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What is The Nation’s Report 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 pertodically in
reading. mathematics. science. writing. history/geography. and other ficlds. 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 U.S. Department of Education. The
Commissioner of Education Statistics is responsible. by law, for carrying out the NAEP project through competitive awards to qualified 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 Governing 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.

The National Assessment Governing Board

Honorable William T. Randall. Chair Michael J. Guerra

Commissioner of Education
State Department of Education
Denver. Colorado

Mary R. Blanton
Attorney
Salisbury. North Carolina

Honorable Evan Bayh
Governor of Indiana
Indianapolis. Indiana

Patsy Cavazos

Principal

W.G. Love Elementary School
Houston. Texas

Honorable Naomi K. Cohen
Former Representative
State of Connecticut
Hartford. Connecticut

Charlotte A. Crabtree

Professor of Education
University of California
Los Angeles, California

Catherine L. Davidson
Secondary Education Director
Central Kitsap School District
Silverdale. Washington

James E. Ellingson
Fourth-grade Teacher
Probstfield Elementary School
Moorhead. Minnesota

Chester E. Finn. Jr.
John M. Olin Fellow
Hudson Institute
Washington, DC

Executive Director

Secondary School Department

National Catholic Education Association
Washington, DC

William (Jerry) Hume
Chairman

Basic American. Inc.

San Francisco. California

Jan B. Loveless

Educational Consultant

Jan B. Loveless & Associates
Midland, Michigan

Marilyn McConachie

Local School Board Member
Glenbrook High Schools
Glenview. Illinois

Honorable Stephen E. Merrill
Governor of New Hampshire
Concord. New Hampshire

Jason Millman

Prof. of Educational Research Methodology
Cornell University

Ithaca. New York

Honorable Richard P. Mills
Commissioner of Education

New York State Department of Education
Albany, New York

William J. Moloney
Superintendent of Schools
Calvert County Public Schools
Prince Frederick. Marvland

Mark D. Musick

President

Southern Regional Education Board
Atlanta. Georgia

Mitsugi Nakashima
Hawaii State Board of Education
Honolulu. Hawaii

Michael T. Nettles

Professor of Education & Public Policy
University of Michigan

Ann Arbor. Michigan

Honorable Edgar D. Ross
Attorney

Christiansted. St. Croix
U.S. Virgin Islands

Fannie N. Simmons

Mathematics Specialist

Midlands Improving Math & Science Hub
Columbia. South Carolina

Marilyn A. Whirry
Twelfth-grade English Teacher
Mira Costa High School
Manhattan Beach. California

Sharon P. Robinson (ex-officio)

Assistant Secretary

Office of Educational Research
and Improvement

11.S. Department of Education

Washington. DC

Roy Truby
Executive Director. NAGB
Washington. DC




NATIONAL CENTER FOR EDUCATION STATISTICS

REVISED EDITION
October 1995

NAEP 1994 READING : A First Look

Findings from the
National Assessment of Educational Progress

Paul L. Williams
Clyde M. Reese
Jay R. Campbell
John Mazzeo
Gary W. Phillips

October 1995

Office of Educational Research and Improvement
U.S. Department of Education

Prepared by Educational Testing Service under contract
with the National Center for Education Statistics

Forsale by the US Government Ponting Ottiee
Supermtendent of Dovuments, Mail Step SSOP W adungten DC 20400 QR

1SBN 0-16-048452-9
9




U.S. Department of Education
Richard W. Riley
Secretary

Office of Educational Research and Improvement
Sharon P. Robinson
Assistant Secretary

National Center for Education Statistics
Jeanne E. Griffith
Acting Commissioner

Education Assessment Division
Gary W. Phillips
Associate Commissioner

October 1995

FOR MORE INFORMATION:

For ordering information on this report, write:

National Library of Education

Office of Educational Research and Improvement
U.S. Department of Education

555 New Jersey Avenue, NW

Washington, D.C. 20208-5641

or call 1-801-424-1616 (in the Washington, D.C. metropolitan area
call 202-219-1651).

The work upon which this publication is based was performed for the
National Center for Education Statistics, Office of Educational Research
and Improvement, by Educational Testing Service.

Educational Testing Service is an equal opportunity, affirmative action employer.

Educational Testing Service, ETS, and the ETS logo are registered trademarks of Educational Testing Service.




HIGHLIGHTS

The 1994 Na.ional Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) in reading continues a 25-year mandate to assess and
report the educaiional progress of students at grades 4, 8, and 12. National results are provided that describe students’
reading achievement at each grade and within various subgroups of the general population. In addition, results are
reported for individual states that choose to participate. The 1994 NAEP Reading Assessment included a state-by-state
component at Grade 4, as well as the national component at all three grades.

This report is a first look at the results of the 1994 reading assessment. It presents national and state-level

findings of students’ overall proficiency in reading. Furthermore, this report provides comparisons between studenis’
reading performance in 1994 and the performance of their counterparts in 1992. Results are also reported according

to the reading achievement levels established by the National Assessment Governing Board. The following highlights
represent the major findings presented in this report:
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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 sub-
groups. Significant changes in average proficiency were not observed for the nation at grades 4 or 8.

The percentage of twelfth-grade students reaching the Proficient achievement level in reading declined since

1992. There also was a decrease from 1992 to 1994 in the percentage of twelfth graders at or above the
Basic level.

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, three to seven percent reached the Advanced level.

In 1994, twelfth graders in the Northeast, Central, and West regions displayed lower average reading profi-
ciency than their counterparts in 1992.

Across the nation, declines in average proficiency from 1992 to 1994 were observed for fourth-grade Hispanic
students as well as for White, Black, and Hispanic students in grade 12.

Across all three grades, female students continued to display higher reading achievement than male students.
The national decline in twelfth-grade reading performance since 1992 was evident for both males and females.

Consistent with previous reports, reading proficiency at all 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 at all levels of parental education.

In 1994, fourth-, eighth-, and twelfth-grade students attending nonpublic schools displayed higher average
reading proficiency than their counterparts attending public schools. Both public school and nonpublic school
twelfth graders demonstrated a decline in performance since 1992.

The eight states with the highest average reading proficiency in 1994 for public school fourth graders included
—— Maine, North Dakota, Wisconsin, New Hampshire, Massachusetts, lowa, Connecticut. and Montana.

Between 1992 and 1994, there were significant declines in average reading proficiency in eight jurisdictions —
California. Delaware. Louisiana, New Hampshire. New Mexico. Pennsylvania, South Carolina. and Virdinia.
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Introduction

With the completion of its 1994 assessment program. the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP)
concluded its 25th year as the only nationally
representative and continuous assessment of what
America's students know and can do in various subject
areas. This report, which highlights selected portions of
the 1994 Reading Assessment results, is a first look into
the reading assessment program that was conducted
during this milestone year. The complete resuits of the
assessment will be presented in the forthcoming NAEP
1994 Reading Report Card.

This report provides a discussion of the initial findings
for public and nonpublic school students in grades 4, 8,
and 12 across the nation. The report also presents state-
level findings for representative samples of fourth-grade
public school students in jurisdictions that participated in
NAEP's 1994 Trial State Assessment Program in Reading.
State-level results for nonpublic schools will appear in the
NAEP 1994 Reuding Report Card.

The National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP)

NAEP isa congrgssionally mandated survey administered
by the National Center for Education Statistics, U.S.
Department of Education. Since 193, NAEP has reported
on the educational achievement of American students and
provided accurate and useful information to parents,
educators, and policymakers at the national, state, and
local levels. NAEP has become an integral part of our
nation's evaluation of the condition and progress of
education.

Since its beginning. NAEP assessments have been
conducted periodically in reading, mathematics, science.
writing, history, geography, and other fields. The 1994
NAEP program included assessments in reading, United
States history. and world geography.

The NAEP National Sample

The 1994 NAEP assessment was based on a national
probabhility sample of public and nonpublic school
students enrolled in fourth, eighth. and twelfth grade.
The sample was selected using a stratified, three-stage
ling plan.

This sampling process resulted in the selection of
three grade-specific, national samples of approximately
7,400 fourth-grade students, 10,000 eighth-grade
students, and 10,000 twelfth-grade students. Detailed
information regarding the student and school national
sample sizes and participation rates is presented in Tables
A.1 and A.2 in Appendix A. The national sample includes
students attending domestic Department of Defense
schools and Bureau of Indian Affairs schools. Students
attending Department of Defense Education Activity
(DoDEA) OQverseas Schools and schools in Guam are not
included in the national sample but are included as
jurisdictions in the 1994 Trial State Assessment.

The NAEP Trial State
Assessment Program

In response to legislation passed by Congress in 1988. the
NAEP program includes voluntary state-by-state
assessments. The state assessment program was initiated
in 1990 on a trial basis with an assessment of the
mathematics achievement of eighth-grade students in
public schools. These efforts were expanded in the 1992
assessment, in which public school students were assessed
in fourth-grade reading and fourth- and eighth-grade
mathematics.

The 1994 Trial State Assessment Program was
comprised of state-by-state reading assessments of fourth-
grade students attending public and nonpublic schools.
Forty-four jurisdictions participated in the voluntary
program (see Figure 1). To help ensure valid state-by-state
results, the 1994 Trial State Assessment Program
established a number of school and student participation
rate standards that jurisdictions were required to meet
(see Appendix A for details). Two states, Idaho and
Michigan, did not meet minimum school participation
guidelines for public schools; therefore, theii 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. Another jurisdiction, Washington. DC.
withdrew from the Trial State Assessment after the data
collection phase. Results for Washington. DC. are not
contained in this report. The sample selection procesr
yielded student sample sizes typically in excess of 2,500
students for each participating jurisdiction. A tabular
description of the school and student samples at the state-
level and related participation rates is presented in Table
A.2 in Appendix A.

T




Figure i. Participating Jurisdictions in the 1994 Trial State Assessments in Reading
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The NAEP Reading Assessment

The 1994 NAEP Re. ling Assessment was developed to
correspond with the framework established and used for
the 1992 assessment. In both the 1992 and 1994 reading
assessments, multiple-choice and constructed-response
questions were used to assess the reading abilities of
students. Constructed-response questions required
students to write short {one or two sentences) or extended
(a paragraph or more) answers. The percentage of
students’ response time devoted to answering
constructed-response questions was approximately 60
percent in 1992 and 70 percent in 1994. New exercises
were created for the 1994 assessment and in addition, a
subset of the reading exercises used in 1992 was re-
administered. The common framework and common
exercises of the two assessments facilitate the reporting i
trend results. "

The framework, developed by the National Assessment
Governing Board through a national consensus process.
considers students’ performance in situations that involve
reading different kinds of materials for different purposes.
The framework was designed to measure three global
purposes — reading for literary experience, reading to
gain information, and reading to perform a task. At
grade 4, however, only the literary experience and gain
information purposes were assessed.

Q
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The NAEP Reading Assessment asks students to build,
extend, and examine text meaning from four stances or
orientations.

P [nitial Understanding — comprehending the overall or
general meaning of the text selection

P Developing an Interpretation - extending the ideas in
the text by making inferences and connections

P rersonal Response — making explicit connections
between ideas in the text and a student’s own
background knowledge and experiences

P Critical Stance - considering how the author crafted
a text

These stances are not considered to be hierarchical or
completely independent of each other. They provide a
foundation from which to generate questions and to
consider student performance at all levels.

At each grade, the NAEP Reading Assessment
consisted of a set of test booklets that each contained
student background questions and reading exercises.

The background section requested information from the
students about their experiences in and out of school
and their motivation in completing the assessment.
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The reading exercise section included reading passages
and associated questions designed to assess students’
reading comprehension. The booklets were distributed
randomly to the students and required about one hour
to complete.

NAEP Proficiency Scale

Student responses to the 1994 NAEP Reading Assessment
were analyzed to determine the percentage of students
responding correctly to each multiple-choice question and
the percentage of students responding in each of the score
ca.egories for constructed-response questions. Item
response theory (IRT) methods were used to produce
scales that summarize resuits for each of the three
purposes for reading. 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 0 to 500
scale, which is linked to the 1992 reading scale through
IRT equating procedures, is the reporting metric used in
Chapter 2 to present resuls.

Achievement Levels

In addition to the NAEP proficiency scale, this report also
presents data using the reading achievement levels as
authorized by the NAEP legislation and adopted by the
National Assessment Governing Board (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 frameworks. For reporting purposes, the
achievement level cut scores for each grade are placed on
the traditional NAEP scale resulting in four ranges: Basic,
Proficient, Advanced, and the region below Basic. It
should be noted that the achievement level cut scores
presented on the following page are differeni from those
used in the 1992 reading assessment reports. The reason
why revisions were made to the cut scores is explained in
Appendix F. The definitions of the three achievement
levels are presented below:,

. Basic This level denotes partial mastery of T

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 tne
subject matter.

Advanced This level signifies superior

performance.

It should be noted that the setting of achievemnent
levels on the National Assessment is 1elatively new and in
transition. There have been evaluations which concluded
that the percentages of students at certain levels may be
underestimated.? On the other hand, there have been
critiques of those evaluations, which found that such
conclusions were not supported by the weight of the
empirical evidence present in the evaluations.*

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 review of the
available information, the Commissioner of NCES has
judged that the achievemnent 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 American students.

Definitions of the three levels of reading achievement
for each of the three grades that were assessed are shown
on the following page. For each grade, the definitions are
cumulative from Basic through Advancea.




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 level 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 th2 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 abstract themes and
ideas of the overall text. When reading text appropriate to eighth grade, they should be able to analyze both meaning
and form and suipport 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 ar 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
he 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 able to describe more abstract themes and ideas
in the overall text. When reading text appropriate to twelfth grade. they should be able to analyze bolh the meaning
and the form of the text and explicitly support their analyses with specific examples from the text. They should be
able to extend the information from the text by relating it to their experiences and to the world. Their responses
should be thorough, thoughtful, and extensive.
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Overview of this Report

The twn remaining chapters of this report p resent results
expressed in terms ot average reading proficiency and
student achievement levels, respectively. Within each of
these chapters, findings are presented for the nation, for
the regions, and for states. In addition, each chapter
presents national results fcr the major reporting
subgroups described below. State-by-state subgroup
results are presented in Appendix D. More detaiied
descriptions of the reporting subgroups are preserited in
Appendix B.

P Race/Ethnicity. Estimates are reported for students’
self-identification of their race/ethnicity according to
one of the following mutually exclusive categories:
White, Black, Hispanic, Asian, Pacific Islander, arid
American Indian (including Alaskan Native). Between
the 1992 and 1994 reading assessments, the student
racial/ethnic subgroup question was revised. Asian
and Pacific Islander categories were a combined data
collection category in the 1992 assessment,
preventing 1992 estimates and trend results from
being reported for these categories.

B Gender. Estimates are reported separately for males
and females.

B Parents’ Education Level. Estimates are reported
based on students’ reports of the highest level of their
parents’ education: did not finish high school,
graduated from high school, some education after
high school, or graduated from college.

B PubliciNonpublic Schools. Estimates are reported
for students attending public schools and nonpublic
schools, including Catholic and other nonpublic
schools.

This report examines and compares the results for
groups of students defined by shared demographic
characteristics or responses to background questions
(e.g., males compared to femaies) and does not include an
analysis of the relationships among combinations of these
groups (e.g., White males compared to Black males).

The means and percentages presented in the 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 error of the estimate. Although standard errors
are not provided with the estimates presented in this
report, a full set of standard errors will be available in
future NAEP reports. The significant differences presented
in the following chapters take into account the standard
errors associated with the estimates.

The comparisons presented in the report are based on
statistical tests that consider both the magnitude of the
difference between the group means 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
reported are statistically significant at the 0.05 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.

This report also contains a series of appendices.
Appendix A provides informatic: 2bout sampling and
participation rates. Appendix B includes descriptions of
the reporting subgroups. Appendices C through E provide
cross-state tabular summaries related to the 1994 Trial
State Assessment Program in Reading. Detailed
information about measurement methodology and data
analysis techniques will be available in the forthcoming
NAEP 1994 Reading Report Card and the national and
state technical reports.
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A First Look at the
Average Reading Proficiency
of America’s Students

Overview

This chapter presents the overall average reading
proficiency of students in grades 4. 8, and 12. Findings are
presented for the nation, by region, and by major
subgroups of students. In addition, results from the 1994
Trial State Assessment Program are provided. Average
scale scores from the 1992 reading assessment provided in
this chapter are slightly different from those presented in
the 1992 reading reports. The reason why 1992 scale
scores were recalculated is explained in Appendix F.

The most striking finding from the 1994 NAEP
Reading Assessment concerns the nation’s high school
seniors — fwelfth-grade students scored, on average,
significantly lower on the 1994 reading assessment than
they did on the 1992 assessment. This overall decline did
not result from a large decline in the reading proficiency
of just one subgroup of students. Rather, a broad range of
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“CHAPTER 2

subgroups showed significant decreases in reading
proficiency, including male and female students; White,
Black, and Hispanic students; and students from the
Northeast, Central, and West regions of the country.

The magnitude of the changes in average proficiency
did not differ significantly among regions of the country,
racial/ethnic subgroups, parents’ education levels, or
types of schools (i.e., the four-point decline for public
school twelfth graders is not statistically different from
the six-point decline for nonpublic school twelfth
graders). However, at grade 12, the decline in average
proficiency for males (seven points) was significantly
larger than the decline for females (three points).

Reasons for the decline in average reading proficiency
at grade 12 will be explored in greater detail in the
forthcoming NAEP 1994 Reading Report Card. Average
reading proficiency at grades 4 and 8 showed no
statistically significant changes between 1992 and 1994.

Average National Reading Proficiency

Table 1 and Figure 2 present national estimates of the
1992 and 1994 average student proficiency scores on the
NAEF reading scale. The average proficiency of twelfth-
grade students declined by five points between 1992 and
1994. This difference represents a statistically significant
change. The estimates of the average proficiency of
fourth- and eighth-grade students in 1994 were not
statistically different from their 1992 counterparts.

Figure 2. Overall National Reading Proficiency by Grade — NAEP 1992 and 1994
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SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992 and 1994 Reading Assessments




Average Reading Proficiency by Region

Average proficiencies by region are presented in Table 1
and Figure 3 for both the 1992 and 1994 NAEP Reading
Assessments. The 1994 results show regional differences
that are similar to those reported in 1992." In 1994,
eighth- and twelfth-grade students in the Southeast
exhibited lower average reading proficiencies than their

counterparts did in the other three regions of the country.

Eighth-grade students in the Central region exhibited a
higher average proficiency than students in the West,
while the average proficiency of fourth-grade students in
the Central region was higher than that of their
counterparts in the Southeast. The average proficiency
estimates among the other regions for the 1994
assessment for grade 4 were not statistically different.

