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Table 2.o-2 

·•·· ..• ' ... 

Science Scale Score Results by Jurisdiction 
· torcraae-Sl>ulilio·c oo s 

128 1'5 
127 1'6 
127 1.46 
120 Ul 
121 140 
121 1'0 
122 uo 
118 139 
119 139 

"' 137 
.. - ·120 ----139 

110 135 
. - -111-·-- - ·--137 -·---

115 
11.4 
111 
115 
117 
111 

108 '' ' 
106"' ·1 
108 '· 'i 

: ~~~ .. -. ; 

112 
104 
96 
99 

102 
102 

136 
)36 
133 
133 
135 
133 

130 
128 
129 
126 
127 
129 
125 
122 
123 
123 
lU 

16' 182 
16.t 181 
1~ 180 
162 181 
161 179 
160 178 
158 176 
159 178 
158 177 
160 179 
158 175 
158 179 -- ·157 - ·- .... -·-175 
157 176 
157 176 
156 176 
155 174 
153 172 
156 175 

1.S' 1n 
152 1n 
15\ 1n 
150 171 
151 172 
1-49 168 

.1A8 166 
1'8 169 
1'9 172 
1.48 170 
''7 169 
1'7 168 

196 
195 
19, 
196 
194 
19J 
192 
193 
193 
196 

.. -.. -·-190 
195 

-·- - ··-190·--
192 
192 
192 
190 
188 
192 

189. 
18,, 
190. 
189. 
191: 
185 
182 
187 
190 
189 
185 
18, 

: t lndlr:o1e1 It.at iM luriacllclio11 did nol 1oll1fy Oft9 Of 11\0fl of Ille guidelinet fvr lehool participation rotes lwe Afipendi11 A). 
i -----NAeil~1~~~;;;;.1., ·:;:;J;;;.i;;p.;d'·1~~tly Jiw wh grmde 0111'*; ,.._.;,;:--,•sul11 ar• no1 compa;~-;;-,:;,·-11-9~.a-de.,...1-.--Sc-o.,....le-!IC_or_•_• __ 

I 101191 frorn 0 To JOO. 

, ODESS: Depgrlmant ol Delen» Dor..allic; Depe"dem E'-"entary orid Sac;gne:Jgry Schoeb 
' DoODS; Oeporlm&nl of Dehinsa Dependant, Schoola t0wlr1o111Cnl 

Nolloll(ll raauha 11ra baaed o" !he ·.,ationlll 1111eH111en1 sample r:J public; ac;hoola, not °" oggrega!Bd atolll ouaumenl program ao111ples (~ee 
App11ndlx A). 

SOURCE: Nglionol Canlet lor Educ111io" Slol'illlics, l'-la!I011al A.111111man1 of EdYcoMonal Progniu jNAEf'l, 1996 Science Anaurn1111. 
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Table 5.1 ··, .\, U· .., .. 

Average grade 8 scale scores for the states for public schools only: 
1998 

Notion 

Av~109e 

Hale ~<or~ 

148 o 
\_ \ IJ 

SlotM 

. <t 
l l) \j (l ~ 
" \ \_1 , y 

/. '-\ ~· 
~, 
. i" I\"\ c\ 

) Ci~~ 

Q}fr Minnesota r 148 
Miu.iuippi 134 

Missouri l 42 
Montano t 150 
Nevada 140 

' ' ' 

' ' . ,. 

Rhode lilond 
South Carolina 

Tennauee 
T11aa1 
Urah 

148 
140 
148 
I 54 
143 

"' ,, 

\ . ~ 
' " . ) 

. ' 
'' 
·, 

'' 
' ' ' •(.;_ 

Oth.r Juri1clicti-• 
Di1lricl of Columbia 

DOE SS 
Do DOS 

Virgin Islands 

126 
160 
156 
124 

t lndic11lo1 jvri!.<litlion did nor meel one or rt10•• of l~e gu;d,.lincs for 1chool porPicipgtio'1, 

DOESS: Oepo•r"'enr of D~.fen1e Oo,,,,..ric Dotpendenr El"'"""'c:iry and Seco.,dory Schools 

DoDDS: Deporl'll1!1'11 ol Defe"le Depi:ndenls Schoals IOw11r59os) 
NOTE: Norional ri:sulls are based o,, lhe no1i0nal aueu,.,enl so"1ple, nol on 099regoled stale 0Hcs11T1cnr saroples. 
DiHorenc1u bclween 11otas ond jurisdicfons may be portiolly ~1Lplai~ad by oiher laclOrL not ;.,duded in !'his 1oble. 

SOURCE; No•io"ol Ce,.ler lor Educo•iOll Slo•lsliu, Nar;onol Ane~menr of fducarional Progreu jNAEPI . 
1998 Wrili,.g A!se~u,.enl. 
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THE NATION'S 

AEr~~cil±il 
Percentage of grade 4 students within each achievement level range for public 
schools only: 1998 

NATION 

STATES 

Alaooma 

Arizona 

Arkansas 

California t 
Colorado 

Connecticut 

Delaware 

Florida 

Georgia 

Hawaii 

Iowa t 
Kansas t 

Kentucky 

louisiano 

Maine 

Maryland 

Massachusells t 
Michigan 

Minnesota t 
Mississippi 

Missouri 

Montana t 
Nevada 

New Hampshire t 
New Mexico 

New York t 
North Carolina 

Oklahoma 

Oregon 

Rhode Island 

South Carolina 

Tennessee 

Texas 

Utah 

Virginia 

Washington 

West Virginia 

Wisconsin t 
Wyoming 

OTHER JURISDICTIONS 

Di strict of Columbia 

DDESS 

Do DDS 

Virgin Islands 

90 80 

pl .~~' '' 

ACHIEVEMENT LEVEL RESULTS 
Percentage of Students at Each Achievement Level 

60 50 40 30 

Basic 

31 

32 

31 

32 

28 

34 

29 
37 

32 

36 

35 
33 
30 

34 

36 

32 

37 

30 

33 

34 

36 
33 

33 

33 

33 

34 

34 

34 

34 
33 

38 
35 

33 

36 

18 

18 

10 0 10 30 40 

Percentage at or below Basic Percentage at or 
above Proficient 

t Indicates jurisdiction did not meet one or more of the guidelines for school participation. 

NATION 
STATES 

Alaooma 

Arizona 

Arkansas 

California 

Colorado 

Connecticut 

Delaware 

Florida 

Georgia 

Hawaii 

Iowa 

Kansas 

Kentucky 

Louisiana 

Maine 

Maryland 

Massachusetts 

Michigan 

Minnesota 

Mississippi 

Missouri 

Montana 

Nevada 

New Hampshire 

New Mexico 

New York 

North Carolina 

Oklahoma 

Oregon 

Rhode Island 

South Carolina 

Tennessee 

Texas 

Utah 

Virginia 

Washington 

West Virginia 

Wisconsin 

Wyoming 

OTHER JURISDICTIONS 

Di strict of Columbia 

DDESS 

DoDDS 

Virgin Islands 

ODESS: Department of Defense Domestic Dependent Elementary and Secondary Schools; DoDDS: Department of Defense Dependents 
Schools !Overseas). NOTE: Numbers may not add to I 00 due to rounding. In addition. summing the percentages between two or more 
categories may not result 1n the exact cumulative percentage due to rounding. National results are based on the national sample. not on 
~ggregated state assessment samples. SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress 
INAEP). 1998 Readin Assessment. 
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Percentage of grade 8 students within each achievement level range for public 
schools only: 1998 

THE NATION'S 

REPORTi;; 

NATION 

STATES 

Alabama 

Arizona 

Arkansas 

California t 

Colorado 

Connecticut 

Delaware 

Florida 

Georgia 

Hawaii 

Kansas t 
Kentucky 

Louisiana 

Maine 

Maryland t 
Massachusells 

Minnesota 

Mississippi 

Missouri 

Montana 

Nevada 

New Mexico 

NewYork t 

North Carolina 

Oklahoma 

Oregon 

Rhode Island 

South Carolina 

Tennessee 

Te:xas 

Utah 

Virginia 

Washington 

West Virginia 

Wisconsin t 
Wyoming 

OTHER JURISDICTIONS 

District of Columbia 

DDESS 

Do DDS 

Virgin Islands 

ACHIEVEMENT LEVEL RESULTS 
Percentage of Students at Each Achievement Level 

l~P.roflclent•MJ1@!.1%§.M 

90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 0 
Percentage at or below Basic 

10 20 30 40 
Percentage at or 
above Proficient 

NATION 

STATES 

Alabama 

Arizona 

Arkansas 

California 

Colorado 

Connecticut 

Delaware 

Florida 

Georgia 

Hawaii 

Kansas 

Kentucky 

Louisiana 

Maine 

Maryland 

Massachusells 

Minnesota 

Mississippi 

Missouri 

Montana 

Nevada 

New Mexico 

New York 

North Caroli no 

Oklahoma 

Oregon 

Rhode Island 

South Carolina 

Tennessee 

Texas 

Utah 

Virginia 

Washington 

West Virginia 

Wisconsin 

Wyoming 

OTHER JURISDICTIONS 

District of Columbia 

t Indicates jurisdiction did not meet one or more of the guidelines for school participation. 

ODESS: Department of Defense Domestic Dependent Elementary and Secondary Schools; DoDDS: Department of Defense Dependents Scho als 
(Overseas}. NOTE: Numbers may not add to I 00 due ta rounding. In addition. summing the percentages between two or mare categories may 
not result in the exact cumulative percentage due to rounding. National results are based on the national sample. not on aggregated state 
assessment samples. SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 Reading 
As.sessmenl. 



THE NATION'S 

Table 2.3 Average Mathematics Scale Scores 
Grade 8 Public Schools 

CARD REPORT l+M~i 

. ' ;\~~1~f P.~~?ri~~-r::-,·i 
'Mi~.~)b~·~',,/ 

Montana+ 
Wisconsin i 
Nebraska 

Connecticut 
, Vermcintl 
..,, Alaska+ ·. 

Mbssachusetts·.,, .: , 
· · Michi9cin'i/: 

Utah 
Oregon 

Washington 
Colorado 

Indiana 
Dc:iDDS: ·. 

.:~.1 ....• : WyO'rni~~f h:c; 
'''·"· Missouri 

Nation 

·~ .. :, .. : .. ·: ...• :.:.:.·.22~:81 .. • : .;::::•:. ,\.·».•,,,'"; 

4 · .. ·==··-"":/\:[: 

283 
283 
283 
280 
279: 
278' 
. 278' :; ;::;;:'.<. :>.:: 
277••· 
277 
276 
276 
276 
276~:'·· 
275 ;·;;:<!c·· 

.'275\: "" ,,, ; 
273".·. 

5t 
5 tt 
6 tt 

.. =.:~ .:· 

8 •• 
7 •• 

10 .. 

12 •• 

5 •• 

5 t 8 • 

' :•i''''.'f:··~!t+Jjd~:i~~,;~l 
Virginia··. 

271 
···270 
·'-'2'70i;.,,,, 

270' 
270 
269 

. '},.::~·~',:' :~L.\· :·"- ·':F';·1;~i.\~8•~t:15:~1~:h•:z,0~: :.ii~;r;·:~.~;e'.~+li.:; .• : . ''""'·· . · 
Maryland+·" 

DDESS 
Rhode Island 

Arizona 
North Carolina 

Delaware" 
. · ''''Ke6.~~l(y'.: " 

·· West Y,irgirjia 
::Florida:'•:~ .":• .· 

269 
268 
268 

''267,;,,,, '' ' 
< .. ~.~~::':: ,'•' 
.....• 264,:., 

Tennessee 263 
California 263 

Georgia 262 
Hawaii 262 

. . New MEixiCo'"" ;. :262 

. ·.·:. ~out?:ii·~~~iJM:J;{ :c.ll1~~iG·~~;~~!.··':~i~: '.':'tf,~,':::!i\;,:·:·;:,•: 
Louisiana 252 

Mississippi 250 
Guam 239 

District of Columbia 233 

5 9 .. 

3 tt 
3 
9tt 
4··tt ;+;:r, "· : .... :. '·" :-;, ,,,, •. 

,4 ff;:,::::.;;:: 
::i ::'.:6''tt.·• 

··A.:.;::<>.:·:,,,.:- . 
4t 
2 
3 
5 tt 

:2· 
tt ~. 

2 
4t 
4 

-2 

9 •• 
8 •• 

17 •• 
6••,:; 

. 9•··;,· 
: 9 •• 

: 8 ·~ 

6 •• 
4 

11 •• 

6 •• 

7 .. 

The changes between scale scares were calculated using unraunded average scale scares far the two assessments. 

t Indicates jurisdiction did not satisfy one or more of the guidelines for school farlicipalion rates in 1996 (see Appendix Al. 
tt Indicates change in scale scares from 1992 is significant al a 5-percenl leve of significance using a multiple comparison procedure based on 

37 jurisdictions (excluding the nalionl. 
t Indicates change in scale scores from 1992 is significant al a 5-percenl level of significance ii only one jurisdiction is being examined. 

• • Indicates change in scale scores from 1990 is significant al a 5-percenl level of significance using a multiple comparison procedure based on 
32 jurisdictions (excluding the nalionl. 

• Indicates change in scale scores from 1990 is significant al a 5-percenl level of significance if only one jurisdiction is being examined. 
- Indicates jurisdiction did not participate in 1990 and/or 1992. 

DDESS: Department of Defense Domestic Dependent Elementary and Secondary Schools 
DoDDS: Department of Defense Dependents Schools (Overseas) 

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, Notional Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP). 1990, 1992 and 
1996 Mathematics Assessments. 
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Percentage of grade 4 students at or above the Proficient level 
for public schools only: 1992, 1994, and 1998 

Connecticut 
Delaware 

Florida 
Georgia 

Hawaii 

· 10¥/Clf;;t;, 
Kansas tt• : 

Kentucky. ~ ; 

Louisiana, 
· •·;±i;:·':j:.Maine 

Maryland 
Massachusetts 1 

Michigan 
Minnesota 1 

Mississippi 

::~• New Yorkt 
North Carolina 

Oklahoma 
Oregon 

Rhode Island 

II}), 

Washington 
West Virginia 

Wisconsin t 
Wyoming 

Other Jurisdictions 

Distr;~Ji~J;~~rg~~f .. 

· Virgiii·lsl~nd~i°·' , . 

Percentage of students at or above Proficient 

25 
33 
33 

~t~:. 
26 
36 

27 
26 
35 
32 

46** 
25 
23 
24 
17 

.·.,_ .. ,_,:::-,,~ .. ·::rs': .. 
.· ,:)4'<> 

. 29* . 
19*"':' 
36 
29* 
37 
28 
36* 
18* 

29 
29 
34 
30 

THE NATION'S 

CARO "'T" REPORT I;} 

* * lndicales lhal lhe average scale scare in 1998 was significantly different from Iha! in 1992 using a multiple comparison 
procedure based an all jurisdictions that participated bath years. * Indicates that the percentage in 1998 was significantly 
different from lhat in 1992 ii only one jurisdiction is being examined. +Indicates that the percentage in 1998 was significantly 
different from thal in 1994 ii only one jurisdiction is being examined. - Indicates jurisdiction did not participate. t Indicates 
jurisdiction did not meet one or more al the guidelines for school participation. DDESS: Deparlmenl of Defense Domestic 
Dependent Elementary and Secondary Schools. DoDDS: Department of Defense Dependents Schools !Overseas}. NOTE: 
National results are based on lhe nalional assessmenl sample, nol an aggregaled stale assessment samples. Differences 
between stales and jurisdictions may be partially explained by other factors not included in this table. SOURCE: National 
Cenler for Education Stalistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress jNAEP), 1992, 1994, and 1998 Reading 
Assessments. 

READING REPORT CARD • CHAPTER 5 



,o 

THE NATION'S 

CARO "T 

Grade 4 Proficient level results for the states for public schools only: 
1994 and 1998 

REPORT[; 

• [Il] 
[I] 

D 

Percentage of students at or above the Proficient level 
in 1998 is significantly higher from that in 1994. 

Percentage of students at or above the Proficient level 
in 1998 is significantly lower from that in 1994. 

Percentage of students at or above the Proficient level 
in 1998 does not significantly differ from that in 1994. 

State did not participate in 1994 and/or 1998. 

DDESS 0 
DoDDS • 
Virgin Islands 0 

NOTE: The differences between 1998 and l 994 presented in this figure include results of analyses based on a multiple 
comparison procedure using all jurisdictions that participated both years or the results of analyses based on a single 
state comparison. 

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, Notional Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP}, l 994 and 
t 998 Reading Assessments. 

READING REPORT CARD • CHAPTER 5 123 
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THE NATION'S 

RE~~~JI;} 
Grade 4 Proficient level results for the states for public schools only: 
1992 and 1998 

• [ill 
~ 
~ 

D 

Percentage af students at ar above the Proficient level in 
1998 is significantly higher from that in 1992. 

Percentage of students at or above the Proficient level in 
1998 is significantly lower from that in 1992. 

Percentage al students at or above the Proficient level in 
1998 does not significantly differ from that in 1992. 

State did not participate in 1992 and/or 1998. 

DDESS 0 
DoDDS 0 
Virgin Islands • 

NOTE: The difference• between 1998 and 1992 pre•ented in thi• figure include re•ult• of analyse• based on a multiple 
comparison procedure u•ing all jurisdiction• that participated both years or the re•ult• of analyses based on a single 
!iolate comparison. 

