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Science Scale Score Results by Jurisdiction

(LU S I o Grade S PublicSihools

%’hd“gw.

North Dakota 162
Monkana § 162
Wisconsin 180

Minnesola 159

lowa 3 158

Wyoming 158

Nebroska 157

Vermont § 157

Massochusein 157

’ " Unah © 158

Connecticut 155

T bopos | - 185 -

Oregon 155

Colorade | - 155

Michigan 153

Indiona 153

DDESS 153

Alasko ¢ 153

N ' M h‘ Wl Y L '

Missouri 151 '

Washington 150

Yirginia 149

Rhode iskand 149

Natien 148

147

Wes! Virginia 147

North Corolina 147

New York § 144

Marylond § 145

Texas 145

Arizono 145

E;~ ,.-.-... v .-«h vy-)....
A, :

ST AT TRt

o _- N{ L
- % DA A
- W&t&wﬁj

“Ackansos 3
Tennessee | 143 167
Florida - 142 166
Georgia 142 166
Deloware 142 165 183
New Maxico 141 164 182
Alobama 139 163 180
South Caroline ¢ 139 161 180
Californio 138 164 183
Herwaii 135 158 176 )
Mississippi 133 155 174
loussiano 132 157 175
Guom 120 146 145

District of Columbia 13 71 90 N2 135 156

1 _ Indicotes that the jurisdicion did nol sakisfy one or more of the guidalines for schoel participation rotes [see Appendu

NAEP science 1coles were dnvclop‘d independently for sach grade assessed: tharefare, reslls are nol comparable acress gvadu Scole scores
tange from O 1o 300,

DDESS: Deporimen: of Defense Domesic Dependent Elementary ond Secondory Schools
DoDDS: Departmant of Defense Dependents Schools [Ovariaa)

Noﬂon:l !os)ulu are based on the mational assessment sample of public schools, nat on aggregated siore ossesameni program somples {sea
Appandix A

SOURCE: Naliongl Conter far Educalion Siohistics, National Assessment of Educaonal Progress {NAEP], 1996 Sciencs Assessment.
- R
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Table 5.1 : . . “Emlq_n
Avcrage grade 8 scale scores for the states for public schools only: =

1998

Average

scale scorw

148

Conneclicut
¥ Delaware

\'\ Florida
Georgio
Hawaii

Ut

Minnesota

Missouri

: S Montana

B fes Nevde

Rhode lsland
South Coaroling

Tenncssee
Texas

Urah

Other Jurisdictions
Districl of Columbia
DOESS

DoDOS

Virgin lslands

1 Indicalos jurisdiclion did not meet onm or more of the guidelines far school participation.
DOESS: Depariment of Defense Domestic Dapendent Elementary and Secoadary Schools
DoDDS: Department of Defense Dependents Schoals {Overseas)

NQTE: Notional results are based on the national assessment somple, nol on oggregoled slale osicssment samples.
Diflorences belween states and jurisdiclions may be portiolly explainad by other factors aot iacluded in this table.

SOURCE: Nationol Cenler for Educotion Statistics, Nalional Assessment of Educatianal Progress |NAEP],
1998 Wriling Assesamnenl.
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Figure 5.5

Percentage of grade 4 students within each achievement level range for public
schools only:1998

THE NATION'S

REPORT
CARD naep

NATION
STATES
Alabama
Arizona
Arkansas

California t
Colorado
Connecticut
Deloware
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii

lowa t

Kansas
Kentucky
Lovisiana
Maine
Maryland

Massachusetts T
Michigan

Minnesoto
Mississippi
Missouri

Montana 1
Nevada

New Hampshire t
New Mexico

New York t
North Carolina
Oklahoma
Oregon
Rhode Islond
South Carolina
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia

Wisconsin 1
Wyoming
OTHER JURISDICTIONS
District of Columbia
DDESS
DoDDS
Virgin lslands

ACHIEVEMENT LEVEL RESULTS

Percentage of Students at Each Achievement Level

Advanced

Percentage at or
above Proficient

Percentage at or below Basic

NATION
STATES

Alabama
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii

lowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Monlana
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
District of Columbia
DDESS

DoDDS

Virgin Islonds

1 Indicates jurisdiction did not meet one or more of the guidelines for school participation.
DDESS: Department of Defense Domestic Dependent Elementary and Secondary Schools; DoDDS: Department of Defense Dependents
Schools (Overseas). NOTE: Numbers may not add to 100 due to rounding. In addition, summing the percentages between two or more
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 Assessment.




THE NATION'S
Figure 5.6 REPORT fraep
Percentage of grade 8 students within cach achievement level range for public
schools only:1998
ACHIEVEMENT LEVEL RESULTS
Percentage of Students at Each Achievement Level
Advanced
NATION NATION
STATES STATES
Alabama Alabama
Arizona Arizona
Arkansas Arkansas
California 1 California
Colorado Colorado
Connecticut Connecticut
Deloware Delaware
Florida Florida
Georgia Georgia
Hawaii Howaii
Kansas t Kansas
Kentucky Kentucky
Lovisiana Louisiana
Maine Maine
Maryland Maryland
Massachuseits Massachusetts
Minnesota 1 Minnesota
Mississippi Mississippi
Missouri Missouri
Montana t as Montana
Nevada 45 Nevada
New Mexico 46 New Mexico
New York t 44 New York
North Carolina 45 North Carolina
Oklohoma 51 Oklahoma
Oregon 435 Oregon
Rhode Island a4 Rhode Island
South Caroling 43 South Carolina
Tennessee a5 Tennessee
Texas 48 Texas
Utah 46 Utah
Virginia 45 Virginia
Washington a3 Washington
West Virginia a7 West Virginia
Wisconsin 1 46 Wisconsin
Wyoming a7 Wyoming
OTHER JURISDICTIONS OTHER JURISDICTIONS
District of Columbia District of Columbio
DDESS DDESS
DoDDS DoDDS
Virgin Islands Virgin Islands

T T T T T LI T
9 8 70 60 50 40 30 20 10
Percentage at or below Basic

T 1 T

10 20 30 40

Percentage at or
above Proficient

t Indicates jurisdiction did not meet one or more of the guidelines for school participation.
DDESS: Department of Defense Domestic Dependent Elementary and Secondary Schools; DoDDS: Department of Defense Dependents Scho ols
{Overseas). NOTE: Numbers may not add to 100 due to rounding. In addition. summing the percentages between two or more 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 (INAEP), 1998 Reading

Assessment.




THE NATION'S

Average Mathematics Scale Scores REPORT [ragp

CARD

Grade 8 Public Schools =

1996 Change from 1992 Change from 1990
Average Scale Score Average Scale Score Average Scale Score

Table 2.3

.9

Montana t 3
Wisconsin t 5t 8™

Nebraska 5t 7
'IO Ex

Co_nnectic_ut . _280 o 6t

Oregon
Washington

Colorado
" Indiana -
~ :.DoDDS§
Wyoming’
Missouri . .
. Nation
‘New

exa

Virginia

| o0

Maryland 1+
DDESS
Rhode Island 3t 9
Arizona g
]7 L1
é
o
9
Tennessee 263 4t —
California 263 2 6**
Georgia 262 3 4
]‘l (1]
i ‘:6.. *,
5

'Louisiana. . “252 ’ 2 h 6** V
Mississippi 250 4t —

Guam 239 4 7
District of Columbia 233 -2 i

The changes between scale scores were colculated using unrounded average scale scores for the two assessments.
1 Indicates jurisdiction did not satisfy one or more of the guidelines for school rorticipulion rates in 1996 {see Appendix A}.

tt Indicates change in scale scores from 1992 is significant at a 5-percent level of significance using a multiple comparison procedure based on
37 jurisdictions {excluding the nation}.
1 Indicales change in scale scores from 1992 is significant ot a 5-percent level of significance if only one jurisdiction is being examined.
** Indicales change in scale scores from 1990 is significant at a 5-percent level of significance using a mulliple comparison procedure based on
32 jurisdictions [excluding the nation}.
* Indicates change in scale scores from 1990 is significant ot a 5-percent 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 Stalistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1990, 1992 and
1996 Mathematics Assessments.

L e

30 NAEP 1996 Mathematics Report Card
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Percentage of grade 4 students at or above the Proficient level
tor public schools only: 1992, 1994, and 1998

Percentage of students at or above Proficient

Nation 27 28 29
States

sAlGBama

k), \FZONG
Pz

Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia

. Kansas
-, - Kentucky.
Louisiana’

Massachusetts!
Michigan

Minnesota!

Mississippi

New York! 27 o 27 ' 29

North Carolina 25 30 28
Oklahoma 29 — 30
QOregon — — 28

Rhode Island 3 32

Washington — 27 29
West Virginia 25 26 29
Wisconsin'! 33 35 34
Wyoming 33 32 30

Other Jurisdictions
Distr ia

** Indicates that the average scale score in 1998 was significantly different from that in 1992 using a multiple comparison
procedure based on all jurisdictions that participoted both years. * Indicates that the percentage in 1998 was significantly
different from that in 1992 if only one jurisdiction is being examined. + Indicates that the percentage in 1998 was significantly
different from that in 1994 if only one jurisdiction is being examined. — Indicates jurisdiction did nol participate. T Indicates
jurisdiction did not meet one or more of the guidelines for school participation. DDESS: Department of Defense Domestic
Dependent Elementary and Secondary Schools. DoDDS: Department of Defense Dependents Schools (Overseas). NOTE:
Nalional results are based on the national assessment sample, not on aggregated stale assessment samples. 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 (NAEP}, 1992, 1994, and 1998 Reading
Assessments.
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Grade 4 Proficient level results for the states tor public schools only:
1994 and 1998

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 d
DoDDS |
Virgin Islands [

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

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress {NAEP}, 1994 and
1998 Reading Assessments.
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Grade 4 Proficient level results for the states for public schools only:
1992 and 1998

Percentage of students at or 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 of 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 O
DoDDS (I
Virgin Islands ll

NOTE: The differences between 1998 and 1992 presented in this figure include results of analyses based on a multiple

comparison procedure using all jurisdictions thot participated both years or the resulis of analyses based on a single
state comparison.

SOURCE: Nafional Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992 and
1998 Reading Assessments.
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Table 5.4 R _ o wepns

2
Percentage of grade 8 students at or above the Proficient level
for public schools only: 1998

Percentage of
students at or
above Proficient

1998

Nation 31
States

Connecticut 42

Delaware 25
Florida 23
Georgia 25

Hawaii 19

Minnesotal 37
Mississippi 19
Missouri 29

Rhode Island 30
South Carolina 22

Tennessee

Other Jurisdictions

District of Columbia 12
DDESS 37

DoDDS 36

Virgin Islands 10

1 Indicales jurisdiction did not meet one or more of the guidelines for school participation.
DDESS: Depariment of Defense Domestic Dependent Elementary and Secondary Scﬁools.

DoDDS: Depariment of Defense Dependents Schools (Overseas).

NOTE: National results are based on the national assessment sample, not on aggregated state assessment samples.
Differences between states and jurisdictions may be partially explained by other ?ociors not included in this table.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress {NAEP), 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 are statistically significant.* Figures 5.9 and 5.10 show
comparisons across states on scale scores for fourth- and cighth-grade students,
respectively. Corresponding comparisons of achievement level results are shown
in Figures 5.11 and 5.12.