The overall average proficiency decline between 1992
and 1994 for twelfth-grade students was clearly evident in
three of the four regions of the country. The statistically
significant declines from 1992 levels reported for the three
regions were six points in the West region, six points in the
Northeast region, and five points in the Central region?

In the Southeast, the 1994 estimate of average proficiency
was not significantly different from the 1992 estimate.
Other changes in regional proficiency estimates between
1992 and 1994 were not statistically significant, including
the seven-point change in the estimates for fourth-grade
students in the Northeast.

Figure 3. Average Reading Proficiency by Grade and by Region — NAEP 1992 and 1994

PROFICIENCY SCALE

*Significant deerease between 1992 and 1994

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statisties, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992 and 1994 Reading Assessments
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Average Reading Proficiency Tl Reporting Subgroups
by Region foas 123
1994 m— Tab‘les 2 through'S present the average reading‘proﬁciency
Porcentoge | Average | Change From estimates for major subgroups of the fourth-, eighth-. and
of Students | Proficiency 1992 twelfth-grade student populations. The resuits provided in
this section of the report address the statistically
Grade 4 significant differences that were reported either between
Total 100 24 -2 . e
Region reporting subgroups or between‘assessment years. There
Northeast 2 25 3 are, of course, other differences in reading proficiency
Southeast 27 N0 ) estimates among the student subgroups. but these
Central 2% 220 9 differences were not statistically significant.
West 2 i A
Raca/Ethnicity. Table 2 presents the average proficiencies
Grade 8 by rqcial/ethnic subgroups. The 1994 ass‘essme.nt.‘ likg
Total 100 %0 0 previous assgssmentg ‘reported‘substantlal varlatlop“m the
Region average reading proficiency estimates among the ditterent
Northeast 2 2%5 1 racial/ethnic subgroups (see Endnote 1). At all three
Southeast 2% 259 ) grades, the average proficiencies of Asian and White
Central 2% %4 0 students were significantly higher than those of Black and
West 30 259 - Hispanic students; they were also higher than those of
American Indian students at grades 4 and 8. At grade 12.
Grode 12 ' White students outperformed Asian stgdents.
Total 100 287 s The overall decline in reading proficiency at grade 12
Region between 1992 and 1994 can be seen in large decreases in
Northeast 20 288 e the average proficiencies of White, Black, and Hispanic
Southeast 2 289 -3 students. In addition, the proficiency of Hispanic fourth-
(entral 7 91 -5 grade students showed a significant decline of 10 points
West 29 288 -4 between 1992 and 1994. No racial/ethnic group of
students at any grade level showed a significant
Oifferences bet.ween two groups moy be partiolly exploined by other factors not included in this table. improvement in reading proficiency between 1992 and
The NAEP reading stale ranges from 0 to 500.
* The value for the 1994 ossessment wos signinficantly different from the value for 1992 ot obout the 95 1994.
percent confidence level Note that trends could not be estimated for Asian and
the stondard erors fz;i':':u: :3:{:;;;“{":1::?::&"] fz’job;f:f;n?;7 ond 1.0 scle score poins. The stondord Pacific Islander students at any grade because their race/
Percentages may not folol 100 pescent due to rounding. ethniCity data were collected as a Slngle category for the
SOURCE: Nottonal Center for Education Stofistics, National Assessment of Educotionol Progress (NAEP), 1992 assessment. It is also important to reiterate that
1992 nd 1994 Reading Assessments differences among the NAEP reading proficiency estimates

should not be associated, in a simple or causal manner.
with subgroup membership because any difference can
almost certainly be associated with a broad range of
socioeconomic and educational factors. many of which are
not addressed directly by the NAEP assessment program.
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Average Reading Proficiency w0 |
by Race/Ethnicity 1994
=y
1994
Porcent
of Srdees | Prodeney | *ong
Grade 4
Totol 160 214 -2
Race/Ethnicity
White 69 224 -1
Black 15 187 -4
Hispanic 12 9N -10°
Asian 2 232 —
Pacific Islander 1 219 —
American Indian 2 201 -5
Grade 8
Total 100 260 0
Race /Ethnicity
White 70 268 0
Black 15 237 -1
Hispanic N 240 -1
Asian 2 273 —
Pacific Islander 1 259! —
American Indian 1 251 0
Grade 12
Total 100 287 -5
Race /Ethnidity
White 73 29 -4
Black 13 265 -8
Hispanic 8 20 -9
Asian 3 280 —
Pacific Islander 1 280! —
American Indian 1 275!

Differences between two groups may be portially explained by other factors not included in this table.

The NAEP rsading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

* The value for the 1994 assessment was significantly different from the value for 1992 of about the 95 percent

confidence level

U interpret with caution any comparisons involving this stafistic. The nature of the sample does not allow accurate

determination of the variability of this value.

The standard errors far the 1994 nationol averages are batween 0.7 and 1.0 scale score points. The stondard
errors for the 1994 race/sthnicity averages range from 0.7 10 7 4 points.

— Due ta significant changes in the wording of the race/ethnicity questian between the 1992 and 1994
assessments, the 1992 results for Asion ond Pacific Islander students are nat camporable to 1994 results.
Therefare, 1992 results for these two subgraups are nat presented.

*** Sample siza is insufficient to permit o reliable estimate.

Percentoges may nat total 100 percent due ta rounding ar, in the case of the race/sthnicity varioble, because

same students categarized themsalves as “ather.”

SOURCE: Notianal Center for Education Statistics, Natianal Assessment of Educational Pragress (NAEP),

1992 and 1994 Reading Assessments

Gender. As can be seen in Table 3, female students at all
three grades had significantly higher reading proficiencies
than male students. Specifically, female students scored
10 points higher than males at grade 4, 15 points higher
than males at grade 8, and 14 points higher than males at
grade 12. Similar reading proficiency differences also were
observed in the 1992 assessment (see Endnote 1 and 2).

The overall decline in reading proficiency at grade 12
between 1992 and 1994 was reflected again in the
proficiency estimates of both male and female students.
Neither male nor female students showed an
improvement in proficiency at any of the assessed grades
between 1992 and 1994.

ThBLE 3| —

. REPORT [ropg]
Average Reading Profiency ~ ™f0) 3
1992 |—{ia
by Gender 1994
Reading Assessment
1994
Percentage | Average | Change From
of Students | Proficiency 1992
Grade 4
Total 100 214 -2
Gender
Male 51 209 -4
Female 49 220 -1
Grade 8
Total 100 260 0
Gender
Male 50 252 -1
Female 50 267 0
Grade 12
Total 100 287 -5
Gender
Male 50 280 -
Female 50 294 -3

Oifferences between two groups may be partially explained by ather factors not included in this table.
The NAEP reading scale ranges fram 0 to 500.

* The volue for the 1994 assessment was signinficantly different from the value for 1992 of about the 95 percent
canfidence level.

The standord errors for the 1994 natianol averages are between 0 7 and | 0 scale score points. The standard
errors for the 1994 gender averages range from 0.8 to 1 3 paints.

SOURCE: Nofional Center for Educatian Statistics, National As;essment of Educotional Progress (NAEP),
1992 and 1994 Reading Assessments
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Parents’ Education Level. The NAEP 1994 Reading
Assessment results are consistent with previous results
that reveal a relationship between the students’ reading
proficiency and their description of their parents’
education level (see Table 4). In fairness, it should be
noted that substantial numbers of fourth-grade students
(34 percent) report that they do not know the education
level of either of their parents. Even at grade 8, almost
one in 10 students reported that they do not know their
parents’ education level. Furthermore, existing research
has raised at least some question about the accuracy of
student-reported data among these groups of students.’

Despite these data limitations, a degree of consistency
among the parents’ education level results is evident
across the three grade levels. For 1994, as in past
assessments, increasing levels of parents’ education in
general corresponded with higher average reading
proficiencies. In comparing the groups of students at all
three grades that report knowing their parents’ education
levels, students with at least one parent who either
graduated from college or had some education after high
school had higher average proficiencies than did students
who reported lower levels of parents’ education.
Furthermore, at all three grades, students who reported
that their parents did not finish high school had lower
average proficiencies than those with at least one parent
who graduated from high school.

Once again, the overall drop in proficiency at grade 12
is shown regardless of parents’ education level. For each
of the five levels, estimated differences between 1992 and
1994 were statistically significant. 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. No students, at any grade, with respect
to any parents’ education level group, showed significant

improvement in reading proficiency between 1992 and 1994.

Average Reading Proficienc a0 |0
by Parents’ Education Leve Toag =t
e L]
1994
Percentuge |  Average | Chonge From
of Students | Profidency 1992
Grade 4
Totol 100 14 -2
Sorents’ Education Level
Graduated College 42 224 -
Some Education After HS 8 23 1
Groduated HS 13 207 -5
Did Not Finish HS 4 188 -10
1Don’t Know 34 206 4
Grade 8
Total 100 260 0
Parents’ Education Level
Graduated College 43 270 -1
Some Education After HS 20 266 0
Graduated HS A 252 i
Did Not Finish HS 7 238 -5
1Don't Know 9 238 ]
Grade 12
Tatal 100 287 -5
Parents’ Education Level
Graduated College 43 298 -3
Some Education After HS 25 289 -5
Graduated HS 2 m -4
Did Not Finish HS 7 266 -9
I Don't Know 3 248 -10*
Differences between two groups may be periially explained by other factors not included in this table.
The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.
* The value for the 1994 assessment was signinficantly different from the value for 1992 ot about the 95 percent
confidence lavel.
The standard errors for the 1994 national averages are between 0.7 and 1.0 scale score points. The standard
arrors for the 1994 parents’ education level averages range fram 0.9 ta 3.4 points.
Percentages may not fotal 100 percent due o rounding.
SOURCE: Matianat Center for Educatian Statistics, National Assessment of Educationa! Progress (HAEP),
1992 and 1994 Reading Assessments




Public and Nonpublic Schools. The 1994 results presented
in Table 5 are consistent with the 1992 results; students at
all three grades who attended nonpublic schools (either
Catholic or other nonpublic schools) had a significantly
higher average proficiency than did students attending
public schools. The overall decline in twelfth-grade
proficiency, however, was reflected in the 1994 results for
both public and nonpublic schools. For both types of
schools, estimates of reading proficiency decreased from
1992 levels, and these changes were statistically significant,
At grades 4 and 8, no statistically significant changes from
1992 levels were observed for either school type.

As was discussed in Chapter 1, the reader is cautioned
against making simplistic inferences about the relative
effectiveness of public and nonpublic schools. Average
performance differences between the two types of schools
are in part related to socioeconomic and students’ home
factors, such as parents’ education and involvement. To
interpret more fully the differences noted in Table 5, more
in-depth analyses need to be considered. Such analyses
will be featured in a future NAEP research and
development report.

L ¥
m REP‘SSTWDN'E
Average Reading Proficiency ~ °40| =

by Type of School 1992 | =
foading Avessament
1994
Percentage | Average | Change From
of Students | Profidency 1992
Grade 4
Total 100 214 -2
Type of School
Public Scheols Only 90 212 -2
Nonpublic Schools Only 10 21 -1
Catholic Schools 7 229 0
Other Nonpublic Schools 4 234 —4!
vrade &
Total 100 260 0
Type of School
Public Schools Only 89 257 -1
Nonpublic Schools Only 1 pIL] 1
{atholic Schools 7 m9 3
Other Nonpublic Schools 4 280 -3
Grade 12
Total 100 287 -5
Type of School
Public Schools Only 89 286 -4
Nonpublic Schools Only 10 301 -t
Catholic Schools 6 298 -9
Other Nonpublic Schools 4 307 -2

Differences between two graups may be partially exploined by ather factars not included in this rable.
The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 ta 500.

*The value far the 1994 assessment was signinficantly different fram the value for 1992 of abaut the 95 percent
canfidence level.

 Interpret with caution any comparisan invalving this statistic. The nature of the sample daes nat allow accurate
determination of the variability of this value.

The stondard errars for the 1994 natianol averages are between 0.7 and 1.0 scale scare paints. The standard
errors for the 1994 type of school averages range from 0.7 ta 3.7 peints.

Percentages moy not total 100 percent due to raunding.

SOURCE: Hotional Center for Educafion Stotistics, Natianal Assessmeat of Educational Pragress (NAEP),
1992 and 1994 Reading Assessments
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Cross-State Proficiency Findings. In addition to the 1994
reading proficiency findings discussed above, state-level
results also are reported for 41 jurisdictions. Table 6
presents the average reading proficiency for fourth-grade
public school students by jurisdiction from the 1992 and
1994 NAEP Trial State Assessments. (Note that two states,
Montana and Washington, and the Department of Defense
Education Activity (DoDEA) Overseas Schools participated
in the 1994 assessment but did not participate in 1992.)

Similar to the results cited at the national level for
fourth grade, most states exhibited no significant change
in average proficiency between 1992 and 1994. However,
approximately 20 percent of the jurisdictions that
participated in both assessments did show significant
decreases in average reading proficiency between the two
assessments. States exhibiting a significant decrease are
indicated with < or << next to the 1994 average. The
difference between the two symbols is explained in the
table's footnote. No state exhibited a significant increase.
(For detailed comparisons among the states, readers
should refer to the cross-state, multiple comparisons
figure in Appendix C.)

Each jurisdiction faces a unique set of challenges with
respect to the demographic characteristics of its school-
age populations and the econdémic and political
environment in which its public school systems operate.
These factors no doubt influence the effectiveness of each
jurisdiction’s school systems and need to be considered
when comparing performance. Results presented in
Appendices D and E provide some background to inform
discussion of state differences. The NAEP 1994 Reading
Report Card and other future reports will contain state-
level data, which will provide a more complete context for
interpreting state differences.

TABLE 6 THE NATION'S
- Average Grade 4 Reading Proficiency RePORT frmp
NAEP Trial State Assessments in Reading 5, (=5
Public Schools Only 88—
1992 1994
Average Average
Proficiency Proficiency
Nation 15 12
Region
Northeast 220 12
Southeast M 208
Central 218 218
West 12 12
State
Alabama 207 208
Arizona 209 206
Arkansas M 209
(alifornia 202 197<
Colorado 17 213
Connecticut 222 22
Deloware 13 206<<
Florida 208 205
Georgia n12 207
Howaii 203 201
Indiana mn 220
lowa 225 223
Kentucky 213 212
Lovisiana 204 197<<
Maine 227 228
Maryland : m 710
Massachusetts 226 23
Minnesota 22 28
Mississippi 199 202
Missouri 220 7
Montanat _ 72
Nebraskat YA 220
New Hampshiret 228 223«
New Jersey 223 219
New Mexico m 205¢<
New York 215 12
North Caroling n2 4
North Dakota 226 225
Pennsylvaniat il 5<
Rhode Islandt n7 220
South Carolina 210 203<<
Tennesseet 212 13
Texas 213 212
Utah 220 M7
Virginia mn N3«
Washington — 213
West Virginia 206 03
Wisconsint 224 224
Wyoming 223 m
Other Jurisdictions
DoDEA — 218
Guam 182 181
Differances betwaen two groups may be portially explained by other factors nof included in this table.
<< The value for 1994 was significontly lower than the volus for 1992 of of about the 95 percent certainty level.
These notatians indicale stotisticol significance from o muhtiple comparisan protedure bosed an 38 jurisdictions
porticipating in both 1994 and 1992. 1f looking at anly ane state, < indicotes the value foc 1994 was significantly
lowsr thon the value for 1992 ot or about the 95 parcent certainty level. Staristically sign..icont diferences
batween 1994 and 1992 for the state comparison samples for the nafian and regions are no indicated.
1 Did not sotisfy one of the guidelines far school sample participation rates (see Appendix A).
— Jutisdiction did net perticipote in 1992 Triol State Assessment
DoDEA Department of Defense Education octivity Overseas Schools
SOURCE: National Cente: for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP).
1992 and 1994 Reading Assessments




Endnotes

1. Mullis, I.V.S., Campbell, J.R., & Farstrup, A.E., NAEP
1992 Reading Report Card for the Nation and the
States (Washington, DC: National Center for Education
Statistics, Government Printing Office, 1993.)

2. 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 displayed in the “Change from 1992”
or 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 tec 224), the appropriate
difference between the two groups' means is 5.38
(rounded to 5).

3. Looker, E. Dianne, “Accuracy of Proxy Reports of
Parental Status Characteristics,” in Sociology of
Education, 62(4), pp. 257-276, 1989.




A First Look at Attainment of
Achievement Levels by
America’s Students

Overview

The reading achievement levels attained by fourth-,
eighth-, and twelfth-grade students from the NAEP
Reading Assessment are presented in this chapter. Results
are displayed for the nation, by region, and by the major
reporting subgroups. In addition, state-level reading
achievement results from the 1992 and 1994 Trial State
Assessments are presented. As a result of recalculating
1992 scale scores and revising the achievement level cut
scores, results from the last reading assessment presented
in this chapter are different from those published in the
1992 reports. See Appendix F for more information about
the revisions made to achievement level cut scores. When
interpreting differences among subgroups and among
states, the reader is reminded of the cautions presented
in Chapter 1.

The three reading achievement levels — Basic.
Proficient, and Advanced — were established by the

National Assessment Governing Board (NAGB) for
reporting NAEP results. The Basic level denotes partial
mastery of prerequisite knowledge and skills that are
fundamental for proficient work at c1ch grade. The
Proficient level, the central level, represents solid
academic performance and demonstrated competence
over challenging subject matter. The Advanced level
signifies superior performance beyond Proficient.

Many of the findings presented in the prior chapter
also were reflected in the NAEP achievement level
findings, which also revealed a decline in the reading
achievement of our nation’s twelfth-grade students. The
NAEP achievement level results show that on the 1994
assessments, proportionately fewer twelfth-grade students
were performing at or above the Proficient and Basic
levels in 1994 than in 1992.

Reading Achievement Levels
for the Nation

The percentages of fourth-, eighth-, and twelfth-grade
students at the three reading achievement levels are
shown in Figure 4 and Table 7 for the 1992 and 1994
NAEP Reading Assessments. The percentage of students

at or above the Basic level for the 1994 reading assessment
ranged from 60 at grade 4 to 75 for grade 12. When
looking at the central level, the achievement level
identified by NAGB as the level all students should reach,
less than one-third (30 percent) of fourth- and eighth-

Figure 4. Percent of Students At or Above the Reading Achievement Levels by Grade — NAEP 1992 and 1994

] T e
: —_—
90 -
80 :
70 +
60
LI
=,
40
o }
brr] .
a. 30 }
0|
i
lo] e B
617 B s
1992 1994 — .
TN e
*Significant decrease between 1992 and 1994
1992 and 1994 Reading Assessments

1992 1994 m
RERTTy

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assesament of Educational Progress (NAEP),

Q T —

[l 2%
oy




grade students were classified as at or above Proficient.
Slightly more twelfth-grade students (36 percent) were at
or above the Proficient level. Few students at any grade
were at or above the Advanced level — seven percent at
grade 4; three percent at grade 8: and four percent at
grade 12.