SOURCE: Notional Center for Education Stoti•tics, Notional A"e"ment of Educational Progre5' (NAEPI, 1992 and 
1998 Reading A5'essmenh. 
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Percentage of grade 8 students at or above the Proficient level 
for public schools only: 1998 

Nation 
States 

Percentage of 
students at or 

above Proficient 

, . ·Alabama"" 1 {•~!ilj~!ii~,,::·:~~'~?i!;i;:<;r;;, '< 'i;';\~_,)i' ·A:'ri.ZO"n"a .. ~'i:i 1 1'.:i 
'~\::: Arkanso'i\if5 
; ·· californicl't' 

.. ';; 8'~<x S#!~~?d.<i/: ~ 
Connecticut 

Delaware 
Florida 

Georgia 
Hawaii 

... :.:;:··~~~f§~,~~~~;y,J~ ......... ,,_.,.:;; .. :J.," 

Oregon 
Rhode Island 

South Carolina 
Tennessee 

Texas 
;:;::::!::;:Uta fl n:l ::fi;;;~;;,~i;~w~;:·:3 i 

:.:-~~~.~i1%~.~1~:;~,; '. 
:: ::: .. W1sconsinL 
· · ":Yy[inin9 

Other Jurisdictions 
District of Columbia 

DDESS 
Do DDS 

Virgin Islands 

12 
37 
36 
10 

t Indicates jurisdiction did not meel one or more of the guidelines for school porticipolion. 
DDESS: Deportment of Defense Domestic Dependent Elemenlory and Secondary Schools. 
DoDDS: Deporlmenl of Defense Dependenls Schools !Overseas}. 

THE NATION'S 

CARD -r REPDRT1; 

NOTE: Notional results ore based on the notional assessment sample, nol on aggregated slate assessment samples. 
Differences between states and jurisdictions may be partially explained by other factors not included in this fable. 
SOURCE: Notional Center for Education Slotislics, Notional Assessment of Educolionol Progress jNAEP}, 1998 
Reading Assessment. 
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Cross-State Comparisons of 
Reading Performance 

Figures 5 .9 through 5 .12 indicate whether differences between pairs of 

participating jurisdictions arc statistically significant.-1 Figures 5 .9 and 5 .10 show 

comparisons across st:itcs on scak scores for fourth- and eighth-grade students, 

respectively. Corresponding comp:irisons of achievement level results :ire shown 

in Figures 5.11:ind5.12. 

Figure 5.9 presents comparisons of average scak scores for p:irticipating 

states and other jurisdictions :it grade 4. Connecticut was the highest 

performing jurisdiction. The cluster of the next highest performing jurisdictions 

for gr:ide 4 public schools included Dep:irtmcnt of Defense overse:is schools 

(DoDDS), Iowa, Kansas, Maine, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Montan:i, New 

Hampshire, and Wisconsin. Color:ido performed equ:illy well as eight of 

the next highest performing jurisdictions but had :i lower average than 

New Hampshire. 

Figure 5 .10 presents comp:irisons of average scale scores for p:irticip:iting 

st:ites and jurisdictions at grade 8. The cluster of highest-performing 

jurisdictions included Connecticut, Dep:irtment of Detcnse domestic schools 

(ODESS), Maine, M:issachusetts, and Montana. The Department of Defense 

overseas schools ( DoD DS) performed cq ually well as four of the high­

pcrforming jurisdictions but had a lower average score than Maine. 

·1 The significance tests used in these figures arc based on the False Discovery Rate (!'DR) criterion for 
111ul1ipk comparisons. This procedure takes into account all possible combinations between states in 
declaring, the dilkrenccs between any two st.Hes tu be statistically significant. (For fL11·thcr details on the 
FDR criterion, see Appendix A.) 

READING REPORT CARD • CHAPTER 5 



THE NMION'S 

Comparisons of average reading scale scores for grade 4 
public schools only: 1998 

CARD -r REPDRT1; 

Instructions: Read down the column directly under a jurisdiction name listed in the heading at the top of the chart. Match the shading 
intensity surrounding a jurisdiction's abbreviation lo the key below to determine whether the average reading scale score of this 
jurisdiction is higher than, the same as, or lower than the jurisdiction in the column heading. For example, the column under Maine: 
Maine's score was lower than Connecticut, about the same as all the slates listed from Montana to Colorado, and higher than the 
remaining slates down the column. 

i ., 
:;;_ ~ i3 [ ;:: . . z ~ ~ 

:;;_ 
\!. ~ 0 ~ ~ ~ > ;:: £ ] ~ ~ 0 s ~ l'l. w "' \!. 0 

~ 
'i? 8 e ~ ~ ~ 

:;;_ c e. ~ "' Q. ~ ~ -~ ~ ~ 
.. 

~ ~ i [ ~ go 0 c ~ $ ~ ~ g 5 :i: ~ g "' ~ :z . 
~ 

. 
"' ~ " ~ 

.. 
~ ~ E ; 8 ~ ' ~ " E ! w ~ ~ ~ ~ € i l ~ ~ 8 0 u z ~ 8 " :;; 0 ~ a: ~ z " ~ " z 

DI' DI DI DI DI DI DI DI DI DI 

IA IA IA IA IA IA IA IA IA IA 

i<s KS KS KS KS KS KS KS KS KS 

~-~ MN MN MN MN MN MN MN MN MN MN MN MN MN MN MN MN MN 

~oofuoooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo 
~00=~~~000000000000000000000000000000000000 
:e:,::;; ~!Of ~!~~;;:: ! .. :::..: (•'; :i ,;:~.t" ""' .. , ,N 

~~~~~~~~mmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm 
.''~ g .. ; .-:·:i· i:·+: =:;,-·, ·~ .,. '.~·=:·1 ·1~4· 

0 
~ ii' 

Q. 

~ 'i? 
~ ~ 3 ~ :::> 0 

W.YV:'_,'f W.YlJl!,.Y ~"! WYYl,;Y_ WY WY WY WY WY WY WY WY WY WY WY WY WY WY WY WY WY WY WY W 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
·FH~ R1 ·A·t i"R1- R1 R.( ·:A1: ,RI RI Al RI RI RI Al RI RI RI Al RI Al RI RI RI 
.··'· · ·· .. t <.·:• . '··:''...~I':· r_ , ... 
t(Y 'KV KY KY KV KY K.V. KY KY. KY KY KY KY KY KY KY KY KY KY KY KY KY KY 
,,,,,., .. , "f ":i!i"iI! ·;.;·,'< ·:·~ ... ·~"!if Y~-e: ~fr"~i .,. 

unnnnnnnnnn"""""""""""" ~» M'J, >I~ ":Jl".11,i; ~1~:. :M~:t ~tt.i f~".·".>; •-,. ··- , • 
WAWAWAWAWAWA WAWAWAWAWAWAWAWAWAWAWAWAWAWAW WAW WAW 

[ 

I 
~ 

,~··~ .. 1:;~'. · ·; 11.11,1; 1 ·, = •. <, •r · .~ ;.o~ · (. • ..... 

w 
Q. 
e 
; 
~ 

:1 !i~ •:; :C1' ~; t~ 1; 'Ml::~ ~~ ·~~ :~ :~ :~ :~ :~ :~ :~ :~ :~ :~ :~ :~ :~ :~ :~ :~ ~I 
w:~ 

0

WV w0 ~~ ~V v;,~ ~-~ wV WV WV WV WV WV WV WV WV WV WV WV WV WV WV WV WV WV WV WV WV W: 
' ::.!,::. ' .. :; ;:i'~i ~' . .µ'. • ~·(d· ; .. ..... 

::; ., . 
E 

~ 
" 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~­

i3 
!!! . 
c 
e 

., 
Q. 

0 
~ 

~ 2 
"' 

~'.: N'.. r: N\ ~·~= -~~ ~-S: .~0: ,~~: :~! :~:!.' N_Y ~~ NY NY NY NY NY NY NY NY NY NY NY NY NY NY NY NY NY 

ITTITT~ITT~ITTITT~~~~ITTITTmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm 

M~ MD ~D MD .iti :MD M~ MD ~·D :;;;D ~b MD MD MO MD MD MD MD MD MD MD MD MD MD MD MD MD MD MD MD 

00~~~~&~~~~~00~00000000000000000000000000000000000000 
. ·:,~! ' :·· }.",:· .· .. ·=: .. cl';~!' :·!~;; :·. ;,. ~. ' '"'"• . . . ' 

™~™~~™~~~~~D~~m~~mrnmm~mmmmmmm 
DE .DE DE DE DE DE :DE DE DE DE D DE DE DE E DE DE DE DE DE DE DE DE DE DE DE DE DE DE DE 

:i 
:;;_ ii' 

~ > 
~ ~ 

0 
:;;_ .0 

~ ~ 
~ ~ 

. 
" -~ ~ ~ ~ e. "'- z ., 

,~~ ·~ 1S .·~ :~~ b "\ r~ ;~~ .. ~,~: .. ~.~ -~·~. AL AL AL AL AL AL 

SC :sc SC SC SC s ·SC SC 60 SC Sc SC SC SC SC SC SC SC SC SC SC SC 

~·~ ·~~ ~;: ~~ -~ ~~~ -~~ :· .. ,. ~,,ft:~ ... , !JA ~~ .~~ ~~~ :~A G.A ~~ .~1 k~·. ~~~ 'G~ ~ ~; .~~ GA GA GA GA GA GA GA GA GA GA GA 

~~~~~~~AA ~~~AA~~AAAA~~e~~~~~AA~~AAAAAAAAAAAAAAAA 
NV NV, _NV NV !!;'(,NY NV .'1.Y . NV NY. -~v "IV ~v N.~ .N,V. "IV "IV NV NV ; NV NY NV "IV NV NV N,V NV NV NV NV NV NV NV 
FL 'Fl: 'FL; FL 'Fi! :F~ FL :fr : ~ ' '.Fl FC FL jia;: ... . FC 
~;~~:~.6i~;~~~~~:~:~ ~~~·;.~·"f.•\;?i: '·' 

NM NM NM NM NM NM NM NM "IM 
,. ".z:r :.i\\:,..I .r .. "f ,'Q'.j; !l~'.;, ... ·'" "''. ::f.Jiri1 'I!~ 