Figure 5.9 presents comparisons of average scale scores for participating
states and other jurisdictions at grade 4. Connecticut was the highest
performing jurisdiction. The cluster of the next highest performing jurisdictions
for grade 4 public schools included Department of Defense overseas schools
(DoDDS), lowa, Kansas, Maine, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Montana, New
Hampshire, and Wisconsin. Colorado performed equally well as cight of
the next highest performing jurisdictions but had a lower average than
New Hampshire.

Figure 5.10 presents comparisons of average scale scores for participating
states and jurisdictions at grade 8. The cluster of highest-performing
jurisdictions included Connecticut, Department of Defense domestic schools
(DDESS), Maine, Massachusetts, and Montana. The Department of Defense
overscas schools (DoDDS) performed equally well as four of the high-
performing jurisdictions but had a lower average score than Maine.

The significance tests used in these figures are based on the False Discovery Rate (FDR) criterion tor
multiple comparisons. This procedure takes into account all possible combinations between states in
declaring the differences between any two states to be statistically significant. (For further details on the
EDR criterion, sce Appendix A.)

READING REPORT CARD e CHAPTER 5



THE NATION'S
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Figure 5.9

Comparisons of average rcading scale scores tor grade 4
public schools only: 1998

Instructions: Read dowa 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 fo 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 states listed from Montana to Colorado, and higher than the
remaining states down the column.
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lurisdiction has statistically significantly higher average scale score  The between-jurisdiction comparisons take into account sampling and measurement

than the jurisdiction listed at the top of the chart. error and that each jurisdiction is being compared with every other jurisdiction.
| P rror ¢ f [ ng comp ! ry other |

No stalistically significant difference from the jurisdiction listed at the top Significance Is delermm_ed by an Uﬁplfccf"qn _°f° "_WI"PIe comparison procedure

of the chart. (see Appendix A}. 1 Indicates that the jurisdiction did not salisfy one or more of the

delines f icinafion raf i A)

Jurisdiction has statistically significantly lower average scale score than guidelines for school participation rates (see Appendix A}

the jurisdiction listed at the top of the chart. 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 (NAEP), 1998 Reading Assessment.
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Figﬁre 5.10

THE NATION'S

Comparisons of average reading scale scores for grade 8

public schools only: 1998

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 averoge scale score
than the jurisdiction listed at the top of the chart.

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

Jurisdiction has statistically significanily lower average scale score than
the jurisdiction listed al the top of the chart.

128

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).

1 Indicates that the jurisdiction did not satisfy one or more of the guidelines for schoo!
participation rates (see 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 [NAEP), 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), lowa, Kansas, Maine, Massachusctts, 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 Defense
domestic schools, Department of Defense overseas schools, Maine,
Massachusetts, Minnesota, and Montana. Reading verrtically down the columns,
we see that of these seven jurisdictions Maine and Connecticut also had higher
percentages of cighth graders at or above the Proficient level than did Kansas,
New York, and Oregon.

READING REPORT CARD e CHAPTER 5
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Figure 5.11

Comparisons of percentages of students at or above Proficient for

gra

de 4 public schools only: 1998

THE NATION'S
CARD

Instructions: Read down the column directly under a jurisdiction name fisted in the heading at the top of the chart. Match the shading
infensily 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 exomﬁle, the column under Rhode

Island: Rhode Island’s percentage was lower than Connecticut and New Hampshire, about the same as f

e states listed from Montana

through Utah, and higher than the remaining states down the column.
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2
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Jurisdiction has statistically significantly higher percentage than the
jurisdiction listed at the top of the chart.

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

Jurisdiction has statistically significantly lower percentage than the
jurisdiction listed at the top of the chart.

130

LA RURRY

The between-jurisdiction comparisons take info 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). 1 Indicates that tﬁe jurisdiction did not satisfy one or more of the
guidelines for school participation rates {see 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 (NAEP), 1998 Reading Assessment.
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THE RATION'S
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Figure 5.12

Comparisons of percentages of students at or above Proficient for
grade 8 public schools only: 1998

Instructions: Read down the column directly under a jurisdiction name listed in the heading at the top of the chart. Match the shading
intensily 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 statislically significanily higher percentage than the  The between-jurisdiclion comparisons take inlo account sampling and measurement

2 jurisdiction listed ot the top of the chart. error and that each jurisdiction is being compared with every other jurisdiction.
No stalistically significant difference from the jurisdiction listed at the top ~~ Significance is determined by an opplication of o multiple comparison procedure (see
I:l of the chart. Appendix A},
Jurisdiction has statistically significantly lower percentage than the juris- 1 Indicates that the jurisdiction did not satisfy one or more of the guidelines for school
diction listed at the top of the chart. parficipation rates (see 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 (NAEP), 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 were administered at grades 4 and 8 to participating
states and jurisdictions.' 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
are reasonable, valid, and informative to the public.” A discussion of the
developmental status of achicvement levels may be found in the introduction
to this report (pages 10-12).

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, 10 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-state comparisons of average scale scores and the percentages of
students at or above the Proficient level of reading achievement. 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
thar met participation guidelines, results are available for nonpublic school
students. These results can be found in the individual reports published
separately for each participating state or jurisdiction.? State sampling procedures
and participation rates for both public and nonpublic schools can be found in
Appendix A.

Scale Score Results

Table 5.1 shows 1992, 1994, and 1998 average scale scores for grade 4 public

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

I Throughout this chapter the term jurisdiction is used to refer to the states, territories, and Department

of Defense Education Activity schools that participated in the 1998 NAED state-by-state assessment.
2

< NAEP state reports are forthcoming on the World Wide Web av nees.ed gov/NAED.
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Overall, 44 jurisdictions participated in the 1998 state-by-state reading
assessment at grade 4. Although 1llinois participated, it did not meet minimum
school participation guidelines for public schools, so Illinois public school
results are 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 are properly noted in the relevant tables and appendices. (Standards
for sample participation are described in Appendix A.) Thus, results for fourth-
grade public school students are presented for 43 jurisdictions. It 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 effectiveness of the educational
programs within the state or jurisdiction and the challenges posed by ecconomic
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 Defense overseas schools. No decreases in average scores between 1994
and 1998 were obscerved for any jurisdiction. In comparison to 1992 results,
increases in average scale scores in 1998 were observed for fourth graders in
Colorado, Connecticut, Kentucky, Mississippi, North Carolina, and 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 5.1 and 5.2 further illustrate the comparison
of 1998 results to the 1994 and 1992 state-by-state assessments.
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THE NATION'S

Figure 5.1

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

Scale score in 1998 is significantly higher
from that 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 )
DoDDS |
Virgin Islands (]

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 Assessment of Educational Progress {NAEP),
1994 and 1998 Reading Assessments.

READING REPORT CARD & CHAPTER 5



THE NATION'S

RE

it

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

1992 and 1998

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

[[I:I] Scale score in 1998 is significantly lower
from that in 1992.

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

D State did not participate in 1992 and/or 1998.

DDESS O
DoDDS O
Virgin Islands l

NOTE: The differences between 1998 and 1992 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, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1992 and 1998 Reading Assessments.
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The tollowing 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).

. ; THE NATION'S
Figure 5.3 : : "o
X
1998 Grade 4 comparison of state versus national average
rcading scores for public schools
Above the Colorado  DoDDS Maine Montana! Wisconsin'
Mational Average  Connecticut  lowa! Massachusetts' New Hampshire!
DDESS Kansas’ Minnesota' Cklahoma
Atoraroundthe  Kentucky Missouri Oregon Texas Washington
National Average  Maryland New York! Rhodelsland  Utah West Virginia
Michigan  North Carolina Tennessee Virginia Wyoming
Below the Alabama Cadliforniat Florida Lovisiana New Mexico
National Average  Arizona Delaware Georgia Mississippi South Carolina
Arkansas District of Columbia Hawaii Nevada Virgin lslands

! Indicates jurisdiction did not meet one or more of the guidelines for schoo! participation.
NOTE: Differences between states and jurisdictions may be partially explained by other factors not included in these tables.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statislics, Nalional Assessment of Educational Progress {NAEP), 1998 Reading
Assessment.

Table 5.2 shows average scale scores tor 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 are not included in this report. Seven other
jurisdictions failed to meet more stringent participation rate standards; results
for these jurisdictions are included in this report with proper notation in relevant
tables and appendices. Thus, grade 8 results are presented for 40 jurisdictions.
Average scores for cighth-grade public school students who participated in the
state-by-state assessment ranged from 233 to 273.
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Table 5.2 o REPORT

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

Average
scale score

Nation
States

Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii

Minnesota! 267
Mississippi 251
Missouri 263

Rhode Island 262
South Carolina 255
Tennessee 259

Texas 262

Other Jurisdictions

District of Columbia 236
DDESS 269

DoDDS 269

Virgin Islands 233

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

DDESS: Department of Defense Domestic Dependent Elementary and Secondary Schools.

DoDDS: Department of Defense Dependents Schools [Overseas).

NOTE: National results are based on the national assessment sample, not on aggregated state assessment samples.
Differences between states and jurisdictions may be partially explained by other ?oclors not included in this table.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress [NAEP), 1998
Reading Assessment.
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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).

Figure 5.4 B e e
igure J. R T ; et CARD [ 1
X
1998 Gradc 8 comparison of state versus national average
reading scores for public schools
Above the Connecticut  Kansas' Minnesota®™  Oklahoma Virginia
National Average ~ DDESS Maine Montana! Oregon Washington
DoDDS Massachusetts New York! Utah Wisconsin!
Atoraroundthe  Arizona Maryland? Rhode Island ~ West Virginia
National Average ~ Colorado Missouri Tennessee Wyoming
Kentucky North Carolina Texas
Below the Alabama Delaware Georgia Mississippi South Carolina
National Average  Arkansas District of Columbia Hawaii Nevada Virgin Islands
Cdlifornia’ Florida Lovisiana New Mexico

! Indicates jurisdiction did not meet one or more of the guidelines for school participation.
NOTE: Differences between siates and jurisdictions may be partially explained by other factors not included in these tables.

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

Achicvement level results for jurisdictions are presented in terms of the percent-
ages of students within each of the achievement level ranges — below Basic,
Basic, Proficient, Advanced — 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
cach of the achievement level ranges, for fourth and cighth graders respectively,
in cach 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
scctions 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.

Performance results across assessment years are given for fourth-grade
students in Table 5.3. Figure 5.7 graphically displays the percentage of fourth-
grade students at or above Proficient in 1998 as compared to 1994. Berween
1994 and 1998 there was an increase in the percentage of tourth graders at or
above the Proficient level in four jurisdictions: Colorado, Connecticut, Louisiana,
and Department of Defense overseas schools. Figure 5.8 graphically displays the
percentages of fourth-grade students at or above Proficient in 1998 as compared
to 1992. In comparison to 1992 results, an increase in the percentage of fourth-
grade students at or above Proficient in 1998 was observed in cight 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-
ctent level of reading achievement were observed for any jurisdiction in 1998.

The percentages of cighth-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 are possible.
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Table 5.1

=13

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

Average
scole score

Connscticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgio
Hawaii

R

‘.

t
i
P
4.
-))', :

.
[}

Minnesola
Mississippi
Missouri
Montano
Nevado

Rhode Islond
South Caroline

Tennessee
Texas

Urah

. Other Jurisdictions |
- District of Columbio’
DOESS
DoDDS
Virgin Islonds

1 Indicaras jurisdiction did not maol one or more of tha guidelines for school participation.
DDESS: Department of Defanse Domestic Depandent Elumantary ond Secondary Schools
DoDDS: Dapartment of Defense Dapendants Schools {Overseos)

NOTE: Nalionol resulls ore based on the natianal ossessment sample, not an aggregoled siate ossessment samples.
Differences horween lales and jurisdictians may bo portially explained by other lactors not included in this 1oble.