Consistent with the results reported in Chapter 2, the
percentage of twelfth-grade students at or above the
Proficient level decreased by four percentage points from
1992 to 1994. Furthermore, the percentage of 1994
twelfth-grade students below the Basic level increased by
five percentage points. Fourth- and eighth-grade results
incicate little or no change from 1992 to 1994 in the
percentage of students at or above any of the three
achievement levels. As mentioned in Chapter 2, possible
explanations for the decline in the achievement levels of
twelfth-grade students will be explored in the forthcoming
1994 Reading Report Card.

Reading Achievement Levels by Region

Figure 5 and Table 7 present the regional percentages of
students at or above each achievement level for the 1992
and 1994 NAEP Reading Assessments. Across the three
grades, no statistically significant differences among
regions were found in the percentage of students at or
above the Advanced level. However, significant differences
were observed in the percentages of students attaining the
Proficient and Basic levels.

In 1994, no statistically significant difference- among
the regions were found in the percentages of students at
or above the Proficient level at the fourth grade. The
percentage of fourth-grade students at or above the Basic
level for the Southeast region was less than that for the
Central region. Other regional differences at or above the
Basic level were not significant.

. . THE_NATION'S
m Reading Achievement Levels REPORT [rcamgs
by Region 1902|008
1994
1992 Assessment 1994 Assessment =~ Tt
Percentoge of Students Percentoge of Students
Percentage |At or Above 1 At or Above 1 At or Above . Percentage :At or Above * At or Above - At or Above
of Students | Advanced | Profident | Basic  Below Basic | | of Students ' Advanced . Proficient . Basic  Below Basic
Rt ‘
Grade 4 | |
Notion ! 6 ! 29 62 38 7 30 60 10
Region :
Northeast 21 i 9 34 66 34 23 8 3 61 39
Southeast 23 ; 5 24 58 4 23 7 25 55 45
{entral 1 X 6 30 66 Kl 25 8 34 66 34 )
Wes! B, 6 7 59 41 29 7 9 59 4 e
Grade 8 ; 1
Nation , 3 29 69 3 3 30 10 30
Region ‘
Northeast 22 ; 4 33 17 2 20 4 35 74 26
Southeast 25 | ) 2 64 36 26 2 23 62 38
Central 25 i 4 32 14 26 24 3 33 15 25
West 28 ‘ 3 29 69 3 30 3 29 69 3
Grade 12 ;
Nation : 4 ' 40 80 20 4 36< 75< 25
Region i }
Northeas! 24 ! 5 ! 44 X 81 19 20 5 37 76 24
Southeast PA] ; 2 ' 3 13 27 23 3 30 10 30
Central % 04 @ 16 7 5 40 78 2-
West 27 4 1 42 81 19 L 29 4 38 T4« 26~
{ e
Differences between twu group- may be partially explamed by other factors not included in this table
< The value for the 1994 assesment was significontly lower (~ higher) than the volue for 1992 ot about the 95 percent confidence lavel
The percentages of students in the regions moy not totol 100 percent due to rounding
The stondard ercors for the 1994 {a) Advanced Level, regionol percentoges range from 0 4 to | 4; {b) Proficient Level, regional percentoges ronge from 1 310 2.7, and (¢} Bastc Level, regional percentages range lrom 1 210 2 6
SOURCE National Center for Educotion Stahstics, Notionol Assessment of Educational Prograss (NAEP), 1992 and 1994 Reading Assessments
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Figure S. Percent of Students At or Above the

Reading Achievement Levels by Grade and by Region —
NAEP 1992 and 1994
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*Significant decrease between 1992 and 1994
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics,
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1992 and 1994 Reading Assessments
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At the eighth grade, a smaller percentage of
students were at or above the Proficient level in the
Southeast than in the other three regions. Similarly,
the percentage of students at or above Basic in the
Southeast region was less than the other regions. The
percentage of eighth graders at or above Basic in the
West was less than in the Central region.

At the twelfth grade, the percentage of Southeast
students at or above the Proficient level was less than
that of the corresponding percentages of students in
the Central and West regions. The percentage of
students at or above Basic in the Southeast region was
less than the Central region.

The results from the 1992 and 1994 NAEP
Reading Assessments indicate no significant change in
the percentage of fourth-, and eighth-grade students
at any of the three achievement levels for the four
regions of the country. Statistically significant
decreases in the percentage of students at or above the
Basic level at grade 12 were observed in the Central
and West regions. The significant decrease observed
nationally for ‘rade 12 students was not reflected by
significant clianges in the Northeast and Southeast
regional estimates.

[
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Reading Achievement Levels by
Major Reporting Subgroups

Tables 8 through 11 present the percentages of

fourth-, eighth-, and twelfth-grade students at or above
the three achievement levels — Basic, Proficient, and
Advanced — by major reporting subgroups. As previously
noted, the discussion of the findings is restricted to
statistically significant differences between reporting
subgroups and assessment years.

Racel/Ethnicity. Consistent with past assessments, results
presented in Table 8 from the 1994 reading assessment
indicated large racial/ethnic differences. Significant
differences among racial/ethnic groups were observed in
the percentage of students at or above each of the three
achievement levels — Basic, Proficient, and Advanced.
At all three grades, few significant differences were
found for the percent of students reaching the Advanced
achievement level. The percentage of White students
at or above this level was significantly higher than the

. . THE NATION'S
Reading Achievement Levels REPORT Inaop
by Race/Ethnicity ro52 |
1994 ]
1992 Assessment 1994 Assessment oo duesmen
Percentage of Students Percentage of Students
Percentage | At or Above | At or Above | At or Above Percentage | At or Above | At orAboveéAt or Above -
of Students | Advanced | Proficient Busic | Below Basic | | of Students | Advonced : Proficient | Basic *Below Basic
! ,
Grade 4 E F
Total |8 K 62 38 7 0 6 40
Race /Ethnicity | ;
White n 8 i 3 n 29 69 9 3 : n 29
Black 16 1 | 8 33 67 15 1 9 3 69
Hispanic 9 3 16 44 56 12 ? 13 ] 36 64
Asian — — — — — ? 16 48 : 8 22
Pacific Islander — — — — 1 I 3
American Indian 2 3 P8 53 4 ? 3 | e 48 52
l i /" / :
| i / '
Grade 8 | i 3
Tota! L3 % 8 3 S B " S ) 30
Race /Ethnicity | i ;
White 00 4| % 18 2 70 £ 3 78 2
Black 15 | 0 i 9 45 55 15 0 i 9 44 56
Hispanic 0 1 14 49 51 11 ! 1 : 14 49 51
Asian — -y - — — 7 ! 6 P M ! 81 19
Pacific Islander — - - — — 1 3 1 " 3
American Indian L 1 20 61 K} 1 1 ’[ 20 i 63 3
| ! . I
f"":’ " % 4 40 | 80 20 4 | 36 75 25
otol . i < < >
Race /Ethnicity | | | ;
White 12 ' 5 4 86 14 13 5 I : 81< 19>
Black 15 1 18 81 39 13 1 ' 13 ? 52 48
Hispanic 9 2 p2 66 34 8 1 20 ! 58 42
Asian — — — — — 3 3 33 . 67 33
Pacific Islander — ! — — — — 1 o om n 9
American Indian 0 t ” T e e 1 2 i 20 L 611 K}

e

Diffarences betwean two groups may be portially explained by other factors not included in this table.
< The value for the 1994 gssessment was significantly lower (> higher) than the value for 1992 at obout the 95 percent confidence level.
| Interpret with coution ony comparison invalving this statistic. The nature of the somple does not oflow accurate determination of the variability of this volue.

—Due to significant changes in the wording of the race/athnicity question between the 1992 and 1994 assessmants, the 1992 results for Asion and Pacific 1slander students are not comparable to 1994 results.
Sample size is insufficient 10 parmit o relioble estimote.

The percentages of students in the subgroups moy not total 100 percent due to rounding.

The stondord arrors lor the 1994 (o) Advanced Level, rece/ethnicity percentages range from 0.2 16 5.7; (b) Proficient Level, race/ethnitity percentages range fram 1 0 :0 8.1; and (¢} Basic Level, race/ethnicity percentages ronge from 0.7 10 9.9.
SOURCE: Notional Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992 and 1994 Reading Assassmants
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corresponding percentages of Black or Hispanic students
at all three grades. No other significant differences were
observed at the Advanced level.

The Proficient level is defined to represent solid
academic achievement in reading. When the percentages
of students from various subgroups reaching or exceeding
this level are compared, significant differences are found
at all three grades. At grades 4, 8, and 12, the percentages
of Asian and White students at or above the Proficient
level were significantly greater than the percentages for
Black or Hispanic students. The percentage of White
fourth graders at this achievement level was higher than
that of their American Indian counterparts. The
percentage of Pacific Islander students at grade 4 also was
higher than the percentages for Black or Hispanic
students. At the lower two grades. the percentage of Asian
students at or above this level also exceeded that of
American Indian students. Finally, at grade 12, the
percentage of White students at or above the Proficient
level was significantly greater than the percentage of
Asian students.

The lowest achievement level defined for the NAEP
Reading Assessment is the Basic level. For the nation as a
whole, more than a quarter of the students at each grade
failed to reach this lowest level. The percentage of
students at or above the Basic level differed among racial/
ethnic subgroups. At all three grades, the percentage of
White students at or above the Basic level was
significantly larger than the percentages for Black or
Hispanic students. At grades 4 and 8, the percentage of
Asian students at or above Basic also was larger than that
of Black and Hispanic students. The percentage of twelfth-

grade Asian students at or above this level was
significantly greater than that of Rlack students but
not of Hispanic students

At grades 4 and 8, the percentage of American Indian
students at or above Basic was greater than that of Black
students. At grade 4, the percentage of Pacific Islander
students performing at or above Basic was 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, at grade 12, the percentage of White
students at or above the Basic level was significantly
higher than the percentage of Asian students.

For the Pacific Islander student samples at grades 8
and 12, and for the American Indian student sample at
grade 12, the nature of the samples does not allow
accurate determination of the variability of the
percentages. For this reason, differences among these
samples and other racial/ethnic subgroups are not
discussed.

Across all three grades, the only significant change
from 1992 to 1994 occurred for White students at grade
12. Significantly fewer twelfth-grade White students were
at the Basic level in 1994 than in 1992. No other
significant differences were found between 1992 and 1994
in the percentages at or above any of the achievement
levels for White, Black, Hispanic, and American Indian
students. 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.




Gender. Table 9 presents achievement level results for
males and females. Consistent with results from the 1992
reading assessment (see Endnote 1 in Chapici 2), the 1994
assessment showed that across all three grades, a
significantly higher percentage of female students than
male students were at or above each of the three
achievement levels.

A significant decrease was reported between 1992 and
1994 in the percentage of twelfth-grade males at or above
the Proficient and Basic levels and in tiie percentage of
twelfth-grade females at or above the Basic level. No
significant change was noted in the percentages of
students at or above Advanced for either males or females.
At the fourth- and eighth-grade, no significant differences
were noted in the percentages of male and female students
at or above any of the achievement levels.

Parents’ Fducation Level. In general, across all three
grade levels, a positive relationship between levels of
parents’ education and the percentage of students at or
above the three achievement levels is evident (see Table
10). This finding is consistent with prior assessments and
with the proficiency results discussed in the previous
chapter. Again it should be noted that a sizable number of
fourth-grade students were not able to identify their
parents’ education level.

At all three gradcs, the percentage of students
reporting that at least one of their parents graduated from
college who performed at or above the Advanced
achievement level was significantly greater than the
corresponding percentages for studer.cs reporting that at
least one parent graduated from high school or that
neither parent graduated from high school. Also, at all
three grades, the percentage at or above the Advanced
level for the group of students reporting that at least one
parent had some education after high school was higher
than that of students reporting neither parent graduated
from high school. '

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

L TABLEQ . . THE NATION'S
Reading Achievement Levels REPUR (1o
by Gender o2 | Y
1992 Assessment 1994 Assessment  erimsucnmen
Percentage of Students Percentoge of Students
; . .
Percentage | At or Above | At or Above | At or Above Percentage 3 At or Abcve ; At o Abave ' At or Above f
of Students | Advanced | Proficient Basic | Below Basic| | of Students ' Advonced | Profident .|  Busic  Below Bosic
Grade 4 : :
Totol 6 29 62 38 j ) ! 30 60 40
Gender ’
Male 51 5 2 58 £ S S 55 I
Female 4 32 67 33 49 : 9 34 66 34
Grade 8
Totol 3 29 69 3l 3 30 10 30
Gender 1
Male 5 23 04 36 50 : 2 23 62 38
Female 49 4 35 76 % 000 4 13 n 2
Grode 12 i |
Totol 4 40 80 20 SRR . PR [ 25>
Gender | ;
Mole 49 2 34 /5 25 50 f 2 ! V< 69< 3>
Female 51 5 46 84 16 50 6 ' 43 80< 20>
Differances between two groups may be partially exploined by other fattors nat included in this oble.
<The volus for the 1994 assessment was significantly lower (> higher) than the value for 1992 ot about the 95 parcent confidence level.
The standard srrors for the 1994 (a} Advanced Leval, gendar parcentages range from 0.3 16 0.9; (b) Proficient Lavel, gendar parcantoges range from 1.1 1o 1 5; and (¢) Bosic Level, gender percentages range fram 1.0 10 1 .4
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, Kational Assassmant of Educationol Progress (NAEP), 1992 end 1994 Reoding Assessments
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one parent graduated from college than among students
who reported that at least one parent had some education
after high school.

For students who reported that neither of their
parents graduated from high school, a significantly
smaller percentage were at or above Basic when compared
to students reporting higher levels of parents’ education.
Students who reported that at least one paren* 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 least 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.

Reflecting the overall decline at twelfth grade
observed for the nation, there was a significant decrease
between 1992 and 1994 in the percentage of students at or
above Basic for each level of parental education. No other
significant differences between the 1992 an-! 1994
assessments in the percentages of fourth-, eighth. and
twelfth-grade students at or above the Advanced and
Proficient levels were found for any of the parents’
education level groups.

“TABLE10 -

Reading Achievement Levels

THE NATION'S

REPORT [ragp
by Parents’ Education Level CARD|__ 2
1992 | —fieg
1994
1992 Assessment 1994 Assessment  Recaing ssessment
' Percentoge of Students Percentage of Students
Percentage E At or Above l At or Above | At or Above Percentage | At or Above | At or Above | At or Above
of Students L Advanced l Proficient Basic  |Below Basic| | of Students | Advanced | Proficient Basic | Below Basic
' I
Grade 4 ; ; ;
Total | 6 P Pooa 38 . 7 30 60 40
Parent’s Education Level ; [ i
Graduated College ¥ Lowoon o 0 i 3 70 3
Some Education after HS. N T R T L | 8 9 L1} 10 30
Graduated High School 12 3 t 22 |58 i 4 13 4 22 54 46
Did Not Finish High School 4 i 1 [ ¥ b3 % 61 4 1 9 2 68
1 Dor/'t Know 36 3 I PSS ' 45 34 4 2 52 48
Grode 8 ‘1 1 1
Total ; 3 9 ;69 I 3 30 70 30
Parent’s Education Level ; |
Graduated College 4] i 5.0 4 | ® Lo 43 5 40 79 2
Some Education after H.S. 9 3/’\ kY] : %, N 20 3 3 77 B
Graduated High School 4 | L po bl P39 2 | 20 62 38
Did Not Finish High School 8 l i i 13 1 : 49 7 0 10 46 54
[ Don't Know ] i 0 ! 12 E 45 ; 55 9 0 12 48 5
Grade 12 ; i ! ‘3
Total ! 4 P40 180 20 4 36< 75¢ 25>
Parent’s Education Level 1 i : :
Groduated College a 6 52 {8 5 13 43 i 48 84< 16>
Some Education after H.S. 7 3 ] 4] < N V) 25 3 36 78< 2>
Graduated High School 7 | y IR I /A R 7 2 4] bb< 34>
Did Not Finish High School 8 1 0 1 2 1 63 P | 7 i 15| 53< 47>
[ Don't Know 2 i 0 {10 l 44 l 56 3 0 6 [ 32 68
1 H 1 ! 1
Diffarences betwaen two groups may be pertially explained by other factors not included In this table.
<The value far the 1994 assessment was significantly lower (> higher} than the value for 1992 ot about the 95 parcent confidence level.
The percentages of students in the subgroups may not total 100 percent due to rounding.
The standard errors for the 1994 {a) Advanted Leve, parents’ edutation level percentagas range fram 0.3 1o 1.8; (b) Froficient Level, porents” educatian level percentages range fram 1.2 10 2.6; and (c) Bosic Lovel. parents” education fevel
percentages range from 0 710 3 9
SOURCE Natianal Center for Ecucation Statistics, Notional Assessment of Educationat Progress (NAEP), 1992 and 1994 Reading Assessments
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Public and Nonpublic Schools. Results from public and
nonpubhlic school students are presented in Table 11. At
each grade level for the 1994 assessment, the percentages
of nonpublic school students at or above the three
achievement levels were significantly higher than the
percentages for students attending public schools. No
significant differences between the 1992 and 1994
assessments in the percentages of students at or above the
Advanced or Proficient levels were observed for either
public or nonpublic schools at any of the three grades.
However, at grade 12 for both types of schools, the
percentage of students at or above Basic decreased
between 1992 and 1994. This is consistent with the
decrease in average proficiency at grade 12.

Cross-State Achievement Level Findings. Table 12
presents the percentage of students at or above the three
achievement levels for fourth-grade public school

students. Results from the 1992 and 1994 Trial State
Assessments in Reading are provided for 41 jurisdictions.
[Note that two states, Montana and Washington, as well as
the Department of Defense Education Activities (DoDEA)
Overseas Schools participated only in the 1994
assessment; therefore, only 1994 results are presented

for these three jurisdictions.]

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. Mississippi also showed a significant
increase in the percentage of students at or above
Proficient, the only significant change at this level.
Finally, five states had a significant decrease in the
percentage of fourth graders at or above Basic: Delaware,
Louisiana, Massachusetts, Pennsylvania, and Virginia.

" TABLE)

Differences batween two groups moy be partiolly axploined by other factors nol included in this toble.