~ . 
iii ~ ~ ., 

~ ~ ~ \!. 
" ~ " -~ 

. . ~ 0 ~ ~ .. 
~ 11 .. .,. c 

-~ 

~ ~ .. !?' J " :i: i5 5 

~~~~~~~~~~~ ~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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~ Jurisdiction has statistically significantly higher average scale score 
~ than the jurisdiction listed al the lop of the chart. 

D No statistically significant difference from the jurisdiction listed al the top 
of the chart. 

r::::::::::;;J Jurisdiction has statistically significantly lower average scale score than 
L1:::::l the jurisdiction listed at the top of the chart. 
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The between-jurisdiction comparisons take into account sampling and measurement 
error and that each jurisdiction is being compared with every other jurisdiction. 
Significance is determined by an application of a multiple comparison procedure 
(see Appendix A). t Indicates that the jurisdiction did not satisfy one or more of the 
guidelines for school participation rates (see Appendix Al. 

NOTE: Differences between states and jurisdiclions may be partially 
explained by other factors not included in this table. 

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of 
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 Reading Assessment. 
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Instructions: Read down the column directly under a jurisdiction name listed in the heading at the top of the chart. Match the shading 
intensity surrounding a jurisdiction's abbreviation to the key below to determine whether the average reading scale score of this 
jurisdiction is higher than, the same as, or lower than the jurisdiction in the column heading. For example, the column under Kansas: 
Kansas' score was lower than Maine and Connecticut, about the same as all the states listed from Montana through Utah, and higher 
than the remaining states down the column. 
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~ Jurisdiction has statistically significantly higher average scale score 
~ than the jurisdiction listed at the top of the chart. 

D No statistically significant difference from the jurisdiction listed at the top 
of the chart. 

The between-jurisdiction comparisons take into account sampling Dnd measurement 
error and that each jurisdiction is being compared with every other jurisdiction. 
Significance is determined by an application of a multiple comparison procedure (see 
Appendix A). 

r:::::::1 Jurisdiction has statistically significantly lower average scale score than 
L.:_J the jumd1ct1on listed at the top of the chart. 
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t Indicates that the jurisdiction did not satisfy one or more of the guidelines for school 
participation rates jsee Appendix A). 

NOTE: Differences between states and jurisdictions may be partially explained by 
other factors not included in this table. 

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of 
Educational Progress (NAEPI. 1998 Reading Assessment. 
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The percentages of fourth-grade students at or above the Proficient level of 

reading achievement are shown in Figure 5 .11. Of all participating jurisdictions, 

Connecticut had the highest percentage of fourth graders at or above Proficient. 

The cluster of ten jurisdictions with the next highest percentage at or above the 

Proficient level included Colorado, Department of Defense overseas schools 

(DoDDS), Iowa, Kansas, Maine, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Montana, New 

Hampshire, and Wisconsin. Reading vertically down the columns shows that 

there were no significant differences between the percentages of students in 

these top performing jurisdictions and the percentages in all the jurisdictions 

listed down to Rhode Island, except in the case of New Hampshire where the 

percentage of students at or above Proficient was higher than that for 

Department of Defense domestic schools and Rhode Island. 

Figure 5 .12 presents comparisons of percentages at or above the Proficient 

level for all jurisdictions that participated at grade 8. The cluster of seven 

top-performing jurisdictions were Connecticut, Department of Deknse 

domestic schools, Department of Defense overseas schools, Maine, 

Massachusetts, Minnesota, and Montana. Reading vertically down the columns, 

we sec that of these seven jurisdictions Maine and Connecticut also had higher 

percentages of eighth graders at or above the Proficient level than did Kansas, 

New York, and Oregon. 
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IBE N.VION'S 

Comparisons of percentages of students at or above Proficient for 
grade 4 public schools only: 1998 

CARD REPDRTl;tllfl 

Instructions: Read down the column directly under a jurisdiction name listed in the heading at the top of the chart. Match the shading 
intensity surrounding a jurisdiction's abbreviation to the key below to determine whether the percentage al or above Proficient for this 
jurisdiction is higher than, the same as, or lower than the jurisdiction in the column heading. For example, the column under Rhode 
Island: Rhode Island's percentage was lower than Connecticut and New Hampshire, about the same as the stales listed from Montana 
through Utah, and higher than the remaining slates down the column. 
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Jurisdiclion has sfalisfically significantly higher percenfage lhan !he 
iurisdicfion listed al the lop af !he chart. 

No sfalislically significant difference from the jurisdiction lisled al the lop 
of the chart. 

Jurisdiction has slolisfically significantly lower percentage than the 
jurisdiction listed of the lop of !he chart. 

The belween-jurisdiction comparisons toke into occounf sampling and measurement 
error and !hot each iurisdiclion is being compared wilh every other iurisdiclion. 
Significance is delermined by an applicafion of a muhiple comparison procedure 
{see Appendix A). t Indicates that the jurisdiction did not solisfy one or more of the 
guidelines for school participation rotes {see Appendix A). 

130 

NOTE: Differences belween stoles and iurisdictions may be partially 
explained by olher foclors not included in !his table. 

SOURCE• Notional Center for Education Stofisfics, Notional Assessment of 
Educofionol Progress {NAEP), 1998 Reading Assessment. 
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Comparisons of percentages of students at or above Proficient for 
grade 8 public schools only: 1998 

THE NATION'S 

CARO ..,-REPORT Ii 

Instructions: Read clQYfil the column directly under a jurisdiction name listed in the heading at the top of the chart. Match the shading 
intensity surrounding a jurisdiction's abbreviation to the key below to determine whether the percentage at or above Proficient for this 
jurisdiction is higher than, the same as, or lower than the jurisdiction in the column heading. For example, the column under Oregon: 
Oregon's percentage was lower than Maine and Connecticut, about the same as the states listed from Montana through Texas, and 
higher than the remaining states down the column. 
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~ Jurisdiction has slolisticolly significantly higher percentage than the 
~ jurisdiction listed at the lop of the chart. 

D No statistically significant difference from the jurisdiction listed al the lop 
of the chart. 

The between-jurisdiction comparisons take into account sampling and measurement 
error and that each jurisdiction is being compared with every other jurisdiction. 
Significance is determined by an application of o multiple comparison procedure (see 
Appendix A). 

D Jurisdiction has slalislically significantly lower percentage than the juris· 
diclion Ii sled al the lop of lhe charl. 
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t lndicales that the jurisdiction did not satisfy one or more of lhe guidelines for school 
parlicipalion rates (see Appendix A). 

NOTE: Differences between slates and jurisdictions may be parliolly explained 
by olher factors not included in lhis table. 

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, Nolional Assessment of 
Educational Progress (NAEPL 1998 Reading Assessment. 
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Average Scale Score and 
Achievement Level Results 
for the States 
Overview 

In addition to the national component of the 1998 NAEP assessment in reading, 

state-by-state assessments wen.: administered at grades 4 and 8 to participating 

states and jurisdictions. 1 This chapter presents average scale scores and 

achievement level results for public school students in both grades. The NAEP 

legislation requires that achievement levels be "used on a developmental basis 

until the Commissioner of Education Statistics determines ... that such levels 

arc reasonable, valid, and informative to the public." A discussion of the 

developmental status of achievement levels may be found in the introduction 

to this report (pages l 0-12). 
For grade 4, results of the 1998 state assessment are compared to 1994 and 

1992 state-level results. As 1998 was the first year that grade 8 participated in 

the state-by-state assessment, no comparisons to previous assessments are 

possible. In addition to overall performance of students within states, this 

chapter presents 1998 results for selected subgroups of students, and also 

provides cross-statc comparisons of avcragc scalc scores and the pcrccntagcs of 

studcnts at or above the Proficient level of reading achicvcment. Results for 

additional subgroups in 1998 and grade 4 results from past state assessments are 

provided in Appendix D. 

For jurisdictions where there were a sufficient number of nonpublic schools 

that met participation guidelines, results arc availablc for nonpublic school 

students. These results can be found in the individual reports published 

separately for each participating state or jurisdiction.2 State sampling procedures 

and participation rates for both public and nonpublic schools can be found in 

Appendix A. 

Scale Score Results 

Tablc 5.1 shows 1992, 1994, and 1998 average scalc scores for grade 4 public 

school students in jurisdictions that participated in the 1998 reading assessment. 

1 Throughout this ch.1p1cr the term j11risdictio11 is used to rdi:r to the states, territories, and Department 
of Defense Education Activity schools that participated in the 1998 NAEP statc·hy-stJte assessment. 

NAE!' state reports arc forthcoming on the World Wide Web JI 11ccs.cdc1101•/NAlil'. 
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Overall, 44 jurisdictions participated in the 1998 state-by-state reading 

assessment at grade 4. Although lllinois participated, it did not meet minimum 

school participation guidelines for public schools, so Illinois public school 

results arc not included in this report. Nine other jurisdictions, while meeting 

the minimum school participation guidelines, did not meet more stringent 

participation rate standards; results for these jurisdictions are included in the 

report but arc properly noted in the relevant tables and appendices. (Standards 

for sample participation are described in Appendix A.) Thus, results for fourth­

gradc public school students ::ire presented for 43 jurisdictions. lt should be 

noted that the average scale scores for the nation, indicated for each assessment 

year in the tables throughout this chapter, are based on the national sample (not 

on aggregated state samples) and represent performance of public school 

students only. 

Differences in reading performance among states and jurisdictions most 

likely reflect an interaction between the eftectivcness of the educational 

programs within the state or jurisdiction and the challenges posed by economic 

constraints and student demographic characteristics. 

Between 1994 and 1998, increases in average scale scores were observed for 

fourth graders in ten jurisdictions: Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, Kentucky, 

Louisiana, Maryland, South Carolina, Virginia, Washington, and Department 

of Ddcnsc overseas schools. No decreases in average scores between 1994 

and 1998 were observed for any jurisdiction. ln comparison to 1992 results, 

increases in average scale scores in 1998 were observed for fourth graders in 

Colorado, Connecticut, Kentucky, Mississippi, North Carolina, ::ind the Virgin 

Islands. Average scores for fourth-grade students in Utah, Wyoming, and the 

District of Columbia were lower in 1998 than in 1992. 

The maps presented in Figures 5. l and 5 .2 further illustrate the comparison 

of 1998 results to the I 994 and 1992 state-by-state assessments. 
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THE NliTION'S 

Grade 4 average scale scores for the states for public schools only: 
1994 and 1998 

CARO "'T REPORT1; 

• [IO 

~ 
D 

Scale score in 1998 is significantly higher 
from thot in 1994. 

Scale score in 1998 is significantly lower 
from that in 1994. 

Scale score in 1998 does not significantly differ 
from that in 1994. 

State did not participate in 1994 and/or 1998. 

DDESS 0 
Do DDS • 
Virgin Islands 0 

NOTE: The differences between 1998 and 1994 presented in this figure include results of analyses based on a multiple 
comparison procedure using all jurisdictions that participated both years or the results of analyses based on a single 
stale comparison. 

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Asse'5ment of Educational Progress (NAEP). 
1994 and 1998 Reading Assessments. 
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THE NATION'S 

CARO 

Grade 4 average scale scores for the states for public schools only: 
1992 and 1998 

REPORT1;Bp 

'~ 
·~ 
~ 

• [Ill 
[mil 

D 

Scale score in 1998 is significantly higher 
from that in 1992. 

Scale score in 1998 is significantly lower 
from that in 1992. 

Scale score in 1998 does not significantly differ 
from that in 1992. 

State did not participate in 1992 and/or 1998. 

ODESS 0 
DoDDS 0 
Virgin Islands • 

NOTE: The differences between 1998 and 1992 presenled in !his figure include resuhs of analyses based on a muhiple 
comparison procedure using all jurisdictions Iha! parlicipaled bolh years or lhe resuhs of analyses based on a single 
state comparison. 

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statislics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP). 
1992 and 1998 Reading Assessments. 
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The following figure lists the 43 states or jurisdictions that participated in 

the 1998 state reading assessment at grade 4 and divides them into three groups: 

those whose average scores were above the national average ( 13 states), at or 

around the national average ( 15 states), and below the national average 

( 15 states). 

1998 Grade 4 comparison of state versus national average 
reading scores for public schools 

Above the Colorado DoDDS Maine Montana1 

National Average Connecticut lowa1 Massachusetts! New Hampshire! 
DDESS Kansas1 Minnesota1 Oklahoma 

At or around the Kentucky Missouri Oregon Texas 

National Average Maryland New York! Rhode Island Utah 
Michigan North Carolina Tennessee Virginia 

Below the Alabama California! Florida Louisiana 

National Average Arizona Delaware Georgia Mississippi 
Arkansas District of Columbia Hawaii Nevada 

1 lndicales jurisdiction did not meet one or more of the guidelines for school parlicipalion. 

THE NATION'S 

CARO "T" REPORT1; 

Wisconsin1 

Washington 
West Virginia 
Wyoming 

New Mexico 
South Carolina 
Virgin Islands 

NOTE: Differences between states and jurisdictions may be partially explained by olher factors not included in these tables. 

SOURCE: Nalional Cenler for Education Slatistics, Nalional Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP). 1998 Reading 
Assessment. 

Table 5.2 shows average scale scores for grade 8 students in jurisdictions 

that participated in the 1998 reading assessment. Overall, 41 jurisdictions 

participated in the 1998 state-by-state assessment at grade 8. As Illinois 

did not meet minimum school participation guidelines for public schools, 

this state's public school results arc not included in this report. Seven other 

jurisdictions failed to meet more stringent participation rate standards; results 

frx these jurisdictions are included in this report with proper notation in relevant 

tables and appendices. Tlrns, grade 8 results are presented for 40 jurisdictions. 

Average scores for eighth-grade public school students who participated in the 

state-by-state assessment ranged from 233 tu 273. 
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Average grade 8 scale scores for the states for public schools only: 
1998 

Nation 261 
States 

·==··;·,~ Alaba~d~<~, 255·· ;)\>/~-':· 

.....•. ·.·._•.-.••._.' ... -"·._-,,,,~=._.-~._·--_.:··-•• -.-~-_"•_·-.·_.c·CA·aA-.o~_-'.:kr_l'~~--~o.__.r.C~~--~•s",:·,d": __ b,1p'~~--:t_::: .. ~-':',1,·'.:.,;,_, ·)ct;': }~~:._ .• _·-~'.~11 . _,,·_····· C~·.c . "'_''"" '' ~ ' :,~(~·~'.~~~!~,:~~7..~~1~:',~ ,. ..·. :; 
Connecticut 

Delaware 
Florida 

Other Jurisdictions 

District of Columbia 
DDESS 
DoDDS 

Virgin Islands 

