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Executive Summary

After eight years of implementing the federal No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB)
and other school reforms, how much progress have states, school districts, and
schools made in raising achievement for students from all backgrounds and clos-
ing achievement gaps based on race, ethnicity, income, and gender?

To help answer this question, the Center on Education Policy (CEP) analyzed
trends in reading and mathematics performance and achievement gaps for sev-
eral groups of students: African American, Asian, Latino, Native American, and
white students, as well as low-income, male, and female students. We looked at
trends on state tests from 2002 (or a more recent year in some states) through
2009 at grades 4, 8, and the high school grade tested for NCLB. We also com-
pared the direction of trends between 2005 and 2009 on state tests and the fed-
erally sponsored National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP).

All 50 states and the District of Columbia participated in this study, which marks
the fourth year of CEP’s research on student achievement. Not all states had the
data needed for every analysis, however. States were considered to have suffi-
cient data for an analysis if they had three or more years of comparable test data
through 2009 and if the number of students in a particular subgroup was large
enough to yield reliable trends.

Main conclusions

Four main conclusions emerged from this study.
e Achievement gaps are large and persistent.

In many states, the percentage of African American students scoring proficient
on state tests was 20 to 30 points lower in 2009 than the percentage proficient
for white students. Gaps in percentages proficient between Native American
and white students were similarly wide. Gaps between Latino and white stu-
dents often amounted to 15 to 20 percentage points.

Many states had gaps in percentages proficient of 25 points or more between stu-
dents from low-income families and those who were not low-income. In read-
ing, girls had higher percentages proficient than boys in every state and D.C.;
this gender gap sometimes totaled 10 percentage points or more.

¢ Every major student group has made gains since 2002 on state reading
and math tests. But even when achievement has increased for all groups,
gaps have not always narrowed.

African American, Asian, Latino, Native American, and white students, as well
as low-income students, boys, and girls, made gains in reading and math in two-
thirds or more of the states with sufficient data. For each subgroup, states with
gains on state tests outnumbered states with declines or flat trends in both read-
ing and math and at grades 4, 8, and high school. This pattern was also evident
on both indicators of achievement used for this study—the percentages of stu-
dents scoring proficient on state tests and average (mean) test scores.

Within the same state, trends on NAEP corroborated the rising trends on state
tests to a moderate degree. In math, a majority of the states with sufficient data
that made gains for a particular student group on their state test also made gains
on NAED, except for Asian students in 4th grade math. In reading, a majority of
the states with sufficient data showed gains on both state tests and NAEP for all
subgroups except 4th grade boys. But NAEP and state results contradicted each
other more often in reading than in math, and in some cases reading achieve-
ment declined on both assessments.

Rising achievement for all groups is no guarantee that achievement gaps will
shrink. When gaps widened, it was often because both subgroups made gains,
but the higher-achieving group improved more rapidly than the lower-achiev-
ing one. For gaps to narrow, the lower-achieving group must improve at a greater
rate than the higher-achieving one.
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¢ For most student groups, gaps on state tests have often narrowed since
2002. Gap trends vary, however, based on the student group and indicator
of achievement examined.

Latino-white gaps and African American-white gaps in percentages proficient on
state tests have narrowed more often than gaps for Native American students, low-
income students and boys in reading. For all of these groups, however, gaps in
some grades and subjects have widened or stayed the same in a notable number of
states. Usually when gaps narrowed, both subgroups improved, but the lower-per-
forming group improved at a greater rate than the higher-performing one.

Average test scores, which are generally considered a better indicator of changes
in gaps than percentages proficient for reasons discussed in chapter 1, give a
somewhat less positive picture of gaps narrowing. Across both reading and math
and all three grade levels, the gap between low-income students and more advan-
taged students, for example, narrowed in 57% of the instances analyzed using
average scores, compared with 72% of instances using percentages proficient.
(An “instance” refers to a trend in a single state for one gap, grade level, and sub-
ject, such as the change in the gap between low-income and non-low-income
students in Kentucky in grade 8 math.)

In addition, trends on state tests and NAEP within the same state show limited
agreement about whether achievement gaps have narrowed since 2005 at grades
4 and 8. For some groups, gaps narrowed on both state tests and NAEP in a
majority of the states with sufficient data. But there were also many instances of
gaps narrowing on the state test and widening on NAEP. In a limited number
of instances, a gap widened on NAEP but narrowed on the state test, or widened
on both assessments.

¢ Although gaps have narrowed more rapidly for some groups than for
others, at the current rates of progress it would take many years to close
most gaps.

In general, Latino-white gaps in percentages proficient have narrowed at a greater
rate than gaps for other groups. For some grades and subjects, African American-
white gaps have also narrowed at a relatively faster rate than most other gaps. In high
school math, for example, the gap in percentages proficient between Latino and
white students narrowed at a median rate of 1.2 percentage point per year across a//
the states with sufficient data. (The median is the midpoint; by definition, half of

the states with sufficient data will have annual rates of change in a gap above the
median, and half will have rates below it.) If this gap continued to narrow at the
same annual rate and if other critical factors remained the same, then theoretically
agap of 15 points would close in 12.5 years. For reasons discussed in chapter 1, how-
ever, it is unlikely that gaps would continue to narrow at a steady rate.

Other gaps, such as Native American-white gaps, are narrowing at median rates
of less than 1 percentage point per year. These gaps would take much longer to
close if the current pace continued.

Data from individual states also suggest it would take one or more decades to
close most gaps at the current average rates of progress. In Florida, a state with a
typical-size gap, the African American-white gap in percentages proficient has
narrowed at an average rate of 0.9 percentage point per year since 2002. In 2009,
this gap remained at 25 percentage points. If the gap continued to narrow at the
same rate and if other key factors remained unchanged, then theoretically it would
take 28 years to close this gap. In Pennsylvania, the gap between Latino and white
students has narrowed at an average rate of 1.5 percentage point per year since
2002. In 2009, this gap stood at 25 percentage points, a typical-size gap for these
subgroups. At the current rate of progress, it would take 17 years to close this
gap. As illustrated by examples from other states in chapter 1, the pace of change
also varies considerably even among states with gaps of similar size.

In conclusion, we looked at an array of evidence from state tests and NAED,
including average test scores on both assessments, the percentages of students
scoring proficient on state tests, and the percentages scoring at the basic level on
NAEP. Taken together, the evidence indicates that although some headway has
been made in narrowing achievement gaps, progress is inconsistent, and much
work remains.



Organization of this report

The full report of this study is available on CEP’s Web site at www.cep-dc.org.
The report includes the following chapters:

Chapter 1—Findings Across Student Groups

Chapter 2—African American Students

Chapter 3—Asian Students

Chapter 4—Latino Students

Chapter 5—Native American Students

Chapter 6—White Students

Chapter 7—Low-Income Students

Chapter 8—Male and Female Students

Chapter 9—Comparison of Trends on State Tests and NAEP
Chapter 10—Study Methods

State-by-state information is available on the Web
in an appendix and individual state profiles.

Readers interested in particular states are encouraged to view and download two
additional resources available at www.cep-dc.org:

e An appendix with state-by-state tables showing the 2009 percentages profi-

cient, mean test scores, and achievement gaps in reading and math for all
major subgroups in the states with sufficient data

Individual state profiles, one for each of the 50 states and D.C., containing
a wealth of state-specific data on the state’s testing program, trends in sub-
group performance as well as achievement gaps for all the years with com-
parable data, and numbers of test-takers.
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Chapter 1: Findings Across Student Groups

Achievement gaps on state tests between lower-
and higher-performing groups are often large.

This chapter presents cross-cutting findings about achievement on state reading
and math tests for all the major student groups included in this study—African
American, Asian, Latino, Native American, and white students, as well as low-
income, male, and female students.! The tables in this chapter summarize key
data across multiple subgroups, unlike the more detailed tables for each specific
subgroup contained in chapters 2 through 8.

Our analysis of state test results looked at two indicators of achievement—the
percentages of students scoring at or above the proficient level, which is the main
gauge of progress under NCLB; and average, or mean, test scores. These two
indicators offer different ways of looking at achievement trends. Viewed in tan-
dem, they can provide a fuller picture of the performance of a group of students.
Percentages proficient typically show the proportion of students in the aggregate
that have met or exceeded a fixed benchmark—the cut score for proficient per-
formance on the state test. Mean scores are independent of cut scores and there-
fore capture changes across the achievement spectrum, including performance
well above or well below the proficiency cut score. To provide an additional per-
spective, the study also examined trends on NAEP, as discussed in chapter 9.

Among racial/ethnic groups, Asian and white students had the highest test per-
formance. In reading, the Asian and white subgroups often performed at simi-
lar levels, but in math, Asian students outperformed white students in most of
the states with sufficient data.

Other subgroups typically performed at lower levels. In many states, the gaps in
percentages proficient between African American and white students and

between Native American and white students amounted to 20 or 30 percentage

p &
points. The Latino-white gap in percentages proficient often totaled 15 to 20
percentage points.

Gaps also persisted between students from low-income families and those who
were not low-income. In many states, gaps in percentages proficient between
these two groups totaled 25 percentage points or more. In reading, a gender gap
also exists. In 2009, girls outperformed boys in reading in every state and D.C.,,
sometimes by more than 10 percentage points.

Large gaps between subgroups can also be found in mean test scores.

For all of the subgroups analyzed, the size of achievement gaps varied consider-
ably from state to state. In grade 4 reading, for example, the largest Latino-white
gap in any state was 38 percentage points in 2009, while the smallest gap in any
state was 5 points. These variations may not be solely, or even mostly, due to dif-
ferences in instructional quality but may also be attributable to state-by-state
differences in where the cut score for proficiency is set, how difficult the test is,
and other factors. The appendix to this report, available at www.cep-dc.org,
shows the size of the gaps in 2009 for all major subgroups in each state.

One way to gauge the relative performance of various student groups on a
broader scale than a single state is to look at a statistic called the median. The
median is the midpoint; by definition, half of the states with sufficient data have
percentages proficient above the median, and half have percentages proficient
below it. For every subgroup, we calculated the 2009 median percentage profi-
cient across a// of the states with sufficient data for that group. The results are
shown in table 1 (reading) and table 2 (math).

1 CEP examined test score trends for English language learners (ELLs) and students with disabilities in two recent reports, which concluded that it is difficult to obtain a clear picture of achievement for these two groups because
of fuzzy data, evolving state testing policies, fluctuating numbers of test-takers, and language barriers in the case of ELLs. See Center on Education Policy, State Test Score Trends Through 2007-08, Part 4: Has Progress Been Made
in Raising Achievement for Students with Disabilities? (2009); and State Test Score Trends Through 2007-08, Part 6: Has Progress Been Made in Raising Achievement for English Language Learners? (2010).



As these tables reveal, performance differs markedly by subgroup. In grade 4 to0 89% in the highest state, while the Latino percentage proficient ranged from
reading, for example, the median percentage proficient ranged from 58% for 9% to 93%. For white students, the range was somewhat narrower but still sub-
Native American students to 84% for Asian students. In grade 8 math, the medi- stantial—from 33% in the lowest state to 97% in the highest state.

ans ranged from 46% for African Americans to 84% for Asians.

Tables 1 and 2 also indicate how much the percentage proficient for a particu-
lar group varies by state. In high school math, for example, the percentage of
African American students scoring proficient ranged from 7% in the lowest state

Table1. READING: Median, highest, and lowest percentages proficient for subgroups across all states with sufficient state test data, 2009

Grade 4

Median PP across states 59% 84% 62% 58% 83% 64% 77% 71%
Highest PP in any state 88% 95% 92% 86% 96% 92% 96% 94%
Lowest PP in any state 28% 44% 28% 36% 52% 29% 51% 39%
# of states with data 41 36 43 19 50 46 51 51
Grade 8

Median PP across states 54% 83% 60% 59% 79% 57% 77% 66%
Highest PP in any state 91% 98% 92% 94% 96% 92% 97% 94%
Lowest PP in any state 27% 55% 34% 39% 56% 33% 52% 38%
# of states with data 41 35 42 21 50 46 51 51
High school

Median PP across states 53% 79% 62% 54% 81% 60% 79% 71%
Highest PP in any state 95% 99% 97% 96% 98% 96% 98% 97%
Lowest PP in any state 18% 54% 30% 37% 48% 23% 38% 34%
# of states with data 37 32 38 19 47 43 48 48
Table reads: Across all 41 states with sufficient data, the median percentage of African American students scoring proficient in grade 4 reading was 59%. The highest percentage proficient in any state for the
African American subgroup was 88%, while the lowest in any state was 28%.

PP = Percentage proficient
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Table2. MATHEMATICS: Median, highest, and lowest percentages proficient for subgroups across all states with sufficient state test data, 2009

Grade 4

Median PP across states 58% 88% 67% 62% 84% 64% 75% 74%
Highest PP in any state 90% 97% 94% 87% 97% 93% 96% 96%
Lowest PP in any state 21% 49% 25% 29% 51% 28% 43% 41%
# of states with data 41 36 44 19 50 46 51 51
Grade 8

Median PP across states 46% 84% 58% 51% 76% 51% 67% 66%
Highest PP in any state 84% 96% 87% 79% 94% 86% 93% 91%
Lowest PP in any state 20% 38% 22% 28% 45% 25% 42% 36%
# of states with data 41 35 42 21 50 46 51 51
High school

Median PP across states 43% 81% 54% 46% 69% 43% 63% 61%
Highest PP in any state 89% 98% 93% 92% 97% 84% 94% 93%
Lowest PP in any state 7% 33% 9% 18% 33% 12% 25% 30%
# of states with data 37 32 39 19 47 42 48 48

Table reads: Across all 41 states with sufficient data, the median percentage of African American students scoring proficient in grade 4 math was 58%. The highest percentage proficient in any state for the African
American subgroup was 90%, while the lowest in any state was 21%.

PP = Percentage proficient




States with gains for subgroups
on state tests far outnumber
states with declines.

African American, Asian, Latino, Native American,
and white students, as well as low-income students,
boys, and gitls, have made gains since 2002 in two-
thirds or more of the states with sufficient data.2
Tables 3 (reading) and 4 (math) show the percent-
ages of these states that posted gains, declines, or flat
trends on state tests for each subgroup at grades 4,
8, and high school. As the tables illustrate, states
with gains outnumbered states with declines or flat
trends for every subgroup, in both subjects and at all
three grade levels.

The pattern of states with gains outnumbering
states with declines was evident in both percentages
proficient and mean test scores.

Progress was especially noteworthy for Latino and
African American students in grade 8 math; all or
nearly all states made gains for these two groups in
this grade and subject.

2The trend analyses in this report included only those states with three
or more years of comparable test data through 2009. The starting year
of the trends varies, however. In states with comparable data going
backto 2002, the trends begin in 2002. In states that made changes in
their testing program after 2002, the trends may start in any year from
2003 to 2007 but end in 2009 in all cases.

Table 3. READING: Percentage of states with sufficient data showing various trends for

subgroups on state tests, 2002-2009*

Grade 4 PP

% of states with gain 88% 84% 89% 81% 88% 90% 84% 84%
% of states w/ decline 12% 13% 11% 19% 2% 5% 12% 5%
No change 0% 3% 0% 0% 10% 5% 5% 9%
# of states with data 34 31 37 16 42 42 43 43
Grade 4 MS

% of states with gain 79% 85% 84% 67% 92% 91% 89% 81%
% of states w/ decline 10% 12% 16% 20% 6% 6% 8% 14%
No change 10% 4% 0% 13% 3% 3% 3% 6%
# of states with data 29 26 31 15 36 34 36 36
Grade 8 PP

% of states with gain 94% 83% 92% 89% 93% 93% 93% 93%
% of states w/ decline 6% 13% 8% 11% 7% 7% 7% 7%
No change 0% 3% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
# of states with data 34 30 36 18 42 42 43 43
Grade 8 MS

% of states with gain 90% 84% 87% 82% 92% 97% 89% 89%
% of states w/ decline 7% 16% 13% 12% 8% 0% 8% 6%
No change 3% 0% 0% 6% 0% 3% 3% 6%
# of states with data 29 25 30 17 36 34 36 36
High school PP

% of states with gain 83% 82% 91% 82% 92% 92% 82% 84%
% of states w/ decline 10% 14% 6% 12% 8% 8% 18% 16%
No change 7% 4% 3% 6% 0% 0% 0% 0%
# of states with data 30 28 33 17 37 38 38 38
High school MS

% of states with gain 88% 87% 85% 86% 77% 84% 77% 81%
% of states w/ decline 12% 13% 11% 14% 16% 13% 16% 10%
No change 0% 0% 4% 0% 6% 3% 6% 10%
# of states with data 25 23 27 14 31 31 31 31

Table reads: On state grade 4 reading tests, 88% of the 34 states with sufficient data showed gains since 2002 in the percentage of
African American students scoring proficient, and 12% showed declines. Of the 29 states with sufficient mean score data in grade 4
reading, 79% showed gains in average scores for African American students, 10% showed declines, and 10% had no net change.

*The years covered by these trends vary among states. Trends in some states begin later than 2002, although every state included in the
table has at least three years of comparable test data ending in 2009.

PP = Percentage proficient; MS = mean score
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Table 4. MATHEMATICS: Percentage of states with sufficient data showing various trends for
subgroups on state tests, 2002-2009*

African Native Low-
American = Asian Latino | American | White Income Female Male
% of states with gain 94% 87% 92% 82% 98% 91% 98% 93%
% of states w/ decline 6% 7% 3% 12% 2% 7% 0% 7%
No change 0% 7% 5% 6% 0% 2% 2% 0%
# of states with data 33 30 37 17 42 43 43 43
(Grade4Ms
% of states with gain 86% 92% 90% 81% 97% 89% 92% 92%
% of states w/ decline 14% 8% 10% 19% 3% 9% 6% 6%
No change 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 3% 3% 3%
# of states with data 28 25 31 16 36 35 36 36
(GradegPpP
% of states with gain 97% 93% 100% 95% 98% 98% 98% 98%
% of states w/ decline 3% 3% 0% 5% 2% 2% 2% 2%
No change 0% 3% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
# of states with data 33 29 35 19 42 43 43 43
(GradegMs
% of states with gain 100% 100% 100% 89% 94% 94% 97% 97%
% of states w/ decline 0% 0% 0% 11% 3% 3% 3% 3%
No change 0% 0% 0% 0% 3% 3% 0% 0%
# of states with data 28 24 29 18 36 35 36 36
(WighschootPp
% of states with gain 77% 83% 97% 83% 77% 92% 80% 80%
% of states w/ decline 23% 14% 3% 11% 18% 8% 20% 18%
No change 0% 3% 0% 6% 5% 0% 0% 3%
# of states with data 31 29 34 18 39 39 40 40
(HighschoolMs
% of states with gain 88% 91% 93% 71% 75% 84% 73% 73%
% of states w/ decline 12% 9% 7% 29% 13% 13% 18% 15%
No change 0% 0% 0% 0% 13% 3% 9% 12%
# of states with data 25 23 27 14 32 31 33 33

Table reads: On state grade 4 math tests, 94% of the 33 states with sufficient data showed gains since 2002 in the percentage of African
American students scoring proficient, and 6% showed declines. Of the 28 states with sufficient mean score data in grade 4 reading, 86%
showed gains in average scores for African American students, and 14% showed declines.

*The years covered by these trends vary among states. Trends in some states begin later than 2002, although every state included in the
table has at least three years of comparable test data ending in 2009.

PP = Percentage proficient; MS = mean score




Student groups have made gains in both average

test scores and percentages proficient.

States with gains in average (mean) scores for subgroups outnumbered states
with declines. This pattern becomes especially apparent if one combines all of
the trend lines analyzed across both subjects and all three grade levels. (As used
in this study, a trend line is a record of change in a test result for one subgroup,
subject, and grade level in a single state. For example, the change from 2002 to
2009 in the percentage proficient in math for Asian 8t graders in Colorado
constitutes one trend line.)

As displayed in table 5, the proportions of trend lines with gains using mean
scores were quite similar to the proportions with gains using percentages profi-
cient. In both cases, at least 80% of the trend lines analyzed—and sometimes
more than 90%— showed gains.

Tables. Percentage of trend lines across two subjects and three grade levels that show gains on state tests for subgroups, 2002-2009*

African American Asian Latino Native American White Low-Income Female Male
% with gains in MS 88% 90% 90% 80% 88% 90% 86% 86%
% with gains in PP 89% 85% 93% 86% 91% 93% 89% 89%

PP = Percentage proficient; MS = mean score

Table reads: Across both reading and math and grades 4, 8, and high school, 88% of the trend lines analyzed showed gains in average test scores for African American students, and 89% showed gains in percentages proficient.

*The years covered by these trends vary among states. Trends in some states begin later than 2002, although every state included in the table has at least three years of comparable test data ending in 2009.
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For most student groups, achievement gaps on state
tests have narrowed more often than they have
widened. Trends for some groups are less positive.

Tables 6 (reading) and 7 (math) show the percentages of states with sufficient
data in which achievement gaps have narrowed, widened, or stayed the same at
grades 4, 8, and high school. For most subgroups, gaps have narrowed since
2002 in a majority of the states with sufficient data—particularly gaps in per-
centages proficient. But this is not the case for all subgroups and all grade lev-
els, especially when gaps are measured in terms of mean scores.

As the tables indicate, gaps on state tests have narrowed more consistently for African
American and Latino students than for Native American, low-income, and male
students. Gaps between African American and white students, and between Latino
and white students, narrowed in the majority of states with sufficient data in both
reading and math; this was the case at all three grade levels according to both per-
centages proficient and mean scores. Even for these two groups, however, gaps in
some grades and subjects widened or stayed the same in a sizeable minority of states.
In grade 4 reading and math, for example, the black-white gap in mean scores
widened in roughly 40% of the states with sufficient data. In grade 4 reading, the
Latino-white gap increased in about one-third of the states with sufficient data.

Progress in narrowing gaps has been more erratic for Native American and low-
income students and for boys in reading. In most grade/subject combinations,
gaps for these three groups narrowed in a majority of the states with sufficient
data. But in grade 4 reading, gaps in mean scores for Native Americans, low-
income students, and boys widened or stayed the same in a majority of the states
with sufficient data. The same was true for Native American and low-income
students in grade 4 math. And in high school reading and math, the gap in mean
scores between Native American and white students narrowed in half the states
with adequate data but widened or stayed the same in the other half.

Usually when gaps narrowed, both subgroups improved but the lower-per-
forming subgroup improved at a greater rate than the higher-performing one.
Rising achievement for both groups, however, is no guarantee that gaps will
shrink. When gaps widened, it was often because both subgroups made gains,
but the higher-achieving group improved more rapidly than the lower-achiev-
ing one. In other cases, gaps increased because the higher-achieving group made
gains while the lower-achieving group had declining or flat performance.
Occasionally, both groups posted declines, but the lower-performing group
declined at a greater rate, thus widening the gap.



Table 6. READING: Percentage of states with sufficient data showing various trends in achievement gaps on state tests, 2002-2009*

African American/ White

Latino/ White

Native American/ White

Low-Income/ Not Low-Income

Male/ Female

% of states gaps narrowed 82% 78% 56% 74% 53%
% of states gaps widened 18% 19% 38% 24% 35%
No change 0% 3% 6% 3% 12%
# of states with data 33 37 16 38 43

% of states gaps narrowed 54% 58% 27% 44% 42%
% of states gaps widened 43% 32% 73% 38% 28%
No change 4% 10% 0% 19% 31%
# of states with data 28 31 15 32 36
(GradegpP

% of states gaps narrowed 82% 89% 67% 66% 60%
% of states gaps widened 12% 8% 22% 26% 33%
No change 6% 3% 11% 8% 7%
# of states with data 33 36 18 38 43

% of states gaps narrowed 57% 67% 53% 72% 58%
% of states gaps widened 29% 27% 41% 19% 33%
No change 14% 7% 6% 9% 8%
# of states with data 27 30 17 32 36

(=

% of states gaps narrowed 69% 85% 71% 65% 74%
% of states gaps widened 31% 15% 24% 18% 21%
No change 0% 0% 6% 18% 5%
# of states with data 29 33 17 34 38
HighschoolMs

% of states gaps narrowed 67% 85% 50% 66% 74%
% of states gaps widened 21% 15% 43% 17% 16%
No change 13% 0% 7% 17% 6%
# of states with data 24 27 14 29 31

PP = Percentage proficient; MS = mean score

Table reads: In grade 4 reading, the gap between African American and white students in percentages proficient on state tests narrowed in 82% of the 33 states with sufficient data and widened in 18% of these
states. The African American-white gap in mean scores for grade 4 reading narrowed in 54% of the 28 states with sufficient data, widened in 43% of these states, and showed no net change in 4%.

*The years covered by these trends vary among states. Trends in some states begin later than 2002, although every state included in the table has at least three years of comparable test data ending in 2009.
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Table7. MATHEMATICS: Percentage of states with sufficient data showing various trends in achievement gaps on state tests, 2002-2009*

African American/ White

Latino/ White

Native American/ White

Low-Income/ Not Low-Income

% of states gaps narrowed 88% 83% 65% 79%
% of states gaps widened 13% 14% 29% 18%
No change 0% 3% 6% 3%
# of states with data 32 36 17 38

% of states gaps narrowed 56% 63% 31% 42%
% of states gaps widened 37% 33% 69% 39%
No change 7% 3% 0% 18%
# of states with data 27 30 16 33
(GradegPP

% of states gaps narrowed 78% 86% 58% 74%
% of states gaps widened 19% 9% 37% 24%
No change 3% 6% 5% 3%
# of states with data 32 35 19 38

% of states gaps narrowed 74% 76% 61% 64%
% of states gaps widened 15% 17% 33% 27%
No change 11% 7% 6% 9%
# of states with data 27 29 18 33

% of states gaps narrowed 70% 91% 56% 76%
% of states gaps widened 23% 6% 28% 15%
No change 7% 3% 17% 9%
# of states with data 30 34 18 34

% of states gaps narrowed 63% 85% 50% 55%
% of states gaps widened 33% 15% 50% 34%
No change 4% 0% 0% 10%
# of states with data 24 27 14 29

PP = Percentage proficient; MS = mean score

Table reads: In grade 4 math, the gap between African American and white students in percentages proficient on state tests narrowed in 88% of the 32 states with sufficient data and widened in 13% of these
states. The African American-white gap in mean scores in grade 4 math narrowed in 56% of the 27 states with sufficient data, widened in 37% of these states, and showed no net change in 7%.

*The years covered by these trends vary among states. Trends in some states begin later than 2002, although every state included in the table has at least three years of comparable test data ending in 2009.




Average test scores give a somewhat less positive
picture of gaps narrowing.

With percentages proficient, an achievement gap may appear smaller or larger
depending on where a state has set its proficiency cut score. If the cut score is so
low that nearly all students exceed it, or so high that few students reach it, achieve-
ment gaps will appear smaller than if the cut score is set closer to the middle of
the scoring scale, where most students’ scores cluster. The test data used in this
study provide some evidence for this phenomenon. In the nine states in which the
percentage proficient for white students in grade 4 reading exceeded 90%, the size
of the African American-white gap averaged 14 percentage points. But in the 15
states where the percentage proficient for white students was less than 80%, the
size of the African American-white gap averaged 25 percentage points. The states
with very high percentages proficient for white students may have lower cut scores
and/or easier tests than those with lower percentages proficient.

