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EXECUTIVE
SUMMARY
The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) is the nation’s only
ongoing survey of what students know and can do in various academic subject
areas. Authorized by Congress and administered by the National Center for
Education Statistics in the Department of Education, NAEP regularly reports
to the public on the educational progress of students in grades 4, 8, and 12. In
1998, NAEP conducted a national reading assessment of fourth-, eighth-, and
twelfth-grade students, and a state-by-state reading assessment of fourth- and
eighth-grade students.

This report presents the results of the 1998 NAEP reading assessment for
the nation and for participating states or jurisdictions. Results in 1998 are
compared to those in 1994 and 1992. Students’ performance on the assessment
is described in terms of their average score on a 0-to-500 scale, and in terms of
the percentage of students attaining three achievement levels: Basic, Proficient,
and Advanced.

The achievement levels are performance standards, adopted by the National
Assessment Governing Board as part of its statutory responsibilities. The levels
are collective judgments of what students should know and be able to do for
each grade tested. They are based on recommendations by broadly representative
panels of classroom teachers, education specialists, and members of the general
public.

As provided by law, the Commissioner of Education Statistics, upon review
of a congressionally mandated evaluation of NAEP, has determined that the
achievement levels are to be considered developmental and should be interpreted
and used with caution. However, both the Commissioner and the Board believe
these performance standards are useful for understanding trends in student
achievement. They have been widely used by national and state officials,
including the National Education Goals Panel, as a common yardstick of
academic performance.

In addition to providing average scores and achievement level performance
for the nation and states or jurisdictions, this report provides results for
subgroups of students defined by various background and contextual
characteristics. A summary of major findings from the 1998 NAEP reading
assessment is presented on the following pages.
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Reading Scale Score and Achievement Level Results

Results for the nation
© Average reading scores increased for students in grades 4, 8, and 12. At the

fourth and twelfth grades, the national average score was higher in 1998
than in 1994. At eighth grade, the national average score was higher in 1998
than in 1994 and in 1992.

© While the national average reading score increased at all three grades in
1998, increased scores were not observed for all students. At grade 4, score
increases were observed only among lower performing students. At grade 8,
score increases were observed among lower and middle performing students.
At grade 12, score increases were observed among middle and upper
performing students; however, the score for lower performing twelfth
graders was not as high in 1998 as it had been in 1992.

© Across the three grades (4, 8, and 12) in 1998, the percentages of students
performing at or above the Basic level of reading achievement were 62, 74,
and 77 percent; the percentages who performed at or above the Proficient
level were 31, 33, and 40 percent; and the percentages who performed at the
highest achievement level, Advanced, were 7, 3, and 6 percent.

© At grade 4, no significant changes since 1994 or 1992 were observed in the
percentages of students attaining any of the reading achievement levels.

© At grade 8, a greater percentage of students performed at or above the Basic
level and the Proficient  level of reading achievement in 1998, compared to
1994 and 1992.

© At grade 12, a greater percentage of students performed at or above the
Proficient level and the Advanced level of reading achievement in 1998,
compared to 1994. The percentage of students at Advanced was also greater
in 1998 than in 1992.  Although the 1998 percentage at or above Basic was
greater than that in 1994, it remained lower than the 1992 percentage.

Results for the states and other jurisdictions

© Of the 43 jurisdictions that participated in the 1998 state-by-state reading
assessment at grade 4 and met the participation guidelines, Connecticut
had the highest average score for public school students. The cluster of
jurisdictions with the next highest average scores consisted of Department
of Defense overseas schools, Iowa, Kansas, Maine, Massachusetts,
Minnesota, Montana, New Hampshire, and Wisconsin. Colorado performed
equally well as eight of the next highest performing jurisdictions but had
a lower average score than New Hampshire.
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© Of the 40 jurisdictions that participated in the state-by-state reading
assessment at grade 8 and met the participation guidelines, the cluster
of highest-performing jurisdictions consisted of Connecticut, Department
of Defense domestic schools, Maine, Massachusetts, and Montana. The
Department of Defense overseas schools performed equally well as four of
the high-performing jurisdictions but had a lower average score than Maine.

© For fourth-grade students in public schools, Connecticut had the highest
percentage of students performing at or above the Proficient level of reading
achievement.  In 1998, the cluster of jurisdictions with the next highest
percentages of fourth graders at or above Proficient consisted of Colorado,
Department of Defense overseas schools, Iowa, Kansas, Maine,
Massachusetts, Minnesota, Montana, New Hampshire, and Wisconsin.

© For eighth-grade students attending public schools, the seven jurisdictions
with the highest percentages of students at or above the Proficient level
of reading achievement in 1998 were Connecticut, Department of Defense
domestic schools, Department of Defense overseas schools, Maine,
Massachusetts, Minnesota, and Montana.

Reading Results for Student Subgroups
Gender
© At all three grades in 1998, female students had higher average reading scale

scores than their male peers, and the percentage of females attaining each of
the reading achievement levels exceeded that of males.

© At grade 4, males had a higher average reading score in 1998 than in 1994;
however, the average score of female fourth graders remained unchanged. At
grade 8, both male and female students had higher average scores in 1998
than in 1994 and 1992. At grade 12, an apparent increase was observed for
both males and females between 1994 and 1998; however, the increase was
not significant for male students. The average score for male twelfth graders
in 1998 remained lower than that in 1992.

Race/Ethnicity
© At all three grades in 1998, the average reading score for White students was

higher than that for Black, Hispanic, and American Indian students.

© At grade 4, the only significant increase among racial/ethnic groups was
observed for Black students, whose average reading score in 1998 was higher
than in 1994. At grade 8, increases were evident for both White and Black
students; their average scores in 1998 were higher than in 1994 and 1992.
At grade 12, increases were evident for both White and Hispanic students
since 1994.
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Parents’ level of education
© Students in grades 8 and 12 were asked to indicate their parents’ highest

level of education. Consistent with past NAEP assessments, students in
1998 who reported higher levels of parental education had higher average
reading scale scores.

© The average reading score of eighth graders who reported the highest level
of parental education, graduated from college, was higher in 1998 in
comparison to both 1994 and 1992. The average score of twelfth graders
who reported the lowest level of parental education, did not finish high
school, was lower in 1998 than in 1992.

Regions of the country
© The 1998 results by region indicated that fourth and eighth graders in

the Northeast and Central regions outperformed their counterparts in
the Southeast and West. Among twelfth graders, students in the Southeast
had lower average reading scores than students in the other three regions.
Also among twelfth graders, students in the Central region outperformed
students in the West region.

© An examination of results for students within four regions — Northeast,
Southeast, Central, and West — reveals four changes across the assessment
years. In the Northeast, the 1998 average reading score for eighth graders
was higher than in 1992, and fourth graders showed an increase between
1994 and 1998.  In the Southeast, eighth graders had a higher average score
in 1998 than in 1994 and 1992. And for twelfth graders in the Central
region, the 1998 average was higher than the 1994 average.

Type of location
© In 1998, fourth and eighth graders in central city schools had lower average

reading scores than their counterparts in rural/small town schools or urban
fringe/large town schools.  Also, eighth graders in rural/small town schools
had lower average scores than their counterparts in urban fringe/large town
schools.  No significant differences were observed among twelfth graders by
type of location.

© Among students attending central city schools, eighth graders had a higher
average reading score in 1998 than in 1992. Among students attending
schools in urban fringe/large town locations, eighth and twelfth graders had
a higher average score in 1998 than in 1994. In rural/small town schools,
twelfth graders had a higher average score in 1998 than in 1994.
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Free/reduced-price lunch program
© The 1998 NAEP reading assessment collected information on student

eligibility for the federally funded free/reduced-price lunch program that
provides children near or below the poverty line with nourishing meals. At
all three grades, students who were eligible for the free/reduced-price lunch
program had lower average reading scores than students who were not
eligible for the program.

Type of school
© Consistent with past NAEP reading assessments, the 1998 results indicated

that students attending nonpublic schools had higher average scale scores
than their counterparts attending public schools.

© At grades 8 and 12, there was an increase between 1994 and 1998 in the
average reading score of students attending public schools. For eighth-grade
public school students, the 1998 average was also higher than the 1992
average. While there was no significant change at any grade in the average
score for all nonpublic schools, eighth graders attending nonpublic Catholic
schools had an average score in 1998 that was higher than in 1992.

School and Home Factors Related to
Reading Performance
Pages read for school and homework
© In 1998, at all three grades assessed, students who reported reading more

pages daily in school and for homework had higher average scale scores than
students who reported reading fewer pages daily.

© The 1998 results indicate that students in grades 8 and 12 are reading more
pages each day for school and for homework than in 1994.

Explain understanding/discuss interpretations
© Eighth- and twelfth-grade students reported on how often they were asked

to explain their understanding and discuss interpretations of their reading.
At both grades, a positive relationship was observed between these
instructional activities and student reading performance. Students who
reported being asked by their teachers to explain their understanding or
discuss interpretations at least once a week had higher average scores in 1998
than their classmates who reported doing so less than weekly.

© At grade 8, students’ reports in 1998 indicated an increase in the frequency
of both of these activities since 1994 and 1992. Twelfth graders’ reports
indicated an increase since 1994 in the frequency of being asked to explain
their understanding.
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Writing long answers in response to reading
© At all three grades, a positive relationship between writing long answers to

questions on tests and assignments that involved reading and student reading
performance is generally supported by findings from the 1998 NAEP
assessment. Students who reported engaging in this activity on a weekly
or a monthly basis had higher average scores than students who reported
doing so only once or twice a year, or hardly ever. At the twelfth grade,
students who reported doing such writing at least once a week demonstrated
the highest reading performance.

© Increases since 1994 in the frequency of this activity were indicated in the
1998 reports of fourth and eighth graders.

Reading self-selected books in school
© Fourth-grade students who reported that their teachers gave them time to

read books of their own choosing on a daily basis had a higher average score
than their peers who reported being given time to do so less often. However,
at grades 8 and 12 this activity did not have a positive relationship with
average reading scores.

© Students’ reports in 1998 indicated an increase since 1994 in the frequency
of this activity for fourth graders, while the reports of eighth and twelfth
graders indicated an increase since 1992.

Discussing studies at home
© At all three grades in 1998, students who reported at least weekly home

discussions about their studies had higher average reading scores than
students who reported discussing their studies less frequently. At the eighth
and twelfth grades, having such discussions almost every day was associated
with the highest average score.

© Students’ reports in 1998 indicate little change across assessment years
in the percentages of students discussing their studies at home more or
less frequently.

Talking about reading with family or friends
© At all three grades in 1998, students who reported talking about their

reading activities with family or friends once or twice a week, or at least
monthly, had higher average reading scores than students who reported
doing so rarely or never.

© At grades 8 and 12, students’ reports in 1998 indicated that they are talking
about their reading activities less frequently in comparison to their reports
in 1992.
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Television viewing
© At all three grades in 1998, students who reported watching three or fewer

hours of television each day had higher average reading scores than students
who reported watching more television.

© Results of the 1998 reading assessment are encouraging in that they indicate
decreases since 1994 in the amount of time students spend watching
television each day.

This Report
This report comprises five chapters, each focusing on different results of the
NAEP 1998 reading assessment. The Introduction provides an overview of the
assessment framework, instrument, and design. Chapter 1 presents overall
national results in terms of average scores on the NAEP composite scale and in
terms of the three reading achievement levels.  Also included in this chapter are
sample student responses to selected NAEP questions and maps of selected
questions on the NAEP reading composite scale. Chapter 2 presents average
scale scores for regions of the country and for demographic subgroups of the
population. Achievement level results for the regions and subgroups are
presented in Chapter 3. In Chapter 4, school and home contextual factors
related to literacy development are the focus for presenting results of the 1998
NAEP assessment. Chapter 5 concludes this report with a look at public school
results of the state-by-state assessments at grades 4 and 8.

In addition, several appendices are included that augment and support
the information presented in these chapters. Appendix A provides an overview
of the procedural aspects of the NAEP 1998 reading assessment. Appendix B
provides the standard errors for all data presented throughout this report.
Appendix C provides the sample texts for the released questions presented
in the first chapter, and also includes additional questions and sample student
responses. Appendix D presents 1998 state level results for additional subgroups
not discussed in Chapter 5 and also provides 1992 and 1994 subgroup data for
grade 4. Appendix E presents characteristics of individual states and jurisdictions
that are drawn from non-NAEP sources.
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INTRODUCTION

The act of reading, whether performed for pleasure or necessity, contributes
greatly to the quality of our daily lives. In the course of an average day, a typical
American adult needs to read for a variety of reasons in different situations. Days
begin by reading the morning paper and proceed to the demands of reading in
the workplace. Most types of employment demand some reading, whether it be a
memo, a manual, or more complicated material.

Reading is also necessary for home and leisure activities. The ability to read
instructions, recipes, catalogues, or schedules permits daily life to proceed more
smoothly. And daily life is immeasurably enriched by reading for personal
enjoyment or by reading a favorite story to a young child.

Beyond the spheres of work and home, the ability to read is essential to each
citizen’s effective participation in the affairs of his or her community, state, and
nation. Reading and understanding accounts of current events at the local and
national level are necessary to the full exercise of civic responsibility.

The importance of reading for all children, who will be the future adults of
America, underlies the need to monitor student achievement in reading. While
learning to read is the focus for early elementary school education, one’s ability
to read develops and acquires facility throughout the middle and secondary
school years. It is this progress in learning to read and becoming better at
reading that the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) surveys
and reports.

Overview of the 1998 National Assessment
of Educational Progress (NAEP)
Since being authorized by Congress in 1969, NAEP’s mission has been to
collect, analyze, and present reliable and valuable information about what
American students know and can do. Both public and private school students in
grades 4, 8, and 12 are sampled and assessed on a regular basis in core subject
areas. In 1998, student performance in reading, writing, and civics was assessed.
All NAEP assessments are based on content frameworks and are developed
through a national consensus process that involves teachers, curriculum experts,
parents, and members of the general public.

The 1998 NAEP reading assessment was the third assessment based on the
NAEP Reading Framework, first adopted for the 1992 assessment.1 It was also

1 National Assessment Governing Board. Reading framework for the National Assessment of Educational
Progress: 1992–1998. Washington, DC: Author.
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the largest reading assessment to date. In 1992 and 1994, the NAEP reading
assessment was administered to national samples of fourth, eighth, and twelfth
graders, and to samples of fourth graders in jurisdictions2 that participated in the
state-by-state assessment. In 1998, the assessment was expanded to provide
state-by-state results on the reading achievement of both fourth and eighth
graders. Across all three grades, nearly 500,000 students were assessed in the
national and state samples.

All assessed students in both the national and state samples received a test
booklet that contained reading materials and questions. Most test booklets
contained two reading passages; however, at grades 8 and 12, some booklets
contained a single passage of greater length. While longer passages were accom-
panied by as many as 16 comprehension questions, typically 10 to 12 questions
were to be answered about each passage. Questions were presented in both
multiple-choice and open-ended formats. The open-ended questions included
both short constructed-response questions requiring a one-or two-sentence
answer and extended constructed-response questions requiring a more in-depth
answer of a paragraph or more. The assessment time was 50 minutes, both for
those students whose booklet contained two passages and for those whose
booklet contained one longer passage.

The report that follows describes the results of the NAEP 1998 reading
assessment. National results are presented for grades 4, 8, and 12; state-by-state
results are presented for grades 4 and 8. In addition, this report compares
student performance in 1998 with results from the 1994 and 1992 reading
assessments. Comparisons of 1994 to 1992 were made throughout the NAEP
1994 reading report and therefore are not presented or discussed in this report.3

Making comparisons across assessment years is possible because the assessments
share a common set of reading tasks and reflect the same reading framework.

Behind all the tables and graphs in this report, there is a story or many
stories. The main story tells how well American students in grades 4, 8, and 12
are able to read. This story is highlighted by information on contextual factors
that affect reading development, such as how often students are asked to explain
what they read at school and how often students talk about their studies at
home. No single table tells the whole story, but taken together they compose
a narrative of literacy as it is achieved and influenced. It is hoped that all the
readers of this report — policymakers, parents, teachers, and concerned citizens
— will find the information useful, and that the results reported here will inform
discussions and decisions to help ensure the educational progress of our
nation’s students.

2 The term jurisdictions refers to the states, territories, and Department of Defense Education Activity
Domestic (DDESS) and Overseas (DoDDs) schools that participated in the state-by-state assessment.

3 Campbell, J.R., Donahue, P.L., Reese, C.M., & Phillips, G.W. (1996). NAEP 1994 reading report card for
the nation and the states. Washington, DC: National Center for Education Statistics.
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Framework for the 1992, 1994,
and 1998 Assessments
The NAEP Reading Framework4 provided the specific guidelines and the
theoretical basis for developing the 1992, 1994, and 1998 reading assessments.
The result of a national consensus effort, the NAEP Reading Framework reflects
the ideas of many individuals involved and interested in reading education. This
consensus effort was managed by the Council of Chief State School Officers
(CCSSO) under the direction of the National Assessment Governing Board
(NAGB).

Informed by current research and theories, the NAEP Reading Framework
views reading as a dynamic interplay between and among the reader, the text
content, and the context of the reading experience. In responding to text, each
reader brings prior knowledge, previous reading experiences, reasons for
reading, awareness of genre or text structure, and skills and strategies; in each
transaction between reader and text, these elements are at play and are integral
to the reading process.5

The framework specifies three purposes for reading to be assessed: reading
for literary experience, reading to gain information, and reading to perform
a task. All three purposes are assessed at grades 8 and 12; however, reading to
perform a task is not assessed at grade 4. The framework also delineates four
types of reading processes that characterize the way readers respond to text in
their construction of meaning. These processes are referred to as “reading
stances.” The purposes for reading and the reading stances are more fully
described in the following sections.

Reading Purposes. How a reader responds to text depends in part on the
type of text being read and the purpose for reading it.6 The purpose for reading
and the expectations brought to the text may influence the comprehension
process, determining what strategies and skills are deployed in the pursuit of

4 National Assessment Governing Board. Reading framework for the National Assessment of Educational
Progress: 1992–1998.  Washington, DC: Author.

5 Anderson, R.C., & Pearson, P.D. (1984). A schema-theoretic view of basic processes in reading
comprehension. In P.D. Pearson (Ed.), Handbook of reading research (pp. 255–292). New York: Longman.
Pressley, M. & Afflerbach, P. (1995). Verbal protocols of reading: The nature of constructively responsive
reading. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.
Ruddell, R.B. & Unrau, N.J. (1994). Reading as a meaning-construction process: The reader, the text, and
the teacher. In R.B. Ruddell, M.R. Ruddell, & H. Singer (Eds.), Theoretical models and processes of reading
(pp. 864–894). Newark, DE: International Reading Association.

6 Taylor, B. M. (1992). Text structure, comprehension, and recall. In S.J. Samuels & A. E. Farstrup (Eds.),
What research has to say about reading instruction (pp. 220–235). Newark, DE: International Reading
Association.
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meaning and the extent to which text content is integrated with prior
knowledge.7 In consequence, the purpose for reading engendered by different
types of text and associated with different reading experiences may affect how
and what a reader understands.

The NAEP reading assessment measured three purposes for reading as
specified in the framework. All reading passages administered to students
participating in the assessment were representative of one of the three purposes.
Students’ abilities to read and understand were evaluated in terms of a single
purpose for each reading passage. The three purposes for reading measured by
the NAEP assessment are described in Figure i.1.

7 Mathewson, G.C. (1994). Model of attitude influence upon reading and learning to read. In R.B.
Ruddell, M.R. Ruddell, & H. Singer (Eds.), Theoretical models and processes of reading (pp. 1131–1161).
Newark, DE: International Reading Association.
Pressley, M. & Afflerbach, P. (1995). Verbal protocols of reading: The nature of constructively responsive
reading. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.
Langer, J.A. (1993). Approaches toward meaning in low- and high-rated readers (Report No. 2-20). National
Research Center on Literature Teaching and Learning. Washington, DC: Office of Educational Research and
Improvement.

8 Langer, J.A. (1990). The processes of understanding: Reading for literary and informative purposes.
Research in the Teaching of English, 24(3), 229–259.

Reading for Literary Experience
Reading for literary experience entails the reading of various literary texts to enlarge our
experience of human events and emotions, and to enhance both our appreciation of the
world and how it is depicted through language.  Literary texts used in the NAEP reading
assessment included adventure stories, poetry, science fiction, and folktales.

Reading to Gain Information
When reading to gain information, readers are usually focused on a specific topic or point
of reference.  They are trying to understand and retain the text information.  Informative
texts used in the NAEP reading assessment included science articles, primary and second-
ary historical sources, sections of textbook chapters, essays, and a speech.

Reading to Perform a Task
Reading to perform a task involves reading various types of materials for the purpose of
applying the information or directions to complete a specific task.  As such, readers must
focus on how they will actually use the information.  The materials used to assess this
purpose in the NAEP reading assessment included classified advertisements, directions for
completing various projects, and a tax form.

Figure i.1

Reading purposes

Reading Stances. While responding to text, readers take different
approaches in order to understand what is being read. The comprehension
process typically involves changing stances, or orientations toward the text,
with each stance contributing a somewhat different dimension to the reader’s
comprehension of it.8 Questions in the NAEP reading assessment are designed
to engage different stances toward the text by which students demonstrate their
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comprehension. These stances are not intended to represent a sequential routine
of reading abilities nor are they considered hierarchical; rather, they describe
reading processes that all readers use at any level of reading development.

The four reading stances are described in Figure i.2. The percentages of
questions by stance within each reading purpose are presented in Table i.1 on
the following page. As both Initial Understanding and Developing an
Interpretation questions focus on constructing meaning from the text, more so
than on extending or evaluating text ideas, the table shows a combined
percentage for these two stances as prescribed by the assessment framework.

Initial Understanding:
preliminary consideration of the text as a whole

Readers are asked to consider the whole text in demonstrating an overall understanding
of its meaning and function.

Developing an Interpretation:
discerning connections and relationships among ideas within the text

Readers are asked to build upon their initial impressions to develop a more thorough
understanding of the text and the interrelationship of its parts.

Personal Reflection and Response:
relating personal knowledge to text ideas

Readers are asked to describe how ideas in the text confirm, contradict, or compare with
prior knowledge and experiences.

Critical Stance:
standing apart from the text to consider it objectively

Readers are asked to consider how the text conveys information, expresses ideas or
feelings, and communicates a message.

Reading stances

Figure i.2

The Reading Assessment Instruments
The NAEP reading assessment reflects current research and perspectives on
reading comprehension and its measurement. The development process for
the assessment instruments involved a series of reviews by measurement
experts, state officials, teachers, and reading researchers. All components of
the assessment were evaluated for curricular relevance, developmental
appropriateness, fairness concerns, and adherence to the framework and
test specifications.

Reading passages in the NAEP assessment instruments are drawn from
a variety of sources largely available to students in and out of school. These
reading materials are considered representative of real-life reading experiences in
that they are unabridged stories, articles, and documents. Although presented to
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students in test booklets, all reading materials are reproduced to replicate as
closely as possible their original format and presentation.

Reading materials in the NAEP assessment instrument comprise either one
50-minute set or two 25-minute sets of passages and questions. The assessment
includes both multiple-choice and constructed-response questions. In contrast to
multiple-choice questions, constructed-response questions require students to
write their own answer, and allow students to express and support their ideas in
response to the text. By doing so, students demonstrate a range of abilities:
describing interpretations, explaining personal reactions, generating conclusions,
or supporting critical evaluations.9

The 1998 reading assessment comprised a total of 93 multiple-choice
questions, 128 short constructed-response questions (rated using a two- or three-
level scoring rubric), and 26 extended constructed-response questions (rated
using a four-level scoring rubric). A good number of these questions and their

9 Dole, J.A., Duffy, G.G., Roehlet, L.R., & Pearson, P.D. (1991).  Moving from the old to the new: Research
on reading comprehension instruction. Review of Educational Research, 61(2), 239–264.
Flood, J., & Lapp, D. (1994). Developing literary appreciation and literacy skills: A blueprint for success.
The Reading Teacher, 48(1), 76–79.
Spires, H.A., Huntley-Johnson, L., & Huffman, L.E. (1993). Developing a critical stance toward text
through reading, writing, and speaking. Journal of Reading, 37(2), 114–122.

Distribution of questions by reading stances

Literary Experience 56% 14% 29%
Gain Information 58% 21% 19%
Perform a Task * * *
Total Assessment 57% 18% 24%

Literary Experience 55% 10% 34%
Gain Information 58% 19% 23%
Perform a Task 51% 12% 36%
Total Assessment 55% 15% 30%

Literary Experience 59% 3% 37%
Gain Information 53% 18% 29%
Perform a Task 58% 6% 36%
Total Assessment 56% 11% 33%

Reading Stances

Personal
Response

Initial
Understanding &
Developing an
Interpretation

Critical
Stance

Purpose
for Reading

Grade 4

Grade 8

Grade 12

*  Reading to Perform a Task was not assessed at Grade 4.
NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.
Percentages represent proportion of questions within purpose for reading subscale or within total
grade-level assessments.

Table i.1
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corresponding reading materials were administered at two grade levels, either at
both fourth and eighth grades or at both eighth and twelfth grades, to allow for
cross-grade comparisons. The greater proportion of student response time was
spent answering constructed-response questions: 66 percent at fourth grade, 74
percent at eighth grade, and 76 percent at twelfth grade. (The contribution of
different question types to the NAEP reading scale is discussed in Appendix A.)

Description of School and Student Samples
The NAEP 1998 reading assessment was conducted nationally at grades 4, 8,
and 12, and state-by-state at grades 4 and 8. For both the national and state-
by-state assessments, representative samples of public and nonpublic school
students were selected through stratified random sampling procedures. The
samples selected for each jurisdiction participating in the state-by-state
assessment were separate from the national sample.

Thus, the national and jurisdictional results presented in this report are based
on representative samples of students. Each selected school that participated in
the assessment, and each student assessed, represents a portion of the population
of interest. As a result, after adjusting for student and school nonresponses,
the findings presented in this report pertain to all fourth, eighth, and twelfth
graders in the nation and regions, and to all fourth and eighth graders in
participating jurisdictions that met participation guidelines. (Appendix A
contains information on sample sizes and participation rates for the national
and state-by-state assessments.)

Reporting the Reading Assessment Results
The results of the NAEP reading assessment are presented as average scores on
the NAEP composite reading scale and in terms of the percentage of students
attaining NAEP reading achievement levels. The average scale score provides
information on what students know and can do; the achievement level results
indicate the degree to which students meet expectations of what they should
know and be able to do.

Responses to the NAEP 1998 reading assessment questions were analyzed
to determine the percentage of students responding correctly to each multiple-
choice question and the percentage of students responding at each of the score
levels for constructed-response questions. Results were summarized on the
separate “purposes for reading” subscales. These subscales were, in turn,
combined to form a single composite reading scale, which ranges from 0 to
500. This scale makes it possible to compare the average reading scale scores for
groups of students within and across assessment years.
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The composite reading scale was developed by weighting the separate
purposes for reading subscales based on the relative importance of each purpose
in the NAEP reading framework. The relative contribution of each reading
purpose is presented in Table i.2. (A description of scaling procedures can be
found in the forthcoming NAEP 1998 Technical Report.)

10 Public Law 100–297. (1988). National Assessment of Educational Progress Improvement Act (20 USC
1221). Washington, DC.

11 Public Law 103–382. (1994). Improving America’s Schools Act (20 USC 9010). Washington, DC.

Literary To Gain To Perform
Experience Information a Task

Grade 4 55% 45% not assessed

Grade 8 40% 40% 20%

Grade 12 35% 45% 20%

Weighting of the reading purpose
subscales on the composite reading scale

Table i.2

In addition to the NAEP reading scale, results are reported using the reading
achievement levels as authorized by the NAEP legislation and adopted by the
National Assessment Governing Board (NAGB). The achievement levels are
performance standards based on the collective judgments of experts about what
students should know and be able to do. The levels were developed by a broadly
representative panel that included teachers, education specialists, and members
of the general public. For each grade tested, NAGB has adopted three
achievement levels: Basic, Proficient, and Advanced. For reporting purposes, the
achievement level cut scores for each grade are placed on the NAEP reading
scale, resulting in four ranges: below Basic, Basic, Proficient, and Advanced.

The Setting of Achievement Levels
The 1988 NAEP legislation that created the National Assessment Governing
Board directed the Board to identify “appropriate achievement goals...for each
subject area” that NAEP measures.10 The 1994 NAEP reauthorization
reaffirmed many of the Board’s statutory responsibilities, including “developing
appropriate student performance standards for each age and grade in each
subject area to be tested under the National Assessment.”11 In order to follow
this directive and achieve the mandate of the 1988 statute “to improve the form
and use of NAEP results,” the Board undertook the development of student
performance standards (called “achievement levels”). Since 1990, the Board
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has adopted achievement levels in mathematics, reading, U.S. history, world
geography, and science, and is currently developing achievement levels in
writing and civics.

The Board defined three levels for each grade: Basic, Proficient, and
Advanced. The Basic level denotes partial mastery of the knowledge and skills
that are fundamental for proficient work at a given grade. The Proficient level
represents solid academic performance. Students reaching this level demonstrate
competency over challenging subject matter. The Advanced level signifies
superior performance at a given grade. For each grade, the levels are
cumulative; that is, abilities achieved at the Proficient level presume mastery of
abilities associated with the Basic level, and attainment of the Advanced level
presumes mastery of both the Basic and Proficient levels. Figure i.3 presents the
policy definitions of the achievement levels that apply across grades and subject
areas. (Specific descriptions of reading achievement for the levels at each grade
are presented in Chapter 1.) Adopting three levels of achievement for each
grade signals the importance of looking at more than one standard of
performance. The Board believes, however, that all students should reach the
Proficient level; the Basic level is not the desired goal, but rather represents
partial mastery that is a step toward Proficient.

The achievement levels in this report were adopted by the Board based on a
standard-setting process designed and conducted under a contract with ACT. To
develop these levels, ACT convened a cross section of educators and interested
citizens from across the nation and asked them to judge what students should
know and be able to do relative to a body of content reflected in the NAEP
assessment framework for reading. This achievement level setting process was
reviewed by an array of individuals including policymakers, representatives of
professional organizations, teachers, parents, and other members of the general

This level denotes partial mastery of prerequisite knowledge and skills that
are fundamental for proficient work at each grade.

This level represents solid academic performance for each grade as-
sessed.  Students reaching this level have demonstrated competency over
challenging subject matter, including subject-matter knowledge, applica-
tion of such knowledge to real-world situations, and analytical skills
appropriate to the subject matter.

This level signifies superior performance.

Basic

Proficient

Advanced

Achievement level policy definitions

Figure i.3
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public. Prior to adopting these levels of student achievement, NAGB engaged
a large number of persons to comment on the recommended levels and to
review the results.

The results of the achievement level setting process, after NAGB approval,
are a set of achievement level descriptions and a set of achievement level cut
points on the 500-point NAEP scale. The cut points are the scores that
define the boundaries between below Basic, Basic, Proficient, and Advanced
performance at grades 4, 8, and 12. The Board established these reading
achievement levels in 1992 based upon the reading content framework; these
levels were used for the 1992, 1994, and 1998 reading assessments.

The Developmental Status of Achievement Levels
The 1994 NAEP reauthorization law requires that the achievement levels be
used on a developmental basis until the Commissioner of Education Statistics
determines that the achievement levels are “reasonable, valid, and informative
to the public.”12 Until that determination is made, the law requires the
Commissioner and the Board to state clearly the developmental status
of the achievement levels in all NAEP reports.

In 1993, the first of several congressionally mandated evaluations of the
achievement level setting process concluded that the procedures used to set the
achievement levels were flawed and that the percentage of students at or above
any particular achievement level cut point may be underestimated.13 Others
have critiqued these evaluations, asserting that the weight of the empirical
evidence does not support such conclusions.14

In response to the evaluations and critiques, NAGB conducted an additional
study of the 1992 reading achievement levels before deciding to use the 1992
reading achievement levels for reporting 1994 NAEP results. 15 When reviewing
the findings of this study, the NAE Panel expressed concern about what it saw as
a “confirmatory bias” in the study and about the inability of this study to

12 The Improving America’s Schools Act of 1994 (20 USC 9010) requires that the Commissioner base his
determination on a congressionally mandated evaluation by one or more nationally recognized evaluation
organizations, such as the National Academy of Education or the National Academy of Science.

13 United States General Accounting Office. (1993). Education achievement standards: NAGB’s approach
yields misleading interpretations, U.S. General Accounting Office Report to Congressional Requestors.
Washington, DC: Author.
National Academy of Education. (1993). Setting performance standards for achievement: A report of the
National Academy of Education Panel on the evaluations of the NAEP Trial State Assessment: An
evaluation of the 1992 achievement levels. Stanford, CA: Author.

14 Cizek, G. (1993). Reactions to National Academy of Education report. Washington, DC: National
Assessment Governing Board.
Kane, M. (1993). Comments on the NAEP evaluation of the NAGB achievement levels. Washington, DC:
National Assessment Governing Board.

15 American College Testing. (1995). NAEP reading revisited: An evaluation of the 1992 achievement level
descriptions. Washington, DC: National Assessment Governing Board.
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“address the panel’s perception that the levels had been set too high.” 16 In
1997, the NAE Panel summarized its concerns with interpreting NAEP results
based on the achievement levels
as follows:

First, the potential instability of the levels may interfere with the
accurate portrayal of trends. Second, the perception that few American
students are attaining the higher standards we have set for them may
deflect attention to the wrong aspects of education reform. The public has
indicated its interest in benchmarking against international standards,
yet it is noteworthy that when American students performed very well on a
1991 international reading assessment, these results were discounted
because they were contradicted by poor performance against the possibly
flawed NAEP reading achievement levels in the following year.17

The NAE Panel report recommended “that the current achievement levels
be abandoned by the end of the century and replaced by new standards....” The
National Center for Education Statistics and the National Assessment
Governing Board have sought and continue to seek new and better ways to set
performance standards on NAEP. For example, NCES and NAGB jointly
sponsored a national conference on standard setting in large-scale assessments,
which explored many issues related to standard setting.18 Although new
directions were presented and discussed, a proven alternative to the current
process has not yet been identified. The Commissioner of Education Statistics
and the Board continue to call on the research community to assist in finding
ways to improve standard setting for reporting NAEP results.

The most recent congressionally mandated evaluation conducted by the
National Academy of Sciences (NAS) relied on prior studies of achievement
levels, rather than carrying out new evaluations, on the grounds that the process
has not changed substantially since the initial problems were identified. Instead,
the NAS Panel studied the development of the 1996 science achievement levels.
The NAS Panel basically concurred with earlier congressionally mandated
studies. The Panel concluded that “NAEP’s current achievement level setting
procedures remain fundamentally flawed. The judgment tasks are difficult and

16 National Academy of Education. (1996). Reading achievement levels. In Quality and utility: The 1994
Trial State Assessment in reading. The fourth report of the National Academy of Education Panel on the
evaluation of the NAEP Trial State Assessment. Stanford, CA: Author.

17 National Academy of Education. (1997). Assessment in transition: Monitoring the nation’s educational
progress (p. 99). Mountain View, CA: Author.

18 National Assessment Governing Board and National Center for Education Statistics. (1995). Proceedings
of the Joint conference on Standard Setting for Large-Scale Assessments of the National Assessment
Governing Board (NAGB) and the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES). Washington, DC:
Government Printing Office.
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confusing; raters’ judgments of different item types are internally inconsistent;
appropriate validity evidence for the cut scores is lacking; and the process has
produced unreasonable results.”19

The NAS Panel accepted the continuing use of achievement levels in
reporting NAEP results only on a developmental basis, until such time as better
procedures can be developed. Specifically, the NAS Panel concluded that
“…tracking changes in the percentages of students performing at or above those
cut scores (or in fact, any selected cut scores) can be of use in describing
changes in student performance over time.”20

The National Assessment Governing Board urges all who are concerned
about student performance levels to recognize that the use of these
achievement levels is a developing process and is subject to various
interpretations. The Board and the Commissioner believe that the achievement
levels are useful for reporting on trends in the educational achievement of
students in the United States. In fact, achievement level results have been used
in reports by the President of the United States, the Secretary of Education,
state governors, legislators, and members of Congress. The National Education
Goals Panel and government leaders in the nation and in more than 40 states
use these results in their annual reports.

However, based on the congressionally mandated evaluations so far, the
Commissioner agrees with the National Academy’s recommendation that
caution needs to be exercised in the use of the current achievement levels.
Therefore, the Commissioner concludes that these achievement levels should
continue to be considered developmental and should continue to be interpreted
and used with caution.

Interpreting NAEP Results
The average scores and percentages presented in this report are estimates because
they are based on samples rather than the entire population(s). As such, the results
are subject to a measure of uncertainty, reflected in the standard errors of the
estimates. The standard errors for the estimated scale scores and percentages
throughout this report are provided in Appendix B.

The differences between scale scores and percentages discussed in the
following chapters take into account the standard errors associated with the
estimates. The comparisons are based on statistical tests that consider both the

19 Pellegrino, J.W., Jones, L.R., and Mitchell, K.J. (Eds.). (1991). Grading the nation’s report card:
evaluating NAEP and transforming the assessment of educational progress. Committee on the Evaluation
of National Assessments of Educational Progress, Board on Testing and Assessment, Commission on
Behavioral and Social Sciences and Education, National Research Council. (p.182). Washington, DC:
National Academy Press.

20 Ibid., page 176.
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magnitude of the difference between the group average scores or percentages and
the standard errors of these statistics. Throughout this report, differences are noted
only when they are significant from a statistical perspective. This means that
observed differences are unlikely to be due to chance factors associated with
sampling variability. The term significant is not intended to imply a judgment
about the absolute magnitude of the educational relevance of the differences. It
is intended to identify statistically dependable population differences to help
focus subsequent dialogue among policy makers, educators, and the public. All
differences reported are significant at the .05 level with appropriate adjustments for
multiple comparisons.

Cautions in Interpretations
The reader is cautioned against using the NAEP results to make simple causal
inferences related to subgroup performance or to the effectiveness of public and
nonpublic schools, or to state educational systems. A relationship that exists
between performance and another variable does not reveal its underlying cause,
which may be influenced by a number of other variables. Differences in reading
performance may reflect a range of socioeconomic and educational factors
not discussed in this report or addressed by the NAEP assessment program.
Similarly, differences between public and nonpublic schools may be better
understood by considering such factors as composition of the student body and
parental involvement. Finally, differences in reading performance among states
and jurisdictions may reflect not only the effectiveness of education programs,
but also the challenges posed by economic constraints and student demographic
characteristics.
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CHAPTER 1

Average Scale Score and
Achievement Level Results
for the Nation

Overview
This chapter presents the national results of the NAEP 1998 reading assessment.
The performance of students in grades 4, 8, and 12 is described by their average
scores on the NAEP reading composite scale, which ranges from 0 to 500.
Student performance is also described in terms of the percentages of students
who attained each of the three reading achievement levels, Basic, Proficient,
and Advanced. National results of the NAEP 1998 reading assessment are
compared with results from the 1994 and 1992 reading assessments. This
comparison is possible because the assessments share a common set of reading
tasks and reflect the same reading framework.

To provide a context for better understanding student performance and
assessment results, this chapter includes sample questions and student responses
from the 1998 assessment. Three sample questions are provided for each grade
to show what students were asked to do and how they responded. These
questions are accompanied by actual student responses to exemplify the range of
reading abilities demonstrated by students. Each sample question is accompanied
by the overall percentage of students who answered successfully, as well as the
percentage of students who answered successfully within the achievement level
score ranges on the NAEP reading composite scale.

This chapter concludes with maps of selected item descriptions. The maps
provide a more inclusive overview of the types of questions likely to be answered
by students scoring at different levels on the NAEP composite scale. As such,
item maps highlight the reading abilities associated with answering individual
questions from the NAEP assessment.

Average Scale Score Results for the Nation
The overall results of student performance on the NAEP 1998 assessment in
reading are encouraging: Average scale scores for the nation showed increases at
all three grades since the last reading assessment in 1994. Figure 1.1 presents the
average reading scale scores of fourth-, eighth-, and twelfth-grade students
attending both public and nonpublic schools. Results are presented for the 1992,
1994, and 1998 reading assessments.
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Average reading scale scores for the nation:
1992, 1994, and 1998

* Indicates that the average scale score in 1998 is significantly different from that in 1992.
+ Indicates that the average scale score in 1998 is significantly different from that in 1994.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994,
and 1998 Reading Assessments.

Figure 1.1
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 Grade 4 217 214 217+
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© At fourth grade, student performance in 1998 resulted in a higher average
scale score than in 1994.

© At eighth grade, student performance in 1998 resulted in an average scale
score that was higher than in both 1994 and 1992.

© At twelfth grade, student performance in 1998 resulted in a higher average
scale score than in 1994.
A broader and more delineated view of reading ability demonstrated by

students on the NAEP assessment can be obtained by looking at scale scores
attained by students across the performance distribution. Table 1.1 shows the
reading scale scores for students at the 10th, 25th, 50th, 75th, and 90th percentiles
at each grade. An examination of these data can provide a picture of how
students with lower or higher reading ability performed in relation to the
national average and how these students compare to their counterparts in the
1992 and 1994 reading assessments.
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While national results in 1998 show a higher average score at all three
grades, these increases were not observed consistently across the performance
distribution; different patterns were observed at each grade.

© At fourth grade, the 1998 average national score of 217 was higher than
in 1994. The increase is evident primarily among lower-performing
students. Only the scores at the 10th and 25th percentiles were higher in 1998
than in 1994. Compared to 1992 results, there were no significant changes
at any percentiles.

© At eighth grade, the average national score of 264 was higher than in 1994
and 1992. The increase in 1998 compared to 1994 and 1992 is evident for
students in the lower and middle levels of performance. The 10th, 25th, and
50th percentiles were higher in 1998 than in both previous assessments. The
75th percentile in 1998 was higher than in 1992. Performance at the 90th

percentile remained unchanged from the previous two assessments.

Table 1.1

Reading scale score percentiles: 1992, 1994, and 1998

217+ 167+ 193+ 220 244 263

214 159 189 219 243 263

217 170 194 219 242 261

264*+ 217*+ 242*+ 267*+ 288* 305

260 211 236 262 286 305

260 213 237 262 285 305

291+ 242* 268 293+ 317+ 337*+

287 239 264 290 313 332

292 249 271 294 315 333

Grade 4

1998

1994

1992

Grade 8

1998

1994

1992

Grade 12

1998

1994

1992

* Indicates that the scale score in 1998 is significantly different from that in 1992.
+ Indicates that the scale score in 1998 is significantly different from that in 1994.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational
Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, and 1998 Reading Assessments.

Average 10th 25th 50th 75th  90th
scale score percentile percentile percentile percentile percentile
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© At the twelfth grade, the score increase between 1994 and 1998 is evident
in the middle and upper ranges of student performance. Scores were
higher in 1998 than in 1994 at the 50th, 75th, and 90th percentiles. The 10th

and 25th percentiles also appeared higher than in 1994; however, these
latter two differences were not statistically significant. As noted earlier,
there was no apparent difference between 1998 and 1992 in overall
average scores for the nation. When examined more closely, there is some
evidence of compensating changes among high- and low-performing
students. Performance in 1998 was higher than in 1992 among the best-
performing students, but remains lower among poorer-performing
students. More specifically, at the high end, the 90th percentile in 1998 was
higher than in 1992. Among lower-performing students, however, the 10th

percentile was lower in 1998 than in 1992.

Achievement Level Results for the Nation
The results of student performance are not only reported using average and
percentile scores on the NAEP reading scale, but also using reading
achievement levels as authorized by the NAEP legislation and as adopted by the
National Assessment Governing Board.1 The achievement levels are
performance standards adopted by the Board, based on the collective
judgments of experts about what students should be expected to know and to
be able to do in terms of the NAEP reading framework. Viewing students’
performance from this perspective provides some insight into the adequacy of
students’ knowledge and skills and the extent to which they achieved expected
levels of performance.

The Board reviewed and adopted the recommended achievement levels in
1992, which were derived from the judgments of a broadly representative panel
that included teachers, education specialists, and members of the general
public. For each grade assessed, the Board has adopted three achievement
levels: Basic, Proficient, and Advanced. For reporting purposes, the
achievement level cut scores for each grade are placed on the NAEP reading
scale resulting in four ranges: the range below Basic, Basic, Proficient, and
Advanced. Figure 1.2 presents the specific descriptions of reading achievement
for the levels at each grade.

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 achievement levels may be
found in the introduction to this report (pages 10–12).

1 The Improving America’s Schools Act of 1994 (20 USC 9010) requires that the National Assessment
Governing Board develop “appropriate student performance levels” for reporting NAEP results.



READING REPORT CARD  •  CHAPTER 1 19

Fourth-grade students performing at the Basic level should demonstrate an understanding of the
overall meaning of what they read. When reading text appropriate for fourth graders, they should be
able to make relatively obvious connections between the text and their own experiences and extend
the ideas in the text by making simple inferences.

Fourth-grade students performing at the Proficient level should be able to demonstrate an overall
understanding of the text, providing inferential as well as literal information. When reading text
appropriate to fourth grade, they should be able to extend the ideas in the text by making inferences,
drawing conclusions, and making connections to their own experiences. The connection between the
text and what the student infers should be clear.

Fourth-grade students performing at the Advanced level should be able to generalize about topics in
the reading selection and demonstrate an awareness of how authors compose and use literary
devices. When reading text appropriate to fourth grade, they should be able to judge text critically
and, in general, give thorough answers that indicate careful thought.

Eighth-grade students performing at the Basic level should demonstrate a literal understanding of what
they read and be able to make some interpretations. When reading text appropriate to eighth grade,
they should be able to identify specific aspects of the text that reflect overall meaning, extend the
ideas in the text by making simple inferences, recognize and relate interpretations and connections
among ideas in the text to personal experience, and draw conclusions based on the text.

Eighth-grade students performing at the Proficient level should be able to show an overall understand-
ing of the text, including inferential as well as literal information. When reading text appropriate to
eighth grade, they should be able to extend the ideas in the text by making clear inferences from it, by
drawing conclusions, and by making connections to their own experiences – including other reading
experiences. Proficient eighth graders should be able to identify some of the devices authors use in
composing text.

Eighth-grade students performing at the Advanced level should be able to describe the more abstract
themes and ideas of the overall text. When reading text appropriate to eighth grade, they should be
able to analyze both meaning and form and support their analyses explicitly with examples from the
text; they should be able to extend text information by relating it to their experiences and to world
events. At this level, student responses should be thorough, thoughtful, and extensive.

Twelfth-grade students performing at the Basic level should be able to demonstrate an overall
understanding and make some interpretations of the text. When reading text appropriate to twelfth
grade, they should be able to identify and relate aspects of the text to its overall meaning, extend the
ideas in the text by making simple inferences, recognize interpretations, make connections among
and relate ideas in the text to their personal experiences, and draw conclusions. They should be able
to identify elements of an author’s style.

Twelfth-grade students performing at the Proficient level should be able to show an overall understand-
ing of the text which includes inferential as well as literal information. When reading text appropriate
to twelfth grade, they should be able to extend the ideas of the text by making inferences, drawing
conclusions, and making connections to their own personal experiences and other readings.
Connections between inferences and the text should be clear, even when implicit. These students
should be able to analyze the author’s use of literary devices.

Twelfth-grade students performing at the Advanced level should be able to describe more abstract
themes and ideas in the overall text. When reading text appropriate to twelfth grade, they should
be able to analyze both the meaning and the form of the text and explicitly support their analyses
with specific examples from the text. They should be able to extend the information from the text by
relating it to their experiences and to the world. Their responses should be thorough, thoughtful,
and extensive.

Reading achievement levels

Figure 1.2
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Achievement level results for the nation’s fourth-, eighth-, and twelfth-grade
students are presented in Table 1.2 and Figure 1.3. The percentages of students
at or above each of the levels are presented in Table 1.2. Figure 1.3 also shows
achievement level results, but in terms of the percentages of students within each
achievement level interval. In reading Table 1.2, it is necessary to keep in mind
that the levels are cumulative: Included among students who are considered
to be at or above Basic are those who may have also achieved the Proficient
and Advanced levels of performance, and included among students who are
considered to be at or above Proficient are those who may have attained the
Advanced level of performance. For example, Table 1.2 shows that in 1998

Table 1.2

Percentage of students at or above the reading achievement levels
for the nation: 1992, 1994, and 1998

1998 38 62 31 7

1994 40 60 30 7

1992 38 62 29 6

1998 26*+ 74*+ 33*+ 3

1994 30 70 30 3

1992 31 69 29 3

1998 23*+ 77*+ 40+ 6*+

1994 25 75 36 4

1992 20 80 40 4

At or
Below above At or above
Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

Nation

Grade 8

Grade 12

* Indicates that the percentage in 1998 is significantly different from that in 1992.
+ Indicates that the percentage in 1998 is significantly different from that in 1994.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994,
and 1998 Reading Assessments.

Grade 4
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the percentage of fourth-grade students at or above Basic is 62 percent. The
62 percent includes not only students at the Basic level, but also those students
who performed at the Proficient and Advanced levels.

As shown in Table 1.2, 62 percent of fourth graders, 74 percent of eighth
graders, and 77 percent of twelfth graders were at or above the Basic level in
1998. Performance at or above the Proficient level — the achievement level
identified by NAGB as the level that all students should reach — was achieved
by 31 percent of students at grade 4, 33 percent of students at grade 8, and 40
percent of students at grade 12. The highest level of performance, Advanced,
was attained in 1998 by 7 percent of fourth graders, 3 percent of eighth graders,
and 6 percent of twelfth graders.

Viewed across assessment years, the patterns of student achievement vary
somewhat from grade to grade. At grade 4, the percentages of students at or
above each of the achievement levels remained relatively stable: The percentages
in 1998 showed no statistically significant changes from 1994 and 1992. At
grade 8, performance improved over that observed in 1994 and 1992 for two
of the three levels. The percentages of students at or above Basic and at or
above Proficient were both higher in 1998 than in either 1994 or 1992. At
grade 12, student performance in 1998 was up at all three levels compared to
1994. Compared to 1992, however, the performance of 1998 twelfth graders
was somewhat mixed: Fewer twelfth graders were at or above the Basic level,
about the same percentage was at or above the Proficient level, and a greater
percentage of students was at the Advanced level.

The results reported above can be further understood by examining
Figure 1.3. This figure shows achievement level results; however, it presents
the percentage of students who fall within the range for each of the
achievement levels.

Figure 1.3 makes it clear that gains among eighth graders in the percentage
of students at or above Proficient have not included gains in the percentage
of students attaining the highest achievement level, Advanced. Although more
eighth graders attained at least the Proficient level in 1998 than in 1994 or in
1992, gains at the highest level of performance have not been observed. In fact,
the pattern of achievement level results is consistent with the pattern of scale
score results presented by percentiles in Table 1.1, where increased scores were
observed for all eighth graders except among higher performing students at the
90th percentile.

Among twelfth graders, the percentage of students at or above Proficient
in 1998 increased compared to 1994. The percentage of twelfth graders at the
Advanced level in 1998 increased in comparison to 1994 and 1992. Once again,
a parallel can be drawn with the scale scores presented by percentiles in Table
1.1, where twelfth graders at the 50th percentile and above showed gains in
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Percentage of students within each achievement level range
for the nation: 1992, 1994, and 1998

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100, or to the exact percentages at or above achievement levels, due to rounding.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, and
1998 Reading Assessments.
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performance since 1994. It should also be noted that the lower scale score in
1998 compared to that in 1992 for lower-performing twelfth graders at the 10th

percentile also was reflected in the achievement level results where the
percentage of students below Basic was higher in 1998 than in 1992.

Sample Assessment Questions and
Student Responses
The following pages present sample questions and student responses that portray
student performance on the 1998 NAEP reading assessment. For each grade,
three questions were selected to exemplify the range of reading abilities
demonstrated by students. The reading passages that accompanied these
questions are presented in Appendix C.

A combination of multiple-choice, short constructed-response, and extended
constructed-response questions is included. For each question, the reading
purpose and reading stance being assessed are indicated. The correct answer is
indicated for multiple-choice questions by a star (★). For constructed-response
questions, a summary of the scoring criteria used to rate students’ responses is
provided. Actual student responses have been reproduced from assessment test
booklets to illustrate representative answers that demonstrated at least adequate
comprehension. The rating assigned to each sample response is indicated.

The tables in this section present two types of percentages for each sample
question: (1) the overall percentage of students who answered successfully, and
(2) the percentage of students who answered successfully within a specific score
range on the NAEP reading composite scale. The score ranges correspond to the
three achievement level intervals — Basic, Proficient, and Advanced. Because of
the small number of eighth graders who attained the Advanced level,
percentages for the scale score ranges corresponding to Advanced cannot be
reliably reported for grade 8 and thus are not presented. (Sample size criteria for
reporting assessment results are described in Appendix A.) It should be noted
that the overall percentage of students shown in these tables includes students
who were below Basic, as well as students whose performance fell within the
three achievement level ranges.
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Informative Article:
Blue Crabs
“Blue Crabs” is an informational passage describing the experiences of hunting
for and catching blue crabs.  The author incorporates information about the
crabs’ appearance, habits, habitats, and survival techniques with a description of
what it is like to hunt for them.

Questions:

Why does a blue crab hide after molting?

Reading Purpose: To Gain Information     Reading Stance: Developing an Interpretation

Sample Acceptable Response:

Responses scored Acceptable demonstrated understanding of explicitly stated informa-
tion by indicating that blue crabs are vulnerable to attack after molting because they no
longer have their protective external skeleton.

Responses to this question were scored according to a two-level rubric as
 Unacceptable or Acceptable

Sample Questions and Student Responses - Grade 4

Overall percentage Basic Proficient Advanced
“Acceptable” 208-237* 238-267* 268 and above*

69 73 88 94

Percentage “Acceptable” within
achievement level intervalsGrade 4

Table 1.3

*NAEP Reading composite scale range.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 Reading Assessment.
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The author of the article helps you to learn about blue crabs by

A. explaining why they are an endangered species
B. comparing them to other arthropods
C. discussing their place in the food chain

« D. providing details about their unique characteristics

Reading Purpose: To Gain Information                  Reading Stance: Critical Stance

Overall percentage Basic Proficient Advanced
correct 208-237* 238-267* 268 and above*

56 57 79 94

Grade 4
Percentage correct within

achievement level intervals
Table 1.4

* NAEP Reading composite scale range.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 Reading Assessment.
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Write a paragraph telling the major things you learned about blue
crabs.

