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INTRODUCTION

This appendix of state-by-state results is designed as a companion
reference to two NAEP reports containing national data from the 1992
mathematics assessment. These two reports are:

How School Mathematics Functions:
Perspectives from the NAEP
1990 and 1992 Assessments

This report contains background questionnaire information from
students at grades 4, 8, and 12 as well as the teachers of the fourth and
eighth graders about school curricular practices, resource availability, and
instructional approaches in mathematics. The report also presents
information about students’ perceptions about mathematics and the high
school mathematics courses they have taken. The background data are
related to students’ achievement on the cognitive portion of the
assessment.

Effective Schools in Mathematics:
A Research and Development Report

This report is part of the NCES Research and Development series.
It focuses on the school questionnaire results collected from principals or
their designees. The report presents information about the characteristics
of the top-performing one-third of the schools compared to their bottom-
performing counterparts as well as the results of hierarchical analyses
adjusting for associations among key schooling variables.

Full details about the methods and procedures underlying NAEP’s 1992
Trial State Assessment Program can be found in the Technical Report of the NAEP
1992 Trial State Assessment Program in Mathematics. The operational aspects of the
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state assessments also are summarized in the Procedural Appendix of the NAEP
1992 Mathematics Report Card for the Nation and the States as well as in the
Procedural Appendix of Can Students Do Mathematical Problem Solving? — the two
NAEP reports containing the 1992 mathematics achievement results for the nation
and the states. The 1992 Mathematics Report Card concentrates on summary data
for various demographic subpopulations, including performance trends between
1990 and 1992 at grade 8. Can Students Do Mathematical Problem Solving? focuses
on results for questions where students were asked to construct their own written
responses. A comprehensive set of national and state tables is contained in the
Data Compendium for the NAEP 1992 Mathematics Assessment of the Nation and the
States.

The Information in This Appendix

This appendix contains a selected set of state-by-state data tables that focus
on the school and classroom contexts for learning mathematics at grades 4 and
8. Generally, across jurisdictions, there were few dramatic changes in school
context between 1990 and 1992, yet there were a few indications that some aspects
of school reform may be taking hold. For example, students may be spending
more time on their schooling by virtue of improving their attendance and
spending more time on homework. As shown in TABLE A.7, the percentage of
students reporting no absences during the month prior to the assessment
increased and the percentage reporting three days or more absent decreased in
six states: Indiana, Iowa, Maryland, Minnesota, North Carolina, and Wisconsin.
Other participating states also showed some evidence of improved attendance
with either an increase in the percentage of students with no absences or a
decrease in the percentage of students missing three days or more of school
during the past month.

Also, eighth graders across the states and territories indicated that the they
were reading more for their schoolwork in 1992 than in 1990 (TABLE A.29). In
10 states, there was a significant increase in the percentage of students who
reported reading more than 10 pages daily, and in no state was there a decrease
in this amount of daily reading for school.

+“Similarly, the overall trends in homework assigned at grade 8 presented
in TABLE A.35 showed a general shift from 15 to 30 minutes of homework
typically assigned each day. Between 1990 and 1992, teachers reported decreases
in the percentages of students assigned 15 minutes of mathematics homework
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each night in 13 participating jurisdictions and increases in the percentages of
students assigned 30 minutes of daily homework in 10 of the jurisdictions.

There also were some signs of progress for some recommendations
targeted specifically toward reform in school mathematics, most notably those of
the National Council of Teachers of Mathematics (NCTM) in its Curriculum and
Evaluation Standards for School Mathematics. For example, TABLE A.48 contains
the teachers’ reports about staff development opportunities for the states and
territories. In 1992, from 5 to 36 percent of the fourth graders were estimated to
have been taught by teachers who had spent no time on in-service education in
mathematics or mathematics teaching during the year before the assessment. At
grade 8, however, fewer students (from an estimated 3 to 16 percent) had teachers
who reported no time spent in mathematics staff development, and this reflected
an improvement compared to 1992. In 16 states, there was an increase in the
percentage of eighth graders whose teachers reported 16 hours or more of in-
service training in mathematics or mathematics instruction during the year before
the assessment. In 1992, these percentages ranged from an estimated 23 percent
in Guam, 27 percent in New York, and 28 percent in Massachusetts to an
estimated 61 percent in California.

Pervasive increases in at least a "moderate" amount of attention being paid
to various mathematics content areas may reflect attempts to better balance the
mathematics curricula across a broader range of material (see TABLES A.37
through A.42). Between 1990 and 1992, 34 of the participating jurisdictions also
showed significant increases in the percentages of students receiving moderate
emphasis in measurement. In most cases, the increases matched smﬂar decreases
in the percentages of students receiving little or no emphas1s in measurement.
Similarly, 30 states had significant increases in the percentages of students
receiving moderate emphasis in geometry and 24 had decreases in the
percentages of students receiving little or no emphasis in geometry. The
percentage of eighth graders receiving instructional emphasis in algebra and
functions also increased in some states between 1990 and 1992. The District of
Columbia and Louisiana showed significantly greater percentages of students
receiving heavy instructional emphasis and 11 other jurisdictions reported
significantly greater percentages of students receiving moderate emphasis in
algebra and functions. Despite these shifts, however, an emphasis in numbers
and operations remains central to the curriculum even at grade 8. In 1992, most
eighth graders across the states and territories — from 57 to 86 percent — were
receiving heavy instructional emphasis in numbers and operations.
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As shown in TABLE A.43, 11 of the states and territories had increased
percentages of eighth graders receiving instructional emphasis in reasoning, and
seven had increased percentages receiving heavy instructional emphasis in
communication — two areas emphasized in the NCTM Standards.

Among other areas of interest it can be noted that 15 jurisdictions had a
significant decrease in the percentage of their eighth graders assigned to ability
groups for instruction in mathematics (TABLE A.51), 30 jurisdictions reported an
increase in the percentage of students asked to do mathematics problems from
their textbooks on a daily basis (TABLE A.52), and 29 jurisdictions reported an
increase in the percentage of students being afforded unrestricted use of
calculators in their mathematics classes (TABLE A.76).

A Note on Interpretations

The selection of background questions included in the NAEP mathematics
assessment was guided by the NAEP 1992 Background Questionnaire Framework.!
In developing the framework, the committee of policy analysts and researchers
considered the wide body of available research about factors including student
learning as well as the particular purposes and strengths of NAEP data collection.
In contrast to other questionnaires, which may ask for detailed information on a
small set of topics, the 1992 NAEP questionnaires attempted to include a few
well-targeted questions addressing a wide variety of topics. NAEP always has
been sensitive to its voluntary nature and the burden it places on respondents.
A deliberate effort has been made to curtail the questionnaires to about 15 to 30
minutes for any one respondent. (Students, of course, also spend approximately
an hour on the achievement portion of the assessment.) Thus, a limited pool of
questions was included in the assessment and the results necessarily must be
considered in light of ongoing research about instructional practices.

When there are constraints, choices need to be made. In selecting the
background questions associated with NAEP’s 1992 mathematics assessment,
three goals were kept in mind:

. to provide an educational context for understanding data on
student achievement

! National Assessment of Educational Progress, 1992 Background Questionnaire Framework (Princeton, NJ:
National Assessment of Educational Progress, Educational Testing Service, 1992).
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. to identify differences in access to instruction and distribution of
services for various types of students

. to track changes in policy-relevant variables across time

As much as possible, this report presents data in an attempt to address
these goals. The survey data collected by NAEP can be used to monitor trends
in key areas, while ongoing research can be used to determine the classroom
contexts that best foster achievement. NAEP is able to ask questions that collect
information about whether schools are implementing those strategies that research
has found to be most effective in helping students learn.