Mean scores, by contrast, are not tied to proficiency cut scores and show changes
across the achievement spectrum, including changes above and below the pro-
ficiency cut score. For this reason, mean scores are generally seen as a better indi-
cator of changes in gaps than percentages proficient. This study also analyzed
gaps in percentages proficient, however, because that is the indicator for which
schools are held accountable under NCLB.

Gaps in mean scores on state tests tended to narrow less often than gaps in per-
centages proficient. This pattern, which is already evident in tables 6 and 7,
becomes especially clear if one looks at trend lines across both subjects and all
three grade levels. As shown in table 8, the proportion of trend lines with nar-
rowing gaps was smaller using mean scores than using percentages proficient for
all subgroups. The gap between low-income and non-low-income students, for
instance, narrowed in 57% of the trend lines using mean scores, compared with
72% of the trend lines using percentages proficient. The Native American-white
gap narrowed in just 46% of the trend lines using mean scores but 62% of the
trend lines using percentages proficient.

The less positive findings for mean scores are unrelated to the fact that fewer
states (and a somewhat different group of states) provided mean score data than
provided percentages proficient. Rather, this pattern seems to be a result of mean
scores picking up different kinds of changes in achievement. In some cases, a

Table 8.

Percentage of trend lines across two subjects and three
grades levels that show achievement gaps narrowing on
state tests, 2002-2009*

Low-
African Native Income/
American/ | Latino/ | American/ @ NotLow- A Male/
White Whte White Income | Femalet
% of MS trend lines narrowed 61% 72% 46% 57% 58%
% of PP trend lines narrowed 78% 85% 62% 72% 62%

Table reads: Across both reading and math and grades 4, 8, and high school, 61% of the trend lines
analyzed using mean scores showed gaps narrowing between African American and white students,
compared with 78% of trend lines using percentages proficient.

*The years covered by these trends vary among states. Trends in some states begin later than 2002,
although every state included in the table has at least three years of comparable test data ending in 2009.

tPercentages of male/female gaps narrowing are for reading only.

PP = percentage proficient; MS = mean score

lower-achieving subgroup made larger gains than a higher-achieving subgroup
in percentages proficient but smaller gains in mean scores. In grade 4 math, for
example, African American students made greater gains than white students in
percentages proficient but smaller gains in mean scores. This could occur if large
numbers of African American students improved their performance enough to
move from just below the proficiency cut score to just above it or higher. If, dur-
ing the same period, many students in the white subgroup were already scoring
above the proficient level, then improvements in these students’ scores would not
affect the white percentage proficient. Thus the black-white gap in percentages
proficient might narrow while the mean score gap may stay the same or widen.
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Slow and Uneven Progress in Narrowing Gaps

Gaps have narrowed more rapidly for some groups Progress in narrowing gaps in percentages proficient on

than for others. Sti[[’ if progress were to continue state tests, in terms of median annual percentage point
L] h ’ — *

at the current rates, it would take many years to CHANSEs, 200272909

close most gaps. :

How quickly are achievement gaps on state tests narrowing? To answer this ques-
tion, we calculated the average yearly change in the gaps between various sub-

groups in each of the states with sufficient data. If, for example, the percentage EEE ORI

proficient gap between Native American and white students in a hypothetical Median percentage pt. change 0.7 0.8 03 0.5 0.0
state shrunk by 6 percentage points over the course of six years, then the aver- # of states with data 33 37 16 38 43
age yearly change in the gap would be 1 percentage point per year. We then Grade 8 reading
determined the median, or midpoint, of these average yearly rates of change .
. . .. Median percentage pt. change 1.0 1.4 0.5 0.6 0.3
across all of the states with sufficient data for each subgroup. (By definition, half P . sep i
of the states have rates of change above this median and half have rates below.) # of states with data 33 36 18 38 43
High school reading
Tableh9 presen;s tnese medians. A bright spot among thef‘dnta is the lIjrogress Median percentage pt. change 0.7 1. 0.6 0.7 0.5
states have made since 2002 in narrowing percentage proficient gaps between # of states with data 29 33 17 3 38
Latino and white students. In most grade/subject combinations, Latino-white
gaps narrowed more rapidly than gaps for other subgroups. In grade 8 reading, Grade 4 math
for example, the Latino-white gap in percentages proficient narrowed at a median Median percentage pt. change 1.3 1.2 0.4 0.7 NA
rate of 1.4 percentage points per year across the states with sufficient data. # of states with data 32 36 17 39
. . . . h
African American students tended to have the second highest median rates of Grad.e & mat
progress in narrowing gaps, next to Latino students. In grade 4 math, the median Median percentage pt. change 1.1 1.3 0.7 0.6 NA
change in the African American-white gap—1.3 percentage points per year— # of states with data 32 35 19 39
exceeded the median for the Latino-white gap. For some grade/subject combi- High school math
nations, however, the n{edlan change in the African American-white gap was Median percentage pt. change 0.7 12 0.5 0.6 NA
less than | percentage point per year. :
# of states with data 30 34 18 35

Other gaps have narrowed at a slower pace. The median rate at which the Native ) ) i i )

. . . . Table reads: On state grade 4 reading tests, the median rate of progress in narrowing the African
American-white &p has narrowed ranged from 0.3 pereentage point per year in American-white gap in percentages proficient was 0.7 percentage point per year across all 33 states
grade 4 reading to 0.7 percentage point per year in grade 8 math. The gap with sufficient data for both subgroups.
between low-income and non-low-income students has narrowed at a median *The years covered by these trends vary among states. Trends in some states begin later than 2002,
rate that ranged from 0.5 to 0.7 percentage point per year, depending on the although every state included in the table has at least three years of comparable test data ending in 2009.
grade and subject. Progress in narrowing gaps between boys and girls in reading
has been particularly slow, ranging from a median rate of no progress in grade
4 to 0.5 percentage point per year in high school.




We also looked at the median rates of progress in narrowing gaps in mean scores,
but the number of states with sufficient data was quite limited—10 to 15 states,
depending on the grade and subject. Fewer states provided the standard devia-
tions needed to make these calculations than provided mean scores alone. In
addition, these data did not always go back as far as the other data provided by
states for this study. Because of these limitations, we could not reach firm con-
clusions about how quickly or slowly mean score gaps were closing.

One way of grasping what the current rates of progress signify is to consider hypo-
thetically how long it would take to close typical-size gaps in specific states if that
state’s current rate of progress continued—which in reality is an unlikely scenario.

Achievement trends for various groups rarely change at the same steady rate along a
straight trajectory. In addition, the smaller a gap becomes, the more difficult it may
be to close, as the very lowest-performing students struggle to master more chal-
lenging knowledge and skills. Changes in tests, such as the adoption of tests that
more sensitively measure the effects of good instruction, may influence the rate at
which gaps change. With these points in mind, it is nevertheless illuminating to
consider examples from states with typical-size gaps for particular subgroups, as
shown in table 10. These examples come from states that did not have unusually
large or small gaps and that had data for all the years covered by this study, 2002
through 2009. States with longer trend lines offer a better opportunity to look at
progress over time.

Table 10. Hypothetical progress in closing achievement gaps in selected states, 2002-2009

009 PP Average a

African American/white gap, grade 4 reading

Florida 36% 67% 31 59% 84% 25 0.9 28
Louisiana 42% 73% 31 62% 82% 20 1.6 12.5
Washington State 49% 71% 22 57% 78% 21 0.2 105
Latino/white gap, grade 8 math

Colorado 45% 80% 35 67% 88% 21 2.0 10.5
Pennsylvania 24% 60% 36 52% 77% 25 1.5 17
Native American/white gap, grade 4 reading

Colorado \ 80% \ 92% \ 12 \ 79% \ 93% \ 14 \ 0.4 \ Widening
Low income/non-low income gap, grade 8 reading

Pennsylvania \ 31% \ 68% \ 37 \ 66% \ 88% \ 2 \ 2.0 \ 11
Male/female gap, grade 8 reading

Louisiana 42% 54% 12 57% 69% 12 0 Not closing
Florida 43% 49% 6 50% 58% 8 -0.3 Widening
Table reads: In Florida, the gap in percentages proficient between African American and white students narrowed from 31 percentage points in 2002 to 25 percentage points in 2009, an average rate of narrowing
of 0.9 percentage point per year. If this current rate of change were to continue, it would take 28 years to close this gap.

PP = Percentage proficient
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The examples in table 10 are offered for purposes of illustration, not prediction.
They should not be used to compare one state with another, because states dif-
fer considerably in the difficulty of their tests, the rigor of their cut scores for pro-
ficiency, their student demographics, and many other factors. We used state
examples because our data were not suitable for arriving at a “national” exam-
ple of how long it would take to close gaps. Our data come from the subset of
states with sufficient data for the analyses in this study, rather than from all states.
The states included have different tests and cut scores, as noted above, and the
data are not weighted for population size.

In Florida, for example, a state with a typical-size gap, the African American-
white gap in percentages proficient has narrowed in grade 4 reading at an aver-
age rate of 0.9 percentage point per year since 2002. In 2009, this gap remained
at 25 percentage points. If the gap continued to narrow at the same rate and if
other key factors remained unchanged, then theoretically it would take 28 years
to close this gap. In Washington State, the African American-white gap in grade
4 reading has narrowed at an average rate of 0.2 percentage point per year, and
amounted to 21 percentage points in 2009. Theoretically, it would take 105
years to close this gap.

In Pennsylvania, it would hypothetically take 17 years to close the gap between
Latino and white students in grade 8 math at the current average rate of 1.5 per-
centage points per year. In Colorado, where the Latino-white gap has narrowed
at the average rate of 2.0 percentage points per year, it would hypothetically take
10.5 years to close this gap.

In other cases, gaps have widened or stayed the same, so the current rate of
change would not lead to a closing of these gaps. In Florida, for example, the
male-female gap in grade 8 reading is 8 points, but this gap has widened since
2002 at an average rate of 0.3 percentage point per year.

As these examples indicate, the average rate of change varies considerably among
states with similar size gaps, but these rates may be affected by differences in
testing programs, demographics, and other factors. It is encouraging that gaps
in some states are much smaller in 2009 than they were in 2002. But it could
still take many years to close most gaps if progress were to continue unchanged,
and some gaps would not narrow, let alone close.

In sum, progress has been made in narrowing gaps, but much work remains to
reduce disparities in educational quality and ensure that all groups of students—
especially those with historically lower performance—acquire the knowledge
and skills needed to succeed in higher education and the workplace.



Chapter 2: African American Students

Large achievement gaps remain between African
American and white students on state tests.

In many states, gaps of 20 or 30 points existed in 2009 between African
American and white students in the percentages scoring proficient on state read-
ing and math tests. These gaps on state tests are consistent with the wide black-
white gaps found on NAEP and other achievement measures, as highlighted in
22010 study by the Council of the Great City Schools.!

The size of the black-white gap varies considerably, however, from state to state.
In high school math, for example, the largest gap in any state in 2009 was 50 per-
centage points, while the smallest gap in any state was 8 points. These variations
may not be solely, or even primarily, due to differences in educational quality but
may also be attributable to differences among states in their cut scores for pro-
ficiency, test difficulty, and other factors. The appendix shows the size of the
black-white gaps for individual states in 2009.

One way to gauge the relative performance of African American and white stu-
dents on a broader scale than a single state is to look at the 2009 median per-
centage proficient for each group across all of the states with sufficient data for
both groups. (The median is the midpoint; by definition, half of the states with
such data have percentages proficient above the median, and half have percent-
ages proficient below it.) Table 11 shows these medians. In grade 8 math, for
example, the median percentage proficient was 46% for African American stu-
dents and 77% for white students, a difference of 31 points. Interestingly,
African American students made the largest gains in grade 8 math, as discussed
later.

As table 11 also reveals, the range among states in percentages proficient was
much greater for African Americans than for white students. In grade 4 math,
for example, the African American percentage proficient ranged from 21% in the
lowest state to 90% in the highest state, compared with a low of 51% and a high
of 97% for white students.

3S. Lewis et al. (2010). A Call for Change: The Social and Educational Factors Contributing to the Outcomes of
Black Males in Urban Schools. Washington, DC: Council of the Great City Schools.

Table 11.

Median, highest, and lowest percentages of AFRICAN

AMERICAN and WHITE students scoring proficient across

all states with sufficient state test data, 2009

READING MATHEMATICS

African American | White | African American | White
Grade 4
Median PP across states 59% 84% 59% 84%
Highest PP in any state 88% 97% 90% 97%
Lowest PP in any state 28% 52% 21% 51%
# of states with data 40 40 40 40
Grade 8
Median PP across states 56% 79% 46% 77%
Highest PP in any state 91% 96% 84% 94%
Lowest PP in any state 27% 56% 20% 53%
# of states with data 40 40 40 40
High school
Median PP across states 54% 82% 45% 77%
Highest PP in any state 95% 98% 89% 97%
Lowest PP in any state 18% 47% 7% 33%
# of states with data 36 36 36 36

PP = Percentage proficient

grade/subject.

Table reads: Across all 40 states with sufficient 2009 data, the median percentage of African

American students scoring proficient in grade 4 reading was 59%, compared with 84% for the white
subgroup. The highest percentage proficient for grade 4 reading in any state for the African American
subgroup was 88%, while the lowest in any state was 28%.

NOTE: Forty states had sufficient 2009 data for both the African American and white subgroups at one
or more grade levels: AL, AR, AZ, CA, CO, CT, DE, FL, GA, IA, IL, IN, KS, KY, LA, MA, MD, MI, MN, MO, MS,
NG, NE, NJ, NM, NV, NY, OH, OK, OR, PA, RI, SC, TN, TX, UT, VA, WA, WI, and WV. Together these states
enroll 98% of the African American student population in the U.S. States with fewer than 500 African
American test-takers in a particular grade/subject were excluded from the analysis for that
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Many more states showed gains for African
American students on state tests than
showed declines.

States with gains since 2002 for the African American subgroup far outnum-
bered states with declines in both the percentages of students scoring proficient
and average (mean) test scores. The most positive results were in grade 8 math:
the African American subgroup posted increases in mean scores in every state and
increases in percentages proficient in all but one state.

According to percentages proficient, seven states showed declines for African
Americans in high school math—the most declines of any grade/subject com-
bination analyzed—but according to mean scores, just three states had declines

for this subgroup.

The proportions of trend lines with increases were similar using either percent-
ages proficient or mean scores. Across both subjects and all three grade levels,
89% of trend lines showed gains using percentages proficient, and 88% showed
gains using mean scores.

Table 12.

Number (and percentage) of states with various trends for
AFRICAN AMERICAN students on state tests, 2002-2009*

READING MATHEMATICS

Percentage Percentage

proficient | Mean score | proficient | Mean score
Grade 4
# and % of states with gain 30 (88%) 23 (79%) 31 (94%) 24 (86%)
# and % of states with decline 4 (12%) 3 (10%) 2 (6%) 4 (14%)
No change 0 (0%) 3(10%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
# of states with data 34 29 33 28
Grade 8
# and % of states with gain 32 (94%) 26 (90%) 32 (97%) 28 (100%)
# and % of states with decline 2 (6%) 2 (7%) 1 (3%) 0 (0%)
No change 0 (0%) 1 (3%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
# of states with data 34 29 33 28
High school
# and % of states with gain 25 (83%) 22 (88%) 24 (77%) 22 (88%)
# and % of states with decline 3(10%) 3(12%) 7 (23%) 3 (12%)
No change 2 (7%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%)
# of states with data 30 25 31 25
Table reads: On state grade 4 reading tests, 30 of the 34 states with sufficient data showed gains
since 2002 in the percentage of African American students scoring proficient, and 4 showed
declines. Of the 29 states with sufficient mean score data, 23 showed gains for African American
students in average grade 4 reading scores, 3 showed declines, and 3 had no net change.
*The years covered by these trends vary among states. Trends in some states begin later than 2002,
although every state included in the table has at least three years of comparable test data ending in 2009.
NOTE: Thirty-seven states had sufficient trend data for the African American subgroup at one or more
grade levels: AL, AR, AZ, CA, CO, CT, DC, DE, FL, GA, IA, IL, KS, KY, LA, MA, MD, MI, MN, MO, NC, NE, NJ,
NM, NV, NY, OH, OR, PA, RI, SC, TN, TX, UT, VA, WA, and WI. Together these states enroll 95% of African
American test-takers nationwide. States with fewer than 500 African American test-takers in a
particular grade/subject or with fewer than three years of comparable test data were excluded from
the analysis for that grade/subject.




Progress in closing black-white achievement gaps
is mixed.

Gaps between African American and white students have narrowed since 2002
in the majority of states with sufficient data, according to both percentages pro-
ficient and mean scores. But mean scores, which capture changes across the
achievement spectrum, tend to give a less positive picture of progress. Across both
reading and math and all three grade levels, 78% of the black-white gaps analyzed
narrowed according to percentages proficient, and 61% narrowed according to
mean scores. In almost all cases where gaps narrowed, both subgroups improved,
but African American students improved at a faster rate than white students.

In both reading and math, gaps in mean scores between African American and
white students widened most often at grade 4. Gaps widened for various reasons.
Often, both subgroups showed gains, but white students improved at a greater
rate than African American students. In grade 4 reading, for example, gains by
white students outstripped gains by black students in 6 of the 12 instances where
mean score gaps widened. In 5 of these 12 instances, white students made gains
while the African American subgroup showed a decline or a flat trend. In one
instance, mean scores declined for both groups, but declined more for African
American students.

Number (and percentage) of states with various trends in
the AFRICAN AMERICAN-WHITE achievement gap on state

Table 13.

tests, 2002-2009*

READING MATHEMATICS

Percentage Percentage

proficient | Mean score | proficient | Mean score
Grade 4
# and % of states narrowed 27 (82%) 15 (54%) 28 (88%) 15 (56%)
# and % of states widened 6 (18%) 12 (43%) 4 (13%) 10 (37%)
No change 0 (0%) 1 (4%) 0 (0%) 2 (7%)
# of states with data 33 28 32 27
Grade 8
# and % of states narrowed 27 (82%) 16 (57%) 25 (78%) 20 (74%)
# and % of states widened 4(12%) 8(29%) 6 (19%) 4 (15%)
No change 2 (6%) 4 (14%) 1 (3%) 3(11%)
# of states with data 33 28 32 27
High school
# and % of states narrowed 20 (69%) 16 (67%) 21 (70%) 15 (63%)
# and % of states widened 9(31%) 5(21%) 7 (23%) 8 (33%)
No change 0 (0%) 3 (13%) 2 (7%) 1 (4%)
# of states with data 29 24 30 24
Table reads: The gap between African American and white students in percentages scoring proficient
on state grade 4 reading tests narrowed in 27 of the 33 states with sufficient data and widened in 6
states. The African American-white gap in mean scores on grade 4 reading tests narrowed in 15 of the
28 states with sufficient data, widened in 12 states, and showed no net change in 1 state.
*The years covered by these trends vary among states. Trends in some states begin later than 2002,
although every state included in the table has at least three years of comparable test data ending in 2009.
NOTE: Thirty-six states had sufficient trend data for both the African American and white subgroups at
one or more grade levels: AL, AR, AZ, CA, CO, CT, DE, FL, GA, IA, IL, KS, KY, LA, MA, MD, MI, MN, MO,
NG, NE, NJ, NM, NV, NY, OH, OR, PA, RI, SC, TN, TX, UT, VA, WA, and WI. Together these states enroll
94% of African American test-takers nationwide. States with fewer than 500 African American test-
takers in a particular grade/subject or with fewer than three years of comparable test data were
excluded from the analysis for that grade/subject.
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Chapter 3: Asian American Students

Since 2002, the Asian subgroup has made gains
on reading and math tests in many states.

Four-fifths or more of the states with sufficient data posted increases for Asian
American students in both the percentages scoring proficient and average (mean)
test scores. Across both reading and math and all three grade levels, 85% of the
total trend lines analyzed showed gains using percentages proficient, and 90%
showed gains using mean scores.

Gains for the Asian subgroup were most prevalent in grade 8 math: mean scores
rose in all 24 states with sufficient data, and percentages proficient went up in
27 of 29 states.

More states saw decreases in performance for Asian students in reading than
in math.

Table 14. Number (and percentage) of states with various trends for
ASIAN AMERICAN students on state tests, 2002-2009*

READING MATHEMATICS

Percentage Percentage

proficient | Mean score | proficient | Mean score
Grade 4
# and % of states with gain 26 (84%) 22 (85%) 26 (87%) 23(92%)
# and % of states with decline 4 (13%) 3(12%) 2 (7%) 2 (8%)
No change 1 (3%) 1 (4%) 2 (7%) 0(0%)
# of states with data 31 26 30 25
Grade 8
# and % of states with gain 25 (83%) 21 (84%) 27 (93%) 24 (100%)
# and % of states with decline 4 (13%) 4 (16%) 1(3%) 0 (0%)
No change 1 (3%) 0 (0%) 1(3%) 0(0%)
# of states with data 30 25 29 24
High school
# and % of states with gain 23 (82%) 20 (87%) 24 (83%) 21 (91%)
# and % of states with decline 4 (14%) 3 (13%) 4 (14%) 2 (9%)
No change 1 (4%) 0 (0%) 1 (3%) 0(0%)
# of states with data 28 23 29 23

Table reads: On state grade 4 reading tests, 26 of the 31 states with sufficient data showed gains
since 2002 in the percentage of Asian students scoring proficient, 4 showed declines, and 1 showed
no net change. Of the 26 states with sufficient mean score data, 22 showed gains for Asian students
in average grade 4 reading scores, 3 showed declines, and 1 state showed no net change.

*The years covered by these trends vary among states. Trends in some states begin later than 2002,
although every state included in the table has at least three years of comparable test data ending in 2009.

NOTE: Thirty-five states had sufficient trend data for the Asian subgroup at one or more grade levels:
AK, AL, AR, AZ, CA, CO, CT, FL, GA, HI, IA, IL, KS, KY, LA, MA, MD, MI, MN, MO, NC, NJ, NV, NY, OH, OK,
OR, PA, SC, TN, TX, UT, VA, WA, and WI. Together these states enroll 98% of Asian test-takers
nationwide. States with fewer than 500 Asian test-takers in a particular grade/subject or with fewer
than three years of comparable test data were excluded from the analysis for that grade/subject.




In math, Asian American students often outperform
white students and other racial/ethnic subgroups
on state tests.

In at least three-quarters of the states with sufficient 2009 data for the Asian and
white subgroups, Asian students had higher percentages proficient and mean
scores in math than white students and other racial/ethnic groups. Table 15
shows the specific numbers and percentages of states in which the Asian sub-
group outperformed the white subgroup in math in 2009.

Number and percentage of states in which ASIAN
AMERICAN students outperformed WHITE students in

Table 15.

mathematics, 2009

PERCENTAGE PROFICIENT MEAN SCORE

# of % of #of % of
states states #of states states #of
Asian » Asian » states Asian » Asian » states
white white with data | white white with data
Grade 4 28 78% 36 22 85% 26
Grade 8 29 83% 35 21 84% 25
High school 24 75% 32 21 88% 24

Table reads: On state grade 4 math tests, a higher percentage of Asian students than of white
students scored at or above the proficient level in 28 of the 36 states with sufficient data for both
subgroups, orin 78% of these states.

NOTE: Thirty-six states had sufficient 2009 test data for both the Asian and white subgroups at one or
more grade levels: AK, AL, AR, AZ, CA, CO, CT, FL, GA, HI, IA, IL, IN, KS, KY, LA, MA, MD, MI, MN, MO,
NG, NJ, NV, NY, OH, OK, OR, PA, SC, TN, TX, UT, VA, WA, and WI. Together these states enroll about 98%
of Asian test-takers nationwide. States with fewer than 500 Asian test-takers in a particular
grade/subject were excluded from the analysis for that grade/subject.

In many states, the percentage of Asian students scoring proficient in math was
at least 10 points higher than that of white students. At the high school level, this
was the case in seven states (California, Illinois, Michigan, Missouri,
Pennsylvania, South Carolina, and Texas). The appendix provides more details
about Asian students’ performance in individual states in 2009.

One way to gauge the relative performance of Asian American and white stu-
dents on a broader scale than a single state is to look at the median percentage pro-
ficient for 2009 across all of the states with sufficient data for both groups. (The
median is the midpoint; by definition, half of the states with such data have per-
centages proficient above the median, and half have percentages proficient below
it.) As shown in table 16, the median percentages proficient in math were higher
for the Asian subgroup than for the white subgroup at all three grade levels.

Table 16. Median, highest, and lowest percentages proficient in

mathematics for ASIAN AMERICAN and WHITE students

across all states with sufficient state test data, 2009

RAD RADE 8 00

Asian White Asian White

Median PP across states 88% 84% 84% 77% 81% 77%
Highest PP in any state 97% 96% 96% 93% 98% 97%

Lowest PP in any state 49% 51% 38% 45% 33% 43%

# of states with data 36 36 35 35 32 32

Table reads: Across all 36 states with sufficient 2009 test data, the median percentage of Asian
American students scoring proficient in grade 4 math was 88%, compared with 84% for white
students. The highest percentage proficient for grade 4 reading in any state for the Asian subgroup in
grade 4 math was 97%, while the lowest in any state was 49%.
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Slow and Uneven Progress in Narrowing Gaps

On state reading tests, the Asian and white
subgroups often perform at similar levels, although
differences exist by grade level and by indicator
used (average scores or percentages proficient).

At grades 4 and 8, Asian students had higher mean scores in 2009 than white stu-
dents in most of the states with sufficient data, as shown in table 17. But percent-
ages proficient at these grades present a different picture: the number of states in
which Asian students outperformed whites was similar to the number in which
white students outperformed Asians. At the high school level, Asian students also
had higher mean scores than whites in most of the states with sufficient data. In
terms of percentages proficient, however, white students had the edge in more states.

Table 17.

Number and percentage of states in which ASIAN
AMERICAN students outperformed white students in

reading, 2009

PERCENTAGE PROFICIENT MEAN SCORE

What accounts for these differences by indicator? In several states, the Asian sub-
group had slightly lower percentages proficient than whites but slightly higher
mean scores. In Connecticut, for instance, 90% of whites and 88% of Asians
scored at or above the proficient level in high school reading/language arts; mean
scores, however, were 257 for whites and 260 for Asians. Patterns like this indi-
cate that among the top performers—students who scored above the proficient
level—Asian students tended to earn higher scores than their white counterparts.

One way of gauging the relative performance of Asian American and white stu-
dents across multiple states is to look at the median percentage proficient for
2009 across all of the states with sufficient data for both groups. Table 18 shows
the results. At grades 4 and 8, the median percentages proficient in reading across
states were the same or quite similar for the Asian and white subgroups, but at
the high school level, the median was slightly lower for Asians.

Table 18. Median, highest, and lowest percentages proficient in
reading for ASIAN AMERICAN and WHITE students across
all states with sufficient state test data, 2009

# of % of # of % of AD ADE 8 00
i | dREs G R el Asian  White = Asian = White = Asian | White
Asian > Asian > states Asian > Asian » states
white white with data white white with data Median PP across states 84% 84% 83% 81% 79% 85%
Grade 4 18 50% 36 18 69% 26 Highest PP in any state 95% 94% 98% 96% 99% 98%
Grade 8 19 54% 35 19 76% 25 Lowest PP in any state 44% 52% 55% 56% 54% 48%
High school 11 34% 32 14 61% 23 # of states with data 36 36 35 35 32 32

Table reads: On state grade 4 reading tests, a higher percentage of Asian students than of white
students scored at or above the proficient level in 18 of the 36 states with sufficient data for both
subgroups, or in 50% of these states.