Reading Purpose: To Gain Information     Reading Stance: Developing an Interpretation

Sample Essential Response:

Responses scored Essential demonstrated restricted but appropriate
understanding of one or two of the major characteristics of blue crabs as presented
in the article.

Responses scored Extensive demonstrated a more thorough understanding of the article
by providing substantial information on more than two of the major characteristics of
blue crabs as presented in the article.

Responses to this question were scored according to a four-level rubric as
Unsatisfactory, Partial, Essential, or Extensive

Table 1.5

Overall percentage Basic Proficient Advanced
“Essential” or better    208-237*   238-267*   268 and above*

43 44 66 82

Grade 4 Percentage “Essential” or better within
achievement level intervals

* NAEP Reading composite scale range.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 Reading Assessment.
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Sample Extensive Response:
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Literary Article:
Gary Soto: A Fire in My Hands
“Gary Soto: A Fire in My Hands” is a literary passage describing the life and
work of the Mexican-American poet.  The passage presents entire poems and
excerpts of Soto’s work within the context of his life.

Questions:

Reading Purpose: Literary Experience     Reading Stance: Developing an Interpretation

Sample Questions and Student Responses - Grade 8

In the poem “Finding a Lucky Number,” Gary Soto contrasts

A. dogs and squirrels
H B. present youth and future aging

C. Indian summer and the coming year
D. eating candy and a healthy diet

Table 1.6

Overall percentage Basic Proficient Advanced
correct 243-280* 281-322* 323 and above*

60 56 80 **

Grade 8 Percentage correct within
achievement level intervals

* NAEP Reading composite scale range.
** Sample size insufficient to permit reliable estimate.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 Reading Assessment.
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Write down in your own words some of the images from the poems
that linger in your mind.

Reading Purpose: To Gain Information              Reading Stance: Initial Understanding

Overall percentage Basic Proficient Advanced
“Acceptable” 243-280* 281-322* 323 and above*

57 55 73 **

Grade 8

Sample Acceptable Response:

Responses scored Acceptable demonstrated at least an initial understanding of Soto’s
poetry by providing an image or sensory detail from one of the poems presented in the
article.

Responses to this question were scored according to a two-level rubric as
Unacceptable or Acceptable

Percentage “Acceptable” within
achievement level intervals

Table 1.7

* NAEP Reading composite scale range.
** Sample size insufficient to permit reliable estimate.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 Reading Assessment.
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If you had to select one poem or excerpt to use to introduce your
friends to Gary Soto’s work, which selection would you choose?
Explain why you would choose this selection over the others.

Reading Purpose: Literary Experience              Reading Stance: Personal Response

  Overall percentage   Basic   Proficient   Advanced
 “Essential” or better   243-280*   281-322*   323 and above*

15 12 23 **

Grade 8

Sample Essential Response:

Responses scored Essential demonstrated appropriate understanding of at least one of
the poems presented in the article by selecting a poem and providing an explanation
for choosing that poem.

Responses scored Extensive demonstrated more complete understanding of Gary Soto’s
poetry by selecting a poem and providing an explanation that contrasts the selected
poem to the other poems in the article.

Responses to this question were scored according to a four-level rubric as
Unsatisfactory, Partial, Essential, or Extensive

Percentage “Essential” or better within
achievement level intervals

Table 1.8

* NAEP Reading composite scale range.
** Sample size insufficient to permit reliable estimate.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 Reading Assessment.
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Sample Extensive Response:
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Task Document:
1040EZ Tax Form
The “1040EZ Tax Form” provides students with an actual tax document and
with instructions on how to fill it out.  After responding to questions about
organization and procedures, the students are asked to complete the actual
tax form.

Questions:

Reading Purpose: To Perform a Task     Reading Stance: Initial Understanding

Overall percentage Basic Proficient Advanced
correct 265-301* 302-345* 346 and above*

64 59 84 92

Grade 12

Sample Questions and Student Responses - Grade 12

The purpose of the tax table is to help you determine
A. your gross income

H B. the amount of tax you owe
C. your net earnings
D. your allowable deductions

Percentage correct within
achievement level intervals

Table 1.9

* NAEP Reading composite scale range.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 Reading Assessment.
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Why is it important that you file your tax return before April 16?

Reading Purpose: To Perform a Task       Reading Stance: Developing an Interpretation

Sample Acceptable Response:

Responses scored Acceptable demonstrated understanding of explicitly stated informa-
tion by providing a reason for submitting a tax return by April 16 as presented in the
instructions.

Responses to this question were scored according to a two-level rubric as
Unacceptable or Acceptable

Overall percentage Basic Proficient Advanced
“Acceptable” 265-301* 302-345* 346 and above*

57 53 72 76

Grade 12
Percentage “Acceptable” within

achievement level intervals
Table 1.10

* NAEP Reading composite scale range.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 Reading Assessment.
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List two mistakes that you could make in completing your tax return
that might delay its processing.

Reading Purpose: To Perform a Task               Reading Stance: Critical Stance

Sample Acceptable Response:

Responses scored Acceptable demonstrated a critical evaluation of the tax form
directions by providing two errors that could cause a delay in processing.

Responses to this question were scored according to a two-level rubric as
Unacceptable or Acceptable

Overall percentage Basic Proficient Advanced
“Acceptable” 265-301* 302-345* 346 and above*

37 36 48 57

Grade 12
Percentage “Acceptable” within

achievement level intervals
Table 1.11

* NAEP Reading composite scale range.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 Reading Assessment.
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2 Details on the procedures used to develop item maps will be provided in the forthcoming NAEP 1998
Technical Report.

3 Campbell, J.R. & Donahue, P.L. (1997).  Students selecting stories: The effects of choice in reading
assessment.  Washington, DC: National Center for Education Statistics.

Item Maps
To better illustrate the NAEP reading scale, questions from the assessment are
mapped onto the 0-to-500 scale at each grade.2 These item maps are visual
representations of the reading abilities demonstrated by students performing
at different score levels along the NAEP reading composite scale. The maps
contain descriptions of the aspect of reading comprehension demonstrated by
answering a particular question. These descriptions take into consideration the
specific reading skills or ability that the individual item was developed to assess
and, in the case of constructed-response questions, the criteria used for scoring
student responses. An examination of the descriptions provides some insight into
the range of comprehension processes demonstrated by students at different
score levels.

In considering the information provided by the item maps, it is important
to recognize that these descriptions are based on comprehension questions that
were answered about specific passages. It is possible that questions intended to
assess the same aspect of comprehension, when asked about different passages,
would map at different points on the scale. In fact, one NAEP study found that
even identically worded questions function differently (i.e., easier or harder)
when associated with different passages, suggesting that the difficulty of a
question resided not only in the question itself but also in the interaction of
the question with a particular passage.3

Figures 1.4, 1.5, and 1.6 present item maps for grades 4, 8, and 12,
respectively. Multiple-choice questions are shown in italic type; constructed-
response questions are in regular type. The scale score ranges for the reading
achievement levels are also indicated on each item map. The maps identify where
individual comprehension questions were answered successfully by at least 65
percent of the students at that grade for constructed-response questions, or by at
least 74 percent of the students at that grade for multiple-choice questions. For
each question indicated on the maps, students who scored above the scale point
had a higher probability of successfully answering the question, and students
who scored below the scale point had a lower probability of successfully
answering the question.

An example of how to interpret the item maps may be helpful. In Figure 1.4,
which shows the mapping of selected grade 4 assessment questions, a multiple-
choice question that requires students to identify the major topic of an
informative article maps at 226 on the scale. This means that fourth-grade
students with an average scale score of 226 or more are likely to answer this
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question correctly—that is, they have at least a 74 percent chance of doing so.
Put slightly differently, this question is answered correctly by at least 74 out of
every 100 students scoring at or above the 226 scale-score level. This does not
mean that students at or above the 226 score level always answer the question
correctly; nor does it mean that students below the 226 scale score always
answer it incorrectly. Rather, students have a higher or lower probability of
successfully answering the question depending on their overall ability as
measured by the NAEP scale.

The careful reader may observe that cross-grade items (i.e., items
administered at more than one grade) may map at different points at the
different grades. This is due to technical features of the analysis underlying
item mapping as explained on pages 139 to 141 in Appendix A.
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NOTE: Regular type denotes a constructed-response question. Italic type indicates a multiple-choice question.
Each grade 4 reading question was mapped onto the NAEP 0-to-500 reading scale. The position of the question on the scale represents the
scale score attained by students who had a 65 percent probability of successfully answering a constructed-response question or a 74 percent
probability of correctly answering a four-option multiple-choice question.  Only selected questions are presented.  Scale score ranges for reading
achievement levels are referenced on the map.  [SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1998 Reading Assessment.]

Map of selected item descriptions on the NAEP reading scale
for grade 4

Figure 1.4

NAEP Scale

Use metaphor to interpret character (313)  ©

Provide and explain an alternative ending (306)  ©
Relate another person to a story character (292)  ©

Use character trait to make comparison (282)  ©

Recognize major theme from story action (270)  ©

Infer character motivation from story setting (257)  ©

Identify main message of story (246)  ©

Explain character’s motivation (237)  ©

Use story evidence to support
opinion about character (224)  ©

Identify appropriate description of character’s feelings (206)  ©
Recognize defining character trait (205)  ©

Provide personal reaction to story event (195)  ©

Recognize story type as adventure (184)  ©

Identify character’s main dilemma  (172)  ©

§  (311) Compare article information to present day
§  (308) Summarize major information

§  (288)  Provide relevant example to support statement

§  (277)  Explain purpose of direct quotation

§  (262) Explain author’s statement with text idea

§  (253) Identify text-based comparison

§  (244) Identify author’s use of specific details

§  (234) Connect text ideas to prior knowledge

§  (226) Identify major topic of article

§  (210) Retrieve relevant information stated in article

§  (201) Recognize information explicitly stated in text

§  (185) Identify main reason for reading article

§  (177) Provide text-related opinion

500

350

Advanced

268

Proficient

238

Basic

208

Below
Basic

0
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NOTE: Regular type denotes a constructed-response question. Italic type indicates a multiple-choice question.
Each grade 8 reading question was mapped onto the NAEP 0-to-500 reading scale. The position of the question on the scale represents the
scale score attained by students who had a 65 percent probability of successfully answering a constructed-response question or a 74 percent
probability of correctly answering a four-option multiple-choice question. Only selected questions are presented. Scale score ranges for reading
achievement levels are referenced on the map. [SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1998 Reading Assessment.]

Map of selected item descriptions on the NAEP reading scale
for grade 8

Figure 1.5

NAEP Scale

Compare different descriptions to interpret character (348)  ©
Recognize author’s use of dialogue to reveal character (344)  ©

Explain thematic difference between poems (333)  ©

Suggest improvements to a document (320)  ©
Describe character’s major conflict (318)  ©

Use a metaphor to interpret character (294)  ©
Relate text information to hypothetical situation (291)  ©

Use task direction and prior knowledge
to make a comparison (270)  ©

Identify application of story theme (266)  ©

Explain author’s purpose for using direct quotations (256)  ©

Identify character’s perspective on story event (245)  ©

Recognize reason for character’s feelings (239)  ©

Identify appropiate description of character’s feelings (225)  ©

Retrieve two explicitly stated facts from article (160)  ©

§  (322) Discuss author’s presentation of information
with examples

§  (317) Suggest organizing mode/principle and explain

§  (298) Recognize author’s device to convey information
§  (296) Use directions to complete document form

§  (284) Describe difficulty of a task in a different context

§  (267) Provide specific text information to support a
generalization

§  (259) Explain reason for major event

§ (251) Recognize significance of article’s central idea

§ (245) Recognize information included by author to persuade
reader

§ (234) Use text and/or illustration to recognize a definition of
a specific term

§ (226) Use explicitly stated text information to provide a
description

§ (201) Explain major idea in article

500

350

Advanced

323

Proficient

281

Basic

243

Below
Basic

0
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NOTE: Regular type denotes a constructed-response question. Italic type indicates a multiple-choice question.
Each grade 12 reading question was mapped onto the NAEP 0-to-500 reading scale.  The position of the question on the scale represents the
scale score attained by students who had a 65 percent probability of successfully answering a constructed-response question or a 74 percent
probability of correctly answering a four-option multiple-choice question.  Only selected questions are presented.  Scale score ranges for reading
achievement levels are referenced on the map.  [SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1998 Reading Assessment.]

Map of selected item descriptions on the NAEP reading scale
for grade 12

Figure 1.6

NAEP Scale

Explain symbolic significance of setting  (398)  ©

Recognize author’s use of dialogue to reveal character  (387)   ©

                               Specify language that depicts character’s
                                       emotional state  (363)   ©

Explain motivation for character’s action  (339)   ©
               Identify text feature defining relation

                                                     between characters  (332)   ©
  Use highly detailed text information and prior knowledge to

describe a similarity and a difference  (312)    ©

Identify reason for narrator’s description  (301)   ©
Compare seemingly disparate text elements  (293)    ©

Provide aspects of setting  (287)    ©

Infer character’s action from plot outcome  (284)   ©

Identify explicitly stated reason for article event  (270)   ©

Identify description of story conclusion  (257)   ©

Describe main action of story  (247)   ©

500

Advanced

346

Proficient

302

Basic

265

Below
Basic

0

§  (376) Make intertextual connection based on common
message

§  (345)  Interpret text of speech to infer and describe the
 character of its author

§  (341)  Interpret author’s belief and provide supporting
 examples

§  (331)  Explain relevance of major issue in a speech
§  (319)  Suggest improvements to a document

§  (308) Provide example of difference between two editorials

§  (289) Relate text information to hypothetical situation

§  (284) Follow directions to completely fill out a form

§  (277) Identify appropriate description of article subject

§  (265) Name location of document’s key feature

§ (257) Use task directions and prior knowledge to make a
comparison

§  (228) Recognize usefulness of document’s key feature

§  (220) Explain personal reaction to performing a task
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Summary
As shown by the results presented in this chapter, the reading performance of
the nation’s students showed improvement at all three grades.

At grade 4 in 1998, the national average scale score of 217 was higher
than that in 1994. This overall increase was observed among lower-performing
students at the 10th and 25th percentiles of the performance distribution.
The percentages of fourth-grade students at or above each of the reading
achievement levels remained relatively stable across assessment years; no
statistically significant changes were observed in 1998 as compared to 1994
and 1992.

At grade 8 in 1998, the national average scale score of 264 was higher than
in both 1994 and 1992. This overall increase was observed among lower- and
middle-performing students. The 10th, 25th, and 50th percentiles of the
performance distribution of eighth graders were higher in 1998 than in both
1994 and 1992. The 75th percentile was higher in comparison to 1992. The
pattern of achievement level results is consistent with the pattern of performance
by percentiles. More eighth graders attained at least the Basic and Proficient
levels in 1998 than in both 1994 and 1992; however, no increase was observed
in the percentage of eighth graders at the Advanced level of reading
performance.

At grade 12 in 1998, the national average scale score of 291 was higher than
in 1994. This overall increase was observed among middle- and high-performing
students. At twelfth grade the 50th, 75th, and 90th percentiles were higher in
1998 than in 1994. The 90th percentile was also higher in comparison to 1992.
Among lower-performing twelfth graders, the 10th percentile was lower than in
1992. The pattern of achievement level results is consistent with the pattern of
performance by percentiles. Increased percentages of students attained the
Basic, Proficient and Advanced levels in 1998 than in 1994. Although a greater
percentage of twelfth graders reached the Advanced level in 1998 compared to
1992, the percentage who were at or above Basic in 1998 was lower than
in 1992.



READING REPORT CARD  •  CHAPTER 2 41

SCA
LE SCO

R
ES

CHAPTER 2

Average Reading Scale Score
Results for Selected Subgroups
Overview
This chapter presents average reading scale score results for various subgroups
of students. An examination of the score patterns of these subgroups provides
insight into how general patterns of reading performance are related to certain
background characteristics. Results are reported by gender, race/ethnicity,
parents’ education level, region, type of location, eligibility for the free/
reduced-price lunch program, and type of school. Comparisons of 1998 results
to the 1994 and 1992 reading assessment results are possible for all subgroups
except eligibility for the free/reduced-price lunch program because 1998 was
the first year these data were collected for the NAEP reading assessment.
Achievement level results for these subgroups are presented in Chapter 3.

The differences reported between subgroups for the 1998 assessment and
between past assessments discussed in this chapter are based on statistical tests
that consider both the magnitude of the difference between the group average
scores or percentages and the standard errors of those statistics. Throughout the
chapter, differences are discussed only if they were determined to be statistically
significant. In interpreting subgroup results, the reader is reminded that
differences in reading performance may reflect a range of socioeconomic and
educational factors not discussed in this report or addressed by the NAEP
assessment program.

Gender

The 1992, 1994, and 1998 average reading scale scores for males and females
are presented in Figure 2.1. In this figure and all the figures in this chapter, the
percentage of students in each subgroup (e.g., the percentage of females in the
sample) is presented below the average scale score. The results for 1998 are
generally optimistic for both male and female students. At the fourth-grade
level, the average score for male students in 1998 exceeded that in 1994. The
average score for fourth-grade females did not differ from the previous
assessments. For both male and female students in eighth grade, performance in
1998 was higher than in 1994 and in 1992. At the twelfth grade, the average
score of females increased between 1994 and 1998. For twelfth grade males,
however, an apparent score increase in 1998 was not significantly different than
1994 and remained lower than the 1992 average score for male students. As
with past assessments, females outperformed males at all three grades in 1998.
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Average reading scale scores by gender:
1992, 1994, and 1998

Below each average scale score, the corresponding percentage of students is presented.
* Indicates that the average scale score in 1998 is significantly different from that in 1992.
+ Indicates that the average scale score in 1998 is significantly different from that in 1994.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994,
and 1998 Reading Assessments.

Figure 2.1
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Race/Ethnicity

As part of the background questionnaire that was administered with the NAEP
1998 reading assessment, students were asked to indicate the racial/ethnic
subgroup that best described them. In the 1992 and 1998 reading assessments,
the mutually exclusive response options were: White, Black, Hispanic, Asian/
Pacific Islander, and American Indian (including Alaskan native). A similar
question was asked of students participating in the 1994 reading assessment,
but the Asian/Pacific Islander option was divided into separate Asian and
Pacific Islander response options. To analyze changes in performance across
assessments, the separate Asian and Pacific Islander response categories in 1994
were collapsed into a single category.

The 1992, 1994, and 1998 average reading scale scores for students in
racial/ethnic subgroups are presented in Figure 2.2. While the performance of
grade 4 White students has remained relatively stable across assessments, White
students in grades 8 and 12 showed improvement in 1998. Among eighth
graders, performance in 1998 was higher than in 1994 and 1992, and twelfth-
grade students showed increases since 1994. Black students in grade 4 had
higher performance in 1998 than in 1994. Eighth-grade Black students showed
improvement in 1998 with increases since both previous assessments. No
significant differences were observed across assessment years in the average
score for Black students in grade 12. For Hispanic students, apparent score
increases since 1994 among fourth and eighth graders in 1998 were not
statistically significant. At grade 12, however, the average score increased
between 1994 and 1998. The results for Asian/Pacific Islander students and
American Indian students showed no significant changes across the assessments.

As with previous assessments in a variety of academic subjects, differences
in reading performance among racial/ethnic groups were evident at all three
grades in 1998. White and Asian fourth-grade students outscored their Black,
Hispanic, and American Indian counterparts. American Indian students also
outperformed Black students in grade 4. Among grade 8 students, White and
Asian students again scored higher than their Black, Hispanic, and American
Indian peers. At grade 12, White students had higher scores than Black,
Hispanic, and American Indian students. Asian students outperformed their
Black and Hispanic peers, and Hispanic students had higher scores than
Black students.
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Below each average scale score, the corresponding percentage of students is presented.
* Indicates that the average scale score in 1998 is significantly different from that in 1992.
+ Indicates that the average scale score in 1998 is significantly different from that in 1994.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994,
and 1998 Reading Assessments.

Figure 2.2

Average reading scale scores by race/ethnicity:
1992, 1994, and 1998
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Average reading scale scores by race/ethnicity:
1992, 1994, and 1998

Below each average scale score, the corresponding percentage of students is presented.
+ Indicates that the average scale score in 1998 is significantly different from that in 1994.
NOTE: The separate Asian and Pacific Islander response categories in 1994 were combined to allow for comparisons
across assessments.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994,
and 1998 Reading Assessments.

Figure 2.2 (cont’d)

0

200

250

300

500
199819941992

Asian/Pacific Islander

1992 1994 1998
 Grade 12 292 280 289

4 4 4
   Grade 8 270 268 271

3 3 4
Grade 4 214 229 225

2 3 2

Grade 4

Grade 8

Grade 12

0

200

250

300

500 199819941992
Hispanic

1992 1994 1998
 Grade 12 278 270 275+

9 8 12
   Grade 8 241 240 244

10 11 14
Grade 4 201 191 196

9 12 13

Grade 4

Grade 8

Grade 12



46 READING REPORT CARD  •  CHAPTER 2

Average reading scale scores by race/ethnicity:
1992, 1994, and 1998

Below each average scale score, the corresponding percentage of students is presented.
*** Sample size is insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, and
1998 Reading Assessments.

Figure 2.2 (cont’d)
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Differences Between Selected Subgroups
Across the Assessment Years
Results from previous NAEP assessments in reading consistently indicate
performance differences between racial/ethnic subgroups and between female
and male students.1 Interpretations and conclusions based on an examination
of the differences between subgroups of students should be made cautiously.
The average scale scores attained by a selected population do not reflect
entirely the range of abilities within that population. In addition, differences
between subgroups can not be attributed simply to students’ subgroup
identification. A complex array of factors combine to affect students’
achievement and their performance on measures of reading comprehension.
Important issues such as opportunities to learn and sociocultural environmental
factors must be considered in interpreting these differences.2

Differences between the average scale scores of White students and their
Black and Hispanic peers, and differences between the average scale scores of
female and male students, are presented in Table 2.1 for the 1992, 1994, and
1998 NAEP reading assessments. The data presented in this table represent
scale score differences between the two subgroups referenced above each
column. For example, in the column labeled “White-Black,” the difference of
33 scale points for fourth graders in 1998 indicates that the average scale score
for White fourth graders was 33 points higher than that for Black fourth graders.

 Although scores have increased for many of the racial/ethnic groups since
the 1992 reading assessment, performance differences for White students and
their Black, Hispanic, and American Indian counterparts were consistent at all
three grades in 1998. In general, the largest gaps were between White and
Black students, ranging from 28 points at grade 12 to 33 points at grade 4. The
gap between White and Hispanic students ranged from 23 points at grade 12 to
31 points at grade 4. White students outscored American Indian students by 25
points in grade 4, and by 22 points in grade 12. As indicated in Table 2.1, the
performance differences between these subgroups of students have not changed
significantly across the three assessment years, except in two cases.
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* Indicates that the difference in average scale scores in 1998 is significantly different from that in 1992.
NOTE: Differences are calculated prior to rounding.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1992, 1994, and 1998 Reading Assessments.

Table 2.1

Differences in average reading scale scores by race/ethnicity
and by gender: 1992, 1994, and 1998

Race/Ethnicity Gender

White – Black White – Hispanic Female – Male

1992 1994 1998 1992 1994 1998 1992 1994 1998

32 37 33 23 33 31* 8 10 6
30 31 28 26 27 27 13 15 13
25 29 28 20 24 23 10 14 16*

Grade 4

Grade 8

Grade 12

(Difference)(Difference)(Difference)

The performance differences observed in 1998 between White and Black
students in the fourth, eighth, and twelfth grades were not significantly changed
from those observed in 1994 or 1992. Nor were the differences between White
and Hispanic students in grades 8 and 12 significantly changed. Among fourth
graders, however, the average scale score difference between White and
Hispanic students in 1998 was greater than that observed in 1992.

 The results of the NAEP reading assessment in 1998 confirmed the findings
of previous research regarding differences in reading performance by gender.
For all three grade levels, female students outscored their male peers. The
average scale score difference in 1998 was six points at grade 4, 13 points at
grade 8, and 16 points at grade 12. The only significant change between the
average scale scores of male and female students across the three assessment
years occurred at grade 12, where results indicated a greater difference in 1998
compared to that in 1992.
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Parents’ Highest Level of Education

Students were asked to indicate the highest level of education completed by
each parent. Four levels of parental education were identified: did not finish
high school, graduated from high school, some education after high school, and
graduated from college. A choice of “I don’t know” was also available. For this
analysis, the highest education level reported for either parent was used. Due to
significant changes in the wording of the parental education question for fourth
graders in the 1998 assessment, the 1998 results are not comparable to those
for other assessments; therefore, grade 4 results are not reported.

Previous NAEP assessments in all subject areas have found that students
who reported higher levels of parental education demonstrated higher
performance in the assessments. However, some research has questioned the
accuracy of student-reported data; therefore, caution should be used in
interpreting the findings.3

The results for all levels of student-reported parental education are given in
Figure 2.3. It should be noted that, in 1998, nine percent of eighth graders and
two percent of twelfth graders reported not knowing the education level of
their parents.

Few significant changes across assessment years were observed among
parental education subgroups. For grade 8 students who reported at least one
parent graduated from college, the average score in 1998 was significantly
higher than in 1994 and 1992. For grade 12 students who reported their
parents did not finish high school, performance in 1998 was below that in
1992, but did not differ significantly from 1994.

As with previous assessments, a relationship between level of  parental
education and reading scores was again evident. At both grades 8 and 12 in
1998, students who reported higher levels of parental education had higher
average scale scores.

3 Looker, E.D. (1989). Accuracy of proxy reports of parental status characteristics. Sociology of Education,
62(4), 257–279.
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Average reading scale scores by parents’ highest education level:
1992, 1994, and 1998

Below each average scale score, the corresponding percentage of students is presented.
NOTE: Due to significant changes in the wording of the parental education question in 1998 for grade 4 students, the
results for these students are not reported.
* Indicates that the average scale score in 1998 is significantly different from that in 1992.
+ Indicates that the average scale score in 1998 is significantly different from that in 1994.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, and
1998 Reading Assessments.

Figure 2.3

0

200

250

300

500
199819941992

Some education after high school

1992 1994 1998
 Grade 12 294 289 292

27 25 25
   Grade 8 265 266 269

19 20 18

Grade 8

Grade 12

0

200

250

300

500 199819941992

Graduated from college

1992 1994 1998
 Grade 12 301 298 301

41 44 46
   Grade 8 271 270 274*+

41 43 44

Grade 8

Grade 12



READING REPORT CARD  •  CHAPTER 2 51

Average reading scale scores by parents’ highest education level:
1992, 1994, and 1998

Below each average scale score, the corresponding percentage of students is presented.
NOTE: Due to significant changes in the wording of the parental education question in 1998 for grade 4 students, the
results for these students are not reported.
* Indicates that the average scale score in 1998 is significantly different from that in 1992.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, and
1998 Reading Assessments.

Figure 2.3 (cont’d)
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Average reading scale scores by parents’ highest education level:
1992, 1994, and 1998

Figure 2.3 (cont’d)

Below each average scale score, the corresponding percentage of students is presented.
NOTE: Due to significant changes in the wording of the parental education question in 1998 for grade 4 students, the
results for these students are not reported.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994,
and 1998 Reading Assessments.
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Region of the Country

In addition to national results, NAEP assessments traditionally provide results
for four regions of the country: Northeast, Southeast, Central, and West. The
composition of the regions is described in Appendix A. Figure 2.4 presents
regional results for all three grades.

Among students in the Northeast, the average score increased since 1994
for fourth graders. Grade 8 students had a higher average score in 1998 than in
1992. There were no significant changes for grade 12 students. There were no
significant changes in performance across the assessments for Southeast students
in grades 4 and 12. In grade 8, however, performance in 1998 was above that
in both 1994 and 1992. In the Central region, there were no significant
changes in performance for students in grades 4 or 8. Among grade 12 students,
performance in 1998 was above that in 1994. For all three grades in the West,
students’ performance in 1998 did not differ significantly from that in previous
assessments.

Comparisons of scale scores between the regions show differing
performance across the country. At grades 4 and 8, students in the Northeast
and Central regions outperformed their peers in the Southeast and West. At
grade 12, students in the Southeast had lower scores than students
in the other three regions. In addition, Central region twelfth-grade students
outperformed their counterparts in the West.
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Average reading scale scores by region:
1992, 1994, and 1998

Figure 2.4

Below each average scale score, the corresponding percentage of students is presented.
* Indicates that the average scale score in 1998 is significantly different from that in 1992.
+ Indicates that the average scale score in 1998 is significantly different from that in 1994.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, and
1998 Reading Assessments.
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Average reading scale scores by region:
1992, 1994, and 1998

Figure 2.4 (cont’d)

Below each average scale score, the corresponding percentage of students is presented.
+ Indicates that the average scale score in 1998 is significantly different from that in 1994.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994,
and 1998 Reading Assessments.
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Type of Location

Each participating school in the 1998 reading assessment was classified
according to its type of location. The three categories of location — central city,
urban fringe/large town, and rural/small town — are based on Census Bureau
definitions of metropolitan statistical areas, population size, and density. These
classifications are based solely on geographic characteristics. The type of location
classifications are described in Appendix A. Figure 2.5 presents scale score
results for all three grades by type of location.

In the central city location, the grade 8 average score in 1998 was above
that in 1992, but did not differ significantly from 1994. Among students in
grades 4 and 12, performance in 1998 did not differ significantly from that in
previous assessments. Students in grades 8 and 12 in urban fringe/large town
locations showed increased performance since 1994; students in grade 4 had
relatively stable performance across the assessments. For grade 12 students in
rural/small town locations, the average score in 1998 was above that in 1994.
For fourth- and eighth-grade students in rural/small town locations, no
significant change in performance was observed across assessment years.

Comparisons of performance in 1998 showed that fourth- and eighth-grade
students in central cities had lower performance than their peers in the other
locations. Also urban fringe/large town students had higher scores than their
peers in rural/small towns at grade 8. In contrast, there were no significant
differences between any locations at grade 12.
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Average reading scale scores by type of location:
1992, 1994, and 1998

Figure 2.5

Below each average scale score, the corresponding percentage of students is presented.
* Indicates that the average scale score in 1998 is significantly different from that in 1992.
+ Indicates that the average scale score in 1998 is significantly different from that in 1994.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994,
and 1998 Reading Assessments.
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Average reading scale scores by type of location:
1992, 1994, and 1998

Below each average scale score, the corresponding percentage of students is presented.
+ Indicates that the average scale score in 1998 is significantly different from that in 1994.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994,
and 1998 Reading Assessments.

Figure 2.5 (cont’d)
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Table 2.2

Average reading scale scores by free/reduced-price lunch
program eligibility: 1998

Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 12

Eligible 198 246 271
35 27 14

Not eligible 227 270 293
54 56 67

Information 227 272 296
not available 12 17 19

Below each average scale score, the corresponding percentage
of students is presented.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 Reading
Assessment.

4 U.S. General Services Administration. (1995). Catalog of federal domestic assistance. Washington, DC:
Executive Office of the President, Office of Management and Budget.

Eligibility for the Free/Reduced-Price Lunch Program

The free/reduced-price lunch component of the National School Lunch
Program (NSLP), offered through the U.S. Department of Agriculture
(USDA), is designed to ensure that children near or below the poverty line
receive nourishing meals.4  The program is available to public schools, nonprofit
private schools, and residential child care institutions. Eligibility for free or
reduced-price meals is determined through the USDA’s Income Eligibility
Guidelines, and is included in this report as an indicator of poverty.

NAEP first collected information on student eligibility for the federally
funded NSLP in 1996. Although results cannot be presented for previous
NAEP reading assessments, the NAEP program will continue to monitor the
performance of these students in future assessments.

The 1998 results for the percentage of students eligible for the free/
reduced-price lunch program are given in Table 2.2. Thirty-five percent of
students at grade 4, 27 percent of students at grade 8, and 14 percent of
students at grade 12 were eligible for the program. Consistent across all three
grades, students who were eligible for the free/reduced-price lunch program
demonstrated lower reading performance than students who were not eligible
for the program.
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5 Campbell, J.R., Donahue, P.L., Reese, C.M., & Phillips, G.W. (1996). NAEP 1994 reading report card
for the nation and the states. Washington, DC: National Center for Education Statistics.
Campbell, J.R., Voelkl, K.E., & Donahue, P.L. (1997). NAEP 1996 trends in academic progress.
Washington, DC: National Center for Education Statistics.

6 Coleman, J., Hoffer, T., & Kilgore, S. (1982). Cognitive outcomes in public and private schools.
Sociology of Education, 55, 65–76.
Alexander, K.L. & Pallas, A.M. (1983). Private schools and public policy: New evidence on cognitive
achievement in public and private schools. Sociology of Education, 56, 170–182.

Type of School

Previous NAEP reading assessments and other survey research on educational
achievement have found significant differences in the performance of students
attending public and nonpublic schools.5  However, the reader is cautioned
against using NAEP results to make simplistic inferences about the relative
effectiveness of public and nonpublic schools. Average performance differences
between the two types of schools may be related in part to socioeconomic and
sociological factors. For example, some research points to instructional and
policy differences between the two types of schools to explain the higher
performance of private school students,  while other studies have suggested that
student selection and parental involvement are more significant contributors to
the performance differences.6

Average reading scale scores by type of school are presented in Figure 2.6.
Schools were classified as either public or nonpublic; nonpublic schools were
then further subclassified as Catholic or other nonpublic. Between 1994 and
1998, scores increased for eighth- and twelfth-grade students attending public
schools. In addition, grade 8 students showed increased performance since
1992. There were no significant changes for grade 4 public school students.

Among students attending nonpublic schools, no significant changes were
observed for any grades. For grade 8 students attending nonpublic Catholic
schools, an increase was observed between 1992 and 1998. No significant
changes in performance were observed for students attending other
nonpublic schools.

For all three grades in 1998, students in nonpublic schools outperformed
their peers in public schools. Examining this difference more closely showed
that both types of nonpublic schools (Catholic and other nonpublic) had higher
scores than public schools at grades 4 and 8. At grade 12, Catholic schools had
higher scores than public schools, but no significant difference was found
between other nonpublic and public schools. For all three grades, there were
no significant differences in reading performance between students attending
Catholic and other nonpublic schools.
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Average reading scale scores by type of school:
1992, 1994, and 1998

Below each average scale score, the corresponding percentage of students is presented.
* Indicates that the average scale score in 1998 is significantly different from that in 1992.
+ Indicates that the average scale score in 1998 is significantly different from that in 1994.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994,
and 1998 Reading Assessments.

Figure 2.6
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Average reading scale scores by type of school:
1992, 1994, and 1998

Below each average scale score, the corresponding percentage of students is presented.
* Indicates that the average scale score in 1998 is significantly different from that in 1992.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994,
and 1998 Reading Assessments.

Figure 2.6 (cont’d)
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Summary
Some of the 1998 scale score results reported by subgroups in this chapter
reveal patterns of performance at all three grades that are consistent with past
NAEP reading assessments. At all three grades in 1998, female students
outperformed male students; students who reported higher levels of parental
education had higher average scores than those reporting less parental
education; and students attending nonpublic schools had higher average
scores than their counterparts attending public schools.

In 1998, the NAEP reading assessment collected information on this
federally funded program, an indicator of poverty, for the first time. At all three
grades, students who were eligible for the free/reduced- price lunch program
had lower average scores than students who were not eligible.

At the fourth grade in 1998, male students had a higher average score than
in 1994. Among racial/ethnic groups, the only significant increase observed was
for Black fourth graders whose average score in 1998 was higher than in 1994.
Fourth-grade students in the Northeast region of the country had a higher score
in 1998 than in 1994.

At the eighth grade in 1998, both male and female students had higher
average scores than in 1994 and 1992. Among racial/ethnic groups, both
White and Black eighth graders had a higher average score in 1998 than in
1994 and 1992. Eighth graders who reported the highest level of parental
education, graduated from college, had a higher score in comparison to both
1994 and 1992. In the Southeast region of the country, eighth graders’ average
score was higher than in both 1994 and 1992; in the Northeast region, the
average score was higher than in 1992. Eighth graders attending schools in
urban fringe/large town locations had a higher average score than in 1994, and
eighth graders attending central city schools had a higher average score than in
1992. Eighth-grade students attending public schools had a higher average
score in comparison to both 1994 and 1992, and eighth graders in nonpublic
Catholic schools had a higher score in comparison to 1992.

At the twelfth grade in 1998, the average score of females was higher than
in 1994, but for male students the average score in 1998 was lower than in
1992. Among racial/ethnic groups, both White and Hispanic twelfth graders
had higher average scores in 1998 than in 1994. Twelfth graders who reported
the lowest level of parental education, did not finish high school, had a lower
score than in 1992. In the Central region of the country, twelfth graders’
average score in 1998 was higher than in 1994. Twelfth graders attending
schools in urban fringe/large town and in rural/small town locations had
higher average scores in 1998 than in 1994. An increase was also observed
for twelfth graders attending public schools; the average score of these public
school students in 1998 was higher in comparison to 1994.
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CHAPTER 3

Reading Achievement Level
Results for Selected Subgroups
Overview
The performance of our nation’s students on the NAEP reading scale can also be
viewed in relation to expectations of what students should know and should be
able to do. The percentages of students who attained the three achievement
levels established by the National Assessment Governing Board (NAGB) provide
a measure of performance that meets these expectations.

Three reading achievement levels — Basic, Proficient, and Advanced — are
used to report the NAEP results. The Board established these reading levels in
1992 for the content framework that provided the basis for the 1992, 1994, and
1998 reading assessments. The Basic level denotes partial mastery of the
knowledge and skills that are fundamental for proficient work at a given grade.
The Proficient level represents solid academic performance. Students reaching
this level demonstrate competency over challenging subject matter. The
Advanced level signifies superior performance at a given grade. For each grade,
the levels are cumulative; that is, abilities achieved at the Proficient level
presume mastery of abilities associated with the Basic level, and attainment of
the Advanced level presumes mastery of both the Basic and Proficient levels.
Specific definitions of these levels of reading achievement as they apply at each
of the three grades are presented in Figure 1.2 in Chapter 1. No description is
provided for students performing below the Basic level.

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 achievement levels may
be found in the introduction to this report (pages 10-12).
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Gender

The percentages of male and female students attaining the Basic, Proficient, and
Advanced levels are given in Table 3.1 and Figure 3.1. Among grade 4 students,
no significant changes were found for either males or females in the percentage
of students attaining any of the achievement levels. The percentage of eighth-
grade male and female students at or above the Proficient level in 1998 was
higher than that in 1992, and males showed an increase since 1994. At the lower
achievement levels, both male and female eighth graders showed improvements
in reading performance. The percentage of students at or above the Basic level
in 1998 was higher than that in 1994 and 1992. Likewise, the percentage of
males and females below the Basic level in 1998 was lower than that in 1994
and 1992. The performance of grade 12 males in 1998 was mixed. For instance,
the percentage of males at the Advanced level in 1998 increased since 1994.
However, the percentage at or above the Basic level in 1998 was below that in
1992, and the percentage of males below the Basic level was greater in 1998
than in 1992. In 1998, while 70 percent of males were at or above the Basic
level, 38 percent were within the Basic achievement level range (see Figure 3.1).
The results for grade 12 females were positive. The percentage of female
students at or above the Proficient level in 1998 was higher than in 1994, and
more females reached the Advanced level in 1998 than in 1992.

In 1998, gender differences were seen at all three grades in the percentages
of students attaining the Basic, Proficient, and Advanced levels. At all grades and
for all levels, the reading performance of female students exceeded that of their
male peers.
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Table 3.1

Percentage of students at or above reading achievement levels by gender:
1992, 1994, and 1998

Male 42 58 25 5

Female 33 67 32 8

Male 36 64 23 2

Female 24 76 35 4

Male 25 75 34 2

Female 16 84 46 5

At or
Below above At or above
Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

Grade 4

Grade 8

45 55 26 6

34 66 34 9

38 62 23 2

23 77 36 4

31 69 29 2

20 80 43 6

At or
Below above At or above
Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

Grade 4

Grade 8

At or
Below above At or above
Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

41 59 28 6

35 65 33 8

32*+ 68*+ 27*+ 2

19*+ 81*+ 40* 4

30* 70* 32 4+

17 83 48+ 8*

Grade 4

Grade 8

* Indicates that the percentage in 1998 is significantly different from that in 1992.
+ Indicates that the percentage in 1998 is significantly different from that in 1994.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, and 1998 Reading Assessments.

Grade 12 Grade 12 Grade 12

1992 19981994
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NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100, or to the exact percentages at or above achievement levels, due to rounding.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Reading Assessment.

Figure 3.1

Percentage of students within each achievement level range
by gender: 1998
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Race/Ethnicity

Achievement level results for fourth-, eighth-, and twelfth-grade students in
five racial/ethnic groups are presented in Table 3.2 and Figure 3.2. While the
performance of White students at grades 8 and 12 showed improvement in
1998, few changes across the assessment years were found for other racial/ethnic
groups. In 1998, the percentage of White students in grade 12 at the Advanced
level was higher than in 1992. The percentage of White students in grades 8 and
12 at or above the Proficient level in 1998 increased since 1994. Improvements
at the lower achievement levels were also found for grade 8 White students. For
these students, the percentage at or above the Basic level in 1998 was higher
than in 1994 and 1992. Likewise, a lower percentage of white eighth graders
was below the Basic level in 1998 than in the previous assessments. For Black
students in grade 8, the percentage at or above the Basic level in 1998 was
higher than in 1994, and fewer students were below the Basic level in 1998 than
in 1994. Comparing Table 3.2 with Figure 3.2 shows that while the percentage
of eighth-grade Black students at or above the Basic level in 1998 was 53
percent, about 40 percent of students were within the Basic achievement
level interval. No significant performance trends were found for the other
racial/ethnic groups.

In 1998, differences among racial/ethnic groups were apparent at grades 4,
8, and 12. At the Advanced level, the percentages of White students were
greater than those of Black and Hispanic students at all grades, and greater than
American Indian students at grade 4. At the Proficient level, White students
outperformed their Black, Hispanic, and American Indian peers at all grades.
In addition, a higher percentage of White than Asian/Pacific Islander students
reached the Proficient level at grade 12. At all three grades, the percentages of
White students at or above the Basic level was greater than that for their Black,
Hispanic, and American Indian counterparts. At all three grades in 1998, there
were no achievement level differences between Black and Hispanic students with
one exception — the percentage of Hispanic twelfth graders at or above the
Proficient level was higher than that for Black twelfth graders.
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Table 3.2

Percentage of students at or above reading achievement levels by race/ethnicity:
1992, 1994, and 1998

29 71 35 8

67 33 8 1

56 44 16 3

41 59 25 4

47 53 18 3

22 78 36 4

55 45 9 0

51 49 14 1

22 78 39 7

39 61 20 1

14 86 47 5

39 61 18 1

34 66 24 2

22 78 41 5

*** *** *** ***

At or
Below above At or above
Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

Grade 4

Grade 8

Grade 12

   * Indicates that the percentage in 1998 is significantly different from that in 1992.
   + Indicates that the percentage in 1998 is significantly different from that in 1994.
*** Sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, and 1998 Reading Assessments.

White

Black

Hispanic

Asian/Pacific Islander

American Indian

Grade 4

Grade 8

Grade 12

27 73 39 10

64 36 10 1

60 40 13 2

31 69 37 12

53 47 14 2

18*+ 82*+ 41+ 4

47+ 53+ 12 0

46 54 15 1

18 82 39 4

39 61 18 1

17 83 47+ 7*

43 57 18 1

36 64 26 2

25 75 38 6

35 65 27 3

Grade 4

Grade 8

Grade 12

29 71 37 9

69 31 9 1

64 36 13 2

25 75 44 13

52 48 18 3

22 78 36 4

56 44 9 0

51 49 14 1

25 75 37 5

37 63 20 1

19 81 43 5

48 52 13 1

42 58 20 1

32 68 31 3

39 61 20 2

At or
Below above At or above
Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

At or
Below above At or above
Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

1992 1994 1998

White

Black

Hispanic

Asian/Pacific Islander

American Indian

White

Black

Hispanic

Asian/Pacific Islander

American Indian
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NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100, or to the exact percentages at or above achievement levels, due to rounding.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 Reading
Assessment.

Figure 3.2

Percentage of students within each achievement level range
by race/ethnicity: 1998
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Percentage
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Percentage
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Percentage
below Basic
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Black
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 Islander

Percentage at or above ProficientPercentage at or below Basic

64 26 9 1

27 34 29 10

260 26 11

1231 32 25

253 33 12

Grade 4

0 25 50 75 100255075100

Hispanic

Black

White

American Indian

Asian/Pacific
 Islander

Percentage at or above ProficientPercentage at or below Basic

43 40 17 1

17 36 40 7

236 38 24

625 37 33

335 38 24

Grade 12
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Parents’ Highest Level of Education

Table 3.3 and Figure 3.3 present achievement level results based on students’
reports of their parents’ highest level of education. Due to significant changes in
the wording of the parental education question for fourth graders in the 1998
reading assessment, the 1998 results are not comparable to those in other
assessments; therefore, grade 4 results are not reported.

As shown in Table 3.3, parental education and student achievement are
positively associated. That is, eighth and twelfth graders who reported their
parents as having higher levels of education tended to reach higher levels of
reading achievement. This association was also found for the scale score results
discussed in Chapter 2. For example, eighth- and twelfth-grade students who
reported that at least one parent graduated from college were more likely
to reach the Advanced level than students who reported lower levels of
parental education.

Gains in the percentage of students at or above the Proficient level were seen
between 1994 and 1998 for eighth graders who reported that at least one parent
had graduated from college. The percentage of grade 8 students at or above the
Basic level also increased between 1992 and 1998 and between 1994 and 1998
for those who reported their parent(s) graduated from college. Likewise, the
percentage of these students who fell below the Basic level was lower in 1998
than in the previous assessments. In 1998, about 9 percent of grade 12 students
who reported that at least one parent graduated from college reached the
Advanced level; this percentage represented an increase since 1992.
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Table 3.3

Percentage of students at or above reading achievement levels by parents’ highest education level:
1992, 1994, and 1998

1998

NOTE: Due to significant changes in the wording of the parental education question in 1998 for grade 4 students, the results for these students are not reported.
* Indicates that the percentage in 1998 is significantly different from that in 1992.
+ Indicates that the percentage in 1998 is significantly different from that in 1994.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, and 1998 Reading Assessments.

Graduated
from college

Some education
after high school

Graduated
from high school

Did not finish
high school

I don’t know

Graduated
from college

Some education
after high school

Graduated
from high school

Did not finish
high school

I don’t know

Grade 8

Grade 12

20 80 40 5

24 76 32 3

39 61 19 1

49 51 13 1

55 45 12 0

13 87 52 6

17 83 41 3

28 72 28 2

37 63 21 0

56 44 10 0

Grade 8

Grade 12

21 79 40 5

23 77 33 3

38 62 20 1

54 46 10 0

52 48 12 0

16 84 48 7

22 78 36 3

34 66 24 2

47 53 15 1

68 32 6 0

Grade 8

Grade 12

16*+ 84*+ 45+ 5

19 81 36 2

34 66 22 1

48 52 11 0

50 50 12 0

15 85 52 9*

20 80 39 4

32 68 28 2

43 57 19 1

61 39 9 0

1994

At or
Below above At or above
Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

At or
Below above At or above
Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

1992

At or
Below above At or above
Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
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NOTE: Due to significant changes in the wording of the parental education question in 1998 for grade 4 students, the
results for these students are not reported.
NOTE: Percentages may not add to100, or to the exact percentages at or above achievement levels, due to rounding.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Reading Assessment.

Figure 3.3

Percentage of students within each achievement level range
by parents’ highest education level: 1998

Percentage
at Advanced 

Percentage
at Proficient 

Percentage
at Basic

Percentage
below Basic
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Did not finish
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I don’t know
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Percentage at or above ProficientPercentage at or below Basic
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43          38 18  1

61            30 8 0

Grade 12
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Region of the Country

In addition to national results, NAEP achievement level results are provided for
four regions of the country: Northeast, Southeast, Central, and West. The
composition of the regions is described in Appendix A. The percentages of
students performing at or above the three achievement levels are shown in Table
3.4. For each region, the percentages of students within each achievement level
range are displayed in Figure 3.4.

In general, the percentages at each achievement level across assessments were
relatively stable for each region. One change across assessments was found for
grade 4 students in the Northeast; the percentage of students at or above the
Basic level was higher in 1998 than in 1994. Correspondingly, the percentage of
Northeast students below the Basic level decreased during this same time period.

Several differences between regions were observed in the 1998 achievement
level results. At the Advanced level, differences were observed between regions
at grades 4 and 12. In 1998, a higher percentage of grade 4 students in the
Northeast and Central regions reached the Advanced level than did their peers
in the Southeast. The Northeast also outperformed the West at grade 4. At
grade 12, the percentage of students at the Advanced level was higher in the
Central and West regions than in the Southeast.

For both grades 4 and 8, higher percentages of students in the Northeast
and Central regions were at or above the Proficient level than students in the
Southeast or West. At grade 12, the Northeast, the Central, and the West
regions had a higher percentage at or above the Proficient level than did the
Southeast. The Central region also had a higher percentage at or above the
Proficient level than the West region.

For all three grades, the Northeast region had a greater percentage of
students at or above Basic than the Southeast, and a greater percentage at or
above Basic than the West for grades 4 and 8. The percentages of students at or
above the Basic level at all three grades were higher for the Central region than
for the Southeast or West. At grade 12, more students in the West region were
at or above the Basic level than in the Southeast.
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Grade 4

Grade 8

30+ 70+ 38 10

44 56 25 5

32 68 35 8

43 57 27 6

20 80 40 4

30 70 27 2

21 79 39 3

31 69 29 2

22 78 42 6

29 71 33 4

19 81 46 7

23 77 40 6

Grade 12

Table 3.4

Percentage of students at or above reading achievement levels by region:
1992, 1994, and 1998

At or
Below above At or above
Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

+ Indicates that the percentage in 1998 is significantly different from that in 1994.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, and 1998 Reading Assessments.

Northeast

Southeast

Central

West

Northeast

Southeast

Central

West

Northeast

Southeast

Central

West

Grade 4

Grade 8

34 66 34 9

42 58 24 5

34 66 30 6

41 59 27 6

28 72 33 4

36 64 23 2

26 74 32 4

31 69 29 3

19 81 44 5

27 73 31 2

16 84 44 4

19 81 42 4

Grade 12

Grade 4

Grade 8

39 61 31 8

45 55 25 7

34 66 34 8

41 59 29 7

26 74 35 4

38 62 23 2

25 75 33 3

31 69 29 3

24 76 37 5

30 70 30 3

22 78 40 5

26 74 38 4

Grade 12

1992

At or
Below above At or above
Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

1994

At or
Below above At or above
Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

1998
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NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100, or to the exact percentages at or above achievement levels, due to rounding.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Reading Assessment.

Figure 3.4

Percentage of students within each achievement level range
by region: 1998

Percentage
at Advanced 

Percentage
at Proficient 

Percentage
at Basic

Percentage
below Basic
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Central
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Grade 8
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West

Percentage at or above ProficientPercentage at or below Basic

29        38 29     4

22      36 36    6
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Grade 12
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Type of Location

Table 3.5 and Figure 3.5 present achievement level results for all three grades
by type of location: central city, urban fringe/large town, and rural/small town.
The type of location classifications are described on page 151 in Appendix A.
At grade 8, improvements were observed since 1994 for students in urban
fringe/large town areas; higher percentages of students reached at least the
Basic and Proficient levels in 1998 than in 1994. Also, 21 percent of eighth
graders were below the Basic level in 1998, compared with 27 percent in 1994.
At grade 12, the percentage of students at the Advanced level increased
between 1992 and 1998 for students in urban fringe/large town locations.

Differences in the percentages of students at the achievement levels were
observed between locations at the fourth- and eighth-grade levels, but no
significant differences were found for grade 12 students. A greater percentage of
grade 4 students reached the Advanced level in urban fringe/large town areas
than in either central city or rural/small town locations. The same result was
found at grades 4 and 8 for the percentages of students at or above the
Proficient level. At the lower achievement level, higher percentages of students
in urban fringe/large town and rural/small town areas were at or above the
Basic level than in central city locations; these differences were found for both
grades 4 and 8.
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Table 3.5

Percentage of students at or above reading achievement levels by type of  location:
1992, 1994, and 1998

* Indicates that the percentage in 1998 is significantly different from that in 1992.
+ Indicates that the percentage in 1998 is significantly different from that in 1994.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, and 1998 Reading Assessments.

Central city
Urban fringe/

large town

Rural/small town

Central city
Urban fringe/

large town

Rural/small town

Central city
Urban fringe/

large town

Rural/small town

Grade 4

Grade 12

46 54 23 5

34 66 32 8

35 65 29 6

38 62 23 2

26 74 34 4

29 71 28 2

23 77 38 4

19 81 43 4

21 79 39 3

Grade 8

Grade 4

Grade 12

47 53 25 6

33 67 35 9

40 60 28 6

34 66 27 3

27 73 32 3

31 69 29 3

25 75 37 4

24 76 38 5

28 72 33 4

Grade 8

Grade 4

Grade 12

45 55 25 6

32 68 37 10

35 65 30 6

32 68 29 2

21+ 79+ 38+ 3

26 74 32 3

25 75 40 6

21 79 42 6*

24 76 38 5

Grade 8

199819941992

At or
Below above At or above
Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

At or
Below above At or above
Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

At or
Below above At or above
Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
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NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100, or to the exact percentages at or above achievement levels, due to rounding.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Reading Assessment.