Because NAEP’s is the only comprehensive set of data about school
mathematics regularly collected at the national level, the NAEP information from
teacher and student questionnaires has served the mathematics education
community in a number of ways over the past 20 years. Topics of interest in this
appendix include patterns in curricular emphasis and the use and impact of hand
calculators as well as profiles of teachers’ mathematical and pedagogical
backgrounds. It also presents information on changes in the testing and
assessment practices of teachers.

It is unwise, however, to rely too heavily on responses to any single
question. Also, particularly given the reform environment, there undoubtedly is
some inherently ambiguous language in the questions. Different terms have
different meaning to different people, and these alternate understandings can be
further pronounced depending on differences in contexts and environments. Still,
the data can be used to point practitioners toward examining their own program
in greater detail. Perhaps more than anything, the data from the NAEP
questionnaires can provide educators with a basis to confirm or illuminate
patterns observed at the local level. They provide a back-up litmus test for
checking the reasonableness of local findings. They also provide a source of
questions and approaches for examining local policy issues, conducting local
studies, and creating local initiatives to change practice.

Because of their basis in research, the NAEP survey results often help to
confirm our understanding of how school and instructional factors relate to
achievement. Although the effects of schooling and instruction are of prime
concern, these analyses do not reveal the underlying relationships between
background factors and performance. Associations between NAEP background
factors and mathematics achievement must necessarily be interpreted cautiously
given the correlational nature of NAEP data and the complexity of the context in
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which learning takes place. For example, associations may result because of
differential instruction in which teachers tailor what they do based on their
perceptions of students’ abilities. That is, some instructional strategies may be
more effective or appropriate for high-achieving students, while others are more
suitable for lower-achieving students. In particular, various remedial techniques
are often associated with lower average proficiency — not because these strategies
in any way cause lower achievement, but because the poorer-performing students
need special assistance.

Relationships between average proficiency and contextual variables are
also affected by socioeconomic factors, which make it easier for wealthy school
districts to hire better educated and more experienced teachers, and to provide
more instructional materials than poorer districts. Poorer districts also have to
contend with poverty and its attendant social problems, which, in turn, tend to
depress student achievement.

In considering the findings reported herein, the reader should keep firmly
in mind the high degree of interrelatedness among all the factors involved. It is
impossible to ascribe cause and effect to a single variable; no single variable by
itself will result in higher achievement. The NAEP assessment results are most
useful when they are considered in light of other knowledge about the education
system, such as trends in instructional reform, changes in the school age
population, and societal demands and expectations. Throughout this report,
references are provided to assist the reader in finding additional related
information about the topics covered.
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TABLE A.l Average Mathematics Proficiency for the States and for the Top-Performing One-Third
Schools and the Bottom-Performing One-Third Schools
Grade 4 - 1892
Top One-Third Schools Bottom One-Third Schools
PUBLIC Percentage of Average Percentatae of Average
SCHOOLS Average Proficiency tudents Proficiency Students Proficiency
NATION 217 (0.8) 44 (2.9) 234 (0.9) 23 (1.8) 192 (1.0)
Northeast 223 (2.1) 59 (6.7) 236 (2.1) 24 (3.8) 194 (2.1)
Southeast 209 (1.9) 21 (5.2) 234 (2.8)! 38 (4.3) 192 (1.9)
Central 222 (2.2) 56 (8.3) 233 (1.2) 12 (3.3) 190 (3.2)!
West 217 (1.6) 43 (4.4) 232 (1.9) 20 (2.6) 190 (1.3)
STATES
Alabama 207 (1.6) 34 (5.2) 225 (1.8) 32 (4.5) 188 (1.1)
Arizona 214 (1.1) 35 (2.9) 230 (1.0) 35 (3.7) 197 (1.6)
Arkansas 208 (0.9) 33 (3.7) 222 (1.5) 32 (3.7) 194 (1.5)
California 207 (1.6) 34 (4.8) 228 (1.5) 31 (3.9) 183 (2.2)
Colorado 220 (1.0) 35 (4.0) 234 (1.0) 32 (3.3) 205 (1.0)
Connecticut 226 (1.2) 36 (3.9) 242 (1.1) 30 (3.2) 203 (2.4)
Delaware 217 (0.8) 31 (0.2) 228 (1.9) 40 (0.3) 207 (1.4)
Dist. Columbla 191 (0.5) 30 (0.3) 211 (0.9) 38 (0.3) 175 (0.8)
Florida 212 (1.5) 34 (4.4) 229 (1.3) 33 (4.0) 194 (1.9)
Georgia 214 (1.3) 32 (4.2) 234 (1.2) 36 (3.4) 196 (1.2)
Hawail 213 (1.3) 32 (4.1) 229 (1.1) 34 (4.6) 197 (1.4)
Idaho 220 (1.0) 33 (4.4) 231 (1.1) 34 (5.2) 211 (1.2)
indiana 220 (1.1) 34 (4.5) 232 (0.7) 33 (4.6) 206 (1.2)
lowa 229 (1.1) 34 (4.7) 240 (0.8) 33 (4.1) 217 (1.2)
Kentucky 214 (1.0) 35 (3.5) 226 (1.0) 32 (3.6) 201 (0.9)
Louisiana 203 (1.4) 36 (4.1) 221 (1.4) 33 (4.1) 181 (2.1)
Maine 231 (1.0) 31 (4.8) 241 (1.3) 34 (5.7) 221 (0.9)
Maryland 216 (1.3) 32 (3.5) 236 (1.3) 35 (3.6) 195 (2.1)
Massachusetts 226 (1.2) 37 (4.4) 241 (1.2) 28 (3.8) 203 (1.9)
Michigan 219 (1.8) 34 (5.2) 236 (1.4) 33 (4.4) 197 (2.9)
Minnesota 227 (0.9) 31 (4.1) 239 (0.9) 38 (4.7) 217 (1.4)
Mississippi 200 (1.1) 31 (2.9) 218 (1.1) 36 (34) 183 (1.6)
Missouri 221 (1.2) 38 (4.6) 234 (1.1) 32 (3.9) 204 (1.9)
Nebraska 224 (1.3) 34 (4.8) 238 (1.0) 33 (4.4) 209 (1.1)
New Hampshire 229 (1.2) 33 (5.0 241 (1.4) 32 (4.6) 215 (1.1)
New Jersey 226 (1.5) 37 (4.5) 243 (1.3) 31 (3.1) 202 (2.7)
New Mexico 212 (1.5) 34 (5.2) 227 (1.5) 35 (5.3) 197 (1.4)
New York 217 (1.3) 32 (3.6) 235 (1.2) 37 (4.6) 198 (2.1)
North Carolina 211 (1.1) 34 (4.1) 227 (1.3) 34 (4.5) 197 (1.0)
North Dakota 228 (0.8) 34 (4.4) 237 (0.9) 34 (3.9) 218 (0.9)
Ohio 217 (1.2) 34 (3.9) 234 (1.1) 29 (3.6) 199 (1.9)
Oklahoma 219 (1.0) 37 (4.5) 230 (1.1) 30 (3.8) 207 (1.2)
Pennsyivania 223 (1.4) 33 (4.5) 240 (1.2) 30 (3.9) 202 (2.2)
Rhode Island 214 (1.6) 35 (4.9) 231 (1.4) 32 (4.1) 192 (2.4)
South Carolina 211 (1.1) 36 (4.2) 226 (1.1) 31 (3.7) 194 (1.4)
Tennessee 209 (1.4) 34 (4.1) 225 (1.3) 33 (4.4) 193 (1.8)
Texas 217 (1.3) 37 (4.7) 231 (1.7) 33 (3.8) 200 (1.5)
Utah 223 (1.0) 32 (4.1) 235 (0.9) 35 (4.7) 211 (1.1)
Virginia 220 (1.3) 35 (4.2) 239 (1.6) 34 (3.6) 202 (1.2)
West Virginia 214 (1.1) 35 (4.0) 225 (1.5) 33 (4.0) 202 (1.1)
Wisconsin 228 (1.1) 34 (5.0) 238 (1.2) 32 (4.5) 214 (1.5)
Wyoming 224 (1.0) 30 (4.0) 234 (0.9) 37 (5.0 215 (1.2)
TERRITORY
Guam 191 (0.8) 33 (0.1) 202 (1.5) 37 (0.2) 180 (1.5)