NOTE: Thirty-six states had sufficient 2009 test data for both the Asian and white subgroups at one or
more grade levels: AK, AL, AR, AZ, CA, CO, CT, FL, GA, HI, IA, IL, IN, KS, KY, LA, MA, MD, MI, MN, MO,
NG, NJ, NV, NY, OH, OK, OR, PA, SC, TN, TX, UT, VA, WA, and WI. Together these states enroll about 98%
of Asian test-takers nationwide. States with fewer than 500 Asian test-takers in a particular
grade/subject were excluded from the analysis for that grade/subject.

Table reads: Across all 36 states with sufficient data, the median percentage of Asian American
students scoring proficient in grade 4 reading was 84%, the same as for white students. The highest
percentage proficient in any state for the Asian subgroup in grade 4 reading was 95%, while the
lowest in any state was 44%.




Chapter 4: Latino Students

States continue to confront large Latino-white
achievement gaps on state reading and math tests.

In many states, gaps of 15 to 20 percentage points or more existed between
Latino and white students in the percentages scoring proficient in 2009. The size
of the Latino-white gap varied considerably, however, from state to state. In
grade 4 reading, for example, the largest gap in any state in 2009 was 38 per-
centage points, while the smallest gap in any state was 5 points. These variations
may not be solely, or even primarily, due to differences in educational quality but
may also be attributable to differences among states in their cut scores for pro-
ficiency, test difficulty, and other factors. The appendix shows the size of the
Latino-white gaps in specific states in 2009.

One way to gauge the relative performance of Latino and white students on a
broader scale than a single state is to look at the median percentage proficient
for 2009 across a// of the states with sufficient data for both groups. (The median
is the midpoint; by definition, half of the states with such data have percentages
proficient above the median, and half have percentages proficient below it.) The
results are shown in table 19. In high school reading/language arts, for exam-
ple, the median percentage proficient was 62% for Latino students and 83%
for white students, a difference of more than 20 percentage points. Similar dif-
ferences can be found for other grade/subject combinations.

As table 19 also indicates, the range among states in percentages proficient was
much greater for Latino students than for white students. In grade 8 math, for
example, the Latino percentage proficient ranged from 22% in the lowest state
to 87% in the highest state, compared with a low of 53% and a high of 94% for
white students.

Table 19. Median, highest, and lowest percentages of LATINO and
WHITE students scoring proficient across all states with

sufficient state test data, 2009

READING MATHEMATICS

Latino White Latino White
Grade 4
Median PP across states 62% 84% 67% 84%
Highest PP in any state 92% 97% 94% 97%
Lowest PP in any state 28% 52% 25% 51%
# of states with data 43 43 43 43
Grade 8
Median PP across states 60% 80% 58% 77%
Highest PP in any state 92% 96% 87% 94%
Lowest PP in any state 34% 56% 22% 53%
# of states with data 42 42 42 42
High school
Median PP across states 62% 83% 54% 77%
Highest PP in any state 97% 98% 93% 97%
Lowest PP in any state 30% 48% 9% 33%
# of states with data 38 38 39 39

PP = Percentage proficient

that grade/subject.

Table reads: Across all 43 states with sufficient 2009 data, the median percentage of Latino students
scoring proficient in grade 4 reading was 62%, compared with 84% for the white subgroup. The
highest percentage proficient for grade 4 reading in any state for the Latino subgroup was 92%, while
the lowest in any state was 28%.

NOTE: Forty-three states had sufficient 2009 data for both the Latino and white subgroups for one or
more grade/subject combinations: AK, AL, AR, AZ, CA, CO, CT, DE, FL, GA, IA, ID, IL, IN, KS, KY, LA, MA,
MD, MI, MN, MO, MS, NC, NE, NH, NJ, NM, NV, NY, OH, OK, OR, PA, RI, SC, TN, TX, UT, VA, WA, WI, and
WY. Together these states enroll almost 100% of the Latino student population in the U.S. States with
fewer than 500 Latino test-takers in a particular grade/subject were excluded from the analysis for
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Slow and Uneven Progress in Narrowing Gaps

The number of states with test score gains for
Latino students since 2002 far exceeds the
number with declines.

Many more states have shown increases for Latino students on state reading and
math tests since 2002 than have experienced decreases, according to both the
percentages of students scoring proficient and average (mean) test scores. The
most positive results were in grade 8 math; in every state with sufficient data, the
Latino subgroup posted gains in both mean scores and percentages proficient.

Declines for Latino students were more evident in reading than in math,
although a relatively small number of states showed declines in either subject.

Trends in percentages proficient and mean scores were generally similar for
Latino students. Across two subjects and three grade levels, 93% of the trend
lines analyzed showed gains using percentages proficient, and 90% showed gains
using mean scores.

Table 20.

Number (and percentage) of states with various trends for
LATINO students on state tests, 2002—2009*

READING MATHEMATICS

Percentage Percentage

proficient | Mean score | proficient | Mean score
Grade 4
# and % of states with gain 33 (89%) 26 (84%) 34 (92%) 28 (90%)
# and % of states with decline 4(11%) 5(16%) 1 (3%) 3 (10%)
No change 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 2 (5%) 0 (0%)
# of states with data 37 31 37 31
Grade 8
# and % of states with gain 33(92%) 26 (87%) 35(100%) 29 (100%)
# and % of states with decline 3 (8%) 4(13%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
No change 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
# of states with data 36 30 35 29
High school
# and % of states with gain 30 (91%) 23 (85%) 33(97%) 25(93%)
# and % of states with decline 2 (6%) 3(11%) 1 (3%) 2 (7%)
No change 1 (3%) 1 (4%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
# of states with data 33 27 34 27
Table reads: On state grade 4 reading tests, 33 of the 37 states with sufficient data showed gains
since 2002 in the percentage of Latino students scoring proficient, and 4 showed declines. Of the 31
states with sufficient mean score data, 26 showed gains for Latino students in average grade 4
reading scores, and 5 showed declines.
*The years covered by these trends vary among states. Trends in some states begin later than 2002,
although every state included in the table has at least three years of comparable test data ending in 2009.
NOTE: Forty-one states had sufficient trend data for the Latino subgroup for one or more
grade/subject combinations: AK, AL, AR, AZ, CA, CO, CT, DC, DE, FL, GA, IA, ID, IL, KS, KY, LA, MA, MD,
MI, MN, MO, NC, NE, NH, NJ, NM, NV, NY, OH, OR, PA, RI, SC, TN, TX, UT, VA, WA, WI, and WY. Together
these states enroll 98% of Latino test-takers nationwide. States with fewer than 500 Latino test-
takers in a particular grade/subject or with fewer than three years of comparable test data were
excluded from the analysis for that grade/subject.




Progress in narrowing Latino-white gaps is mixed.

State test score gaps between Latino and white students have narrowed since
2002 in the majority of states with sufficient data. In almost all cases where gaps
have narrowed, both the Latino and white subgroups have improved, but Latinos
have improved at a faster rate.

These positive results are tempered, however, by the notable number of instances
in which Latino-white gaps have widened, especially gaps in mean scores. Across
both subjects and all three grades levels, 72% of mean score gaps narrowed, com-
pared with 85% of percentage proficient gaps.

Instances of widening Latino-white gaps were most common in grade 4; at this
level, mean score gaps widened about one-third of the time. Latinos made the
most progress in narrowing gaps at the high school level, where the Latino-white
gap widened in just 15% of instances or fewer.

Gaps widened for various reasons. Often, both subgroups improved, but the white
subgroup made greater gains than the Latino subgroup. In grade 4 math, for exam-
ple, gains by white students outpaced gains by Latino students in 8 of the 10
instances of widening mean score gaps. In the remaining two instances, perform-
ance improved for the white subgroup but declined for the Latino subgroup.

Table 21.

Number (and percentage) of states with various trends in
the LATINO-WHITE achievement gap on state tests,

2002-2009*

READING MATHEMATICS

Percentage Percentage

proficient | Mean score | proficient | Mean score
Grade 4
# and % of states narrowed 29 (78%) 18 (58%) 30 (83%) 19 (63%)
#and % of states widened 7 (19%) 10 (32%) 5(14%) 10 (33%)
No change 1 (3%) 3 (10%) 1 (3%) 1 (3%)
# of states with data 37 31 36 30
Grade 8
# and % of states narrowed 32 (89%) 20 (67%) 30 (86%) 22 (76%)
# and % of states widened 3 (8%) 8 (27%) 3 (9%) 5(17%)
No change 1 (3%) 2 (7%) 2 (6%) 2 (7%)
# of states with data 36 30 35 29
High school
# and % of states narrowed 28 (85%) 23 (85%) 31 (91%) 23 (85%)
# and % of states widened 5(15%) 4 (15%) 2 (6%) 4 (15%)
No change 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (3%) 0 (0%)
# of states with data 33 27 34 27

Table reads: The gap between Latino and white students in percentages scoring proficient on state
grade 4 reading tests narrowed in 29 of the 37 states with sufficient data, widened in 7 states, and
showed no net change in 1 state. The Latino-white gap in mean scores on grade 4 reading tests
narrowed in 18 of the 31 states with sufficient data, widened in 10 states, and showed no net
change in 3 states.

*The years covered by these trends vary among states. Trends in some states begin later than 2002,
although every state included in the table has at least three years of comparable test data ending in 2009.

NOTE: Forty-one states had sufficient trend data for both the Latino and white subgroups for one or
more grade/subject combinations: AK, AL, AR, AZ, CA, CO, CT, DE, FL, GA, IA, ID, IL, KS, KY, LA, MA, MD,
MI, MN, MO, NC, NE, NH, NJ, NM, NV, NY, OH, OK, OR, PA, RI, SC, TN, TX, UT, VA, WA, W1, and WY,
Together these states enroll 98% of Latino test-takers nationwide. States with fewer than 500 Latino
test-takers in a particular grade/subject or with fewer than three years of comparable test data were
excluded from the analysis for that grade/subject.
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Slow and Uneven Progress in Narrowing Gaps

Chapter 5: Native American Students

Performance gaps on state tests between Native
American and white students remain wide in
many states.

In many of the 22 states with sufficiently large numbers of Native American
test-takers, gaps in percentages proficient between Native American and white
students amounted to 20 or even 30 percentage points on state 2009 reading and
math tests. But in some states, these gaps totaled 10 percentage points or less.
The size of the Native American-white gaps varied enormously from state to
state. In high school math, for example, the largest gap in any state was 36 per-
centage points, while in another state there was no gap.

These variations may not be solely, or even primarily, the result of differences in
educational quality but may also be attributable to differences among states in
their cut scores for proficiency, test difficulty, and other factors. The appendix
shows the size of the Native American-white gaps for individual states in 2009.

One way to gauge the relative performance of Native American and white stu-
dents on a broader scale than a single state is to look at the median percentage
proficient for 2009 across all of the states with sufficient data for both groups.
(The median is the midpoint; by definition, half of the states with such data
have percentages proficient above the median, and half have percentages profi-
cient below it.) The results are shown in table 22. In grade 4 reading, for exam-
ple, the median percentage proficient was 58% for Native American students
and 84% for white students. The range from the lowest percentage proficient in
any state to the highest in any state was also greater for Native Americans than
for white students.

Table 22. Median, highest, and lowest percentages proficient for

NATIVE AMERICAN and WHITE students across all states

with sufficient state test data, 2009

READING MATHEMATICS

Native Native

American White American White
Grade 4
Median PP across states 58% 84% 62% 83%
Highest PP in any state 86% 93% 87% 96%
Lowest PP in any state 36% 63% 29% 59%
# of states with data 19 19 19 19
Grade 8
Median PP across states 59% 79% 51% 76%
Highest PP in any state 94% 96% 79% 89%
Lowest PP in any state 39% 66% 28% 56%
# of states with data 21 21 21 21
High school
Median PP across states 54% 82% 46% 69%
Highest PP in any state 96% 97% 92% 94%
Lowest PP in any state 37% 48% 18% 47%
# of states with data 19 19 19 19
Table reads: Across all 19 states with sufficient data, the median percentage of Native American
students scoring proficient in grade 4 reading was 58%, compared with 84% for the white subgroup.
The highest percentage proficient for grade 4 reading in any state for the Native American subgroup
was 86%, while the lowest in any state was 36%.
PP = Percentage proficient
NOTE: Twenty-two states had sufficient 2009 test data for both the Native American and white
subgroups at one or more grade levels: AK, AL, AZ, CA, CO, FL, MI, MN, MT, NC, ND, NM, NV, NY, OK,
OR, SD, TX, UT, VA, WA, and WI. Together these states enroll about 88% of the Native American
student population in the U.S. States with fewer than 500 Native American test-takers in a particular
grade/subject were excluded from the analysis for that grade/subject.




States with gains on state tests for Native
Americans outnumber those with declines.

The reading and math performance of the Native American subgroup has
improved since 2002 in two-thirds or more of the states with sufficient test data.
A large majority of these states made gains for Native Americans on two indica-
tors—average (mean) test scores and percentages scoring proficient. Across both
subjects and all three grade levels, 86% of the trend lines we analyzed showed
gains using percentages proficient, and 80% had gains using mean scores.

Our analysis of Native American gap trends was limited to the minority of states
with large enough Native American subgroups to yield reliable trend informa-
tion and sufficient years of comparable test data—from 14 to 19 states, depend-
ing on the grade level and subject.

Table 23. Number (and percentage) of states with various trends for

NATIVE AMERICAN students on state tests, 2002—2009*

READING MATHEMATICS

Percentage Percentage

proficient | Mean score | proficient | Mean score
Grade 4
# and % of states with gain 13 (81%) 10 (67%) 14 (82%) 13 (81%)
# and % of states with decline 3 (19%) 3 (20%) 2 (12%) 3(19%)
No change 0 (0%) 2 (13%) 1 (6%) 0 (0%)
# of states with data 16 15 17 16
Grade 8
# and % of states with gain 16 (89%) 14 (82%) 18 (95%) 16 (89%)
# and % of states with decline 2(11%) 2(12%) 1 (5%) 2(11%)
No change 0 (0%) 1 (6%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
# of states with data 18 17 19 18
High school
# and % of states with gain 14 (82%) 12 (86%) 15 (83%) 10 (71%)
# and % of states with decline 2(12%) 2 (14%) 2(11%) 4(29%)
No change 1 (6%) 0 (0%) 1 (6%) 0 (0%)
# of states with data 17 14 18 14
Table reads: On state grade 4 reading tests, 13 of the 16 states with sufficient data showed gains
since 2002 in the percentage of Native American students scoring proficient, and 3 showed declines.
Of the 15 states with sufficient mean score data, 10 showed gains for Native American students in
average grade 4 reading scores, 3 showed declines, and 2 had no net change.
*The years covered by these trends vary among states. Trends in some states begin later than 2002,
although every state included in the table has at least three years of comparable test data ending in 2009.
NOTE: Twenty-two states had sufficient trend data for the Native American subgroup at one or more
grade levels: AK, AL, AZ, CA, CO, FL, MI, MN, MT, NC, ND, NM, NV, NY, OK, OR, SD, TX, UT, VA, WA, and
WI. These states enroll 88% of Native American test-takers nationwide. States with fewer than 500
Native American test-takers in a particular grade/subject or with fewer than three years of
comparable test data were excluded from the analysis for that grade/subject.
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Slow and Uneven Progress in Narrowing Gaps

Less progress has been made in narrowing
achievement gaps on state tests for Native
Americans than for other racial/ethnic groups.

Although Native American-white gaps have narrowed in some states and grade
levels, progress has been erratic, especially as gauged by mean scores. Across two
subjects and three grade levels, 62% of the percentage proficient gaps between
Native American and white students narrowed, and 46% of the mean score gaps
narrowed. In most cases where gaps narrowed, both subgroups improved, but
Native American students improved at a faster rate than white students.

For some grades and subjects, the Native American-white gap widened at least
as often as it narrowed. In grade 4 reading and math, for example, mean score
gaps widened in more than two-thirds of the states with sufficient data. In high
school reading/language arts and math, the number of states with widening gaps
in mean scores was the same as the number with narrowing or stable gaps. Gaps
widened for various reasons. Often, both subgroups showed gains, but white
students improved at a faster rate than Native Americans. In grade 4 math, for
example, gains by white students outstripped gains by Native American students
in 8 of the 11 instances where mean score gaps widened. In 2 of these 11
instances, the performance of white students improved while the Native
American subgroup showed a decline. In one instance, mean scores declined for
both groups but declined more for Native American students.

Table 24. Number (and percentage) of states with various trends in
the NATIVE AMERICAN-WHITE achievement gap on state

tests, 2002-2009*

READING MATHEMATICS

Percentage Percentage

proficient | Mean score | proficient | Mean score
Grade 4
# and % of states narrowed 9 (56%) 4(27%) 11 (65%) 5(31%)
# and % of states widened 6 (38%) 11 (73%) 5 (29%) 11 (69%)
No change 1(6%) 0 (0%) 1 (6%) 0 (0%)
# of states with data 16 15 17 16
Grade 8
# and % of states narrowed 12 (67%) 9(53%) 11 (58%) 11 (61%)
# and % of states widened 4 (22%) 7 (41%) 7 (37%) 6 (33%)
No change 2 (11%) 1(6%) 1 (5%) 1 (6%)
# of states with data 18 17 19 18
High school
# and % of states narrowed 12 (71%) 7 (50%) 10 (56%) 7 (50%)
# and % of states widened 4 (24%) 6 (43%) 5(28%) 7 (50%)
No change 1 (6%) 1 (7%) 3 (17%) 0
# of states with data 17 14 18 14

Table reads: The gap between Native American and white students in percentages scoring proficient
on state grade 4 reading tests narrowed in 9 of the 16 states with sufficient data, widened in 6
states, and showed no net change in 1 state. The Native American-white gap in mean scores on grade
4 reading tests narrowed in 4 of the 15 states with sufficient data and widened in 11 states.

*The years covered by these trends vary among states. Trends in some states begin later than 2002,
although every state included in the table has at least three years of comparable test data ending in 2009.

NOTE: Twenty-two states had sufficient trend data for both the Native American and white subgroups
at one or more grade levels: AK, AL, AZ, CA, CO, FL, MI, MN, MT, NC, ND, NM, NV, NY, OK, OR, SD, TX,
UT, VA, WA, and WI. These states enroll 88% of Native American test-takers nationwide. States with
fewer than 500 Native American test-takers in a particular grade/subject or with fewer than three
years of comparable test data were excluded from the analysis for that grade/subject.




Chapter 6: White Students

States with gains for white students on state
reading and math tests greatly outnumbered
states with declines.

The vast majority of states with sufficient years of trend data showed gains since
2002 for the white subgroup in both percentages proficient and average (mean) test
scores. Trends on these two indicators were generally similar. Across both subjects
and three grade levels, 91% of the trend lines analyzed showed gains for white stu-
dents using percentages proficient, and 88% showed gains using mean scores.

The most positive results for white students were in math at grades 4 and 8: in
almost all of the states with sufficient data, this subgroup showed gains in per-
centages proficient and mean scores. Declines in performance for white students
occurred most often at the high school level in both reading and math.

In reading, white students and Asian students often showed similar test results,
outperforming other racial/ethnic groups. In math, white students outperformed
other groups except for Asians.

More states had sufficient test data for white students than for other racial/eth-
nic subgroups. One way to gauge the performance of white students is to look
at the median percentages proficient for this subgroup across a// of the states
with such data. (The median is the midpoint; by definition, half of the states
with such data have percentages proficient above the median, and half have per-
centages proficient below it.) The 2009 median percentages proficient for white
students were 84% in grade 4 reading, 84% in grade 4 math, 79% in grade 8
reading/language arts, 77% in grade 8 math, 81% in high school reading/lan-
guage arts, and 75% in high school math. The appendix provides more details

about the performance of white students in individual states in 2009.

Table 25.

Number (and percentage) of states with various trends for
WHITE students on state tests, 2002-2009*

READING MATHEMATICS

Percentage Percentage

proficient | Mean score | proficient | Mean score
Grade 4
# and % of states with gain 37 (88%) 33(92%) 41 (98%) 35 (97%)
#and % of states with decline 1(2%) 2 (6%) 1(2%) 1 (3%)
No change 4 (10%) 1 (3%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
# of states with data 42 36 42 36
Grade 8
# and % of states with gain 39 (93%) 33(92%) 41 (98%) 34 (94%)
# and % of states with decline 3 (7%) 3 (8%) 1(2%) 1 (3%)
No change 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (3%)
# of states with data 42 36 42 36
High school
# and % of states with gain 34 (92%) 24 (77%) 30 (77%) 24 (75%)
# and % of states with decline 3 (8%) 5(16%) 7 (18%) 4 (13%)
No change 0 (0%) 2 (6%) 2 (5%) 4(13%)
# of states with data 37 31 39 32
Table reads: On state grade 4 reading tests, 37 of the 42 states with sufficient data showed gains
since 2002 in the percentage of white students scoring proficient, 1 showed a decline, and 4 showed
no net change. Of the 36 states with sufficient mean score data, 33 showed gains for white students
in average grade 4 reading scores, 2 showed declines, and 1 had no net change.
*The years covered by these trends vary among states. Trends in some states begin later than 2002,
although every state included in the table has at least three years of comparable test data ending in 2009.
NOTE: Forty-seven states had sufficient trend data for the white subgroup at one or more grade levels:
AK, AL, AR, AZ, CA, CO, CT, DE, FL, GA, HI, IA, ID, IL, KS, KY, LA, MA, MD, ME, MI, MN, MO, MT, NC, ND, NE,
NH, NJ, NM, NV, NY, OH, OK, OR, PA, RI, SC, SD, TN, TX, UT, VA, VT, WA, WI, and WY. Together these states
enroll 91% of the white student population in the U.S. States with fewer than three years of comparable
test data in a particular grade/subject were excluded from the analysis for that grade/subject.
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Slow and Uneven Progress in Narrowing Gaps

Chapter 7: Low-Income Students

Sizeable achievement gaps exist between
students from low-income families and more
advantaged students.

Within individual states, the gaps in percentages proficient between students who
come from low-income families and those who do not often amounted to 25
percentage points in 2009. The size of these gaps varied considerably, however,
from state to state. In high school math, for example, the largest gap between
low-income and non-low-income students in any state was 37 percentage points,
while the smallest gap in any state was 6 points. These variations may not be
solely, or even primarily, due to differences in educational quality, but may also
be attributable to differences among states in their cut scores for proficiency, test
difficulty, and other factors. The appendix shows the size of the gaps between
low-income and non-low-income students in specific states in 2009.

One way to gauge the relative performance of low-income and non-low-income
students on a broader scale than a single state is to look at the median percent-
age proficient for 2009 across all of the states with sufficient data for both groups.
(The median is the midpoint; by definition, half of the states with such data
have percentages proficient above the median, and half have percentages profi-
cient below it.) The results are shown in table 26. In grade 8 reading/language
arts, for example, the median percentage proficient was 57% for low-income
students and 81% for students who were not low-income, a difference of 24
percentage points.

As table 26 also reveals, the range among states in percentages proficient was
much greater for low-income students than for students who were not low-
income. In high school reading/language arts, for example, the percentage pro-
ficient for low-income students ranged from 96% in the highest state to 23% in
the lowest state, compared with a high of 99% and a low of 46% for students
who were not low-income.

Table 26. Median, highest, and lowest percentages of LOW-INCOME
and NON-LOW-INCOME students scoring proficient across

all states with sufficient state test data, 2009

READING MATHEMATICS

Not Not

Low-Income | Low-Income | Low-Income | Low-Income
Grade 4
Median PP across states 64% 85% 64% 85%
Highest PP in any state 92% 98% 93% 98%
Lowest PP in any state 29% 60% 28% 58%
# of states with data 46 46 46 46
Grade 8
Median PP across states 57% 81% 51% 76%
Highest PP in any state 92% 97% 86% 95%
Lowest PP in any state 33% 56% 25% 46%
# of states with data 46 46 46 46
High school
Median PP across states 60% 82% 43% 67%
Highest PP in any state 96% 99% 84% 94%
Lowest PP in any state 23% 46% 12% 34%
# of states with data 43 43 42 42
Table reads: Across all 46 states with sufficient data, the median percentage of low-income students
scoring proficient in grade 4 reading was 64%, compared with 85% for students who were not from
low-income families. The highest percentage proficient for grade 4 reading in any state for the low-
income subgroup was 92%, while the lowest in any state was 29%.
PP = Percentage proficient
NOTE: Forty-six states had sufficient 2009 data for both the low-income and non-low-income
subgroups for one or more grade/subject combinations: AK, AL, AR, CA, CO, CT, DC, DE, FL, HI, IA, ID,
IL, IN, KS, KY, LA, MA, MD, ME, MN, MO, MS, MT, NC, ND, NE, NH, NJ, NM, NV, NY, OH, OK, OR, PA, RI,
SC, TN, TX, UT, VA, VT, WA, WI, and WY. States with fewer than 500 low-income test-takers in a
particular grade/subject were excluded from the analysis for that grade/subject. States were also
excluded if they did not provide data for the comparison group of students who were not low-income.




The vast majority of states with sufficient data
made gains on state tests for low-income students.

Many more states showed gains since 2002 for low-income students than showed
declines, according to both the percentages scoring proficient and average (mean)
test scores. The most positive results were in grade 8; in both reading and math,
93% or more of the states with sufficient data posted increases at this grade for the
low-income subgroup, whether percentages proficient or mean scores were used.

Trends in percentages proficient and mean scores were generally similar for low-
income students. Across all subjects and grades, 93% of the trend lines analyzed
showed gains using percentages proficient, and 90% showed gains using mean scores.
In high school reading/language arts and math, however, a somewhat smaller share
of states showed gains in mean scores than showed gains in percentages proficient.

Table 27. Number (and percentage) of states with various trends for

LOW-INCOME students on state tests, 2002-2009*

READING MATHEMATICS

Percentage Percentage

proficient | Mean score | proficient | Mean score
Grade 4
# and % of states with gain 38 (90%) 31 (91%) 39 (91%) 31 (89%)
# and % of states with decline 2 (5%) 2 (6%) 3 (7%) 3 (9%)
No change 2 (5%) 1 (3%) 1(2%) 1 (3%)
# of states with data 42 34 43 35
Grade 8
# and % of states with gain 39 (93%) 33(97%) 42 (98%) 33 (94%)
# and % of states with decline 3 (7%) 0 1(2%) 1 (3%)
No change 0 (0%) 1 (3%) 0 (0%) 1 (3%)
# of states with data 42 34 43 35
High school
# and % of states with gain 35(92%) 26 (84%) 36 (92%) 26 (84%)
#and % of states with decline 3 (8%) 4(13%) 3 (8%) 4(13%)
No change 0 (0%) 1 (3%) 0 (0%) 1 (3%)
# of states with data 38 31 39 31

Table reads: On state grade 4 reading tests, 38 of the 42 states with sufficient data showed gains
since 2002 in the percentage of low-income students scoring proficient, 2 showed declines, and 2
showed no net change. Of the 34 states with sufficient mean score data, 31 showed gains for low-
income students in average grade 4 reading scores, 2 showed declines, and 1 showed no net change.

*The years covered by these trends vary among states. Trends in some states begin later than 2002,
although every state included in the table has at least three years of comparable test data ending in 2009.