Figure 3.5

Percentage of students within each achievement level range
by type of location: 1998
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Percentage of students at or above reading achievement levels
by free/reduced-price lunch program eligibility: 1998

Table 3.6

58 42 13 2

27 73 40 10

27 73 40 11

44 56 15 0

19 81 39 3

18 82 44 4

43 57 19 1

20 80 43 6

18 82 46 7

At or
Below above At or above
Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

Grade 4

Grade 8

Grade 12

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

Eligible

Not eligible

Information
not available

Eligible

Not eligible

Information
not available

Eligible

Not eligible

Information
not available

1998

Eligibility for the Free/Reduced-Price Lunch Program

Table 3.6 and Figure 3.6 present achievement level results for each grade by
students’ eligibility for the free/reduced-price lunch component of the National
School Lunch Program (NSLP). Among fourth graders who were eligible for
the program in 1998, 58 percent were below the Basic level and 2 percent were
at the Advanced level compared to 27 and 10 percent, respectively, for those
not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch. Across the three grades, higher
performance was observed for students not eligible for the program.
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NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100, or to the exact percentages at or above achievement levels, due to rounding.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Reading Assessment.

Figure 3.6

Percentage of students within each achievement level range
by free/reduced-price lunch program eligibility: 1998
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Grade 12

Percentage at or above ProficientPercentage at or below Basic
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20      37 37     6

18      36 39     7
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Type of School

The percentage of public and nonpublic school students at all three grades who
were at or above each of the achievement levels is shown in Table 3.7. Shown in
Figure 3.7 are the percentages of students within each achievement level range
by type of school. To further examine these differences, nonpublic schools were
subcategorized into Catholic and other nonpublic schools.

Since 1992, the percentages of students attending public schools who were
at or above the Basic and Proficient levels increased at grade 8. These 1998
percentages also represented an increase since 1994. Correspondingly, the
percentage of grade 8 public school students below the Basic level was lower
in 1998 than in the previous assessments. At grade 12, 5 percent of students in
public schools reached the Advanced level; this represented an increase since
1992. Between 1992 and 1998, the percentage of grade 8 students who
attended nonpublic Catholic schools and who were at or above the Basic
level increased.

In 1998, the percentages of fourth-, eighth-, and twelfth-grade students
attending nonpublic schools who were at or above the Basic and Proficient levels
were greater than that for students attending public schools. Similar differences
were seen at the Advanced level for all three grades: nonpublic school students
outperformed their public school peers.

At grade 4, public school students were outperformed by Catholic and other
nonpublic school students at all achievement levels. The same differences were
found for the percentages of grade 8 students at or above the Basic and
Proficient levels. Also at grade 8, a higher percentage of Catholic than public
school students reached the Advanced level. At grade 12, public school students
were outperformed by their Catholic school peers at the Basic and Proficient
levels. At all three grades and for all achievement levels, no performance
differences were found between Catholic and other nonpublic school students.



8
4

REA
D

IN
G

 REPO
RT C

A
RD  •  C

H
A

PTER 3

Public

Nonpublic

Nonpublic: Catholic

Other nonpublic

Public

Nonpublic

Nonpublic: Catholic

Other nonpublic

Public

Nonpublic

Nonpublic: Catholic

Other nonpublic

Table 3.7

Percentage of students at or above reading achievement levels by type of school:
1992, 1994, and 1998

* Indicates that the percentage in 1998 is significantly different from that in 1992.
+ Indicates that the percentage in 1998 is significantly different from that in 1994.

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

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, and 1998 Reading Assessments.

40 60 27 6

21 79 45 12

24 76 41 10

16! 84! 53! 15!

33 67 27 2

13 87 48 7

16 84 45 6

10 90 54 10

22 78 37 3

8 92 60 9

7 93 59 8

11 89 61 12

Grade 4

Grade 8

Grade 12

41 59 28 7

23 77 43 13

24 76 42 12

20 80 46 14

33 67 27 2

11 89 49 6

12 88 49 6

11 89 50 7

27 73 35 4

13 87 52 8

15 85 47 6

11 89 59 11

Grade 4

Grade 8

Grade 12

39 61 29 6

22 78 46 14

21 79 46 13

24 76 46 16

28*+ 72*+ 31*+ 2

9 91 54 5

9* 91* 53 5

9 91 54 5

24 76 39 5*

13 87 54 9

13 87 54 8

13 87 53 9

Grade 4

Grade 8

Grade 12

199819941992

At or
Below above At or above
Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

At or
Below above At or above
Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

At or
Below above At or above
Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
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NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100, or to the exact percentages at or above achievement levels, due to rounding.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Reading Assessment.

Figure 3.7

Percentage of students within each achievement level range
by type of school: 1998
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Summary
This chapter presented achievement level results for selected subgroups of
fourth, eighth, and twelfth graders in the 1998 reading assessment. Where
possible, 1998 results were compared to results from the 1994 and 1992
assessments. Generally, the results of subgroups of students reflected the overall
achievement level results discussed in Chapter 1. For example, no significant
changes from 1992 or 1994 were observed in the 1998 national results for
fourth graders attaining any of the achievement levels. Similarly, no significant
changes were observed for any subgroup of fourth graders, except for an
increase since 1994 in the percentage of fourth-grade students in the Northeast
who performed at or above the Basic level. The other major findings reported
in this chapter are summarized below.

Among eighth graders, the percentages of male and female students who
were at or above the Basic and Proficient levels were higher in 1998 than in
1992. Both White and Black students showed increases since 1994 in the
percentages attaining at least the Basic level, and White students showed an
increase in the percentage at or above Proficient. For eighth graders who
reported that at least one parent had graduated from college, the percentages of
students at or above the Basic and Proficient levels were greater in 1998 than in
1994. Among students in urban fringe/large town schools, the percentages of
students at or above Basic and Proficient were also higher than in 1994. Public
school students showed increases in the percentages of students at or above
the Basic and Proficient levels since 1994 and 1992. For students attending
Catholic schools, the percentage who performed at or above the Basic level
was greater in 1998 than in 1992.

Among twelfth graders, female students showed increases since 1994 in
the percentage who were at or above the Proficient level, and since 1992 in the
percentage who were at the Advanced level. The results were mixed for male
twelfth graders; the percentage who performed at the Advanced level was higher
in 1998 than in 1994, but the percentage who performed at or above Basic was
lower than in 1992. The percentage of White students who were at or above
the Proficient level increased since 1994, and at the Advanced level since 1992.
No other racial/ethnic group among twelfth graders showed significant changes
in achievement level performance. For students who reported that at least one
parent had graduated from college, an increase was observed between 1992 and
1998 in the percentage at the Advanced level. For students in urban fringe/
large town schools and for public school students, the percentages who
performed at the Advanced level were greater in 1998 than in 1992.
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CHAPTER 4

School and Home Contexts
for Reading

Overview
This chapter looks at two contexts in which children have the opportunity to
learn to enjoy and to be challenged by the activity of reading: school and home.
Within these environments resides the possibility for boundless activity with the
language and ideas contained in books. Whether one reads to enlarge emotional
experiences, to acquire necessary information, or to accomplish practical
concerns, to read at all requires a sense of competency and anticipated
satisfaction.1  This chapter presents contextual information on school and home
environments that appear to contribute to the development of competent
readers, at ease with language and eager to read.

Results from the 1998 assessment and comparisons to 1994 and 1992 are
presented for students’ reports about their instructional and home experiences.
The percentage of students who selected each response option, scale scores, and
achievement level results are presented for each contextual variable reported.
Although it is possible to examine the relationship between students’ reading
performance and various home and school factors, it is not possible to establish
causal links. A relationship that exists between achievement and another
variable does not reveal its underlying cause, which may be a complex
interaction of numerous factors.

Reading in and for School
Students at all three grades were asked to report on the amount of reading
required of them in school and for homework, and on how often in school they
wrote long answers to questions that involved reading. Eighth- and twelfth-
grade students were asked to report on how frequently they were asked by their
teachers to explain or discuss what they read in school.

1 Wilhelm, J.D. (1997). “You gotta be the book”: Teaching engaged and reflective reading with adolescents.
New York, NY: Teacher’s College Press.
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Pages Read Each Day in School and for Homework. Becoming a competent
reader may require daily engagement with the written word.2  Having time to
read in school may not only increase fluency, but may also encourage literacy
habits and literary appreciation.3  While the amount of reading time may vary
depending on instructional goals and individual student needs, most students
are required to read on a daily basis in school and for homework.

Students’ reports on the number of pages read daily in school and for
homework are presented in Table 4.1. As demonstrated in the 1998 results,
there is a consistent relationship between the amount of reading done for school
and homework and students’ reading scale scores. Students who reported that
they read more pages each day demonstrated higher reading performance. At
grades 4, 8, and 12, students who reported reading 11 or more pages each day
for school and for homework had higher average reading scores than students
who reported reading 10 or fewer pages each day. In addition, reading 6 to
10 pages each day was associated with higher average scores than reading 5
or fewer pages. These results do not necessarily suggest that more homework
is related to higher reading scores; what they do indicate is that students who
reported more reading at school and for homework demonstrated higher
reading performance.

In 1998, there was an increase since 1994 in the percentages of students at
both grades 8 and 12 who reported reading 11 or more pages each day. At eighth
grade, the percentage of students who reported reading this many pages was also
higher than that in 1992. Likewise, the percentages of eighth- and twelfth-grade
students who reported reading 5 or fewer pages on a daily basis for both school
and homework declined since 1994. At eighth grade, this decline was also seen
in relation to 1992. Among fourth graders, there was no significant change from
1994 or 1992 in students’ reports on the number of pages they read each day
in school and for homework.

Figure 4.1 displays the percentages of students at each grade in 1992, 1994,
and 1998 who reported reading 11 or more pages each day in school and for
homework. While 57% of fourth graders reported reading 11 or more pages a
day, it is worth pointing out that less than half of eighth and twelfth graders
reported reading this many pages daily. In interpreting these findings, it is
important to consider the length and format of reading materials that may
typically be read by students at each grade. For example, the pages read by
fourth graders are more likely to contain less text and more pictures in
comparison to the pages read by older students.

2 Fielding, L.G., & Pearson, P.D. (1994). Reading comprehension: What works. Educational Leadership,
51(5), 62–68.

3 Atwell, N. (1998). In the middle: New understandings about writing, reading, and learning.
Portsmouth, NH: Boynton/Cook Publishers, Inc.
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* Indicates that the scale score (or percentage) in 1998 was significantly different from that in 1992.
+ Indicates that the scale score (or percentage) in 1998 was significantly different from that in 1994.
NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, and
1998 Reading Assessments.

Students’ reports on the number of pages read each day
in school and for homework: 1992, 1994, and 1998

56 54 57 38 37 42*+ 45 39 43+

222 220 221 267 267 270 302 298 301
34 34 35 36 37 40 52 49 51

23 23 22 30 28 27* 24 24 23
217 214 217 262 262 264 290 288 290

27 29 31 29 30 33 36 35 38

21 23 21 32 35 30*+ 31 36 33+

203 201 207 251 251 256*+ 281 276 279
17 20 21 22 22 25 27 24 28

1992 1994 1998 1992 1994 1998 1992 1994 1998

Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 12
Pages read for school
and homework

Table 4.1

11 or more pages
Percentage
Scale score
Percentage at or

above Proficient

6 to 10 pages
Percentage
Scale score
Percentage at or

above Proficient

5 or fewer pages
Percentage
Scale score
Percentage at or

above Proficient
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Percentage of students who reported reading “11 or more pages”
each day for school and for homework: 1992, 1994, and 1998

* Indicates that the percentage in 1998 was significantly different from that in 1992.
+ Indicates that the percentage in 1998 was significantly different from that in 1994.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, and
1998 Reading Assessments.
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Explaining and Discussing Reading in School. Giving students the
opportunity to explain their understanding and to express their ideas of what
they read can reinforce their engagement with reading.4  Being able to articulate
what they have understood when reading texts can clarify and enlarge students’
understanding of the text’s topic. Being encouraged to express and discuss
various interpretations not only enlarges the particular reading experience, but
also contributes to developing lifelong literacy habits. The ability to talk about
what one reads in books, articles, or newspapers informs and enriches many
aspects of professional and personal life.5

Eighth- and twelfth-grade students in the NAEP assessment were asked
how frequently their teachers have them explain or support their understanding
and discuss various interpretations of what they read in school. A summary of
student responses for 1992, 1994, and 1998 is presented in Table 4.2.

At both grades, the 1998 results provide some indication of a positive
relationship between these two instructional activities and average reading
scores. At both eighth and twelfth grades, students who reported being asked
to explain their understanding or to discuss interpretations of what they read
at least once or twice a week had higher average scores than their peers who
reported doing so less than weekly. Additionally, twelfth graders who reported
that these activities occurred almost every day had higher average scores than
their peers who reported being asked to do so less frequently.

At the eighth grade, the percentage of students who reported being asked
to explain their understanding or to discuss interpretations of what they read
almost every day was higher in 1998 than in 1994 or 1992. Also, the percentage
of eighth graders who reported explaining their understanding once or twice a
week increased since 1994. At the twelfth grade, the percentage of students who
reported being asked to explain their understanding of what they have read
almost every day was higher in 1998 than in 1994. Twelfth graders’ reports
regarding how frequently they are asked to discuss interpretations revealed no
clear pattern of increase or decrease across the assessment years.

  Figures 4.2a and 4.2b display the percentages of students who reported
being asked to engage in these instructional activities at least once a week —
the combined percentages of students who responded “almost every day” or

4 Durrant, C., Goodwin, L., & Watson, K. (1990). Encouraging young readers to reflect on their
processes of response: Can it be done, is it worth doing? English Education, 22, 211–219.

5 Gambrell, L.B., & Almasi, J.F. (Eds.). (1998). Lively discussions: Fostering engaged reading. Newark,
DE: International Reading Association.
Paratore, J.R., & McCormack, R.L. (Eds.). (1997). Peer talk in the classroom: Learning from research.
Newark, DE: International Reading Association.
Guice, S., & Allington, R. (1994). It’s more than reading real books! Ten ways to enhance the
implementation of literature-based instruction. National Research Center on Literature Teaching and
Learning. Washington, DC: Office of Educational Research and Improvement.
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Grade 8 Grade 12

Less than weekly
Percentage
Scale score
Percentage at or

above Proficient

* Indicates that the scale score (or percentage) in 1998 was significantly different
from that in 1992.

+ Indicates that the scale score (or percentage) in 1998 was significantly different
from that in 1994.

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, and 1998 Reading Assessments.

Students’ reports on how frequently teachers ask them to explain
their understanding and discuss various interpretations of what
they read in school: 1992, 1994, and 1998

Less than weekly
Percentage
Scale score
Percentage at or

above Proficient

Almost every day
Percentage
Scale score
Percentage at or

above Proficient

20 21 26*+ 29 28 32+

262 263 265 302 298 300
32 32 34 53 48 50

37 35 37+ 40 37 38
264 264 268*+ 294 289 294+

33 33 37* 41 38 42

43 45 37*+ 31 35 30+

257 257 260*+ 282 279 280
26 27 30* 28 27 29

Once or twice a week
Percentage
Scale score
Percentage at or

above Proficient

1992 1994 1998 1992 1994 1998
Explain your understanding
of what you have read

Discuss interpretations of
what you have read
Almost every day

Percentage
Scale score
Percentage at or

above Proficient

Once or twice a week
Percentage
Scale score
Percentage at or

above Proficient

Table 4.2

16 16 18*+ 27 27 29
261 264 266* 302 299 300

30 34 36* 53 49 50

33 30 32 36 34 34*
263 262 267*+ 294 289 294+

32 31 36* 42 37 44+

51 54 50+ 36 39 38
259 259 262+ 284 280 282

28 28 31 30 29 31
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“once or twice a week” to these questions, as presented in Table 4.2.
The combined percentages reveal that at least half of all eighth and twelfth
graders reported engaging in these instructional activities at least weekly.  At
both grades, the combined percentages reflect an increase in the frequency of
eighth- and twelfth-grade students being asked to explain their understanding of
what they read, and the frequency of eighth graders being asked to discuss
interpretations of what they read.

Percentage of students who reported being asked to explain
their understanding of what they read “At least once a week”:
1992, 1994, and 1998

Figure 4.2a
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  69 

* Indicates that the percentage in 1998 was significantly different from that in 1992.
+ Indicates that the percentage in 1998 was significantly different from that in 1994.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, and
1998 Reading Assessments.
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Percentage of students who reported being asked to discuss
interpretations of what they read “At least once a week”:
1992, 1994, and 1998

Figure 4.2b

+ Indicates that the percentage in 1998 was significantly different from that in 1994.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, and
1998 Reading Assessments.
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Students’ reports on the frequency with which they write long answers to
questions that involved reading. While the NAEP assessment in reading
comprises both multiple-choice and constructed-response questions, the
majority of students’ test time is spent answering the constructed-response
questions. It is, therefore, relevant to consider the degree to which students are
prepared by classroom practices to demonstrate understanding by writing in
response to reading materials.

Students were asked how frequently during the school year they had been
asked to write long answers to questions on tests and assignments that involved
reading. A summary of students’ responses is presented in Table 4.3.

At all three grades, a relationship between reading achievment and writing
long answers about reading for tests and assignments is generally supported by
findings from the 1998 NAEP assessment. Students who reported engaging
in this activity on a weekly or monthly basis had higher average scores than
students who reported doing so only once or twice a year or less.

Comparisons of average scores in 1998 between students who reported
weekly and monthly engagement in this activity reveal a different pattern across
the three grades. At grade 4, students who reported engaging in this activity at
least once a week had a lower average score than students who reported doing
so once or twice a month. At grade 8, there was no significant difference
between the average scores of students reporting writing about reading on a
weekly or monthly basis. However, at grade 12, a higher average score was
observed for those students who reported being asked to write long answers
about reading at least once a week, compared to their peers who reported doing
so once or twice a month.

Thus, the 1998 results suggest that having students write long answers
to questions about reading on tests and assignments has a slightly different
relationship to reading performance at each grade. Although at least moderate
use of this activity demonstrated a positive relationship with reading scores at
all three grades, only among twelfth graders did the most frequent use of the
activity (at least once a week) correspond with the highest reading performance.

Students’ reports about being asked to write long answers to questions that
involved reading indicated an increase in the frequency of this activity at grades
4 and 8. The percentage of fourth- and eighth-grade students who reported that
this activity occurred at least once a week was higher in 1998 than in 1994.
Also, among eighth graders, an increase was seen in relation to 1992.
Correspondingly, decreases were observed in the percentages of fourth and
eighth graders who reported engaging in this activity less than monthly. At
grade 12, there were no significant changes in students’ reports regarding the
frequency of this activity.
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* Indicates that the scale score (or percentage) in 1998 was significantly different from that in 1992.
+ Indicates that the scale score (or percentage) in 1998 was significantly different from that in 1994.
NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, and
1998 Reading Assessments.

Students’ reports on the frequency with which they write long answers
to questions on tests or assignments that involved reading:
1992, 1994, and 1998

Never/hardly ever
Percentage
Scale score
Percentage at or

above Proficient

Once/twice a year
Percentage
Scale score
Percentage at or

above Proficient

At least once a week
Percentage
Scale score
Percentage at or

above Proficient

51 48 53+ 41 41 45*+ 46 45 44
220 217 218 262 263 265 299 294 297

31 30 31 31 33 34 48 43 47

28 31 30* 38 40 39 37 38 39
221 221 223 263 263 267*+ 292 289 292

32 36 36 32 31 36+ 40 37 40

13 12 10*+ 14 14 12*+ 13 12 13
209 209 212 259 257 260 281 274 281+

23 27 28 27 26 29 26 23 29

9 9 8+ 6 6 4*+ 5 4 4
202 198 199 239 235 237 267 255 257*

15 18 16 13 12 14 15 10 15

Once/twice a month
Percentage
Scale score
Percentage at or

above Proficient

1992 1994 1998 1992 1994 1998 1992 1994 1998

Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 12

Table 4.3

Figure 4.3 displays the percentages of fourth, eighth, and twelfth graders
across the three assessment years who reported being asked at least once a week
to write long answers to questions that involved reading. The figure draws
attention to the increased frequency of this activity observed at grades 4 and 8,
and the lack of an increase at grade 12.
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Percentage of students who reported writing long answers
to questions on tests or assignments that involved reading
“At least once a week” : 1992, 1994, and 1998

Figure 4.3
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* Indicates that the percentage in 1998 was significantly different from that in 1992.
+ Indicates that the percentage in 1998 was significantly different from that in 1994.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, and
1998 Reading Assessments.
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Students’ reports on how frequently their teachers give them time to read books
of their own choosing. The importance of affective processes such as interest and
motivation to students’ ability to comprehend text and to their overall literacy
development has become a central focus in research studies and efforts to
improve reading instruction.6  Some theorists have suggested that interest in
the material and motivation to understand it encourages a level of engagement
that promotes deeper levels of comprehension.7  Providing students with an
opportunity to read books of their own choosing as a strategy for literacy
development has become a part of instructional practice.8  Students in the 1998
NAEP assessment were asked how often they are given time by their teacher to
read books they have chosen themselves. A summary of students’ responses is
presented in Table 4.4.

The relationship between this instructional activity and reading performance
varies across the three grades. At grade 4, the relationship is a positive one
wherein more frequent reading of self-selected books was associated with higher
average reading scores. Fourth graders who reported being given time for this
activity almost every day outperformed their peers who reported being given
time to do so less often. Also, the performance of fourth-grade students who
reported reading books of their own choosing once or twice a week was higher
than that of students who reported doing so less than weekly.

Although a positive relationship was observed at grade 4 between this
activity and reading scores, at grade 8 no significant relationship was observed.
Moreover, at grade 12 the relationship appeared to be a negative one: students
who reported reading books of their own choosing almost every day or once or
twice a week had lower average scores than students who reported doing so less
than weekly. The low percentages of twelfth graders who reported being given
time daily or weekly to read books of their own choosing indicate that this
instructional approach is less prevalent at the twelfth grade.

Students’ reports on being given time to read books they have chosen
indicate some increase in the frequency of this activity at all three grades. At
grade 4, the percentage of students who reported that this activity occurred
almost every day was higher in 1998 than in 1994, while at grades 8 and 12,
the percentage in 1998 was higher than that in 1992.

6 Cramer, E., & Castle, M. (Eds.). (1994). Fostering the love of reading: The affective domain in reading
education. Newark, DE: International Reading Association.

7 Guthrie, J.T. (1996). Educational contexts for engagement in literacy. The Reading Teacher, 49(6),
432–445.
Sweet, A.P., & Guthrie, J.T. (1996). How children’s motivation relates to literacy development and
instruction. The Reading Teacher, 49(8), 660–662.

8 Raphael, T.E., & McMahon, S.I. (1994). Book club: An alternative framework for reading instruction.
The Reading Teacher, 48(2), 102–116.
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Figure 4.4 displays the percentages of students at each grade across the
three assessment years who reported being given time by their teachers almost
every day to read books they have chosen. The figure makes markedly clear that
this instructional approach is used much more predominantly at grade 4 than
at the higher grades. Over half of the fourth graders in each assessment year
reported engaging in this activity almost every day, suggesting that elementary
teachers may find this to be an important instructional strategy for engaging
younger readers.

* Indicates that the scale score (or percentage) in 1998 was significantly different from that in 1992.
+ Indicates that the scale score (or percentage) in 1998 was significantly different from that in 1994.
NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, and
1998 Reading Assessments.

Students’ reports on the frequency with which their teachers give them
time to read books of their own choosing : 1992, 1994, and 1998

Less than weekly
Percentage
Scale score
Percentage at or

above Proficient

Almost every day
Percentage
Scale score
Percentage at or

above Proficient

55 52 56+ 15 17 21* 4 5 6*
224 221 224 261 261 263 279 277 282

35 36 36 29 31 31 24 27 32

27 29 27+ 25 25 26 9 11 11*
215 214 217 260 258 263+ 277 278 283

26 27 30 29 27 32 22 27 32*

18 18 18 60 57 53* 87 84 83
205 207 208 261 262 265 295 290 293+

19 24 21 30 31 35* 43 39 43+

Once/twice a week
Percentage
Scale score
Percentage at or

above Proficient

1992 1994 1998 1992 1994 1998 1992 1994 1998

Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 12

Table 4.4
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Percentage of students who reported being given time to read books
of their own choosing “Almost every day”: 1992, 1994, and 1998

Figure 4.4

* Indicates that the percentage in 1998 was significantly different from that in 1992.
+ Indicates that the percentage in 1998 was significantly different from that in 1994.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, and
1998 Reading Assessments.

Grade 4

Grade 8

Grade 12

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

1992

1994

1998

1992

1994

1998

1992

1994

1998

Percentage of Students

    56+  

52   

55 

    21* 

17   
   

15     

  6*

 5  

 4   



READING REPORT CARD  •  CHAPTER 4 101

Reading Activities Outside of School and Home
Support for Literacy
Home activities that extend experiences at school contribute to the attainment
of competency and to the progress of students’ literacy development. The
achievement of reading skills is neither limited to the classroom setting nor to
the rather solitary nature of reading as an activity in itself. To grow as readers,
students need the occasion to talk about what they read with others in home
environments that encourage literate discourse as an integral part of daily life.9

This section considers the connection between literacy-related activities
outside of school and students’ reading performance on the NAEP assessment.
Also considered is the relation between students’ reading performance and the
amount of television they watch on a daily basis.

Literacy Discussions with Family or Friends. The more often students discuss
their studies at home and the more often they discuss what they read with
others, the more their literacy development is encouraged and enriched. When
the communal experience of schooling or the private experience of reading
on one’s own is shared with family or friends, what might have been mere
regulated learning is recognized as a part of everyday life. Research studies have
documented the higher achievement of students whose parents have taken an
active role in their learning.10  Recognizing the importance of family support for
literacy, recent education reform efforts, including Goals 2000, have sought to
strengthen cooperation between parents and schools.

Students in the 1992, 1994, and 1998 NAEP reading assessments were
asked how frequently they discuss their studies at home and how frequently
they talk about their reading with family or friends. Student responses are
summarized in Table 4.5.

9 Baker, L., Allen, J., Shockley, B., Pellegrini, A., Galda, L., & Stahl, S. (1996). Connecting school and
home: Constructing partnerships to foster reading development. In L. Baker, P. Afflerbach, & D.
Reinking (Eds.), Developing engaged readers in school and home communities (pp. 21–41). Hillsdale, NJ:
Erlbaum.

10 Christenson, S.L. (1992). Family factors and student achievement: An avenue to increase students’
success. School Psychology Quarterly, 7(3), 178–206.
Heller, L.R., & Fantuzzo, J.W. (1993). Reciprocal peer tutoring and parent partnership: Does parent
involvement make a difference? School Psychology Quarterly, 22(3), 517–34.
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* Indicates that the scale score (or percentage) in 1998 was significantly different from that in 1992.   + Indicates that the
scale score (or percentage) in 1998 was significantly different from that in 1994.
NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, and
1998 Reading Assessments.

Students’ reports on the frequency with which they discuss their
studies at home and talk about their reading with family or friends:
1992, 1994, and 1998

Almost every day
Percentage
Scale score
Percentage at or

above Proficient

Once/twice a week
Percentage
Scale score
Percentage at or

above Proficient

Once/twice a month
Percentage
Scale score
Percentage at or

above Proficient

Never/hardly ever
Percentage
Scale score
Percentage at or

above Proficient

54 55 54 37 38 35 30 30 29
221 219 220 269 269 272 298 296 299+

32 35 33 37 38 42 48 45 49

22 22 23 30 29 30 34 33 34
220 215 222+ 263 264 267* 295 292 295+

31 30 36+ 31 32 37* 43 40 45

6 6 6 11 12 13* 16 14 15
215 208 213 257 257 262 292 287 288

25 23 25 26 26 28 39 35 37

17 17 18 21 21 22 20 23 22
202 199 205+ 247 250 252* 280 274 275*

15 15 19+ 17 19 20 26 22 25

1992 1994 1998 1992 1994 1998 1992 1994 1998

Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 12
Discuss studies
at home

Talk about reading with
family or friends
Almost every day

Percentage
Scale score
Percentage at or

above Proficient

Once/twice a week
Percentage
Scale score
Percentage at or

above Proficient

Once/twice a month
Percentage
Scale score
Percentage at or

above Proficient

Never/hardly ever
Percentage
Scale score
Percentage at or

above Proficient

26 28 27 13 12 10*+ 17 16 16*
215 213 211 263 262 263 298 296 300

27 28 25 33 34 35 49 47 51

36 36 35 28 28 26* 37 34 35*
224 223 223 269 269 273*+ 299 296 299

36 38 38 39 39 44 47 45 48

15 15 15 26 26 30*+ 27 28 29
219 214 222+ 263 264 268*+ 291 288 291+

30 29 36 32 32 37* 37 34 39

23 21 23 32 34 34 19 22 21*
209 207 214*+ 249 249 254*+ 278 270 273*

19 21 26 18 19 22* 23 18 23

Table 4.5
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At all three grades in 1998, a positive relationship was observed between
discussion of studies at home and student reading performance. Fourth, eighth,
and twelfth graders who reported having such discussions almost every day or
once or twice a week had higher average scores than their peers who reported
discussing their studies only once or twice a month or less frequently. At the
eighth and twelfth grades, having such discussions almost every day was
associated with the highest average score.

According to student reports in 1998, there appears to be little change
across assessment years in the percentages of students discussing their studies
at home more or less frequently.

In addition to being asked about the frequency with which they discuss their
studies in general, students were asked how often they talk about reading, in
particular, with their family and friends. A mostly positive relationship was
observed between talking about reading and student performance for grade 12
only. At all three grades, students who reported talking about their reading
activities once or twice a week, or once or twice a month, had higher average
scores than students who reported doing so rarely or never. Eighth and twelfth
graders who reported talking about their reading on a weekly basis had higher
scores than their peers who reported doing so monthly. However, for both fourth
and eighth graders, talking about reading weekly or monthly was associated with
higher scores than was engaging in this activity daily.

Students’ reports about how often they talk about their reading with family
and friends indicate a decrease in the frequency of this activity among eighth
and twelfth graders. In 1998, the percentage of eighth- and twelfth-grade
students who reported that they talked about their reading almost every day, or
that they did so at least once or twice a week, was lower than in 1992. At eighth
grade, the percentage of students reporting daily talk about reading was also
lower in comparison to 1994. Among fourth graders, there was no significant
change across assessment years in the frequency of this activity.

Figures 4.5a and 4.5b display the percentages of students who reported
engaging in such literacy discussions almost every day. For both activities, the
results indicate that fourth graders more frequently engage in discussions with
family and friends about their schoolwork and about their reading experiences
than do students in grades 8 and 12.
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Percentage of students who reported discussing their studies at home
“Almost every day”: 1992, 1994, and 1998

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, and
1998 Reading Assessments.
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Percentage of students who reported talking about their reading with
family or friends “Almost every day”: 1992, 1994, and 1998

Figure 4.5b

* Indicates that the percentage in 1998 was significantly different from that in 1992.
+ Indicates that the percentage in 1998 was significantly different from that in 1994.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, and
1998 Reading Assessments.
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Television Viewing Habits. Extensive TV watching in American culture
has long been criticized for inducing passivity and for taking time away from
more actively literate pursuits. Research studies and previous NAEP reports
have indicated a negative relationship between television viewing and reading
achievement.11  Of major concern is that time students spend watching
television is time taken away from activities that contribute to literacy
development.12

Students’ reports of the amount of time they spend watching television are
presented in Table 4.6. In 1998, results from the NAEP reading assessment once
again reflect the negative relationship between time spent watching television
and reading performance. At all three grades, students who reported watching
three or fewer hours of television each day had higher average reading scores
than students who reported watching four or more hours each day. The lowest
average scores were observed for students in each grade who reported watching
the most television daily, six hours or more. At the twelfth grade, the highest
average reading score was observed for students who watched the least amount
of television each day, one hour or less.

Given the negative relationship between amount of television viewing and
reading performance, students’ reports about this home factor are encouraging.
In 1998, the percentages of students who reported watching the most television
— 6 or more hours on a daily basis — decreased since 1994 at all three grades
assessed. At grades 4 and 8, a decrease was also seen in relation to 1992. There
was also a decline since 1992 in the percentages of fourth and twelfth graders
who reported watching four to five hours of television a day. For fourth graders,
this decline was also observed in comparison to 1994. Likewise, as shown in
Figure 4.6, the percentages of fourth- and twelfth-grade students who reported
watching only one hour or less of television daily have increased in comparison
to students’ reports in 1992 and 1994.

11 Campbell, J.R., Donahue, P.L., Reese, C.M., & Phillips, G.W. (1996). NAEP 1994 reading report card
for the nation and the states. Washington, DC: National Center for Education Statistics.
Beentjes, J.W.J., and Van der Voort, T.H.A. (1988). Television’s impact on children’s reading skills: A
review of the research. Reading Research Quarterly, 23, 389–413.

12 Macias, A.H. (1993). Hide your TV and seek other interests. PTA Today, 18(7), 10–11.
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* Indicates that the scale score (or percentage) in 1998 was significantly different from that in 1992.
+ Indicates that the scale score (or percentage) in 1998 was significantly different from that in 1994.
NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, and
1998 Reading Assessments.

Students’ reports on the amount of time spent watching television
each day: 1992, 1994, and 1998

Six hours or more
Percentage
Scale score
Percentage at or

above Proficient

Four to five hours
Percentage
Scale score
Percentage at or

above Proficient

Two to three hours
Percentage
Scale score
Percentage at or

above Proficient

One hour or less
Percentage
Scale score
Percentage at or

above Proficient

20 21 16*+ 14 14 12*+ 6 7 6+

199 194 198 241 239 244+ 271 264 260*
12 14 13 12 11 14 17 15 14

22 22 19*+ 27 27 26 20 18 17*
216 216 216 258 257 259 284 280 281

26 30 29 25 24 26 29 25 27

40 38 41+ 46 45 47 47 46 46
224 222 223 265 265 269*+ 293 289 292+

36 36 36 33 35 39* 41 37 41

19 19 24*+ 13 14 15 27 29 31*+

221 220 222 270 270 271 301 297 300+

34 35 35 42 42 44 52 48 52

1992 1994 1998 1992 1994 1998 1992 1994 1998

Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 12

Table 4.6
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Percentage of students who reported watching “One hour or less”
of television each day: 1992, 1994, and 1998

Figure 4.6

* Indicates that the percentage in 1998 was significantly different from that in 1992.
+ Indicates that the percentage in 1998 was significantly different from that in 1994.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, and
1998 Reading Assessments.
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Summary
The relationship between student responses to NAEP background questions
about literacy-related activities and average scores observed in this chapter
cannot be interpreted in a strictly causal sense. As many factors beyond
those covered in this chapter may exert an influence on students’ reading
performance, the observations presented here can only be said to provide
some insight into what aspects of school and home environments are related
to reading achievement. If these environmental features directly influence
achievement, then changes in these should lead to improved performance.
It is not possible, however, from the data presented in this chapter to be certain
whether such changes would result in improved performance. With this caution
in mind, a few concluding comments can be made about what students do
at school and home that may contribute to their reading performance.

In 1998, at all three grades assessed, a positive relationship was evident
between certain activities and students’ scale scores. Fourth, eighth, and twelfth
graders who reported reading the most pages daily — 11 or more — for school
and homework had the highest average scores. Discussion of studies at home
also bore a positive relation to reading performance. Students who reported
discussing their studies at home almost daily, or even weekly, had higher average
scores than students who did so less often. Also, at all grades, students who
reported talking about their reading once or twice a week, or once or twice a
month, had higher average scores than those who reported rarely or never
engaging in such talk.

As the students who participate in the NAEP assessment are at different
stages of their reading development, it is unlikely that all the contextual factors
considered here would exhibit an identical relation to student performance. As
evidenced by 1998 results, certain instructional practices prove more directly
related to reading scores at one grade rather than another. For fourth graders,
being given time by teachers to read books of their own choosing had a positive
relationship to reading performance. Fourth-grade students who reported being
given this opportunity on a daily basis had the highest average scores. Results
showed no significant relationship between reading self-selected books and
average scores among eighth graders. By twelfth grade, student reports indicated
that they are rarely asked to read books of their own choosing, and engaging in
this activity daily or weekly was associated with lower average scores than doing
so almost every day. While the instructional practice of having students write long
answers to questions on tests and assignments that involved reading was associated
with higher average scores for twelfth graders who reported doing so weekly
rather than monthly, no significant difference was observed at grade eight in the
average scores of students engaged in this activity weekly or monthly. For fourth-
grade students, weekly engagement in this type of writing about reading was
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associated with lower scale scores than monthly engagement. However, at all
three grades, students who engaged in this activity on a monthly basis had higher
average scores than the students who reported writing long answers less often.

Students’ reports in 1998 about the amount of time spent watching
television on a daily basis once again indicated a negative relationship to reading
achievement. At all three grades, students who reported watching three or fewer
hours each day had higher average scores, whereas students who reported
watching six or more hours daily had the lowest average reading scores. Overall,
in comparison to past assessments, there were declines at all three grades in the
percentages of students who reported extensive television viewing––six or more
hours –– each day. It is possible that these declines in the amount of time spent
watching television are due to an increase in the amount of time students spend
at the computer or watching videos. If this is the case, the impact on students’
reading performance remains to be demonstrated.

Perhaps of all the pages in this report, the information presented in this
chapter will be most helpful to teachers and parents, to those individuals in daily
and influential contact with our nation’s students. It is hoped that these NAEP
results will provide some illumination about school and home factors that relate
to students’ growth as readers, and will inspire the custodians of young minds to
provide the best contexts for nourishing literacy development.
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STA
TE RESULTS

CHAPTER 5

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.1  This chapter presents average scale scores and
achievement level results for public school students in both grades. The NAEP
legislation requires that achievement levels be “used on a developmental basis
until the Commissioner of Education Statistics determines . . . that such levels
are reasonable, valid, and informative to the public.” A discussion of the
developmental status of achievement levels may be found in the introduction
to this report (pages 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, no comparisons to previous assessments are
possible. In addition to overall performance of students within states, this
chapter presents 1998 results for selected subgroups of students, and also
provides cross-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
that 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.2 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.

1 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 NAEP state-by-state assessment.

2 NAEP state reports are forthcoming on the World Wide Web at nces.ed.gov/NAEP.



112 READING REPORT CARD  •  CHAPTER 5

Overall, 44 jurisdictions participated in the 1998 state-by-state reading
assessment at grade 4. Although Illinois 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 economic
constraints and student demographic characteristics.

Between 1994 and 1998, increases in average scale scores were observed for
fourth graders in ten jurisdictions:  Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, Kentucky,
Louisiana, Maryland, South Carolina, Virginia, Washington, and Department
of Defense overseas schools. No decreases in average scores between 1994
and 1998 were observed 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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Average grade 4 scale scores for the states for public schools only:
1992, 1994, and 1998

Table 5.1

1992 1994 1998
Nation 215 212 215+

States
Alabama 207 208 211
Arizona 209 206 207

Arkansas 211 209 209
California† 202 197 202
Colorado 217 213 222**++

Connecticut 222 222 232**++

Delaware 213 206 212++

Florida 208 205 207
Georgia 212 207 210
Hawaii 203 201 200

Iowa† 225 223 223
Kansas† -------- -------- 222

Kentucky 213 212 218*++

Louisiana 204 197 204++

Maine 227 228 225
Maryland 211 210 215+

Massachusetts† 226 223 225
Michigan 216 -------- 217

Minnesota† 221 218 222
Mississippi 199 202 204*

Missouri 220 217 216
Montana† -------- 222 226
Nevada -------- -------- 208

New Hampshire† 228 223 226
New Mexico 211 205 206

New York† 215 212 216
North Carolina 212 214             217**

Oklahoma 220 -------- 220
Oregon -------- -------- 214

Rhode Island 217 220 218

South Carolina 210 203 210++

Tennessee 212 213 212
Texas 213 212 217
Utah 220 217 215**

Virginia 221 213 218+

Washington -------- 213 217+

West Virginia 216 213 216
Wisconsin† 224 224 224
Wyoming 223 221 219*

Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia 188 179 182**

DDESS -------- -------- 220
DoDDS -------- 218 223++

Virgin Islands 171 -------- 178*

Average scale score

** 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 participated both years.  * Indicates that the average scale score in 1998 was
significantly different from that in 1992 if only one jurisdiction is being examined.   ++ Indicates that the average scale score in
1998 was significantly different from that in 1994 using a multiple comparison procedure based on all jurisdictions that
participated both years.   + Indicates that the average scale score in 1998 was significantly different from that in 1994 if only
one jurisdiction or the nation is being examined.
------- Indicates jurisdiction did not participate.  † 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 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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DC

Figure 5.1

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

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
state comparison.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1994 and 1998 Reading Assessments.

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.
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DC

Figure 5.2

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

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.

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

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

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

State did not participate in 1992 and/or 1998.
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Table 5.2 shows average scale scores for grade 8 students in jurisdictions
that participated in the 1998 reading assessment. Overall, 41 jurisdictions
participated in the 1998 state-by-state assessment at grade 8. As Illinois
did not meet minimum school participation guidelines for public schools,
this state’s public school results 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 eighth-grade public school students who participated in the
state-by-state assessment ranged from 233 to 273.

Above the
National Average

At or around the
National Average

Below the
National Average

Colorado
Connecticut
DDESS

DoDDS
Iowa†

Kansas†

Maine
Massachusetts†

Minnesota†

Montana†

New Hampshire†

Oklahoma

Wisconsin†

Kentucky
Maryland
Michigan

Missouri
New York†

North Carolina

Oregon
Rhode Island
Tennessee

Texas
Utah
Virginia

Alabama
Arizona
Arkansas

California†

Delaware
District of Columbia

Florida
Georgia
Hawaii

Washington
West Virginia
Wyoming

Louisiana
Mississippi
Nevada

New Mexico
South Carolina
Virgin Islands

† Indicates jurisdiction did not meet one or more of the guidelines for school participation.
NOTE: Differences between states and jurisdictions may be partially explained by other factors not included in these tables.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 Reading
Assessment.

The following figure lists the 43 states or jurisdictions that participated in
the 1998 state reading assessment at grade 4 and divides them into three groups:
those whose average scores were above the national average (13 states), at or
around the national average (15 states), and below the national average
(15 states).

Figure 5.3

1998 Grade 4 comparison of state versus national average
reading scores for public schools
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Average grade 8 scale scores for the states for public schools only:
1998

Table 5.2

1998

Nation 261
States

Alabama 255
Arizona 261

Arkansas 256
California† 253
Colorado 264

Connecticut 272
Delaware 256

Florida 253
Georgia 257
Hawaii 250
Kansas† 268

Kentucky 262
Louisiana 252

Maine 273
Maryland† 262

Massachusetts 269
Minnesota† 267
Mississippi 251

Missouri 263
Montana† 270
Nevada 257

New Mexico 258
New York† 266

North Carolina 264
Oklahoma 265

Oregon 266
Rhode Island 262

South Carolina 255
Tennessee 259

Texas 262
Utah 265

Virginia 266
Washington 265

West Virginia 262
Wisconsin† 266
Wyoming 262

Other Jurisdictions

District of Columbia 236
DDESS 269
DoDDS 269

Virgin Islands 233

Average
scale score

† 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 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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Above the
National Average

At or around the
National Average

Below the
National Average

Connecticut
DDESS
DoDDS

Kansas†

Maine
Massachusetts

Minnesota†

Montana†

New York†

Oklahoma
Oregon
Utah

Virginia
Washington
Wisconsin†

Arizona
Colorado
Kentucky

Maryland†

Missouri
North Carolina

Rhode Island
Tennessee
Texas

West Virginia
Wyoming

Alabama
Arkansas
California†

Delaware
District of Columbia
Florida

Georgia
Hawaii
Louisiana

Mississippi
Nevada
New Mexico

South Carolina
Virgin Islands

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

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

† Indicates jurisdiction did not meet one or more of the guidelines for school participation.
NOTE: Differences between states and jurisdictions may be partially explained by other factors not included in these tables.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 Reading
Assessment.
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Achievement Level Results
Achievement level results for jurisdictions 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
each of the achievement level ranges, for fourth and eighth graders respectively,
in each state or jurisdiction in the 1998 state-by-state assessment. The shaded
bars in the center column of this figure represent achievement level results.
Inside the shaded bars, the numbers indicate the percentages of students who
attained levels of performance. The sections to the left of the vertical line
represent the proportion of students who were at Basic or below Basic. The
sections of the bars to the right of the center vertical line represent the
proportion of students who reached the Proficient and Advanced levels
of performance.

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. Between
1994 and 1998 there was an increase in the percentage of fourth 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 eight jurisdictions:
Colorado, Connecticut, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Minnesota, Mississippi,
and the Virgin Islands. In comparison to both 1994 and 1992 results, no signifi-
cant decreases in the percentage of fourth-grade students at or above the Profi-
cient level of reading achievement were observed for any jurisdiction in 1998.

The percentages of eighth-grade public school students who attained the
Proficient level or higher are presented in Table 5.4. As 1998 was the first year
that a state-by-state assessment was administered at grade 8, no comparisons
between performance in 1998 and past assessments are possible.
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Maine
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Nevada

New Hampshire

New Mexico

New York

North Carolina
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Rhode Island

South Carolina

Tennessee
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Utah
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Washington

West Virginia

Wisconsin

Wyoming

OTHER JURISDICTIONS

District of Columbia

DDESS

DoDDS

Virgin Islands

† 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.
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Figure 5.6
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Percentage of grade 4 students at or above the Proficient level
for public schools only: 1992, 1994, and 1998

Table 5.3

1992 1994 1998
Nation 27 28 29
States

Alabama 20 23 24
Arizona 21 24 22

Arkansas 23 24 23
California† 19 18 20
Colorado 25 28 34**+

Connecticut 34 38 46**+

Delaware 24 23 25
Florida 21 23 23

Georgia 25 26 24
Hawaii 17 19 17

Iowa † 36 35 35
Kansas† ----- ----- 34

Kentucky 23 26 29*
Louisiana 15 15 19*+

Maine 36 41 36
Maryland 24 26 29*

Massachusetts † 36 36 37
Michigan 26 ----- 28

Minnesota † 31 33 36*
Mississippi 14 18 18*

Missouri 30 31 29
Montana† ----- 35 37
Nevada ----- ----- 21

New Hampshire † 38 36 38
New Mexico 23 21 22

New York † 27 27 29
North Carolina 25 30 28

Oklahoma 29 ----- 30
Oregon ----- ----- 28

Rhode Island 28 32 32
South Carolina 22 20 22

Tennessee 23 27 25
Texas 24 26 29
Utah 30 30 28

Virginia 31 26 30
Washington ----- 27 29

West Virginia 25 26 29
Wisconsin † 33 35 34
Wyoming 33 32 30

Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia 10 8 10

DDESS ----- ----- 32
DoDDS ----- 28 34+

Virgin Islands 3 ----- 8**

Percentage of students at or above Proficient

** 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 participated 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 not participate.  † 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 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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DC

Figure 5.7

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

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
state comparison.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1994 and
1998 Reading Assessments.

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.
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DC

Figure 5.8

Grade 4 Proficient level results for the states for public schools only:
1992 and 1998

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.

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

Table 5.4

1998

Nation 31
States

Alabama 21
Arizona 28

Arkansas 23
California† 22
Colorado 30

Connecticut 42
Delaware 25

Florida 23
Georgia 25
Hawaii 19
Kansas† 35

Kentucky 29
Louisiana 18

Maine 42
Maryland† 31

Massachusetts 36
Minnesota† 37
Mississippi 19

Missouri 29
Montana† 38
Nevada 24

New Mexico 24
New York† 34

North Carolina 31
Oklahoma 29

Oregon 33
Rhode Island 30

South Carolina 22
Tennessee 26

Texas 28
Utah 31

Virginia 33
Washington 32

West Virginia 27
Wisconsin† 33
Wyoming 29

Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia 12

DDESS 37
DoDDS 36

Virgin Islands 10

Percentage of
students at or

above Proficient

† 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 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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Cross-State Comparisons of
Reading Performance
Figures 5.9 through 5.12 indicate whether differences between pairs of
participating jurisdictions are statistically significant.3  Figures 5.9 and 5.10 show
comparisons across states on scale scores for fourth- and eighth-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), Iowa, Kansas, Maine, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Montana, New
Hampshire, and Wisconsin. Colorado performed equally well as eight 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
overseas schools (DoDDS) performed equally well as four of the high-
performing jurisdictions but had a lower average score than Maine.

3 The significance tests used in these figures are based on the False Discovery Rate (FDR) criterion for
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
FDR criterion, see Appendix A.)
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Instructions: Read down the column directly under a jurisdiction name listed in the heading at the top of the chart. Match the shading
intensity surrounding a jurisdiction’s abbreviation to the key below to determine whether the average reading scale score of this
jurisdiction is higher than, the same as, or lower than the jurisdiction in the column heading. For example, the column under 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.

Jurisdiction has statistically significantly higher average scale score
than the jurisdiction listed at the top of the chart.
No statistically significant difference from the jurisdiction listed at the top
of the chart.
Jurisdiction has statistically significantly lower average scale score than
the jurisdiction listed at the top of the chart.

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

Comparisons of average reading scale scores for grade 4
public schools only: 1998
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Instructions: Read down the column directly under a jurisdiction name listed in the heading at the top of the chart. Match the shading
intensity surrounding a jurisdiction’s abbreviation to the key below to determine whether the average reading scale score of this
jurisdiction is higher than, the same as, or lower than the jurisdiction in the column heading. For example, the column under Kansas:
Kansas’ score was lower than Maine and Connecticut, about the same as all the states listed from Montana through Utah, and higher
than the remaining states down the column.

Jurisdiction has statistically significantly higher average scale score
than the jurisdiction listed at the top of the chart.
No statistically significant difference from the jurisdiction listed at the top
of the chart.
Jurisdiction has statistically significantly lower average scale score than
the jurisdiction listed at the top of the chart.

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

† Indicates that the 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.

Comparisons of average reading scale scores for grade 8
public schools only: 1998
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The percentages of fourth-grade students at or above the Proficient level of
reading achievement are shown in Figure 5.11. Of all participating jurisdictions,
Connecticut had the highest percentage of fourth graders at or above Proficient.
The cluster of ten jurisdictions with the next highest percentage at or above the
Proficient level included Colorado, Department of Defense overseas schools
(DoDDS), Iowa, Kansas, Maine, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Montana, New
Hampshire, and Wisconsin. Reading vertically down the columns shows that
there were no significant differences between the percentages of students in
these top performing jurisdictions and the percentages in all the jurisdictions
listed down to Rhode Island, except in the case of New Hampshire where the
percentage of students at or above Proficient was higher than that for
Department of Defense domestic schools and Rhode Island.

Figure 5.12 presents comparisons of percentages at or above the Proficient
level for all jurisdictions that participated at grade 8. The cluster of seven
top-performing jurisdictions were Connecticut, Department of Defense
domestic schools, Department of Defense overseas schools, Maine,
Massachusetts, Minnesota, and Montana. Reading vertically down the columns,
we see that of these seven jurisdictions Maine and Connecticut also had higher
percentages of eighth graders at or above the Proficient level than did Kansas,
New York, and Oregon.
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Jurisdiction has statistically significantly higher percentage than the
jurisdiction listed at the top of the chart.
No statistically significant difference from the jurisdiction listed at the top
of the chart.
Jurisdiction has statistically significantly lower percentage than the
jurisdiction listed at the top of the chart.
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Instructions: Read down the column directly under a jurisdiction name listed in the heading at the top of the chart. Match the shading
intensity surrounding a jurisdiction’s abbreviation to the key below to determine whether the 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 Rhode
Island: Rhode Island’s percentage was lower than Connecticut and New Hampshire, about the same as the states listed from Montana
through Utah, and higher than the remaining states down the column.

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

Figure 5.11
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The between-jurisdiction comparisons take into account sampling and measurement
error and that each jurisdiction is being compared with every other jurisdiction.
Significance is determined by an application of a multiple comparison procedure
(see Appendix A).  † Indicates that the 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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Instructions: Read down the column directly under a jurisdiction name listed in the heading at the top of the chart. Match the shading
intensity surrounding a jurisdiction’s abbreviation to the key below to determine whether the percentage 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.

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

Figure 5.12
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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 at the top
of the chart.
Jurisdiction has statistically significantly lower percentage than the juris-
diction listed at the top of the chart.

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

† Indicates that the 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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Average Scale Score and Achievement Level
Results for Selected Subgroups
The following tables present scale score and achievement level state results
by gender, race/ethnicity, and eligibility in the free/reduced-price lunch
program. For each subgroup, 1998 results are given separately for grades 4
and 8. The discussion here focuses on comparisons of reading performance
within subgroups in 1998. For grade 4, comparisons of subgroup performance
across state assessment years are presented in Appendix D. Also included in
Appendix D are tables showing the percentages of students within each
subgroup for participating states.

Grade 4 average scale scores and the percentage of students reaching the
Proficient level or higher by gender are given in Table 5.5; grade 8 results
appear in Table 5.6. For grade 4 students in most states, female students
outscored their male counterparts. Apparent differences between males and
females were not statistically significant in California, Connecticut, Kentucky,
New York, Oklahoma, Rhode Island, or Wisconsin. In no state did males
outscore females. Among grade 8 students, females outperformed males in
all jurisdictions that participated in the assessment except for Department of
Defense domestic schools and the Virgin Islands where the apparent differences
were not statistically significant.

The percentages of fourth-grade female students at or above the Proficient
level of reading achievement were higher than the percentages of males in more
than half of the participating jurisdictions. No significant differences in the
percentages of male and female fourth graders were observed in Alabama,
Arkansas, California, Connecticut, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, Nevada,
New Hampshire, New York, Oklahoma, Rhode Island, South Carolina, Tennes-
see, Texas, West Virginia, Wisconsin, the District of Columbia, and the Virgin
Islands. At grade eight, higher percentages of females than males were at or
above Proficient in all participating jurisdictions except the Department of
Defense domestic schools, the District of Columbia, New York, and the
Virgin Islands where the apparent differences were not statistically significant.
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Average grade 4 scale scores and percentage of students at or above
the Proficient level by gender for public schools only: 1998

Table 5.5

Male Female
Average

scale
score

Percentage
at or above
Proficient

Average
scale
score

Percentage
at or above
Proficient

†  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 factors not included in this table.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Reading Assessment.