The standard errors of the estimated percentages and proficiencies appear in parentheses. It can be said with 95
population of interest, hole population is within plus or minus two standard errors of the estimate fo

caution - the nature of

the value for the w

the sample does not allow accurate determination of the variability of this estimated statistic.

SOURCE: National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992 Trial State Mathematics Assessment.
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TABLE A.l Average Mathematics Proficiency for the States and for the Top-Performing One-Third
Schools and the Bottom-Performing One-Third Schools (continued)
Grade 8 - 1892
Top One-Third Schools Bottom One-Third Schools
PUBLIC Percentage of Average Percentage of Average
SCHOOLS Average Proficiency Students Proficiency Studen%s Proficiency
NATION 266 (1.0) 39 (4.1) 284 (1.2) 25 (1.9) 240 (1.4)
Northeast 267 (3.0) 45 (9.0) 285 (3.5) 29 (3.8) 237 (2.6)
Southeast 258 (1.2) 9 (4.4) 284 (1.6)) 37 (5.5) 242 (2.8)
Central 273 (2.2) 59 (8.2) 284 (1.5) 14 (2.6) 240 (3.6)
West 267 (2.1) 45 (9.6) 282 (2.0)! 20 (3.7) 240 (1.7)
STATES
Alabama 251 (1.7) 32 (4.6) 269 (1.8) 36 (4.7) 234 (2.9)
Arizona 265 (1.3)> 37 (4.5) 279 (1.5)> 32 (3.7) 247 (2.0)>
Arkansas 255 (1.2) 32 (3.9) 270 (1.1) 33 (4.1) 240 (1.4)
California 260 (1.7) 34 (4.4) 281 (1.9)> 33 (4.1) 236 (2.0)
Colorado 272 (1.1)> 34 (4.1) 286 (1.3)> 34 (4.0) 257 (1.3)>
Connecticut 273 (1.1)> 34 (3.1) 293 (0.9) > 36 (3.2) 251 (2.1)
Delaware 262 (1.0) 29 (0.2)» 273 (1.8) 41 (0.2)« 255 (1.3)>
Dist. Columbia 234 (0.9)> 32 (0.6)» 255 (1.8) 38 (0.4) 219 (1.1)
Florida 259 (1.5) 36 (4.1) 276 (1.4)> 34 (3.8) 241 (2.4)
Georgia 259 (1.2) 34 (4.6) 275 (1.3) 34 (3.9) 242 (1.3)
Hawaii 257 (0.9)» 37 (0.3)« 270 (1.2)» 31 (0.3)« 241 (1.3)»
Idaho 274 (0.8)> 29 (3.9) 283 (1.0)> 34 (3.5) 266 (1.1)>
Indiana 269 (1.2) 34 (5.3) 283 (1.3) 32 (3.6) 254 (1.6)
lowa 283 (1.0)» 32 (4.6) 293 (1.0) 33 (4.6) 272 (1.1)>
Kentucky 261 (1.1)> 33 (4.7) 275 (1.4)> 36 (4.6) 250 (1.1)
Louisiana 249 (1.7) 33 (4.9) 268 (1.9)> 32 (4.2) 229 (2.1)
Maine’ 278 (1.0) 30 (4.6) 289 (1.6) 37 (4.7) 269 (1.1)
Maryland 264 (1.3) 32 (4.0) 286 (1.5) 34 (3.4) 241 (2.6)
Massachusetts’ 272 (1.1) 35 (4.3) 289 (1.5) 33 (3.3) 251 (1.7)
Michigan 267 (1.4) 35 (5.1) 285 (1.7) 33 (3.4) 242 (1.9)
Minnesota 282 (1.0)» 35 (4.8) 291 (1.0)» 33 (5.5) 272 (1.1)»
M!SSISS'EPI‘ 246 (1.2) 34 (4.8) 262 (1.1) 33 (2.9) 228 (1.1)
Missouri 270 (1.2) 31 (4.6) 282 (0.8) 34 (4.8) 257 (2.0)
Nebraska 277 (1.1) 27 (4.7) 291 (1.2) 39 (4.7) 266 (1.3)>
New Hampshire 278 (1.0)» 29 (4.3) 287 (1.5) 35 (4.1) 268 (1.0)»
New Jersey 271 (1.6) 30 (3.4) 293 (1.2)> 34 (4.1) 245 (3.2)
New Mexico 259 (0.9)> 31 (4.0) 273 (1.1) 29 (3.3) 245 (1.2)>
New York 266 (2.1) 30 (3.8) 288 (1.3)» 39 (4.8) 241 (3.9)
North Carolina 258 (1.2)» 34 (4.8) 270 (1.2)» 33 (4.9) 244 (1.5)»
North Dakota 283 (1.2) 26 (4.0)< 293 (1.5) 37 (4.3) 275 (1.4)»
Ohio 267 (1.5) 34 (5.2) 284 (1.6)> 31 (4.4) 246 (2.1)
Oklahoma 267 (1.2)> 32 (4.5) 280 (1.1) 35 (5.0) 255 (1.5)>
Pennsylvania 271 (1.5) 36 (4.5) 286 (1.3) 33 (4.0) 253 (2.1)
Rhode Island 265 (0.7)» 31 (0.2) 280 (1.0) 32 (0.1)« 247 (1.4)
South Carolina’ 260 (1.0) 33 (3.5) 276 (1.2) 33(3.7) 244 (1.2)
Tennessee’ 258 (1.4) 33 (4.3) 272 (1.4) 33 (4.6) 243 (1.8)
Texas 264 (1.3)> 36 (4.2) 282 (1.5)» 33 (4.0) 246 (1.1)>
Utah 274 (0.7) 32 (3.9) 283 (0.9) 35 (4.3) 265 (0.8)
Virginia 267 (1.2) 33 (4.3) 285 (1.5) 34 (4.2) 248 (1.2)>
West Virginia 258 (1.0) 32 (4.9) 269 (1.0) 33 (5.0) 248 (1.1)>
Wisconsin 277 (1.5) 39 (5.0 289 (1.1) 31 (4.3) 261 (2.3)
Wyoming 274 (0.9)> 28 (3.1) 283 (1.4) 29 (3.4) 265 (1.8)
TERRITORIES
Guam 234 (1.0)> 13 (0.2)« 244 (3.2) 45 (0.3) 229 (1.8)
Virgin istands 222 (1.1)> 28 (0.2)« 232 (1.3) 52 (0.1)» 214 (1.3)>

'Did not participate in the 1990 Trial State Assessment Program, so comparisons with 1990 values are not possible.

