are adaptable

to “real-world” situations and applicable to a broader
scope of reading materials."
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Teachers of fourth- and eighth-grade students in the
NAEP reading assessment were asked about the type of
materials that form the core of their reading program.
Table 5.1 presents the 1992 and 1994 resuits for fourth
graders, and the 1994 results for eighth graders. Average
reading proficiency at either grade was not significantly
related to teachers' reported use of basals, trade books,
or a combination of the two.

In 1994, 21 percent of fourth-grade students and 14
percent of eighth graders were being taught primarily
with basal readers. More than one-half (57 percent) of
fourth graders and almost half (46 percent) of eighth
graders were being taught by teachers who reported
using both basals and trade books as the core of their
reading program.

Instructional Activities

Teachers may implement a wide array of activities in
their classrooms to give students the practice and
experiences they need to develop as readers. These
activities range from isolated skill exercises that ask
students to demonstrate a particular ability out of
context to more purposeful and integrative reading and
writing activities."

The appropriateness of individual activities may
depend on the unique characteristics of the learner and
the nature of the learning goal. Nevertheless, me®st
educators today recognize the desirability of having
students integrate various language processes in the
development of literacy skills, and of providing students
with purposeful, or goal-oriented, activities."'

JABLES.V THE NATION'S
Teachers’ Reports on Which Type of Material R g [
Forms the Core of Their Reading Program 1992 =
Grades 4 and 8 B
Grade 4 Grade 8
1992 1994 1994
Percentage and Percentage and Percentage and
Profidency Profidency Profidency
Primarily Basal 36(2.4) 722 14(1.6)
216{1.9) 212{2.1) 261 {2.3)
Primarily Trade Books 12(2.1) 19(2.5) 18(2.1)
_ 22314.3) 219(2.9) 261 (2.3)
Both Basal and Trade Books 49(3.4) 57(2.6) 46 (2.0)
) 218(1.4) 215{1.6) 261 {1.3)
Other 31.0) 3{0.7 22(2.1)
208 {6.3) 202(5.0) 260(2.2)

minus two standord errors of the estimate for the sample.
Dueto rounding, the percentages of students in the subgroups may not 1otal 100 percent.

The question assacioted with this varioble was reformatted in 1994. o trend comparison ests were conducted. Differences between groups may be partiolly explainad by other factors not included in this fable.
The standard etrars of the astimated percentages ond proficiencies appear in parentheses. It can be said with 95 percent certointy that for each population of interest, the value for the whole populatian is within plus or

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, Notional Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992 and 1994 Reading Assessments.




Workbooks, Worksheets, and Writing in Response to
Reading. Workbooks and worksheets play a prominent
role in the reading curriculum of our nation’s schools.!?
They are often used as supplementary material in
published instructional programs. In the past, many of
the activities associated with workbooks and worksheets
focused on specific skills or subskills, with little
attention to integrating reading, writing, and thinking
in a meaningfi:! nianner.”® More recently, however, some
publishers have produced materials that support the
develcpment of strategic, integrative, and thoughtful
reading abilities.

In part, this change has been in response to a
growing recognition among educators and researchers
that reading development is supported and enhanced
through integrative reading and writing activities.
Increasingly, district and state curricular initiatives
reflect an awareness that reading developmer:it does not

take place in isolation from other developing language
abilities. Students develop simultaneously as readers,
listeners, speakers, and writers, as they learn to interact
with and participate in the literacy community.!s

Table 5.2a presents teachers’ reports on the
frequency with which they use workbook and worksheet
activities, and ask their students to provide written
responses to reading. At both the fourth and eighth
grades, less frequent use of workbooks and worksheets
was associated with higher average proficiencies.

According to their teachers, fourth graders in 1994
were asked to write in response to reading at least as
frequently as they were completing workbooks or
worksheets. Eighth graders, on the other hand, were
asked to write in response to reading more frequently
than they were asked to complete workbooks or
worksheets.

THE NATION®
Teachers’ Reports on Workbooks, Worksheets, 4 e
and Writing in Response to Reuding 1992| =
Grades 4 and 8 Aoy e
Srade 4 Grade 8
1992 1994 1994
Percentage and . Percentage and Percentage and
Proficiency Proficiency Profidency
Ask students to work in a reading
workbook or on o worksheet*
Almost Every Day 33(2.6) 27(23) 10{1.4)
25{1.7) 210{2.1) 252{3.5)
Once or Twice @ Week 48(3.2) 48(2.2) 36{2.4)
218{1.6) 216(1.2) 256 {1.5)
Less Than Weekly 20{2.5) 25(2.6) 54(24)
221(3.3) 218(1.9) 265(1.1)
Ask students to writc about
something they have read*
Almost Every Day 23(1.8) 29(2.2) 18{1.9)
220 (2.6} 214(24) 262(2.2)
Once or Twice a Week 49(2.5) 56{2.2) 62{2.3)
217 (1.8} 215{1.4) 261 {1.1}
Less Than Weekly 21 124) 15{1.9) 20(2.2)
216 (2.1) 219(2.3) 259(1.9)

Differences between groups moy be partially explained by other factars not included in this table.

minus two standard errors of the estimat~ for the sample.
Due to rounding, the percentages of students i the subgroups moy not total 100 percent.

“The question associated with his variable was reformatted in 1994. No trend comparison tests were conducted.

The standard ertors of the estimated percentoges and proficiencies appeor in parentheses. 1t uan be said with 95 percent certainty thot for eoch population of interest, the value for the whale papulation 15 within plus or

SOURCE: Notional Center for Education Statistics, National Ascessment of Educatianal Progress (NAEP), 1992 and 1994 Reading Assessments.
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Table 5.2b presents students’ reports on the same
instructional activities. It is evident from these data that
fourth- and eighth-grade students’ perceptions of the

“frequency of certain instructional activities differ
somewhat from the perceptions of their teachers. It is
also important to keep in mind that, in 1994, teachers
were asked to describe the typical approaches they used
for all of their reading classes, whereas the reports of
students represent their individual experiences in
reading instruction.

Fourth graders’ reports on workbook and worksheet
usage displayed a different relationship with average
reading proficiency than did the reports of their
teachers. More frequent use of these materials was
reported by higher performing students. At grade 12,
however, the pattern was reversed — higher performing
students reported less frequent use of workbooks and
worksheets.

The relationship between reading proficiency and
students’ reports of being asked by their teachers to
write in response to reading varied across the three
grades. Contrary to some research, at fourth grade more
frequent writing was associated with lower average
proficiency. At eighth grade, students who were asked to

write about reading with moderate frequency (at least
once a week) had the highest average proficiency. And at
grade 12, the pattern observed in the fourth grade was
reversed — higher average proficiency was associated
with more frequent writing about reading.

P Significantly fewer fourth graders in 1994 than in
1992 reported using workbooks or worksheets once
or twice a week. However, the percentage of fourth
graders reporting daily use of these materials
remained at 51 percent.

P Less frequent use of workbooks or worksheets was
reported by twelfth graders in 1994 than in 1992.
A significantly greater percentage in 1994 reported
using them less than weekly, while fewer students
reported weekly use.

P There were no significant changes between 1992
and 1994 in eighth graders’ reports on the frequency
of workbook and worksheet use.

P There were no significant changes between 1992
and 1994 at any grade in students’ reports on the
frequency with which they were asked to write about
something they read.

THE NATION'S

Students’ Reports on Workbooks, Worksheets, REE g (T
and Writing in Response to Reading 1992 | =
Grades 4, 8, and 12 St vt
Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 12
w2 | 1994 192 | 1994 1992 1994
Percentage and Percentage and Percentage and
Profidency Profidency Profidemcy
Ask you to work in a reading
workbook or on a worksheet
Almost Every Day 51(1.5) 51(1.2) 27(0.7) 26 (0.9) 16 (0.4) 15(0.5)
219(1.0) 220 (1.1) 259 (1.3) 259 (1.5) 288 (1.1) 282(1.5) <
Once or Twice o Week 29(09) 25{08) < 35(0.8) 33(0.7) 33{0.7) 30(0.7) <
220(1.6) 2i6(1.2) 263 (0.9) 263(1.1) 291 (0.7) 286 (1.0) <
Less Than Weekly 20(1.0) 24 (1.0} 38(08) 4i(11) 51(0.8) 55{0.9) >
211 (1.6) 205(1.8) < 259 (1.2) 259 (1.1) 295(0.7) 291 (09)<
Ask you to write chout
something you have read
Almost Every Day 22(0.8) 23(0.9) 18(0.5) 19(0.8) 20(0.7) 20(0.7)
. 212(1.9) 209(1.7) 259 (1.4) 259 (1.5) 295(1.0) 291 (1.3)
Once or Twice o Week 34008 33(0.6) 38(0.7) 39(0.8) 46 (0.6) 441(0.7)
219(1.2) 21701.2) 263 (1.2) 265(1.0) 295(0.7) 292{1.0)<
Less Than Weekly 43(1.0} 44(0.9) 45(0.9) 42(1.1) 35(0.7) 36(0.8)
219(1.1) 218(1.2) 259(1.1) 257{1.2) 287(0.8) 81 (1.2 <
Differences between gruups moy be partially explained by other factors not included in this table.
« The value for the 1994 assessment was sigaificantly lower (> higher) than the value for 1992 at or about the 95 percent confidence level.
The standard errors of the estimated percentages and proficiencies appear in parentheses. 1t can be said with 95 percent certainty that for each population of interest, the volue for the whole population is within plus or
minus two standard errors of the estimate for the somple.
Due fo raunding, the percentages of students in the subgroups may not total 100 percent,
SOURCE: Kational Center for Education Statistics, ational Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992 and 1994 Reading Assessmants.




Pages Read Each Day In School and for Homework.
Most students are required to read on a daily basis for
school and for homework. Developing into capable
readers may, in fact, require daily practice.'® The
amount of reading that is appropriate for any given
student, however, varies according to the nature of the
text being read, the goals for reading the material, and
the student’s current ability level.

A consistent relationship between reading
proficiency and the amouni of reading done for school
and homework was apparent across the grades. At each
grade in 1994, students who read no more than five
pages each day had the lowest average reading
proficiency.

P Between 1992 and 1994, a significant decline was
observed in the percentage of twelfth-grade students
who reported reading 11 or more pages each day.
This was accompanied by a significant increase in
the percentage of twelfth graders who reported
reading five or fewer pages.

As displayed in Table 5.3, many students at each
grade reported reading five or fewer pages each day for
school and homework combined. Moreover, there was
evidence of a decline from 1992 to 1994 in the number
of pages read each day in school and for homework by
twelfth graders. These findings, along with other aspects
of students’ instructiorial and home experiences
discussed later in this chapter, may provide an
important context in which to view the decline in
average reading proficiency among twelfth graders
discussed in Chapter 2.

P At grades 4 and 8, there were no significant changes
from 1992 to 1994 in students’ reports on the
nur:ber of pages read each day.

Students’ Reports on Number of Pages Read Each Day RECORY [reamp
in School and for Homework 1992 lgr
Grades 4, 8, and 12 =
Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 12
1992 I 1994 1992 l 1994 1992 I 1994
Percentage and Percentage and Percentage and
Profidency Proficiency Profidency
11 or More Pages 56(1.2) 54(1.1) 2210.6) 21(0.8) 45(0.9) 39(1L.N)<
222(1.1) 220(1.3) 268 (1.5) 266 (1.7} 30210.8) 298(1.0) <
610 10 Fuges 23(0.7) 23(0.7) 16 (0.4) . 16 (0.5) 24(0.4) 24(0.6)
A7(1.3) 214(1.3) 266 (1.3) 269 (1.6) 290(0.9) 288 (1.1)
5 or Fewer Pages 21(1.0) ' 23(0.8) 62(0.7) 63(1.0) 31(0.7) 36(0.8) >
203(1.4) 201 (1.2 256 (1.0) 256 (0.9) 281 (0.8) 276 (0.9) <
Ditferences between groups may be portially explained by other faciors not induded i‘n this table.
< The value far the 1994 cssessment was significantly lawer (> higher) than the value far 1992 of or about the 95 percent confidence level.
The standord errors of ths estimated percentages and proficiencies appeor in parentheses. It can be said with 95 parcent certainty thot for each population of interest, the value for the whole population is within plus or
minus two standard errors of the estimate for the sample.
Due to rounding, the percentages of students in the subgroups may not total 100 percent.
SOURCE: Kational Center for Fducation Statistics, National Assessment of Educationa! Pragress {NAEP), 1992 and 1994 Reuding Assessments.




Explaining and Discussing Reading in School. Having P Between 1992 and 1994, there was a significant

students explain or support their understanding of what decline in the percentage of twelfth graders who
they read can help them become more thoughtful reported being asked on a weekly basis to explain
readers.!” For example, students might be asked how their understanding of what they read, and a

they came to a particular conclusion or what additional significant increase in the percentage of students
information would have increased their understanding who said their teachers ask them to do this less than
of the text’s topic. Also, by discussing various weekly.

interpretations of what they read, students can be
encouraged to think critically about what they are
reading or to consider different points of view.

P At the eighth grade, a significant decline in the
percentage of students who reported being asked to
explain their understanding on a weekly basis was

In 1992 and 1994, eighth- and twelfth-grade ' observed. It was not clear, however, whether the
students were asked how frequently their teachers trend was toward more or less frequent use of this
have them explain or support their understanding activity at this grade.

and discuss various interpretations of what they read.

. 4 A i ' i fth
A summary of students’ responses is presented in P> According to the reports of both eighth and twelt

Table 5.4 graders, there was a significant decline from 1992
€o4. . to 1994 in the percentage of students who were
Both types of instructional activities showed a asked to discuss various interpretations on a weekly
relationship to students’ reading proficiency. At beth basis. At both grades, this was accompanied by a
grades, students who reported engaging in either type of significant increase in the percentage of students
activity less than weekly had the lowest average reading who were reportedly asked to do this less
proficiency. than weekly.
TABLE 5.4 . E NATION'S
F Students’ Reports on How Frequently Their Teachers nsﬁgg =
Ask Them to Explain Their Understanding and ro52 [
Discuss Various Interpretations of What They Read in School 109 2
Grades 8 and 12
Grade 8 Grade 12
1992 | 1994 1992 | 1994
Percentage and Percentage and
L Profidency Proficency
Explain Your Understandina
of What You Have Read
Almost Every Day 20(0.5) 21{0.7) 29(0.8) 28(0.9)
: 262(1.3) 263 (1.3) 3021.0) 2980.2)
Once or Twice 0 Week 371(0.7) 35(07)< 40(0.6) 3710.6)<
264(1.3) 264 (1.0) 294 (0.6) 289(1.0)<
Less Than Weekly 42(0.7) 45(1.0) 31{0.7) 35{0.8)>
257 (1.2} 257 (1.1} 282(0.9) 279 (1.)¢
Discuss Various Interpretations
of What You Have Read
Almost Every Doy 16(0.5) 16 {0.7) 2710.8) 2710.9)
. 261 (1.5) 264 (1.6) 302(0.9) 299(1.4)
Once or Twice 0 Week 33{0.6) 30(0.7)< 36 (0.6) 34(0.5)<
263 (1.0) 262 (1.0) 294(0.8) 289 (09)<
Less Than Weekly 51(0.0 54 (0.9)> 36(0.9) 39(0.9)>
259(1.2) 259(0.9) 284(0.9) 280 (0.9)<
Diffarences betwsen groups moy be partiolly explained by other fadtors not included in ihis table. with 95 percent certainty that for each population of interest, the value for the whole poputation is within
- The value far the 1994 assessment was significonty lowsr (> highat) thon the valus for 1992 ot or plus ar minus two standard etrars of the estimate for the sample.
about the 95 percent confidence level. Dus fo rounding, the percentages af students in the subgroups mey not total 100 percent.
The standord ertots of the estimated percentages and proficiencies appear in parentheses. it can be said SOURCE: Notional Center for Educatian Stotistics, National Assessment af Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992
ond 1994 Reading Assessments.
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Students’ Home Support for Literacy

The support for literacy development that students
experience at home may be at least as important as their
instructional experiences in school. Having access to
assorted literacy materials, experiencing family support
for literacy as a priority, and being encouraged to pursue
reading as a leisure activity are all ways in which
students’ home environment can influence their
development as readers.'® Some educators and
researchers propose that failing to attend to the home
environment in addressing students’ literacy needs may
weaken efforts that schools make tov help children
become better readers."

Literacy Materials in the Home. Access to literacy
materials, both in and out of school, is essential for
students’ reading development. Numerous studies have
demonstrated the benefits of increasing students’
exposure to literacy materials in their homes, especially
for lower-achieving students.?’ A relationship between
students’ access to home literacy materials and their

reading achievement is supported by findings from the
NAEP 1994 reading assessment.,

Students were asked about the presence of four
different types of literacy materials in their homes:
magazines, newspapers, encyclopedias, and at least 25
books. The percentages and average proficiencies of
students reporting all four types, only three types, or
two or fewer types of literacy materials are presented in
Table 5.5. On average, students who reported having
more types of literacy materials ir: their homes also had
higher reading proficiencies.

P> Asignificantly smaller proportion of twelfth graders
in 1994 than in 1992 reported having all four types
of literacy materials in their homes. There was a
corresponding significant increase in the percentage
of twelfth-grade students who reported having two
or fewer types of literacy materials at home.

P No significant changes in students’ reports about
home literacy materials were found at the fourth or
eighth grades.

THE RATION'S
. . b
Students’ Reports on Number of Different Types ]
of Literacy Materials in Their Homes 199211
Grades 4, 8, and 12 Aoyt
Grade 4 Grode 8 Grade 12
w2 [ 1w w2 | 1o 992 | 1w
Percentage and Percentage and Porcentage and
Profidency Proficiency Profidency
Four 3710.9) 38{08) 51{0.8) 50(0.8) 60{0.7) 55(0.7)<
226(1.3) 27 (1.1 268 (0.9} 270(0.9) 298 (0.6} 205(0.9)<
Three 32{0.7) 3410.7) 2940.5) 2910.5) 26(0.6) 28(0.6)
219(1.3) 216{1.2) 259 (1.3) 258 (1.1) 290(0.9) 286(1.1)<
Two or Fewer 31(08) 29{0.9 20{0.7) 21{0.6) 14(0.4) 17{0.5)>
204(0.9) 197 {1.4)< 241(1.2) 23901.3) 74(1.1) 269 (1.1}
Diferances between groups may be partially explained by other factors not included in this table.
< The value for the 1994 assessment was significantly lower (> higher) than the value for 1992 ot ar obout the 95 percent confidence level.
The standord errars of the estimoted percentages and proficiencies appear in parentheses. It can be said with 95 percent certainty that for each papulation of interest, the valus for *he whale papulation is within plus or
minus two standard errors of the estimote for the sample.
Due to rounding, the percentages of students in the subgroups may nat tatal 100 percent.
SOURCE: Hotional Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educatianal Progress (NAEP), 1992 and 1994 Reading Assessments.
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Reading for Fun. The connection between leisure
reading activities and reading achievement has been
established by numerous studies.?! Part of the reason for
this connection may be that students who read
frequently for fun not only gain practice in the process
of reading, but also are likely to be exposed to a broad
scope of topics and situations in their reading that can
provide an experiential base from which future reading
experiences are enriched and made more meaningful.

In both the 1992 and 1994 reading assessments,
students at all three grades were asked how often they
read for fun on their own time. Their responses are
summarized in Table 5.6. A clear connection between
frequent reading for fun and higher average reading
proficiency is suggested by the NAEP results. At all three
grades in 1994, more frequent leisure reading was
associated with higher average proficiences. Given this
connection, it may be of some concern that more than
one-fourth of eighth and twelfth graders in 1994
reported never or hardly ever reading for fun on their
own time.

P Compared to their counterparts in 1992, a
significantly smaller portion of twelfth-grade
students in 1994 reported reading for fun once or
twice a week. There was a significant increase

between the two assessments in the percentage of
twelfth graders who reported never or hardly ever
reading for fun on their own time.

p No significant changes in fourth or eighth graders’
reports on reading for fun were observed.

Literacy Discussions with Family and Friends. One
indication that reading and schoolwork are a priority
for students and their families is the extent to which
they discuss these topics at home and with friends.
When students discuss their schoolwork at home, they
establish an important link between home and school.
Several recent studies have documented the increased
achievement of students whose parents have become
more involved in their schooling.?? Such a link has
become the objective of many recent education reform
efforts, including Goals 2000, which seeks to increase
cooperation between parents and schools.?

Students in the 1992 and 1994 NAEP reading
assessments were asked how frequently they discuss
their studies with people at home and how frequently
they talk about their reading with family or friends.
Their responses are summarized in Table 5.7. These data
suggest that a substantial portion of students across the
three grades were not engaged in literacy discussions on
a regular basis.

TABLE 5.6 THE HATION'S
Students’ Reports on the Frequency with Which They Read ey g
for Fun on Their Own Time 1992 | =
Grades 4, 8, and 12 et
Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 12
1992 [ 1994 1992 I 1994 1992 1994
Percentage and Percentage and Percentage and
Proficiency Profidency Profidency
Almost Every Day 44(09) 45(0.7) 221(0.5) 21{0.7} 23(0.6) 24(0.5)
2301.2) 223{1.2) 7701 77(14) 304(09) 302(1.1)
Once or Twite o Week 3210.8) 32{0.7) 28 (0.6) 26(0.5) 28(0.7) 24(0.6) <
218(1.2) 13{1.0)< 263(1.0) 264 (1.1 296 (0.7) 294(1.0)
Once or Twice a Month 12(0.4) 12{0.5) 25(0.5) 25(0.5) 26 (0.5) 2410.5)
210{1.6) 208 (2.1) 258(1.2) 257{0.8) 290 (0.9) 285(1.0) <
Never or Hardly Ever 13(0.5) 12{0.9) 25{0.7) 2771(0.7) 24(0.6) 27(0.6) >
199 (1.8) 197 (1.9) 46014 46(1.1) 2719 (1.0) 273{1.) <
Differences batween groups may be partially explained by ather foctors not included in this table.
« The volue for the 1994 assessment was significantiy lawer (> higher) than the value for 1992 ot or obout the 95 percent confidence lovel.
The standard errors of the estimated percentoges and praficiencies appear in parentheses. 1t can be said with 95 percent certainty that for eoch population of interest, the value for the whole populotion is within plus or
minus two standard ercors of the estimate for the sample.
Due to tounding, the nercentages of students in the subgroups may not totol 100 percent.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, Netional Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1997 ond 1994 Reading Assessments.
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At grades 8 and 12, at least one-third of students
reported having discussicas at home about their studies
no mare than about once or twice a month. This was
true for slightly less than a quarter of fourth graders.
Talking about reading with family or friends was
reported by students even less frequently. One-half or
more of eighth and twelfth graders, and more than one-
third of fourth graders, said they talk to family or
friends about their reading no more than once or twice
a month.

As might be expected, students at all three grades
who reported more frequent home discussions about
their studies displayed higher reading proficiency. A
similar pattern was seen in the data on talking about

-reading with family or friends. With the exception of
having daily discussions of this type, more frequently
talking about reading was associated with higher
average reading proficiency.

P Twelfth graders’ reports on home discussions about
studies indicated a decline in the frequency of this
activity between the 1992 and 1994 assessments.
There was a significant decline in the percentage of
twelfth-grade students who reported discussing
studies at home once or twice a month. Also, a
significantly higher proportion of twelfth graders in
1994 than in 1992 reported never or hardly ever
having these discussions.

P Asignificantly smaller percentage of twelfth-grade
students in 1994 than in 1992 reported talking
about reading-with family or friends once or twice a
week. At the same time, a significantly greater
percentage of these students in 1994 than in 1992
reported that they never or hardly ever talked about
what they read. '

P There were no significant changes at the fourth or
eighth grade in students’ reports on discussing
studies or talking about reading.

THE NATION'
Students’ Reports on the Frequency with Which They Discuss Their Studies REPORT [roaap
at Home and Talk About Their Reading with Family or Friends 1992 { =t
Grades 4, 8, and 12 2
Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 12
192 | 1994 1992 | 100 192 1994
Percentage und Percentage and Percentage and
Proficiency Proficiency Profidency
Discuss Studies at Home
Almost Every Day 54(08) 35{0.8) 37{0.7) 38(08) 30(0.5) 30(0.6)
221 (1.0) 219(1.0) 269(1.0) 269(09) 298{0.9) 296 (1.0)
Once or Twice a Week 22(0.7) 22(0.5) 30(0.4) 29{0.6) 3410.5) 33(0.6)
220(1.5) 215(1.7) 263(1.0) 264{09) *- 295(0.7) 292{1.1)
Once or Twice a Month 6{0.3) 6(04) 11{0.4) 12(0.5) 16 (0.4) 14(0.4) <
215(1.8) 208(2.3) 257(2.0) 257(2.2) 292(1.0) 28711.0) <
Never or Hardly Ever 17 {0.6) 17(0.5) 21(0.6) 21(0.6) 20(0.5) 23(0.6) >
202{1.5) 199(1.7) 247(1.4) 250{1.2) 280(1.1) 74(1.) <
Tolk About Reading with
Family or Friends
Almost Every Day 26 (0.6) 28(0.6) 13(0.6) 12(0.4) 17(0.5) 16 (0.4)
215(1.4) 213(1.3) 263(1.3) 262(1.6) 298(1.1) 296 (1.3)
Once or Twice a Week 36(0.9) 36 (0.6) 28(0.5) 28 {0.6) 37(0.5) 3410.6) <
224(1.1) 223(1.2) 269(1.1) 269(1.0) 299(0.7) 29{1.0)
Orice or Twice a Month 15(0.6) 15{0.5) 26 (0.4) 26 {0.6) 27(0.5) 28{0.6)
219(1.6) 214(2.1) 263(1.2) 264(1.2) 291(0.8) 288 (0.8)
Never or Hardly Ever 23(0.8) 21 (0.6) 32{0.7) 34(0.6) 19(0.4) 22(0.6) >
209 (1.4) 207 (1.6} 249(1.2) 249(0.9) 278(1.0) 70(1.1) <
Differences hetween groups may be purtially exploined by other factors not included in ths table.
<The value for the 1994 assessment was significantly lower (> higher) than the ,alue for 1992 ot or obout the 95 percent confidence level
The standard errars of the estimated parcentages and proficienies appear in parentheses. It can be said with 95 percent certainty tha for aach population of inferest, the value for the whole populotion is within plus or
minus two standord ersors of the estimate for the sample.
Due to rounding, the percentages of studants in the subgroups may not total 100 percent
SQURCE: Hotionsl Centes for Educotion Statistics, National Assessment of Educotional Progress (NAEP), 1992 and 1994 Reading Assessments
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Television Viewing Habits. While recent advances in day were 43 percent at the fourth grade, 41 percent at
technology and the increasing availability of the eighth grade, and 25 percent at the twelfth grade.
technological tools have made it necessary to broaden
our perspective of what constitutes literacy activities,*
there continues to be concern for the amount of time
students spend watching television. Many past studies,
including NAEP reports, have indicated a negative
relationship between television viewing and reading
achievement.? One major concern has been that time
spent watching television may be displacing time that
- students could spend on literacy-related activities.”

At grades 8 and 12 in 1994, more frequent television
viewing was associated with lower reading proficiencies.
Among fourth graders, there was no significant
difference in the average reading proficiency of students
who reported watching up to three hours of television
each day. However, fourth graders watching four to five
hours had lower average proficiency than those who
reported two to three hours of viewing; and students
watching six hours or more had the lowest average

Students’ reports of their television viewing habits reading proficiency.
are presented in Table 5.8. Clearly, a large amount of
students’ daily time continues to be devoted to watching ~ P> There were no significant changes between 1992
television. In 1994, the percentages of students who ‘ and 1994 in students’ reports on the amount of time
reported watching four or more hours of television each they spent watching television each day.
TABLE 5.8 : THE NATION'S
Students’ Reports on Amount of Time Spent REPORT rcpqp]
Watching Television Each Day 1052 =0
Grades 4, 8, and 12 e
Grode 4 Orode 8 Grode 12
192 | 1994 w92 | 19w 1992 l 1994
Percentage and Percentage and Percentage and
Profidency « Profidency Proficency
Six Hours oi More 20(0.7) 21{0.7) 14(0.5) 14(0.5) 6(0.3) 7(0.3)
1 199 (1.5) 194(1.4) 241 {1.6) 239(1.4) mag 64(1.7) <
Four to Five Hours ' 22(0.8) 22{0.7) 27(0.5) 27 (0.6) 20 (0.4) 18(0.6)
216(1.3) 216(1.7) 258(1.2) 257 (1.0} 284(0.9) 280(1.1) <
Two to Three Hours 40(0.8) 38(07) 46(0.5) 45(08) 47(0.6) 46(0.6)
224(1.0) 2 0.0) 265(1.1) 265 (1.0} 293(0.7) 289(0.7) <
One Hour or Less 19(0.8) 1940.7) 13(0.5) 14(0.4) 27 (0.8) 29(0.5)
221 (1.6) 220(1.9) 270(1.5) 270(1.7) 301 {1.0) 297(1.0) <
Differences between groups may be partiolly explained by other foctors not included in this table.
« The volue for the 1994 assessment was significontly lower (> higher} than the value for 1992 of or about the 95 percent confidence level.
The stondard errors of the sstimated parcentages and proficiencies appear in parenthases. 1t can be said with 95 percent certainty that for each population of inferest, the value for the whole population is within plus or
minus two stondard errors of the estimote for the sample.
Due to rounding, the percentoges of students in the subgroups may not total 100 percent.
SOURCE: Notional Center for Education Statistics, Notiona! Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992 end 1994 Reading Assessments.
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Summary

Although it is not possible to establish causal links
between reading proficiency and contextual variables
using NAEP background and instructional data alone, it
is possible to gain insight into certain patterns of
students’ home and school experiences. When reviewed
in light of current research, these findings can
contribute to understanding and interpreting reading
performance results. In 1994, at all three grades
assessed, a positive relationship was evident between
certain contextual variables and reading proficiency.

Students who reported reading only five or fewer
pages each day for school and homework combined had
lower average reading proficiency than those who read
more. Similarly, at all three grades in 1994, students
who reported that they read for fun almost every day
demonstrated the highest average reading proficiency.

Several home contextual factors showed a
significant relation to reading proficiency. Fourth,
eighth, and twelfth graders who reported having four
types of literacy materials in their homes had the
highest average reading proficiency. As the number of
home literacy materials declined, so did demonstrated
reading ability. Students who reported never or rarely
having discussions at home about school studies
displayed the lowest average proficiency. And, at all
three grades, students who reported watching the most
television per day had the lowest average reading
proficiency. '

The observed decline in twelfth-grade reading
performance between the 1992 and 1994 assessments
might be partly explained by changes in their literacy
related activities. Compared with their counterparts in
1992, twelfth-grade students in 1994 reported reading
fewer pages on a daily basis at home and at school. A
significantly lower percentage reported reading for fun
once or twice a week, and a significantly higher
proportion reported never or hardly ever reading for fun
on their own time.

Twelfth graders in 1994 reported having fewer
literacy materials available to them: the percentage who

reported having four types of materials in their homes

was significantly lower than in 1992, and the percentage
of students who reported having two or fewer types of
materials was higher. More twelfth graders in 1994 than
in 1992 reported never discussing their studies or
reading experiences with other people.

At grades four and eight, where reading proficiency
showed no significant decline between assessments, few
changes in literacy related activities were observed. No
single contextual variable or combination thereof can
fully account for reading proficiency. Siill, as
contributing factors, they can help teachers and parents
to more fully understand the contexts in which students
become readers.
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" CHAPTER 6

What Students Know
and Can Do in Reading

This chapter sharpens the focus on what students know
and can do in reading. First, the reading abilities of
students performing at various points on the composite
reading scale are described. The literary practices of
lower, middle, and higher performing students are then
profiled. Average proficiency results are presented for
the nation and for selected subgroups of students based
on the subscales that correspond to the three reading
purposes. Finally, item-maps are presented to indicate
the types of assessment questions likely to be answered
successfully by students scoring at various levels.on the
reading purpose subscales.

Overview of Students’ Performance
on NAEP’s Reading Composite Scale

In Chapters 2 and 4 of this report, the NAEP composite
reading scale provided a numerical summary of fourth-,
eighth-, and twelfth-grade students’ overall reading
proficiencies. A more descriptive summary is possible by
examining the specific reading abilities demonstrated by
students in their answers to the assessment questions.
The types of questions that students could answer
correctly and the nature of their answers to
constructed-response. questions provide important
information about their reading abilities, thus
illuminating our understanding of what fourth, eighth,
and twelfth graders know and can do in reading.

The following descriptions of students’ abilities
are based on sets of questions that were answvsered
successfully by students performing at three points on
the composite reading scale. These points represent
lower, middle, and higher performance based on the
percentile distribution. The sets of questions identified
were analyzed by reading education experts to

characterize the nature of students’ reading abilities at
each of the three points on the scale. (The procedures
used to generate these performance descriptions are
described further in Appendix B.)

Fourth-Grade Reading Abilities. Fourth-grade students
who performed between approximately the 20th and
30th percentiles (scale range 187-200) demonstrated
that they could comprehend at least surface meaning
in stories and in story-like informative passages. The
students within this scale range had the most success
with realistic fictions about familiar topics and
informative articles about animals. These students were
able to identify character traits and could recognize
the central problem facing a character. In response

to informative articles, they could locate specific facts
and make a comparison. With both types of texts,

their understanding was mostly of explicitly stated
ideas and information.

Fourth graders between approximately the 45th
and 55th percentiles (scale range 214-224) could
comprehend a variety of texts. They worked equally well
with realistic fiction and fable, and were beginning to
demonstrate competence with expository material.
These students were able to connect some ideas across
texts to make generalizations about character traits not
explicitly stated in the narrative or to make a simple
inference from inforriation. They could describe the
motivation of a character in a story and the feelings of
an historical figure from an informative account. Most
of the students within this range were able to support
their interpretations and personal responses with a
single text-based example.

Fourth-grade students within approximately the 85th
to 95th percentiies (scale range 253-272) were able to
comprehend a wider range of materials that used more
difficult vocabulary. In addition to realistic fiction and
fable, these students could respond to a culturally
diverse folktale and an historical narrative comnosed
of many episodes. These students were able to identify
character motivation and perspective implicit in the
narratives and to identify cause-effect relationships
in plot and character development. Students in
this percentile range were able to make connective
inferences in order to determine causal relations
in an historical narrative. They could recognize a
device such as specific details used by an author to
convey information.



Eighth-Grade Reading Abilities. Eighth-grade students
who performed between approximately the 20th and
30th percentiles (scale range 230-243) were most
successful when responding to informative materizls.
They could specify and identify explicitly stated
information in a highly detailed and illustrated article
about an animal. When reading historical accounts, they
could recognize the main topic and use text information
to make a simple inference. These students were able
to provide a general explanation for their personal
response to an historical situation. Students within this
scale range could follow straightforward directions to
compose a formal letter and could express a personal
opinion about writing the letter in a real-life situation.

Eighth graders between approximately the 45th and
55th percentiles (scale range 258-267) were able to
respond to fiction and poetry. a variety of informative
texts. and diverse procedural documents. They could
infer a character's perspective and explain character
motivation. These students could infer an author's .
attitude toward a poet’s work and showed some ability
to critique an author’s presentation of information.
Responding to a scientific article, students within this
scale range were successful at using text information
and prior knowledge to make comparisons. These
students could read a tirmetable to solve a simple
problem and infer from written directions to explain the
importance of performing a task in a specified manner.

Eighth-grade students within approximately the
85th and 95th percentiles (scale range 297-316) moved
beyond merely literal interpretations of fiction and
poetry. They were able to recognize a more abstract trait
implicit in a character's motivation and to infer and
identify an abstract theme from concrete poetic images.
They were able to identify implicit traits of an historical
group and infer and explain a causal relation between an
historical situation and an individual's action. These
students could interpret and use a variety of procedural
documents and were able to suggest a general
improvement or alternative organizational pattern.

Twelfth-Grade Reading Abilities. Twelfth-grade students
who performed between approximately the 20th and
30th percentiles (scale range 264-275) responded
successfully to literary materials that included a
folktale and a narrative poem. They were able to use
their understanding of human nature to express a
gencralization about characters and make connections
between story elements and relevant prior experiences.
In response to a biographical account of an historical
situation, they could describe the connections between
important events. When teading conflicting editorials
on the same topic, they were able to identify the major
argument of each. These students could follow
directions to write a formal letter. In reading documents
that included tables, graphs, anc. text, they were able

to locate embedded information and use tabular
information to solve a simple problem.

Twelfth graders between approximately the 45th and
55th percentiles (scale range 289-298) were able to infer
connections between ideas across different parts of
literary texts in order to explain characters’ motives and
actions. Their use of prior knowledge went beyond
simply making connections between text ideas to
constructing interpretations and explaining the
significance of story elements. Students within this
scale range were able to develop interpretations and
draw conclusions from diverse informational texts
including biographical accounts, historical sources, and
a scientific article. They demonstrated an understanding
of how different types of texts contribute different
types of information on a given topic, and they could
use information from different texts to compose
a brief summan of an historical event. These
students successfully related symbols and meanings
from different parts of a document to verify
information. They also used specific instructions
for an advertisement form and a tax schedule tc
complete muiti-step tasks.

P




Twelfth-grade students within approximately
the 85th and 95th percentiles (scale range 325-343)
demonstrated reflective understanding of literary
texts that included a narrative poem and stories with
unfamiliar language and settings. They were able to
extend the meaning of these texts by integrating various
elements such as dialogue and theme to construct
interpretive responses and could use textual evidence
to support and explain their interpretations. Twelfth
graders within this scale range were capable of using
more than one informational text to examine an issue or
event. They compared texts to determine commonalities
or distinctions in content, perspective, and purpose.
These students could explain these comparisons and
provide complete summaries of a biographical account.
a speech, and an editorial. Students within this
percentil: range were able to manage different types
of document organization. In completing a tax form,
these students could locate relevant information across
several different forms and could successfully integrate
written directions with visuai cues.

Profiles of Students’ Literacy
Practices and Reading Abilities

The following three figures (6.1, 6.2, and 6.3) represent
profiles of the lower, middle, and higher performing
students whose reading performance was described in
the previous section. The profiles link the reading
abilities of these students with their self-reported
literacy practices. The reading abilities presented in
these figures summarize the performance descriptions
from the previous section. The literacy practices
presented in the figures are based on students’ self-
reports about three literacy-related activities: reading
for fun, discussing studies at home, and reading for
school and homework. As discussed in Chapter 5, all
three of these practices were significantly related to
reading achievement in the 1994 NAEP Reading
Assessment.

By examining all three profiles, a common pattern
becomes apparent at each grade: students with higher
levels of reading proficiency were more likely to read for
fun daily (or almost daily), discuss studies at home daily
(or almost daily), and read more than 10 pages each day
for school and homework. It is also evident that the
degree of involvement in these activities varies across
the three grades. For example, at grade 4 (Figure 6.1)
nearly two-thirds of the higher performing students
reported reading for fun daily or almost daily. Their
counterparts at grades 8 and 12 (Figures 6.2 and 6.3)
differed considerably in their reports on this activity.
Only 38 percent of the higher performing students in
both grades reported reading for fun on a daily basis.




Figure 6.1 Profiles of Lower, Middle, and Higher Performing Fourth Graders: Reading Abilities and Literacy Practices

Fourth-grade students who were g YT T ‘iteracy practices of fourth graders who were
opproximately between the 20th and 30th o, : a approxinately between the 20th and 30th
percentiles could: : percentiles:

p»  comprehend ot least surface meaning in stories P 36 percent read for fun daily or clmost daily

and story-like informative passages

P 50 percent discussed studies at home daily or
»  understand explicitly stated ideos and clmost daily

informtion P 52 percent read more than 10 pages each day

for school or homework

P read literary fexts on fomilior topics

Fourth-grade students who were | SV — Literacy practices of fourth graders who were

approximately between the 45th and 55th ’ o

percentiles could: -

P> connect some ideas across the text to make
generalizotions and simple inferences about
story events or ~ aut information in
expository texis

P describe story characters or historical figures
presented in text

P provide some support for their ideas about
what they read with single text-based
examples

approximately between the 45th and 55th
percentiles:

41 percent read for fun daily or almost daily

54 percent discussed studies at home daily or
almost daily

54 percent read more than 10 pages each doy
for school or homework

Fourth-grade students who were
approximately between the 85th and 95th ,,
percentiles could: '

» understand o wider range of materials
containing more difficult vocabulary and
about less familiar topics

p identify textual elements such as characters’
perspectives and causal relationships

P understand the author's use of specific devices

Literacy practices of fourth graders who were
approximately between the 85th and 95th
percentiles:

60 percent read for fun daily or almost daily

66 percent discussed studies at home daily or
clmost daily

63 percent read more than 10 pages each day
for school or homework
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Figure 6.2 Profiles of Lower, Middle, and Higher Performing Eighth Graders: Reading Abilities ard Literacy Practices

————————— ) 5th Percentile

Eighth-grade students wha were AT T Literacy practices of eighth graders who were
appraximately between the 20th and 30th ; ' appraximately between the 20th and 30th
percentiles cauld: * percentiles:

D> identify explicitly stated information, recognize

> 12 percent read for fun daily or almost daily
main fopics, and make simple inferences

32 percent discussed studies at home daily or

B express a personal reaction to g fext and almost daily

provide a general explonation » 31 percent read more than 10 pages each day

P use uncomplicated directions to perform a for school or homework

straightforward task
50"1 Penenﬁle S
Eighth-grade students who wese TN Literacy practices of eighth graders wha were
approximately between the 45h and 55th ~, approximately between the 45th and 55th
percentiles cauld: / \ percentiles:

D infer and explain aspects of characters in

19 percent read for fun daily or almost daily
stories and critique an quthor

37 percent discussed studies at home daily or
D> integrate informative text with prior almost daily

knowedge to make a comparison 36 percent read more than 10 pages each day

B use document information to solve simple for school or homework

problems or explain a task

—————— ) 0th Percentile

Eighth-grade students wha were TN Literacy practices of eighth graders who were
approximately hetween the 85th and 95th - > approximately between the 85th and 95th
percentiles cauld: - percentiles:

» understand abstract themes and character

38 percent read for fun daily or almost daily
1raits implicit in texts

47 percent discussed studies at home daily or

» infer and explain o causal relation between almast daily

fs
even 47 percent read more than 10 pages each day

» think critically about an quthor’s use of for school or homework

language and about organizational patterns
in docwments

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress {NAEP) 1994 Reading Assessment
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Figure 6.3 Profiles of Lower, Middle, =4 Higher Performing Twelfth Graders: Reading Abilities and Literacy Practices

———— )5tk Percentile

Twelfth-grade students who were ’
approximately between the 20th and 30th
percentiles cauld:

p  use prior knowledge to make inferences,
connedtions, and generalizations

p  identify specific facis and main points in
informative text

 use written directions and tabular information
to complete straightforward tasks and solve
problems

t Twelfth-grade students who were
appraximately between the 45th and 55th
percentiles could:

p infer and explain connections between ideas in
a fext and infegrate ideas from multiple texts

p> develop interpretations and draw conclusions
from informative materials

P use documents and written directions to
complete multi-step tasks

Twelfth-grade students wha were T
approximately between the 85th and 95th
percentiles could:

P integrate story elements to explain and
support literary interpretations

P summarize single or multiple fexts and
compare and evaluate informative texts

P use information from multiple sources to
complete highly detailed tasks

Literacy practices of twelfth graders who
were appraximately between the 20th and
30th percentiles:

B 18 percent read for fun daily or almost daily

P 27 percent discussed studies at home daily or
almost daily

p 30 percent read more than 10 pages each day
for schoot or homework

Literacy practices of twelfth graders who
were approximately between the 45th and
55th percentiles:

™ 24 percent read for fun daily or almost daily

P 32 percent discussed studies ot home daily or
almost daily

P 39 percent read more than 10 pages each day
for school or homework

Literacy practices of twelfth graders who
were approximately between the 85th and
95th percentiles:

p 38 percent read for fun daily or almost daily

P 39 percent discussed studies at home daily or
almost daily

P> 58 percent read more than 10 pages each day
for school or homework

S

SOURCE: Notional Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) 1994 Reading Assessment




Average Proficiency in Reading
for Different Purposes

As expressed in the NAEP 1992 and 1994 Reading
Framework, “because reading is not considered to be
a simple unidimensional skill, reading achievement
cannot be represented adequately by a single score.™
Accordingly, the 1992 and 1994 NAEP Reading
Assessments looked at students’ abilities with three
different types of texts corresponding to different
purposes for reading. The three purposes for reading
assessed in the 1992 and 1994 NAEP Reading
Assessments were:

® Reading for Literary Experience
® Reading to Gain Information
® Reading to Perform a Task

At grades 8 and 12, all three purposes for reading
were assessed. At grade 4, only literary and informative
purposes were examined.

Different types of texts are typically associated with
specific purposes for reading. For example, a fictional
short story is usually associated with reading for literary
experience, while the reading of a newspaper article may
be geared toward gaining information. Across the
different text types and reading purposes, readers may
vary their strategies for gaining meaning or may focus

on different types of information in the text.” Thus, it is
important to look at students’ performance in reading
various types of texts for different purposes in order to
gain a more complete understanding of what they can
do in reading. This section presents the 1992 and 1994
average proficiency results in the three purposes for
reading assessed.

Performance in Reading Purposes for the Nation. Table
6.1 presents the 1992 and 1994 average proficiencies by
reading purpose for students at grades 4, 8, and 12, and
for comparison, their overall average proficiencies on
the composite scale.

P Corresponding to the decline between 1992 and
1994 in overall average proficiency at the twelfth
grade, the subscale results for these students
revealed a significant decline in reading
performance for each of the three purposes for
reading.

P At the eighth grade, no significant changes occurred
between 1992 and 1994 in students’ average
proficiency by purposes for reading.

P> Subscale results for fourth-grade students revealed
no significant change between 1992 and 1994 in

reading for different purposes.

THE NATION'S
Average Proficiency in Purposes for Reading RE ey [F=p
Grades 4, 8, and 12 1992 | =y
1994
Grade 4 Grade 8 Grude_ 12
1992 1994 1992 1994 1992 1994
Average Proficiency (Composite Scale) 27(0.9) 214(1.0) 260(0.9) 260(0.8) 29210.6) 287(0.7)<
Reading for Literary Experience 219(0.9) 216(1.1) 25901.0) 259(1.0) 290 {3.7) 286 (0.9)<
Reading to Gain h:formation 214(1.2) 21201.0) 261 (0:9) 260 (0.8) 293(0.6) 290(0.7)<
Reading 1o Perform a Tosk o ‘ o 261(1.0) 261 (0.9) 293(0.8) 285(1.0)<
Differences between groups may be partially explained by other factors not induded in this table.
** Reading to Perform a Task was not assessed at grade 4.
< The value for the 1994 assessment was significantly lower {> higher) than the value for 1992 at or about the 95 percent confidence level.
The standard errors of the estimated praficiencies appear in parentheses. 1 can be said with 95 percent cericinty that for each population of interest, the value for the whole population is within plus o minus
two standard errors of the estimate for the sarr ple.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statisic., Natianal Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992 and 1994 Reading Assessments.
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Performance in Reading Purposes by Race/Ethnicity.
Table 6.2 displays the reading purposes subscale results
as well as the overall average proficiency for racial/
ethnic groups. Racial/ethnic classifications are based on
self-reported information provided by students.

The significant decline between 1992 and 1994 in
overall average reading proficiency that was observed
across racial/ethnic groups at grade 12 was also evident,
to varying degrees, in the three purposes for reading
subscales.

P The performance of White twelfth-grade students
declined significantly on all three reading purpose
subscales.