NOTE: Forty-seven states had sufficient trend data for the low-income subgroup at one or more grade
levels: AK, AL, AR, AZ, CA, CO, CT, DC, DE, FL, HI, IA, ID, IL, KS, KY, LA, MA, MD, ME, MI, MN, MO, MT, NC,
ND, NE, NH, NJ, NM, NV, NY, OH, OK, OR, PA, RI, SC, SD, TN, TX, UT, VA, VT, WA, WI, and WY. States with
fewer than 500 low-income test-takers in a particular grade/subject or with fewer than three years of
comparable test data were excluded from the analysis for that grade/subject. States were also
excluded if they did not provide data for the comparison group of students who were not low-income.
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Slow and Uneven Progress in Narrowing Gaps

States have made mixed progress in narrowing
gaps between low-income and more advantaged
students.

Since 2002, gaps between low-income and non-low-income students have nar-
rowed in many states. But mean scores give a less positive picture of progress in
narrowing these gaps than percentages proficient do. Across reading and math and
three grade levels, just 57% of the low-income gaps in mean scores narrowed,
compared with 72% of gaps in percentages proficient. In most cases where gaps
narrowed, both low-income and non-low-income students made gains, but low-
income students improved at a faster rate than their more advantaged peers.

At grade 4, a sizeable share of states made no progress in narrowing gaps in mean
scores for low-income students. In both reading and math at this grade level,
gaps widened or stayed the same more often than they narrowed. Gaps widened
for various reasons. In grade 4 math, for example, gains by students who were
not low-income outpaced gains by low-income students in 10 of the 13 instances
of widening mean score gaps. In 2 of the 13 instances, mean scores improved for
non-low-income students but declined for low-income students. In one case,
mean scores went up for non-low-income students but stayed the same for low-
income students.

Table 28. Number (and percentage) of states with various trends
on state tests in the gap between LOW-INCOME and

NON-LOW-INCOME students, 2002-2009*

READING MATHEMATICS

Percentage Percentage

proficient | Mean score | proficient | Mean score
Grade 4
# and % of states narrowed 28 (74%) 14 (44%) 30 (79%) 14 (42%)
#and % of states widened 9 (24%) 12 (38%) 7 (18%) 13 (39%)
No change 1 (3%) 6 (19%) 1 (3%) 6 (18%)
# of states with data 38 32 38 33
Grade 8
# and % of states narrowed 25 (66%) 23 (72%) 28 (74%) 21 (64%)
# and % of states widened 10 (26%) 6 (19%) 9 (24%) 9 (27%)
No change 3 (8%) 3 (9%) 1 (3%) 3 (9%)
# of states with data 38 32 38 33
High school
# and % of states narrowed 22 (65%) 19 (66%) 26 (76%) 16 (55%)
# and % of states widened 6 (18%) 5(17%) 5(15%) 10 (34%)
No change 6 (18%) 5(17%) 3 (9%) 3 (10%)
# of states with data 34 29 34 29

Table reads: The gap between low-income and non-low income students in percentages scoring
proficient on state grade 4 reading tests narrowed in 28 of the 38 states with sufficient data, widened
in 9 states, and showed no net change in 1 state. The gap between these two groups in mean scores
on grade 4 reading tests narrowed in 14 of the 32 states with sufficient data, widened in 12 states,
and showed no net change in 6 states.

*The years covered by these trends vary among states. Trends in some states begin later than 2002,
although every state included in the table has at least three years of comparable test data ending in 2009.

NOTE: Forty-one states had sufficient trend data for both the low-income and non-low-income subgroups
at one or more grade levels: AK, AL, AR, CA, CO, CT, DC, DE, FL, H, IA, IL, KS, KY, LA, MA, MD, ME, MN,
MO, MT, NC, ND, NH, NJ, NM, NV, NY, OH, OK, OR, PA, RI, SC, TN, TX, UT, VA, WA, W1, and WY. States with
fewer than 500 low-income test-takers in a particular grade/subject or with fewer than three years of
comparable test data were excluded from the analysis for that grade/subject. States were also excluded
if they did not provide data for the comparison group of students who were not low-income.




Chapter 8: Male and Female Students

On state reading tests, girls consistently
outperform boys in every state. On math tests,
girls and boys tend to perform at similar levels.

In every state and D.C., higher percentages of girls than boys scored at or above
the proficient level in reading in 2009.4 In fact, this reading gap between boys
and girls exceeded 10 percentage points (in favor of girls) in 6 states at grade 4,
14 states at grade 8, and 8 states at the high school level.

In math, the 2009 percentages proficient were fairly similar for boys and girls in
most states. At grades 4 and 8, girls slightly outperformed boys in math in a
majority of states; however, these differences rarely exceeded 6 percentage points.
At the high school level, the math performance of the two genders was roughly
equal. The appendix shows the percentages proficient for boys and girls in read-
ing and math in individual states in 2009.

One way to gauge the relative performance of boys and girls on a broader scale
than a single state is to look at the median percentage proficient for 2009 across
all of the states with sufficient data for both groups. (The median is the mid-
point; by definition, half of the states with such data have percentages proficient
above the median, and half have percentages proficient below it.)

As shown in table 29, the median percentages proficient in reading were higher
for girls than for boys at all three grade levels. At grade 8, for example, these
medians were 77% for girls and 66% for boys. In math, the medians for the
two genders were quite similar—a difference of just 1 or 2 percentage points in
favor of girls—at all three grade levels.

4 An exception to this pattern occurred at one grade level in Maine, where boys outperformed girls in read-
ing/language arts at the high school level.

Table 29. Median, highest, and lowest percentages proficient for
MALE and FEMALE students across all states with sufficient

state test data, 2009

READING MATHEMATICS

Male Female Male Female
Grade 4
Median PP across states 71% 77% 74% 75%
Highest PP in any state 94% 96% 96% 96%
Lowest PP in any state 39% 51% 41% 43%
# of states with data 51 51 51 51
Grade 8
Median PP across states 66% 77% 66% 67%
Highest PP in any state 94% 97% 91% 93%
Lowest PP in any state 38% 52% 36% 42%
# of states with data 51 51 51 51
High school
Median PP across states 71% 79% 61% 63%
Highest PP in any state 97% 98% 93% 94%
Lowest PP in any state 34% 38% 30% 25%
# of states with data 48 48 48 48
Table reads: Across all 50 states and D.C., the median percentage of students scoring at or above the
proficient level in grade 4 reading was 71% for boys and 77% for girls. The highest percentage
proficient for grade 4 reading in any state for boys was 94%, while the lowest in any state was 39%.
PP = Percentage proficient
NOTE: All 50 states and the District of Columbia had sufficient 2009 data for both boys and girls for
one or more grade/subject combinations. Three states (IN, NC, and NY) did not have 2009 data for
boys and girls at the high school level.
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Slow and Uneven Progress in Narrowing Gaps

Since 2002, scores on state reading
and math tests have gone up for
both boys and girls in the vast
majority of states.

Between 2002 and 2009, both males and females made
gains reading and math in most states—from 73% to 98%
of the states, depending on the grade level and subject. The
numbers of states with gains were quite similar for boys and
girls. And achievement gains outnumbered declines for boys
and girls according to both percentages scoring proficient
and average test scores.

For both genders and both subjects, declines in achieve-
ment were more prevalent at the high school level than at
the other two grades.

Table 30.

Number (and percentage) of states with various trends for MALE and FEMALE
students on state reading and mathematics tests, 2002-2009*

Percentage proficient | Mean score | Percentage proficient | Mean score
Reading, grade 4
# and % of states with gain 36 (84%) 29 (81%) 36 (84%) 32 (89%)
# and % of states with decline 2 (5%) 5(14%) 5(12%) 3 (8%)
No change 4 (9%) 2 (6%) 2 (5%) 1(3%)
# of states with data 43 36 43 36
Reading, grade 8
# and % of states with gain 40 (93%) 32 (89%) 40 (93%) 32 (89%)
# and % of states with decline 3 (7%) 2 (6%) 3 (7%) 3(8%)
No change 0 (0%) 2 (6%) 0(0%) 1 (3%)
# of states with data 43 36 43 36
Reading, high school
# and % of states with gain 32 (84%) 25(81%) 31 (82%) 23 (74%)
# and % of states with decline 6(16%) 3 (10%) 7 (18%) 5(16%)
No change 0 (0%) 3 (10%) 0 (0%) 3 (10%)
# of states with data 38 31 38 31
Math, grade 4
# and % of states with gain 40 (93%) 33(92%) 42 (98%) 33 (92%)
# and % of states with decline 3 (7%) 2 (6%) 0 (0%) 2 (6%)
No change 0 (0%) 1 (3%) 1(2%) 1 (3%)
# of states with data 43 36 43 36
Math, grade 8
# and % of states with gain 42 (98%) 35(97%) 42 (98%) 35 (97%)
# and % of states with decline 1(2%) 1(3%) 1(2%) 1(3%)
No change 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0(0%) 0 (0%)
# of states with data 43 36 43 36
Math, high school
# and % of states with gain 32 (80%) 24 (73%) 32 (80%) 24 (73%)
# and % of states with decline 7 (18%) 5(15%) 8 (20%) 6 (18%)
No change 1 (3%) 4 (12%) 0 (0%) 3 (9%)
# of states with data 40 33 40 33
Table reads: On state grade 4 reading tests, 36 of the 43 states with sufficient data showed gains since 2002 in the percentage of
male students scoring proficient, 2 showed declines, and 4 showed no net change. Of the 36 states with sufficient mean score data,
29 showed gains for male students in average grade 4 reading scores, 5 showed declines, and 2 had no net change.
*The years covered by these trends vary among states. Trends in some states begin later than 2002, although every state
included in the table has at least three years of comparable test data ending in 2009.
NOTE: Forty-eight states had sufficient trend data for both female and male students at one or more grade levels: AK, AL, AR, AZ,
CA, CO, CT, DC, DE, FL, GA, HI, IA, ID, IL, KS, KY, LA, MA, MD, ME, MI, MN, MO, MT, NC, ND, NE, NH, NJ, NM, NV, NY, OH, OK, OR, PA,
RI, SC, SD, TN, TX, UT, VA, VT, WA, WI, and WY. States with fewer than three years of comparable test data were excluded from the
analysis for that grade/subject.




Progress in narrowing the boy-girl gap in reading
has been uneven.

Across all three grade levels, the male-female gap in reading has narrowed since
2002 according to 62% of the trend lines analyzed using percentages proficient and
58% of the trend lines analyzed using average (mean) scores. Progress varied by
grade level and by whether percentages proficient or mean scores were used. And,
as discussed in more detail in chapter 1, the boy-girl gap in reading has narrowed
at a slower rate than gaps for other subgroups.

In reading at grades 4 and 8, gaps in percentages proficient between boys and
girls have shrunk since 2002 in more than half the states with sufficient data, but
have widened or stayed the same in a notable share of states. This uneven progress
is especially evident using mean scores. At grade 4, the boy-girl gap in mean scores
widened or stayed the same in over half the states with sufficient data.

At the high school level, the male-female gap in reading narrowed in about three-
fourths of the states with adequate data according to both percentages proficient
and mean scores.

In most cases where gaps narrowed, both groups improved, but boys improved
more rapidly than girls. When gaps widened, both groups often improved, but
girls made greater gains than boys. In grade 8 reading, for example, gains by girls
outpaced gains by boys in 10 of 12 instances of widening mean score gaps. In
one instance, scores went up for girls but stayed the same for boys; in the other
instance, scores decreased for both groups, but decreased more for boys.

Table 31.

Number (and percentage) of states with various trends in
the MALE-FEMALE achievement gap on state reading tests,

2002-2009*

Percentage proficient Mean score
Grade 4
# and % of states narrowed 23 (53%) 15 (42%)
# and % of states widened 15 (35%) 10 (28%)
No change 5(12%) 11 (31%)
# of states with data 43 36
Grade 8
# and % of states narrowed 26 (60%) 21 (58%)
# and % of states widened 14 (33%) 12 (33%)
No change 3 (7%) 3 (8%)
# of states with data 43 36
High school
# and % of states narrowed 28 (74%) 23 (74%)
# and % of states widened 2 (5%) 5(16%)
No change 8(21%) 2 (6%)
# of states with data 38 30

Table reads: The gap between male and female students in percentages scoring proficient on state
grade 4 reading tests narrowed in 23 of the 43 states with sufficient data, widened in 15 states, and
showed no net change in 5 states. The male-female gap in mean scores on grade 4 reading tests
narrowed in 15 of the 36 states with sufficient data, widened in 10 states, and showed no net
changein 11 states.

*The years covered by these trends vary among states. Trends in some states begin later than 2002,
although every state included in the table has at least three years of comparable test data ending in 2009.

NOTE: Forty-eight states had sufficient trend data for both female and male students at one or more
grade levels: AK, AL, AR, AZ, CA, CO, CT, DC, DE, FL, GA, HI, IA, ID, IL, KS, KY, LA, MA, MD, ME, MI, MN,
MO, MT, NC, ND, NE, NH, NJ, NM, NV, NY, OH, OK, OR, PA, RI, SC, SD, TN, TX, UT, VA, VT, WA, WI, and
WY. States with fewer than three years of comparable test data were excluded from the analysis for
that grade/subject.
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Slow and Uneven Progress in Narrowing Gaps

Chapter 9: Comparison of Trends on State Tests and NAEP

Background on state tests and NAEP

As another indicator of whether achievement has improved and gaps have nar-
rowed for subgroups, we looked at whether state-level trends for student groups
on the main National Assessment of Educational Progress have moved in the
same direction as trends on state tests. The goal was to see whether NAEP trends
confirm or contradict the patterns found on state tests. When trends on both
types of assessments agree within the same state, this provides more evidence
that achievement is improving or declining.

The methods used to compare trends on state tests and NAEP are discussed more
fully in chapter 10. In general, we analyzed trends from 2005 through 2009 at
grades 4 and 8 in the states with sufficient data on both state tests and NAEP> On
both types of assessments, we looked at the direction of changes using two per-
formance indicators. First, we examined trends in mean, or average, test scores,
which are a useful indicator of changes in achievement gaps because they are not tied
to a specific cut score for proficient or basic performance. Second, we analyzed
trends in the percentages of students reaching the proficient level of achievement on
state tests and the basic level on NAEP. (Chapter 10 explains why the basic level on
NAEP is closest to the proficient level on most state tests.) For reasons described in
chapter 10, we included gains or declines of any size on either NAEP or state tests.

A total of 25 states had sufficient data for at least some of the NAEP and state
test analyses, but this number varied by grade level and subgroup.¢ In grade 8
math, for example, 21 states had sufficient percentage proficient/basic data for
the white subgroup, while 9 states had sufficient data for the Asian subgroup.

It is important to understand how NAEP differs from state tests and why these
differences may sometimes lead to different results on the two assessments:

e NAEP is administered every two years to representative samples of students
in a sample of schools in each state, rather than annually to virtually all stu-
dents in a state, as state tests are. Each NAEP participant takes only a por-
tion of the larger assessment instead of the entire test, so NAEP cannot
produce scores for individual students or schools.

e NAEDP differs, to varying degrees, from state tests in the content assessed,
test question formats, rigor of the achievement levels, testing environment
and administration, and other features. For example, state tests are designed
to measure how well students have learned the knowledge and skills embod-
ied in that particular state’s academic content standards, while NAEP con-
tent is deliberately not aligned to any state’s standards.

e The NAEP definition of “proficient” performance is more ambitious than
many state definitions. For NAED, “proficient” represents an aspirational goal
for what students should know and be able to do, while on most state tests,
“proficient” describes a level of performance that is good enough to be
regarded as acceptable for a particular grade level. This is one reason why
this study compares state proficient results with NAEP basic results.

e NAEP is considered a “low-stakes” test. Unlike the results of “high-stakes”
state tests, NAEP scores are not tied to specific consequences for individual
students, teachers, schools, or districts.

The tables in this chapter compare trends on state tests and NAEP within the same
state. Trends moved upward so often on both assessments that there was a fair
amount of agreement between state tests and NAEP simply by virtue of chance.
Because we were also interested in the extent to which both state tests and NAEP
have picked up on the same student achievement trends, whether upward or down-
ward, we also calculated whether the levels of agreement between the two types of
assessments exceeded what would be expected by chance. These instances are
marked with asterisks in the tables in this chapter.”

5 High school trends were not included because NAEP only recently began reporting state-level data for grade 12 in a limted pilot so trends cannot be determined. In addition, NAEP is administered in grade 12, while most state

high school tests are administered in grades 10 or 11.

6 These states include AL, AK, AZ, AR, CA, CO, DE, FL, IA, LA, MA, MD, MT, ND, NE, NM, NV, OH, OR, PA, TN, TX, UT, WA, and WI.

7 Our thanks to Dr. Andrew Ho, Harvard Graduate School of Education, for noting the “chance” issue.



In reading, gains for subgroups on
NAEP confirmed gains on state tests to
a moderate extent. However, trends on
NAEP and state tests contradicted each
other or declined more often in
reading than in math.

For nearly all of the subgroups analyzed, a majority of the states
with sufficient data showed gains in reading between 2005 and
2009 on both state tests and NAEP. This pattern was evident
in both mean scores (table 32) and percentages proficient/
basic (table 33) for all subgroups except boys. Several states,
however, had declines for some subgroups on one or both
assessments.

Reading trends varied by grade level and subgroup. At grade 4,
African American, Asian, low-income, and female students
generally made progress on both NAEP and state tests, but
trends for Latino students, white students, and boys sometimes
moved in contradictory directions on the two assessments. At
grade 8, NAEP and state tests showed contradictory trends in
a notable number of states for several subgroups.

Trends in reading for boys and gitls differed markedly at grade
4. Girls made gains on both state tests and NAEP in a major-
ity of the states with sufficient data, while boys more often had
declines or contradictory trends on the two assessments.

READING, MEAN SCORES: Number of states in which subgroup trends

moved in the same or a different direction on state tests and NAEP,
2005-2009

Grade 4 reading

# of states with data 11 8 11 14 11 13 13

Same direction 10 8 7 9 9 6 12
Both up 8 6 6 8 8 5 10
Both down 2 2 1 1 1 1 2

Different direction 1 0 4 4 1 5 1
State test up, NAEP down 0 0 3 3 1 4 0
NAEP up, state test down 1 0 1 1 0 1 1

One flat 0 0 0 1 1 2 0

% of states same direction 91%* 100%* 64%* 64%* 82%* 46%* 92%*

% of states both up 73%* 75%* 55%* 57%* 73%* 38%* 77%*

Grade 8 reading

# of states with data 12 8 13 17 16 16 16

Same direction 8 5 11 12 11 11 11
Both up 8 5 11 12 11 11 10
Both down 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

Different direction 4 1 2 5 4 4 5
State test up, NAEP down 3 1 2 4 4 3 3
NAEP up, state test down 1 0 0 1 0 1 2

One flat 0 2 0 0 1 1 0

% of states same direction 67% 63% 85% 71% 69% 69%* 69%*

% of states both up 67% 63% 85% 71% 69% 69%* 63%*

Table reads: In 10 of the 11 states with sufficient data, trends in mean test scores for African American students in grade 4
reading moved in the same direction—upward in 8 cases—on both state tests and NAEP. Two states had a decline for African
American 4th graders on both types of reading assessments. In one state, mean scores for this subgroup increased on one
assessment but decreased on the other.

*This level of agreement is greater than what would have been expected by chance.
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Table 33. READING, PERCENTAGES PROFICIENT/BASIC: Number of states in which

subgroup trends moved in the same or a different direction on state tests
and NAEP, 2005-2009

Grade 4 reading

# of states with data 17 12 17 21 20 21 21

Same direction 14 10 10 17 18 14 18
Both up 13 9 9 16 16 13 17
Both down 1 1 1 1 2 1 1

Different direction 1 2 5 3 1 2 2
State test up, NAEP down 0 1 3 2 1 2 1
NAEP up, state test down 1 1 2 1 0 0 1

One flat 2 0 2 1 1 5 1

% of states same direction 82%* 83%* 59%* 81%* 90%* 67%* 86%*

% of states both up 76%* 75%* 53%* 76%* 80%* 62%* 81%*

Grade 8 reading

# of states with data 16 10 16 21 21 21 21

Same direction 12 7 13 16 18 19 15
Both up 12 7 13 16 18 19 15
Both down 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Different direction 4 1 3 4 3 1 5
State test up, NAEP down 3 1 2 2 2 0 4
NAEP up, state test down 1 0 1 2 1 1 1

One flat 0 2 0 1 0 1 1

% of states same direction 75% 70%* 81% 76% 86% 91% 71%*

% of states both up 75% 70%* 81% 76% 86% 91% 71%*

Table reads: In 14 of the 17 states with sufficient data, trends in the percentage of African American students scoring
proficient on state grade 4 reading tests moved in the same direction as trends in the percentage scoring basic on NAEP. In
13 of these 14 states, trends on both assessments moved upward. One state showed a decline for African Americans 4th
graders on both types of assessments. And in one state, the percentage of African American students scoring proficient on
the state grade 4 reading test went down while the percentage scoring basic on NAEP went up.

*This level of agreement is greater than what would have been expected by chance.




In math, NAEP results confirmed state
test results more often than in reading.
In most of the states studied, all
subgroups except Asian students
made gains in math on both state tests
and NAEP, especially at grade 8.

In a majority of the states with sufficient data, nearly all sub-
groups made gains in math on both state tests and NAEP
between 2005 and 2009. This pattern was apparent in mean
scores (table 34), as well as in percentages proficient/basic
(table 35), for low-income students, girls and boys, and all
major racial/ethnic groups except Asian students.

Within the same state, gains on NAEP often confirmed gains
for subgroups on state tests. In grade 8 math, trends were espe-
cially positive on both assessments in a high percentage of the
states analyzed. African American students in particular appear
to have made solid progress in grade 8 math—both NAEP
and state tests showed gains in grade 8 math in all 14 states
with mean score data and all 18 states with percentage profi-
cient/basic data.

In a limited number of instances, NAEP results in math con-
tradicted state test results. This was particularly true for Latino
and male students at grade 4. In most of these cases, the NAEP
trend showed a gain while the state test trend showed a decline.
In one state, math scores declined on both assessments for

African Americans at grade 4.

Fewer states made progress in raising the percentages scoring
proficient/basic in math for Asian students than for other sub-
groups. This may be because the Asian subgroup is the high-
est performing, and a large percentage of these students—more
than 90% in grade 4 math—have already surpassed the profi-
cient/basic level.

Table 34. MATH, MEAN SCORES: Number of states in which subgroup trends moved

in the same or a different direction on state tests and NAEP, 2005-2009

Grade 4 math
# of states with data 11 7 10 13 11 12 12
Same direction 9 5 6 9 8 8 9
Both up 8 5 6 9 8 8 9
Both down 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Different direction 2 2 3 2 2 3 2
State test up, NAEP down 2 1 2 1 2 3 1
NAEP up, state test down 0 1 1 1 0 0 1
One flat 0 0 1 2 1 1 1
% of states same direction 82%* 71% 60% 69% 73% 67%* 75%
% of states both up 73%* 71% 60% 69% 73% 67%* 75%
Grade 8 math
# of states with data 14 9 12 16 15 15 15
Same direction 14 7 11 15 13 14 13
Both up 14 7 11 15 13 14 13
Both down 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Different direction 0 1 1 1 2 1 2
State test up, NAEP down 0 1 1 0 1 0 1
NAEP up, state test down 0 0 0 1 1 1 1
One flat 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
% of states same direction | 100% 78% 92% 94% 87% 93% 87%
% of states both up 100% 78% 92% 94% 87% 93% 87%

Table reads: In 9 of the 11 states with sufficient data, trends in mean test scores for African American students in grade 4
math moved in the same direction on both state tests and NAEP. In 8 of these 9 states, trends for African Americans moved

upward on both assessments; in the remaining state, trends declined on both. In two states, mean scores for African

American students moved upward on the state test but downward on NAEP.

*This level of agreement is greater than what would have been expected by chance.
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Table 35. MATH, PERCENTAGES PROFICIENT/BASIC: Number of states in which

subgroup trends moved in the same or a different direction on state tests
and NAEP, 2005-2009

Grade 4 math
# of states with data 16 11 15 19 13 19 19
Same direction 14 3 11 13 11 11 15
Both up 13 3 11 13 11 10 15
Both down 1 0 0 0 0 1 0
Different direction 2 5 3 2 2 3 2
State test up, NAEP down 2 3 2 2 2 3 1
NAEP up, state test down 0 2 1 0 0 0 1
One flat 0 3 1 4 0 5 2
% of states same direction 88%* 27% 73% 68%* 85% 58%* 79%
% of states both up 81%* 27% 73% 68%* 85% 53% 79%
Grade 8 math
# of states with data 18 9 16 21 7 21 21
Same direction 18 5 14 19 7 20 18
Both up 18 5 14 19 7 20 18
Both down 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Different direction 0 2 1 1 0 1 1
State test up, NAEP down 0 2 1 0 0 0 0
NAEP up, state test down 0 0 0 1 0 1 1
One flat 0 2 1 1 0 0 2
% of states same direction | 100% 56% 88% 91% 100% 95%* 86%
% of states both up 100% 56% 88% 91% 100% 95%* 86%

Table reads: In 14 of the 16 states with sufficient data, trends in the percentage of African American students scoring
proficient on state grade 4 math tests moved in the same direction as trends in the percentage scoring basic on NAEP.

In 13 of these 14 states, trends for African Americans moved upward on both assessments; in the remaining state, trends
declined on both. In two states, the percentage of African American students scoring proficient on state grade 4 math tests
went up while the percentage scoring basic on NAEP went down.

*This level of agreement is greater than what would have been expected by chance.




State tests and NAEP show little agreement about
whether achievement gaps have narrowed in
reading since 2005.

Progress has been mixed in narrowing achievement gaps in reading from 2005
to 2009, according to evidence from states with sufficient data on both state
tests and NAEP. Within the same state, NAEP results often contradicted state
test results. In several instances, a gap narrowed on the state test but widened on
NAERP or vice versa. And in some instances, gaps widened on both assessments.

For most subgroups, progress in narrowing gaps appeared somewhat less posi-
tive using mean scores (table 36) than percentages proficient/basic (table 37).

States made lackluster progress in narrowing the gap in reading between boys and
girls. According to mean scores, this gap narrowed on both state tests and NAEP
in just 2 of the 13 states with sufficient data at grade 4, and in just 2 of 16 states
at grade 8. The results were particularly disappointing according to percentages
proficient/basic at grade 4.

The gaps in reading between African American and white students, and between
Latino and white students, widened on NAEP, on the state test, or on both in a
notable number of states.

Table 36. READING, MEAN SCORES: Number of states in which gap

trends moved in the same or a different direction on st

tests and NAEP, 2005-2009

ate

Grade 4
# of states with data 11 11 11 13
Same direction 4 5 5 6
Narrowed on both 3 4 4 2
Widened on both 1 1 1 4
Different direction 4 4 3 7
— 0 3 o
denedon s s 4 1 3 2
One flat 3 2 3 0
% of states same direction 36%* 46%* 46%* 46%
% of states both narrowed 27%* 36%* 36%* 15%
Grade 8
# of states with data 12 13 16 16
Same direction 7 8 9 5
Narrowed on both 4 5 5 2
Widened on both 3 3 4 3
Different direction 5 3 7 9
——— 3 | ||
denedon st st 2 0 : :
One flat 0 2 0 2
% of states same direction 58%* 62%* 56%* 31%
% of states both narrowed 33%* 38%* 31%* 13%

Table reads: In 3 of the 11 states with sufficient data, the gap in mean scores between African

American and white students in grade 4 reading narrowed on both state tests and NAEP. In one state

this gap widened on both assessments. In 4 states, the African American-white gap in grade 4
reading widened on one assessment and narrowed on the other.