»The value for 1992 was significantly higher than the value for 1990 at a v
lower than the value for 1990 at about the 95 percent certainty level. These notations indicate statistical significance from a multiple comparison
procedure based on the 37 jurisdictions particirFating in both 1992 and 1990. If looking at only one state, then > and < also indicate differences
that are significant. Statistically significant differences between 1990 and 1992 for the state comparison samples for the nation and regions are not

indicated.
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.TABLEA2 | Average Mathematics Proficiency by Race/Ethnicity and Type of Community

Grade 4 - 1892
White Black Hispanic Asian / Pacific Islander American Indian

PUBLIC Percentage| Average |Percentage| Average |[Percentage| Average Percentage| Average [Percentage]| Average
SCHOOLS of Students | Proficiency |of Students |Proficiency |of Students |Proficiency |of Students | Proficiency jof Students Proficiency
NATION 69 (0.4) 226 (1.0) 17 (0.4) 191 (1.4) 10 (0.2) 199 (1.5) 3(0.3) 232 (2.6) 2 (0.2) 208 (3.5)
Northeast 71 (2.9) 232 (2.4) 17 (2.7) 194 (3.1) 8 (1.2) 200 (3.2) 2 (0.7) () 1(0.3) ()
Southeast 61 (2.5) 219 (2.2) 30 (2.6) 190 (2.0) 6 (1.0) 198 (3.4) 1(0.3) e (*r) 1 (0.3) ()
Central 80 (1.8) 228 (1.8) 12 (1.7) 192 (4.3) 6 (0.8) 198 (3.3) 1(0.2) e (*r) 1(0.3) ()
gf;ss 64 (1.7) 225 (1.8) 10 (1.7) 188 (2.7) 17 (1.6) 200 (2.0) 5(1.0) 232 (3.2) 2 (0.3) r (vr)
Alabama 61 (2.5) 218 (1.6) 32 (2.3) 187 (1.1) 4 (0.6) 192 (4.0) 1 (0.2) () 2 (1.0) ()
Arizona 56 (2.1) 225 (0.8) 4 (0.7) 198 (3.6) 29 (1.5) 202 (1.3) 1(0.2) () 10 (1.7) 191 (3.5)
Arkansas 69 (1.5) 217 (1.0) 21 (1.4) 187 (1.7) 6 (0.6) 193 (2.9) 1(0.2) e (*r) 3 (0.4) 210 (3.7)
California 45 (2.0) 220 (1.8) 6 (0.7) 182 (3.3) 35 (1.7) 190 (1.6) 11 (1.1) 223 (2.7) 3 (0.5) 207 (6.7)
Coloradg 68 (1.5) 227 (1.1) 5(1.0) 199 (2.9) 22 (1.3) 205 (1.5) 3(0.3) 222 (4.4) 3 (0.3) 214 (4.5)
Connecticut 73 (1.4) 234 (0.9) 10 (1.1) 193 (2.7) 13(1.1) 204 (2.8) 2 (0.4) () 1(0.2) ()
Dglaware . 66 (1.1) 226 (0.9) 23 (0.9) 196 (1.4) 8 (0.4) 197 (2.6) 1(0.2) () 2 (0.4) e (vr)
Dist. Columbia 5(04) 241 (4.2) 82 (0.6) 189 (0.7) 10 (0.4) 181 (2.3) 1(0.2) () 2 (0.3) e (*)
Florida 58 (2.2) 223 (1.4) 21 (2.0) 189 (2.0) 17 (1.3) 205 (2.5) 2 (0.4) () 2 (0.3) ()
Georgla 56 (2.2) 228 (1.2) 35 (2.1) 195 (1.4) 6 (0.6) 196 (2.7) 1(0.2) (vt 1(0.3) ()
Hawail 21 (1.6) 218 (1.8) 4 (0.6) 198 (3.3) 11 (0.7) 197 (2.6) 61 (2.1) 215 (1.6) 2 (0.3) rEr (v
Idaho 84 (1.2) 223 (1.0) 1(0.2) () 11 (1.0) 202 (2.4) 1(0.2) e (vr) 3 (0.3) 212 (3.0)
Indiana 82 (1.5) 224 (0.9) 10 (1.3) 194 (2.4) 5(0.8) 208 (2.0) 1(0.2) v (v 1(0.3) ()
lowa . 90 (0.9) 231 (1.0) 2 (0.5) 193 (3.9)! 5(0.5) 218 (2.6) 1(0.3) ) 2 (0.3) ()
Ken}ucky 85 (1.6) 216 (1.0) 9 (1.3) 200 (2.5) 4 (0.6) 197 (3.0) 1(0.2) () 2 (0.3) ()
Loqnsiana 50 (2.0) 217 (1.5) 43 (2.0) 186 (1.7) 5(0.6) 199 (4.3) 2 (0.7) () 1(0.3) ()
Maine 91 (0.7) 232 (1.1) 1(0.1) () 5 (0.6) 218 (3.6) 1(0.2) e (vrr) 3 (0.5) b ()
Maryland 59 (1.7) 228 (1.2) 30 (1.4) 193 (1.9) 6 (0.6) 205 (3.6) 4 (0.5) 235 (3.8) 2 (0.2) (YY)
M;s§achusens 79 (1.6) 231 (1.0) 7 (0.8) 192 (3.1) 8 (0.8) 205 (2.7) 4 (0.7) 228 (8.0) 2 (0.2) (YY)
M!chlgan 73 (1.8) 227 (1.5) 13(1.7) 184 (3.9) 9 (0.9) 204 (2.6) 2 (0.3) () 3(0.4) 210 (4.0)
Mlnn.esgta. 85 (1.3) 231 (0.9) 3 (0.5) 192 (3.1) 7 (0.8) 206 (2.9) 2 (0.4) () 2 (0.3) ()
M|$SISSlPPl 40 (2.0) 217 (1.3) 52 (2.1) 188 (1.3) 6 (0.9) 184 (2.9) 1(0.2) e (*rr) 1(0.2) e (vr)
Missouri 77 (1.7) 227 (1.1) 14 (1.7) 194 (2.2) 6 (0.5) 206 (3.2) 1(0.2) e (*rr) 2 (0.4) ()
Nebraska 84 (1.3) 228 (1.2) 6 (0.7) 188 (2.5) 7 (0.9) 209 (3.2) 1(0.2) e (*rr) 2 (0.3) (YY)
New Hampshire 89 (1.2) 230 (1.1) 1(0.2) () 5 (0.6) 214 (2.7) 1(0.2) () 3(0.3) (YY)
New Jersey 66 (2.2) 236 (1.3) 14 (1.2) 197 (2.6) 14 (1.5) 205 (2.6) 5(0.8) 240 (3.0) 1(0.3) (YY)
New Mexico 44 (2.4) 224 (1.5) 4 (0.5) 201 (3.9) 47 (2.0) 202 (1.5) 1(0.3) () 4 (1.3) 206 (2.9)!
New York . 59 (2.2) 228 (1.4) 13 (1.6) 198 (2.7) 22 (1.7) 198 (2.3) 4 (0.8) 235 (4.4)! 2 (0.4) ()
North Carolina 62 (1.7) 222 (1.1) 29 (1.3) 191 (1.3) 6 (0.7) 198 (4.2) 1(0.2) () 3(0.9) 202 (4.9)!
North Dakota 91 (1.0) 229 (0.8) 0 (0.2) e () 4 (0.6) 213 (3.6) 1(0.2) () 4 (0.8) 211 (3.2)!
Ohio 79 (1.5) 221 (1.1) 11 (1.2) 193 (3.0) 6 (0.5) 206 (3.3) 1(0.3) (YY) 2 (0.4) 216 (4.2)
Oklahoma 73 (1.5) 223 (1.0) 9(1.2) 200 (2.6) 7 (0.8) 208 (2.5) 1(0.2) () 10 (0.8) 211 (2.0)
Pennsylvania 77 (1.6) 230 (1.2) 12 (1.6) 192 (2.5) 7 (0.8) 203 (2.3) 2 (0.4) (v 1(0.3) (YY)
Rhode Island 78 (2.1) 221 (1.3) 6 (1.0) 189 (3.4) 11 (1.1) 188 (2.8) 3 (0.4) 191 (4.3) 2 (0.3) (YY)
South Carolina 55(1.7) 224 (1.2) 37 (1.8) 193 (1.1) 6 (0.8) 198 (2.7) 1(0.2) e (*) 1(0.3) ()
Tennessee 69 (2.1) 217 (1.2) 23 (1.9) 191 (1.9) 5 (0.8) 191 (4.2) 1 (0.4) () 1(0.2) ()
Texas 49 (1.8) 228 (1.7) 14 (1.8) 197 (2.0) 34 (2.3) 207 (1.9) 2 (0.4) 234 (4.5) 1(0.2) ()
Utah 86 (1.0) 225 (1.0) 1(0.2) () 10 (0.8) 208 (2.2) 2 (0.3) () 2 (0.3) ()
Vlfglm? ) 67 (1.4) 228 (1.5) 23 (1.3) 196 (1.5) 5 (0.6) 211 (3.4) 3(04) 236 (4.6) 1(0.3) ()
West Vlrginna 90 (0.9) 215 (1.0) 3 (0.4) 202 (4.4) 5(0.8) 202 (3.0) 1(0.2) (vt 2 (0.2) (YY)
Wisconsin 81 (1.4) 233 (0.9) 6 (1.0) 194 (2.9) 7 (0.7) 211 (3.0) 2 (0.5) bl Gl | 3(1.1) 206 (8.0)!
Wyoming 82 (1.4) 227 (0.9) 1(0.2) () 11 (0.9) 214 (1.8) 1(0.2) () 5(1.2) 211 (4.0)!
TERRITORY