P Black twelfth-grade students exhibited a significant
decline on the reading for literary experience and
reading to perform a task subscales but not on the
reading to gain information subscale.

P Hispanic twelfth-grade students’ average
proficiencies declined significantly on the reading
to gain information and reading to perform a task
subscales but not on the reading for literary
experience subscale.

As with the overall average reading proficiencies for
grades 4 and 8, there were few significant subscale
differences among racial/ethnic groups between the
1992 and 1994 assessments.

P At grade 8, there were no significant declines between
the two assessment years in any of the purposes for
reading for any of the racial/ethnic groups.

P The only changes in performance between 1992
and 1994 at the fourth grade were among Hispanic
students who demonstrated significantly lower
performance on the reading for literary experience
subscale, and among Black students who declined

significantly on the reading to gain information

subscale.
TABLE 6.2 » THE NATION'S
Average Proficiency in Purposes for Reading by Race/Ethnicity PeEARD [P
Grades 4, 8, and 12 1992 | =
mlm i
Average Profidency Reading for Literary Experience Reading to Gain Information Reading to Perform a Task
1992 1994 1992 | 1994 1992 1994 1992 1 199
{ . T
Grade 4 ] § 1
White 225(1.2) 224(1.3) 2601.) 1 226 (1.3) m04) ' 122013 . -
Black 193(1.6)  ~ 187(Q1.7) 195(1.6) 191 (2.0 189019) + 183(1.6)< ** : “
Hispanic 0121 1 191{26)< 206 (24) 193 (2.6)< 195(21) . 188(26) o .
Asian — 232 (5.5) — 231 (4.8) . — . 234(68) * : T
Pacific Istander — 09(5.0) — 3 (5.0) — . 215(6.6) * . v
American Indian 207 {4.6) 201 (34) 210 (4.6) 203 (3.3) 203{49) | 199(41) . ? .
Grade 8 : ! ‘
White 267(:.2)  268(1.0) 265(1.3) 266 (1.2) 268 (1.2) | 268(1.0) 700y o mNo
Black 238{1.6) 870.7) 238{1.6) 1238 (2.0) 3905 - 237(18) 235(1.8) . 232(2.0)
Hispanic 241014) 240 (1.4) 241014 1 43 (1.5 242003+ 239(2.0) 240(20) ¢ 238(1.8)
Asian — 273 (2.6) — - 216 (26) — C212{34) — v 272(2.8)
Padific Isiander — 259 (7.4) — 253 (1050 — £ 2654 — 260 (8.0)!
American Indian 251 (3.7) 251 (4.2) 49(32) 251 (49) 253(41) ;. 251(43) 252(5.3) 251 (4.5)
Grade 12 ! ;
White 298 {0.6) 294 (0.7)< 297 (0.8) 294 (0.8)< 78(0.6) 1 295(07)< 299(0.9) 292(1.1)<
Black 73014) 265(1.6)< 268(1.7) 1 258 {25k 76004 1+ 2720(1.6) 275(1.5) 261 (1.6)<
Hispanic 278(2.3)  * 210(1.5)< 215(33) . 266 (2.0 281019 275(1.4)< (21 264 (1.8)<
Asian — ' 280(28) — 276 (45) — 284 (24) — 219 (3.2)
Pacific Islander — . 180 (3.9) — 9 (5.2 — 285 (3.8) — 272(5.3)!
American Indian AT T F Y LK) © 271 (10,00 278 (4.4)1 734
DiFferences between rocial/ethnic groups may be particlly exploined by ofher factors not included in this table.
** Reading to Perform o Task was not ossessed ! grode 4.
— Due fo significant changes in wording of the race/athniity question between the 1992 and 1994 ossessments, the 1992 results for Asion ond Pacific Islander students are not comporable to 1994 results.
< The value for the 1994 assessment was significantly lower (> higher) than the value for 1992 at or obout the 95 percent confidence level.
I Interpret with caution any comparisons involving this stotistic. The nature of the sample does not allow for accurate determination of the variability of this value.
*+* Sample size is insuficient to permit o reliable estimote.
The standord errars of the estimated proficiencies appear in parentheses. it con be scid with 95 percent certainty that for each population of interest, the volue for the whole population is within plus or minus
two standard errors of the estimote far the sample.
SOURCE: National Center far Education Statistics, Nationol Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992 and 1994 Reading Assessments.




Performance in Reading Purposes by Gender. Male and P No significant changes in reading proficiency were

femnale students’ performance in reading for different observed at the eighth grade for either male or

purposes is presented in Table 6.3. female students across the three purposes.

B Similar to their overall decline in reading P At grade 4, aithough males did not decline in overall
proficiency, male and female twelfth-grade students average proficiency betwg en t_he two as§essments,
showed a decline between 1992 and 1994 on the they did demonstrate a significant decline on the

reading for literary experience and reading to reading for literary experience subscale.

perform a task subscales. However, only male
twelfth graders declined significantly on the reading
to gain information subscale.

TABLE 6.3 . . e NATION
Average Proficiency in Purposes for Reading by Gender carp |~P
Grades 4, 8, and 12 1992 | =y
1994
Average Proficiency Reading for Literary Experience Reading to Goin Infarmation Reading to Perform u Task
1992 ﬁ 1994 1992 1994 1992 ﬁ 1994 1992 1994
| ;
Grade 4 ; i ! ‘
Male 230 7 209(1.3) 503 ; 21013 2104) ' 208(1.4) - "t
Femole 221 (1.0} ' 220(1.1) 2240100 ;22312 70020, 26(.2) " "
Grade 8 | : :
Male 254(1.1) n 252(1.0) 252(1.3) @ 251(1.2) 255(1.2) ¢ 254(L0) 254(1.1) 252(1.2)
Female 267 (1.0} : 267 {1.0) 265(1.2) : 267 (1.1) 27000 - 266(1.1) 269(1.3) 270(1.2)
i ! !
Grade 12 ; | ,
Male 287{0.7) 1 280(0.8)< 284009 P 9{l.1)k 289(08) :  284(09)< 288(0.9) - 276(1.4k
Female 17(00 ¢ 294(0.8)< 297(0.8) ‘ 293{(1.1) 297{08) : 296{0.8) 298(1.0) . 293{1.1)<
Differences between the two groups may be partially explained by other factors not included in this fabla.
** Reading to Perform a Task was not assessed ot grade 4.
< The value for the 1994 assessment was significantly 'awer (> higher) than the value for 1992 ot or about the 95 percent confidence ievel.
The standard errors of the estimoted proficiencies appear in parentheses. It can be said with 95 percent certainty thot for each population of interest, the value for the whole population is within plus or minus
two standard errors of the estimate for the sample. :
SGURCE: National Center for Education Statisics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992 and 1994 Reading Assessments.




Performance in Reading Purposes by Type of School.
The performance of students attending public and
nonpublic schools in reading purposes is presented in
Table 6.4.

At grade 12, both public and nonpublic
school students had lower overall reading proficiencies
in 1994 than in 1992. When examining performance on
the three purposes for reading subscales, however, the
pattern was not as uniform.

P On the reading to perform a task subscale, the
average proficiencies of both public and nonpublic
school twelfth-grade students declined significantly
from 1992 to 1994.

» On the reading for literary experience subscale. only
public school twelfth-graders showed a significant
ecline in performance.

P On the reading to gain information subscale, only
the average proficiencies of nonpublic school twelfth-
grade students declined significantly over the two-
year period.

P At grades 4 and 8, no significant differences in
average subscale performance were found for either
type of school.

Average Proficiency at Various
Percentiles by Purposes for Reading

This section describes the national performance
distribution for each reading purpose subscale in 1992
and 1994. Proficiency scores of students at the 10th,
25th, 50th, 75th, and 90th percentile points are
provided to illustrate the range of performance on the
different subscales at each grade.

THE NATION'S
Average Proficiency in Purposes for Reading by Type of School ey R |rep
Grades 4, 8, and 12 1992 =0
1994 —_—
Average Proficency Reading for Literary Expetience Reading to Gain Information Reading to Perform a Task
1992 ' 1994 192 . 199 1992 1994 1992 1994
Grade 4 :
Public 215(1.0) 212(11) 207 (1.0) 215(1.2) n21.) | 100.2) )
Nonpublic 232 (1.7 23117.5) 23301.7) 233(2.5) 230(20) - 229(2.6) * *
Grade 8 ‘
Public 258(1.0) 257 (0.8) 256 (1.0) 257 (1.0 259(1.0) 257(09) 259 (1.1) 258 {1.0)
Nonpublic 278 (2.0) 279 (1.4) 276(1.9) 279 (1.8) 279(2.1) 280 (1.6) 281 (Z.6) 281(1.4)
Grade 12
Public 290(0.7) 286 (0.7)< 288 (0.8) 284(0.8)< 291(0.7) 288 (0.8) 291 (0.9} 283 (1.1)<
Nonpublic 308(1.3) 301 {1.9)< 306 (1.8) 302(2.9) 309(1.2) 304 (1.7)< 308 (1.3) 296 (2.1)<
Differences between the two groups may be parfially explained by other factors not included in this fable.
** Reading to Perform o Tosk wos not assessed af grade 4.
< The value for the 1994 assessment was significontly lower {> higher) than the value for 1992 ot or abov- the 95 percent confidence level.
The stondard errors of the estimated proficienies appear in parentheses. It can be said with 95 percer certainty that for each population of inferest, the value for the whole populotion is within
plus or minus two standard errors of the estimate for the sample.
SOURLE. Nationo! Center for Education Statisfics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (HAEP), 1992 ond 1994 Reading Assessments.




Table 6.5 presents the average proficiences of P At grade 8, there was a significant decline between
fourth-, eighth-, and twelfth-grade students at various 1992 and 1994 on the reading to gain information
percentiles by purposes for reading. subscale among the lowest performing students

(those at the 10th percentile).
P At grade 4, there was a significant decline between

1992 and 1994 on the reading for literary B Corresponding to the average subscale declines,
experience subscale among the lower performing twelfth graders at the 10th, 25th, and 50th
students (those at the 10th and 25th percentiles). percentiles displayed a significant decline
in proficiency on each purpose for reading subscale.
P> Asignificant degcline between 1992 and 1994 was
observed on the reading to gain information P On the reading to perform a task subscale, the
subscale among the lowest performing fourth average scores of twelfth-grade students at the 75th
graders (those at the 10th percentile). percentile also declined significantly between 1992
and 1994.
m THE NATION'
.. . . . REPORT [rmp
Average Proficiency at Various Percentiles by Purposes for Reading g e
Grades 4, 8, and 12 joo
Raasing hooersment
Reading for Literary Experience Reading to Gain Information Reading to Perform a Task
1992 . 1994 1992 I 1994 1992 1994
Grade 4 :
Average Subscale Proficiency 219(0.9) 206(1.1) 21401.2) i 212(1.0) - we
90th Pescentile 264(1.2) 265(1.2) 261 (2.0) : 263(1.4) - .
75th Percentile 244(1.1) 245(1.4) 240(1.4) : 242(1.0)
50th Percentile 0.2 221(1.2) 216(1.2) : 216(1.0)
25th Percentile 196 (1.2) 191 {1.2)< 190 (1.5) 185(1.8) . "
10th Percentile 17101.7) ' 160 (1.6)< 164 (1.8) ! 154 (2.3)< . .
Grade 8 3 1
Average Subscale Proficiency 259(1.0) 259(1.0) 261(0.9) . 260(0.8) 261 (1.0) : 261(0.9)
90th Percentile 305411} 307(1.3) 305(1.0) i 306(1.0) Ay - 312(0.9)
75th Percentile 284 (1.3) 286 (1.1) 286 (1.1) { 286(1.1) 290(1.4) 290(1.5)
50th Percentile 260 (1.3) 261 (1.0) 263(1.0) ‘ 263(0.8) 263 (1.1) ‘ 264 (1.0)
25th Percentile 234(1.4) 234(1.2) 238(1.4) ‘ 236(0.9) 235(1.4) ‘ 234(1.4)
10th Percentile 209(1.2) 209 (1.5) 213(1.0) 209{1.2)< 208(1.5) ‘ 205(1.9)
1
Grade 12 f
Average Subscale Proficiency 290 (0.7) 286 (0.9)< 293 (0.6) : 290(0.7)< 293(0.8) 285 (1.0)<
90th Percentile 342 (1.0 343(1.4) 330(0.8) . 330(1.0) 337 (1.0) ‘ 334(1.1)
75th Percentile 320(1.0) 318(0.9) 314(0.7) ’ 312(0.8) 318(0.9) ‘ KIVARRIN
50th Percentile 292(0.8) 288 (1.1)< 295(0.7) 292(0.7)< 294(1.0) ‘ 287 (1.3)<
25th Percentile 263(1.0) 256 (1.3)< 2741(0.7) 269(1.0)< 270(0.9) 260(1.1)<
10th Percentile 235(1.3) 225(1.6)< 254 (1.1} 246 {1.1)< 248(0.8) ' 232(1.6)<
Differences between groups may be partiolly exploined by other factors not included in this 1alle.
< The volue for the 1994 assessment wos significantly lower {> higher} than the volue for 1992 af or about the 95 percent confidence level.
* Reading to Perform o Task was not assessed of Grade 4
The standard errors of the estimoted proficiencies appear in porentheses. It cun be said with 95 percent certointy that for each population of interest, the value for the whole population is within plus or minus
twe standard errors of the estimate for the somple.
SOURCE: Hotional Center for Education Statistics, Notional Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992 and 1994 Reading Assessments.
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Students’ Abilities in Reading
for Different Purposes

A more in-depth understanding of students’
performance with respect to the three purposes for
reading can be gained by examining reading abilities
associated with specific score levels on the NAEP
reading subscales. Each question in the reading
assessment was written to assess a particular aspect of -
reading comprehension. The questions also ranged in
difficulty. Questions that could be answered by students
with lower scores were relatively easy, while other
questions proved to be more diffic 11t and were likely to
be answered successfully only by students with higher
scale scores. In looking at the questions that were
answered by students performing at various points
along the reading subscales, it is possible to determine
wha! students with different subscale proficiencies could
do as they read for different purposes.

Figures 6.4, 6.5, and 6.6 highlight some of the
reading abilities associated with students’ answers to
specific questions in the assessment. The figures can

be thought of as maps that identify where, on each
subscale, individual comprehension questions were
answered successfully by at least 65 percent of the
students (74 percent for multiple-choice questions).*
For each question, students who scored above the
designated scale value had a higher probability of
successfully answering the question. Likewise, students
with lower scale scores had a lower probability of
success 1n answering the question.

For example, looking at the literary item map
(Figure 6.4), 65 percent of fourth graders with a score
of 241 on the reading for literary experience subscale
were able to identify a character’s perspective on a
story event. Fourth graders higher on this subscale
were even more likely to demonstrate this ability,
while students lower on the subscale were less likely
to do so. In interpreting the item map information,
it should be kept in mind that students at different
grades demonstrated these reading abilities with
grade-appropriate reading materials. (Selection and
review of assessment reading materials is described
in Chapter 1.)




represents the subscale score atiined
corresponding subscale

Figure 6.4  Map of Selected Items on the Reading for Literary Experience Sdbscale for Grades 4, 8, and 12

Each reodirm:uesﬁon wus mapped onfo the NAEP literary subscale bosed on students’
by students who hod o 65
score — students with proficiency scores

performance. The point on the subscale at which g question is pasitioned on the map
cent probability of sucessfully answering the question. Thus, it can be said for each question and ts

o that point on the subscale have o greater than 65 percent thance of successtully a
while those below that poirt on the subscale have  less than 65 percent dhanca. {The probobilty was set at 74 percent for muliple-chokce questions.} In interprefing the item

nswaring the quastion,

map information it should be kept in imind that students at differsnt grades demonsirated these reading abilities with grode-appropriate reading matericks.
| GRADE 4 1] GRADE 8 | GRADE 12

(306) Provide and expialn an aiternative
ending

(303) Describe important lesson learned
by characters

(277) Provide textual support for a story
levef theme

(277) Interpret and relate a metaphor to
story character

(266) Relate another person to story
character

(265) Make a judgment by relating
text to prior knowledge

(241) Identity character's perspective
on story event

(237) Understand cause and effect in
character’s action

(234) Exptain character's motivation

(225) Interpret character by providing
possible dlaiogue

(222) Explain personat reaction to
story character

(216) Explain personal reaction to
story event

(213) Explain personal opinion of story

(212) Identity appropriate description
of character's feelings

(210) Recognize a character's feelings

(204) identity sppropriate description
of major character :rait

(191) Provide personal reaction to
story event

(329) Explain thematic difference between
poems

(314) Explain symboiism of story element

(309) Make intertextual connection to
interpret character

(306) Recognize impiliclt aspect of character

(304) Explain character's perspective

(288) Use metaphor to interpret character

(270) identify/infer character trait from
story event

(260) Identity application of story theme

(258) Connect text ideas to describe
character motivation

(255) identity character's main dilemma

(250) infer reason for character's perspec-

tive '

(245) Recognize cause of character's
feelings

(243) Use narrative context to define a
specific phrase

(240) identity character's perspective
on story event

(235) Recognize reason for character's
feelings

(226) identify explicitly stated cause
of action

NOTE: In this graphic illustration, the locations of scale points are

necessarnly approximalte tor questions clustered closely togelber 4 ( } a

(384) Interpret metaphoric statement and
r2iate to theme

(363) Explain symbolic significance
of setting

(351) Specify language that depicts
character’s emotional state

(342) identity underlying dile-nma
confronted by character

(336) infer from context underiying meaning

of character's statement

(333) infer and expiain thematic significance

of character's action

(323) Relate problematic issue to story
event or character trait

(315) Explain character's perspective

(315) identity text feature defining
relationship between characters

(303) Explaln character's motivation

(291) Understand character's motivation
(285) Compare seemingly disparate

text elements
(277) Identity character's motivation

(262) Explain personal opinion
about character's action

(256) Explain personal reaction to
character's statement

(252) Identify character:s perspective

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

Scurce Nationnl Center for Education Statistics

Nalional Assessinent of Educational Progress (NAEP).

1992 and 1994 Reading Assessments
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Figure 6.5 Map of Selecied ltems on the Reading to Gai
Foch reading question was mapped onto the NAEP informetional subscole based on

corresponding subscale score — students with proficiency
wmmbelowmpamm uhscale have a less than 65 perce

n Information Subscale for Grades 4, 8, and 12

students’ performance. The point on the subscole ot which a questian is positioned on the
map reprassnts the subscale score attained by students who hod a 85 percent probabdity of successfully answering the question. Ths, it con be said for each question and its

scoras above that point on the subscale have a greater than 65 percent chance of successfully answering the aluesﬁon,
it chance. (The probabifity was set at 74 percent for mult e ffem

iple-choice questions.) in interpreting

odes demonstrated these reading abilties with grode-oppropriate reading materials.

map information it should be v .« mind that students ot different gr

[ GRADE 4

(304) Summarize major information

(296) Compare article intormation to
present day

(275) Make a causal inference based on
text ideas

(274) Provide text intormation to support
a generalization

(266) Expiain the purpose ot specific text
elements ’

(247) Describe the major ideas in an
informative article

(244) Use spaecitic text details to explain
personai reaction

(238) Recognize a text element used by
author to convey information

(237) inter and identify a connection
between text ideas

(227) Setect specific text information to
make a comparison

(222) identity major topic of articie

(214) Use text information to make a
description

(209) Retrieve relevant information stated
in article

(200) Recognize informetion explicitly
stated in toxt

(188) Identity main reason tor reading an
article

M GRADE 8

1

(306) Discuss author's presentation of
intformation with supporting exampies

(302) Restate text information as persuasive
argument

(290) Use text and prior knowledge to
describe personai reaction to
historical events

(273) Explain importance of supporting
idea to main topic

(265) identify causal relation between
historical events

(262) Provide specitic text information
to support a generaiization

(261) Explain author's purpose for
using direct quotations

(260) Expiain reason for major event

(252) Recognize text element that
contributes to its credibility

(246) Recognize information included by
author to persuade reader

(244) Describe explicitly stated supporting
ideas about one topic

(244) Recognize significance of articie’s
central idea

(240) Use text and/or lilustration to define
a specific term

(230) Use explicitly stated text intormation
to provide a description

(209) Explain major idea in articie

(173) Retrieve two explicitly stated facts
trom article

NOTE: In this graphic rllusteation. the locations of scale ponts are
necessarily approumate for quest: -ns clustered clusely logethar.

197

[ GRADE12

(341) Interpret author’s bellet and provide
appropriate supporting example

(340) Explain relevance of major issue In a
speech to present day

(327) interpret text of a speech to infer and
describe the character of its author

(322) Describe different perspectives In
varying accounts of an event

(317) Use highly-detailed text information
and prior knowledge to describe a
similarity and a difference

(306) Provide example of ditference between
two editorials

(303) Contrast content of two varying
accounts of an event

(297) Interpret historical text to make causal
inference

(291) Describe topic common to different
passages

(290) Describe purpose for reading muitipie
sources

(281) Explain usefulness of two spacific
sources

(278) identity generalization that best
describes major topic

(261) Explain causal relationship between
major (historical) events

(259) identity supporting idea of editorlal's
argument

(206) Use text information to provide
personal reaction

Source National Cenler for Education Slaisics
Nabonal Assess uent of Educational Progress INAEP),
1992 and 1494 Reading Assessmenls
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Figure 6.6 Map of Selected Items on the Reading to Perform a Task Subscale for Grades 8 and 12

Each rendin'g question wos mapped onto the NAEP task subscale based on students” performance. The point on the substale of which a question is positioned on the map
represents tne subscale score attuined by students who hod a 65 percent probobility of succssfully answering the question. Thus, it can be said for each question and i%s
corresponding subscole score — studets with proficiency scores abave that point on the subscale have a greater than 65 percant chance of successfully answering the question,
while those below that point on the subscole have a less than 85 percent chance. {The probablity was sef of 74 percent for multiple-choice questions.) In interprefing the item
map information it should be keptin mind that studests ot different grades demonstrated these reading abilities with grade-appropriate reading matericks.

GRADE 4 .

GRADE 8 ! GRADE 12 [

f
|
4

(Reading to Perform a Task
was not assessed at grade 4.)

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

(313) Suggest improvements to a
document's form

(312) Interpret embedded information
to provide explanation

(311) Summarize information to describe
a task

(306) Suggest organizing mode/principle
and expiain

(304) Use information in articte to write
a formal letter

(290) Recognize auth. :'s device to
convey information

(287) Relate text information to hypothetical
situation

(279) Describe difficulty of a task in a
ditferent context

(269) Extract embedded tabular information
from a schedule

(268) Use task direction and prior knowledge
to make a comparison

(259) Infer and explain reason for structural
feature of a document

(255) Recognize key information about how
to compiete a task

(248) Recognize usefulness of document's
key feature

(237) Explain major purpose for performing
a task

(220) Explaln personal reaction to performing

a task

NOTE: In this graphic iHlus!ration, the tocalions ol ¢ e points aro
necessanly approumate for queslions clustered closely together 4

(351) interpret schedule to explain
discrepancy R

(336) Explain reason for document
organization

(324) Summarize information to degcribe
a task

(316) Intepret context for use of a specific
form

(312) Locate qualifying informationin a
highily-detaiied document

(306) Suggest improvementstoa
document’s form

(305) Foliow form and content directions to
compose a letter

(298) Recognize author’s device to convey
information

(285) Relate text information to hypothetical
situation

(276) Follow directions to completely fill out
a form

(270) Recognize organizational structure
of document

(263) Extract embedded tabular information
from a schedule

(260) Use task directions and prior
knowledge to make a comparison

(239) Recognize usetulness of docunient's
key feature

(227) Explain personal reaction to
performing a task

(220) Extract information from a schedule

Source Natonal Center for Education Statistics
National Assessment of Fducational Progress (NAEP).
1992 and 1994 Reading Assessments
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reading (pp. 1057-1092). Newark DE: International
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Langer, J. A. (1990). The processes' of understanding:
Reading for literary and informative purposes.
Research in the Teaching of English, 24(3), 229-259.

3. The 65 percent criteria (74 percent for multiple-
- choice questions) was selected because of
its potential for yielding the most appropriate
information about students’ reading abilities.
See Appendix B for further details.




Overview of Procedures
Used in NAEP’s 1994
Reading Assessment

Introduction

The conduct of a large-scale assessment of educational
progress entails the successful coordination of a
multitude of projects, committees, procedures, and
tasks. This appendix provides an overview of the 1994
reading assessment’s primary components —
framework, development, administration, scoring, and
analysis. A more extensive review of procedures and
methods utilized in the reading assessment will be
included in two subsequent technical reports: The NAEP
1994 Technical Report and Technical Report of the
NAEP 1994 Trial State Assessment Program in Reading.

NAEP’s Reading Assessment
Framework

The reading framework underlying NAEP's 1994
assessment embodies a view of reading that reflects
current consensus among educators and researcl:ers
about the nature of reading comprehension. This
framework was the same as that used in the 1992 NAEP
reading assessment, permitting analyses of trends in
reading performance.

The framework'’s purpose was to provide a definition
of reading on which to base the NAEP assessment.
Developing this framework and the specifications that
guided development of the assessment involved the
critical input of hundreds of individuals across the
country, including representatives of national education
organizations, teachers, parents, policy makers,
business leaders, and the interested general public. This
consensus process was managed by the Council of Chief
State School Officers for the National Assessment
Governing Board.

The framework sets forth a broad definition of
“reading literacy” that entails not only being able to
read but also knowing when to read, how to read, and
how to reflect on what has been read. In addition, the
framework views reading as an interactive process in
which the reader’s abilities, interests, and prior
knowledge interact with the text and the context of the
reading situation as meaning construction occurs.

The aspects of reading literacy described by the
reading framework, including purposes for reading and
reading stances, are presented in Figure A.1. This figure
also provides examples of questions that were used to
assess the different purposes for reading via the four
reading stances.



Figure A. l

Initial
Understanding

Requires the reader to provide an
initial impression or unreflected
understanding of what was read.

What is the story/plot about?

Reading for

Developing an
Interpretation

Requires the reader to go beyond

the initial impression to develop a

more complete understanding of
what was read.

1992 and 1994 NAEP Frumework -— Aspeds of Reudmg lnemcy

(onstruding, Extending, and Exﬁmining Meunmg

Personal Reflection
and Response

Requires the reader to connect
knowledge from the text with his/
her own personal background
knowledge. The focus here is on
how the text relates to personal
knowledge.

How did the plot develap?

How did this cheradter change
from the beginning to the end of the

In what ways are these ideas
|mponum to the topic o theme7

What will be the result of this step in

¢ Literary
. Experlence How would you destribe the
‘ , main characler?
story?

What does this article What caused this event?
! tell youabout __?
- Reading to Gain
- Information

What does the author think about

this toplt”
; What s this supposed to help
! Rea ding to you do? the directions?

Porform a Task

What time can you get a non-stop
flight to X?

What must you do before this step?

’-.\

[ =Y

How did this character change your
ideaof 7

Is this story similar to or different
from your own experiences?

What current event does this remind
you of?

Does this description fit what you
know about ___ 7 Why?

n order to , what
information would you need to find
that you don’t know right now?

Describe a situation where you could
leave out step X.

Demonstrating a
Critical Stance

Requires the reader to stand apart
from the text and consider it.

Rewrite this story with
as a sefting or
as a choracter.

How does this author’s use
of_____(irony,
personification, humor)
contributeto ______?

How useful would this article be for
?

Explain.
What could be added toimprove
the author’s argument?

Why is this information needed?

What would happen if you omitted
this?




The assessment framework specified not only the
particular aspects of reading literacy to be measured,
but also the percentage of the assessment questions that
should be devoted to each. The target percentage -
distributions of reading purposes and reading stances as
specified in the framework, along with the actual
percentage distributions in the assessment are
presented in Tables A.1 and \.2. The actual content of
the assessment was highly consistent with the targeted
distribution with one exception: the proportion of
Personal Response questions fell below the target
proportion in the framework. The Reading Instrument
Development Panel overseeing the development of the
assessment recognized this difference, but felt strongly
that the questions developed for the assessment must be
sensitive to the unique elements of each piece of
authentic reading material being used. Thus, the
distribution of question classifications will vary across
reading passages, reading purposes, and grades.

The Assessment Design

Students participating in the assessment received
booklets containing general background questions.
reading materials and comprehension questions,
reading-specific background questions, and questions
about their motivation and familiarity with the
assessment tasks. The same booklets were used for the
national and state assessments. Reading materials that
served as stimuli and their corresponding questions
were assembled into sets or “blocks”. Students were

block of reading passages and questions. At the fourth
grade, only 25-minute blocks were used.

The grade 4 assessment consisted of eight 25-
minute blocks: four blocks of literary materials and
questions and four blocks of informative materials and
questions. Each block contained at least one passage
corresponding to one of the reading purposes and 9 to
12 multiple-choice and constructed-response questions.
In each block, one of the constructed-response
questions required an extended response. As a whole,
the fourth-grade assessment consisted of 39 multiple-
choice questions. 37 short constructed-response
questions, and 8 extended response questions.

The grade 8 assessment consisted of nine 25-minute
blocks (three literary, three informative. and three task)
and two 50-minute blocks (one literary and one

~ informative). As with the fourth-grade blocks, each

contained at least one passage corresponding to one of
the reading purposes and 8 to 13 multiple-choice and
constructed-response questions. Each block contained
at least one extended-response question. As a whole, the
eighth-grade assessment consisted of 41 multiple-choice
questions. 65 short constructed-response questions, and
16 extended response questions.

The grade 12 assessment consisted of nine 25-
minute blocks (three literary, three informative, and
three task) and three 50-minute blocks (one literary and
two informative). The blocks contained at least one

SABLE A2 THE NATION'S
given either two 25-minute blocks or one 50-minute T“."ge.' ("'.d Actudl Per!:entuge REPORT oo
Distribution of Questions by =l
. 1992 | —in
— Grade and Reading Stance 1994 =100
TABLE A1 Target and Actual Percentage REPORT ot
o op Lo . CARD | TP Reading Stance
Distribution of Questions by = it
Grade and Reading Purpose 1994 Understanding/
[— Developing on |  Personal Critical
Reading Purpose Interpretation |  Response Stance
Literar Gai Perform
Experlenyce lnfor;:ﬁon e[usl: Grade 4
Target 33 33 33
Grade 4 Adual 49 25 27
Target 55 45 ‘
Actual 50 50
Grade 8
Grde 8 o 9 | |
Target 40 0 . 20 :
Actual 36 36 28
Grade 12
ot o 2l n |
Target 3 4 2 ‘
Actual 33 42 25 Actual percentages ore bosed on the clossifrcotions ogreed upan by NAEP' Instrument Development Panel. It 15
recagnized that moking discrete clossificotions for these categories is difficult ond that independent eHfarts 1o
** Reading to Perform o Task was not assessea of grode 4 dlossily NAEP questians have led fo different results.
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passage and 8 to 16 multiple-cheice and constructed-
response questions. Similar to the eighth grade
assessment, each block contained at least one extended
response question. As a whole, the twelfth-grade
assessment contained 44 miultiple-choice questions, 72
short constructed-response questions, and 16 extended
response questions.

The 50-minute literary blocks at grades 8 and 12
were part of a special study called The NAEP Reader, in
which students were given a compendium of seven short
stories and allowed to select one to read for the
assessment. The design of this study made it possible to
examine the effects of choice on an assessment of
reading comprehension. The results from this special
study are not included as part of the 1994 NAEP reading
scaling. However, a subsequent report is planned that
will present the studyfindings.

The assessment design allowed for maximum
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,
in which representative samples of students take various
portions of the entire pool of assessment questions.
Individual students are required to take only a small
part, 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 booklets
that controlled for position and balance effects. Students
received different blocks of passages and comprehension
questions in their booklets according to a procedure
called “partially balanced incomplete block (BIB)
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 reading purposes. Blocks
were balan:ed within each reading purpose and were
partially balanced across reading purposes. The spiraling
aspect of this procedure cycles the booklets for
administration, so that typically only a few students in
any assessment session receive the same booklet.

Teacher and School Questionnaires

One of the most important parts of NAEP's efforts to
document the nature of students’ achievement is the
collection of contextual information regarding students’
school experiences. As a part of the 1994 reading
assessment, NAEP administered a questionnaire o
teachers responsible for teaching reading to students
who participated in the fourth- or eighth-grade reading

assessments. In addition, the principals or other
administrators of sampled schools at all grades were
asked to complete a school questionnaire. These
questionnaires were developed under the oversight of an
expert panel. These instruments focused on five areas:
instructional content, instructional practices and
experiences, teacher characteristics, school conditions
and contexts, and conditions outside the school (i.e.,
home support, out-of-school activities, and attitudes).

The fourth- and eighth-grade reading teacher
questionnaires were composed of two sections each.
One section contained questions about teachers’
background, education, and resources. Another section
posed questions to teachers about their recent exposure
to training in various areas of reading, the structure and
nature of their classroom instruction, and the types of
materials and approaches they use in teaching reading.

Because the sampling of teachers for the teacher.
questionnaires was based on participating students, the
teachers’ questionnaire responses do not necessarily
represent all fourth- and eighth-grade teachers in the
nation, or in a region, or in a participating jurisdiction
for the Trial State Assessment. Rather. they represent
teachers of the representative sample of students in the
assessment. Consequently, these findings portray the
nature of students’ instructional experiences and the
background of their teachers.

It is important to note that in this report, as in all
NAEP reports, the student is the unit of analysis —
even when information from teacher or school
questionnaires is being reported. Using the student as
the unit of analysis makes it possible to link students’
performance with their instructional and background
experiences. thus providing a rich source of relevant
information for educators and researchers. Although
this approach may provide a different perspective from
other studies that simply report information about
teachers or schools, it is consistent with NAEP's goal of
providing information about the educational context
and performance of students.

Some students selected for the assessment were
judged by school authorities to be incapable of
participating in the assessment because they had limited
English language proficiency, were mildly mentally
retarded (educable), or were functionally disabled. (See
Limited English Proficient and Individualized Education
Plan section in this Appendix.) For each student
excluded from the assessment, schools were required to
complete a questionnaire about the characteristics of
that student and the reason for exclusion.

Tables A.3a and A.3b present the questionnaire
response rates for each participating jurisdiction.
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Questionnaire Response Rates, Grade 4, caRD [
1994 Reading Assessment - Public Schools 1992 | =
MﬂAnuumm
Weighted Percentoge Percentage of Weighted Percentage Percentage of Percentage of
of Students Matched Reading Teacher of Students Matched School Characteristics/ Excuded Student
Public to Reading Teacher Questionnaires to School Characteristics/ Policies Questionnaires Questionnaires
Schools Questionnaires Returned Policies Questionnaire : Returned Returned
Nation 94.7 _ 95.0 9.5 95.1 933
Northeast 94.5 935 91.2 9.7 928
Southeast 96.2 96.3 97.7 96.7 954
Central 9.7 96.6 100.0 190.0 95.1
West 93.5 938 90.1 924 91.6
States
Alaboma 99.0 99.0 100.0 100.0 98.4
Arizono 98.8 98.7 9.2 99.0 99.7
Arkansas 9.3 99.4 9.0 99.0 99.1
Colifornio 96.8 96.2 99.0 $9.0 97.3
Colorado 96.7 98.1 97.8 98.0 97.6
Connecticut 98.0 98.7 98.1 979 99.4
Delaware 98.3 98.2 100.0 100.0 98.4
Florida 9%4.0 98.4 99.4 99.4 99.5
Georgia 98.0 99.8 100.0 190.0 98.2
Howaii 98.2 99.2 97.9 97.9 99.4
ldaho 97.7 98.5 100.0 100.0 99.4
Indiana 97.8 99.7 100.0 100.0 98.8
lowa 96.5 99.7 100.0 100.0 100.0
Kentuzky 97.1 98.6 100.0 100.0 99.2
Lovisiana 98.9 99.5 100.0 100.0 99.7
Maine 98.7 99.5 100.0 100.0 99.6
Morylond 97.6 99.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Mossachusetts 98.7 98.4 100.0 100.0 99.8
Michigan 96.0 98.1 97.9 97.7 100.0 ,
Minnesoto 95.5 97.3 100.0 100.0 95.0
Mississippi 98.4 994 100.0 100.0 98.8
Missouri 98.7 99.8 99.2 99.3 100.0
Montana 99.2 99.1 100.0 100.0 95.3
“Nebrasko 9.7 100.0 99.2 994 9.8
New Hampshire 99.3 98.5 100.0 100.0 99.7
New Jersey 97.9 98.7 100.0 . 100.0 98.8
New Mexico 96.4 98.3 98.8 99.0 100.0
New York 99.8 99.8 100.0 100.0 100.0
North Carolina 95.7 99.5 98.9 98.8 99.8
North Dakota 99.0 99.6 100.0 100.0 98.9
Pennsylvanio 97.2 994 100.0 100.0 99.6
Rhode Island 98.1 994 97.9 97.6 99.7
South Carolina 9.7 99.4 100.0 100.0 9.7
Tennessee 99.2 99.4 98.9 98.5 100.0
Texas 98.0 99.0 100.0 100.0 98.3
Utah 99.4 98.7 98.2 98.5 99.4
Virginia 98.6 99.1 100.0 100.0 97.4
Washington 944 99.3 100.9 100.0 98.8
West Virginia 95.2 99.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Wisconsin 97.1 96.9 100.0 100.0 99.7
Wyoming 96.2 997 97.9 96.2 99.4
Other Jurisdictions
Guam 76.5 100.0 100.0 100.0 98.2
DoDEA Overseas 9.8 99.1 9.5 96.1 99.2
Note. for the nation ond regions, the percentage of excluded student questionnoires returned is bosed on sudents sompled for oll subieds assessed in 1994 (reading, US. history, and world geography). However, based on the sampling
design, these roles also ore the hest estimotes of the comparable rotes for the reading assessment
DoDEA —- Deporiment of Defense Education Adtivity Overseos Schools
SOURKE: Notianol Center for Education Statistics, Notionol Assessment of Educational Progress (HAEP), 1994 Reading Assessmant.
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ABLE A:3b opHE NATION
Questionnaire Response Rates, Grade 4, CARD |

1994 Reading Assessment — Nonpublic Schools 1992 |—¥i
N.ﬂﬂw
Weighted Percentage Percentage of Weighted Percentage Percentage of Percentage of
: of Students Matched Reading Teacher of Students Platched School Characteristics/ Excluded Student
Nonpublic to Reading Teacher Questionnaires to School Characteristics/ Polides Questionnaires Questionnaires
Schools Questionnaires Returned Policies Questionnaire Returned Returned
Nation 95.9 97.7 100.0 100.0 95.1
Northeast 100.0 97.2 100.0 100.0 91.9
Southeast 92.9 100.0 100.0 100.0 85.7
Central 96.8 97.2 100.0 100.0 9.1
West 91.5 96.5 100.0 100.0 100.0
States
Alabama 99.7 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Arizona * 100.0 * 100.0 100.0
Arkansas 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
California 99.5 100.0 100.0 100.0 —
(olorado 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 —
Connecticut 99.7 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Delaware 100.0 ' 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Florida 92.7 100.0 1000 100.0 100.0
Georgic 9928 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Hawaii 944 97.1 94.3 921 100.0
Idaho 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
indiana 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
lowa 94.3 - 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Kentucky 97.6 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Lovisiana 100.0 97.1 100.0 100.0 100.0
Maine 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Maryland 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Massachusetts 934 9.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Michigan : — ’ — —
Minnesota 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Mississippi 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Missouri 998 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Montana 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Nebraska 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
New Hampshire " 100.0 * 100.0 100.0
New Jersey 95.3 95.7 100.0 100.0 100.0
New Mexico 83.1 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
New York 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 190.0
North Caroling * 100.0 : © 1000 —
North Dakota 99.2 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Pennsylvania . 9.7 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Rhode Island 87.4 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
South Carolina 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 —
Tennessee : 100.0 : 100.0 —
Texos ' 100.0 °. 100.0 —
Utah ' 100.0 ) 100.0 —
Virginia 99.6 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Washingten . — ' — —
West Virginia 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Wisconsin 100.0 87.5 100.0 100.0 100.0
Wyoming * — ' — —
Other Jurisdictions
Guam 67.5 100.0 100.0 100.0 —
Note For the nafion and regions, the percentoge of excluded student questionnaires retured is based on students sompled for oll subjects assessed in 1994 {r¢ading, U.S. history, ond warld geography). However. based on the sompling
design, these rates olsa are the best estimates of the comporable rotes for the reoding assessment. *Due fo the small number of schools comprising the state’s nanpublic school somple, weighted student participation rates ate not
calwloted. For DoDEA (Department of Defense Education Activity Overseas Schools), ali non-domestic schodls are cansidsred public schoals.
SOURCE: Notional Center for Edutatian Stoistics, Natianal Assessmant of Educationol Pragress (NAEP), 1994 Reading Assessment.
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National and State Sampling

The national and regional resuits presented in this
report are based on nationally representative probability
samples of fourth-, eighth-, and twelfth-grade students.
The samples were selected using a complex multistage
sampling design involving the sampling of students from
selected schools within selected geographic areas across

the country. The sample design had the following stages:

1) selection of geographic areas (counties or groups of
counties);

2) selection of schools (both public and nonpublic)
- within the selected areas; and

3) selection of students within selected schools.

Each selected school that participated in the
assessment, and each student assessed, represents a
portion of the population of interest. To make valid
inferences from the student samples to the respective
populations from which they were drawn, sampling
weights are needed. Sampling weights account for
disproportionate representation due to oversampling of
students attending schools with a high concentration of
Black and/or Hispanic students, and from nonpublic
schools. Lower sampling rates for very small schools
must also be accounted for with the sampling weights.

Table A.4 provides a summary of the weighted and
unweighted student sample sizes for the national
reading assessment. The numbers reported inciude both
public and nonpublic school students.

The results of the 1994 Trial State Assessment
Program provided in this report are based on state-level
samples of fourth graders. The samples of both public
and nonpublic school fourth-grade students were
selected based on a two-stage sample design that
entailed selecting schools within participating states
and selecting students within schools. The first-stage
samples of schools were selected with probability
proportional to the fourth-grade enrollment in the
schools. Special procedures were used for states with
many small schools and for jurisdictions with a small
number of schools.

As with the national samples, the state samples
were weighted to allow for valid inferences about
the populations of interest. Tabie A.5 contains the
unweighted number of participating schools and
students as well as weighted school and student
participation rates. Two weighted scheol participation
rates are provided for each jurisdiction. The first is the
weighted percentage of schools participating in the
assessment before substitution. This rate is based only
on those schools that were initially selected for the

TABLE A.4. o HE NATION'S
Unweighted and Weighted Sample Size by Grade for the cARD [T
1994 Reading Assessment, Public and Nonpublic Schools 1992 |
Unweighted Sample Size (and Percent of Total)
Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 12
Nation 7,382 (100.0%) 10,135 (100.0%) 9,935 (100.0%)
Region
Northeast 1,816 ( 24.6%) 1,918 (18.9%) 2,289 (23.0%)
Southeast 1,888 (25.6%) 3,132 (30.9%) 2,777 { 28.0%)
Central 1,571 (21.3%) 2,149 {21.2%) 2,005 {20.2%)
West 2,107 (28.6%) 2,936 (29.0%) 2,864 {28.8%)
Weighted Sample Size (and Percent of Total)
Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 12 o
Nation 3,527,410 (100.0%) 2,245,276 (100.0%) 1,811,014 {100.0%)
Region
Northeast 800,903 (22.7%) 459,134 (20.5%) 366,999 (20.3%)
Southeast 826,167 (23.4%) 581,039 (25.9%) 423,235 (23.4%)
Central 870,268 ( 24.7%) 542,615 (24.2%) 488,863 (27.0%)
West 1,030,072 { 29.2%) 662,489 (29.5%) 531,917 (29.4%)
Percentages may not fatal 100 percent due ta rounding.
SOURCE- National Center for Edutation Stafistics, National Assessment of Educotianal Progtess (NAEP, 1992 and 1994 Reading Assessments
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assessment. The numerator of this rate is the sum of
the number of students represented by each initially
selected school that participated in the assessment. The
denominator is the sum of the number of students
represented by each of the initially selected schools
found to have eligible students enrolled. This included
both participating and nonparticipating schools.

The second school participation rate is the weighted
participation rate after substitution. The numerator
of this rate is the sum of the number of students
represented by each of the participating schools.
whether originally selected or substituted. The
denominator is the same as that for the weighted
participation rate for the initial sample. This means
that, for a given jurisdiction, the weighted participation
rate after substitution is always at least as great as the
weighted participation rate before substitutions.

Also presented in Tables A.5a and A.5p are the
weighted percentages of students participating after
make-up sessions. This rate reflects the percentage of
the eligible student population from participating
schools within the jurisdiction that are represented
by the students who participated in the assessment
(in either an initial session or a make-up session). The
numerator of this rate is the sum, across all assessed
students, of the number of students represented by each
assessed student. The denominator is the sum of the
number of students represented by each selected
student who was invited and eligible to participate.
including students who did not participate.

In carrying out the 1994 Trial State Assessment. the
National Center for Education Statistics established
participation rate standards that jurisdictions were
required to meet in order for their results to be reported.
(See footnoted jurisdictions in Table A.5.) Additional
standards were also established that required the
annotation of published results for jurisdictions whose
sample participation rates were low enough to raise
concerns about their representativeness.

Two states. Idaho and Michigan, failed to meet the
initial public school participation rate of 70 percent.
For these two states, results for fourth-grade public
school students are not reported in this or any report
of 1994 NAEP findings. Several other jurisdictions for
which results are published are flagged to note the
potential for non-response bias associated with school-
level non-response.

The following eighteen states failed to meet the
initial nonpublic school participation rate of 70 percent:
Arizona, California, Florida, Maryland. Michigan, Missi-
ssippi. Montana, Nebraska, New Hampshire, New York,

North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Utah,
Washington, Wisconsin, and Wyoming. For these states,
results for fourth-grade nonpublic school students

are not reported in this or any report of 1994 NAEP
findings. As with public schools, several other
jurisdictions for which nonpublic school results are
published are flagged to note the potential for non-
response bias associated with school-level non-response.

NCES standards specify weighted school partici-
pation rates of at least 85 percent o guard against
potential bias due to school non-response.

A jurisdiction will receive a notation if its weighted
participation rate for the initial sample of schools
was below 85 percent AND the weighted school
participation rate after substitution was below

90 percent.

Six states did not meet this guideline for public
schools: Nebraska, New Hampshire, Pennsylvania,
Rhode Island, Tennessee, and Wisconsin. Nine states did

" not meet this guideline for nonpublic schools: Colorado,

Connecticut, Delaware, Georgia, Hawaii, Kentucky, New
Jersey, Pennsylvania, and Virginia.

For jurisdictions that did not use substitute schools,
the participation rates were based on participating
schools from the original sample. The first part of this
guideline, referring to the weighted school participation
rate for the initial sample of schools, is in direct
accordance with NCES standards. To help ensure
adequate sample representation for each jurisdiction _
participating in the 1994 Trial State Assessment Program.
NAEP provided substitutes for nonparticipating public
and nonpublic schools. When possible, a substitute
school was provided for each initially selected school that
declined participation before November 15, 1993. For
jurisdictions that used substitute schools. the assessment
results were based on the student data from all schools
participating from both the original sample and the
list of substitutes (unless both an initial school and its
substitute eventually participated, in which case only the
data from the initial school were used).