272 
256 
253 
257 
250 

236 
269 
269 
233 

t Indicates iurisdiction did not meet one or more of the guidelines for school participation. 
ODESS: Deporlmenl of Defense Domeslic Dependenl Elemenlary and Secondary Schools. 
DoDDS: Deparlmenl of Defense Dependenls Schools !Overseas). 

THE NATION'S 

CARO -r REPORT1; 

NOTE: Nalional results ore based on the nalional assessmenl sample, not on aggregated state assessment samples. 
Differences belween slales and jurisdiclions may be porlially explained by olher faclors nol included in lhis lable. 
SOURCE: Nalional Cenler for Education Slalislics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP}, 1998 
Reading Assessmenl. 
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The following figure lists the 40 states or jurisdictions that participated in the 

1998 state reading assessment at grade 8 and divides them into three groups: 

those whose average scores were above the national average ( 15 states), at or 

around the national average ( 11 states), and below the national average 

( 14 states). 

1998 Grade 8 comparison of state versus national average 
reading scores for public schools 

Above the Connecticut Kansast Minnesota' Oklahoma 
National Average DDESS Maine Montana' Oregon 

DoDDS Massachusetts NewYork1 Utah 

At or around the Arizona Maryland 1 Rhode Island West Virginia 

National Average Colorado Missouri Tennessee Wyoming 
Kentucky North Carolina Texas 

Below the Alabama Delaware Georgia Mississippi 
National Average Arkansas District of Columbia Hawaii Nevada 

California' Florida Louisiana New Mexico 

1 Indicates jurisdiction did not meet one or more of the guidelines for school participation. 

l HE NATION'S 

CARO '"T' REPORT1; 

Virginia 
Washington 
Wisconsin1 

South Carolina 
Virgin Islands 

NOTE: Differences between slates and jurisdictions may be partially explained by other factors not included in these tables. 

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 Reading 
Assessment. 
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Achievement Level Results 

Achievement level results for jurisdictions arc presented in terms of the percent­

ages of students within each of the achievement level ranges - below Basic, 

Rasic, Pr<!ftcicnt, AriPanced - and also in terms of the percentages of students 

at or above the Proficient level. 

Figures 5 .5 and 5 .6 present the percentages of public school students within 

each of the achievement level ranges, for fourth and eighth graders respectively, 

in each state or jurisdiction in the 1998 state-by-state assessment. The shaded 

bars in the center column of this figure represent achievement level results. 

Inside the shaded bars, the numbers indicate the percentages of students who 

attained levels of performance. The sections to the left of the vertical line 

represent the proportion of students who were at Basic or below Basic. The 

sections of the bars to the right of the center vertical line represent the 

proportion of students who reached the Proficient and Advanced levels 

of performance. 

Perfrm1iance results across assessment years are given for fourth-grade 

students in Table 5 .3. Figure 5. 7 graphically displays the percentage of fourth­

gradc students at or above Proficient in 1998 as compared to 1994. Between 

1994 and 1998 there was an increase in the percentage of fourth graders at or 

above the Profi.cient level in four jurisdictions: Colorado, Connecticut, Louisiana, 

and Department of Dctcnsc overseas schools. Figure 5.8 graphically displays the 

percentages of fourth-grade students at or above Proficient in 1998 as compared 

tu 1992. In comparison to 1992 results, an increase in the percentage of fourth­

grade students at or above Projtcient in 1998 was observed in eight jurisdictions: 

Colorado, Connecticut, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Minnesota, Mississippi, 

and the Virgin Islands. In comparison to both 1994 and 1992 results, no signifi­

cant decreases in the percentage of fourth-grade students at or above the Profi­

cient level of reading achievement were observed for any jurisdiction in 1998. 
The percentages of eighth-grade public school students who attained the 

Proficient level or higher are presented in Table 5.4. As 1998 was the first year 

that a state-by-state assessment was administered at grade 8, no comparisons 

between performance in 1998 and past assessments arc possible. 
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JAN-14-00 FRI 03:43 PM DEPT OF EDUCATION FAX NO. 2022191736 

bl ,• .. ~.,· 
Ta e 5.1 .. . Jil~· 

Average grade 8 scale scores for the states for public schools only: 
1998 

Avtc1Q9e 

\COie ~core 

Connecticut 165 
Oelawore 144 

Florida 142 
Georgio 146 

Hawaii 135 

Minnesola I 148 
Missiulppi 134 

Missouri l .42 
Montano t 150 
Nevada - 140 

.'\ 
l'I, 

.· 
:·' 

'• '•\ . •' 

1 ·•' . " 
I ' •\II 

' l,( 

Rhode lslond I 48 
South Carolina 140 

Tenriessee 148 
Texas 154 
Utah 1.t3 

I :, • '~• 
• ' f, 

' . 
I 1'1'' 

.... '.. 
. .:11;_ 

Other JurUcl"ldiona 

· District of Colurnbio 
ODESS 
DoODS 

Virgin Islands 

126 
160 
156 
124 

t lndicoras juri&dicrion did nor ,.....,1 one °' more of 1h11 guidelino$ for lcl11:1ol pOllicipotion. 

ODESS: Deportm.,nt of Delonte Domestic Depcnd9ftt ElalT\ontory ond Secondary Schoola 

DoDDS: Deportment ol Delen5e OependenP& Sc:hooh IO.erseos) 

NOTE: National results ore bas11d on lhe noliol"l<ll oueun.crit sample, nol on oggregohod slate 01:es.rnent M>mploH. 
Different•" bo,.,.,een ~•01as ond jur;sdictiani may bo partially exploinod by orlior loclOn rtol il'cluded in !his roble. 

SOU~CE: Nolioriol Cariler lor Education Sto1;,1ics. Norionol Au•mmenr of Educolional Progre•s (NAEPJ. 
1998 Wrihng Aueument. 
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JAN-14-00 FRI 03:43 PM DEPT OF EDUCATION FAX NO. 2022191736 

Science Scale Score Results b Jurisdiction 
or ro e u ac c oo s 

r· , -··· , I .. •':"! J. ,~~ -.J .~_..J. ·- _511_,. J }~ J .!"I' 
eL~~.~..,.z·~~·~!·: ... .-... '. >\~~: .... ·:. -~:.·i:~{··· '.: . ...: .... ··-~.6~:.: ... · .. :· .. ·,_·.· .. ,~2 ." .· -~~;., .. \96' ·· 

North Daltota 162 127 U6 164 181 195 
Montana i 162 127 146 16_. 180 19.4 

Wisconsin; 160 120 Ul 162 181 196 
Minnesota 159 121 1.40 161 179 194 

Iowa i 158 121 UO 160 178 193 
Wyoming 158 122 UO 158 176 192 
Nehrtnka 157 118 139 159 178 193 

Vermont i 1 57 119 139 1 58 177 193 
Manochusett• 157 1 U 137 160 179 196 

Utah 156 120 138 158 175 190 
Connecticut 155 110 135 158 179 195 

DoDOS 155 118 137 157 175 190 
Oregon l 55 115 136 157 17 6 192 

Colorado 155 11' 136 157 176 192 
Mi~igon i 153 111 133 156 176 192 

Indiana 153 115 133 155 17 A 190 
ODESS 153 117 135 153 172 188 
Ala,lta i 153 111 133 156 17 5 192 

L ;~~-""·fK~~~~,--..:~ :::· ".:··~·:.~:.·::·:_<~-:-_ ·<·~~ .. ··::· .. :t_:L·~~::·.:·.·:~'.::~··. ;~:;_ .. ~:.~::· :.·:·:~:-:.~.: .:· ... -· :.··~·'.·.··· 
Missouri 151 109 132 15.4 172 189 

Waihinglon 150 108 130 152 172 189 
Virginia 1.49 106 128 151 172 190 

Rhode Island U9 l 08 129 150 171 189 
Nation 148 102 126 151 172 191 

Kentu~y 1'7 107 127 149 168 185 
Wes! Virginia 147 112 129 • 148 166 102 

North Carolino 14.7 104 125 148 169 187 
NswYorki 146 96 122 149 172 190 
Maryland% 145 99 123 148 170 189 

Tu.as 145 1 02 1 23 147 169 185 
Arizono 145 I 02 1 24 1"7 168 184. 

'·,·· •.. ·.p.·erfunn.· •·· .• ·•·•• ed_.· .... '.~--·Nari_ .. _. IOI··.· ....... , ... ,·-.· •• • .... •• •·••.· •. ·.·:.:.-.... ' •. •, -~'· .... ,. '"•'··": :::--·:~~-,·;·.~-:··· :"''':-"."' i·~·:"''.·" . •:·:··· -···~~'"' .,, .. 
I .- . , ....... ·· · ... ·. ;. .. · :, .. · . , >; w ~ " .. ;..· ... _: r ,, · :' ~'· ... : ... · : -....•. \ .:.- .... " 

Mon5as l: 1.AA 100 123 147 168 
Tenneu- 143 98 121 1.t6 167 

Florido I .£2 98 1 20 1 L4 166 
Georgia 1.42 97 120 l .43 166 

Delowore U2 96 121 1.£.A 165 
New Mexico 141 99 119 142 164. 

Alabarno l 39 95 117 UO 163 
South Carolina i: 139 96 · f 16 139 161 

California 138 89 115 14.0 164 
Hawaii 135 90 1 U 137 158 

Miuiuippi 133 91 111 13.4 155 
Louisiana 132 86 110 135 157 

Guam 120 74 96 121 146 
Oi&trict of Columbia 113 71 90 112 135 

•I ' ... , .,,.,,: '• 

' . 
• , • r ··.~·· ., .••• ( • ••.• 

18" 
185 
184 
184 
183 
182 
180 
180 
183 
176 
174 
175 
165 
156 

P. 05 

i Indicate' 1ha1 the 1uri1dictlon did not i.alisfy one or more of the g11idelines lor school pcmiclporion rale5 (see Appendix Al. · 
----- -. · · ·-N-A°iP ~~;~~~~-~;;le~:;,-;,· .:i·.;~l;;-p~d i"ndepe-;;-.:i;~11; b- eoch g;~de c,;se;-.;-cf ili;";;r;;;;:-;;.;i;.";;;-,;~j ;;~p;;;~b~-.;~;~-;;·g;.;,-d;;:·scQJe 1c01e7" _______ - ·· 

ronge from 0 to 300. 

ODESS: Departmanl ol Defen•• Domeotic; Dependent Elelftentary ond Secondory School1 

DoDDS: Oepartmonl ol Del.nae Dapendenu Schools IOversecu) 

Nollonol ro•uh> oro boied on me notlonal aueumenl 1Gmple of public tchools, r>ot on aggre9alad slole oueumenl progrolft iomplei [1ee 
Ap~ondi~ A), 

SOURCE: Nolionol Center For Education S1ali1lic1, National Anenment of Educational Progress INAEPJ, 1996 Science Auenmenl. 
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What Is NAEP? 

Texas 

O\lerview of the NAEP Writing 
Assessment 

P. 4 

The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) is rhc only nationally represenraclve 

and continuing assessment of w tat studencs in the United Slates know and ~an do in various 

academic subjects. NAEP is au :hori1..ed by Congress and directed by che National Center for 

Education Statistics (NCES). T:1e National Assessmenr Governing Board (NAGB). an 

independent, biparcisan group, p1·ovides policy guidance for NAEP. In 1990, assessment at the 

stare level was instituted on a v11luncary basis. The NAEP assessments are administered to 

representative samples of scuden ls ac che national level as well as al the state level for chose 

states chat choose to participate. The 1998 NAEP program induded scaie-level a~sessments in 
reading at grades 4 and 8 and i1 writing at grade 8, and national-level assessments in civics, 

reading. and writing at grades 4. 8. and 12. 

What Is Reported Hera~? 
This marks the firsc rime chat chi NAEP wricing assessmenc has been administered at the state 

level. The assessmenc was admi riiscercd at grade 8 in both public and nonpublic schools. 

However, Texas' nonpublic schCJols did not participace. Public school results for Texas are 

repo11ed here. along wich nation:1l and regional results for comparison. 

This report has two sectiors. This Overview provides basic informarion on NAEP and 

the overall results for public sch1 •Ols in cabular form, as well as comparisons of Texas' 
performance wich chat of other pan:icipaling scatcs and jurisdictions in graphic form. It 

describes che assessment, the san 1ple of scudents assessed. the mecrics for reporting scudenc 

performance. and how the differrnces in performance are reported. The second section. 

Writing Performance by Demo:~raphic Characteristics. reports findings for the grade 8 
public school populacion broken 1iown by major demographic categories. This information is 

presenced in data tables. In addirion, chis report has two appendices. Appendix A. Where to 

Find More Information, descriti~s the data available on· the Web and provides information 

on sources of relared daca. Appe 1dix B. Figures from Section I. displays full-page replicas 
of Figures 1.2 and 1.3. 

This report and its companion, the NAEP 1998 Writing Reporr Card for the Nacion and 

the Scares, 1 provide a first look a1 the results of the NAEP l 998 writing assessment. Each 
panicipacing jurisdiction receives ics own customized State Repnn similar in format to this one. 

The Writing Report Card offers Si.ate-level data for all parcicipating jurisdictions for which 

rc~ulcs are repoi::ted as well as dee: .ils abouc cechnical ac;pects of che assessment. Summary data 

tables providing information for ~111 jurisdictions for which results are reported are available ac 
htrp://nces.cd.gov/nacionsreportcai 1/, the NAEP Web sire. 

1 Grccn,..~ld. E.I\ .. Pcr;ky, H.R., C;1mpbcll. J.I., & Mauco. J. 11999). NAEP 1998 ~1ri1i11x '"'""' rnrdfor 1he rw1ioi1cm1/1he .11atr!S 
<NC!i.S Publication No. 1999-459). Washin1·lon. DC: N<1tion~I Ccnlcr for Education S1a1is1ii:.~. 

NAEP 199~ WRITING STATF Rr:'.POllT 
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The demographic data provi :led in this ri:port are only a small porti(ln of the data 
avnilable from the scvcrnl hundrec quc.~cions asked or scudcnts. tl!achers. and school principals 
in 01'de1· to provide contexl for NP EP results. Overall results for demographic and comexiual 
Sllll.knt and school v;1riatilcs for p 1blic schnol studenrs in c~c:h participating jurisdic1 ion are 
available in :-.umrnary c.lata tahlcs: t the NAEP Web sitc. 

What Was Assessed? 
For cuc:h assessment in N/\EP. the subject area cnntcnr is r.kvcloped through a congressionally 
111anda1ed national cnnsen~us proju:t. The objectives fol' each assessment are described in a 
dor.:umenc called the framework. v. hi1.:h cJescrihc~ the Sl1bjecc area to be .issc~scd and the kinds 
of questions thac will be used to n easurc iL. 

The Writing Framr:•L·m-/.: an<I Specific:arion.r f<1r rJre J 99~ Nmional A.l".H:.nmem <f 

Eclucarimral Progrcs/ w41s firsc dc·vclopt:d for the Narional Assessment Governing Board by 

the Center for Research on Evaluai ion. Standard;;, and Student Testing (CR ES ST) for the 1992 

writing assessment. ror tht! 1998 . 1sscssment. c.lt!Lailed guidelines for new kinds of questions 
and for new ways ro ~core student .vricing were developed by American College Tescing (ACT) 
and added to the framework. The IVriring Frame1\·ork reflects recent theories of writing. which 
view writing as an act of discovery for the writer as well as a way ro communicate wirh readers. 

The writing assessment ques1ions asked f'or three major kinds of writing: some required 
narrarivl'. some informative. and ~(mt! persuasive wricing. Each studenc who parlicipated in 
the state assessment was given twc· questil)ns and had 25 minutes to respond to each qu1.:stion. 
The quc.~1ions asked scude111s co wr le in a variety of form~. such as essays, lcners. and stories, 
llS well as lo a variety of audience~,. such as 11:u<.:hers. other scudems. and school board~. 

Jn addition to requiring a vari !Ly of kinds of writing. the assessmen1 provided many kinds 
or visual and w1icccn materials (0 SI imulatc Sllufoncs" writing. Som1.: students were a:-.kl:d lO 

wrice in rc:.punse to qucsrions chat ncorporaccd photographs or cartoons. Other quescions 
incorporated pocrns or stories, so !I .al studems were responding lo lilel'ature as they answered 
those 4uestions. At grade 8. there 'liCrc 20 writing quesrions. Seven of those questions (35%) 

asked for narrative wriLing, S(:ven ( ~5%) asked for informative writing, and six (30%) asked 
for persuasive writing. The framevork specified that distribution as appropriate for eighch 
grade. 

Who Was Assessed? 

Selection of Schools and Students 

For the NAEP stale assl:ssmenc, pa1 cicipating school:,.; within a given jurisdiction and stur.Jents 
in those schools were selected usin;: prohahility sampling methods. These methods are 
described in Lhe Writing Reporr Cw 1. In Tex.as. 2530 public school students from I 00 schools 
parlicipaced in 1he 1998 state writin; asscs~menl. 

, 
- NJ1iun;1I A~~<!~smcnt Cinve1·n111g IJuanl. (llJ%). Wri1i11.~ /rir1111••l'111·/.: ""d _,,,,...i/ir111i1u1" /0.-1/ic llJ'J/'i f\/wim111/ 11 .. · . .-c.1.11111•11/ r~/ 

f:"rl111"rr1;,,.111/ l'm11ren. Wa>hi11i;1un. UC: AuLhn 
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Participation Guidelines 
To ensure comparabilicy in a p1rticular subjecL acro~s all jurisdiction~. NCES and NAGB have 
established guidelines for scho1 •I and student participalion ra1e:<. ln order for assessmcn1 result~ 
to be reported. a jurisdic1ion must have its weighted participation rale for lhc inilial sampk of 
schools greater than or equal l• 1 70 percent. The NAEP slate assessment in wriiing was 
adminislerl.!d in boch public an• I nonpublic schools at grade 8 in 1998: participation rates an~ 
calculated separaLely for these wo samples. Only Tcxas· puhlic .'chools participated. and 1he 
parcicipation guidelines for rep.>l'ling were mel. Details on participmion rales and guit..lclincs 
for all paniciparing jurisdiccion • can he found in ArpcmJix A of the Wririnr.: Report Card. 

Possible Sources of Bias i,1 Reported Results 
Within :i certain scare sample ti a1 rneets che guidt:lines for publication (lf results. there still 
m:iy exisc possible sources oft 1as of the results due lo nonpartidparion of selected schools or 
due to nonparticipalion of cerl<t n student groups. Thc.;e possible sources of bias are indicated 
by notations and arc specified ;1 nd described in Appendix A of the Wriring Report Card. 
Texas· publk schools did nm r, ~ceivc any notations lO indicate the possibility of bias. 

Participation by Students vi•ith Disabilities or who are Limited English Proficient 
NAEP endeavors to assess all s udents sclt:cted in the randomi7Cd sampling process including 
studencs with disabilities <SD) <.1s well as scudenl5 who are beginning to learn English anu are 
classified by chcir schools as linited English proficient (LEP). The gllidelines used to classify 