Guam 12 (0.7) 205 (2.0) 4 (0.4) 183 (5.4) 20 (0.8) 179 (2.1) 62 (1.0) 193 (1.2) 2 (0.4) ()

The standard errors of the estimated percentages and proficiencies appear in parentheses. It can be said with 95 percent certainty that for each
population of interest, the value for the whole population is within plus or minus two standard errors of the estimate for the sample. The percent-
ages for race/ethnicity may not add to 100 percent because some students categorized themselves as “other.” When the proportion of students is ei-

. ther 0 percent or 100 percent, the standard error is inestimable. However, percentages 99.5 percent and greater were rounded to 100 percent and
percentages 0.5 percent and less were rounded to 0 percent. ***Sample size insufficient to permit reliable estimate. There were fewer than 62 stu-
dents. ! Interpret with caution - the nature of the sample does not allow accurate determination of the variability of this estimated statistic.

SOURCE:; National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992 Trial State Mathematics Assessment.
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TABLE A2 | Average Mathematics Proficiency by Race/Ethnicity and Type of Community (continued)
Grade 8 - 1882
White Black Hispanic Asian / Pacific Islander American Indian
PUBLIC Percentage| Average [Percentage][ Average |Percentage| Average |Percenta Average |Percentage| Average
SCHOOLS of Students | Proficiency |of Students |Proficiency |of Students Proficiency |of Students | Proficiency |of Students |Proficiency
NATION 69 (0.4) 276 (1.1) 16 (0.2) 236 (1.3) 10 (0.3) 245 (1.3) 2(0.2) 287 (6.6) 1(0.2) 254 (2.9)
Northeast 67 (2.6) 279 (3.3) 19 (1.5) 239 (3.8) 10 (1.7) 241 (3.8) 2 (0.5) e (v 1(0.3) (e
Southeast 68 (1.8) 269 (1.2) 27 (1.8) 233 (1.7) 4(07) 240 (2.8) 1(0.3) e (ehe 1(0.2) e (rr
Central 79 (2.0) 280 (2.0) 13 (1.9) 239 (3.5) 5(0.8) 246 (4.2) 2 (0.5) e (ree 1(0.4) ()
gfﬁs&s 63 (1.5) 277 (2.4) 8(1.3) 234 (35) 21(1.7) 246 (16) 5(0.8) 286(11.3) 2 (0.7) (e
Alabama 61(23) 264 (1.4) 32(2.1) 231 (2.2) 4(06) 220 (5.3) 1(0.2) e (v 2 (0.4) (e
Arizona 60 (2.1) 275 (1.1)> 4(0.5) 251 (34) 28 (1.6) 247 (2.7) 2 (0.3) e (v 6(1.3) 251 (2.7)%
Arkansas 72(1.4) 265 (1.0) 22(1.3) 230 (1.9) 4(0.4) 228 (4.1) 1(0.2) e () 1(0.2) bl e
California 44 (1.8) 276 (1.9) 7(1.1) 233 (3.6) 36(1.7) 240 (2.0) 11 (1.0) 276 (2.9) 1(0.2) o (a
Colorado 74 (1.2) 278 (1.0)> 4(06) 241 (4.4) 18 (1.1) 254 (1.7)> 2(0.3) e (e 2 (0.3) il e
Connecticut 72(1.6) 283 (0.9)» 12(1.1) 242 (2.9) 12 (0.9) 241 (2.4) 3(0.4) 287 (8.0) 0 (0.1) e (ere)
Delaware 65(0.9) 272 (1.0)> 25(1.1) 241 (1.8) 6(0.6) 239 (3.4) 2 (0.3) il 2 (0.3) il
Dist. Columbia 3(0.2) e (vie 85(0.8) 233 (0.9) 10 (0.7) 225 (3.8) 1(0.2) e (vee) 1(0.3) il
Florida 56 (2.1) 273 (1.3)» 23(2.0) 236 (2.3) 18 (2.0) 245 (2.5) 2 (0.3) (e 1 (0.2) (v
Georgia 59 (2.1) 270 (1.3) 35(1.9) 241 (1.3) 4(0.5) 233 (5.5) 2 (0.3) e (vee) 0 (0.1) Rkl e
Hawait 17 (0.9) 265 (1.6) 3(0.3) e (et 11(07) 238 (22) 66(1.1) 259 (1.1)» 1(0.2) e (e
Idaho 88 (0.7) 277 (0.8)> 1 (0.2) e (v 8 (0.6) 253 (2.3) 1(0.2) T (ehe) 3(04) 259 (4.2)
Indiana 85(13) 273 (1.2) 8 (1.1) 243 (2.6) 4 (0.6) 249 (4.6) 1(0.2) e (e 1(0.2) (e
lowa 92 (0.7) 284 (1.0)> 2 (0.4) bl 4(0.4) 261 (3.8) 1(0.2) el 1(0.2) e (v
Kentucky 87 (1.0) 264 (1.1)> 9(1.0) 241 (2.6) 3(04) 231 (4.6) 1(0.2) (e 1(0.2) bl
Louisiana 54 (1.7) 263 (1.7) 39(15) 232 (2.2) 5(0.5) 228 (3.5) 2 (0.4) e (ere 1(0.2) il