Reading Achievement Levels REJSETN&S
by Type of School OARD) |
1992 |—
1992 Assessment 1994 Assessment e
Percentage of Stedents Percentoge of Students
N 1 T
Percentage | At or I\lmve1= At or Above | At or Above Percentage ' At or Above ' At or Above! At or Above
of Students | Advanced | Proficient , Basic  Below Busic| | of Students: Advanced | Proficient Bosic | Below Basi
: . | ‘
' 1
Grade 4 : ‘ : !
Total T T 62 38 7 0 60 40
Type of School | ! ;
Public Schools Orly 8 6 | W 60 40 90 A I 4
Nonpublic Schaols Gnly 1 | 12 1 45 19 2 10 13 43 1 pA]
Catholic Schools 8 ] 10 4] 76 24 7 12 49 16 24
Other Noapublic Schools 4 15 531 84! 161 4 14 46 | 80 20
Grade 8 : | !
Totol I 29 69 3 3 0 10 30
Type of School i : ;
Public Schools Only 89 | 2 27 67 33 89 2 7 67 33
Nonpublic Schools Only i ] T8 87 13 n 6 49 1 89 N
{atholic Schools 6 6 - 45 84 16 1 6 49 88 12
Other Nonpublic Schools 4 10 54 90 It 4 7 0 89 1
! 3
Grade 12 ‘ :‘ |
Total Y Y 80 20 4 ¥ | I 25>
Type of School 1 ' P
Public Schools Only 87 i 3 ki 78 2 89 4 K 13< 27>
Nonpublic Schools Only 13 9 . 60 7] 8 10 8 52 ‘ 87< 13>
Catholic Schools 9 8 59 93 1 6 6 4 85< 15>
Other Nonpublic Schools 4 7 ' e 8 " 4 n 59 1 g n

< The volue for the 1994 assessment was significontly lower {> higher) thon the volue for 1992 o1 aboul the 95 percent confidence level.

! Interpret with caution any comparisons involving this statistic. The noture of the sample does not ollow occurote determinotion of the voriability of this volue.
Percantoges of students in public school only ond nonpublic school anly may nat tolol 100 percont ond the percentages of students in the twa types of nonpublic schools may not total the percentoge of nanpublic schools due to rounding.

The stondord errors for the 1994 (o) Advonced Level, type of school percontoges range from 0.3 o 2.9; (b} Proficient Level, type of school percentoges ronge from 0.9 to 4.0; ond (c) Bosic Level, type of school percentages range from 0.7 10 4.2.
SOURCE: Notional Center [or Educotion Stotistics, Hationol Asse-sment of Educotional Progress (HAEP), 1992 ond 1994 Reading Assessments
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Grade 4 Reading Achievement Levels RE,I{,‘,ET""‘I;“"LS
NAEP Trial State Assessment in Reading CARD ]
Public Schools Only f90g =2
Grade 4 ~ 1992 Assessment Grade 4 ~ 1994 Assessmenf "=t
Percentage of Students Percentage of Students
Average  Ator Above Ator Above At or Above Average  Ator Above At or Above’ At or Above,
Profidiency Advamced  Proficent Basic  Below Busic| | Profidency Advanced ~ Proficient ' Basic , Below Bask
Nation - 25 ] 27 60 40 212 7 28 59 ; 4]
Region ‘
Northeast 220 9 32 65 35 212 7 28 58 42
Southeast 211 4 22 55 45 208 6 23 53 - 47
Central 218 6 29 65 35 218 7 33 65 35
Wast 212 5 24 56 44 212 7 28 59 4]
State T
Alahama 207 3 20 51 49 I 208 5 23 52 . 48
Arizona 209 3 21 54 46 | 206 6> 24 52 , 48
Arkansas Al 4 23 56 44 i 209 5 ) 24 54 46
(alifornia 202 4 19 48 52 197< 3 8 44 56
Colorado 217 4 25 64 36 213 6 28 59 4]
Connecticut 72 6 34 69 3 222 1> 8 68 . 32
Delaware 213 5 24 51 43 206<< 5 3 . 52« 48>
Horida 208 3 21 53 47 205 5> 3 50 50
Georgia 212 5 25 57 43 207 7 2 52 ' 48
Hawaii 203 3 17 48 52 201 4 19 46 54
Indianc m 6 30 68 32 220 7 33 66 . 34
lowa 225 7 36 13 27 223 8 K 69 31
Kentucky 13 3 23 58 42 212 6> 26 56 44
Lovisiana 204 2 15 16 54 197<< 2 15 40< 60>
Maine yrij 6 36 75 25 228 10> 4] 15 25
Maryland M 4 24 57 43 210 1> 26 55 45
Massachusetis 226 7 36 74 26 223 8 36 69< 3>
Minnesota 2 6 k]| 68 32 218 7 33 65 35
Mississippi 199 2 14 4] 59 202 4> 18> 45 55
Missouri 220 6 30 67 33 07 7 3 62 38
Montanat — — — — — 222 7 35 69 3
Nebraskat m 6 3 68 32 220 8 KL 66 34
New Hampshiret 228 8 38 76 24 223< 9 36 10 30
New Jersey 73 8 35 &9 31 n9 8 33 65 35
New Mexico M1 4 23 55 45 i 205< 4 21 49 51
New York 5 5 27 61 39 N2 6 27 57 43
North Caroling 12 5 25 56 44 l 214 8 30 59 41
North Dakota 226 6 35 14 26 | ; 225 8 38 13 27
Pennsylvaniat 221 6 32 68 32 : 215< 7 30 6l< 39>
Rhode Islandt 217 5 28 63 37 220 8 32 65 35
South Caroling 210 4 22 53 47 203<< 4 20 48 52
Tennesseet 212 4 23 57 43 - 213 6 27 58 ' 42
Texas 13 4 24 57 43 i : 212 6 26 58 42
Utah 220 5 30 67 33 : 07 6 30 64 36
Virginia 22 6 3 67 33 N3<< 7 26 571<< 43>>
Washington — — — — —_ N3 6 27 59 4]
West Virginia 216 5 25 61 39 N3 6 26 58 42
Wisconsin{ 224 6 33 n 29 224 7 35 n 29
Wyoming 223 5 33 71 29 Yyl 6 32 68 32
Other Jurisdictions
DoDEA — — — — — 218 6 28 63 3!
Guam 182 1 8 28 12 181 1 8 27 13
Ditforences between two groups may be partiolly explained by other factors not included in this toble.
<< The value for the 1994 assessment was significontly fower {> higher) than the value for 1992 ot obout the 95 parcent confidence level. These nototions indicote stofistical significance from o multiple comparison procedure bosad on 38
jurisdictions porticipating in both 1994 and 1992 If looking at only ane state, < indicated the value for 1994 wos significantly lower {>higher) than the value for 1992 o or bout the 95 percent certounty level. Stafistically significont
differences between 1994 and 1992 for the stote comparison sampls for the notion ond regions are not indicoted.
1 Did o satisfy ane of the guidelines for school sarmple participation rates (se4 Appandix A).
— lunsdiction did not participate in 1992 Triol State Assessment.
DoDEA Department of Defense Education Activity Overseas Schooks
SOURCE. National Center for Education Stotistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992 and 1994 Reading Assessments
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National and State Sample
Descriptions

The national and regional results 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 gedgraphic 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 are required to
account for disproportionate representation due to
oversampling of students attending schools with a high
concentration of Black and/or Hispanic students and
oversampling of students attending nonpublic schools.
Lower sampling rates for very small schools must also be
accounted for with the sampling weights.

Table A.1 provides a summary of the weighted and
unweighted student sample sizes for the national reading
assessment. The numbers reported include both public
and nonpublic school students.

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

As with the national samples, the state samples were
weighted to allow for valid inferences back to the
populations of interest. Table A.2 contains the unweighted
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number of participating schools and students as well as
weighted school and student participation rates. Two

. weighted school 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 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 a substitute. The denominator is the same as
that for the weighted participation rate for the initial
sample. This means, 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 Table A.2 are the weighted
percentages of students participating after make-up
sessions. This rate provides 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.2). 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 school
participation rate of 70 percent. For these two states,
results for the 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.
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NCES standards specify weighted school participation
rates of at least 85 percent to guard against potential bias
due to school non-response. Six states (Nebraska, New
Hampshire, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Tennessee, and
Wisconsin) failed to meet the following NCES guideline:

A jurisdiction will receive a notation if its weighted
participation rate for the initial sample of public
schools was below 85 percent AND the weighted
public school participation rate after substitution was
below 90 percent.

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 schcols. 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 subctitutes (unless both an initial
school and its substitute eventually participated, ir: which
case only the data from the initial school were used). The
NCES standards do not explicitly address the use of
substitute schools to replace initially selected schools that
decide not to participate in the assessment. However,
considerable technical consideration was given to this
issue. Even though the characteristics of the substitute
schools were matched as closely as possible to the
characteristics of the initially selected schools,
substitution does not entirely eliminate bias due to the
nonparticipation of initially selected schools. Thus, for the

weighted school participation rates including substitute
schools, the guideline was set at 90 percent.

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, it was of
concern, regardless of the overall participation rate. One
state, Montana, failed to meet the following NCES
guideline concerning strata-specific participation rates.

A jurisdiction with otherwise adequate weighted
public school participation will receive a notation if
the nonparticipating public 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
public 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 fact 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. Non-response
adjustment cells for public 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 five percent
(weighted) of the sample schools (after substitution) were
nonparticipants from a single adjustment cell, then the
potential for non-response bias was too great. This
guideline was based on the NCES standard for strata-
specific school non-response rates.
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1992 | ( Table AL Unweighted and Weighted Sample Size by Grade for the
1994 g g p M
Rowding Assesement 1994 Assessment in Reading, Public and Nonpublic Schools
Unweighted Sample Size (and Percent of Total)
Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 12
Nation 7382 (100.0%) 10,135 (100.0%) 9,935 (100.0%)
Region
Northeast 1816 ( 24.6%) 1918 ( 18.9%) 2289 ( 23.0%)
Southeast 1888 ( 25.6%) 3132 (30.9%) 2777 ( 28.0%)
Central 1571 ( 21.3%) 2149 ( 21.2%) 2005 ( 20.2%)
West 2107 ( 28.6%) 2936 ( 29.0%) 2864 ( 28.8%)
Weighted Sample Size (and Percent of Total)
Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 12
Nation 3,527,410 (100.0%) 2,245,276 (100.0%) 1,811,014 (100.03%)
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 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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1992 :&m: Table A.2 School and Student Participation Rates by State for the 1994 Trial State Assessment,
1994 .
Resding Assessmeot Grade 4. Public Schools Only
Waighted Percenfage Weighted Percentage Total Number of Weighted Percenfage
School Participation School Participation Schools That Student Participation Total Number of
Before Substitution After Substitution Participated After Make-ups Students Assessed
Nation 86 87 227 95 6,030
Region
Northeast 93 93 49 94 1.367
Southeast 91 93 61 95 1,649
Centrai 85 87 52 95 1184
West 77 77 65 95 1.830
States
Alabama 87 93 99 96 2,646
Anzona 99 099 104 94 2.651
Arkansas 86 94 97 96 2,535
Catifornia 80 91 97 94 2,252
Colorado 100 100 108 94 2.730
Connecticut 96 96 101 96 2,577
Delaware 100 100 51 96 2,239
Flonda 100 100 107 94 2.666
Georgia 99 99 105 95 2,766
Hawal 99 99 104 95 2,732
Idaho’ 69 91 98 96 2,598
indiana 83 92 100 96 2,655
lowa 85 99 107 96 2.759
Kentucky 88 96 101 97 2758
Louisiana 100 100 103 96 2,713
Maine 94 97 104 94 2.436
Maryland 94 96 100 95 2.555
Massachusetis 97 97 99 95 2,517
Michigan' 63 . 80 83 95 2,142
Minnesota 86 95 100 95 2,655
Mississipp 95 99 103 97 2,7§2
Missouri 96 98 105 95 2,670
Montana® 85 89 111 96 2,501
Nebraska® 71 77 109 95 2,395
New Hampshire? 71 79 86 96 2197
New Jersey 85 9% 96 95 2,509
New Mexico 100 100 105 95 2,635
New York 75 91 96 95 2.495
North Carolina 99 99 105 96 2,832
North Dakota 80 91 117 97 2.544
Pennsylvania’ 80 84 89 94 2,290
Rhode Island? 80 86 92 95 2,341
South Carolina 95 97 102 96 2,707
Tennessee’ 72 7% 76 96 1,998
Texas 91 93 98 96 2454
Utah 100 100 105 95 2,733
Virginia 98 99 105 95 2719
Washington 100 100 104 94 2,737
West Virginia 99 100 111 96 2,757
Wisconsin? 79 86 91 96 2,331
Wyoming 98 98 112 96 2,699
Other Jurisdictions
DoDEA 99 99 81 95 2413
Guam 100 100 21 96 2,203

' State's pubtic-school weighted participation rate for the initial sample was less than 70 percent. NCES reporting guidelines prohibit the reponing of results for these
two sfates.

? The state’s public-school weighted participation rate for the initial sample of schools was below 85 percent AND the weighted school participation rate atter substitution
was below 90 percent.

* The nonparticipating public schools included a class of schools with similar characteristics. which together account for more than five percent of the state's tofal
fourth-grade weighted sample of public schools.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1892 and 1994 Reading
Assess:hents
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~ APPENDIX B

Reporting Subgroup(s)
Definitions

Findings from the 1994 NAEP Reading Assessment are
presented for groups of students that are defined by
shared characteristics. Data are reported for
subpopulations only where sufficient numbers of students
and adequate 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. However, 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: race/ethnicity, gender, parents’ education level,
public/nonpublic school, and region. Definitions of these
subgroups are provided below.

RacelEthnicity. Results are presented for students of
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 Indian
(including Alaskan Native). For the 1992 assessment it
was not possible to report separate results for Asian and
Pacific Islander students. Consequently, the 1992 data
and trend results for the separate categories are not
presented in this report.

" NORTHEAST - SOUTHEAST -
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

Gender. Results are reported separately for males and
females.

Parents’ Education Level. Results are presented by the
student’s report of the extent of schooling for each of their
parents — did not finish high school, graduated from
high school, some ehication after high school, graduated
from college, or did not know. The response indicating the
higher level of education was selected for reporting. Note
that a substantial percentage of fourth-grade students did
not know their parents’ education level.

Public/Nonpublic School. Results are reported by the type
of school that the student attends — public or nonpublic
school. Nonpublic schools include Catholic and other
nonpublic schools. Bureau of Indian Affairs (B1A) schools
and domestic Department of Defense (DoD) schools were
not classified ir: either the public or nonpublic categories.
Results for the BIA and DoD schools are included,
however, in the overall national results.

Region. Results are reported for four regions of the
nation: Northeast, Southeast, Central, and West. States
included in each region are shown in the following figure.
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
statistical 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.

" CENTRAL

Illinois 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
Wyomin
18 yomi




Comparisons Among States
Based on Average Proficiency

Figure C.1 is provided as a visual representation of the
distribution of proficiency results for each participating
jurisdiction. The darkest box at the midpoint of each
distribution shows the 95 percent confidence interval
around the average proficiency. The lighter shaded boxes
indicate the locations of selected percentiles of each
jurisdiction distribution. The intervals take into account
the sampling and measurement error associated with the
estimates of average proficiency. Jurisdictions are listed by
overall average reading proficiency — beginning with the
state of Maine whose average reading proficiency for
fourth-grade public school students is 229 with a standard
error of 1.3 points.

Figure C.2 is provided to help interpret differences in
the average proficiencies across states for grade 4 in 1994.

1. The significance tests in Figure C.2 are based on a Bonferroni procedure for multiple comparisens that holds to five percent across afl possible
comparisons the probability of erroneously declaring the means of any two states to be different when they are not.

| LRIC

IToxt Provided by ERI

The figure provides a method for making appropriate
comparisons in average overall reading proficiency across
the participating jurisdictions. The figure shows whether
or not the differences in average performance between the
pairs of jurisdictions are statistically significant.’

For example. in Figure C.2, although the average
proficiencies in the fourth grade appear to be different
between Maine (229) and Montana (223), they in fact are
not statistically different. The computations underlying
Figure C.2 take the sampling and measurement errot
associated with the estimates of average proficiency into
account. as well as controlling for the large number of
comparisons that are being made.

As an example of how to read Figure C.2, let us say we
are attempting to compare the state of Texas to all other
jurisdictions. Reading vertically down the Figure C.2
column labeled Texas. we see that, on average, students in
Texas scored lower than did students in all the states listed
from Maine through Montana (the dark grey shaded
states). about the same, on average, as students in the
states listed from Wyoming through South Carolina (the
white shaded states). and better, on average. than students
in all the states from Mississippi to (.uam (the light grey
shaded states).
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1992 EH;." Figure C.1 Distribution of Overall Reading Proficiency Organized by Average Proficiency for the
Z.%; Avovsarment 1994 Trial State Reading Assessment, Grade 4, Public Schools Only

B
100 asic Proficient Advanced

Maine 228 (1.3)
North Dakota 225 (1.2)
Wisconsin® 224 (1.1)

New Hampshire*® 223 (1.5) Pt
Massachusetts 223 (1.3) A J5 S50 WA
fowa 223 (1.3) : RERE - BeREE ;

Connecticut 222 (1.6)
Montana 222 (1.4)
Wyoming 221 (1.2)
Nebraska 220 (1.5)
Rhode |sland® 220 (1.3)
Indiana 220 (1.3)

New Jergsey 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) 1O s, 4
Virginia 213 (1.5) 7o R RS SR
West Virginia 213 (1.1) TR ORTER
Washington 213 (1.5) RO
Tennessee* 213 (1.7) BN

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 Carolina 203 (1.4)
Mississippi 202 (1.6)
Hawaii 201 (1.7)
California 197 (1.8)
Louisiana 197 (1.3)
Guam 181 (1.2) LGU

T T ] T 1 T L]

T |
100 150 0 250 300

r————- - Percentiles of Pertormance ] 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 | 1 ] boxes indicate the ranges between the 25th and 75th percentiles of the
reading proficiency distribution, and the flighter 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 satisty one or more of the guidelines for sample participation
rates (see Appendix for details).
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1992 I Figure C.2 Comparisons of Overall Reading Average Proficiency for the
L%‘m.m..m. 1994 Trial State Reading Assessment, Grade 4, Public Schools Only

Read down the column directly under a state name listed in the heading at the top of the charl. Match the
INSTRUCTIONS: shading intensity surrounding a state postal abbreviation to the key below to determine whether the average
reading performance of this state is higher than, the same as, or lower than the state in the column heading.