students into these cwo C<llegori.:s vary from state to state. The percentages of scudents 
classified as SD or LEP iu all ~ :trticipacing stares and jurisdictions are available in 
Appendix A of the Writing Rei; ·m Carel. 

NAEP participation guidelines specify levels of SD/LEP srudenc nonparticipalion that 
put Lhe sample al risk for nonre· pon.~c bias; however. all jurisdictions met these guiddines for 
the 1998 writing asscssmenc. 

NAEP offers certain acco1 nmodations for SD or LEP scudents who need chem (for 
example. having the prompt rca1 I aloud or having extended time to respond), as described in 
the Wri1inx Reporr Card amt in i forthcoming report focusing on 1998 assessment results for 
SD and LEP srudenls. Howcve1. school personnel make the ultimate decision as co whether 
or not a panicular studenl ~houlc. t.1ke the a~sessmenc and whether accommodations are net.!dctl. 
The table on the following page:: ~hows the perccnrage of studcnls in Tex1:1.s and che nation who 
were classified as SD or LEP in 1998. chc percentage of swdencs who were excluded from 
NAEP at the discretion of s1:hoo personnel. and the percentage of SD or LEP students who 
were assessed with and wi1hout :tccommodacions. 
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Grade 8 studEJ·nts who are classified as limited English 
proficient (LEP) or having disabilities (SD) 

PMcenrage of all students who ~re: Texas Nation 
Public Public 

Classified as LEP 7% 3% 
Excluded lrom lhe assessment clue 10 LEP 2% 1% 
Classified as LEP and assessed with accornmodalions 0% O"lo 

Classified as LEP and assessed withour accommodations 4% 2% 

Classified as s1uden1s with disabilit· as 14% 11% 
Excluded from the assessment c Je ro disability 5% 4% 
Classified as SO and ass-;?Ssed 1· 1ith accommodations 2% 3% 
Classified as SD and assl3ssed v ·irhour accommodalions 7% 5'Ye 

P. 7 

I .. ·-···-- . --· .. -··- ----- ---- -- -- -·----·. ·---·-·--· 
SOURCE: National CeNer for Educ:a!lon S· 1tistie&, Na11ona1 Assessment ol Educational Progress (NAE Pt. 1999 Writrng Assessment. 

How Are Results Re:>orted? 
ln this report, ::is in other NAI .P reports, only chose results based on preescablished minimum 

sample sizes are reporrecl. Th': results are reported in tenns of cwo metrics-average scale 

scores and percentages of slue ~nrs at or above each achievement level (as well as the 
percentage below the BaJic: le"el). Des1.:riptions of chese two metrics follow. Further decails 

can be found in the Writing R-'porr Card. 

The NAEP Writing Scale 
Studencs' responses to a writin.~ prompt were analyzed co determine lhc percencages of students 

falling into each of six score c acegories. That information from all the writing prompts was 

combined using item response theory (IRT) methodology to form a writing performance scale. 

One scale was developed that ~ncornpasses the three purposes for writing (narracive, 

informative. and persuasive w1 icing) in chc assessment Each grade (4. 8, and 12) has its own 

scale ranging from 0 co 300 w th a mean of 150 and a standard deviation of .15. This scale is 
the metric used 10 present the .1verage scale s1.:ores and selected percentiles in this and other 

reports. Details. on scaling prcicedures will be available in the forthcoming Technical Reporr. 

The Writing Achievement l.evels 
In addition co the NAEP writic g scale, results are also reported in terms of the writing 

achievement levels auchorized JY the NAEP legislatioir• and adopted by che National 

Assessment Governing Board 1 NAGS). The achievement levels arc performance standards 

based on the collective judgmrncs of a broadly representative panel thal included ceachers 

(55%), non-teaching educators (15%). and members of che general public (30%). These 

achievcmcni levels reflect the ~1anel's consensus as lo whac scudencs should he expected to 

know and to do. Viewing stuclcncs' performance from this perspeccive provides some insight 

into the adcqua9 of students' rnowledge and skills anu che excent lo which they achieved 

expected levels of performance. NAGB reviewed and adopted the recommended achievement 

levels derived from the work o F this panel. 

1 . 
Thi) National l::<Jucmion S1a1is1ic.~ Act of J 9<)4 require.~ thal the !Vational Assessmenc Go11crni~g Bo<m.1 J~vdof' ··aprirC1priate 
student performance kv..:J,;"' for r~portinr NAEJ> rc•ult.,, 
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Fo1· each grade 1cs1cd. N ~GB ha~ adopled lhree achievemenc levels: 8C1sic l'r<~licierit. 

and Advanced. For reporting I urposes. 1hc achievement lc::vcl cul scores for each grade 
represent che boundaries becwe !n four ranges on chc NAEP wri1ing scale: below Basic-. Basic, 
Pr<~ficienc, and AdvanC<'d. The· policy definitions of che achiev\!ment levels al'c shown on che 
following page. The lc'!x.I of th! descriptions of expected writing performance al each 
achievemenc level ac grade 8 a11d chc cut scores chat divide che levels are shown in Figure I. I 

on page 6. 

Oefinhions of the achievement levels 
Basic Partial mastery of prerequisite knowledge and skills thal are fundamenlal for 

prolicient work at each grade 

Proficient Solid academir performance lor each grade a6Gessed. Sludents reactlil'lg ttlis 
level have den1onstta\ad competency over challenging subject mauer. including 
6ubjee1-ma!ler viowledge. application of such knowledge 10 real-world situations. 
and analytical •.kills appropriate to the subject mauer. 

Advanced Superior perfor Tiance 

The NAEP legislation reuuires that che achievement levels he used on a developmental 
basis until the Commissioner 01· Education Statistics decermines, as che result of a 
congressionally mandaced evaluation by one or more na1ionally rt:t.:ognize<l evaluacion 
organizations, lhat che achievement levels are "reasonable. valid. and informative co the public." 
Upon review of the available ii' formation. Lht: Aeling Commissioner agrees wich the National 
Academy of Science (NAS) rernmmendation chac caucion needs co be exercised in the use of 
the cun-ent achievemenc levels, since in the opinion of the Academy " ... appropriate validity 
evidence for the cue scores is l<·cking: and che process has produced unreasonable results."· 
Therefore, the Acting Commis~ loner concludes that these achievement levels should continue 
to be considered developmental and should continue co be interpreted and used wich caution. 
In a recent study, I I testing expem who provided technical advice for the 
achicvcment-level-setling proce ;s responded to the NAS report:' The Writing Reporl Card 

contains further information on he developmental status of rhc achievement levels. The Acting 
Commissioner and NAGB bclic:vc chat the achievement levels are useful for reporting che 
educational achievement of stuc ems in the United States. 

The following achievemem level descriptions focus on such aspects· of writing as 
understanding of the 1ask and a11dience. organization. ust:: of tlecails and elaboration. and 
commands of the mechanics of writing. The achievement level descriptions reflect what writers 
performing al each achievemen1 level should be able lo <lo. Tht: achievement levels are 
i:umulative from Basic to Pmfic ient to Advanced. Each level huilds on the previous level such 
chat knowledge at the Prr~ficien1 level presumes mastery or the Basic level. and knowledge at 
the Advanced level presumes m lSLery of both the Busic. and Proficienr levels. 

• Pelligrino. J. W .• Jone~. L. R .. &. Mitch.ell K. J. (Cl<b.). ( l'J<J<}). (;mrli11r, 1/11· "'";,,,, ·,, '<'/•<•rr mrc/: £vctluu.till/! NAEP ""'' 
1ra11~{<mni11.~ the 11.1.1·e.u"'"'"' uf.-cl11c·atit1t1<1( pmgre.u. Cnmmincc nn 1hc F.v:ilu;uinn of 1he National ancl Stale A.s.<c•.,inc111s of 
Etlucalional Progrc.'I.•. lloard on Thting a~ l l\•sc•sment. Commi1.1ion on R~huv1111·~1 :111d Soci~I Sciences an<.I F..duca1ion. Na1ional 
Research Council. (p. I H2). Wa,;hington. 1 )C; Nalion;ol Acndcmy Pre,;.,. 

~ ll~mbl~lon. R.K .. Brennan. R.L.. Brown, 'II .. Dodcl. R .. For~)tl1. R./\ .. Mchn:n,. W.A .. Ncllha~. J., Rtdi.a,e. M .. Rin<.l(lnc. D .. 
van Jer Lin.Jen. W.J.. & z ... kk. R. (1999; A r~.··pmHr II• "S1·1ti"i: ··l'CIS(llJC•i>/(' ClllU 11.l~ful pafr,,m(1t1''"' S/C111C!Cl•'df .. i111/Je NtJlimwl 
Amtl~my of S,·it:nc('.<' Crmlm111l1<' •rc11i"'1 · report c·ciril. Rcpnn ~v:iilabl~ frun1 the i'ir-t ~uihor a1 I .abor<llllry of P,;ychomciric and 
F.v:ilu:.1ivc Re~carch. llnivef•i1y uf Ma's~,;hu~ulb. Mill Mou~c Snu1h Rc><orll 1~4. Amhcr~I MA 01003. E-mail 
tkh(i!>cduc.um.uss.c<.lu. 
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THE NATION'S 

R~~1; 
199a 

FIGURE 1.1 

Levels of Writin~1 Achievement at Grade 8 
51111 AIHl&llll~l 

The following statements describe it·e kinds of things eighth-grade students should be able to do rn writing 

at each level of achievement. Tties~· s!atemenrs should be interpreted with the constraints of the National 

Assessment of Educational Progres.-. in mind. Student performance reported with respect to these 

descriptions are in response to two ige·appropriale writing tasks completed within 25 minutes eact1. 

Students are not advised of !tie wri111g tasks in advance nor engaged in pre-writing instruction and 

preparation· however, they are giver a set of "'ideas for planning and evaluating" their writing for the 

assessmen1. Although the NAEP w1 iting assessment cannot fully assess students· abilities to produce a 

polished piece of writing, the 1esults do provide valuable information about students' abilities to generate 

writing in response to a variety of pu·poses. tasks, and audiences within a rather limited perio<:t of time. 

The portion in bold is a summary of he text following ii. 

Eighth-grade sr1. dents performing at the b11sic l11v11I should be abl11 to produce an 
eff11t:tlve respon ~e within tho tlm11 allowed that shows a general und@rstanding of the 
writing task the} have been assigned. Their writing should show that these students 
are awars of the 8Udience they are expected to address, and it should Include 
supponlng deta1 rs In an org11nized way. 

Ei!Jhlh-grad1 sluden1s performing al the basic level snould be able 10 produce an 
effective resoons1 wilhin lhe tirne allowed 1nat shows a general understanding of the writing 

task they have b~ 3n assigned. Their writing should show that these students are aware of 
tne audience thCl) are expected to address. and it should include supporting details in an 
organized way. 1 ie grammar. spelling. punctuation, and capitalization in the work should be 
accurate enough I l communicate co a reader. although there rnay be mistakes that get in the 
way of me.ining. 

Eighth-grade sfu,-Jents per1omring ar rhe proficient level should be able to produce a 
detailed ano org••nizttd response within the time allowed tflst shows an undersrandlng 
of both the wriring task they have been 11ssigned and the audience they are 111tpected 
ro addres~- Titer - writing should include precise language and varied sentence 
structure, and it •nay show analytical, evaluative, or creative thinl<ing. 

Eignth·grade students per1orming at the proficient level should be able lo produce an 

effective response witnin the lime allowed that shows an underslanding of borh the writing 

rask they h.ave be• n assigned a11d the audience they are expected to address. Their wrl1ing 
should be 0rg;in1zl d. making use of techniques such as sequencing or a clearly marked 
beginning and end ng. and it should make use ol delails and some elaboration to support and 
develop the main i. lea of the prece. Their wri1ing should include precise language and some 
variety in suntcnc~ struc1i..re. and it may show analytical. eva1ua1ive. or crearlve thinking. The 
grammar. spelling. punctuation. and capitalization in the work should oo accurate enough to 

communicate to a . eader; there may be some errors. but lhese shourd not gel in the way of 
meaning. 



OCT. 27. 2000 I: 12PM DEPT ED/OFC OF SEl NO. I 006 P. I 0 

Texas 

~-------1 -. -
THE lilllOll'S FIGURE 1.1 (continued) -'Ii' .. --] CARD ·--r 

1991 
Levels of Writing Achievement at Grade 8 

Sla11 ABIH1man1 
..___ ____ ,, ____ _J. _____ _ 

Elgflrll--grade students performing at the advanced level should be able lo produce ii 
fully oe11elopt·d response within rhe lime allowed that shows a c/oar understanding of 
botll the 1111ritl11g task rhey have t»sn assigned and the audience thoy are e:xpected to 
address. Tht1 1r writing should show some analytical, 1111aluarive, or creative thinking 
and may mak" use of literary strategies lo clarify a poinr. At the sam~ time, the writing 
should be cle.trly organized. demonslr1,1ting precise word choice and varied sentence 
struchlre. 

Eighth-gr11de students performing al the advanced level should be able to produce an 

effective and fL lly developed response within the time allowed ma1 shows a clear 

understanding lf both the writing tasK lhey have been assigned and the audience lhey are 

expected 10 ac:t1ress. Their writing should show some analytical, evaluative, or creative 

rhinking. and should demonstrate precise word choice and varied sentence structure. Their 

work should in< lude details and elaborarion thal support and develop lhe marn idea of the 

piece, and it m.iy make use or strategies such as analogies. illustrations. examples, 

anecdotes. or f1gura1ive language lo clarify a point. At the same lime. lhe 11triting should stiow 

that these stud1:nts can i<eep their work clearly and consistently organized. Writing by 

eighth-grade s111dents performing at tne advanced level should conla1n few errors in grammar, 

spelling, puncll arion. capilalizalion, and sentence structure. These wrirers should 

demonstrale gc ad control of these elements and may use !hem for stylistic effect in ttieir work. 

How Are Performanc1e Differences Reported? 
ln this report. st:itemems lhal r.: )mpare groups by using 1crrns such as ··higher'' or '"not 
significantly different'" (e.g .. "f.:malcs scored higher than males") arc based on the results of 
statistical tCSC$. Rc<.:ause the pt: rcentages of students irnu the average writing ~r.:ale sr.:ores 
presented in this report are based on samples-rather than on the entire populmion of eighlh 
graders in a jurisdiction-·the n11mhers reponcd arc necess<trily eJtimu.tt's. As such. they are 
subject to sampling error. a me: isure of unr.:ertaimy reflected in the srandard ermr' of the 
estimate. When che pcrcrntage; or average scale scores of certain groups arc rnmpared, ic is 
essential to lake the standard CHOr into account rather chan to rely solely on ohserved 
similaricics or di fli::rcnces. The comparisons discussed in this report are basc=d on scacistical 
tests that cnn~idcr boch 1he ma!1nitude of the difference~ between the avcnigcs or percentages 
and the standard errors of those statistics. The reader is cautionetl to rely on chc results of these 
statistical tests rather th<tn simp1y on the Sile of any difference in scale scores or percentages 
in making inferences from the data. 

The statistical tests determine whether the evidence-b"scd on che daca from the groups 
in the sample-is ~twng e::nougl· to conclude that there is an actual diffcrcnc1.: in 1he averages 
or percentages for those groups in the population. If chc evidence is strong ( i .c .. the difference 
is statistically significanc). the ri:port describes the gn)up averages or percentages as being 
different (e.g .. one group perfor ned higher rhan or lmver rha11 another group) regard1Cii$ of che 
apparcnc size of the difference. If the evidence is not ~ufficiently strong (i.e., the difference 
is not statistically sit:nificant), tile averages or pen:emages arc dc~cribed as h~ing 1101 

sig11(fica111/y di//c•rc•111-~1gain. re ~ardless of wherher the sample average~ or sample percentages 
appear lO he :1houl the s<1me or .videly discrepant. 

' St;,nd;.nJ t·rrnrs mcas .. rc 1hc unccn:.inl)' rlii1 ;u•<'lhcr ,;11nplc draw11 f1\1111 11.t• •;1mc pnpul~1ion •~•ulu have ykkh:d '•'lllcwh;ll 
diff.,,~1'C1ll rC:"llll'. 

"1.s.&:P IUOt..I \1.Jl;>ITJf\lf"': C:~'/\1~r. u1;Uf\DT 
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Overall Writing Results for Public School Students 
Prcsenced below are results for Tex.ts' eighch-grade public schtxil students as comp"red ro 
studencs in che West region and nae onwide. Additional rcsulcs frorn the assessment can be 
found in the Writing Report Card a11d ar hup://www.nces.ed.gov/nacionsreportcard/. the NAEP 
Web site. 

Students' Overall Scale Score11 
Table I.IA shows che overnll performance of Texas' public school srudcnts, as well as the 
overall performance for chc West re,~ion and the nation. The first column of results gives the 
average scale score on the NAEP ()..JOO wricing scale. 

A hroader and more delineated view of writing ability ca.n be gained by looking ac the 
scale scores across the performance :ontinuum. The columns co the righc of the average scale 
score show this distribution of scale ;cores by selected percentiles. An examinacion of the data 
ac the IOch, 25th, 50ch. 75th. or 90th percentile can provide a picture of how closely the 
performance of Tex.as· students with lower or higher writing abilicy matches chat of lhe region 
or the nation. 