Maine' 94 (0.5) 279 (1.0) 0 (0.1) e (v 2 (0.3) e (v 1(0.2) (e 3(0.4) 261 (4.5)
Maryland 60 (1.8) 278 (1.5) 29 (1.8) 239 (2.0) 6 (0.6) 240 (3.3) 3(0.5) 287 (4.7) 1(0.2) T (ee)
Massachusetts’ | 83 (1.1) 277 (1.1) 5(1.0) 243 (5.0) 8 (1.5) 240 (3.4) 2 (0.4) il 1(0.2) (e
Michigan 73 (1.6) 276 (1.5)> 18(1.9) 232 (1.8) 5(0.8) 248 (4.0) 1(0.3) () 2 (0.3) (e
Minnesota 91 (1.0) 284 (1.0)» 2 (0.3) bl 3(05) 253 (38)> 2(0.3) bl e 1(0.4) e (re)
Mississippi’ 49 (1.9) 262 (1.4) 44 (1.8) 230 (1.4) 6(0.6) 223 (3.1) 0 (0.1) e () 1(0.2) il e
Missouri' 82 (1.5) 275 (1.0) 12 (1.4) 241 (2.9) 3(0.3) 251 (4.2) 1(0.2) (e 2 (0.3) bl
Nebraska 87 (1.1) 281 (1.1) 5(09) 236 (4.7) 6(0.7) 254 (3.1) 1(0.2) () 2 (04) (v
New Hampshire| g1 (1.6) 278 (0.9)> 1 (0.2) (e 3(03) 258 (5.1) 1(0.2) (e 1(0.2) (e
New Jersey 61 (2.5) 283 (1.4) 17 (2.4) 242 (2.7) 14 (1.5) 247 (3.5) 6 (0.7) 297 (3.3) 1(0.2) bl
New Mexico 44 (1.5) 272 (1.2) 2 (0.4) (v 49 (1.4) 248 (1.1) 1(0.3) (e 4 (0.7)% 249 (3.0)%
New York 61(27) 279 (1.1)> 17 (2.2) 232 (4.5) 14 (2.0) 243 (4.8) 4(06) 281 (6.8) 1(0.3) (e
North Carolina 68 (1.4)> 266 (1.0)> 27(1.3) 238 (1.7) 3(0.3)< 238 (4.7)> 1 (0.2) (e 2 (0.4) (e
North Dakota 93 (0.8) 284 (1.2) . 0(0.1) () 3(0.3) (1) 1(0.2) () 3(07) 261 (4.3)P
Ohio 80 (1.8) 274 (1.4)> 14 (1.7) 234 (2.3) 4(0.5) 245 (4.8) 1(0.2) (e 2 (0.3) e (e
Oklahoma 75(16) 272 (1.0) 8 (1.1) 238 (3.0) 6(0.6) 252 (3.2) 2 (0.3) e (aeh) 10 (1.0) 261 (3.2)
Pennsylvania 83 (1.4) 276 (1.1)> 11(16) 237 (4.6) 3(0.7) 246 (3.9)> 1 (0.3) e (erh) 1(0.3) e (e
Rhode iIsland 81 (0.7) 271 (0.9)» 6(0.6) 240 (2.9)> 8(0.4) 232 (2.7) 3(04) 264 (3.4) 2 (0.3) o (e
South Carolina’ | 58 (1.5) 273 (1.1)  35(1.3) 241 (1.0) 6(0.6) 233 (2.6) 1(0.2) o (ere 1(0.2) e (ere)
Tennessee' 75(2.0) 266 (1.1) 21 (2.1) 234 (2.4) 3(0.3) 227 (4.8) 0 (0.1) e (e 1(0.2) (e
Texas 48 (1.9) 279 (1.6)> 12 (1.6) 243 (20)> 36(2.0) 248 (1.2) 3(0.4) 301 (4.9) 1(0.3) bl
Utah' 90 (0.9) 276 (0.8) 1(0.2) il 7(06) 253 (2.3) 2 (0.3) il 2 (0.2) e (v
virginia 69 (1.9) 275 (1.1) 22 (16) 244 (1.9) 5(0.6) 254 (4.0) 4(0.5) 280 (4.0)< 1(0.2) e (rer
West Virginia 91 (0.9) 260 (1.0) 4(0.8) 243 (37) 3(0.3)< 230 (4.9) 0(0.1) (e 2 (0.3) (e
Wisconsin 86 (1.7) 282 (1.2) 7(1.2) 246 (6.8) 4(0.8) 246 (4.0) 1(02)< =+ () 2(0.6) 261 (6.0)!
Wyoming 86 (1.7) 277 (0.8)> 1 {0.2) () g (06) 257 (2.1) 1(0.2) () 4(1.6) 250 (2.4)!
TERRITORIES
Guam 5(0.5)< 266 (5.4) 1 (0.3) (v 15 (0.9)< 218 (2.8) 76 (1.1)> 236 (1.1) 1(0.1) e (rre)
Virgin Islands 1(0.4) Y)Y 77(11) 224 (12) 21 (09) 213 (1.9) 0 (0.1) () 0(0.2) il |

'Did not participate in the 1990 Trial State Assessment Program, so com
»The value for 1992 was significantly hi
lower than the value for 1990 at about
procedure based on the 37 jurisdictions partici
that are significant. Statistically significant diffe

indicated.

arisons with 1990 values are not possible.

990 at about the 95 percent certainty level. “The value for 1992 was significantly
level. These notations indicate statistical siﬁniﬁcance from a multiple comparison
2 and 1990. If looking at only one state, then > and < also indicate differences
rences between 1990 and 1992 for the state comparison samples for the nation and regions are not

g}?er than the value for 1

the 95 percent oertaimgy
ating in both 199
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TABLE A2 | Average Mathematics Proficiency by Race/Ethnicity and Type of Community (continued)