Massachusetts (MA)

New Hampshire (NH)*
fowa (IA)

North Dakota (ND)
Wisconsin (Wl)*
Connectlcut (CT)
Montana (MT)
Wyoming (WY)

Nebraska (NE)
Rhode iIsiand (R})*

Indiana (IN)
] | Mew Jorsey (n)

Malne (ME)
Mississippi (MS)

Hawali (H1)

North Carolina (NC)
Colorado (CO)
South Carolina {SC)

Pennsylvania (PA)*
Virginia (VA)

Minnesotz “IN)
Missouri (MO)
West Virginia (WV)
Washington (WA)
Tennesses (TN)*
Texas {TX)

New York (NY)
Kentucky {KY)
Maryland (MD)
Arkansas (AR)
Alabama (AL)
Georgla (GA)
Delaware (DE)
Arizona (AZ)

New Mexico (NM)
California (CA)
Loulsiana (LA}
Guam (GU)

Florida (FL}

NE|ME :‘._-
ND ND|ND|ND{ND ND|ND
Wi Wi W W Wl Wi wl
NH{NH|NH|NH|NH|RHINH|NH
MAIMA|MAMA A |MAMA |MA

F
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z
m
z
m
z
m
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m
z
m

cr|cT{cT|cT|eT|cT]cTiCT
MT|MT(MT|MT{MT | MT{MT|MT
wyjwy|wyiwy lwy|wy|wy|wy
NE |NE|NEINEINE |NE|NE|NE
RI|RI|/RI|RIIRI[RI|RIRI
IN N INJIN [N ot NN T e N I IN NN i NN [ N FIN N
NI ND (NI TN TN 7 N0 TN 000 [N NG TN | | | NO ENG | NO [ N9 | N0 | e T | g
PN (NN AN MN8N [MN | MN VN MNTMN MG RN M [N TMN MN MN VNN MN
p0|00|0D 0D DD |0OD|0D|DD! OB |DD|DD|DD (DD {DD ooloo o0/0D|0DD{DD|{DD{DD
ur|ur T |utfutjut|utuT{ut|utjut|uT|ut |uT et juT fuT ot utluT et fur
JMo!MOIMO M| MO!MO [MO|MO|MO[MO|MO|MO Moo Mo IMa|Mo Mo|mo molMol Mo
PA[PA|PAIPA |PA PA PAIPA|PA|PAIPA|PA|PA|PAIPA|PA|PA|PA|PAIPA PA|FA
NCINC|NCINC NG |NC{NC|NCNC|NC|NCNC|NC [NCINC|NCINC|NC{NC|NC |NC|NC
coicojcolco|co|co|co|cojcojco|colcoicoico|coico|colcolcolcolcolco
VA|VA|VAIVA|VA|VAVA|VAIVA{VAIVA VA|VA|VA|VA VAVA|VAIVA. VA VA|VA
W | wylwviwv wv wviwviw [ w wy |we jwy{wy [ wv lwe [w|wvlwy wy wy fwy |wy
LVAWAWAWA WAIWA|V/A|WA | WA[WAIWAI WA WA|WAIWA|WA WAWAIWA | WA|WAIWA
TN|TN|TN]TN|TNITN| TN TN|TN TNITNITNTNITNTNG TN TN TN | TN
rxrx*rxrxrxrxrx'rxrxrxrxTxrxrxrxrx‘rxirxxx‘rxrxrx
NY{N|NY[NY [NY|NY |NYINY [NY|NYINY NYINY | NYNY [NYNYNY Y NYNY NY
Ky Ky | Ky |KY KY|KY [KY[KY{KY]KY|KY KV KY |KY [KY iKY |KY|KY|KY |KY|KY|KY
4D MD |MD{MD(MD|MD! MDMD [MO|MD|MD(MD|MD|MD 140 [MDjMD MO MD MO |MD[MD
ar|ariaR|ariaR|ar|aR|aR|aR|aR|aR|aR|aR|an|an{aR|ar| ARl AR| AR AR AR
AL{AL|AL|AL{AL]AL|AL|AL AL]AL|AL}AL|AL|AL|AL{ALJAL|AL|AL|AL|AL}AL
GA|GA |GA[GA[GA|GA|GA|GA|GA|GA|GA|GA[GA|GA|GA|GA|GAIGAIGA|GAGA|GA
DE|DE |DE|DE [DE|DE DE | DE | DE | DE| 0E | DE | DE | DE | DE | DE| DE | DE os@
AZ!Az|AzZ{Az|AZ|AZ AZ|AZ|AZ|AZ|AZ|AZ|AZ|AZ|AZ|AZ|AZ|AZ|AZ|AZ]
FL|FL|FL{FL{FL]FL FL|FLFL | FU R R L FL R RL [ FL{FL L L
INM [NV NM NN e NMNM NI NI N | N 0| M M| M N M
sc|sc|sc|sc|sc|sc|sc|sc|scisc|sc|sclsc|sc|sc|sc{sc|scisc{sc|se|sc
MS [MS|MS |MS [ MS MS|MS |MS |MS{MS|MS|MS|MS | MS [MS [MS|MS|MS | MS[MS [MS |MS
W HO | 0| ] HHE | HE] ] e e |
cA|cajcalcalcalcajcalcalcajcalcalcalcajcalcajcajcaicalcalca
LA|LA{LA{LA|LA[LA{LALAILA|LA|LA[LA|LA (LA |LA|LA|LAILA[LA|LA|LA
6u|GulGulcuiGu]aujoulcujau]aujcu|aulculauicuiculculcuicuiau

EPRA

DE
AZ
FL
NM

£

State has statistically significantly higher average The betwesn state comparisons take into account sampling ang
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 every other state. Significance is determined by an application

listed at the t())lp é;' the chart. of the Bonferroni procedurs.

) - *Did not statisty one or more of the quidelines for sample
State has statistically signiticantly lower average e :

proficiency than the state listed at the top of the chart. participation rates (see Appendix for dstails).
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Cross-State Proficiency and
'Achievement Level Tabular
Summaries

Selected tabular summaries of the 1994 Trial State
Assessment in Reading for fourth-grade public school
students are presented in this appendix. Tables D.1
through D.3 present average reading proficiency results
for selected reporting subgroups — gender, race/ethnicity,
and level of parents’ education — by participating
jurisdictions. Tables D.4 through D.6 provide similar
summaries related to the percentage of students at or
above the three achievement levels.
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cARD [l

1992 |—Hia( Table D.1 Average Reading Proficiency for Grade 4 Students by Gender for the 1994 Trial State Assessment

B e with Changes in Average Proficiency from 1992, Public Schools Only

Male Femaile
Percentage Average Proficiency Change Percentage Average Change
of Students from 1992 of Students Proficiency from 1992

Nation 51 207 -4 49 218 -1

Region
Northeast 50 207 -10 50 216 -7
Southeast 52 202 -3 48 215 -2
Centrat 53 212 -3 47 225 5
West 51 207 1 49 217 0

States
Alabama 51 203 -1 49 213 2
Arizona 50 201 -5 50 211 -2
Arkansas 50 204 -3 50 213 -1
California 51 194 -4 49 200 -7
Colorado 50 209 -5 50 218 -2
Conrecticut 50 218 -1 50 226 2
Delaware 49 200 -9 51 212 -5*
Florida 49 199 -6* 51 210 : -1
Georgia 48 201 -9 52 212 -3
Hawaii 51 194 -4 49 208 -1
Indiana 49 216 -2 51 223 -1
lowa 51 219 -3 49 227 -2
Kentucky 51 206 -3 49 217 1
Louisiana 49 193 -7 51 200 -7
Maine 50 225 1 50 231 2
Maryland 52 205 -1 48 214 -1
Massachusetts 50 221 -4 50 226 -2
Minnesota 51 214 -3 49 223 -2
Mississippi 49 196 0 51 207 4
Missouri 51 213 -5 49 221 -1
Montanat 51 218 49 227 -
Nebraskat 51 216 -2 49 224 -1
New Hampshiret 50 218 -6* 50 229 -2
New Jersey 49 216 -4 51 222 -3
New Mexico 48 201 -8* 52 208 -5
New York 50 207 -4 50 216 -2
North Carolina 51 209 9] 49 220 5°*
North Dakota 50 221 -3 50 230 3
Pennsylvaniat 50 21 -7 50 220 -4
Rhode slandt 49 215 0 51 225 6*
South Carolina 51 199 7 49 208 X
Tennessest 49 208 -1 51 217 2
Texas 50 210 1 50 214 -2
Utah 50 213 -4 50 222 -2
Virginia 50 208 -9** 50 219 -6*
Washington 52 209 48 217
Waest Virginia 51 208 -3 49 218 -1
Wisconsint 49 221 0 51 227 1
Wyoming 51 218 -2 49 224 -2

Other Jurisdictions
DoDEA 50 213 50 223
Guam 51 172 -3 49 190 0

** The value for 1994 was significantly different from the vaiue for 1992 at or about the 95 percent certainty level. These notations indicate statistical

significance from a multiple comparison procedure based on 38 jurisdictions participating 1n both 1994 and 1992. If looking at only one state, « indicates the
value for 1994 was significantly different from the value for 1992 at or about the 95 percent certainty level. Statistically signifi.ant differen~es between 1994
and 1992 for the state comparison samples for the nation and regions are not indicated.

--- Jurisdiction did not participate in the 1992 Trial State Assessment.

t Did not satisfy one of the guideiines for school sample participation rates (see Appendix A).

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992 and 1994 Reading Assessments
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canp |#
| 1992 g Table D.2 Average Reading Proficiency for Grade 4 Students by Race/Ethnicity for the 1994 Trial State
| 1.9...9"2,‘........... Assessment with Changes in Average Proficiency from 1992, Public Schools Only
“White Black Hispanic
Percentage  Average  Change Percentage ~ Average Change Percentage  Average Change
of Students Proficiency  from 1992 of Students  Proficiency  from 1992 of Students Proficiency  from 1992
~ Nation 68 223 0 16 186 -6 12 188 A
Region
Northeast 62 224 -5 22 184 -14* 10 191 -9
Southeast 63 219 -1 26 188 -5 8 184 -10!
Central 80 225 1 1 182 -4 6 199 -10
West 66 222 1 7 186! 2 20 186 -11
States
Alabama 62 220 2 29 188 0 6 178 -12
Arizona 58 220 -1 4 183 -17 29 188 -9*
Arkansas 70 218 -2 21 183 -7* 6 192 4
California 44 211 -7 7 182 -2 33 174 -9*
Cotorado 67 222 0 ) 191 -11! 21 193 -9*
Connecticut 70 234 4 12 190 -6 14 190 -3
Delaware 63 215 -7 23 188 -7t 9 190 3
Flonda 57 218 -1 21 183 -3 19 189 -13*
Georgia 56 222 -1 32 185 -11° 9 184 -7
Hawar 17 2149 5 3 189 -2 1" 185 -8
indiana 81 225 0 10 193 -8 7 201 -10
lowa 88 225 -2 3 186! -23 6 204 -7
Kentucky 83 215 0 10 190 -6 5 196 1
Louisiana 51 213 -3 38 180 11 8 175 -13
Maine 92 229 1 1 b b 5 218 9
Maryiand 57 223 2 32 185 -7 6 197 0
Massachusetts 77 231 0 7 199 -6 1 194 -7
Minnesota 84 222 -1 3 173 -18 8 202 -1
Mississippi 46 220 3 45 187 0 7 181 -4
Missourn 75 223 -3 14 192 -4 7 200 -2
Montanat 79 226 1 b 10 208 .-
Nebraskat 82 224 -1 4 190! -6 10 205 0
New Hampshiret 91 224 -4 1 e b 5 213 -2
New Jersey 60 231 -2 16 193 -7 17 200 1
New Mexico 41 219 -4 3 196 -5 44 196 -4
New York 54 226 0 21 191 -11° 19 193 6
North Carolina 65 225 4 26 193 -1 4 189 -3
North Dakota 88 228 1 1 b b 6 212 -9
Pennsylvaniat 76 224 -3 14 180 -10 7 187 -12
Rhode Islandt 80 226 1 6 197 10 9 195 4
South Carolina 53 219 -2 37 184 -1 8 182 -13°
Tennesseet 74 220 1 19 188 -5 4 196 0
Texas 50 227 3 12 191 -9 34 198 -3
Utah 82 221 -2 1 . oo 12 199 -4
Virginia 59 224 -4 29 192 -11* 7 206 4
Washington 73 217 5 198 11 190
West Virginia 90 215 -2 3 202 -2 4 192 -4
Wisconsint 84 228 1 5 197 -4 7 203 -7
Wyoming 82 224 -2 1 b 13 209 0
Other Jurisdictions
DoDEA 47 224 19 205 18 21 (e
Guam 9 192 -3 4 171 5 18 171 6

** The value for 1994 was significantly different from the value for 1992 at or about the 95 percent certa.-; level. These notations indicate statistical
significance from a multiple comparison procedure based on 38 jurisdictions participating in both 1994 and 1992. If looking at only one state, * indicates the
value for 1994 was significantly different from the value for 1992 at or about the 95 percent certainty level. Staistically significant ditferences between 1994
and 1992 for the state comparison samples for the nation and regions are not indicated.

*** Sample size in the 1992 or 1994 assessment is insutficient to permit a reliable estimate.
--- Junsdiction did not participate in the 1992 Trial State Assessment

‘Interpret with caution any comparison involving this statistic, The nature of the sample does not allow accurate determination of the variability of this value.
t Did not satisty one of the guidelines for school sample participation rates (see Appendix A).
SOURCE: National Center tor Education Statistics, National Assessment of £¢"..ational Progress (NAEP), 1992 and 1994 Reading Assessments
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THE RATION'S
e
;ggf —e Table D.2 Average Read'fng Proﬁcien.cy for Grade 4 St.udents by Race/Ethnicfty for the 1994 Trial .Statc
Asatng Avwesemant Assessment with Changes in Average Proficiency from 1992, Public Schools Only (continued)

Asian Pacific Islander American Indian

Percenfage  Average Change Percentage  Average Change Percenfage Average Change
of Students Proficiency from 1992 of Students Proficiency  from 1992 of Students Proficiency  from 1992

Nation 2 231 1 216

Region
Northeast
Southeast
Central
West

States
Alabama
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
indiana
lowa
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montanat
Nebraskat
New Hampshiret
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Pennsylvaniat
Rhode Islandt
South Carolina
Tennesseet
Texas
Utah
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsint
Wyoming

Other Jurisdictions
DoDEA 5 222 5 215
Guam 3 180 64 183 1
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** The value for 1994 was significantly different from the value for 1992 at or about the 95 percent certainty level. These notations indicate statistical
sigmiticance from a multiple comparison procedure based on 38 jurisdictions participating in both 1994 and 1992. If looking at only one state, » indicates the
value for 1994 was significantly different from the value for 1992 at or about the 95 percent certainty level. Statistically significant differences between 1994
and 1992 for the state comparison samples for the nation and regions are not indicated.

*++ Sample size in the 1992 or 1894 assessment is insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
--- Junisdiction did not participate in the 1992 Trial State Assessment.
| Interpret with caution any comparison involving this statistic. The nature ot the sample does not aliow accurate determination of the vanability of this vaiue

+ Did not satisty one of the guidelines for school sample participation rates (see Appendix A).
SOURGE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992 and 1994 Reading Assessments
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Canpj ¥ Table D.3 Average Reading Proficiency for Grade 4 Students by Parents’ Education Level for the 1994

1992 | —&( Trial State Assessment with Changes in Average Proficiency from 1992,

BU Putlic Schools Only

Some Education After
Graduated College High School Graduated High School
Percentage  Average Change Percentage  Average Change Percentage  Average Change
of Students Proficiency from 1992 of Students Proficiency from 1992 of Students Proficiency  from 1992

Nation 41 222 -1 8 222 0 13 206 -4

Region
Northeast 43 221 -1 6 222 1 14 202 -10
Southeast 35 216 -2 9 222 7 17 207 -1
Central 45 226 3 8 221 -3 12 215 1
West 40 223 4 7 221 -1 10 201 -9

States
Alabama 37 217 2 9 217 0 18 201 -6
Arizona 34 218 0 9 219 3 10 200 -4
Arkansas 33 215 -2 10 221 -1 19 203 -8
California 39 207 -8 8 207 1 9 191 -7
Colorado 44 222 -3 8 220 -3 10 213 3
Connecticut 49 231 -1 8 234 4 9 209 -4
Delaware 40 214 -5* 8 217 -4 12 202 -2
Flonda 40 212 -1 8 219 3 12 195 11
Georgia 40 217 -4 8 219 0 15 199 -7
Hawaii 38 208 -2 7 215 7 13 194 -2
Indiana 37 229 2 10 230 0 18 216 -2
lowa 43 229 -5 8 232 1 13 219 -3
Kentucky 30 218 -2 11 222 1 19 212 -2
Louisiana 34 200 -7 8 209 -6 18 196 -5
Maine 44 236 1 9 237 2 14 225 2
Maryland 48 217 -1 7 215 -4 1 202 -5
Massachusetts 49 232 -3 9 230 -3 10 212 -9
Minnesota 42 229 2 8 220 -10* 11 212 €
Mississipp 37 207 3 7 213 3 17 199 1
Missouri 37 225 -3 9 227 0 17 216 1
Montanat 39 230 10 227 13 219
Nebraskat 43 221 3 7 232 1 13 215 -1
New Hampshiret 41 231 -4 9 236 2 1 220 0
New Jersey 46 230 -3 10 225 -5 1 209 -7
New Mexico 34 215 -6 9 220 1 14 200 -10*
New York 42 220 -6 7 224 3 11 208 0
North Carolina 44 223 4 8 226 8 13 204 -2
North Dakota 46 233 1 8 232 3 11 217 -7
Pennsylvaniat 37 224 -5 12 221 -10* 18 210 -6
Rhode Islandt 40 228 2 11 230 2 10 217 8
South Carolina 40 213 -5 7 216 -5 17 193 -7
Tennesseet 36 219 -1 9 225 3 18 213 3
Texas 37 222 0 9 8224 5 13 207 -1
Utah 42 226 -1 9 225 -3 10 211 -4
Virginia 41 221 -8* 8 220 -5 13 207 -8
Washington 40 223 -- 8 216 10 209
West Virginia 33 221 -4 9 226 2 21 213 1
Wisconsint 37 233 2 9 228 -5 14 223 4
Wyoming 39 228 -3 9 230 -1 13 215 -3

Other Jurisdictions
DoDEA 42 223 11 226 9 209
Guam 36 185 2 6 189 -3 13 176 -6

E

** The value for 1994 was significantly different from the value for 1992 at or about the 95 percent certainty level. These notations indicate statistical
significance from a multiple comparison procedure based on 38 jurisdictions participating in both 1994 and 1992. If looking at only one state, = indicates
the value for 1994 was significantly different from the value for 1992 at or about the 95 percent certainty level. Statistically significant differences between
1994 and 1992 for the state comparison samples for the nation and regions are not indicated.

--- Junsdiction did not participate in the 1992 Trial State Assessment.

t Did not satisty one of the guidelines for school sample participation rates (see Appendix A).