In terms of the average NAEP wriring scale score for Texa.~· public school students. 
Table I. I A shows the following. 

• The average scale score of publiv school scudems in Texas was 154, higher than thac of 
eighth graders in public schools 1iationwide (148). 

-----·----,---- --__ ,, ____ ., ___ . ---- "------------. 
TttE NATION'S 

-R'IWJ CARD I 

11191 
Stale Assassmanl 

····----·-

Texas 
West 

Nation 

TABLE 1.1A 

Average writing ~~cale scores and selected percentiles for public 
school students 

·-- ·-· --· ' ---·-·· ····----·· ·---·-· ·----·····--

154 ( 1.5) 110(2.1) 132 ( 2.7) 156 ( 1.8) 179 ( 1.2) 197 ( 2.3) 

145 ( , .3) 97 ( 2.0) 120 ( 1.6) 146 ( 1.7) 170 ( 1.3) 190 ( 1.6) 

148 ( 0.6) 102 ( 1.0) 124 ( 0.8) 149 ( 0.6) 172 ( 0.8) 192 ( 1.2) 

--·---- ... ·-· - . ·----- .. ---·-. ··-- ···-·-- --·-· - ···---
The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300. rhe standard errors of the s1a1istics appear in parerilheses. 
SOURCE: Na\ional Cenrer lor Education Srallslies. N111iona1 Assessment ol Eauea1iollal Progress (NAEP), 1998 WriUng Asses&menl. 

8 

P. l l 
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Overall Results In Terms of Achievement Levels 
Table 1.1 B presents che pcrcc:nagcs of studencs who performed below Busic, :ic or :ibove 
/Ja.ric:. at or above Projicienr, and at Ad11a11CC'd levels. Because the percentages in the levels 
are cumulative from Basic: co 1'mfident lo Ad1·onced, chey sum to more chan 100 percent Only 
chc pcrccncage of students at < ·r above Basic: (which includes Prc~ficic~nr and Adv"nced) plus the 
percentage of students below ~asic: will always sum to 100 percenc. 

Tallie 1.1 B indicates th1. following in terms of achievement levels attained by Texas· 

public school students. 

• The percentage of public ·.chool eighth graders in Texas who performed at or above the 
Proficienr level wa'> 31 p1:rcent. This percentage was greater than that of public school 
students across the nation (24 percenc). 

• The percemage of student·: who performed ac or above the Basic level in Tex.as was 
88 percent. This pcrcent<.t;e was greater than that of public school students nationwide 
(83 percem). 

----..... ______________________ _ 
THE NATION'S TABLE 1.1 B 

~~11- P~~~n-;;~: of public school students attaining a~~leve,;,.,~~----
Slate Assessment 

199& ) levels 
·----·· ._ .. _______ --------------------------' 

Texas 

West 

Nation 

12 ( , .4) 

20 ( 1.2) 

i7 ( 0.5) 

88 ( 1.4) 

80 ( 1.2) 

83 ( 0.5) 

31 ( , .7) 

22 ( 1.2) 

24 ( 0.8) 

, ( 0.3) 

1 ( 0.2) 

1 ( 0.1) 

The achievement level& correspond 1 > the lollowing points on the NAEP writing scale al grade B: Basic. 114-172: 
Proficient, 173-223: and Advanced, 2: '4 and above. The standard errors of the statistics appear in parentheses. 
SOURCE: Nallonal Center for eoucatiol'I St11tiS!ies, Nillional Assessmenl of Eoucatlonal Progress (NAEP), 1998 Wr'iting As&essmenl. 

NAEP 1\1\IH WRITING ST/\TE REPORT 
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Comparisons Between Texas and Other Participating 
Jurisdictions 
In 1998, 41 stales and other jurisd~::cions participa1cJ i11 thl..' wricing assessment. Of those. 39 
mec statistical reporting rcquireme1 Ls for publishing their public school sllldcnt< pt!1formance 
on the NAEP wri1ing assessmenl. The map in Figure 1.2 shows the par·ticipating srntes <md 
indic:ucs their membi:!rship in li.iur U.S. geographic region~. Note thac the Virgin Islands and 
che Deparcmt:nt of Dt!fcn.se Educac1on Activity Jomcsti<.: (DDESS) and ove::rscas (OoDDS) 
S(.;hOt>ls do noc belong to any of lh :se regions. Writing rt!sulls for all p:irricipacing scares and 
ocher jurisdictions arc available at 1 he NAEP Web silt-:. Figures 1.2 and 1.3 arc also available 
in color ac the NAEP Web site. In the companion Wriri11g Report Card. che.-e are atldition41l 
daca cables a~ well as multiple comparison charts permi11ing comparison of c;.u.:h participating 
jurisdiction with all olhers. 

How to read Figures 1.2 and 1.3 
Figure 1 .2 presents a niap comparing Texas' overall l 998 grade 8 writing scale scores with 
those ol all other participating ! tales and jurisdictions. Tne different shadings are determined 
by whether or not Texas' aver .. ge scale score is significantly different (in a 5tatisl.lcal sense) 
from that or eacn of the other p irticipants in the 1998 NAEP slate writing assessment. States 
lhal did not participate i'l 1998, or that did not meet reponin9 guidelines, are also represented 
in the map. 

Figure 1.3 permits comparison ; ol all participants in the NAEP state asse&lll'T)ent. in terms 
of percentages of public schocol students performing at or above the Proficient level and, 

I
. conversely. those performing i.: the Basic level arid below. The parti~ipaling_jurisdictions are 

arranged into categories reflec ing student performance compared w1lh that 1n Texas. The 

! jurisdictions are grouped by wt ether the percentage of their students with scores ar or above 
! the Proficient level (including , dvancelf} was higtier than, no1 significantly ditlerent from, or 

1owe1 than the percentage in l exas. Note that the arrangement of the states and omer 
1urisdic:tions within each c:ateg• ry is alphabeticat: statistical comparisoris arnong the 
jurisdictions in each category ; re riot included here. 

Figure 1.3 gr<tphically Jispli.t 1s the pcrcencages of eighth-grade students whose scores 
pul lhem in the Prr~ficie11r and Adv, 111c:ed categories (lo chc right of the vertical line). To the 
left of rhc vertical line is the propo -lion or students whose scores placed chem in the Basic and 
below Basic: cc.1Legorics. 

The tcxc and rabies in this re X>rl rert:r LO lhe percentage of students who s1.:orc "ar or 
above Prr~/icie11(· anti "at or ab<.wc Rcisic:." These percentages are cumulative. For inscance. 
in Table l. l B. ·'at or above Pmfi"c. r:nt" appears as a single percentage. In order co compare 
the p!!rccmage in Figure 1.3 with ll 1at in Table I. I B. the percemage appearing in lhc Prr~{tcienr 
band in the figure muse be added l1 i the percentage in the !\dva11ced band ro obtain the 
percenlage of s1uJents whose swr~·' cmegorize rhem :is ··al or above Pr,~/icient." Similarly. the 
~um of the percentage" appearing ill lh<.: llaJic, Prc~fic:icm, ancJ Advanced hands yields the 
pcn::cntagc of scudencs ''al or :~bove 8a.\·ic." The numbers in the figure may not add to rhe ex ace 
percenlages at or ab(1vc the achiev·.~mcm levels due co rounding: be sure to refer Ill the 
percentages in Table l. I B for rhe 1 orrect <.:umulativc pcrccnrn.ges. 

10 NAF.P l'Nli WRITING STATE Rl!l'ORT 
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Tiit: llA!lOll'S FIGURE 1.2 
..... ·--------·- '"\ 

~J1; 
1191 

Slllt A&1111me111 I 

Texas' 1998 ave"rage writing scale score compared with those of other 
participating jutisdictions for public school students at grade 8 

~-----· -·!..·----· ·-··· 

- r..,.,.,.,. 
- S•1t11 .,, ... ftlg"'er ••ar1ac scalo .1coro •Pl•" 11r9M ., ... , 
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~~ $ .... 1111(11 nQI rneel minimum pr\l("lll)ellO" f'llle 9u1oe1Wie~ 

l~~j S•le &Md ftOC' ,Pllr\IC:IOAM 6n 1r.• NAEP 1M \lfttl.lftg Sa.11 Al• "'menl 
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THE IWIOlfS I FIGURE 1.3 ''=!; i,0.~hlivemet.I /;,•els ;o; Wrliif,g; Com/,arit.9 the percentage oT,>;;b/iC--
,..1 · school students at or above the Proficient level in Texas with those in 
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Writing Performance by 
Domographic Characteristics 

P. 16 

Since ics inception in 1969. N ~EP's mission has been to collecc, analyze: and produce valid 
and reliable informacion about the ac.:ademic performance of sLudents in the Uniced Scaces in 
various learning areas. In 199 J. the mission of NAEP was expanded co provide state-by-slate 
results on academic achievemrnc. To provide each state wich an individual report presenting 
ics own results. the compuccr-f enerated reporting ;;ysrcm was developed; this repon was 
produced using that system. 

From 1990 through 199(. NAEP provided Sl<.lte reports with several variables chosen 
from the student, school. and t ~acher background questionnaires for their general inceresc to 
most states. Because of new l nernet capabilities, and with the approval of the state NAEP 
represencacives. the l.998 state reports are cailored 10 provide information of most immediate 
need co all stales. Consequent y. results are reported here by total population and broken om 
by m<~jor demographic variabh s only. State NAF.P rcsulrs on che Internet provide resources 
for customized reports not pos .. iblc in the past. 

Reported in this section <.re the results for sLudenl performance broken down by the main 
demographic variables usually reponed by NAEP: 

• Gender 

• Racc/t:1hnidty 

• Level~ of parental cducario 1 

• Eligibili1y for the Nalional School Lunch Program (NSLP) 

• Type of location 

Each of these variables is repor' cd first by average scale score and selected percentiles and then 
by percentages of students at o·· above ea'-=h achievement level. Resulcs are presented only for 
those groups meeting preestabl1shed minimum sample size requirements. 

Interpretations and conclusions based on an ex.amination of che differences between 
subgroups of studencs should b1: made cautiously. as should inferences about the effectiveness 
of che NSLP. because there are generally many other factors involved that are not discussed 
here and possibly not addresse1 by NAEP. 

The ;1verage scale scores attained by a selected population do not reflecc entirely the 
range of abilities within that pc1pulation. In addition. differences between subgroups cannot 
be attributed simply to studencs · subgroup identification. A complex array of facrors combine 
to affect students: achievement :tnd their performance on measures of wricing ability. lmponant 
issues such as opportunities re [..~arn and sociocultural environmental factors must be considered 
in inrerprecing chcse differences 7 

7 
St<l"<lR•. F. ( l'J'JJl. Upponwniry r" Ion,,.: '.u11r.< uf equiry for flfHJr trnd minori1y .mul6nTX. Wa,;hi11i;.11.1n. DC: National Ccmcr f('lr 
F.duca111111 Stt1tis1ic~. 

NAEP 199~ WRITING STATE REPORT 13 
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Gender 
One issue cov\!rcd in many studies <md by comparisons below is that of differences in 
p~rfom1ance between male!> and fe111ales. Several .;1udics show that females oulperform males 
i1l development of literacy at the ekmentary <~nd middle school grades: reports documenting 

or surveying gender differences in ·l'ricing include NA£P 1996 Tn·1u/.1· i11 Academic 

Prog rcss. ~ The Condition of t'ducat m1." and The ETS Ge11dt~r Srirdy. '" In rhc 1998 N AEP srnti.: 
wricing assessment, eighth-grade fc111alcs' average scale score was higher' than that of males 

in every parcicipming jurisdiction. 

Scale Score Results by GendE·r 

In terms of average writing scale srnre.o; fol" Texas' public _,chool students. Table 2.1 A shows 
the following. 

• In Texas, male students' averag~ scale score (144) was lower than chat of females (165). 

• The a"erage writing scale score of males in Texas ( 144) was higher than that of males 
across the nacion ( 138). Simil.-dy. Texas females' average scale score ( 165) was higher 
than that of females nationwide ( 158) . 

. --··- -·· - - ·-· -------
THE NATION'S 

·~··,1; CARD ·~.,-

1998 
Slate Assessment 

TABLE 2.1A 
i . . ... -..... 

! Average writing scale scores and selected percentiles tor public 
school student~ by gender 

----~--
Percenlage A 

of totail verai,ie 

1 1 
seal@ sr or@ 

popu at on 
______ ____l__ -

·-··. -· .... 

: Males -i~--···---
I Texas 49 ( 0.9) 144 ( 1 9) 102 ( 3.4) 122 ( 2.6) 144 ( 2.7) 166 ( 1.9) 185 ( 2.0) 

West ! 50 ( 0.7) 135 ( 1 6) 89 ( 2.4) 111 ( 1.5) 135 ( 2.0) 159( 1.5) 180 { 1.3) 
Nation 51 ( 0.4) 138 ( G 8) 93 ( 0.9) 115(1.1) 139 ( 0.8) 162 ( 1 .0) 181(1.4) 

Females 
Texas 51 ( 0.9) 165 ( 1 7) 121 ( 4.0) 144 ( 1.3) 167 ( 2.0) 188 ( 3.4) 204 ( 2.4) 

! West 50 ( 0.7) 154 ( 1 2) 109 ( 1.9) 131 ( 2.0) 156 ( 1.4) 179 ( 1.5) 198 ( , .8) 
[ Nation 49 ( 0.4) 158 ( 0 6) 114 ( 0.9) 136 ( 0.9) 159 ( 0.9) , 81 ( 0.9) 199 { 0.7) 
! ---- -·· .. . . . . - ... 
The NAEP writing scale ranges from O to 30C'. The standard errors of the statistics appear in parentheses. 

SOURCE: Na11ona1 Cenler for Educallon S1a1is1ics, 1~a1iona1 Assassmel'lt of Educalionar Pro51res$ (NAEPI, 1996 Writlf'{I Assessmenl. 

"Campbell, J .. Vndkl. K .. & Donahue. P. (IY'l71 NAf~P /99fl rr<'•lil.< ;,, urnc11·,,1i1· 1•m/lr«.<.' (!'l/CES Publkution No. 97-91151. 
W~1.<hini;h•n. DC: Nauonal Ccmc:r for Educa1io1 S1a1i.<1ic.•. 

•I f'or in,lilll~c. WC lm.h~aLor 20: U.S. Dcparti11<:1\I ur E<,l .. cali\111. ( l'JlJ(>I. ,.,,,. n"'11i1io11 o{C'd11rnflt"I /'IY6 !NCL:::S P11bliq11inn N11. 
'16--3041. W.1.,hin~11111, r>C Oflir.:c llf Edu~mi1in 11 R<:~c<1rd1 and lmpr,i.L·mr.:111. 

IU C•>IC. N. r I 'JlJ7) 711<' £TS g1mclf!r .1·1udy: //o"'.I; male.• and me1/eJ J•t'~/iu·m in 1·d~wrim10/ i<'rrir1p. l'rin<:r.:tun. NJ: falucadnnal 
Tr.:stillg Suvi<:c. 

14 NAl:::P J<,1YK WIHTING STATE REPORT 

P. 17 



OCT. 27. 2000 I:! 5PM DEPT ED/OFC OF SEC. NO. 1006 P. 18 

Texas 

Achievement Level Results by Gender 
As shown in Table 2.1 B. the following is tnlt.: of achievemcnc lc"d.' attained hy T cx~1" · public 

school students. 

• ln Texas, 19 percent (1f m; !es and 4.1 p!.!rccnt of females rel'fonncd al or above: Lhc 
Pr<~ticienr level. These rc1ccnlages were signifo:;mLly Jiffere11l. 

• In Texas. 82 percent of 1mles perforrneJ at or above the /Josic kvt::I. This was lower than 

tht: percentage of fcrnuh:~ 1 ·~rforming ac or above the Bcrsic level (93 percent). 

• The pel'ccnlagc of mdcs at or abov~ the Pro/il'ierrl level in Texas ( 19 percent) wa:- 1101 

significancly difforcnl from that of maks in the nation ( 1.5 pen.:crn). 

• The pcrccncage of females i 1 Texas performing at or above 1'11: Proficie111 level (43 pcn.:cnt) 

was greater chan that of fer mies nationwide (34 percent). 

THE NATION'S I TABLE 2.18 ~
--------- .... ----------. ----- ----· 

~·'l@"'a "-- -CARD "'
1 

: 

1

1 Percentage~· of public school students attaining achievement 
1998 levels l>y gender 

Stale Assessmanl I 

Advanced 
. ----·------ .. ···------·-···· 

Males 
Texas 18 ( 2. 1) B2 ( 2. 1) 19 ( 1,8) 0 ( 0.2) 
Wesr 2a ( 1 S) 72 ( 1.8) 14 ( 1.2) 0 ( 0.2) 
Nation 24 ( 0.9) 76 ( 0.9) 15 ( O.B) 0 ( 0.1) 

Females 
Texas 7 ( 1. 1) 93 ( 1.1) 43 ( 2.5) 2 ( 0.6) 
West 12 ( 0.8) 68 ( 0.8) 31 ( 1.5) 2 ( 0.3) 
Nation 10 ( 0.4) 90 ( 0.4) 3<1 ( 0.9) 2 ( 0.2) 

I 
....... ----·. ·-·--·-·--·. . . --·--·-----. .. I......... . . . ·-------- .. 
The achievement levels corresp 0,nd 10 the following points on the NAEP writing scale at grade 8: Ba.sic, 1 14-172; 
Proficianr. 1 ?3-223; and Advano~d. 224 and above. The standard errors of lhe statistics appear in parentheses. 
SOURCE; National Cenler for Educ:at on Stal11:\ics. Nalional Assessment of Educalional Progress (NAEPJ, 1998 Writing Assessmcnl. 

N'\F.l'.IQ9~ WRITING STATE RF.PORT 
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' 
I 

Texas 

THE NATION'S TABLE 2.2B 

RE=11 
19911 

Slate A11essment 

'J Percentagt,-s of public school students attaining achievement 

1 

levels by mcelethnicity 

Proficient Advanced 
-· -·-----·- ..... -- ···- - -·- . 

. . ...... ·------------- . ·-, ··- ..... ··- -·· ... ·- -·· .... ·-· ···- .. --·-····· 

White 
Texas 7 ( 0.9) 93 ( 0.9) 41 ( 2.2) 2 ( 0.6) 
West 11(1.1)" 89 ( 1. 1) 32 ( 1.5) 1 ( 0.3) 
Nation 11 ( 0.6) 89 ( 0.6) 31 ( 1.0) , ( 0.2) 

Black 
Texas 17 ( 4.1) 83 ( 4.1) 20 ( 4.0) 0 ("""") 
West 32 ( 3.1) 68 ( 3.1) 9 ( 2.4) 0 ( ... ") 
Nation 29 ( 1.5) 71 ( 1.5) 7 ( 0.7) 0 ("""") 

Hispanic 
Texas 18 ( 2.5) 82 ( 2.5) 20 ( 2.0) 0 ( 0.3) 
West 32 ( 1.8) 68 ( 1.8) 10 ( 1.3) 0 ( 0.1) 
Nation 32(1.4) 68 ( 1.4) 10 ( 1.0) 0 ( 0.1) 

Aslsn/Pscific Islander 
Texas 8 ( 4.3) 92 ( 4.3) 41 ( 7.7) 2 , .... ) 

West 12 ( 3.5) 88 ( 3.5) 31 ( 5.5) 2 ("""") 

Nation , , ( 2.6) 89 ( 2.6) 33 ( 3.7) 2 ( 1.2) 

·-· ----------... ,. --------· - ·---- - .... ----------· j 
The achievement levels correspond f'-' lhe following points on the NAEP writing scale at grade 8: Basic. 114-172: 
Proficient. t 73-223: and Advanced, ~ 24 and above. The standard errors of the starisrics appear in parentheses. 
•••• Standard error estimates cannot ti? accurately determined. 
SOURCE: National Center for Edi.ca lion Sll1 lis1ics. Natio~al Assessment ol Educational Progress (NA.EP), 1998 Wribng Asse55menl. 

NAEP 1998 WRITING STAT!:> REPORT 19 
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Students' Reports of Pa rents' Highest Education Level 
As pan of the background questionnaire administered with the a:>sessmenr. students were asked 
lo identify the highest lt:vd of educ uion completed by each parent. The groupings wt:rc 
determined by the highc!'it educatio1 al level reported for ei1her parcnc. 

Level of parc1'1[al education h:is always exhibited the same general pauern in N AEP 
reports: che higher the level ol' pare111.al education, che higher the level of studeni performance. 
This finding is borne out by other ~.mdies; for instance, see a paper by Grissmcr. Kirby. 
Berends, and Williamson (1994) th .. 1t includes findings from the Nation.ii Longitudinal Survey 