SOURCE: Nalional Canier for Education Statistics, Nalional Assessment of Educolional Progrexs {NAEP),
1998 Writing Assessmaent.

WRITING REPORT CARD ® CHAPIER S ' 107




JAN-14-00 FRI 03:43 PH

DEPT OF EDUCATION

FAX NO. 2022191736

’- Science Scale Score Results by Jurisdiction
Tabkle 2.2 :
| wow | on 25 | s | 7k
. N VRN [P A Ty
I’PMM‘\.WW IR e
Maine 163 128 145 164
North Dakota 162 127 146 164 181
Montano 162 127 144 164 180
Wisconsin 160 120 141 162 181
Minnasota 159 121 140 161 179
lowa t 158 121 140 160 178
Wyoming 158 122 140 158 176
Nebraska 157 118 139 159 178
Yermont § 157 19 139 158 177
Massachusems 157 114 137 160 179
Utah 156 120 138 158 175
Connecticut 155 10 135 158 179
DoDDS 155 118 137 157 175
Oregon 155 115 136 157 176
Colorodo 155 114 136 157 176
Michigon $ 153 m 133 156 176
Indiana 153 15 133 155 174
DDESS 153 17 138 153 172
Alaska ¢ 153 m 133 156 175
Missouri 15 109 132 154
Washinglon 150 108 130 152 172
nia 149 106 128 151 172
Rhoderqa 149 108 129 150 171
Nalion 148 102 126 15 172
Komucky 147 107 127 149 168
Woest Virginia 147 112 129 148 166
North Caroline 147 104 125 148 169
New York } 144 96 122 149 172
Moryland 3 145 99 123 148 170
Texas 145 102 123 147 169
Arizona 145 102 124 147 168
PSR S 0L AU ONU NSRRI IR |
[ pm.du:whwlnw T TR S e
Arkansas ¢ 144 100 123 T 47 168
Tennessee 143 98 121 144 167
Florida . 142 98 120 144 166
Georgio 142 97 120 143 166
Delawore 142 96 121 144 165
Neow Maxico 141 99 119 142 164
Alabamo 139 95 17 140 163
- South Carolina ¢ 139 . 96 ‘16 139 161
California 138 89 115 140 164
Hawaii 135 90 114 137 158
Missiasippi 133 21 11 134 155
Louisiana 132 11 110 135 157
Guam 120 74 96 121 146
District of Columbia 113 7 %0 112 135

_-*—h“

t_ Indicates that the Jurisdietion did not satisfy one or more of the guidelines for school participofion rates {see Appendix A}.

range from O to 300.

DDESS: Deportmant of Defense Domestic Depeadent Elementary and Secondary Schools

DoDDS: Departmonl of Defense Dapandents Schools (Oversaas)

Notional resuhs ore basad on tha nalional assessment sample of public schools, not on aggregaied sicie 3sessmant program samples [see

Appeondix A},

SOURCE: National Center for Education Sralislics, National Assessment of Educational Prograss [NAEP), 1996 Sclance Asiassment.

NAEP 1996 Science Report Card

e |

189

189
190
189
191
185
182
187
190
189
185

184

NN .o . e .
Jaemrt e e T n e e e o

-(184- .

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

P.

05

NAEP scisnce scalas wera dovoloped mdopondonﬂy for each grade o1sassad; therelora, rasuin are nol comparuble across grudcs Scale seores
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Texas

Overview of the NAEP Writing
Assessment

What Is NAEP?

The Nationa!l Assessment of Ed.icational Progress (NAEP) is the only nationally representative
and continuing assessment of w1al students in the United States know and can do in various
academic subjects. NAEP is auhorized by Congress and directcd by the National Center for
Education Statistics (NCES). Tae National Assessment Governing Board (NAGB). an
independent, bipartisan group, provides policy guidance for NAEP. In 1990, assessment at the
state level was instituted on a voluntary basis. The NAEP asscssments are administered 1o
representative samples of studenls at the national level as well as at the state level for those
states that choose to participate. The 1998 NAEP program included staie-level assessments in
reading at grades 4 and 8 and 11 writing at grade 8, and national-level assessments in civics,
reading, and writing at grades 4. 8. and 12.

What Is Reported Her:?

This marks the first time chat the NAEP writing assessment has been administered at the state
level. The assessment was administered at grade 8 in both public and nonpublic schools.
However, Texas' nonpublic schools did not participate. Public school results (or Texas are
reported here. along with nationul and regional results for comparison.

This report has two sectiors. This Overview provides basic information on NAEP and
the overall results for public schiiols in tabular form, as well as comparisons of Texas’
performance with that of other piurticipating statcs and jurisdictions in graphic form. It
describes the assessment, the san ple of students assessed. the metrics [or reporting student
performance, and how the differ¢nces in performance are reported. The second section,
Writing Performance by Demo;:raphic Characteristics, reports findings for the grade 8
public school population broken lown by major demographic categories. This information is
presented in data tables. In addition, this report has two appendices. Appendix A, Where to
Find More Information, descrities the data availablc on the Web and provides information
on sources of related data. Appeidix B, Figures from Section 1. displays full-page replicas
of Figures 1.2 and 1.3.

This report and its compan:on, the NAEP 1998 Writing Report Card for the Nation and
the Stases,' provide a first look ai the results of the NAEP 1998 writing assessment. Each
participating jurisdiction receives its own customized State Repaort similar in format to this one.
The Writing Report Card offers s.ate-level data for all participating jurisdictions for which
results are reported as well as det: ils about technical aspects of the assessment. Summary data
tables providing information for «ll jurisdictions for which results are reported are available at
http://nces.cd.gov/nationsreportcar 3/, the NAEP Web sitc.

' Greenwald, E.A.. Persky, HR., Campbell. J.F ., & Mazzco, J. (1999). NAEP 1998 writing report card for the narion and the siates
(NCES Publication No. 1999—459), Washinglon. DC: Naiional Center for Education Sratistics.

NAEP 1998 WRITING STATF RFEPORT
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Texas

The demographic data provided in this report are only a small portion of the data
available from the several hundrec quesnions asked ol students. teachers, and school principals
in order to provide context for NAEP results. Overall results for demographic and contextual
student and school variables lor p iblic school students in cach participating junsdiction are
available v summary daw tables (1 the NAEP Web site.

What Was Assessed?

For cach assessment in NAEP. the subject area conient ts developed through a congressionally
mandatced national consensus project. The objectives for cach asscssment are described in a
document called the framework. which describes the subject area to be assessed and the kinds
of questions that will be used to n easure it

The Writing Framework and Specificarions for the 1998 National Axsessment of
Educational Progress' was first developed for the National Assessment Governing Board by
the Center for Research on Evaluaion, Standards. and Student Testing (CRESST) for the 1992
wriling assessment. For the 1998 asscssment. detailed guidelines (or new kinds of questions
and for new ways to score student vriting were devcloped by American College Testing (ACT)
and added to the framework, The Writing Framework reflects recent theories of writing, which
view writing as an act of discovery for the writer as well as 2 way 10 communicate with readers.

The writing assessment quesiions asked (or three major kinds of writing: some required
narrative. some informative, and scme persuasive writing. Each student who parlicipated in
the state assessmenl was given twe questions and had 25 minutcs to respond to each question.
The questions asked students o wr le in a variety of forms. such as essays, letlers. and stories,
as well as o a vaniety of audiences, such as weuchers, other studeats. and school boards.

In addition to requiring a varizty of kinds of writing, the assessment provided many kinds
ol visual and written materials to siimulate students” writing.  Somnc students were asked to
write in response to questions that ncorporated photographs or cartoons. Other questions
incorporated poems or stones, so tl.at students were responding to literature as they answered
those yuestions. At grade 8. there 'verc 20 writing questions. Seven of those questions (35%)
asked for narrative writing, scven (35%) asked for informative wrniting, and six (30%) asked
for persuasive writing. The [ramev’ork specified that distribution as appropriate for eighth
grade. '

Who Was Assessed?

Selection of Schools and Students

For the NAEP statc asscssment, paiticipating schools within a given jurisdiction and students
i those schools were selecied using: probability sampling methods. These methods are
described in the Wriring Report Car 4. In Texas. 2530 public school students from 100 schools
participated in the 1998 state writin} assessment.

bl
° National Assessment Governmg Bound. (1996). Writing framewark and specifications for the 1998 Narional Assexsment of
Educenional Progress. Washinglon, DC: Autho

[N ]
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Participation Guidelines }
To ensurc comparability in a particular subject across all jurisdictions, NCES and NAGB have

cstablished guidelines for schonl and student participation raies. In order for assessment resuits

to be reported. a jurisdiction must have its weighted participanion rate for the initial sample of

schools greater than or equal t 70 percent. The NAEP state assessment in writing was

administercd in both public am| nonpublic schools at grade 8 in 1998 participation rates arc

calculated separately for these wo samples. Only Texas™ public schools participated. and the

participation guidelincs (or reporting were mct.  Details on participauon rates and guidelines

for all participating jurisdiction+ can be found in Appendix A of the Writing Report Card.

Possible Sources of Bias i1 Reported Results

Within a cenain state sample tf ar meets the guidelines for publication of results. there still
may exist possible sources of tias of the results duc to nonparticipation of selected schools or
due (0 nonparticipation of certa n student groups. These possible sources of bias are indicated
by notations and arc specified :nd described in Appendix A of the Wriring Report Card.
Texas™ public schools did not r:cetve any notations (o indicate the possibility of bias.

Participation by Students v'ith Disabilities or who are Limited English Proficient
NAEP endeavors 1o assess all s udents sclected in the randomized sampling process including
students with disabilities (SD) s well as students who are beginning to Icarn English and are
classified by their schools as lirited English proficicnt (LEP). The guidelines used to classily
students mlo these two categori:s vary from state to state. The percentages of students
classified as SD or LEP in all participating states and jurisdictions are available in

Appendix A of the Wriring Reyp or1 Card.

NAEP participation guidelines specify levels of SD/ILEP student nonparticipation that
put the sample at risk for nonre: ponsc bias; however. all jurisdictions met these guidelines for
the 1998 writing assessment.

NAEP offers certain accoininodations for SD or LEP students who need them (for
example, having thc prompt rcail aloud or having extended time to respond), as described in
the Writing Reporr Card and in 1 forthcoming report focusing on 1998 assessment results for
SD and LEP students. However. school personncl make the ultimate decision as to whether
or not a panicular student shoulc take the assessment and whether accommodations are necdcd.
The table on the following page shows the perccnrage of students in Texas and the nation who
were classified as SD or LEP in 1998. the percentage of students who were excluded from
NAEP at the discretion of schoo personnel. and the percentage of SD or LEP students who
were assessed with and without iiccommodations.