Nation 212 27 218 31
States

Alabama 208 22 214 26
Arizona 201 18 212 26

Arkansas 206 22 212 24
California†      198 18 206 22
Colorado 218 30 225 37

Connecticut 229 41 234 49
Delaware 208 21 216 28

Florida 203 19 212 26
Georgia 206 22 213 27
Hawaii 194 15 205 20

Iowa† 218 29 228 40
Kansas† 219 29 226 39

Kentucky 216 27 220 31
Louisiana 199 16 209 22

Maine 222 32 229 41
Maryland 209 24 221 34

Massachusetts†      221 31 229 42
Michigan 212 23 221 33

Minnesota† 218 32 226 40
Mississippi 201 16 208 19

Missouri 211 23 222 35
Montana† 221 31 231 44
Nevada 204 18 211 24

New Hampshire† 222 35 229 41
New Mexico 202 19 209 25

New York† 214 27 218 31
North Carolina 213 24 220 31

Oklahoma 219 29 220 31
Oregon 210 24 218 32

Rhode Island 217 31 220 33
South Carolina 207 20 214 24

Tennessee 209 23 216 28
Texas 213 25 221 32
Utah 212 24 219 32

Virginia 214 26 223 33
Washington 212 25 222 33

West Virginia 213 26 219 31
Wisconsin† 222 32 226 37
Wyoming 216 26 223 34

Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia 177 8 186 12

DoDEA/DDESS 217 28 223 35
DoDEA/DoDDS 219 28 228 39

Virgin Islands 169 6 186 10
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Average grade 8 scale scores and percentage of students at or above
the Proficient level by gender for public schools only: 1998

Table 5.6

Male Female
Average

scale
score

Percentage
at or above
Proficient

Average
scale
score

Percentage
at or above
Proficient

† 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 factors not included in this table.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Reading Assessment.

Nation 255 24 268 37
States

Alabama 251 18 259 25
Arizona 256 22 266 33

Arkansas 250 18 262 28
California† 249 17 257 26
Colorado 257 23 270 38

Connecticut 265 34 278 50
Delaware 249 19 262 31

Florida 247 18 260 28
Georgia 252 20 262 29
Hawaii 243 14 256 23
Kansas† 263 29 273 42

Kentucky 255 22 269 37
Louisiana 245 13 258 22

Maine 265 33 280 51
Maryland† 255 25 269 38

Massachusetts 263 29 274 44
Minnesota† 260 28 275 46
Mississippi 245 14 256 23

Missouri 258 24 269 35
Montana† 263 30 277 46
Nevada 252 19 262 30

New Mexico 252 18 263 29
New York† 263 30 270 37

North Carolina 256 24 270 38
Oklahoma 259 21 271 36

Oregon 259 25 273 42
Rhode Island 257 25 268 35

South Carolina 250 17 259 26
Tennessee 252 18 265 33

Texas 257 22 267 33
Utah 260 25 269 37

Virginia 262 28 271 38
Washington 258 24 272 40

West Virginia 254 20 269 35
Wisconsin† 259 24 273 42
Wyoming 255 22 270 37

Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia 230 10 242 14

DoDEA/DDESS 268 36 270 38
DoDEA/DoDDS 265 31 274 43

Virgin Islands 229 8 236 11
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Average scale scores and the percentage of students at or above the
Proficient level by racial/ethnic group are shown in Tables 5.7 and 5.8. Across
all participating jurisdictions, where sample size allows comparison, White
fourth graders outperformed their Black peers. For all jurisdictions, White
students outperformed Hispanic students. Average scale score differences
between grade 4 Black and Hispanic students were observed in six jurisdictions.
In Mississippi, the District of Columbia, and the Virgin Islands, Black students
outscored Hispanic students; Hispanic students in Florida, Iowa, and Wisconsin
had higher average scores than Black students.

As shown in Table 5.8, similar findings were observed for students in
grade 8. Across all participating jurisdictions but two, where sample size allows
comparison, White eighth graders outperformed their Black peers. The
differences were not statistically significant in Hawaii and Kansas. For all but
one jurisdiction, White eighth graders outperformed Hispanic eighth graders.
The difference was not statistically significant in the Department of Defense
domestic schools. Differences between Black and Hispanic students were
observed in Mississippi, Rhode Island and South Carolina, where Black students
had higher average scores than Hispanic students.
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Average grade 4 scale scores and percentage of students at or above 
the Proficient level by race/ethnicity for public schools only: 1998

Table 5.7

White Black Hispanic Asian/Pacific Isl. American Indian
Average

scale
score

Percentage
at or above
Proficient

Average
scale
score

Percentage
at or above
Proficient

Average
scale
score

Percentage
at or above
Proficient

Average
scale
score

Percentage
at or above
Proficient

Average
scale
score

Percentage
at or above
Proficient

*** Sample size is insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
†  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 factors not included in this table.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),  1998 Reading Assessment.

Nation 225 38 193 9 195 12 222 34 200 12
States

Alabama 222 34 193 8 190 7    ***    ***    ***    ***
Arizona 220 32 190 10 186 8    ***    *** 202 15

Arkansas 218 29 186 7 187 10    ***    ***    ***    ***
California† 217 29 189 7 181 8 215 31    ***    ***
Colorado 229 41 202 17 202 15 228 40    ***    ***

Connecticut 240 55 205 13 205 17 244 61    ***    ***
Delaware 220 31 199 12 193 11    ***    ***    ***    ***

Florida 219 32 189 9 200 17    ***    ***    ***    ***
Georgia 225 38 193 9 193 12    ***    ***    ***    ***
Hawaii 211 25 195 13 183 9 201 17 183 9

Iowa† 226 37 192 7 210 22    ***    ***    ***    ***
Kansas† 228 39 198 14 207 20    ***    *** 214 22

Kentucky 221 32 196 11 195 11    ***    ***    ***    ***
Louisiana 222 31 186 6 184 9    ***    ***    ***    ***

Maine 227 38    ***    *** 208 17    ***    ***    ***    ***
Maryland 229 40 195 11 200 18 230 41    ***    ***

Massachusetts† 231 43 202 12 200 14 216 26    ***    ***
Michigan 225 34 191 8 193 11    ***    ***    ***    ***

Minnesota† 226 39 190 13 203 19 216 38    ***    ***
Mississippi 217 27 192 8 183 4    ***    ***    ***    ***

Missouri 223 34 190 8 196 15    ***    ***    ***    ***
Montana† 230 41    ***    *** 207 19    ***    *** 209 19
Nevada 215 27 189 6 195 12 216 27 199 12

New Hampshire† 227 40    ***    *** 201 11    ***    ***    ***    ***
New Mexico 222 35 183 6 199 14    ***    *** 181 9

New York† 227 39 193 9 194 11 234 50    ***    ***
North Carolina 227 37 200 11 196 13    ***    ***    ***    ***

Oklahoma 225 36 192 9 207 14    ***    *** 214 22
Oregon 220 33 202 10 191 11 215 25 197 9

Rhode Island 227 38 197 12 185 8 211 24    ***    ***
South Carolina 223 33 197 10 189 10    ***    ***    ***    ***

Tennessee 220 31 193 10 193 15    ***    ***    ***    ***
Texas 232 43 197 11 204 15    ***    ***    ***    ***
Utah 222 32    ***    *** 189 9 208 22 190 10

Virginia 226 38 203 13 198 13 230 38    ***    ***
Washington 221 33 198 13 195 12 220 31 208 19

West Virginia 219 31 192 6 196 14    ***    ***    ***    ***
Wisconsin† 230 39 193 7 208 16    ***    ***    ***    ***
Wyoming 222 33    ***    *** 207 18    ***    *** 205 16

Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia 231 52 180 7 168 6    ***    ***    ***    ***

DoDEA/DDESS 230 42 209 20 211 24 223 32    ***    ***
DoDEA/DoDDS 229 41 212 20 216 25 227 36 219 27

Virgin Islands   ***    *** 181 8 168 6    ***    ***    ***    ***
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Average grade 8 scale scores and percentage of students at or above
the Proficient level by race/ethnicity for public schools only: 1998

Table 5.8

White Black Hispanic Asian/Pacific Isl. American Indian
Average

scale
score

Percentage
at or above
Proficient

Average
scale
score

Percentage
at or above
Proficient

Average
scale
score

Percentage
at or above
Proficient

Average
scale
score

Percentage
at or above
Proficient

Average
scale
score

Percentage
at or above
Proficient

*** Sample size is insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
 † 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 factors not included in this table.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 Reading Assessment.

Nation 270 38 241 11 243 14 269 36 248 18
States

Alabama 264 28 239 7 235 12  ***  ***  ***  ***
Arizona 272 38 246 11 245 13  ***  *** 243 11

Arkansas 263 29 235 6 230 11  ***  ***  ***  ***
California†  269 36 244 12 239 9 259 27  ***  ***
Colorado 272 38 241 7 244 11 264 31  ***  ***

Connecticut 279 50 242 10 250 16 281 53  ***  ***
Delaware 264 32 239 10 244 17  ***  ***  ***  ***

Florida 265 32 235 8 242 14 280 51  ***  ***
Georgia 269 35 239 8 237 11  ***  ***  ***  ***
Hawaii 264 33 248 20 239 11 248 17  ***  ***
Kansas† 272 39 253 19 248 16  ***  ***  ***  ***

Kentucky 265 31 242 9  ***  ***  ***  ***  ***  ***
Louisiana 264 26 237 6 230 11  ***  ***  ***  ***

Maine 274 43  ***  ***  ***  ***  ***  ***  ***  ***
Maryland† 273 42 242 11 249 19 284 56  ***  ***

Massachusetts 274 41 251 15 246 15 267 38  ***  ***
Minnesota† 272 40 233 8 234 13 248 21  ***  ***
Mississippi 264 29 239 8 217 7  ***  ***  ***  ***

Missouri 267 33 242 8  ***  ***  ***  ***  ***  ***
Montana† 273 41  ***  *** 249 17  ***  *** 250 15
Nevada 265 31 240 10 242 10 261 25  ***  ***

New Mexico 271 39  ***  *** 249 14  ***  *** 247 10
New York†  277 46 248 12 249 13 279 46  ***  ***

North Carolina 271 40 249 13 239 12  ***  *** 261 25
Oklahoma 269 34 251 11 252 13  ***  *** 258 20

Oregon 269 36  ***  *** 247 14 274 41 254 16
Rhode Island 267 34 251 16 237 10 272 36  ***  ***

South Carolina 265 31 241 9 227 9  ***  ***  ***  ***
Tennessee 266 32 238 7 234 9  ***  ***  ***  ***

Texas 273 40 245 12 252 15 277 50  ***  ***
Utah 267 33  ***  *** 251 21 261 29  ***  ***

Virginia 274 42 249 12 253 21 271 39  ***  ***
Washington 269 36 249 16 245 13 264 32 244 10

West Virginia 263 28 246 13  ***  ***  ***  ***  ***  ***
Wisconsin† 271 37 238 7 250 20  ***  ***  ***  ***
Wyoming 266 32  ***  *** 241 15  ***  *** 244 11

Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia 280 54 234 9 233 11  ***  ***  ***  ***

DoDEA/DDESS 279 48 253 21 268 35  ***  ***  ***  ***
DoDEA/DoDDS 276 45 259 24 263 29 268 35  ***  ***

Virgin Islands ***  *** 234 9 230 10  ***  ***  ***  ***
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Average scale scores and the percentage of students at or above the
Proficient level by eligibility for the free/reduced-price lunch program are
shown in Tables 5.9 and 5.10. The results for both grades 4 and 8 consistently
show that students eligible for the free/reduced-price lunch program perform
below those not eligible for the program. Fourth-grade students eligible for the
free/reduced-price lunch program had lower average scale scores in all
participating jurisdictions, where sample size allows comparison, except the
Department of Defense overseas schools where the difference was not
statistically significant. At grade 8, students eligible for the program had lower
average scores in all jurisdictions except for Department of Defense domestic
and overseas schools.
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Average grade 4 scale scores and percentage of students at or above
the Proficient level by free/reduced-price lunch program eligibility
for public schools only: 1998

Table 5.9

Eligible Not eligible
Average

scale
score

Percentage
at or above
Proficient

Average
scale
score

Percentage
at or above
Proficient

*** Sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.   † 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 factors not included in this table.   SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 Reading Assessment.

Nation 198 13 226 39
States

Alabama 196 10 226 38
Arizona 188 9 222 33

Arkansas 196 13 221 32
California† 182 7 218 30
Colorado 204 17 229 40

Connecticut 205 15 240 55
Delaware 199 13 221 31

Florida 192 12 222 33
Georgia 193 10 227 39
Hawaii 185 9 212 24

Iowa† 210 22 229 40
Kansas† 207 21 229 40

Kentucky 204 15 229 41
Louisiana 193 10 224 33

Maine 216 25 230 42
Maryland 195 12 225 37

Massachusetts† 205 15 233 45
Michigan 200 14 226 36

Minnesota† 202 18 230 43
Mississippi 195 10 220 31

Missouri 202 16 225 36
Montana† 215 24 234 46
Nevada 189 9 217 27

New Hampshire† 208 20 231 44
New Mexico 194 13 224 36

New York† 197 12 232 44
North Carolina 202 14 227 37

Oklahoma 209 19 230 42
Oregon 196 13 225 37

Rhode Island 196 13 231 43
South Carolina 196 10 223 33

Tennessee 198 13 225 36
Texas 203 14 231 43
Utah 203 17 222 32

Virginia 200 13 228 38
Washington 200 13 225 37

West Virginia 205 17 228 40
Wisconsin† 206 16 231 41
Wyoming 208 20 225 35

Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia 174 5 216 33

DoDEA/DDESS 214 25 226 38
DoDEA/DoDDS 221 33 228 38

Virgin Islands 179 8    ***    ***
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Average grade 8 scale scores and percentage of students at or above
the Proficient level by free/reduced-price lunch program eligibility
for public schools only: 1998

Table 5.10

Eligible Not eligible
Average

scale
score

Percentage
at or above
Proficient

Average
scale
score

Percentage
at or above
Proficient

*** Sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.   † 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 factors not included in this table.   SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 Reading Assessment.

Nation 246 15 269 38
States

Alabama 241 10 265 29
Arizona 245 13 270 37

Arkansas 242 12 264 29
California† 237 7 267 34
Colorado 245 12 271 37

Connecticut 249 16 277 48
Delaware 239 12 263 31

Florida 240 12 262 31
Georgia 241 10 267 33
Hawaii 239 11 255 22
Kansas† 256 22 274 42

Kentucky 251 18 270 38
Louisiana 242 10 263 27

Maine 261 26 277 47
Maryland† 242 11 269 39

Massachusetts 248 14 276 43
Minnesota† 250 21 272 41
Mississippi 240 10 263 29

Missouri 249 14 269 35
Montana† 260 25 275 44
Nevada 241 12 263 28

New Mexico 249 13 266 33
New York† 252 16 276 45

North Carolina 249 15 271 39
Oklahoma 258 20 271 35

Oregon 251 18 271 39
Rhode Island 245 13 269 37

South Carolina 240 9 265 31
Tennessee 242 10 267 33

Texas 248 13 271 37
Utah 254 21 269 35

Virginia 247 13 272 39
Washington 247 14 270 37

West Virginia 254 19 268 34
Wisconsin† 249 16 271 38
Wyoming 252 20 265 32

Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia 228 6 257 25

DoDEA/DDESS 261 29 273 41
DoDEA/DoDDS 257 23 267 34

Virgin Islands 233 10    ***    ***
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Summary
This chapter presented the scale score and achievement level results for fourth-
and eighth-grade public school students in the jurisdictions that participated in,
and met participation guidelines for, the NAEP 1998 state-by-state assessment.
In addition to the average scale score and the percentage of students at or above
the Proficient level presented for each participating jurisdiction, comparisons
across jurisdictions were provided for these results. At grade 4, student
performance in 1998 was compared to the 1994 and 1992 state assessments
in reading. This chapter concluded with a consideration of the performance
in 1998 of three selected subgroups: gender, race/ethnicity, and eligibility for
the free/reduced-price lunch program.

At grade 4, results are presented for 43 jurisdictions. Of these, Connecticut
had the highest average score for public school students in 1998 as well as the
highest percentage of students at or above the Proficient level of reading
achievement. The next highest average scores were observed in a cluster of
jurisdictions that consisted of Department of Defense overseas schools, Iowa,
Kansas, Maine, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Montana, New Hampshire, and
Wisconsin. Colorado performed equally well as eight of the next highest
performing jurisdictions but had a lower average than New Hampshire. These
jurisdictions, with the inclusion of Colorado, also comprised the cluster of
states with the next highest percentages of students at or above the Proficient
achievement level. Across assessment years, Colorado, Connecticut, and
Kentucky had higher average scores in 1998 than in both 1994 and 1992. Seven
other jurisdictions — Delaware, Louisiana, Maryland, South Carolina, Virginia,
Washington, and the Department of Defense overseas schools — had higher
average scores in comparison to 1994 only. No decreases in average scores
between 1994 and 1998 were observed for any jurisdiction. The average scores
for fourth-graders in Mississippi, North Carolina, and the Virgin Islands were
higher in 1998 than in 1992. In 1998, three jurisdictions had lower average
scores in comparison to 1992: Utah, Wyoming, and the District of Columbia.

At grade 8, results are presented for forty jurisdictions. Of these, the
five jurisdictions with the highest average scale scores for public school students
were Connecticut, Department of Defense domestic schools, Maine, and
Massachusetts, and Montana. The Department of Defense overseas schools
(DoDDS) performed equally well as four of the high-performing jurisdictions
but had a lower average score than Maine. These jurisdictions, with the
inclusion of Minnesota and the Department of Defense overseas schools, also
comprised the cluster of states with the highest percentages of students at or
above the Proficient level of reading achievement.
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APPENDIX A

Overview of Procedures
Used for the NAEP
1998 Reading Assessment

Introduction
Conducting a large-scale assessment such as the National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP) entails the successful coordination of numerous
projects, committees, procedures, and tasks. This appendix provides an overview
of the NAEP 1998 reading assessment’s primary components — framework,
development, administration, scoring, and analysis. A more extensive review of
the procedures and methods used in the reading assessment will be included in
the forthcoming NAEP 1998 Technical Report.

The NAEP 1998 Reading Assessment
The reading framework underlying the NAEP 1998 assessment was

developed out of a consensus among educators and researchers about the nature
of reading comprehension. This framework was also used in the 1992 and 1994
reading assessments, permitting analyses of trends in reading performance.

The framework’s purpose was to provide a definition of reading on which
to base the NAEP assessment. Developing this framework and the specifications
that guided development of the assessment involved the critical input of many
people including representatives of national education organizations, teachers,
parents, policymakers, business leaders, and members of the general public. This
consensus process was managed by the Council of Chief State School Officers
for the National Assessment Governing Board.

The framework sets forth a broad definition of “reading literacy” that entails
not only being able to read but also knowing when to read, how to read, and
how to reflect on what has been read. In addition, the framework views reading
as an interactive process in which the reader’s abilities, interests, and prior
knowledge interact with the text and the context of the reading situation as
meaning construction occurs.
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1992, 1994, and 1998 NAEP framework – aspects of reading literacy

Figure A.1

Requires the reader
to provide an initial
impression or
unreflected under-
standing of what
was read.

Initial
Understanding

Developing an
Interpretation

Personal Reflection
and Response

Demonstrating a
Critical Stance

Constructing, Extending, and Examining Meaning

Requires the reader
to go beyond the
initial impression
to develop a more
complete under-
standing of what
was read.

Requires the reader
to connect knowledge
from the text with
his/her own personal
background knowl-
edge. The focus here
is on how the text
relates to personal
knowledge.

Requires the reader
to stand apart from
the text and consider
it.

What is the story/
plot about?

How did the plot
develop?

How did this
character change
your idea of
_________?

Rewrite this story
with __________ as a
setting or _________
as a character.

How would you
describe the main
character?

Is this story similar to
or different from your
own experience?

How does this
author’s use  of
_________ (irony,
personification,
humor) contribute to
________?

Reading for
Literary
Experience

What does this article
tell you about
________?

What current event
does this remind you
of?

How useful would
this article be for
________?
Explain.

What does the
author think about
this topic?

Does this description
fit what you know
about _______?
Why?

What could be
added to improve the
author’s argument?

Reading to Gain
Information

How did this
character change
from the beginning to
the end of the story?

What caused this
event?

In what ways are
these ideas important
to the topic or theme?

What is this
supposed to help
you do?

In order to ________,
what information
would you need to
find that you don’t
know right now?

Why is this informa-
tion needed?

What time can you
get a non-stop flight
to X?

Describe a situation
where you could
leave out step X.

What would happen
if you omitted this?

Reading to
Perform a Task

What will be the
result of this step
in the directions?

What must you do
before this step?
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The aspects of reading literacy described by the reading framework,
including purposes for reading and reading stances, are presented in Figure A.1.
This figure also provides examples of the types of questions that were used to
assess the different purposes for reading via the four reading stances.

The assessment framework specified not only the particular aspects of
reading literacy to be measured, but also the percentage of the assessment
questions that should be devoted to each. The target percentage distributions of
reading purposes and reading stances as specified in the framework, along with
the actual percentage distributions in the assessment, are presented in Tables
A.1 and A.2. The actual content of the assessment was highly consistent with
the targeted distribution with one exception: the proportion of Personal
Response questions fell below the target proportion in the framework. The
Reading Instrument Development Panel overseeing the development of the
assessment recognized this difference, but felt strongly that the questions
developed for the assessment must be sensitive to the unique elements of each
piece of authentic reading material being used. Thus, the distribution of
question classifications will vary across reading passages, reading purposes,
and grades.



Target and actual percentage distribution of questions by grade
and reading stance, 1998 NAEP reading assessment

Table A.2

Target 33% 33% 33%
Actual 57% 18% 24%

Target 33% 33% 33%
Actual 55% 15% 30%

Target 33% 33% 33%
Actual 56% 11% 33%

Reading Stance

Personal
Response

Critical
Stance

Grade 4

Grade 8

Grade 12

Actual percentages are based on the classifications agreed upon by NAEP’s Instrument
Development Panel. It is recognized that making discrete classifications for these categories is
difficult and that independent efforts to classify NAEP questions have led to different results.

Initial
Understanding/
Developing an
Interpretation

Target and actual percentage distribution of questions by grade
and reading purpose, 1998 NAEP reading assessment

Table A.1

Target 55% 45% **
Actual 50% 50% **

Target 40% 40% 20%
Actual 26% 44% 30%

Target 35% 45% 20%
Actual 23% 47% 30%

Reading Purpose

Gain
Information

Perform
Task

Grade 4

Grade 8

Grade 12

**  Reading to Perform a Task was not assessed at Grade 4.

Literary
Experience
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The Assessment Design
Students participating in the assessment received a booklet containing a set of
general background questions, reading materials and comprehension questions,
reading-specific background questions, and questions about their motivation
and familiarity with the assessment tasks. The same booklets were used for the
national and state assessments. Reading materials that served as stimuli and their
corresponding questions were assembled into sets or “blocks.” Students were
given either two 25-minute blocks or one 50-minute block of reading passages
and questions. At the fourth grade, only 25-minute blocks were used.

The grade 4 assessment consisted of eight 25-minute blocks: four blocks
of literary materials and questions and four blocks of informative materials and
questions. Each block contained at least one passage corresponding to one
of the reading purposes and nine to 12 multiple-choice and constructed-
response questions. In each block, one of the constructed-response questions
required an extended response. As a whole, the fourth-grade assessment
consisted of 36 multiple-choice questions, 38 short constructed-response
questions, and eight extended constructed-response questions.

The grade 8 assessment consisted of nine 25-minute blocks (three literary,
three informative, and three task) and one 50-minute block (informative). Each
block contained at least one passage corresponding to one of the reading purposes
and eight to 13 multiple-choice and constructed-response questions. Each block
contained at least one extended constructed-response question. As a whole, the
eighth-grade assessment consisted of 41 multiple-choice questions, 57 short
constructed-response questions, and 12 extended constructed-response questions.

The grade 12 assessment consisted of nine 25-minute blocks (three literary,
three informative, and three task) and two 50-minute blocks (informative).
The blocks contained at least one passage and eight to 16 multiple-choice and
constructed-response questions. Each block contained at least one extended
constructed-response question. As a whole, the twelfth-grade assessment
contained 43 multiple-choice questions, 63 short constructed-response
questions, and 13 extended constructed-response questions. Grade 12 was
not assessed in state NAEP.

The assessment design allowed for maximum coverage of reading abilities
at each grade, while minimizing the time burden for any one student. This
was accomplished through the use of matrix sampling of items, in which
representative samples of students take various portions of the entire pool of
assessment questions. Individual students are required to take only a small
portion, but the aggregate results across the entire assessment allow for broad
reporting of reading abilities for the targeted population.
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In addition to matrix sampling, the assessment design utilized a procedure
for distributing booklets that controlled for position and context effects.
Students received different blocks of passages and comprehension questions in
their booklets according to a procedure called “partially balanced incomplete
block (pBIB) spiraling.” This procedure assigned blocks of questions in a
manner that balanced the positioning of blocks across booklets and balanced
the pairing of blocks within booklets according to reading purposes. Blocks
were balanced within each reading purpose and were partially balanced across
reading purposes. The spiraling aspect of this procedure cycles the booklets for
administration, so that typically only a few students in any assessment session
receive the same booklet.

In addition to the student assessment booklets, three other instruments
provided data relating to the assessment — a teacher questionnaire, a school
questionnaire, and a Students with Disabilities/Limited English Proficiency
(SD/LEP) questionnaire. The SD/LEP student questionnaire was completed
by a school staff member knowledgeable about those students who were
selected to participate in the assessment and who were identified as (1) having
an Individualized Education Plan (IEP) or equivalent plan (for reasons other
than being gifted or talented) or (2) being limited English proficient (LEP).
An SD/LEP student questionnaire was completed for each identified student
regardless of whether the student participated in the assessment. Each SD/LEP
questionnaire took approximately 3 minutes to complete and asked about the
student and the special programs in which he or she participated.
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National and State Samples
The national and regional results presented in this report are based on nationally
representative probability samples of fourth-, eighth-, and twelfth-grade
students. The samples were selected using a complex multistage design that
involved sampling students from selected schools within selected geographic
areas across the country. The sample design had the following stages:

1. selection of geographic areas (a county, group of counties, or
metropolitan statistical area);

2. selection of schools (public and nonpublic) within the selected areas; and

3. selection of students within selected schools.

Each selected school that participated in the assessment and each student
assessed represents a portion of the population of interest. Sampling weights are
needed to make valid inferences between the student samples and the respective
populations from which they were drawn. Sampling weights account for
disproportionate representation due to the oversampling of students who attend
schools with high concentrations of Black and/or Hispanic students and who
attend nonpublic schools. Among other uses, sampling weights also account for
lower sampling rates for very small schools.

Table A.3 provides a summary of the national school and student
participation rates for the reading assessment. Participation rates are presented
for public and nonpublic schools, individually and combined.

NAEP 1998 school and student participation rates for the nation:
Grades 4, 8, and 12 public schools, nonpublic schools, and combined

Table A.3

Percentage
After

Substitutes

Total
Number of

Schools
Participating

Weighted
Percentage

Student
Participation

Rate

Total
Number of
Students
Assessed

Weighted School Participation

Percentage
Before

Substitutes
Grade 4

Public 81 89 348 96 6300
Nonpublic 80 91 86 97 1372
Combined 81 89 434 96 7672

Grade 8
Public 76 83 367 92 9091

Nonpublic 79 84 116 95 1960
Combined 76 83 483 93 11051

Grade 12
Public 70 79 398 79 10664

Nonpublic 66 72 89 90 2011
Combined 70 78 487 80 12675

SOURCE:  National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 Reading Assessment.
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The results of the 1998 state assessment program in reading provided in
this report are based on state-level samples of fourth- and eighth-grade students.
The samples of both public and nonpublic school fourth- and eighth-grade
students were selected based on a two-stage sample design that entailed
selecting schools within participating jurisdictions and selecting students within
schools. The first-stage samples of schools were selected with probability
proportional to the fourth- or eighth-grade enrollment in those schools. Special
procedures were used for jurisdictions that have many small schools and for
jurisdictions that have a small number of schools.

As with the national samples, the jurisdiction samples were weighted to
allow for valid inferences about the populations of interest. Tables A.4a through
A.4d contain the unweighted number of participating schools and students
as well as weighted school and student participation rates. Two weighted school
participation rates are provided for each jurisdiction. The first rate is
the weighted percentage of schools participating in the assessment before
substitution. This rate is based only on the number of schools that were initially
selected for the assessment. The numerator of this rate is the sum of the number
of students represented by each initially selected school that participated in the
assessment. The denominator is the sum of the number of students represented
by each of the initially selected schools that had eligible students enrolled. This
rate included both participating and nonparticipating schools.

The second school participation rate is the weighted participation rate after
substitution. The numerator of this rate is the sum of the number of students
represented by each of the participating schools, whether originally selected or
substituted. The denominator is the same as that for the weighted participation
rate for the initial sample. This statement means that for a given jurisdiction, the
weighted participation rate after substitution is at least as great as the weighted
participation rate before substitution.

Also presented in Table A.4a through A.4d are the weighted percentages
of students who participated after make-up sessions were completed. This rate
reflects the percentage of the eligible student population from participating
schools within the jurisdiction, and this percentage represents the students who
participated in the assessment in either an initial session or a make-up session.
The numerator of this rate is the sum, across all assessed students, of the
number of students that each selected student who was eligible to participate
represents, including students who did not participate.
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1 The jurisdiction’s public school weighted participation rate for the initial sample was less than 70%.
2 The jurisdiction’s public school weighted participation rate for the initial sample of schools was below 85% AND the

weighted school participation rate after substitution was below 90%.
3 The nonparticipating public schools included a class of schools with similar characteristics, which together accounted for

more than 5% of the jurisdiction’s total fourth-grade weighted sample of public schools.
DDESS: Department of Defense Domestic Dependent Elementary and Secondary Schools.  DoDDS: Department of Defense
Dependents Schools (Overseas).  SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational
Progress (NAEP), 1998 Reading Assessment.

NAEP 1998 school and student participation rates for the nation
and the states: Grade 4 public schools

Table A.4a

Nation 81 89 348 96 6300
States

Alabama 71 91 98 96 2506
Arizona 97 98 108 94 2432

Arkansas 93 97 102 95 2580
California 2 74 80 84 93 1722
Colorado 95 95 104 94 2528

Connecticut 97 98 107 94 2484
Delaware 100 100 65 94 2309

Florida 99 99 103 94 2463
Georgia 96 99 104 96 2647
Hawaii 100 100 105 95 2600
Illinois 1 65 84 89 95 2161
Iowa 2 73 84 92 96 2232

Kansas 2 70 70 79 93 1845
Kentucky 90 92 99 96 2442
Louisiana 93 100 109 95 2587

Maine 95 96 106 93 2355
Maryland 88 88 92 95 2241

Massachusetts 3 88 88 95 95 2306
Michigan 75 90 95 93 2365

Minnesota 3 86 86 92 94 2271
Mississippi 94 94 96 95 2552

Missouri 97 99 105 95 2482
Montana 2 72 78 83 95 1847
Nevada 100 100 113 94 2597

New Hampshire 2 70 70 74 93 1805
New Mexico 99 99 109 94 2284

New York 2 74 84 89 95 2221
North Carolina 99 99 103 94 2514

Oklahoma 100 100 109 95 2576
Oregon 90 94 102 95 2396

Rhode Island 100 100 106 94 2533
South Carolina 97 97 98 95 2411

Tennessee 94 97 103 94 2627
Texas 96 97 102 95 2241
Utah 100 100 106 95 2678

Virginia 100 100 106 95 2602
Washington 89 89 93 94 2378

West Virginia 100 100 110 94 2518
Wisconsin 2 80 82 88 95 2071
Wyoming 100 100 117 95 2642

Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia 100 100 104 93 2353

DDESS 100 100 39 96 2647
DoDDS 100 100 103 94 2609

Virgin Islands 100 100 24 96 1469

Percentage
After

Substitutes

Total
Number of

Schools
Participating

Weighted
Percentage

Student
Participation

Rate

Total
Number of
Students
Assessed

Weighted School Participation

Percentage
Before

Substitutes
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1 The jurisdiction’s nonpublic school weighted participation rate for the initial sample was less than 70%.
2 The jurisdiction’s nonpublic school weighted participation rate for the initial sample of schools was below 85% AND the

weighted school participation rate after substitution was below 90%.
3 The jurisdiction’s total number of participating schools did not meet the minimum sample size requirement of six.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Reading Assessment.

NAEP 1998 school and student participation rates for the nation
and the states: Grade 4 nonpublic schools

Table A.4b

Percentage
After

Substitutes

Total
Number of

Schools
Participating

Weighted
Percentage

Student
Participation

Rate

Total
Number of
Students
Assessed

Weighted School Participation

Percentage
Before

Substitutes

Nation 80 91 86 97 1372
States

Arkansas 1 55 76 7 97 163
Colorado 2 70 86 11 95 221

Connecticut 2 82 82 12 95 261
Florida 2 78 78 12 94 271

Georgia 2 80 80 9 97 266
Hawaii 2 80 85 18 97 379
Illinois 2 70 70 14 96 353
Iowa 92 92 16 98 329

Louisiana 2 81 81 17 95 413
Maine 1 68 80 10 94 127

Maryland 1 66 66 14 98 297
Massachusetts 2 84 84 13 94 282

Michigan 2 73 73 13 95 264
Minnesota 2 80 81 17 95 335
Mississippi 1 68 74 10 98 224

Missouri 2 73 80 17 96 317
Montana 3 88 88 5 94 99

Nebraska 93 99 22 96 476
Nevada 2 78 89 9 95 150

New Mexico 71 91 16 95 221
New York 1 67 67 17 96 377

North Carolina 74 90 10 95 227
Rhode Island 86 96 18 95 379

South Carolina 85 96 11 94 227
Utah 2 75 75 8 94 107

Washington 2 77 77 10 95 175
West Virginia 2 77 86 7 100 124

Wisconsin 1 68 75 24 96 424
Wyoming 74 96 7 91 95

Other Jurisdictions
Virgin Islands 96 96 24 96 426



READING REPORT CARD  •  APPENDIX A 153

1 The jurisdiction’s weighted public school participation rate for the initial sample was less than 70%.
2 The jurisdiction’s public school weighted participation rate for the initial sample of schools was below 85% AND the

weighted school participation rate after substitution was below 90%.
DDESS: Department of Defense Domestic Dependent Elementary and Secondary Schools.
DoDDS: Department of Defense Dependents Schools (Overseas).
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Reading Assessment.

NAEP 1998 school and student participation rates for the nation
and the states: Grade 8 public schools

Table A.4c

Nation 76 83 367 92 9091
States

Alabama 78 91 102 93 2428
Arizona 97 97 105 91 2325

Arkansas 93 97 105 92 2412
California 2 72 84 90 91 1944
Colorado 97 97 106 91 2542

Connecticut 99 99 104 91 2489
Delaware 100 100 31 91 1987

Florida 100 100 103 89 2392
Georgia 97 100 104 90 2499
Hawaii 100 100 51 91 2461
Illinois 1 66 81 89 93 2051

Kansas 2 71 71 81 92 1857
Kentucky 87 87 91 93 2282
Louisiana 92 100 110 91 2479

Maine 97 97 97 92 2363
Maryland 2 84 85 88 89 2087

Massachusetts 89 89 91 91 2141
Minnesota 2 74 74 81 93 1926
Mississippi 92 92 92 92 2274

Missouri 92 97 109 92 2526
Montana 2 76 78 59 92 1877
Nevada 99 99 55 91 2449

New Mexico 96 96 88 90 2183
New York 2 71 77 81 88 1842

North Carolina 100 100 104 92 2487
Oklahoma 100 100 103 91 2182

Oregon 85 88 96 89 2169
Rhode Island 100 100 50 88 2393

South Carolina 95 95 99 93 2429
Tennessee 87 89 95 90 2159

Texas 96 96 100 93 2318
Utah 100 100 94 90 2510

Virginia 100 100 103 91 2493
Washington 86 86 93 91 2205

West Virginia 100 100 106 91 2442
Wisconsin 2 71 73 81 92 1918
Wyoming 95 95 67 91 2509

Other Jurisdictions

District of Columbia 100 100 30 86 1528
DDESS 100 100 11 95 610
DoDDS 100 100 57 94 2138

Virgin Islands 100 100 6 88 643

Percentage
After

Substitutes

Total
Number of

Schools
Participating

Weighted
Percentage

Student
Participation

Rate

Total
Number of
Students
Assessed

Weighted School Participation

Percentage
Before

Substitutes
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1 The jurisdiction’s nonpublic school weighted participation rate for the initial sample was less than 70%.
2 The jurisdiction’s nonpublic school weighted participation rate for the initial sample of schools was below 85% AND

the weighted school participation rate after substitution was below 90%.
3 The jurisdiction’s total number of assessed students did not meet the minimum requirement of at least 62.

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

NAEP 1998 school and student participation rates for the nation
and the states: Grade 8 nonpublic schools

Table A.4d

Nation 79 84 116 95 1960
States

Arizona 1 68 78 9 90 174
Arkansas 86 86 8 97 132
California 2 79 79 13 97 295
Colorado 88 100 10 97 154

Connecticut 2 84 84 19 95 343
Florida 2 74 74 11 93 189

Georgia 100 100 11 95 185
Illinois 1 61 61 14 98 288

Louisiana 2 78 78 22 95 453
Maine 2 70 78 8 96 78

Maryland 2 82 82 14 96 326
Massachusetts 1 65 65 10 96 183

Missouri 90 90 16 96 288
Montana 2 82 82 9 98 147

Nebraska 89 89 20 95 362
Nevada 2 79 88 8 96 129

New Mexico 2 79 83 13 95 166
New York 2 73 73 18 95 345

North Carolina 2 81 84 9 96 238
Rhode Island 85 85 21 94 401
Washington 77 100 11 94 229

West Virginia 87 87 7 93 96
Wyoming 3 95 95 6 99 51

Other Jurisdictions

Virgin Islands 100 100 14 96 228

Percentage
After

Substitutes

Total
Number of

Schools
Participating

Weighted
Percentage

Student
Participation

Rate

Total
Number of
Students
Assessed

Weighted School Participation

Percentage
Before

Substitutes
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Standards for Sample Participation
In carrying out the 1998 state assessment program, the National Center
for Education Statistics (NCES) established participation rate standards that
jurisdictions were required to meet in order for their results to be reported
(see notations in Tables A.4a through A.4d). NCES also established additional
standards that required the notation of published results for jurisdictions whose
sample participation rates were low enough to raise concerns about their
representativeness.

At both grades 4 and 8, one jurisdiction, Illinois, failed to meet the initial public
school participation rate of 70 percent. For this state, results for fourth- and eighth-
grade public school students are not reported in this report or any report of NAEP
1998 reading state assessment findings. Several other jurisdictions whose results
were published received a notation to indicate possible nonresponse bias.

The following six jurisdictions failed to meet the initial nonpublic school
participation rate of 70 percent at grade 4: Arkansas, Maine, Maryland,
Mississippi, New York, and Wisconsin. Montana failed to meet reporting
standards because its total number of schools was below the minimum sample
size of six. Three jurisdictions failed to meet the initial nonpublic school
participation rate of 70 percent at grade 8: Arizona, Illinois, and Massachusetts.
Wyoming failed to meet reporting standards because its student sample was
below 62 students. For these jurisdictions, results for fourth- or eighth-grade
nonpublic school students are not reported in this or any report of NAEP
1998 reading state assessment findings. As with public schools, several other
jurisdictions whose nonpublic school results were published received a notation
to indicate nonresponse bias.

To help ensure adequate sample representation for each jurisdiction
participating in the 1998 state assessment program, NAEP provided substitutes
for nonparticipating public and nonpublic schools. (When possible, a
substitute school was provided for each initially selected school that declined
participation.) For jurisdictions that used substitute schools, the assessment
results were based on the student data from all schools participating from both
the original sample and the substitute schools (unless an initial school and its
substitute eventually participated, in which case only the data from the initial
school were used). For jurisdictions that did not use substitute schools, the
participation rates were based on participating schools from the original sample.

NCES standards require weighted school participation rates before
substitution of at least 85 percent to guard against potential bias due to
school nonresponse. The NCES standards do not explicitly address the use
of substitute schools to replace initially selected schools that declined to
participate in the assessment. However, considerable technical consideration
has been given to this issue. Even though the characteristics of the substitute
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schools were matched as closely as possible to the characteristics of the initially
selected schools, substitution does not entirely eliminate the possibility of bias
because of the nonparticipation of initially selected schools. Thus, for the
weighted school participation rates that included substitute schools, the
guideline was set at 90 percent. This is expressed in the following guideline:

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

Seven states did not meet this guideline for public schools at grade 4:
California, Iowa, Kansas, Montana, New Hampshire, New York, and Wisconsin.
Fifteen jurisdictions did not meet this guideline for nonpublic schools at
grade 4: Colorado, Connecticut, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Illinois, Louisiana,
Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nevada, Utah, Washington, and
West Virginia. Seven jurisdictions did not meet this guideline for public schools
at grade 8: California, Kansas, Maryland, Minnesota, Montana, New York, and
Wisconsin. Eleven jurisdictions did not meet this guideline for nonpublic
schools at grade 8: California, Connecticut, Florida, Louisiana, Maine,
Maryland, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, New York, and North Carolina.

The NCES standards further specify that attention should be given to the
representativeness of the sample coverage. Thus, inadequate representation of
an important segment of a jurisdiction’s population is of concern, regardless of
the overall participation rate. This is expressed in the following guideline:

A jurisdiction that is not already receiving a notation for problematic overall
school or student participation rates will receive a notation if the sampled
students within participating schools included a class of students with similar
characteristics that had a weighted student response rate of below 80 percent,
and from which the nonresponding students together accounted for more than
five percent of the jurisdiction’s weighted assessable student sample. Student
groups from which a jurisdiction needed minimum levels of participation were
determined by the age of the students, whether or not the student was classified
as a student with a disability (SD) or of limited English proficiency (LEP),
and the type of assessment session (monitored or unmonitored). In addition, for
public schools, classes of schools were determined by school level of urbanization,
minority enrollment, and median household income of the area in which the
school is located. For nonpublic schools, classes of schools were determined by type
and location of schools.

In the 1998 reading assessments, only two states did not meet this
guideline: Massachusetts and Minnesota, in grade 4 public schools only.
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The NCES Guideline used to report results in the state assessments, and
the guidelines for notation when there is some risk of nonresponse bias in the
reported results, are presented in the tables of the following section.

Guidelines for Notations 1, 2, and 3:

The publication of NAEP results

The conditions that will result in the publication of a
jurisdiction’s results are presented below.

Guideline 1 — Publication of Public School Results:
A jurisdiction will have its public school results published in the 1998 NAEP Reading
Report Card (or in other reports that include all state-level results) if and only if its
weighted participation rate for the initial sample of public schools is greater than or equal to
70 percent. Similarly, a jurisdiction will receive a separate NAEP State Report if and only if
its weighted participation rate for the initial sample of public schools is greater than or
equal to 70 percent.

Guideline 2 — Publication of Nonpublic School Results:
A jurisdiction will have its nonpublic school results published in the 1998 NAEP Reading
Report Card (or in other reports that include all state-level results) if and only if its weighted
participation rate for the initial sample of nonpublic schools is greater than or equal to 70
percent and meets minimum sample size requirements.1 A jurisdiction eligible to receive a
separate NAEP State Report under Guideline 1 will have its nonpublic school results
included in that report if and only if that jurisdiction’s weighted participation rate for the
initial sample of nonpublic schools is greater than or equal to 70 percent and meets minimum
sample size requirements. If a jurisdiction meets Guideline 2 but fails to meet Guideline 1,
a separate State Report will be produced containing only nonpublic school results.

Guideline 3 — Publication of Combined Public and Nonpublic School Results:
A jurisdiction will have its combined results published in the 1998 NAEP Reading Report
Card (or in other reports that include all state-level results) if and only if both Guidelines 1
and 2 are satisfied. Similarly, a jurisdiction eligible to receive a separate NAEP State Report
under Guideline 1 will have its combined results included in that report if and only if
Guideline 2 is also met.

Discussion: If a jurisdiction’s public or nonpublic school participation rate for the initial
sample of schools is below 70 percent, there is a substantial possibility that bias will be
introduced into the assessment results. This possibility remains even after making statistical
adjustments to compensate for school nonparticipation. There remains the likelihood that,
in aggregate, the substitute schools are sufficiently dissimilar from the originals that they
are replacing and represent too great a proportion of the population to discount such a
difference. Similarly, the assumptions underlying the use of statistical adjustments to
compensate for nonparticipation are likely to be significantly violated if the initial response
rate falls below the 70 percent level. Guidelines 1, 2, and 3 take this into consideration.
These guidelines are congruent with current NAGB policy, which requires that data for
jurisdictions that do not have a 70 percent before-substitution participation rate be
reported “in a different format,” and with the Education Information Advisory Committee
(EIAC) resolution, which calls for data from such jurisdictions not to be published.

1 Minimum sample size requirements for reporting nonpublic school data consist of two components: (1) a
school sample size of six or more participating schools and (2) an assessed student sample size of at least 62.
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The following guidelines concerning school and student participation
rates in the NAEP state assessment program were established to address four
significant ways in which nonresponse bias could be introduced into the
jurisdiction sample estimates. Presented below are the conditions that will result
in a jurisdiction’s receiving a notation in the 1998 reports. Note that
in order for a jurisdiction’s results to be published with no notations, that
jurisdiction must satisfy all guidelines.

Guidelines for Notations 4 and 5:

Reporting school and student participation rates with
possible bias due to school nonresponse

Guideline 4 — Notation for Overall Public School Participation Rate:
A jurisdiction that meets Guideline 1 will receive a notation if its weighted participation
rate for the initial sample of public schools was below 85 percent and the weighted public
school participation rate after substitution was below 90 percent.

Guideline 5 — Notation for Overall Nonpublic School Participation Rate:
A jurisdiction that meets Guideline 2 will receive a notation if its weighted participation
rate for the initial sample of nonpublic schools was below 85 percent and the weighted
nonpublic school participation rate after substitution was below 90 percent.

Discussion: For jurisdictions that did not use substitute schools, the participation rates
are based on participating schools from the original sample. In these situations, the NCES
standards specify weighted school participation rates of at least 85 percent to guard against
potential bias due to school nonresponse. Thus the first part of these guidelines, referring
to the weighted school participation rate for the initial sample of schools, is in direct
accordance with NCES standards.

To help ensure adequate sample representation for each jurisdiction participating in the
NAEP 1998 state assessments, NAEP provided substitutes for nonparticipating public and
nonpublic schools. For jurisdictions that used substitute schools, the assessment results will
be based on the student data from all schools participating from both the original sample
and the list of substitutes (unless both an initial school and its substitute eventually
participated, in which case only the data from the initial school will be used).

The NCES standards do not explicitly address the use of substitute schools to replace
initially selected schools that decide not to participate in the assessment. However,
considerable technical consideration was given to this issue. Even though the
characteristics of the substitute schools were matched as closely as possible to the
characteristics of the initially selected schools, substitution does not entirely eliminate bias
due to the nonparticipation of initially selected schools. Thus, for the weighted school
participation rates including substitute schools, the guidelines were set at 90 percent.

If a jurisdiction meets either standard (i.e., 85 percent or higher prior to substitution or
90 percent or higher after substitution), there will be no notation for the relevant overall
school participation rate.
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Guidelines for Notations 6 and 7:

Important segments of the jurisdiction’s student population that
must be adequately represented to avoid possible nonresponse bias

Guideline 6 — Notation for Strata-Specific Public School Participation Rates:
A jurisdiction that is not already receiving a notation under Guideline 4 will receive a
notation if the sample of public schools included a class of schools with similar
characteristics that had a weighted participation rate (after substitution) of below 80
percent, and from which the nonparticipating schools together accounted for more than
five percent of the jurisdiction’s total weighted sample of public schools. The classes of
schools from each of which a jurisdiction needed minimum school participation levels were
determined by degree of urbanization, minority enrollment, and median household
income of the area in which the school is located.

Guideline 7 — Notation for Strata-Specific Nonpublic School Participation Rates:
A jurisdiction that is not already receiving a notation under Guideline 5 will receive a
notation if the sample of nonpublic schools included a class of schools with similar
characteristics that had a weighted participation rate (after substitution) of below 80
percent, and from which the nonparticipating schools together accounted for more than
five percent of the jurisdiction’s total weighted sample of nonpublic schools. The classes of
schools from each of which a jurisdiction needed minimum school participation levels were
determined by type of nonpublic school (Catholic versus non-Catholic) and location
(metropolitan versus nonmetropolitan).

Discussion: The NCES standards specify that attention should be given to the
representativeness of the sample coverage. Thus, if some important segment of the
jurisdiction’s population is not adequately represented, it is of concern, regardless of the
overall participation rate.

If nonparticipating schools are concentrated within a particular class of schools, the
potential for substantial bias remains, even if the overall level of school participation
appears to be satisfactory. Nonresponse adjustment cells for public schools have been
formed within each jurisdiction, and the schools within each cell are similar with respect to
minority enrollment, degree of urbanization, and/or median household income, as
appropriate for each jurisdiction. For nonpublic schools, nonresponse adjustment cells are
determined by type and location of school.

If the weighted response rate, after substitution, for a single adjustment cell falls below
80 percent, and more than five percent (weighted) of the sampled schools are
nonparticipants from such a cell, the potential for nonresponse bias is too great. These
guidelines are based on the NCES standard for stratum-specific school response rates.
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Guidelines for Notations 8 and 9:
Possible student nonresponse bias

Guideline 8 — Notation for Overall Student Participation Rate in Public
Schools:
A jurisdiction that meets Guideline 1 will receive a notation if the weighted student
response rate within participating public schools was below 85 percent.

Guideline 9 — Notation for Overall Student Participation Rate in
Nonpublic Schools:
A jurisdiction that meets Guideline 2 will receive a notation if the weighted student
response rate within participating nonpublic schools was below 85 percent.

Discussion: These guidelines follow the NCES standard of 85 percent for overall student
participation rates. The weighted student participation rate is based on all eligible students
from initially selected or substitute schools who participated in the assessment in either an
initial session or a make-up session. If the rate falls below 85 percent, the potential for bias
due to students’ nonresponse is too great.
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Guidelines for Notations 10 and 11:

Possible nonresponse bias from inadequately represented strata

Guideline 10 — Notation for Strata-Specific Student Participation Rates in
Public Schools:
A jurisdiction that is not already receiving a notation under Guideline 8 will receive a
notation if the sampled students within participating public schools included a class of
students with similar characteristics that had a weighted student response rate of below 80
percent, and from which the nonresponding students together accounted for more than
five percent of the jurisdiction’s weighted assessable public school student sample. Student
groups from which a jurisdiction needed minimum levels of participation were determined
by the age of the student, whether or not the student was classified as a student with a
disability (SD) or of limited English proficiency (LEP), and the type of assessment session
(monitored or unmonitored), as well as school level of urbanization, minority enrollment,
and median household income of the area in which the school is located.

Guideline 11 — Notation for Strata-Specific Student Participation Rates in
Nonpublic Schools:
A jurisdiction that is not already receiving a notation under Guideline 9 will receive a
notation if the sampled students within participating nonpublic schools included a class of
students with similar characteristics that had a weighted student response rate of below 80
percent, and from which the nonresponding students together accounted for more than
five percent of the jurisdiction’s weighted assessable nonpublic school student sample.
Student groups from which a jurisdiction needed minimum levels of participation were
determined by the age of the student, whether or not the student was classified as a
student with a disability (SD) or of limited English proficiency (LEP), and the type of
assessment session (monitored or unmonitored), as well as type and location of school.

Discussion: These guidelines address the fact that if nonparticipating students are
concentrated within a particular class of students, the potential for substantial bias remains,
even if the overall student participation level appears to be satisfactory. Student
nonresponse adjustment cells have been formed using the school-level nonresponse
adjustment cells, together with the student’s age and the nature of the assessment session
(unmonitored or monitored).

If the weighted response rate for a single adjustment cell falls below 80 percent, and
more than five percent (weighted) of the invited students who do not participate in the
assessment are from such a cell, the potential for nonresponse bias is too great. These
guidelines are based on the NCES standard for stratum-specific student response rates.
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2 As part of NAEP’s ongoing research on administrations in which accommodations are allowed, the
1998 reading assessment included a supplemental sample of students to allow research into inclusion,
accommodations, and score validity issues. Results from the supplemental sample are not included in this
report. However, these data will be analyzed as part of a later report focusing on issues of accommodation
and inclusion. The data also provide the basis of a bridge to future reading assessments in which the
provision of accommodations will be standard program practice.

Students with Disabilities (SD) and
Limited English Proficient (LEP) Students
It is NAEP’s intent to assess all selected students from the target population.
Therefore, every effort is made to ensure that all selected students who are
capable of participating in the assessment are assessed. Some students sampled for
participation in NAEP can be excluded from the sample according to carefully
defined criteria. These criteria were revised in 1996 to more clearly communicate
a presumption of inclusion except under special circumstances. According to these
criteria, students with Individualized Education Programs (IEPs) were to be
included in the NAEP assessment except in the following cases:

1. The school’s IEP team determined that the student could not
participate, OR,

2. The student’s cognitive functioning was so severely impaired that she or
he could not participate, OR,

3. The student’s IEP required that the student had to be tested with an
accommodation or adaptation and that the student could not
demonstrate his or her knowledge without that accommodation.

All LEP students receiving academic instruction in English for three years
or more were to be included in the assessment. Those LEP students receiving
instruction in English for less than three years were to be included unless
school staff judged them as being incapable of participating in the assessment
in English.

The reporting samples in the 1998 reading assessment used these criteria
with no provisions made for accommodations.2  As reported in the NAEP 1996
mathematics report, the introduction of the revised criteria, without the
provision of accommodations, had little effect on the percentage of students
with disabilities or LEP students who were assessed at either the national or
state level. Thus, using the revised inclusion criteria in 1998 allows for
comparability of results with previous reading assessments. Participation rates
for the students with disabilities and LEP samples are presented in Tables A.5a
through A.5d.
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Total Percentage of
Students – SD and LEP

Identified

SD = Students with Disabilities (the term previously used was IEP).  LEP = Limited English Proficient student.
To be excluded, a student was supposed to be classified as SD or as LEP and judged incapable of participating in the
assessment.  A student reported as belonging to both SD and LEP classifications is counted once in the overall rate (first
column), once in the overall excluded rate (second column), and separately in the remaining columns.
DDESS: Department of Defense Domestic Dependent Elementary and Secondary Schools.
DoDDS: Department of Defense Dependents Schools (Overseas).
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Reading Assessment.