Grade 4 - 1992
Advantaged Urban Disadvantaged Urban Extreme Rural Other

PUBLIC Percentage of | Average |Percentage of| Average |Percentage of] Average [Percentage of| Average
SCHOOLS Students Proficiency Students Proficiency Students Proficiency Students Proficiency
NATION 8 (1.8) 240 (3.0)! 10 (1.5) 193 (2.9) 13 (2.4) 216 (3.6) 67 (3.2) 218 (1.0)
Northeast 20 (5.5) 243 (3.3)! 16 (5.5) 206 (3.6)! 4(1.2) e (ver) 60 (8.0) 220 (2.4)
Southeast 5 (3.0) 240 (6.4)! 13 (3.5) 190 (4.4)! 19 (6.9) 203 (6.1)! 63 (7.6) 212 (2.0)
Central 5(2.1) 235(13.4)! 9 (1.9) 188 (4.0)! 16 (3.4) 228 (3.7)! 70 (4.1) 224 (1.5)
sﬁ?rtss 8 (3.7) 239 (9.1)! 5(1.3) 180 (7.4)! 13 (4.7) 216 (3.5)! 74 (5.7) 217 (1.9)
Alabama 11 (3.1) 231 (5.1)! 13 (3.2) 192 (2.9)! 14 (4.0) 204 (3.8)! 62 (5.6) 208 (2.1)
Arizona 13 (3.9) 230 (3.4)! 10 (3.0) 209 (5.0)! 8 (3.3) 206 (5.0)! 69 (5.5) 212 (2.0)
Arkansas 1(1.2) e (1) 6 (1.5) 195 (2.7)! 25 (4.1) 209 (2.6) 68 (4.7) 210 (1.4)
California 12 (2.5) 232 (2.7) 23 (3.7) 187 (3.4) 1(0.3) e (ver) 65 (4.6) 210 (2.1)
Colorado 18 (3.2) 233 (1.6) 13 (2.9) 203 (2.6)! 13 (2.7) 218 (2.2)! 57 (5.0) 219 (1.5)
Connecticut 19 (4.2) 238 (2.3)! 15 (3.0) 196 (3.8)! 0 (0.0) () 66 (5.0) 231 (1.4)
Delaware 10 (0.2) 218 (4.1) 8 (0.2) 207 (4.9) 24 (0.1) 214 (1.0) 58 (0.3) . 219 (1.1)
Dist. Columbia 20 (0.3) 212 (1.4) 60 (0.4) 185 (0.9) 0 (0.0) () 20(03) . 195 (1.6)
Florida 18 (4.4) 231 (2.8}t 21 (3.9) 193 (2.9) 4(1.3) 207 (6.2)! 57 (4.5) 214 (1.5)
Georgia 10 (3.4) 239 (2.3)! 15 (4.6) 195 (3.1)! 12 (3.6) 215 (2.7)! 63 (6.2) 214 (1.9)
Hawaii 12 (3.6) 227 (3.3)! 9(1.8) 194 (3.1)! 5(1.9) 207 (3.8) 75 (4.3) 214 (1.6)
Idaho 9 (2.6) 235 (2.0)! 1 (0.9) e () 33 (4.9) 219 (1.2) 56 (5.5) 220 (1.5)
Indiana 8 (2.7) 235 (1.9)! 10 (2.8) 199 (3.4) 15 (3.3) 223 (1.8)! 68 (4.9) 220 (1.3)
lowa 7 (2.9) 241 (2.3)! 6 (2.5) 219 (4.6)! 41 (3.5) 229 (1.4) 46 (4.2) 229 (1.9)
Kentucky 6 (2.7) 233 (2.0)! 11 (2.7) 208 (4.1)! 24 (4.2) 215 (1.5) 60 (4.8) 212 (1.6)
Louisiana 5 (2.3) 226 (3.0)! 18 (2.5) 184 (3.9) 1 (2.7) 205 (4.4)! 65 (3.9) 205 (2.0)
Maine 2 (1.6) e () 2 (1.3) bl i 19 (4.7) 231 (2.8)! 77 (4.9) 231 (1.4)
Maryland 20 (3.6) 231 (3.6) 16 (4.0) 191 (5.7}t 5 (2.1) 222 (3.2)! 59 (4.9) 216 (1.5) ,
Massachusetts 16 (3.4) 243 (3.0)! 14 (2.7) 200 (2.9) 1(0.9) () 68 (4.2) 229 (1.5)
Michigan 10 (3.0) 240 (3.3)! 15 (3.7) 190 (5.0)! 10 (3.6) 220 (3.3)! 65 (5.1) 224 (1.7)
Minnesota 12 (3.9) 237 (3.3)! 3(2.2) () 29 (3.8) 226 (1.4) 56 (5.4) 226 (1.6)
Mississippi 1(1.1) e (vr) 6 (1.9) 180 (3.2)! 11 (2.3) 204 (4.7) 82 (3.2) 200 (1.3)
Missouri 9 (3.0) 239 (4.0)! 11 (2.9) 192 (4.3)! 26 (3.9) 222 (1.7) 53 (5.3) 223 (1.6)
Nebraska 8 (2.7) 238 (2.1) 6 (1.4) 205 (2.9)! 26 (3.9) 225 (2.8) 59 (4.8) 223 (1.8)
New Hampshire 8 (3.5) 235 (3.0)} 1(1.3) () 4(1.8) 232 (4.3)1 86 (4.0) 229 (1.4)
New Jersey 30 (4.3) 242 (1.8) 17 (3.3) 196 (4.3)! 1(1.0) e (evr) 53 (5.0) 229 (1.7)
New Mexico 11 (5.7) 230 (2.5)! 9(2.9) 198 (3.6)! 4 (2.0) 203 (6.5)! 77 (6.1) 210 (1.7)
New York 15 (3.7) 231 (2.7} 24 (3.7) 199 (2.6) 2 (1.8) e (1er) 58 (4.7) 222 (2.6)
North Carolina 5 (1.6) 233 (1.9)! 4(1.9) 200 (6.0)! 19 (4.0) 208 (3.0)! 71 (4.6) 211 (1.4)
North Dakota 11 (3.1) 237 (2.6)! 2(1.4) e (rr) 43 (3.6) 226 (1.3) 44 (4.3) 226 (1.1)
Ohio 10 (2.6) 237 (2.3)t 18 (2.6) 197 (3.2) 17 (3.9) 216 (2.3)! 55 (4.8) 222 (1.6)
Oklahoma 9 (3.1) 230 (3.9)! 10 (2.6) 213 (3.8)! 21 (3.6) 220 (2.2) 60 (4.6) 219 (1.4)
Pennsylvania 15 (4.9) 237 (4.4)! 17 (3.4) 196 (3.7) 14 (3.8) 230 (1.5)! 54 (5.6) 226 (1.5)
Rhode Island 12 (4.0) 236 (3.0)! 24 (4.9) 192 (3.0)! 0 (0.0) () 84 (5.7) 219 (1.9)
South Carolina 6 (2.2) 231 (3.3)! 6 (1.5) 195 (2.6)! 13 (3.1) 205 (2.9)! 74 (4.0) 212 (1.4)
Tennessee 6 (2.7) 228 (4.4)! 13 (3.6) 189 (3.4)! 10 (2.8) 206 (4.3)! 71 (4.6) 212 (1.6)
Texas 10 (3.2) 242 (3.1)! 21 (4.8) 208 (3.9)! 13 (3.3) 223 (2.7)! 56 (6.3) 214 (1.9)
Utah 20 (3.6) 233 (2.0) 3(1.7) 208 (3.5)! 7 (2.6) 220 (3.2)! 70 (4.4) 222 (1.3)
Virginia 13 (3.1) 235 (3.5)! 14 (3.1) 200 (2.5)! 13 (2.7) 212 (2.3)! 59 (4.7) 220 (2.2)
West Virginia 2 (1.4) () 8 (2.5) 209 (3.3)! 16 (3.6) 213 (2.2)! 75 (4.6) 214 (1.4)
Wisconsin 9 (2.6) 242 (4.1)! 7 (2.4) 206 (4.6)! 26 (5.0) 229 (1.8) 58 (5.3) 229 (1.4)
Wyoming 7 (2.1) 232 (3.7) 4 (1.8) 214 (2.5)t 20 (3.4) 229 (2.1) 69 (4.5) 224 (1.3)
TERRITORY

Guam 0 (0.0) () 0 (0.0) () 19 (0.1) 183 (2.3) 81 (0.1) 195 (1.0)
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TABLE A2 | Average Mathematics Proficiency by Race/Ethnicity and Type of Community (continued)