ANALD 1000 /DTS BT . Th AP D
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Grade 8 students who are classified as limited English
proficient (LEP) or having disabilities (SD)

Percontage of all students who are: Taxas Nation

’ Public Publlc

Classified as LEP 7% 3%

Excluded from lha agsessment tlue to LEP 2% 1%
Classitied as LEP and assessed with accommodalions 0% 0% i
i Classilied as LEP and assessed without accommodations 4% 2% '
Clagsified as sludents with disabilit 2g 14% M% |
Excluded from the assessmenl ¢ Je to disability 5% 4% :

1 Classified as SO and ass23sed v'ith accommodalions 2% 3%
Classified as SD and assnssed v ithout accommodalions 7% 5% !
e ——— — —— - mmm —————— (R |

SOURCE: Naliona! Center lor Education S itistics, Natonal Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP). 1998 Writng Asgessment,

How Are Results Rejorted?

In this report, as in other NAE P reports, only those results bascd on preestablished minimum
sample sizes are reported. The: resultls are reported in terms of two metrics—average scale
scores and percenlages of stuc=nts at or above cach achievement level (as well as the
percentage below the Basic leel). Descriptions of these two metrics follow. Further details
can be found in the Writing R-'\por1 Card.

The NAEP Writing Scale

Students’ responses to a writin} prompt were analyzed to determine the percentages of students
falling into cach ol six score categories. That information from all the writing prompts was
combined using itcm response theory (IRT) methodology to form a writing performance scale.
One scale was developed that >ncompasses the three purposes for writing (narrative,
informative, and persuasive wiiting) in the assessment. Each grade (4. 8, and 12) has its own
scale ranging from 0 to 300 w th a mean of 150 and a standard deviation of 35. This scale is
the metric used to present the average scale scores and selected percentiles in this and other
reports. Details on scaling pracedures will be available in the forthcoming Technical Report.

The Writing Achievement |.evels

In addition to the NAEP writir g scale, rcsults are also reported in terms of the writing
achievement levels authorized >y the NAEP legislation' and adopted by the National
Assessment Governing Board 1 NAGB). The achievement levels arc performance standards
based on the collective judgmenis of a broadly representative panel that included teachers
(55%). non-teaching educators (15%). and members of the general public (30%). These
achievement levels reflect the -anel’s consensus as o what students should be expected to
know and to do. Viewing students’ performance from this perspective provides some insight
into the adequacy of students’ <nowledge and skills and the extent to which they achieved
expccted levels of performance. NAGB reviewcd and adopted the recommended achievement
levels derived from the work of this panel.

The National Education Staristics Act of 1993 requires that the National Assexsment Governing Baourd develop “appropriate
student pertormance Jevels™ for reporting NAEP results,
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For cach grade (esied, N AGB has adopted three achicvement levels: Busic, Proficient.
and Advanced. For reporting j urposes. the achievement level cut scores for each grade
represent the boundaries betwe 2n four ranges on the NAEP writing scale: below Baste, Basic,
Proficient, and Advanced. The policy definitions of the achievement levels are shown on the
following page. The text of thz descriptions of expecled writing performance at cach
achievement level at grade 8 and the cut scores that divide the levels are shown in Figure 1.1
on page 6.

Definitions of the achievement levels

Basic Panial mastary of prarequisile knowledge and skills thal are fundamenial for
proficient work at each grade

Proficient Sond academic performance for each grade assessed. Sludents reaching this I
level have demonstraled competency over challenging subject matter. including
subject-matler (nowledge. application of such knowledge lo real-world situalions,
and analytical ' kills appropriate [o the subject matler. H

Advanced Superior perfol nance |

S e — -

The NAEP legislation recuires that the achievement levels be used on a developmental
basis until the Commissioner o' Education Staustics determines, as the result of a
congressionally mandated evaluation by onc or more nationally recognized evaluation
organizations, that the achievement levels are “reasonable, valid. and informative to the public.”
Upon review of the available ir formation, the Acting Commissioner agrees with the National
Academy of Science (NAS) recommendation that caution needs to be exercised in the use of
the current achievement levcls, since in the opinion of the Academy *... appropriate validity
cvidence for the cut scores is lecking: and the process has producced unreasonable results.™
Theretore, the Acting Commissioner concludes that these achievement levels should continuc
to be considered developmental and should continue to be interpreted and used with caution.
In a recent study, 11 testing experts who provided technical advice for the
achicvement-level-setting proce ;s responded to the NAS rcport.' The Writing Report Card
contains further information on he developmental status of the achievement levels. The Acting
Commissioner and NAGB belicve that the achievement levels are uscful for reporting the
cducational achievement of stuc ents in the United States.

The following achievement level descriptions focus on such aspects of writing as
undcrstanding of the task and andience, organization. usc ol details and elaboration, and
commands of the mechanics of svriting. The achievement level descriptions reflect what writers
performing at each achicvemen! level should be ablc 10 do. The achievement levels are
cumulative from Basic o Proficient 1o Advanced. Each level builds on the previous level such
that knowledge at the Proficien: level presumes mastery ol the Basic level, and knowledge at
the Advanced level presumes mistery of both the Busic and Proficienr levels.

! Pelligrino, J. W., Jones, L. R.. & Mitchell K. J. (Cdv.). (19991, Grading the aation’s report card: Evaluating NAEP und
transforming the assessmenr of cducational progress. Comntitice on the Evaltinion of the National and State Assicsaments of
Cducational Progress. Board on Testing an } Aaseasment, Commission on Behoviodal and Social Sciences and Education, National
Research Council. (p. 182). Washington. 13C: National Acndemy Press.

* Hambieton, R.K.. Brennan. R.L.. Brown. '¥.. Dodd. B.. Forsyth, R.A.. Mchrens, W A Nellhaus, J., Reckase. M.. Rindone. D..
van der Linden, W.J.. & Zwick. R. (1999, A response 1o “Setting reasonable and wsefud performance standards™ in the National
Academy of Sciences’ Grading the nation” report card. Repon available from the liest author at Labocatory of Psychometric and
Fvaluative Rescarch, Univervity of Massashusetts, Hill House South Room 153, Amherst MA 01003, E-mail
rkh@educ.umass.cdu.
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1u58 =& Levels of Writing Achievement at Grade 8
Slate Aszassment

FIGURE 1.1

The following statements describe (e kinds of things eighth-grade studenis should be able 10 do in writing
al each level of achievement. These statements should be interpreted with the constraints of the National
Assessment of Educational Progres.. in mind, Student performance reported with respect 10 these
descriptions are in response la two -ige-appropriale writing tasks completed within 25 minutes each.
Students are not advised of the wrig lasks in advance nor engaged in pre-writing instruction and
preparation: however, thay are giver a set of “ideas for planning and evaluating” their writing for the
assessment. Although the NAEP wiiting assessmen! cannot fully assess students’ abilities to produce a
polished piece of writing, the results do provide valuable information about students’ abilities to generate
wriling in response to a variety of pu-poses, tasks, and audiences within a rather limited persiod of time.
The portion in bold is a summary of he text following il.

Eighth-grade sti.dents performing at the basic lavel should be able to pruoduce an
affective respon te within the time allowed that shows a general understanding of the
writing task they have been assigned. Their writing should show that these students
are aware of the audience they are expected to address, and it should include
supporting deta!'s In an organized way.

Eighth-grade sludenis performing al the basic level should be abla 1o produce an
affactive responss within the time allowed Ihat shows a general understanding of the writing |,
task they have be an assigned. Their wriling should show that these sfudenis are aware of
tne audience they are expecled to address, and it should include supporting details in an
organized way. T1e grammar, spelling, punctuation, and capitalization in the work should be
accurate enough 1> communicate (0 a reader. although there may be mistakes thal get in the
BN way of meaning.

Eighth-grade stuJents performing at the proficient level should be able to produce 3
detailed and orgirnized response within the time allowed that shows an understanding
of both the writlng task they have been assigned and the audience they are expected
to aadress. The:- writing should include pracise language and varied sentence
Structure, and it inay show analytical, evaluative, or creative thinking.
Eighth-grade students peforming at the proficient level should be able lo produce an
effective rasponse within the time allowed that shows an understanding of both the wriling
task they have be: n assigned and the audience they are expecied to address, Their wriling
should be orgamize d, making use of tlechniques such as sequencing or a clearly marked .
beginning and end ng, and it should make use of delails and some elaboration to support and
develop the main i-Jea of the prece. Their writing should include precise language and some
variely in sentence structure, and it may show analytical. evaluative, or crealive thinking. The
grammar, spelling. punctuation, and capitahzation in the work should be accurate enough 10
j communicate [o a .eader; there may be some orrors, bul lhese shourd not get in the way of
meaning.
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1500 [ . Levels of Writing Achievement at Grade 8
Siale Azassamanl

Eignhth-grade students performing at the advanced Jevel should be able to produce 8 !
fully deveioped response within the ime allowed that shows a clear understanding of '
both the writing task they have been assigned and the audience they are expected to
address. The'r writing should show some analytical, evaluative, or creative thinking |
and may mak:: use of literary strategies to clarify 3 point. Al the same time, the writing !
should be clerly organized, demonstrating precise word cholce and varied septence
Struclure,

Eighth-grinde students performing al the advanced level shouid be able 10 produce an
eflective and Itlly developed response within the time allowed that shows a clear
understanding >f both the writing task ihey have been assigned and the audience they are
expeclad to agirass, Their writing should show some analytical, evaluative, or crealive
thinking. and should demonstrate precise word choice and varied scnience structure. Their
work should ik lude details and elaboration that support and develop lhe main idea of the
piece, and it miy make use of strategies such as analogies, illustrations. examples,
anecdotes. or figurative language 1o clarify a point. At the same tima, tha writing should show
that these studi:nts can keep their work clearly and consistently organized. Wriling by
eighth-grade students performing al the advanced level should contain few errors in grammar, |
speliing, puncii ation, capitalizalion, and sentence structure. These writers should
demonstrale guod control of these elements and may use them lor stylistic eftect in their work. |

How Are Performance Differences Reported?

[n this report. statements that ¢ smpare groups by using terms such as “higher” or “not
significantly ditlerent”™ (e.g.. “fi:males scored higher than males™) are based on the results of
statistical tests. Because the percentages of students and the average wniting scale scores
presented in this report are bas:d on samples—rather than on the entire population of ¢ighth
graders in a jurisdiction—the numbers reporicd arc necessarily estimates. As such. they are
subject to sampling error. a mesure of uncertainty reflected in the standard error” of the
estimate. When the percentage s or average scale scores of certain groups arc compared, it is
esscntial to take the standard crror into account rather than to rcly solely on observed
similaritics or diffcrences. The compansons discussed in this report are based on statistical
lests that consider both the magnitude of the differences between the averusges or percentages
and the standard errors of thosc statistics. The reader is cautioned 10 rely on the results of these
statistical tests rather than simp:y on the size of any difference in scale scores or perccnlages
in making inferences from the data.

The statistical tests determine whether the evidence—based on the data from the groups
in the sample—is strong enougl to conclude that there is an actual differcnee in the averages
or percentages (or those groups in the population. [f the evidence is strong (i.c.. the difference
is staustically significant). the n:port describes the group averages or percentages as being
different (e.g.. one group perfor ned higher than or lower than another group) regardless of the
apparent size of the difference. If the evidence is not sufficiently strong (i.c., the Jifference
is not statistically significant), the averages or percentages are described as being not
significantly different—again. re rardless of whether the sample averages or sample pereentages
appear to bc about the same or widcely discrepant.