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992 and 1994 Reading Assessments
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caRD| — ¥ Table D.3 Average Reading Proficiency for Grade 4 Students by Parents Education

1992 | =R Level for the 1994 Trial State Assessment with Changes in Average

m’”‘w Proficiency from 1992, Public Schools Only (continued)

Did Not Finish High School I Don't Know
Percentage Average Change Percentage Average Change
of Students Proficiency from 1992 of Students Proficiency from 1992

Nation 4 188 -10 34 204 -4

Region
Northeast 3 b e 34 205 -7
Southeast 6 186 -11 34 200 -5
Centrat 4 bl e 31 210 -3
West 5 188 -7 38 203 -3

States
Alabama 8 197 0 28 201 2
Arizona 5 189 ) -7 42 198 -6
Arkansas 6 196 -5 31 204 0
California 4 166 -12 39 189 -4
Colorado 3 192 -10 35 204 -4
Connecticut 3 204 4 30 212 1
Delaware 3 185 -13 37 199 -10**
Florida 4 187 -13 37 200 -4
Georgia 6 185 -16 31 199 -7
Hawaii 3 192 -6 39 195 -5
Indiana 4 198 -13 31 210 -6*
iowa 3 211 5 33 215 -3
Kentucky 8 195 -6 a3 206 0
Louisiana 8 188 -8 33 194 -8°
Maine 4 214 1 29 218 1
Maryland 3 195 -1 31 203 -1
Massachusetts 3 206 1 29 212 -3
Minnesota 2 b e 37 210 -5
Mississippt 8 192 3 32 197 2
Missouri 5 199 -12° 32 208 -5
Montanat 3 211 35 215
Nebraskat 2 o b 34 208 -3
New Hampshiret 4 207 -4 35 215 -7
New Jersey 3 193 -13 30 209 -3
New Mexico 6 188 -6 36 196 -7
New York 4 196 -1 36 202 -5
North Carolina 5 195 0 30 206 1
North Dakota 2 b b 33 217 2
Pennsylvaniat 4 187 -22° 28 208 -5
Rhode Islandt 4 203 0 35 211 2
South Carolina 6 189 -9 30 198 -7°
Tennesseet 7 200 -2 30 204 0
Texas 6 195 -5 35 205 -2
Utah 2 b b 37 209 -5
Virginia 5 196 -1 32 208 -5
Washington 2 197 38 203
West Virginia 7 196 -7 3 205 -3
Wisconsint 4 212 0 37 217 0
Wyoming 4 203 -7 35 216 1

Other Jurisdictions
DoDEA 2 b 36 212
Guam 5 164 -11 4 181 -1

** The value for 1994 was significantly different from the value for 1992 at or about the 95 percent certainty level. These notations indicaie statistical
significance from a multiple comparison procedure based on 38 jurisdictions participating in both 1994 and 1992. It looking at only one state, * indicates

the value for 1994 was significantly different from the value for 1992 at or about the 95 percent certainty level. Statistically significant differences between
1994 and 1992 for the state comparison samples for the nation and regions are not indicated.

**+ Sample size In the 1992 or 1994 assessment is insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
--- Junisdiction did not participate 1n the 1992 Tnal State Assessment.

t Did not satisty one of the guidelines for school sample participation rates (see Appendix A).
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992 and 1994 Reading Assessments
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caRp [F Table D.4 Percentage of Grade 4 Students by Gender At or Above the Achievement Levels for the 1994
1992} [ Trial State Reading Assessment with Changes in this Percentage from 1992,
m’”‘ frreereen Pubtic Szhools Only
At or Above Advanced At or Above Proficient
Male Female Male Female
1994 Change 1394 Change 1994 Change 1994 Change
Percentage from 1992 Percentage from 1992 Percentage from 1992 Percentage from 1992
Nation 6 1 8 1 24 0 32 3
Region
Northeast 7 -1 7 -3 25 -5 31 -4
Southeast 4 1 7 2 20 1 27 2
Centrai 6 1 9 3 27 -1 39 9
West 6 2 9 2 25 5 32 3
States
Alabama 4 2 6 2 20 4 26 3
Arnzona 4 2 8 4° 20 3 28 4
Arkansas 3 0 6 1 21 1 27 2
California 3 0 4 -1 15 -2 20 -2
Colorado 5 2 7 2 25 3 31 3
Connecticut 8 3* 14 5 34 3 43 6
Delaware 4 0 6 0 19 -2 27 -1
Florida 4 1 7 3 19 -1 26 3
Georgia 6 2 7 1 23 0 28 1
Hawaii 3 1 5 2 16 2 22 2
Indiana 6 1 8 2 29 1 36 4
lowa 6 1 10 1 30 -2 40 0
Kentucky 4 1 8 4* 22 1 29 4
Louisiana 2 0 3 0 13 -1 16 0
Maine 8 3 12 4 38 4 44 6
Maryiand 5 2 8 3 23 3 30 2
Massachusetts 7 2 9 - ) 33 -1 39 1
Minnesota 5 1 10 2 28 1 37 1
Mississippi 3 1 5 3 14 2 21 6*
Missoun 6 2 9 2 28 0 34 1
Montanat 6 9 30 .- 40
Nebraskat 6 2 11 4 30 2 39 4
New Hampshiret 6 -1 12 2 30 -4 42 0
New Jersey 7 0 10 1 29 -2 37 -2
New Mexico 3 0 6 2 17 -4 24 0
New York 5 0 8 2 24 0 31 2
North Carolina 5 0 10 5* 26 2 34 7*
North Dakota 6 1 10 3 33 0 42 5
Pennsylvaniat 5 0 9 2 25 -4 35 1
Rhode Island} 5 1 10 5 27 1 37 7
South Carolina 3 0 5 1 17 -2 23 -1
Tennesseet 5 1 7 3 23 2 30 5
Texas 5 2 7 2 24 4 28 0
Utah 5 1 8 2 26 -1 34 1
Virginia 6 0 9 1 21 -7 32 -3
Washington 5 7 24 -- 29
West Virginia 4 1 7 1 22 1 30 1
Wisconsint 5 1 9 1 31 2 39 2
Wyoming 4 -1 7 2 28 -2 36 0
Other Jurisdictions
DoDEA 4 - 8 22 - 34
Guam 1 0 2 1 5 0 1 1

.

** The value for 1994 was significantly different from the value for 1992 at or about the 95 percent certainty level. These notations indicate statistical
significance from a rnultiple comparison procedure based on 38 jurisdictions participating in both 1994 and 1992. If looking at only one state, * indicates the

value for 1994 was significantly differsnt from the value for 1992 at or about the 95 percent certainty level. Statistically significant ditferences between 1994
and 1992 for the state comparison samples for the nation and regions are not indicated.

--- Junsdiction did not participate in the 1992 Trial State Assessment.

1 Did not satisty one of the guidelines for school sample participation rates (see Appendix. A).

SOURCE National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessmer . of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992 and 1994 Reading Assessments
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CARD| — T Fable D.4 Percentage of Grade 4 Students by Gender At or Abuve the Achieveinent Levels for the 1994

1992 | —Han Trial State Reading Assessment with Changes in this Percentage from 1992,

a_.._..\,mg‘........- " Public Schools Only (Continued)

At or Above Basic Below Basic
Male ‘Female Male Female
1994 Change 1994 Change 1994 Change 1994 Change
Percantage from 1992 Percentage from 1992 Percentage from 1992 Percentage  from 1992

Nation 53 -2 64 0 47 2 36 0

Region
Northeast 53 -8 63 -5 47 . 8 37 5
Southeast 46 -2 59 2 54 2 41 2
Central 59 -3 71 4 41 3 29 -4
West 54 3 64 2 46 -3 36 -2

States
Alabama 48 0 57 2 52 0 43 -2
Arizona 47 -3 56 -2 53 3 44 2
Arkansas 49 -3 58 -1 51 3 42 1
California 41 -3 48 -4 59 3 52 4
Colorado 55 -6 64 -3 45 6 36 3
Connecticut 65 -2 71 0 35 2 29 0
Delaware 46 -7 59 -4 54 7 41 4
Florida 45 -4 55 -1 55 4 45 1
Georgia 47 -8 57 -2 53 8 43 2
Hawaii 41 -2 52 -1 59 2 48 1
Indiana 63 -2 69 -3 37 2 31 3
lowa 66 -4 73 -4 34 4 27 4
Kentucky 51 -4 62 0 49 4 38 0
Louisiana 38 -5 43 -7 62 5 57 7
Maine 72 0 78 0 28 0 22 0
Maryland 51 -1 60 -2 49 1 40 2
Massachusetts 67 -7 72 -3 a3 7* 28 3
Minnesota 61 -4 69 -1 39 4 3 1
Mississippi 40 1 50 6 60 -1 50 -6
Missouri 58 -5 66 -4 42 5 34 4
Montanat 64 74 36 26
Nebraskat 63 -2 69 -3 37 2 31 3
New Hampshiret 65 -7 76 -4 35 7 24 4
New Jersey 63 -4 67 -5 37 4 a3 5
New Mexico 46 -6 52 -5 54 6 48 5
New York 53 -6 62 -2 47 6 38 2
North Carolina 54 1 64 5 46 -1 36 -5
North Dakota 69 -3 76 0 31 3 24 0
Pennsylvaniat 57 -7 65 -6 43 7 35 6
Rhode islandt 61 1 69 4 39 -1 31 -4
South Carolina 44 .5 52 -5 56 5 48 5
Tennesseet 53 0 62 2 47 0 38 -2
Texas 56 3 59 -1 44 -3 a4 1
Utah 59 -4 69 -2 41 4 31 2
Virginia 52 -10° 63 -9* 48 10° 37 g9*
Washington 55 62 45 K1)
Wast Virginia 53 -4 63 -3 47 4 37 3
Wisconsint 67 -1 75 1 KK] 1 25 -1
Wyoming 66 2 ral -4 34 2 29 4

Other Jurisdictions
DoDEA 57 - 68 - 43 - 32
Guam 20 -3 35 2 80 3 65 -2

** The value for 1994 was significantly different from the value for 1992 at or about the 95 percent certainty level. These notations indicate statistical
significance from a multiple comparison procedure based on 38 jurisdictions participating in both 1994 and 1992. It looking at only one state, « indicates
the value for 1994 was significantly different from the value for 1992 at or about the 95 percent certainty leval. Statistically significant differences between
1994 and 1992 for the state comparison samples for the nation and regions are not indicated.

--- Jurisdiction did not participate in the 1992 Tria! State Assessment.

+ Did not satisty one of the guidelines for school sample participation rates {see Appendix A}

SOURCE: National Center for- Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992 and 1994 Reading Assessments
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CARD Table DS Pereentage of Grade 4 Students by Race/Ethnicity At or Above the Achiesement Tevels o the

1992 1994 Trial State Reading Assessment with Changes in this Percentage tfrom 1992,

1994 .

Assding Aveessment Public Schools Only

At or Above Advanced
White Black Hispanic Asian Pacilic TsTande:r A Todoge

1994 Change 1994 Change 1354 Change 1334 Change 1854 Change 7453 [${IFONT,
Percentage from 1992 | Percentage from 1992 |Percentage from 1992 |©Percentage trom 1992 Petcentage from 1092 |Pean entgne © - el

Nation

Region
Northeast
Southeast
Central
West

States
Alabama
Anzona
Arkansas
Calfornna
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Flonda
Georgia
Hawau
indiana
lowa
Kentucky
Louwsiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montanat
Nebraskat
New Hampshiret
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Pennsylvaniat
Rnode istandt
South Carolina
Tennesseet
Texas
Utah
Virgiria
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsint
Wyorring

Other Jurindic hons
DoDEA - ; ‘
Guam 2 0 0 -1 1 0 2 1
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** The value for 1994 was significantly ditfersnt from the value for 1992 at or about the 95 percent certainty level. These notations indicite slatistical
sigruficance from a multiple comparison procedure based on 38 jurisdictions participating in both 1994 and 1992, If looking at only one state, * indicates the
value for 1994 was significantly ditferent from the value for 1992 at or about the 95 percent certainty level. Statistically significant differences brtween 14904
and 1992 for the state comparison samples for the nation and regions are not indicated

ces (s

Sample size in the 1992 cr 1994 assessment 1S insufficient to permit a reliable estimate
-- Junsdiction did not participate In the 1992 Trial State Assessment
* Interpret with caution any comparnison involving this statistic. The nature of the sample does not aliow for accurate determination of the varnatality of toe, v

t Dud not satisty one of the guidslines for school sample participation rates (see Appandix A)

SOURCE National Center for Education Stalistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992 and 1994 Reading Assessments
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CARD “"g Table D.5 Percentage of Grade 4 Students by Race/Ethnicity At or Above the Achievement Levels for the

1992 (¢ 1994 Trial State Reading Assessment with Changes in this Percentage from 1992,

&gﬂm Public Schools Only (Continued)

‘At or Above Proficient
“While Black Rispanic Asian Paciiic Islander American Indian
1334 Change 1894 Change 1994 ‘Change 1354 Change 1994 Change 1334 Change
Percentage from 1992 | Percentage from 1992 |Percentage from 1992 jPercentage from 1992 | Percentage from 1992 {Percentage from 1992

Nation 35 2 8 0 12 2 45 33 18 1

Region
Northeast 37 -4 7 -4 12 3 ces e s ey s aee
Southeast 31 2 9 0 8 .31 e e sou “ee oo eee
Central 37 4 7 3 23 A see e o2 see see oo
West 36 4 9t 4 10 -1 40!

States
Alabama 32 4 8 3 4 3 e e e see oo eee
Arnzona 32 3 10 -6 13 3 10 3
Arkansas 30 1 6 0 14 6 oo
California 25 -6 8 1 6 4 32 PR 24! cer ves Py

. Colorado 35 5 11 -1! 12 0 22 6
Connecticut 48 6 9 0 14 5
Delaware 30 ,2 10 1 10 3 see e .o rres e cee
Florida 31 3 7 0 13 -1 e see see e aee eee
Georgla 36 2 10 1 13 _3 see e see e see e
Hawaii 34 8 10 0 13 2 33 11
|ndiana 37 4 8 _3 14 '8 e e e e “ew eee
|0Wa 37 _1 7| _10 16 _1 —er “se 23 ee eee .en
Kentucky 28 3 12 3 11 .2 e cee e cee ces aee
LOUlSiana 25 1 4 .3 6 _1 ee e s *ee soe eee
Malne 42 5 oo e s 25 1 1 e e Ex 2 s . eee e
Maryland 37 5 8 -1 12 0 49
Massachusetts 42 1 13 3 10 0 16!
Minnesota 35 1 9 5 21 7 18
MISSiSSiDDi 31 5 7 2 6 3 see oo LTS s oo ese
Missour 35 0 12 3 17 4 22
Montanat 39 b 20 b oo 17
Nebraskat 37 3 9! -1 21 5 17
NeW Hampsh"eT 37 _2 e ‘e 21 _3 ‘e e ‘e e e see
New Jersey 42 -2 12 2 17 4 52 bt b o e
New Mexico 30 -5 11 -1 15 2 8 1!
New York 39 3 9 -3 13 4 46
North Carolina 39 6 11 1 11 -3 11! -8
_North Dakota 40 4 22 -7 15! -2
Pennsyivaniat 36 -1 7 0 11 -3 b o b oo e
Rnhode islandt 37 a i1 a 12 3 19
South Carolina 31 -1 6 -2 8 -3
Tennesseet 32 4 9 1 12 -2 et oo o il e
Texas 38 3 10 1 13 0 .e LXT e e “he oo e
Utah a3 1 15 1 9
Virglnla 35 -4 8 -4 20 8 e o see e “ee eee
Washington 31 11 9 33 19 20 -
West Virginia 28 2 13 1 11 -5 b b b bt e
WiSCOnSinT 39 2 9 A 14 2 cen cos “oe oo oo eee
Wyoming a5 A 20 3 20! 3
Other Jurisdictions
DoDEA 36 14 22 34 oo 17
Guam 15 0 5 1 6 1 9 5

No significant ditferences between the two assessments observed at this achievement levei.
*** Sample size in the 1992 or 1994 assessment is insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
--- Innsdiction did not participate in the 1992 Tnal State Assessment.
“!lnterpret with caution any comparison involving this statistic. The nature of the sample does not allow for accurate determination of the vanability of this value

1 Did not satisfy one of the guidelines for school sample participation rates {see Appendix A).

SOURCE National Center for Education Statistics. Nationai Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992 and 1994 Reading Assessments
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CARD} ¥ Fable D.§ Percentage of Grade 4 Students by Race/Ethnicity At or Above the Achievement Levels for the
1333 K¢ 1994 Trial State Reading Assessments with Changes in this Percentage from 1992, Public
M Schools Only (Continued)
At or Above Basic
White Black Hispanic Asian Pacilic Islander American Indian
1954 Change 1354 Change 1994 Change 1594 Change 1994 Change 1594 Change
Percentage from 1992 | Percentage trom 1992 | Percentage from 1992 } Percentage from 1992 | Parcentage from 1992 Percentage from 1992
Nation 69 0 30 -2 33 -9 77 b 63 b 47 -5
Region
Nonheast 72 .3 27 _9 37 _6 *ee e e e e e *ee e
Southeast 65 -2 32 -2 26 -12! b b b b b eoe
Central 71 O 28 O 42 -1 1 *re e e e e tee e (2 X
West 69 3 31 6 32 -6 73!
States
Alabama 65 1 29 1 21 _12 e e e e e e .ee (2 X
Anzona 65 -3 31 -13 34 -6 b b b b 27 2
Arkansas 64 .2 25 .4 36 4 e e e e e e *ee XY
California 59 -6 31 2 22 -4 55 b 58! b b oo
Colorado 69 -2 36 -12! 37 -9 b b b b 49 2
Connecticut 80 0 33 -1 38 1
Delaware 62 .7 33 .2 34 3 e 113 ' (113 £213 e
FIONda 64 .2 28 1 35 _7 e .o e e e 121 *ee
Georgia 67 .3 30 -7 36 2 e (123 e 121 *ee e
Hawaii 67 5 35 3 33 -1 65 b 35 b b b
Indiana 71 .1 34 .7 46 -8 e see e e *ee tee e e
|0wa 72 .3 26! _28 49 .9 *ee e e e e .o e
Kentucky 59 .2 37 .2 36 2 e e e e e e 121 e
Louisiana 58 -4 21 -7* 22 -10 b b b b bl b
Maine 76 1 65 14 .
Marylana 69 1 31 -5 39 0 79 b b b b b
Massachusetts 78 -2 39 -9 37 -5 42! b b b b b
Minnesota 69 -2 27 -2 49 3 b b b b 38 b
Mississippi 65 ] 28 3 27 4 eee see see e eee .ee
Missouri 68 -5 36 -2 43 1 b b b b 58 b
Montanat 73 -- b -- 55 b .- b 47 --
Nebraskat 70 -3 34! -1 50 2 b b b b 42 b
New HampshireT 71 '6 see ee 59 _3 ee see ... ee see e
New Jersey 78 -3 35 -5 44 5 83 b b b b b
New Mexico 63 -6 39 -2 41 0 b b b b 30 12!
New York 73 -2 33 -12 39 7 75 b b b b b
North Carolina 71 3 35 -1 34 -2 b oo b b 45! 2
North Dakota 75 0 b bl 58 -13 b b b b 40! 16
Pennsylvaniat 70 -6* 26 -3 35 -6 b b b b b b
Rhode Islandt 72 0 39 13 38 6 45 b b b b b
South Carolina 66 -2 25 -9* 27 -6 b b b b b b
TennesseeT 66 0 30 .3 40 1 e e ee ... see ee
Texas 73 2 ag 2 a1 0
Utah 68 .3 47 1 eee 39
Virginia 70 6 31 20 49 4
Washington 64 - 41 36 65 51 51 -
West Virginia 59 -3 44 2 39 1 b b b b b b
Wisconsint 76 1 39 -2 46 -10 b b b b bl b
Wyoming 71 .3 53 1 551 1
Other Jurisdictions
DoDEA 70 49 57 64 57 - 52
Guam 39 -3 21 2 20 3 28 28

E

THE NATION'S

No significant difference between the two assessments observed at this achievement level.