The NCES standards do not explicitly adaress 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 participation rates including
substitute schools, the guideline was set at 90 percent.
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TABLE A.50

School and Student Participation Rates by State for the 1994
Trial State Assessment, Grade 4, Public Schools Only

E NATION'S

Weighted Pa:-entage Weighted Percentage Total Number of Weighted Percentage
Public School Participation School Particlpation Schools That Student Participation Total Number of
Schools Before Substitution After Substitution Participated After Make-ups Students Assessed
Nation 86 87 27 95 6,030
Region
Northeast 93 9 . 49 94 1,367
Southeast 91 93 61 95 1,649
Central 85 87 52 95 1,184
West 77 77 65 95 1,830
States
Aloboma 87 93 99 96 2,646
Arizona 99 99 104 94 2,651
Arkansas 86 94 9 9% 2,535
California 80 9 97 94 2,252
Calorado 100 100 108 94 2,730
Connedticut 96 96 101 96 2,577
Deloware 100 100 5 9% 2,239
Flerida 100 100 107 94 "~ 2,666
Georgia 9 9 105 95 2,766
Howaii 99 99 104 95 2732
{daha’ 69 N 9 9% 2,598
Indiana 83 92 100 9% 2,655
lowo 85 99 107 96 2,759
Kentucky 88 96 101 97 2,758
Louisiana © 100 100 103 96 2,713
Maine 94 97 104 94 2,436
Moarylond %4 9% 100 95 2,555
Massachusetts . 97 97 9 95 2,517
Michigan' 63 80 82 95 2,142
Minnesoto 86 5 100 95 2,655
Mississippi 95 99 103 97 2,762
Missouri 9% 98 105 95 2,670
Montana? 85 89 m 9% 2,501
Nebraska? n 77 109 95 2,395
New Hampshire? n 79 86 9% 2,197
New Jersey 85 9 9 95 2,509
New Mexico 100 100 105 95 2,635
New York 75 | 9% 95 2,495
North Carolina 99 99 105 96 2,832
North Dakoto 80 N n7 97 2,544
Pennsylvania? 80 34 89 94 2,290
Rhode Island? 80 86 92 95 2,341
South Carolina 95 97 102 9% 2,707
Tennessee? 72 74 76 96 1,998
Texas N ] 9 9% 2,454
Utah 100 100 105 95 2,733
Virginia 98 99 105 5 2,719
Washington 100 100 104 94 2,737
West Virginia 99 100 m 9 2,751
Wisconsin? 79 86 9 9% 2,331
Wyoming 98 98 112 96 2,699
Other Jurisdictions
Guam 100 100 Al % 2,203
DoDEA 99 9 81 95 2,413

" State’s public school weighted participotion rate for the initiof somple wos less than 70 percent. NCES raparting guidelines prohibit the reporting of results for these two stoes.

? The state’s public schaol weighted poricipation rate for the initial sample of schaals was below 85 percent AND the weighted school poriicipatian rote ofter subsfitulian was below 90 percent

* The nanparticipating public schools included o class of sthools with similar choracteristics, which together accaunt for mare than 5 percent of the state’s tatal fourth-grode weighted somple of public schaols.
DoDEA — Department of Defense Education Activity Overseas Schools

SOURCE: Notionol Center for Education Statistics, Nationol Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP). 1992 and 1994 Reading Assessments
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TABLE A.5b e HE NATION'S
School and Student Farticipation Rates by State for the 1994 caRD |t
Trial State Assessment, Grade 4, Nonpublic Schools Only 1992 | e
Mimlll‘llmm
Weighted Perceritage Weighted Percentage Total Number of Weighted Percentage
Nonpublic Schoe! Participation Schoal Participation Schools That Student Participution Total Number of
Schools Before Substitution After Substitution Participated Atter Make-ups Students Asses-ed
Nation 87 87 89 97 1,352
Region -
Northeast 82 82 26 98 449
Southeast %0 90 17 %4 239
Central ) 97 97 27 97 387
West 80 80 19 98 21
States
Alabama 9 9% 9 95 . 199
Arizona' 3 35 3 ’ 69
Arkansas 81 % 7 95 154
California’ 4 51 6 97 ’ 149
Colorado? - n 85 8 % 130
Connecticut? 73 82 13 95 290
Delaware? 73 73 22 9 544
Florida' 52 13 1 98 267
Georgia? 74 84 9 97 217
Hawaii? 80 88 19 96 415
Idaho . 89 89 7 96 . %4
Indiana 85 85 10 95 19
lowa 100 100 16 99 32
Kentucky? 70 85 12 47 278
Louisiana’® 82 9 19 97 457
Maine 19 100 8 95 95
Maryland' 63 10 1 9 275
Massachusetts 95 100 15 % 302
Michigon' 0 0 0 : 0
Minnesota 91 99 20 9% 390
Mississippi' 64 64 l 96 156
Missouri 90 90 19 95 372
Montana' 65 65 l 94 148 '
Nebraska' 48 48 N 9 m
New Hompshire' 54 54 5 ) 16
New Jersey? ' 76 76 17 9% 379
New Mexico 100 100 9 92 ' N
New York' 40 62 15 96 369
North Caroling' 32 32 2 : 49
North Dakota i 21 14 923 53
Pennsylvania? 12 72 17 9% 427
Rhode Island 93 93 17 % 354
South Carolina’ 69 86 7 9 156
Tennessee' - 4] 41 4 : 83
Texas' 24 39 3 79
Utah' 23 23 | : 32
Virginia® 81 81 8 9% 151
Washington' 0 0 0 ’ 0
West Virginia 86 86 I 9 130
Wisconsin' 66 66 20 95 388
Wyoming' 0 0 0 ) 0
Other Jurisdictions
Guam 9% 96 9 98 371
" State’s nonpublic school weighted porticipation rote for the inifiol saniple was less thon 70 percent RCES reporting guidelines prohibit the reporting of results for these erghteen states
 The state’s nonpublic school weighted paricipotion rote for the initial sample of schools was helow 85 percent AND the weighted schoal participation rate after substitution wos below 90 percent
3 The nonpariicipating nonpublic schools included a class of schools with similar choracteristis, which together accaunt for more than § percent of the states total fourth grade weighted sample of nonpublic schools
*Dus ta the small number of schools comprising the state’s nonpublic school somple, weighted student porticipation rates are not calculated For DoDEA (Deportment of Defense Educotion Activity Dverseas Schools} all non domestic
schools are considered public schools.
SOURCE. National Center for Education Stotistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992 and 1994 Reading Assessments
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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 was not adequately represented. this was of
concern, regardless of the overall participation rate.
Montana (for public schools) and Louisiana (for
nonpublic schools) failed to meet the following NCES
guideline concerning strata-specific participation rates.

A jurisdiction with otherwise adequate weighted
school participation will receive a notation if the
nonparticipating schools included a class of
schools with similar characteristics, which
together accounted for more than five percent of
the jurisdiction’s total fourth-grade weighted sample
of schools. The classes of schools from each of
which a jurisdiction needed minimum school
participation levels were by degree of urbanization,
minority enrollment, and median household
income of the area in which the school is located.

This guideline addresses the concern that. if
nonparticipating schools were concentrated within a
particular class of schools, the potential for substantial
bias remained. even if the overall level of school
participation appeared to be satisfactory. Nonresponse
adjustment cells for schools were formed within each
jurisdiction, and the schools within each cell were
similar with respect to minority enrollment, degree of
urbanization, and/or median household income. as
appropriate for each jurisdiction. If more than 5 percent
(weighted) of the sample schools (after substitution)
were nonparticipants from a single adjustment cell.
then the potential for nonresponse bias was too great.

Limited English Proficient (LEP)
and Individualized Education Plan
(IEP) Students

It is NAEP's intent to assess all selected students.
Therefore, every effort is made to ensure that all
selected students who are capable of participating in the
assessment are assessed. Some students sampled for
participation in NAEP can be excused from the saimnple
according to carefully defined criteria, however.
Specifically, some students identified as having Limited
English Proficiency (LEP) or having an Individualized
Education Plan (IEP) may be incapable of participating
meaningfully in the assessment. These students ave
identified as follows:

LEP students may he excluded from the assessment if

the student is a native speaker of a language other
than EEnglish: AND

IToxt Provided by ERI
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p the student has been enrolled in an English-
speaking school less than two years; AND

p the student is judged to be incapable of taking part
in the assessment.

[EP students may be excluded if

p the student is mainstreamed less than 50 percent of
the time in academic subjects and is judged to be
incapable of taking part in the assessment, OR

p the IEP team has determined that the student is
incapable of taking part meaningfully in the
assessment.

When there is doubt, the student is included in the
assessment.

For each student excused from the assessment,
including those in the 1994 Trial State Assessment,
school personnel complete a questionnaire about the
characteristics of that student and the reason for
exclusion. Tables A.6 to A.9 present percentages of
public school and nonpublic school students excluded
(IEP and LEP) based on the original sample and based
on those invited to participate in the assessment.

Data Collection

The 1994 reading assessment was conducted from
January through March 1994, with some make-up
sessions in early April. As with all NAKP assessments,
data collection for the 1994 assessment was conducted
by a trained field staff. For the national assessment, this
was accomplished by Westat, Inc.. staff. In keeping with
the legislative requirements of the Trial State
Assessment Program, the state reading assessments
were conducted hy personnel from each of the
participating states. NAEP's responsihilities included
selecting the sample of schools and students for each
participating state. developing the administration
procedures and manuals. training the personnel who
would conduct the assessments. and conducting an
extensive quality assurance program.

Each participating state and territory was asked to
appoint a state coordinator to be the liaison between
NAEP and participating schools. The state coordinator
was asked to gain the cooperation of selected schools,
assist in scheduling, provide information necessary for
sampling, and notify personnel about training. At the
local school level, the administrators — usually school
or district staff — werc responsible for attending
training, identifving excluded students, distributing
scto ol and teacher questionnaires, notifying sampled
students and their teachers, administering the
assessment session. completing the necessary
paperwork, and preparing the materials for shipment.
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Weighted Percentages of Students Excluded (IEP and !.tP) from Original Sample, Grade 4 " cwo| =%
1994 Reading Assessment — Public Schools 1992 |={
I._ﬁﬂ Assessment
Total Percentage
Students Percentage Percentage Percentage Percentage
Public Identified IEP Total Percentage Students Students Students Students
Schools and LEP Students Excluded Identified IEP Excluded IEP Identified LEP Excluded LEP
Nation 17 9 12 b 6 3
Northeast 14 8 13 7 ] ]
Southeast 14 8 14 8 ] 0
Central 14 8 12 7 2 |
West 25 11 10 5 15 7
Stotes
Alabama n 5 N 5 0 0
- Arizona 21 7 11 5 11 3
Arkansas 12 6 12 6 0 0
California 3 12 10 5 2 9
Colorado 15 7 12 6 4 2
Connecticut 17 8 13 b 4 3
Delaware 15 6 14 6 ] ]
Florida 22 10 18 9 5 2
Georgia 11 5 10 5 2 ]
Hawaii 12 5 8 4 5 1
[daho 13 5 10 4 3. 1
indiana 11 5 N 5 0 0
lowa 11 5 11 4 1 0
Kentucky 8 4 8 4 0 0
Lovisiana 1 6 11 b 1 0
Maine 17 10 16 9 1 1
Maryland 15 7 14 7 1 1
Massachusetts 18 8 15 5 5 3
Michigan 10 6 9 b I 0
Minnesota 12 4 10 4 2 1
Mississippi 9 6 9 6 0 0
Missouri 12 5 12 5 0 0
Montana 11 4 11 3 ] 0
Nebraska 16 4 15 4 ] |
New Hampshire 15 6 15 6 0 0
New Jersey 12 6 9 4 3 2
New Mexico 18 8 14 b 4 2
New York 15 8 9 5. 6 3
North Carolina 15 5 14 5 1 ]
North Dakota 10 2 9 2 ] 0
Pennsylvania 1} 6 10 5 1 ]
Rhode Island 15 5 12 4 3 ]
South Carolina 13 7 13 7 0 0
Tennessee 13 ) 13 6 0 0
Texas 24 11 13 7 13 5
Utoh 12 5 11 5 2 1
Virginia 13 7 12 6 2 1
Washington 14 5 [} 4 4 1
West Virginia 12 7 12 7 0 0
Wisconsin 13 7 11 7 2 ]
Wyoming A 4 A 4 ] 0
Other Jurisdictions
Guam 12 9 5 5 7 4
DoDEA Overseas 10 5 8 4 2 ]
1EP = Individuol Edutotion Plon and LEP = Limited English Profitienty. To be extluded, o student wos suppased to be 1EP or LEP ond judged incapable of porticipating in the assessment. A student reparted os both IEP and LEP is counted
once in the overoll rate (first column), ance in the averall excluded rate (secand calumn), and separately in the remoining ¢olumns. Note: Weighted percentoges for the nalion ond region ae bosed an students sompled for oll subject
oreas ossessed in 1994 {reading, U.S. histary, and world geogrophy). Howsver, bosed on the nofional sampling design, the rates shown ofso are the best estimates for the reading ossessment.
DoDEA — Department of Defense Educotion Activity Oversaas Schaols
SOURCE: Notianal Center for Edutation Stofistits, National Assessmen of Educational Pragress (NAEP), 1994 Reading Assessment.
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Weighted Percentages of Students Excluded (IEP and LEP) from Original Sample, Grade 4 " caro ™
1994 Reading Assessment — Nonpublic Schools 1992 1= (

1994
Rowiing Assesament

Total Percentage
Students Percentage Percentoge Percentage Perce " ge
Nonpublic tdentified 1EP Total Percentage Students Students Students Stud. .ts
Schools and LEP Students Excluded identified 1EP Excluded [EP Identified LEP Excluded LEP

Nation 2 0 0
Northeast
Southeast
Central
West

States
Alaboma
Arizona
Arkansas
California
(olorado
Connecticut
Deloware
Florida
Georgio
Hawaii
ldaho
Indiana
lowu
Kentucky
Lovisiona
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolino
Tennessee
Texas
U'uh . . . . .
Virginio 1 1 1 1 ] 0
Washington ’ : : ’ . :
West Virginia 2 1 2 1 1 1
Wisconsin 2 0 2 0 0 0
wyoming . . . . . -

Other Jurisdictions
Guom 0 0 0 0 0 0
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{EP = Indwidual Education Plan and 1€P - Limited English Proficiency. To be excluded. o student was supposed to be IEP or LEP and judged incapable of porticipating n the assessment A student reporfed s both 1EP and LEP 15 counted
onte in the averall rate {first columnl, once in the overall extluded rote (second column). and separately in the remaining columns. Note. Waighted percentages for the nation and region are bosed on students sampled for all subject
areas assessed in 1994 {reading, U S history, and world geagraphy). However, based on the notianal sompling design, the rates shown olso are the best estimotes for the reading assessment *Oue 1o the smll number of schaols
comprising the state’s nonpublic school somple, weighted student partiipation rates are not calculated For DoDEA (Deportment of Defense Education Activity Dverseas Schools), all non domestic schools are cansidered public schools.

SOURCE: Notional Centes fos Edv.c~tion Statistics. National Assessment of Educational Progress (RAEP), 1994 Reading Asses.ment




TA.BI.E.' A8 THE NATION'S

: . REPORT
Weighted Percentages of Absent, IEP, and LEP Students Based on Those Invited to CARD |FuP
Participate in the Assessment, Grade 4, 1994 Reading Assessment — Public Schools 1992
Weighted
Percentage Student Weighted Weighted Weighted Weighted Weighted
Public Particpation After Percentage Percentage Percentage Percentage Percentage
Schools Make-up Absent Assessed IEP Absent IEP Assessed LEP Absent LEP
Nation 95 5 92 8 92 8
Northeast 9% 6 9 9 87 13
Southeast 95 5 92 7 100 0
Centrai 95 5 96 4 100 0
West 95 5 N 9 92 8
States
Alabame 9% 4 94 6 67 3
Arizona 9% 6 9% 6 96 4
Arkansas 9% 4 9% 6 100 0
California 94 b 82 18 95 5
Colorade 94 6 93 7 95 5
Connecticut 96 4 95 5 97 k|
Delaware % 4 95 5 100 0
Florida 9% 6 9 7 93 7
Georgia 95 5 98 2 88 12
Hawaii 95 5 N 9 99 1
- ldaho 96 4 H 6 93 7
Indiana 96 4 96 4 86 14
lowa 9% 4 92 8 00 0
Kentucky 97 3 95 5 100 0
Lovisiana 9% 4 94 6 100 0
Maine 94 6 9% 6 100 0
Maryland 95 5 9 4 100 0
Massachusetts 95 5 2 7 95 5
Michigan 95 5 9% 4 84 16
Minnesota 95 5 98 2 97 3
Mississippi 9 3 9 1 100 0
Missouri 95 5 93 7 100 0
Montana 96 4 9 7 97 3
Nebraska 95 5 95 5 92 8
New Hampshire 9% 4 95 5 100 0
New Jerscy 95 5 9 ! 98 2
New Mexico 95 5 9 7 97 3
New York 95 5 9% 4 93 7
North Carolina 9% 4 93 7 93 7
North Daketa 9 3 9% 4 100 0
Pennsylvonia 9% 6 94 b 97 3
Rhode Isfand 95 5 9 7 97 3
South Carolina 9% 4 9 5 100 0
Tennessee 9% 4 88 12 100 0
Texas 9% 4 97 3 98 2
Utah 95 5 92 8 97 3
Virginia 95 5 93 7 97 3
Washington 9% 6 9% b 97 3
West Virginia 9% 4 96 4 100 0
Wisconsin 9% 4 9% 6 100 0
Wyoming 9 4 9% 4 88 12
" Other Jurisdictions
Guam 96 4 100 0 9 9
DoDEA Qverseas 95 5 88 12 95 5
1EP = Individual Education Plon and LEP = Limited English Proficiency. Note: Weighted percentages for the notion ond region are bosed on students sompled for all subject oreas ossessed in 1994 (teoding, U S history, ond warld
geogrophy). However, based on the national sampling design, the rotes shown also ara the best estimates for the reading assessment.
DaDEA — Department of Defense Education Activity Overseas Schools
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, Nationol Assessment of Educotionol Prograss (KAEP), 1994 Reading Assessment.




{ Weighted Percentages of Absent, IEP, and LEP Students Based on Those Invited to canp |Foo
Participate in the Assessment, Grade 4, 1994 Reading Assessment ~ Nonpublic Schools 52| =i
ﬂnm
Weighted
Percentage Student Weighted Weighted Weighted Weighted Weighted

Nonpublic Participation After Percentage Percentage Percentage Percentage Percentage

Schools Moke-vp Absent Assessed IEP Absent IEP Assessed LEP Absent LEP

Nation 97 3 69 31 100 0
Northeast 98 2 82 18 100 : 0
Southeast 94 6 63 37 — —
Central 97 3 100 0 — —
West 98 2 50 50 100 0

Stotes
Alabama 95 5 100 0 — —
Arizona ' ’ — — — —
Arkansas 95 5 80 20 100
(alifornia 97 3 _ — — —
Colorado 94 6 100 0 .= —
{onnecticut 95 5 100 0 100 0
Delaware 98 2 87 13 — —
Florida 98 2 67 33 100 0
Georgia 97 3 86 14 — —
Hawaii 9% 4 100 0 100 0
idaho 96 4 89 N — —
Indiana 95 5 100 0 63 37
lowa 9 ] %4 ¢ — —
Kentucky 97 3 100 0 — —
Lovisiana 97 3 100 0 100 0
Maine 95 5 100 0 — —
Maryland 97 3 100 0 — —
Massachusetts 9 4 100 0 — —
Michigan : . —_ — — —
Minnesota 9% 4 100 0 — -
Mississippi 9% 4 63 37 — -
Missouri 96 4 100 0 100 0
Montana 94 6 100 0 — —
Nebraska 97 3 100 0 —_ —
New Hampshire . . — — — —
New Jersey 9% 4 83 17 100 0
New Mexico 92 8 89 11 92 8
New York - 9% 4 . 100 0 — —
North Carolina : : ' — — —
North Dakota 93 7 86 14 % 6
Pennsylvania %9 6 100 0 %0 10
Rhode Island 9 4 100 0 100 0
South Carolina 98 2 —_ — — —
Tennessee v t — — — —_
Texas ' ' —_ —_ — —
Utah . v — — — —
Virginia 9% 4 — — 160 0
Washington : ' — — —_ —
West Virginia 9 3 100 0 — —
Wisconsin 95 5 75 25 — —_
Wyoming : . —_ — — —

Other Jurisdictions ,
Guam 9% 2 — . —_ — —_

1EP = Individual Education Plon and LEP = Limited English Proficiency. Note: Weighted percentages for the nation and region are basad on students sompled for all subject areas assessed in 1994 (reading, U.S. history, and world

geogrophy). However, based on the national scmpling design, the rates shown alsa are the best estimates for the reading assessment. *Due o the small number of schools comprising the state’s nonpublic school somple, weighted

student parficipotion rates are not colculated. For DoDEA (Depariment of Defense Education Activity Overseas Schoals), oll non-domestic schools are considered public schools.

SOURCE: Nationa Center for Education Stafistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1994 Reoding Assessment.
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Westat staff trained assessment administrators
within the states in three and one-half hour sessions
that included videotape and practice exercises to provide
uniformity in procedures.

To provide quality control across states, a randomly
selected 25 percent of the state assessment sessions were
overseen by quality control monitors who were trained
Westat staff. For nonpublic schools and for states that had
not participated in the previous assessment, the percent
of monitored sessions was 50 percent. The identity of the
schools to be monitored was not revealed to state,

- district. or school personnel until shortly before the
assessment was to commence. The analysis of the results
for the unmonitored schools as compared to the
monitored schools yielded no systematic differences that
would suggest different procedures were used. See the
Technical Report of the NAEP 1994 Trial State Assessment
in Reading for details and results of this analysis.

Scoring

Materials from the 1994 assessment, including the Trial
State Assessment Program, were shipped to National
Computer Systems in lowa City for processing. Receipt
and quality control were managed through a
sophisticated bar-coding and tracking system. After all
appropriate materials were received from a school, they
were forwarded to the professional scoring area where
the responses to the constructed-response question
were evaluated by trained staff using guidelines
prepared by NAEP. Each constructed-response question
had a unique scoring guide that defined the criteria to
be used in evaluating students’ responses. The extended
response questions were evaluated with four-level
rubrics. and many of the short response questions were
rated according to three-level rubrics that permit partial
credit to be given. Other short response questions were
scored as either acceptable or unacceptable.

For the national reading assessment and the Trial
State Assessment Program, approximately 2 million
student responses were scored. This figure includes a
25 percent rescore to monitor interrater reliability. and
a rescore of approximately 500 responses per question to
monitor trend reliability. In other words, scoring
reliability was calculated both within year (1994) and
across years (1992 and 1994). The overall within-year
percentages of agreement between scorers for the 1994
national reliability samples were 90 percent at grade 4,
90 percent at grade 8, and 89 percent at grade 12. For
the 1994 Trial State Assessment at grade 4, the within-
year percentage of agreement between scorers was 90
percent. The percentages of agreement between the two

assessment years (1992 and 1994) for the national inter-
year reliability sample were 90 percent at grade 4, 82
percent at grade 8, and 76 percent at grade 12. The
percentage of agreement between the two assessment
years for the Trial State Assessment at grade 4 was 89
percent.

Data Analysis and IRT Scaling

Subsequent to the professional scoring, all information
was transcribed to the NAEP database at ETS. Each
processing activity was conducted with rigorous quality
control. After the assessment information had been
compiled in the database, the data were weighted
according to the population structure. The weighting
for the national and state samples reflected the
probability of selection for each student as a result of
the sampling design, adjusted for nonresponse. Through
stratification, the weighting assured that the
representation of certain subpopulations corresponded
to figures from the U.S. Census and the Current
Population Survey.”

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
questions. 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 intentional omissions.
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 students
classified as having been presented the question were
included in the denominator of the statistic.

It is standard ETS practice to treat all
nonrespondents to the last question in a block as if they
had not reached the question. For multiple-choice and
short response questions, this practice produces a
reasonable pattern of results in that the proportion
reaching the last question is not dramatically smaller
than the proportion reaching the next-to-last question.
However, for blocks that ended with extended-response
questions, the standard ETS practice would result in
extremely large drops in the proportion of students
attempting the final question. A drop of such magnitude
seemed somewhat implausible. Therefore, for blocks
ending with an extended-response question. students
who answered the next-to-last question but did not
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respond to the extended-response question were
classified as having intentionally omitted the last
question.

Item response theory (IRT) was used to estimate

average scale-score reading proficiencies for the nation,
for various subgroups of interest within the nation, and
for the states and territories. IRT models the probability

of answering a question in a certain way as a

race/ethnicity and gender.

students do not receive enough questions about a
specific topic to provide reliable information about
individual performance. Traditional test scores for

the distribution of proficiency in the population. A

all students in the population with similar
Statistics describing performance on the NAEP

estimate values that would have been obtained had
individual proficiencies been observed — that is, had
each student responded to a sufficient number of
cognitive questions so that proficiency could be
precisely estimated.’

from 0 to 500 was created to report performance for

and 12. The scales summarize student performance
across all three question types in the assessment

Each reading scale is based on the distribution of
student performance across all three grades in the
national assessment (grades 4, 8, and 12). The scales
have a mean of 250 and a standard deviation of 50. In
addition, a composite scale was created as an overall
measure of students’ reading proficiency. This
composite scale is a weighted average of the separate
scales for the reading purposes. The weight for each
reading purpose is proportional to the relative
importance assigned to the reading purpose by the

ERIC

mathematical function of proficiency or skill. The main

purpose of IRT analysis is to provide a common scale on
which performance can be compared across groups such
as those defined by grades and characteristics, including

Because of the BIB-spiraling design used by NAEP,

individual students, even those based on IRT, would lead
to misleading estimates of population characteristics,
such as subgroup means and percentages of students at
or above a certain: proficiency level. Consequently, NAEP
constructs sets of plausible values designed to represent

plausible value for an individual is not a scale score for
that individual but may be regarded as a representative
value from the distribution of potential scale scores for

characteristics and identical patterns of item response.

proficiency scale are based on the plausible values. They

For the 1992 and 1994 assessments, a scale ranging

each reading purpose — literary and informational at
grade 4, and literary, informational, and task at grades 8

{multiple choice, short response, and extended response).

specifications developed through the consensus
planning process.

In producing the reading scales, three distinct IRT
models were used. Multiple-choice items were scaled
using the three-parameter logistic (3PL) model; short
response questions rated as acceptable or unacceptable
were scaled using the two-parameter logistic (2PL)
model; and short response questions rated according to
a three-level rubric, as well as extended-response
questions rated on a four-level rubric, were scaled using
a generalized partial-credit (GPC) model.* Developed by
ETS and first used in 1992, the GPC model permits the
scaling of questions 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, constructed-response
(scored dichotomously as correct or incorrect) and
constructed-response (scored according to a partial-
credit model). One natural question about the scale
concerns the amount of information contributed by
each type of question. Unfortunately, this question has
no simple answer for the NAEP reading assessment, due
to the complex procedures used to form the composite
reading scale.

The information provided by a given question is
determined by the IRT model used to scale the question
and is a function of its item parameters.® Thus, the
answer to the query “How much.information do the
different types of questions provide?” will differ for each
level of reading proficiency. When considering the
composite reading scale, the answer is even more
complicated. The reading data are scaled separately by
the purposes of reading (Reading for Literary
Experience, Reading to Gain Information, and Reading
to Perform a Task). The composite scale is a weighted
combination of these subscales. IRT information
functions are only strictly comparable when they are
derived from the same calibration. Because the
composite scale is based on three separate calibrations,
there is no direct way to compare the information
provided by the questions on the composite scale.

NAEP Reporting Groups

Findings from the 1994 NAEP reading assessment are
presented for groups of students defined by shared
characteristics. Data are reported for subpopulatio

only where sufficient numbers of students and adequate
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school representation are present. For public school
students, there must be at least 62 students in a
particular subgroup from at least 10 different schools;
for nonpublic school students, the minimum
requirement is 62 students representing at least six
different schools. Data for all students, regardless of
whether their subgroup was reported separately, were
included in computing overall national and regional
results.

The reporting subgroups presented in this report
include: region, race/ethnicity. gender, parents’
education level, type of school, and school’s type of
location. Definitions of these subgroups are provided
below.

Region. Results are reported for four regions of the
nation: Northeast, Southeast, Central, and West. States
included in each region are shown in the Figure A.2. All
50 states and the District of Columbia are listed. Guam
and the Department of Defense Education Activity
(DoDEA) Overseas Schools were not assigned to a region.

States that participated in the 1994 Trial State
Assessment appear in boldface type. Note that the part
of Virginia that is included in the Washington, DC,
metropolitan area is included in the Northeast region:
the remainder of the state is included in the Southeast
region. The regional results are based on a separate
sample from that used to report the state results. Regional
results are based on national assessment samples, not
on aggregated Trial State Assessment samples.

Race/Ethnicity. Results are presented for students in
different racial/ethnic groups based on the students’
self-identification of their race/ethnicity according to
the following mutually exclusive categories: White,
Black, Hispanic, Asian, Pacific Islander, and American

Figure A.2 States Included in the Four Regions

"NORTHEAST - . SOUTHEAST -

Indian (including Alaskan Native). For the 1992
assessment, it was not possible to report separate results
for Asian and Pacific Islander students. Consequently,
1992 data and trend results for the separate categories
are not presented in this report.

Gender. Results are reported separately for males and
females.

Parents' Education Level. Results are presented by
students’ report of the highest level of schooling
attained by each of their parents: did not finish high
school, graduated from high school, some education
after high school, graduated from coilege, or did not
know. The response indicating the higher level of
education was selected for reporting. It should be noted
that approximately one-third of fourth graders and
almost one-tenth of eighth graders reported not
knowing the education level of either of their parents.
The percentages of students who reported not knowing
their parents’ education level were larger for fourth-
grade Hispanic students and for eighth-grade Black and
Hispanic students compared to their White counterparts.
(See Table A.10.)

In addition. evidence from other NCES surveys that
gather data from both students and parents indicates
larger discrepancies between students’ and parents’
reports for Black and Hispanic students compared to
White students. These differences between racial/ethnic
groups are most evident at grade 8. As shown in Table
A.11, the correlations between students’ and parents’
reports of parental education were lower for Black and
Hispanic students than for White students at both
grades 8 and 12. although all correlations were higher
in twelfth grade.

CENTRAL -

Connecticut Alabama
Delaware Arkansas
District of Columbia Florida
Maine Georgia
Maryland Kentucky
Massachusetts Louisiana
New Hampshire Mississippi
New Jersey North Carolina
New York South Carolina
Pennsylvania Tennessee
Rhode Island Virginia
Vermont West Virginia
Virginia

IHinois Alaska
Indiana Arizona
Towa California
Kansas Colorado
Michigan Hawaii
Minnesota Idaho
Missouri Montana
Nebraska Nevada
North Dakota New Mexico
Ohio Oklahoma
South Dakota Oregon
Wisconsin . Texas
Utah
Washington
Wyoming




THE NATION'S
Percentage of Students Who  sevorrfocg
Reported Not Knowing 1002 | =+
Their Parents’ Education Level,  183¢:—
by Race/Ethnicity
Grades 4, 8, and 12
1994 Reading Assessment
Total White Black Hispanic
Grade 4 34(0.8) 3200 31(1.4) 43(2.4)
Grade 8 9(0.4) 6(0.4) 11(1.0) 20(1.3)
Grade 12 3(0.2) 1(0.2) 4(0.6) 9{0.9)
The standord errors of the percentages appeor in porentheses. It con be said with 95 percent certointy thot for
each population of interest, the value for the whole population is within plus or minus twa standard errors of
the estimate for the sample.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, Notional Assessment of Educotional Progress (NAEP),
1994 Reading Assessment.

Correlations Between Students’ and
Parents’ Reports of Parents’ Education Level,
by Race/Ethnicity
Grades 8 and 12
White Black Hispanic
Grade 8
Father's Education 0.84 0.67 075
Mother's Education 0.79 0.62 0.65
Grade 12
Father's Education 0.90 0.80 085
Mother's Education 0.87 078 074
SOURCE: For grade 8 — P. Koufman and R.A. Rasiaski, Quofity of Responses of Eighth-Grade Students in
NELS: 88, Woshingtan, DC; Nationol Center for Education Stotistics, NCES 91-487; For grade 12 - W_F Fetlers,
PS. Stowe, and J.A. Owings, Quality of Responses of High School Studens to Questionnaire ltems, Washington,
OC: Notional Center for Education Statistics, NCES 84-342.

Type of School. Resulits are reported by the type of
school that the student attends: public or nonpublic.
Nonpublic schools include Catholic and other nonpublic
schools. Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) schools and
domestic Department of Defense (DoD) schools are not
included in either the public or nonpublic categories,
but are included in the overall national results.

Type of Location. Results are reported for students
attending schools in three mutually exclusive location
types: central city, urban fringe/large town, and rural/
small town:

Central City: This category includes central cities of
all Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas
(SMSA's)." Central City is a geographic term and is
not synonymous with “inner city."

IToxt Provided by ERI

ERIC

Urban Fringe/Large Town: The urban fringe
category includes all densely settled places and areas
within SMSA's that are classified as urban by the
Bureau of the Census. A Large Town is defined as a
place outside a SMSA with a population greater than
or equal to 25,000.

Rural/Small Town: Rural includes all places and

areas with populations of less than 2,500 that are
classified as rural by the Bureau of the Census. A
Small Town is defined as a place outside a SMSA

with a population of less than 25,000 but greater
than or equal to 2.500.

As described earlier, the NAEP proficiency scales
make it possible to examine relationships between
students’ performance and a variety of background
factors measured by NAEP. However, the fact that a
relationship exists between achievement and another
variable does not reveal the underlying cause of the
relationship, which may be influenced by a number of
other variables. Similarly, the assessments do not
capture the influence of unmeasured variables. The
results are most useful when they are considered in
combination with other knowledge about the student
population and the educational system, such as trends
in instruction, changes in the school-age population,
and societal demands and expectations.

Estimating Variability

Because the statistics presented in this report are
estimates of group and subgroup performance based on
samples of students, rather than the values that could be
calculated if every student in the nation answered every
question, it is important to account for the degree of
uncertainty associated with the estimates. Two
components of uncertainty are accounted for in the
variability of statistics based on proficiericy: 1) the
uncertainty due to sampling only a relatively small
number of students, and 2) the uncertainty due to
sampling only a relatively small number of reading
comprehension questions. The variability associated
with the estimated percentages of students with certain
background characteristics or who answered a certain
cognitive question correctly is accounted for by the first
component alone.

In addition to providing estimates of percentages of
students and their average proficiencies, this report
provides information about the uncertainty of each
statistic. Because NAEP uses complex sampling
procedures, conventional formulas for estimating
sampling variability that assume simple random
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sampling are inappropriate. NAEP uses a jackknife
replication procedure to estimate stardard errors. The
jackknife standard error provides a reasonable measure
of uncertainty for any information about students that
can be observed without error. However, each student
typically responds to so few questions within any
content area that the proficiency measurement for any
single student would be imprecise. In this case. using
plausible values technology makes it possible to describe
the performance of groups and subgroups of students,
but the underlying imprecision that makes this step
necessary adds an additional component of variability to
statistics based on NAEP proficiencies.”

The reader is reminded that, like findings from ail
surveys, NAEP results are also subject to other kinds of
error including the effects of imperfect adjustment for
student and school nonresponse, and other unknowable
effects associated with the particular instrumentation
and data collection 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); ambiguous definitions; differences in
interpreting questions; inability or unwillingness to give
correct information; mistakes in recording, coding, or
scoring data: and other errors of collecting, processing,
sampling, and estimating missing data. The extent of
~ nonsampling error is difficult to estimate. By 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 use of confidence intervals, based on the standard
errors, provides a way to make inferences about the
population means and percentages in a manner that
reflects the uncertainty associated with the sample
estimates.

An estimated sample mean proficiency * 2 standard
errors represents a 95 percent confidence interval for
the corresponding population quantity. This means that
with approximately 95 percent certainty, the average
performance of the entire population of interest is
within + 2 standard errors of the sample mean,

As an example, suppose that the average reading
proficiency of students in a particular group was 256,

with a standard error of 1.2. A 95 percent confidence
interval for the population quantity would be as follows:

Mean * 2 standard errors
256+ 2 x 1.2

256+ 2.4
253.6, 258.4

Thus, one can conclude with 95 percent certainty
that the average proficiency for the entire population of
students in that group is between 253.6 and 258.4.

Similar confidence intervals can be constructed for
percentages, provided that the percentages are not
extremely large (greater than 90) or extremely small
(less than 10). For extreme percentages, confidence
intervals constructed in the above manner may not be
appropriate. However, procedures for obtaining accurate
confidence intervals are quite complicated. Thus,
comparisons involving extreme percentages should be
interpreted with this in mind.

To determine whether there is a real difference
between the mean proficiency (or percentage of a
certain attribute) for two groups in the population, one
needs to obtain an estimate of the degree of uncertainty
associated with the difference between the proficiency
means 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 these squared standard errors,
and then taking the square root of this sum.

SE,p = \SEA? + SE2

Similar to the manner in which the standard error
for an individual group mean or percentage is used, the
standard error of the difference can be used to help
determine whether differences between groups in the
population are real. The difference hetween the mean
proficiency or percentage of the two groups + 2 standard
errors of the difference represents an approximate 95
percent confidence interval. If the resulting interval
includes zero, there is insufficient evidence to claim a
real  ‘erence between groups in the population. If the

" inte loes not contain zero, the difference between

groups 1s statistically significant (different) at the .05
level.

The procedures described in this 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. When one
considers sets of confidence intervals, like those for the
average proficiency of all participating states and
territories, statistical theory indicates that the certainty
associated with the entire set of intervals is less than
that attributable to each individual comparison from the
set. If one wants to hold the certainty level for a specific
set of comparisons at a particular level (e.g., 95),
adjustments (called multiple-comparisons procedures)
need to be made.

The standard errors for means and percentages
reported by NAEP are statistics and subject to a certain
degree of uncertainty. In certain cases, typically when
the standard error is 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 standard errors may be quite large.
Throughout this report, estimates of standard errors
subject to a large degree of uncertainty are designated
by the symbol “!". In such cases, the standard errors —
and any confidence intervals or significance tests
involving these standard errors — should be interpreted
cautiously.

Revisions to the 1992
and 1994 Findings

In April 1995, results from the 1994 National and Trial
State Assessment of reading were released as part of the
report NAEP 1994 Reading: A First Look. Subsequently,
ETS/NAEP discovered an error in the documentation for
the ETS program used to compute NAEP scale score
results. The error affected how omitted responses were
treated in the IRT scaling of the extended constructed-
response questions that received partial-credit scoring.
The error affected only those questions; omitted
multiple-choice and omitted short constructed
responses were treated appropriately.

The conventional treatment in NAEP subjects has
been to treat omitted responses (blank responses to a
question that are followed by valid responses to
questions that appear later in the block) as the lowest
possible score category in the production of NAEP scale
scores. In contrast, not-reached responses (blank
responses that are not followed by any further student
responses) are treated as missing data. As a result of the
documentation error, for a number of the polytomous
constructed-response questions and across several
subject areas, «ll blank responses (both omitted and
not-reached responses) to affected questions were

treated as missing — an acceptable treatment but not
the conventional option of choice for NAEP.

The error affected a number of the NAEP scales
constructed since 1992. Specifically, the 1992 and 1994
national and state reading results were affected by the
error. Results from these two assessments have been
released to the public in a number of NAEP
publications. The 1992 data are also available to the
public through NCES's secondary-use data files.

It should be noted that this processing error also
impacted the location of the National Assessment
Governing Board (NAGB) achievement levels in reading,
which were set on the 1992 scales.

NCES and ETS felt that the most technically correct
plan of action would be to recalculate all affected NAEP
scales, no matter how slight the change, and to issue
revised results. ETS was therefore instructed by NCES
to recalculate all affected scales and to work with
American College Testing (ACT) in the recomputation of
the achievement level cutpoints.

In recomputing the cutpoints, an additional error
was discovered in the procedures used by ACT in 1992 to
“map” the achievement level cutpoints onto the NAEP
scale. The procedures contained an incorrectly derived
formula. ACT used revised procedures with the correct
formula to map the achievement level cutpoints for the
1994 history and geography scales. However, the error
in the earlier procedures did affect achievement level
cutpoints for reading, which were established during the
1992 assessment. The 1992 national and state reading
achievement level results were further impacted by this
additional error.

A new version of the NAEP 1994 Reading: A First
Look report, containing the revised reading results, was
issued by NCES in the fall of 1995. The main release of
NAEP reading results. including the Reading Report
Card, Cross-state Data Compendium, individual state
reports, almanacs, technical report, and data files,
originally scheduled for the end of September, took
place instead in late fall.

While some small changes in scale score results
were found, the revised numbers for reading are quite
similar to the results released in 1992 and to those
published in the NCES April release of the reading First
Look report. More specifically, the revised reading
results are substantively equiralent to the originally
published 1992 results and to the results released in the
First Look. Regarding the 1992 and 1994 national
assessment data. fourth-grade results are about 1 point
lower than originally reported, while twelfth-grade
results are about 1 point higher. These changes are




small and not substantively meaningful. The eighth-
grade numbers are essentially unchanged. The revised
numbers indicate the same relative distances between
reporting subgroups (i.e., race/ethnicity subgroups,
male, females, etc.). The significant national score
decline at grade 12 is totally unaffected by the revision,
as is the absence of significant changes at grades 4

and 8.

With regard to the state assessment data, all
jurisdictions were affected to roughly the same degree.
Thus, the revised rank ordering of state performance in
both 1992 and 1994 is essentially identical to that
originally published. Original and revised trend results
(i.e., the change in scores between 1992 and 1994) are
extremely close for all the jurisdictions. However, in
four instances (for Massachusetts, New Jersey, Utah, and
California), the small changes engendered by the
revision are sufficient to affect the statistical
significance of the change. For Massachusetts, New
Jersey, and Utah, the revised decline in scores is between
0.3 and 0.5 points smaller than the originally released
results — a magnitude of change that was typical across
all participants. When rounded to an integer, the
original and revised declines for Massachusetts and New

-Jersey are of identical size and the decline for Utah went
from 4 points to 3 points. Despite this similarity, the
revised results for these states are no longer statistically
significant since the original results were right. on the
margin of statistical significance. In California. the
revised decline in scores is 0.4 points larger than the
originally released results and is now statistically
significant.

In the resuits for state assessment achievement
levels, there is little difference in the revised and
original numbers from an interpretive standpoint. As
expected, correction of the ACT error generally results
in lower achievement level cutpoints and, hence,
slightly higher percentages above the various cutpoints.
The revised achievement level results in this report and
in the technical report reflect the change in the formula
used in setting the achievement levels. There is one
notable aspect of the revised state assessment
achievement level results. Prior to the revision, only one
state, Arizona, had shown a statistically significant
increase from 1992 to 1994 in the percentage of
students at the Advanced level. Based on the revised
results. six more states — Connecticut, Florida,
Kentucky, Maine, Mississippi. and Maryland — also
showed a statistically significant increase at that level.
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APPENDIX B

Describing Students’
Reading Performance

This appendix contains déetailed information about
the procedures used for describing students’ reading
performance and profiling students’ literacy practices.
The results of these procedures are presented in
Chapter 6 of this report.

Performance Descriptions Based on
the Reading Composite Scale

A procedure known as scale anchoring was used to
develop descriptions of student performance at select=d
points on the NAEP reading composite scale. The scale
points that were selected for anchoring reflect three
levels of reading proficiency corresponding to lower-,
middle-, and higher-performing students. These levels
correspond to the 25th, 50th, and 90th percentile
points on the composite scale as established by the
performance of students in 1992 — the first assessment
administered under NAEP's current reading framework.

Around each percentile point, a band was built to
define a range of scale scores. Students described as
being at a particular level were within a five percentile
point range on either side of the specified scale point.
For example, the 50th percentile was defined as the
region between the 45th and 55th percentile points
on the scale. A question was identified as anchoring
at a percentile point on the scale if it was answered
successfully by at least 65 percent of the students within
that percentile band. (The criterion was set at 74
percent for multiple-choice questions to correct for the
possibility of answering correctly by guessing.)

After defining the bands of the scale to be anchored,
the next step in the process was to identify those
questions that were (1) answered correctly for
dichotomously scored questions, or (2) answered at a
particular score level for partial credit constructed-
response questions. Because the extended constructed-
response questions were scored according to four levels
of performance, each extended constructed-response
question was treated as three distinct questions

corresponding to scores of Partial or better, Essential or
better, and Extensive. These distinct score levels were
ther analyzed in the same manner as questions scored
dichotomously, as either correct or incorrect. Thus, for
example, an extended constructed-response question
might anchor at the 50th percentile for Partial or better
responses and at the 90th percentile for Essential or
better responses.

A committee of reading education experts, including
teachers for the grades involved, college professors,
state curriculum supervisors, and researchers, was
assembled to review the sets of questions identified for
each percentile band. The committee was divided into
three groups, one for each grade. Each group examined
and analyzed questions that anchored at the 25th, 50th,
and 90th percentiles to determine the specific reading
abilities associated with each question.

Committee members w-re also provided with the
sets of questions at each grade that “did not anchor™ to
inform their decisions about what students could do by
seeing examples of what they could not do. Drawing on
their knowledge of reading, committee members were
asked to summarize student performance, by describing
the knowledge, skills and abilities demonstrated by
students in each of the score bands.

The performance descriptions are cumulative. that
is, the abilities described for the lower performing
students are considered to be among the abilities of
students performing at higher points on the scale.
Therefore, the full description of students’ reading
abilities in the middle scale band would include those
abilities described at the lower band. Similarly, the
abilities of students performing at the higher scale band
include the reading abilities described for students at
the middle and lower bands.

Profiling Students’ Literacy Practices

Using the scale bands defined for the anchoring process
described above, the profiling of students’ literacy
practices was accomplished by examining the responses
of students within those bands to selected background
questions. A complete presentation of students’
responses to the three background variables highlighted
in Chapter 6 are presented in Tables B.1 to B.3. The
percentages that appear in the tables are conditional on
the anchor scale point. That is, they are percentages of
students who scored within a five percentile point range
on either side of the specified scale point.



Item Mapping Procedures

In order to map items to particular points on the
reading proficiency subscales, a response probability
convention had to be adopted that would divide those
who had a higher probability of success from those

who had a lower probability. Establishing a response
probability convention has an impact on the mapping of
test items onto the reading scales. A lower boundary
convention maps the reading items at lower points
along the reading scales, and a higher boundary
convention maps the same items at higher points along
the scales. The underlying distribution of reading skills
in the population 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 items 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 convention were set with a boundary at 50
percent, those above the boundary would be move likely
to get an item right than get it wrong, while those below
that boundary would be more likely to get the item
wrong than right. While this convention has some
intuitive appeal, it was rejected on the grounds that
having a 50/50 chance of getting the item 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
an item. However, many of the 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 n:ore likely to get the item right than wrong,
yet would not be in the group described as “able to do”
the item.

In a compromise between the 50 percent and the 80
percent conventions, NAEP has adopted two related
response probability conventions: 74 percent for
multiple-choice questions (to correct for the possibility
of answering correctly by guessing) and 65 percent for
constructed response questions (where guessing is not a
factor). These probability conventions were established,
in part, based on an intuitive judgment that they would
provide the best picture of students’ reading skills.

Some additional support for the dual conventions
adopted by NAEP was provided by Huynh.! He examined
the IRT information provided by items, according
to the IRT model used in scaling NAEP questions.
(“Information” is used here in a technical sense. See
The NAEP 1994 Technical Report for details.) Following
Bock,2 Huynh decomposed the item information into
that provided by a correct response [P (6) *I (6)] and
that provided by an incorrect response [(1-P (6)) *I (6)].
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
two-thirds of the students get the question correct (for
multiple-choice questions, information is maximized at
the point at which 74 percent get the question correct).
It should be noted, however, that maximizing the ifem
information I (), rather than the information provided
by a correct response [P (6) *1 (9)], would imply an item
mapping criterion closer to 50 percent.