*This level of agreement is greater than what would have been expected by chance.
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Table 37. READING, PERCENTAGES PROFICIENT/BASIC: Number of
states in which gap trends moved in the same or a different

direction on state tests and NAEP, 2005-2009

Grade 4
# of states with data 17 17 16 21
Same direction 13 10 11 4
Narrowed on both 11 8 8 1
Widened on both 2 2 3 3
Different direction 2 7 3 10
e I N R I
denedon st st 1 : 0 1
One flat 2 0 2 7
% of states same direction 77%* 59%* 69%* 19%
% of states both narrowed 65%* 47%* 50%* 5%
Grade 8
# of states with data 16 16 21 21
Same direction 11 8 11 9
Narrowed on both 9 7 10 8
Widened on both 2 1 1 1
Different direction 3 5 8 7
— 5 e |
denedon st st 0 0 : ;
One flat 2 3 2 5
% of states same direction 69%* 50%* 52% 43%
% of states both narrowed 56%* 50%* 48% 38%

Table reads: In 13 of the 17 states with sufficient data in grade 4 reading, the gap between African American
and white students in the percentage reaching the proficient level on the state test moved in the same
direction as the gap in the percentage reaching the basic level on NAEP. In 11 of these 13 states, the African
American-white gap narrowed on both assessments, while in 2 states it widened on both. In two states, the
African American-white gap in grade 4 reading widened on one assessment and narrowed on the other.

*This level of agreement is greater than what would have been expected by chance.




State tests and NAEP show little agreement about
whether achievement gaps have narrowed in
math since 200s5.

Within the same state, gaps between subgroups in math often narrowed on state
assessments and widened on NAEP, or vice versa. For the Latino-white gap,
trends on state tests and NAEP moved in contradictory directions more often
than they agreed.

Instances of gaps narrowing on both indicators were less positive using mean
scores (table 38) than they were using percentages proficient/basic (table 39).
According to mean scores, gaps in grade 4 math narrowed on both assessments
in about one-fourth or less of the states with sufficient data.

Although African American students showed improvement in grade 8 math on
both state tests and NAEP in every state with sufficient data, this has not trans-
lated into progress in narrowing gaps in every state. According to mean scores,
the African American-white gap in grade 8 math narrowed on both NAEP and
state tests in 9 of 14 states but showed mixed results on the two assessments in
the other 5 states.

Table 38. MATHEMATICS, MEAN SCORES: Number of states in which

gap trends moved in the same or a different direction on
state tests and NAEP, 2005-2009

Grade 4
# of states with data 11 10 11
Same direction 6 2 6
Narrowed on both 3 2 2
Widened on both 3 0 4
Different direction 4 6 5
Narrowed on state test, ) 3 3
widened on NAEP
N?rrowed on NAEP, 5 3 )
widened on state test
One flat 1 2 0
% of states same direction 55%* 20% 55%*
% of states both narrowed 27%* 20% 18%*
Grade 8
# of states with data 14 12 15
Same direction 9 7 11
Narrowed on both 9 6
Widened on both 0 1 4
Different direction 4 4 3
Narrowed on state test, 3 4 3
widened on NAEP
Narrowed on NAEP, 1 0 0
widened on state test
One flat 1 1 1
% of states same direction 64% 58%* 73%*
% of states both narrowed 64% 50%* 47%*

Table reads: In 6 of the 11 states with sufficient data, the gap in mean test scores between African
American and white students in grade 4 math showed similar trends on both state tests and NAEP. In three
states, this gap narrowed on both assessments, and in three states it widened on both. In four states, the
African American-white gap in grade 4 math narrowed on one assessment and widened on the other.

*This level of agreement is greater than what would have been expected by chance.
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Table 39. MATHEMATICS, PERCENTAGES PROFICIENT/BASIC: Number
of states in which gap trends moved in the same or a

different direction on state tests and NAEP, 2005-2009

Grade 4

# of states with data 16 15 13

Same direction 12 10 9
Narrowed on both 11 10 8
Widened on both 1 0 1

Different direction 2 4 1
Narrowed on state test, ) 4 0
widened on NAEP
Narrowed on NAEP, 0 0 1
widened on state test

One flat 2 1 3

% of states same direction 75%* 67% 69%*

% of states both narrowed 69%* 67% 62%*

Grade 8

# of states with data 18 16 7

Same direction 15 10 3
Narrowed on both 15 9 2
Widened on both 0 1 1

Different direction 3 4 3
Narrowed on state test, 0 3 0
widened on NAEP
Nf‘irrowed on NAEP, 3 1 3
widened on state test

One flat 0 2 1

% of states same direction 83% 63%* 43%*

% of states both narrowed 83% 56%* 29%

Table reads: In 12 of the 16 states with sufficient data in grade 4 math, the gap between African
American and white students in the percentage reaching the proficient level on the state test moved in
the same direction as the gap in the percentage reaching the basic level on NAEP. In 11 of these 12
states, this gap narrowed on both assessments, while in 1 state it widened on both. In two states, the
African American-white gap in grade 4 math narrowed on one assessment and widened on the other.

*This level of agreement is greater than what would have been expected by chance.




Chapter 10: Study Methods

CEP’S ACHIEVEMENT RESEARCH

The Center on Education Policy has been studying student achievement since
2007 with advice from a panel of five nationally known experts in educational
testing or education policy.8 To carry out this research, we have collected an
extensive set of state test data from all 50 states (and this year from the District
of Columbia) with considerable technical support from our contractor, the
Human Resources Research Organization (HumRRO). State officials have ver-
ified the accuracy of the data.

UPDATES IN THIS YEAR’S REPORT

This report, the second part of our 2010 series on test score trends, adds another
year of data from state tests administered in 2008-09 and from the 2009 admin-
istration of NAEP. This creates longer trend lines in some states. The District of
Columbia also participated in our data collection for the first time. In addition,
the report looks more deeply than our previous reports did at trends in average
(mean) scores on state tests and NAEP.

SUBGROUPS INCLUDED

Our analyses include trends for African American, Asian, Latino, Native
American, and white students, as well as students from low-income families
(compared with those who are not low-income), males, and females. Native
Americans were not included in the state-NAEP comparisons because in many
states the NAEDP samples of Native American test-takers were too small, or
because fewer than 500 Native American students took the state test at grade
4 or 8.

Trends for students with disabilities and English language learners, two other
subgroups tracked for NCLB accountability, are not included in this report.
CEP released special reports on these subgroups in 2009 and 2010 and con-

cluded that it is difficult to obtain a clear picture of achievement for students
with disabilities and English language learners because of fuzzy data, evolving

state testing policies, fluctuating numbers of test-takers, and language barriers in
the case of ELLs.

YEARS COVERED

The analyses of subgroup trends on state tests alone extend from 2002 (or a
more recent year in some states) through 2009 and represent the most recent
cycle of test results reported for NCLB by the time our data collection ended in
June 2010. We used 2002 as the starting point because many states did not break
out their test results by student subgroup and achievement level until they were
required to do so by NCLB, and because trends in the limited number of states
with comparable pre-2002 data were discussed in our 2007 report.? This year,
as in past years, only trend lines that encompassed at least three years of com-
parable test data for a particular subgroup, subject, grade, and achievement level
were included in our analyses. States with at least three years of comparable data
but fewer than the full eight years were included in the analysis of a particular
grade and subject as long as their data extended through 2008—09. Test data
were not considered comparable if, during the period of analysis, a state had
introduced new tests, changed its cut scores for proficient performance, or made
other major changes in its testing program; these types of “breaks” in test data
make year-to-year comparisons invalid.

The comparisons of trends on NAEP and state tests covered the same span for
both assessments, 2005 through 2009. We focused on 2005 through 2009
because a shorter trend lines (2007-2009) would have been more subject to
short-term fluctuations and therefore less reliable, and a longer trend line
(2003-2009) would have excluded many more states. A maximum of 25 states,
listed in chapter 9, had comparable state test data for 2005 and 2009 and could
be included in at least some of the analyses. All states had NAEP data for these

8 Members of the expert panelinclude Laura Hamilton, senior behavioral scientist, RAND Corporation; Eric Hanushek, senior fellow, Hoover Institution; Frederick Hess, director of education policy studies, American Enterprise Institute;
Robert L. Linn, professor emeritus, University of Colorado; and W. James Popham, professor emeritus, University of California, Los Angeles.

9 Center on Education Policy. (2007). Answering the question that matters most: Has student achievement increased since No Child Left Behind? Washington, DC: Author.
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years, but for most subgroups, the number of states with sufficient state and
NAEP data was much smaller.

STATES EXCLUDED

States were excluded from the analysis of a particular grade, subject, and sub-
group if they had fewer than three years of comparable data, or if data were
unavailable or missing for other reasons. Fewer states provided mean test scores
than provided percentages proficient. In addition, states were omitted from a
grade/subject analysis if the number of test-takers in a particular subgroup was
fewer than 500, as this was too small to allow for a reliable determination of
trends. States were also excluded if they did not provide data for students who
are not low-income, because a comparison could not be made with low-income
students in order to analyze achievement gaps. For the NAEP analyses, states
were excluded if the number of students in the NAEP sample for a particular
subgroup did not meet the minimum size requirements for NAEP reporting.

SUBJECTS AND GRADE LEVELS

For the analyses that focused on state test results alone, we looked at trends in
reading and mathematics, the subjects tested for NCLB accountability, at grades
4, 8, and the high school grade tested for NCLB, usually grade 10 or 11. (Utah
uses an end-of-course test of pre-algebra as its grade 8 test, which students take
after they have completed the appropriate course.)

For the NAEP-state comparisons, we examined reading and math trends at
grades 4 and 8. NAEP data at the high school level were not reported by state
in 2005 and 2009; moreover, NAEP is given in grade 12, whereas most state tests
are administered in grade 10 or 11.

USE OF TREND LINES

State tests vary greatly in difficulty, content, scoring scales, cut scores for pro-
ficiency, and other aspects. Within two different states, for example, the same
percentage proficient may signify different degrees of achievement and learn-
ing. Because of the diversity in state tests, we based our analyses on trend lines.
A trend line is a record of change in the percentage proficient or mean score for
a specific subgroup or a specific gap in one state, subject, and grade level
between 2002 (or a more recent starting year in some states) and 2009. For

example, the change from 2002 to 2009 in the percentage proficient in math
for Asian 8th graders in Colorado constitutes one trend line. We calculated the
number and percentage of trend lines that showed a gain, decline, or no net
change in performance for a particular subgroup, as well as the number and per-
centage of trend lines that showed a narrowing, widening, or no net change in
a particular achievement gap.

We determined movement in trend lines by using average annual changes in test
results. These were calculated by taking the overall increase or decrease in the
percentage proficient/basic or mean score and dividing it by the number of
years of testing minus one (because we are looking at the difference between two
years). To determine whether achievement gaps narrowed or widened, we com-
pared the average annual gain in the mean score or the percentage proficient
made by a lower-performing subgroup, such as African American students,
with the average annual gain of higher-performing group, such as white stu-
dents, in the same state, subject, and grade level. If the average gain for the
lower-performing subgroup was larger that of the higher-performing group,
we counted this as one instance of an achievement gap narrowing; if the aver-
age gain for the lower-performing group was smaller, we counted it as an
instance of an achievement gap widening.

MEAN SCORES

As one indicator of achievement, this study analyzed mean scores. A mean score
is the average of a group of test scores expressed on a common scoring scale for
a particular state’s test. It is calculated by adding up all of the scores of the mem-
bers of a group (such as all low-income students in Iowa who took the state’s 8th
grade reading test) and dividing the sum by the number of scores. States use dif-
ferent numerical scoring scales, such as 1-100 in one state and 1-500 in another.

In some respects, mean scores are a better measure of trends in achievement gaps
than percentages proficient because they do not depend on where cut scores for
proficiency are set. Mean scores also pick up changes along the entire scoring
scale, not just at the proficient level. Therefore, mean scores avoid the problem,
described in chapter 1, of gaps appearing smaller or larger depending on where
the cut score for proficiency is set.



MEDIANS

For some of the analyses in this report, we examined the medians of the 2009
percentages proficient across all of the states with sufficient data for each sub-
group. The median is a midpoint; by definition, half the states with sufficient
data will have percentages proficient above the median, and half will have per-
centages proficient below it. The median enables one to see the relative per-
formance of different subgroups across multiple states in situations where state
test results cannot be averaged because they come from diverse assessments with
different scoring scales and proficiency definitions.

Although mean scores were used for several analyses in this study, we did not
compute the extent to which gaps in mean scores narrowed or widened or the
rate of change in mean score gaps. This was because only a maximum of 15
states provided both the mean score and standard deviation data needed to cal-
culate these changes. Any analysis based on this limited pool of states would
have been insufficient to support or refute the findings from the percentage pro-
ficient analyses that included several more states.

NAEP AND STATE TEST COMPARISONS

Part of our study used state-by-state data from the main National Assessment of
Educational Progress as an additional source of evidence to confirm or raise ques-
tions about the trends found on state tests for the same time period, 2005-2009.
(The long-term trend NAEP program does not report state-level results, so it is
not suitable for our state-level study.)

Because NAEP and state tests use different definitions of proficient perform-
ance, we determined that it was most appropriate to compare the percentages of
students scoring at or above the proficient level on state tests with the percent-
ages scoring at or above the basic level on NAEP. In most states, the median per-
centage proficient on state tests is much closer to the percentage scoring basic on
NAEP than it is to the percentage scoring proficient on NAEP.10 A 2009 study
by the National Center for Education Statistics, which “mapped” states’ profi-
ciency standards onto the NAEP scoring scale, found that on most state tests, cut
scores for the proficient level were less ambitious than the NAEP proficient level
and were often closer to—or sometimes below—the NAEP basic level.!l In
short, NAEP basic is closest to state proficient in most states. This matters for
our study because we wanted to measure gains at points on the achievement
spectrum that were most comparable to each other.

Our study counted an increase or decrease of any size as a gain or decline on both
state tests and NAEP. Based on advice from our expert panel, we decided not to
consider the statistical significance of NAEP results in our analysis. This
approach treated trends on both assessments in the same way, enabling us to
compare state and NAEP results. We took this approach for several reasons, out-
lined in the box below.

10 For a fuller discussion of the rationale for comparing state proficient and NAEP basic results, see Center on Education Policy. (2010). State Test Score Trends Through 2008-09, Part 1: Rising Scores on State Tests and NAEP.

Washington, DC: Author.

11 Bandeira de Mello, V., Blankenship, C. & McLaughlin, D. H. (2009). Mapping state proficiency standards onto NAEP scales: 2005-2007 (NCES 2010-456). Washington, DC: National Center for Education Statistics, U.S. Department

of Education.
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NAEP reports its results using tests of statistical significance because NAEP average scores
and percentages are estimates, based on representative samples of students in a sample
of schools in each state rather than on the entire student population in a state or the
nation. Moreover, the collection of test questions used for each subject and grade level is
just a sample of the vast number of questions that could have been asked. As such, NAEP
results are subject to a measure of uncertainty.

Because of the sampling technique used, the NAEP program must compute statistical
estimates of student performance in order to generalize results from this sample to the
state’s entire student population. NAEP reports its estimated results with a standard error,
which is used to calculate whether a change in results is reliable—for instance, whether a
state’s average score in grade 4 math in 2009 is significantly different from the average
score in a previous year.

The NAEP program is understandably careful to report the degree of confidence that data
users should have in these sample-based estimates, and highlights shifts in performance
only when they are statistically significant. In reporting whether results are significant, NAEP

uses a strict standard, common in the research community, called a 95% confidence interval.

The confidence interval says how likely it is that one would get the same results if the test
were administered to different samples of students. A statistically significant gain with a
95% confidence interval means that if the test were administered 100 times to different
samples of students, one would see a gain in at least 95 of the 100 samples.

Statistical Significance on State Tests and NAEP

If NAEP gains do not meet this 95% confidence standard, this does not mean gains are
necessarily nonexistent. Over a longer time period than the four-year span of our state-
NAEP analysis, incremental gains that are not statistically significant could accumulate to
become significant.

State tests results, by contrast, are not reported using tests of statistical significance.
Checks for statistical significance are not routinely done because state tests are
administered to virtually all students in a particular grade; therefore, the results do not
need to be extrapolated from a sample and are not subject to uncertainty about whether
the tested sample accurately represents the state’s student population. There is still some
possibility of measurement error in state tests due, for example, to the sample of test
questions chosen, as mentioned above. However, states do not routinely report their test
results in terms of statistical significance, and it would be very difficult to get estimates of
appropriate standard errors for state tests.

Our study involved comparisons of state test and NAEP results. Since we treated small
increases and decreases on state tests as changes, it would have biased the comparison
to treat NAEP results differently and count only those changes on NAEP that met NAEP’s
strict standard of significance. This would have meant applying different rules to state
tests and NAEP. However, because we are counting even small changes as increases or
decreases, it is possible that some of these changes on either state tests or NAEP merely
reflect random fluctuations in some states.
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Appendix Table 1. African American-White achievement gaps in mean scores and percentages proficient on state READING tests, 2009

Caution: Comparisons between states, grades, or subjects are not appropriate or meaningful because state tests vary in difficulty, content, scoring scales, cut scores for

proficient performance, and other key features.

AA = African American
MS = Mean score
NA = Data not available from state

W = White
PP = Percentage of students scoring at or above the proficient level
n = Number of test-takers in one of the subgroups being compared was fewer than 500 at this grade level in 2009

Grade 4 Grade 8 High School

State w AA Gap w AA Gap w AA Gap w AA Gap w AA Gap w AA Gap

MS MS MS PP PP PP* MS MS MS PP PP PP* MS MS MS PP PP PP*
AK n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
AL 654.0 627.5 26.5 92% 78% 14 682.1 661.0 21.1 83% 62% 21 NA NA NA 88%  71% 18
AR 677.1 554.9 122.2 78% 52% 26 797.6 684.4 113.2 79% 51% 28 206.8 187.8 19.0 66% 29% 37
AZ 496.0 464.2 31.8 84% 63% 21 546.2 513.2 33.0 81% 62% 19 725.0 691.2 33.8 87%  66% 21
CA 391.9 349.4 42.5 78% 50% 28 373.6 3284 45.2 66% 34% 32 396.0 367.0 29.0 71%  37% 34
co 604.9 556.9 48.0 93% 77% 16 661.8 622.0 39.8 93% 80% 13 697.9 660.3 37.6 94%  82% 11
CT 266.5 229.3 37.2 85% 53% 33 262.0 225.7 36.3 90% 60% 30 257.1 213.2 43.9 90%  60% 30
DC n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
DE 478.6 453.5 25.1 89% 69% 20 534.2 508.9 25.3 89% 69% 20 528.4 501.2 27.2 81%  53% 28
FL 338.0 303.0 35.0 84% 59% 25 325.0 290.0 35.0 66% 34% 32 321.0 277.0 44.0 48% 18% 30
GA 839.0 821.0 18.0 93% 80% 13 841.0 825.0 16.0 96% 89% 7 246.0 225.0 21.0 94%  85% 9
HI n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
1A 215.1 196.3 18.8 84% 60% 24 262.4 235.4 27.0 77% 50% 28 290.9 262.1 28.8 79%  52% 27
ID n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
IL 226.4 204.0 22.4 85% 56% 29 254.3 237.8 16.5 90% 71% 19 161.1 147.1 14.0 68% 28% 40
IN 477.7 435.6 421 78% 52% 26 543.0 494.0 49.0 70% 41% 29 NA NA NA NA NA NA
KS 83.7 73.3 10.4 92% 70% 22 81.9 69.0 12.9 90% 67% 23 80.3 69.5 10.8 89%  66% 23
KY 454.0 443.0 11.0 77% 56% 21 848.0 840.0 8.0 70% 52% 18 1045.0 1038.0 7.0 64%  44% 20
LA 337.0 309.0 28.0 82% 62% 20 334.0 308.0 26.0 77% 48% 29 318.0 296.0 22.0 72%  48% 24
MA NA NA NA 61% 29% 32 NA NA NA 85% 63% 22 NA NA NA 86%  63% 23
MD NA NA NA 93% 79% 15 NA NA NA 89% 70% 19 NA NA NA 90%  73% 17
ME n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
MI 433.2 410.7 22,5 88% 66% 22 824.4 805.3 19.1 81% 57% 24 1110.1  1086.6 23.5 66%  33% 33
MN 460.6 447.2 134 82% 49% 33 856.4 844.4 12.0 74% 38% 36 1059.1  1045.6 135 81%  42% 39
MO 660.9 641.1 19.8 52% 28% 24 697.1 674.2 22.9 56% 27% 29 211.1 208.7 24 77%  51% 26




Grade 4 Grade 8 High School

State w AA Gap w AA Gap w AA Gap w AA Gap w AA Gap w AA Gap

MS MS MS PP PP PP* MS MS MS PP PP PP* MS MS MS PP PP PP*
MS 152.6 145.7 6.9 66% 39% 27 151.6 144.2 7.4 63% 34% 29 653.0 645.9 7.1 67%  31% 36
MT n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
NC 348.7 340.9 7.8 74% 42% 32 361.7 354.8 6.9 71% 37% 34 NA NA NA NA NA NA
ND n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
NE NA NA NA 96% 88% NA NA NA 96% 91% 6 NA NA NA 94%  83% 11
NH n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
NJ 213.8 190.8 23.0 74% 40% 35 226.9 205.2 21.7 91% 62% 29 230.2 203.3 26.9 91%  63% 28
NM 653.7 632.6 21.1 69% 45% 23 707.3 689.1 18.2 79% 59% 20 n n n n n n
NV 334.0 287.6 46.4 75% 49% 26 327.5 287.5 40.0 73% 47% 26 312.4 272.0 40.4 88%  68% 20
NY 678.0 658.0 20.0 85% 65% 20 668.0 650.0 18.0 79% 52% 28 NA NA NA NA NA NA
OH NA NA NA 87% 61% 26 NA NA NA 78% 49% 29 NA NA NA 88%  69% 20
OK 731.0 689.3 41.7 71% 46% 25 741.9 692.3 49.6 75% 50% 25 NA NA NA 83%  54% 29
OR 222.1 216.3 5.8 88% 74% 14 235.6 230.7 4.9 75% 54% 21 240.1 233.1 7.0 73%  42% 31
PA 1410.0 1250.0 160.0 79% 50% 29 1540.0 1360.0 180.0 86% 63% 22 1410.0 1190.0 220.0 72%  39% 33
RI 447.0 440.0 7.0 76% 54% 22 848.0 838.0 10.0 74% 45% 29 1147.0  1139.0 8.0 75%  50% 25
SC 648.2 612.2 354 85% 63% 23 633.0 599.9 33.1 78% 53% 25 229.4 212.9 16.5 64%  31% 33
SD n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
N 506.4 483.7 22.7 94% 81% 12 553.1 528.9 24.2 95% 86% 545.0 520.3 24.7 98%  95% 3
TX 2322.0 2204.0 118.0 92% 76% 16 2425.0 2328.0 97.0 96% 90% 2286.0 2210.0 76.0 93%  83% 10
uT 168.2 162.0 6.2 83% 61% 22 170.2 163.0 7.2 87% 66% 21 170.5 163.0 7.5 89%  68% 21
VA NA NA NA 92% 81% 11 NA NA NA 91% 78% 13 NA NA NA 97%  91% 6
VT n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
WA 414.9 402.5 12.4 78% 57% 21 408.9 398.2 10.7 71% 54% 16 422.1 406.0 16.1 84%  68% 16
Wi 484.9 444.2 40.7 87% 59% 28 535.9 488.1 47.8 90% 62% 28 549.9 485.2 64.7 82%  41% 40
WV 437.0 428.0 9.0 64% 56% 8 467.0 455.0 12.0 61% 51% 10 468.0 446.0 22.0 47%  34% 13
wy n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n

*Calculations of percentage proficient gaps are subject to rounding error.




Appendix Table 2. African American-White achievement gaps in mean scores and percentages proficient on state MATH tests, 2009

Caution: Comparisons between states, grades, or subjects are not appropriate or meaningful because state tests vary in difficulty, content, scoring scales, cut scores for
proficient performance, and other key features.