NAEP 1998 SD and LEP participation rates for the nation
and the states: Grade 4 public schools

Table A.5a

Excluded Identified Excluded

Percentage of
Students – LEP

Identified Excluded

Percentage of
Students – SD

Nation 18 11 11 6 8 5
States

Alabama 15 9 14 8 1 1
Arizona 22 10 10 5 14 6

Arkansas 11 5 10 4 1 1
California 30 15 4 3 26 13
Colorado 15 7 11 5 5 2

Connecticut 17 12 14 10 4 3
Delaware 18 8 16 7 2 0

Florida 17 9 13 7 5 2
Georgia 10 7 10 6 1 1
Hawaii 15 5 11 4 6 2
Illinois 13 9 9 6 5 3
Iowa 15 8 14 8 1 0

Kansas 13 6 12 5 1 1
Kentucky 13 10 13 10 0 0
Louisiana 16 13 15 13 1 1

Maine 14 8 13 7 1 0
Maryland 13 10 11 9 2 1

Massachusetts 20 9 17 7 4 2
Michigan 10 7 8 6 2 1

Minnesota 15 4 12 3 4 1
Mississippi 7 4 6 4 0 0

Missouri 13 7 13 7 1 0
Montana 9 4 9 4 0 0
Nevada 20 12 10 6 10 7

New Hampshire 15 5 14 5 0 0
New Mexico 28 11 14 9 15 4

New York 13 8 8 5 5 3
North Carolina 16 11 14 10 2 1

Oklahoma 16 10 13 9 4 1
Oregon 23 8 16 7 7 2

Rhode Island 21 8 15 6 7 2
South Carolina 18 12 17 12 1 0

Tennessee 14 5 13 4 1 0
Texas 28 14 17 8 12 7
Utah 15 6 10 3 6 3

Virginia 16 9 12 8 4 2
Washington 17 6 12 5 5 2

West Virginia 13 10 13 10 0 0
Wisconsin 14 9 12 7 3 2
Wyoming 14 4 13 4 1 0

Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia 15 10 10 8 6 2

DDESS 10 5 8 4 2 1
DoDDS 8 5 7 4 1 1

Virgin Islands 10 8 5 4 6 4
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Total Percentage of
Students – SD and LEP

Identified

SD = Students with Disabilities (the term previously used was IEP).  LEP = Limited English Proficient student.
----- Indicates there were no students in this category.
To be excluded, a student was supposed to be classified as SD or as LEP and judged incapable of participating in the
assessment.  A student reported as belonging to both SD and LEP classifications is counted once in the overall rate (first
column), once in the overall excluded rate (second column), and separately in the remaining columns.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Reading Assessment.

NAEP 1998 SD and LEP participation rates for the nation
and the states: Grade 4 nonpublic schools

Table A.5b

Excluded Identified Excluded

Percentage of
Students – LEP

Identified Excluded

Percentage of
Students– SD

Nation 5 1 5 1 0 0
States

Arkansas 0 0 0 ----- 0 -----
Colorado 2 0 2 0 0 -----

Connecticut 7 1 6 0 1 1
Florida 5 1 5 1 0 -----

Georgia 2 1 0 0 2 1
Hawaii 1 0 0 ----- 1 0
Illinois 0 0 0 ----- 0 -----
Iowa 3 0 2 0 0 0

Louisiana 5 2 5 2 0 -----
Maine 3 0 3 0 3 0

Maryland 4 1 4 1 0 -----
Massachusetts 3 3 1 1 3 2

Michigan 1 1 1 1 0 -----
Minnesota 3 1 3 1 0 -----
Mississippi 2 0 0 ----- 2 0

Missouri 2 1 2 1 0 -----
Montana 7 2 7 2 0 -----

Nebraska 2 1 2 1 0 -----
Nevada 1 1 1 1 0 -----

New Mexico 13 6 13 6 0 -----
New York 2 2 2 2 1 1

North Carolina 5 0 5 0 1 0
Rhode Island 3 0 3 0 0 -----

South Carolina 2 1 1 0 1 1
Utah 0 0 0 ----- 0 -----

Washington 2 0 2 0 0 -----
West Virginia 0 0 0 ----- 0 -----

Wisconsin 0 0 0 ----- 0 -----
Wyoming 0 0 0 ----- 0 -----

Other Jurisdictions
Virgin Islands 0 0 0 ----- 0 -----
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NAEP 1998 SD and LEP participation rates for the nation
and the states: Grade 8 public schools

Table A.5c

Total Percentage of
Students – SD and LEP

Identified

SD = Students with Disabilities (the term previously used was IEP).  LEP = Limited English Proficient student.
To be excluded, a student was supposed to be classified as SD or as LEP and judged incapable of participating in the
assessment.  A student reported as belonging to both SD and LEP classifications is counted once in the overall rate (first
column), once in the overall excluded rate (second column), and separately in the remaining columns.
DDESS: Department of Defense Domestic Dependent Elementary and Secondary Schools.
DoDDS: Department of Defense Dependents Schools (Overseas).
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Reading Assessment.

Excluded Identified Excluded

Percentage of
Students – LEP

Identified Excluded

Percentage of
Students – SD

Nation 14 6 10 5 4 1
States

Alabama 14 7 13 7 1 1
Arizona 15 6 8 5 8 2

Arkansas 12 7 11 6 1 1
California 23 8 6 3 18 6
Colorado 15 5 10 4 5 2

Connecticut 15 8 14 7 1 1
Delaware 17 8 14 7 3 1

Florida 16 5 13 4 4 1
Georgia 12 6 11 5 2 1
Hawaii 14 6 11 5 4 2
Illinois 12 6 10 5 2 1

Kansas 11 5 10 4 1 0
Kentucky 11 5 10 5 0 0
Louisiana 13 9 13 9 1 1

Maine 13 6 13 6 0 0
Maryland 12 7 11 6 1 1

Massachusetts 16 6 14 5 2 1
Minnesota 12 4 9 3 3 1
Mississippi 11 7 11 7 0 0

Missouri 13 6 12 6 1 1
Montana 10 3 10 3 0 0
Nevada 16 8 10 5 7 3

New Mexico 20 7 14 6 7 1
New York 14 9 10 6 5 3

North Carolina 14 9 13 8 2 1
Oklahoma 14 9 12 9 2 0

Oregon 14 4 12 3 3 1
Rhode Island 17 5 13 3 4 2

South Carolina 12 6 11 6 0 0
Tennessee 14 4 14 4 1 0

Texas 18 7 14 6 6 2
Utah 12 5 10 4 2 1

Virginia 13 7 11 6 2 1
Washington 12 4 9 3 3 1

West Virginia 12 8 12 8 0 0
Wisconsin 14 8 13 7 1 1
Wyoming 11 2 10 2 1 0

Other Jurisdictions

District of Columbia 15 9 9 6 6 3
DDESS 13 7 11 6 2 1
DoDDS 7 3 6 3 1 0

Virgin Islands 5 5 2 2 3 3
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NAEP 1998 SD and LEP participation rates for the nation
and the states: Grade 8 nonpublic schools

Table A.5d

Total Percentage of
Students – SD and LEP

Identified

SD = Students with Disabilities (the term previously used was IEP).  LEP = Limited English Proficient student.
----- Indicates there were no students in this category.
To be excluded, a student was supposed to be classified as SD or as LEP and judged incapable of participating in the
assessment.  A student reported as belonging to both SD and LEP classifications is counted once in the overall rate (first
column), once in the overall excluded rate (second column), and separately in the remaining columns.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Reading Assessment.

Excluded Identified Excluded

Percentage of
Students – LEP

Identified Excluded

Percentage of
Students– SD

Nation 2 0 2 0 0 -----
States

Arizona 17 2 10 2 8 1
Arkansas 4 4 4 4 0 -----
California 1 0 1 0 0 -----
Colorado 0 0 0 ----- 0 -----

Connecticut 1 0 1 0 0 -----
Florida 1 0 0 ----- 1 0

Georgia 0 0 0 ----- 0 -----
Illinois 3 1 2 0 1 1

Louisiana 4 0 3 0 0 0
Maine 0 0 0 ----- 0 -----

Maryland 1 0 1 0 0 -----
Massachusetts 0 0 0 ----- 0 -----

Missouri 0 0 0 ----- 0 -----
Montana 0 0 0 ----- 0 -----

Nebraska 2 2 2 1 1 1
Nevada 4 2 2 0 2 2

New Mexico 26 2 10 2 24 2
New York 4 2 3 2 0 0

North Carolina 8 5 7 5 0 0
Rhode Island 2 1 2 1 0 -----
Washington 7 3 5 0 3 3

West Virginia 0 0 0 ----- 0 -----
Wyoming 0 0 0 ----- 0 -----

Other Jurisdictions
Virgin Islands 0 0 0 ----- 0 -----
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Data Collection
The 1998 reading assessment was conducted from January through March
1998, with some makeup sessions in early April. As with all NAEP assessments,
data collection for the 1998 assessment was conducted by a trained field staff.
For the national assessment, this was accomplished by Westat, Inc. staff. In
keeping with the legislative requirements of the state assessment program,
personnel from each of the participating states conducted the state reading
assessments. NAEP’s responsibilities included selecting the sample of schools
and students for each participating state, developing the administration
procedures and manuals, training the personnel who would conduct the
assessment, and conducting an extensive quality assurance program.

Each participating jurisdiction was asked to appoint a state coordinator to
be the liaison between NAEP and participating schools. The state coordinator
was asked to gain the cooperation of selected schools, assist in scheduling,
provide information necessary for sampling, and notify personnel about training.
At the local school level, the administrators — usually school or district staff —
were responsible for attending training, identifying excluded students,
distributing school and teacher questionnaires, notifying sampled students and
their teachers, administering the assessment session, completing the necessary
paperwork, and preparing the materials for shipment.

Westat staff trained assessment administrators within the states in three and
one-half hour sessions that included videotape and practice exercises to provide
uniformity in procedures.

To provide quality control across states, a randomly selected 25 percent of
the state assessment sessions were overseen by quality control monitors who
were trained Westat staff. For nonpublic schools and for states that had not
participated in the previous assessment, the percent of monitored sessions was
50 percent. The identity of the schools to be monitored was not revealed to
state, district, or school personnel until shortly before the assessment was to
commence. The analysis of the results for the unmonitored schools as compared
to the monitored schools yielded no systematic differences that would suggest
different procedures were used. See the forthcoming 1998 NAEP Technical
Report for details and results of this analysis.
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3 These procedures are described more fully below in the section “Weighting and Variance Estimation.” For
additional information about the use of weighting procedures in NAEP, see Johnson, E.G. (1989,
December). Considerations and techniques for the analysis of NAEP data. Journal of Education Statistics,
14(4), 303–334.

Scoring
Materials from the 1998 assessment were shipped to National Computer
Systems, where trained staff evaluated the responses to the constructed-response
questions using scoring rubrics or guides prepared by Educational Testing
Service (ETS). Each constructed-response question had a unique scoring rubric
that defined the criteria used to evaluate students’ responses. The extended
constructed-response questions were evaluated with four-level rubrics, and many
of the short constructed-response questions were rated according to three-level
rubrics that permitted partial credit. Other short constructed-response questions
were scored as either acceptable or unacceptable.

For the national and state reading assessments approximately 3.5 million
constructed responses were scored. This number includes rescoring to monitor
inter-rater reliability and trend reliability. In other words, scoring reliability was
calculated within year (1998) and across years (1994 and 1998). The overall
within-year percentages of agreement for the 1998 national reliability samples
were 91 percent at grade 4, 91 percent at grade 8, and 90 percent at grade 12.
The percentages of agreement across the assessment years for the national inter-
year (1994 to 1998) reliability sample were 90 percent at grade 4, 88 percent at
grade 8, and 86 percent at grade 12.

Data Analysis and IRT Scaling
Subsequent to the professional scoring, all information was transcribed to the
NAEP database at ETS. Each processing activity was conducted with rigorous
quality control. After the assessment information had been compiled in the
database, the data were weighted according to the population structure. The
weighting for the national and state samples reflected the probability of selection
for each student as a result of the sampling design, adjusted for nonresponse.
Through post-stratification, the weighting assured that the representation of
certain subpopulations corresponded to figures from the U.S. Census and the
Current Population Survey.3

Analyses were then conducted to determine the percentages of students
who gave various responses to each cognitive and background question. In
determining these percentages for the cognitive questions, a distinction was
made between missing responses at the end of a block (i.e., missing responses
subsequent to the last question the student answered) and missing responses
prior to the last observed response. Missing responses before the last observed
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response were considered intentional omissions. Missing responses at the end
of the block were considered “not reached” and treated as if the questions had
not been presented to the student. In calculating response percentages for each
question, only students classified as having been presented the question were
included in the denominator of the statistic.

It is standard ETS practice to treat all nonrespondents to the last question in
a block as if they had not reached the question. For multiple-choice and short
constructed response questions, this practice produces a reasonable pattern of
results in that the proportion reaching the last question is not dramatically smaller
than the proportion reaching the next-to-last question. However, for blocks that
ended with extended constructed-response questions, the standard ETS practice
would result in extremely large drops in the proportion of students attempting
the final question. Therefore, for blocks ending with an extended constructed-
response question, students who answered the next-to-last question but did not
respond to the extended constructed-response question were classified as having
intentionally omitted the last question.

Item response theory (IRT) was used to estimate average reading scale
scores for the nation, for various subgroups of interest within the nation, and
for the states and territories. IRT models the probability of answering a question
in a certain way as a mathematical function of proficiency or skill. The main
purpose of IRT analysis is to provide a common scale on which performance can
be compared across groups such as those defined by grades and characteristics,
including gender and race/ethnicity.

The results for 1992, 1994, and 1998 are presented on the NAEP
reading scales. In 1992, a scale ranging from 0 to 500 was created to report
performance for each reading purpose — literary and information at grade 4;
and literary, information, and task at grades 8 and 12. The scales summarize
student performance across all three types of questions in the assessment
(multiple-choice, short constructed-response, and extended constructed-
response). Results from subsequent reading assessments (1994 and 1998)
are reported on these scales.

Each reading scale was initially based on the distribution of student
performance across all three grades in the 1992 national assessment (grades 4,
8, and 12). In that year, the scales had an average of 250 and a standard
deviation of 50. In addition, a composite scale was created as an overall measure
of students’ reading performance. This composite scale is a weighted average of
the three separate scales for the three reading purposes. The weight for each
reading purpose is proportional to the relative importance assigned to the
reading purpose by the specifications developed through the consensus planning
process and given in the framework.
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4 Muraki, E. (1992). A generalized partial credit model: Application of an EM algorithm. Applied
Psychological Measurement, 16(2), 159–176.

5 Donoghue, J.R. (1994). An empirical examination of the IRT information of polytomously scored reading
items under the generalized partial credit model. Journal of Educational Measurement, 31(4), 295–311.

In producing the reading scales, three distinct IRT models were used.
Multiple-choice questions were scaled using the three-parameter logistic (3PL)
model; short constructed-response questions rated as acceptable or unacceptable
were scaled using the two-parameter logistic (2PL) model; and short
constructed-response questions rated according to a three-level rubric, as well
as extended constructed-response questions rated on a four-level rubric, were
scaled using a generalized partial-credit (GPC) model.4  Developed by ETS
and first used in 1992, the GPC model permits the scaling of questions scored
according to multipoint rating schemes. The model takes full advantage of the
information available from each of the student response categories used for
these more complex constructed-response questions.

One natural question about the reading scales concerns the amount of
information contributed by each type of question. Unfortunately, this question
has no simple answer for the NAEP reading assessment, due to the complex
procedures used to form the composite reading scale. The information provided
by a given question is determined by the IRT model used to scale the question.
It is a function of the item parameters and varies by level of reading proficiency.5

Thus, the answer to the query “How much information do the different types
of questions provide?” will differ for each level of reading performance. When
considering the composite reading scale, the answer is even more complicated.
The reading data are scaled separately by the purposes of reading (reading for
literary experience, reading to gain information, and reading to perform a task).
The composite scale is a weighted combination of these subscales. IRT
information functions are only strictly comparable when they are derived from
the same calibration. Because the composite scale is based on three separate
calibrations, there is no direct way to compare the information provided by the
questions on the composite scale.

Because of the pBIB-spiraling design used by NAEP, students do not receive
enough questions about a specific topic to provide reliable information about
individual performance. Traditional test scores for individual students, even
those based on IRT, would lead to misleading estimates of population
characteristics, such as subgroup means and percentages of students at or above
a certain scale score level. Consequently, NAEP constructs sets of plausible
values designed to represent the distribution of performance in the population.
A plausible value for an individual is not a scale score for that individual but may
be regarded as a representative value from the distribution of potential scale
scores for all students in the population with similar characteristics and identical
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patterns of item response. Statistics describing performance on the NAEP
reading scale are based on the plausible values. Under the assumptions of the
scaling models, these population estimates will be consistent, in the sense that
the estimates approach the model-based population values as the sample size
increases, which would not be the case for population estimates obtained by
aggregating optimal estimates of individual performance.6

Item Mapping Procedures
To map items to particular points on the reading proficiency scale, a response
probability convention had to be adopted that would divide those who had
a higher probability of success from those who had a lower probability.
Establishing a response probability convention has an impact on the mapping of
the test items onto the reading scale. A lower boundary convention maps the
reading items at lower points along the scale, and a higher boundary convention
maps the same items at higher points on the scale. The underlying distribution
of reading skills in the population does not change, but the choice of a response
probability convention does have an impact on the proportion of the student
population that is reported as “able to do” the items on the reading scales.

There is no obvious choice of a point along the probability scale that is
clearly superior to any other point. If the convention were set with a boundary
at 50 percent, those above the boundary would be more likely to get an item
right than get it wrong, while those below the boundary would be more likely
to get the item wrong than right. Although this convention has some intuitive
appeal, it was rejected on the grounds that having a 50/50 chance of getting
the item right shows an insufficient degree of mastery. If the convention were
set with a boundary at 80 percent, students above the criterion would have a
high probability of success with an item. However, many students below this
criterion show some level of reading ability that would be ignored by such a
stringent criterion. In particular, those in the range between 50 and 80 percent
correct would be more likely to get the item right than wrong, yet would not
be in the group described as “able to do” the item.

In a compromise between the 50 percent and the 80 percent conventions,
NAEP has adopted two related response probability conventions: 74 percent for
multiple-choice questions (to correct for the possibility of answering correctly
by guessing) and 65 percent for constructed-response questions (where guessing
is not a factor). These probability conventions were established, in part, based

6 For theoretical and empirical justification of the procedures employed, see Mislevy, R.J. (1988).
Randomization-based inferences about latent variables from complex samples. Psychometrika, 56(2),
177–196.
For computational details, see National Assessment of Educational Progress. (1990). Focusing the new
design: NAEP 1988 technical report, and the NAEP 1990 technical report. Princeton, NJ: Educational
Testing Service.



172 READING REPORT CARD  •  APPENDIX A

on an intuitive judgment that they would provide the best picture of students’
reading skills.

Some additional support for the dual conventions adopted by NAEP was
provided by Huynh.7  He examined the IRT information provided by items,
according to the IRT model used in scaling NAEP questions. (“Information”
is used here in a technical sense. See the forthcoming NAEP 1998 Technical
Report for details.) Following Bock,8  Huynh decomposed the item information
into that provided by a correct response [P(θ)*I(θ)] and that provided by an
incorrect response [(1- P(θ)) *I(θ)]. Huynh showed that the item information
provided by a correct response to a constructed-response item is maximized at
the point along the reading scale at which the probability of
a correct response is two thirds (for multiple-choice items, the information
provided by a correct response is maximized at the point at which the
probability of getting the item correct is .74). It should be noted, however, that
maximizing the item information I(θ), rather than the information provided by
a correct response [P(θ)*I(θ)], would imply an item mapping criterion closer to
50 percent.

The results in this report are presented in terms of the composite reading
scale. However, the reading assessment was scaled separately for the three
purposes for reading. (The three purposes for reading specified in the NAEP
framework are described in the Introduction to this report.) The composite is a
weighted combination of the three subscales for purposes for reading. To obtain
item map information presented in this report, a procedure by Donoghue9  was
used. This method models the relation between the item response function for
the subscale and the subscale structure to derive the relationship between the
item score and the composite scale (i.e., an item response function for the
composite scale). This item response function is then used to derive the
probability used in the mapping.

The careful reader may observe that cross-grade items (i.e., items
administered at more than one grade) may map at different points at the
different grades. There are several reasons for this. In 1992, the NAEP reading
scales were initially established as cross-grade scales. The cross-grade scaling was
accomplished by carrying out a concurrent IRT calibration using the 1992 data
from all three grades. In this calibration, cross-grade items were constrained to
have a common item characteristic curve at all three grades. In subsequent
administrations, separate NAEP scalings have been carried out at each grade and

7 Huynh, H. (1994, October). Some technical aspects of standard setting. Paper presented at the Joint
Conference on Standard Setting for Large-Scale Assessment, Washington, DC.

8 Bock, R. D. (1972). Estimating item parameters and latent ability when responses are scored in two or
more latent categories. Psychometrika, 37, 29–51.

9 Donoghue, J. R. (1997, March). Item mapping to a weighted composite scale. Paper presented at the annual
meeting of the American Educational Research Association, Chicago, IL.
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then aligned with the original cross-grade scale. The within-grade scalings
do not explicitly constrain item characteristic curves to be identical across
the grades.

Because of the use of within-grade scaling procedures, items will not
necessarily map to the same scale locations at each grade. Differences can result
from: (1) estimation error — the map location of an item at each grade is a
statistic and, like all statistics, is subject to some degree of sampling error,
and (2) cross-grade differences in how the item functions — the relationship
between performance on a specific item and overall reading performance is not
necessarily identical across grades. (See the forthcoming NAEP 1998 Technical
Report for further details.)

Weighting and Variance Estimation
A complex sample design was used to select the students who were assessed.
The properties of a sample selected through a complex design could be very
different from those of a simple random sample, in which every student in the
target population has an equal chance of selection and in which the observations
from different sampled students can be considered to be statistically independent
of one another. Therefore, the properties of the sample for the complex data
collection design were taken into account during the analysis of the
assessment data.

One way that the properties of the sample design were addressed was by
using sampling weights to account for the fact that the probabilities of selection
were not identical for all students. All population and subpopulation
characteristics based on the assessment data used sampling weights in their
estimation. These weights included adjustments for school and student
nonresponse.

Not only must appropriate estimates of population characteristics be
derived, but appropriate measures of the degree of uncertainty must be obtained
for those statistics. Two components of uncertainty are accounted for in the
variability of statistics based on student ability: (1) the uncertainty due to
sampling only a relatively small number of students, and (2) the uncertainty
due to sampling only a relatively small number of cognitive questions. The first
component accounts for the variability associated with the estimated percentages
of students who had certain background characteristics or who answered a
certain cognitive question correctly.

Because NAEP uses complex sampling procedures, conventional formulas
for estimating sampling variability that assume simple random sampling are
inappropriate. NAEP uses a jackknife replication procedure to estimate standard
errors. The jackknife standard error provides a reasonable measure of
uncertainty for any student information that can be observed without error.
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However, because each student typically responds to only a few questions within
any purpose for reading, the scale score for any single student would be
imprecise. In this case, plausible values methodology can be used to describe
the performance of groups and subgroups of students, but the underlying
imprecision involved in this step adds another component of variability to
statistics based on NAEP scale scores.10  (Appendix B provides the standard
errors for the results presented in this report.)

Typically, when the standard error is based on a small number of students
or when the group of students is enrolled in a small number of schools, the
amount of uncertainty associated with the standard errors may be quite large.
Throughout this report, estimates of standard errors subject to a large degree of
uncertainty are followed by the “!” symbol. In such cases, the standard errors —
and any confidence intervals or significance tests involving these standard errors
— should be interpreted cautiously. Additional details concerning procedures
for identifying such standard errors are discussed in the forthcoming NAEP
1998 Technical Report.

The reader is reminded that, like findings from all surveys, NAEP results are
subject to other kinds of error, including the effects of imperfect adjustment for
student and school nonresponse and unknowable effects associated with the
particular instrumentation and data collection methods. Nonsampling errors can
be attributed to a number of sources — inability to obtain complete information
about all selected schools in the sample (some students or schools refused to
participate, or students participated but answered only certain questions);
ambiguous definitions; differences in interpreting questions; inability or
unwillingness to give correct information; mistakes in recording, coding, or
scoring data; and other errors in collecting, processing, sampling, and
estimating missing data. The extent of nonsampling error is difficult to estimate;
and, because of their nature, the impact of such errors cannot be reflected in the
data-based estimates of uncertainty provided in NAEP reports.

10 For further details, see Johnson, E.G., & Rust, K.F. (1992). Population inferences and variance estimation
for NAEP data. Journal of Educational Statistics, 17(2), 175–190.
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Drawing Inferences from the Results
Because the percentages of students in these subpopulations and their average
scale scores are based on samples rather than on the entire population of fourth,
eighth, or twelfth graders in the nation or a jurisdiction, the numbers reported
are estimates. As such, they are subject to a measure of uncertainty, reflected in
the standard error of the estimate. When the percentages or average scale scores
of certain groups are compared, the standard error should be taken into
account, and observed similarities or differences should not be relied on solely.
Therefore, the comparisons discussed in this report are based on statistical tests
that consider the standard errors of those statistics and the magnitude of the
difference among the averages or percentages.

Using confidence intervals based on the standard errors provides a way to
take into account the uncertainty associated with sample estimates, and to make
inferences about the population averages and percentages in a manner that
reflects that uncertainty. An estimated sample average scale score plus or minus
two standard errors approximates a 95 percent confidence interval for the
corresponding population quantity. This statement means that one can conclude
with approximately a 95 percent level of confidence that the average performance
of the entire population of interest (e.g., all fourth-grade students in public
schools in a jurisdiction) is within plus or minus two standard errors of the
sample average.

As an example, suppose that the average reading scale score of the students
in a particular group was 256 with a standard error of 1.2. A 95 percent
confidence interval for the population quantity would be as follows:

Average 6 2 standard errors
256 6 2 3 1.2

256 6 2.4
(253.6, 258.4)

Thus, one can conclude with a 95 percent level of confidence that the
average scale score for the entire population of students in that group is between
253.6 and 258.4.

Similar confidence intervals can be constructed for percentages, if the
percentages are not extremely large or extremely small. Extreme percentages
should be interpreted with caution. Adding or subtracting the standard
errors associated with extreme percentages could cause the confidence
interval to exceed 100 percent or go below 0 percent, resulting in numbers
that are not meaningful. (The forthcoming NAEP 1998 Technical Report
contains a more complete discussion of extreme percentages.)
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Analyzing Group Differences
in Averages and Percentages
The statistical tests determine whether the evidence, based on the data from
the groups in the sample, is strong enough to conclude that the averages or
percentages are actually different for those groups in the population. If the
evidence is strong (i.e., the difference is statistically significant), the report
describes the group averages or percentages as being different (e.g., one group
performed higher than or lower than another group), regardless of whether
the sample averages or percentages appear to be approximately the same.
Occasionally, if an apparent difference is quite large but not statistically
significant, this report will point out that fact.

The reader is cautioned to rely on the results of the statistical tests rather
than on the apparent magnitude of the difference between sample averages or
percentages when determining whether the sample differences are likely to
represent actual differences among the groups in the population.

To determine whether a real difference exists between the average scale
scores (or percentages of a certain attribute) for two groups in the population,
one needs to obtain an estimate of the degree of uncertainty associated with the
difference between the averages (or percentages) of these groups for the sample.
This estimate of the degree of uncertainty, called the standard error of the
difference between the groups, is obtained by taking the square of each group’s
standard error, summing the squared standard errors, and taking the square root
of that sum.

Standard Error of the Difference = SEA-B = √(SEA
2 + SEB

2)

Similar to how the standard error for an individual group average or
percentage is used, the standard error of the difference can be used to help
determine whether differences among groups in the population are real. The
difference between the averages or percentages of the two groups plus or minus
two standard errors of the difference represents an approximate 95 percent
confidence interval. If the resulting interval includes zero, there is insufficient
evidence to claim a real difference between the groups in the population. If the
interval does not contain zero, the difference between the groups is statistically
significant (different) at the 0.05 level.
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As an example of comparing groups, consider the problem of determining
whether the average reading scale score of Group A is higher than that of Group
B. Suppose that the sample estimates of the average scale scores and standard
errors were as follows:

Group Average Scale Score Standard Error

A 218 0.9

B 216 1.1

11 As was discussed in the section “Weighting and Variance Estimation,” estimates of standard errors subject
to a large degree of uncertainty are designated by the symbol “!”. In such cases, the standard error — and
any confidence intervals or significance tests among these standard errors — should be interpreted with
caution.

The difference between the estimates of the average scale scores of Groups
A and B is two points (218 2 216). The standard error of this difference is

=(0.92 1 1.12) 5 1.4

Thus, an approximate 95 percent confidence interval for this difference is

plus or minus two standard errors of the difference
2 6 2 3 1.4

2 6 2.8
(20.8, 4.8)

The value zero is within the confidence interval; therefore, there is
insufficient evidence to claim that Group A outperformed Group B.

In some cases, the differences between groups were not discussed in this
report. This happened for one of two reasons: (a) if the comparison involved an
extreme percentage (as defined above); or (b) if the standard error for either
group was subject to a large degree of uncertainty (i.e., the coefficient of
variation is greater than 20 percent, denoted by “!” in the tables).11  In either
case, the results of any statistical test involving that group needs to be
interpreted with caution; and so, the results of such tests are not discussed
in this report.
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12 Miller, R.G. (1966). Simultaneous statistical inference. New York: Wiley.
13 Benjamini, Y., & Hochberg, Y. (1995). Controlling the false discovery rate: A practical and powerful

approach to multiple testing. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society, Series B, No. 1., pp 298–300.
14 Williams, V.S.L., Jones, L.V., & Tukey, J.W. (1994, December) Controlling error in multiple comparisons

with special attention to the National Assessment of Educational Progress. Research Triangle Park, NC:
National Institute of Statistical Sciences.

Conducting Multiple Tests
The procedures described in this section and the certainty ascribed to intervals
(e.g., a 95 percent confidence interval) are based on statistical theory that
assumes that only one confidence interval or test of statistical significance is
being performed. However, in Chapter 2 and Chapter 3 of this report, many
different groups are being compared (i.e., multiple sets of confidence intervals
are being analyzed). In sets of confidence intervals, statistical theory indicates
that the certainty associated with the entire set of intervals is less than that
attributable to each individual comparison from the set. To hold the significance
level for the set of comparisons at a particular level (e.g., 0.05), adjustments
(called “multiple comparison procedures”12 ) must be made to the methods
described in the previous section. One such procedure, the False Discovery Rate
(FDR) procedure13  was used to control the certainty level.

Unlike the other multiple comparison procedures (e.g., the Bonferroni
procedure) that control the familywise error rate (i.e., the probability of making
even one false rejection in the set of comparisons), the FDR procedure controls
the expected proportion of falsely rejected hypotheses. Furthermore, familywise
procedures are considered conservative for large families of comparisons.14

Therefore, the FDR procedure is more suitable for multiple comparisons in
NAEP than other procedures. A detailed description of the FDR procedure
appears in the forthcoming NAEP 1998 Technical Report.

The 1998 assessment is the first time NAEP has used the Benjamini-
Hochberg procedure to maintain FDR for all multiple comparisons. Prior to the
1996 assessment, the Bonferroni procedure was used for multiple comparisons.
In 1996, either the Bonferroni or Benjamini-Hochberg FDR procedure was
used, depending on the testing situation. The Benjamini-Hochberg FDR
procedure was used for large numbers of comparisons (i.e., any comparisons
involving all of the states): (a) all pairwise comparisons of the states; (b) all
comparisons of individual states to the national average; and (c) the trend for
each state, which compared the current mean for the state to that state’s mean
in the previous assessment. All other multiple comparisons for the 1996
assessment used the Bonferroni procedure. The 1994 reading assessment
used the Bonferroni procedure exclusively for multiple comparisons.
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NAEP Reporting Groups
In this report, results are provided for groups of students defined by shared
characteristics — region of the country, gender, race or ethnicity, parental
education, school’s type of location, eligibility for the Free/Reduced-Price
School Lunch program, and type of school. Based on participation rate criteria,
results are reported for subpopulations only when sufficient numbers of students
and adequate school representation are present. For public school students, the
minimum requirement is at least 62 students in a particular subgroup from at
least five primary sampling units (PSUs).15  For nonpublic school students, the
minimum requirement is 62 students from at least six different schools for the
state assessment program or from at least five PSUs for the national assessment.
However, the data for all students, regardless of whether their subgroup was
reported separately, were included in computing overall results. Definitions of
the subpopulations referred to in this report are presented below.

Region

Results in NAEP are reported for four regions of the nation: Northeast,
Southeast, Central, and West. Figure A.2 shows how states are subdivided into
these NAEP regions. All 50 states and the District of Columbia are listed.
Territories and the two Department of Defense Educational Activities
jurisdictions are not assigned to any region.

Regional results are based on national assessment samples, not on
aggregated state assessment program samples. Thus, the regional results are
based on a sample that is different and separate from that used to report the
state results.

15 For the national assessment, a PSU is a selected geographic region (a county, group of counties, or
metropolitan statistical area). For the state assessment program, a PSU is most often a single school.
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States included in the four NAEP regions

Figure A.2

Connecticut
Delaware
District of Columbia
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New York
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
Vermont

* Virginia

Alabama
Arkansas
Florida
Georgia
Kentucky
Louisiana
Mississippi
North Carolina
South Carolina
Tennessee

* Virginia
West Virginia

Illinois
Indiana
Iowa
Kansas
Michigan
Minnesota
Missouri
Nebraska
North Dakota
Ohio
South Dakota
Wisconsin

Alaska
Arizona
California
Colorado
Hawaii
Idaho
Montana
Nevada
New Mexico
Oklahoma
Oregon
Texas
Utah
Washington
Wyoming

* Note:  The part of Virginia that is included in the Washington, DC metropolitan area is included in the Northeast region;
the remainder of the state is included in the Southeast region.

Northeast Southeast Central West

Gender

Results are reported separately for males and females.

Race/Ethnicity

The race/ethnicity variable is derived from two questions asked of students and
from school records, and it is used for race/ethnicity subgroup comparisons.
Two questions from the set of general student background questions were used
to determine race/ethnicity:

If you are Hispanic, what is your Hispanic background?

❏ I am not Hispanic

❏ Mexican, Mexican American, or Chicano

❏ Puerto Rican

❏ Cuban

❏ Other Spanish or Hispanic background
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Students who responded to this question by filling in the second, third,
fourth, or fifth oval were considered Hispanic. For students who filled in the
first oval, did not respond to the question, or provided information that was
illegible or could not be classified, responses to the following question were
examined to determine their race/ethnicity.

Which best describes you?

❏ White (not Hispanic)

❏ Black (not Hispanic)

❏ Hispanic (“Hispanic” means someone who is Mexican, Mexican
American, Chicano, Puerto Rican, Cuban, or other Spanish or Hispanic
background)

❏ Asian or Pacific Islander (“Asian or Pacific Islander” means someone
who is from a Chinese, Japanese, Korean, Filipino, Vietnamese, or other
Asian or Pacific Islander background.)

❏ American Indian or Alaskan Native (“American Indian or Alaskan
Native” means someone who is from one of the American Indian tribes
or one of the original people of Alaska.)

❏ Other (specify) ________________________________

Students’ race/ethnicity was then assigned on the basis of their responses.
For students who filled in the sixth oval (“Other”), provided illegible
information or information that could not be classified, or did not respond at
all, race/ethnicity was assigned as determined by school records.

An exception in this definition of race/ethnicity was made for Hawaii (i.e.,
students in Hawaii in the state assessment). Students from Hawaii who specified
Asian or Pacific Islander in response to the question “Which best describes
you?” were categorized in the Asian or Pacific Islander race/ethnicity
classification, no matter what response they gave to the question, “If you are
Hispanic, what is your Hispanic background?”

Race/ethnicity could not be determined for students who did not respond
to either of the demographic questions and whose schools did not provide
information about race/ethnicity.

Details of how race/ethnicity classifications were derived are presented
so that readers can determine how useful the results are for their particular
purposes. Also, some students indicated that they were from a Hispanic
background (e.g., Puerto Rican or Cuban) and that a racial/ethnic category
other than Hispanic best described them. These students were classified as
Hispanic based on the rules described above. Furthermore, information from
the schools did not always correspond to how students described themselves.
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Therefore, the racial/ethnic results presented in this report attempt to
provide a clear picture based on several sources of information.

In the 1992 and 1998 NAEP reading assessments the mutually exclusive
racial/ethnic categories were: White, Black, Hispanic, Asian/Pacific Islander,
and American Indian (including Alaskan native). In the 1994 NAEP reading
assessment, the Asian Pacific/Islander category was divided into separate Asian
and Pacific Islander categories. To make comparisons of performance across all
three assessments, the separate Asian and Pacific Islander categories used in
1994 have been collapsed into a single category to report results.

Parents’ Highest Level of Education

For students in grades 8 and 12, the variable representing the level of parental
education is derived from responses to two questions from the set of general
student background questions. Eighth- and twelfth-grade students were asked
to indicate the extent of their mother’s education with the following question.

How far in school did your mother go?

❏ She did not finish high school.

❏ She graduated from high school.

❏ She had some education after high school.

❏ She graduated from college.

❏ I don’t know.

Eighth- and twelfth-grade students were asked a similar question about their
father’s education level as shown below.

How far in school did your father go?

❏ He did not finish high school.

❏ He graduated from high school.

❏ He had some education after high school.

❏ He graduated from college.

❏ I don’t know.

The information was combined into one parental education reporting
variable determined through the following process. If a student indicated the
extent of education for only one parent, that level was included in the data. If a
student indicated the extent of education for both parents, the higher of the two
levels was included in the data. If a student did not know the level of education
for both parents or did not know the level for one parent and did not respond
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for the other, the parental education level was classified as “I don’t know.”
If the student did not respond for either parent, the student was recorded as
having provided no response. (Nationally, nine percent of eighth graders and
two percent of twelfth graders reported that they did not know the education
level of either of their parents.)

Type of Location

Results are reported for students attending schools in three mutually exclusive
location types: central city, urban fringe/large town, and rural/small town:

Central City: This category includes central cities of all Standard Metropolitan
Statistical Areas (SMSA) as defined by the Office of Management and Budget.
Central City is a geographical term and is not synonymous with “inner city.”

Urban Fringe/Large Town: The urban fringe category includes all densely
settled places and areas within SMSA’s that are classified as urban by the Bureau
of the Census, but which do not qualify as Central City. A Large Town is
defined as a place outside a SMSA with a population greater than or equal
to 25,000.

Rural/Small Town: Rural includes all places and areas with populations of less
than 2,500 that are classified as rural by the Bureau of the Census. A Small
Town is defined as a place outside a SMSA with a population of less than
25,000, but greater than or equal to 2,500.

Eligibility for the Free/Reduced-Price School Lunch Program

Based on available school records, students were classified as either currently
eligible for the free/reduced-price lunch component of the Department of
Agriculture’s National School Lunch Program or not eligible. The classification
applies only to the school year when the assessment was administered (i.e., the
1997–98 school year) and is not based on eligibility in previous years. If school
records were not available, the student was classified as “Information not
available.” If the school did not participate in the program, all students in
that school were classified as “Information not available.”

Type of School

Results are reported by the type of school that the student attends — public
or nonpublic. Nonpublic schools include Catholic and other private schools.
Although Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) schools and Department of Defense
Domestic Dependent Elementary and Secondary Schools (DDESS) are not
included in either the public or nonpublic categories, they are included in the
overall national results. (A separate sample for DDESS was included as a
jurisdiction in the state assessment.)
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Cautions in Interpretations
As described earlier, the NAEP reading scale makes it possible to examine
relationships between students’ performance and various background factors
measured by NAEP. However, a relationship that exists between achievement
and another variable does not reveal its underlying cause, which may be
influenced by a number of other variables. Similarly, the assessments do not
capture the influence of unmeasured variables. The results are most useful when
they are considered in combination with other knowledge about the student
population and the educational system, such as trends in instruction, changes
in the school-age population, and societal demands and expectations.

Grade 12 Participation Rates and Motivation
NAEP has been described as a “low-stakes” assessment. That is, students receive
no individual scores, and their NAEP performance has no effect on their grades,
promotions, or graduation. There has been continued concern that this lack of
consequences affects participation rates of students and schools, as well as the
motivation of students to perform well on NAEP. Of particular concern has
been the performance of twelfth graders, who typically have lower student
participation rates than fourth and eighth graders, and who are more likely to
omit responses compared to the younger cohorts.

Participation Rates

In NAEP, there has been a consistent pattern of lower participation rates for
older students. In the 1994 NAEP assessments, for example, the student
participation rates were 93 percent and 91 percent at grades 4 and 8,
respectively. At the twelfth grade, however, the participation rate was 81
percent. School participation rates (the percentage of sampled schools that
participated in the assessment) have also typically decreased with grade level.
Again citing the 1994 assessments, the school participation rate was 86 percent
for the fourth grade, 86 percent for the eighth grade, and 79 percent for the
twelfth grade.

The effect of participation rates on student performance, however, is
unclear. Students may choose not to participate in NAEP for many reasons, such
as desire to attend regular classes so as not to miss important instruction or fear
of not doing well on NAEP. Similarly, there are a variety of reasons for which
various schools do not participate. The sampling weights and nonresponse
adjustments, described earlier in this appendix, provide an approximate
statistical adjustment for nonparticipation. However, the effect of some school
and student nonparticipation may have some undetermined effect on results.
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Motivation

To the extent that students in the NAEP sample are not trying their hardest,
NAEP results may underestimate student performance. The concern increases
as students get older, and is particularly pronounced for twelfth graders. The
students themselves furnish some evidence about their motivation. As part of
the background questions, students were asked how important it was to do well
on the NAEP reading assessment. They were asked to indicate whether it was
very important, important, somewhat important, or not very important to
them. The percentage of students indicating they thought it was either
important or very important to do well was 86 percent for fourth graders,
58 percent for eighth graders, and 31 percent for twelfth graders.

Several factors may contribute to this pattern. NAEP was administered
in the late winter, when high school seniors often have other things on their
minds. More recently, the addition to NAEP of more constructed-response
questions, which in many instances take longer for the student to answer, may
also have had some effect on twelfth graders completing the assessment. As with
participation rates, however, the combined effect of these and other factors
is unknown.

It is also interesting to note that students who indicated it was very
important for them to do well on NAEP did not have the highest average
scores. In fact, at grades 8 and 12, students who reported it was not very
important to do well also had higher average scores than those who reported
it was very important to do well. These data further cloud the relationship
between motivation and performance on NAEP.

Need for Future Research

More research is needed to delineate the factors that contribute to
nonparticipation and lack of motivation. To that end, NCES plans to
commission a study of high school transcripts to learn more about the academic
performance of twelfth-grade students who do not participate in the assessment.
In addition, NCES is currently investigating how various types of incentives can
be effectively used to increase participation in NAEP.
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APPENDIX B

Standard Errors
The comparisons presented in this report are based on statistical tests that
consider the magnitude of the difference between group averages or percentages
and the standard errors of those statistics. This appendix contains the standard
errors for the estimated averages and percentages in all the tables and figures
throughout this report. Because NAEP scores and percentages are based on
samples rather than the entire population(s), the results are subject to a measure
of uncertainty reflected in the standard errors of the estimates. It can be said
with 95 percent certainty that for each population of interest, the value for the
whole population is within plus or minus two standard errors of the estimate for
the sample.
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Table B1.1

Standard errors for reading scale score percentiles:
1992, 1994, and 1998

0.8 1.6 0.9 1.0 0.9 1.0

1.0 1.6 1.2 1.1 1.1 1.5

0.9 1.6 1.0 1.2 1.0 1.4

0.8 1.8 0.8 0.8 0.6 1.0

0.8 1.4 1.1 0.7 1.1 1.1

0.9 1.1 1.1 0.9 1.0 1.3

0.7 1.3 1.3 0.8 0.9 0.7

0.7 0.9 0.9 0.8 0.9 1.3

0.6 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.6 0.8

Grade 4

1998

1994

1992

Grade 8

1998

1994

1992

Grade 12

1998

1994

1992

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational
Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, and 1998 Reading Assessments.

Average 10th 25th 50th 75th  90th
scale score percentile percentile percentile percentile percentile

Figure B1.1

Standard errors for average reading scale scores for the nation:
1992, 1994, and 1998

1992 1994 1998

Grade 12 0.6 0.7 0.7

Grade 8 0.9 0.8 0.8

Grade 4 0.9 1.0 0.8

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, and 1998
Reading Assessments.
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Table B1.2

Standard errors for percentage of students at or above the reading
achievement levels for the nation: 1992, 1994, and 1998

1998 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.5

1994 1.0 1.0 1.1 0.7

1992 1.1 1.1 1.2 0.6

1998 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.4

1994 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.3

1992 1.0 1.0 1.1 0.3

1998 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.4

1994 0.7 0.7 1.0 0.5

1992 0.6 0.6 0.8 0.3

At or
Below above At or above
Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

Nation

Grade 4

Grade 8

Grade 12

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, and
1998 Reading Assessments.
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Figure B1.3

Standard errors for percentage of students within each
achievement level range for the nation: 1992, 1994, and 1998

1998 0.9 0.7 0.7 0.5

1994 1.0 0.7 0.8 0.7

1992 1.1 0.9 0.9 0.6

1998 0.9 0.8 0.9 0.4

1994 0.9 0.7 0.8 0.3

1992 1.0 0.7 1.0 0.3

1998 0.9 0.8 1.0 0.4

1994 0.7 0.7 0.9 0.5

1992 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.3

Below At At At
Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

Nation

Grade 4

Grade 8

Grade 12

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, and
1998 Reading Assessments.
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Table B1.5

Overall percentage Basic Proficient Advanced
“Essential” or better    208-237*   238-267*   268 and above*

1.4 3.2 2.9 4.2

* NAEP Reading composite scale range.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 Reading Assessment.

Grade 4 Percentage “Essential” or better within
achievement level intervals

* NAEP Reading composite scale range.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 Reading Assessment.

Table B1.4

Overall percentage Basic Proficient Advanced
correct 208-237* 238-267* 268 and above*

1.5 2.9 3.1 3.9

Grade 4
Percentage correct within

achievement level intervals

Table B1.3

Overall percentage Basic Proficient Advanced
“Acceptable” 208-237* 238-267* 268 and above*

1.6 2.5 2.4 2.5

Percentage “Acceptable” within
achievement level intervals

* NAEP Reading composite scale range.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 Reading Assessment.

Grade 4

Standard errors for sample response percentages

Grade 4
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Table B1.6

Overall percentage Basic Proficient Advanced
correct 243-280* 281-322* 323 and above*

1.3 2.2 2.3 - - -

* NAEP Reading composite scale range.
 - - - Standard error estimates cannot be accurately determined
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 Reading Assessment.

Grade 8 Percentage correct within
achievement level intervals

Table B1.7

Table B1.8

Overall percentage Basic Proficient Advanced
“Acceptable” 243-280* 281-322* 323 and above*

1.3 1.8 3.3 - - -

Grade 8 Percentage “Acceptable” within
achievement level intervals

  Overall percentage   Basic   Proficient   Advanced
 “Essential” or better   243-280*   281-322*   323 and above*

0.9 1.4 2.3 - - -

Grade 8
Percentage “Essential” or better within

achievement level intervals

* NAEP Reading composite scale range.
 - - - Standard error estimates cannot be accurately determined
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 Reading Assessment.

* NAEP Reading composite scale range.
 - - - Standard error estimates cannot be accurately determined
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 Reading Assessment.

Standard errors for sample response percentages

Grade 8
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Overall percentage Basic Proficient Advanced
correct 265-301* 302-345* 346 and above*

1.3 2.7 2.2 4.1

* NAEP Reading composite scale range.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 Reading Assessment.

Grade 12
Percentage correct within

achievement level intervals
Table B1.9

Overall percentage Basic Proficient Advanced
“Acceptable” 265-301* 302-345* 346 and above*

1.5 2.2 2.5 5.1

* NAEP Reading composite scale range.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 Reading Assessment.

Grade 12
Percentage “Acceptable” within

achievement level intervals
Table B1.10

Overall percentage Basic Proficient Advanced
“Acceptable” 265-301* 302-345* 346 and above*

1.2 2.9 2.8 8.2

* NAEP Reading composite scale range.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 Reading Assessment.

Grade 12
Percentage “Acceptable” within

achievement level intervals
Table B1.11

Standard errors for sample response percentages

Grade 12
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Figure B2.1

Standard errors for average reading scale scores by gender:
1992, 1994, and 1998

1992 1994 1998

Grade 12 0.7 0.8 1.0

Grade 8 1.1 1.0 0.9

Grade 4 1.2 1.3 1.1

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, and 1998
Reading Assessments.

Male

1992 1994 1998

Grade 12 0.7 0.8 0.7

Grade 8 1.0 1.0 0.9

Grade 4 1.0 1.1 0.7

Female
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Figure B2.2

Standard errors for average reading scale scores by race/ethnicity:
1992, 1994, and 1998

1992 1994 1998

Grade 12 0.6 0.7 0.7

Grade 8 1.2 1.0 0.9

Grade 4 1.2 1.3 0.8

White

1992 1994 1998

Grade 12 1.4 1.6 1.7

Grade 8 1.6 1.7 1.5

Grade 4 1.6 1.7 1.7

Black

NOTE: The separate Asian and Pacific Islander response categories in 1994 were combined to allow for comparisons
across assessments.
- - - Standard error estimates cannot be accurately determined
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994,
and 1998 Reading Assessments.

1992 1994 1998

Grade 12 2.3 1.5 1.5

Grade 8 1.4 1.4 2.1

Grade 4 2.1 2.6 1.8

1992 1994 1998

Grade 12 3.2 1.9 3.3

Grade 8 3.0 3.5 3.7

Grade 4 3.3 4.4 2.7

Hispanic

Asian/Pacific Islander

1992 1994 1998

Grade 12 - - - 5.3 5.4

Grade 8 3.7 4.2 4.7

Grade 4 4.6 3.4 3.1

American Indian
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Table B2.1

Standard errors for differences in average reading scale scores
by race/ethnicity and by gender: 1992, 1994, and 1998

Race/ethnicity Gender

White – Black White – Hispanic Female – Male

1992 1994 1998 1992 1994 1998 1992 1994 1998

2.0 2.1 1.9 2.4 2.9 2.0 1.6 1.7 1.3

1.9 2.0 1.7 1.8 1.7 2.3 1.5 1.4 1.3

1.6 1.8 1.9 2.4 1.6 1.7 1.0 1.2 1.2

Grade 4

Grade 8

Grade 12

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1992, 1994, and 1998 Reading Assessments.

(Difference)(Difference)(Difference)
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Figure B2.3

Standard errors for average reading scale scores by parents’
highest education level: 1992, 1994, and 1998

1992 1994 1998

Grade 12 0.8 1.0 0.7

Grade 8 1.0 0.9 0.9

Graduated from college

NOTE: Due to significant changes in the wording of the parent
education question in 1998 for Grade 4 students, the results for these
students are not reported.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994,
and 1998 Reading Assessments.

1992 1994 1998

Grade 12 0.8 1.3 1.1

Grade 8 1.4 1.2 1.3

1992 1994 1998

Grade 12 1.4 1.5 1.7

Grade 8 1.4 1.9 1.8

Graduated from high school

Did not finish high school

1992 1994 1998

Grade 12 2.8 2.7 2.8

Grade 8 2.0 1.6 1.9

I don’t know

1992 1994 1998

Grade 12 0.8 1.0 1.0

Grade 8 1.1 1.3 1.3

Some education after high school
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Figure B2.4

Standard errors for average reading scale scores by region:
1992, 1994, and 1998

1992 1994 1998

Grade 12 1.1 1.7 1.7

Grade 8 1.7 2.3 1.6

Grade 4 3.6 2.1 1.4

Northeast

1992 1994 1998

Grade 12 1.1 1.2 1.7

Grade 8 1.7 1.7 1.4

Grade 4 2.3 2.0 1.3

Southeast

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994,
and 1998 Reading Assessments.

1992 1994 1998

Grade 12 1.1 1.2 1.2

Grade 8 2.2 1.7 1.9

Grade 4 1.4 2.4 2.0

1992 1994 1998

Grade 12 1.5 1.4 1.2

Grade 8 1.2 1.2 1.7

Grade 4 1.4 2.0 1.9

Central

West
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Figure B2.5

Standard errors for average reading scale scores by type of location:
1992, 1994, and 1998

1992 1994 1998

Grade 12 1.5 1.1 1.6

Grade 8 1.6 1.6 1.6

Grade 4 1.3 2.1 1.7

Central city

1992 1994 1998

Grade 12 0.9 1.1 1.2

Grade 8 1.3 1.2 1.3

Grade 4 1.9 1.8 1.6

Urban fringe/large town

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994,
and 1998 Reading Assessments.

1992 1994 1998

Grade 12 1.4 1.4 1.3

Grade 8 2.4 1.7 1.5

Grade 4 2.4 1.8 1.3

Rural/small town

Table B2.2

Standard errors for average reading scale scores by free/reduced-price
lunch program eligibility: 1998

Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 12

Eligible 1.2 1.3 1.2

Not eligible 0.9 1.0 0.8

Information 2.8 2.2 1.8
not available

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 Reading
Assessment.
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Figure B2.6

Standard errors for average reading scale scores by type of school:
1992, 1994, and 1998

Nonpublic: Catholic

Other nonpublic

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994,
and 1998 Reading Assessments.