Endnotes

1. Huynh, H. (1994, October). Some technical aspects
of standard setting. Paper presented at the Joint
Conference on Standard Setting for Large-Scale
Assessment, Washington, DC.

2. Bock, R. D. (1972). Estimating item parameters and
latent ability when responses are scored in two or
more latent categories. Psychometrika, 37, 29-51.
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. TABLEB.Y

Responses of Students at Percentile Points e NATON'S
to Selected Background Questions CARD |
Grade 4 1992
1994 Reading Assessment St s
25th Percentile® 50th Percentile* 90th Percentile®
Scale Range 187-200 Scale Range 214-224 Scale Range 253-272
Reading For Fun on Own Time
Daily/Almost Daily 36(2.9) §1(2.7) 60 (4.3)
Once/Twice o Week 32n 35(29) 27 (3.0)
Once/Twice a Month 13(2.2) 14(1.9) 9(1.9)
Never/Hardly Ever 18(2.0) LIRVAY 401.2)
Discuss Studies ot Home
Daily/Almost Daily 50(3.4) 54(3.3) 66 (2.6)
Once/Twice o Week 21(2.3) 22(2.0) 22(1.8)
Once/Twice o Month 6(1.4) 7(1.5) 4(1.1)
" Never/Hordly Ever : 22(2.6) 17 (2.3) 8(1.4)
Pages Read Eoch Day for School
und Homework
More Than 20 23(2.1) 24(3.2) 27 (2.8)
1610 20 15(1.6) 15(2.7) 15(2.9)
1Mtol5 14(2.3) 15(1.9) 21(2.)
61010 23(2.5) 25(2.8) 23(2.6)
5 or Fewer 25(24) 21(2.8) 15(1.9)
Percentages may nof sum to 100 percent due to rounding.
Differences batwean groups moy be partiolly exploined by other foctors not inciuded in this table.
* Parcantile points on the composite scale as established by the performance of students in 1992.
The standord errars of the estimated proficiencies oppear in porenthesas. It con be soid with 95 percent certainty that for eoch population of interest, the value for the whole population is within pius o minus two standard errors of the
sstimate for the somple.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, Notionol Assessment of Educotional Progress (NAEP), 1992 and 1994 Reoding Assessmens.
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~ TABLE B.2 Responses of Students at Percentile Points THE NATION'S
to Selected Background Questions e
Grade 8 1992 (=
1994 Reading Assessment Aasig o
25th Percentile* 50th Percentile” 90th Percentile*
Scale Range 230-243 Scale Range 258-267 i Scale Range 297-316
Reading For Fun an Own Time
Daily/Almest Daily 12{1.5) 1901.9) 38(2.1)
Once/Twice o Week 24(2.1) 27 (2.0) 30(2.7)
Once/Twice a Month ' 28(2.0) 27(2.0) 21(2.4)
Never/Hordly Ever 36(2.3) 7(2.0) 12(1.6)
Discuss Studies ot Home
Daily/Almost Daily 32(20) 37(2.6) ' 47(29)
Once/Twice o Week 28(2.1) 30(3.4) 30(2.7)
Once/Twice a Month 12(1.9) 12{1.5) “10{1.4)
Never/Hordly Ever 27(1.9) 21(2.9) . 12(1.9)
Pages Read Each Day for School
and Homework
More Than 20 9(1.0) 12{1.5) 15(2.5)
161020 8(1.4) 9{(1.4) 11(13)
tol5 13(1.3) 15(1.9) ARVAL
61010 29(2.1) 29(2.0) 290.7)
S or Fewer 40(2.3) 35(2.9 24(2.7)
Percentoges moy not sum o 100 percent de to rounding.
Ditferences between groups may be partiolly exploined by other factors not included in this fahle
* Percentile points on the composice scole as established by the performance of students in 1992.
The stondord errors of the estimoted proficiencies appear in porentheses. It can be soid with §5 percent triginty that for each populotion of interest, the volue for the whole populotion is within plus or minus two standard errars of the
estimote for the somple.
SOURCE: Kotional Center for Educotion Stotisifics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (RAEP), 1922 ond 1994 Reading Assessments.
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' Responses of Students at Percentile Points THE NATION'S
. . REPORY I
to Selected Background Questions CARD [P
Grade 12 102
1994 Reading Assessment Ry e
25th Percentile® 50th Percentile* §0th Percentile®
Scale Range 264-275 Scale Range 289-298 Scale Range 325-343
Reading For Fun on Own Time
Daily/Almost Daily 18(1.6) 24(2.7) 3820
Once/Twice 0 Week 20(1.9) 25(2.9) 30(27)
Once/Twice a Month 27(23) 25(27) 21(3.1)
Never/Hardly Ever 35(24) 27 {2.1) 12(2.3)
Discuss Studies at Home :
Daily/Almost Daily 27 (27) 32(2.1) 39(2.5)
Once/Twice o Week 30(26) 35(20) 36(2.2)
Once/Twice a Month 15(1.4) 13(1.3) 13(2.2)
Never/Hardly Ever 28(2.2) 20(24) 12(1.6)
Pages Read Each Day for School
and Homework )
More Than 20 9(1.7) 14(2.1) 27 (2.3)
1610 20 9(1.3) 11(1.5) 14(1.5)
Mto15 11{1.1) 14(1.8) 17(1.5)
6to10 ' < 26 (2.1) 26 (2.3) 22(3.5)
5 or Fewer 44(2.7) 3532 20 (2.6)
Percentoges moy not sum to 100 percent due fo rounding
Differences between groups moy be poriiolly exploined by other fociors not included in this toble.
* Percentile points on the composite scole as estoblished by the performonce of students in 1992.
The stondord eriors of the estimoted proficiencies oppeor in porentheses. it con be soid with 95 percent certointy that for each population of interest, the volue for the whole papulotion is within plus o minus two stondord errors of the
estimote for the somple.
SOURCE: Notionol Center for Educotion Stotisitics, National Assessment of Educotional Pragress (NAEP), 1992 and 1994 Reading Assessments.




Cross State Proficiency and
Achievement Level Results




TABLE C.1A - 1992 Average Grade 4 Reading Proficiency T wanou
by Gender card [
Public Schools Only 1992| =
Rleating Avseasrmant
Male Female
Percentage ]. Average Percentage | Average
of Students ' Proficiency of Students | Proficiency
Nation 51 (0.7) f m (1.3) 49 (0.0 79 (1)
Region '
Nartheast 50 (2.0) ; 217 (4.6) 50 (2.0 } 223 (3.6)
Southeast 49 (1.3) ! 205 (2.9 51 (1.3) : N6 {25
Central 54 (1.1 . 216 (1.6) 46 (1.1} 220 (24)
West 52 (1.4) ’ 207 (2.6) 48 (1.4) P 216 {1.3)
State \
Alabama 52 {1.1) | 204 (1.7} 48 (1.1) ' m (20
Arizona 48 (1.0 : 206 {1.5) 52 (1.0) : 213 {1.4)
Arkonsas 50 {1.0) : 208 {1.5) 50 {1.0) 214 (14)
Californio 49 (1.1) : 198 {2.3) 51 (L1 207 (2.1
Colorado 51 (1.0) ' 4 (1.3) 49 (1.0) . 9 (14)
Connecticut 51 (1.3) 79 (1.5 49 (1.3 ; 224 (1.6}
Delaware} 5 (1. i 209 {1.2) 5 (1.1) i 17 1.0)
Florida 51 (0.9) ] 205 {1.5) 49 (0.9 i m (1.4
Georgia 51 (1L 00 (1.7}, 49 (. ; 25 1n
Hawaii 51 (0.9) 198 {2.0) 49 (0.9 ) 209 {1.7)
indiana 50 (1.2) f 9 (14) 5 (1.3 224 {1.5)
lowa 50 (0.8) ' 72 (1.3) © 50 {0.8) ‘ 229 {14)
Kentucky 53 (1.0} , 209 {1.6) 47 1.0) 216 (1.4)
Lovisiana 50 (0.9) ‘ 200 {1.5) 50 (0.9) 207 {1.3)
Mainet 48 (1.4 ' 225 (1.1} o 52 (14 ' 29 (14)
Maryland 49 {1.0) 207 1.8) 51 (1.0) j 05 (1.8)
Masscchusetts 50 (0.9} 225 {1.2) 50 (0.9) 77 {1.1)
Minnesota 51 (1.3) 217 1.5) 49 (1.3) : 225 {1.3)
Mississippi 52 (1.0) 196 (1.8) 48 (1.0) 202 {1.3)
Missouri 50 {09) ; 07 (14) 50 (0.9) m (15 !
Montana — () — =) — ) ; — (-]
Nebraska} 52 (1.3) ‘ 218 {14) 48 {1.3) 225 {1.3)
New Hampshiret 51 (1.0) : 24 (14) 49 (1.0) 231 (1.2
New Jersey} 50 (1.1) 1 220 (1.7} 5 {1.1) ‘ 226 {1.7)
New Mexico 50 {0.8) ‘ 209 (1.5) 50 {0.8) N3 {1.8)
New York} 52 (1.1 N2 (1.9 48 (1.1} 218 (1.
North Caroling 51 {0.9) ' 209 {1.4) 49 (09 214 {1.3)
North Dakota 51 {1.2) ‘ 224 (14) 49 (1.2) ‘ 77 {14)
Pennsylvania 48 (1.2) N8 1.5) 52 {1.2) : 223 (1.4)
Rhode island 51 (1.3) ; 215 {2.0) 49 (1.3) 18 {2.0)
South Carolina 48 {0.9) ; 206 {1.5) 52 (0.9} 213 {1.5)
Tennessee 5 (1.1 . 209 (1.6) 50 (1.1} 05 {1.6)
Texas 52 (1.2) 209 (1.7} - 48 (1.2) . 216 {1.8)
Utah 48 (1.0) 07 {1.5) 52 {1.0) 224 (1.2
Virginia 51 {0.9) . 07 (1.8) 49 (0.9 ' 225 (14)
Washing’on — {—) ‘ — (=) — (=) : — (=~
West Virginio 51 (0.8) m (1.4 49 (0.8) : 220 (1.6)
Wiscansin 50 {0.9) m (1.2 50 {0.9) 226 1.2)
Wyoming 51 (0.9) 720 (1.5) 49 (0.9) 226 (1.0)
Other Jurisdictions '
DoDEA — =) — =) — () ‘ — ()
Guam 52 (1.2) 175 {1.9) 48 (1.2) . 190 {1.5)
-~ Jurisdiction did not partitipate in 1992 Trial State Assessment
4 Did not satisfy one of the guidelines for school somple participotion rates for the 1992 Triaf State Assessment (see Tachnical Report of the NAEP 1992 Triol State Assessment Pragrom in Reading).
SOURCE: Nutional Center for Education Statistics, Mational Assessment of Educational Progress (RAEP), 1992 Reading Assessment
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1994 Average Grade 4 Reading Proficiency

THE NATIDN'S
by Gender AR
Public Schools Only 1992 | =
Axadtng Assessment
Male female
Percentage 3 Average Percentage : Average
of Students i Proficiency of Students Proficiency
Mation. 51 {0.) i 207 1.3) 49 (0.7) 218 {1.2)
Region
Northeast 5 (1.1 . 207 (3.0) 50 (. 216 {2.D)
Southeast 52 (18) ) 202 {2.5) 43 (1.8) 215 {2.2)
Central 53 (14) . 212 {2.6) 47 (1.4) 225 (3.0
West 51 (1.5) ; 207 {2.5) 45 (1.5 207 (2.5
State :
Alabama 51 (0.8) : 203 {1.9) 49 (0.8) 23 {1.6)
Arizona 50 (1.0) - : 201 (2.2 50 {1.0) m (2.1}
Arkansas 50 {1.3) 204 (1.9) 50 {1.3) 213 {1.8)
California 51 (1.2) ; 194 {1.9) 49 (1.2 200 {2.2)<
Colorado 50 (0.9) ; 209 (1.8) 50 {0.9) 218 (1.5)
Connedicut 50 (1.1) : 218 (1.8) 50 (1.1} 226 (2.0
Delaware 49 (1.2 | 200 (2.1)<< 51 (1.2} 12 (1.5
Florida 49 {1.1) ! 199 (21)< 51 {1 210 (1.8)
Georgia 48 (1.0) ; 201 {3.0)< 52 {1.0) 2?7 (2.2)
Howaii 51 (1.0} i 194 {2.1) 49 (1.0) ; 208 (1.7)
Indiana 49 (0.8) : 216 (1.5) 51 {0.8) : 223 (1.5)
lowa 51 (1.0} ; 219 {1.6) 49 (1.0) 227 (1.5)
Kentucky 5111 : 206 (1.8) 49 (1.1 ' 207 (2.0)
Lovisiana 49 (1.0). ‘ 193 (1.6 51 (1.0} : 200 (1.7)<
Maine 50 (1.3) j 225 {1.6) 50 {1.3) 231 (1.6}
Maryland 52 (1.0) 205 {1.8) 43 (1.0) 214 (1.8)
Massachusetts 50 (0.9) ; m (1.5) 50 (0.9) 226 (1.5)
Minnesota 51 {09} : 214 {1.5) 49 (0.9) 223 (1.9)
Mississippi 49 (08)< : 196 {1.6) 51 {08)> 207 {1.9)
Missouri 51 (1.2) 1 23 (19) 49 (1.2) 221 (1.8)
Montanat 51 (1.0 ! 218 (1.6) 49 (1.0) 21 (L.
Nebraskat 51 (1.3) 216 (1.5) 49 (1.3 1 224 (1.9)
New Hampshiret 50 (1.6) ! 218 (1.6)< 50 (1.6 : 229 (1.8)
New Jersey 49 (1.0) 216 (1.5) 51 (1.0} ! 222 (1.3)
New Mexico 48 (0.9) ' 201 {21) 52 {0.9) . 208 (1.8)
New York 50 (1.0) ' 207 {1.8) 50 {1.0) ’ 216 (1.6}
North Carolina 51 (1) : 209 (1.7 49 (1.0} : 220 (1.8)>
North Dakota 50 {0.8) m (1.5 50 {0.8) ‘ 230 {1.5)
Pennsylvaniat 50 (0.9) Mm (1.8 50 {0.9) 220 (1.9)
Rhode Islandt 49 (1.5) 215 {1.5) 51 {1.5) 225 (1.5)>
South Carolina 51 {09)> 199 (1.7)< 49 {09)< 208 {1.6)<
Tennesseet 49 (1.0} i 208 (2.1} 51 (1.0) 07 (1.9
Texas 5 (1.2) : 210 {2.0) 5 (1.2 214 (2.1)
Utah 50 (1.1} 23 (1.7 5 (. 222 (1.3}
Virginia 50 (1.0) 208 (1.8)<< 50 (1.0} 219 (1.5
Washington 52 {038) 209 (1.8) 48 (08) 07 (L.
West Virginia 51 (L) 208 (1.4) 49 (1.0 218 {1.4)
Wisconsint 49 (1.1) m 2 51 (L1} 221 (1.5)
Wyoming 51 Q0 28 (1.3) 49 (1.1) 224 (1.6)
Other Jurisdictions
DoDEA 50 (0.9) 4 213 (1.3) 50 {0.9) 223 (1.0
Guam 51 (1.2) : 172 {1.4) 49 (1.2) 190 (1.7)
<< The value for the 1994 assessment wos siq:\ifimnlly lower (~~ higher) than the valus for 1992 of or obout the 95 percent confidence leval. Thess notations indicate stafistical significance from o multiple comparison procedure
bosed on 38 jurisdictions participating in both 1992 and 1994. If laoking ot anly one state, < indicates the value for 1994 was significantly lawer (> highee) than the value for 1992 ot o1 about the 95 percent confidence favel.
Statistically significont differences between 1994 ond 1992 for the state comparison samples for the notion and regions ore not indicated.
t Did not satisfy one of the guidelines for school somple participation rates for the 1994 Trial State Assessinent {see Appendix A).
SOURCE: Natianal Center for Educotion Siatstics, Notional Assassment af Educational Progress (NAEP), 1994 Reading Assessment
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TABLE.C.2A 1992 Average Grade 4 Reading Proficiency - HE WATON'S
by Race/Ethnicity canD |
Public Schools Only 1992 {4
mnm
White Black Hispanic American Indion
Percentage Average Percentage ! Average Percentage Average Percentage 5 Average
of Students | Profidency of Students | Proficiency of Students | Proficiency of Students | Proficiency
; 4
Nation 69 {0.5) i 223 1.3) 17 {04) 192 (1.6) 10 {0.3) l 199 (2.2) 2 {03) | 205 {4.9)
Region i | i.
Northeast 68 (34) 229 (39) 20 (3.2 197 (38) 9 (1.3) | 200 {49) 1(04) - ()
Southeast 63 (2.7) E 220 (34) 29 (2.6) 194 (2.4) 5 (0 194 (5.0 1 (04) ' ()
Central 79 (15) ¢ 224 (1.8) - n 1.3 187 (3.3) 7 (1.0) 209 (4.7) 2 104) ¢+ ()
West 65 (21) | 220 (1.7} 11 (1.6) 185 (4.4) 16 (1.9) “196 (2.7) 2 (06) + ()
State i ) i !
Alabama 61 (2.4) I} 18 (1.5) 32 | 188 (22 5 {0.7) 190 (3.7} 2 {0.0) ' =)
Arizona 5 (1.9 ¢+ 220 (1) 4 (0.6) 200 (4.3) 29 (1.6) 198 (2.0) 10 (18) 1 185 (3.0)
Arkansas 70 (08 19 ) 21 (1.5) 190 (1.7) 7 (0.7) 188 (3.8) 2 (03) 206 (48)
California 46 (19) ! 18 (29) 7 (0.8) 184 (3.2) 35 (1.6) 183 (2.7) 7003 ot
(olorado 70 (1.3) 22 1.0) 4 {0.9) 202 (341 21 (0.9) 202 (1.9)- 2 {03) i 203 (4.7)
Connecticut 713 0.0 230 (1.0) n (13) 196 (3.1) 13 (1) 193 (34) 1(03) 1 )
Delowaret 64 (1.1) 72 (0.8) 25 (1.0) 195 (1.6) 8 (0.5) 188 (3.2) 2 (04) . ()
Hlorida 57 (1.9 7m9 1.y n (20) 186 (2.7) 18 (1.4) 01 (2.7) 2 (03 ¢ (1
Georgia 57 (1.9) 24 (14) 34 018) | 19 (22) 5 (0.5) 192 (48) 1(02) ¢ )
Hawaii 20 (1.5) n5 (27) 5 (06) 1 192 (46) 11 (0.9) 193 (28) 2 (03 1 )
Indiana 82 (14) | 225 (1.2) 104 L 200 (23) 5006 | m (37 1(03) )
lowa 88 (09 ! 27 1.0) 3 (0.6) 209 (3.0} 6 (05)  m (30) 1 (03) ¢ )
Kentucky 86 .y < 15 (1.2) 9 0.0) 197 (3.3) 3 (04) 195 (5.0) 10 ;o)
Louisiana 51 (1.9 26 (1.2) 41 (1.9) 191 (1.5) 5 (05} 188 (4.4) 1 {03) = ()
Maine$ 92 {0.6) 78 (1.1) 0 {0.1) =) 4 (0.7) 209 (3.2) 2 (03 . )
Maryland 60 (1.7} m 0.5 S 29 (1.3) 193 (2.6) 6 (0.6) 197 (3.0) 103) 1 )
Mossachusetts 81 (1.2} 21 (09) - 7 (06) @ 205 (2.7) 7.(06) } 200 (22) 1 {0.2) I A
Minnesota & 02 74 (1.) 3005 ¢ 191 {59) 6 (0.6) | 203 (3.5) 2 (02 )
Mississippi 41 20 ' 7 G4 52 (2) | 186 (1.6) 5 (.0 ¢ 185 {37} 1 {03 ()
Missouri 7an ¢ 226 (1) 14 00, 19 (30) 500 ;. 202 (32 2 (0.3) M A
Montana — =) — =) = — = — S
Nebrasked 83 0y 1 225 (1. 6 (06) 1 197 (32) 8§ (1) . 205 (29) 2003 + =)
New Hampshired 90 (1.0) i 229 (1.2 1 {0.2) a ) 5 (0.6) : 25 (3N 2003 )
New Jersey} 7 (22) | 232 (14) 14 {1.6) ; 200 (2.7) 13 0.4) 1+ 199 (28) 1 (0.2) )
New Mexico 45 (200 1 3 (18) 3 (04) ; 202 (5.6) 46 (1L7) . 200 (15) 5 (1.2) . 200 (38)
New York} 61 (200 226 (1.1) 14 (18) | 202 (2.7) 20 (1.8) 187 (4.0 2 (03 .ttt
North Caroling 63 (2.0) m (1.3) 28 (16) ;. 194 (22) 5006 | 192 33) 3 0. ¢ 204 (6.2
North Dakota 93 (1.} | 226 (1.0) 0 (0.1) ) 3 (0.5) I 7 (48) 3 (08 ~ m @
Pennsylvania 79 00 ¢ 27 0.2 11 (1.6) 190 (2.4) 8 (1.0) | 200 (3.8) LI ) I A e B
Rhode Island 76 (22) | 224 (1.3) 6 (1.0 | 187 (3.7) 12 (13) 191 (43) 2003 )
South Carolina 55 (1.9) i m (14) 38 (20) 1§ 195 (1.6) 507 ¢ 195 (24) 2.(03) )
Tennessee n Qs | 79 (1.3) 2 (16 1 193 (22) 5 (0.7) 1 196 (4.4) 2 (03) )
Texas 49 (210 . 224 (20) 14 (1.7 . 200 (25) 34 (23 - 201 (1.8) 1 {0.2) I
Utah 8 (1.1) . 223 (1.0) v oo ) 10 (0.9 ? 204 (2.3) 2 (05 . )
Virginia 67 (1.6) . 228 (1.5) 24 (13) @ 203 (21) 505 1 202 (43) 203 . )
Washington e o I el — =) =) — = P =) el e
West Virginia 91 (0.7) l 07 (1.2) 2 (04) @ 204 (6.4) 4 (05 , 196 (6.9) 203 ()
Wisconsin 83 (014 i 271 10) 6 (08) , 200 (2.4) 8 (09 - 210 (33) 2 (08) ' 206 (5.0}
Wyoming 83 (1.3) 1 226 (1.1) 11 - o) 12 (09) ' 209 (2.5) 4 (0.9 N1 (46}
Other Jurisdictions j 5 ! ;
DoDEA — =, = — =) i = — = =) — ) — =
Guam 12 (0.8) . 195 (3.0) 4 (04) i 166 (5.5) 18 (0.8) l 165 (2.9) 1 (0.3) A
The percantoge for roce/athnicity may not odd to 100 percent becouse o smoll percentoge of students cotegorized themselves os “other”
fue !o‘signifiu:n:I changes in the wording of the race/athnicity question between the 1992 ond 1994 ossassmants, the 1992 rasults for Asion ond Pocific Islonder students are not comparable to 1994 results Therefore, 1992 results for these two groups
ore not presented.
*+= Somple size in the 1992 ossessment i insufficient to permit o selioble estimote.  — Jurisdiction did not poriicipote in 1992 Triol Stote Assessment
¥ Interpret with toution ony comparison involving this statistic. The nature of the somple doss not ollow otcurte delermination of the voriobility of this volue.
4 0id not sotisfy ona of the puidalings for school somple participation rotes for the 1992 Trial State Assessment {ses Technical Report of the NAEP 1997 Triol Stote Assessment Progrom in Reoding}
SOURCE: Notional Center for Education Statistics, Nationol Assescment of Educationo! Prograss (NAEP), 1992 Reoding Assessment
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TABLE C.2B

1994 Average Grade 4 Reading Proficiency

REJSFETWON'S
by Race/Ethnicity S e
Public Schools Only 1992
Peading Asessament
White Black Hispanic American Indian
Percentage Average Percentage Averoge Percentage |. Average Percentage Average
of Students | Proficiency of Students | Profidency of Students | Proficiency of Students | Proficiency
Nation 68 (0.5) 223 1.3) 16 (0.4) 186 (1.7) 12 (0.3) 188 (2.7) 2 (0 200 (3.6)
Region !
Northeast 62 (24) | 224 (25) 22 (25) 184 (2.1) 10 (1.4) 191 (4.2) 1 {0.3) =)
Southeast 63 (36) | 219 (24) 26 (29) 188 (2.5) 8§ (12) 184 (41) 1 (0.3) )
Central 80 (22) | 225 (28) 1 (1.6) 182 (6.4) 6 {08) 199 (6.7) 1 {0.3) )
West 66 (20) | 222 (20) 7 (1.4) 186 (4.8)! 20 {1.5) 186 (4.4) 2 (03) =)
State !
Alobama 62 (1.7) ' 220 1.5) 29 (1.6) 188 (1.9) 6 (0.6) 178 (4.3) 2 (04) ()
Arizona 8019 1 220 (16) 4 (04} 183 (5.7) 29 (1.6) 188 (2.6)< 8 (1.4) 181 (5.1)
Arkansas 007 o 2807 21 (1.6) 183 (2.3)< 6 (0.7) 192 (4.2) 2 (0.3) =)
California 4 (23) 210 (20) 7 (1.0} 182 (4.9) 33 (1.9) 174 (24)< 2 (04) I S
Colorado 67 (1.4) 222 (13) 5(0.7) 191 (4.7) 21 (1 193 {21)< 4 (04) 204 (5.2)
Connedicut 70 (14) | 234 (1.3) 12 (1.1} 190 (4.8) 14 (1.1) 190 (3.9 1 (0.2) =)
Delaware 63 (1.1) 205 (1.3)<< 23 {1.0) 188 (2.4)< 9 06) 190 (3.1} 3 (04) =)
Florida 5718 | 218 (1) 21 (1.8) 183 (2.4) 19 (1.6) 189. (3.1)< 2 (02 =)
Georgia 56 (2.6} { 22 1.9 32 (22) 185 (3.2)< 9 (0.8)> 184 (5.7} 1 (0.2} =
Hawaii 17 (L) 1 9 (21 3 (0.5) 189 (4.5) 11 (0.8) 185 (4.0) 2 (0.2) I |
Indiana 8y |25 na 10 (0.8) 193 (2.5) 7 (0.7} 201 (3.5} 1 (0.3 | ** (™)
lowa 88 (1.1y 225 (1.9} 3 {06} |- 186 (7.00 6 (0.7) 204 (4.1) 2 (0.3) )
Kentucky 83 (12} | 215 (1.6) 10 (1.0} 190 (3.4) 5 (0.6) 196 (4.1) 1 {02) )
Lovisiana 51 (18) | 2113 (1.4 38 (1.9 180 (1.6)<< 8 (0.9)> 175 (5.0) 2 (0.3) =)
Maine 92 (0.6) | 229 (1.3) 1 (0.2) ) 5 (04) 218 (4.6} 2 (03) I s
Moryland 57 (1.8) ! 223 (1.5} 32 (1.8) 185 (2.3) 6 (0.7) 197 (3.5) 2 (0.3) =)
Maossachusetts 77 (16) ' 231 (1.2 7 01.0) 199 (3.1} 1M ("> ] 194 (2.8) 2 {03) R b
Minnesota 84 (1) - 22 (1) 3 {05} i 173 (8.0) 8 (0.0)> 202 (4.4) 3 (0.5) 196 (6.7}
Mississippi 46 (1.7) | 220 (20) 45 (1.8)< 187 (2.1} 7 (0.8} 181 (3.9 1:{03) =)
Missouri 75421y | 223 (1.3} 14 (1.7) 192 (4.1} 7 10.7) 200 (3.9) 2 (0.3) 202 (49
Montanat 9 08 226 (1.3) 1 (0.2} ! ) 10 (0.8} 208 (3.2) 9 (1.3) 203 (2.8)
Nebraskat 82 (1.8) ! 224 (14) 4 (1.1) £ 190 (5.50 10 (1.4) 205 (3.9 3 (0.4) 202 (6.2)
New Hampshiref a1y 224 (1.5} 1 (0.2} : IR S 5 (0.7} 213 (4.8) 2 (0.6} =)
New Jersey 60 (19) ¢ 231 (1.2) 16 (1.9) . 193 (34) 17 (15) 200 (2.5) 1 {0.2) )
New Mexico 4a 08 o9 0 3 {05 196 (7.0) 44 (1.4) 196 (2.2) 10 (1.6 185 (5.3)
New York 54 (2.2) ] 226 (1.7} 2 (07 J 191 (1.9 19 (1.5) 193 (2.6) 2 (0.3) =)
North Carolina 65 (2.1} 225 (1.6} 26 (1.8) ¢ 193 (1.9 4 (0.5) 189 (4.4) 3 (12 201 (410
North Dakota 88 (14 . 228 (1.2} 1 (0.2 © = (**9) 6 (0.6)> 02 (2.9 4 1.1y 197 (6.2)
Pennsylvaniat 76 1.9 224 (13) 14 (19) | 180 (3.8) 7 10.7) 187 (3.9 1 {0.3) )
Rhode Island 80 (L1} 226 (1.4) 6 (0.6) 1 197 (2.4) 9 (08) 195 (2.8) 102 . Y
South Carolina 53 (1.8} 219 (1.4 37 05 184 (1.7k< 8 (0.7) 182 (3.3)< 2 {03 T vt
Tennesseet 74 (18) 220 (1.8) 19 (1.7} 188 (3.0) 4 (0.6) 196 {6.7) 13y ;)
Texas 50 (20) . 227 (.1} 12 (19} . 191 (4.4 34 (23) 198 (1.9) 1 (03) + * (**)
Utah 82 (1.2} . 211 (1.3} 1(01) . == ) 12 (0.9} 199 (2.5} 3 (04) i 195 (5.3)
Virginia 59 (200« ~ 224 (1.6) 29 (1.7) : 192 (1.9)<< 7 (0.8)> 206 (3.4) 1 (0.2) 1 )
Washington 1307 0 7 (19 5{08) 198 (3.) 1 (.0 190 (3.6) 4 (04) : 207 (4.2
West Virginia 9 (08) ~ 215 (1.0} 3 (0.5) : 202 {4.2) 4 {05) | 192 (48) 1 (0.2) ' )
Wisconsint 84 (1.4) 228 (1.1} 5 10.9) 197 (3.5) 7 (08) ! 203 (4.3) 2 (04 , )
Wyoming 82 (1.6} 224 (1.2} 1(02) == (=%} 13 (1.0} 209 (3.1} 4 (100 ; 210 (3.3}
Other Jurisdictions ‘ : ! i
DoDEA 47 (1. 224 1.2) 19 (07) & 205 (1.9) 18 (09 | m (1.7} 3 (04} ' 210 (4.2)
Guam 9 (0.6} . 192 (4.2 4 (04) 7 (8.0) 18 (0.9} l 1 (2.3) 1 (0.2) l =)
The parcentage for race/ethaicity may nol 0dd lo 100 percent becouse o small p ge of students categorized themsalves os “other.”
<< The volus for the 1994 essessment wos significontly lowar (> higher) than the volus for 1992 ot or about the 95 percont confidence level Thasa nototions indicote stotistical significance from o multiple comparisan procedura based on 38 jurisdictions
pariicipating in both 1992 and 1994. If looking of only one state, < indicates the volus for 1994 wes signifcontly lowar (> higher) than the valus for 1992 et or about the 95 paccent confidence leval. Statisticolly significont ditferences between 1994 ond
1992 for the state comparison samples for the notion and regions ore not indicoted.
*** Somple size in the 1994 assessment is insulficient to permit g relioble estimate.
! Intarprat with coution any comparison involving this stotistic. The nature of the somple does not ollow occurate determinotion of the voriobility of this volve
1 Did not satisky one of the guidelines for school somple participation rates for the 1994 Triol Stote Assessment (sce Appendix A).
SOURCE: National Cantar for Education Statistics, National Assessmnt of Educotional Progress (NAEP), 1994 Reoding Assassment
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- TABLE €2 © .
i 1994 Average Grade 4 Reading Proficiency THE NATION'S
by Race/Ethnicity _ e D [
Public Schools Only (continued) 1092 |
Peeding Asesssrment
Asian Pacific Islander
Percentage Average Percentage ], Average
of Students Proficiency of Students | Proficiency
Nation 2 (02) | 231 {6.1) ) ? 26 (59)
Region- ; §
Northeast 2 {0.6) i o) 1 {0.3) ' )
Southeast 1 {0.2) ; I 0 (0.} ‘ )
Central 1 (03) ) 0 (02) _ )
West' 3 (0.6) ; 226 (7.0 1 {0.3) ’ )
State . !
Aabama 102 '; () 0 (1) | -+
Arizong 1 (0.2) i M e 1 (0.2) o I
Arkansas 1 {(0.2) ! ) 0 {0.1) ‘ )
(alifornia 8 (1) ! 11 {6.0) 5 {1.0) ' N3 (4.5
Colorado 2 (03) i ) 1 (0.2) f =)
Connecticut 2 (0.3) : = () 0 (00 (=)
Deloware 1 {(0.3) ; o) 0 (0.0 )
Florida 1 {0.2) ' ) 1 {0.2) . )
Georgia 2 {0.3) ) 0 (0.0) ' )
Hawaii 9 (13) 19 (2.6) 46 (1.6) : 191 (2.0)
Indiana 1 (0.2) ! () 0 (0.1) ; )
lowa 1 {0.2) : N A 0 (0N ")
Kentucky 1 (0.0) : ) 0 (N ")
Lovisiana 1 (07) i N 0 {00 (***)
Maine 1 (00) 3 () 0 (0.1) (")
Maryland 3 {04 ! 232 (4.1) 1 (0.2) ' (")
Massachusetts 2 (0.6) ! 00 (9.2) G (0.1) ‘ (")
Minnesota 2 {04) ) 0 (0.0 | ")
Mississippi 0 (0.2) : ) 0 (0.1 ")
Missouri 1 {0.3) ") 0 (0. ; ")
Montanat 1 (0.0) : A G 0 (0.0 ! **)
Nebraskat 1 {0.2) , ) 1 {0.0) ' ")
New Hampshiret 110.2) =) 0 (o ()
New Jersey 4 (0.6) . 237 (4.0) 1 (0.3) ; A
New Mexico T (0.3) ' ) 0 (0.) I
New York 3 10.5) i 230 (6.3) 1 (0.2) . )
North Carolina 1 {0.3) ‘ ) 0 (0.) (***)
North Dakota 1 (0.2) 7 A W 0 (0.1) (***)
Pennsylvaniat 1 (04) : R A 102 =)
Rhode islandt 3 (04) i 203 (5.8) 0 (0.2) "+
South Carolina 0 (0.0 ; ) 1 (0.2). ")
Tennesseet 1 (0.2) ; {*"*) 0 (0. ")
Texas 2 (04) (**) 0 {0.2) (***)
Utah 1 {(0.2) \ ) 1 (0.3) )
Virginia 7 (0.4) ' ) 1 (0.2) I
Washington 4 (00) 20 (5.7) 7 (0.4 ‘ B (6.2)
West Virginia 1 {0.2) =) 0 (0.) I |
Wisconsint 2 (0.5) 1 (**") 0 (0.1) B A
Wyoming 1 (00 {**) 0 (0.} T )
Other Jurisdictions :
DoDEA 5 {0.5) : 222 (3.6) 5 10.6) : 25 (3.8)
Guam 3 (04) i 180 (6.0 64 (0.9) 183 (1.3)
The pertentage for race/athanity may not odd to 100 percent becouse a smell percentoge of students cotegorized themselves o3 *other”
Due to significant changes in the wording of the roce/ethnicity question between the 1992 ond 1994 assessments. the 1992 results fot Asion ond Pacific Islonder students ore not comparable 1o 1994 results Therelare 1992 results for these two groups
m Z'mp;m:'x':‘jn the 1994 assessment is insufficient 1o permit o relioble estimote.
1 laterpret with caution ony comparison involving this stofistic. The noture of the somple does not ollow occurote determination of the vosiobility of this volue.
1 Did not sofisfy one of the guidelines for school somple participation rotes for the 1994 Triol Stote Assessment {see Appendix A}
SOURCE- Notionol Center for Education Stotisiics, Kotionol Assessment of Educotionol Progress (NAEP), 1994 Reoding Assessment
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1992 Average Grade 4 Reading Proficiency

THE NATION'S
by Parents’ Education Level Ao [
Public Schacls Only 1902 [ =
1994
Graduated College Some Education After High School Graduated High Scheol
Percentage { Average Percentage : Average Percentage Average
of Students | Proficiency of Students i Proficiency of Students Proficiency
] ! H
Nation 37 (1 i 223 (1.6) 9 (0.6) | 221 (24) 13 (0.6) ! 21 (18)
Region i '
Northeast 40 (33) : 232 (52) 7 (08) | 221 (9.2) 12 (1.8) : 22 (34)
Southeast 36 (22) i 218 (2.8) 8§ (0.9) : 216 (4.7) 16 (1.2) , 207 (4.3)
Central 38 (2.1) i 223 (2.6) 13 (1.5) ! 224 (4.0) 13 {1.0) i 214 (37)
West 35 (2.0) . 219 (2.8) 7 (1.0) ‘ 223 (3.6) 10 (1.1) ; 210 (4.0)
State § | .
Alaboma 36 (1.4) ' 215 (2.2 8 (0.0) i 7 (29 20 (1.0) : 207 (23)
Arizong 34 (1.4 : 218 (1.5) 8 (0.6) i 216 (2.8) 9 (0.6) '; 204 (24)
Arkansas 32 (1.3) I 27 (1.9) . 10 {0.7) ! 223 (21) 20 (0.9) ! 21 (1.9
California 37 (1.5) : 216 (2.5) 7 06) ' 206 (4.1) 8 (0.7) f 198 (4.2)
Colorado 40 (1. i 225 (1.2). 11 {0.6) ! 224 (2.2) 12 {0.7) | 210 (2.3)
Connecticut - 43 12) | 233 (1.5) 9 (0.7} ? 230 (2.9 11 {0.6) : 03 (27)
Delawaret 38 (0.7) ' 220 (1.4) 7 10.6) ; 2 (23) 14 (0.7) f 205 {2.)
Florida 36 (1.3) 23 (1.5 9 (0.6) \ 25 (2.7) 13 (0.7) { 206 (2.6)
Georgia 38 (1.3) i 21 (2.2) 8 (0.5 : 219 (3.1) 17 (0.8) | 206 (2.1)
Hawaii 38 (1.3) i 209 (2.0) 7005 ] 208 (3.7) 13 (0.8) ' 195 (2.5)
Indiana 35 (1.4) ! 21 (1.1} 10 {0.7) : 229 (24) 16 (1.0) ' 218 (1.9)
lowa 41 (1.5) 3 234 (1.3) 10 (0.5) i 231 (1.8) 15 {0.8) . 222 (1.7)
Kentucky 30 (0.0 ; 220 (2.0) 10 (0.7) 5 222 (24) 20 (0.9 } 214 (1.8)
Lovisiana 33 (1.3) : 206 (2.1) 9 (0.6) 215 (23) 18 (0.9) 201 (1.8)
Mainet 41 (1.7) i 234 (14) 9 (0.8) ! 235 (2.2) 17 (1.2) 223 (1.8)
Maryland 44 (14) i 218 (1.9) 8 (0.6) : 218 (23) 12 (0.7) 207 (2.7)
Massachusetts 46 (1.5) 1 235 (1.0) 8 (0.5) 1 232 (2.2) 11 {0.6) 222 (2.4)
Minnesota 40 (1.5 : 1 0.0 9 (0.7) : 230 (27) 13 0.9) 218 (2.2)
Mississippi 34 (15 ’ 204 (1.7) 7 10.5) ‘ 209 (2.8) 16 (1.0) 197 (2.3)
Missouri 36 (1.3) : 228 (1.8) 10 (0.7) ' 227 (2.5) 17 {0.9) 215 (2.0)
Montana — =) — (=) — ) i — (- — ) — (=)
Nebraskat 44 (1.2) 228 (1.5 10 {0.8) ) 230 (3.2) 12 {0.7) 27 (23)
New Hampshiret 43 (.7 i 234 (1.5 9 {0.7) 234 (2.5 14 {1.0) 221 (24)
New Jersey} 45 (i.8) 232 (1.8) 8 {0.7) ! 230 (27) 10 {0.7) 216 (2.6)
New Mexico 31 0.8 : 222 (1.9) 10 {0.9) ; 218 (2.8) 16 {1.1) 210 (2.1)
New York} 39 05 : 226 (1.4) 8 {0.8) ‘ 221 (23) 13 {0.7) 209 (2.3)
North Carolina 39 0.3 ; 220 (1.6) 8 {0.6) ' 218 (2.5) 16 {0.8) 206 (2.2)
North Dakota 47 (1.5) | 233 (1.2) 9 (0.7) j 229 (27) 11 {0.8) 224 (2.2)
Pennsylvania 38 (1.7 229 (1.7 8 (0.6) 231 (22) 15 {0.8) 216 (1.8)
Rhode Island 36 (18) . 226 (2.4) 8 (0.7) | 228 (2.6) 11 {0.8) 209 (2.5)
South Caroling 37 {1.5) ‘ 218 (1.6) 8 (0.6) ; 21 (30 19 (1.0) 200 (2.0)
Tennessee 34 (1.8) i 220 (2.2) 9 (0.5) : 222 (38) 19 (1.1} 210 (24)
Texas 34 (1.6) 222 (2.2) 9 {0.8) : 219 (2.7) 14 {0.9) 208 (2.1)
Utah 40 (14) l 27 1.4) 9 (0.6) 228 (25) 10 {0.6) 25 (1.9
Virginia 42 (1.8) ! 229 (20) 9 (0.7) 225 (27) 14 {0.7) 25 (1.0
Washington — () ‘ — (=) — () , — (=) — (=) — (=)
West Virginia 33 1.4) ; 225 (1.5) 10 {0.6) 3 224 (2.1) 20 (08) 02 (1.9)
Wisconsin 3502 . 231 (1.6) 11 {0.6) , 232 (19 16 (1.0) 219 (1.4)
Wyoming 39 (1.2) i 230 (1.3) 1N {0.7) : 231 (23) 13 (0.7) 218 (24)
Other Jurisdictions ! '
DoDEA — ) : — (=) — (=) — (=) — (=) — (=)
Guam 32012 ; 183 (2.1) 6 {0.5) 1 192 (49) 14 (0.8) 182 (32)
— Jurisdiction did not porticipate in 1992 Triol State Assessment.
#0id not satisfy one of the guidelines for school sample participotion rates for the 1992 Triol State Assessment (see Technical Report of the NAEP 1992 Triol State Assessment Program in Reading).
SOURCE: National Center far Education Statisties, Kotianal Assessment of Edutational Prograss (NAEP), 1992 Reading Assessment
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. TABLE C.3A 1992 Average Grade 4 Reading Proficiency _ e E NATION'S
by Parents’ Education Level AR ¥
Public Schools Only (continued) 1007 |=2
Reading Assosament
Did Not Finish High Schoo! 1Don’t Know
1
Percentage l Average Percentage ' Average
of Students | Proficiency of Students | Proficiency
Nation 4 {04) i 197 (2.7) 37 0n ! 209 {1.3)
Regior : "
Northeast 3 {0.5) ’ ) 37 (28) : N2 (3.6)
Southeast 5 {00 ; 197 {3.6) . 35 (2.0) i 205 {2.5)
Central 3 (0.7) . ) 34 (21) ' N3 (2.1
West 6 {1.0) i 195 {54) 41 (1.8 207 (1.6)
State f T
Alabama 9 (07) ' 197 {2.6) 7 (1.2 : 199 (2.1)
Arizona 5 {0.4) ! 195 {3.6) 43 (1.5 : 204 (1.6)
Arkansas 9 {0.6) 202 {2.6) 30 (1.0 203 {1.6)
California 5 {0.5) : 178 {4.2) 43 (1.2) i 193 {24)
Colorado 4 {0.3) L 202 (3.2) 34 (1.2 : 209 {1.6)
Connedticut 3 {0.3) 3 201 {3.6) 3403 ' 210 {1.6)
Delawaret 4 {04) ' 198 {4.5) 37 (08) ﬁ 209 {1.7)
Florida 5 (0.5) ' 200 (3.4) 3 0.4 : 204 (1.6)
Georgia 6 (05) f 201 (3.2) 31 0.2 206 {14)
Hawaii 3 (03) i 198 (4.4) 38 (1.2 f 200 (2.0)
Indiana 6 (0.6) : n {37 3 (14 : 26 {1.6)
fowa 3 (04) ! 206 (34) 32 () ' 27 1.3
Kentucky 10 {0.7) , 200 (2.2) 3103 206 (1.5)
Lovisiana 8 (06) ; 196 (2.2) 3 {14 201 {1.2)
Mainet 3 {0.4) i 213 (3.9 30 (1.4 : 18 (16)
Maryland 4 {04) ; 196 (4.9) 32 0.2 204 {2.0)
Massachusetts 3 (04) : 205 (3.5) 3 (14) 25 (1.9)
Minnesota 2 (03) 7 ) 36 (1.3) 214 (1.6)
Mississippi 8 (0.7) : 189 {2.6) 35 (1.4) : 195 (1.9)
Missouri 6 (0.5 M {26) 32 1.2 : N3 (1.3)
Montana — =) : — =) — () : — {=)
Nebraskat 3 (04) ' =) 3 (13 ; m {15)
New Hampshiret 4 (04) N7 (35) 30 (1.2) i 22 {1.8)
New Jersey} 4 (04) . 205 {4.2) 33 (16 . 2127 {18)
New Mexico 6 (07) ‘ 193 (3.2) ' 700 ‘ 203 {22)
New Yorkt 4 (0.5) ) 197 (3.7) 36 (1.5) 208 (1.7)
North Caroling 7 (05) 196 {2.6) 29 (0.9 206 (1.5)
North Dakota 3 (04) : () 30 (1.3) ! 15 {14)
Pennsylvania 4 {04) ‘ 209 {2.8) 3 213 {1.6)
Rhode Island 5 {0.5) i 203 (4.8) 40 (1.6) 209 {2.2)
South Carolina 5 (0.6) ! 198 (2.8) 3 (1.2) 205 (1.7)
Tennessee 8 (0.6 292 (2.6) 30 (1.3) 204 (1.4)
Texas 7 {08) 200 {2.8) 35 {14) 207 {1.6)
Utah 3 {04) ) 208 {4.5) 39 0.3 214 (1.5)
Virginia 6 (0.6) , 207 {2.8) 29 (1.1 i 213 {15)
Washington — (=) , — =) — (=) : — (=}
West Virginia 8 (0.6) . 203 {2.7) 29 (1.0) ' 207 {1.8)
Wisconsin 3 {03) i 212 (3.8) 36 (1.2) N7 (1.5)
VWyoming 4 (0.3) : 210 {4.2) 300 216 {1.5)
Other Jurisdictions ‘ _
DoDEA — =) . — () — () ! — ()
Guam 5 {0.4) : 175 {5.4) 4 (1.2 182 {2.0)
*** Somple size in the 1992 ssessment is insufficient fo permil o relioble estimote.
— Jurisdiction did not participate in 1992 Trial State Assessment.
4 Did no satisfy one of thw guidelines for school sample participation rates for the 1992 Trial State Assessment (see Technical Report of the NAEP 1992 Trial State Assessment Progrom in Reeding).
SOURCE: National Center for Educorion Statistics, Notionol Assessment of Educotional Progress (RAEP), 1992 Reading Assessment