AA = African American W = White

MS = Mean score PP = Percentage of students scoring at or above the proficient level

NA = Data not available from state n = Number of test-takers in one of the subgroups being compared was fewer than 500 at this grade level in 2009

Grade 4 Grade 8 High School
w AA Gap w AA Gap w AA Gap w AA Gap w AA Gap w AA Gap

State MS MS MS PP PP PP* MS MS MS PP PP PP* MS MS MS PP PP PP*
AK n n n n n n n n N n n n n n n n n n
AL 644.7 622.6 22.1 | 85% 69% 17 700.0 676.7 233 82% 60% 22 NA NA NA 90% 77% 14
AR 648.8 579.4 69.4 | 84% 60% 24 745.7 662.4 83.3 71% 36% 35 231.6 194.1 375 79% 47% 31
Az 506.2 468.2 38.0 | 85% 64% 21 579.3 539.1 40.2 76% 50% 26 722.1 691.2 30.9 81% 57% 24
CA 404.9 354.4 50.5 | 78% 51% 27 366.5 313.7 52.8 56% 26% 30 397.0 364.0 33.0 69% 33% 37
co 512.3 450.6 61.7 | 95% 79% 16 587.2 539.6 47.6 88% 65% 23 605.4 544.4 61.0 76% 43% 33
CT 275.1 230.7 444 | 92% 65% 27 272.5 228.0 44.5 93% 64% 29 265.9 211.3 54.6 89% 46% 43
DC n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
DE 474.2 442.3 319 | 87% 61% 25 519.5 487.2 323 78% 46% 32 545.4 515.8 29.6 69% 34% 35
FL 343.0 305.0 38.0 | 83% 60% 23 335.0 300.0 35.0 78% 45% 33 338.0 307.0 31.0 80% 49% 31
GA 838.0 811.0 27.0 | 84% 61% 23 830.0 807.0 23.0 79% 58% 21 543.0 523.0 20.0 97% 89% 8
HI n n n n n n n n n n n n N n n n n n
1A 212.9 196.0 16.9 | 84% 58% 26 265.3 238.3 27.0 80% 47% 33 293.5 259.7 33.8 80% 50% 31
ID n n n n n n n n n n n n N n n n n n
IL 237.2 212.4 24.8 | 93% 71% 22 279.1 255.9 23.2 89% 64% 26 160.9 144.1 16.8 63% 19% 45
IN 487.2 436.7 50.5 | 75% 46% 29 575.3 517.3 58.0 72% 40% 32 NA NA NA NA NA NA
KS 81.7 70.2 115 | 91% 70% 21 74.1 60.7 134 83% 57% 25 66.2 49.1 17.1 83% 50% 33
KY 453.0 441.0 120 | 74% 53% 21 844.0 830.0 14.0 58% 32% 27 1136.0 1124.0 12.0 44% 21% 23
LA 348.0 311.0 37.0 | 80% 50% 30 350.0 314.0 36.0 75% 42% 33 343.0 312.0 31.0 84% 60% 24
MA NA NA NA 54% 25% 29 NA NA NA 56% 24% 32 NA NA NA 81% 51% 30
MD NA NA NA 95% 82% 13 NA NA NA 80% 46% 34 NA NA NA 94% 72% 22
ME n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
MI 432.6 414.9 17.7 | 92% 74% 18 823.7 802.5 21.2 81% 52% 29 1099.7 1069.3 30.4 56% 16% 40
MN 459.1 446.8 12.3 | 80% 44% 36 854.0 838.9 15.1 65% 24% 41 1147.5 1124.2 233 47% 10% 36
MO 649.4 622.6 26.8 | 51% 21% 30 709.7 677.6 321 53% 20% 33 203.7 197.8 5.9 59% 24% 34




Grade 4 Grade 8 High School

w AA Gap w AA Gap w AA Gap w AA Gap w AA Gap w AA Gap
State MS MS MS PP PP PP* MS MS MS PP PP PP* MS MS MS PP PP PP*
MS 154.2 147.7 6.5 70% 45% 25 153.2 146.0 7.2 67% 41% 26 656.9 649.8 7.1 75% 50% 25
MT n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
NC 353.9 346.3 7.6 84% 56% 28 364.4 357.6 6.8 82% 55% 27 NA NA NA NA NA NA
ND n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
NE NA NA NA 97% 90% NA NA NA 94% 84% 10 NA NA NA 91% 83% 8
NH n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
NJ 231.9 200.4 315 | 82% 51% 32 231.6 192.3 39.3 82% 45% 37 228.5 195.5 33.0 83% 43% 40
NM 642.9 621.5 21.4 | 59% 33% 26 7143 694.2 20.1 61% 37% 24 n n n n n n
NV 350.4 295.9 545 | 73% 49% 24 335.8 268.0 67.8 67% 36% 31 313.0 274.1 38.9 62% 28% 34
NY 695.0 675.0 20.0 | 92% 78% 14 683.0 658.0 25.0 89% 63% 26 NA NA NA NA NA NA
OH NA NA NA 84% 53% 32 NA NA NA 77% 41% 36 NA NA NA 86% 59% 27
OK 743.7 691.5 52.2 | 74% 51% 23 728.9 683.2 45.7 68% 47% 21 NA NA NA 77% 48% 29
OR 219.7 213.6 6.1 82% 62% 21 236.8 230.0 6.8 75% 50% 26 237.1 229.7 7.4 58% 28% 31
PA 1490.0 1320.0 170.0 | 87% 62% 25 1450.0 1300.0 150.0 | 77% 49% 28 1380.0 1180.0 200.0 62% 28% 33
RI 446.0 437.0 9.0 71% 43% 28 842.0 834.0 8.0 63% 27% 36 1136.0 1127.0 9.0 33% 7% 26
SC 650.9 614.3 36.6 | 86% 63% 23 636.2 600.5 35.7 75% 45% 29 232.8 210.5 223 65% 31% 34
SD n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
N 503.8 485.5 18.3 | 92% 83% 9 558.6 528.9 29.7 93% 83% 10 552.1 518.2 33.9 94% 76% 18
TX 2365.0 2232.0 133.0 | 92% 77% 15 2297.0 2163.0 134.0 | 88% 66% 22 2239.0 2103.0 136.0 77% 49% 28
uT 166.5 158.3 8.2 78% 51% 27 164.3 156.1 8.2 74% 42% 32 163.2 155.4 7.8 58% 37% 21
VA NA NA NA 91% 78% 13 NA NA NA 90% 77% 13 NA NA NA 94% 83% 10
VT n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
WA 407.7 378.9 28.8 | 59% 30% 30 405.1 376.4 28.7 57% 27% 30 393.9 366.7 27.2 51% 21% 31
Wi 479.3 438.2 41.1 | 87% 55% 32 554.7 503.8 50.9 85% 46% 39 568.2 512.9 55.3 77% 26% 50
WV 581.0 569.0 12.0 | 65% 53% 12 623.0 603.0 20.0 54% 37% 17 659.0 643.0 16.0 59% 44% 15
wy n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n

*Calculations of percentage proficient gaps are subject to rounding error.




Appendix Table 3. Asian American-White achievement gaps in mean scores and percentages proficient on state READING tests, 2009

Caution: Comparisons between states, grades, or subjects are not appropriate or meaningful because state tests vary in difficulty, content, scoring scales, cut scores for
proficient performance, and other key features.

A = Asian American

MS = Mean score

NA = Data not available from state

W = White
PP = Percentage of students scoring at or above the proficient level

n = Number of test-takers in one of the subgroups being compared was fewer than 500 at this grade level in 2009

Grade 4 Grade 8 High School

w A Gap w A Gap w A Gap w A Gap w A Gap w A Gap
State | MS Mms ms’ PP PP PP+’ Mms Mms ms’ PP PP pp* Ms Mms ms’ PP PP pp*’
AK 390.0 3450 450w 88% 71% 17w 389.0 351.0 380w 90% 76% 14w 392.0 346.0 460w 92% 75% 17w
AL 654.0 663.0 9.0a 92% 93% la 682.1 688.7 6.6a 83% 87% 4a NA NA NA 88% 88% 0
AR 677.1 650.3 26.8w 78% 73% Sw 797.6 795.2 24w 79% 75% 4w 206.8 203.3 35w 66% 63% 3w
AZ 496.0 498.3 23w 84% 85% la 546.2 554.6 84a 81% 83% 2a 725.0 730.0 5.0a 87% 84% 3w
CA 391.9 403.1 112a 78% 82% 4a 373.6 385.5 119a 66% 72% 6a 396.0 398.0 20a 71% 70% 0
co 604.9 598.6 6.3w 93% 90% 3w 661.8 661.2 0.6 w 93% 91% 2w 697.9 692.5 54w 94% 91% 2w
CT 266.5 271.0 45a 85% 85% 0 262.0 267.6 5.6a 90% 89% 1w 257.1 260.4 33a 90% 88% 2w
DC n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
DE n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
FL 338.0 346.0 8.0a 84% 86% 2a 325.0 333.0 8.0a 66% 71% S5a 321.0 329.0 8.0a 48% 54% 6a
GA 839.0 843.0 40a 93% 94% la 841.0 845.0 400 96% 96% 0 246.0 250.0 400 94% 94% 0
HI 321.0 3039 171w 76% 59% 17w 322.0 312.8 9.2 w 78% 67% 11w 327.1 3154 117w 82% 72% 9w
1A 215.1 214.8 03w 84% 84% 0 262.4 265.4 3.0a 77% 78% la 290.9 293.6 27a 79% 77% 2w
ID n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
IL 226.4 2329 6.5a 85% 89% S5a 254.3 260.8 6.5a 90% 94% 4a 161.1 162.0 09a 68% 69% 0
IN 477.7 488.4 10.7 a 78% 73% 5w 543.0 562.0 19.0a 70% 72% 2a NA NA NA NA NA NA
KS 83.7 82.4 13w 92% 86% 5w 81.9 80.6 13w 90% 85% 5w 80.3 77.5 28w 89% 80% 9w
KY 454.0 458.0 40a 77% 82% 5a n n n n n n n n n n n n
LA 337.0 341.0 40a 82% 81% 1w 334.0 337.0 30a 77% 76% 1w 318.0 319.0 1.0a 72% 71% 1w
MA NA NA NA 61% 62% la NA NA NA 85% 85% 0 NA NA NA 86% 82% 4w
MD NA NA NA 93% 95% la NA NA NA 89% 92% 4a NA NA NA 90% 91% 0
ME n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
Ml 433.2 439.5 6.3a 88% 92% 4a 824.4 833.3 89a 81% 86% S5a 1110.1 11147 4.6a 66% 67% la
MN 460.6 453.8 6.8 w 82% 63% 19w 856.4 851.2 52w 74% 55% 19w | 1059.1 10519 72w 81% 59% 23w
MO 660.9 666.1 52a 52% 44% 8w 697.1 701.4 43a 56% 59% 3a 211.1 2133 12a 77% 78% la




Grade 4 Grade 8 High School

w A Gap w A Gap w A Gap w A Gap w A Gap w A Gap
State | MS Ms ms’ PP PP pp*' Ms Ms ms’ PP PP pp*' Ms Ms ms’ PP PP pp+'
MS n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
MT n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
NC 348.7 349.2 0.5a 74% 72% 1w 361.7 361.5 0.2w 71% 67% 4w NA NA NA NA NA NA
ND n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
NE n NA NA n n n NA NA NA n n n NA NA NA n n n
NH n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
NJ 213.8 220.9 71a 74% 81% 7a 226.9 233.6 6.7a 91% 93% 2a 230.2 233.5 33a 91% 91% 0
NM n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
NV 334.0 334.9 09a 75% 72% 3w 327.5 333.0 55a 73% 74% la 3124 305.1 73w 88% 85% 3w
NY 678.0 682.0 40a 85% 87% 2a 668.0 671.0 30a 79% 80% 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA
OH NA NA NA 87% 89% 2a NA NA NA 78% 83% 6a NA NA NA 88% 89% la
OK 731.0 738.5 75a 71% 72% la 741.9 746.3 44a 75% 75% 0 NA NA NA 83% 78% 5w
OR 222.1 222.7 0.6a 88% 88% 1w 235.6 235.7 0.1a 75% 74% 1w 240.1 239.2 09w 73% 68% 5w
PA 1410.0 1460.0 50.0a 79% 84% 5a 1540.0 1620.0 80.0a 86% 90% 4a 1410.0 1470.0 60.0a 72% 75% 3a
RI n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
SC 648.2 652.6 44a 85% 86% la 633.0 646.4 134a 78% 84% 6a 229.4 232.6 32a 64% 67% 3a
SD n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
N 506.4 516.6 10.2a 94% 94% la 553.1 561.6 8.5a 95% 94% 1w 545.0 556.1 111a 98% 99% la
TX 2322.0 2366.0 44.0a 92% 95% 3a 2425.0 24740 49.0a 96% 98% 2a 2286.0 2329.0 43.0a 93% 95% 2a
uT 168.0 168.0 0.0 83% 78% 5w 170.0 171.0 1.0a 87% 84% 3w 170.5 169.4 1.lw 89% 85% 4w
VA NA NA NA 92% 94% 2a NA NA NA 91% 94% 3a NA NA NA 97% 97% 0
VT n n n n n n n n n n n n NA NA NA n n n
WA 414.9 416.1 1.2a 78% 78% la 408.9 412.9 40a 71% 76% S5a 422.1 423.6 15a 84% 85% la
Wi 484.9 470.7 142w 87% 75% 12w 535.9 520.0 159w 90% 80% 10w 549.9 5241 258w 82% 63% 19w
WV n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
wy n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n

*Calculations of percentage proficient gaps are subject to rounding error.

A “w” symbol in this column means that the white subgroup outperformed the Asian subgroup. An “a” symbol means that the Asian subgroup outperformed the white subgroup.




Appendix Table 4. Asian American-White achievement gaps in mean scores and percentages proficient on state MATH tests, 2009

Caution: Comparisons between states, grades, or subjects are not appropriate or meaningful because state tests vary in difficulty, content, scoring scales, cut scores for
proficient performance, and other key features.

A = Asian American
MS = Mean score

NA = Data not available from state

W = White
PP = Percentage of students scoring at or above the proficient level

n = Number of test-takers in one of the subgroups being compared was fewer than 500 at this grade level in 2009

Grade 4 Grade 8 High School

w A Gap w A Gap w A Gap w A Gap w A Gap w A Gap
State | MS Mms ms’ PP PP PP+’ Mms Mms ms' PP PP pp* Ms Mms ms’ PP PP pp*’
AK 371.0 340.0 310w 83% 71% 12w 351.0 325.0 26.0w 76% 62% 14w 350.0 322.0 280w 77% 63% 15w
AL 644.7 665.7 21.0a 85% 92% 7a 700.0 726.2 26.2a 82% 92% 10a NA NA NA 90% 96% 6a
AR 648.8 636.8 120w 84% 80% 4w 745.7 752.4 6.7a 71% 70% 1w 231.6 231.8 0.2a 79% 76% 2w
AZ 506.2 520.0 13.8a 85% 87% 2a 579.3 601.2 219a 76% 83% 7a 722.1 738.3 16.2a 81% 86% S5a
CA 404.9 439.2 343a 78% 88% 10a 366.5 410.3 43.8a 56% 74% 18a 397.0 414.0 17.0a 69% 83% 14 a
co 512.3 522.7 104 a 95% 94% 1w 587.2 600.3 13.1a 88% 91% 3a 605.4 616.0 10.6 a 76% 78% 2a
CT 275.1 289.3 142 a 92% 95% 2a 272.5 284.3 11.8a 93% 94% la 265.9 270.7 4.8a 89% 89% 0
DC n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
DE n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
FL 343.0 365.0 220a 83% 90% 7a 335.0 350.0 15.0a 78% 85% 7a 338.0 351.0 13.0a 80% 87% 7a
GA 838.0 857.0 19.0a 84% 92% 8a 830.0 856.0 2600 79% 92% 13a 543.0 552.0 9.0a 97% 98% la
HI 310.7 298.9 11.8 62% 49% 13w 295.7 288.9 6.8w 45% 38% 7w 293.2 285.2 8.0w 43% 33% 10w
1A 212.9 213.4 0.5a 84% 82% 2w 265.3 272.6 7.3a 80% 83% 3a 293.5 297.3 3.8a 80% 80% 0
ID n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
IL 237.2 248.2 11.0a 93% 96% 3a 279.1 294.7 15.6a 89% 94% S5a 160.9 167.4 6.5a 63% 76% 12a
IN 487.2 512.6 25.4a 75% 79% 4a 575.3 611.0 35.7a 72% 80% 8a NA NA NA NA NA NA
KS 81.7 82.7 10a 91% 91% 0 74.1 77.1 3.0a 83% 84% 2a 66.2 68.2 20a 83% 85% 2a
KY 453.0 461.0 8.0a 74% 84% 10a n n n n n n n n n n n n
LA 348.0 361.0 13.0a 80% 83% 3a 350.0 377.0 27.0a 75% 83% 8a 343.0 363.0 20.0a 84% 87% 3a
MA NA NA NA 54% 65% 11a NA NA NA 56% 68% 12a NA NA NA 81% 86% 5a
MD NA NA NA 95% 97% 2a NA NA NA 80% 90% 10a NA NA NA 94% 96% 3a
ME n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
Ml 432.6 447.2 14.6a 92% 95% 3a 823.7 846.3 22.6a 81% 89% 9a 1099.7 1114.5 148 a 56% 72% 16 a
MN 459.1 455.0 41w 80% 66% 14w 854.0 851.3 27w 65% 55% 10 1147.5 11423 52w 47% 35% 11w
MO 649.4 659.7 10.3a 51% 62% 1la 709.7 722.6 129a 53% 66% 13a 203.7 211.7 8.0a 59% 69% 10a




Grade 4 Grade 8 High School

w A Gap w A Gap w A Gap w A Gap w A Gap w A Gap
State | MS Ms ms’ PP PP pp*' Ms Ms ms' PP PP pp*' Ms Ms ms’ PP PP pp+'
MS n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
MT n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
NC 353.9 356.7 2.8a 84% 87% 3a 364.4 368.3 39a 82% 88% 6a NA NA NA NA NA NA
ND n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
NE NA NA NA n n n NA NA NA n n n NA NA NA n n n
NH n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
NJ 2319 248.1 16.2a 82% 89% 7a 231.6 251.8 20.2a 82% 90% 8a 228.5 2419 134a 83% 90% 7a
NM n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
NV 350.4 366.0 15.6 a 73% 80% 6a 335.8 353.7 179a 67% 72% S5a 313.0 317.6 46a 62% 64% 2a
NY 695.0 714.0 19.0a 92% 96% 4a 683.0 696.0 13.0a 89% 92% 3a NA NA NA NA NA NA
OH NA NA NA 84% 89% 4a NA NA NA 77% 85% 8a NA NA NA 86% 93% 6a
OK 743.7 773.3 29.6a 74% 84% 10a 728.9 767.8 38940 68% 83% 15a NA NA NA 77% 86% 9a
OR 219.7 222.5 2.8a 82% 84% 2a 236.8 242.0 52a 75% 82% 7a 237.1 240.2 31a 58% 67% 8a
PA 1490.0 1590.0 100.0a 87% 93% 6a 1450.0 1590.0 140.0a 77% 89% 12a 1380.0 1530.0 150.0a 62% 80% 18 a
RI n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
SC 650.9 669.1 18.2a 86% 91% S5a 636.2 662.8 26.6a 75% 86% 1la 232.8 247.7 149a 65% 79% 14 a
SD n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
N 503.8 522.1 18.3a 92% 96% 4a 558.6 582.2 23.6a 93% 96% 3a 552.1 561.7 9.6a 94% 94% 0
TX 2365.0 2462.0 97.0qa 92% 97% S5a 2297.0 2416.0 119.0«a 88% 94% 6a 2239.0 2355.0 116.0a 77% 89% 12a
uT 166.5 166.7 02a 78% 79% la 164.3 164.1 0.2 74% 72% 2w 163.2 165.1 19a 58% 67% 9a
VA NA NA NA 91% 94% 3a NA NA NA 90% 95% S5a NA NA NA 94% 96% 2a
VT n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
WA 407.7 413.5 5.8a 59% 63% 4a 405.1 413.0 79a 57% 63% 7a 393.9 397.6 3.7a 51% 57% 6a
Wi 479.3 472.7 6.6 w 87% 80% 7w 554.7 549.6 51w 85% 79% 6w 568.2 557.8 10.4 w 77% 65% 12w
WV n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
wy n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n

*Calculations of percentage proficient gaps are subject to rounding error.

A “w” symbol in this column means that the white subgroup outperformed the Asian subgroup. An “a” symbol means that the Asian subgroup outperformed the white subgroup.




Appendix Table 5. Latino-White achievement gaps in mean scores and percentages proficient on state READING tests, 2009

Caution: Comparisons between states, grades, or subjects are not appropriate or meaningful because state tests vary in difficulty, content, scoring scales, cut scores for
proficient performance, and other key features.

L = Latino W = White

MS = Mean score PP = Percentage of students scoring at or above the proficient level

NA = Data not available from state n = Number of test-takers in one of the subgroups being compared was fewer than 500 at this grade level in 2009

Grade 4 Grade 8 High School
w L Gap w L Gap w L Gap w L Gap w L Gap w L Gap

State MS MS MS PP PP PP* MS MS MS PP PP PP* MS MS MS PP PP PP*
AK 390.0 359.0 31.0 88% 77% 12 389.0 353.0 36.0 90% 76% 14 392.0 353.0 39.0 92% 81% 11
AL 654.0 629.0 25.0 92% 79% 13 682.1 655.9 26.2 83% 67% 16 NA NA NA 88% 72% 16
AR 677.1 582.2 94.9 78% 59% 19 797.6 739.2 58.4 79% 65% 14 206.8 192.9 13.9 66% 41% 25
Az 496.0 462.2 33.8 84% 62% 22 546.2 509.5 36.7 81% 58% 23 725.0 688.9 36.1 87% 63% 24
CA 391.9 347.7 44.2 78% 49% 29 373.6 328.4 45.2 66% 34% 32 396.0 368.0 28.0 71% 37% 34
co 604.9 554.1 50.8 93% 76% 17 661.8 616.9 44.9 93% 78% 16 697.9 657.4 40.5 94% 83% 11
CT 266.5 225.7 40.8 85% 47% 38 262.0 222.7 39.3 90% 55% 35 257.1 214.7 42.4 90% 61% 29
DC n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
DE 478.6 464.1 14.5 89% 79% 11 534.2 518.5 15.7 89% 79% 10 528.4 509.1 19.3 81% 62% 19
FL 338.0 314.0 24.0 84% 68% 16 325.0 303.0 22.0 66% 47% 19 321.0 295.0 26.0 48% 30% 18
GA 839.0 823.0 16.0 93% 84% 9 841.0 827.0 14.0 96% 89% 7 246.0 229.0 17.0 94% 86% 8
HI n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
IA 215.1 199.3 15.8 84% 67% 17 262.4 237.8 24.6 77% 52% 26 290.9 264.5 26.4 79% 57% 22
ID 211.0 204.0 7.0 89% 72% 18 231.0 223.0 8.0 93% 81% 12 230.0 223.0 7.0 92% 74% 17
IL 226.4 206.5 19.9 85% 60% 24 254.3 2423 12.0 90% 77% 12 161.1 149.6 11.5 68% 37% 32
IN 477.7 445.2 32.5 78% 59% 19 543.0 504.9 38.1 70% 49% 21 NA NA NA NA NA NA
KS 83.7 75.0 8.7 92% 75% 17 81.9 69.9 12.0 90% 67% 23 80.3 70.3 10.0 89% 67% 22
KY 454.0 448.0 6.0 77% 67% 9 848.0 844.0 4.0 70% 61% 9 1045.0 1041.0 4.0 64% 53% 12
LA 337.0 314.0 23.0 82% 67% 15 334.0 313.0 21.0 77% 60% 17 318.0 296.0 22.0 72% 53% 19
MA NA NA NA 61% 28% 33 NA NA NA 85% 56% 29 NA NA NA 86% 57% 29
MD NA NA NA 93% 81% 13 NA NA NA 89% 72% 17 NA NA NA 90% 78% 12
ME n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
Ml 433.2 415.6 17.6 88% 73% 15 824.4 810.4 14.0 81% 65% 16 1110.1 1093.5 16.6 66% 45% 22
MN 460.6 447.8 12.8 82% 49% 33 856.4 845.6 10.8 74% 41% 32 1059.1 1047.9 11.2 81% 47% 34
MO 660.9 646.7 14.2 52% 34% 18 697.1 682.7 14.4 56% 38% 18 2111 204.1 7.0 77% 64% 13




Grade 4 Grade 8 High School

w L Gap w L Gap w L Gap w L Gap w L Gap w L Gap
State MS MS MS PP PP PP* MS MS MS PP PP PP* MS MS MS PP PP PP*
MS 152.6 148.3 4.3 66% 52% 14 151.6 145.9 5.7 63% 44% 19 n n n n n n
MT n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
NC 348.7 3413 7.4 74% 44% 30 361.7 355.4 6.3 71% 41% 29 NA NA NA NA NA NA
ND n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
NE NA NA NA 96% 92% 5 NA NA NA 96% 92% NA NA NA 94% 84%
NH 447.0 441.0 6.0 76% 57% 19 n n n n n n n n n n n n
NJ 213.8 194.4 194 74% 45% 29 226.9 209.1 17.8 91% 69% 22 230.2 210.2 20.0 91% 72% 19
NM 653.7 634.0 19.7 69% 46% 23 707.3 686.7 20.6 79% 55% 24 632.7 614.1 18.6 67% 43% 25
NV 334.0 289.9 44.1 75% 50% 25 327.5 291.1 36.4 73% 48% 25 3124 275.6 36.8 88% 71% 18
NY 678.0 653.0 25.0 85% 65% 20 668.0 649.0 19.0 79% 53% 27 NA NA NA NA NA NA
OH NA NA NA 87% 69% 18 NA NA NA 78% 59% 19 NA NA NA 88% 73% 15
OK 731.0 689.4 41.6 71% 49% 22 741.9 687.6 54.3 75% 48% 27 NA NA NA 83% 66% 17
OR 222.1 214.4 7.7 88% 69% 19 235.6 229.5 6.1 75% 48% 27 240.1 233.1 7.0 73% 41% 32
PA 1410.0 1260.0 150.0 79% 53% 26 1540.0 1350.0 190.0 86% 62% 24 1410.0 1210.0 200.0 72% 40% 32
RI 447.0 438.0 9.0 76% 48% 28 848.0 837.0 11.0 74% 40% 34 1147.0 1139.0 8.0 75% 50% 25
SC 648.2 613.2 344 85% 61% 25 633.0 607.6 25.4 78% 60% 18 229.4 214.9 14.5 64% 38% 26
SD n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
N 506.4 490.2 16.2 94% 85% 8 553.1 534.1 19.0 95% 87% 545.0 531.6 13.4 98% 97%
TX 2322.0 22270 95.0 92% 80% 12 2425.0 2327.0 98.0 96% 90% 2286.0 2215.0 71.0 93% 84%
uT 168.0 161.0 7.0 83% 58% 25 170.0 162.0 8.0 87% 62% 25 170.5 162.1 8.4 89% 66% 24
VA NA NA NA 92% 86% 6 NA NA NA 91% 81% 10 NA NA NA 97% 93% 4
VT n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
WA 414.9 400.9 14.0 78% 54% 24 408.9 396.7 12.2 71% 52% 18 422.1 408.7 134 84% 70% 14
Wi 484.9 453.4 31.5 87% 65% 22 535.9 501.8 34.1 90% 70% 20 549.9 506.8 43.1 82% 53% 28
WV n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
WY 663.9 638.1 25.8 74% 57% 17 696.7 673.0 23.7 68% 47% 20 164.2 155.8 8.4 68% 46% 22

*Calculations of percentage proficient gaps are subject to rounding error.
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Appendix Table 6. Latino-White achievement gaps in mean scores and percentages proficient on state MATH tests, 2009

Caution: Comparisons between states, grades, or subjects are not appropriate or meaningful because state tests vary in difficulty, content, scoring scales, cut scores for
proficient performance, and other key features.