*** Sample size in the 1992 or 1994 assessment is insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
--- Jurisdiction did not participate 1n the 1992 Trial State Assessment.

I Interpret with caution any comnanison involving this statistic. The nature of the sample does not allow for accurate determination of the variability of this value

t Did not satisty one of the guidelines for school sample participation rates (see Appendix A).

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

Q

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




THE NATION'S

REPORT

CARD ";g Table D.§ Percentage of Grade 4 Students by Race/Ethnicity At or Above the Achievement Levels tor the

;5999‘2" —He( 1994 Trial State Reading Assessment with Changes in this Percentage from 1992,

Aesding Assessmant Public Schools Only (Continued)

Below Basic
‘White Black Hispanic Asian Pacific Islander American Tndian
1984 ‘Change 1934 Thange 1834 Change 18594 Change 1954 Change 1994 Change
Percentage from 1992 | Percentage from 1992 [Percentage from 1992 |Percentage from 1992 | Percentage from 1992 {Percentage from 1992

Nation iKh 0 70 2 67 9 23 37 53 5

Region
Northeast 28 3 73 9 63 6 o
Southeast 35 2 68 2 74 12! . .
Cen!rai 29 0 72 0 58 1 1 ew E22d e T see eee
West 3 -3 69! -6 68 6 27 .

States
Alabama 35 _1 71 _1 79 12 e ey “ee e ces ‘e
Anzona 35 3 69 13 66 6 73 -2
Arkansas 36 2 75 4 64 _4 ETT 2] ed cew see eee
Calitornia 41 6 69 -2 78 4 45 42! .
Colorado 31 2 64 12! 63 9 51 -2
Connecticut 20 0 67 1 62 -1
Delaware 38 7 67 2 66 -3 o b b .
Florida. 36 2 72 R 65 7 wee e aes aes aes .
GeOrgla 33 3 70 ',7 64 _2 e cew e oo see .
Hawail 33 -5 65 -3 67 1 35 o 65 b ore
indiana 29 1 66 7 54 8 e s Ty wee TS .
|0Wa 28 3 74! 28 51 9 oo Y s e ey e “re
Kentucky 41 2 63 2 64 _2 e 'Y “ee cee e eee
Louisiana 42 4 79 7* 78 i0 oe i b bl
Maine 24 1 a5 14 .
Maryland 31 -1 69 5 61 0 21
Massachusetts 22 2 61 9 63 5 58! oo e .
Minnesota 31 2 73 2 51 -3 62 .
Mississipp! 35 -1 72 -3 73 -4 b oo oo
Missour 32 5 64 2 57 -1 o oo 42 ot
Montanat 27 45 - - 53 .-
NebfaskaT 30 3 66] ] 50 _2 X ces eee sew 58 ..
New HampshireT 29 6 sen see 41 3 cew eve X see eee '
New Jersey 22 3 65 5 56 -5 17
New Mexico 37 6 61 2 59 0 70 12!
New York 27 2 67 12 61 -7 25 .
North Carolina 29 -3 65 i 66 2 55! -2
North Dakota 25 0 o 42 13 60! 16
PennsylvaniaT 30 6- 74 3 65 6 e IX23 cew Y s e e
Rhode Islandt 28 0 61 -13 62 -6 55 o
South Carolina 34 2 75 9* 73 6 .
Tennesseet 34 0 70 3 60 -1 ess ces e ees ees “ee
Texas 27 -2 62 2 59 0 cee oo oo cer . .o
Utah 32 3 sen sen 53 _1 eee e sne e 61 ..
Virginia 30 6 69 12. 51 _4 ') e “he ese “ee Y
Washington 36 59 64 35 - 49 - 49 --
West Virginia 41 3 56 -2 61 -1 b b e soe .
W'SCOnS'nT 24 -1 61 2 54 10 see e oo e cen eve
Wyomlng 29 3 oo see 47 1 Y] oo e sve 45! -1

Other Jurisdictions
DoDEA 30 51 - 43 36 43 - 48 -
Guam 61 3 79 -2 80 -3 72 72

** The value for 1994 was significantly different from the value for 1992 at or about the 95 percent certainty level. These notations indicate statistical
significance from a multiple comparison procedure based on 38 jurisdiclions participaling in both 1994 and 1992. If looking at only one state, » indicales the
value for 1994 was significanlly different trom the value for 1392 at or about the 95 percent certainty level. Statistically significant differences Letween 1994
and 1992 for the state comparison samples for the nalion and regions are not indicated.

*+* Sample size in the 1992 or 1994 assessment is insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
-.- Jurisdiction did not participate in the 1992 Trial State Assessment.
! Interpret with caution any comparison involving this statistic. The naturs of the sample does not allow for accurate determination of the variability of this value.

t Did not satisfy one of the guidelines for school sample participation rates (see Appendix A).

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEF), 1992 and 1994 Reading Assessiments
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THE NATION'S

REPORT
CARD [P Table D.6 Percent~.ge of Grade 4 Students by Parents’ Education Level At or Above the Achicvement Levels
;333 = for the 1994 Trial State Reading Assessment with Changes in this Percentage from 1992,
Pdading Asossement Public Schools Only
At or Above Advanced
Some Educafion After Did Not Finish
Coliege Graduate High School Graduated High School High School | Don’t Know
1994 Change 1594 Change 1934 Change 1994 Change 1934 Change
Percentage from 1992 | Percentage from 1992 Percentage from 1992 Percentage  from 1992 | Percentage  from 1992
Natior: 11 1 9 1 4 1 1 0 4 1
Region
Northeast 11 -4 8 -2 4 0 3 0
Southeast 9 1 11 5 4 2 1 1 3 1
Central 11 3 7 0 6 3 4 1
West 11 3 9 0 2 -1 1 0 5 2
States
Alabama 8 3 8 3 2 0 2 0 3 2
Anzona 9 4 11 8 3 1 2 0 4 2
Arkansas 7 1 8 2 3 0 1 0 3 1
California 6 -1 4 1 2 -1 0 0 2 0
Colorado 8 2 7 3 5 3 2 1 3 1
Connecticut 15 4 14 6 5 3 7 7 6 3
Delaware 8 0 8 1 3 1 1 1 3 -1
Floriga 7 2 7 3 4 1 1 0 4 2
Georgia 11 3 9 0 4 0 1 -1 3 1
Hawaii 5 2 9 6 2 0 2 1 3 1
Indiana 11 3 11 4 6 2 1 -1 3 -1
lowa 11 1 12 4 5 0 2 -1 5 1
Kentucky 8 3 9 3 6 3 3 2 3 1
Louis:ana 4 1 5 0 2 1 0 -1 1 0
Maine 14 3 13 7 7 4 3 3 5 2
Maryland 9 3 7 2 5 2 2 1 4 2
Massachusetts 11 1 10 2 3 0 2 0 4 2
Minnesota 11 3 6 -2 7 3 4 1
Mississippi 6 4 7 3 2 1 2 1 2 1
Missouri 11 2 11 3 7 4 1 -2 4 1
Montanat 11 8 5 1 4
Nebraskat 12 5 12 2 € 3 b 4 1
New Hampshiret 11 0 15 5 8 3 5 4 4 0
New Jersey 12 0 10 1 4 0 3 0 4 0
New Mexico 8 1 7 3 2 -1 2 2 2 1
New York 9 0 9 5 4 3 2 2 4 1
North Carolina 12 3 12 7 3 0 1 -1 4 1
North Dakota 12 3 10 3 3 -1 4 2
Pennsylvamat 1 1 8 -2 3 0 1 -1 3 1
Rhode Islandt 12 3 8 1 5 3 6 5 4 2
South Carolina 7 [} 6 1 2 1 1 [} 2 0
Tennesseet 8 1 11 4 5 3 1 0 3 2
Texas 10 2 7 4 4 2 0 -1 3 1
Utah 9 2 8 0 4 1 3 0
Virginia 10 0 9 2 4 0 2 0 5 2
Washington 9 - 5 4 2 3
West Virginia 8 1 10 3 5 2 2 0 3 0
Wisconsint 11 1 8 -1 6 3 4 3 3 0
Wyoming 8 - 7 -1 3 1 1 0 4 1
Other Jurisdictions
DoDEA 8 - 7 2 - 3
Guam 2 1 3 1 0 0 0 1 1 0

No significant differences between the two assessments observed at this achievement level.

*** Sample size in the 1992 or 1994 assessment is insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

--- Junisdiction did not participate In the 1992 Trial State Assessment

t Did not satisfy one of the guidelines for school sample participation rates (see Appendix A).

SOURCE- National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992 and 1994 Reading Assessments
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REPORT -
CARD '3; Table D.6 Percentage of Grade 4 Students by Parents’ Education Level At or Above the Achievement Levels
1992 | == for the 1994 Trial State Reading Assessment with Changes in this Percentage from 1992,

1994 . .
Nuadog Asessoment Public Schools Only (Continued)
At or Above Proficient <
Some Education After Did Not Finish
College Graduate High School Graduated High School High School | Don't Know
1994 Change 1354 Change 1894 Change 1994 Change 1994 Change B
Percentage from 1992 | Percentage from 1992 | Percentage from 1992 |Percentage from 1992 {Percentage from 1992 A
-6
Nation 37 1 36 4 22 1 9 -3 21 1 T
Region
Northeast 37 -1 38 4 21 2 b e 21 -2
Southeast 31 1 36 8 19 1 7 -2 16 1
Central 40 5 36 4 30 8 bl b 25 0 .
Waest 39 6 34 1 20 -4 i1 -3 21 3 :
States
Alabama 32 5 30 2 16 -1 11 1 19 6
Arizona 34 5 34 7 18 3 13 2 17 2
Arkansas 31 2 35 1 20 -2 i1 -3 18 3
California 24 -6 23 -1 11 -4 3 -1 13 0
Colorado 36 3 33 0 25 7 13 -1 19 2
Connecticut 47 0 49 7 22 2 26 16 27 7
Delaware 30 -3 32 4 20 5 8 -1 16 -4
Flonda 28 1 34 8 17 -2 11 -3 18 1
Georgia 35 2 34 1 19 1 8 -5 18 0 i~
Hawaii 24 3 33 10 13 1 12 -2 15 1
Indiana 44 6 42 2 29 2 15 -3 21 -2
fowa 41 -6 46 4 28 -1 19 6 27 2
Kentucky 31 1 38 5 24 1 11 0 21 4
Louisiana 18 0 24 -3 14 1 8 -1 11 -1
Maine 50 4 49 2 34 4 27 11 29 5
Maryland a3 2 27 -2 20 1 11 -1 19 3
) Massachusetts 45 -2 40 -1 24 -4 17 2 25 2
fAinnesota 43 5 33 -12 29 2 b b 22 0
3 Mississippi 22 5 28 5 16 4 9 2 14 4
Missouri 40 0 40 2 29 5 12 -5 21 0
Montanat 44 41 32 20 26 -
Nebraskat 45 6 47 4 28 7 +s b 21 2 :
New Hampshiret 43 -3 50 5 32 3 22 & 27 -5
New Jersey 44 -2 38 -6 22 -2 13 -2 22 -1
New Mexico 29 -4 32 3 H -3 12 4 i3 -3
New York 34 -3 40 8 25 4 14 2 19 0
Noith Carolina 39 5 40 11 19 1 12 2 20 2
Noirth Dakota 47 3 43 3 27 -5 b oo 28 6
Pennsylvaniai 40 -2 36 -8 22 -2 8 -10 22 0
Rhode Islandt 42 5 41 2 26 7 19 5 22 1
South Carolina 28 -2 32 2 11 -2 10 < 13 -3 |
Tennesseet 33 1 35 2 25 6 15 3 19 5 ’
Texas 36 1 36 7 20 3 9 -3 18 1
Utah 39 0 3¢ -3 24 2 b b 21 -1
Virginia 35 -8 29 -6 18 -5 10 -6 21 0
Washington 37 25 24 13 18
West Virginia 35 -2 37 4 25 4 13 0 18 2
Wisconsint 47 4 39 -4 32 4 22 8 25 0
Wyoming 39 -3 43 2 25 1 13 -4 25 1 :
Other Jurisdictions
DoDEA 34 34 19 22
Guam 10 1 14 4 7 -2 2 -4 6 0

No significant differences between the two assessments observed at this achiavemant level.

**+ Sample size In the 1992 or 1994 assesstnent is insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
.- Junsdiction did not parficipate n the 1992 Trial State Assessment.

t Did not satisty one of the guidelines for school sataple participation rates (see Appendix A).

SOURCE National Center for Education Stadstics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992 and 1994 Reading Assessmients
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REPORT

D w Table D.6 Percentage of Grade 4 Students by Parents’ Education Level At or Above the Achievement Levels
19921 { for the 1994 Trial State Reading Assessments with Changes in this Percentage from 1992, Public
g‘f&.‘r_“m Schools Only (Continued)

{ t or Above Basic
bome Education After Did Not Finish
Caliege Graduate Hign Scheol Graduated High School High Scriool | Don't Know
1594 Change 1994 Change 1594 Change 1934 Change 1934 Change
l Percentage froin 1392 | Percentage from 1992 Percentage from 1992 Percontage  fom 1992 | Percentage  from 1992
Nation &8 0 68 0 34 -2 32 -6 51 -4
Regtior.
Northeast 67 -10 68 2 51 -6 - 51 -5
Southeas: 60 -2 60 7 52 -1 28 -11 45 -4
Centrai 72 2 71 -1 61 -1 e - 57 -1
Wast 71 7 66 -4 82 0 37 1 49 -3
States
Alabama 61 3 62 -2 46 -5 40 2 45 2
Arizona 63 -1 63 -2 46 -3 35 -2 44 -4
Arkansas 60 -2 68 -1 48 -9 41 -2 48 0
California 54 -6 54 1 37 -8 16 9 37 -1
Colorado 68 -6 65 -8 60 4 37 -7 49 -5
Connecticut 77 -4 75 0 53 -6 48 1 58 1
Delaware 59 -8 64 -4 49 1 29 -9 46 -8
Flonda 57 -1 65 3 4 -9 31 -9 45 -3
Georgra 61 -6 62 1 44 -8 34 -9 46 -3
Hawaii 54 < 63 7 40 2 34 -10 39 -4
Indiana 75 1 78 0 63 -1 45 -12 58 -7
lowa 75 -7 80 -1 66 -4 59 13 60 -4
Kentucky 62 -3 68 -2 56 -5 37 -6 51 2
Loussiana 44 -6 55 -4 41 -2 28 -8 36 -6
Maine 82 -1 83 -3 73 0 60 2 65 1
Maryland 62 -1 60 -5 50 -2 40 2 48 -2
Massachusetts 79 -4 77 -8 59 -14 48 3 56 -5
Minnesota 75 1 68 -10 61 -8 55 -5
Mississippi 50 4 60 8 44 2 34 5 40 3
Missouri 70 -5 72 -3 83 1 43 -13 53 -6
Montanat 78 75 - 67 60 60
Nebraskat 76 0 78 -1 62 -2 - ' 54 -2
New Hampshiret 78 -5 83 0 66 -3 50 -8 62 -8
New Jersay 76 -4 73 -7 54 -8 34 -15 53 -3
New Mexico 59 -8 66 2 45 -10 35 3 40 -5
New York 66 -8 69 0 53 -3 41 2 47 -6
North Carolina 68 3 72 9 49 0 36 2 51 1
North Dakota 80 -2 81 1 65 -9 - i 64 3
Pennsylvaniat 69 -7 68 -1 56 -7 35 -19 54 -5
Rhode Islandt 73 0 79 3 62 8 47 -1 55 1
South Carolina 57 -3 61 -8 35 -8 34 -5 41 -7
Tennesseet 63 -2 71 2 59 3 42 -2 50 3
Texas 67 1 72 5 54 2 40 -3 49 -1
Utah 73 -3 73 -3 56 -5 e e 56 -4
Virginia 65 -10* 65 -9 52 -9 38 -12 51 -8
Washington 69 64 58 44 48
Waest Virginia 67 -5 70 -1 59 1 38 -9 48 -3
Wisconsint 79 1 75 -7 69 2 57 -4 54 1
Wyoming 76 -4 78 -2 62 -4 50 -2 62 -1
Other Jurisdictions
DoDEA 68 75 52 e - 56
Guam 30 1 37 0 24 -4 13 -7 26 0

** The value for 1994 was significantly different from the value for 1992 at or about the 95 percent certainty level. These notations indicate statistical
significance from a multiple comparison procedure based on 38 jurisdictions participating in both 1994 and 1992. It looking at only one state, » indicates the
value for 1994 was significantly different from the value for 1992 at or about the 95 percent certainty leval. Statistically significant ditferences betwoen 1994
and 1992 for the state comparison samples for the natlon and regions are not indicated.

*** Sample siz¢ in the 1992 or 1994 assessment is insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
--- Jurisdiction did not participate in the 1992 Trial State Assessment.