TABLE .38 1994 Average Grade 4 Reading Proficiency 1 HE TN
by Parents’ Education Level caRo [FoP
Public Schools Only 1992 | =
Revding Assesemant
Graduated College Some Education After High School Graduated High Schoo!
Percentage ! Average Percentoge .l Averoge . Percentage | Average
of Students | Proficiency of Students ;|  Profidency of Students *  Proficiency
1 |
Nation 41 1.0) ; 222 (14) 8 {05) j 222 (2.2) 13 {0.5) 206 (1.9)
Region . : :
Northeast 43 (18) : 221 (3)) 6 (0.5) 222 {44) 14 {1.3) 202 {3.3)
Southeast 35 (2.0) 216 {3.0) 9 (1) ; 222 (3.0) 17 (1.0) : 207 (3.9)
Central 45 {1.6) 226 {3.0} 8 (1.6) ' 2 {5) 12 (1.1) 215 (40)
West . 40 (2.0) ; 223 (24) 7 {0.8) . 21 {5.0) 10 {0.5) ) 201 {3.9)
State ‘ :
Alabama 37 (1.5 : 07 (1.9} 9 {0.8) ' 07 (3.2) 18 (1.0} ‘ 201 (2.6}
Arizona 34 05 i 218 (23) 9 (08) ‘ 219 {3.5) 10 {0.7). ; 200 (3.3)
Arkansas 33 (1.6) : 05 {20} 10 {08) . 21 (30) 19 {1.1) ‘ 203 (2.6)
California 39 0.9 ; 207 (2.1} 8 (07 : 207 (34) 9 (0.7) 191 (4.2)
Colorado 44 (1.5) f 222 (14) 8 (0.6)< : 220 (2.7) 10 (0.7} 213 (3.0}
Connecticut 49 (14» ) 231 (1.7} 8 (0.6) ‘ 234 (29) 9 (0.6) 209 {3.6)
Delaware 40 (1.0} ) 214 (14)< 8 {04) ' 27 (33) 12 {0.7) 202 {3.2)
Florida 40 (1.3) ‘ 212 (23) 8 (0.7) . 219 (3.3) 12 {0.8) ] 195 3.2k
Georgia 40 (1.7) ’ 27 29 8 (08) 219 {3.2) 15 {1.1} : 199 (34}
Hawaii 38 {1.3) , 208 (1.9} 7 {0.5) ) 215 {5.0) 13 {0.8) , 194 (2.7)
Indiana 37 {1.6) : 29 (1.5} 10 {0.7) 230 {(2.8) 18 (1.0) 216 {2.6)
lowa 43 (1.7) 229 (1.6} 8 {0.6) 232 {29) 13 (0.9} 219 (2.1}
Kentucky 30 (1.2 218 (2.1} 1 {0.7) 222 (29} 19 {0.9) ’ 212 {20}
Lovisiana 34 (1.5) 200 {2.2) 8 {0.0) ! 209 (2.6) 18 {0.9) 196 (2.1}
Maine 44 (1.2) ) 236 {1.5) 9 {05) ' 231 (2.4 14 (0.8} 225 {2.5)
Maryland 48 {1.6) 07 (2.2 7 {0.6) : 215 {3.3) 1 {0.7} 202 {41}
Massachusetts 49 (1.7} ‘ 232 (1.6) 9 {0.7) . 230 (2.3) 10 {0.7) 202 (3.0)
Minnesota 42 {1.5} ' 229 (1.6} 8 (0.6) . 220 {28)< 11 {0.7) 22 (3.2)
Mississippi 37 (1.3) 207 (2.1} 7 (0.6) N3 {38) 17 {0.9) 199 (28)
" Missauri 37 {1.6) . 225 (2.0} 9 (0.6) . 221 (3.3) 17 {1.2) 216 (24)
Montanat 39 (13) : 230 {1.8) 10 (0.6) . 221 (2.8} 13 {0.9} ) 29 (2.2
Nebraskat 43 (18) 231 {1.5) 7(07) ‘ 232 (2.9} 13 {0.8} ' 215 {2.5)
New Hampshiret 41 (1) 231 {20} 9 0.6} 236 (2.7} 1n {1.0) 220 (2.6}
New Jersey 46 (1.5) 230 {1.4) 10 {0.8) 225 (28) 11 {0.8) 209 {3.0)
New Mexico 34 (1.3) 25 {1.9) 9 {0.7) 220 (2.9} 14 (0.8) 200 {3.2)<
New York 42 (1.8} 220 (2.0} 7.{0.7} : 224 (3.3 ) 11 {0.6) ‘ 208 (2.7)
North Carolina 44 (14)» 23 (20) 8 {0.6) ' 226 {2.6) 13 {0.8)< . 204 (2.2}
North Dakota 46 {1.4) 233 (0.3) 8 {0.6) i 232 (2.9} 1 {0.7} 07 (2.5
Pennsylvaniat 31 {20 224 (2.3} 12 (09)>> ! 0 {29% 18 (1.2} 210 (2.2}
Rhode Islandt 40 (1.3) 228 (1.6) 11 {08} ‘ 230 (2.6} 10 (0.7} 07 (2.5)
South Carolina 40 {1.6) 213 (20} 7 {0.6) ‘ 216 (4.1} 17 (1.0) 193 {2.5)
Tennesseet 36 (1.8} 29 (27} 9 {0.7) 225 (3.9 18 (1.0) 213 {33)
Texos 37 (1.8) : 222 (3.0) 9 (0.6) 224 (2.7} 13 {1.1) 207 (3.0}
Utah 42 (1.3) ! 226 (1.5} 9 {0.8) 225 (2.5) 10 {0.7} 2 (2.6
Virginia 4 (7 2 19k 8 (06) : 220 {3.0) 13 {0.9) 207 (2.6}
Washington 40 (1.4) K 223 () 8 {0.6) : 216 {2.4) 10 {0.5) 209 (2.7}
West Virginic 33 {1.3) 221 {1.5) 9 {0.7) ' 226 (2.9) 21 {0.9) 213 (22)
Wisconsint 37 (14) 233 {1.6} 9 {0.7) : 228 (2.5) 14 {0.8} 223 (2.5)
Wyoming 39 (1.3) ‘ 228 (1.5) 9 {07} 230 (2.1} 13 (0.7) 215 {20)
Other Jurisdictions '
DoDEA 42 (1.1} ' 23 (14) 1 (08) 226 {2.3) 9 {0.7) 209 (2.3)
Guam 36 (1. 185 {1.8) 6 {0.5) : 189 {4.3) 13 (0.7} 176 (2.6)
<< The vafue for the 1994 assessment was significantly [ower (>> higher} than the value far 1992 of or obout the 95 percent confidence lovel. These notations indicate stafistical significance from o multiple comporison procedure
busgd on 38 jurisdictions ﬁani(ipuling in both 1992 ond 1994. If looking of only‘ ons state, < indicates the value for 1994 wos significantly fower {> higher} than the value for 1992 at or aboul the 95 percent confidence level
Statisticolly significant differences betwaen 1994 ond 1992 for the state comparison samples for the nation and regions are not indicoted.
t 0id not satisfy one of the guidelines for school somple participation rotes for the 1994 Trial State Assessmant (sea Appendis A).
SOURCE: Notional Center for Education Statistics, Nationaf Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1994 Reading Assessment
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TABLEC.38 1994 Average Grade 4 Reading Proficiency o HE WATON'
by Parenis’ Education Level canD [P
Public Schools Only (continued) 1992 | =
Paaog Asesoment
Did Not Finish High Schaol 1 Don't Know
Percentage Average Percentage Average
of Students Profidency of Students ' Proficiency
Nation 4 (04) 188 (35) 34 (0.9) 204 (1.3)
Reglon
Northeast 3 (08) =) KL B )] 205 (1.9)
Southeast 6 (0.9) 186 (4.8) 34 (1.6) 200 (2.8)
Central 4 (0.6) ) 31 (1.9) 210 (3.2)
West 5 {0.6) 188 (6.6) 38 (1.8) 203 {24)
State
Alabama 8 (0.7} 197 (3.0) 28 (1.0} 201 {2.2)
Arizona S (0.6) 189 (3.5 42 14) 198 (2.3)
Arkansas 6 (0.6)< 196 (3.8) K W) 204 (2.6)
California 4 {0.5) 166 (4.3) 39 (1.6) 189 (2.6)
Colorado 3 {04) 192 (59) 35 (1.3 204 01.7)
Connecticut 3 {0.5) 204 {6.9) 30 (1.9 2172 (2)
Deloware 3 (04) 185 {4.6) 37 (1.0 199 (1.8)<<
Florida 4 (04) 187 (4.8) 37 0.3 200 (2.1)
Georgia 6 (0.7) 185 (5.4) 0.9 199 (2.5)
Rawaii 3 (0.4) 192 (5.3) 39 (. 195 (2.2)
Indiana 4 (0.5) 198 (4.6) 304 210 (1.4)<
lowa 3 (0.3) M (45) 33 (1.2 25 (.7
Kentucky 8 (0.6) 195 (3.2) 33 (14) 206 (2.1)
Lovisiana 8 (0.7) 188 (24) 33 (1.3) 194 (2.0)<
Maine 4 (0.3) 214 (3.3) (1)) N8 (1.6)
Maryland 3 {04) 195 (5.0) 3 0.3 203 (2.0)
Massachusetts 3 (04) 206 (34) 9 (14 22 (1.8)
Minnesota 2 {0.3) R A 37 () ‘ 210 (2.0)
Mississippi 8 (0.6) 192 (3.2) 32 (1.3 , 197 (2.)
Missouri 5 (0.6) 199 (3.7)< 32 (1) 208 (1.7)
Montanat 3 (0.4) m (4.2) B 02 25 (19
Nebraskat 2 (04) I Ay | 34 (1.6) 208 (1.6)
New Hompshiret 4 (0.5) 207 (5.6) 35 (12> 215 (1.8)<
New Jersey 3 (0.4 193 (5.9) 30 (1.3) 209 (1.6)
New Mexico 6 (0.6) 188 (4.8) 36 (1.3) 196 (2.1)
New York 4 (04) 196 (4.2) 36 (1.3) 202 (2.1)
North Carolina 5 (0.5 195 (2.9) 3 (.0 206 (1.6)
North Daketa 2 (0.3) IR A I 33 (1.9 07 (20
Pennsylvaniat 4 {0.5) 187 (5.0 28 (15)< 208 (23)
Rhode Islandt 4 {04) 203 (4.9) 3500 m (g
South Carolina 6 (0.5) 189 {3.0) 30 (1.3) 198 {14)<
Tennesseet 7 {0.6) 200 (3.7) 30 (14) 204 (2.2)
Texas 6 (0.7) 195 (3.2) 35 (1.6) 205 {1.9)
Utah 2 {0.3) ) 37 (1) 209 (14)
Yirginia 5 {0.5) 196 (4.3) 32 (1.) 208 (1.9)
Washington 2 (03) 197 (4.6) (. 203 (1.8)
West Virginia 7 (0.5) 196 (3.1) 3 {12 205 (1.4)
Wisconsint 4 (04) 212 (40) 37 (1.3) 07 (1.5)
Wyoming 4 {04) 203 (4.1) 35 (1. 216 (1.4)
Other Jurisdictions
DoDEA - 2 (0.3) ) 36 (1.0 212 (1.3)
Guam 5 {0.5) 164 (4.8) 41 (09) 181 {1.6)
<< The volue for the 1994 assessment was significontly lower (>> higher) thon the value for 1992 of or about the 95 percent confidence leve!. These notations indicote statisticol significance from o multiple comparison protedure
bosed on 38 jurisdictions participating in both 1992 and 1994, if looking at only ane state, < indicates the volue for 1994 was significontly Jower (> higher) than the vaiue for 1992 at or about the 95 pacent confidence level.
Statisticolly significont differences betwesn 1994 and 1992 for the state compatison samples for the nation ond regions ore not indicated.
“** Somple size in the 1994 ossessment is insufficient to permit a reliable estimote.
£ Did not sotisfy one of the guidelines for school sample participation rates for the 1994 Trial Stote Assessment (see Appendix Al
SOURCE: Notional Center for Education Stotistics, Notional Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1994 Reoding Assessment




TABLE C4A ~

1992 Average Grade 4 Reading Proficiency

e NATION'
by Type of Location p [rowp|
Public Schools Only 1992 |
Sastog Aseecamem
Central City Urban Fringe/Large Town Rural/Smail Town
Percentage i Average . Percentuge : Average Percentage Average
of Students | Proficiency of Students | Proficency of Students Proficiency
Nution* 32 (28) ! 207 (1.5) 41 (3.5 29 (2.2 27 (2.6) 07 (2.5)
State !
Alabama 34 (29) 206 (34) 26 (4.2 T 213 (32 39 37 204 (24)
Arizona 57 (2.5) 03 (1) 25 (34) Loo210 (30) 19 (21) 199 (4.5)
Arkansas 23 (3.1) 209 (4.0) 15 {4.1) 5 (2.3) 63 3.2) m (1.5)
California 47 (4.0 200 (2.8) 47 (4. 203 (3.5) 7 (24) A
Colorado 33 (3.)) M (20 47 (3.8) 220 (1.7) 20 (23) 18 (27)
Connecticut 30 (3.0 204 (3.8) 46 (4.6) 9 (1.8) 24 (4)) 230 (1.9)
Delaware$ 46 (0.2) 13 {0.9) 30 (0.1) i 23 (1. 24 (0.1) 212 (1.3)
Florida 3 (44) 202 (3.5) 56 (4.9) . N2 (16 11 (23) 209 (2.2
Georgia 24 (2.1) _ 203 (3.9) 38 @0 s N9 (23) 38 (2.8) m (1.8)
Hawaii 26 (1.7) . 209 (3.2) 41 (3.6) , 199 (2.8) 37 (30) 204 (2.1)
Indiana 37 (27) : 27 (29" 31 (35) : 225 (1.8) 33 (27) 222 (1.9
lowe 7 (23 L 14 (21 17 (3.1) b2 56 (30) 224 (1.3)
Kentucky 18 (2.3) i 215 (34) 25 (3.2 S N7 3.5) 57 (29) 210 (1.3)
Louisiana 4 (2D ; 200 (28) 34 (3.6) ;207 (1.9) 32 (3.6) 204 (1.9}
Maine} 9 (24) A () 13 (3.6) P 228 (25) 77 (40) 27 (14)
Meryland 7 (28 1200 (44) 66 (3.2) N6 (1) 708 ()
Massachusetts 27 (24) | 210 (2.2) 59 (32 Coo32 (1) 14 (28) 29 (2.6)!
Minnesota 16 (3.0 3 21?7 (4.0) 52 (3.9) C 224 (1.6) 33 (27) 220 (1.8)
Mississippi 12 (1.7) ; 198 (3.5) 19 (3.7) 208 (3.5 68 (3.6) 197 (1.8)
Missouri 19 (2.7) 209 (4.0) 40 (3.7) Lo (2) 41 (28 222 (1.2)
Montana — (=) R — () — () — (=) — (=)
Nebraska} 34 (25) ! 222 (1.7) 9 (26) 222 37N 56 (2.6) 227 (1.6)
New Hampshire} 19 (3.3) 19 (20) 44 (5.0 9 () 3 (42 75 (2.0)
New Jersey} 15 (27) 194 (39) 82 (29) 28 (1.6) 3 (1 L
New Mexico 34 (29) 214 (2.1) 9 (42) 210 (3.0) 37 (49) 208 (2.1)
New York 41 (2.2) 199 (3.0) 47 (34 25 (1.5) 12 (31) 225 (24)!
North Carolina 35 (29) 214 (3.0) 25 (39) 22 (L4) 40 (39) 209 (1.7)
North Dakota 25 (24) 228 (23) 14 (2.0) 226 (24) 62 (3.0) 24 (1.5)
Pennsylvania 28 (38) Lo 207 (40) 49 (47 226 (1.6) 22 (41) 25 (1.6)
Rhode Isiand 35 (3 © 208 (26) 47 (37) 18 (3.)) 18 (36) 231 (28N
Scuth Carolina 29 (33 209 (2.8) 26 (33) 18 (2.2) 45 (3.2 205 (1.9)
Tennessee 39 (3.0) 208 (2.7) 28 (39 218 (27) 37 (3.)) 213 (1.9)
Texas 47 (4.0) 209 (2.5) 35 (4.2) 219 (27) 19 (38) 209 (4.61
Utah 25 (34) 219 (25) 52 (4.0) 220 (1.5) 23 (24) 222 (1.6)
Virginia 34 (29 07 (23) 41 (4.0) 227 (2.3) 24 (30 214 (2.0)
Washington — (=) — (=) — () L — (=) — (=)
West Virginia 13 (1.4) 216 (4.3) 28 (3.9) 218 (2.2) 59 (3.5) 214 (1.9)
Wisconsin 3 (24) 222 (2.1) 28 (33) 225 (1.6) 40 (3.0) 224 (1.8)
Wyoming 24 (2.) 2 (3.0) 5(1.2) =) 7 (1.9 24 (1.)
Other Jurisdictions** '

Type of location results are not reparted for the four ragions of the country, DoDEA schools, or Guom.
*** Sample size in the 1992 assessment is insuficient fo parmit o reliable estimote.

— Jurisdiction did not participete in 1992 Triol Stafe Assessment.

!Interpret with caution ony comparisons involving this statistic. The noture of the sample does not allow accurcte determinotion of the voriobility of this volue.

4 Did not satisfy one of the guidelines for school sample participation rates for the 1992 Trial State Assessment (see Tachnical Report of the NAEP 1992 Triol State Assessment Program in Reading).

* School sample size is insufficient 1o permit relioble regional resuls for type of focation.
** Results fo type of location are not ovoilable far the Depariment of Defanse Education Actisity (DoDEA} Overseos Schools and Guom.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, Nationol Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992 Reoding Assessment
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TABLE (.48 1994 Average Grade 4 Reading Proficiency REP'{,‘;"‘,T‘_““;
. CARD
bbelyp; tl:f lrtum;n ="
Public Schools Only 1994
Central City Urban Fringe/Large Towa Rural /Small Town
Percentage l. Average Percentage ! Average Percentage ! Average
of Students | Proficiency of Students ' Proficiency of Students Proficiency
! :
: 4 :
Nation* 34 (21) : 203 (2.4) 43 (2.5) : 29 (1.9 23 (2.3) 213 (1.8)
State : Z
Alabama 34 (23) 205 (3.0) 24 (3.6) 216 (3.0 43 (3.2 _ 206 (1.7}
Arizona 59 (2.5) . 207 (23) 29 (3.2) 207 (34) 12 (2.2) : 199 (5.6
Arkansas 28 (33) : 207 (3.8) 18 (40) ’ 212 (4 . 54 (3.5) : 208 (1.8)
California 39 {31) 190 (3.6)< 56 (4.0) X 202 (2.3) 5 (25 : ()
Colorade 35 {2.5) : 209 (2.5) 45 (2.6 : 216 (2.3) 20 (24) ' 07 (2.5)
Connedicut 34 (37) | 204 (4.3) 41 (49) ; 228 (1.6) 25 (48) . 238 (2.5)>
Delaware 48 (0.2)>> | 207 (1.2<< 28 (0.2)<< 1 206 (2.3)< 24 (0.1)<< 206 (2.5)
Forida 33 (4.2 199 (3.3) 56 (4.8) . 10 (2.5) 10 (23) : 198 (4.3)
Georgia 19 {21) 195 (5.7) 43 (41) . 213 (48) 38 (3.5 : 206 (2.6)
Hawaii 27 (1.3) ) 210 (3.9) 39 (23) 198 (2.0} 34 (22 . 197 (25)
Indiana 36 (3.2) 4 210 (2.6) 9 (47) ]i 228 (2.6 35 (3.6) : 223 (2.2)
Towa 24 (1.8) 218 (38) 15 (28) ! 222 (4.0) 62 (2.1 : 225 (1.3)
Kentucky n (33) : N4 (49 25 (3.8) ! 216 (4.3) 54 (3.2) f 209 (1.7}
Louisiana 34 (24) . 190 (27)< 33 (38) a 203 (3.1) 33°(3.6) ﬁ 197 (27)
Maine 9 0.5 P 19 (36) ! 78 (3.5) 72 (37} ’ 29 N.4)
Marylond 29 (41) ; 200 (3.8) 63 (4.5) ! 216 (1.8 1 (24) I
Massachusetts 25 (25) ' 201 (3.3)< 59 (4.2) : 231 (1.5) 16 (3.8) 230 (270
Minnesota 16 (2.6 : 207 (6.6) 48 (36) ! 224 (1.6} 36 (3.2) 215 (2.0
Mississippi 13 (2.2 : 204 (37) 20 (3.6) N3 (42) 67 (2.9) 198 (2.0)
Missouri 26 (3.2) . N7 44) 3B (32 ' m (22 38 (2.6) i 07 (16
Montanat 71 13) : ng (3.1 13 (2.0} : 224 (42) 66 (2.1} : 123 (1.7}
Nebraskat 29 (3.0) ' 18 (29) 1 (26) ‘ et 65 (3.8) ' 222 (1.7)
New Hampshiret 17 {25) : 220 (2.9)< 47 (A7) 226 (2.3) 36 (41) 77 (24)
New Jersey 16 (3.1} . 190 (5.6) 79 (36) , 225 (1.6) 5 (23) , )
New Mexito 34 (27) 205 (3.3) 28 (3.9) i 206 (3.1) 38 (33) . 202 (3.1}
New York 43 (2.2) ' 194 (2.7) 48 (3.3) 24 (1.7} 10 (24) : 277 (4
North Caroling 38 (30) ‘ ng (29) 77 (32 N3 (29) 40 (37) ‘ m (22
North Daketa 32 (27 224 (21) i4 (20) “ 129 (2.6) 55 (25) 125 (07
Pennsylvaniat 29 (3.6) ' 197 {3.5) 56 (4.3) 224 (1.9} 15 (2.7) 220 (29)
Rhode Islandt 38 (3.2) m n 43 (3.8) 223 (1.8) 20 (4.0) . 229 (3.an
South Caroling 7 (30) 208 (2.9) 29 (3.8) . nm (21 4 (37) , 196 (2.8)<
Tennesseet 37 (3.5) 207 {4.0) 30 (5.1} 218 (2.2) 33 (42) ‘ 13 (2.3)
Texas 49 (3.3) 208 (3.1} 33 (4.5) 219 (3.6) 19 (34) m (34)
Utah 28 (2.4) \ N5 (3.5) 51 (3.3) 9 (1.5 N (24) 217 (2.8)
Virginia 34 (1 208 (2.2)< 44 (41) 2 (24) 23 (29} 208 (24)
Washington 30 (3.6) : 0 (34) 52 (4.1) : 25 (1.9 17 (24) 20 (3.7}
West Yirginia 15 (1.7) . N3 (28) 23 (28) N4 (23) 62 (27) 4 N3 (1.3)
Wisconsint 34 (1.8) 4 i {24) 9 (34) 226 (1.7} 37 (35) 226 (1.5)
Wyoming 26 (2.0 ' m (27 6 (1.4) =) 68 (1.7} 7 (1.4)
Other Jurisdictions** :
Type of location results are not reparted for the four regions of the country, DoDEA schools, ar Guam
<< The value for the 1994 assessment was significantly lower (>> higher} than the value for 1992 at or about the 95 percent confidence level. These notations indicate statistical significance from o multiple comporison procedure
bosed on 38 jurisdictions participating in both 1992 and 1994. If looking of only ane state, < indicates the volue for 1994 was significantly lower (> higher) than the value for 1992 ot or obout the 95 percent confidence level.
Stotistically significant differences between 1994 and 1992 for the state comparison samles for the nation and regions ore not indicoted.
I Interpret with caution any comparisans invalving this siotistic. The noture of the sample does not ollow eccurate determination of the variability of this value.
*** Sample size in the 1994 assessment is insulficient to permit  relioble estimote.
* School sample size is insutficient fa parmit reliable regionel results for type of location.
** Results for type of kxotian are not available for the Dspariment of Defanse Education Achvity (DaDEA) Overseas Schools and Guom.
1 Did not satisfy ane of the quidaines for school somple porticipation rates for the 1994 Triol Stole Assessment {ses Appendix A).
SOURCE: Notionol Center for Education Statistics, Nationol Assessmant of Educatianal Progress (NAEP) 1994 Reoding Assessment
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TABLE C.5A 1992 and 1994 Grade 4 Reading Achievement Levels R@ngru[%
by Gender g =
Public Schools Only 1994 —1
At or Above Advaniced At or Above Proficient
Male Female Male female
1992 ! 1994 1992 1994 1992 1994 1992 1994
Percentage | Percentage Percentage ! Percentage Percentage II Percentage Percentage - Percentage
B . T i .
Nation 5107 6 (0.8) 709 1 81(09 4 (15 4 (3) 30 (1.5 . 32 (1.6}
Region ’ ? ; .
Northeast 8 (3.0) 7 (21) 10 (30) | 7 (18) 30 (5.7) 25 (3.4 35 (4.6) 31 (26)
Southeast 3 (08) 4 (0.9 502 < 7.0 18 (24} 20 (2.3) 25 (32 7 (30
Central - 5 (1.4 6 (1.7) 7 (L.7) I 9 (1.9) 27 (2.8) 27 (29) 30 (26) - 39 (42)
West 39 6 (LY 6 0y 1912 21 (23) 25 (1.9} 29 (23) ., 32 (28)
State : i 5
Alabama 2 (06) - 4(00) 4 {06) = 6 {L1) 17 (1.6) [ 20 (1.6) 23 (200 . 26 (1.9
Arizona 2 (0.5) 4 (0.9) 4 (0.7) L8 (1.0)> 17 (14) ! 20 (2.0 24 (1.6) 28 (2.0
Arkansas 3 (0.6) 3 (0.7) 4 (0.8) 6 (0.7) 20 (1.3) ;2 (18 508 w7 0n
California 2 {0.6) 3 (0.6) 5 01.2) 4 (0.9) 16 (2.0} 15 (1.6) 209 . 2 (21)
Colorado 3 {0.6) 5 (0.8) 5107). 7 (1.0) 22 (1.6) i 25 (2.0) 2909 3 @20
Connedicut 5 {0.8) : 8 (L1 8 (1.6) 14 (1.7) - 3019 o 34 (19 37 (1.8) 43 (2.3)
Delowaret 3 n ¢ 4 {08) 6 (1.0) 6 (1.4) 2 (1.8 1 19 (1.9 703 7 03)
Horida 3 (0.7) ! 4 (0.9) 3 (0.6) P (0.9)> 20 (04 & 19 (17 23 1.3y + 26 (1.8)
Georgia 4 (0.7) : 6 (1.3) 6 (1) 7 (1) 23 (1.5) 1 23 (22) 709 ¢ 28 (24)
Hawaii 2 (0.6) 3 (0.7) 3 (0.7) 5 10.7) 14 (14) | 16 (1.4 20 (1.8) . 22 (20)
Indiana 5 6 (0.9) 6 (1.4) I 8 (1.0) 8 (16) | 29 (L6 32 (200 . 36 (1.8) -
lowa 501 6 (1.0) 9 (1L2) i 10 (1.4) 32 (200 ¢+ 30 (1.9 40 (1.9 40 (1.9)
Kentucky 308 | 41(09 400 | 8 (1) 209 . 208 25 (19) 29 (26)
Lovisiana 2 (0.6) . 2 (0.8) 2 (05 | 3 (0.6) 14 (1.5 1 13 (1.2) 17 (1.4 . 16 (1.4)
Maine 5 (08 8 (1.0) 8 (1.4 l 12 (1.7} 34 (1.8) ' 38 (21 38 (23 - 44 (21)
Maryland 3 (08 . 5 (0.7) 5 (0.9 8 (0.9 20 (1.5) 23 (1.8) 809 - 3007
Massachusetts 5070 - 704 8 (1.D) i 9 (1.5 323 ¢ 32 38 (16) 39 (20)
Minnesota 4 (07) - 5 (09) 809 , 1003 27 (1.5) l 28 (1.9 36 (24 37 (21)
Mississippi 1 {04) 3 (05 205 + 508> 12 (L) 14 014) 15028 . 21 07)»
Missauri 4 (0.7) 6 (1.3) 700 ¢+ 900 709 1 28 (2.2) 33 (20) 34 (23)
Montanat — (=) 6 (08) — =) 900 o= =) 1 30 (20 — (=) . 40 (20
Nebraskatt 4 (1.0) | 6 (0.7) 70000 « 11 (L] 27 (1.5) <30 (200 34 (25) 39 (22)
New Hampshiret$ 7000 6 (08) 9 (14) 12 (1.6) 09 , 3000 42 (17) 42 (24)
New Jersey} 6 (I.1) 7 (1.4) 9 (1.6) 10 (1.0) @2y 29 (16) 38 (25 - 37 (22
New Mexica 4 (0.8) 3 (0.7} 4 (0.9 6 (0.8) 208 170N 24 (23) 24 (1.9
New Yok 4 {0.8) 5 (1.0 5 {0.7) 8 (1) 408 ' 409 29 (1.6) 31 (1.9
North Carolina 5 (0.8) 5 (08) 6 (0.9) 10 (1.3)> 23 (14 - 26 (1.9) 26 (1.7} 34 (2.1)>
North Dakota 502 6 (1.3) 7 (L) 10 (1.1) 33 (2.2) . 33 (2.5) 7 2n 42 (2.2
Pennsylvaniat 5 (0.8) ] 5 (1) 7 {11) 9 (1) 2 (24 + 509 34 (17) 35 (2.0)
Rhode Islandt 510n - 5 (1.0) 6 (1.0) ° 10 (1.5) 2 (18 27 (18 30 (23 3709
South Carolina 3 (0.7) 3 0.6 500 1+ 5 0.0 19 (14 ' 17 (1.4) 4 09 23 (1.8)
Tennesseet 309 5 (08) 5008 ' 7 (4 21 (1.9 23 (1.7} 26 (19) 30 (22)
Texas 3°0.0 ; 5 (1) 5 {08) 7 (0.9) 2009 . 242 7 (24) 28 (24)
Utah 4 (05 - 5 (08) 6 (1.0 ; 8 (1D 27 (200 26 (1.8) 309 34 (23)
Virginia 5 0.9 6 (0.9) 7 (1.2 9 (1.1} 2809 2 (@21 35 (19) 32 (1.8)
Washington — =) 5(07) — =) 7 (1.1) — = . 10 — =) " D))
West Virginia 3 (0.7) 4 (07) 6 (1.2) 7 (1.0) 21 (16) 22 (1.7) 30 019 30 (1.8)
Wisconsint 5 (1.0) 5 {08) 7 (0.8) 9 (1.3) 007 31 (20 3 (18) 39 (23
Wyoming 5 (0.7) 4 {07) 6 (0.8) 7 (0.9) 0 (22) 28 (1.5 35 (1.5) 36 (2.0)
Other Jurisdictions ’
DoDEA — () 4 (07) — = 8 — (=) 22 (1.5) — () 34 (1.6)
Guam 0 (02 1 {0.3) 1 {05 205 5 (1.0} 5 (0.9 11 {1.6) 1 (1.2)
<< The value for the 1994 assessmenl wos significontly fower {>> higher) than the volue for 1992 ot ar obou the 95 percent confidence level These notations indicate stotistical significaice from o multiple comparison procedura bosed on
38 jurisdictions pariicipoting in both 1992 and 1994. {f looking of only ane state, < indicates the volue for 1994 was significantly fower (> highet) than the value for 1992 at or about the 95 percent confidence bevel. Stotistically
significont differences between 1994 and 1992 for the state comporison somples for the natian and regions are not indicated.
— Jurisdiction did not pacticipote in 1992 Trial State Assessment.
1 Did nat safisfy one of the guidelines for school sample participatian rates for the 1994 Triof State Assessment (see Appendix A).
§ Did not satisty ane of the guidelines for school sample participation rates for the 1992 Trial State Assassment {see Technical Repart of the NAEP 1992 Trial State Assessment Program in Reading).
SOURCE: Notianal Center for Education Stafistics, Nationel Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992 and 1994 Reading Assessments
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TABLE .58 1992 and 1994 Grade 4 Reading Achievement Levels e WATION'
by Gender CARD 3
Public Schools Only (continued) oo I
Rosding Asssssmend
At or Above Basic Below Basic
Male female Male female
1992 L1994 1992 1994 1992 b1994 1992 boo1994
Percentage | Percentage Percentage : Percentage Percentage ; Percentage Percentage 1 Percentage
Nation 56 (1L7) - 53 (1.5 65 (1.5) | 64 {1.3) 4 (n ¢ 47035 35 {1.5) : 36 (13)
Region , ; .
Northeast 61 (5.0 53 (2.9) 08 (4.2) 63 (3.0) 39 (500 1§ 47 (29) 37 420 , 37 (30)
Southeast 48 (4.0) 46 (2.8) 62 (38) = 59 (3.0 52 (40) - 54 (28) 38 (38) 41 (30)
Central 62 (27) 59 (3.1 67 (36) . 71 (36) 38 (27 i 41 (31) 33 (3.6) 29 (3.6)
West 51 (28) . 54 (30) 62 (20) . 64 (26) 49 (28) -« 46 (3.0 3B (200 1 36 (26)
State g ’ : :
Alabama 48 (2.1) - 48 (2.0 55 (2.5) l 57 (2.0 52 (2.1) 52 (20) 45 (2.5) . 43 (2.0)
Arizona 50 (2.2) 47 (2.6) 58 (200 - 56 (1.9) 50 (22) - 53 (26) 42 (200 1 409
Arkansas 52 (21) 49 (18) 59 (9 58 (2.0 48 (21) & 51 (1.8) 41 (19 ' 41 (20)
Cafifornia 43 (24) 41 (2.2 52 (26) « 48 (24) 51 (24) | 59 (2.2 48 (26) . | 52 (24)
Colorado 61 (2.1) Co55 67 (21) 1 64 (18) 9 (2 1 45 (2 3 @2an ¢ 36 {1.8)
Connedticut 66 (22) - 65 (2.2) 71 ({22) 71 (2.1 34 (2D ; 35 (2D 29 (2D <9 @an
Delaware$ 53 (1.6) ¢ 46 (25) 62 (1.9) : 59 (1.6) 47 (16) 1 54 (25) 09 1 416
Forida 49 (200 ¢ 45 (26) 56 (19 ; 55 (19 51 (2.0} ' 55 (2.6) 4 (19 45 (19)
Georgia 54 (12) 47 (17) 60 (21) : 57 (2.5) 46 (22) . 53 (27} 40 (2.1) Y43 (25)
Hawaii 43 (21 - 4 {20 53 (2.2) 1 52 (1) 57 (20 59 (20 47 (22 | 48 (2.1)
Indiana 64 (2.0) 63 (1.9 @y 69 (20 36 (2.0) ], 709 9 (21) 31 (20)
lowa 69 (19) i 66 (2.2) 7 14 1 73 (1.6 N9 i 34122 23 (14) 7 (6
Kentucky 54 (200 ' 51 (19 62 (200 62 (2.3) 46 (20) | 49 (1.9) 3 (200 1 38 (23)
Louisiana 42 (22) : 38 (1.8) 50 (1.9) 1 43 (21 58 (22) 1 62 (1.8) 50 (1.9 ; 57 (201)
Maine} 73 (23) 72 (21) 78 (1.9 : 78 (1.8) 27 (2.3) 1 28 (2.1) 22 (1.9) L)
Maryland st @y, 5109 62 (25) 60 (Z1) 49 (21 ! 49 (1.9 38 (25) i 40 (2.1)
Mossachusetis 73 (14) . 67 (1.8« 75 08 . 71 (1.8) 7 (14) 3 (1.8)> 25 (1.8) I 8 (1.9)
Minnesota 65 (200 | 61 (1.8) 71 (1.8) b9 (22 35 (20 : 39 (1.8) 29 (1.8) | 3 (22)
Mississippi 02 ¢ 4008 4 (21 ;. 5 (22 61 (2.2) | 60 (1.8) 5 (22) . 30 (2.2)
Miszauri 64 (200 ¢ 58 {23) 70 (200 ;66 (21) 36 (2.0) | 41 (2.3) 30 (200 - 34 (20)
Montatat — =) s 20 — = - 42 — (=) | 3% (20 — (=) ' %2
Nebraskatt 64 (200 ' 63 (1.9) 307 69 (24) 3 (200 , I 09 700 + 3 (24)
New Hampshiret$ 72 (22)  © 65 (23) 80 (1.9 . 76 (22 8 (22) 1 35 (23) 20 (1.9) ‘ 4 (22)
New Jersey} 66 (2.2) 63 (1) 72 (23) . 67 (1) q02n 3 a9m 28 (2.3) U A )
New Mexico 52 (2.1) 46 (2.3) 57 (200 ¢ 52 (19) 48 @an | 5423 T 43 (200 - 48 (19)
New York} 59 (2.0 53 (24) 64 (22) . 62 (1.8) 41 (2.0) 4] (24) 36 (22 38 (18)
North Carolina 53 (1.8) 54 (1.9) 59 (1.9 - 64 {1.8) 47 (1.8) . 46 (1.9) 41 (1.9) 36 (1.8)
North Dakota 17 (24) 69 (1.8) 76 (2.2) 76 (1.6) 28 (24 3 (18) 24 (22) 24 {1.6)
Pennsylvaniat 64 (2.1) . 5T (20 nag 65 (2.0) 36 (2.1) 43 (2.0 79 (1.9) 35 (2.0)
Rhode Island} 61 (2.9) 61 (2.0) 65 (2.3) 69 (2.1) 39029 - 39 (20 35 (23 . 3@
South Carolina 49 (2.2) 4 (19) 57 (23 0 51 (18 51 (2.2) 56 (1.9) 43 (23) ' 408
Tennesseet 53 (1.9 53 (24) 60 (2.0) 62 (24) 47 (1.9) 47 (24) 40 (200 - 38 (24)
Texas 53 (24) 56 (26) 60 (2.4) 59 (2.5) 47 (24) 44 (2.6) 0 (24) . 4 (25)
Utah 63 (2.1) 59 (24) a9y o6 a9 @@y 4 (24 29 (1.9) <31 {L9)
Virginia 62 (2.5) 52 (2.3 72 (1.8) . 63 (20)< 38 (2.5) 48 (2.3)> 8 (1.8) ' 37 (20>
Washington — =) 5109 — (=) 67 {20 — () 45 (1.9) — =) W an
West Virginia 57 (1.6} 53 (19 65 (1.8) = 63 (18) 43 (16) - 47 (1.9 35 (1.8) 37 (18
Wisconsint 68 (1.6) 67 (2.1) 73 (1.8) 75 (1.9} 32 (1.6} 33 (21) 27 (1.8) 25 (1.9)
Wyoming 67 (2.2) 66 (2.1) 75 (1.6) (20 33 (2D ¥ an 25 (1.6) 9 (2.0
Other Jurisdictions .
DoDEA — ) 57 (24) — (=) - 68 {13 — () . 43 (24) — (=) - 303
Guam 72 (14) 20 (1.0) 3118 . 3520 78 (1.4) 80 (1.0) 67 (1.8) 65 {2.0)
<< Tha volue for the 1994 wssessment was significontly lower (> higher) than the value for 1992 ot or about the 95 percent confidence level. These nototians indicate stotishical significance from o multiple comporison procedure
based on 38 jurisdictions participoling in bath 1992 and 1994. }f looking of anly ane state, < indicates the volue for 1994 was significantly lower (- higher) thon the volue far 1992 at o about the 95 percent canfidente level
Statistically significant differences between 1994 and 1992 for the stote comparison somples far the notion and regions ore not indicated.
-— Jurisdiction did not participote in 1992 Trio) State Assessment.
1 Did not satisky one of the guidelines for schoo! somple participotian rates for the 1994 Triol State Assessment (see Appendix Al
$ Did not satishy one of the guidelines for school somple porticipation rates for the 1992 Triol State Assessment (see Technical Report of the NAEP 1992 Trial Slote Assessment Progrom in Reoding)
SOURCE. Kutional Center for Education Statistics, Notionol Assessment of Educotional Progress (NAEP), 1992 and 1994 Reading Assessments
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*TABLE C.6A *