L = Latino
MS = Mean score
NA = Data not available from state

W = White

PP = Percentage of students scoring at or above the proficient level
n = Number of test-takers in one of the subgroups being compared was fewer than 500 at this grade level in 2009

Grade 4 Grade 8 High School

w L Gap w L Gap w L Gap w L Gap w L Gap w L Gap
State MS MS MS PP PP PP* MS MSs MS PP PP PP* MS MS MS PP PP PP*
AK 371.0 343.0 28.0 83% 73% 10 351.0 316.0 35.0 76% 58% 18 350.0 315.0 35.0 77% 62% 15
AL 644.7 626.9 17.8 85% 72% 13 700.0 682.6 17.4 82% 67% 15 NA NA NA 90% 83% 7
AR 648.8 608.6 40.2 84% 74% 10 745.7 701.1 44.6 71% 54% 17 231.6 208.8 22.8 79% 62% 17
AZ 506.2 472.8 334 85% 67% 18 579.3 542.7 36.6 76% 52% 24 722.1 693.0 29.1 81% 59% 22
CA 404.9 363.2 41.7 78% 56% 22 366.5 325.2 41.3 56% 33% 23 397.0 372.0 25.0 69% 40% 29
co 512.3 457.0 55.3 95% 84% 11 587.2 543.1 44.1 88% 67% 21 605.4 548.7 56.7 76% 43% 32
CcT 275.1 234.2 40.9 92% 67% 25 272.5 228.8 43.7 93% 63% 30 265.9 218.5 47.4 89% 54% 35
DC n n n n 61% n n n n n n n n n n n n n
DE 474.2 454.7 19.5 87% 73% 14 519.5 499.5 20.0 78% 63% 15 545.4 527.4 18.0 69% 48% 20
FL 343.0 323.0 20.0 83% 72% 11 335.0 316.0 19.0 78% 61% 17 338.0 321.0 17.0 80% 64% 16
GA 838.0 819.0 19.0 84% 71% 13 830.0 813.0 17.0 79% 65% 14 543.0 530.0 13.0 97% 93% 4
HI n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
1A 2129 199.4 135 84% 65% 19 265.3 244.2 21.1 80% 58% 22 293.5 265.8 27.7 80% 56% 24
ID 214.0 208.0 6.0 88% 75% 14 240.0 232.0 8.0 82% 59% 23 245.0 238.0 7.0 82% 61% 21
IL 237.2 218.3 18.9 93% 80% 13 279.1 263.5 15.6 89% 76% 13 160.9 149.2 11.7 63% 32% 32
IN 487.2 459.6 27.6 75% 60% 15 575.3 539.4 35.9 72% 54% 18 NA NA NA NA NA NA
KS 81.7 73.8 7.9 91% 77% 13 74.1 62.4 11.7 83% 60% 22 66.2 54.1 12.1 83% 62% 21
KY 453.0 448.0 5.0 74% 65% 9 844.0 837.0 7.0 58% 46% 12 1136.0 1131.0 5.0 44% 34% 9
LA 348.0 327.0 21.0 80% 64% 16 350.0 332.0 18.0 75% 62% 13 343.0 322.0 21.0 84% 66% 18
MA NA NA NA 54% 25% 29 NA NA NA 56% 22% 34 NA NA NA 81% 48% 33
MD NA NA NA 95% 85% 10 NA NA NA 80% 56% 24 NA NA NA 94% 83% 11
ME n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
Ml 432.6 419.6 13.0 92% 81% 11 823.7 809.4 143 81% 65% 16 1099.7 1083.4 16.3 56% 32% 24
MN 459.1 448.0 111 80% 47% 32 854.0 842.1 11.9 65% 30% 36 1147.5 1130.0 17.5 47% 16% 31
MO 649.4 637.0 124 51% 33% 18 709.7 693.4 16.3 53% 35% 18 203.7 195.4 8.3 59% 42% 17
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Grade 4 Grade 8 High School

w L Gap w L Gap w L Gap w L Gap w L Gap w L Gap
State MS MS MS PP PP PP* MS MSs MS PP PP PP* MS MS MS PP PP PP*
MS 154.2 152.2 2.0 70% 62% 8 153.2 150.3 2.9 67% 58% 9 656.9 656.8 0.1 75% 77% '
MT n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
NC 353.9 348.8 5.1 84% 68% 16 364.4 359.7 4.7 82% 65% 17 NA NA NA NA NA NA
ND n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
NE NA NA NA 97% 94% NA NA NA 94% 87% 7 NA NA NA 91% 85% 6%
NH 446.0 440.0 6.0 75% 51% 24 n n n n n n n n n n n n
NJ 2319 209.9 22.0 82% 61% 21 231.6 203.7 27.9 82% 56% 25 228.5 205.0 23.5 83% 56% 27
NM 642.9 624.7 18.2 59% 36% 24 714.3 695.3 19.0 61% 35% 25 598.6 576.7 21.9 52% 25% 26
NV 350.4 3129 37.5 73% 56% 17 335.8 281.3 54.5 67% 42% 26 313.0 283.0 30.0 62% 34% 28
NY 695.0 680.0 15.0 92% 82% 10 683.0 663.0 20.0 89% 69% 20 NA NA NA NA NA NA
OH NA NA NA 84% 65% 20 NA NA NA 77% 55% 23 NA NA NA 86% 70% 17
OK 743.7 702.0 41.7 74% 57% 17 728.9 689.5 39.4 68% 49% 19 NA NA NA 77% 61% 16
OR 219.7 213.5 6.2 82% 61% 21 236.8 230.4 6.4 75% 54% 22 237.1 231.0 6.1 58% 33% 25
PA 1490.0 1350.0 140.0 87% 67% 20 1450.0 1310.0 140.0 77% 52% 25 1380.0 1200.0 180.0 62% 31% 31
RI 446.0 436.0 10.0 71% 42% 29 842.0 834.0 8.0 63% 26% 37 1136.0 1128.0 8.0 33% 9% 24
SC 650.9 626.4 24.5 86% 72% 14 636.2 613.7 22.5 75% 59% 16 232.8 219.0 13.8 65% 45% 20
SD n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
N 503.8 493.4 104 92% 89% 4 558.6 538.9 19.7 93% 86% 7 552.1 537.1 15.0 94% 87% 8
TX 2365.0 2282.0 83.0 92% 84% 2297.0 2206.0 91.0 88% 74% 14 2239.0 21410 98.0 77% 58% 19
uT 166.5 158.7 7.8 78% 50% 28 164.3 156.4 7.9 74% 41% 33 163.2 154.5 8.7 58% 30% 27
VA NA NA NA 91% 79% 12 NA NA NA 90% 78% 12 NA NA NA 94% 87% 7
VT n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
WA 407.7 379.0 28.7 59% 29% 30 405.1 378.7 26.4 57% 29% 28 393.9 370.3 23.6 51% 23% 28
Wi 479.3 452.8 26.5 87% 67% 20 554.7 520.4 343 85% 60% 25 568.2 533.4 34.8 77% 45% 32
WV n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
WY 659.8 636.2 23.6 78% 64% 14 730.1 707.7 22.4 65% 46% 20 154.0 146.5 7.5 65% 46% 19

*Calculations of percentage proficient gaps are subject to rounding error.

*Latino students outperformed white students.
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Appendix Table 7. Native American-White achievement gaps in mean scores and percentages proficient on state READING tests, 2009

Caution: Comparisons between states, grades, or subjects are not appropriate or meaningful because state tests vary in difficulty, content, scoring scales, cut scores for
proficient performance, and other key features.

NAm = Native American
MS = Mean score
NA = Data not available from state

W = White

PP = Percentage of students scoring at or above the proficient level
n = Number of test-takers in one of the subgroups being compared was fewer than 500 at this grade level in 2009

Grade 4 Grade 8 High School
w NAm Gap w NAm Gap w NAm Gap w NAmM Gap w NAm Gap w NAm Gap
State MS MS MS PP PP PP* MS MSs MS PP PP PP* MS MS MS PP PP PP*
AK 390.0 321.0 69.0 88% 57% 31 389.0 328.0 61.0 90% 65% 25 392.0 324.0 68.0 92% 63% 29
AL n n n n n n 682.1 678.2 39 83% 79% 4 NA NA NA 88% 83% 6
AR n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
AZ 496.0 452.9 43.1 84% 54% 30 546.2 500.6 45.6 81% 50% 31 725.0 677.2 47.8 87% 53% 34
CA 391.9 354.3 37.6 78% 54% 24 373.6 339.1 345 66% 42% 24 396.0 377.0 19.0 71% 48% 23
co 604.9 560.6 44.3 93% 79% 14 661.8 631.9 29.9 93% 83% 10 697.9 668.4 29.5 94% 86% 8
CcT n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
DC NA NA NA n n n NA NA NA n n n NA NA NA n n n
DE n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
FL 338.0 328.0 10.0 84% 79% 5 325.0 315.0 10.0 66% 59% 7 321.0 311.0 10.0 48% 39% 9
GA n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
HI n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
1A n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
ID n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
IL n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
IN n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
KS n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
KY n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
LA n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
MA NA NA NA n n n NA NA NA n n n NA NA NA n n n
MD NA NA NA n n n NA NA NA n n n NA NA NA n n n
ME n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
Ml 433.2 422.8 104 88% 82% 6 824.4 815.1 9.3 81% 73% 8 1110.1  1097.5 12.6 66% 52% 14
MN 460.6 449.5 111 82% 54% 28 856.4 846.6 9.8 74% 43% 31 1059.1  1048.7 10.4 81% 50% 32
MO n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
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Grade 4 Grade 8 High School

w NAm Gap w NAm Gap w NAm Gap w NAmM Gap w NAm Gap w NAm Gap
State MS MS MS PP PP PP* MS MSs MS PP PP PP* MS MS MS PP PP PP*
MS n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
MT 277.3 255.7 21.6 85% 56% 29 278.8 256.6 22.2 84% 57% 27 275.1 2419 33.2 80% 53% 27
NC 348.7 341.8 6.9 74% 46% 28 361.7 354.9 6.8 71% 39% 32 NA NA NA NA NA NA
ND 653.1 634.3 18.8 83% 62% 21 690.7 670.0 20.7 79% 53% 26 711.0 689.8 21.2 71% 44% 27
NE NA NA NA n n n NA NA NA n n n NA NA NA n n n
NH n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
NJ n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
NM 653.7 624.4 29.3 69% 36% 33 707.3 682.9 24.4 79% 49% 30 632.7 610.9 21.8 67% 37% 31
NV n n n n n n 327.5 303.9 23.6 73% 60% 13 n n n n n n
NY 678.0 661.0 17.0 85% 69% 16 668.0 652.0 16.0 79% 56% 24 NA NA NA NA NA NA
OH NA NA NA n n n NA NA NA n n n NA NA NA n n
OK 731.0 711.5 19.5 71% 60% 11 741.9 7215 20.4 75% 65% 10 NA NA NA 83% 79% 4
OR 222.1 217.1 5.0 88% 78% 10 235.6 231.8 3.8 75% 60% 15 240.1 236.4 3.7 73% 54% 19
PA n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
RI n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
SC n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
SD 627.7 598.9 28.8 63% 52% 11 625.1 597.1 28.0 79% 48% 31 622.9 602.0 20.9 73% 49% 24
TN n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
TX 2322.0 22750 47.0 92% 86% 6 2425.0 2376.0 49.0 96% 94% 2 2286.0 2258.0 28.0 93% 91% 2
uT 168.0 160.0 8.0 83% 55% 28 170.0 162.0 8.0 87% 63% 24 170.5 162.7 7.8 89% 68% 21
VA NA NA NA n n n NA NA NA n n n NA NA NA 97% 96% 1
VT n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
WA 414.9 402.4 12.5 78% 58% 20 408.9 395.1 13.8 71% 49% 22 422.1 407.3 14.8 84% 65% 18
Wi 484.9 462.8 22.1 87% 74% 13 535.9 508.5 27.4 90% 76% 14 549.9 513.1 36.8 82% 58% 23
WV n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
wy n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n

*Calculations of percentage proficient gaps are subject to rounding error.
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Appendix Table 8. Native American-White achievement gaps in mean scores and percentages proficient on state MATH tests, 2009

Caution: Comparisons between states, grades, or subjects are not appropriate or meaningful because state tests vary in difficulty, content, scoring scales, cut scores for
proficient performance, and other key features.

NAm = Native American
MS = Mean score
NA = Data not available from state

W = White

PP = Percentage of students scoring at or above the proficient level

n = Number of test-takers in one of the subgroups being compared was fewer than 500 at this grade level in 2009

Grade 4 Grade 8 High School

w NAm Gap w NAm Gap w NAm Gap w NAmM Gap w NAm Gap w NAm Gap
State MS MS MS PP PP PP* MS MSs MS PP PP PP* MS MS MS PP PP PP*
AK 371.0 314.0 57.0 83% 56% 28 351.0 302.0 49.0 76% 49% 27 350.0 295.0 55.0 77% 47% 30
AL n n n n n n 700.0 694.6 5.4 82% 77% 5 NA NA NA 90% 89% 1
AR n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
AZ 506.2 458.9 47.3 85% 55% 30 579.3 532.9 46.4 76% 42% 34 722.1 682.7 39.4 81% 49% 32
CA 404.9 364.9 40.0 78% 58% 20 366.5 3285 38.0 56% 34% 22 397.0 376.0 21.0 69% 46% 23
co 512.3 460.3 52.0 95% 84% 12 587.2 553.3 33.9 88% 70% 18 605.4 562.6 42.8 76% 52% 24
CcT n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
DC NA NA NA n n n NA NA NA n n n NA NA NA n n n
DE n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
FL 343.0 336.0 7.0 83% 79% 4 335.0 326.0 9.0 78% 70% 8 338.0 332.0 6.0 80% 75% 5
GA n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
HI n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
1A n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
ID n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
IL n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
IN n n n n n n n n n n n n NA NA NA NA NA NA
KS n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
KY n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
LA n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
MA NA NA NA n n n NA NA NA n n n NA NA NA n n n
MD NA NA NA n n n NA NA NA n n n NA NA NA n n n
ME n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
Ml 432.6 423.8 8.8 92% 87% 5 823.7 812.7 11.0 81% 72% 9 1099.7 1086.5 13.2 56% 36% 20
MN 459.1 449.7 9.4 80% 53% 26 854.0 841.8 12.2 65% 31% 35 1147.5 11316 15.9 47% 18% 29
MO n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
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Grade 4 Grade 8 High School

w NAm Gap w NAm Gap w NAm Gap w NAmM Gap w NAm Gap w NAm Gap
State MS MS MS PP PP PP* MS MSs MS PP PP PP* MS MS MS PP PP PP*
MS n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
MT 266.3 242.6 23.7 71% 41% 30 261.6 238.0 23.6 64% 31% 33 256.7 238.2 18.5 58% 24% 34
NC 353.9 348.1 5.8 84% 65% 19 364.4 358.2 6.2 82% 57% 25 NA NA NA NA NA NA
ND 636.5 617.5 19.0 84% 62% 22 707.0 681.4 25.6 74% 48% 26 747.4 708.3 39.1 60% 26% 35
NE NA NA NA n n n NA NA NA n n n NA NA NA n n n
NH n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
NJ n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
NM 642.9 618.1 24.8 59% 28% 31 7143 689.3 25.0 61% 28% 32 598.6 570.9 27.7 52% 19% 33
NV n n n n n n 335.8 297.3 38.5 67% 51% 16 n n n n n n
NY 695.0 679.0 16.0 92% 83% 9 683.0 666.0 17.0 89% 74% 15 NA NA NA NA NA NA
OH NA NA NA n n n NA NA NA n n n NA NA NA n n
OK 743.7 721.7 22.0 74% 65% 9 728.9 705.3 23.6 68% 56% 12 NA NA NA 77% 77% 0
OR 219.7 215.2 4.5 82% 68% 14 236.8 231.8 5.0 75% 59% 17 237.1 232.9 4.2 58% 36% 23
PA n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
RI n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
SC n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
SD 655.2 617.7 37.5 84% 46% 38 719.9 683.9 36.0 80% 40% 40 735.1 700.8 34.3 69% 33% 36
TN n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
TX 2365.0 2310.0 55.0 92% 86% 6 2297.0 2240.0 57.0 88% 79% 9 2239.0 2198.0 41.0 77% 70% 7
uT 166.5 158.2 8.3 78% 48% 30 164.3 156.0 8.3 74% 38% 36 n n n 58% 32% 26
VA NA NA NA n n n NA NA NA n n n NA NA NA 94% 92% 2
VT n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
WA 407.7 381.6 26.1 59% 33% 26 405.1 379.6 25.5 57% 31% 26 393.9 370.8 23.1 51% 25% 26
Wi 479.3 456.8 22.5 87% 72% 15 554.7 526.1 28.6 85% 64% 20 568.2 540.9 27.3 77% 51% 25
WV n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
wy n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n

*Calculations of percentage proficient gaps are subject to rounding error.
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Appendix Table 9. Mean scores and percentages proficient for white students on state READING and MATH tests, 2009

Note: This table includes 2009 mean scores and percentages proficient for all of the states with sufficient data for the white subgroup, including states omitted from
appendix tables 1-8 because the racial/ethnic group being compared with white students was too small to yield reliable results.

Caution: Comparisons between states, grades, or subjects are not appropriate or meaningful because state tests vary in difficulty, content, scoring scales, cut scores for

proficient performance, and other key features. The mean scores below are calculated on scoring scales that differ by state, grade, and subject.

W = White
MS = Mean score
NA = Data not available from state

PP = Percentage of students scoring at or above the proficient level
n = Number of test-takers in one of the subgroups being compared was fewer than 500 at this grade level in 2009

Grade 4 Grade 8 High School
Math Math Reading Math
w w w w w w w w w w w w

State MS PP MS PP MS PP MS PP MS PP MS PP
AK 390.0 88% 371.0 83% 389.0 90% 351.0 76% 392.0 92% 350.0 77%
AL 654.0 92% 644.7 85% 682.1 83% 700.0 82% NA 88% NA 90%
AR 677.1 78% 648.8 84% 797.6 79% 745.7 71% 206.8 66% 231.6 79%
AZ 496.0 84% 506.2 85% 546.2 81% 579.3 76% 725.0 87% 722.1 81%
CA 391.9 78% 404.9 78% 373.6 66% 366.5 56% 396.0 71% 397.0 69%
Cco 604.9 93% 512.3 95% 661.8 93% 587.2 88% 697.9 94% 605.4 76%
CT 266.5 85% 275.1 92% 262.0 90% 272.5 93% 257.1 90% 265.9 89%
DC n n n n n n n n n n n n

DE 478.6 89% 474.2 87% 534.2 89% 519.5 78% 528.4 81% 545.4 69%
FL 338.0 84% 343.0 83% 325.0 66% 335.0 78% 321.0 48% 338.0 80%
GA 839.0 93% 838.0 84% 841.0 96% 830.0 79% 246.0 94% 543.0 97%
HI 321.0 76% 310.7 62% 322.0 78% 295.7 45% 327.1 82% 293.2 43%
1A 215.1 84% 212.9 84% 262.4 77% 265.3 80% 290.9 79% 293.5 80%
ID 211.0 89% 214.0 88% 231.0 93% 240.0 82% 230.0 92% 245.0 82%
IL 226.4 85% 237.2 93% 254.3 90% 279.1 89% 161.1 68% 160.9 63%
IN 477.7 78% 487.2 75% 543.0 70% 575.3 72% NA NA NA NA
KS 83.7 92% 81.7 91% 81.9 90% 74.1 83% 80.3 89% 66.2 83%
KY 454.0 77% 453.0 74% 848.0 70% 844.0 58% 1045.0 64% 1136.0 44%
LA 337.0 82% 348.0 80% 334.0 77% 350.0 75% 318.0 72% 343.0 84%
MA NA 61% NA 54% NA 85% NA 56% NA 86% NA 81%
MD NA 93% NA 95% NA 89% NA 80% NA 90% NA 94%
ME 446.0 70% 447.0 66% 850.0 71% 843.0 52% 1141.0 50% 1141.0 43%
Ml 433.2 88% 432.6 92% 824.4 81% 823.7 81% 1110.1 66% 1099.7 56%
MN 460.6 82% 459.1 80% 856.4 74% 854.0 65% 1059.1 81% 1147.5 47%
MO 660.9 52% 649.4 51% 697.1 56% 709.7 53% 211.1 77% 203.7 59%
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Grade 4 Grade 8 High School
Reading Math Reading Math Reading Math
w w w w w w w w w w w w
State MS PP MS PP MS PP MS PP MS PP MS PP
MS 152.6 66% 154.2 70% 151.6 63% 153.2 67% 653.0 67% 656.9 75%
MT 277.3 85% 266.3 71% 278.8 84% 261.6 64% 275.1 80% 256.7 58%
NC 348.7 74% 353.9 84% 361.7 71% 364.4 82% NA NA NA NA
ND 653.1 83% 635.5 84% 690.7 79% 707.0 74% 711.0 71% 747.4 60%
NE NA 96% NA 97% NA 96% NA 94% NA 94% NA 91%
NH 447.0 76% 446.0 75% 846.0 71% 843.0 65% 1145.0 74% 1135.0 33%
NJ 213.8 74% 231.9 82% 226.9 91% 231.6 82% 230.2 91% 228.5 83%
NM 653.7 69% 642.9 59% 707.3 79% 714.3 61% 632.7 67% 589.6 52%
NV 334.0 75% 350.4 73% 327.5 73% 335.8 67% 312.4 88% 313.0 62%
NY 678.0 85% 695.0 92% 668.0 79% 683.0 89% NA NA NA NA
OH NA 87% NA 84% NA 78% NA 77% NA 88% NA 86%
OK 731.0 71% 743.7 74% 741.9 75% 728.9 68% NA 83% NA 77%
OR 222.1 88% 219.7 82% 235.6 75% 236.8 75% 240.1 73% 237.1 58%
PA 1410.0 79% 1490.0 87% 1540.0 86% 1450.0 77% 1410.0 72% 1380.0 62%
RI 447.0 76% 446.0 71% 848.0 74% 842.0 63% 1147.0 75% 1136.0 33%
SC 648.2 85% 650.9 86% 633.0 78% 636.2 75% 229.4 64% 232.8 65%
SD 627.7 63% 655.2 84% 625.1 79% 719.9 80% 622.9 73% 735.1 69%
TN 506.4 94% 503.8 92% 553.1 95% 558.6 93% 545.0 98% 552.1 94%
TX 2322.0 92% 2365.0 92% 2425.0 96% 2297.0 88% 2286.0 93% 2239.0 77%
uT 168.2 83% 166.5 78% 170.2 87% 164.3 74% 170.5 89% 163.2 58%
VA NA 92% NA 91% NA 91% NA 90% NA 97% NA 94%
VT 445.0 70% 445.0 69% 846.0 70% 842.0 63% 1146.0 72% 1135.0 36%
WA 414.9 78% 407.7 59% 408.9 71% 405.1 57% 422.1 84% 393.9 51%
Wi 484.9 87% 479.3 87% 535.9 90% 554.7 85% 549.9 82% 568.2 77%
WV 437.0 64% 581.0 65% 467.0 61% 623.0 54% 468.0 47% 659.0 59%
WY 663.9 74% 659.8 78% 696.7 68% 730.1 65% 164.2 68% 154.0 65%
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Appendix Table 10. Achievement gaps between low-income and non-low-income students in mean scores and percentages proficient on state
READING tests, 2009

Caution: Comparisons between states, grades, or subjects are not appropriate or meaningful because state tests vary in difficulty, content, scoring scales, cut scores for
proficient performance, and other key features.

LI = Low-income
MS = Mean score
NA = Data not available from state

NLI = Not low-income
PP = Percentage of students scoring at or above the proficient level
n = Number of test-takers in one of the subgroups being compared was fewer than 500 at this grade level in 2009

Grade 4 Grade 8 High School

NLI LI Gap NLI LI Gap NLI LI Gap NLI LI Gap NLI LI Gap NLI LI Gap
State MS MS MSs PP PP PP* MS MS MS PP PP PP* MS MS MS PP PP PP*
AK NA NA NA 88% 66% 22 NA NA NA 89% 71% 19 NA NA NA 90% 69% 22
AL NA NA NA 95% 80% 14 NA NA NA 87% 65% 22 NA NA NA 89% 71% 18
AR 717.4 593.6 123.8 83% 62% 21 826.0 721.8 104.2 83% 61% 22 209.0 193.1 15.9 69% 41% 28
AZ NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
CA 394.8 346.8 48.0 80% 48% 32 373.0 327.8 45.2 65% 33% 32 395.0 367.0 28.0 69% 36% 33
co 607.5 555.7 51.8 94% 77% 17 663.6 616.9 46.7 94% 78% 16 696.1 657.0 39.1 93% 83% 10
CT 267.6 227.4 40.2 86% 50% 36 262.2 224.3 37.9 90% 58% 32 256.0 213.3 42.7 89% 60% 30
DC 457.7 449.5 8.2 61% 39% 22 857.2 851.5 5.7 56% 40% 15 956.3 951.8 4.5 46% 35% 11
DE 479.2 456.3 22.9 89% 72% 18 533.5 511.3 22.2 88% 72% 16 525.6 503.5 22.1 78% 56% 22
FL 344.0 309.0 35.0 87% 65% 22 328.0 296.0 32.0 69% 40% 29 319.0 285.0 34.0 47% 23% 24
GA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
HI 316.9 294.3 22.6 72% 49% 23 321.5 304.5 17.0 77% 57% 20 3234 306.7 16.7 80% 63% 17
IA 219.0 202.2 16.8 88% 70% 18 267.2 243.0 24.2 82% 58% 24 294.6 270.1 24.5 82% 61% 21
ID 210.0 207.0 3.0 92% 80% 12 230.0 226.0 4.0 95% 87% 8 229.0 226.0 3.0 93% 81% 12
IL 228.6 206.0 22.6 87% 59% 27 255.5 240.0 15.5 91% 74% 18 161.0 148.5 125 68% 33% 35
IN 489.8 446.8 43.0 84% 61% 23 554.6 504.1 50.5 77% 48% 29 NA NA NA NA NA NA
KS 85.0 77.1 7.9 94% 80% 14 83.4 72.4 11.0 92% 73% 19 81.0 72.3 8.7 90% 72% 17
KY 458.0 448.0 10.0 84% 66% 18 852.0 843.0 9.0 79% 58% 21 1048.0 1040.0 8.0 71% 51% 19
LA 346.0 313.0 33.0 87% 66% 21 337.0 311.0 26.0 79% 52% 27 319.0 299.0 20.0 72% 52% 20
MA NA NA NA 66% 29% 37 NA NA NA 87% 61% 26 NA NA NA 87% 62% 25
MD NA NA NA 92% 78% 15 NA NA NA 88% 66% 21 NA NA NA 87% 71% 16
ME 448.0 443.0 5.0 78% 58% 20 853.0 844.0 9.0 79% 55% 25 1143.0 1136.0 7.0 55% 33% 22
Ml 427.9 416.5 11.4 NA NA NA 820.2 809.5 10.7 NA NA NA 1105.6  1092.5 13.1 NA NA NA
MN 461.8 450.1 11.7 84% 56% 28 857.6 846.8 10.8 77% 45% 31 1059.8 1049.1 10.7 83% 52% 31
MO 666.5 646.2 20.3 60% 34% 26 701.5 680.6 20.9 62% 35% 27 212.4 201.7 10.7 80% 60% 20
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Grade 4 Grade 8 High School

NLI L Gap NLI LI Gap NLI LI Gap NLI LI Gap NLI L Gap NLI L Gap
State MS MS MS PP PP PP* MS MS MS PP PP PP* MS MS MS PP PP PP*
MS 153.4 146.2 7.2 68% 41% 27 151.9 144.5 7.4 65% 36% 29 652.5 646.1 6.4 64% 32% 32
MT 280.5 265.6 14.9 88% 70% 18 282.1 265.2 16.9 87% 69% 18 277.2 260.7 16.5 83% 63% 20
NC 349.3 341.7 7.6 76% 46% 30 361.8 355.5 6.3 71% 41% 31 NA NA NA NA NA NA
ND 654.8 642.5 12.3 85% 72% 12 692.7 677.8 14.9 81% 65% 16 712.4 697.6 14.8 73% 56% 17
NE NA NA NA 98% 92% 6 NA NA NA 97% 92% 5 NA NA NA 95% 86% 8
NH 448.0 441.0 7.0 79% 58% 21 848.0 840.0 8.0 75% 50% 25 NA NA NA 75% 54% 21
NJ 213.7 191.7 22.0 74% 41% 33 226.1 206.4 19.7 89% 64% 25 227.4 206.2 21.2 88% 67% 21
NM 654.8 642.5 12.3 70% 44% 26 692.7 677.8 14.9 79% 52% 26 712.4 697.6 14.8 61% 40% 21
NV 330.9 290.1 40.8 73% 50% 23 322.8 290.4 32.4 69% 48% 21 302.4 275.6 26.8 84% 70% 14
NY 681.0 659.0 22.0 88% 67% 22 670.0 651.0 19.0 81% 55% 26 NA NA NA NA NA NA
OH NA NA NA 91% 71% 20 NA NA NA 83% 56% 26 NA NA NA 91% 73% 18
OK NA NA NA 76% 53% 23 NA NA NA 79% 56% 23 NA NA NA 83% 66% 17
OR 224.2 216.9 7.3 92% 77% 15 236.9 231.3 5.6 81% 56% 25 241.0 235.2 5.8 76% 51% 26
PA 1440.0 1280.0 160.0 84% 56% 27 1570.0 1380.0 190.0 88% 66% 22 1420.0 1230.0 190.0 73% 44% 29
RI 449.0 439.0 10.0 80% 52% 28 849.0 839.0 10.0 77% 46% 31 1147.0 1140.0 7.0 76% 53% 23
SC 653.9 616.8 31.7 88% 66% 23 637.3 602.3 35.0 81% 55% 26 230.3 213.2 17.1 65% 32% 33
SD 628.0 611.8 16.2 NA NA NA 625.4 609.5 15.9 NA NA NA 622.8 610.9 11.9 NA NA NA
TN 514.3 489.0 253 97% 85% 11 559.8 5334 26.4 97% 88% 549.8 523.7 26.1 99% 96% 3
TX 2329.0 2212.0 117.0 92% 78% 14 2427.0 2314.0 113.0 97% 89% 2281.0 2205.0 76.0 92% 82% 10
uT 169.0 163.1 5.9 85% 67% 19 170.8 164.7 6.1 88% 71% 18 170.8 164.5 6.3 90% 73% 16
VA NA NA NA 93% 81% 12 NA NA NA 92% 78% 14 NA NA NA 97% 90% 7
VT 448.0 440.0 8.0 78% 53% 25 849.0 840.0 9.0 76% 51% 25 NA NA NA 76% 55% 21
WA 411.5 403.3 8.2 82% 59% 23 406.4 397.5 8.9 76% 53% 22 419.0 408.5 10.5 86% 69% 16
WiI 489.4 455.8 33.6 90% 68% 21 539.8 502.5 37.3 91% 71% 20 552.9 506.8 46.1 83% 55% 28
WV 450.0 426.0 24.0 NA NA NA 480.0 452.0 28.0 NA NA NA 481.0 445.0 36.0 NA NA NA
\WA% 669.1 643.8 253 77% 61% 16 700.8 676.6 24.2 71% 51% 19 164.4 157.9 6.5 69% 51% 18

*Calculations of percentage proficient gaps are subject to rounding error.
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Appendix Table 11. Achievement gaps between low-income and non-low-income students in mean scores and percentages proficient on state MATH

tests, 2009

Caution: Comparisons between states, grades, or subjects are not appropriate or meaningful because state tests vary in difficulty, content, scoring scales, cut scores for
proficient performance, and other key features.