[ . . . .
Stundard crrors measure the uncertainty that apother sanple drawn tram the sume population could have yiclded somewhat
diflerent resulls,

NaEP 1008 WRITINA CSTATE viiuneT
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Overall Writing Results for Public Schoo! Students

Presented below are results for Tex.as™ eighth-grade public school students as compared to
students in the West region and nat onwide. Additional resules from the assessment can be
found in the Writing Report Card and at hup://www.nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/. the NAEP
Web site.

Students’ Overall Scale Scores

Table 1.1A shows the overall performance of Texas' public school students, as well as the
overall performance for thc West re tion and the nation. The first column of results gives the
average scale score on the NAEP 0-300 writing scale.

A broader and more delineatel view of writing ability can be gained by looking at the
scale scores across the performance zontinuum. The columns to the right of the average scale
score show this distribution of scale icores by selected percentiles. An examinanon of the data
at the 10¢h, 25th, 50th, 75th. or 90th percentile can provide a picture of how closely the
performance of Texas' students with lower or higher writing ability matches that of the region
or the nation.

In terms of the average NAEP writing scale score for Texas' public school students,
Table |.1A shows the following.

« The average scale score of publiv school students in Texas was 154, higher than that of
eighth graders in public schools nationwide (148).

. E;'SETNMION’S TABLE 1.1A

PORT naeq — o , . _—- ‘...__._ ]

—F~ | Average writing scale scores and selected percentiles for public

1988 ——

State Assosemen! school students
—
Average
scale score 10th a5th
- nercemlle" [ percontlli percantile | percentile

Texas 154 (1.5) |110(21) 132(27) 156(1.8) 179(1.2) 197 (23)
West 145 ( 1.3) 97 (2.0) 120(16) 146(1.7) 170(1.3) 190(1.6)
Nation 148 (06) [ 102(1.0) 124(08) 149(06) 172(08) 192(1.2)

Tha NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 1o 300. The standard errors of the slatistics appear in parentheses.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics. Nalional Asseasmont ol Equcational Progress (NAEP), 1998 Wrillng Assessment,

8 NaED 1000 WDITIAS, OTavr nrAAn—

I
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Overall Results in Terms of Achievement Levels
Table |.1B presents the percentages of students who performed below Busic, at or above
Basic. at or above Proficient, and at Advanced levels, Becausce the percentages in the levels
are cumulative from Basic: 10 ’roficient 10 Advanced, they sum to more than 100 percent. Only
the percentage of students at ¢r above Basic (which includes Proficient and Advanced) plus the
percentage of students below Basic will always sum 1o 100 percent.

Table [.1B indicates thy 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
Proficient level was 31 percent. This pereentage was greater than that of public school
students across the nation (24 percent).

e The percentage of student: who performed at or above the Basic level in Texas was
88 pcrcent. This percentuge was greater than that of public school students nationwide
(83 percent).

REI"IB{ETNATION‘S TABLE 1.1B
PORT Iramp| _ . e T e
— | Percentages of public school students attaining achlevement
1998 | —— levels
Stale Assessmenl

Advanced

Texas | 12(1.4) 88 ( 1.4) 31(17) 1(0.3)
West 20 (1.2) 80(1.2) 22 (1.2) 1(0.2)
Nation 17 (0.5) 83 ( 0.5) 24 (0.8) 1(0.1)

The achievement lavels correspond 1) the lollowing points on the NAEP wrlling scale al grade 8: Basic. 114-172;
Proficient, 173-223; and Advanced, 2.'4 and above. The standard errors of lhe stalistics appear in parentheses,
SOURCE: Nationat Center (or Education St tistics, National Assessment of Eoucational Progress (NAEP), 1998 Writing Assessman.

NAEP 1998 WRITING STATE REPORT 0
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Comparisons Between Texas and Other Participating
Jurisdictions

In 1998, 41 states and other jurisdictions participaicd in the writing assessmicnt. Of those. 39
met statistical reporting requiremer ts for publishing their public school studens® performance
on the NAEP writing assessment. The map in Figure 1.2 shows the participating states and
indicatcs their membership in four U.S. geographic regions. Note that the Virgin Islands and
the Department of Defense Education Activity domestic (DDESS) and overscas (DoDDS)
schools do not belong to any of th :se regions. Writing results for al) participating states and
other jurisdictions arc available at the NAEP Web site. Figures 1.2 and 1.3 arc also available
in color at the NAEP Web site. [ the companion Writing Report Card, there are additional
data tables as well as multiple comparison charts permitting comparison ol cach participating
jucisdiction with all others,

How to read Figures 1.2 and 1.3 ;

Figure 1.2 presents a map coriparing Texas' overall 1998 grade 8 writing scale scores with
those of all other participaling : tates and jurigdictions. The difterent shadings are determined .
by whether or not Tgxas' aver. ge scale 3corg is significantly different (in a stalisiical sense)
frorn that of sach of the other participants in the 1998 NAEP slate wriling assessment. States
Ihal did not participate in 1998, or thal did not meet reporting guidglines, are also represented
in the map.

Figure 1.3 permils comparison ; of all participants in the NAEP stale assessment. in tarms

of percenlages of public schoc! students performing at or above the Proficient level and,
conversely, those performing ¢ : the Basic level and below. Tha participaling jurisdictions are '
arranged into calegories reflec ing student parformance compared wilh that in Texas. The
jurisdictions are groupad by wt ether the percentage of their students with scores at or above
the Proficient level (including . dvanced) was higher than, not significanily different from, or
lower than the percentage in Texas. Note thal the arrangement of 1he statas and other
jurisdictions within each calegr ry is alphabetical; statistical comparisons among the
jurisdictions in each calegory : re nol included here.

Figure 1.3 graphically Jispla /s thc percentages of eighth-grade students whose scores
put them in the Proficient and Adviinced categories (10 the right of the vertical line). To the
[cft of the vertical line is the propao tion of studeats whose scores placed them in the Basic and
below Basic calegorics.

The text and tables in this resort refer o the percentage of students who score “at or
above Proficient” and “at or above Basic.” These percentages are cumulative. For instance,
in Table 1.1B. ““at or above Profic.ent” appears as a single percentage. In order to compare
the percentage 1n Figure 1.3 with that in Table 1.1B, the percentage appearing in the Proficient
band in the figurc must be added 1y the percentage in the Advanced band 10 obtain the
percentage of students whose score s caiegorize them as “at or above Proficient.” Similarly. the
sum of the percentages appearing in the Basic, Proficient, and Advanced bands yields the
percentage of students “at or above Basic.” The numbers in the figure may not add to the exact
percentages at or above the achiev.:ment levels due to rounding: be sure to refer 10 the
percentages in Table 1.1B for the «orrect cumulative percentages.

10 NAEP 1998 WRITING STATLZ REPORT
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' Achievement levels for wrmng Comparmg the percenrage of public
=y school students at or above the Proficient level in Texas with those in

Stals dersment , other panlclpath 1g jurrsdlctlons at grade 8 in 1998

Thg bars below conlain esimaled [ 3rcenlages of siudenis in gacn NAEP wniling achievament calegory  Each population
of swdents 15 aligned al Ihe poinl whei g the Proficient calogory begns. 50 Ihal Ihey may be compared al Proficient and above.

ngher lhan Telas ) ;
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SOURCE: Nananal Center tor Educaiion Sipuics, Notinnal Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), (995 Writing Assgianient
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Writing Performance by
Demographic Characteristics

Since its inception in 1969. N AEP's mission has been to collect, analyze! and producc valid
and reliable information about the academic performance of students in the United States in
various lcarning areas. In 199), the mission of NAEP was expanded to provide state-by-state
results on academic achievement. To provide cach state with an individual report presenting
its own results, the computcr-generated reporting system was developed; this report was
produced using that system.

From 1990 through 199¢. NAEP provided state reports with several variables chosen
from the student, school. and t2acher background questionnaircs for their general interest lo
most statcs. Because of new I1ternet capabilities, and with the approval of the state NAEP
representatives, the 1998 state reports are tailored to provide information of most immediate
necd to all states. Consequent y, results are reported here by total population and broken out
by major demographic variabli s only. State NAEP rcsults on the Internet provide resources
for customized reports not pos ablc in the past.

Reported in this section i re the results for student performance broken down by the main
demographic variables usually reported by NAEP:

» Gender

» Racc/ethnicity

o Levels of parental cducation

. Eligibilily for the National School Lunch Program (NSLP)
» Type of location

Each of these variables is repor cd first by average scale score and selected perccntiles and then
by percentages of students at o above each achievement level. Results are preseatcd oaly for
those groups meeting preestablished minimum sample size requircments.

Interpretations and conclusions based on an examination of the differences between
subgroups of students should b:: made cautiously, as should inferences about the cffectiveness
of the NSL.P. because there are generally many other factors involved that are not discussed
here and possibly not addressec by NAEP.

The average scale scores auained by a selected population do not reflect entirely the
range of abilities within that population. In addition, differences between subgrqups cannot
be arttributed simply to students’ subgroup identification. A complex array of factors combine
1o affect students™ achievement :ind their performance on measures of writing ability. Imporiant
issues such as opi;ortunitics to I.:arn and sociocultural environmental tactors must be considered
in interpreting these differences ’

Stevens. F. (1993). Upponuniry 1o learn: 'ssues of equity far poor and minorily students. Washington, DC: National Cenier for
Educauon Statistics,

NAEP 199k WRITING STATE REPORT 13
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Gender

One issue covered in many stucies and by comparisons below is that of differences in
performance between males and feinales. Several studies show thal females outperform males
in development of literacy at the el:mentary and middle school grades: reports documenting
or surveying gender differences in ‘writing include NAEP 1996 Trends in Academic

Pragress” The Condition of Educat on.’ and The ETS Gender Studv." 1n the 1998 NAEP state
writing assessment, cighth-grade lemales’ average scale score was higher than that of males
in every participating jurisdiction.

Scale Score Results by Gender

In terms of average writing scale scores for Texas' public school students. Table 2. 1A shows
the following.

* In Texas. male students’ averag> scale scorc (144) was lower than that of females (165).

o Thc average writing scale score of males in Texas (144) was higher than that of males
across the nation (138). Simila-ly. Texas females’ average scale score (165) was higher
than that of females nationwide (158).

eIl E HATIONS i: TABLE 2.1A
PORT ‘w e e e
| Average writing scale scores and selected percentiles for public

\ '

1998 b
Slate Assessment school students by gender

Percenlage
Avera.je
of total scale score Yoth | 25th S0th - 75th 9oth
population percentlile !Lercentile | percentila percentile | percentile
' Males |
| Texas 49(09) [144(19) |102(3.4) 122(26) 144(27) 166(1.9) 185(2.89)
| West 1 50(0.7) {135(16)§ B9(24) 111(15) 135(2.0) 159(1.5 180( 1.3)
Nation | 51(04) (138(C8) | 93(0.9) 115(1.1) 139(08) 162(1.0) 181 (1.4)
|
| Females J
' Texas 51(09) [165(17) 1121(40) 144(1.3) 167(20) 188(34) 204(24) |
i Waest 1 50(07) |154(12) (109(1.9) 131(2.0) 156(1.4) 179(1.5) 198 (1.8) 1
i Nation | 49(0.4) [158(06) (114(09) 136(09) 159(09) 181(0.9) 199(0.7)
! |

The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 30C. The standard errors of the statistics appear in parentheses.
SOURCE: Nalional Cenler lor Educallon Stastics, 14atonal Assassment of Educalional Progress (NAEP), 1998 Wriling Assessment.