1 Did not satisty one of the guidelines for school sample participation rates (see Appendix A).

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992 and 1994 Reading Assessments
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THE NATION'S
EPO

REPORT
CARD '“ff Table D.6 Percentage of Grade 4 Students by Parents’ Education Level At or Above the Achievement Levels
;ggﬁ’ % for the 1994 Trial State Reading Assessment with Changes in this Percentage from 1992,
fonding Aseasarment Public Schools Oply (Continued)
Below Basic
Some Education After Did Not Finish
College Graduate High School Graduated High School High School . | Don't Know
1394 Change 1534 Cnange 1994 Change 1994 Change 1594 Change
Percentage from 1992 | Percentage from 1992 |Percentage from 1992 Percentage from 1992 |Percentage from 1992
Nation 32 0 32 0 46 2 68 6 49 4
Region
Northeast 33 10 32 -2 49 6 b b 49 5
Southeast 40 2 32 -7 48 1 72 11 55 4
Central 28 -2 29 1 39 1 b o 43 1
West 29 -7 34 4 48 0 63 -1 51 3
States
Alabama 39 -3 38 2 54 5 60 -2 55 -2
Arizona 37 1 37 2 54 3 65 2 56 4
Arkansas 40 2 32 1 52 9 59 2 52 0
California 46 6 46 -1 63 8 84 9 63 1
Colorado 32 6 35 8 40 -4 63 7 51 5
Connecticut 23 4 21 0 47 6 52 -1 42 -1
Delaware 41 6 36 4 51 -1 71 9 54 8
Florida 43 1 35 -3 59 9 69 9 55 3
Georgia 39 6 38 -1 56 8 66 9 54 3
Hawaii 46 0 37 -7 60 -2 66 10 61 4
Indiana 25 -1 22 0 37 1 55 12 45 7
lowa 25 7 20 1 34 4 41 -13 40 4
Kentucky 38 3 32 2 44 5 63 6 49 -2
Louisiana 56 6 45 4 59 2 72 6 64 6
Maine 18 1 17 3 27 0 40 -2 35 -1
Maryland 38 1 40 5 50 2 60 -2 52 2
Massachusetts 21 4 23 8 41 14 52 -3 44 5
Minnesota 25 -1 32 10 39 6 b b 45 5
Mississippi 50 -4 40 -8 56 2 66 -5 60 -3
Missourn 30 5 28 3 37 -1 57 . 13 47 6
Montanat 22 25 33 40 40
Nebraskat 24 0 22 1 38 2 b b 46 2
New Hampshiret 22 5 17 0 34 3 50 8 38 8
New Jersey 24 4 27 7 46 8 66 15 47 3
New Mexico 41 8 34 -2 55 10 65 -3 60 5
New York 34 8 31 0 47 3 59 -2 53 6
North Carolina 32 -3 28 -9 51 0 64 2 49 -1
North Dakota 20 2 19 -1 35 9 b b 36 -3
Pennsylvaniat 3 7 32 11 44 7 65 19 46 5
Rhode Islandt 27 0 21 -3 38 -8 53 1 45 -1
South Carolina 43 3 39 8 65 8 66 5 59 7
Tennesseet 37 2 29 -2 41 -3 58 2 50 -3
Texas 33 -1 28 -5 46 -2 60 3 51 1
Utah 27 3 27 3 44 5 b e 44 4
Virginia 35 10° 35 9 48 9 62 12 49 8
Washington 31 - 36 42 56 52
West Virginia 33 5 30 1 41 -1 62 9 52 3
Wisconsint 21 -1 25 7 31 -2 43 4 36 -1
Wyoming 24 4 22 2 38 4 50 2 38 1
Other Jurisdictions
DoDEA 32 25 48 44 .-
Guam 70 -1 63 0 76 4 87 7 74 0

* The value for 1994 was significantly different from the value for 1992 at or about the 95 percent certainty level. These notations indicate statistical
significance from a multiple comparison procedure based on 38 jurisdictions participating in both 1994 and 1992. If looking at only one state, = indicates the
value for 1994 was significantly ditterent from the value for 1992 at or about the 95 percent certainty level. Statistically significant differences between 1994
and 1992 for the state comparison samples for the nation and regions are not indicated.

++« Sample size in the 1992 or 1994 assessment is Insutficient to permit a reliable gslimate.
--- Jurlsdiction did not participate in the 1992 Trial State Assessment. .

t Did not satisly one of the guidalines for school sample participation rates (sem Appehdlx:A).
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statislics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEPY, 1992 and 1994 Reading Assessments
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State Contextual
Background Factors

Included in this appendix are summaries of contextual
variables collected as part of the NAEP assessment on a
state-by-state basis. The contextual variables are classified
as school-level (Table E.1), teacher-level (Tables E.2), and
student-level {Table E.3). To supplement the data available
from the NAEP assessment, co-statistics have been
compiled from sources external to NAEP (Table E.4).
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1992 ta( T -~ . e Lo
= able E.1 Selected School-Level Educational Characteristics by State for the 1994 Trial State

1994
Snsding tasessment Assessment, Public Schools Oni
y

Percent of Students Whose
Schools Report at Least Teachers Report Getting All or Teachers Report Their Average
Moderate Absenteeism Most of the Resources They Need Class Size is Less Than 25 Students
Nation ‘] 6% 59
Region
Northeast 10 59 73
Southeast 20 68 63
Central 15 66 62
West 18 64 44
States
Alabama 22 65 57
Arizona 34 63 49
Arkansas 26 68 75
Califomia 29 58 14
Colorado 14 71 56
Connecticut 20 63 85
Delaware 12 57 57
Flonda 21 67 38
Georgia 12 76 67
Hawai 17 47 46
Indiana 12 7 74
iowa 7 70 79
Kentucky 18 76 69
Louisiana 20 61 54
Maine 5 63 95
Marylang 22 63 52
Massachusetts 5 58 79
Minnesota 9 70 56
Mississippi 23 66 70
Missouri 17 70 57
Montanat 16 69 72
Nebraskat 9 85 85
New Hampshiret 6 54 76
New Jersey 10 72 85
New Mexico 24 49 61
New York 12 62 53
North Carolina 10 61 64
North Dakota 3 59 80
Pennsylvaniat 10 70 61
Rhode Istandt 9 38 77
South Carolina 11 74 70
Tennesseet 25 61 72
Texas 25 76 100
Utah 17 60 24
Virginia 15 73 79
Washington 16 62 51
Wesl Virginia 14 69 85
Wisconsint 4 73 77
Wyoming 9 83 88
Other Jurisdictions
DoDEA 0 80 75
Guam 34 38 88

1 Did not satisty one of the guidelines for school sample parlicipation rates (see Appendix A).

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1994 Reading Assessment
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THE NATION'S

RE&OEA‘ w
;ggf Table ¥.2 Selected Teacher-Level Educational Characteristics by State for the 1994 Trial State
Roading Avsssoment Assessment, Public Schoois Only
Percent of Students Whose Teachers
Ask Students to Wrile About Have Students Read Books
Primarily Use Trade Books What They Have Read of Their Own Choosing Use a Vanety of Books
for Reading Instruction Almost Every Day Almost Every Day Almost Every Day

Nation 20 30 69 49

Region
Northeast 20 46 62 53
Southeast 13 24 62 42
Central 15 26 70 37
West 29 26 81 61

States
Alabama 6 20 80 37
Arizona 17 33 75 48
Arkansas 8 18 65 31
California 37 47 82 61
Colorado 43 39 84 65
Connecticut 28 43 74 53
Delaware 17 34 66 51
Flonda 12 27 73 49
Georgia 7 24 68 51
Hawaii 21 32 78 47
Indiana 13 15 62 34
lowa 23 34 86 56
Kentucky 25 40 63 56
Louisiana 3 15 53 27
Maine 54 38 80 69
Maryland 36 52 68 52
Massachusetts 17 33 74 48
Minnesota 15 29 68 45
Mississippi 3 15 49 29
Missouri 11 26 69 41
Montanat 19 29 69 47
Nebraskat 14 30 78 54
New Hampshiret 30 32 82 54
New Jersey 23 33 62 48
New Mexico 18 28 67 46
New York 29 42 68 57
North Carolina 14 34 74 50
North Dakota 4 20 69 37
Pennsylvaniat 15 28 68 45
Rhode Islandt 22 33 76 56
South Carolina 15 25 74 54
Tennesseet 6 10 47 30
Texas 10 32 69 44
Utah 16 22 81 53
Virginia 27 35 76 60
Washington 24 3 84 57
Waest Virginia 4 18 62 36
Wisconsint 25 28 75 45
Wyoming 20 28 67 53

Other Jurisdictions
DoDEA 4 32 75 45
Guam 20 38 73 56

t Did not satisty one of the guidslines for schoo! sample participation rates (see Appendix A)

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, Nationai Assessment of Educational Progross (NAEP), 1994 Reading Assessment
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caR |

;ggg = Table E.3 Selected Student-Level Educational Characteristics by State for the 1994 Trial State

Rasding Assesement Assessment, Public Schools Only

Percent of Students Who
Read More Than 10 Pages Watch Television 5 Hours Regularly Read for Fun
in School and for Homework or More a Day on Their Own Time

Nation 54 31 45

Region
Northeast 49 35 45
Southeast 51 37 40
Central 60 27 46
West 56 27 46

States
Alabama 51 3 41
Arizona 58 25 44
Arkansas 54 35 41

. Califonia 63 30 45
Colorado 63 20 47
Connecticut 60 28 48
Delaware 49 36 42
Flonda 51 32 41
Georgia 53 32 45
Hawait 61 28 42
indiana 58 29 41
lowa : 67 23 50
Kentucky 57 36 40
Louisiana 48 38 38
Maine 62 20 46
Maryland 52 - 34 45
Massachusetts 62 21 46
Minnesota 64 20 48
Mississippi 45 39 39
Missoun 60 31 44
Montanat 65 17 49
Nebraskat 63 23 46
New Hampshiret 59 21 47
New Jersey 57 33 43
New Mexico 55 20 44
New York 55 33 49
North Carolina 59 29 46
North Dakota 66 19 47
Pennsylvaniat 54 28 43
Rhode Islandt 59 25 48
South Carolina 53 33 44
Tennesseet 51 29 39
Texas 55 30 42
Utah 64 15 47
Virginia 57 34 47
Washington 58 21 48
West Virginia 58 31 39
Wisconsint 65 23 49
Wyoming 62 19 5

Other Jurisdictions
DoDEA 55 27 48
Guam 45 3t 44

1 Did not satisty one of the guidelines for school sample participalion rates (see Appendix A).

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1994 Reading Assessment
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1992 |—Ha
'@aw_mm Table E.4 School System Characteristics from Non-NAEP Sources
Current Expenditure Percent ot Total Current Expenditures, by Function
Per Pupil -
1991-92 Instruction Non-Instructional Support Services
Nation 5,421
States
Alabama 3,616 g2.1 8.4 29.6
Anzona 4,381 51.2 30 458
- Arkansas 4,031 50.3 89 309
California 4,746 593 41 36.6
Colorado 5172 61.0 36 354
Connecticut 8,017 63.2 42 326
Delaware 6.093 62.6 39 335
Flonda 5243 58.5 50 36.6
Georgia 4,375 62.5 58 317
Hawal 5,420 60.6 6.6 328
indiana 5,074 62.1 45 335
lowa 5.096 61.6 45 339
! Kentucky 4,719 612 49 339
L Louisiana 4,354 598 9.0 31
R Maine 5.652 66.8 25 307
N Maryland 6,679 60.5 49 346
= Massachusetts 6,408 60.0 34 36.6
Minnesota 5,409 63.5 4.0 326
Mississippi 3.245 62.5 83 292
Missoun 4,830 60.7 44 350
Montana 5423 61.1 . 42 347
Nebraska 5.263 60.3 108 289
New Hampshire 5,790 63.4 3.3 334
New Jersey 9317 56.9 36 39.5
New Mexico 3,765 58.3 49 36.8
New York 8,527 66.9 30 30.1
North Carolina 4,555 61.7 78 305
North Dakota 4,441 60.7 79 313
Pennsylvania 6,613 63.3 38 33.0
Rhode Island 6.546 66.6 23 311
South Carolina 4,436 59.0 8.9 321
Tennessee 3.692 636 34 330
Texas 4,632 60.1 6.3 336
Utah 3.040 : 65.7 6.2 28.2
Virginia 4.880 595 5.3 35.1
. Washington 5.271 59.8 47 356
. West Virginia 5,109 605 65 330
I Wisconsin 6,139 63.1 31 339
. Wyoming 5812 6.4 36 341
- Other Jurisdictions
N DoDEA 8,510 64.3 98 185
Guam 5,349 46.5 6.6 46.9

Curtent Expenditure per Pupll, 1981-92 -- Source: Table 166, *Current sxpendilure per pupil in average daily attendance in public elementary and secondary schools, by
State: 1959-60 lo 1891-92." U.S. Depariment of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Statistics of State School Systems; and Common Core of Data
surveys. Percent of Total Current Expenditures, by Function -- Source: State Profiies of Public Elementary and Secondary Education, 1991-1992. US Depariment of
Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Office of Educaticnal Research and Improvement. Information for DoDEA Schools was provided by the DoDEA.
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1992 | —fin(
1884 e Table E.4 School System Characteristics from Non-NAEP Sources (continued)
Pupil-Teacher 1992-93 Average Annual Teacher Salary Staius Dropout Rate,
Ratio Fall Percent Nonpublic School Persons Ages 16-19
1992 NEA AFT Enrollment 1990
Nation 174 35,934 35,104 : 11.2
States
Alabama 174 27.651 27,490 7.2 12.6
Anzona 187 32.164 31,352 48 14.3
Arkansas 170 23.144 28,013 51 10.9
California 241 41.072 39,922 98 14.3
Colorado 18.3 34.410 33.541 57 9.6
Connecticut 143 49.595 48,918 10.7 9.2
Delaware 167 37.155 36,217 19.3 11.2
Flonda 164 31979 31,172 9.6 14.2
Georgra 180 30.829 28,758 6.0 14.1
Hawaii 17.6 37.415 36,472 16.3 7.0
Indiana 176 35.974 35,068 10.1 114
lowa 15.8 30,910 30,124 11.0 6.5
Kentucky 17.3 31,921 31,115 9.0 13.0
Louisiana 16.6 28,332 26,074 15.2 119
Maine 14.1 31,034 30,250 46 8.4
Maryland 16.9 39,757 38,753 9.6 11.0
Massachusetts 15.0 39.213 39,245 114 95
Minnesoia 17.6 36,002 35,093 12.0 6.1
Mississippi 18.2 24,998 24,367 89 11.7
Missour 16.2 30.143 29,421 13.5 11.2
Montana 158 28.332 27,617 45 74
Nebraska 146 29,513 28,768 12.3 6.6
New Hampsture 15.6 34,810 33,931 6.5 99
New Jersey 136 43,786 43355 15.5 9.3
New Mexico 17.6 27,219 26,463 52 10.8
New York 15.2 46,165 44,999 16.0 10.1
North Carolina 16.7 30,074 29,108 47 13.2
North Dakota 15.2 25.864 25,211 6.7 43
Pennsylvania 17.0 42,283 41,515 18.0 9.4
Rhode Island 143 38.916 40,548 13.3 12.9
South Carolina 170 29,981 29.151 6.5 11.9
Tennessee 194 29.710 29.313 6.8 136
Texas 157 30,710 30,974 52 12.5
Utah 242 27.945 26,997 1.5 79
Virgima 15.9 33.143 32,896 6.7 104
Washingten 202 36.685 35,870 6.6 10.2
West Virginia 15.2 31.086 30,301 47 10.6
Wwisconsin 15.5 36,857 36477 18.0 6.9
Wyoming 17.2 30.859 30,317 2.8 6.3
Other Jurisdictions
DoDEA 25.0
Guam 18.5

Pupil-Teacher Ratio, Fall 1992 -- Source: Table 66, *Teachers, enroliment, and pupil-teacher ratios in public elementary and secondary schools, by State: Fall 1985 to 1992". US.
Depariment of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data surveys. 1992-93 Average Annual Teacher Salary (NEA) -- Source: Table 78, "Estimated
average annual salary of teachers in public elementary and secondary schools. by State: 1969-70 1o 1993-94". National Educational Association Estimates of School Statistics, and
unpublished data. 1992-93 Average Annual Teacher Salary (AFT) -- Source: Table 79, "Minimum and average teacher salaries, by State: 1989-90, 1980-91, and 1992-93.
American Federation of Teachers. Survey and Analysis of Salary Trends. 1991 and 1993. Note: Data in Ihis table reflect results of surveys conducted by the American Federation of
Teachers. Because of ditfering survey and estimation methods, these data are not entirely comparable with tigures appearing in other tables. Percent Nonpublic School

Enroliment -- Source: Quality Education Data, Inc , December 1994. Status Dropout Rate, Persons Ages 16-19, 1990 -- Source: 1990 Census data in Table C1 in Dropout Rafes
in the United States: 1991, U.S Depariment of Education. National Center for Education Statistics. 1992.

- Information not available
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Revisions to the 1992
and 1994 Findings

Following the release of the 1994 NAEP Reading: A First
Look report in April 1995, two technical problems were
discovered in the procedures used to develop the NAEP
reading scale and achievement levels. Errors were
associated with the scale scores computed by the NAEP
contractor, the Educational Testing Service (ETS), and the
achievement levels developed by the American College
Testing Program (ACT). These errors affected the 1992
and 1994 NAEP reading assessment results. The National
Center for Education Statistics (NCES) and the National
Assessment Governing Board (NAGB) have evaluated the
impact of the errors and have taken steps to reanalyze and
rereport findings from both reading assessments. The first
step in correcting the technical errors is to revise and
release this report.

The two technical problems that were discovered are
discussed in greater detail in the NAEP 1994 Technical
Report and the Technical Report of the NAEP 1994 Trial
State Assessment in Reading. A brief summary is
presented below. '

The first technical problem arose from an error in the
computer program used to compute NAEP scale score
results. The error involved the convention used in
treating omitted responses in the IRT scaling of the
partial-credit, constructed-response questions. It was
limited only to those questions. As a result of the error, in
1992 and 1994 NAEP reading analyses, all 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. Upon discovery of the problem, ETS and NCES

quickly took steps to rectify the problem. Both the
national and state assessment results were recalculated
using the intended convention for the treatment of
omitted responses.

In general, the effect of this technical problem on the
previously reported 1992 NAEP reading findings is.
minimal and had little impact on policy-related
interpretations. The recalculated 1992 and 1994 reading
scale score results, at both the national and state levels,
are quite similar to those published in the 1992 reading
reports and the initial version of this report.

The second technical problem is related to the
development of the NAEP reading achievement level cut
scores. The error involved the mapping of the NAGB-
approved achievement levels onto the NAEP reading scale.
In deriving the final levels recommended to the Board,
panelists’ ratings for the multiple-choice and constructed-
response questions were combined to obtain an overall
rating for the questions. In combining the ratings, the
ratings are weighted according to the amount of
information provided by each type of question. In other
words some of the questions “count more” toward the
overall cut scores than others. The weighting was carried
out incorrectly, resuiting in the constructed-response
questions receiving more weight than intended. Therefore
the cut scores established by mapping the achievement
levels onto the NAEP reading scale were incorrect and the
percentages of students at or above these levels were
incorrectly estimated. The weighting and scaling errors
contributed to these incorrect estimates.

The program that mapped the achievement levels to
the NAEP scale was promptly corrected by ACT to
appropriately weight the constructed-response questions
and revised achievement level cut scores based on the
corrected scaling procedures were developed. The net
effect was to lower the cut scores for the three
achievement levels at each grade. The percentages of
students at or above the achievement levels were
recalculated using the corrected cut scores and the revised
1992 and 1994 percentages, for both the national and state
assessments, are presented in this report.
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