LI = Low-income
MS = Mean score
NA = Data not available from state

NLI = Not low-income
PP = Percentage of students scoring at or above the proficient level
n = Number of test-takers in one of the subgroups being compared was fewer than 500 at this grade level in 2009

Grade 4 Grade 8 High School

NLI LI Gap NLI LI Gap NLI LI Gap NLI LI Gap NLI LI Gap NLI LI Gap
State MS MS MSs PP PP PP* MS MS MS PP PP PP* MS MS MS PP PP PP*
AK NA NA NA 83% 63% 21 NA NA NA 76% 51% 25 NA NA NA 77% 51% 26
AL NA NA NA 89% 72% 17 NA NA NA 86% 63% 23 NA NA NA 91% 78% 14
AR 670.0 604.5 65.5 88% 71% 17 763.4 692.4 71.0 75% 50% 25 235.5 208.6 26.9 80% 61% 20
AZ NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
CA 411.2 362.3 48.9 80% 56% 24 369.6 326.5 43.1 54% 33% 21 397.0 372.0 25.0 68% 41% 28
co 516.7 456.5 60.2 96% 84% 12 589.5 542.3 47.2 89% 66% 22 602.9 548.6 54.3 74% 44% 30
CT 276.5 233.7 42.8 93% 67% 26 272.7 229.4 43.3 93% 65% 28 263.8 216.7 47.1 87% 52% 36
DC 462.0 454.3 7.7 64% 44% 20 849.7 844.4 5.3 51% 39% 12 950.0 944.2 5.8 46% 35% 11
DE 474.7 447.0 27.7 86% 66% 20 518.9 491.4 27.5 76% 52% 25 542.6 519.9 22.7 65% 39% 26
FL 351.0 314.0 37.0 86% 66% 20 337.0 308.0 29.0 79% 54% 25 336.0 314.0 22.0 78% 57% 21
GA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
HI 310.5 288.6 21.9 61% 38% 24 298.0 278.4 19.6 46% 28% 18 292.7 275.1 17.6 40% 23% 18
IA 215.8 202.4 134 88% 70% 18 270.0 247.3 22.7 85% 61% 24 297.3 271.4 25.9 83% 62% 22
ID 213.0 210.0 3.0 91% 80% 11 239.0 235.0 4.0 85% 69% 17 244.0 240.0 4.0 84% 68% 16
IL 239.3 216.7 22.6 94% 77% 17 280.8 260.1 20.7 90% 71% 20 161.0 147.0 14.0 63% 26% 37
IN 499.0 455.4 43.6 81% 58% 23 586.8 534.6 52.2 78% 51% 27 NA NA NA NA NA NA
KS 83.2 74.9 8.3 93% 80% 13 76.0 64.1 11.9 86% 64% 21 67.2 55.2 12.0 85% 64% 20
KY 458.0 446.0 12.0 82% 63% 19 849.0 836.0 13.0 68% 43% 25 1140.0 1128.0 12.0 51% 28% 23
LA 356.0 318.0 38.0 84% 56% 28 354.0 320.0 34.0 77% 49% 28 343.0 317.0 26.0 82% 64% 18
MA NA NA NA 58% 28% 30 NA NA NA 60% 25% 35 NA NA NA 82% 54% 28
MD NA NA NA 94% 82% 11 NA NA NA 76% 46% 30 NA NA NA 88% 74% 15
ME 450.0 442.0 8.0 74% 53% 22 847.0 835.0 12.0 61% 35% 27 1142.0 1136.0 6.0 48% 25% 23
Ml 428.7 419.5 9.2 NA NA NA 819.4 807.9 11.5 NA NA NA 1094.5 1079.6 14.9 NA NA NA
MN 460.3 450.0 10.3 83% 54% 29 855.1 843.6 11.5 69% 36% 33 1148.4  1132.2 16.2 49% 20% 29
MO 654.8 632.7 22.1 58% 31% 27 714.5 689.1 25.4 59% 32% 28 204.9 192.9 12.0 61% 38% 23
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Grade 4 Grade 8 High School

NLI L Gap NLI LI Gap NLI LI Gap NLI LI Gap NLI L Gap NLI L Gap
State MS MS MS PP PP PP* MS MS MS PP PP PP* MS MS MS PP PP PP*
MS 155.0 148.4 6.6 72% 47% 25 153.6 146.4 7.2 68% 43% 25 656.6 650.3 6.3 74% 51% 23
MT 270.1 253.0 17.1 76% 54% 22 265.2 247.0 18.2 69% 44% 25 258.4 245.1 13.3 61% 37% 24
NC 354.5 347.8 6.7 86% 63% 23 364.7 358.5 6.2 83% 59% 23 NA NA NA NA NA NA
ND 638.5 625.0 13.5 86% 73% 13 709.2 691.2 18.0 76% 59% 17 749.5 725.1 24.4 63% 41% 22
NE NA NA NA 98% 93% 5 NA NA NA 95% 86% 9 NA NA NA 92% 84% 9
NH 448.0 441.0 7.0 78% 57% 21 844.0 837.0 7.0 70% 44% 26 NA NA NA 35% 15% 20
NJ 231.9 205.7 26.2 81% 56% 25 230.6 198.4 32.2 80% 51% 29 225.8 201.1 24.7 79% 51% 28
NM 638.5 625.0 135 60% 35% 25 709.2 691.2 18.0 60% 32% 27 749.5 725.1 24.4 45% 23% 22
NV 349.9 309.2 40.7 73% 55% 19 327.7 281.5 46.2 63% 42% 21 304.5 284.0 20.5 54% 36% 18
NY 699.0 681.0 18.0 93% 82% 12 684.0 665.0 19.0 89% 70% 19 NA NA NA NA NA NA
OH NA NA NA 89% 66% 23 NA NA NA 82% 53% 29 NA NA NA 89% 67% 21
OK NA NA NA 79% 59% 20 NA NA NA 72% 51% 21 NA NA NA 73% 67% 6
OR 221.8 215.2 6.6 87% 68% 19 238.9 231.7 7.2 81% 58% 23 238.4 232.3 6.1 64% 38% 26
PA 1520.0 1360.0 160.0 90% 70% 20 1470.0 1320.0 150.0 80% 55% 26 1390.0 1220.0 170.0 63% 35% 28
RI 447.0 437.0 10.0 76% 46% 30 843.0 835.0 8.0 66% 33% 33 1136.0 1129.0 7.0 34% 12% 22
SC 657.2 619.8 37.4 89% 67% 22 639.9 604.7 35.2 77% 50% 28 233.2 2125 20.7 65% 35% 30
SD 654.7 636.3 18.4 NA NA NA 720.1 700.2 19.9 NA NA NA 734.3 720.4 13.9 NA NA NA
TN 511.8 489.0 22.8 96% 85% 10 567.6 534.5 33.1 95% 85% 10 553.4 529.5 23.9 94% 83% 12
TX 2376.0 2262.0 114.0 93% 81% 12 2297.0 2189.0 108.0 87% 71% 16 2227.0 2127.0 100.0 74% 55% 19
uT 167.2 161.3 5.9 80% 60% 20 164.8 159.0 5.8 75% 52% 23 163.2 157.6 5.6 57% 42% 16
VA NA NA NA 92% 78% 14 NA NA NA 90% 77% 13 NA NA NA NA NA NA
VT 448.0 439.0 9.0 77% 52% 25 845.0 837.0 8.0 71% 42% 29 NA NA NA 39% 17% 22
WA 400.9 384.9 16.0 65% 36% 30 399.5 382.2 17.3 62% 33% 29 388.6 372.8 15.8 54% 27% 27
WiI 483.3 452.9 30.4 89% 68% 21 558.6 521.3 37.3 87% 61% 26 570.5 534.1 36.4 78% 46% 32
WV 593.0 570.0 23.0 NA NA NA 636.0 607.0 29.0 NA NA NA 666.0 646.0 20.0 NA NA NA
\WA% 664.3 641.8 22.5 81% 66% 15 734.4 709.0 25.4 68% 49% 19 154.3 147.7 6.6 66% 47% 19

*Calculations of percentage proficient gaps are subject to rounding error.
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Appendix Table 12. Male-female achievement gaps in mean scores and percentages proficient on state READING tests, 2009

Caution: Comparisons between states, grades, or subjects are not appropriate or meaningful because state tests vary in difficulty, content, scoring scales, cut scores for
proficient performance, and other key features.

M = Male

MS = Mean score

NA = Data not available from state

F = Female
PP = Percentage of students scoring at or above the proficient level

n = Number of test-takers in one of the subgroups being compared was fewer than 500 at this grade level in 2009

Grade 4 Grade 8 High School

F M Gap F M Gap F M Gap F M Gap F M Gap F M Gap
State | MS MS ms' PP PP pp*" MS MS ms' PP PP pp*" Mms Mms ms’ PP PP pp*'
AK NA NA NA 81% 75% 6f NA NA NA 86% 78% 8f NA NA NA 86% 80% 6f
AL 648.8 6392 96f | 90% 83% 7f 678.6 669.9 87f | 80% 70% 10f NA NA NA 85% 79% 6f
AR 6740 6088 65.2f | 76% 64% 12f | 803.9 7334 705f | 79% 64% 15f | 2058 1976  82f | 64% 49% 15f
AZ NA NA NA 76% 68% 8f NA NA NA 74% 65% of NA NA NA 77% 72% 5f
CA 3721 3615  106f | 65% 57% 8f 355.8 3413  145f | 52% 44% 8f 3850 3750 100f | 57% 47% 10f
co 5934 5792 142f | 89% 85% af 655.6 639.1 165f | 91% 86% 5f 6945 6757 188f | 93% 87% 6f
cT 2575 2522  53f | 76% 73% 3f 2543 2484  59f | 83% 78% 5f 2530 2374 156f | 86% 77% 9f
DC 4542 4494  48f | 51% 39% 12f | 8558 8505  53f | 52% 38% 14f | 9549 9515  3.4f | 44% 34% 10f
DE 4726 4659  6.7f | 84% 79% 5f 528.6 5201 85f | 84% 78% 6f 5214 5160 54f | 72% 70% 2f
FL 3290 3190 100f | 77% 71% 6f 3170 3070 100f | 58% 50% 8f 309.0 3010 80f | 38% 35% 3f
GA 8340 8270 7.0f | 90% 84% 6f 8360 8310 50f | 95% 91% af 2400  235.0 5f 92% 88% af
HI 3132 3000 13.2f | 68% 55% 13f | 3207 307.8 129f | 76% 61% 15f | 3231 3115 116f | 80% 68% 12f
IA 2145 2112 33f | 83% 79% af 2620 2571 49f | 77% 72% 5f 2929 2841  88f | 80% 73% 7f
ID 211.0 209.0 2.0f | 88% 84% af 231.0 2290 2.0f | 93% 90% 3f 2300 2280  2.0f | 90% 88% 2f
IL 2207 2153  54f | 77% 70% 7f 250.9 2468  41f | 87% 80% 7f 1580 1561  1.9f | 59% 55% af
IN 4752 4641  11.1f | 76% 69% 7f 5464 5228 236f | 71% 59% 12f NA NA NA NA NA NA
KS 81.9 81.1 08f | 88% 86% 2f 79.9 78.4 15f | 86% 83% 3f 78.8 77.9 09f | 85% 83% 2f
KY 4550 4500 5.0f | 78% 70% 8f 851.0 8440 70f | 76% 61% 15f | 1048.0 10410 7.0f | 70% 54% 16 f
LA 3300 3160 140f | 77% 68% 9f 3270 3140 13.0f | 69% 57% 12f | 3140 3020 120f | 68% 55% 13 f
MA NA NA NA 60% 48% 12f NA NA NA 83% 75% 8f NA NA NA 85% 77% 8f
MD NA NA NA 89% 84% 5f NA NA NA 85% 76% 9f NA NA NA 88% 79% 9f
ME | 4480 4450 3.0f | 74% 66% 8f 852.0 8470 50f | 76% 65% 11f | 11400 11420 20m | 53% 46% 7f
MI 4293 4265  28f | 85% 81% af 8224 8181  43f | 79% 73% 6f | 1109.1 11021 7.0f | 64% 56% 8f
MN | 459.1 4564  2.7f | 77% 72% 5f 856.5 8521  44f | 72% 62% 10f | 1057.6 10559 1.7f | 76% 73% 3f
MO | 6623 6515 10.8f | 53% 41% 12f | 697.9 6875 104f | 56% 45% 11f | 211.0 2065  45f | 77% 68% of
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Grade 4 Grade 8 High School

F M Gap F M Gap F M Gap F M Gap F M Gap F M Gap
State | MS MS ms' PP PP pp*" MS MS ms’ PP PP pp*" Mms Mms ms’ PP PP pp*'
MS 150.4 1479  25f | 57% 47% 10f | 1491 1463  28f | 53% 43% 10f | 650.1 6482  19f | 52% 43% 9f
MT | 2766 2728 3.8f | 84% 78% 6f 2799 2722  7.7f | 8% 77% 8f 2773 2676  9.7f | 82% 72% 10 f
NC 3462 3450  12f | 64% 58% 6f 359.6 3584  12f | 60% 55% 5f NA NA NA NA NA NA
ND 653.2 6480 52f | 82% 78% af 692.1 6849  72f | 81% 72% of 7121 7056  65f | 72% 65% 7f
NE NA NA NA 96% 94% 2f NA NA NA 97% 94% 3f NA NA NA 94% 90% 4f
NH 4490 4450  40f | 80% 71% 9f 8490 8440 50f | 76% 65% 11f NA NA NA 80% 66% 14 f
NJ 209.2 2040 52f | 66% 60% 6f 2245 2165  8.0f | 86% 78% 8f 2267 2193  74f | 87% 81% 6f
NM | 459.1 4564  2.7f | 57% 47% 10f | 856.5 8521  44f | 67% 58% 9f | 10576 10559 1.7f | 54% 47% 7f
NV 3197 3035 16.2f | 66% 58% 8f 321.0 2995 215f | 67% 55% 12f | 2982 2908  7.4f | 83% 77% 6f
NY 6740 6660 80f | 80% 74% 6f 6650 657.0 80f | 74% 64% 10 f NA NA NA NA NA NA
OH NA NA NA 84% 80% af NA NA NA 78% 67% 11f NA NA NA 87% 82% 5f
oK NA NA NA 67% 61% 6f NA NA NA 70% 66% af NA NA NA 79% 75% 4f
OR 2209 2200 09f | 86% 82% af 2352 2335  17f | 74% 66% 8f 2395 2380 15f | 70% 63% 7f
PA 1400.0 1350.0 50.0f | 77% 69% 8f | 1540.0 1460.0 80.0f | 85% 76% 9f | 1400.0 1340.0 60.0f | 70% 61% 9f
RI 447.0 4430  40f | 73% 64% of 847.0 8430  40f | 70% 60% 10f NA NA NA 74% 65% 9f
sC 636.6 6301 65f | 79% 73% 6f 6246 6140 106f | 73% 63% 10f | 2251 2195  56f | 55% 46% 9f
SD 6247 6211  36f | 80% 75% 5f 6243 6176  67f | 77% 71% 6f 6228 6186  42f | 73% 68% 5f
™ 5041 4966  75f | 93% 88% 5f 5515 5416  9.9f | 96% 90% 6f 5431 5340 9.1f | 98% 97% 1f
X 2280.0 22470 330f | 87% 82% 5f | 2391.0 2346.0 45.0f | 94% 91% 3f | 2265.0 22280 37.0f | 91% 84% 7f
uT 167.8 1658  2.0f | 81% 75% 6f 1704 1674  3.0f | 87% 78% 9f 1704 1678  2.6f | 88% 82% 6f
VA NA NA NA 90% 87% 3f NA NA NA 89% 86% 3f NA NA NA 96% 95% 1f
VT 447.0 4430  40f | 75% 65% 10f | 849.0 8440 50f | 74% 64% 10f NA NA NA 79% 65% 14 f
WA | 4144 4088 56f | 76% 68% 8f 411.0 4020  9.0f | 73% 61% 12f | 4237 4148  89f | 84% 76% 8f
wi 4805 4735  7.0f | 84% 79% 5f 5334 5220 114f | 88% 82% 6f 5455 5347 108f | 78% 72% 6f
WV | 4450 4280 17.0f | 71% 56% 15f | 477.0 4550 22.0f | 70% 51% 19f | 438.0 4510 32.0f | 57% 38% 19f
WY | 6657 6542 115f | 75% 68% 7f 699.4 687.7 117f | 70% 60% 10f | 1651 1613  3.8f | 70% 60% 10f

*Calculations of percentage proficient gaps are subject to rounding error.

"The symbol “f” in this column means that the female subgroup outperformed the male subgroup; “m” means that the male subgroup outperformed the female subgroup.
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Appendix Table 13. Male-female achievement gaps in mean scores and percentages proficient on state MATH tests, 2009

Caution: Comparisons between states, grades, or subjects are not appropriate or meaningful because state tests vary in difficulty, content, scoring scales, cut scores for
proficient performance, and other key features.

M = Male

MS = Mean score

NA = Data not available from state

F = Female
PP = Percentage of students scoring at or above the proficient level

n = Number of test-takers in one of the subgroups being compared was fewer than 500 at this grade level in 2009

Grade 4 Grade 8 High School

F M Gap F M Gap F M Gap F M Gap F M Gap F M Gap
state | MS MS ms' PP PP pp*" MS MS ms' PP PP pp*" Mms Mms ms' PP PP pp*'
AK NA NA NA 75% 73% 2f NA NA NA 67% 66% 1f NA NA NA 68% 68% 0
AL 6379 6351  28f | 81% 77% af 693.0 689.9  3.1f | 77% 71% 6f NA NA NA 87% 84% 3f
AR 6323 6267 56f | 79% 76% 3f 7269 7208  6.1f | 63% 60% 3f 2235 2194  41f | 73% 68% 5f
AZ NA NA NA 75% 73% 2f NA NA NA 64% 63% 1f NA NA NA 71% 68% 3f
CA 3824 3827 03m | 66% 66% 0 3495 3450  45f | 45% 43% 2f 3830 3850 2.0m | 52% 55% 3m
co 4921 4915  06f | 92% 90% 2f 572.8 5727  01f | 82% 80% 2f 586.2 5883 21m | 65% 65% 0
cT 261.0 2645 35m | 85% 84% 1f 2605 2600 05f | 85% 84% 1f 2492 2545 53m | 77% 80% 3m
DC 4578 4551  27f | 52% 47% 5f 8473 8447  26f | 45% 40% 5f 9472 9451  2.1f | 42% 37% 5f
DE 4617 4621 04m | 78% 76% 2f 506.2 5082 2.0m | 65% 66% im | 5336 5370 34m | 55% 58% 3m
FL 3290 3300 10m | 75% 75% 0 3220 3220 0.0 66% 67% 1m | 3270 3270 0.0 68% 70% 2m
GA 826.0  826.0 0.0 75% 73% 2f 8220 8180 40f | 73% 67% 6f 5340 5360 2.0m | 94% 93% 1f
HI 3037 2970  67f | 54% 47% 7f 2926 2866  6.0f | 42% 36% 6f 288.1 2840 41f | 35% 33% 2f
IA 2102 2115 13m | 81% 82% im | 2610 2644 34m | 77% 78% 1m | 2869 2946 7.7m | 77% 79% 2m
ID 2130  213.0 0.0 86% 85% 1f 2380 2390 1.0m | 78% 78% 0 2440 2450 1.0m | 78% 79% 1m
IL 2285 2288 03m | 87% 85% 2f 2721 2717  04f | 83% 81% 2f 1555 1577 22m | 49% 54% 5m
IN 4780 4877 07m | 70% 70% 0 566.1 5653  08f | 67% 66% 1f NA NA NA NA NA NA
KS 79.2 798 06m | 86% 87% 1m 71.6 71.1 05f | 78% 76% 2f 62.9 643 14m | 78% 78% 0
KY 452.0 4510  1.0f | 72% 71% 1f 8440 8410 3.0f | 57% 53% 4f | 11350 11340 1.0f | 42% 41% 1f
LA 3290 3290 0.0 64% 65% im | 3310 3340 30m | 58% 60% 2m | 3270 3330 60m | 71% 75% 4m
MA NA NA NA 49% 48% 1f NA NA NA 50% 48% 2f NA NA NA 74% 74% 0
MD NA NA NA 90% 88% 2f NA NA NA 68% 64% 4f NA NA NA 86% 85% 1f
ME | 4460 4470 10m | 65% 66% 1m | 8430 8420 10f | 54% 50% 4f | 11410 11400 1.0f | 41% 43% 2m
MI 427.7 4297 20m | 88% 88% 0 818.0 8207 2.7m | 74% 75% 1m | 10935 10955 2.0m | 47% 52% 5m
MN | 4570 4563  0.7f | 73% 72% 1f 851.6 8514  0.2f | 59% 58% 1f | 11434 11449 15m | 39% 43% 4m
MO | 6439 6444 05m | 44% 46% 2m | 7043 7030  13f | 47% 47% 0 2001 2012  11m | 52% 54% 2m
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Grade 4 Grade 8 High School

F M Gap F M Gap F M Gap F M Gap F M Gap F M Gap
State | MS MS ms' PP PP pp*" MS MS ms’ PP PP pp*" Mms Mms ms’ PP PP pp*'
MS 151.6 1504  12f | 59% 56% 3f 1505 1485  2.0f | 57% 51% 6f 653.8 6527 11f | 65% 59% 6f
MT | 2624 2634 1.0m | 66% 67% 1m | 2583 2588 05m | 60% 60% 0 2543 2547 04m | 54% 54% 0
NC 3511 3513  02m | 75% 74% 1f 3623 3616 0.7f | 74% 70% af NA NA NA NA NA NA
ND 633.1 6347 16m | 81% 82% im | 7034 7045 11m | 71% 71% 0 7419 7452 33m | 56% 58% 2m
NE NA NA NA 96% 96% 0 NA NA NA 93% 91% 2f NA NA NA 91% 89% 2f
NH 4460  446.0 0.0 73% 74% 1m | 8430 8420 10f | 65% 64% 1f NA NA NA 30% 34% 4m
NJ 2225 2242 17m | 73% 73% 0 2204 2221 17m | 72% 71% 1f 2197 2214  17m | 73% 73% 0
NM | 4570 4563  0.7f | 43% 41% 2f 851.6 8514  02f | 43% 41% 2f | 11434 11449 15m | 32% 35% 3m
NV 3311 3299  12f | 65% 64% 1f 309.8 3095  03f | 55% 55% 0 2978 299.0 12m | 47% 50% 3m
NY 690.0 689.0 10f | 88% 87% 1f 677.0 673.0 40f | 82% 79% 3f NA NA NA NA NA NA
OH NA NA NA 79% 78% 1f NA NA NA 72% 70% 2f NA NA NA 82% 81% 1f
oK NA NA NA 65% 69% 4m NA NA NA 63% 62% 1f NA NA NA 75% 66% 9f
OR 2179 2190 11m | 77% 78% im | 2351 2361 1.0m | 71% 71% 0 2357 2363 06m | 53% 54% 1m
PA 1450.0 14700 20.0m | 82% 82% 0 1420.0 14200 0.0 72% 70% 2f | 1340.0 13500 100m | 55% 56% 1m
RI 443.0 4430 0.0 62% 64% 2m | 840.0  840.0 0.0 53% 53% 0 1133.0 11340 1.0m | 25% 30% 5m
sC 6357 6367 10m | 77% 76% 1f 6220 6212 08f | 65% 61% af 2238 2234  04f | 51% 50% 1f
SD 648.0 6495 15m | 78% 77% 1f 7143 7147 04m | 76% 73% 3f 7305 7330 25m | 67% 66% 1f
™ 500.0 4983  17f | 91% 89% 2f 5525 5494  31f | 92% 88% af 5441 5404  3.7f | 90% 87% 3f
X 2311.0 23120 10m | 86% 86% 0 2239.0 22430 40m | 79% 79% 0 2181.0 21830 20m | 66% 65% 1f
uT 1647 1652 05m | 72% 73% 1m 162.7  162.7 0.0 68% 67% 1f 1615 1620 05m | 51% 54% 3m
VA NA NA NA 86% 87% 1m NA NA NA 88% 83% 5f NA NA NA 91% 90% 1f
VT 4450 4450 0.0 69% 68% 1f 8430 8420 10f | 64% 61% 3f NA NA NA 34% 35% 1m
WA | 401.6 4002  14f | 53% 51% 2f 400.1 3989  1.2f | 51% 50% 1f 3886 3887 0.1m | 45% 46% 1m
wi 4714 4724 10m | 80% 82% 2m | 5458 5468 10m | 78% 78% 558.2 5622 40m | 69% 70% 1m
WV | 581.0 581.0 0.0 65% 64% 1f 621.0 6220 1m 53% 53% 660.0 657.0 3.0f | 54% 54% 0
WY | 6554 6563 09m | 75% 76% im | 7254 7279 25m | 63% 61% 2f 1524 1535 11m | 61% 63% 2m

*Calculations of percentage proficient gaps are subject to rounding error.

"The symbol “f” in this column means that the female subgroup outperformed the male subgroup; “m” means that the male subgroup outperformed the female subgroup.

26




	Part2
	Executive Summary
	Chapter 1: Findings Across Student Groups
	Chapter 2: African American Students
	Chapter 3: Asian American Students
	Chapter 4: Latino Students
	Chapter 5: Native American Students
	Chapter 6: White Students
	Chapter 7: Low-Income Students
	Chapter 8: Male and Female Students
	Chapter 9: Comparison of Trends on State Tests and NAEP
	Chapter 10: Study Methods

	Appendix.pdf