" Campbell, 1.. Voulkl, K., & Donahuc, P. (19971 NAEP 1996 reeads in ucademic progress (NCES Publication No. 97-943),
Washingtun. DC: Nattonal Center for Education Siatistica.

Y For instanee, see Indicator 20: U.S, Depacuneat of Educavon, (19961, The condition of cducaren (v96 (INCLES Publication Nu,
96-304). Washingion, DC; Office of Education (| Rescarch and Improvement,

' Cole. N 11997y The ETS gender study: How fomales and moles perform in educational setrings, Princeton. NJ: Educational

Testng Scrvice.

14 NAEP 1998 WRITING STATE REPORT
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Achievement Level Results by Gender

As shown in Table 2.1B. the following is true ol achievement levels attained by Texas™ public

school students.

o In Texas, 19 percent of miles and 43 percent of females performed at or above the
Proficient level. These percentages were significantly dillerent.

o In Texas, 82 percent of males performed at or above the Basic level. This was lower than
the percentage ol females [erforming at or above the Basic level (93 percent).

e The percenlage ol meles at or above the Proficient level in Texus (19 percent) was not
significandy different from that of males m the nation (15 percent).

o The percentage of females 11 Texas performing at or above the Proficient level (43 pereent)
was greater than that of [eriales nationwide (34 percent).

" TABLE 2.1B

REPORT
capo [MOER)

=5 |
!
1998 }

State Assessment |

‘ THE NATION'S " |L "

Percentages of public school students attaining achievement
levels by gender

At or Above

..... a Pfaﬂc’enf Advanced i

Males X

Texas P18 (2.1 82 ( 2.1) 19 ( 1.8) 0(0.2)
. West 'o28(18) | 72(1.8) 14 (1.2) 0(0.2)
' Nation . 24(09) | 76(0.9) 15 ( 0.8) 0(0.1)

Females ' .

Texas , 7(1.1) © 83 (1.1) 43 (2.5) 2(0.6)

West b 12(0.8) 88 ( 0.8) 31 (1.5) 2(0.9)

Nation ©10(0.49) 90 ( 0.4) 34 (0.9) 2(0.2)

! | !
| me m—t e — e e - P A ¢ ——————— . PR
The achievement levels correspond 10 the lollowing points on the NAEP wriling scale at grade 8: Basic, 114-172:
Proficiant, 123-223. and Advanc:zd. 224 and above, The standard errors of the statistics appear in parentheses.
SOURCE: National Cenler for Educal on Stati:tics, Nalional Assessment of Educalional Progress (NAEP), 1998 Writing Assessmenl,
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Texas

T

THE NATION'S - o TABLE 2.2B

Rsaoggﬁ‘ : o B
t | Percentages of public school students attaining achievement

sm::::sessmem | levels by rice/ethnicity
At or Above
Proficient

| white ; |

~ Texas ! 7(0.9) 93 (0.9) 41 (22) 2 (0.6)

- West C 11 (1.1) 89 ( 1.1) 32(15) 1(0.3) ‘
Nation . 1 (o) 89 ( 0.6) 31(1.0) 1(0.2) }
Black : (
Texas L7 (e 83 (4.1) 20 ( 4.0) 0y
West 32 (3.1) 66 (3.1) 9(24) or™)
Nation | 29 ( 1.5) 71 (1.5) 7(0.7) o¢™ |
Hispanic i }
Texas ' 18(258) 82 (2.5) 20 ( 2.0) 0(03) |
Wost 32(1.8) 68 ( 1.8) 10 ( 1.3) 0(0.1) !

. Nation o 32(14) 68 ( 1.4) 10 ( 1.0) 0(0.1) ‘
Asian/Pacific Islander |
Texas 8 (4.3) 92 (4.3) 41 (77) 20"
West . 12(3.5) 88 ( 3.5) 31 ( 5.5) 2¢7)
Nation T11(28) 89 ( 2.6) 33(3.7) 2(12) |

e e

The achievement levels correspond t: the following points on the NAEP writing scale at grade 8: Basic, 114=172;
Proficient. 173-223; and Advanced, :24 and above. The standard errors of tha stalistics appear in parentheses.
=" Standard error estimates cannot bz accurately determined.

SOURCE: Nalional Center for Educallon Suilistics, National Assessment ol Educational Progress (NAEP), 1398 Wring Assessmenl.
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lexas

Students’ Reports of Parents’ Highest Education Level

As part of the background questionnaire adminisicred with the assessment. students were asked
lo identify the highest level of education completed by cach parent. The groupings were
dctermined by the highest educatior al level reported for either parent.

Level of parcntal education has always exhibiled the same general patiern in NAEP
reports: the higher the level o parental education, the higher the level of student performance.
This finding is borne out by other studies: for instance, sce a paper by Grissmer, Kirby.
Berends, and Williamson (1994) th.t includes findings from the National Longitudinal Survey
of Youth (NLSY) and the Narional Education Longitudinal Study (NELS)."

Note that the tormat for the question is different for the 1998 wriling assessment than in
previous NAEP assessments. The “ormat change is described in the Writing Report Card.

Scale Score Results by Parents’ Education

ln terms of average writing scale scores for Texas™ eighth-grade public school students in 1998,
Table 2.3A indicates the following. (Thc following discussion pertains only to those students
who reported knowing the highest levcl of education achieved by one or both pacents.)

¢ The averagc scale scorc of stud:nts in Texas reporting that neither parent graduated from
high school was lower than these of students reporting that ac least one parent graduated
from high school. at least one p.arent had some education after high school, or at lcast one
parent graduated from college.

e The average scale scores for su dents in Texas were higher than those of their countcrparts
nationwide for all four levels of reported parental education.

S
2 Grissmer. D.W_, Kirby, S.N.. Rcrends, M., 1 1d Williamson, S, (1994). Student achievement and the chaigime Amerivan family
tPublicution No. MR=483-1E), Sanut Monic, CA: RAND.

20 NAEP |99 WRITING STATE REPORT
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Texas
) THETNATION'S TABLE 2.3A
"iEaa0 |8
—h*r ' Average writing scale scores and selected percentiles for public
1998 (T=—= school students by parents’ highest level of education
; Slate Assessmenl
Percenlage Average e ‘ - R : e
oftoral lescorel 10th 1 25th ' 50th 75th 90th
population ' percentile | percentile percentile | percentile percentile
Did not finish |
_high school !
Texas 9(0.9) ! 140 (3.0) | 101 (10.7) 122(4.7) 141(3.9) 160(32) 180 (4.1)
West B8(0.4) 1126(1.9) | B4(34) 106(25 127(26) 147(4.9) 166(35)
Nation ! 5(03) [ 128(19)| 87(25) 108(24) 129(1.4) 150(20) 167(28)
Graduated from |
. high school |
Texas 14 (0.9 & 152 (2.4) 1112 (28) 131 (37 152(27) 175(5.8) 192(2.8)
Wast [ 13(05) |141(13)i100(2.0) 119(28) 141(3.0) 163(15 184(26) |
.Nation 16(0.4) '144(08) 103 (15) 123(18) 145(08) 166(12) 183(20) !
Some education | l ’
after high scheol. i
Texas | 29 (1.0) [151(22) [107(3.0) 128(26) 153(1.7) 176 (26) 193 (25) \
Waesl | 29 (0.8) ‘ 141 (16) | 96(2.4) 118(2.4) 142(2.1) 165(1.9) 185(259)
Nation 28(0.6) [143(0.8) |100(1.6) 121(1.0) 144 (1.2) 166(1.1) 185(1.1)
Graduated from ! :
college ' : |
Texas 1 45(1.9) |' 162( 1.6) [ 117 (2.1) 141 (1.6) 164 (1.9) 186 (2.4) 203(2.1)
West 46 (1.1) |154(1.5) [106(3.1) 131(3.0) 156(18) 180(1.4) 199 (2.5)
Nation 48 (09) |156(0.8) |110(1.0) 133(1.0) 158(1.1) 181 (1.1 200(1.1)
1 don't know.
‘Texas 3(04) (127(44) | B0 (20.0) 111(4.5) 130(26) 149(7.8) 167 (5.6)
West 4(03) [115(28) | 73(65) 94(27) 118(3.7) 136(4.7) 157 (4.7)
Nation ; 3(01) [M7(1.7)| 76(4.1) 96(44) 118(1.7) 138(2.7) 156 (2.3)
o L e e e —— ce

The NAEP writing scale ranges from 10 300. The standard errors of the slalistics appear in parentheses,
SOURCE: National Center for Educaton Sttistics, National Assessmem of Educalional Progresa (NAEP), 1998 Wntling Assessment.
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Texus

Achievement Level Results by Parents’ Education

In erms of achicevement levels aunined by Texas' cighth-grade public school students in 1998,

Table 2.3B indicales the following. (As with the discussion ol scale score resulis, ahe following

perlaing only to those swdents wlio reported knowing the highest fevel ol education achicved

by one or both parents.)

e The percentage of students in Texas reporting that neither parcut graduated from high
school performing at or above the Proficienr level wax smaller than the corresponding
percentages tor students reporling that ar least one parent graduated roni high school. al
least one parent had some educauon after high school, or that wt least one parent graduated
from college.

e The percentage of students in Texas reporting that neither parcnt graduated [rom high
school performing at or above the Basic level was not sigaiticantly dillerent from the
corresponding percentages Tor students reporting that at fcast one parent eraduated trom
high school. at least one pareiit had some education after high school, or that at lcast one
parent graduated from college,

» The percentages of students performing at or above the Proficient level were greater in
Texas than nationwide for all tour levels of reported parental education,

22 NAEP {993 WRITING STATE REPORT
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Texas
‘ HE;’;I‘ETNATION‘S TABLE 2.3B
- carp |OEP)
\ = . Percentage: of public school students attaining achievement
. sm‘:iimmm levels by pzrents’ highest level of education

At or Above

Proficient Advanced
Did not finish high school | |
Texas 18 ( 4.0) 82 ( 4.0) 13(2.7) 0("") I|
West 33(20) ; 67(20 6(1.5) o) |
Nation ©31(24) ¢ 69(24) 6(1.8) or)
Graduated from high school | ;
- Texas 12(23) | 88(23) 27 (33) 1)
West 21(28) | 79(25) 15(1.2) 1(03)
Nalion 17(1.3) | 83(1.3) 18 (1.2) 0(02) |
Some education after HS '
Texas 14(20)  86(2.0) 28 ( 2.6) 1(77)
Woest 22(19) ° 78(19) 18 ( 1.5) 0(03) |
Nalion 19(09) | 81(09) 19 (0.9) 0(0.1)
Graduated from coliege : |
Texas 8(11)y | g2(1m) 39 ( 2.0) 2(05 |
West 14(12) | 86(1.2) 32(1.8) 2(03) |
Nation 12(06) | 88(08) 33(1.2) 2(02) |
! don’t know. [
. Texas 30(63) | 70(63 6 (4.0) o)
West 47 (4.9) 53 (4.9) 3(18) 0("™)
Nalion 45 (3.0 55 ( 3.0) 3(1.1) or—y !

| S |

The achigvemenl lavels correspond o the lollowing points on tha NAEP wriing scale al grade 8: Basic, 114-172;
Proficient, 173-223; and Advanced, 2.'4 and above. The siandard errors of the statistics appear in parentheses.
*"* Slandard error esumatas cannot bt accuralely delarmined.

SOURCE: Nalional Center lur Education Sta slics. National Assessment of Educalional Progress (NAEP). 1998 Wnling Assesament.