1992 and 1994 Grade 4 Reading Achievement Levels nEgggT"ﬂ;s
by Race/Ethnicity R0\ |
| Public Schools Only 1994 =10
At or Above Advanced
White Black Hispanic
1992 3 1994 1992 ! 1994 1992 ! 1994
Perceniage i Percentage Percentage ¢ Percentage Percentage . Percentage
Nation 8 (1.0) 9 (0.9) 1 {0.5) i 1 (0.4) 2(1.0) 2 {07
Region :
Northeast 12 (3.4) 9 (1.8) 1 (0.6) ' 1 (0.8} 1 (1.6) 2 {1.9)
Southeast 6 (1.1) 8 {0.8) 1 {0.9) ! 1 (0.6) 1 (0.6)! 1 {1.6)
Central 7 (15) 9 0.0 0 {0.7) ’ 0 (04) 6 {38) 3 {1.5)
West 7 (1.0) i 9 (L1) 0 (0.2) 1 (1.3} 2 {1 2 {11)
State :
Alobama 5 (0.6) 7 (1.2) 0 {0.1) ! 124 1 {0.9) 0 ()
Arizono 5 {0.7) 9 {.1) 2 (1.6) 2 (39) 1 (0.5) 3 (0.8
Arkansas 5 {0.8) : 6 {0.9) 0 {0.5) 0 {0.3) 0 {03) 1 3 0N
California 6 (1.0) 5 (0.8) 1 (1) ' 1 {0.6}) 1 (0.4) _ 1 {0.6}
Colorado 5 {0.8) ' 8 (1.0) 1 {0.9)1 ' 2 {1.8) 1 {0.5) 1 (0.6}
Connedticut 8 (1.2) 14 (1.4)> 1 {1.0) i 1 {0.7) 1 {0.8) 2 {0.8)
Deloware} 7 {0.6) 7 (1.2) T (0.3) 1 (0.6} 0 {03} 1 (0.7)
Florida 5 (0.7} 7 (0.3} 1 (0:4) 1 (04) 2 (1 3 (1N
Georgio 802 10 (1.5 1 (0.6} ' 2 (0.5} 2 (18) 2 (1.3)
Hawaii 4 (1.3} 7 (1.7) 1 (2.0} ! 1 {1.4) 2 {1.1) 2 {1.0)
Indiana 6 {10) 9 (0.9) 1 (1.0) i 1 {0.6) 3 {25 1 (1.8}
lowa 7 {0.7) 8 (1.1 1 (1.8) 0 () 3 (1.3} 5 {23)
Kentucky 4 {0.6) 6 {0.9) 00N 1 (0.7) 3 {18) 2 {1.6)
Louisiana 3 (0.7) 4 {0.9) 0 {(0.2) : 0 {0.5) 0 (0.9) e (0.5)
Moine} 7 (0.9) 10 {1.0)> I | ety 0 {11} 5 (3.4)
Maryland 6 (0.9) 10 (1.2) 1 {0.6) ' 1 {04) 1 (09) 1 (1.2)
Massachusetts 8 {0.9) 10 (1.3) 1 (0.7) 2 (1.7} 1 (0.5) 1 {0.6)
Minnesota 6 {0.8) 8 (0.8) 0 {1.3) 2 (1) 2 (1.6 4 (27)
Mississippi 4 {0.8) 7 (1.2) 0 {0.2) 1 (03) 1 (0.8) 1 {0.6)
Missouri 7 {08) 9 {1.0) 1 (0.8) . 3 (1.6) 1 {11} 2 {1.7)
Montanat — (=) 9 (0.9 — () ' ) o 2 {1.2)
Nebraskatt 6 (0.9 9 (1.0) 0 {0.5) 1 {0 2 {1.2) 4 {22
New Hampshirett gn 9 {11 I A | I 3 (1.8) 4 (28)
New Jerseyt 10 {1.4) 11 {0.9) 1 {1L.) 2 (1.2) 2 (11) 4 (1.0
New Mexico 7 (13) 7 (1) 1 (24) ‘ 1 (1.6) 1 (0.5) 3 {0.6)
New York} 7 0.1 902 2 {1.0) | 1 (0.5) 1 (0.4) 3 (1.0}
North Carolina 7 (0.9) 1T (L) 1 {0.6) ' 1 {0.5) 2 {1.6) 2 {21)
North Dakota 6 (0.9) 9 0.0 I : ) 6 {38) 4 (22
Pennsylvoriat 7 {09) 8 (1.0} 1 {0.4) 1 (0.4) 2 {1y 1 {16}
Rhode Islandt 6 (0.8) 9 {1.2) 1 (1.1} 3 (13) 1 {0.6) 2 (1.3)
South Carolina 6 (1.0} 7 {1.0} 1 {0.3) 1 {0.3) 1 {1.2) 1 {0.9)
Tennesseet 5 (0.9) 8 (L) 1 {0.4) 1 {0.6) 2 (1.9) 2 (24)
Texas 7 (1)) 10 (1.2) 1 {0.6) ) 1 (0.7} 1 (0.5} 2 {0.7)
Utah 5 (0.7) 7 {0.9) I IR | 2 (1 2 {1
Virginia 9 (1.3 10 {1.0) 1 {0.5) : 1 {0.6) 1 {13} 4 (1.8)
Washington — {-) 7 (0.8) — ) 1 (L1} — () 1 (0.7}
West Virginia 5 (0.8) 6 (0.6) 3 {23) 2 (17) 2 {25 1 (1.5)
Wisconsint 7 (0.7) 8 (0.7) 1 {0.8) : 0 {(0.7) 2 {11 1 (1.6)
Wyoming 6 {07) 6 (0.8) ) ) 2 {1y 3 (1.4
Other Jurisdictions :
DoDEA e 8 (1.2) — (=) ! 1 (0.6 — =) 3 (1.0
Guom 2 (09) 2 (1) 104 0 (06) 004 1 (05) .
The percentoge for roce/athnicity moy not odd 1o 100 percent be(m;se o smoli percentoge of students categorized themselves os “other.”
<« The volue for the 1994 ossessment wos significontly lower (> higher) thon the volua for 1992 of or obout the 95 porcent confidence fevel These notations indicate stofisticol significonte from o muliple <omparison pro(edu:e bosed on 38
Lt:rg(in::oln‘;’p::;:pr;;?g;;!:‘ohI:\‘I'z'?e?(::‘dwlzz:nlfo::Il::n?utlizzlzoolr:ns‘l,:ldewg:g:r::?;:ﬁm!::&r1994 wos significontly lower { . higher} thon the volue for 1992 of or obout the 95 percent confidence level § y significont differences
No significont ditferences between the two assessments observed ot this ochievement level
** Somple size in the 1992 or 1994 nssessment is insuficient to permil o relioble estimote  — Jurisdiction did not porhcipote in 1992 Triol Stote Assessmeat.
1 Interprer with coution ony tomporison involving this stotistic The noture of the sample does ot ollow accurate detesminotion of the voriability of this volue.
+ Dud not sotisly one of the guidelines for schook somple porticipotior rotes for the 1994 Triol Stote Assessment {see Appendix A).
4 Did not sotsly one of the guidelines for sthool somple porticipotion rotes for the 1992 Triol Stote Assessment {see Technicol Report of the NAEP 1992 Triol State Assessment Progrom in Reoding)
\S‘?DR([ Notionol Center for Educotion Stotistics, Hotionol A of Educationol Progress (RAEP), 1992 and 1994 Reading &
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TABLE C.6B 1992 and 1994 Grade 4 Reading Achievement Levels ,,E,I{,*ST’“&‘
by Race/Ethnicity ol ="
Public Schools Only (continued) roo =
Aeading Asesssment
At or Above Advanced
Asian Pacific Islander American Indin
1992 1994 1992 i 1994 1992 1994
Percentage Percentage Percentage Percentage " Percentage Percentage
Nation R S 15 (6.5) ) 6 (4.6) 3019 3 (25)
Region
Northeast () ) ) ) ) )
Southecs () () ) () () ()
Cenrl () () t ) () () ()
West ) 12 (5.0 ") ) ey ()
State
Mﬂbﬂmﬂ %Y (ou) see (u-) ten (...) ee (oo-) . (-‘oo) . (-u)
Arizona MR G IR A | ) ) 1 (0.5) 1 (0.7)
Arkansas () ) ) (o) 1(15) © ()
Calfomi () 9 (3.2) ) 2 (19) © ) )
Colorado <) ) o) ) 3 (2.2) 5 (3.0)
(on"e(ﬁ(ut (23] (0.0) LX (0‘0) [ % 3 (000) e (0' ) . (0.0) .4 (00')
Deluwafe# .. (uo) ren (nc-) (Y TY (cu) . (-u) .. (uo) .. (uo)
Flofidﬂ e (o-a) e (uo) s (.u) LYTY (ou) - (nu) .o (uo)
GeOIQia ‘e (‘..) LX) (“.) [P (.00) L) (000) LX] (.0.) . (...)
Huwaﬁ s (l‘.) 9 (]‘6) “re (.t.) ] (0‘6) (LX) (000) e (0.0)
lﬂdiﬂﬂﬂ rex (cu) Ly (...) (ou) “er (uo) . (ou) e (ou)
IOW(] LAz (..t) e ('0.) . (00 ) .. (00.) . (000) LER ] (l..)
Kentucky () C ) ) © ) () )
Louisia"a e (0.‘) . (0.') e (00') e (0.0) e (l“) LX) (‘00)
ainet () ") © () © () C () ()
Morylod () 13 (65) © () © () . C ()
Massachusetts N 4 (3.9 ) ) (***) A A
Minnesota ) MR A | N A | ) <) 3 (3.3)
Missisippi () () () () (o) ()
Missour ) ) ) (o) ) 4 (49)
Montanat — ) * ) — (=) ) — (=) 2 (1.0)
Nebraskatt () © () () ") () 3 (3)
New Hompshirett () e () © () () © ()
Now Jrse ) 17 (66) C () C () ) )
New Mexico ) ) ) I S| 0 () 2 (0.8)
New Yokt () 13 (65) () C ) ) ()
North Croling ) ") ) ) 4 (38) 0 (1.0}
North Dakota ) ) * () I R 2 (1 1 (1.4}
Pemnsylvniat () ) © () () C () ()
Rhode sandt () 4 (5) () () () © ()
South Carolina A | e t) ) <) ) (***)
Temnesseet () () () () () ()
Texas ) ) () C ) () Sl
Utch L) () () () () 0 (06)
Virgina ) ) ) ) ) © ()
Washington — (=) 9 (4.0) — (=) 6 (4.3) — () 4 (2.0)
West Virginia (***) ) ***) ) ) {**)
Wisconsint () () () () 1 (22) ()
Wyaming ) ) ) ) 3 (220 2 (1)
Other Jurisdictions
DoDEA — =) 10 (4.2) — =) 5 (21) — () 2 (25)
Guam ) 2 (20) ) 1 (04) ) ")
Tho percentoge for race/ethnicity may not add to 100 percent becouse o small percentnye of students categorized themselves as “other.”
l R'uuez eu;:g;lrf;ﬁ;r;l ;'hau:g'e; ::s Iehne' e\'dortling of the race/ethniity question between the 1992 and 1994 assessments, the 1992 results for Astan and Pocific Islander siudents are not comparable to 1994 results. Therefore, 1992 results for
I o significant differences between the two assessments observed of this ochievement level.
*** Somple size in the 1992 or 1994 assessment is insufficient to permit o relioble estimate. -~ Jurisdiction did not participote in 1992 Trial State Assessment.
Vinterpret with caution any comparison involving this statistic. The noture of the sample does not allow acturate determination of the variability of this volue.
1 Did not satisfy one of the guidelines for school sample paricipation totes for the 1994 Trial Stote Assessment (see Appendix A).
$ Did not safisfy ane of the quidelines far school sample participation rotes for the 1992 Trial State Assassment (see Technicol Report of the NAEP 1992 Trial State Assessment Program in Reading).
Q SOURCE: National Center for Edutation Stotistics, Nationel A nt of Educational Progress {(NAEP), 1992 and 1994 Reading Assessments
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TABLE C.6C - 1992 and 1994 Grade 4 Reading Achievement Levels ReFOF namg]
by Race/Ethnicity - (=20
Public Schools Only (continued) 199¢ =1
At or Above Proficient
White Black Hispanic
i !
1692 ' 1994 1992 ‘ 1994 1992 : 1994
Percentage Percentage Percentage * Percentage Percentage " Percentage
Natian 33 (1.9 1 35 (1.9 8 (1.4) : 8 {09) 14 (1.8) 12 (1.6)
Region : :
Northeast 41 (5.4 37 (33) 11 (3.1) 7 (1.0) 15 (5.5) 12 {3.6)
Southeast 9 (3.9 31 {29) 9 (22 ‘ 9 (1.7 12 (2.9)! 8 (2.5
Central 3 (29 73y 4 (2.0 7 (20) 23 (5.6) 23 (78)
West 32 (20 36 (2.5) 6 (2.2) ' 9 {381 1 (1.5) 10 (2.1)
State 4 '
Alabama 28 (1.9 . 32 1.5 5 (1.3) 8 (1.1 7 {3.) 4 (3N
Arizona 2 (.0 : 709 16 {4.2) 10 {34) 10 {1.5) ' 13 {1.6)
Arkansas 29 (1.5 1 0 07 6 (1Y) ' 6 (1.2) "~ 8 (29) ; 14 {3.3)
California 30 (24) ’ 25 (1.9) 8 (27) 8 (3.7) 6 (14) : 6 (1.5
(olorado 30 (1.6) 35 (1.8) 12 (3.0¢ : 1 (5.7} 13 {1.7) 12 {1.8)
Connecticut 42 (00 48 (1.8) 9 {20 : 9 (2.5 8 (1.6) 14 {3.0)
Delaware$ 32 {1.4) : 30 (1.5 9 (1.9) ] 10 {2.1) 7{29) 10 (24)
Florida 29 (1.6) ) 31 {20) 7 {1.6) : 7(17) : 14 (2.1} i 13 (1.8
L Georgia 34 (1.9 36 (24) 9 (13 010 (20 15 (3.6) 13 {2.9)
Hawoii 26 (34) : 34 (25) 10 (3.7) . 10 {40 11 (2.6) 13 {28)
Indiana KX ) : 78 1 {2.7) 8 (26) 22 (54) 14 (3.5
lowa 38 (1.6 704 17 {48) ’ 7 (4 17 {40} 16 (3.1)
Kentucky : 25 (10 28 (1.9) § (32 12 (3.5) 13 (49) 11 {5.0)
Lovisiana 23 {1.6) . 25 (1.8) 6 (1.0) 4 (0.8) 7 (27) 6 {24
Mainet ¥ aan 42 {1.5) R ) B ) 14 {47) : 25 (6.2)
Maryland 32 (1 . 37 {20) 9 0.3 8 {13) 12 (2.8) : 12 {43)
Massachusets 41 00 42 (1.9) 10 (3.2) ‘ 13 (23) 11 {25) 10 (2.1)
Minnesata 34 (1.5 35 (1.6) 5 (28) 9 (38) 14 (44) 21 (41)
Mississippi 26 (1.9) 3 {23) 5 (06) 7(12) 3 (2 6 {2.1)
Missouri 35 1.9 35 (1.6) 9 @y 12 (31) 12 {2.9) : 17 {39)
Montanat — ' 39 (1.5 — (=) . ) — (=) : 20 (2.8) )
Nebraska$ 34 (1.8) 37 (1.8 10 (3.1) : 9 (47 . 16" (3.0) : 21 (3.9)
New Hampshiret4 39 {1.6) 37 {15 ) () 75 (5.0 : 21 {6.6)
New Jersey} 44 (2.2 42 (2.2 10 (2.1) ; 12 (2.3) 14 (2.5) 17 (1.9
New Mexico 35 (2.8) 30 (2.3 12 {7.8) ' 11 (54) 13 (1) 15 (1.5)
New Yorkt 36 {18) 39 (2.2) 12 {26) : 9 1.5) 90 13 {1.8)
North Carolina 318 39 (2.0 9 (1.8) : 11 (1.5) 14 (3.8) 1M {30
North Dakota 36 (1.5 40 (1.5) ) : ) 29 (5.8) 22 (4.5)
Pennsylvaniat 708 36 (1.4) 7 (14) 7{2.2) 14 (34) 11 {47)
Rhode fsland} 1309 37 {1.6) 7 {25) 1 {27 909 ‘ 12 {29)
South Carolina 32 0. 31 (.8) 7 (1.2 6 (11} 11 (3.5) 8 (24)
Tennesseet 29 (1.7) 32 00 8 (1.2) 9 (21 14 (4.3) 12 (5.4)
Texas 35 (24) 38 (22 8 (1.6) , 19 (2.6) 12 (1.9) 13 {1.4)
Utah 32 (1 300 ) : ) 14 {3.1) 15 {2.7)
Virginia 40 (2.0) 35 {20 12 {2.0) : 8 (14) 12 {3.3) ‘ 20 (32)
Washington ' — ) 31 (1.5) — () 1T {3.6) — (=) 9 22
West Virginic 26 (1.4) 28 (14) 12 (5.5) . 13 (29) 16 {5.3) ‘ 11 (39)
Wisconsint 37 (15) 39 (00 10 {2.5) 9 (25) 17 (2.7) 14 {3.5)
Wyoming 3 (1.7) 35 {14) ) ) 17 {2.3) 20 (2.6)
Other Jurisdictians .
DoDEA — (=) 3 (1.7) — () 14 (2.1} — () 22 (2.5)
Guam 15 (2.1) 15 (34) 5 (21) ; 5 (31) 4 {1.3) 6 (1.1)
The percentoge for roce/ethnicity moy not odd 10 100 percent becouse o smoll percentage of students cotegorized themselves os “other ™
No significont differences between the two assessments observed o this achievement level
*** Somple size in the 1992 or 1994 assessment is insufficiant to permit o relioble estimate.  — Jurisdictian did not porticipote in 1992 Trial State Assessment.
Vinterpret with coution ony comporison involving this stofistic. The noture of the sample does not olfow occurate detsrmination of the voriobility of this volue.
1 Did not sofisfy one of the guidelines for school somple participation rates for the 1994 Triol Stote Assessment (see Appendix A).
4 Did not sotisfy one of the guidelines for school somple participotion rates for the 1992 Trial Stote Assessment {see Technical Report of the NAEP 1992 Triol State Assessment Progrom in Reoding)
SOURCE: Notional Center for Educotion Stotistics, Notianal Assessment of Educational Progress (HAEP), 1992 and 1994 Reoding Assessments
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TABLE .60 1992 and 1994 Grade 4 Reading Achievement Levels ,,Egg,ﬂgg';ﬂ
by Race/Ethnicity “;;‘;2 .
Public Schools Only (continued) o=
Reading Asessement
: At or Above Proficient
Asian Pacific Islander American Indian
T 5
1992 1994 1992 ’ 1994 1992 1994
Percentage Percentage Percentage Percentage Percentage i Percentage
Nation ) 4 (1) ) B (5.2 16 (45 18 (42)
Region : :
Nonheﬂs' e (uo) s (on) see (u) . en (ou) LT uo) e (on)
Somheuﬂ e (uo) e (ou) se€ (uo) e e (.u) e (ou) e (ou)
(en'rul ek (0‘0) (R 2] (0.0) e (0‘0) . s “0) e e . % (00‘)
wes' e (..0) 40 (7.9)! e (" ) * (..‘) (‘ (0.‘)
State
Alubﬂmu (ou) . (uo) ee (-n.) L2Y) (‘u) . (o..) »*
Afizonu s (u‘) (T2} (u.) e (tt) LA L (uc) 6 (]8) ]0 (28)
Arkansas o) () () ) 16 (55) )
Cdlifornia ) 32 {5.0) =) 24 (6.3)! ) )
Coorado ) ") ) 16 (56) 2 (50)
Comecica () ) () () () ()
Delﬂwufe# [TES (u.) . (ut) e (.u) LI} (uo) (u.) xx (uo)
Flofidu EXTY (uo) e (ut) e (.u) EELY (u-) e (-u) [TYY (.u)
GeOrgiu e (.'.) e (0") & (..0) *ae (0.') EXE S (.0.) L1 Y] (.")
Howaii () B (28) ) 1) ) )
Indiana ) ) {*** I ) =)
IOWU e (lt‘) "‘0 (.“) e (..0) e (00.) ‘e (000) = (..')
Ken'u(ky (1] (.0') " e ('.0) o ('.0) (1) (.00) e (000) . (000)
Louisiunu e (.0.) . [T 14 (.00) (1% (..0) 1] (.00) res (l") ‘e (.00)
Mainet ) =) ) =0 () I
Mufyiund “oe (‘ ) 49 (76) LYY (uo) e (.u) ae (uo) . (tu)
Massachusetts I e | 16 (6.2)! o) =) ) =)
Minnesota ) ) () e () 15 (55)
Mississippi (1] ( ‘0) . (.‘0) LR (0'0) L2 (“0) %% (0‘.) EL i (.")
Missouri ) () o) ) ) 2 (59)
Hontanat — ) ) — () () — () 7 @31)
NebmSkﬂf# XY (uo) .y (ou) e (.n) . (.u) (n) ]7 i68)
New Hamphirets () S (), () () ) )
New Jersey} (**") 52 (5.8) ) ) ) o)
New Mexic () © () () () 9 (49) 8 (29)
New York} () % (87) () ) ) ()
North Caroling () () (o) ") 19 (5.4 (s
North Dakota ) > A A =) 17 (5.5)¢ 15 (5.0
Pennsylvaiat () () “ () () © ) C )
Rhode Iland () 19 (64) C ) () C ) ()
Sou'h(um“nﬂ sen (...) e (-u) e (ou) L (uo) o (uo) EYTY (.u)
Tenneseet ) () © ) " () ) )
Toxs () () © ) ) () ()
Uich () () () () © ) 9 (43)
Virgna () ) ") ) i O I
Washington — () 30N — ) 19 (6.8) — (=) 20 {5.0)
West Virgina () () (o) (o) () )
Wisconsint () ) ") C () 16 (64) )
Wyoming () () ") ) 7500 2 (500
Other Jurisdictions :
DoDEA — (=) M (5.0 — (=) 23 (48) HE : 17 (48)
Guom ) 9 (43) ) 8 (09) ) )
The percentage for race/ethnicity moy not add to 100 percent because a small percentage of students cotegarized themselves os "ather.* R
Due fo significant changes in the wording of the roce/athnicity question between the 1992 and 1994 assessments, the 1992 results for Asian and Poafic Islander students ore nat comparable to 1994 results Therefore, 1992 resuls for
these two graups ore not presented.
No significant differences between the two assessments observed af this achievement level.
*** Sample size in the 1992 ar 1994 assessment Is insufficient to permil o relioble estimate. -— Jurisdiction did nol participate in 1992 Trial State Assessment
1 Interpret with coution any comporison involving this statistic. The nature of the sample does nat allow accurate determination of the variobility of this value.
1 Did not sotisfy one of the guidelines for schaol sample participation rate; for the 1994 Trial State Assessment (see Appendix A).
$ Did not satisty one of the guidelines for school sample participation rates for the 1992 Triol Stote Assessment (see Technical Report of the NAEP 1992 Triol State Assessment Pragrom in Reoding).
o SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, Kational Assessment of Educational Progress (RAEP), 1992 ond 1994 Reading Assessments
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" TABLEC.6F

1992 and 1994 Grade 4 Reading Achievement Levels REPORT [
. 0 CARO w
by Race/Ethnicity =
blic Schools Only (continued) fo0g | =11
At or Above Basic
White Black Hispanic
1992 1994 1992 1994 1992 i 1994
Percentage Percentage Percentage Percentage Percentage Percentage
Nation 70 {1.5) 69 (1.3) 32 {(21) 30 (25) 42 (2.1} 33 (2.6)
Region '
Northeast 75 (3.6) 72 (3.3) 37 (47 27 (1 43 (5.8) 37 (4.9)
Southeast 67 (48) 65 (2.2) 34 (3.9) 32 (43) 39 (491 26 (4.3)
Central (1.8 1 (3.0) 28 (4.5 28 (8.6) 54 (74) 42 (10.1)
West 66 (2.3) 69 (2.1 26 (4.2) 3 [ 7 (2 32 (38)
State : . i
Alaboma 64 (2.2) 65 (1.9) 28 (2.5) 29 (1.8) 33 (5.0 2 (5.1
Arizona 67 (1.7) ' 65 (2.1) - 43 (6.2) 31 (6.0) 41 (25) 4 (23)
Arkansas 66 (1.5) 64 (18) 29 (20) ' 25 (20) 3 (52 36 (5.7)
California 65 (2.7) 59 (2.9 28 (4.6) ' 31 (5.7) 26 (2.8) 22 (2.5)
Colorado 70 (1.6) ‘ 69 (1.6) 48 (6.2)! ‘ 3 (7.2 46 (2.9) 7 (2n
Connedticut 80 (1.3) 80 (1.6) 34 (5.2) : 33 (4.6) 37 (40) 38 {3.6)
Delaware 69 (1.5) 62 (1.9) 35 (2.5) 33 (22 31 (39 34 {40)
Florida 65 (1.6) 64 (1.7} 27 (3.0 28 (23) 43 (3.2) 35 (27)
Georgia 71 (1.6) 67 (2.0) 36 (2.7) 30 (3.2) 34 (58) 36 (4.8)
- Hawaii 62 (3.6) 67 (2.6) 33 14.6) . 35 5.2 34 (38) 3 B0
Indiana 73 (1.5) 7 (1.8 41 (3.5) 34 (34) 54 (5.1) 46 (4.6)
lowa 75 (1.4) 72 (1.5) 54 (7.0) 26 (5.8)! 58 (47) 49 {6.0)
Kentucky 61 (1.7) 59 (1.5) 38 (40 37 4 4 (7.0) 36 (4.8)
Louisiana 62 (1.9) 58 (1.9 28 (1.8) 21 (1.9« 32 (6.1) 22 {45)
Maine} 77 (1.5) 76 (1.7) =) () 52 (6.0) 65 (5.6)
Maryland 68 (1.9 69 (2.0) 3B @30 3 (25 39 (3.9) 39 (4.5
Massachusetts 80 (1.1) 78 (1.3) 48 (44) 39 (4.0) 42 (43) 7 4.0
Minnesoto 1 (1.6) 69 (1.3) 29 (6.0 27 {6.1) 45 (59) 49 4.)
Mississippi 64 (2.3) . 65 (2.6) 25 (1.7} 28 (2.1) 23 (5.0 (4.0
Missauri 74 (1.5) 68 (1.6) 38 (3.5) 36 (4.9) 42 (4.6 43 (5.1
Montanat — () ' 73 (1.6) — () I — ) 35 (5.0)
Nebraskat$ 73 (1.6) 70 {1.5) 35 (39) 34 (50 49 (45) 50 {5.8)
New Hampshiret$ i1 (1.9 no@an ) ) 62 (4.9) 59 (6.8)
New Jersey} 81 (1.5) 78 (1.5) 40 (4.0) 35 (3.6) 39 (43) 4 (3.1)
New Mexico 70 (2.1) 63 (2.0) 41 (7.0) 39 (&4) 42 (2.2 41 (2.0)
New York$ 74 (1.6) 73 (1.9 44 (34) 33 (2.6) 3 (3.2) 39 (33)
North Carolina 67 (1.6) nan 36 (3.0) 3 (2n 37 (42) 34153
North Dakota 75 (1.8) 75 (1.3) ) ) n {.5) 58 (5.1)
Pennsylvaniat 76 (1.6) 70 (14)< 29 (3.3) 26 (4.1) 41 (47) 35 (5.4)
Rhode Islandt 72 (1.7) 72 (1.6) 27 (3.5) 39 (4.0 32 (5.4) 38 (3.5
South Caroling 68 (2.3) 66 (1.7) 4 (23) 25 (1.9 32 15.3) 7 (4.0)
Tennesseet 65 (1.7) 66 (2.3) 3 (29 30 (2.8) 39 (5.8) 40 (8.6)
Texas N (2.5) 73 (24) 40 (3.8) 38 (47 41 (2.4) 41 (2.6)
Utah 70 (1.5) 68 (1.8) =) ) 45 (4.2) 47 (3.4
Virginia 76 (1.9) 70 (1.9) 44 (37) 3 (23« 45 (5.0} 49 (47)
Washington — (=) 64 (1.7) — () 41 (4.7) — (=) 3% (3.9)
West Virginia 63 (1.3) 59 (1.3) 42 (1.6 44 (8.9) 39 (6.2) 39 (6.5)
Wisconsint 75 (1.3) 76 (1.4) 41 (4.4) 39 (6.5) 56 (4.8) 46 (6.3)
Wyoming 75 (1.8) 71 {1.6) ) ) 53 (38) 53 {5.0)
Other Jurisdictions
DoDEA — =) 70 (1.8) =) 49 (3.1 — () 5T (3.2)
Guam 41 (38) 39 (39 19 (5.5) 21 (5.8) 17 (2.2 20 (2.1)
The percentage far race/athnicity may not add 1o 100 petcent becouse o small g6 of students categorized themsalves os “other ®
<< Tha valus for the 1994 assessmant wos sigificontly fower { » » higher) than the velue for 1997 of or about the 95 percant confidence lavel Thess aotatians indicote stolisticel significance from o muliiply companson procedute bosed on 38 windictions paviicrpaling in
both 1992 ond 1994. 1 looking ot only one stale, < indtcotes the velus for 1994 was sigaicantly lowss (> highr) then the valus for 1992 ot or aboul the 95 pascant confid Lvel' lty significant diff between 1994 and 1992 for the stole comporsson
somples for the nation and regions ore nol indicated
*** Sample size in the 1992 or 1994 assessmant is insufficiont to pormt 0 relioble estimate  — Jurisdichion did not participate in 1992 Triel State Assessment
| Intespret with caution any comparison involving this statistic. The nature of the sompls does nat allow occurate determination of the voriobility of this valve
t Did not satishy one of the guidelinws for school somple porticpotion rates for the 1994 Trial Stolw Assossment (5o Appendix A)
4 Did not sofishy o of the guidelines for school somple portiipation cotes for tha 1992 Triol Stalw Assassment (see Technicol Repart cf the NAEP 1992 Triol State Assassrmnt Program in Reading)
SOURCE: Notionol Cantes for Education Statistics, Metional Assessmant of Educotional Progtess (NAEP), 1992 and 1994 Reeding Assassments
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TABLE C.6F. 1992 and 1994 Grade 4 Reading Achievement Levels atE MATION
by Race/Ethnicity CARD g
Public Schools Only (continued) =
At or Above Basic
Asian Pacific Islander American Indian
1992 i 1994 1992 ; 1994 1992 1994
Percentage Percentuye Percentage Percentage Percentage Percentage
Nation ") 17 (5.1) () 63 (8.4) 52 (6.7) 47 40N
Region
Nonheust "ee (‘--) (---) (o--) ( ) LEY ] (o-') (---)
Southeast ) ) ") (***) ) ")
(ent[ul (R X ('--) LY (---) (---) ( ) . (-‘-) (-‘-)
West **) 73 (9.8) =" **) ) ***)
State
A|0h0mu (.--) .e (---) .. (---) . (-..) Iy (‘.‘) (-.-)
rizona () ) =) - ) 25 (46) 7 (39)
Arkunsus (-‘.) LX) (---) e (-l-) et (‘-.) 5] (6‘9) s (.C-)
(alifornia ) 55 (58) =) 58 (7.0 ) )
Colorado A ) o) R 47 (1.0} 49 (6.0)
connedi(ut ( --) .. (--') . (-l-) " (‘o-) LEN ] (---) YY) (---)
Deluwure# e (‘..) .. (---) .. (‘--) .. (-;-) . (n-) .. (-‘-)
Horidu was (---) e (---) .. (-") —ew (l--) - (---) .. (-l-)
Gemgiu sen (---) e (--.) .e (---) - (---) . (---) e (---)
Hawaii ") 65 (2.8) ) 35 (24 I =)
Indiunu (-t-) en (-l.) . (lll) e (-t-) LX) (‘--) ‘. (-'-)
Iowu (-.t) - (‘.-) .. (--v) . (-c-) . (---) "o ("-)
Kemu[ky (-u) e (---) .. (-.-) .o (---) .. (---) . (--.)
Louisiunu (‘-.) e (t--) LX) (-'-) ‘e (---) e (-t-) ‘e (t.t)
Muine# (--.) < (-..) .. (-.-) . (-‘-) .. ("-) - (---)
Muryhnd (-u) 79 (49) .. (-.-) .. (---) .. (-n) “te ('.;)
MOSSO(hUSGﬁS (‘.-) 42 (95)! .. (‘-‘) .. (vu) .. (‘-.) .. (.--)
Minn“otu XN} (--') vew (-.-) ’. (‘--) .. (---) XX} (‘--) 38 (7'3)
Mis‘sissippi e (‘A-) . (-'-) - ('-') . (I.‘) e (--o) .t (-‘.)
Missouri (-vl) (---) . (--‘) . (---) . - (---) 58 (7‘3)
Montanaf ~ =) () — =) ) — ) 4 (54)
Nebroskat (o) () () ) () 9 (10)
NewHumpshiret# (‘--) LX) (--‘) . (---) .. (---) [X] (--v) . (i--)
New Jersey} ) 83 (5.0) ) =) R M T )
New Mexico (A A S ) N 2 .2 30 (42)
New Yorki ) 75 (59) () ) ) ()
North Carolina (***) A I ) 43 (8.8) 45 (5.80
North Dakota =) =) () A 56 (7.0 40 (7.7)
Pennsylvuniot (--) see (--v) .. (.n) ‘ . (-«-) e (--‘) . (--;)
Rhodels'ﬂndt see (--.) 45 (75) .o (---) ! .. (u-) . (‘..) . (‘--)
South Corolina ) ) C) ) =) I
TennesSeef e (-‘-) sen (---) . (-'-) .. (---) (X} (‘--) - (‘l-)
Texos ") =) ) o) o) T )
Utah ") ) * ) T o) 39 {10.6)
virginiu (“-) LYY (‘-') . ('-‘) . ('l-) . (-'-) . (‘--)
Woshington — () 65 (5.7) — () 51 (9.2) — =) 51 (6.0)
West Virginia ) ) ) ) ) ()
Wisconsint ) R ) ) 49 (9.38 )
Wyoming ") B C ) ) 54 (6.4)! 55 (5.8)
Other Jurisdictions
DoDEA — (=) 64 (5.9) — () 51 (6.7} — ) 52 (8.0)
Guam ) 28 (1.5 (") 28 (14) (") )
The parcentoga fer tace/sthnicty moy not 0dd 10 100 percent becouse o small p ge of students cotegorized thamselves os “other* B
Due to segaikicont changes 1n the wording of the race/ethncity question between the 1992 ond 1994 assessments. the 1992 resuls for Asion and Poufic tslander students ore not comparable 1o 1994 results Therefore 1992 results for these two groups ore not presenied
*** Sample sit 10 the 1992 of 1994 assessment 15 insufficient To permit o relioble estimote - Junisdiction did not portrcepate 1n 1992 Thal Stote Assessment
1 {nferprel with coution ony comparison tavelvitg this statsstc. The nature of the somple daes not allow accurote determinglian of the voriabdity of this volve
1 Did not sofisty one of the guidelies for school somple participation rotes for the 1994 Triol State Assessment {see Appendix A}
4 Did nol safisty ane of the guidelins for school somple participation rotes for the 1992 Triol Stote Assessment (st Technicol Report of the NAEP 1992 Tricl Stoie Assessnnent Progiom Readng}
SOURCE Notronal Center for Education Statistues, Notione! Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992 and 1994 Reoding Assessments
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TABLE C.66 |

1992 and 1994 Grade 4 Reading Achievement Levels REJ,!‘;,"‘;".‘":
by Race /Ethnicity =
Public Schools Only (continued) b =c
Reading Assesanant
Below Basic
White Black Hispanic
1992 ! 1994 1992 ~ 1994 1992 1994
Percentage Percentage Percentage Percentage Percentage Percentage
Nation 30 (1.5) 3 (13) 68 (2.1) ! 70 {2.5) 58 {2.1) 67 (2.6)
Region
“fortheast 25 (3.6) 28 (3.3) 63 {47) 73 {21 57 {58) 63 {4.9)
Southeast 33 (4.8) 35 (22 66 {39) 68 {4.3) 61 {490 74 {4.3)
(entral 29 (1.8) 29 {3.0) 77 {45) 77 (8.6) 46 (7.4) 58 (10.1)
West 34 (23 31 @20 74 (42) 69 (41 63 {2.7) 68 (3.8)
State
Alaboma 36 (2.2) 3509 12 {25) n (s 67 (5.1} 9 (50)
Arizona 307 3B 2 57 (6.2 69 {6.0) 59 {25) 66 (2.3)
Arkansas 34 (1.5) 36 (1.8) 1 (2.0) 75 (21) 69 (5.2 64 (5.7}
{clifornia 35 (27) 41 {2.9) 71 {4.6) 69 {5.7) 74 (28) 78 (2.5)
{olorado 30 (1.6) 31 {1.6) 52 (6.2)! 64 (7.2) 54 (29) 63 {2.7)
Connecticut 20 (1.3) 20 {1.6) 66 (5.2) 67 {4.6) 63 (4.0) 62 (3.6)
Delowaret 31 (1.5) 38 (1.9) 65 {2.5) 67 {2.2) 69 (39) 66 (4.1)
Florida 35 {16} 36 (1.7 73 (30) 77 {2.3) 571 (3.2) 65 {2.7)
Georgia 29 {1.6) 33 (2.0 64 {2.7) 70 {3.2) 66 {5.8) 64 (4.8)
Hawaii 38 (3.6 33 (2.6 67 (4.6 65 (5.2) 66 {3.8) 67 (3.0)
Indiana 27 (1.5) 29 (1.8) 59 (3.5) 66 {3.4) 46 (5.1) 54 (4.6)
lowa 25 (1.4) 28 (1.5) 46 (7.0) 74 (5.8) 42 {47) 51 (6.0)
Kentucky 39 {1 41 (1.5) 62 {47) 63 {47) 66 (7.1} 64 (4.8)
Louisiana 38 (1.9) 42 (1.9) 72 (1.8) 9 (19)> 68 (6.1} 78 (4.5)
Maine$ 23 {1.5) 24 (1.7) ) =) 48 (6.0) 35 (5.6)
Maryland 37019 31 (2.0 65 (3.1) 69 (2.5) 61 (39 61 (4.5)
Massachusetts 20 (1.1} 22 1.3) 52 (44) 61 (40) 58 (4.3) 63 {4.0)
Minnescta 29 {1.6) 3 (13 71 {6.0) 73 (6.1} 55 (59} 51 (4.1)
Mississippi 36 (2.3) 35 (2.6) 75 (.1 72 (21) 77 (5.0 73 (4.0)
Missouri 26 {1.5) 32 (1.6) 62 {35) 64 (4.9) 58 {4.5) 57 5.1}
Montanaf — () 27 (1.6) — (=) ) — ) 45 (5.0)
Nebraskatt 27 (1.6) 30 {1.5) 65 (39 66 (5.0)! 51 (45) 50 {5.8)
New Hampshiret} 23 {1.9) 29 (2.1) R G| ) 38 49 41 {6.8)
New Jersey$ 19 {1.5) 22 (1.5) 60 (4.0 65 {3.6) 61 {43) 56 (3.1)
New Mexico 30 21 37 420 59 (7.0} 61 {8.4) 58 (2.2) 59 (2.0)
New York} 26 (1.6 7 (19) 56 (34) 67 (2.6) 68 (3.2) 61 (3.3)
North Carolina 33 (1.6) 29 (1) 64 (3.0} 65 (21) €2 (42) 66 (5.3) i
North Dakota 25 {1.8) 25 {1.3) =) ) 29 (1.5) 42 (5.0}
Pennsylvaniat 24 (1.6) 30 (1.4)> 7t {33) 74 {41) 59 (41} 65 (5.4)
Rhode Island} 28 0.7 2 {1.6) 73 {35) 61 {4.0) 68 (5.4) 62 {3.5)
South Carolina 32 (2.3) 34 (L7} 66 {23) 75 (1.9)> 68 (5.3) 73 (4.0}
Tennesseet 35 (N 34 (23) 67 (29) 70 (2.8) 61 {58) 60 (8.6)
" Texas 29 (25) 7 (24) 60 {3.8) 62 {4.7) 59 (24) 59 (2.6)
Utah 30 (1.5 32 (18) I ) 55 (42) 53 (3.4)
Virginia 24 (1.9) 30 09 56 {3.7) 69 (2.3 55 {5.1) 51 (47)
Washington — () 36 {1.7) — (-} 59 (47) — () 64 (39)
West Virginia 37 {1.3) 41 {1.3) 58 (7.6) 5 (8.9) 61 (6.2) 61 (6.5
Wisconsint 25 (1.3) 4 (1.4) 59 {44) 61 {6.5) 44 (48) 54 (6.3)
Wyoming 25 (1.8) 29 (1.6) =) ) 47 {38) 47 {5.0)
Otiver Jurisdictions
DoDEA — {—} 30 (1.8) — ) 51 (3.0) — (=) 43 (3.2)
Guam 59 (38 61 (39) 81 {5.5) 79 (5.8) 83 (2.2) 80 (2.1)
The percentege for tace/ethaicity moy not odd to 100 parcent bacaust o small peccentage o siudents clegorized themsalves s “othas *
Dus fo significant chenges in the wording of the race/athatcity question batwear the 1992 and 1994 assassments, the 1997 results for Asian and Paciic Isfonde: students ore not comparable to 1994 rasulls Therofora, 1992 casulls for these two groups are nol presented
<< ﬂ\uvulmfonha1”4oss'mmonlmsignih(anﬂqunv(»higbﬂ)lhanlhn volu! lo'l'mhlavobovlllhﬂi reont confidonce laval lhmmluliomindi(nloslaliﬂi}clnqnlfxm:«_ko_m‘? mulligh : [] based on 38 jursd parlicipating in
both 1992 and 1994. Iflooking ot aly ane state, < indicotes the valus for 1994 wos significantly lower (> highar) n the volue for 1992 of or obout tha 95 parcent evel y g ditieronces batwoen 1994 and 1992 for the state compartson
somples for the notion end regions are not indicoted
*** Somple siza in the 1992 or 1994 gssessment s insufficient to perret o rebable estimate  — Jurssdiction did not participote in 1992 Triol State Assessment.
I Interpeot with coution any comparison involving this stofistis. The notur of the somple doss not oflow accurate determination of the voriobility of this volve.
1 Did ot satisfy one of the guidelines for school sample pariicipation rates for he 1994 Trial Stote Assassment (sea Appandix A)
4 Did nat sotisfy one of the guidalines for schoal sompla pariicipation rotes for the 1992 Triol Stete Assessmant (se Tehmical Report of the NAFP 1992 Triol State Assassment Progrom in Reading)
SOURCE. Nationol Canter for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educatione! Frogress (NAEP), 1992 and 1994 Reeding Assessments
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 TABLE C.6H - 1992 and 1994 Grade 4 Reading Achievement Leveis e AN
by Race/Ethnicity CARD :
Public Schools Only (continued) 1994 =03
Below Basic ——
Asian Paific Islander American Indian
1992 ' 1994 1992 l 1994 1992 1 1994
Percentage . Percentage Percentage | Percentage Percentage Percentage
Nation ) 23 (5.7} ) : 37 (84) 48 (6.7) , 53 (4.7)
Region !
Northeast (**) * ) ") o) (") ; o)
Southeast e ) R I (") )
Central N ) ") L ") )
West AR 1 27 (98) ") I ") A
State A
Alubumu (-a-) | s (-u) . (0--) . (o-.) see (-u) . . (...)
Arizona ") ] =) A A 75 (46 73 (3.9)
Arkansas (") ) ) ) 49 (69 I
California ") 45 (58) ) 42 (7.0 A )
(alorado (- ) ol o D 53 (1.1) 51 (6.0)
Connecticut ) () A ) ) )
Delaware$ ") ") B N =) )
Florida ) ") o) I ) N G|
Georgia **) ) N ) B B
Hawaii =) 35 (28) o) 65 (2.4) I B
Indiana R o) I ) =) I
|0wu (LR} (...) X} (...) e (.'.) LR (.6.) (x) (l‘l) ‘. (...)
Kentucky ) ) R N A AR
Louisiunn (.-.) e (.\\) ‘e (...) .. (...) .o (..-) ey (I‘.)
Moinet ") o) I ) ) A
Maryland ") 21 (49) ) o) A T )
Massachusetts ") 58 (9.5) <) ) B )
Minnesotu (.‘I) L[R2 (...) .. (.6‘) LY (...) .o (‘..) 62 (7.3)
Mississippi (.‘.) . (...) .. (...) .o (...) e (6..) LX) (...)
Missouri (‘..) . (“‘) e (“C) L1 (...) LX) (.“) 42 (73)
Montanat — ) ) — = — () 53 (54)
Nebraskat (o) () s (- 58 (1.0)
NewHumpshirei* (.n) e (oo.) e (.u) .. (n.) e (o-o) X} (uo)
New Jerseyt ") 17 15.0) A G o) O B G
New Mexica (" ) ) ) 58 (7.) 0 (42)
New Yorkt () 5 (59) ) ) ) S
North Caroling ) () ) ") 57 (88) 55 (58]
Narth Dokota () t ) ) ) @m0 (1)
Pennsylvuniui (.n) LEEY (.-o) e (o-.) e (--o) Xy (---) s (..A)
Rhode Islandt ) 55 (7.3) ) o) ) )
Sout Carling ) ) S () ) S ) ")
Tennesseet ) s ) I I ) )
Texas ) * ) T ) B T <)
Utah ") ") * ) ) o) 61 {10.6}
Virginio ) ) ) R O )
Washington — (=) B 65N — =) 49 (9.2) e 49 (6.0)
westvi[giniu e ( .) LX) (.0-) tue (. 6) eee (...) e (.Q.) LN (...)
Wisconsint ") ") ) T 51 (9.3 )
Wyoming ) +) NS B G 4 (ba) 45 (58)
Other Jurisdictions
DaDEA — (=) 3 (5.9 — (=) 43 (6.7 — (=) 48 (8.0)
Guam ) 72 (7.5) ) 77 (1.4 ) )
The percentage for roce /ethnicity moy not 0dd to 100 percent because o small percentage of students colegorized themsclves s “other ™
Due 1o significant changes in th wording of the race/athnirly quastion batween Hie 1992 ond 1994 ossassments, the 1992 rosults for Awon ond Pachc Istonder sudents are not ramporoble to 1994 resulls Therelore 1992 results for these two groups ore not prasenied
*+* Sample w20 m the 1997 or 1994 assessment is msuflicient fo permil o rehable eslimale  ~ Jurisdiction did nol partiapote n 1992 Trial Stote Assessmenl
1 Interprel with coution ony componson involving this stafishic The noture of the sample does nof cllow accurate deterrminalion of the variabihty of thn volue
1 Bid not sotisly one of the guidelines fur school somple participohon rales for the 1994 Trial Stote Assessment (see Appendix A}
4 Did not satisfy one of the guidalines fer school somple participation rates far the 1992 Triel Stale Assessment (see Technical Repori of the KAEP 1992 Incl Sicte Assessmenl Progrom n Reoding)
SOURCE Notronal Center for Educotion Statustics, Natianal Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP). 1992 and 1994 Reading Assessments
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TABLE C7A - 1992 and 1994 Grade 4 Reading Achievement Levels R NATION'
by Parents’ Education Level CARD ;;
Public Schools Only s
Feading Assessment
At or Above Advanced .
College Graducte Some Education After High School Graduated High School
1992 ] 1994 1992 1994 1992 1994
Percentoge % Percentage Percentage Percentage Percentage Percentoge
Nation 10 (1.2) ; n (1.3 8 (23) | 9 @2l1) 300 l 4 (1.3)
Region i = ;
Northeast 15 (43) i n @B .10 (85 8 (3.5 3(28) ’ 4 (28)
Southeast 8§ (1.2) i 9 0.3 6 (33) : n 30 2 (1.6) i 4 (1.5)
Central 8§ (i9) ; 1N (24) 7 (43) 1 7 (37) 300 7 6 (34)
SWest 8 (22) : n Q0.7 9 32 ’ 9 (2.6) 3 (24) i 2 (1.4)
tate i i -
AMlabama 5 (0.9) : 8 (1.3) 5 (20) 5 8 (24) 309 i 2 (0.9
Arizona 5 0.2) ! 9 (1.6) 3 (1.6) f 11 (3.9} 2 (1.3) ‘ 3 (2.0
Arkansas 6 (1.2) : 7 (1.3) 6 (24) i 8 (24) 3007 : 3Ny
(alifornia 7 (1.4 ‘ 6 (09) 308 ' 4 (26) 2 (.0 ; 2 (0.9)
Colorado 6 (1.0) ! 8-01.3) 5 0.7 | 7122 2 0.0) : 520
(onnedticut 11 (2.0 15 (2.0) 8 (2.0 ! 14 (3.2) 2 {0.8) 5 (20
Delowaref 7 (1.0) : 8 (1.4) 7 (2.6 ) 8 (3.8) 2 (0.8) 3 (1.3)
Florida 5 {0.8) i 7 (1.3) 5(22) 7 (29) 300.9) 4 (1.3)
Georgia - 8 (1.6) i 11 (1.8) 8 (30 I 9 (29) 304 4 (1.4)
Hawaii 3 (0.8 : 5 (09) 300 | 9 (24) 7 (1.0) ' 2 (1.0)
Indiana 9 (1.3) { 11 {1.6) 8 (23) i 1 (2.3) 4 (1.7) i 6 (1.6)
lowa 10 (1.0) ' 11 (1.6) 8 (22 : 12 (2.7 6 (1.9 5 (2.0)
Kentucky 5015 ; 8 (1.6 6 (21) 9 (27} 3 0.0 ‘ 6 (1.4)
Louisiana 3 0.0 4 (1.0) 4 (2.2) ' 5(20) 1{0.5) 2 (0.8)
Maine} 11 (1.5) ! 14 (1.8) 6 (3.1) ! 13 (2.6) 303 ; 1 00
Maryland 7(1.2) 9 (1.} 4 (2.3) : 7 (2.6) 3 0.2 ; 5 0.9
Massachusetts 10 (1.2) 1 (1.6) 7 (3.0) ] 10 (2.8 3 (1N 3 @an
Minnesoto 8§ (1 : 11 (1.3) 9 (28) 6 (1.6) 4 (1.2) ‘ 7.8
Mississippi 2 (0.6) ! 6 (1.1) 4 (2.2) ' 1 37) 1 (0.4) 2 (0.8)
Missouri 9 014 ! 11 (1.6) 8 (2.0 ' 1 (2.6) 309 . 709
Montanat — (=) ' 1 (1.6) — (=) 4 8 @2n — () ' 5 (L7)
Kebraskat$ 8 (1) ) 12 (1.8) 10 (3.8) 12 (3.0) 304 : 6 (1.7)
New Hampshiret} 11 (1.8) 1n (.7 10 {2.7) . 15 (3.0) 5 (1.6) 8 (24)
New Jersey} 12 (1.9) 12 (1.3) 9 (33) ] 10 (2.4) 4 (1.6) : 4 (1.6)
New Mexico 7 (1.3) 8 (1.2 5 (20 i 709 2 (L)) ) 2 (0.8)
New York} 9 (1.3) . 9 (1.3) 4 (1.8) . 9 (4.5) 2 (1.2) 4 (2.2)
North Carolina 8 (1.6) . 12 (1.3) 5 0.8 ' 12 (3.2) 3 (1.0) i 3 (L
North Dakota 9 1.2 : 12 (1.5) 7 (22) : 10 (2.7) 5 01.8) ‘ 320
Pennsylvaniat 10 (1.4) : 11 {1.6) 10 (3.0) ! 8§ (22) 3 (15 ’ 3 (0.9)
Rhode Island 9 (1.5 : 12 (2.0) 7 (27} ; 8 (2.6) 2 (1.5) 5(1.9)
South Carolina 6 (1.3) 7 (1.0} 6 (2.3) ; 6 (2.1) 2 (09 2 (1.0
Tennesseet 700 : 8 (1.6) 7 (1.9 ! 1N (3.8) 2 (0.9) 5 (1.6)
Texas 8§ (14) 10 (1.7) 307 i 7 (17 2 {0.8) 1 4 (1.6)
Utah 7 0.2 9 0.3) 8 (29 8 (23) 2 (1.9 ! 4 (1.4
Virginia 10 (1.7} ‘ 10 (1.3) 7 (26) | 9 (21 3 (1.2 4 (1.5
Washington — (=) 9 0.3) — (=) j 5 (20 — (=) 4 (1.3)
West Virginia 8 (1.5 : 8§ (14) 709 i 10 (22) 3.{(0.7) 5 (14)
Wisconsint 10 (1.2) ‘ 11 (1.4) 9 (1.6) 8 (29 3 (1.3) 6 (1.8)
()\‘Ilz'umjing'd 8 (1.2) ! 8 0 8 0.9 7 (21} 2 (LN 3 (1.2
ther Jurisdictions ‘ )
DoDEA — (=) * 8 (1.3) — (=) J 7 01.6) — ) | 2 (1.7
Guam 1(0.5) : 2 {0.6) 2 (1.4 4 308 1 (0.6) , 0 (0.5
No significont differences between the two assessments observed of this ochievement level.
— Jurisdiction did not participote in 1992 Triol Stote Assessinent. '
1 Did not sofisfy one of the guidelines for schoot somple participation rates for the 1994 Triol State Assessment {see Appendix A).
4 Did not sotisfy one of the guidelines for school somple porticipotion cates for the 1992 Triol State Assessment (see Technicol Repart of the NAEP 1992 Triol Stote Assessment Pragrom in Reoding).
SOURCE: National Center for Educalion Stotistics, Hational Assessment of Educationol Progress (NAEP), 1992 and 1994 Reading Assessments
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TABLE C.78 1992 and 1994 Grade 4 Reading Achievement Levels RERORT s
' by Parents’ Education Level S i
Public Schools Only (continued) 1958
Basding Avessament
At or Abaye Advanced
Did Not Finish High Schoal 1 Don’t Know
1992 f 1994 1992 I 1994
Percentage ' Percentage Percentage ' Percentage
Nation 1 (14) 1 (1.3) 3 (08) 4 (0.7)
Region :
Northeast A e | A hds | 4 (1.0 3 (1.0)
Southeast 0 {04) ‘ 1 (1.7) 7.{09) 302
Central ) ) 4 (14) 4 (1.5
West 2 (18) 1 (20) 3 (1.5) 5 {1.3)
State
Alabama 1 (0.6) 7 (1.3) 1 {0.5) - 3(09)
Arizona 2 {1.6) 2 (1.0 2 (0.5 4 {0.7)
Arkansas 1 (1) 1 {1.7) 7 {08) 3 0.0
California 0 {(0.7) 0 () 1 {0.7) 2 {08)
Colorado 1 (1.0 2 {18) 2 (07) 3 (0.8)
Conneticut 0 (") 7 (38) 2 {0.7) 6 (1.1)
Deloware$ 0 (04) 1 (0.9) 3{08) 3 (1.0
Florida 1 (2.0 1 (14) 7 {0.5) 4 {08)
Georgia 2 (1.1} 1 (1.0) 3109) 3 (09
Hawaii 1 {1.3) 2 {(27) 2 (0.8) 3 (1.0
Indiana 1 (1.3) 1 (0.9) 3 (M) 3 (09)
lowa 3019 7 (23) 4 (13) 500
Kentucky 1 {0.8) 303 2 (08) 3 (13)
Louisiana 1 (1.2) 0 {0.5) 2 (05) 1 {08)
Maine} 0 {0.7) 3 3.0 3.0 5 108)
Maryland 1 {0.9) 2 (2.5) 2 (0.6) 4 (0.9
Massachusetts 1 {20) 2 (28) 2 {0.8) 4 (1.2
Minnesota ) A A 3{08) 4 (08)
Mississippi 1 (0.6) 2 (1.0) 2 {0.6) 7 {08)
Missouri 3 an 1 {0.6) 3.(0.7) 4 {0.9)
Montana} — ) 1 (1.3) — (=) 4 10.9)
Nebraskat$ =) ) 2 (09 4 (1.0
New Hamgpshiret} 1 {1.5) 532 4 (13) 4 (1.3)
New Jersey} 3 (23) 3 {3.0) 4 (09) 4 (09)
New Mexico 0 (") 2 .3 2 (1.0) 2 (0.6)
New Yorkt 1 (1.1 2 {1.6) 2 {0.5) 4 {0.6)
North Carolina 2 {1.0) 1 (1.0) 307 4 (1)
Noﬂh Dukolu ("') e (uo) 3 “0) 4 (08)
Pennsylvaniat 1 (1.9 1{0.7) 2 (0.6) 3 (0.8)
Rhode Islandt 1 (L) 6 (33) 3 (1.0) 4 (1N)
South Carolina 1 {1.0) 1 (1.2) 2 (0.6) 2 {0.6)
Tennesscet 1 (0.8) 1 (1.1) 1 {0.5) 3 {09)
Texas 1 (1.4) 0 {0.7) 3 {0.8) 3 {0.6)
Utah 1 {0.8) ) 3 {0.5) 3 {08)
Virginia 1 {0.9) 2 (1.9) 2 {07) 5 013)
Washington — =) 2 (2.5 — () 3 {0.9)
West Virginia 1 (14) 2 {1.7) 3 {07) 3 {0.7)
Wisconsint 100 4 {27) 3 {0.6) 3 114)
Wyoming 2 {(27) 1 (L) 3 (07) 4 {0.8)
Other Jurisdictions ‘
DoDEA — (- ) e 3 (09
Guam 1 {11 0 () 1 {0.3) o 1.{03)
No significont differences betwean the two assessments observed at this ochievement level
*** Somple size in the 1992 or 1994 assessment is insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
— Jurisdiction did ot participate in 1992 Trial State Assessment.
1 Did not satisfy one of the guidelines for school sampe pariicipation rates for the 1994 Trial State Assessment (see Appendix A).
4 Did not satisty one of the guidelines for school sample participation rates for the 1992 Trial State Assessment (see Technical Report of the NAEP 1992 Trial State Assessment Program in Reading).
SOURLE: Notional Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992 and 1994 Reading Assessments
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.TABLE C.7€ - 1992 and 1994 Grade 4 Reading Achievement Levels e
' : CARD | " p.
~ by Parents’ Education Level =
Public Schools Only (continued) 1994
At or Above Proficient
College Graduate Some Education After High School Graduated High School
1992 ; 1994 1992 ] 1994 1992 l 1994
Percentage i Percentage Percentage '[ Percentage Percentage ¢ Percentage
Nation 36 (2.0 709 32 (3.6) : 36 (2.9) 21 (2.3) ' 22 (27}
Reglon - ]
Northeast 47 (6.1) 37 (50 34 (9.5 . 38 (7.5 19 (4.9) 21 (48}
Southeast 31 (38) : 3 (28) 28 {5.0) : 36 (3.7) 18 (42) 19 (4.2)
Centraf 35 (3.6) : 40 (39) 32 (14 : 36 (6.8) 27 (41) 30 (44)
West 32 (34) 39 (28) 33 (44) ; 34 (6.6) 24 (6.5) ) 20 (52)
State ; i ‘
Alabamo 27 (23) . 3 2.4 7 (32 ‘ 30 (40 17 (24) 16 (2.2)
Arizona 29 0.9 ‘ 34 (2.2 7 (42) ; 34 (43) 16 (3.2) 18 (34)
Arkansas 29 (26) . 3 (25) 34 (43) ' 35 (34 22 (2.2 . 20 (2.0}
California 30 (28) ) 409 23 (49) : 23 (4.0) 15 (5.0} ‘ 1 370
Colorade 33 (19) 3% 0.7 33 (4.0) i 33 (4.5 18 (2.7) 25 (4.2
Connedicut 47 (2.3) ) 47 (2.2) 42 (48) i 49 (3.3) 21 (3.6) i 22 (3.6
Delawaret 33 (1.8) ) 30 (1.8 28 (4.4) J32 (5.3 16 (3.5) : 20 (29
Florida 26 (1.9) : 28 (2.1) 2 (3.5) i 34 (3.4) 20 (2.6} : 17 (2.5)
Georgia 34 (24) ' 3B (3N 3 (3 34 (39 18 (2.9) : 19 (2.5)
Hawaii A (1.8) : 24 (2.0) 22 (4.2 X 33 (49 12 (2.2} ‘ 13 (27)
Indiona ©38 (2.3) 4 (2.0} 40 (4.8} ' 42 (4.1) 7 (29 ' 29 (2.7)
lowa 47 (2.2) : 41 (1.9) 42 (3.8) : 46 (3.8) 29 (23) 28 (3.0)
Kentucky 30 (30) 3 (24) 33 (3.8) , 38 (35) 22 (22) ' 4 (20
Louisiona 18 (1.9) ‘ 18 (2.0 26 (2.6} | 24 (33} 12 (1.7} . 14 (23)
Mainet 46 (2.8) : 5 @2n 47 (5.5) l, 49 (5.) 30 (3.2 : 34 (39)
Marylond 31 (1.6) . 3 (24 29 (4.5) ! 27 (41) 19 (3.5) ! 20 (4.5)
Massochusetts 48 (2.0} 45 (2.2 41 (37 ] 40 (4.1) 28 (45) : 24 (35)
Minnesota 38 (2.5) ) 43 (2.1) 45 (4.8) . 33 (41) 7 (30 9 (41
Mississippi 17 (1.7 2 1.8) 23 (42) 28 (4.4) 12 (21) 16 (24)
Missouri 40 (2.5) 40 (2.8) 38 (38) ‘ 40 (37) 4 (25) 29 (2.7)
Montanat — =) ) 4 (25) — (=) 41 (39) — ) 3 30
Nebraskatt 39 (23) 45 (21) 43 (6.3} : 47 (5.6) 2 (3.0) ' 28 (3.6}
New Hompshiret} 46 (25) 43 (2.3) 46 (5.4) ! 5 (5.2 29 (29) 327 (40)
New Jersey} 46 (2.5) 44 (2.4 44 (44) 38 (4.3) 25 (4.0} 22 (44)
New Mexico 33 (23) 29 (2.3) 9 (32 ' 32 (3.6 18 (2.8) 15 (2.3)
New York} 38 (24} 34 (2.7} 32 (4.6) : 40 (4.0) 21 (3.0} ‘ 25 (3.5)
' North Carolina 34 (2.2 39 (23) 30 (3.5) : 40 (3.6) 18 (22) 19 (2.5)
North Dokota 4 (22) 47 (21) 1 (37) : 43 (4.7) 3. (4.2) ‘ 7 20
Pennsylvaniot 43 (2.0) ‘ 40 (2.9) 44 (4)) i 36 (4.0) 25 (3.2 ' 22 (24)
Rhode Islondt 37 3.0 ! 42 (2.5) 39 (4.6) 41 (3.5) 19 (3.3) . 26 (3.2
South Caroling 30 (20 ! 8 (2.2 31 (5.0 32 (5.0} 13 (2.1} N (1.6)
Tennesseet 32 (3.0) j B 31 3 (59) ' 38 (5.3) 19 (2.6) 25 (41)
Texas 35 (34) : 36 (3.5) ’ 29 (35} 36 (4.9) 17 (3.0) 20 (3.8}
Uteh 39 (24) ‘ 39 (2.3) 40 (38) 36 (4.1) 21 (4.0) 24 (3.5)
Virginia 42 (2.5 35 (2.6) 35 (34} ‘ 29 139 23 (2.5 18 (3.4)
Washington — () : 709 — (=) ‘ 25 (3.0) — =) : 24 (34)
West Virginia 36 (2.4) I8 (76) 33 (34) 37 (37) 21 (2.3) 25 (28)
Wisconsint 43 (2.6} 47 (2.5) 42 (4.0} ‘ 39 (5.2 7 (1) 32 (3.5)
Wyoming 42 (22) 39 (2.2) 41 (38) ‘ 43 (3.5) 25 (3.4) 25 (3.0)
Other Jurisdictions
DoDEA — =) 34 (1.8) — () \ M (32 — (=) 19 3.9)
Guam 9 004) 10 (1.4) 1t (3.9) : 14 (3.2) 9 (20) 700
No significant differences between the two assessments observed af this achievement level.
“** Sample size in the 1992 or 1994 assessment is insufficient to permit o relible estimate.
— Jurisdiction did not participate in 1992 Trial State Assessment.
1 Did not satisfy one of the guidelines for schaol samole participation rotes for the 1994 Trial State Assessment {see Appendix A)
$ 0id not satisfy one of the quidelines for school sample porticipation rates for the 1992 Trial State Assessment (ses Technical Report of the NAEP 1992 Tricl State Assessment Program in Reading).
SOURCE: otional Center for Educotion Statistics, National Assessment of Educatianal Progress (NAEP), 1992 ond 1994 Reading Assessments
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“TABLE C.7D .