of Youth (NLSY) and the Na1:ional Education Longitudinal Study (NF.LS).'' 

Nme that the format for the qllestion is different for the 1998 writing assessment than in 
previous NAEP asses~ments. The .. ormat change is descrihed in the Writing Report Card. 

Scale Score Results by Parents' Education 
ln terms of average writing scale sci>res for Texas· eighth-grade public school stu<lenis in 1998. 
Table 2.3A indicates rhe following. (The following discussion pertains only to those students 
who reported knowing the highest level of education achieved by one or both parents. l 

• The average :-;cale score of stud ~ms in Texas reporting that neither parent graduated from 
high school was lower th:1n theo~e of students reporting that ac least one parcnc graduated 
from high school. at least one 1 •arent had some education after high school, or at least one 
parent graduated from college. 

• The average scale scores for su dems in Texas were higher than those of their coumcrpans 
nationwide for all four levels of reported parental education. 

IJ vrb:<mcr. D.W., Kirby, S.N .. H~rcnd~. M .. i id William"1n, s. ( 1\N4). S1ucJ,·11t 1Jl'hie~~"'""' cuul lht! cliw1g111g 1\•11rr'i.·11•1Ji.Jmih· 
1 Puhlica1iu11 Nn. MR-t~l\-l.EJ. Sama Monie 1. CA: RAND. 

2U Nt\EP l99K WRITING STATF. REPORT 
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1 ·~~ii I Average~riting scal~s~o::.:~: ::,~~!~ pe~entll~~ for pu:ic I 
1998 I school stu·dents by parents' highest level of education J 

Slate Assessment I 
. --- -- -----·- ..... ,.,, __ .... ______ .. ,_. . . . . ···-· --------··· ..... __ , 

- - ' . . ,• ~-.~ ... - -
= - 1r • 1 - 1 1. • • 

r-~~,c~nl~ge .. -.-------·. 

l 
verage 

of tor.~I ~care score! 10th · 25th : SOth I 75th 
popuh1l1on . percentile I percentlle percentile percentile 

.... . . .. - -----·-····-~---·--·- -·-· - ·--·------------ ...... -·. ·-------·----- .. 

' - . 

901h 
percentile 

f . - ... - . . 
Did not finish 

. high school 
Texas 9 ( 0.9) 140 ( 3.0) 101 (10.7) 122(4.7) 141 ( 3.9) 160 ( 3.2) 180 ( 4.l) 
West 8 ( 0.4) 126 ( 1.9) 84 ( 3.4) 106 ( 2.5) 127 ( 2.6) 147 ( 4.9) 166 ( 3.5) 

I 

167 ( 2.8) Nation 5 ( 0.3) I 128 ( 1,9) 87 ( 2.5) 108 ( 2.4) t29(1.4) 150 ( 2.0) 

Graduated from ' 
I 

. high school I 

' Texas 14 ( 0.9) I ·152 ( 2.4) l 12 ( 2.8) 131 ( 3.7) 152 ( 2.7) 175 ( 5.6) 192 ( 2.6) 
I 

West 13 ( 0.5) I 141 ( 1.3) 100 ( 2.0) 119 ( 2.8) 141 ( 3.0) 163( 1.5) 164 ( 2.6) 
Nation 16 ( 0.4) I 144 ( 0.8) I 103 ( 1 5) 123(18) 145 ( 0 8) 166 ( 1.2) 183 ( 2.0) 

I 

Some education ' 

after high schoor 
Texas i 29 ( 1.1) 151 ( 2.2) 107 ( 3.0) 129 ( 2.6) 153 ( 1.7) 176 ( 2.6) 193 ( 2.5) I 

Wes I 
I 

29 ( 0.8) 141 ( 1.6) 96 ( 2.4) 116 ( 2.4) 142 ( 2.1) 165(1.9) 185(2.5) 
Nation 28 ( 0.6) 143 ( 0.8) 100 ( 1.6) 121 ( 1.0) 144 ( 1.2) 166(1.1) 185 { 1. 1) 

Graduared from 
college 
Texas 45 ( 1.9) I ·152 ( 1.6) 117 ( 2.1) 141 ( 1.6) 164 ( l.9) 186 ( 2.4) 203 ( 2.1) 
West 46 ( 1.1) I 154 ( 1.5) 106 ( 3.1) 131 ( 3.0) 156 ( 1.8) 180(1.4) 199 ( 2.5) 
Na lion 48 ( 0.9) 

1

, 56 ( 0.8) , 10 ( 1.0) 133 ( 1.0) 156 ( , . 1) 181 ( , .1) 200 ( 1. 1) 

I don't know. 
·Texas 3 ( 0.4) i i 27 ( 4.4) BO (20.0) 111 ( 4.5) 130 ( 2.6) 149 ( 7.8) 167(5.6) 

I 

West 4 ( 0.3J ' 115 ( 2.8) l 73 ( 6.S) 94 ( 2.7) 116 ( 3.7) 136 ( 4.7) 157 ( 4.7) I 
Nation 

3 ( 0.1_~_ 1 ll:~~:~---·7.~ .. ~.~·-1·)--- ... ~~--'.-~~4) 118 { , .7) 138(2.7) 156 ( 2.3) 

.. ··--- .I 
The NAEP writing scale range!; from c: to 300. The standard errors ol the sta1ist1cs appear in parentheses. 

SOURCE: Natiorial Center lor Educ.at1on S111tistie&, National Assessmeri1 of Educational ProgrB!la (NAEP). 1998 Writirig Asseumenr. 
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Achievement Level Results by Parents' Education 
In terms or ;11.:hicvcmcnr levels au .iined hy Tc::X.<IS. i.:ighll1-gr;.ick puhli1.: 'l°hl'\ll 'tu dents in I 9lJX. 

Table 2.Jl3 indi<.:ales the followi11~·- (As with chc discu,,.,;lin ol' sc1li.: 'n11\: r.:.,uil~. 1h~ follou i11_:: 

pertains lmly 10 those smdents wl11.1 reporli.:d km1wi11f 1hi.: hi~hi.:~t kvi.:I ul L'dlli.:<1til111 a1.:hii.:vL·d 

hy one or hc1th parents.) 

• The pc!rcrntagc or studcms in T cx;.b reporting that ni..:ithcr pari.:111 ~rad11;1ti.:d from higl1 
scholil per'ti.wming at or abow tht: fr<~ficiem lt;vd was !->lllitlli.:r th.in thL' L'01Ti.:~pondi11~ 

percentages for stmlcnts rcpo11i11g chm ar least one parent g.rL1duati.:d rro111 lli~h school. at 

lt!ast one pan;nt had -;ome eJucation after high schooL or that ill ka,1 l lll\! parent graduated 

from co I le gc. 

• The pcn.:cntagc of stuJcrll'- in Tcxa-. reporting that n.:ithi.:r par..:111 )-!l'~1du;.Hi:J l'rom high 
school performing ar or abow the Basil· level wa'i 111ll sig11ifo:~1ntly di ff~r~nt from 1h.: 
corresponding percentages for o,;lu<knts reporting that <II least llllC pari.:111 gra<lu<tte<l fwm 

high si:;h(llli. <JC lease one parc11[ had some l.!dll<.:<ition al'ier high ~l'honl. llr lhal at Ji..:;1s1 on~ 

parcnr graduated from <.:olkgc. 

• Thi! pen.:encages of .•au<lcnts p1:rfonning t1C or above the f ro/idc~111 !l.!vel were grealer in 

Texas than nationwide for all four kvels uf rcpnrccd parental cduc.1lil111. 

22 
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THE NATION'S TABLE 2.38 
···---·----- --- -· ....... ·-·-· --· ··--· -·······--------- .. ·--- --··· ·--·--: 

. CARD ,. ··-1; 
I 

Percentage.~• of public school students attaining achievement ' 
199B JeveJs by pt:'rents' highest level of education 

· Slate Assessment 

Advanced 
... -- .. ·- .. 

Did not finish high school 

Texas 18 ( 4.0) 82 ( 4.0) 13 ( 2. 7) 0 ("""") 
West 33 ( 2.0) 67 ( 2.0) 6 ( 1.5) o c··-) 
Nation 31 ( 2.4) 69 ( 2.4) 6 ( 1.8) 0 (---·1 
Graduated from high school 

· Texas 12 ( 2.3) 88 ( 2.3) 27 ( 3.3) 1 ("" .. ) 

West 21 ( 2.5) 79 ( 2 5) 15 ( 1.2) 1 ( 0.3) 
Nation 17 ( 1.3) 83 ( 1.3) 1 B ( 1.2) 0 ( 0.2) 

Some education aher HS 
Texas 14 ( 2.0) 86 ( 2.0) 28 ( 2.6) 1 ("" .. ) 

West 22 ( 1.9) 78 ( 1.9) 18 ( , .5) 0 ( 0.3) 
Nation 19 ( 0.9) 81 ( 0.9) 19 ( 0.9) 0 ( 0.1) 

Graduared from college 
Texas 8 ( 1.1) 92 ( 1. 1) 39 ( 2.0) 2 ( 0.5) 
West , 4 ( , .2) 86 ( 1.2) 32 ( 1.8) 2 ( 0.3) 
Nation 12 ( 0.6) 88 ( 0.6) 33 ( , .2) 2 ( 0.2) 

I don't know. 
. Te11as 30 ( 6.3) 70 ( 6.3) 6 ( 4.0) 0 ("'"") 

West 47 ( 4.9) 53 ( 4.9) 3 ( 1.8) 0 ( .... ) 

Nation 45 ( 3.0) 55 ( 3 0) 3 ( 1 .1) 0 ("""") 

... - .•.• 1 ... .. '. -·····-··-·-----··· .. ··--·__J 
The ach1evemen1 levels correspond 10 the lollow1ng poin1s on lhe NAEP writing scale al graae 8: Basic, 114-1 72; 
Prof1cienr. 173-223: and Advanced, 2.~4 and above. The standard errors of me stalistics appear in parentheses. 
•••• Standard error esumaces cannot t>1 accurately determined. 
SOURCE: Nalioncil Center lur EiJ1Jcarion Sra srics. N~rio11al AssessmerH '.JI Educalional Progress (NAEPI. 1998 Wn11ng Assessment 

NAP.I' Jll'J)! WIHTJNC ST/\TF RFl'ORT 11 
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1exas 

Free/Reduced-Price Lunch Program Eligibility 
NAEP Lrai.:ks eligibilicy for lhl: fcde1·al program pmviding free or rcduccd·price school lum:hcs. 
The free/reduced-price lunch compc •nent of the Narional School Lunch Program (NSLPI 
offered through the U.S. DeparLmcn of Agricullllr1:: (USDA). is designed lo ensure that childr~n 
near or below the povercy line rcce1 ve nouri$hing meals. This pnigr•11n is available lo puhlic 
schools. n(1nprofit private schools. : nd residential child care inscicutions. Eligibility is 
dcrermined through Lhc USDA 's ln.:ome Eligibility Guidelines. and results for this category 
of scudenls are included as an indic; cor of poveny. More information is available at the USO/\ 

Web sire. in particular under "Welcome co the School Lunch Program (NSLP)" at 

hllp://www.fns.usda.gov/end/Lunch1 Defoult.htm. 
N AEP collects data on studer I eligibility for the NSLP in tive categories: eligible for 

reduced-price lunches, eligible for f·ee lunches. 1 01 eligible for the NSLP. information was not 
available. or schools did noc provid~ the infomH1rion. Because sornc of these groups were 
small. the categories were combined into eligible. nol eligible. and informarion not avaih1t>lc. 
as rcporced here for groups meeting minimum sample size requircmcncs. 

Scale Score Results by EligiblHty for the Free/Reduced-Price L.unch Program 
In term.; of average writing scale sores for Texas' public school Slllllenrs in 1998. Table 2.4A 
shows the following. 

• ln Texas. the avernge writing st ale score of students eligible for free/redul:ed-price lunch 
was 141. This was lower than Lhar of students not eligible for this program ( 163 ). 

• Stuuents in Texas eligible for fo:e/reduce<l-pricc lunch had an average scale score ( 141) that 
wa:; higher than lhat of similar ~ighth graders nationwiJe ( 131 ). 

• Stuut:nls in Texas who were no: eligible for free/reduced-price lunch had an average scale 
score (163) that was higher tha11 chat of similar eighth graders nationwide (156). 

24 NM:P IY9K WRITING STATE REPORT 

P. 2 7 
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Texas 

THE NATION'S ------·· TAB-LE i4A···---- ·----- ·--·-·---------·---1 
RUOM1~; 

Average wrin'ing scale scores and selected percentiles for public 
CARD ..,. I 

~si_a;_::_:_se_n_m_en_i~i ._s_c_h_a_al stud1~n~~-by ~~~.~~:~uced·price lune~ eligibility .J 

The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 t11 300. The standard errors of the statistics appear in parentheses. ! Interpret 
wilh caution-rhe nature of lhe sample c1oes not allow accurate determination of the variability of this statistic. 
SOURCE: National Center lor Education SraliJ.tica, National Assessrnenl ol Educallonal Progress CNAEPI, 199B Wr;li11g Assessrnent. 
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Texas 

Achievement Level Results by Eligibility for the Free/Reduced-Price Lunch 

Program 

In terms of achievement levl!ls an 1incd by public sc.:hm>I ~tuucnl~ in 1998. Tahk 2.4B indic.:alc'i 
1he following. 

In Tell.as, 17 pcr~~:nt of stutle its who were eligible for the free/reduceJ-pri.:c lunch 
program illld 40 percent of studems who were 1w1 digiblc for 1his program pcrform~d al 
or above the Pr,ficicm level. Thest:: percentages w12r..:: significJrllly diff12rcm. 

• For students who were eligihlo.: for chc frcc/n:duci.:d-price lunch program. th«.: pt:n.:enlage 
at or above lhe Prc4iciem levt I in Texas ( 17 pcn.:~:nt l wa~ greater rhan the corresponding 
percencagc for eligible siudenr • nationwide (I 0 pcrccnl ). 

• For scudenc.1.; who were n0l eli~ ible for che free/reduc.:ed-pric.:e lunch program. the percencagc 
<ti or above the Pn~/ide11t lcvd in Tc~d~ ( 40 pt:n.:..::111) was grc;ncr than thi; Cl>rrcsp{mding 
pcrccnrngc for indigible srude 1rs nationwide (32 pt:ru~nn. 

I
.-·.. -- ... ------·-··-·--

TIIE NATION'S 

I ·oo·ra CARD -r 

i 1998 

--··----:-1 TABLE 2.48 

Percentages of public school students attaining achievement , 

State Assassmanl 
levels by freekeduced-price lunch eligibility l 

L...---· . --··· .. - ···- __ J 

I 1-·· ···- --···----.1 
Advanced 

... ·--·--- -· .. .. --· ··-r·- .. ····------

Eligible 

Texas 20 ( 2.7) BO ( 2.7) 17 ( 2.0) 0 ("""') 
West 32 ( 1.9) 68 ( 1 .9) 10 ( 0.9) 0 i-···) 
Nation 29 ( 1.0) 71 ( 1.0) 10 ( 0.5) 0 l 0.1) 

Not el/glble 
Texas 7 ( 0.9) 93 ( 0.9) 40 ( 1.9) 2 ( 0.4) 
West 12(1.4) 88 ( 1.4) 30 (, .6) 1 ( 0.3) 
Nation 11 ( 0.7) 89 ( 0.7) 32 ( 1.0) 1 ( 0.2) 

Information not available 

TeKas 15 ( 7.1)! 85 ( 7.1)! 26 (13.7)1 1 ( .. "")! 
West 20 ( 3.0)! BO ( 3.0)! 25 ( 3.7)1 2 ( 0.9)! 
Nation 17(1.5) 83 ( 1.5) 27 ( 2.5) , ( 0.5) 

.... ··-· -· -·. 
Ttie achievement levels correspond to the following points on the NAEP writing scale at grade B: Basic. 114-172; 
Proficienr. 173-223: and Advanced 224 ;ind abo11e. The standard errors ol tile stalislics appear in parentheses. 
' lnterpre1 with caution-the nature of the s11mple does not allow accurale de11umina1ion ot 1he variability or th.s slatisllc. 
· · • · Standard error est•rnates cannot be ao urately determined. 
SOURCE: National Cen10r lor Educa11ooi Sr;it•slic~ Na110na1 Assessmen! ol Educational Progress (NAEP). 1998 Wril•ng A,;sessmenl 
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Type of Location 
J\11i.:minn l1as OCl'll given recrntly lu r\nh:i"iL·;i·s urban ~ch1111I..;. 11flc11 with the p~rceplion that 

tht.:~~ ~dtnob and lhdr ~llld~lll:'I C\lill!Ml\: k'' f;11mrahly v...ith lhl:ir nonufban COlll1ll.'.rpart~. 1 
• 

l111·unnalion on :-1ludi.:n1s accllrdi ig l<> ..;cl\l111l hic<ilion i~ i111pon;11u l11 th..: cffons hl c11sl1n: ..:l1ual 

~1l'l'1.:.".'S to a high quality cduca1i11n for all. NAEP puhlic 'd11111J l11ciHinn is ha~i.:d on the NCES 
('umm1lll Ctln: of Dat;i (C'C'D). tis drawn 1·n1rn U.S. (\:mu~ dat;i and dcfinilions. 

SL'h(iul<; th;n parlicipatt..:d ;11 the :1'.;cssmt:lll wcn.: ch1ssil'il!d into three mutually c:io;,clusivc 

type~ 111· t;cographiL· lm:a1i1.lfl-( l!lltral City. Urb<ul FringdLargc Tuwn. and Rural/Sm~1ll Town. 

Ci1.:11c.:ral in format iL1n l i nd11di ng :lcri nil il 11i... l about the st: calcgorics and sch(.)ol< calegorization 

wi1hin them can hi.: found in Cl apti.:f ·' 111" lht.: lL:<.:hnic:1l rcpn1·1 l"l1r lhl: 1996 NAEP ~talc 
m<11hcma1ics asscssmcrll. 1·' 

Scale Score Results by Type of Location 
In ll!l'lll~ or av1.:ra~e wriring scak srnrcs ror public '\Chool student~ in Texas. Table 1.SA reveals 
the follnwing. The natun~ or 1he N/\ EP nntional sampk dot.:'> nm pennil accurare escimaiion 

lli' typt.: llt' lu1.:alil>ll ror Lht: U.S. ~Cl'_~raphic rcgiorh. Thert!fon:. no rc!'ults for the Wc:;t region 

arl' shown. 

• In T cx.;h. rhe LJVl!rag.; writir g scak ~cP1-.: 11f students atll.'.nding. public schools in central 
citit.:~ Wa:- lllll ,jgnifir.:nntly :litl~rcnt l·rnrn Lhose uf s!Lldl!tllS in urban fringes/large lOWJ\S 

:md rur;il arc:1s/~mall town., 

• The av~rag~ s<.:alc .-.cun: of ;\u<.font~ aucnding schm>ls in central citie!> in Tex.as w<1s higher 
than that l,r ~imilar sludcn\· nation"" idc. The average s1:alc .'t.:lm~s of students ill\cnding 
~dwnls in urhan t'ringcs/l<n ;e town~ ;ind rural art:a~/~mall towns in Tcxa~ were not 

signil'i(.:antly Jifferent from thuse of similar studcms nationwide. 

-----··" ··- -- ·-· ··------· 
THE NATION'S TABLE 2.SA 

··~::J 1; • •• m • 

Average wrWng scale scores and selected percentiles for public 
1998 school students by type of location 

Slale Assessment 

· Percentage 
, of 101a1 
: population 
' 

'werage 
&~-~le score 

percentile percentlll! percentile percentlle percentile 
..... ·--------······ 

Central ciry 
Texas 
Nation 

49 ( 1 0) 
31 ( 1.6) 

1~:2 ( 2.2) 
l<11 ( , .3) 

108 ( 3.1) 
94 ( 1.2) 

129 ( 3.2) 
117(1.4) 

153 ( 2 1) 
141 ( 1.4) 

··- ·-····--·---·-·-·1 
177(2.9) 196(3.7) I 
166 ( 1 .4) , 88 ( , . 7) . 

Urban fringe/ 
large town 

I 
I 

Texas 
Nation 

Rural/small town 
Texas 

28 ( 1.4) 
39 ( 2.0) 

1!'.9 ( 3.0) 
lt·3 ( 1.4) 

: , 15 ( 3.5) 137 ( 6.0) 
'107 ( 2.0) 130 ( 1.5) 

160 ( 3.5) 183 ( 2.2) 
155 ( 1.7) 178 ( 1.5) 

I 200 ( 2.4) I 
196(1.5); 

I 

Narion 
23 ( 1.4) 

I 29 ( 1.5) 
lf.·3 ( 2.2) : 111 ( 2.2) 
111.9 ( 1.2) 104 ( 1.3) 

132 l 2.1) 
126 ( 1.6) 

155 ( 3.8) 
, so ( , _ 1) 

176 ( 2.6) 
171 ( 1. 7) 

195 ( 2.2) I 

189 ( 1 .6) I 

The NAEP writing scale ranges lror11 o 10 300 The slandaro errors of the statis1ice appear in parentheses. 
Chtvaclcns\ics 01 lhP. scnool sample de no1 perrn11 reliable regional resL1lls for lype or localion. 
SOU~·1ct: N<a11orial Cenlar lor Edur.aloon Sla i3l1cs. N;.l1on;il Asscssmcnl o! Ed1.1cal1oria1 Progres& cNAEPl. 1998 Wrir1ng Assessment. 

I· l 1 S IJ.:p.1n111..:111111 hluc·;11i"11. N:11i1111:1I (\:111~r 1·111 1:.lucJl111n Slilll~i•l'~ 1 l'l'l(oi l/1/>1111 1.-lwril.•: 1'11<· drcd/ .. ,r.~< 11/ /1w111iru1 and 
, ..... , ... ,, I NCLS l'uhh•:1llllll Nu. •J(>-l ~ 11: W~<hllll!llll\. r >('· l.l .S. c; .. v~o'1lln..:111 l'nn1111:: Ol'!i..:c·. 

'1 1\lk11. ~.I .. , .l..:11k11h. I ... Kllli~k. F .. llllU Z~klli•~. (' f\. r I l/l.J71, .,,., /111/n,/ l'l"/'111'/ fl/ lii1· NAU' /9% ,1/11/C' ""·'"·'·'"''"''' 1irri,.:•'llln ,,, 
J/larlin•1ttfl1 \ 'N('J·.S IJl1hl1i.;,11i,,il :\j,,_ <J7~ 1J!i I) W:1'\.ftnt~lo11. nc· ~11li,111;il ('..;11(L'1" ll•L" J·:dul:allon SL0.1Li~lic ... 

,, 

I 
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Texas 

Achievement Level Results by Type of Location 
In renns or ad1il!vcml.'.nt kvcls I )r public si..:lll)ol students in T ~xas. Tahk 2.SB indic.:alcs the 
following. 

• ror Sllldents who atcenJed Sl hools in central cities in Tcx::is, the pcn:cmagi.: at or '10(1\/~~ Lhc 
Pmficient level was not sigl'lilicantly different from che col'l'~sponding percencagcs for 
su1dcnls in urban fringes/laq:e cowns and l'ural areas/small town.-.. 

• For .~wdcnrs in ccntr•tl cities in Teit.us. chc pcrc~ntage at or ahovc che Basic level was no.I 
signilkancly different from t 1e corresponJing percentages for \Iudcm.;; in urh:in 
fringes/large mwns and rural areas/small towns. 

• The percencage of studencs a :tending schl1Dl.: in <.:cnlral cicics in Tex.as performing at or 
above the Pmfil'ienr level w,1s greater than 1hat of their national councerparts. The 
percentages or students attending schools in urhan fringes/large towns and rural areas/small 
cowns in Texas performing cit or above the Prr~ficiC'rtr level were nl)t ~ignifo.:antly different 
from those of cheir nacional -:ouncerpans. 

I 
™E NATION'S 