NALP 1998 WRITING STATE REPORT R



0CT. 27.2000 1:17PM DEPT ED/OFC OF SEC, NO. 1006 P 27

rexas

Free/Reduced-Price Lunch Program Eligibility

NAEP tracks eligibility for the federal program providing free or reducced-price school lunches.
The frec/reduced-price lunch compenent of the National School Lunch Program (NSLP)
offered through the U.S. Departmca of Agriculture (USDA), is designed o ensure that children
near or helow the poverty line receive nourishing meals. This program is available o public
schools. nonprofit private schools. : nd residential child care institutions. Eligibility is
dctermined through the USDA's In::ome Eligibility Guidelines. and results for this culcgory
of students are included as an indic: tor of poverly. More information is available at the USDA
Web site, in particular under “Welcome to the School Lunch Program (NSLP)™ at

hup://www fns.usda.gov/cad/Lunch:Default.htm.

NAEP collects data on studer eligibility for the NSLP in five categories: eligibie tor
reduced-price lunches, eligible for f-ee lunches. 1 ot eligible for the NSLP. information was not
avatlable. or schools did not provid: the information. Because some of these groups were
small. the categories were combinc: into eligible. not cligible. and informanon not available,
as reported here for groups meeting minimum sample size requirements.

Scale Score Results by Eligibility for the Free/Reduced-Price Lunch Program
In terms of average writing scale scores for Texas’ public school students in 1998, Table 2.4A
shows the following.

s In Tcxas, the average wriling scale scorc of students eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
was |41, This was lower than that of students not eligible for this program (163).

* Students in Texas eligible for fri:e/reduced-price lunch had an average scale score (141) that
was higher than that of similar sighth graders nationwide (131).

e Swdents in Texas who were no: eligible for {rec/reduced-price lunch had an average scale
score (163) that was higher than that of similar eighth graders nationwide (156).

2 NAEP 1998 WRITING STATE REPORT
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Texas
o E WATIONS :, TABLE 2.4A
PORT (rqep] ! i ‘ |
3- ‘ Average writing scale scores and selected percentiles for public
199 | i school students by free/reduced-price lunch eligibility
State Assessment l : J
Percentage | Average
oftotal e score | i 25th soth . 75th | 90th
population I . percentile | parcentlle | percentile | percentile percentlie

Eligible
Texas 38(20) |141(2.1) | 99(4.3) 119(2.3) 142(3.2) 164(1.9) 183(2.1)
West 36(1.9) |12)(1.4) | B6(1.9) 107(22) 130(1.8) 152(15) 173(2.1) |
Nation 30(1.0) [131(08) | 90(1.3) 110(0.8) 132(1.0) 153(1.1) 172 (0.8)
Not eligible
Texas 59 (22) |163(1.4) |120(2.6) 142(2.0) 164(15) 185(1.8) 202 (2.0)
Waest 52(3.7) |154(1.5) [110(2.0) 132(3.1) 155(1.7) 178 (1.6) 197 (2.1)
Nation 58 (1.7) |155(0.8) |113(1.5) 135(1.0) 157 (1.0) 179 (0.8) 197 (1.0)
Information not
available
Toxas 3(1.3) | 150 (10.6)!| 107 (10.0)! 126 (13.8)! 151 (12.2)! 175 (11.8)! 192 (18.2)!/
West 12(3.3) | 148 (3.6)!| 97 (5.5) 122 (4.2) 150 (3.6) 173 (3.8) 195 (2.4)
Nation 12(2.0) |150(22) [102(3.2) 126(2.4) 152(2.6) 175(3.0) 196 (2.9)

The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 th 300. The slandard errors of the statislics appear in parentheses. ! interprel
with caution—the nature of the sample toes not allow accurate determination of the variability of Lhis statistic.
SOURCE: Nalional! Cenlar [or Education Statillics, National Assessmenl of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 Writing Assessmen.
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Texas

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

In tcrms of achievement tevels altiined by public school students in 1998, Table 2.4B indicates
the following.

[n Texas, 17 pereent of stude its who were eligible tor the free/reduced-price lunch
program and 40 percent of students who were not cligible lor this program performed at
or above the Proficienr level. These percentages were significantly different,

For students who were eligibl: {or the free/reducced-price lunch program. the percentage

at or above the Proficienr levcl in Texas (17 percent) was greater than the corresponding
percentage for eligible student< nationwide (10 percent).

» For students who were not elig ible for the free/reduced-price lunch program. the percentage
at or above the Proficient level in Texas (40 perccnl) was greaier than the corresponding
pcreentage for incligible stude 1ts nationwide (32 percent).

| HEJESTMHON‘“ TABLE 2.4B

\ PORT (raep] . o e .

| I—hr | Percentages of public school students attaining achievement
1998 [——] . ’

| Stato Acsesamont levels by free/ieduced-price lunch ehglbﬂlty J;

_____ At or Above ,_”____J'
Proﬂclanr i‘ Advanced

. Eligible ' ]—

Texas I 20(2.7) 80 (2.7) 17 (2.0) ("

" West r32(1.9) 68 (1.9) 10( 0.9) 0("™)
Nation 29 (1.0) 71 (1.0) 10 ( 0.5) 0(0.1)
Not eligible .

Texas : 7(0.9) 93 (0.9) 40 ( 1.9) 2(0.4)
West 12(1.4) 88 (1.9) 30(1.6) 1(03) |
Nation 11(0.7) 89 (0.7) 32(1.0) 1(0.2)
Information not available

Texas ;15 (7.0) 85 ( 7.1)! 26 (13.7)! )
West 20 ( 3.0) 80 ( 3.0)¢ 25(3.7) 2(0.9)
Nalion 17 ( 1.5) 83(1.5 27 (2.5) 1(0.5)

The achlevemenl levels correspond to the lollowung pomts on lhe NAEP wnnng scale at grade B: Basic, 114-172;
Proficient. 173~223: and Advancaed 224 and above. The slandard errors ol the stalistics appear in parentheses.
! Interprat with caution—the nature of the sample does not allow accurale determination of the variability ol this slatislic.

*~ Slandard error estimates cannot be ac: urately determined.

SOURCE: National Centar lor Educanon Statslics Natonal Assessment of Educalional Progress (NAEP), 1998 Writing Assessmenl
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Texay

Type of Location

Anention has been given recently to Amenica’s urban schools, often with the perception that
these schools and their students compare less Tavorably with their nonurban counterpans. '
Information on students according o school location is importaat w the efforts 10 ensure cqual
access 1o a high quality education for all, NAEP public school locarion is based on the NCES
Common Core of Data (CCD). as drawn (rom U.S, Census duta and delinitions.

Schouls thar participated i the assessment were classilied into three mutually exclusive
types ol geographic location—C entral City, Urban Fringe/Large Town, and Rural/Small Town.
General information (including :lefinitions) about these catcgorics and schools’ categorization
within them can be found in Clapter 3 ol the weehnical report for the 1996 NAEP state
mathematics assessment, "

Scale Score Results by Type of Location

In terms ol average writing scale scores Tor public school students in Texas. Table 2.5A reveals
the following. The nature of the NAEP national sample does not permit accurate estimation
ol type ol location Tor the U.S. geographic regions. Therefore. no results for the West region

are shown,

o In Texus, the uverage wintin @ scale score of students attending public schools in central
cities was not significantly ditferent rom those of students in urban fringes/large towns
and rural arcas/small towns

e The average scale seore of students attending schools in central cities in Texas was higher
than that ol similar student: navonwide, The average scale scores of students attending
schools in urban ringes/lar re towas and rural arcas/small towns in Texas were not
signilicantly different from those of similar students nationwide.

TABLE 2.5A

.' e NaTON'S
| REPORT
| “canp |"IER _

¢ Average writing scale scores and selected percentiles for public

1998 [—"} j
Siale Assezament school students by type of location

' Percentage ';;-\, " o T

| of total hverage -

| o to‘a_ scale score 25th 50th 75th 90th

; population percentile percentile percentile percentlle ' percentile

Central city .
Texas 49 (1.0) [1%2(22) 108 (3.1) 129(3.2) 153(21) 177(29 196(3.7
1al1 (1.3

Nation 21 (1.6) 3 94(12) 117(1.4) 141 (1.4) 166(14) 188 (1.7) "
Urban fringe/ |

large town : . ‘
Texas 2B (1.4) (159 (3.0) 1 115(35) 137 (6.0) 160 ( 3.5) 183(22) 200(24) |
Nation 39 (2.0) 1163 (1.4) 1107 (2.0) 130(1.5 155(1.7) 178(1.5) 196 (1.5)
Ruralsmall town ! ' |
Texas 23(1.4) 1153 (22) "111(22) 132(2.1) 155(3.8) 176(2.6) 195(22) !
Nation L 29(1.8) ;148(1.2) 104(1.3) 126(1.6) 150(1.1) 171(1.7) 183( 1.6) l

The NAEP writng scale ranges (rom 0 1o 300 The slandard errors of the statislics appear in parentheses.
Characlenstics of the school sample de nol perrmit reliable regional resulls for type of localion.
SOURCE Naiional Centar lor Educalion Sla isucs. Nationat Asscssment of Educalional Progress (NAEP). 1998 writing Assessment.

[ . . . ' . . . . .
LN Deparunent of Bducation, Naonal Center Tor Bducation Statisies <1961 U ba sehonds: The ciallenge of Tovation aned
peoverny AINCES Publication Na, 96=1K4: Wastungton, (X (LS Government Prinnng Onljge.

'l st . . . " . .
Ablen, N Jenks, 19 Kulick, FLoand Zelenak, C AL 01997, Techaivad veport of the NALP 1996 state aasessment progrmn
atathemancy (INCES Pubhication Nuo, 97- 951 Wishimgton, DC Nytiomal Coner Toe Education Siatistics

“rmr . ceens egensueeTs )
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Texas

Achievement Level Results by Type of Location
[n terms ol achievement levels {or public school swdents in Texas, Table 2.5B indicates the

following.

For students who attended schools in central cities in Texas, the pereentage at or above the
Proficient level was not significantly ditlerent (rom the corresponding percentages for
students in urban fringes/lariie towns and rural arcas/small towns.

For students in centrat citics in Texas, the percentage at or above the Basic level was not
signilicantly difterent from tie corresponding percentages for students in urban
fringes/targe towns and rural arcas/small lowns,

s The percentage of students a:tending schools in central citics in Texas performing at or
above the Proficient level was greater than that of their national counterparts. The
percentages ol students attending schools in urban fringes/large towns and rural areas/small
towns in Texas perlorming al or above the Proficienr [cvel were not significantly diflerent
from those of their nauonal .:ounterparts.

THE NATION'S TABLE 2.5B
AEPORT . J
carD [oeP

l Slate assessment

V.

- Percentages >f public school students attaining achievement
1998 levels by type of location

At or Above
Proficient Advanced

| R ——— G e mee ey
| Centrai city '
| Texas 14(20) : 86(20) 29 ( 2.6) 1(0.4)
I Nation 22 (1.3) 78 (1.3) 19 (1.4) 1(0.2)
i Urban fringe/large town ,
' Texas 10(26) = 90(2.6) 36 ( 3.6) 1(05) |
! Nation 14(11) 86(11) 29 (1.7) 1(0.2) l
| Rural/small town i

Texas 12(14) | 88(14) 29 (28) 1077

Nation 16(1.00 84 (1.0) 23 (1.4) 1(0.2)
——— o - | v v v e e = wvma 8 mmm e e b P - -
The achievement levels correspond to the following poinis on the NAEP writing scale al grade 8: Basic, 114-172:

Proficient, 173-223; and Advanced, 224 and abova. Tha standard errors of the slalistics appear in parentheses.
Characteristics of the school sample do 1ot permil reliable regional results for type of location. *"** Standard error
aslimates cannol be accurately determineg J.