Grade 8 - 1892
Advantaged Urban Disadvantaged Urban Extreme Rural Other

PUBLIC Percentage of| Average [Percentage of| Average —|Percentage of| Average |Percentage of| _Average
SCHOOLS Students Proficiency Students Proficiency Students Proficiency Students Proficiency
NATION 8 (2.2) 285 (4.8)! 9 (1.5) 239 (2.7) 10 (2.8) 267 (4.6)! 72 (3.5) 268 (1.2)
Northeast 12 (6.5) 292 (6.7)! 12 (3.7) 234 (2.3)! 7 (4.8) (e 69 (8.2) 267 (2.9)
Southeast 5 (3.5) 272 (2.2)! 9 (2.5) 238 (6.9)! 16 (7.2) 255 (4.6)! 69 (7.9) 260 (1.5)
Central 8 (2.4) 285 (7.0)! 9 (3.0) 236 (5.6)! 9 (6.0) 281 (4.3)! 74 (6.9) 275 (1.9)
sV?:\sTtEs 7 (4.0) 284(11.2)! 9 (3.2) 246 (4.6)! 8 (4.0) 264 (5.2)! 76 (5.3) 268 (2.5)
Alabama 4 (2.4) 261 (7.4)! 16 (3.5) 237 (4.9)! 15 (3.2) 254 (1.8)! 65 (4.7) 254 (2.4)
Arizona 15 (5.3) 279 (3.8)! 14 (3.1) 251 (4.0)! 7 (2.2) 255 (8.7)! 64 (5.8) 264 (1.7)
Arkansas 2 (1.4) bl 5(1.9) 236 (6.9) 16 (3.9) 261 (2.3)! 76 (4.4) 255 (1.3)
California 8 (3.2) 290 (6.5)! 19 (3.2) 236 (3.5) 3(1.9) e () 71 (5.1) 264 (1.9)>
Colorado 18 (3.5) 283 (2.0) 10 (2.3) 253 (2.8)! 13 (2.9) 272 (2.9) 60 (4.9) 272 (1.6)>
Connecticut 10 (3.5)« 283 (4.9)! 17 (3.3) 243 (3.5) 0 (0.0) e (err) 72 (4.4)> 279 (1.6)»
Delaware 0 (0.0) e (o) 0 (0.0) () 11 (0.1)« 263 (2.1) 89 (0.1)» 262 (1.2)
Dist. Columbia 7 (0.3)«¢ 252 (2.9) 67 (0.4) 225 (1.3) 0 (0.0) (1) 25 (0.4)» 252 (2.1)»
Florida 7 (2.9) 271 (5.2)! 17 (3.5) 249 (5.8)t 6 (2.1) 255 (5.5)! . 69/(4.9) 261 (2.0)
Georgia 6(1.9) - 274 (5.8)! 10 (2.9) 247 (3.7)! 9(2.2) 246 (1.4)! 74 (4.0) 260 (1.6)
Hawaii 5 (0.1)« 255 (2.6) %« 16 (0.4) 240 (2.1) 1 (0.0) w (rr) 78 (0.4)» 259 (1.4)»
Idaho 4(2.2) 288 (3.5)! 5 (2.4) 279 (5.1)! 29 (4.3) 274 (1.8)> 62 (5.0) 274 (0.7)
Indiana 5(2.3) 286 (5.5)! 11 (2.4) 244 (2.0)! 13 (2.6) 269 (2.8) 71 (4.3) 273 (1.4)
lowa 4 (2.3) 291 (7.2 3(1.0) 271 (4.0)! 44 (5.4) 287 (1.5)» 49 (5.7) 280 (1.4)
Kentucky 3 (1.1) 286 (6.2)!> 12 (3.3) 252 (3.4)! 15 (3.7)< 262 (2.4)1> 70 (5.1)> 262 (1.5)
Louisiana 2 (1.6) e (err) 19 (3.2) 227 (3.9) 7 (3.0) 254 (3.7)1» 72 (4.3) 253 (1.9)
Maine 1(1.5) e (err) 2 (1.6) (e 19 (4.1) 276 (1.8)! 78 (4.5) 278 (1.3)
.Maryland 21 (3.8) 283 (3.4) 13 (3.5) 240 (7.3)! 3(2.6) T (err) 63 (5.6) 266 (2.5)
Massachusetts 7 (2.3) 300 (4.9)! 23 (3.5) 247 (3.0) 1(1.3) () 69 (4.3) 277 (1.8)
Michigan 7 (3.0) 290 (8.5)! 19 (3.1) 237 (3.4) 14 (3.8) 273 (2.7)! 60 (5.2) 270 (1.5)
Minnesota 7 (36)< 290 (6.0)! 0 (0.0) e (ar) 20 (4.2) 280 (2.1)! 72 (5.2)> 282 (1.4)
Mississippi 3(1.8) = () 6(2.7) 240 (5.4)! 12 (3.1) 245 (4.2)! 79 (4.6) 245 (1.8)
Missouri 7 (2.8) 278 (3.2)! 12 (2.4) 252 (5.1)! 13 (3.6) 270 (2.5)! 68 (4.8) 272 (1.3)
Nebraska 0 (0.0) il | 6 (0.9) 250 (4.1) 28 (4.3) 281 (2.4) 66 (4.5)> 276 (1.4)>
New Hampshire 4 (1.6)< 294 (2.9)1> 0 (0.0) e (e 5(2.3) 281 (2.1)! 92 (2.8) 277 (1.1)
New Jersey 8 (2.8)« 206 (3.4)! 24 (3.3) 237 (3.3) 3(2.3) () 64 (4.7) 280 (1.5)»
New Mexico 5(0.2) 282 (2.3) 6 (2.6) 251 (3.1)! 6 (2.8)« 258 (7.3)! 84 (3.8)> 259 (1.1)>
New York 11 (3.3) 202 (3.5)1> 16 (5.1) 230 (4.8)! 10 (3.5) 277 (2.4)! 63 (6.7) 270 (2.8)
North Carolina 3(1.0) 281(12.8)! 5(2.2) 243 (5.8)! 12 (3.8) 251 (3.7)! 80 (4.3) 258 (1.5)>
North Dakota 8 (1.8) 286 (2.0)! 0 (0.0) () 39 (4.1) 282 (1.8) 53 (3.9) 281 (1.4)
Ohio 6 (2.7) 296 (4.8)I> 17 (3.2) 247 (3.0) 21 (5.5) 277 2.7)t> 56 (6.3) 269 (2.1)
Oklahoma 2(1.8) () 5 (2.5) 269 (2.7)1» 19 (4.1) 265 (2.4)! 74 (5.1) 269 (1.5)
Pennsylvania 4(21)< 289 (5.5)! 15 (3.5) 245 (5.1)! 13 (3.7) 277 (4.0)! 68 (5.0) 275 (1.3)»
Rhode Island 7 (0.1)« 285 (2.4)> 12 (0.1)< 242 (2.4) 0 (0.0) () 81 (0.1)» 268 (0.9)»
South Carolina 3(1.7) 276 (2.8)! 6 (2.2) 246 (5.7)! 4(1.8) 270 (2.5)! 87 (3.3) 259 (1.2)
Tennessee 5 (3.3) 279 (2.8)! 7 (2.6) 231 (9.2)! 6 (2.4) 259 (2.1)! 82 (4.0) 259 (1.6)
Texas 10 (2.9) 291 (2.6)1» 18 (3.9) 247 (2.2)! 6 (2.6) 264 (6.5)! 67 (5.5) 264 (1.8)>
Utah 13 (2.4) 283 (2.8) 5(2.2) 268 (2.6)! 10 (2.4) 270 (1.8)t 72 (3.9) 273 (1.0)
Virginia 9 (2.4)< 284 (3.4)! 13 (3.0)> 250 (3.8)! 14 (4.3) 260 (4.5)! 63 (54) 265 (1.6)
West Virginia 1 (0.9) = () 10 (1.9) 256 (1.8) 13 (3.4) 257 (2.6)! 76 (3.7) 259 (1.2)
Wisconsin 11 (5.5) 291 (5.7)! 5(1.7) 240 (4.0}t 25 (5.4) 282 (2.5)! 59 (6.4) 277 (1.6)
Wyoming 0 (0.0) bl il 10 (2.6) 273 (5.5)! 13 (2.9)« 2