" 1992 and 1994 Grade 4 Reading Achievement Levels

by Parents’ Education Level

Public Schools Only (continued)

REPORY
CARD

wuw
At or Above Proficient
Did Not Finish High School
1992 1994 1992 1994

Percentage Percentage Percentage Percentage
Nation 1N (24) 9 (24) 20 (1.6) 2 ()
Region
Northeast ) ) 23 (46) 2 (1.8)
Southeast : 9 (44) 7 (29) 15 (29) 16 (23)
Central A ) 2% (31) 25 (40)
West 14 (4.0) N (6.6) 18 (18) 2 (22)
State
Alabama 10 (2.2) n (23 13 019) 19 @0
Arizona 1 (35) 13 32) 15 (1.3) 707
Arkansas 14 (29) 1 (30 15 (1.5) ; 18 (1.6)
California 5 (3.0) _ 320 12 0.7 i 13 (1.8)
Colorado 14 (28) 5 13 (5.0) 17 00 i 19 (2.0
Connecticut 10 (42) : 2 (6.3) 0 (17) ! 7 (20
Delaware$ 9 (3.8) 8 (45) 19 (0.7 16 (1.5)
Florida 14 (42) n (33) 17 (14) 18 (1.7)
Georgia 13 30 | 8 (23) 18 (17) 18 (22)
Hawaii 14 (46) 12 4.2) 14 (19) 15 (1.5)
Indiana 17 (41) 15 (47) 24 (22) 2 (21)
lowa 13 (38) 19 (70 25 (20) 7 (20)
Kentucky n (24 n (29) 17 (18) 2 (29)
Lovisiana 9 (21) 8 (32) 12 (15) n (1.3)
Mainet 17 (6.7) 27 (57) % (21) 29 (20)
Maryland 12 (38) ! N (58) 16 (19) 19 (1.8)
Massachusetts 14 (4.0) i 17 (5.1) 22 (25) 25 (2.1)
Minnesota ) A bl 23 (2.0) 22 2.2
Mississippi 7 (18) g 9 (25) 10 (1.2) 14 (22)
Missouri 17 (42) ', 12 147) 20 (18) | 21 (1.8)
Montanat — () | 20 (7.8) — =) | 2 (1.8)
Nebroskatt () ’i ) 19 (20) ! 0 (26)
New Hampshiret} 17 (47) ; 2 (62) 31 (26) ! 7 (22
New Jersey? 14 (60) | 13 (64) 2 (20) ! 2 (22)
New Mexico 8 (30) i 12 (35) 17 (18) i 13 (14)
New York 12 (37) ! 14 (4.1) 18 (1.7) ; 19 (1.9)
North Carolin 9 (26) i 12 (35) 19 (20) 1 20 (18)
North Dakota ) ] =) 2 (19) 28 (2.2)
Pennsylvaniat 18 (3.4) i 8 (29) 22 (1.6) 22 (18) -
Rhode slandt 14 32 i 19 (6.1) 20 {1.9) 22 (23)
South Caroina 9 (27) 1 10 (37) 16 (1.4) 13 017)
Tennesseet 12 (27) | 15 (3.6) 14 (1. 19 (23)
Texas 12 (27) i 9 (32) 7 09 18 (1.6)
Utah 19 (59) : ) 2 (1.9) 21 (17)
Virginia 16 (38) | 10 (43) 7 (19 21 (1.8)
Washington — () ! 13 (47) — ) 18 (1.5)
West Virginia 13 (29) ] 13 (34) 16 (21) 18 (18)
Wisconsint 14 (55) , 2 (64) 25 (21) 25 (23)
Wyoring 17 (46) ; 13 37) % (22) 25 (2.0)
Other Jurisdictions |
DoDEA — (=) ’ ) — () 2 (19
Guam 6 (28) ] 2 (1.6) 6 (1.2) 6 (11)

No significant differences between the two assessments observed ot this achievement level
*** Sample size inthe 1992 or 1994 assessment is insufficient lo pesmit o reliable estimate.
— Jurisdiction did ot porticipate n 1992 Triol State Assessment

1 Did not satisfy one of the guidelines for schoo! sample partiupation rates tor the 1994 Trial State Assessment (see Appendix A)
4 Did not satisfy one of the guidelines for schaol sample participation rates for the 1992 Triol State Assessment (see Technical Report of the NAEP 1992 Trial State Assessmeat Program in Reading)
SOURCE: Kational Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progeess (NAEP), 1997 and 1994 Reading Assessments




_ 1992 and 1994 Grade 4 Reading Achievement Levels THE KATION'

REPORT
by Parents’ Education Level WUEEV
Public Schools Only o
Mﬂm
At or Above Basic
College Graduate Some Education After High School Graduated High Schiool
1992 | 199 1992 1994 1992 L iew
Percentage ! Percentage Percentage Percentoge Percentage Percentage
Nation 68 (1.9) i 68 (1.5) 68 (3.3) : 68 (3.2) 56 (2.3) ‘ 54 (2.2}
Region :
Northeast 77 (48) ' 67 (3.6) 65 (9.5) 68 (6.1} 57 (5.0 , 5t (43)
Southeast 63 (3.4) i 60 (37) 61 (7.1) 68 {5.5) 53 {4.5) X 52 (4.9)
Central n Q3. 77 (39) 77 (44) | 71 (58) 62 {4.9) 61 (4.5)
West 64 (3.3) i (22 10 (6.7) ! 66 (74) 52 (48) ! 52 (5.0)
State | i !
Alaboma 59 (2.8) f 61 (2.1) 63 (4.3) { 62 (4.9} 51 (3.5) ! 46 (2.8)
Arizana o4 163 64 (47) 63 (33) 936 L 46 (2)
Arkansas 62 (2.6 : 60 (2.5) 68 (2.6) 68 (42) 57 (29) i 48 (24)
Califarnia 61 (29) 54 (24) 53 (5.9) 54 (44) 45 (5.1) : 37 (54)
Colorado 74 (1.8) 68 (1.5) 73 (33) 65 (3.9) 56 (34) 60 (34)
Connecticut 80 (19) = 7 (1.7} 79 (33) 79 (34) 59 (41) 53 (4.8)
Delowaret 65 {2.3) ! 39 (24) 68 (4.1} 64 (37) 49 (3.5) 49 (3.6)
Floride 58 (21) : 51 (24) 61 (3.5) 65 (41) 50 (4.0) 41 (29)
Georgia 67 (2.4 61 (3.0 61 (4.0) 62 (45) 53 (33) 44 (31)
Hawaii 54 (2.6) 54 (21) 56 {4.8) 63 {48) 37 (30) 40 {4.0)
Indiana 74 (19) 75 (2.2) 78 (31} 78 (38) 64 (3.0 63 (34)
lowa 82 {1.5) 75 (20 81 (3.0) 80 (37) 69 (2.7) 66 (2.5)
Kentucky 66 (2.6) 62 (2.6) 70 {3.2) : 68 (34) 61 (3.0) 56 (2.5)
Louisiana 50 (2.8) 44 (2.7) 59 (34) 55 (2.9) 43 (2.6) 41 (2.6)
Mainet 83 (2.1) 82 (1.8) 86 (3.6) 83 (4.1) 74 (33) i 73 {44)
Marylond 63 (2.1} ! 62 (2.2) 65 (3.5) 60 {54) 51 (34) 50 (3.9)
Massachusetts 84 (14) f 79 (1.6) 85 (34) 77 {40) 72 (3.5) 59 (4.2)
Minnesota 74 (24) i 75 {1.9) 19 (30 68 (3.7) 67 (3.2) 61 (4.2)
Mississippi 47 (24) i 50 (24) 52 (38) 60 (5.4) 412 (32) . 44 (3.0)
Missouri 75 (1) 1 70 (2.1) 75 {39) 77 {40) 62 (3.4) 63 {27)
Montanat — (=) ; 78 (22) — =) 75 (40) — (! 67 (2.9)
Nebraskat$ 76 {1.9) { 76 (1.6) 79 (37) 78 (44) 64 (3.5) . 62 (3.5)
New Hompshiret} 83 {2.1) ! 78 (3.0 83 (34) I 83 {39 69 (3.5) ' 66 (34)
New Jersey} 80 (1.9 l 76 (1.8) 80 (3.2) 73 {38) 62 (35) i 54 (4D)
New Mexico 67 (25) ' 59 (2.0) 64 (3.7) 66 {3.3) 55 (3.1) i 45 (35)
New Yorkt 74 (25 66 (2.3) 69 {4.0) 69 (4.2) 56 (4.1) N 53 (3.7)
North Caroling 65 {1.9) ! 68 (1.8) 63 (38) 72 34) 50 (3.1) ' 49 {26)
North Dakoia 82 (1.9) 1 80 (1.3) 80 (3.9 81 (4.0 73 (42) i 65 (3.5)
Pennsylvaniot 76 {2.1) ; 69 (22) "8 (3.2) 68 (3.1) 63 {32 ! 56 (3.2)
Rhode Islondt 13 (27) i 73 (23) 76 (3.6) 9 37 54 (39) : 62 (44)
South Carolia 61 (23) ' 57 (29) 70 {39) 61 (47) 43 (31 i 35 (4.0)
Tennesseet 65 (2.7 63 (3.5) 70 (43) : 71 {41) 56 (33) : 59 (3.5)
Texas 67 (2.5) | 67 (4.2) 67 (43) ; 17 (32) 52 (33) l 54 (45)
Utah 75 (2.0) ' 73 {1.8) 76 {3.3) ! 73 (38) 62 (3.6) l 56 (3.5)
Virginia 75 (23) { 65 (24)< 74 (39) ! 65 {4.0) 61 {33) i 52 (3.7)
Washington — =) 609 — =) | 64 (36) — (= i 589
West Virginia 72 (1.9) 67 (1.6) 1 (30 ' 70 (3.9) 58 (2.7) 1 59 (2.9)
Wisconsint 78 (2.1) ! 79 (21) 82 (29) ! 75 (34) 67 (2.5) f 69 (3.8)
Wyoming 80 (1.7) : 76 (2.0 80 (34) ; 78 (3.0) 66 {42) 62 (34)
Other Jurisdictions - ! '
DaDEA — =) { 68 (1.8) — () | 75 (42) — (=) ! 52 37}
Guom 28 (2.2) . 30 (1.8) 38 (6.5) ‘ 37 (49) 28 (2.6) i 4 (32
i ! I
<« The volue for the 1994 assessment wos significontly lower (- » highes) thon the volue for 1992 ot or obout the 95 percent confidence level These nototions indicoe stofisticol significonce from o multiple comparison procedure
based on 38 jurisdictions porticipating in both 1992 and 1994. If looking ot nly one state, < indicotes the volue for 1994 was significontly lowet { » highet) thon the volue for 1992 of o about the 95 percent confidence level
Stotisticolly significont differences between 1994 and 1992 for the stote comporison somples for the notion ond regions are not indicoted.
*** Sample size in the 1992 or 1994 assessment is insufficient to permit o reliable estimote.
— Jurisdiction did not participate in 1992 Triol Stote Assessment.
1 Did not satisfy one of the guidelines for school somple participotion rates for the 1994 Triol State Assessment (ses Appendix A).
4 Did not satisfy ane of the guidelines for school somple participation rotes for the 1992 Triol Stote Assessment (see Technicol Report of the HAEP 1992 Triol Stote Assessment Progrom in Reading).
SOURCE: Notional Center far Education Statistics, Netional Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992 ond 1994 Reoding Assessments
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TABLE C.7F -

1992 and 1994 Grade 4 Reading Achievement Levels et E NN’
by Parents’ Education Level CARD "F
Public Schools Only (continued) HAESEY
fReeding Asesescnent
At or Above Basic
Did Not Finish High School 1 Don’t Know
1992 | 1994 1992 ) 1994
Tercentage : Percentage Percentage . Percentage
Nation 38 (39 . 32 (41) 54 (1.7) 51 (14)
Region )
Northeast ) : I 56 (4.5) 51 (24)
Southeast 39 (8.6) - 28 (5.3 ’ 50 (4.9) . 45 (3.6}
Central =) ‘ A 59 (2.3) . - 57 (3.6
West 36 (5.0) 37 (6.1} 52 (19) ' 49 (1)
State
Alabama 39 (38) . 40 (4.6) 43 (3.0} _ 45 (2.5)
Arizona 37 (5.3) . 35 (4.4) 48 (23) B 44 (23)
Arkansas 43 (36) 41 (44) 48 (2.2 48 (3.3)
California 25 (50 ‘ 16 (5.6} 38 (25 37 (29)
Colorade 45 (45) ) 31 (5.5) 54 (24) 49 (2.2
Connecticut 47 (6.3) : 48 (1.7) 57 (2.4) 58 (2.7}
Delawaret 38 (6.9) 29 (59) 53 (27) : 46 (2.2)
Florida 41 (5.0) ' 31 (5.6} 47 {23 45 {2.6)
Georgia 43 (5.9 34 (4.6) 49 (1.9 : 46 (2.8)
Hawaii 44 (6.7) . 34 (7.0) - 43 (2.3) ‘ 39 (24)
indiana 5T (6.2) i 45 {6.1) 62 (2.6) ‘ S5 (21}
lowa 46 (71.2) 59 (6.4) 64 (2.4) ) 60 (2.6)
Kentucky 43 (3.5 37 (50 49 (23} *‘ 51 (2.6)
Lovisiana 34 (50 ; 28 (4.0 - 42 (20) i 36 (27
Mainet 58 (8.6) ] 60 (6.9) 65 (3.1) 65 (2.7}
Maryland 38 (6.2) ' 40 (7.0) 49 (2.6) : 48 (2.4)
Massachusetts 45 (7.0) : 48 (6.4) 61 (2.7) 56 (2.4)
Minnesota ) . =) 60 (2.2) ; 55 (2.3)
Mississippi 28 (42) ' 34 (50 37 (23) : 40 (25)
Missouri 56 (5.5) 1 43 (37) 59 (2.3) 53 (28)
Montanat — [} : 60 (8.3) — ) 60 (2.6
Nebraskatt ) ' ) 56 (2.3) 54 (2.2)
New Hampshiret} 58 (78) 50 (8.5) 70 (2.9) 62 (2.5
New Jersey} 49 {6.2) 34 (6.3) 57 (2.6) 53 (21)
New Mexico 31 (6.0) 35 (4.3) 45 (1.9 40 (2.2)
New Yorks 3 (69) : 41 (54) 53 (2.2) : 47 (23)
North Carolina 39 {39 36 {5.3) 50 (2.0) 51 (23)
North Dakota ) =) 62 (2.3) 64 (24)
Pennsylvaniat 55 (4.8) 35 (1N 59 (24) 54 (2.6)
Rhode Islandt 48 (6.7) 471 (5.6) 5 (3.1} 55 (2.3)
South Carclina 39 (5.0) 34 (4.4) 48 (3.0} 41 (2.2
Tennesseet 44 (48) ‘ 41 (6.5) 471 (2.2 50 (2.7)
Texas 42 (4.2 40 (5.3) 50 (2.5) 49 (2.2)
Utah 50 (6.7) ) 60 (2.8) 56 {2.1)
Virginic 50 (47) 38 (5.9 59 (29) 51 (27)
Washington — (] 44 (1.5) — =) 48 (2.0)
West Virginia 47 (41) 38 (4.3) 51 (23) . 48 (21)
Wisconsint 61 {7.3) 57 (71.4) 63 (2.0) 64 (24)
Wyoming 52 (6.6) 50 (7.3) 62 (2.4 62 (26)
Other Jurisdictions
DoDEA — () ) — (=) 56 (2.3)
Guam 20 (5.4) 13 (4.2) 21} 26 (1.7)
No significant differences betwean the two assessments observed at this ochievement level
*** Somple size in the 1997 or 1994 assessment is insuffucient to permit o reliable esimote.
— Jurisdiction did not participote in 1992 Triol Stote Assessment.
1 Did not satisfy one of the guidelines for school somple participation rates for the 1994 Trial State Assessment (see Appendix A)
$ Did not satisky one of the guidelines for schoa! sample participation ratss for the 1992 Triol State Assassment (see Technical Report of the NAEP 1992 Trial State Assessment Progrom in Reoding)
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, Navional Assassment of Educational Prograss (NAEP), 1992 and 1994 Reading Assessments
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1992 and 1994 Grade 4 Reading Achievement Levels ,,;gg,*ﬂ*
by Parents’ Education Level =
Public Schools Only (continued) 1994 | =1
MHM
Below Basic
College Graduate Some Education After High School Graduated High School
1992 ‘ 1994 1992 1994 1992 1994
Percentage Percentage Percentage | Percentage Percentage Percentage
Nation 32 (1.9) 32 (15) 37 (3.3) ; 32 (3.2) 44 (23) 46 (2.2)
Region '
Northeast 23 (48) - 33 (3.6) 35 (9.5) 32 (6.0} 43 (5.0 49 (43)
Southeast 37 (34) ‘ 40 (3.7} 39 (0 32 (5.5) 47 (4.5) 48 (4.9)
Central 29 (3.7) 28 (39) 28 (44) 29 (5.8) T 38 (49) 39 (4.5)
West 36 (3.3) : 29 (2.2) 30 (6.7} 34 (7.4 48 (4.8) 48 (5.0)
State
Alabama 41 (28) ) 39 2n 37 (4.3) 38 49 49 (35) 54 (2.8)
Arizono 36 (24) : 37 (23) 36 (47) 31 (39) 51 (3.6} 54 (3.2)
Arkansos 38 (2.6) 40 (2.5) 32 {26) ; 32 {42 43 (2.9) 51 (24)
California 39 (2.9} 46 (2.4) 47 (59) : 46 (44) 35 (5.1} 63 (5.4)
Colorado 26 (1.8) 32 {1.5) 27 (3.3) ' 35 (39) 44 (34) 40 (34)
Connecticut 20 (19) 23 (11 21 (3.3) 21 (34) 41 (4.1} 47 (4.8)
Deloware} 35 23) ’ 41 (24) 32 (40 : 36 (3.7) 51 3.5) 51 (3.6)
Hlorida 42 (2.1) 43 (24) 39 (3.5) ' 354 50 (4.0) 59 (2.9}
Georgia 33 124) . 39 (30) 39 (4.0) i 8 (45) 47 (33) 56 (3.1}
Howaii 46 (2.6) ‘ 46 (2.1} 44 (48) I 37 (48) 63 (3.1} 60 (4.0}
Indiana 26 (1.9} ! 25 (2.2) 22 (30) i 22 (38) 36 (3.0) 31 (34)
lowa 18 (1.5) : 25 (2.0} 19 (3.0} : 20 (3.7) 3 2n 34 (2.5)
Kentucky 34 (26) ' 38 (2.6) 30 (3.2 ‘ 32 (34) 39 (3.0} 44 (2.5)
Louisiana 50 (2.8) ; 56 (2.7) 41 (34) : 45 (29) 57 (2.6) 59 (2.6
Mainet 17 {21} ‘ 18 (1.8) 14 (3.6) i 17 (4.1) 2 (3.3) 27 (44)
Maryland 37 2n 38 (2.2) 35 (3.5) i 40 (5.4) 49 (34) 5 {3.9
Massachusetts 16 (1.4) : 2 (1.6) 15 (3.4) : 23 (4.0) 8 (3.5) 41 (4.2)
Minnesota 26 (24) 25 (1.9 21 (3.0 i 37 3.7) 33 (3.2 39 (4.2
Mississippi 53 (2.4) : 50 (2.4) 48 (3.8) ; 40 (54) 58 (3.2 56 (3.0)
Missouri 25 (2.) ' 30 (21) 25 (3.9) 8 (40 38 (34) 31 (21
Montanaf — (=) ' 7 (22) — () 25 (4.0) — (=) 3 (29
Nebraskat$ - 24 (1.9 24 (1.8) 21 3.7 22 (44) 36 (3.5 38 (35)
New Hampshiret+ 17 (2.1) ' 22 (3.0) 17 (3.4) 17 (3.9) 31 (3.5) 3 (34)
New Jersey} 20 (1.9) 24 (1.8) 20 (3.2) 7 (38) 38 (3.5) 46 (4.2)
New Mexico 33 {2.5) 41 (20 36 (3.7) 34 (33) 45 (3.1} 55 (3.5)
New York$ 26 (2.5) 3¢ (23) 31 4.0) 31 (42} 4 (41) 47 (3.7
North Caroling 35 (19) 31 (1.8) 37 (38) 8 (34) 50 (3.1} 51 (2.6)
North Dakota 18 (1.9) 20 (1.3) 20 (39) 19 {4.0) 27 (4.2) 35 (3.5)
Pennsylvaniaf 2 (2.1) _ 3 (22) 2 (32 1 32 (3.)) 37 (3.2) 44 (32)
Rhode slondt a7 (27 : 27 (23) 24 (3.6) i 2 (37) 46 (3.9) 38 (4.4)
South Caroling 39 (23) 43 (29} 30 (3.9) 39 (47) 57 (3.1} 65 (4.0)
Tennesseet 35 (27} 37 (3.5} 30 (4.3) 29 (4.0} 44 (33) 41 (3.5)
Texas 33 (2.5) 3 4D 33 (43) 28 (3.2) 48 (3.3) 46 (4.5)
Utah 25 (2.0 ' 7 (1.8) 24 (33) 7 (38) 38 (3.6) 44 (35)
Virginia 25 (23) : 35 (24> 26 (3.9} 35 (4.0) 39 (3.3) 48 (3.7)
Washington — () 3109 — (=) | 36 (3.6) — ) 42 (39)
West Virginia 28 (1.9 , 33 {L.6) 9 (3.0) ' 30 (39 42 (2.1 41 (29)
Wisconsint 22 (2.1) . 2 (2.1 18 (2.9) 25 (34) 33 (2.5) 3t (38)
Wyoming 20 (1.7) : 24 (2.0) 20 (3.4) 22 (3.0 34 (4.2) 38 (3.4)
Other Jurisdictions .
DoDEA — = n0y — = 25 — =) 48 (37)
Guam 77 (22) . 70 {1.8) 62 (6.5) 63 (4.9) 72 (2.6} 76 (3.2)
<< The value for the 1994 assessment wos siiniﬁ(unlly Tower (>> higher) than the volue for 1992 of or abaut the 95 parcent canfidence Tevel These natatians indcate svfistical significance from o muliiple camparson procedure
bosed on 38 .imi‘n‘iidiuns ﬁuni(iputing in both 1992 and 1994. If looking of only one state, < indicates the value for 1994 was significantly lwer (> higher) than the value for 1992 at or aboud the 95 percent confidence lavel
Statistically significant differences between 1994 and 1992 for the state comparison samples for the nation and regians are not indicated.
*** Sample size in the 1992 or 1994 assessment is insufficient to permit o reliable estimate.
—- Jutisdiction did not participate in 1992 Trio! State Assessment.
10id nat satisty one of the quidelines for school sample parficipation rates far the 1994 Trial State Assessment {see Appendix A).
4 Did not satisty one of the guidelines far school sample participation rates for the 1992 Trial State Assessment (seo Technical Report of the NAEP 1992 Trial Stae Assessment Program in Reading).
SOURCE: Notional Center for Education Statistits, National Assessment of Educationel Progress (NAEP), 1992 and 1994 Reading Assessments
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JABLE C.7H. 1992 and 1994 Grade 4 Reading Achievement Levels R LA
’ N CARD raap
by Parents’ Education Level =
Public Schools Only (continued) 1994 =2
Below Basic
Did Not Finish High School I Don't Know
1992 ! 1994 1992 1994
Percentage ! Percentage Percentage Percentage
]
Nation 62 (3.9) l 68 (4.1) 46 (1.7) 49 {1.4)
Region g !
Noriheast ) ‘, e 44 (4.5) i 49 (2.4)
Southeast 61 (8.6) © 17 {53) 50 (4.9) q 55 (3.6
Central ) i’ ) 41 (23) 43 (3.6)
West 64 (5.1) ! 63 {6.1) 48 (1.9) ] 51 (2.1
State : i
Aloboma 61 (38} :' 60 (4.6 57 (3.0 ! 55 (2.5)
Arizona 63 (5.3) i 65 (4.4) 52 (2.3) { 56 (2.3)
Arkonsas 57 (3.6) ! 59 (44) 52 (2.2) i 52 (3.3)
California 75 (5.2) i 84 (5.6 62 (2.5) 63 (2.9)
Colarada 55 (49) ] 63 (5.5) 46 (24) 51 (2.2)
Connecticut 53 {6.3) 51 (1.1) 43 (24) 42 (27)
Delawaret 62 (6.9) ‘ n (59 47 (2.7) 54 (22)
Floride ~ 59 (5.0) i 69 (5.6} 53 (2.3) 55 (2.6)
Geargia 57 (5.5) | 66 (4.6) 51 (1.9 54 (2.8)
Hawaii 56 (6.7) ! 66 {7.0) 51 {23) 61 (2.4)
tndiano _ 43 (6.2) : 55 (6.1} 38 (2.6) 45 (2.1}
lowa 54 (1.2 i 41 (64) 36 (24) 40 (2.6)
Kentucky 51 (3.5) ! 63 (5.1) 51 (2.3) | 49 (2.6)
Louisiana 66 (5.0} ) | 72 (4.0} 58 (2.0) j 64 (2.7)
Mainet 42 (86) | 40 (69) % (31) | 3 (27)
Maryland 62 (6.2} ! 60 (7.0} 51 {2.6) 52 (24)
Massachusetts 55 (7.0} : 52 (6.4) 39 2n 44 (24)
Minnesata =) . A b 40 (2.2) 45 (2.3)
Mississippi 77 (4.2) : 66 (5.1} _ 63 (23) 5 60 {2.5)
Missouri 44 (55) 11 57 (3.7) 41 (2.3) 47 (2.8)
Mantanat — () : 40 (8.3) — ) 40 (2.6)
Nebroskat$ ) : o) 44 (23) ‘ 46 (2.2)
New Hompshiret$ 42 (78) ; 50 (8.5} 30 (29 38 (2.5
New Jerseyt 51 (6.2 ! 66 (6.3) 43 (2.6} ; 47 (2.1}
" New Mexico 69 (6.0} i 65 (4.3} 55 (1.9) ' 60 (2.2}
New Yorks 61 (69) ! 59 (54) 47 (2.2) ] 53 (2.3)
Narih Caraling 61 (3.9) 64 (5.3} 50 .(2.1) | 49 (2.3}
" North Dokata A b ! ' o) 38 (2.3) 36 (2.4)
, Pennsylvaniot 45 (4.8) : 65 (1.1 41 (24) ! 46 (2.6)
Rhode Isond} 52 (6.7} ; 53 (5.6} 46 (3.1} f 45 (2.3)
Sauth Carolina 61 (5.0} : 66 (4.4) 52 (3.} | 59 (2.
Tennesseet 56 (4.8) . 58 (6.5} 53 (22) ‘ 50 (2.1
Texas ] 58 (4.2) 5 60 (5.3} 50 (2.5} i 51 (2.2)
Utah 50 (6.7} : AR 40 (2.8} ' 44 (2.1}
Virginia 50 (4.7) i _ 62 (5.9} 41 (29} : 49 (2.7
Washingtan — () : 56 (7.5) — 52 {20
West Virginia 53 (40) ! 62 (4.3) 49 (23) 52 (2.1}
Wiscansint 39 (1.3} : 43 (14) 37 (2.0) . 36 (2.4)
Wyoming 48 (6.6) | 50 (7.3) 38 (24) : 38 (26)
Other Jurisdictions : i
DoDEA — (=) ! ) — =) 44 (2.3
Guam 80 (5.4) ] 87 (4.2} 73 {21} 74 (1.7}
|
No significant differances between the two assassmants abssrved of this achievement level
*** Somple size in the 1992 or 1994 assessment is insufficient fo permit a reliable estimate.
— Jurisdiction did not participate in 1992 Trial State Assessment.
1 0id not satisfy one of the guidelines for sthool sample participation rates for the 1994 Trial State Assessment (see Appendix. A).
4 0id not satisfy one of the guidslines for school sample participotion rates for the 1992 Trial State Assessment (see Tachnical Raport of the NAEP 1992 Trial State Assessment Program in Reading).
SOURCE: National Center for Educotion Statistics, Nationol Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992 and 1994 Reading Assassments
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: 1992 and 1994 Grade 4 Reading Achievement Levels nzprﬁégmo"'s

. cARD |
by Type of Location ros2 (5%
Public Schools Only 1994 ——1]
At or Above Advanced
Central City Urban Fringe/Large Town Rural/Smoli Town
1992 I 1994 1992 1994 1992 1994
Percentoge |  Percentuge Percentage Percentage Percentage Percentage
i
i
Nation® 4 {07 | 5 (0.9) 7 (1.2) ! 8 (L)) 5 (1.5) 6 (0.7)
State , l
Alobama 300 | 5 (1.3) 5 (L1) 7 05) 209 | 400
Arizona 3 {0.5) ! 7 (L1) 3 (1.0) 6 (1.4) 3 0.5) i 4 (14)
Arkansas 4 (.7 | 4 (1.0) . 5 (094 6 (171 3 (0.6) 5 (1.0
California 3 (10 ' 7 {07) 4 {0.8) 5 {0.8) ) )
Colorado 200 | 500 5 (1) 6 (13) 4 012) 7 (18)
Connecticul 7 (0.7) | 6 (1.4) 8 (1.6) 10 (1.5} 7 (15) 18 (2.6)>
Deloware} 5 (0.8) ], 6 (1.4) 5 {0.8) 5 0.2 4 10.8) 3 (0.8)
Florida 7 (0.5 [ 4 (0.8) 4 {0.7) 6 (0.9) 3 3 2 (0.9
- Georgia 4 (1.5) i 6 (1.8) 6 (1.3) 9 (1.8) 5 0.9 4 (1.0)
Hawait 4 (1.0 } 6 (1.2) 2 {0.5) 3 (0.0 2 (0.8) 4 (0.8)
Indiana 5 (1.0} ; 5 01.0) 6 (1.2) 10 (1.8) 5 0.2 X 8 0.3)
lowa 7 (1.6) ! 7 (24) 8 (1.0, 7 (1.7} 7 0.0 | 9 (1.3)
Kentucky 5 (.7) | 8 (2.1) 4 (1) 8 (28) 306 | 4 (07)
Louisiana 3 (08) \ 3 {0.8) 7 {0.6) 300 7 (0.7) 2 (0.6)
Mainet ) l ) 7 (2.0 11 (25) 6 (1.0) 10 (1.1)>
Maryland 2 {0.7) : 4 (1.9) 6 {0.9) 8 {0.9) R )
Massachusetis 3 (0.9) 1 3 (13) 8 (1.0) 10 (1.5) 6 (2.4) 119
Minnesota 5 {1.6) i 8 (1.3} 6 (0.9) 9 (L) 5.2 ! 5 (1.0
Mississippi 1 (1.3) ; 5 (1.8) 3 (0.7) 7 (1.7) 7 (0.5) l 3 (0.5)
Missouri 51(.2) 7 (2.6) 6 (1.4) 8 0.4 5 {0.9) 70%
Montanat — = 5 (0.9) — (=) 8 (29) — ) 8 {09)
Nebraskat} 6 (1.2) ‘ 9 (1L.7) 5 {1.6)t R 5 (1.0) i 8 (0.9
New Hompshiret$ 7 (25) l 6 (1.3) 9 (.1 9 (1.8) 7 (1.6} l 9 (1.5
New Jerseyt 1 {07} I 2 (0.7) 9 .2 10 (1.0) ) )
New Mexico 5 (1.0} ! 6 (1.2) 4 (1.6) 5 (1.4 2 {0.6) ! 3 10.9)
New Yorkt 2 {0.6) 3 0.0 7 (1.0) 9 (1.3) 5 (2.0 | 8 (3.00t
North Caroling 6 (1.4) 10 (1.9 6 (0.9) 6 (1.3) 4 (0.7) | 6 (1.2)
North Dakota 7 (1.9} 8 (1L.1) 7 (2.6) 9 (24) 6 (0.9) ! 8 0.2)
Pennsylvaniat 4 (1.0} 4 012 7 (L1} 9 (1.3) 6 (1.9 | 6 (1.6
Rhode Islondt 3 {0.7) 4 (0.7) 6 0y 9 (1.8) 8 (24) l 1N {24)
South Caroling 303 ! 5 (1.5 6 (1.6) i 5 (1.0) 3 {0.8) ‘ 3 {0.8)
Tennesseet 4 (1.2) j 709 5 (1.4) 7 (1.2 3 0.0 ' 5 (1.0)
Texas 3 1.0} ‘ 5 (1.4) 6 (1.3) 8 (1.5 3 f 4 (1.7)
Utah 500 7 (1.5) 5107) 6 (1.1) 5 (1.7) i 5 (17)
Virginia 5 (1.5 6 (1.6) 8 (1.8) 9 (1.2) 4 (1.4) | 4 (1.0)
Washington — (=) 5 {1.2) -~ [} 6 (1.0 — ) S 6 {19)
West Virginia 4 (20 : 71 (1.7) 7 (1.5) ! 6 (1.2) 4 (0.) 5 (0.6}
Wisconsint 8 (1.5 1 7 (1.4) 5 0.2) ! 7 (1.5} 5 (1.0) 8 (1.}
Wyoming 6 (1.9) 513 () ) 5 (0.6} ! 6 (0.7}
Other Jurisdictions* " i
Type of locotiun results ore not reported for the lour regions of the country. DoDEA schools, or Guem
<< The volue for the 1994 ossessment wos significontly lower {>> higher) thon the volue for 1992 of or obout the 95 percent confidence level. These nototions indicote stotisticol significonce from o multiple comporison procedure
bosed on 38 jurisdictions porticipoting in boﬂn 1992 ond 1994. If looking of only ane stote, < indicates the volue for 1994 wos significontly fower (> higher) than the volue for 1992 ot or obout the 95 percent confidence level.
Statistically significont diHferences between 1994 ond 1992 for the sote comporison somples for the notion ond regions ore not indicoted.
*** Somple size in the 1992 or 1994 assassment is insuHficient o permit a relioble estimote.
1 interpret with coution oy comporisons involving this stotistic. The noture of the somple does not ollow occurote determination of the voriobility of this volue
— Jurisdiction did not participote in 1992 Triol Stote Assessment.
1 Did not satisfy one of the guidelines for school somple porticipation rates for the 1994 Triol Stote Assessment (see Appendix A).
4 Did not sofisfy one af the guidelines for school somple portitipotion rotes for the 1992 Trol Stote Assessment (see Technicol Report of the NAEP 1992 Triol Stote Assessment Progrom 1n Reading)
* School somple size is insulficient to permit relioble regionot results for type of locotion.
** Results for tyne of lacotion are not ovailable far the Department of Defense Education Activity (DODEA} Overseas Schools ond Guom.
SOURCE: Notional Center for Education Stotistics, Nationol Assessinent of Educotional Pragress (NAEP), 1992 and 1994 Reoding Assessments
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" TABLE C.8B" -