1992 1994 1998

Grade 12 1.5 2.4 2.0

Grade 8 1.9 1.3 1.6

Grade 4 2.2 3.3 2.5

1992 1994 1998

Grade 12 2.9 2.2 4.6

Grade 8 3.0 2.4 3.7

Grade 4 2.9 3.7 4.5

1992 1994 1998

Grade 12 0.7 0.7 0.8

Grade 8 1.0 0.8 0.8

Grade 4 1.0 1.1 0.8

Public

1992 1994 1998

Grade 12 1.3 1.9 1.7

Grade 8 2.0 1.4 1.6

Grade 4 1.7 2.5 2.3

Nonpublic
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Table B3.1

Standard errors for percentage of students at or above reading achievement levels by
gender: 1992, 1994, and 1998

Male 1.6 1.6 1.4 0.7

Female 1.3 1.3 1.4 0.8

Male 1.3 1.3 1.2 0.2

Female 1.1 1.1 1.4 0.6

Male 1.0 1.0 1.1 0.4

Female 0.7 0.7 1.3 0.4

At or
Below above At or above
Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

Grade 4

Grade 8

1.4 1.4 1.3 0.8

1.2 1.2 1.5 0.9

1.1 1.1 1.1 0.3

1.1 1.1 1.3 0.5

1.1 1.1 1.1 0.3

1.0 1.0 1.1 0.9

At or
Below above At or above
Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

Grade 4

Grade 8

At or
Below above At or above
Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

Grade 4

Grade 8

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, and 1998 Reading Assessments.

Grade 12 Grade 12 Grade 12

1992 19981994

1.4 1.4 1.2 0.6

1.0 1.0 1.0 0.6

1.2 1.2 1.0 0.3

0.8 0.8 1.2 0.5

1.2 1.2 1.2 0.4

1.0 1.0 1.0 0.6
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Figure B3.1

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

Grade 4

Grade 12

1998

Below At At At
Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

Standard errors for percentage of students within each
reading achievement level range by gender: 1998

1.4 1.0 0.9 0.6

1.0 1.1 0.9 0.6

1.2 0.9 1.0 0.3

0.8 1.1 1.0 0.5

1.2 1.2 1.2 0.4

1.0 0.9 1.2 0.6

Grade 8

Male

Female

Male

Female

Male

Female
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Table B3.2

Standard Errors for percentage of students at or above reading achievement levels by
race/ethnicity: 1992, 1994, and 1998

1.3 1.3 1.7 0.9

2.3 2.3 1.4 0.4

2.2 2.2 1.8 0.8

4.8 4.8 4.7 1.8

6.6 6.6 4.5 2.1

1.1 1.1 1.5 0.5

1.8 1.8 1.1 - - -

2.2 2.2 1.3 0.3

3.2 3.2 4.0 2.6

5.0 5.0 7.3 - - -

0.7 0.7 1.0 0.4

2.3 2.3 1.5 0.3

2.5 2.5 3.2 0.7

3.4 3.4 4.4 1.6

- - - - - - - - - - - -

At or
Below above At or above
Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

Grade 4

Grade 8

Grade 12

- - - Standard error estimates cannot be accurately determined.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, and 1998 Reading Assessments.

White

Black

Hispanic

Asian/Pacific Islander

American Indian

Grade 4

Grade 8

Grade 12

1.1 1.1 1.1 0.7

1.7 1.7 1.0 0.5

1.9 1.9 1.2 0.4

4.2 4.2 3.9 2.9

5.5 5.5 3.8 1.2

0.9 0.9 1.2 0.5

2.4 2.4 1.2 0.3

2.4 2.4 1.2 0.2

4.3 4.3 4.9 1.2

6.2 6.2 5.5 - - -

0.8 0.8 1.1 0.5

2.5 2.5 1.6 0.3

1.9 1.9 1.4 0.7

3.3 3.3 3.2 1.5

7.3 7.3 8.4 - - -

Grade 4

Grade 8

Grade 12

1.2 1.2 1.4 0.9

2.5 2.5 1.0 0.4

2.6 2.6 1.6 0.6

3.9 3.9 5.5 4.9

4.4 4.4 3.8 2.1

1.1 1.1 1.3 0.4

1.9 1.9 1.2 0.3

1.6 1.6 1.5 0.3

4.4 4.4 4.7 1.7

5.6 5.6 5.6 - - -

0.7 0.7 1.1 0.7

2.2 2.2 1.5 0.2

2.4 2.4 1.8 0.5

2.3 2.3 2.4 1.1

6.5 6.5 6.7 - - -

At or
Below above At or above
Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

At or
Below above At or above
Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

1992 1994 1998

White

Black

Hispanic

Asian/Pacific Islander

American Indian

White

Black

Hispanic

Asian/Pacific Islander

American Indian
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White

Black

Hispanic

Asian/Pacific Islander

American Indian

White

Black

Hispanic

Asian/Pacific Islander

American Indian

White

Black

Hispanic

Asian/Pacific Islander

American Indian

Figure B3.2

- - - Standard error cannot be accurately determined.

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

Grade 4

1998

Below At At At
Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

Standard errors for percentage of students within each
reading achievement level range by race/ethnicity: 1998

1.1 0.8 0.9 0.7

1.7 1.6 1.0 0.5

1.9 1.5 1.2 0.4

4.2 4.7 3.4 2.9

5.5 5.2 4.5 1.2

0.9 0.8 1.1 0.5

2.4 2.4 1.1 0.3

2.4 2.1 1.2 0.2

4.3 4.3 4.3 1.2

6.2 5.9 5.6 - - -

0.8 1.0 1.2 0.5

2.5 1.7 1.5 0.3

1.9 1.8 1.6 0.7

3.3 3.1 2.6 1.5

7.3 9.6 6.8 - - -

Grade 8

Grade 12
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Graduated
from college

Some education
after high school

Graduated
from high school

Did not finish
high school

I don’t know

Graduated
from college

Some education
after high school

Graduated
from high school

Did not finish
high school

I don’t know

Table B3.3

Standard errors for percentage of students at or above reading achievement levels by parents’ highest
education level: 1992, 1994, and 1998

1998

Grade 8

Grade 12

1.0 1.0 1.4 0.7

1.5 1.5 1.4 0.7

1.8 1.8 1.5 0.3

2.2 2.2 1.9 0.3

2.6 2.6 2.0 - - -

0.7 0.7 1.3 0.6

1.0 1.0 1.4 0.5

1.2 1.2 1.4 0.3

2.2 2.2 2.1 - - -

4.9 4.9 2.0 - - -

Grade 8

Grade 12

1.0 1.0 1.2 0.5

1.5 1.5 1.5 0.6

1.7 1.7 1.6 0.4

3.0 3.0 1.8 - - -

2.5 2.5 1.3 - - -

0.7 0.7 1.4 1.1

1.3 1.3 1.4 0.5

1.7 1.7 1.7 0.5

2.5 2.5 1.5 0.4

3.3 3.3 2.3 - - -

Grade 8

Grade 12

1994

At or
Below above At or above
Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

At or
Below above At or above
Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

1992

At or
Below above At or above
Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

0.9 0.9 1.3 0.6

1.4 1.4 2.0 0.6

2.0 2.0 1.3 0.4

2.5 2.5 1.5 - - -

2.3 2.3 1.3 - - -

1.0 1.0 1.1 0.6

1.0 1.0 1.6 0.6

1.6 1.6 1.3 0.4

2.6 2.6 1.6 0.6

3.0 3.0 1.6 - - -

- - - Standard error estimate cannot be accurately determined.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, and 1998 Reading Assessments.
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Figure B3.3

- - - Standard error estimate cannot be accurately determined.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Reading Assessment.

Graduated
from college

Some education
after high school

Graduated
from high school

Did not finish
high school

I don’t know

Graduated
from college

Some education
after high school

Graduated
from high school

Did not finish
high school

I don’t know

Grade 8

Grade 12

0.9 1.3 1.1 0.6

1.4 1.9 1.7 0.6

2.0 1.8 1.4 0.4

2.5 2.6 1.5 - - -

2.3 2.1 1.3 - - -

1.0 1.1 1.3 0.6

1.0 1.4 1.8 0.6

1.6 1.8 1.3 0.4

2.6 2.7 1.7 0.6

3.0 2.8 1.6 - - -

1998

Below At At At
Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

Standard errors for percentage of students within each reading
achievement level range by parents’ highest education level: 1998
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Grade 4

Grade 8

Grade 12

Table B3.4

Standard errors for percentage of students at or above reading achievement levels
by region: 1992, 1994, and 1998

At or
Below above At or above
Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, and 1998 Reading Assessments.

Northeast

Southeast

Central

West

Northeast

Southeast

Central

West

Northeast

Southeast

Central

West

Grade 4

Grade 8

Grade 12

Grade 4

Grade 8

Grade 12

1992

At or
Below above At or above
Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

1994

At or
Below above At or above
Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

1998

3.6 3.6 4.3 2.4

3.1 3.1 2.6 1.0

1.7 1.7 2.1 1.1

1.7 1.7 1.7 0.7

2.2 2.2 2.1 0.6

1.8 1.8 2.5 0.5

2.3 2.3 2.4 0.7

1.5 1.5 1.5 0.6

1.5 1.5 1.7 0.6

1.4 1.4 1.4 0.4

1.1 1.1 1.7 0.5

1.5 1.5 2.5 0.6

2.1 2.1 2.4 1.4

2.3 2.3 2.1 0.9

2.6 2.6 2.5 1.1

2.1 2.1 1.8 0.8

2.2 2.2 2.7 0.8

1.9 1.9 1.4 0.4

1.7 1.7 2.2 0.7

1.3 1.3 1.3 0.4

1.7 1.7 1.9 1.0

1.2 1.2 2.0 0.6

1.5 1.5 1.6 0.6

1.3 1.3 1.9 1.1

1.7 1.7 1.7 1.2

1.6 1.6 1.4 0.7

2.2 2.2 1.9 0.9

2.3 2.3 2.0 0.8

1.3 1.3 1.9 1.1

1.8 1.8 1.7 0.5

2.2 2.2 2.1 0.7

1.8 1.8 1.8 0.3

1.7 1.7 2.6 0.8

2.0 2.0 2.0 0.6

1.2 1.2 1.3 0.8

1.5 1.5 1.5 0.5
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Figure B3.4

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

Grade 4

1998

Below At At At
Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

Standard errors for percentage of students within each
reading achievement level range by region: 1998

Northeast

Southeast

Central

West

Northeast

Southeast

Central

West

Northeast

Southeast

Central

West

Grade 8

Grade 12

1.7 1.3 1.3 1.2

1.6 1.2 1.0 0.7

2.2 1.1 1.5 0.9

2.3 1.9 1.5 0.8

1.3 1.6 1.8 1.1

1.8 1.7 1.6 0.5

2.2 1.8 1.9 0.7

1.8 1.3 1.8 0.3

1.7 1.9 2.3 0.8

2.0 1.4 1.8 0.6

1.2 1.3 1.4 0.8

1.5 1.0 1.5 0.5
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Table B3.5

Standard errors for percentage of students at or above reading achievement levels
by type of  location: 1992, 1994, and 1998

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, and 1998 Reading Assessments.

Central city
Urban fringe/

large town
Rural/

small town

Central city
Urban fringe/

large town
Rural/

small town

Central city
Urban fringe/

large town
Rural/

small town

Grade 4

Grade 12

Grade 8

Grade 4

Grade 12

Grade 8

Grade 4

Grade 12

Grade 8

199819941992

At or
Below above At or above
Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

At or
Below above At or above
Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

At or
Below above At or above
Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

1.8 1.8 1.2 0.6

2.2 2.2 2.4 1.1

2.5 2.5 2.7 1.6

1.8 1.8 1.6 0.4

1.5 1.5 1.5 0.5

2.6 2.6 2.7 0.7

1.4 1.4 2.3 0.5

1.0 1.0 1.4 0.4

1.4 1.4 2.0 0.6

2.5 2.5 1.8 1.0

1.6 1.6 1.9 1.1

2.5 2.5 1.9 0.7

1.6 1.6 1.4 0.6

1.4 1.4 1.4 0.3

1.8 1.8 2.1 0.6

1.2 1.2 1.5 0.7

1.2 1.2 1.4 0.8

1.4 1.4 1.8 0.5

2.0 2.0 1.6 0.7

1.8 1.8 1.6 0.9

1.7 1.7 2.1 0.8

1.7 1.7 1.5 0.5

1.5 1.5 1.6 0.6

1.8 1.8 1.7 0.5

1.5 1.5 1.9 0.7

1.3 1.3 1.5 0.5

1.6 1.6 1.6 0.8
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Figure B3.5

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

Grade 4

1998

Below At At At
Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

Standard errors for percentage of students within each
reading achievement level range by type of location: 1998

Grade 8

Grade 12

Central city
Urban fringe/

large town
Rural/

small town

Central city
Urban fringe/

large town
Rural/

small town

Central city
Urban fringe/

large town
Rural/

small town

2.0 1.4 1.2 0.7

1.8 1.1 1.6 0.9

1.7 1.9 1.8 0.8

1.7 1.3 1.3 0.5

1.5 1.2 1.5 0.6

1.8 1.4 1.4 0.5

1.5 1.0 1.6 0.7

1.3 1.4 1.4 0.5

1.6 1.3 1.7 0.8
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Table B3.6

Standard errors for percentage of students at or above reading
achievement levels by  free/reduced-price lunch program eligibility: 1998

1.4 1.4 1.2 0.4

1.2 1.2 1.3 0.9

2.7 2.7 3.8 1.6

1.6 1.6 1.0 - - -

1.0 1.0 1.4 0.6

2.6 2.6 2.6 0.7

2.0 2.0 1.1 0.4

0.9 0.9 1.1 0.5

1.7 1.7 2.0 0.9

At or
Below above At or above
Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

Grade 4

Grade 8

Grade 12

- - - Standard error estimates cannot be accurately determined.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics,
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Reading Assessment.

Eligible

Not eligible
Information

not available

Eligible

Not eligible
Information

not available

Eligible

Not eligible
Information

not available

1998
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Figure B3.6

Standard errors for percentage of students within each reading
achievement level range by  free/reduced-price lunch program eligibility: 1998

1.4 1.4 1.1 0.4

1.2 1.2 1.0 0.9

2.7 2.4 3.1 1.6

1.6 1.6 1.1 - - -

1.0 1.0 1.3 0.6

2.6 1.8 2.2 0.7

2.0 1.8 1.1 0.4

0.9 0.9 1.2 0.5

1.7 1.5 1.9 0.9

Below At At At
Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

Grade 4

Grade 8

Grade 12

- - - Standard error estimate cannot be accurately determined.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics,
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Reading Assessment.

Eligible

Not eligible
Information

not available

Eligible

Not eligible
Information

not available

Eligible

Not eligible
Information

not available

1998



REA
D

IN
G

 REPO
RT C

A
RD  •  A

PPEN
D

IX B
2

1
3

Table B3.7

Standard errors for percentage of students at or above reading achieve-
ment levels by type of school: 1992, 1994, and 1998

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, and 1998 Reading Assessments.

Public

Nonpublic
Nonpublic:

Catholic
Other

nonpublic

Grade 4

Grade 8

Grade 12

Grade 4

Grade 8

Grade 12

Grade 4

Grade 8

Grade 12

199819941992

At or
Below above At or above
Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

At or
Below above At or above
Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

At or
Below above At or above
Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

1.1 1.1 1.3 0.6

1.9 1.9 2.4 1.3

2.7 2.7 2.7 1.5

2.7 2.7 4.4 2.9

1.1 1.1 1.1 0.3

1.5 1.5 3.2 1.3

1.6 1.6 2.8 1.0

2.5 2.5 4.4 2.6

0.7 0.7 0.9 0.3

0.8 0.8 2.2 0.7

0.9 0.9 2.6 0.7

2.2 2.2 3.8 1.8

1.1 1.1 1.2 0.7

2.4 2.4 3.0 1.8

3.2 3.2 3.9 2.2

4.2 4.2 4.0 2.9

0.9 0.9 0.9 0.3

1.3 1.3 2.3 0.8

1.3 1.3 2.1 1.1

2.1 2.1 3.9 1.4

0.7 0.7 1.0 0.5

1.7 1.7 2.7 0.9

2.2 2.2 3.7 1.1

2.0 2.0 3.1 1.5

1.0 1.0 0.9 0.5

2.6 2.6 2.9 1.5

2.9 2.9 3.3 1.7

4.6 4.6 5.0 2.9

0.9 0.9 0.9 0.4

1.8 1.8 2.4 0.8

1.2 1.2 2.6 1.1

4.0 4.0 5.0 1.2

1.0 1.0 1.1 0.4

1.8 1.8 2.4 0.9

2.0 2.0 2.8 1.3

4.3 4.3 6.0 2.2

Public

Nonpublic
Nonpublic:

Catholic
Other

nonpublic

Public

Nonpublic
Nonpublic:

Catholic
Other

nonpublic
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Public

Nonpublic
Nonpublic:

Catholic
Other

nonpublic

Public

Nonpublic
Nonpublic:

Catholic
Other

nonpublic

Public

Nonpublic
Nonpublic:

Catholic
Other

nonpublic

Figure B3.7

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

Grade 4

1998

Below At At At
Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

Standard errors for percentage of students within each
reading achievement level range by type of school: 1998

1.0 0.8 0.8 0.5

2.6 2.1 2.1 1.5

2.9 2.5 2.5 1.7

4.6 3.0 3.6 2.9

0.9 0.7 0.8 0.4

1.8 1.8 2.2 0.8

1.2 2.4 2.2 1.1

4.0 2.4 4.7 1.2

1.0 0.9 1.1 0.4

1.8 1.5 2.1 0.9

2.0 1.6 2.4 1.3

4.3 3.8 5.1 2.2

Grade 8

Grade 12
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Figure B4.1

Standard errors for percentage of students who reported reading
“11 or more pages” each day for school and for homework: 1992,
1994, and 1998

1992 1994 1998

Grade 4 1.2 1.1 1.1

Grade 8 0.7 1.0 0.8

Grade 12 0.9 1.1 0.9

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994,
and 1998 Reading Assessments.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, and
1998 Reading Assessments.

Standard errors for students’ reports on the number of pages read
each day in school and for homework: 1992, 1994, and 1998

11 or more pages
Percentage
Scale score
Percentage at or

above Proficient

6 to 10 pages
Percentage
Scale score
Percentage at or

above Proficient

5 or fewer pages
Percentage
Scale score
Percentage at or

above Proficient

1.2 1.1 1.1 0.7 1.0 0.8 0.9 1.1 0.9
1.1 1.3 0.8 1.2 1.2 0.9 0.8 1.0 0.7
1.6 1.5 1.0 1.9 1.5 1.4 1.2 1.7 1.2

0.7 0.7 0.6 0.6 0.5 0.6 0.4 0.6 0.4
1.3 1.3 1.3 1.0 1.0 1.1 0.9 1.1 1.0
1.9 1.6 1.5 1.6 1.2 1.5 1.3 1.5 1.6

1.0 0.8 0.8 0.7 1.0 0.7 0.7 0.8 0.7
1.4 1.2 1.3 1.4 1.1 1.1 0.8 0.9 1.2
1.5 1.4 1.3 1.4 1.3 1.1 1.3 1.1 1.3

1992 1994 1998 1992 1994 1998 1992 1994 1998

Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 12
Pages read for school
and homework

Table B4.1
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Less than weekly
Percentage
Scale score
Percentage at or

above Proficient

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, and 1998 Reading Assessments.

Standard errors for students’ reports on how frequently teachers ask
them to explain their understanding and discuss various interpretations
of what they read in school: 1992, 1994, and 1998

Less than weekly
Percentage
Scale score
Percentage at or

above Proficient

Almost every day
Percentage
Scale score
Percentage at or

above Proficient

0.5 0.7 0.7 0.8 0.9 0.7
1.3 1.3 1.1 1.0 1.2 0.9
1.6 1.8 1.4 1.3 1.7 1.6

0.7 0.7 0.7 0.6 0.6 0.6
1.3 1.0 0.9 0.6 1.0 0.9
1.5 1.5 1.2 1.1 1.7 1.2

0.7 1.0 0.8 0.7 0.8 0.7
1.2 1.1 0.9 0.9 1.1 1.1
1.3 1.0 1.1 1.3 1.5 1.3

Once or twice a week
Percentage
Scale score
Percentage at or

above Proficient

1992 1994 1998 1992 1994 1998

Grade 8 Grade 12
Explain your understanding
of what you have read

Discuss interpretations of
what you have read
Almost every day

Percentage
Scale score
Percentage at or

above Proficient

Once or twice a week
Percentage
Scale score
Percentage at or

above Proficient

Table B4.2

0.5 0.7 0.5 0.8 0.9 0.7
1.5 1.6 1.1 0.9 1.4 0.9
1.7 1.9 1.7 1.2 2.1 1.3

0.6 0.7 0.6 0.6 0.5 0.5
1.0 1.0 1.0 0.8 0.9 0.8
1.2 1.9 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.1

0.7 0.9 0.8 0.9 0.9 0.7
1.2 0.9 0.8 0.9 0.9 0.9
1.5 1.1 1.1 1.2 1.2 1.2
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Figure B4.2a

Standard errors for percentage of students who reported being asked
to explain their understanding of what they read “At least once a week”:
1992, 1994, and 1998

1992 1994 1998

Grade 8 0.7 1.0 0.8

Grade 12 0.7 0.8 0.7

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994,
and 1998 Reading Assessments.

Figure B4.2b

Standard errors for percentage of students who reported being asked
to discuss interpretations of what they read “At least once a week”:
1992, 1994, and 1998

1992 1994 1998

Grade 8 0.7 0.9 0.8

Grade 12 0.9 0.9 0.7

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994,
and 1998 Reading Assessments.
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Standard errors for students’ reports on the frequency with which
they write long answers to questions on tests or assignments that
involved reading: 1992, 1994, and 1998

Table B4.3

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, and
1998 Reading Assessments.

1.0 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.9 0.8 0.9 0.9 0.8
1.1 1.0 0.8 1.0 1.0 1.1 0.8 1.1 1.0
1.5 1.4 1.0 1.3 1.2 1.4 1.1 1.7 1.3

0.8 0.7 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.6
1.2 1.4 1.0 1.1 0.9 0.7 0.8 0.9 1.0
1.9 1.6 1.3 1.4 1.2 1.1 1.1 1.2 1.3

0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.6 0.4 0.5 0.5 0.5
2.2 2.2 1.8 1.7 1.5 1.6 1.4 1.6 1.2
2.5 2.4 2.4 2.7 1.7 1.9 2.0 2.0 1.7

0.5 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.2 0.4 0.2 0.2
2.1 2.8 2.1 2.2 1.9 2.7 2.6 2.4 2.6
2.0 2.5 1.9 2.1 1.8 2.6 2.7 2.0 2.5

1992 1994 1998 1992 1994 1998 1992 1994 1998

Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 12

Never/hardly ever
Percentage
Scale score
Percentage at or

above Proficient

Once/twice a year
Percentage
Scale score
Percentage at or

above Proficient

At least once a week
Percentage
Scale score
Percentage at or

above Proficient

Once/twice a month
Percentage
Scale score
Percentage at or

above Proficient
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SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, and
1998 Reading Assessments.

Standard errors for students’ reports on the frequency with which
their teachers give them time to read books of their own choosing:
1992, 1994, and 1998

Less than weekly
Percentage
Scale score
Percentage at or

above Proficient

Almost every day
Percentage
Scale score
Percentage at or

above Proficient

1.3 1.1 0.9 0.9 1.2 1.2 0.3 0.4 0.6
1.1 1.0 0.8 1.4 1.2 1.0 2.4 2.5 2.3
1.5 1.3 1.1 1.8 1.5 1.5 2.8 2.3 3.4

1.0 0.8 0.7 1.0 1.1 1.1 0.4 0.6 0.5
1.5 1.5 1.1 1.3 1.2 1.0 1.5 1.6 2.1
1.9 1.7 1.5 1.3 1.7 1.4 1.9 2.3 2.4

0.8 0.7 0.7 1.3 1.8 1.4 0.5 0.8 0.8
1.4 2.0 2.1 1.2 1.1 1.0 0.6 0.8 0.7
2.1 2.2 1.9 1.5 1.2 1.3 0.9 1.1 0.9

Once/twice a week
Percentage
Scale score
Percentage at or

above Proficient

1992 1994 1998 1992 1994 1998 1992 1994 1998

Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 12

Table B4.4

Figure B4.3

Standard errors for percentage of students who reported writing long
answers to questions on tests or assignments that involved reading
“At least once a week”: 1992, 1994, and 1998

1992 1994 1998

Grade 4 1.0 0.8 0.8

Grade 8 0.8 0.9 0.8

Grade 12 0.9 0.9 0.8

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994,
and 1998 Reading Assessments.
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Figure B4.4

Standard errors for percentage of students who reported being given
time to read books of their own choosing “Almost every day”: 1992,
1994, and 1998

1992 1994 1998

Grade 4 1.3 1.1 0.9

Grade 8 0.9 1.2 1.2

Grade 12 0.3 0.4 0.6

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994,
and 1998 Reading Assessments.
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Standard errors for students’ reports on the frequency with which
they discuss their studies at home and talk about their reading with
family or friends: 1992, 1994, and 1998

Table B4.5

Once/twice a month
Percentage
Scale score
Percentage at or

above Proficient

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, and
1998 Reading Assessments.

Never/hardly ever
Percentage
Scale score
Percentage at or

above Proficient

Once/twice a month
Percentage
Scale score
Percentage at or

above Proficient

Almost every day
Percentage
Scale score
Percentage at or

above Proficient

0.8 0.8 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.6 0.5 0.6 0.5
1.0 1.0 0.8 1.0 0.9 1.0 0.9 1.0 1.0
1.4 1.2 1.3 1.6 1.3 1.5 1.5 1.6 1.4

0.7 0.5 0.6 0.4 0.6 0.6 0.5 0.6 0.6
1.5 1.7 1.3 1.0 0.9 1.0 0.7 1.1 0.9
2.0 1.7 1.6 1.1 1.4 1.3 1.3 1.5 1.3

0.3 0.4 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4
1.8 2.3 2.2 2.0 2.2 1.3 1.0 1.0 1.2
3.7 3.3 2.7 2.4 2.6 1.7 2.0 1.6 1.8

0.6 0.5 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.5 0.6 0.5
1.5 1.7 1.3 1.4 1.2 1.2 1.1 1.1 1.3
1.4 1.2 1.5 1.4 1.1 1.2 1.4 1.4 1.4

Once/twice a week
Percentage
Scale score
Percentage at or

above Proficient

1992 1994 1998 1992 1994 1998 1992 1994 1998

Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 12
Discuss studies
at home

Talk about reading with
family and friends

Never/hardly ever
Percentage
Scale score
Percentage at or

above Proficient

Almost every day
Percentage
Scale score
Percentage at or

above Proficient

0.6 0.6 0.5 0.6 0.4 0.3 0.5 0.4 0.5
1.4 1.3 1.2 1.3 1.6 1.6 1.1 1.3 1.2
1.8 1.5 1.4 2.0 2.3 2.0 1.9 1.6 1.7

0.9 0.6 0.7 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.5 0.6 0.5
1.1 1.2 1.0 1.1 1.0 1.1 0.7 1.0 0.9
1.9 1.7 1.5 1.7 1.5 1.6 1.1 1.5 1.4

0.6 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.6 0.5 0.5 0.6 0.5
1.6 2.1 1.5 1.2 1.2 0.8 0.8 0.8 1.0
2.0 2.2 2.1 1.7 1.6 1.4 1.3 1.4 1.6

0.8 0.6 0.7 0.7 0.6 0.7 0.4 0.6 0.4
1.4 1.6 1.3 1.2 0.9 1.0 1.0 1.1 1.2
1.8 1.7 1.7 1.1 0.9 1.0 1.3 1.2 1.5

Once/twice a week
Percentage
Scale score
Percentage at or

above Proficient
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Figure B4.5a

Standard errors for percentage of students who reported discussing
their studies at home “Almost every day”: 1992, 1994, and 1998

1992 1994 1998

Grade 4 0.8 0.8 0.6

Grade 8 0.7 0.8 0.6

Grade 12 0.5 0.6 0.5

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994,
and 1998 Reading Assessments.

Figure B4.5b

Standard errors for percentage of students who reported talking
about their reading with family or friends “Almost every day”:
1992, 1994, and 1998

1992 1994 1998

Grade 4 0.6 0.6 0.5

Grade 8 0.6 0.4 0.3

Grade 12 0.5 0.4 0.5

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994,
and 1998 Reading Assessments.
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Figure B4.6

Standard errors for percentage of students who reported watching
“One hour or less” of television each day: 1992, 1994, and 1998

1992 1994 1998

Grade 4 0.8 0.7 0.7

Grade 8 0.5 0.4 0.6

Grade 12 0.8 0.5 0.7

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994,
and 1998 Reading Assessments.

One hour or less
Percentage
Scale score
Percentage at or

above Proficient

Two to three hours
Percentage
Scale score
Percentage at or

above Proficient

Six hours or more
Percentage
Scale score
Percentage at or

above Proficient

Four to five hours
Percentage
Scale score
Percentage at or

above Proficient

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, and
1998 Reading Assessments.

Standard errors for students’ reports on the amount of time spent
watching television each day: 1992, 1994, and 1998

0.7 0.7 0.6 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.3
1.5 1.4 1.5 1.6 1.4 1.2 1.7 1.7 2.5
1.5 1.2 1.1 1.7 1.0 1.4 2.2 2.2 1.8

0.8 0.7 0.7 0.5 0.6 0.5 0.4 0.6 0.4
1.3 1.7 1.4 1.2 1.0 1.1 0.9 1.1 1.1
1.5 1.9 1.8 1.2 1.2 1.3 1.2 1.3 1.4

0.8 0.7 0.9 0.5 0.8 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6
1.0 1.1 0.9 1.1 1.0 0.9 0.7 0.7 0.8
1.6 1.4 1.2 1.5 1.4 1.2 1.0 1.1 1.2

0.8 0.7 0.7 0.5 0.4 0.6 0.8 0.5 0.7
1.6 1.9 1.3 1.5 1.7 1.8 1.0 1.0 1.0
2.2 2.2 1.8 2.3 2.2 2.2 1.6 1.7 1.4

1992 1994 1998 1992 1994 1998 1992 1994 1998

Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 12

Table B4.6
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Standard errors for average grade 4 scale scores for the states
for public schools only: 1992, 1994, and 1998

Table B5.1

1992 1994 1998

Nation 1.0 1.1 0.8
States

Alabama 1.7 1.5 1.8
Arizona 1.2 1.9 2.0

Arkansas 1.2 1.7 1.5
   California † 2.0 1.8 3.2

Colorado 1.1 1.3 1.3
Connecticut 1.3 1.6 1.9

Delaware 0.6 1.1 1.3
Florida 1.2 1.7 1.5

Georgia 1.5 2.4 1.6
Hawaii 1.7 1.7 1.8

Iowa † 1.1 1.3 1.2
Kansas † ------- ------- 1.5

Kentucky 1.3 1.6 1.5
Louisiana 1.2 1.3 1.5

Maine 1.1 1.3 1.2
Maryland 1.6 1.5 1.6

Massachusetts † 0.9 1.3 1.4
Michigan 1.5 ------- 1.7

Minnesota † 1.2 1.4 1.5
Mississippi 1.3 1.6 1.5

Missouri 1.2 1.5 1.7
Montana † ------- 1.4 1.7
Nevada ------- ------- 1.4

New Hampshire † 1.2 1.5 1.3
New Mexico 1.5 1.7 2.0

New York † 1.4 1.4 1.6
North Carolina 1.1 1.5 1.3

Oklahoma 0.9 ------- 1.1
Oregon ------- ------- 1.6

Rhode Island 1.8 1.3 1.7
South Carolina 1.3 1.4 1.3

Tennessee 1.4 1.7 1.5
Texas 1.6 1.9 2.1
Utah 1.1 1.3 1.3

Virginia 1.4 1.5 1.3
Washington ------- 1.5 1.3

West Virginia 1.3 1.1 1.5
Wisconsin † 1.0 1.1 1.2
Wyoming 1.1 1.2 1.6

Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia 0.8 0.9 1.4

DDESS ------- ------- 1.3
DoDDS ------- 0.9 1.1

Virgin Islands 1.7 ------- 1.9

------- Indicates jurisdiction did not participate.
†  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).
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1992, 1994, and 1998 Reading Assessments.
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Standard errors for average grade 8 scale scores for the states
for public schools only: 1998

Table B5.2

1998

Nation 0.8
States

Alabama 1.4
Arizona 1.2

Arkansas 1.3
California † 1.7
Colorado 1.1

Connecticut 1.1
Delaware 1.3

Florida 1.7
Georgia 1.4
Hawaii 1.3
Kansas † 1.2

Kentucky 1.3
Louisiana 1.5

Maine 1.2
Maryland † 1.8

Massachusetts 1.6
Minnesota † 1.3
Mississippi 1.4

Missouri 1.3
Montana † 1.1
Nevada 1.1

New Mexico 1.2
New York † 1.6

North Carolina 1.1
Oklahoma 1.3

Oregon 1.5
Rhode Island 1.0

South Carolina 1.3
Tennessee 1.3

Texas 1.5
Utah 1.1

Virginia 1.1
Washington 1.3

West Virginia 1.2
Wisconsin † 1.6
Wyoming 1.3

Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia 2.0

DDESS 3.3
DoDDS 1.0

Virgin Islands 2.9

†  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).
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Reading Assessment.
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Standard errors for percentage of grade 4 students at or above the
Proficient level for public schools only: 1992, 1994, and 1998

Table B5.3

1992 1994 1998

Nation 1.3 1.2 0.9
States

Alabama 1.5 1.3 1.8
Arizona 1.2 1.5 1.4

Arkansas 1.2 1.4 1.5
California† 1.7 1.3 1.9
Colorado 1.4 1.5 1.8

Connecticut 1.4 1.6 2.5
Delaware 1.1 1.1 1.2

Florida 1.1 1.5 1.2
Georgia 1.5 2.0 1.9
Hawaii 1.5 1.4 1.0

Iowa† 1.6 1.5 1.6
Kansas† ------- ------- 1.7

Kentucky 1.6 1.9 1.7
Louisiana 1.1 1.2 1.3

Maine 1.7 1.5 1.6
Maryland 1.2 1.4 1.8

Massachusetts† 1.5 1.7 1.8
Michigan 2.0 ------- 1.5

Minnesota† 1.5 1.4 1.7
Mississippi 0.9 1.3 1.2

Missouri 1.5 1.6 1.5
Montana† ------- 1.5 2.2
Nevada ------- ------- 1.3

New Hampshire† 1.6 1.6 1.8
New Mexico 1.7 1.5 1.4

New York† 1.3 1.5 1.7
North Carolina 1.3 1.7 1.4

Oklahoma 1.3 ------- 1.3
Oregon ------- ------- 1.5

Rhode Island 1.7 1.4 1.6
South Carolina 1.4 1.3 1.2

Tennessee 1.5 1.5 1.4
Texas 1.8 1.8 2.1
Utah 1.6 1.6 1.6

Virginia 1.6 1.7 1.6
Washington         ------- 1.2 1.4

West Virginia 1.4 1.4 1.6
Wisconsin† 1.3 1.6 1.5
Wyoming 1.5 1.4 1.9

Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia 0.6 0.7 1.1

DDESS ------- ------- 1.8
DoDDS ------- 1.1 1.3

Virgin Islands 0.6 ------- 1.2

------- Indicates jurisdiction did not participate.
†  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).
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1992, 1994, and 1998 Reading Assessments.
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Standard errors for percentage of grade 8 students at or above
the Proficient level for public schools only: 1998

Table B5.4

1998

Nation 0.9
States

Alabama 1.5
Arizona 1.4

Arkansas 1.3
California † 1.7
Colorado 1.5

Connecticut 1.5
Delaware 1.5

Florida 1.6
Georgia 1.6
Hawaii 0.9
Kansas † 1.4

Kentucky 1.8
Louisiana 1.4

Maine 1.7
Maryland † 2.0

Massachusetts 2.1
Minnesota † 1.9
Mississippi 1.1

Missouri 1.5
Montana † 1.4
Nevada 1.2

New Mexico 1.4
New York † 2.3

North Carolina 1.5
Oklahoma 1.6

Oregon 2.0
Rhode Island 1.1

South Carolina 1.1
Tennessee 1.6

Texas 1.9
Utah 1.2

Virginia 1.6
Washington 1.6

West Virginia 1.2
Wisconsin † 2.1
Wyoming 1.6

Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia 1.2

DDESS 3.7
DoDDS 2.0

Virgin Islands 2.6

†  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).
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Reading Assessment.
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Standard errors for average grade 4 scale scores and percentage
of students at or above the Proficient level by gender for public
schools only: 1998

Table B5.5

Male Female

Nation 1.2 1.3 0.8 1.1
States

Alabama 1.8 1.8 2.1 2.8
Arizona 2.2 1.8 2.3 1.9

Arkansas 1.8 1.9 1.7 1.7
California† 3.6 2.3 3.3 2.1
Colorado 1.7 2.0 1.5 2.1

Connecticut 2.0 2.7 2.0 2.9
Delaware 1.5 1.5 1.9 2.1

Florida 1.9 1.3 1.7 1.6
Georgia 1.9 2.1 1.7 2.0
Hawaii 2.5 1.3 1.8 1.5

Iowa† 1.5 1.9 1.4 2.1
Kansas† 1.6 2.0 1.6 2.4

Kentucky 1.8 2.0 1.6 2.2
Louisiana 1.8 1.6 1.6 1.9

Maine 1.4 2.4 1.5 2.3
Maryland 2.0 2.1 1.6 2.2

Massachusetts† 1.6 2.2 1.7 2.4
Michigan 1.9 1.7 1.8 2.3

Minnesota† 1.9 1.9 1.5 2.2
Mississippi 1.8 1.1 1.5 1.8

Missouri 2.0 1.7 1.6 2.1
Montana† 2.0 3.5 2.7 4.2
Nevada 1.6 1.7 1.9 2.1

New Hampshire† 1.8 2.3 1.5 2.2
New Mexico 2.0 1.8 2.6 1.7

New York† 1.7 1.9 2.0 2.2
North Carolina 1.7 1.6 1.7 2.0

Oklahoma 1.2 2.2 1.5 2.2
Oregon 1.8 1.6 1.9 1.9

Rhode Island 2.3 2.7 2.3 2.3
South Carolina 1.5 1.7 1.6 1.6

Tennessee 1.7 1.6 1.8 1.7
Texas 2.3 2.3 2.1 2.4
Utah 1.8 2.1 1.5 2.1

Virginia 1.8 2.1 1.4 1.8
Washington 1.5 1.7 1.6 1.8

West Virginia 1.8 2.0 1.8 2.2
Wisconsin† 1.8 2.2 1.3 2.2
Wyoming 2.0 2.1 1.8 2.6

Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia 1.8 1.1 2.1 1.7

DDESS 1.5 2.3 1.5 1.6
DoDDS 1.4 1.9 1.3 1.7

Virgin Islands 5.0 1.7 2.1 1.6

Average
scale
score

Percentage
at or above
Proficient

Average
scale
score

Percentage
at or above
Proficient

†  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).
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Reading Assessment.
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Standard errors for average grade 8 scale scores and percentage of
students at or above the Proficient level by gender for public
schools only: 1998

Table B5.6

Male Female

Nation 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.3
States

Alabama 1.5 1.6 1.4 1.8
Arizona 1.5 2.2 1.3 1.8

Arkansas 1.7 2.1 1.6 2.0
California † 1.7 2.1 2.1 1.9
Colorado 1.2 1.6 1.4 1.9

Connecticut 1.4 1.9 1.3 1.9
Delaware 1.9 2.5 1.6 1.9

Florida 2.1 1.9 1.8 2.1
Georgia 1.7 1.8 1.5 2.0
Hawaii 1.7 1.6 1.4 1.3
Kansas † 1.4 2.1 1.5 2.2

Kentucky 1.9 2.1 1.5 2.4
Louisiana 2.0 1.6 1.3 1.7

Maine 1.7 2.1 1.5 2.5
Maryland † 2.1 2.1 2.0 2.3

Massachusetts 1.9 2.4 1.7 2.5
Minnesota † 1.6 2.2 1.4 2.3
Mississippi 1.9 1.2 1.4 1.7

Missouri 1.7 1.8 1.2 1.7
Montana † 1.7 2.4 1.7 2.3
Nevada 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.8

New Mexico 1.5 1.9 1.5 2.3
New York † 1.7 2.5 1.7 2.5

North Carolina 1.5 2.1 1.2 1.9
Oklahoma 1.8 2.7 1.3 2.4

Oregon 1.8 1.9 1.5 2.5
Rhode Island 1.7 1.8 1.1 1.7

South Carolina 1.6 1.5 1.5 1.5
Tennessee 1.6 1.7 1.5 2.1

Texas 1.6 1.8 1.7 2.5
Utah 1.2 1.3 1.2 1.7

Virginia 1.3 1.9 1.4 1.9
Washington 1.6 2.1 1.4 2.3

West Virginia 1.8 1.6 1.1 1.8
Wisconsin  † 1.9 2.2 1.6 2.6
Wyoming 1.5 1.4 1.7 2.7

Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia 3.1 1.8 2.1 2.2

DDESS 5.7 5.5 3.3 4.7
DoDDS 1.5 2.4 1.3 3.0

Virgin Islands 3.2 2.8 3.4 2.9

Average
scale
score

Percentage
at or above
Proficient

Average
scale
score

Percentage
at or above
Proficient

†  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).
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Reading Assessment.
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Standard errors for average grade 4 scale scores and percentage
of students at or above the Proficient level by race/ethnicity for public
schools only: 1998

Table B5.7

White Black Hispanic Asian/Pacific Isl. American Indian
Average

scale
score

Percentage
at or above
Proficient

Average
scale
score

Percentage
at or above
Proficient

Average
scale
score

Percentage
at or above
Proficient

Average
scale
score

Percentage
at or above
Proficient

Average
scale
score

Percentage
at or above
Proficient

Nation 0.9 1.2 1.8 1.0 1.9 1.3 2.8 4.4 3.2 3.8
States

Alabama 2.0 2.6 2.0 1.5 4.5 3.0    ***    ***    ***    ***
Arizona 1.4 2.1 3.8 3.3 3.7 1.1    ***    *** 4.3 3.8

Arkansas 1.3 1.9 2.4 1.4 5.3 3.5    ***    ***    ***    ***
California † 2.6 2.9 4.6 2.2 5.2 1.6 5.1 4.1    ***    ***
Colorado 1.3 2.1 4.4 4.1 2.1 2.1 6.8 8.5    ***    ***

Connecticut 1.7 2.5 3.1 2.9 3.9 2.6 4.3 8.8    ***    ***
Delaware 1.5 1.9 1.9 2.1 3.8 2.8    ***    ***    ***    ***

Florida 1.8 1.7 2.2 1.4 3.0 2.6    ***    ***    ***    ***
Georgia 2.0 3.0 2.0 1.3 4.2 3.3    ***    ***    ***    ***
Hawaii 2.3 2.2 4.6 3.6 3.5 2.3 2.3 1.4 5.6 3.9

Iowa † 1.2 1.8 4.1 2.5 2.7 5.3    ***    ***    ***    ***
Kansas † 1.5 2.3 3.7 2.7 3.7 3.9    ***    *** 5.3 5.4

Kentucky 1.5 1.7 3.0 2.7 5.1 4.4    ***    ***    ***    ***
Louisiana 1.3 2.3 2.0 1.0 4.1 3.5    ***    ***    ***    ***

Maine 1.2 1.7    ***    *** 6.2 7.6    ***    ***    ***    ***
Maryland 1.7 2.7 2.4 1.4 4.1 4.3 5.4 7.9    ***    ***

Massachusetts † 1.3 2.3 3.2 4.0 3.3 3.2 5.5 6.1    ***    ***
Michigan 1.3 1.7 3.9 2.3 4.8 2.6    ***    ***    ***    ***

Minnesota † 1.5 1.9 4.7 3.0 5.6 3.8 10.1 9.4    ***    ***
Mississippi 1.8 1.6 1.9 1.4 3.4 2.5    ***    ***    ***    ***

Missouri 1.4 1.7 3.6 2.1 4.5 3.2    ***    ***    ***    ***
Montana † 1.6 2.5    ***    *** 6.2 5.5    ***    *** 3.9 4.7
Nevada 1.4 1.8 3.1 1.9 2.0 1.8 3.6 6.1 5.8 4.5

New Hampshire † 1.3 1.7    ***    *** 5.2 5.2    ***    ***    ***    ***
New Mexico 1.8 2.4 7.1 3.6 1.7 1.4    ***    *** 8.6 2.5

New York † 1.2 1.8 2.8 1.9 2.8 1.9 5.2 10.0    ***    ***
North Carolina 1.4 1.8 2.0 1.6 3.2 3.2    ***    ***    ***    ***

Oklahoma 1.1 2.0 5.0 2.6 2.5 2.5    ***    *** 2.4 3.6
Oregon 1.6 1.6 5.2 4.8 3.4 2.1 5.3 5.5 4.1 4.2

Rhode Island 1.4 1.8 3.6 2.4 5.1 2.0 6.4 5.9    ***    ***
South Carolina 1.5 1.8 1.7 1.5 3.9 3.0    ***    ***    ***    ***

Tennessee 1.6 1.6 2.4 2.0 6.1 3.9    ***    ***    ***    ***
Texas 1.9 3.0 3.5 2.0 2.7 1.4    ***    ***    ***    ***
Utah 1.2 1.6    ***    *** 3.0 2.4 6.5 5.8 7.2 6.2

Virginia 1.5 2.2 1.8 2.0 4.2 3.6 4.3 6.7    ***    ***
Washington 1.4 1.7 4.4 4.6 3.4 2.9 3.2 4.4 4.5 3.6

West Virginia 1.4 1.7 3.0 2.5 5.1 3.5    ***    ***    ***    ***
Wisconsin † 1.1 1.8 2.5 2.4 2.7 3.4    ***    ***    ***    ***
Wyoming 1.9 2.2    ***    *** 3.2 2.8    ***    *** 6.9 4.1

Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia 5.9 5.7 1.6 1.3 4.3 1.7    ***    ***    ***    ***

DDESS 2.3 2.0 1.9 2.0 3.6 3.9 6.6 7.8    ***    ***
DoDDS 1.5 2.3 3.6 4.8 4.2 3.9 2.8 3.4 3.9 5.7

Virgin Islands    ***    *** 2.0 1.5 4.1 1.7    ***    ***    ***    ***

*** Standard error estimates cannot be accurately determined.
†  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).
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 Reading Assessment.
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Standard errors for average grade 8 scale scores and percentage of
students at or above the Proficient level by race/ethnicity for public
schools only: 1998

Table B5.8

White Black Hispanic Asian/Pacific Isl. American Indian
Average

scale
score

Percentage
at or above
Proficient

Average
scale
score

Percentage
at or above
Proficient

Average
scale
score

Percentage
at or above
Proficient

Average
scale
score

Percentage
at or above
Proficient

Average
scale
score

Percentage
at or above
Proficient

Nation 0.9 1.2 1.6 1.3 2.1 1.3 4.0 5.3 4.8 5.9
States

Alabama 1.4 1.8 1.8 1.4 5.7 5.0    ***    ***    ***    ***
Arizona 1.1 1.8 3.3 4.0 1.5 1.5    ***    *** 4.3 4.1

Arkansas 1.4 1.6 2.1 1.6 5.8 4.9    ***    ***    ***    ***
California † 1.9 3.1 3.6 3.6 2.0 1.4 3.2 4.3    ***    ***
Colorado 1.0 1.9 3.8 2.8 2.0 1.8 4.5 6.1    ***    ***

Connecticut 1.0 1.6 2.7 2.6 2.3 3.2 4.4 6.9    ***    ***
Delaware 1.3 2.2 2.6 2.1 5.9 4.4    ***    ***    ***    ***

Florida 1.6 2.4 2.3 1.4 3.6 2.1 3.7 7.2    ***    ***
Georgia 1.7 2.5 1.8 1.2 3.5 4.2    ***    ***    ***    ***
Hawaii 2.2 3.5 8.3 6.4 3.0 3.0 1.2 1.0    ***    ***
Kansas† 1.1 2.0 7.7 9.1 5.2 5.6    ***    ***    ***    ***

Kentucky 1.2 1.8 4.6 3.0    ***    ***    ***    ***    ***    ***
Louisiana 1.4 2.0 1.9 1.4 6.6 3.5    ***    ***    ***    ***

Maine 1.2 1.9    ***    ***    ***    ***    ***    ***    ***    ***
Maryland † 2.1 2.6 1.8 1.6 4.1 4.4 4.1 6.9    ***    ***

Massachusetts 1.5 2.4 3.4 4.0 3.3 3.1 5.7 7.2    ***    ***
Minnesota † 1.1 2.0 4.8 4.4 5.4 5.6 5.5 6.2    ***    ***
Mississippi 1.2 2.0 1.8 1.1 6.4 2.7    ***    ***    ***    ***

Missouri 1.3 1.6 2.7 2.2    ***    ***    ***    ***    ***    ***
Montana† 1.1 1.6    ***    *** 6.2 7.2    ***    *** 4.7 4.2
Nevada 1.0 1.6 4.8 2.4 2.4 2.0 3.2 6.1    ***    ***

New Mexico 1.5 2.3    ***    *** 1.8 1.4    ***    *** 4.4 3.7
New York † 1.4 2.7 2.5 2.5 2.2 2.2 6.5 8.6    ***    ***

North Carolina 1.3 1.8 1.6 2.1 5.9 4.3    ***    *** 2.6 5.4
Oklahoma 1.3 2.1 2.7 3.5 2.7 3.8    ***    *** 2.5 4.4

Oregon 1.4 2.3    ***    *** 3.4 3.0 3.7 8.2 3.9 3.7
Rhode Island 0.8 1.5 4.8 5.4 4.1 2.2 4.3 4.8    ***    ***

South Carolina 1.1 1.5 2.0 1.2 4.6 4.1    ***    ***    ***    ***
Tennessee 1.3 1.9 2.3 1.5 5.6 4.2    ***    ***    ***    ***

Texas 1.6 2.4 3.1 3.5 2.1 1.9 4.2 5.1    ***    ***
Utah 1.0 1.2    ***    *** 3.8 4.4 5.3 7.1    ***    ***

Virginia 1.2 1.8 1.6 2.0 5.2 5.0 4.8 7.6    ***    ***
Washington 1.4 2.1 3.9 6.0 3.1 3.4 3.7 5.2 4.5 3.9

West Virginia 1.2 1.2 3.7 4.5    ***    ***    ***    ***    ***    ***
Wisconsin † 1.3 2.1 7.0 3.3 4.7 5.2    ***    ***    ***    ***
Wyoming 1.3 1.6    ***    *** 4.5 3.4    ***    *** 3.7 4.1

Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia 6.6 7.0 1.8 1.2 8.3 6.3    ***    ***    ***    ***

DDESS 3.1 3.7 6.7 5.9 4.5 6.9    ***    ***    ***    ***
DoDDS 2.0 4.0 2.0 2.4 2.6 3.0 2.7 4.1    ***    ***

Virgin Islands    ***    *** 4.2 3.1 6.0 3.4    ***    ***    ***    ***

*** Standard error estimates cannot be accurately determined.
     †  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).
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Reading Assessment.
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Standard errors for average grade 4 scale scores and percentage of stu-
dents at or above the Proficient level by free/reduced-price lunch pro-
gram eligibility for public schools only: 1998

Table B5.9

Eligible Not eligible
Average

scale
score

Percentage
at or above
Proficient

Average
scale
score

Percentage
at or above
Proficient

*** Standard error cannot be accurately determined.
† 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).
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Reading Assessment.

Nation 1.2 1.2 1.0 1.3
States

Alabama 1.7 1.4 2.0 2.5
Arizona 3.3 1.1 1.9 2.4

Arkansas 1.9 1.5 1.6 2.3
California† 4.4 1.2 2.7 3.4
Colorado 2.0 2.8 1.3 2.0

Connecticut 2.3 1.9 1.9 2.7
Delaware 2.1 1.6 1.5 1.7

Florida 1.8 1.0 1.5 1.9
Georgia 2.0 1.1 2.0 3.1
Hawaii 2.4 1.0 1.4 1.3

Iowa† 1.8 1.8 1.2 1.9
Kansas† 2.7 2.4 1.5 2.2

Kentucky 1.7 1.9 1.5 2.1
Louisiana 1.8 1.2 1.8 2.9

Maine 2.0 2.6 1.2 1.8
Maryland 2.1 1.7 2.1 2.3

Massachusetts† 2.1 2.4 1.3 2.2
Michigan 2.6 1.9 1.3 1.8

Minnesota† 2.4 1.7 1.5 1.8
Mississippi 1.5 0.9 1.9 2.1

Missouri 2.7 1.9 1.7 2.1
Montana† 2.5 3.0 1.6 2.6
Nevada 1.9 1.1 1.4 1.8

New Hampshire† 2.7 2.5 1.3 2.1
New Mexico 2.5 1.3 2.8 2.6

New York† 1.9 1.4 1.3 2.0
North Carolina 1.7 1.4 1.4 1.9

Oklahoma 1.6 1.8 1.0 1.9
Oregon 2.4 1.6 1.4 1.6

Rhode Island 2.7 1.7 1.2 1.8
South Carolina 1.5 1.2 1.4 1.7

Tennessee 2.0 1.4 1.5 2.0
Texas 2.5 1.4 1.8 2.8
Utah 2.2 2.3 1.5 1.8

Virginia 1.8 1.9 1.5 2.2
Washington 2.1 1.7 1.3 1.8

West Virginia 1.5 1.7 1.6 2.2
Wisconsin† 1.7 2.1 1.1 2.0
Wyoming 2.1 2.1 2.0 2.2

Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia 1.5 1.0 4.0 5.1

DDESS 1.9 2.9 2.8 2.7
DoDDS 5.0 6.7 2.5 3.9

Virgin Islands 2.1 1.5    ***    ***
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Standard errors for average grade 8 scale scores and percentage of
students at or above the Proficient level by free/reduced-price lunch
program eligibility for public schools only: 1998

Table B5.10

Eligible Not eligible
Average

scale
score

Percentage
at or above
Proficient

Average
scale
score

Percentage
at or above
Proficient

Nation 1.3 1.0 1.0 1.4
States

Alabama 1.6 1.1 1.4 2.1
Arizona 1.5 1.7 1.4 2.0

Arkansas 1.7 1.7 1.4 1.5
California† 1.7 1.2 1.9 2.8
Colorado 2.7 1.9 1.0 1.9

Connecticut 2.4 2.5 1.1 1.7
Delaware 2.3 1.9 1.1 2.2

Florida 2.6 1.5 1.6 2.0
Georgia 2.0 1.5 1.6 2.4
Hawaii 2.0 1.3 1.3 1.5
Kansas† 2.3 2.5 1.0 1.9

Kentucky 1.6 1.9 1.5 2.3
Louisiana 2.0 1.1 1.6 2.5

Maine 2.1 3.2 1.2 2.0
Maryland†            2.2 1.6 1.8 2.4

Massachusetts 2.1 2.0 1.4 2.3
Minnesota† 2.7 2.8 1.3 2.0
Mississippi 1.6 1.1 1.4 2.0

Missouri 1.9 1.5 1.3 1.7
Montana† 1.8 2.4 1.2 2.1
Nevada 2.9 1.9 1.0 1.7

New Mexico 2.2 1.9 1.5 2.2
New York† 1.9 2.5 1.8 2.7

North Carolina 1.6 1.9 1.3 1.8
Oklahoma 1.6 2.0 1.5 2.2

Oregon 2.2 2.1 1.4 2.3
Rhode Island 2.2 1.7 0.9 1.5

South Carolina 2.1 1.4 1.0 1.5
Tennessee 1.8 2.3 1.5 2.2

Texas 2.1 1.5 1.5 2.5
Utah 2.4 3.0 1.2 1.4

Virginia 1.8 1.9 1.1 1.8
Washington 1.9 1.6 1.5 2.0

West Virginia 1.6 1.8 1.3 1.6
Wisconsin† 3.5 2.3 1.5 2.4
Wyoming 2.4 2.7 1.3 1.7

Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia 2.3 1.8 3.1 2.9

DDESS 5.6 5.9 2.5 3.1
DoDDS 5.8 7.2 2.6 5.2

Virgin Islands 3.8 2.8    ***    ***

*** Standard error cannot be accurately determined.
† 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).
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Reading Assessment.
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Sample Texts and Questions
from the 1998 NAEP
Reading Assessment
This appendix presents the reading passages from the 1998 NAEP reading
assessment that have been released for publication in this report. Also included
here are additional sample questions and student responses to supplement those
presented in Chapter 1 of this report. For each question, the reading purpose
and reading stance being addressed is indicated. For multiple-choice questions,
the correct answer is marked. For constructed-response questions, a summary of
scoring criteria used to rate students is provided. The sample student responses
have been reproduced from assessment test booklets to illustrate representative
answers that demonstrated at least adequate comprehension. The rating assigned
to each sample response is indicated.
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Sample Text - Grade 4
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What is the most interesting thing you learned from this passage
about blue crabs?