·-'l""i CARD -r 
1 Percentages 'Jf public school students attaining achievement 

[ __ ~ 1~~9~~·-~_m_e"_' __ 'e_v __ e_l_s_b_y type~ of location 

TABLE 2.58 

Advanced 
.. ----··-···-- . --- --1 

Cenrral clry 
Texas 14 ( 2.0) 86 ( 2.0) 29 ( 2.6) 1 ( 0.4) 
Nation 22 ( 1.3) 78 ( 1.3) 19 ( 1.4) 1 ( 0.2) 

Urban fringe/large rown 
Texas 10 ( 2.6) 90 ( 2.6) 36 ( 3.6) 1 ( 0.5) 
Nation 14 ( 1.,) 86 ( 1.1) 29 ( 1.7) 1 ( 0.2) 

RuraVsmall town 
Texas 12 ( 14) 86 ( 1.4) 29 ( 2.6) 1 (""-·) 

Nation 16 ( 1.0) 84 ( , .0) 23 ( 1.4) 1 ( 0.2) 

I ---------- ··-·· ··--··. - ·-· 
The achievement le11els correspond lo 11· e following poinls on rM NAEP writing scale at grade 8; Basic. i 14-172: 
Proficient. 173-223; and Ad11anced. 224 and above. The standard errors of the statistics appear in parenrheses. 
Characteristics of the school sample do 101 perm ii reliable regional results for type of location. ••• • Standard error 
estimates cannot be accurately de!ermirie j, 
SOURCE· National Center lor Educabon Slallsl•:s. Nalional A5'le~sm<>nl o! Educalioroal Progress (NAEP), 1998 Wri1ing Asse~l>r"a'll. 

I 
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Where to Find More Information 

Below an: only a few suggestion~: for finding additional NAEP results and related inforrn<icion. 

A hypcrlinkcd version of thi~ !le' lion is available from rhc Web page chac introduces the I lJ9X 

state reporcs. htep://nces.ed.gov/n:acionsreportcard/puhs/su 1998119994()3.shtml. Many ol' Lh\: 
n.:porls and dat<t files on thl! Wd will require chc use of 1h1: (free) Atlobc Acrobat Reader: for 

informa1i(111 on insrnlling che Rc:i jer. click on che H1!111 hurcon at chc NAEP Web site. 
http://m:es.ed.gov/nationsreport~<.1 :di. 

Details of the NAEP Writing Assessment 
For derails of the asscs.~mcnt, rekr ro rhe companion rcpon, the NAEP 1998 Wririnr: Report 

Card for rile: Ncrrim1 and The: Swu: 1·. Both that repon and the NAEP l '198 Wriring Srare Rc·1mrrs 

arc availabk on the NAEP Web ;ice. For details of the framcwo1·k on which rhe writing 
assessment was developed, !\CC h1 tp://www.nagb.org/. Click on the Publicmions button on the 
lefc. and then click on Writing F1 unework and Speci/ic:arionsfor rhe I 998 fVaricmal As.1·E·.1·s111c11f 

c~f £durnrimwl ProgresJ. 
Technical information abou: che assessment will be available in the NAEP 1998 Ted111irnl 

Reporr in 2000. Uncil thar te~hnical report is avail11blc. many questions may be answered by 
searching in the Technical Reprm of the NAEP 1996 Stare Aue.rn11e11r Pro1:ram in Sde11ce. co 
be found at the NAEP Web ~iLc. The science assessment was also on a within-grade scale. 'l' 
science scaling procedures would be more similar co writing than would the scaling procedures 
in Lhe mathematics assessment (v'hich was on a cros~·gr:.idc scale). 

1998 Participation Rates 

lnformalion on each jurisdktion ·" panicipation rales for schools and sludencs is in 

Appendix A of chc Wri1iT1J.: Rcpwr Card, co be found ac chc NAEP Web sire. 

Additional Results from the Writing Assessment 

For more findings from the 1998 writing assessment~. refer to the 1998 r·csults at the NAEP 
Web site. On 1hc release date. Lh,: summary daca tablt:s (SDTs) al Lhis site will include srudenL 
school. and teucher variables for ill jurisdictions. che nation. and the four N AEP gcographi~ 
region~. Complete SDTs will be available for all jmisdictions. with all background question_, 
cross-tahulaced with the major de 11ographic reporting variables (for instance. hours of 
television watched by level of pa1·encal education or limited English proficiency by 
race/ethnicity). 

NAtP IWH WKITINC'i STATl' Rl-J'(lll.T 
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Variables Reported in the State Reports 
The.: t(.11\owing variatiles \..:an he lound in the summary tlal<l tahk.~ <SDTs) at 

htrp://nces.ed.gov/nalionsreponc .rll/t<1tik-;. More inflinnatinn on these variable:; is available in 
Appendix A o!' the Writing ReJH rt Card at http://m:c» . .;d.gov/11ationsreportcard/. che NAEP 
Web site. The variables n:porrc1I her~. with their lahels in the tabks arc: 

• Gender. This is DSEX in th! SDTs. Report..: dncumeming or surveying gcnd~r ditTerenc.:c.:s 
in writing include NAt.'P /9u() Tre11d1· i11 Aclufemic fmgre.u ar che NAEP Web site. The 
Co11di1ion '!( Ed11cario11. for · 1b1ance. lndirnror 20 a1 
htrp://nces.cd.gov/pubs/ce/c9S~0;10 I .him\. and The f'IS Gc·r1tler Swdy al 
ftp://etsis1.els.org/pub/res/ge 1c.ler.pc.lf. 

• Racc/Ethnicily. This is DR,~CE in the.: SDTs. An in~lructivc explanation (lf the derivation 
appear~ in Appendix. A of tbi.: Wriri11N Reporr Cord. ac Lhe NAEP Wch site. 

• Studentc;' Reports of Parents' Hi"hesl Education Level. PARED2 is a derived variable 
also described in Appendix ,\ of the Wri1i11g Repou ({lrd. The effect of parental education 
is discussed in a paper hy G rissma, Kirby. Berends. and Williamson ( 1994) ac 
hllp://www.r::md.org/publical 1ons/MR/MR535/MR5J5.html. 

• Free/Reduced-Price Lunch Program Eligibility. Th~ va!'iable reported here is 
SLUNCH 1. which is a vcrsi·)ll of SLUNCH with several or Lhc categories of SLUNCH 
(e.g .. reduced <1nJ free) connin1.:d. A description of the frcc/reduced-price lunch program 
is avail;1bk al hup://www.fn;_usda.gov/cnd/Lunch/Default.hcm. 

• Type of Location. TOL3 i~ che label in rhe SDTs. The TOL variable uses dara from the 
most recent and Quality Elfo cation Daca (QED) tile tsee lmp://www.qcddaca.com/) 
c.:ombincd with che most rcc1:nt Private School Su1·vey PSS rile (sec 
http://nces.ed.gov/surveys/p~ •.hunl). The Common Core uf Daw (CCD) file (sec 
hup://nces.ed.gov/ccd/index.. 1tml) is u~ed to extract type of location or urbanization 
informacion where missing I rom che QED file. Through Lhis process. the TOL variable 
reflects lhc lyp~ of location values for chc school recon.kd on the 1995/96 CCD and PSS 
files. Schools wich missing values for cype of location were assigned the TOL of ocher 
schools within the same cicy. when TOL did nor vary within chat city. Any remaining 
missing TOL values were msigned using U.S. Bureau of Census publications. Additional 
informati11n is available und1:r General fl~forma1io11 on the NAEP SOT Tool Web pages 
and also in Chapter 3. Section 4. of che Technical Repon 1!f'1he NAEP /996 St,rte 
As1e.urne111 Program in Mcwzenwtin· 
(http://nces.cd.go11/nacionsre poncard/96rcport/9795 1. pdt)_ 

• Type or School. SCHTYPl. i-. the label in the SDT s. Nlite that the No11p11.blic school 
sample includes Priva1e and Ccirliolic school sllldents. ntA (Bureau of lndian Affairs) and 
DoDEA (Department of Def ~nsc Education Activity) students arc in the Cnmbined sample 
only. 
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Publications from NAEP Writing Assessments 

NAE!' ~d~o off..:r:- \;1ri11u-. ··p..:ci;1J n.:p111b 1111 \\ ri1in~ lh;it Jll;1y hl· lll pdrtiuilar 111l1:rl·,t tl1 

ll·ad11:rs. Th..:>.l: 111•1~ h,· <>nk1"1:J 1·r1llll th..: 't•lli"~·l· :11 till' ..:nJ ;ii· 1111~ 'l'l'lil'll. :111d -.11111l· 111· lh..:111 

c111 hi:: acc..:.;..;..:d •ind 1'rint..:d t"rl1111 the IJ.ll·h. 

• W1·iri11g /-'ru1111·11 ,,,-/, 1111,/ S111•,·(llct1tin11.1/i.1·1111· / 1J<J8 .l\/11111111t1! :\.11n·.,111c111 oj /·.1/111·1ui1111ol 

/'n•,-.:.rcs1·. 1·rP11l llll' ~.11i111wl A~~l'.~~llll'lll ( l1iver11i11g: Hoard (,1\:1il:1hk ;11 

http://www.11:1;.:h.1>r~/1 

• NAl:P /998 ~\/rilflll..' f(,pnrf < "ard.fi1r 1/1c Nu1i1111 ond 1//c Sru1e1. tile c1>1llp;111iu11 l•' 1l1i" Stall! 

Rcpllrl (avail;ibk <ll llllp://nl ~~ . ..:d.~ov/11;11iun"repl11'11,:ard/. the NAEP WL'b -.i1l·) 

• f'lw Nii 1-.P / 9(),'\ \\!riti11g Ue1•,,r1 Carel N111i111w/ lligl11iglr1.1. :1 br11d1ur..: with ~tud..:111 :-.:1111pk~. 

c11l'l.'fing. lh..: ll<1ti1111•il •ind ~l<1le NAEP I 1J1JX 'Writing a.,~e.'.'llh.:111 \avaiLibk :11 thr.: NAEP 
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CON FERENCE 3211 <llh Si.reel N.E. Washlngwn. OC 20017-1194 (20l)5<1 J-:i:iOO FAX 12021541-3337 Tl:U:X 740042'1 

MEMORANDUM 

October 25, 2000 

To: Frank Monahan 

From: John A. Liekweg 
11-l L 

Re: Participation of Private, Including Religious, Schools in Proposed School Construction 
Projects 

You have brought to my attention that some in the administration, and perhaps some 
congressional staff, have raised unspecified Establishment Clause concerns with allowing 
religious elementary and secondary schools to participate in certain. specified construction 
projects now under consideration for allowable uses of Title VI funds. For the reasons stated 
below, these concerns are not well· founded and the participation of religious schools, if 
challenged, would pass constitutional muster. Amending Title VI to include a construction 
program is not essential for private school participation. If another existing program or a new 
statutory provision is the vehicle for a school construction program, appropriate language can be 
drafted to accomplish the same result. 

At the outset, a few aspects of the proposed participation ofreligious schools should be 
highlighted to frame the relevant constitutional context. First, wilike public schools, 
participation of private schools would be limited to four (4) distinct areas, i.e., (i) meeting 
physical accessibility requirements of the Amen.can with Disabilities Act of 1990 and Section 
504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, (ii) acquisition of assistive technology devises for children 
with disabilities, (iii) renovations to comply with fire, health and safety codes, and (iv) asbestos 
abatement and removal. Second, because the proposed program would be under Title VI, 
religious schools would not receive direct cash grants or loans (although there is ample precedent 
for this in federal programs, e...g., school lunch, asbestos and energy programs and child care 
funds to meet health and safety requirements). SEAs and LEAs would receive and control the 
funds either by providing the services themselves or using third parties under their control to 
provide the services. Third, any funded services in private schools under Title VI must, by 
statute, be secular, neutral and nonideological. And fourth, in the four (4) distinct areas under 
consideration public and private, including religious, schools are treated the same. 

With this background l suggest the following talking points to address the Establishment 
Clause concerns being raised. 

141002 
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(1) farticipation of Religious Schools in the Four (4) Distinct Areas Is 
Constitutional under Mit.clre/L Jt. Hcla.u. 

On June 28, 2000, in Mitchell v. Helms a six (6) member majority of the U.S. Supreme 
Court upheld the constitutionality of a Title VI program that provided instructional materials and 
equipment in religious schools. In doing so, the Court used the two part purpose and effect test 
set out in Agostini v. Felton in 1997. To be constitutional a program must have a secular purpose 
and must not have the effect of advancing religion. The Cowt currently uses three (3) primary 
criteria to evaluate effect: government aid does not result in governmental indoctrination of 
religion; does not define its recipients by reference to religion; and does not create an excessive 
entanglement between government and religion. 

The proposed inclusion of private, including religious schools, in the same uses of Title 
VI funds available to public schools in the four (4) distinct areas under consideration clearly 
passes the Agostini-Mitchell test. There are clear secular purposes for such inclusion, i.e., 
protecting the health and safety of students and insuring the accessibility of educational 
opportunities to them through the removal of physical barriers and the provision of assistive 
technology. As to effect, schools would not be defined by reference to religion because public 
and private schools would be treated the same. Participation of religious schools would not 
result in governmental indoctrination of religion. It is impossible to imagine how any of the 
following examples could lead to any realistic possibility of governmental indoctrination of 
religion: installation of a ramp; widening a bathroom stall; installation of smoke detectors or fire 
exit lights; removal or encapsulation of asbestos; and provision of assistive technology to 
children with disabilities. With regard to the latter, having upheld the provision of a hearing 
interpreter in a religious school in Zobrest v. Catalina Foothills School District, the Supreme 
Court is not likely to strike down the provision of assistive technology for a hearing impaired 
child. Finally, there would be no excessive government entanglement because none of the 
proposed uses requires any ongoing governmental surveillance. In one important respect, this 
proposal is much easier than Mitchell because the vast majority of proposed services here cannot 
by their nature be diverted to religious uses, while in Mitchell the funded services could have 
been diverted but were not. 

(2) There Is Ample Precedent in Federal Programs to Suppor.t the farticipation 
of Religious Schools in the Proposed Use of '.[jtle VI Funds for Specified 
Purposes. 

Religious schools have participated in federally funded renovation projects in the 
asbestos abatement, energy conservation and school lunch programs. In addition, religious child 
care providers are eligible to use federal funds to meet health and safety requirements. Some 
have suggested these are weak precedents because these programs have never been challenged in 
court. There are three responses to this suggestion; 

(a) The more logical inference is that these are strong precedents because 
church-state separationists who oppose any form of aid to religious 
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schools are tenacious, well-versed in the law, as well as being well­
financed, and surely would have challenged any of these programs if they 
thought there was any chance of striking them down. 

(b) In the debate over the Child Care and Development Block Grant Act it 
was representatives of church-state separationist interests who first 
suggested that religious child care providers could use federal funds to 
meet health and safety requirements. 

(c) The criterion should not be that Congress should only include religious 
schools in programs and services which the Supreme Court has already 
held to be constitutional. This would present an absolute bar to the 
participation of religious schools in new and innovative programs, in 
effect freezing the status quo. In addition, this approach would be totally 
at odds with how Congress has operated in the past where religious 
schools have routinely been included in new programs. 

In summary, the inclusion of religious schools in the proposed use of Title VI funds for 
specified construction purposes, or a similar provision in a differently structured bill, would pass 
constitutional muster and is supported by precedents in other federal programs_ No one can say 
with a straight face that government funding to install ramps, widen toilet stalls, lower water 
fountains, install smoke detectors or fire exit lights, and remove asbestos poses any realistic 
possibility of creating an establishment ofreligion. One can only speculate whether the real 
issue here is more political rather than the asserted constitutional concern. 
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I 
Rationale: 

o~ 
]:.Re proposed amendments would allow private nonprofit elementary and secondary 

schools to participate, in a limited manner, in the school repair and renovation program. Such 
participation would be limited to projects necessary lo reduce health and safety problems, 
including environmental hazards and violations of local or State fire codes, and to improve 
accessibility of school programs to individuals with disabilities. 

There is ample precedent in federal law supporting the participation of private nonprofit 
schools in this type of program. Private schools have participated in programs under the 
National Energy Conservation Policy Act of 1978 and the Asbestos School Hazard Abatement 
Act. In addition, religious child care providers can use funds under the Child Care and 
Development Block Grant Act of 1990 to bring their facilities into compliance with health and 
safety requirements, 42 U.S.C. § 9858d(b)(2). 
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Suggested Amendment to Title VI 

Amend subsection (a) of section 6402 of Title VI ofESEA by adding the following new 
paragraph (3) and renumbering existing paragraph (3) as paragraph (4): 

"(3) For the purposes of paragraph (1) of subsection (a), the term "services" 
includes the use of funds for one or more of the following: 

(A) School facilities modifications necessary to meet the physical 
accessibility standards of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 
and section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973; 

(B) To purchase, lease, or otherwise provide for the acquisition of assistive 
technology devises for children with disabilities; 

(C) School facility renovations undertaken for compliance with fire, health 
and safety codes; and 

(D) Asbestos abatement or removal from school facilities." 
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