1992 and 1994 Grade 4 Reading Achievement Levels ni,}},‘g,“%
by Type of Location oARD)
. 1992 |=—fa,
. Public Schools Only 1894 =
Reacig Assesament
At or Above Proficient
Central City Urban Fringe/Large Town Rural/Smali Towa
1992 ! 1994 1992 5 1994 1992 ! 1994
Percentage Percontage Percentage ' Percentage Percentage ! Percentage
1 T !
Nation® 20 (1.4) i .22 {20) 31 {2.6) | 33 120) (21 : 7 (20
State ; . ’ '
Mabama 20 {24) ; 23 (25) 24 (29) i 30 (29 17 (23) 5 20 (1.5)
Arizona 23 {1.6) : 25 (18) 19 {2.2) ! 24 (3.1) 15 (3.0} ! 21 (3.5
Arkansas 22 (43) : 23 (2.8) 2 (27 ' 8 (38} 22 (1.3) ) 23 00
{alifornia 19 (2.5) : 14 (22) 20 (28) E 21 (18) ) j )
(olorado 19 00.9) i 26 (24) 29 (2.2) “ 29 (2.5) 26 (3.2) i 29 (29)
(onnecticut 19 (3.0) i 25 (3.3) 40 (24) i 40 (1.9 40 (3.0) ‘ 53 (3.1
Delowares 25 (1.4) ! 24 (1.5) 24 (23) . 23 (1.9) 22 (1.3) : 20 (14)
Florida 18 (24) ! 18 (2.2) 24 {1.6) 27 (2.2 20 (3.0 i 17 {390
Georgia 17 (3.4) [ 19 (4.3) 31 (28) . 3 (3.5 23 (20) | 22 (29)
Hawaii 21 (28) i 25 (3.2) 14 (23) ! 17 (1.4) 17 (1.7} 17 (19)
Indiana 27 (3.0) ! 24 (2.6) 36 (2.4) ! 40 (33) 29 (21) ; 35 (28)
lowa- 34 (33) 30 (3.9) 43 (38) { 34 (45) 35 (1.8) % 3 (1.5)
Kentucky 27 (38) : 3« 28 (49) 9 (49 19 {1.4) i 22 (14)
Louisiana 15 (24) i 13 (19 16 {2.0) 1 18 (23) B P ! 13 (20
Maine$ AR G ' ) 36 (4.8) : 39 (33) 36 (2.2) 41 (1.5)
Maryland 14 (24) ' 20 (39) 29 (1.5) | 30 (1.9 R A
Massachusetts 19 (27) i 16 (2.5) 43 (2.0} 4 43 (20) 37 (4.3 3 41 (48)
Minnesota 25 (4.2) ’ 28 (4.2) 34 (21} . 37 (24) 29 (2.3) { 29 (1.8)
Mississippi I3 I T WY 964 | 743 200 F 1504
Missouri 24 (3.9) | 30 (44) 37 (3.0 i 32 (28) 3 (1.8 : 30 (20)
Montanat — () 29 (2.5) — =) i 34 (6.5) — (=) ' 37 0.9
Nebraskot4 33 (2.5 ' 35 (3.3) 34 (4.6) i =) 29 (2.0) i 35 (23)
New Hompshirett ¥ e 2 00N 386 CRVL T T Y
New Jersey} 9 (28) : 12 (4.2) 39 @20 ; 38 (1.9) =) ' )
New Mexico 26 (2.6) ! 23 (2.5) 24 (3.1) i 21 (3.3) 19 (2.5) i 18 (24)
New York} 16 (2.2) i 15 (1.9) 3B 2N i 37 (20 32 (340 ! 37 (6.3}
Noith Caroling 27 (3.0) i 34 (28) 26 (2.5) ! 28 (3.0) 22 (18) , 27 (23)
North Dakota 38 {3.5) 1 35 2N 34 (29) ' 41 (33) 33 (1.8) ' 38 (1.8)
Pennsylvaniat 22 (3.6) | 18 (2.5) 37 (23) : 36 (1.9) 33 (2.8) ! 32 (3.9
Rhode Islandt N (25) i 4 (21) 27 (3.0 ' 36 (2.3) 41 (39 - 39 (29
South Carolina 21 (29) | 23 (29) 29 (25) ‘ 24 (23) 18 (20) | 15 (2.0
Tennesseet 21 (28) ‘ 25 (34) 28 (3.3) ' 29 (26) 21 (18) ; 26 {2.0)
Texas 20 (29) ! 23 (30) 29 (31) i 32 (3.6) 22 (A7) ! 24 (37)
Utah 29 (3.3) ! 31 (3.0 30 (20) 30 (20) 31 (3.0) f 29 (3.4)
Virginia 28 (27 : 22 (24) 39 (29) 33 (an ' 23 (2.0) ; 21 (20)
Washington — () | 25 {2.6) — =) ‘ 2 (18) — (- ; 26 (35)
West Virginia 25 (5.2) { 28 (3.2) 28 (27) 8 (28) 24 (1.8) : 25 (1.5)
Wisconsint 37 (28) ' 33 (29) 35 (2.6) ; 37 @30 34 (23) ' 3 (23)
Wyoming 30 {3.8) | 3 {29) ) ‘ ) 34 (1.5) : 32 (1.5)
Other Jurisdictions'" ; ! ;
3 I
Type of ccotion results ore not reported for the four regions of the country, DoDEA schools, or Guom.
No significont differences between the two assessments observed ot this ochievement level.
*** Somple size in the 1992 or 1994 ossessment is insufficient to permit a relioble estimate.
{Interpret with coution eny comparisons involving this statistic. The noture of the somple does not allow occurote determination of the voriobility of this value.
— Jurisdifion did not porticipote in 1992 Triol State Assessment. 1 Did not satisty one of the guidelines for schaol somple participation rates for the 1994 Trial State Assessmeat (see Appendix A)
§ Did not satisty one of the guidelines for school sample participation rotes for the 1992 Trial Stote Assessment {see Yachnical Report of the KAEP 1992 Triol Stoie Assessment Progrom in Reading).
* School somple size is insufficient to parmit relioble regionol results for type of location.
** Results for type of location are nal ovailable for the Daportment of Defense Education Artivity {DoDEA} Dverseas Schools and Guam
SOURCE: otionol Centes for Education Stotistics, Nationol Assessmant of Educationol Progress (NAEP), 1992 and 1994 Reading Assessments




“TABLE C.8C

1992 and 1994 Grade 4 Reading Achievement Levels RepoRT O

s
by Type of Location g i
ic Schools Onl 1954
Public Schools Only 199
At or Above Basic
Central City Urban Fringe/Large Town Rural/Small Town
1992 ' - 1994 1992 1994 1992 1994
Percentage i Percentage Percentage Percentage Percentage Percentage
T

Nation® 51 (20) i 50 (2.0 65 (2.5) 65 (1.8) 64 (2.5) 59 (2.6)
State :
Alabama 50 (39) I 5T (30) 58 4.0 60 (4.0) 48 (3.4) 49 (2.3)
Arizoca 58 (1.5) 53 (2.3) 55 (41) 53 (3.4 43 (59) : 45 (6.0)
Arkansas 52 (4.8) 53 (39) 60 (2.9) 57 (4.8) 56 (2.2) I 53 (2.0
California 46 (29) i 39 (39) 48 (3.7) .49 (24 ) =)
Colorado 56 (2.6) | 55 (28) 68 (2.1) 61 (2.2) 66 (3.7) 62 (2.9)
Connecticut 48 (50) 49 (4.) 77 (24) 75 (1.9) 79 (2.6) 83 (3.0)
Delaware} 57 (1.5) - 53 (1.9) 57 (1.9 52 (2.2) 56 (2.4) 52 (34)
Florida 46 (44) 45 (3.2) 51 (2.0) 55 (2.6) 51 (2.4} 42 (610
Georgia 45 (4.6) 41 (57) 65 (2.6) 59 (43) 56 (2.1) 50 (3.0)
Howaii 53 (37) 56 (4.2) 44 (32) 44 (23) 48 (2.6) 42 (2.7
Indiana 62 (3.6) 55 (3.0 74 (2D 74 (3.0) 70 (2.2 70 (25)
lowa 72 (2.5) 63 (38) 81 (2.4 68 (4.5 77 (1.8) 77 (1.8)
Kentucky 61 (5.0) 59 (4.9) : 64 (4.0) 60 (4.1) 54 (1.9) 53 (1.8)
Lovisiana 42 (3.3) | 34 (25) 50 (3.0) 47 (3.3) 45 (2.7) 40 (3.4)
Maine =) ' ) 76 (3.6}t 75 (3.6) 76 (1.8) i 75 (1.8)
Maryland 45 (4.4) ! 46 (3.9) 62 (2.1) 61 (2.1) N A | AR
Massachusetts 54 (3.2) | 43 (40) 82 (1.4) 78 (1.8) 79 (4.2 I 76 (2.6)!
Hinnesota 56 (5.4) ! 54 (6.0) 72 (23) N (20) 68 (2.4) , 67 (2.4)
Mississippi 39 (49) 46 (3.4) 50 (4.5) 57 (4.6) 39 (2.2 i 42 (1.2)
Missouri 54 (49) 55 (4.4) nan 67 (2.5) 69 (2.0) ‘ 62 (24)
Montanat — (=) 65 (38) — =) 72 (39) — (=) 70
Nebraskatt 68 (2.3) 62 (3.0) 69 (5.3} R b 69 (2.3) : 69 (2.0)
New Hampshiret} 783 0 66 (37) 7 (1) 73 (26) “an L 68 (26)
New Jersey} 34 (5.5) 34 (6.2) 75 (1.9) nna AR G| ! A
New Mexico 58 (2.7} 51 (2.8) 53 (31) 50 (2.9) 52 (2.8) i 48 (3.5)
New Yorkt 45 (27) ‘[ 39 29 73 (2.2 70 (2.4) 75 (2.3 | 73 (4.5}
North Carolina 58 (3.3) - 63 (24) 56 (3.0) 58 (3.7) 54 (2.2 | 56 (2.6)
North Dakota 77 (3.1) 70 (2.0) 74 (29) . 78 (3.3) 13 (24) 77 (2.1}
Pennsylvaniat 52 (5.5) i 43 (3.6) 74 (2.1) | 69 (2.0) 13 (27) 66 (3.3)
Rhode Islandt 52 (3.5) i 57 (24) 64 (3.7) . 68 (24) 81 (340 - 76 (3.8)
South Carolina 52 (3.6) | 52 (3N 63 (3.6) ‘ 56 (2.9) 48 (2.8) 39 (2.9)
Tennesseet 51 (34) : 51 (43) 64 (3.1) 64 (2.7) 58 (2.6) 59 (3.0)
Texas 52 (34) : 53 (3.6) 64 (3.9) E 66 (4.3) 53 (6.4) 56 (4.2)
Utah 65 (3.8) i 62 (3.7) 67 (2.1} | 65 (1.8) 70 (2.2) 64 (4.3)
Virginia 62 (29 ; 50 (27)< 74 (3.0) ! 66 (2.6) 58 (2.8) 52 (3.5)
Washington — = 55 (3.7) — =) 62 (2.0) — (=) i 5 (36)
West Virginia 63 (4.6) : 58 (3.0) 64 (2.5) : 60 (3.1) 59 (2.2 ! 571 (1.1
Wisconsint 67 (28) ' 67 (3.2) 73 (2.3) ] 73 (23) 72 (2.5) ' 73 (24)
Wyoming 68 (3.8) ! 68 (3.9) I ; A 7 (.7 . 69 (1.9)
Other Jurisdictions** i i ]
Type of locotion results are nat reparted for the four regions of the couniry, DoDEA schools, or Guam.
<< The volus for the 1994 assessment wos significontly lower (>> higher) than the value far 1992 at or about the 95 percent confidence level. These notafions indicate statisical significance from @ multiple comgarison procedure
based on 38 jurisdictions gorficipofing in boﬂm 1992 and 1994. If looking at only one stote, < indicates the value for 1994 was significantly lowet (> higher) than the value for 1992 ot or about the 95 percent confidence level.
Statistically significont differences between 1994 and 1992 for the stote comparison samples far the natian and regions are nat indicated.
*** Sample size in the 1992 or 1994 assessment is insufficiens ta permit a reliable estimate.
Interpret with coution any comparisons involving this statistic. The nature of the sample does nat allow accurcte determination of the variability of this volue.
— Juiisdiction did not participate in 1992 Trial State Assessment. 1 Did not satisfy ane of the guidelines for school somple porticipotion rates for the 1994 Trio! State Assessment (see Appendix A).
§ Did not satisfy one of the guidelines for schoal sample participation rotes for the 1992 Trial State Assessment (see Technical Report of the NAEP 1992 Triol Stote Assessmant Progrom in Reoding).
* School somple size is insufficient to permit relioble regional results far type of location.
** Results for type of location ore nat ovailable for the Department of Defense Educatian Actvity {DaDEA} Ovessens Schools and Guom.
SOURCE: Notianol Center for Education Stafistics, National Assessment of Educotrandl Pregress (NAEP), 1992 and 1994 Reading Assessments
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1992 and 1994 Grade 4 Reading Achievement Levels e NATION
by Type of Location CARD mf
Public Schools Only AR
Aeading Assesament
Below Basic
Central City Urbun Fringe /Large Town Rural /Small Town
1992 L 1994 1992 | 199 1992 1994
Percentage 3 Percentage Percentage | Percentage Percentage Percentage
b
Nation® 49 (2.0) ‘ 50 (2.7) 35 (2.5) i 35 (1.8) 36 (2.5) 41 (2.6
State i | L
Alaboma 50 (3.9) : 49 (3.1) 42 (41) 40 (4.0) 52 (34) 51 (23)
Arizona 41 (1.5 I 47 (23) 45 (4.1} | 47 (34) 57 (5.9 55 (6.0
" Arkansas 48 (498) i 47 (3.9) : 40 (29 i 43 (4.8 44 (2.2) 47 (2.0)
California 54 (29) ! 61 (3.9) 52 (37) ! 51 (2.4) ) =)
Colorado 44 (26) , 45 (2.8) 32 @ 39 (22 34 (37) 38 (29
Connecticut 52 (5.0 ! 51 (40) 23 (24) ! 25 (1.8) 21 (2.6) 17 (3.0)
Delaware$ 43 {1.5) : 47 (1.9 43 (1.9) 48 (2.2) 44 (24) 48 (3.4)
Florida 54 (4.4) ; 55 (3.2) 43 (2.0 . 45 (2.6) 49 (2.4) ! 58 (6.1}
Georgia 55 (4.6) co. 59 (5N 35 (26) i 41 (43) 44 (2.1) ’ 50 (3.0)
Hawai 9870 1 4w  (32) |56 (23) 0260 1 582
Indiana 38 (3.6) : 45 (32) 26 (2.2) ! 26 (3.0) 30 (2.2) ' 30 (2.5
lowa 28 (2.5) i 37 (38) 19 (24) i 32 (45) 28 (1.8) | 28 (1.8)
Kentucky 39 (5.0 : 41 (49) 36 (41) 1 40 (4.1) 46 (1.9) i 47 (1.8)
Lovisiana 58 (3.3) ! 66 (2.5) 50 (3.0) | 53 (3.3) 55 (27) i 60 (3.4)
Mainet ) | ) 4 (3.6) i 25 (3.6) 24 (18) il 25 (1.8)
Marylond 55 (44) I 54 (39) 38 (20 i 39 (2.0) ) )
Massachusetts 46 (3.2) 7 37 (41) 18 {14) | 22 (1.8) 21 (42! } 24 (2.6)1
Minnesota . 44 (54) ' 46 (6.0 28 (23) i 29 (2.0) 32 (24) I 38 (24)
Mississippi 61 (49) i 54 (34) 50 {4.5) ! 43 (4.6) 61 (2.2) l 58 (2.2)
Missouri 46 (4.9) ' 45 (44) 29 (2.2) ! 33 (25) 3 (2.0) : 38 (24)
Montanat — = 35 (38) — (=) ; % (39 — (=} 30 (2.1
Nebraskatt 32 (23) ; 38 (3.0) 3 (5.3 { ) 3 (23) i 320
New Hampshiret} 2 31y 34 (30 2321 ‘. 7 (26) 26 (27) i 32 (26
New Jersey} 66 (5.5) ! 66 (6.2) 25 (1.9) : 29 (1.8) () ‘ )
New Mexico 42 (27) 49 (28) 7 30 ; 50 (2.9) 48 (298) : 52 (3.5)
New York} 55 (2.1 : 61 (29) 27 {22) ‘ 30 (2.4 25 (2.3} ! 27 (4.5
North Carolina 42 (33) ‘ 37 (24) 44 (30) | 42 (3.7) 46 (2.2) 44 (2.6)
North Dokata 23 (31) ‘ 30 (200 26 (2.9) g 22 (33) 7 (24) \ 8 (2.1)
Pennsylvaniot 48 (5.5) I 51 (3.6) 2% (21) ‘ 3 (20) 7 2n : 34 (33)
Rhode Islandt 48 (3.5) | 43 (24) 3% 3.0 ! 3 24 19 (3.4) 24 (3.8)
South Corolina 48 (3.6) | 48 (3.0) 37 (3.6) i 44 (29) 52 (28) i 61 (29)
Tennesseet 49 (34) : 4% (43) 3 (3.1) ' 3 (2.7) 42 (2.6) ! 41 {30)
Texas 48 (34) f 47 (3.6) 36 (39 : 34 (43) 47 (6.4)! ‘ 44 (42
Utoh 35 (38) : 38 (30 3 20 ! 35 (1.8) 30 (2.2) i 36 (43)
Virginia 38 (2.9 ‘ 50 (2.7)> 26 (3.0) 34 (2.6) 42 (298) 48 (3.5
Washington — (]} i 45 (3.7 — =) 38 (2.0) — (=) A4 (3.6)
West Virginia 37 (4.6) ‘ 42 (3.1) 36 (25) 3 40 (3.0) 41 (2.2 ; 45 (1.0
Vlisconsing 33 (28) ' 3 (32 27 (2.3 . 7 (23) 28 (2.5) ' 27 (24)
Wyoming 32 (38) 37 (39 ) : ) 28 (1.0 : 31 (1.9)
Other Jurisdictions" ; : :
Type of lacation results are nat reparted for the four regians of the country, DoDEA schoals, or Guam
<< The value for the 1994 ossessment was significantly lower {>> higher) than the volue far 1992 ot or abaut the 95 percent canfidence level. These notations indicote stafistical significance f:om a multinle comparisan pracedure
bosed on 38 jurisdictions poriicipating in both 1992 and 1994. If locking at anly ane state, < indicotes the value for 1994 was significantly lower {> higher) than the volue for 1992 ot ar about the 95 percent confidence level.
Statistically significant differences between 1994 and 1992 far the state comparison samples for the nation and regions are not indicated.
*** Somple size in the 1992 or 1994 assessment is insufficient to permt o reliable estimate.
1 Interpret with caution any tompatisans involving this statistic. The nature of the somple does not allow atcurate determination of the variability of this value.
— lurisdiction did not porticipote n 1992 Tual Stote Assessment. 1 Dud nol satisly one of the guidelines for school sample participatien rotes for the 1994 Triol $:ate Assessment {sec Appendix A)
4 Did not satisty ane of the guidelines for school somple porticipation rates for the 1992 Trial State Assessment (see Technical Repart of the RAEP 1992 Tiial State Assessment Progzam in Reading).
* School sample size is insufficient fo permit reliable regional results for type of location
** Results for type of locotion ara not available for the Deportment of Defense Education Activity (DoDEA} Overseos Schools and Guam.
SOURCE. Kotional Centes for [ducation Stutistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (RAEP), 1992 and 1994 Reading Assessments




Sample Texts and Questions
from the 1994 NAEP
Reading Assessment

This appendix presents the stories and articles from the
1994 NAEP Reading Assessment that have been released
for publication in this report. Also included here are
additional sample questions and student responses
selected for each grade by the National Assessment
Governing Board (NAGB) to exemplify the range of
reading abilities demonstrated by students in the 1994
assessment. (A different set of sample questions and
student responses are presented in Chapter 1.) For each
question, the reading purpose and reading stance being
addressed is indicated. For multiple-choice questions,
the correct answer is marked. For constructed-response
questions, an abbreviated scoring rubic is provided. The
sample student responses have been reproduced from
assessment booklets and represent typical student
performance.

The table accompanying each sample question
presents two types of percentages: (1) the overall
percentage of students within a grade who answered
the question successfully. and {(2) the conditional
percentages representing the percentages of students
within specific score ranges on the NAEP reading
composite scale who answered the question successfully.
The score ranges correspond to the three achievement
level intervals — Basic, Proficient, and Advanced.
Conditional percentages for students within the
Advanced achievement level interval are not presented.
however, because of the small sample size. (Sample size
criteria for reporting results are described in Appendix A.)
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“Sample Text ~Graded

HUNGRY SPIDER AND THE TURTLE
by Harold Courlander and George Herzog

Spider was a hungry one, he always wanted to eat. Everybody in Ashanti knew about his
appetite. He was greedy. {00, and always wanted more than his share of things. So people
steered clear of Spider.

But one day a stranger came to Spider’s habitation out in the back country. His name was
Turtle. Turtle was a long way from his home. He had been walking all day in the hot sun. and
he was tired and hungry: So Spider had to invite Turtle into his house and offer him something
to eat. He hated to do it, but if he didn’t extend hospitality to a tired traveler it would get
around the countryside and people would soon be talking about Spider behind his back.

So he said to Turtle:

“There is water at the spring for you to wash your feet in. Follow the trail and you’'ll get
there. I'll get the dinner ready.”

Turtle turned and waddled down to the spring with a gourd bowl as fast as he could. He -
dipped some water from the spring and carefully washed his feetin it. Then he waddled back
up the trail to the house. But the trail was dusty. By the time Turtle got back to the house his
feet were covered with dirt again.

Spider had the food all set out. It was steaniing. and the smell of it made Turtle's mouth
water. He hadn't eaten since sunrise. Spider looked disapprovingly at Turtle’s feet.

“Your feet are awfully dirty.” he said. *Don’t you think you ought to wash them before
you start to eat?"”

Turtle looked at his feet. He was ashamed, they were so dirty. So he turned around and
waddled as fast as he could down to the spring again. He dipped some water out of the spring
with the gourd bowl and carefully washed himself. Then he scurried as fast as he could back
to the house. But it takes a turtle a while to get anywhere. When he came into the house Spider
was already eating.

““Excellent meal. isn't it?" Spider said. He looked at Turtle's feet with disapproval. *“Hm
aren’t you going to wash yourself?"

Turtle looked down at his feet. In his hurry to get back he had stirred up a lot of dust, and
his feet were covered with it again.

“I washed them.™ he said. ‘] washed them twice. It's your dusty trail that does it.”

“Oh," Spider said. *‘so you are abusing my house now!” He took a big mouthful of food
and chewed it up. looking very hurt.

“No." Turtle said, sniffing the food. **I was just explaining.”

“Well run along and wash up so we can get on with the eating.” Spider sa1d

Turtle looked. The food was already half gone and Spider was eating as fast as he could.




Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Turtle spun around and hurried down to the spring. He dipped up some water in the gourd
bowl and splashed it over his teet. Then he scrambled back to the house. This time he didn't
g0 on the trail. though. but on the grass and through the bushes. It took him a little longer.
but he didn’t get dust all over his feet. When he got to the house he found Spider licking his
lips.

“Ah, what a tine meal we had!™ Spider said.

Turtle looked in the dish. Everything was gone. Even the smell was gone: Turtle was very
hungry. But he said nothing. He smiled.

“Yes. it was very good.™ he said. " Youare certainly good to travelers in your village. If you
are ever in my country you may be assured of a welcome.™

*It's nothing,” Spider said. “Nothing at all.”

Turtle went away. He didn’t tell other people 1boui the atfair at Spider's house. He was
very quiet about his experience there.

But one day many months later Spider was a long distance from home and he found
himself in Turtle’s country. He found Turtle an the shore of the lake getting a sunbath.

“Ah. friend Spider. vou are fas from veur village.” Turile said. “Will you have something
to eat with me?"

“Yes. thatis the way it is when u person is {ur from home —generosity merits generosity,”
Spider said hungrily. _

“"Wait here on the shore and 'l go below and prepare the food.” Turtle said. He slipped
into the water and went down to the bottom of the lake. When he got there heset out the food
to eat. Then he came to the top of the water and said to Spider. who was sitting impatiently
on the shore. “*All right. everything is ready. Let’s go down and eat.” He put his head under
water and swam down.

Spider was famished. He jumped into the water to follow Turtle. But Spider was very light.
He floated. He splashed and splashed. kicked and kicked. but he staved right there on top of

the water. For a long time he tried to get down where Turtle was eating, but nothing
happened.

After a while Turtle came up. licking his lips.

“What's the matter. aren’t you hungry?™ he said. “The food is very good. Better hurry."”
And he went down again.

Spider made one more desperate try. but he just floated. Then he had an idea. He went
back to the shore. picked up pebbles and put them in the pockets of his jacket. He put so many
pebbles in his pockets that he became very heavy. He was so heavy he could hardly walk. Then
he jumped into the water again, and this time he sank to the bottom. where Turtle was eating.

The food was half gone. Spider was very hungry. He was just reaching for the food when
Turtle said politely:
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“Excuse me, my friend. In my country we never eat with our jackets on. Take off your
jacket so that we can get down to business.”

Turtle took a great mouthful of food and started chewing. In a few minutes there wouldnt
be anything left. Spider was aching all over with hunger. Turtle took another mouthful. So
Spider wriggled out of his coat and grabbed at the tood. But without the pebbles he was so
light again that he popped right up to the top of the water.

People always say thuat one good meal deserves another.

Harold Courlander: “Hungry Spider and the Turtle™
from The Cow-Tuil Switch & Other West African Stories.
Copyright 1987 by Henry Holt and Company, Inc.
Reprinted by permission of the publisher.
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‘Student Responses —Grade 4

Story:

Hungry Spider and the Turtle

Questions:

AN

When Turtle remains quiet about his mistreatment by Spider, the author
wants you to

A. believe Turtle is afraid
p>B. have sympathy for Turtle
C. feel dislike for Turtle
D. think Turtle deserved no dinner

Reading Purpose: Literary Experience Reading Stance: Critical Stance
Percentage Correct within
Grade 4 Achievement Lovel Intervals
Overall Percentage Basic Proficient Advanced
Correct 208-237* 238-267* | 268 and above*
60 (1.5) 69(2.7) 84 (2.1) b

* Achievement Level scale range. ** Sample size insufficient to permit relicble estimate. The standard
errors of the estimated percentages uﬁpeor in parentheses. It can be said with 95 I»rcem cerfainty
that for each population of interest, the volus for the whole population is within plus o minus two
standard ertors of the estimate for the sample.
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There is a saying, “Don’t get mad, get even.” How does this apply to the story?

Reading Purpose: Literary Experience Reading Stance: Critical Stance

Responses to this question were scored
1) Unacceptable, or 2) Acceptable

Percentage “Acceptable” within

Grade 4 Achievement Level Intervals
Overall Percentage Basic Proficient Advanced

“Acceptable” 208-237* 238-267* | 268 and above*

55 (1.5) 71 (2.9) 92 (2.0) ¥

* Achisvement Level scale range. ** Sample size insuHficient to permit reliable estimate. The standord
errors of the estimoted percentages |gpeur in parentheses. It can be said with 95 percent certainty
that for each population of interest, the vulue or the whole population is within plus ar minus two
standard errors of the estimate for ‘the somple.

Sample response (score of 2):

3010(&/‘ imited TorHe 40 ¢o} and

ddn' let him S0 when 5mde_r1g_vxbd\
bo eol TurHe diduy let hist,

Acceptable responses (score of 2) indicated that Turtle got back at Spider for not sharing
his food.




Spider’s behavior during the first part of the story is most like that of

A. mothers protecting their children
B. thieves robbing banks

C. runners losing races

»D. people not sharing their wealth

Reading Purpose: Literary Experience

Percentage Corvect within
Grade 4 Achievement Level Intervals
Overall Percentage Basic Proficient Advanced
Correct 208-237* 238-267* 268 and above*
73 (L.1) 83(1.8). 87 (2.0) *»

* Achievement Level scale range. ** Sumple size insufficient to permit relicble estimate. The standard
errors of the estimoted percentages appear in parentheses. It can be said with 95 percent certainty
that for each population of interest, the value for the whole population is within plus or minus two
standard errors of the estimate for the sample.

Reading Stance: Personal Response




What do Turtle’s actions at Spider’s house tell you about Turtle?

Reading Purpose: Literary Experience Reading Stance: Developing an Interpretation

Responses to this question were scored .
1) Unacceptable, or 2) Acceptable

Percentage “Acceptable” within
Grode 4 Achievement Level Intervals
Overall Percentage Basic Proficient Advanced
: “Accoptable” 212-242* | 243-274* | 275 and chove*
41 (14) 48 (3.3) 66 (3.5) b

* Achievement Lavel scale range. ** Somple size insufficient to permit reliable estimate. The stondord
errars of the estimated percentuges appear in parentheses. It can be said with 95 percent certainty
that for each population of interest, the vulue or the whole population is within plus or minus two
standard ervors of the estimate for the sample.

Sample response (score of 2):

HQ/ S eY VE/CV nces  calm Smau"’"

Person, a,nd T}x ‘ir Lo weuldsn7 4o

cuanna Te Ingg.g cupy& rl

Acceptable responses (score of 2) provided a description of Turtle that was consistent with the
traits portrayed by the character in a specific part of the story.
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n the dry land of southwestern

Colorado a beautiful plateau
rises. It has so many trees that
early Spanish explorers called it
Mesa Verde, which means “*green
table.”” For about eight hundred
years Native Americans called the
Anasazi lived on this mesa. And
then they left. Ever since the cliff
houses were first discovered a
hundred years ago, scientists and
historians have wondered why.

Anasazi is a Navajo word
meaning ‘“‘the ancient ones”
When they first settled there,
around 500 A.D.. the Anasazi
lived in alcoves in the walls of the
high canyons. Later they moved to
the level land on top. where they
built houses of stone and mud
mortar. As time passed, they con-
structed more elaborate houses,
like apartment buildings, with sev-

-eral families living close together.

The Anasazi made beautiful
potiery. turquoise jewelry. fine
sashes of woven hair. and baskets
woven tightly enough to hold
water. They lived by hunting and
by growing corn and squash.
Their way of life went on peace-
fully for several hundred vears.

hen around 1200 A.D. some-

thing strange happened. for
which the reasons are not quite
clear. Most of the people moved
from the level plateau back down
into alcoves in the cliffs. The move
must have made their lives diffi-
cult because they had to climb
back up to the plateau to do the
farming. But it seems the Anasazi
planned to stay in the canyon
walls, for they soon filled the

BEST COPY AVAILABLE




alcoves with amazing chff
dwellings. *“Cliff Palace,” the
most famous of these, had
more than two hundred
rooms.

For all the hard work that
went into building these new
homes, the Anasazi did not
live in them long. By 1300
A.D. the cliff dwellings were
empty. Mesa Verde - was
deserted and remained a
ghost country for almost six
hundred years. Were the
people driven out of their
homes by enemies? No sign
of attack or fighting, or even
the presence of other tribes,
has been found.

Archaeologists who have
studied the place now
believe there are other rea-
sons. Mesa Verde, the beau-
tiful green table, was no
longer a good place to live.
For one thing, in the second
half of the thirteenth century
there were long periods of
cold, and very little rain
fell—or else it came at the
wrong time of year. Scien-
tists know this from exam-
ining the wood used in the
cliff dwellings. The growth
rings in trees show good and
bad growing seasons. But
the people had survived
drought and bad weather
before, so there must have
been another reason.

As the population grew,
more land on the mesa top
had to be farmed in order to
feed the people. That meant
that trees had to be cut to
clear the land and also to use

for houses and fuel. Without
the forests, the rain began to
wash away the mesa top.
How do we know about
erosion problems that hap-
pened about eight hundred
years ago? The Anasazi built
many low dams across the
smaller valleys on the mesa
to slow down rain runoff.
Even so, good soil washed
away, and the people could
no longer raise enough food.
As the forests dwindled,
the animals, already over-

hunted, left the mesa for

mountainous with
meore trees.

And as the mesa “wore
out,” so did the people. It
appears that the Anasazi
were not healthy. Scientists
can learn a lot about ancient
people’s heaith by studying
the bones and teeth found in
burials. The mesa dwellers

had arthritis, and their teeth

areas

The sturdy bask

wovan
and beautitul pottéry left behind by
the Anasazi may be 1.000 years old.

Bureau of Land Management — Anasazi
Heritage Center Collections

were worn down by the grit
in corn meal, a main part of
their diet.

As food became scarce,
people grew ‘weaker. Not
many lived beyond their
twenties. Women died very
young, and few babies sur-
vived. Living so close
together in the cliff houses,
where everyone was hungry
and worried, the people
must have suffered from
emotional  strain. They
probably quarreled often.

In the end the Anasazi
must have given up hope
that things would get better.




Families packed up and
went away. Of course, the

“ancient ones” did not
simply disappear. They
moved southeast to another
area and mingled with other
peoples. After a while their
heritage as the people of the

Mesa Verde was forgotten.

In time the trees grew
back and the plateau became
gieen once more. But, for the
Anasazi it was too late.
Although thev respected
nature and tried to farm
wisely, land that was used

too hard could not support
them forever.

Yet in their cliff houses
and crafts the ‘“ancient
ones” left us a superb monu-
ment. [t is truly one of the
most fascinating pictures of
America’s past.

Used by permission of Highlights for Children, Inc.,
Columbus, OH. Copyright (¢)1991.
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mple Questions and

” Student Response$ - Grade 3

Informative Article:
The Lost People of Mesa Verde

Questions:

After reading this article, what do you think is the most important information
about the Anasazi? :

Reading Purpose: To Gain Information ; Reading Stance: Initial Understanding

Responses to this question were scored
1) Unacceptable, or 2) Acceptable

Percentuge “Acceptable” within
Grade 8 Achievement Level Intervals

Overall Percentage Basic Proficient Advanced
“Acceptable” 243-280* 281-322* |323 and above*

60 (1.4) 60 (2.7) 74 (2.9) *

* Achievement Level scale range. ** Sample size insufficient to permit reliable estimate. The standord
errors of the estimated percentages appear in parentheses. 1t can be said with 95 percent certainty
ror the whole population is within plus or minus two

that for each population of interest, the value
standord errors of the estimate for the sample.

Sample response (score of 2):

Acceptable responses (score of 2) provided either a'specific aspect or a general impression of
the history of the Anasazi as portrayed in the article.




The Anasazi’s life before 1200 A.D. was portrayed by the author as being
A. dangerous and warlike
B. busy and exciting
C. difficult and dreary
»D. productive and peaceful

Reading Purpose: To Gain Information  Reading Stance: Developing an Interpretation

Percentage Correct within
Grade 8 Achievement Level Intervals
Overall Percentage Basic Proficient Advanced
Correct 243-280* | 281-322* | 323 and above®
59 (1.5) 59 (2.4) 82 (2.9) -

* hchievement Level scale range. ** Sample size insufficient ta permit reliable estimate. The
standord errors of the estimated percentages appear in Furentheses. 1t con be said with 95 rer(ent
certainty thot for each population of interest, the value tar the whole papulation is within plus or
minus twa standord ervors of the estimate for the sample.
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Some people say that the Anasazi’s success as a civilization may have actually
caused their own decline. Using information in the article, explain why you
agree or disagree with this statement.

Reading Purpose: To Gain Information Reading Stance: Personal Response

Responses to this question were scored
1) Unsatisfactory, 2) Partial, 3) Essential, or 4) Extensive

Percentage “Essential” or Better within
Grade 8 Achievement Level Intervals

Overall Percentage Basic Proficient Advanced
“Essenfial” or Beiter; 243-280* 281-322* {323 and above*

28(1.1) | 26 (2.5) 50 (3.4) *

* Achievement Level scale range. ** Sumple size msuﬁmom fo permn reliable estimate. The standard
errors of the estimoted percentages appear in parentheses. It can be said with 95 percent certainty
that for eoch population of interest, ulue or the whole populotion is within plus or minus two
standord exors of the estimate for the sample.




Sample response (score of 3):

luQFC'(a .Zj%mk the y goF G/l 7L/\C’.y
mu[c/ cx oAt _of  JhAe /cma/—ﬁor os /cm¢
G -//’(’/v cocilel gnsl ther 1+ ~deot
7. hes A
ﬁ//'///ﬁ (e Aercler mdey St e le
hove Fosee! exoF Ok,

Responses scored Essential (score of 3) agreed or disagreed with the statement and
demonstrated understanding by providing an explanation based on information in the article.

Sample response (score of 4):

M%QK_DZL_&LLJVL e achidle K éxp\mgb

o Mue Avipoe ¢ 1 -
Ve ane of uow sixe e%(.—uu% the €acwitd
‘/ - * 1} - 'H [P % £

_M%@e&_h& o e roncu:r Arl.é

mau chaldven. woevld sucunse The 'H‘\‘Oé-
\/c AN 0¥ ok food | betase thece quéi\')"
_ é:r\ou%}\. GACrUand g Hiert weran'd é_—mud_i
anmals e o Geed Ve ohale Y eior,
_ s cavstd Aiakm iy Dr%(;'n i e of
axacyson , TNe b ioe would nuper e
Ml Sare briake here (045 A £00d.

Responses scored Extensive (score of 4) agreed or disagreed with the stalement and
demonstrated an explicit understanding of causal relationships between events and outcomes
by connecting ideas from the article.




If you had lived with the Anasazi at Mesa Verde, would you have preferred living
on the top of the mesa or in the cliff houses built into the alcoves? Explain your

preference by using information from the article.

Reading Purpose: To Gain Information

Reading Stance: Personal Response

Responses to this question were scored
1) Unsatisfactory, 2) Partial, or 3) Complete

Percentage “Complete” within
Grade 8 Achievement Level Intervals
Overall Percentage Basic Proficient Advanced
“Complete” 243-280* 281-322* | 323 and above*
29(1.3) 29 (2.0) 46 (3.0) >

* Achievement Leve! scole range. ** Samplo size insufficient to permit reliable estimate. The stondard
errors of the estimaied percentages appear in rurem'aeses. it con be said with 95 rer(em cerfainty

that for each population of interest, the value

standard errors of the estimate for the sample.

Sample response (score of 3):

ar the whale population is within p

us or minus two

Prolmlly ok 2 o o-%; A
s Aecourso ueue uieuloh. Honre

‘ okkene, .
sarornol . Ao

diha o.ﬂwm. oAl

1~

Responses demonstrating Full comprehension (score of 3) stated a preference and used
appropriate information from the article to logically support their preference.
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RAY BRADBURY

The Flying Machine -

I\ THE vear b oo, the Emperor Yuan held
his throne by the Great Wall of Chins. and the
land was green with rain, readving iwelf
toward the harvest, at peace, the people in his
dominion neither too happy nor o sad.

Early on the morning of the first day »r'the
first week of the second month of the new
vear, the Emperor Yuan was sipping tea and
fanning himself against a warm breeze, when a
servant ran across the scarlet and blue garden
tiles, calling, “Oh, Emperor, Emperor, a mir-
acle!”

“Yes,” said the Emperor, “the air is sweet
this morning.”

“No, no, a miracle!” said the servant, bow-
ing quickly.

“And this tea is good in my mouth, surely
that is a miracle.”

“No, no, Your Excellency.”

“l.et me guess then— the sun has risen and
a new day is upon us. Or the sea is blue. That
now is the finest of all miracles.”

“Excellency, a man is fiving!”

“What:" The Emperor stopped his fan,

“I saw him in the air, 2 man flving with
wings. | heard a voice call out of the skv, and
when [looked up, there he was, adragon in the
heavens with a man in its mouth, a dragon of

paper aad bamboo, colored like the sun and
the yrass.”

v 1s early,” said the Emperor, “and vou
have just wakened from a dream.”

“lz is early, but I have seen what I have
seen! Come, and you will see it t0o.”

“Sitdown with me here,” said the Emperor.
“Drink some tea. It must be a strange thing, it
1tis true. to see a man flv. You must have time
to think of ir, even as I must have time to
prepare myself for the sight.”

Thev drank tea.

“Please," said the servant at last, “or he will
be gone:”

The Emperor rose thoughtfully. “Now vou
may show me what vou have seen.”

They walked into a garden, across a
meadow of grass, over a small bridge, through
a grove of trees, and up a tiny hill.

“There!” said the servant.

The Emperor looked into the sky.

And in the sky, laughing so high that you
could hardlv hear him laugh, was a man; and
the man was clothed in bright papers and reeds
to make wings and a beautiful vellow tail, and
he was soaring all about like the largest bird in
a universe of birds. like a new dragon in a land
of ancient dragons.
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The man called down to them from high
in the cool winds of morning. “I fly! [ fly!"

The servant waved to him. “Yes, yes!”

The Emperor Yuan did not move.
Instead, he looked at the Great Wall of
China now taking shape out of the farthest
mist in the green hills, that splendid snake of
stones which writhed with majesty across the
entire land. That wondertul wall which had
protected them for a timeless time from
enemy hordes and preserved peace for years
without number. He saw the town, nestled
to itself by a river and a road and a hiii,
beginning to waken.

“Tell me,” he said t his servant, “has
anyone elsc seen this flving mun:"

“I am the only one, Excellency,” said the
servant, smiiing at rhe skv, waving,

The Emperor warched the heavens
another minute and chen said, “Call him
down to me.”

“Ho, come down, come down! The
Emperor wishes to see you!" called the
servant, hands cupped to his shouting
mouth.

The Emperor glanced in all directions
while the flying man soared down the
morning wind. He saw a farmer, early in his
fields, watching the sky, and he noted where
the farmer stood.

The flving man alit with a rustle of paper
and a creak of bamboo reeds. He came
proudly to the Emperor, clumsy in his g, at
last bowing before the old man.

“What have you done?” demanded the
Emperor.

“I have flown in the sky, Your Excel-
lency,” replied the man.

“What have you done:” said the
Emperor again.

“I have just told vou!" cried the flier.

“You have told me nothing at all.”

The Emperor reached out a thin hand to
touch the prettv paper and the bird-like keel
of the apparatus. It smelled cool, ot the wind.

“Is it not beautiful, Excellency?”

“Yes, too beautiful.”

“It is the only one in the world!" smiled
the man. “And [ am the inventor.”

“The only one in the world?"”

“I swear 1t!"

“Who else knows of this>”

“No one. Not even my wife, who would
think me mad with the sun. She thought |
was making a kite. | rose in the night and
waulked tc the cliffs far away. And when the
morning breezes blew and the sun rose, |
gathered my courage, Excellency, and
leaped rrom the cliff. | flew! But my wife
does not know of it.”

“Well for her, then,” said the Emperor.
The sun was full in the skv now, and the
siell of the grass was refreshing. The
Emperor, the servant, and the flier paused
within the huge garden.

The Emperor clapped his hands. “Ho,
guards!”

The guards came running.

“Hold this man.”

The guards seized the flier.

“Call the executioner,” said the Emperor.

“What's this!” cried the flier, bewildered.
“What have [ done2" He began to weep, so
that the beautiful paper apparatus rustled.

“Here is the man who has made a certain
machine,” said the Emperor, “and yet asks
us what he has created. He does not know
himself. It is only necessary that he create,
without knowing why he has done so, or
what this thing will do.”

The executioner came running with a
sharp silver ax. He stood with his naked,
large-muscled arms ready, his face covered
with a serene white mask.

“One moment,” said the Emperor. He
turned to a nearby table upon which sara
machine that he himseli had created. The
Emperor took a tiny golden kev from his
own neck. He fitted this key to the unv,
delicate machine and wound it up. Then he
set the machine going.
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The machine was a garden of metal and
jewels. Set in motion, birds sang in tiny metal
trees, wolves walked through miniature
forests, and dny people ran in and out of sun
and shadow, fanning themselves with minia-
ture fans, listening to the tuny emerald birds,
and standing by impossibly small but tinkling
fountains.

“Is it not beautiful?” said the Emperor. “If
you asked me what I have done here, I could
answer vou well.  have made birds sing, [ have
made forests murmur, [ have set two people to
walking in this woodland, enjoving the leaves
and shadows and songs. That is what [ have
done.”

“But, oh, Emperor!” pleaded the flier, on
his knees, the tears pouring down his face. “I
have done a similar thing! [ have found beauty.
I have flown on the morning wind. I have
looked down on all the sleeping houses and
gardens. [ have smelled the sea and even seen
it, beyond the hills, from my high place. And |
have soared like a bird; oh, I cannot say Low
beautiful it is up there. in e sky, with the
wind about me. the wind blowing me here like
a feather, there like u fan, the wav the skv
smells in the morning! And how free one teclst
That is beautitul. Emperor, that is beauttul
wo!”

“Yes,” said the Emperor sadly, “I know it
must be true. For | fe't my heart move with
vou in the air, and I wondered: What is it
like> How does it feel> How do 1he distant
pools look from so high? And how my house
and servants® Like ants> And how the distant
towns not yet awake?”

“Then spare me!”

“But there are times,” said the Emperor,
more sadly still, “when one must lose a lictle
beauty if one is to keep what little beautv one
already has. I do not fear you, yourself, but |
fear another man.”

“What man?”

“Some other man who, seeing vou, will
build a thing of bright papers and bamboo like
this. But the other man will have an evil face
and an evil heart, and the beauty will be gone.

It is this man [ fear.”

“Why? Why?"

“Who is to say that someday just such a
man, in just such an apparatus of paper and
reed, might not fly in the sky and drop huge
stones upon the Great Wall of China®” said
the Emperor.

No one moved or said a word.

“Off with his head,” said the Emperor.

"The executioner whirled his silver ax.

“Butn the kite and the inventor’s body, and
bury their ashes together,” said the Emperor.

The servant retreated to obey.

The Emperor turned t his hand servant,
who had seen the man flving. “Hold vour
tongue. It was all a dream, a most sorrowful
and beaurtiful dream. And that farmer in the
distant field who also saw, tell him it would
pay him to consider it only a vision. If ever the
word passes around, vou and the farmer die
within the hour.”

“You are merciful, Emperor.”

“No, not merciful,” said the old man.
Bevond the garden wall he saw the guards
burning the beautiful machine of paper and
reeds that sinelled of the morning wind. He
saw the dark smoke climb into the sky. “No,
only very much bewildered and afraid.” He
saw the guards digging a upy pit wherein to
bury the ashes. “What is the life of one man
against those of a million others? I must take
solace from that thought”

He took the key from its chain.about his

neck and once more wound up the beautiful

miniature garden. He stood looking out across
the land at the Great Wall, the peaceful town,
the green fields, the rivers and streams. He
sighed. The tny garden whirred its hidden
and delicate machinery and set itself in
motion; tiny people walked in forests, tiny
foxes loped through sun-speckled glades in
beautiful shining pelts, and among the tiny
trees flew little bits of high song and bright
blue and yellow color, flying, flying, tlving in
that small sky.

“Oh,” said the Empror, closing his eves,
“look at the birds, look at the birds!”

Reprinted by permission of the Haroid Matson Company. Inc.
Copynight ¢ 1953 by Ray Bradbury, ¢ renewed 1970 by

Ray Bradbury.
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~Sample Questions and -~ : p -

- Student Responses — Grade 12

Story:
The Flying Machine

Questions:

Who does the Emperor believe should be responsible for an invention?
Why does he think this?

Reading Purpose: Literary Experience Reading Stance: Critical Stance

Responses to this question were scored
1) Unacceptable, or 2) Acceptable

Percentage “Acceptable” within
Grade 12 Achievement Leve! Intervals
Overall Percentage Basic Proficient Advanced
“Acceptoble” 265-301* 302-345* | 346 and above*
55 (1.6) 56 (3.2) 70 (2.6) **

* Achievement Level scale range. ** Somple size insufficient to permit reliable estimate. The standard
errors of the astimated percentages appear in Furenlheses. It can be said with 95 percent ce-tainty
that for each population of interest, the value tor the whole population is within plus or mint s two
standard errors of the estimate for the sample. :

Sample response (score of 2):

HL '/’ézl'[-'lég'/'}'ﬁ. O & TO ég’., zﬁ_ﬁ@;g l’lﬁ/.ég/f‘
£Q VY gn ‘hiention 1S ,4he. inye r14or, )’fﬁz_sdf:

tause - eampero” helievrs Hhat Hhose, with,
aﬁvad" -I‘aleﬂ‘/"; Shou {9? WSL, i1 LI SZ/([/,

Acceptable responses (score of 2) evaluated story events to determine who the Emperor believed
should be responsible and explained why he thought that way.
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The Emperor suggests that creative talents should be used to
A. build airplanes
»B. make elaborate toys

C. tear down walls

D. discipline servants

Reading Purpose: Literary Experience Reading Stance: Developing an Interpretation

Percentage Correct within
Grade 12 Achievement Level Intervals
Overall Percentage Basic Proficient Advanced
Correct 265-301* 302-345* {346 and above*
50 (1.4) 46 (3.5) 77 (3.6) *
1

* Achievement Level s:ale range. ** Sample size insufficient to permit reliable estimate. The standord
errors of the estimoted sercentages appear in Furemheses. It can be said with 95 percent cerfainty
that for each population of interest, the value for the whole population is within plus ot minus two
stoadard errors of the estimate for the sample.




NAEP'S 1994 Reading Assessment, including the Trial
State Assessment Program, was a collaborative effort
among staff from the Natic 1al Center for Education
Statistics (NCES), the National Assessinent Governing
Board (NAGB), Educational Testing Service (ETS),
Westat, and National Computer Systems (NCS).

The program benefited from the contributions of
hundreds of individuals at the state and local levels —
governors, chief state school officers, state and
district test directors. state coordinators, and district
administrators — who tirelessly provided their wisdom.,
experience, and hard work. Most importantly, NAEP

is grateful to students and school staff who made the
assessment possible. '

The assessment was funded through NCES, in the
Office of Educational Research and Improvement of
the U.S. Department of Education. The NCES staff -
particularly Jeanne Griffith, Gary Phillips, Steve
Gorman, Susan Ahmed, Peggy Carr, Sharif Shakrani,
Sheida White and Maureen Treacy — worked closely and
collegially with ETS, Westat, and NCS staff and played a
crucial role in all aspects of the program, The 1994
NAEP assessments and reports also benefitted from the
consistent support and guidance of Emerson Elliott,
past Commissioner of NCES. The members of the
National Assessment Governing Board (NAGB) and the
NAGB staff provided invaluable advice and guidance
throughout. NAEP also owes a debt of gratitude to the
numerous panelists and consultants who provided their
expertise and worked so conscientiously on developing
the assessment,
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