Reading Purpose: To Gain Information       Reading Stance: Personal Response

Overall percentage Basic Proficient Advanced
“Acceptable” 208-237* 238-267* 268 and above*

82 (1.4) 87 (2.8) 93 (1.5) 95 (2.3)Grade 4

Sample Acceptable Response:

Responses scored Acceptable provided a specific detail about blue crabs that the respondent
learned from reading the article.

Responses to this question were scored
Unacceptable or Acceptable

Informative Article:
Blue Crabs

Questions:

Percentage “Acceptable” within
achievement level intervals

Sample Questions and Student Responses - Grade 4

* NAEP Reading composite scale range.
The standard errors of the estimated percentages appear in parentheses.
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Just after molting, how does a blue crab increase its size?

HA. Its body absorbs water.
B. It drops off its legs and grows new ones.
C. Its shell grows the way human bones do.
D. It eats large quantities of food.

Reading Purpose: To Gain Information     Reading Stance: Developing an Interpretation

Overall percentage Basic Proficient Advanced
correct 208-237* 238-267* 268 and above*

53 (1.5) 52 (3.0) 72 (3.9) 86 (4.3)Grade 4

Percentage correct within
achievement level intervals

* NAEP Reading composite scale range.
The standard errors of the estimated percentages appear in parentheses.
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Describe the appearance of a female blue crab that is carrying eggs.

Reading Purpose: To Gain Information     Reading Stance: Developing an Interpretation

Overall percentage Basic Proficient Advanced
“Acceptable” 208-237* 238-267* 268 and above*

33 (1.3) 29 (2.8) 54 (3.5) 79 (4.7)

* NAEP Reading composite scale range.
The standard errors of the estimated percentages appear in parentheses.

Grade 4

Sample Acceptable Response:

Acceptable responses provided a description of a female blue crab that is carrying eggs based
on specific information from the article.

Responses to this question were scored
Unacceptable or Acceptable

Percentage “Acceptable” within
achievement level intervals
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According to the passage, what do blue crabs have in common with
all other arthropods?

HA. They have a skeleton on the outside of their bodies.
B. They hatch out af a shell-like pod.
C. They live in the shallow waters of North America.
D. They are delicious to eat.

Reading Purpose: To Gain Information     Reading Stance: Developing an Interpretation

Grade 4

Overall percentage Basic Proficient Advanced
correct 208-237* 238-267* 268 and above*

57 (1.4) 57 (2.6) 76 (2.5) 90 (3.8)

Percentage correct within
achievement level intervals

* NAEP Reading composite scale range.
The standard errors of the estimated percentages appear in parentheses.
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Sample Text - Grade 8
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Explain what the lady at the counter in “Oranges” knew all about.

Reading Purpose: Literary Experience       Reading Stance: Developing and Interpretation

Sample Complete Response:

Responses scored Complete provided an appropriate interpretation of the lady in the poem and
used information from the poem in support of their interpretation.

Responses to this question were scored
Unsatisfactory, Partial, or Complete

Literary Article:

Gary Soto: A Fire in My Hands

Questions:

Sample Questions and Student Responses - Grade 8

Overall percentage Basic Proficient Advanced
“Complete” 243-280* 281-322* 323 and above*

21 (0.9) 17 (1.6) 36 (2.7) **

* NAEP Reading composite scale range.
**Sample size insufficient to permit reliable estimate.
The standard errors of the estimated percentages appear in parentheses.

Grade 8

Percentage “Complete” within
achievement level intervals
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Explain how Soto’s poem “October” differs from other poems
included in the article.

Reading Purpose: Literary Experience       Reading Stance: Critical Stance

Overall percentage Basic Proficient Advanced
“Complete” 243-280* 281-322* 323 and above*

24 (1.1) 17 (2.0) 40 (2.9) **

* NAEP Reading composite scale range.
**Sample size insufficient to permit reliable estimate.
The standard errors of the estimated percentages appear in parentheses.

Grade 8

Responses to this question were scored
Unsatisfactory, Partial, or Complete

Percentage “Complete” within
achievement level intervals

Sample Complete Response:

Responses scored Complete demonstrated a critical evaluation of the poems by citing that
“October” is a descriptive poem in comparison to the other narrative poems contained in
the article.
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Explain the author’s attitude toward Gary Soto and his poetry.
Use examples and details from the article to support your ideas.

Reading Purpose: Literary Experience       Reading Stance: Critical Stance

Overall percentage Basic Proficient Advanced
“Complete” 243-280* 281-322* 323 and above*

16 (1.2) 11 (1.3) 25 (2.3) **

* NAEP Reading composite scale range.
**Sample size insufficient to permit reliable estimate.
The standard errors of the estimated percentages appear in parentheses.

Grade 8

Responses to this question were scored
Unsatisfactory, Partial, or Complete

Percentage “Complete” within
achievement level intervals

Sample Complete Response:

Complete responses evaluated the author’s attitude towards Soto and provided support from the
article.
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Sample Text - Grade 12
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Name one place where you can find the instructions for completing
the 1040EZ tax return.

Reading Purpose: To Perform a Task     Reading Stance: Developing an Interpretation

Sample Acceptable Response:

Acceptable responses provided an appropriate location to find the instructions as presented in
the document.

Responses to this question were scored
Unacceptable or Acceptable

Sample Questions and Student Responses - Grade 12

Task Document:

1040EZ Tax Form

Questions:

Overall percentage Basic Proficient Advanced
“Acceptable” 265-301* 302-345* 346 and above*

76 (1.2) 78 (2.5) 89 (1.8) 97 (1.8)Grade 12

Percentage “Acceptable” within
achievement level intervals

* NAEP Reading composite scale range.
The standard errors of the estimated percentages appear in parentheses.
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What should you do if you have tax-exempt interest?

A. Ignore the fact that you have interest and do not report it.
B. Obtain a separate interest-exemption tax form.

HC. Write the amount of interest and the letters TEI to the left of line 2.
D. Add the amount of interest to your taxable income total on line 2.

Reading Purpose: To Perform a Task    Reading Stance: Developing an Interpretation

Grade 12

Overall percentage Basic Proficient Advanced
correct 265-301* 302-345* 346 and above*

59 (1.5) 55 (2.5) 77 (2.0) 90 (3.9)

Percentage correct within
achievement level intervals

* NAEP Reading composite scale range.
The standard errors of the estimated percentages appear in parentheses.

In order to find the amount of your taxable income, you must

A. multiply the state sales tax by your gross income
HB. subtract line 4 from line 3 on the tax return

C. add line 6 and line 7 on the tax return
D. ask your employer for the amount of your adjusted income

Reading Purpose: To Perform a Task    Reading Stance: Developing an Interpretation

Grade 12

Overall percentage Basic Proficient Advanced
correct 265-301* 302-345* 346 and above*

64 (1.3) 63 (2.3) 79 (1.9) 90 (5.2)

Percentage  correct  within
achievement level intervals

* NAEP Reading composite scale range.
The standard errors of the estimated percentages appear in parentheses.
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Reading Purpose: To Perform a Task     Reading Stance: Critical Stance

Responses to this question were scored
Unstisfactory, Parial, Essential, or Extensive

Overall percentage Basic Proficient Advanced
“Essential” or better 265-301* 302-345* 346 and above*

15 (1.1) 12 (2.2) 22 (1.7) 31 (7.5)Grade 12

Percentage “Essential” or better
within achievement level intervals

* NAEP Reading composite scale range.
The standard errors of the estimated percentages appear in parentheses.

Complete the income tax return, using the tax table and the
following W-2 statement. You have no taxable interest to claim.

Responses scored Essential followed the instructions and completed most of the sections of the
income tax form; however, these responses omitted information necessary to fully complete
the task.

Responses scored Extensive demonstrated a more thorough understanding of the instructions by
completing all the sections of the income tax form.
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Sample Essential Response:
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Sample Extensive Response:
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Additional Average Scale Score
and Achievement Level Results
for the States
This appendix contains state results for major reporting subgroups. Scale score
and achievement level results are presented for fourth graders who participated
in the 1992, 1994, and 1998 state assessments, and for eighth graders whose
first year of participation was 1998. Also included at the end of this appendix are
tables showing the percentages of students within each subgroup for
participating states.
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1992

Average grade 4 reading scale scores by gender for
public schools only: 1992, 1994, and 1998

Table D.1

1994 1998 1992 1994 1998

Average scale score
Male

Average scale score
Female

** 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 participated both years.   * Indicates that the average scale score in 1998 was
significantly different from that in 1992 if only one jurisdiction is being examined.   ++ Indicates that the average scale
score in 1998 was significantly different from that in 1994 using a multiple comparison procedure based on all jurisdictions
that participated both years.   + Indicates that the average scale score in 1998 was significantly different from that in 1994
if only one jurisdiction or the nation is being examined.
The standard errors of the estimated scale scores appear in parentheses.
— Indicates jurisdiction did not participate. † 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 factors not included in this table.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, and
1998 Reading Assessments.

Nation 211  (1.3) 207  (1.3) 212  (1.2) ++ 219  (1.1) 218  (1.2) 218  (0.8)
States

Alabama 204  (1.7) 203  (1.9) 208  (1.8) 211  (2.0) 213  (1.6) 214  (2.1)
Arizona 206  (1.5) 201  (2.2) 201  (2.2) 213  (1.4) 211  (2.1) 212  (2.3)

Arkansas 208  (1.5) 204  (1.9) 206  (1.8) 214  (1.4) 213  (1.8) 212  (1.7)
California † 198  (2.3) 194  (1.9) 198  (3.6) 207  (2.1) 200  (2.2) 206  (3.3)
Colorado 214  (1.3) 209  (1.8) 218  (1.7) *++ 219  (1.4) 218  (1.5) 225  (1.5) *++

Connecticut 219  (1.5) 218  (1.8) 229  (2.0) **++ 224  (1.6) 226  (2.0) 234  (2.0) **+

Delaware 209  (1.2) 200  (2.1) 208  (1.5) + 217  (1.0) 212  (1.5) 216  (1.9)
Florida 205  (1.5) 199  (2.1) 203  (1.9) 211  (1.4) 210  (1.8) 212  (1.7)

Georgia 210  (1.7) 201  (3.0) 206  (1.9) 215  (1.7) 212  (2.2) 213  (1.7)
Hawaii 198  (2.0) 194  (2.1) 194  (2.5) 209  (1.7) 208  (1.7) 205  (1.8)

Iowa † 222  (1.3) 219  (1.6) 218  (1.5) 229  (1.1) 227  (1.5) 228  (1.4)
Kansas †          —          — 219  (1.6) —          — 226  (1.6)

Kentucky 209  (1.6) 206  (1.8) 216  (1.8) *++ 216  (1.4) 217  (2.0) 220  (1.6)
Louisiana 200  (1.5) 193  (1.6) 199  (1.8) + 207  (1.3) 200  (1.7) 209  (1.6) ++

Maine 225  (1.1) 225  (1.6) 222  (1.4) 229  (1.4) 231  (1.6) 229  (1.5)
Maryland 207  (1.8) 205  (1.8) 209  (2.0) 215  (1.8) 214  (1.8) 221  (1.6) +

Massachusetts † 225  (1.2) 221  (1.5) 221  (1.6) 227  (1.1) 226  (1.5) 229  (1.7)
Michigan 214  (1.8)          — 212  (1.9) 218  (1.5)          — 221  (1.8)

Minnesota † 217  (1.5) 214  (1.5) 218  (1.9) 225  (1.3) 223  (1.9) 226  (1.5)
Mississippi 196  (1.8) 196  (1.6) 201  (1.8) * 202  (1.3) 207  (1.9) 208  (1.5) *

Missouri 217  (1.4) 213  (1.9) 211  (2.0) * 223  (1.5) 221  (1.8) 222  (1.6)
Montana †          — 218  (1.6) 221  (2.0) — 227  (1.7) 231  (2.7)
Nevada  —          — 204  (1.6) —          — 211  (1.9)

New Hampshire † 224  (1.4) 218  (1.6) 222  (1.8) 231  (1.2) 229  (1.8) 229  (1.5)
New Mexico 209  (1.5) 201  (2.1) 202  (2.0) * 213  (1.8) 208  (1.8) 209  (2.6)

New York † 212  (1.9) 207  (1.8) 214  (1.7) + 218  (1.7) 216  (1.6) 218  (2.0)
North Carolina 209  (1.4) 209  (1.7) 213  (1.7) * 214  (1.3) 220  (1.8) 220  (1.7) *

Oklahoma 218  (1.2)          — 219  (1.2) 223  (1.1)          — 220  (1.5)
Oregon  —          — 210  (1.8)  —          — 218  (1.9)

Rhode Island 215  (2.1) 215  (1.5) 217  (2.3) 218  (2.0) 225  (1.5) 220  (2.3)
South Carolina 206  (1.5) 199  (1.7) 207  (1.5) ++ 213  (1.5) 208  (1.6) 214  (1.6) +

Tennessee 209  (1.6) 208  (2.1) 209  (1.7) 215  (1.6) 217  (1.9) 216  (1.8)
Texas 209  (1.7) 210  (2.0) 213  (2.3) 216  (1.8) 214  (2.1) 221  (2.1)
Utah 217  (1.5) 213  (1.7) 212  (1.8) * 224  (1.2) 222  (1.3) 219  (1.5) *

Virginia 217  (1.8) 208  (1.8) 214  (1.8) + 225  (1.4) 219  (1.5) 223  (1.4)
Washington — 209  (1.8) 212  (1.5)  — 217  (1.7) 222  (1.6)

West Virginia 211  (1.4) 208  (1.4) 213  (1.8) + 220  (1.6) 218  (1.4) 219  (1.8)
Wisconsin † 221  (1.2) 221  (1.2) 222  (1.8) 226  (1.2) 227  (1.5) 226  (1.3)
Wyoming 220  (1.5) 218  (1.3) 216  (2.0) 226  (1.0) 224  (1.6) 223  (1.8)

Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia 185  (1.3) 174  (1.2) 177  (1.8) ** 191  (1.0) 183  (1.2) 186  (2.1) *

DDESS  —          — 217  (1.5)  —          — 223  (1.5)
DoDDS — 213  (1.3) 219  (1.4) ++          — 223  (1.0) 228  (1.3) ++

Virgin Islands 164  (1.9)          — 169  (5.0) 179  (2.1)         — 186  (2.1) *



READING REPORT CARD  • APPENDIX D 259

Percentage at or above Proficient
Male

1992

Percentage of grade 4 students at or above the Proficient level by
gender for public schools only: 1992, 1994, and 1998

Table D.2

1994 1998 1992

Percentage at or above Proficient Female

1994 1998

** Indicates that the percentage in 1998 was significantly different from that in 1992 using a multiple comparison
procedure based on all jurisdictions that participated 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.
The standard errors of the estimated percentages appear in parentheses.
— Indicates jurisdiction did not participate.
† 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 factors not included in this table.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994, and
1998 Reading Assessments.

Nation 24  (1.5)  24  (1.3)  27  (1.3) 30  (1.5)  32  (1.6)  31  (1.1)
States

Alabama  17  (1.6)  20  (1.6)  22  (1.8) 23  (2.0)  26  (1.9)  26  (2.8)
Arizona 17  (1.4)  20  (2.0)  18  (1.8) 24  (1.6)  28  (2.0)  26  (1.9)

Arkansas  20  (1.3)  21  (1.6)  22  (1.9) 25  (1.8)  27  (1.7)  24  (1.7)
California †  16  (2.0)  15  (1.6)  18  (2.3) 22  (1.9)  20  (2.1)  22  (2.1)
Colorado 22  (1.6)  25  (2.0)  30  (2.0) **  29  (1.9)  31  (2.0)  37  (2.1) *

Connecticut 30  (1.9)  34  (1.9)  41  (2.7) **+  37  (1.8)  43  (2.3)  49  (2.9) **
Delaware 21  (1.6)  19  (1.9)  21  (1.5) 27  (1.3)  27  (1.3)  28  (2.1)

Florida 20  (1.4)  19  (1.7)  19  (1.3) 23  (1.3)  26  (1.8)  26  (1.6)
Georgia 23  (1.5)  23  (2.2)  22  (2.1) 27  (1.9)  28  (2.4)  27  (2.0)
Hawaii 14  (1.4)  16  (1.4)  15  (1.3) 20  (1.8)  22  (2.0)  20  (1.5)

Iowa †  32  (2.0)  30  (1.9)  29  (1.9) 40  (1.9)  40  (1.9)  40  (2.1)
Kansas †          —          —  29  (2.0)  —          —  39  (2.4)

Kentucky 21  (1.9)  22  (1.8)  27  (2.0) 25  (1.9)  29  (2.6)  31  (2.2)
Louisiana 14  (1.5)  13  (1.2)  16  (1.6) 17  (1.4)  16  (1.4)  22  (1.9) +

Maine 34  (1.8)  38  (2.1)  32  (2.4) 38  (2.3)  44  (2.1)  41  (2.3)
Maryland 20  (1.5)  23  (1.8)  24  (2.1) 28  (1.9)  30  (1.7)  34  (2.2)

Massachusetts †  34  (2.3)  33  (2.1)  31  (2.2) 38  (1.6)  39  (2.1)  42  (2.4)
Michigan 24  (2.3)          —  23  (1.7) 28  (2.2)          —  33  (2.3)

Minnesota †  27  (1.5)  28  (1.9)  32  (1.9) 36  (2.4)  37  (2.1)  40  (2.2)
Mississippi 12  (1.1)  14  (1.4)  16  (1.1) *  15  (1.2)  21  (1.7)  19  (1.8)

Missouri 27  (1.9)  28  (2.2)  23  (1.7) 33  (2.0)  34  (2.3)  35  (2.1)
Montana  †          —  30  (2.0)  31  (3.5)      —  40  (2.0)  44  (4.2)
Nevada  —          —  18  (1.7)  —         —  24  (2.1)

New Hampshire †  34  (1.9)  30  (1.7)  35  (2.3) 42  (1.7)  42  (2.4)  41  (2.2)
New Mexico  21  (1.8)  17  (1.7)  19  (1.8) 24  (2.3)  24  (1.9)  25  (1.7)

New York †  24  (1.8)  24  (1.9)  27  (1.9)  29  (1.6)  31  (1.9)  31  (2.2)
North Carolina 23  (1.4)  26  (1.8)  24  (1.6) 26  (1.7)  34  (2.1)  31  (2.0)

Oklahoma 26  (1.5)          —  29  (2.2) 32  (1.8)          —  31  (2.2)
Oregon  —          —  24  (1.6) —          —  32  (1.9)

Rhode Island 26  (1.8)  27  (1.8)  31  (2.7) 30  (2.3)  37  (1.9)  33  (2.3)
South Carolina 19  (1.4)  17  (1.4)  20  (1.7)  24  (1.9)  23  (1.8)  24  (1.6)

Tennessee  21  (1.9)  23  (1.7)  23  (1.6)  26  (1.9)  30  (2.2)  28  (1.7)
Texas 20  (1.9)  24  (2.1)  25  (2.3) 27  (2.4)  28  (2.4)  32  (2.4)
Utah 27  (2.0)  26  (1.8)  24  (2.1) 33  (1.9)  34  (2.3)  32  (2.1)

Virginia 28  (1.9)  21  (2.1)  26  (2.1) 35  (1.9)  32  (1.8)  33  (1.8)
Washington  —  24  (1.7)  25  (1.7) —  29  (1.5)  33  (1.8)

West Virginia  21  (1.6)  22  (1.7)  26  (2.0)  30  (1.9)  30  (1.8)  31  (2.2)
Wisconsin †  30  (1.7)  31  (2.0)  32  (2.2)  37  (1.8)  39  (2.3)  37  (2.2)
Wyoming 30  (2.2)  28  (1.5)  26  (2.1) 35  (1.5)  36  (2.0)  34  (2.6)

Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia 9  (1.0)   7  (0.8)   8  (1.1) 10  (0.9)   9  (1.2)  12  (1.7)

DDESS   —          —  28  (2.3)  —          —  35  (1.6)
DoDDS  —  22  (1.5)  28  (1.9) +          —  34  (1.6)  39  (1.7) +

Virgin Islands 2  (0.6)          —   6  (1.7) *   5  (1.2)          —  10  (1.6) *
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Average grade 4 reading scale scores by race/ethnicity for public
schools only: 1992, 1994, and 1998

Table D.3

** 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 participated both years.   * Indicates that the average scale score in 1998 was
significantly different from that in 1992 if only one jurisdiction is being examined.   ++ Indicates that the average scale
score in 1998 was significantly different from that in 1994 using a multiple comparison procedure based on all jurisdictions
that participated both years.   + Indicates that the average scale score in 1998 was significantly different from that in 1994
if only one jurisdiction or the nation is being examined.
The standard errors of the estimated scale scores appear in parentheses.
— Indicates jurisdiction did not participate.   ***(***)  Insufficient sample size.
† 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 factors not included in this table.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994,
and 1998 Reading Assessments.

Average scale score
White

1992 1994 1998 1992

Average scale score
 Black

1994 1998 1992 1994 1998

Average scale score
Hispanic

Nation 223  (1.3) 223  (1.3) 225  (0.9) 192  (1.6) 186  (1.7) 193  (1.8) ++ 199  (2.2) 188  (2.7) 195  (1.9)
States

Alabama 218  (1.5) 220  (1.5) 222  (2.0) 188  (2.2) 188  (1.9) 193  (2.0) 190  (3.7) 178  (4.3) 190  (4.5)
Arizona 220  (1.1) 220  (1.6) 220  (1.4) 200  (4.3) 183  (5.7) 190  (3.8) 198  (2.0) 188  (2.6) 186  (3.7)

Arkansas 219  (1.1) 218  (1.7) 218  (1.3) 190  (1.7) 183  (2.3) 186  (2.4) 188  (3.8) 192  (4.2) 187  (5.3)
California † 218  (2.0) 211  (2.0) 217  (2.6) 184  (3.2) 182  (4.9) 189  (4.6) 183  (2.7) 174  (2.4) 181  (5.2)
Colorado 222  (1.1) 222  (1.3) 229  (1.3) **++ 202  (3.4) 191  (4.7) 202  (4.4) 202  (1.9) 193  (2.1) 202  (2.1) +

Connecticut 230  (1.0) 234  (1.3) 240  (1.7) **+ 196  (3.1) 190  (4.8) 205  (3.1) + 193  (3.4) 190  (3.9) 205  (3.9) *+

Delaware 222  (0.8) 215  (1.3) 220  (1.5) + 195  (1.6) 188  (2.4) 199  (1.9) ++ 188  (3.2) 190  (3.1) 193  (3.8)
Florida 219  (1.1) 218  (1.6) 219  (1.8) 186  (2.7) 183  (2.4) 189  (2.2) 201  (2.7) 189  (3.1) 200  (3.0) +

Georgia 224  (1.4) 222  (1.9) 225  (2.0) 196  (2.2) 185  (3.2) 193  (2.0) 192  (4.8) 184  (5.7) 193  (4.2)
Hawaii 215  (2.7) 219  (2.1) 211  (2.3) + 192  (4.6) 189  (4.5) 195  (4.6) 193  (2.8) 185  (4.0) 183  (3.5)

Iowa † 227  (1.0) 225  (1.2) 226  (1.2) 209  (3.1) 186  (7.0) 192  (4.1) ** 211  (3.1) 204  (4.1) 210  (2.7)
Kansas †          —          — 228  (1.5)        —          — 198  (3.7)  —          — 207  (3.7)

Kentucky 215  (1.2) 215  (1.6) 221  (1.5) **+ 197  (3.3) 190  (3.4) 196  (3.0) 195  (5.1) 196  (4.1) 195  (5.1)
Louisiana 216  (1.2) 213  (1.4) 222  (1.3) **++ 191  (1.5) 180  (1.6) 186  (2.0) 188  (4.4) 175  (5.0) 184  (4.1)

Maine 228  (1.1) 229  (1.3) 227  (1.2) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) 209  (3.2) 218  (4.6) 208  (6.2)
Maryland 221  (1.5) 223  (1.5) 229  (1.7)  **+ 193  (2.6) 185  (2.3) 195  (2.4) + 197  (3.0) 197  (3.5) 200  (4.1)

Massachusetts † 231  (0.9) 231  (1.2) 231  (1.3) 205  (2.7) 199  (3.1) 202  (3.2) 201  (2.2) 194  (2.8) 200  (3.3)
Michigan 223  (1.5)          — 225  (1.3) 188  (3.0)          — 191  (3.9) 198  (2.8)    — 193  (4.8)

Minnesota † 224  (1.1) 222  (1.1) 226  (1.5) 191  (5.9) 173  (8.0) 190  (4.7) 203  (3.5) 202  (4.4) 203  (5.6)
Mississippi 217  (1.4) 220  (2.0) 217  (1.8) 186  (1.6) 187  (2.1) 192  (1.9) 185  (3.7) 181  (3.9) 183  (3.4)

Missouri 226  (1.1) 223  (1.3) 223  (1.4) 196  (3.1) 192  (4.1) 190  (3.6) 202  (3.2) 200  (3.9) 196  (4.5)
Montana †          — 226  (1.3) 230  (1.6) — ***  (***) ***  (***)  — 208  (3.2) 207  (6.2)
Nevada —          — 215  (1.4) —         — 189  (3.1)  —         — 195  (2.0)

New Hampshire † 229  (1.2) 224  (1.5) 227  (1.3) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) 215  (3.1) 213  (4.8) 201  (5.2)
New Mexico 223  (1.8) 219  (1.7) 222  (1.8) 202  (5.6) 196  (7.0) 183  (7.1) 200  (1.5) 196  (2.2) 199  (1.7)

New York † 226  (1.1) 226  (1.7) 227  (1.2) 202  (2.7) 191  (1.9) 193  (2.8) 187  (4.0) 193  (2.6) 194  (2.8)
North Carolina 221  (1.3) 225  (1.6) 227  (1.4) ** 194  (2.2) 193  (1.9) 200  (2.0) 192  (3.5) 189  (4.4) 196  (3.2)

Oklahoma 224  (1.1)          — 225  (1.1) 201  (2.0)          — 192  (5.0) 208  (2.2)  — 207  (2.5)
Oregon —          — 220  (1.6)  —          — 202  (5.2)  —  — 191  (3.4)

Rhode Island 224  (1.3) 226  (1.4) 227  (1.4) 187  (3.7) 197  (2.4) 197  (3.6) 191  (4.3) 195  (2.8) 185  (5.1)
South Carolina 221  (1.4) 219  (1.4) 223  (1.5) 195  (1.6) 184  (1.7) 197  (1.7) ++ 195  (2.4) 182  (3.3) 189  (3.9)

Tennessee 219  (1.3) 220  (1.8) 220  (1.6) 193  (2.2) 188  (3.0) 193  (2.4) 196  (4.4) 196  (6.7) 193  (6.1)
Texas 224  (2.1) 227  (1.7) 232  (1.9) * 200  (2.5) 191  (4.4) 197  (3.5) 201  (1.8) 198  (1.9) 204  (2.7)
Utah 223  (1.0) 221  (1.3) 222  (1.2) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) 204  (2.3) 199  (2.5) 189  (3.0) **+

Virginia 228  (1.5) 224  (1.6) 226  (1.5) 203  (2.1) 192  (1.9) 203  (1.8) ++ 202  (4.3) 206  (3.4) 198  (4.2)
Washington  — 217  (1.5) 221  (1.4) — 198  (3.1) 198  (4.4) — 190  (3.6) 195  (3.4)

West Virginia 217  (1.2) 215  (1.0) 219  (1.4) 204  (6.4) 202  (4.2) 192  (3.0) 196  (6.9) 192  (4.8) 196  (5.1)
Wisconsin †         227  (1.0) 228  (1.1) 230  (1.1) 200  (2.4) 197  (3.5) 193  (2.5) 210  (3.3) 203  (4.3) 208  (2.7)
Wyoming 226  (1.1) 224  (1.2) 222  (1.9) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) 209  (2.5) 209  (3.1) 207  (3.2)

Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia 239  (3.1) 240  (4.1) 231  (5.9) 186  (0.8) 175  (1.0) 180  (1.6) ** 177  (2.8) 170  (2.5) 168  (4.3)

DDESS    —          — 230  (2.3)  —          — 209  (1.9) —  — 211  (3.6)
DoDDS — 224  (1.2) 229  (1.5)  — 205  (1.9) 212  (3.6)  — 211  (1.7) 216  (4.2)

Virgin Islands ***  (***)          — ***  (***) 174  (1.9)          — 181  (2.0) 157  (4.0) — 168  (4.1)
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1992 1994 1998 1992 1994 1998

Average grade 4 reading scale scores by race/ethnicity for public
schools only: 1992, 1994, and 1998

Average scale score
Asian/Pacific Islander

Average scale score
American Indian

Table D.3 (cont’d)

** 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 participated both years.  * Indicates that the average scale score in 1998 was
significantly different from that in 1992 if only one jurisdiction is being examined.  + Indicates that the average scale score
in 1998 was significantly different from that in 1994 if only one jurisdiction is being examined.
The standard errors of the estimated scale scores appear in parentheses.
— Indicates jurisdiction did not participate.   ***(***)  Insufficient sample size.
† 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 factors not included in this table.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994,
and 1998 Reading Assessments.

Nation 214  (3.6) 227  (4.9) 222  (2.8) 205  (4.9) 200  (3.6) 200  (3.2)
States

Alabama ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***)
Arizona ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) 185  (3.1) 181  (5.1) 202  (4.3) **+

Arkansas ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) 206  (4.8) ***  (***) ***  (***)
California  † 212  (3.1) 212  (4.1) 215  (5.1) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***)
Colorado 224  (5.9) 213  (5.4) 228  (6.8) 203  (4.7) 204  (5.2) ***  (***)

Connecticut     ***  (***) ***  (***) 244  (4.3) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***)
Delaware ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***)

Florida ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***)
Georgia ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***)
Hawaii 203  (1.8) 199  (2.0) 201  (2.3) ***  (***) ***  (***) 183  (5.6)

Iowa † ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***)
Kansas †          —          — ***  (***)          —          — 214  (5.3)

Kentucky ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***)
Louisiana ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***)

Maine ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***)
Maryland 219  (4.1) 232  (4.1) 230  (5.4) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***)

Massachusetts † 218  (6.4) 202  (8.9) 216  (5.5) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***)
Michigan ***  (***)          — ***  (***) ***  (***)          — ***  (***)

Minnesota † ***  (***) 221  (5.4) 216(10.1) ***  (***) 196  (6.7) ***  (***)
Mississippi ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***)

Missouri ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) 212  (4.9) ***  (***)
Montana †          — ***  (***) ***  (***)          — 203  (2.8) 209  (3.9)
Nevada —          — 216  (3.6)          —          — 199  (5.8)

New Hampshire † ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***)
New Mexico ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) 200  (3.8) 185  (5.3) 181  (8.6)

New York † 225  (4.2) 228  (5.5) 234  (5.2) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***)
North Carolina ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) 204  (6.2) 201  (4.1) ***  (***)

Oklahoma ***  (***)          — ***  (***) 217  (2.3)          — 214  (2.4)
Oregon —          — 215  (5.3)          —          — 197  (4.1)

Rhode Island 197  (4.5) 201  (5.3) 211  (6.4) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***)
South Carolina ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***)

Tennessee ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***)
Texas ***  (***) 221  (6.6) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***)
Utah ***  (***) 214  (4.8) 208  (6.5) ***  (***) 195  (5.3) 190  (7.2)

Virginia 226  (5.5) 228  (5.7) 230  (4.3) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***)
Washington — 216  (4.4) 220  (3.2)          — 207  (4.2) 208  (4.5)

West Virginia ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***)
Wisconsin † ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) 206  (5.0) ***  (***) ***  (***)
Wyoming ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) 211  (4.6) 210  (3.3) 205  (6.9)

Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***)

DDESS  —          — 223  (6.6)          —          — ***  (***)
DoDDS  — 218  (2.9) 227  (2.8)          — 210  (4.2) 219  (3.9)

Virgin Islands ***  (***)          — ***  (***) ***  (***)          — ***  (***)
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Percentage of grade 4 students at or above the Proficient level by
race/ethnicity for public schools only: 1992, 1994, and 1998

Table D.4

Percentage at or above Proficient
White

1992 1994 1998 1992

Percentage at or above Proficient
 Black

1994 1998 1992 1994 1998

Percentage at or above Proficient
Hispanic

** Indicates that the percentage in 1998 was significantly different from that in 1992 using a multiple comparison procedure
based on all jurisdictions that participated 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.
The standard errors of the estimated percentages appear in parentheses.
— Indicates jurisdiction did not participate.   ***(***)  Insufficient sample size.
† 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 factors not included in this table.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994,
and 1998 Reading Assessments.

Nation 33  (1.9)  35  (1.5)  38  (1.2) 8  (1.4)   8  (0.9)   9  (1.0) 14  (1.8)  12  (1.6)  12  (1.3)
States

Alabama 28  (1.9)  32  (1.5)  34  (2.6) 5  (1.3)   8  (1.1)   8  (1.5) 7  (3.1)   4  (3.1)   7  (3.0)
Arizona 29  (1.7)  32  (1.9)  32  (2.1) 16  (4.2)  10  (3.4)  10  (3.3) 10  (1.5)  13  (1.6)   8  (1.1) +

Arkansas 29  (1.5)  30  (1.7)  29  (1.9) 6  (1.1)   6  (1.2)   7  (1.4)  8  (2.9)  14  (3.3)  10  (3.5)
California†  30  (2.4)  25  (1.9)  29  (2.9) 8  (2.7)   8  (3.7)   7  (2.2) 6  (1.4)   6  (1.5)   8  (1.6)
Colorado 30  (1.6)  35  (1.6)  41  (2.1) **  12  (3.0)  11  (5.7)  17  (4.1) 13  (1.7)  12  (1.8)  15  (2.1)

Connecticut 42  (1.7)  48  (1.8)  55  (2.5) **   9  (2.0)   9  (2.5)  13  (2.9) 8  (1.6)  14  (3.0)  17  (2.6)  *
Delaware 32  (1.4)  30  (1.5)  31  (1.9) 9  (1.9)  10  (2.1)  12  (2.1) 7  (2.9)  10  (2.4)  11  (2.8)

Florida 29  (1.6)  31  (2.0)  32  (1.7) 7  (1.6)   7  (1.7)   9  (1.4) 14  (2.1)  13  (1.8)  17  (2.6)
Georgia 34  (1.9)  36  (2.4)  38  (3.0) 9  (1.3)  10  (2.0)   9  (1.3) 15  (3.6)  13  (2.9)  12  (3.3)
Hawaii 26  (3.4)  34  (2.5)  25  (2.2) 10  (3.7)  10  (4.0)  13  (3.6) 11  (2.6)  13  (2.8)   9  (2.3)

Iowa†  38  (1.6)  37  (1.4)  37  (1.8) 17  (4.8)   7  (4.1)   7  (2.5) 17  (4.0)  16  (3.1)  22  (5.3)
Kansas† —          —  39  (2.3) —         —  14  (2.7) —          —  20  (3.9)

Kentucky 25  (1.7)  28  (1.9)  32  (1.7) *   8  (3.2)  12  (3.5)  11  (2.7) 13  (4.9)  11  (5.0)  11  (4.4)
Louisiana 23  (1.6)  25  (1.8)  31  (2.3) *   6  (1.0)   4  (0.8)   6  (1.0)  7  (2.7)   6  (2.4)   9  (3.5)

Maine 37  (1.7)  42  (1.5)  38  (1.7) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) 14  (4.7)  25  (6.2)  17  (7.6)
Maryland 32  (1.7)  37  (2.0)  40  (2.7) *   9  (1.3)   8  (1.3)  11  (1.4)  12  (2.8)  12  (4.3)  18  (4.3)

Massachusetts†  41  (1.7)  42  (1.9)  43  (2.3) 10  (3.2)  13  (2.3)  12  (4.0) 11  (2.5)  10  (2.1)  14  (3.2)
Michigan 32  (2.3)          —  34  (1.7) 6  (1.9)          —   8  (2.3)  11  (3.1)          —  11  (2.6)

Minnesota†  34  (1.5)  35  (1.6)  39  (1.9) 5  (2.8)   9  (3.8)  13  (3.0) 14  (4.4)  21  (4.1)  19  (3.8)
Mississippi 26  (1.9)  31  (2.3)  27  (1.6) 5  (0.6)   7  (1.2)   8  (1.4)  3  (2.2)   6  (2.1)   4  (2.5)

Missouri 35  (1.5)  35  (1.6)  34  (1.7) 9  (2.1)  12  (3.1)   8  (2.1) 12  (2.9)  17  (3.9)  15  (3.2)
Montana† —  39  (1.5)  41  (2.5)  — ***  (***) ***  (***)  —  20  (2.8)  19  (5.5)
Nevada  —          —  27  (1.8)  —          —   6  (1.9)    —          —  12  (1.8)

New Hampshire†  39  (1.6)  37  (1.5)  40  (1.7) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) 25  (5.0)  21  (6.6)  11  (5.2)
New Mexico 35  (2.8)  30  (2.3)  35  (2.4) 12  (7.8)  11  (5.4)   6  (3.6)  13  (1.1)  15  (1.5)  14  (1.4)

New York†  36  (1.8)  39  (2.2)  39  (1.8) 12  (2.6)   9  (1.5)   9  (1.9)  9  (1.7)  13  (1.8)  11  (1.9)
North Carolina 33  (1.8)  39  (2.0)  37  (1.8)  9  (1.8)  11  (1.5)  11  (1.6)  14  (3.8)  11  (3.1)  13  (3.2)

Oklahoma 33  (1.6)          —  36  (2.0)  10  (2.1)          —   9  (2.6)  15  (3.0)          —  14  (2.5)
Oregon —          —  33  (1.6)   —          —  10  (4.8)    —          —  11  (2.1)

Rhode Island 33  (1.9)  37  (1.6)  38  (1.8)  7  (2.5)  11  (2.7)  12  (2.4) 9  (1.9)  12  (2.9)   8  (2.0)
South Carolina 32  (1.7)  31  (1.8)  33  (1.8)  7  (1.2)   6  (1.1)  10  (1.5) 11  (3.5)   8  (2.4)  10  (3.0)

Tennessee 29  (1.7)  32  (1.7)  31  (1.6)   8  (1.2)   9  (2.7)  10  (2.0) 14  (4.3)  12  (5.4)  15  (3.9)
Texas 35  (2.4)  38  (2.2)  43  (3.0) 8  (1.6)  10  (2.6)  11  (2.0)  12  (1.9)  13  (1.4)  15  (1.4)
Utah  32  (1.7)  33  (1.7)  32  (1.6) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) 14  (3.1)  15  (2.7)   9  (2.4)

Virginia 40  (2.0)  35  (2.1)  38  (2.2)  12  (2.0)   8  (1.4)  13  (2.0) 12  (3.3)  20  (3.2)  13  (3.6)
Washington —  31  (1.5)  33  (1.7)   —  11  (3.6)  13  (4.6)       —   9  (2.2)  12  (2.9)

West Virginia 26  (1.4)  28  (1.4)  31  (1.7) 12  (5.5)  13  (2.9)   6  (2.5)  16  (5.3)  11  (3.9)  14  (3.5)
Wisconsin†  37  (1.5)  39  (1.7)  39  (1.8)  10  (2.5)   9  (2.5)   7  (2.4)  17  (2.7)  14  (3.5)  16  (3.4)
Wyoming 36  (1.7)  35  (1.4)  33  (2.2) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***)  17  (2.3)  20  (2.6)  18  (2.8)

Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia 55  (5.3)  57  (4.1)  52  (5.7)  7  (0.7)   5  (0.8)   7  (1.3) 7  (2.2)   6  (1.6)   6  (1.7)

DDESS  —          —  42  (2.0)    —          —  20  (2.0)    —          —  24  (3.9)
DoDDS  —  36  (1.7)  41  (2.3)    —  14  (2.1)  20  (4.8)       —  22  (2.5)  25  (3.9)

Virgin Islands ***  (***)          — ***  (***)  3  (0.7)          —   8  (1.5)  *   2  (1.5)          —   6  (1.7)
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Percentage of grade 4 students at or above the Proficient level by
race/ethnicity for public schools only: 1992, 1994, and 1998

Table D.4 (cont’d)

1992 1994 1998 1992 1994 1998

Percentage at or above Proficient
Asian/Pacific Islander

Percentage at or above Proficient
American Indian

The standard errors of the estimated percentages appear in parentheses.
— Indicates jurisdiction did not participate.   ***(***)  Insufficient sample size.
† 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 factors not included in this table.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994,
and 1998 Reading Assessments.

Nation 24  (5.0)  42  (6.0)  34  (4.4)  16  (4.5)  18  (4.2)  12  (3.8)
States

Alabama ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***)
Arizona ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***)   6  (1.8)  10  (2.8)  15  (3.8)

Arkansas ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***)  16  (5.5) ***  (***) ***  (***)
California †  24  (2.8)  29  (4.4)  31  (4.1) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***)
Colorado 37  (7.6)  27  (7.9)  40  (8.5)  16  (5.6)  22  (5.0) ***  (***)

Connecticut ***  (***) ***  (***)  61  (8.8) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***)
Delaware ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***)

Florida ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***)
Georgia ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***)
Hawaii 16  (1.6)  17  (1.6)  17  (1.4) ***  (***) ***  (***)   9  (3.9)

Iowa † ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***)
Kansas †          —          — ***  (***)          —          —  22  (5.4)

Kentucky ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***)
Louisiana ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***)

Maine ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***)
Maryland 36  (5.3)  49  (6.1)  41  (7.9) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***)

Massachusetts †  27  (10.2)  17  (6.3)  26  (6.1) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***)
Michigan ***  (***)          — ***  (***) ***  (***)          — ***  (***)

Minnesota † ***  (***)  36  (7.4)  38  (9.4) ***  (***)  15  (5.5) ***  (***)
Mississippi ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***)

Missouri ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***)  22  (5.9) ***  (***)
Montana †          — ***  (***) ***  (***)          —  17  (3.7)  19  (4.7)
Nevada —          —  27  (6.1)          —          —  12  (4.5)

New Hampshire † ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***)
New Mexico ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***)   9  (4.9)   8  (2.9)   9  (2.5)

New York †  34  (6.3)  42  (7.1)  50  (10.0) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***)
North Carolina ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***)  19  (5.6)  11  (5.9) ***  (***)

Oklahoma ***  (***)          — ***  (***)  26  (4.0)          —  22  (3.6)
Oregon   —          —  25  (5.5)          —          —   9  (4.2)

Rhode Island 16  (4.5)  17  (6.0)  24  (5.9) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***)
South Carolina ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***)

Tennessee ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***)
Texas ***  (***)  36  (8.8) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***)
Utah ***  (***)  25  (6.9)  22  (5.8) ***  (***)   9  (4.3)  10  (6.2)

Virginia  39  (9.0)  42  (7.7)  38  (6.7) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***)
Washington —  28  (5.2)  31  (4.4)          —  20  (5.0)  19  (3.6)

West Virginia ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***)
Wisconsin † ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***)  16  (6.4) ***  (***) ***  (***)
Wyoming ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***)  17  (5.0)  20  (5.0)  16  (4.1)

Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***)

DDESS   —          —  32  (7.8)          —          — ***  (***)
DoDDS  —  29  (3.6)  36  (3.4)          —  17  (4.8)  27  (5.7)

Virgin Islands ***  (***)          — ***  (***) ***  (***)          — ***  (***)
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Average grade 8 reading scale scores by parents’ highest education
level for public schools only: 1998

Table D.5

Graduated
from

college

Average scale score

The standard errors of the estimated scale scores appear in parentheses.
***(***)  Insufficient sample size.
† 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 factors not included in this table.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Reading Assessment.

Some
education
after high

school

Graduated
from high

school

Did not
finish high

school
I don’t
know

Nation 242  (1.9) 253  (1.3) 268  (1.4) 272  (1.0) 241  (2.0)

States
Alabama 252  (2.9) 246  (1.6) 262  (2.0) 264  (2.0) 240  (2.9)
Arizona 243  (2.3) 253  (2.5) 267  (1.5) 272  (1.4) 242  (2.3)

Arkansas 243  (3.1) 249  (1.9) 265  (2.4) 264  (1.7) 241  (2.6)
California † 238  (3.1) 244  (2.2) 264  (2.3) 266  (1.8) 230  (3.0)
Colorado 240  (4.7) 251  (2.1) 266  (1.8) 274  (1.2) 244  (2.8)

Connecticut 251  (3.0) 256  (1.7) 274  (1.5) 282  (1.0) 250  (3.6)
Delaware 234  (8.2) 251  (2.5) 257  (2.4) 266  (1.7) 232  (7.6)

Florida 245  (3.1) 244  (2.5) 262  (1.8) 261  (2.0) 235  (3.1)
Georgia 242  (2.9) 247  (2.2) 264  (1.7) 267  (1.9) 240  (3.6)
Hawaii 230  (5.1) 241  (2.3) 258  (2.1) 259  (1.5) 236  (3.2)

Kansas † 249  (6.3) 261  (2.1) 269  (1.9) 276  (1.8) 251  (3.5)
Kentucky 246  (3.1) 256  (1.6) 268  (1.9) 274  (2.0) 240  (2.5)
Louisiana 247  (4.1) 245  (1.4) 261  (1.5) 258  (2.2) 236  (3.1)

Maine 262  (4.8) 260  (2.1) 275  (2.0) 282  (1.4) 252  (4.6)
Maryland † 253  (3.5) 250  (2.0) 262  (2.3) 272  (2.2) 237  (4.6)

Massachusetts 242  (4.3) 256  (2.1) 273  (2.4) 278  (1.7) 253  (3.6)
Minnesota † 244  (4.9) 256  (2.2) 273  (1.9) 276  (1.4) 240  (3.9)
Mississippi 239  (2.5) 243  (2.5) 257  (2.8) 259  (1.6) 239  (2.4)

Missouri 247  (3.3) 257  (1.7) 268  (1.7) 271  (1.6) 243  (2.8)
Montana † 253  (5.3) 258  (2.7) 273  (2.3) 277  (1.4) 251  (4.6)

Nevada 241  (3.5) 248  (1.8) 265  (1.9) 269  (1.5) 238  (2.6)
New Mexico 240  (3.0) 251  (1.7) 263  (2.6) 268  (1.4) 242  (3.9)

New York † 252  (3.3) 256  (2.2) 270  (2.0) 277  (1.8) 248  (3.0)
North Carolina 246  (3.6) 250  (1.9) 268  (1.6) 273  (1.4) 251  (3.0)

Oklahoma 256  (3.4) 255  (1.8) 270  (2.2) 274  (1.4) 252  (2.3)

Oregon 241  (3.5) 259  (2.4) 266  (1.6) 276  (1.8) 243  (3.3)
Rhode Island 241  (4.7) 253  (3.0) 265  (2.4) 273  (1.5) 249  (3.6)

South Carolina 245  (2.9) 243  (1.6) 264  (2.0) 264  (1.6) 235  (3.3)
Tennessee 246  (3.7) 250  (1.5) 265  (1.7) 269  (1.8) 242  (4.1)

Texas 247  (2.4) 256  (1.7) 269  (1.9) 272  (1.7) 244  (3.0)

Utah 247  (5.1) 251  (2.3) 265  (2.0) 273  (0.9) 243  (3.4)
Virginia 248  (3.4) 254  (1.5) 269  (2.2) 277  (1.3) 250  (3.5)

Washington 243  (3.7) 258  (2.2) 268  (1.7) 274  (1.7) 244  (3.1)
West Virginia 248  (2.7) 254  (1.9) 265  (1.9) 272  (1.6) 249  (4.3)

Wisconsin † 240  (4.4) 260  (2.4) 269  (2.1) 276  (1.9) 253  (4.2)
Wyoming 256  (4.3) 256  (2.5) 266  (2.2) 267  (1.9) 246  (2.7)

Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia 235  (5.1) 227  (3.9) 242  (3.1) 248  (3.3) 226  (3.7)

DDESS ***  (***) 265  (8.8) 271  (3.6) 271  (3.8) ***  (***)
DoDDS ***  (***) 258  (3.5) 272  (2.1) 275  (1.5) 253  (4.4)

Virgin Islands 237  (4.7) 234  (4.9) 242  (7.6) 232  (4.3) 221  (9.4)
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Percentage of grade 8 students at or above the Proficient level
by parents’ highest education level for public schools only: 1998

Table D.6

Graduated
from

college

Percentage at or above Proficient

The standard errors of the estimated percentages appear in parentheses.
***(***)  Insufficient sample size.
† 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 factors not included in this table.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Reading Assessment.

Some
education
after high

school

Graduated
from high

school

Did not
finish high

school
I don’t
know

Nation 11  (1.5)  21  (1.3)  35  (2.1)  42  (1.5)  12  (1.2)
States

Alabama 17  (2.8)  14  (1.6)  25  (2.2)  30  (2.4)   8  (2.6)
Arizona 9  (2.7)  20  (3.0)  31  (3.4)  39  (2.1)  11  (2.2)

Arkansas 12  (2.7)  18  (2.2)  29  (2.9)  32  (2.3)  11  (2.4)
California † 7  (2.1)  11  (2.1)  27  (3.4)  34  (2.8)   5  (1.2)
Colorado 9  (2.8)  15  (2.2)  31  (2.9)  42  (2.3)  12  (3.2)

Connecticut 16  (4.6)  21  (2.6)  44  (2.8)  54  (1.7)  18  (3.7)
Delaware 8  (4.4)  19  (2.3)  23  (2.8)  35  (2.7)  10  (2.9)

Florida 12  (3.3)  13  (1.9)  29  (2.4)  31  (2.7)   8  (2.9)
Georgia 10  (2.7)  15  (2.2)  27  (3.0)  35  (2.6)  11  (3.1)
Hawaii 7  (3.8)  10  (1.9)  23  (2.8)  27  (2.2)  11  (1.9)

Kansas †  15  (7.2)  22  (2.4)  36  (3.0)  47  (2.4)  20  (4.5)
Kentucky 15  (2.4)  20  (2.3)  34  (2.9)  44  (3.5)  12  (2.9)
Louisiana 11  (2.7)  11  (1.2)  26  (2.6)  24  (2.5)   6  (2.7)

Maine 31  (7.3)  25  (3.0)  45  (3.1)  54  (2.4)  15  (5.1)
Maryland †  19  (5.1)  17  (2.4)  29  (3.3)  44  (2.7)  10  (3.7)

Massachusetts 12  (3.8)  20  (2.8)  39  (4.3)  48  (3.0)  18  (4.0)
Minnesota †  11  (3.3)  21  (2.9)  43  (3.5)  47  (2.6)  12  (3.8)
Mississippi 9  (2.5)  13  (1.4)  22  (2.4)  26  (2.3)  10  (2.6)

Missouri 10  (4.2)  21  (2.2)  35  (2.5)  39  (2.2)   9  (2.2)
Montana † 19  (7.7)  21  (3.5)  42  (3.5)  47  (2.4)  19  (6.2)

Nevada 11  (4.2)  12  (2.0)  30  (2.4)  38  (2.3)   7  (2.2)
New Mexico 9  (2.5)  16  (2.3)  28  (4.3)  35  (2.1)  10  (3.6)

New York † 17  (5.0)  19  (2.7)  36  (4.4)  47  (2.8)  14  (4.8)
North Carolina 13  (2.9)  16  (1.6)  33  (3.0)  43  (2.2)  18  (3.0)

Oklahoma 19  (4.0)  16  (2.2)  34  (3.7)  39  (2.9)  13  (2.8)

Oregon 9  (2.7)  23  (3.8)  33  (2.6)  46  (2.6)   9  (3.3)
Rhode Island 12  (2.5)  19  (3.1)  31  (4.3)  41  (1.8)  17  (3.7)

South Carolina 12  (3.0)  10  (1.5)  27  (3.1)  32  (2.3)   7  (2.9)
Tennessee 13  (3.7)  14  (1.7)  30  (3.0)  38  (2.5)  10  (3.7)

Texas 12  (2.8)  19  (2.2)  36  (3.0)  39  (3.1)  10  (1.9)

Utah 13  (3.9)  14  (2.8)  31  (3.4)  40  (1.5)  11  (4.5)
Virginia 13  (3.3)  16  (2.2)  35  (3.8)  47  (2.4)  14  (3.7)

Washington 11  (4.3)  20  (2.5)  33  (2.4)  42  (2.5)  14  (3.4)
West Virginia 14  (3.3)  19  (1.8)  28  (2.9)  40  (2.4)  16  (4.3)

Wisconsin † 9  (3.6)  24  (3.0)  34  (2.7)  46  (3.5)  15  (5.7)
Wyoming 23  (5.7)  20  (2.9)  35  (3.7)  34  (2.4)  16  (3.1)

Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia  8  (4.5)   5  (1.4)  12  (2.1)  21  (2.8)   6  (2.7)

DDESS ***  (***)  32  (11.2)  40  (3.7)  39  (4.3) ***  (***)
DoDDS ***  (***)  23  (3.8)  39  (3.8)  43  (3.5)  18  (4.4)

Virgin Islands 12  (5.1)   8  (4.1)  13  (5.5)  10  (3.0)   6  (4.0)
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** 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 participated both years.   * Indicates that the average scale score in 1998 was
significantly different from that in 1992 if only one jurisdiction is being examined.   + Indicates that the average scale score
in 1998 was significantly different from that in 1994 if only one jurisdiction is being examined.
The standard errors of the estimated scale scores appear in parentheses.
— Indicates jurisdiction did not participate.   ***(***)  Insufficient sample size.
† 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 factors not included in this table.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994,
and 1998 Reading Assessments.