SOURCE" Nalional Cenler lor Educabon Slalist;s. Nalional Assessment of Educalional Progress (NAEF), 1998 Wriling Assessmanl.
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Where to Find More Information

Below are only a few suggeston: for finding additional NAEP results and rclated information,
A hyperlinked version of this scction is available from the Web page that introduces the 1998
state reports, hitp://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/pubs/stt1998/1999463.shiml. Many ol the
reports and data files on the Wet will require the use of the (free) Adobe Acrobat Reader: for
information on installing the Reader, click on the Help button at the NAEP Web site.
http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportea :d/,

Details of the NAEP Writing Assessment

For details of the assessment, reter to the companion report, the NALP 1998 Wriring Report
Card for the Nation and the Siatev. Both that report and the NAEP 1998 Writing State Reports
arc availuble on (he NAEP Wcb site.  For details of the framework on which the writing
assessment was developed, see hitp://www.nagb.org/. Click on the Publications button on the
left. and then click on Writing Fr imework and Specifications for the 1998 National Assessment
of Educarional Progress.,

Technical information abou: the assessment will be available in the NAEP [998 Technical
Reporr in 2000. Undil that technical report is available. many questions may be answered by
searching in the Technical Repon of the NAEP 1996 Siare Assessment Program in Science. o
be found at the NAEP Web site. The science asscssment was also on a within-grade scale. so
science scaling procedures would be more similar to writing than would the scaling procedures
in the mathematics asscssment (which was on a cross-grade scalc).

1998 Participation Rates
(nformation on each jurisdiction™. participation rates lor schools and students is in
Appendix A of the Writing Reporr Card, 10 be found at the NAEP Web site.

Additional Results from the Writing Assessment

For more findings from the [998 writing assessments, refer to the 1998 results at the NAEP
Web sitc. On the release date. the summary data tables (SDTs) at this site will include student.
school. and teacher variables for 1ll jurisdictions. the nanhion, and the four NAEP geographic
regions. Complcic SDTs will be available for all jurisdictions, with all background questions
cross-tabulated with the major de nographic reporting vanables (for instance. hours of
iclevision walched by level of parental education or limited English proficiency by
race/cthnicity).

NAEP 1998 WRITING STATE REPORT Y
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Texas

Variables Reponted in the State Reports

The followmg variables can be lound in the summary data tables (SDTs) at
http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreporte: rd/tables. More information on these variables is available in
Appendix A ol the Writing Repre rt Card at http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/. the NAEP
Web site.  The variables reported here, with their labels in the tables arc:

o Gender. This is DSEX in th: SDTs, Reports documenting or surveying gender differences
in writing include NAEP 1996 Trends in Academic Progresy at the NAEP Web site, The
Condition of Education, tor nstance. Indicaror 20 a1 '
hup://nces.cd.gov/pubs/ce/c3520u01 . huml. and The ETS Gender Studv al
fip://etsis | .ets.org/pub/res/ge wder.pdl.

. Racé/Ethnicily. This is DRACE in the SDTs. An instructive explanation of the derivation
appears in Appendix A of the Writing Reporr Card. at Lhe NAEP Web site.

+ Students’ Reports of Pacrents' Highest Education Level. PARED?2 is a derived variable
also described in Appendix /1 of the Writing Report Card. The ettect of parcatal education
is discussed in a paper by Grissmer, Kirby. Berends. and Williamson (1994) ac
hup://www.rand.org/publications/MR/MRS35/MRS535. huml.

¢ Free/Reduced-Price Lunch Program Eligibility. The variable reported here is
SLUNCHI1. which is a version of SLUNCH with several of the categories of SLUNCH
(e.g2.. reduced and free) comained. A description of the frec/reduced-price lunch program
is available at hup://www.n:.usda gov/end/Lunch/Default htm,

¢  Type of Location. TOL3 is the labcl in the SDTs. The TOL variable uses data from the
most recent and Quality Education Data (QED) filc (see hup://www.geddata.comy)
combined with the most rccent Private School Survey PSS lile (sce
htp:/inces.ed.gov/surveys/ps s.hunl). The Common Core of Daia (CCD) file (see
hup://nces.ed.goviced/index. wml) is used to extract lype of location or urbanization
information where missing (rom the QED file. Through this process. the TOL variable
reflects the type of location values (or the school recorded on the 1995/96 CCD and PSS
files. Schools with missing values for type of location were assigned the TOL of other
schools within the same city. when TOL did not vary within that city. Any remaining
missing TOL values were assigned using U.S. Burcau of Census publications. Additional
intormation is available under General Information on the NAEP SDT Tool Web pages
and also in Chapter 3. Section 4, of the Technical Report of the NAEP 1996 State
Assessment Program in Matneniatics
(http://nces.ed.gov/nationsre portcard/96report/9793 | pdt).

» Type of School. SCHTYPE. is the label in the SDTs. Note that the Nonpublic school
sample includes Privare and Carholic school students. A/A (Bureau of Indian Affairs) and
DoDEA (Department of Del2nse Education Activity) students arc in the Combined sample
only.
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Publications from NAEP Writing Assessments

NAEP also offers various specl reports on writing that may be ol particular imterest to

tachers, These mav he ordered (rom the ~ouree al the end of this section, and samg or them

cun be aceessed and printed (rom the Web,

Woiting Framework and Spevifications foor the TYIS Nuronal Assexsment of Fducational
Prozresy, rom the National Assessment CGoverning Board (availuble at

htpa//www, nagh.org/

NAEP 1998 Writine Report Card for the Nation and the States. the compamon Lo this Stawe
Report (available at huepa//ne ss.ed. gov/nanonsreporteard/s the NAEP Web «ite)

e NAEP 199N Weiting Repovt Card National Hichlieghis, o brochure with student samples,
covering the nutional and state NAEP 1998 writing asscssment Gavailable e the NAEP
Weh site)

NAEP 1999 rends in Acadeantc Progrevs, contatrg samples of student writing front the
NAEP Long-Term Trend assessment tlorthcoming at the NALP Web siwe)

NAEP Trends in Wrnne: Flioeney and Wiiting Conventions. a short report {rom the NAEP
Long-Term Trend assessment (available au the NAEP Web i)

NALEPFacis: Can Stdenis Bonefir from Process Wriing 2 To read this short publication
deseribing selected results Trom the 1992 Wrinne Keport Card. go to
hup://nces.ed.gov/pubscarch/ and cnder Y6848 i the box Libeled “Finter NCES #.7

Some special reparts on reading may be ol imerest o language arts tachers:

Livtening 1o Cliuldren Read Alowd. Data trom NAEP 'S Imegrared Reading Performanee
Record (IRPR) a1 Grade 4. vesulis Tram the 1992 IRPR, o specul study conducted with a
subgroup ol Tourth sraders who participated in the 1992 NAEP reading assessment
(avatlable in print only)

Interviewing Children Abowr sheir Literacy Experiences, Data from NAEP s Integrated
Reading Performance Record (IRPR) ai Grade 4. results Irom the 1992 [RPR, u special
study conducted with o subgoup of Tourth graders who participated in the 1992 NAEP

reading assessment tavailable in print only)

NAEPFacts: Listening 1o Ch'dren Read Mowd: Oral Flueney To read this NAEPEFacts,
summarizing NAEP'S 1irst artempt o measure dth graders™ oral reading fluency. uceuracy.
and rate on a lurge-seale basia, ¢o to hap://nces.ed.govipubscarch/ and enter 93762 in the
box labeled “Enter NCES #.

Students Selecting Speries: T ¢ Effects of Choice in Reading Assexsment. resulls {rom the
NAEP Reader Special Surver of the 1994 National Assessment ol Educationual Progress
tavailable at the NAEP Web site). To see this publication. ¢o to
hip://nces.ed.gov/pubscarch/ and enter Y7491 in the box labeled “Enter NCES #.7

NAL 1995 WRITING STATE REPORT 1

3
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For ordermg mlormation an these ieports. write,

U.S. Department ol Lduc.tion

[ Pubs

.0, Box 1398

Jessup, MDD 207941308

or call wll free 1-877-4 1:D PUBS  (1-877—433-7827)
NAEP reading reports i addiion 1o those listed above ure avinlable at the NAEP Web site.
FFor many ol the pubhications. it free copy may be ordered on line. Go 1o
hupi/mces.ed.gov/pubscarch/. cnter -he NCES publicaton number. or eier key words (rom ihe
ttle and seleer National Assessient of Educational Progress in the “Scarchi Options™ box. I
printed copies are availlable, the next page will have a link 1o "Order your [Tee copy now Trom
FdPube,™

Sample NAEP Questions for C.assroom Use

All ol the 1998 released items are uvailable now in the Weiting Reporr Card, The released
items trom the 1998 wrinng wssessinent will appear on the Web in the fall of 1999, They will
join the released iems from the NATP 1998 reading assessment. The Sample Questions Toul
presents guestons, scormy guides, astual responses. und <cores Irom released po'rlion.\' of NApP
assessmients. To access this ol frem the NAEP Web site. click on “Sample Questions,”™

There v o tutorsl for st te users,

X . NALP 1R WEITING CFastl: REDOW I
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Appendix,"B Figures from Section 1

Fregres 2 and L3 are display ed bere e full-page formae with legends and ntles but withom
Ngure numbers or page header s and tooterss Tncach state report on the Webs these ligures
will appewr i color. They muay he printed m black wd-white or :nocalor Tor other uses such

as averbeads,

NALE e W RITING STALE, REPOR
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Achievement levels for writing: Comparing the percentage of public school
students at or above the Proficient level in Texas with those in other
participating jurisdicticns at grade 8 in 1998
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- "5 Office of the General Counsel

CONFERENCE 3211 4uh Streel N.E. Washinglon, DC 20017-1194 {202)541-3300 FAX {202)541-3337 TELEX 7400424

MEMORANDUM

October 25, 2000

To: Frank Monahan

7L
From: John A. Lickweg

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 constderation 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 of religious schools should be
highlighted to frame the relevant constitutional context. First, unlike public schools,
participation of private schools would be limited to four (4) distinct areas, 1.¢., (1) meeting
physical accessibility requirements of the American with Disabilities Act of 1990 and Section
504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, (11) 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 privatc 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 1 suggest the following talking points to address the Establishment
Clause concems being raised.

doo2
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(1)  Participation of Religious Schagls in the Four (4) Distinet A I
Canstitutional under Mitchell v. Helas.

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 purposc
and must not have the effect of advancing religion. The Court 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 Mizchell the funded services could have
been diverted but were not.

@)

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

2
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(b)

©)

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.

In the debate over the Child Care and Devclopment 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.

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 of religion. One can only speculate whether the real
issue here is more political rather than the asserted constitutional concern.

@004
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Rationale:
Qusr
The proposed amendments would allow private nonprofit elementary and secondary
schools to participale, in a limited manner, in the school repair and renovation program. Such
participation would be limited to projects necessary to 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 bning 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 of ESEA 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.”

[doos