Average grade 4 reading scale scores by type of location for public
schools only: 1992, 1994, and 1998

Table D.7

Average scale score
Central city

1992 1994 1998 1992

Average scale score
Urban fringe/large town

1994 1998 1992 1994 1998

Average scale score
Rural/small town

Nation 207  (1.5) 203  (2.4) 208  (1.8) 219  (2.2) 219  (1.9) 220  (1.8) 218  (2.4) 213  (1.8) 218  (1.2)
States

Alabama 206  (3.4) 205  (3.0) 208  (4.0) 213  (3.2) 216  (3.0) 218  (3.4) 204  (2.4) 206  (1.7) 209  (2.2)
Arizona 213  (1.1) 207  (2.3) 208  (3.3) 210  (3.1) 207  (3.4) 210  (2.3) 199  (4.5) 199  (5.6) 197  (6.4)

Arkansas 209  (4.0) 207  (3.8) 199  (3.9) 215  (2.3) 212  (4.1) 218  (3.2) 211  (1.5) 208  (1.8) 210  (1.6)
California † 200  (2.8) 190  (3.6) 193  (6.6) 203  (3.5) 202  (2.3) 208  (3.3) 205 (12.5) ***  (***) 206  (5.8)
Colorado 211  (2.0) 209  (2.5) 221  (2.7) *+ 220  (1.7) 216  (2.3) 221  (1.8) 218  (2.7) 217  (2.5) 224  (3.0)

Connecticut 204  (3.8) 204  (4.3) 209  (3.4) 228  (2.1) 228  (1.6) 235  (2.4) * 231  (1.7) 238  (2.5) 241  (2.2) **
Delaware 213  (0.9) 207  (1.2) 212  (1.7) 213  (1.1) 206  (2.3) 211  (2.1) 212  (1.3) 206  (2.5) 214  (3.0)

Florida 202  (3.5) 199  (3.3) 208  (2.5) 212  (1.6) 210  (2.5) 207  (2.0) 209  (2.2) 198  (4.3) 205  (5.0)
Georgia 203  (3.9) 195  (5.7) 196  (4.1) 219  (2.3) 213  (4.8) 217  (2.5) 211  (1.8) 206  (2.6) 207  (3.1)
Hawaii 209  (3.2) 210  (3.9) 210  (3.4) 199  (2.8) 198  (2.0) 196  (2.4) 204  (2.1) 197  (2.5) 195  (3.2)

Iowa † 224  (2.2) 218  (3.8) 216  (2.3) * 231  (2.1) 222  (4.0) 231  (3.5) 224  (1.3) 225  (1.3) 224  (1.5)
Kansas †          —          — 216  (3.2) —          — 233  (2.4) —          — 222  (1.8)

Kentucky 215  (3.4) 214  (4.9) 216  (3.4) 217  (3.5) 216  (4.3) 221  (2.3) 210  (1.3) 209  (1.7) 217  (2.0) *+
Louisiana 200  (2.8) 190  (2.7) 197  (3.0) 207  (1.9) 203  (3.1) 211  (2.9) 204  (1.9) 197  (2.7) 206  (1.9) +

Maine 225  (2.6) 227  (4.4) 226  (5.1) 228  (3.8) 228  (3.5) 229  (3.8) 227  (1.3) 229  (1.4) 225  (1.4)
Maryland 200  (4.4) 200  (3.8) 199  (4.5) 216  (1.7) 216  (1.8) 218  (2.0) 202  (4.6) 199  (5.0) 221  (3.4) *+

Massachusetts † 208  (2.0) 201  (3.3) 208  (3.0) 232  (1.3) 231  (1.5) 231  (1.9) 232  (1.8) 230  (2.7) 231  (1.9)
Michigan 205  (4.7)          — 198  (4.0) 219  (1.7)          — 224  (2.0) 222  (1.9)          — 222  (2.0)

Minnesota † 212  (4.0) 207  (6.6) 207  (5.0) 224  (1.6) 224  (1.6) 229  (2.2) 220  (1.8) 215  (2.0) 220  (2.1)
Mississippi 198  (3.5) 204  (3.7) 204  (3.7) 208  (3.5) 213  (4.2) 211  (3.8) 197  (1.8) 198  (2.0) 202  (1.9)

Missouri 209  (4.0) 212  (4.4) 198  (5.1) 223  (2.1) 221  (2.2) 223  (2.4) 222  (1.2) 217  (1.6) 219  (2.3)
Montana †          — 218  (3.1) 224  (4.0)   — 224  (4.2) 225  (4.0)         — 223  (1.7) 227  (1.8)
Nevada  —          — 206  (1.6)      —          — 210  (2.5)          —          — 211  (4.3)

New Hampshire † 229  (2.1) 220  (2.9) 228  (3.6) 229  (2.3) 226  (2.3) 225  (2.4) 226  (1.8) 222  (2.4) 225  (1.9)
New Mexico 214  (2.1) 205  (3.3) 213  (2.4) 210  (3.1) 206  (3.1) 209  (3.4) 208  (2.1) 202  (3.1) 198  (3.7)

New York † 199  (3.0) 194  (2.7) 203  (2.5) 225  (1.5) 224  (1.7) 227  (2.6) 225  (2.4) 227  (4.1) 225  (2.0)
North Carolina 214  (3.0) 218  (2.9) 220  (2.6) 212  (2.4) 213  (2.9) 219  (2.5) 209  (1.7) 211  (2.2) 214  (2.2)

Oklahoma 218  (1.9)          — 216  (3.5) 223  (1.9)          — 224  (1.8) 220  (1.5)          — 218  (1.0)
Oregon  —          — 211  (3.1)          —          — 218  (2.6) —          — 213  (2.5)

Rhode Island 205  (2.5) 211  (1.7) 202  (2.7) + 221  (3.1) 223  (1.8) 227  (2.6) 231  (2.5) 229  (3.1) 229  (1.5)
South Carolina 209  (2.8) 208  (2.9) 214  (2.2) 218  (2.2) 211  (2.7) 216  (1.8) 205  (1.9) 196  (2.8) 205  (2.3) +

Tennessee 208  (2.7) 207  (4.0) 205  (2.6) 218  (2.7) 218  (2.2) 224  (3.2) 213  (1.9) 213  (2.3) 214  (2.5)
Texas 209  (2.5) 208  (3.1) 209  (3.2) 219  (2.7) 219  (3.6) 225  (3.6) 209  (4.6) 211  (3.4) 222  (2.6) +
Utah 219  (2.5) 215  (3.5) 214  (2.2) 220  (1.5) 219  (1.5) 218  (2.0) 222  (1.6) 217  (2.8) 212  (2.6) *

Virginia 217  (2.3) 208  (2.2) 215  (2.9) 227  (2.3) 221  (2.4) 222  (2.0) 214  (2.0) 208  (2.4) 218  (2.1) +
Washington — 210  (3.4) 215  (2.8)  — 215  (1.9) 223  (1.9) +          — 210  (3.7) 212  (2.7)

West Virginia 216  (4.3) 213  (2.8) 223  (5.0) 218  (2.2) 214  (2.3) 220  (3.7) 214  (1.8) 213  (1.3) 214  (1.8)
Wisconsin † 222  (2.1) 221  (2.4) 216  (2.6) 225  (1.6) 226  (1.7) 231  (1.9) 224  (1.8) 226  (1.5) 227  (1.5)
Wyoming 221  (3.0) 221  (2.7) 218  (3.0) 224  (7.9) 218  (5.7) 218  (6.1) 224  (1.1) 222  (1.4) 219  (1.8)

Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia 188  (0.8) 179  (0.9) 182  (1.4) ** ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***)

DDESS  —          — 220  (2.3) —          — 222  (2.7) —          — 219  (3.0)
DoDDS   — ***  (***) ***  (***) — ***  (***) ***  (***) — ***  (***) ***  (***)

Virgin Islands ***  (***)          — ***  (***) ***  (***)          — ***  (***) 171  (1.7)          — 178  (1.9) *
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Percentage at or above Proficient
Central city

1992

Percentage of grade 4 students at or above the Proficient level by type
of location for public schools only: 1992, 1994, and 1998

Table D.8

1994 1998 1992

Percentage at or above Proficient
Urban fringe/large town

1994 1998 1992 1994 1998

Percentage at or above Proficient
Rural/small town

** Indicates that the percentage in 1998 was significantly different from that in 1992 using a multiple comparison procedure
based on all jurisdictions that participated 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.
The standard errors of the estimated percentages appear in parentheses.
— Indicates jurisdiction did not participate.   ***(***)  Insufficient sample size.
† 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 factors not included in this table.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1994,
and 1998 Reading Assessments.

Nation 20  (1.4)  22  (2.0)  22  (1.9) 31  (2.7)  33  (2.0)  35  (1.8) 28  (2.6)  27  (2.0)  30  (2.2)
States

Alabama 20  (2.4)  23  (2.5)  23  (3.9) 24  (2.9)  30  (2.9)  31  (4.2)  17  (2.3)  20  (1.5)  21  (2.1)
Arizona 23  (1.6)  25  (1.8)  24  (2.2) 19  (2.2)  24  (3.1)  21  (2.4)  15  (3.0)  21  (3.5)  17  (5.2)

Arkansas 22  (4.3)  23  (2.8)  19  (3.1) 27  (2.7)  28  (3.8)  30  (4.1)  22  (1.3)  23  (1.7)  23  (1.9)
California †  19  (2.5)  14  (2.2)  16  (3.3) 20  (2.8)  21  (1.8)  23  (2.6)  22  (10.7) ***  (***)  18  (5.8)
Colorado  19  (1.9)  26  (2.4)  35  (3.1)  **  29  (2.2)  29  (2.5)  32  (2.5)  26  (3.2)  29  (2.9)  36  (3.9)

Connecticut 19  (3.1)  25  (3.3)  21  (2.9) 40  (2.6)  40  (1.9)  49  (3.6)  40  (2.8)  53  (3.7)  57  (3.7) **
Delaware 25  (1.4)  24  (1.5)  24  (2.4)  24  (2.3)  23  (1.8)  25  (2.5)  22  (1.3)  20  (1.4)  25  (3.0)

Florida 18  (2.4)  18  (2.2)  24  (2.2) 24  (1.6)  27  (2.2)  22  (1.9)  20  (3.1)  17  (3.9)  21  (3.1)
Georgia 17  (3.4)  19  (4.3)  14  (3.7) 31  (2.8)  31  (3.5)  30  (3.1)  23  (2.0)  22  (2.9)  21  (2.7)
Hawaii 21  (2.8)  25  (3.2)  25  (2.7) 14  (2.3)  17  (1.4)  14  (1.5)  17  (1.7)  17  (1.9)  15  (1.9)

Iowa † 34  (3.3)  30  (3.9)  28  (2.5) 43  (3.8)  34  (4.5)  43  (5.1)  35  (1.8)  36  (1.5)  35  (2.0)
Kansas †  —          —  32  (3.2) —         —  43  (3.6) —    —  32  (2.5)

Kentucky 27  (3.8)  31  (4.7)  28  (3.2)  28  (4.9)  29  (4.9)  33  (4.0) 19  (1.4)  22  (1.4)  28  (2.0) **
Louisiana 15  (2.4)  13  (1.9)  17  (2.9) 16  (2.0)  18  (2.3)  22  (2.7)  15  (1.7)  13  (2.0)  18  (1.9)

Maine 33  (5.2)  39  (6.6)  39  (6.9) 37  (6.4)  39  (3.5)  41  (4.2)  36  (2.1)  41  (1.5)  35  (2.0) +
Maryland 14  (2.4)  20  (3.9)  19  (3.5) 29  (1.5)  30  (1.9)  30  (2.4)  13  (3.1)  16  (2.8)  33  (4.4) **+

Massachusetts †  17  (2.3)  16  (2.5)  19  (2.8) 42  (2.4)  43  (2.0)  42  (2.8)  42  (3.1)  41  (4.8)  43  (4.1)
Michigan 21  (5.0)          —  17  (3.3)  27  (2.4)          —  34  (2.6)  29  (2.9)          —  30  (2.7)

Minnesota †  25  (4.2)  28  (4.2)  29  (4.0) 34  (2.1)  37  (2.4)  43  (2.4)  *  29  (2.3)  29  (1.8)  30  (2.6)
Mississippi 11  (2.1)  18  (3.4)  18  (2.4)  19  (3.4)  27  (4.3)  24  (2.7) 12  (1.1)  15  (1.4)  15  (1.5)

Missouri 24  (3.9)  30  (4.4)  19  (3.4)  32  (3.0)  32  (2.8)  34  (2.9)  31  (1.8)  30  (2.1)  29  (2.7)
Montana †          —  29  (2.5)  35  (4.8)        —  34  (6.5)  36  (4.8)          —  37  (1.9)  38  (2.7)
Nevada —          —  20  (1.5)         —          —  24  (3.0)          —          —  23  (4.6)

New Hampshire †  39  (3.2)  32  (3.6)  42  (4.3) 39  (3.1)  38  (2.6)  38  (4.1)  37  (2.6)  35  (2.8)  37  (2.2)
New Mexico 26  (2.6)  23  (2.5)  27  (2.4)  24  (3.1)  21  (3.3)  23  (3.8)  19  (2.5)  18  (2.4)  16  (1.9)

New York †  16  (2.2)  15  (1.9)  19  (2.2)  35  (2.1)  37  (2.0)  39  (3.3)  32  (3.4)  37  (6.3)  35  (3.6)
North Carolina 27  (3.0)  34  (2.8)  30  (3.2)  26  (2.5)  28  (3.1)  29  (2.8)  22  (1.8)  27  (2.3)  25  (2.3)

Oklahoma  27  (2.2)          —  29  (3.2) 33  (2.8)          —  34  (2.8)  28  (1.9)          —  27  (1.8)
Oregon          —          —  25  (2.7)         —          —  31  (2.5)          —          —  26  (2.1)

Rhode Island  19  (2.4)  24  (2.1)  19  (2.6) 30  (3.2)  36  (2.3)  39  (2.5)  41  (3.9)  39  (2.9)  39  (3.3)
South Carolina  21  (2.9)  23  (2.9)  25  (2.1)  29  (2.5)  24  (2.3)  26  (2.0)  18  (2.0)  15  (2.0)  18  (2.1)

Tennessee  21  (2.8)  25  (3.4)  21  (2.3)  28  (3.3)  29  (2.6)  35  (3.4)  21  (1.8)  26  (2.0)  25  (2.2)
Texas  20  (2.9)  23  (3.0)  22  (2.5)  29  (3.1)  32  (3.6)  36  (4.6)  22  (4.7)  24  (3.7)  34  (3.8)
Utah  29  (3.3)  31  (3.0)  28  (2.0)  30  (2.0)  30  (2.1)  29  (2.5)  31  (3.0)  29  (3.4)  24  (2.2)

Virginia  28  (2.7)  22  (2.4)  26  (3.3)  39  (2.9)  33  (2.7)  34  (2.5)  23  (2.0)  21  (2.0)  28  (2.8)
Washington          —  25  (2.6)  28  (2.7)          —  28  (1.8)  34  (2.6)          —  26  (3.5)  24  (2.0)

West Virginia  25  (5.2)  28  (3.2)  35  (6.1)  28  (2.7)  28  (2.8)  33  (4.1)  24  (1.8)  25  (1.5)  26  (1.7)
Wisconsin †  32  (2.8)  33  (2.9)  28  (2.8)  35  (2.6)  37  (3.1)  42  (3.1)  34  (2.3)  36  (2.3)  35  (2.5)
Wyoming 30  (3.8)  31  (2.9)  30  (4.0)  35  (6.5)  31  (6.0)  29  (6.3)  34  (1.5)  32  (1.5)  30  (2.0)

Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia 10  (0.6)   8  (0.7)  10  (1.1) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***)

DDESS          —          —  31  (2.6)          —          —  34  (3.5)          —          —  31  (2.8)
DoDDS          — ***  (***) ***  (***)          — ***  (***) ***  (***)          — ***  (***) ***  (***)

Virgin Islands ***  (***)          — ***  (***) ***  (***)          — ***  (***)   3  (0.7)          —   8  (1.3) **
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Average grade 8 reading scale scores by type of location
for public schools only: 1998

Table D.9

Central
city

Average scale score

The standard errors of the estimated scale scores appear in parentheses.
***(***)  Insufficient sample size.
† 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 factors not included in this table.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Reading Assessment.

Urban fringe/
large town

Rural/
small town

Nation 254  (1.7) 266  (1.4) 263  (1.5)

States
Alabama 254  (3.4) 260  (2.3) 254  (1.9)
Arizona 261  (1.7) 267  (2.3) 250  (2.5)

Arkansas 253  (3.1) 262  (2.9) 255  (1.6)
California † 249  (2.5) 255  (2.3) ***  (***)
Colorado 258  (2.6) 268  (1.2) 264  (2.1)

Connecticut 252  (2.9) 275  (1.4) 280  (1.7)
Delaware 254  (2.7) 256  (2.3) 258  (2.5)

Florida 252  (2.5) 256  (2.0) 247  (7.4)
Georgia 245  (3.1) 263  (1.8) 254  (2.5)
Hawaii 253  (2.6) 250  (1.5) 247  (2.0)

Kansas  † 260  (3.7) 273  (1.9) 269  (1.6)
Kentucky 261  (4.7) 266  (2.4) 261  (1.3)
Louisiana 247  (3.3) 253  (2.8) 255  (1.7)

Maine 279  (3.0) 272  (3.8) 272  (1.3)
Maryland † 246  (4.3) 264  (2.3) 268  (2.3)

Massachusetts 254  (3.3) 275  (2.4) 274  (2.4)
Minnesota † 249  (5.2) 273  (1.4) 266  (2.3)
Mississippi 243  (4.8) 255  (2.1) 250  (1.8)

Missouri 257  (4.0) 263  (2.0) 266  (1.4)
Montana † 263  (2.8) 266  (3.4) 273  (1.4)

Nevada 254  (1.7) 258  (2.5) 262  (2.1)
New Mexico 260  (2.7) 261  (1.6) 253  (1.7)

New York † 254  (2.7) 278  (2.4) 271  (2.2)
North Carolina 267  (2.0) 263  (2.6) 261  (1.5)

Oklahoma 265  (2.0) 268  (2.1) 264  (1.7)

Oregon 264  (4.0) 269  (2.2) 263  (1.6)
Rhode Island 252  (2.7) 265  (1.8) 271  (3.0)

South Carolina 257  (2.2) 260  (1.9) 249  (2.2)
Tennessee 253  (2.2) 264  (2.4) 261  (1.8)

Texas 259  (2.5) 266  (2.2) 263  (3.5)

Utah 264  (1.8) 266  (1.3) 261  (3.1)
Virginia 260  (1.9) 274  (1.7) 263  (2.2)

Washington 264  (2.2) 266  (2.2) 263  (2.1)
West Virginia 265  (3.7) 264  (3.2) 260  (1.4)

Wisconsin † 256  (3.1) 273  (2.5) 269  (1.9)
Wyoming 263  (3.0) ***  (***) 262  (1.3)

Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia 236  (2.0) ***  (***) ***  (***)

DDESS 268  (3.6) 265  (7.7) 279  (5.4)
DoDDS ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***)

Virgin Islands ***  (***) ***  (***) 233  (2.9)
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Percentage of grade 8 students at or above the Proficient level
by type of location for public schools only: 1998

Table D.10

Central
city

Percentage at or above Proficient

The standard errors of the estimated percentages appear in parentheses.
***(***)  Insufficient sample size.
† 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 factors not included in this table.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Reading Assessment.

Urban fringe/
large town

Rural/
small town

Nation 25  (1.4)  35  (1.6)  31  (1.7)

States
Alabama  20  (3.2)  25  (2.9)  20  (1.9)
Arizona 29  (2.0)  32  (3.1)  17  (3.2)

Arkansas 22  (2.8)  27  (3.5)  23  (1.5)
California †  19  (2.2)  23  (2.7) ***  (***)
Colorado 25  (3.2)  33  (2.4)  32  (2.7)

Connecticut 20  (3.3)  46  (2.4)  50  (3.4)
Delaware 24  (2.7)  24  (2.6)  27  (1.9)

Florida 24  (2.4)  24  (1.9)  16  (3.5)
Georgia 13  (3.6)  30  (2.3)  22  (2.6)
Hawaii 22  (2.2)  18  (1.2)  17  (2.6)

Kansas †  26  (3.9)  43  (3.7)  36  (2.0)
Kentucky 30  (5.4)  33  (3.5)  28  (2.1)
Louisiana 17  (3.0)  19  (1.7)  17  (2.2)

Maine 48  (5.9)  41  (5.8)  41  (1.9)
Maryland †  17  (4.9)  34  (2.6)  35  (3.5)

Massachusetts 21  (4.2)  42  (3.6)  41  (3.8)
Minnesota †  25  (5.6)  43  (2.1)  33  (3.4)
Mississippi 13  (1.4)  23  (2.6)  18  (1.5)

Missouri 23  (3.9)  29  (2.6)  32  (1.9)
Montana †  28  (3.1)  36  (3.8)  42  (1.9)

Nevada 22  (1.7)  26  (2.3)  26  (2.8)
New Mexico 27  (3.0)  27  (2.5)  18  (1.7)

New York †  20  (3.1)  47  (3.6)  36  (3.7)
North Carolina 36  (2.4)  30  (3.9)  28  (1.8)

Oklahoma  29  (3.4)  31  (2.5)  26  (2.5)

Oregon  36  (5.0)  37  (2.9)  28  (2.2)
Rhode Island  19  (1.9)  33  (1.9)  42  (2.6)

South Carolina  24  (2.4)  26  (2.0)  17  (1.5)
Tennessee  22  (2.5)  30  (3.6)  27  (2.4)

Texas  25  (2.7)  32  (3.4)  28  (4.3)

Utah  31  (2.0)  33  (1.6)  26  (3.3)
Virginia  25  (2.8)  43  (2.2)  28  (2.8)

Washington  32  (2.7)  33  (3.0)  29  (2.6)
West Virginia  34  (4.2)  29  (4.2)  25  (1.3)

Wisconsin †  24  (3.2)  39  (4.1)  35  (3.1)
Wyoming  29  (3.0) ***  (***)  29  (1.4)

Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia  12  (1.3) ***  (***) ***  (***)

DoDEA/DDESS  36  (3.9)  34  (7.9)  48  (10.7)
DoDEA/DoDDS ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***)

Virgin Islands ***  (***) ***  (***)  10  (2.5)
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Percentages of grade 4 students by gender
for public schools only:  1998

Table D.11

Male Female

The standard errors of the estimated percentages appear in parentheses.
† 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 percentages are based on the national assessment sample, not on aggregated state assessment samples.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Reading Assessment.

Nation 50  (0.7)  50  (0.7)

States
Alabama 51  (1.2)  49  (1.2)
Arizona 49  (1.0)  51  (1.0)

Arkansas 50  (0.9)  50  (0.9)
California †  48  (0.9)  52  (0.9)
Colorado 49  (1.0)  51  (1.0)

Connecticut 47  (1.0)  53  (1.0)
Delaware 51  (1.2)  49  (1.2)

Florida 50  (0.9)  50  (0.9)
Georgia 50  (1.0)  50  (1.0)
Hawaii 50  (1.2)  50  (1.2)

Iowa †  50  (1.1)  50  (1.1)
Kansas †  53  (1.1)  47  (1.1)

Kentucky  50  (1.0)  50  (1.0)
Louisiana  49  (1.1)  51  (1.1)

Maine  51  (1.2)  49  (1.2)

Maryland  49  (1.2)  51  (1.2)
Massachusetts †  48  (1.0)  52  (1.0)

Michigan  49  (1.0)  51  (1.0)
Minnesota †  51  (1.1)  49  (1.1)
Mississippi  49  (1.1)  51  (1.1)

Missouri  52  (0.9)  48  (0.9)
Montana †  50  (1.2)  50  (1.2)
Nevada 50  (0.9)  50  (0.9)

New Hampshire † 51  (1.0)  49  (1.0)
New Mexico  49  (1.3)  51  (1.3)

New York †  49  (0.9)  51  (0.9)
North Carolina  49  (0.9)  51  (0.9)

Oklahoma  50  (1.2)  50  (1.2)
Oregon  49  (1.0)  51  (1.0)

Rhode Island  53  (1.2)  47  (1.2)

South Carolina  48  (1.2)  52  (1.2)
Tennessee  50  (1.1)  50  (1.1)

Texas  50  (1.0)  50  (1.0)
Utah  52  (1.3)  48  (1.3)

Virginia  50  (0.8)  50  (0.8)

Washington  51  (0.9)  49  (0.9)
West Virginia  48  (1.0)  52  (1.0)

Wisconsin †  50  (1.1)  50  (1.1)
Wyoming  51  (1.2)  49  (1.2)

Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia  48  (1.1)  52  (1.1)

DDESS  49  (0.8)  51  (0.8)
DoDDS  50  (1.1)  50  (1.1)

Virgin Islands  47  (1.3)  53  (1.3)
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Percentages of grade 8 students by gender
for public schools only:  1998

Table D.12

Male Female

The standard errors of the estimated percentages appear in parentheses.
† 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 percentages are based on the national assessment sample, not on aggregated state assessment samples.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Reading Assessment.

Nation 51  (0.5)  49  (0.5)

States
Alabama 50  (1.1)  50  (1.1)
Arizona 50  (1.2)  50  (1.2)

Arkansas 51  (1.1)  49  (1.1)
California † 50  (1.1)  50  (1.1)
Colorado 52  (1.0)  48  (1.0)

Connecticut 51  (1.0)  49  (1.0)
Delaware 50  (1.1)  50  (1.1)

Florida 49  (1.0)  51  (1.0)
Georgia 51  (1.1)  49  (1.1)
Hawaii 50  (0.8)  50  (0.8)

Kansas †  50  (1.1)  50  (1.1)
Kentucky 51  (1.0)  49  (1.0)
Louisiana 49  (1.0)  51  (1.0)

Maine 50  (1.0)  50  (1.0)
Maryland †  51  (1.3)  49  (1.3)

Massachusetts  51  (1.3)  49  (1.3)
Minnesota †  51  (1.0)  49  (1.0)
Mississippi  49  (1.2)  51  (1.2)

Missouri 52  (1.1)  48  (1.1)
Montana †  48  (1.0)  52  (1.0)

Nevada 52  (1.0)  48  (1.0)
New Mexico 49  (1.0)  51  (1.0)

New York †  49  (1.4)  51  (1.4)
North Carolina 48  (1.1)  52  (1.1)

Oklahoma 50  (1.2)  50  (1.2)

Oregon 51  (1.0)  49  (1.0)
Rhode Island 50  (1.0)  50  (1.0)

South Carolina 48  (1.1)  52  (1.1)
Tennessee 49  (1.3)  51  (1.3)

Texas 50  (1.1)  50  (1.1)

Utah 51  (1.1)  49  (1.1)
Virginia 50  (1.0)  50  (1.0)

Washington 51  (1.1)  49  (1.1)
West Virginia 50  (1.1)  50  (1.1)

Wisconsin †  50  (1.1)  50  (1.1)
Wyoming 52  (0.8)  48  (0.8)

Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia 48  (1.3)  52  (1.3)

DDESS 52  (2.3)  48  (2.3)
DoDDS 51  (1.1)  49  (1.1)

Virgin Islands 48  (1.9)  52  (1.9)
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White

Percentages of grade 4 students by race/ethnicity
for public schools only: 1998

Table D.13

 Black Hispanic

The standard errors of the estimated percentages appear in parentheses.
† 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 percentages are based on the national assessment sample, not on aggregated state assessment samples.
Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Reading Assessment.

  Asian/
Pacific

Islander
American

Indian

Nation 66  (0.6)  16  (0.4)  14  (0.5)   2  (0.2)   2  (0.2)

States
Alabama 61  (2.0)  30  (2.0)   6  (0.6)   1  (0.2)   2  (0.4)
Arizona 54  (2.0)   5  (0.9)  34  (1.8)   2  (0.3)   5  (0.9)

Arkansas 70  (1.9)  21  (1.6)   6  (0.7)   0  (0.1)   2  (0.4)
California†  43  (2.7)   8  (1.4)  34  (2.4)  13  (1.9)   2  (0.4)
Colorado 68  (1.7)   6  (0.9)  21  (1.5)   3  (0.4)   2  (0.3)

Connecticut 72  (2.0)  11  (1.3)  13  (1.1)   3  (0.4)   1  (0.3)
Delaware 61  (1.2)  25  (0.9)   9  (0.8)   2  (0.6)   2  (0.3)

Florida 52  (1.8)  24  (1.8)  20  (1.4)   2  (0.3)   2  (0.2)
Georgia 50  (1.6)  38  (1.7)   8  (0.8)   2  (0.5)   2  (0.3)
Hawaii 20  (1.0)   5  (0.4)  13  (0.7)  59  (1.3)   2  (0.2)

Iowa†  86  (1.0)   4  (0.5)   6  (0.7)   2  (0.5)   2  (0.3)
Kansas†  74  (1.7)  10  (1.3)  10  (1.3)   2  (0.3)   4  (0.6)

Kentucky 85  (1.2)   9  (1.0)   3  (0.5)   1  (0.2)   1  (0.2)
Louisiana 50  (1.9)  39  (1.7)   7  (0.9)   1  (0.4)   2  (0.4)

Maine 90  (1.0)   2  (0.3)   4  (0.6)   2  (0.4)   2  (0.4)

Maryland 53  (2.1)  32  (1.7)   9  (1.0)   4  (0.6)   2  (0.3)
Massachusetts†  78  (1.7)   7  (0.8)  10  (1.3)   4  (0.7)   2  (0.4)

Michigan  73  (2.2)  14  (2.0)   9  (1.0)   2  (0.6)   2  (0.3)
Minnesota†  82  (1.4)   6  (1.2)   7  (1.0)   3  (0.5)   2  (0.4)
Mississippi 50  (1.9)  43  (2.0)   6  (0.8)   1  (0.1)   1  (0.2)

Missouri 75  (1.7)  15  (1.5)   7  (0.6)   1  (0.2)   2  (0.3)
Montana† † 83  (1.6)   1  (0.2)   8  (0.8)   1  (0.2)   7  (1.1)
Nevada 60  (1.4)   9  (0.9)  24  (1.1)   5  (0.6)   3  (0.4)

New Hampshire† 89  (0.8)   1  (0.2)   6  (0.6)   1  (0.3)   2  (0.4)
New Mexico 39  (1.7)   4  (0.5)  46  (1.8)   2  (0.4)  10  (1.3)

New York†  60  (2.2)  16  (1.3)  18  (1.9)   4  (0.8)   1  (0.3)
North Carolina 62  (1.6)  27  (1.3)   7  (0.7)   1  (0.3)   2  (0.5)

Oklahoma 70  (1.6)   8  (1.2)  10  (0.9)   2  (0.3)  11  (1.0)
Oregon 75  (1.0)   3  (0.3)  13  (1.1)   5  (0.5)   5  (0.4)

Rhode Island 74  (1.8)   7  (0.8)  14  (1.0)   3  (0.5)   2  (0.3)

South Carolina 54  (1.5)  37  (1.6)   6  (0.5)   1  (0.2)   2  (0.3)
Tennessee 70  (1.9)  24  (1.7)   5  (0.7)   1  (0.2)   1  (0.3)

Texas 47  (2.2)  15  (2.1)  34  (2.2)   3  (0.4)   1  (0.3)
Utah 78  (1.3)   2  (0.3)  14  (0.9)   3  (0.4)   3  (0.6)

Virginia 63  (1.9)  23  (1.6)   8  (0.9)   4  (0.5)   2  (0.3)

Washington 73  (1.6)   5  (0.6)  11  (1.1)   7  (1.0)   4  (0.6)
West Virginia 88  (1.4)   4  (0.9)   6  (0.8)   1  (0.1)   2  (0.4)

Wisconsin†  79  (1.6)   9  (1.1)   8  (0.9)   2  (0.4)   2  (0.4)
Wyoming 80  (1.2)   1  (0.2)  12  (1.0)   1  (0.2)   5  (0.7)

Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia  7  (0.4)  75  (1.1)  15  (0.8)   1  (0.3)   2  (0.3)

DDESS 47  (0.9)  29  (1.0)  19  (0.6)   3  (0.4)   2  (0.3)
DoDDS 47  (1.0)  18  (0.7)  15  (0.7)  15  (0.9)   3  (0.3)

Virgin Islands  3  (0.4)  75  (1.6)  19  (1.5)   1  (0.2)   1  (0.3)
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Table D.14

 Black Hispanic

The standard errors of the estimated percentages appear in parentheses.
(- - -) Standard error estimates cannot be accurately determined.
† 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 percentages are based on the national assessment sample, not on aggregated state assessment samples.
Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Reading Assessment.

  Asian/
Pacific

Islander
American

Indian

Nation 66  (0.5)  15  (0.3)  14  (0.3)   4  (0.3)   1  (0.2)

States
Alabama 62  (2.0)  31  (1.8)   4  (0.6)   1  (0.2)   1  (0.3)
Arizona 57  (1.9)   4  (0.7)  31  (1.6)   2  (0.4)   6  (1.0)

Arkansas 73  (1.6)  21  (1.5)   3  (0.4)   1  (0.3)   1  (0.2)
California†  38  (2.2)   8  (1.2)  41  (2.0)  11  (1.4)   2  (0.6)
Colorado 68  (1.8)   5  (1.2)  22  (1.5)   3  (0.4)   1  (0.2)

Connecticut 74  (1.4)  12  (1.0)  10  (0.9)   3  (0.4)   1  (0.2)
Delaware 63  (1.5)  26  (0.9)   7  (1.2)   3  (0.3)   1  (0.2)

Florida 52  (2.0)  24  (1.8)  20  (1.5)   3  (0.4)   1  (0.2)
Georgia 58  (1.9)  34  (1.8)   5  (0.6)   2  (0.4)   1  (0.2)
Hawaii 16  (0.7)   3  (0.5)  10  (0.6)  69  (0.9)   1  (0.2)

Kansas†  80  (1.7)   8  (1.4)   8  (1.1)   2  (0.5)   1  (0.3)
Kentucky 87  (1.4)   9  (1.2)   2  (0.4)   1  (0.2)   1  (0.2)
Louisiana 55  (1.7)  38  (1.6)   5  (0.4)   1  (0.3)   1  (0.2)

Maine 93  (0.5)   1  (0.2)   2  (0.3)   1  (0.3)   2  (0.4)
Maryland†  58  (2.2)  30  (2.5)   7  (0.9)   4  (0.8)   1  (0.2)

Massachusetts 76  (1.5)   7  (1.1)  11  (1.2)   5  (0.8)   1  (0.2)
Minnesota†  85  (1.5)   3  (0.6)   5  (0.9)   4  (0.6)   2  (0.4)
Mississippi 50  (1.9)  44  (1.7)   4  (0.5)   1  (0.3)   1  (0.2)

Missouri 81  (1.7)  14  (1.5)   2  (0.3)   1  (0.3)   1  (0.2)
Montana†  88  (1.2)   1  (0.2)   4  (0.5)   1  (0.2)   7  (1.0)

Nevada 62  (1.1)   8  (0.7)  22  (0.9)   5  (0.4)   2  (0.4)
New Mexico 38  (1.5)   2  (0.4)  51  (1.4)   2  (0.3)   7  (0.7)

New York†  57  (2.5)  16  (1.4)  20  (2.0)   5  (1.1)   2  (0.3)
North Carolina 64  (1.8)  27  (1.3)   4  (0.5)   1  (0.3)   4  (1.6)

Oklahoma 72  (1.6)   9  (1.0)   7  (0.8)   2  (0.2)  11  (1.0)

Oregon 81  (1.3)   3  (0.6)   8  (0.7)   4  (0.6)   3  (0.4)
Rhode Island 79  (0.6)   6  (0.6)  11  (0.8)   3  (0.4)   2  (0.3)

South Carolina 56  (1.7)  38  (1.6)   4  (0.4)   1  (0.3)   1  (0.2)
Tennessee 73  (1.9)  21  (1.6)   4  (0.6)   1  (0.3)   1  (0.2)

Texas 48  (2.2)  12  (1.7)  35  (2.4)   4  (0.5)   1  (0.2)

Utah 86  (0.8)   0  (0.1)   7  (0.6)   4  (0.4)   2  (0.5)
Virginia 65  (1.4)  24  (1.5)   6  (0.6)   4  (0.5)   1  (0.2)

Washington 76  (1.6)   3  (0.6)  10  (1.2)   8  (0.7)   4  (0.5)
West Virginia 92  (0.8)   3  (0.6)   2  (0.3)   1  (0.2)   2  (0.3)

Wisconsin†  81  (1.2)   9  (1.1)   5  (1.1)   2  (0.5)   2  (0.4)
Wyoming 84  (0.9)   1  (0.3)   9  (0.6)   1  (0.2)   4  (0.7)

Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia 5  (0.6)  82  (1.3)  10  (1.1)   2  (0.4)   1  (0.3)

DDESS 42  (2.1)  26  (1.5)  27  (2.0)   2  (0.6)   2  (0.5)
DoDDS 46  (1.1)  19  (0.9)  15  (0.8)  17  (0.9)   1  (0.2)

Virgin Islands 1  (0.4)  79  (1.5)  18  (1.5)   0  (- - -)   1  (0.5)
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Percentages of grade 4 students by parents’ highest education
level for public schools only: 1998

Table D.15

Graduated
from

college

The standard errors of the estimated percentages appear in parentheses.
† 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 percentages are based on the national assessment sample, not on aggregated state assessment samples.
Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Reading Assessment.

Some
education
after high

school

Graduated
from high

school

Did not
finish high

school
I don’t
know

Nation 3  (0.3)  14  (0.4)  17  (0.7)  53  (1.1)  12  (0.6)

States
Alabama 5  (0.4)  16  (0.9)  19  (0.9)  52  (1.4)   9  (0.6)
Arizona 4  (0.5)  12  (0.8)  17  (1.0)  52  (1.8)  16  (1.3)

Arkansas 4  (0.5)  16  (0.7)  21  (0.8)  47  (1.2)  12  (0.7)
California†  4  (0.7)  11  (0.8)  18  (1.3)  50  (2.1)  17  (1.5)
Colorado 2  (0.3)  11  (0.9)  16  (0.9)  59  (1.8)  11  (0.9)

Connecticut 2  (0.3)  11  (0.9)  14  (0.8)  62  (2.0)  11  (0.8)
Delaware 2  (0.2)  13  (0.8)  17  (1.1)  57  (1.1)  11  (0.6)

Florida 3  (0.5)  11  (0.6)  18  (0.8)  55  (1.3)  13  (0.9)
Georgia 4  (0.4)  13  (0.8)  19  (0.9)  55  (1.6)   9  (0.7)
Hawaii 2  (0.3)  15  (1.0)  13  (0.9)  56  (1.4)  13  (0.7)

Iowa†   2  (0.4)  17  (1.0)  16  (0.8)  55  (1.6)  11  (0.8)
Kansas†   3  (0.5)  14  (1.1)  17  (1.0)  55  (1.8)  11  (0.8)

Kentucky  6  (0.6)  19  (1.0)  23  (1.0)  41  (1.5)  11  (0.7)
Louisiana  4  (0.5)  16  (0.8)  19  (1.0)  50  (1.5)  10  (0.6)

Maine 2  (0.3)  17  (0.9)  17  (1.0)  49  (1.4)  14  (1.1)

Maryland 2  (0.4)  11  (0.7)  16  (0.9)  62  (1.5)   9  (0.8)
Massachusetts†   2  (0.4)  12  (0.9)  16  (0.9)  58  (1.3)  11  (0.7)

Michigan   2  (0.4)  15  (1.0)  18  (1.0)  53  (1.4)  13  (1.0)
Minnesota†   2  (0.3)  13  (0.7)  13  (0.8)  59  (1.4)  13  (0.8)
Mississippi  4  (0.5)  13  (0.8)  20  (0.9)  53  (1.3)  10  (0.7)

Missouri   3  (0.4)  16  (0.7)  18  (0.9)  50  (1.2)  12  (0.8)
Montana†   2  (0.4)  16  (0.8)  17  (1.0)  54  (1.6)  11  (0.8)
Nevada   4  (0.5)  13  (0.7)  18  (0.9)  50  (1.3)  16  (0.8)

New Hampshire†   2  (0.5)  15  (1.0)  15  (1.1)  55  (1.4)  13  (0.9)
New Mexico   4  (0.5)  15  (0.9)  20  (0.9)  48  (1.4)  13  (0.9)

New York†   2  (0.4)  11  (0.9)  17  (0.8)  58  (1.6)  12  (0.8)
North Carolina   4  (0.4)  14  (0.8)  17  (0.9)  54  (1.3)  12  (0.8)

Oklahoma   4  (0.5)  14  (0.8)  20  (0.9)  49  (1.6)  12  (0.7)
Oregon  3  (0.5)  13  (0.9)  17  (0.9)  52  (1.5)  15  (1.0)

Rhode Island   3  (0.5)  11  (0.7)  16  (0.7)  55  (1.5)  15  (1.2)

South Carolina   3  (0.5)  14  (0.7)  19  (1.1)  53  (1.4)  10  (0.8)
Tennessee   4  (0.4)  16  (0.9)  19  (0.9)  52  (1.3)   9  (0.6)

Texas   6  (0.7)  10  (0.6)  17  (1.0)  54  (1.5)  13  (0.9)
Utah   2  (0.4)  14  (0.8)  16  (0.7)  54  (1.4)  14  (0.8)

Virginia   3  (0.4)  14  (0.8)  19  (0.8)  52  (1.6)  11  (0.9)

Washington   3  (0.4)  13  (0.8)  17  (0.8)  53  (1.4)  14  (0.9)
West Virginia   6  (0.5)  21  (0.7)  19  (1.0)  43  (1.6)  11  (0.9)

Wisconsin†   2  (0.4)  17  (1.1)  18  (1.0)  53  (1.5)  10  (0.7)
Wyoming   2  (0.4)  14  (0.7)  18  (0.8)  54  (1.2)  12  (0.7)

Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia 2  (0.4)   8  (0.6)  20  (1.0)  61  (1.0)   9  (0.8)

DDESS 1  (0.2)  11  (0.7)  20  (0.7)  55  (1.0)  13  (0.8)
DoDDS 1  (0.2)  10  (0.5)  20  (0.9)  58  (1.0)  11  (0.6)

Virgin Islands 6  (0.5)  12  (0.9)  22  (1.2)  45  (1.2)  15  (1.1)
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Percentages of grade 8 students by parents’ highest education
level for public schools only: 1998

Table D.16

Graduated
from

college

The standard errors of the estimated percentages appear in parentheses.
† 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 percentages are based on the national assessment sample, not on aggregated state assessment samples.
Perentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Reading Assessment.

Some
education
after high

school

Graduated
from high

school

Did not
finish high

school
I don’t
know

Nation 8  (0.4)  23  (0.6)  18  (0.5)  42  (0.9)  10  (0.4)

States
Alabama 10  (0.8)  29  (1.1)  17  (0.7)  36  (1.3)   8  (0.6)
Arizona 10  (0.9)  19  (0.8)  19  (1.0)  40  (1.7)  11  (0.7)

Arkansas 8  (0.5)  24  (1.0)  21  (0.7)  31  (1.3)  15  (0.8)
California† 11  (1.1)  17  (1.0)  17  (0.8)  40  (1.8)  16  (1.1)
Colorado 7  (0.6)  19  (1.1)  19  (0.9)  48  (1.6)   8  (0.6)

Connecticut 4  (0.4)  18  (0.8)  18  (0.9)  52  (1.3)   8  (0.8)
Delaware 6  (0.8)  25  (1.0)  20  (1.0)  42  (1.1)   8  (0.6)

Florida 7  (0.8)  21  (1.0)  20  (0.8)  41  (1.5)  10  (0.7)
Georgia 8  (0.8)  27  (1.2)  19  (1.0)  39  (1.9)   7  (0.5)
Hawaii 5  (0.5)  24  (0.8)  20  (0.7)  38  (1.1)  13  (0.7)

Kansas†   6  (0.6)  20  (1.1)  20  (1.2)  45  (1.5)   9  (0.7)
Kentucky 11  (0.8)  29  (1.2)  20  (0.7)  33  (1.7)   7  (0.6)
Louisiana 10  (0.9)  30  (1.3)  20  (0.8)  31  (1.6)   8  (0.6)

Maine 4  (0.4)  23  (1.1)  22  (0.9)  45  (1.3)   6  (0.4)
Maryland† 5  (0.6)  21  (1.0)  19  (0.8)  47  (1.7)   8  (0.7)

Massachusetts 6  (0.6)  19  (1.0)  16  (1.0)  50  (1.6)   8  (0.8)
Minnesota†   4  (0.6)  18  (1.2)  20  (1.0)  49  (1.6)   8  (0.8)
Mississippi 11  (0.9)  28  (1.0)  15  (0.8)  38  (1.5)   8  (0.6)

Missouri 7  (0.8)  24  (1.2)  22  (0.9)  39  (1.7)   8  (0.6)
Montana†   5  (0.6)  19  (1.2)  20  (1.1)  51  (1.6)   5  (0.5)

Nevada 9  (0.6)  22  (0.8)  21  (0.9)  35  (0.9)  13  (0.8)
New Mexico 10  (0.9)  24  (1.1)  21  (0.9)  36  (1.3)   9  (0.7)

New York† 7  (0.7)  21  (1.1)  17  (1.1)  45  (1.7)  10  (0.9)
North Carolina 7  (0.7)  22  (1.1)  20  (0.9)  44  (1.7)   7  (0.7)

Oklahoma 7  (0.6)  22  (1.2)  21  (0.9)  40  (1.6)   9  (0.7)

Oregon 6  (0.7)  16  (1.0)  27  (1.1)  43  (1.8)   8  (0.7)
Rhode Island 8  (0.5)  19  (0.8)  18  (0.7)  44  (1.0)  12  (0.8)

South Carolina 7  (0.7)  28  (1.1)  18  (0.9)  39  (1.1)   8  (0.6)
Tennessee 9  (0.6)  28  (1.4)  18  (0.9)  38  (2.0)   6  (0.6)

Texas 12  (1.0)  20  (0.9)  19  (0.8)  38  (1.6)  11  (0.8)

Utah 3  (0.4)  16  (1.0)  18  (1.0)  55  (1.5)   7  (0.6)
Virginia 6  (0.6)  25  (1.2)  16  (0.8)  47  (1.5)   7  (0.6)

Washington 6  (0.7)  17  (1.0)  20  (1.0)  46  (1.7)  11  (0.7)
West Virginia 10  (0.8)  27  (1.1)  23  (0.9)  34  (1.3)   6  (0.5)

Wisconsin†   5  (0.8)  25  (1.2)  26  (1.3)  37  (1.7)   7  (0.6)
Wyoming 5  (0.4)  20  (0.9)  20  (0.9)  47  (0.9)   8  (0.6)

Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia 10  (0.9)  30  (1.3)  17  (1.0)  32  (1.1)  12  (0.8)

DDESS 2  (1.0)  17  (1.4)  24  (1.9)  50  (2.1)   8  (1.0)
DoDDS 1  (0.3)  17  (0.9)  24  (1.0)  50  (1.1)   8  (0.7)

Virgin Islands 16  (1.3)  32  (1.8)  13  (1.2)  24  (1.7)  16  (1.6)
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The standard errors of the estimated percentages appear in parentheses.  ***(***) Insufficient sample size.
(- - -) Standard error estimates cannot be accurately determined.
† 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 percentages are based on the national assessment sample, not on aggregated state assessment samples.
Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Reading Assessment.

Central
city

Percentages of grade 4 students by type of location
for public schools only: 1998

Table D.17

Urban
fringe/
large
town

 Rural/
small
town

Nation 33  (1.8)  35  (2.5)  32  (2.1)
States

Alabama 30  (2.3)  22  (2.1)  48  (3.1)
Arizona  59  (2.7)  26  (2.8)  15  (1.4)

Arkansas 25  (1.4)  17  (2.8)  58  (2.9)
California † 38  (2.7)  57  (3.1)   5  (2.0)
Colorado 32  (1.7)  45  (2.3)  23  (2.4)

Connecticut 21  (2.0)  50  (3.1)  29  (1.6)
Delaware 41  (0.9)  35  (1.1)  24  (0.6)

Florida 45  (1.9)  42  (2.3)  13  (1.3)
Georgia 17  (1.6)  47  (2.7)  37  (2.3)
Hawaii 26  (1.5)  45  (1.7)  28  (1.5)

Iowa †  25  (1.4)  16  (1.9)  59  (1.9)
Kansas †  29  (1.9)  20  (2.7)  51  (2.4)

Kentucky 23  (1.3)  22  (2.0)  55  (2.2)
Louisiana 35  (2.2)  31  (2.8)  34  (2.2)

Maine 9  (1.7)  13  (1.9)  77  (2.4)

Maryland 18  (1.1)  63  (1.8)  19  (1.5)
Massachusetts †  25  (2.2)  42  (2.2)  33  (3.2)

Michigan 27  (1.8)  42  (2.0)  31  (2.2)
Minnesota †  16  (1.5)  44  (1.9)  40  (1.8)
Mississippi 13  (1.5)  24  (2.8)  63  (2.5)

Missouri 21  (1.7)  39  (1.8)  39  (2.0)
Montana †  20  (1.3)  12  (1.7)  68  (1.8)
Nevada 61  (1.9)  24  (2.2)  14  (1.8)

New Hampshire †  20  (1.4)  25  (2.0)  55  (1.9)
New Mexico 36  (1.9)  26  (1.7)  38  (2.3)

New York †  46  (1.5)  37  (2.0)  18  (1.5)
North Carolina 32  (2.6)  25  (3.3)  43  (2.2)

Oklahoma 25  (1.5)  34  (3.0)  41  (3.0)
Oregon 27  (1.2)  41  (2.2)  31  (2.3)

Rhode Island 37  (1.8)  42  (2.3)  21  (2.0)

South Carolina 25  (1.0)  31  (2.3)  44  (2.2)
Tennessee 42  (0.9)  22  (1.8)  36  (2.1)

Texas 49  (2.2)  30  (2.3)  21  (1.6)
Utah 28  (1.7)  43  (2.4)  28  (2.8)

Virginia 30  (1.0)  39  (2.2)  31  (2.3)

Washington 36  (1.8)  37  (2.3)  27  (2.3)
West Virginia 15  (1.3)  21  (2.1)  64  (1.9)

Wisconsin †  36  (1.5)  27  (2.0)  37  (2.4)
Wyoming 26  (1.7)   6  (1.6)  68  (1.2)

Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia 100  (- - -)   0  (- - -)   0  (- - -)

DDESS 46  (0.6)  28  (0.6)  25  (0.7)
DoDDS ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***)

Virgin Islands 0  (- - -)   0  (- - -) 100  (- - -)
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The standard errors of the estimated percentages appear in parentheses.  ***(***)  Insufficient sample size.
(- - -) Standard error estimates cannot be accurately determined.
† 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 percentages are based on the national assessment sample, not on aggregated state assessment samples.
Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Reading Assessment.

Central
city

Percentages of grade 8 students by type of location
for public schools only: 1998

Table D.18

Urban
fringe/
large
town

 Rural/
small
town

Nation 32  (1.6)  40  (2.0)  28  (1.6)

States
Alabama 28  (2.2)  22  (1.5)  50  (2.5)
Arizona 57  (2.7)  26  (2.8)  17  (1.3)

Arkansas 25  (1.8)  14  (1.9)  61  (2.2)
California †  40  (2.0)  55  (2.2)   4  (1.2)
Colorado 33  (2.2)  42  (2.7)  25  (1.8)

Connecticut 21  (1.3)  49  (1.9)  30  (1.6)
Delaware 40  (1.2)  29  (1.0)  31  (1.2)

Florida 45  (1.4)  46  (2.1)   9  (1.9)
Georgia 13  (1.5)  48  (2.6)  40  (2.2)
Hawaii 28  (0.4)  42  (0.6)  31  (0.6)

Kansas †  24  (1.6)  26  (2.2)  51  (2.1)
Kentucky 23  (1.3)  23  (2.5)  54  (2.6)
Louisiana 34  (2.0)  32  (2.3)  34  (2.8)

Maine 10  (1.6)  11  (1.2)  79  (1.5)
Maryland †  16  (1.7)  65  (2.5)  19  (2.0)

Massachusetts 26  (1.4)  43  (2.2)  30  (2.1)
Minnesota †  13  (0.8)  49  (2.1)  39  (2.1)
Mississippi  12  (0.5)  26  (2.7)  62  (2.7)

Missouri  22  (1.9)  39  (2.1)  38  (2.1)
Montana †  21  (1.1)  10  (1.7)  69  (2.0)

Nevada 54  (1.3)  30  (1.6)  16  (1.5)
New Mexico 32  (1.4)  28  (1.2)  40  (1.5)

New York †  42  (2.2)  37  (2.5)  21  (2.2)
North Carolina  32  (1.5)  24  (2.3)  44  (2.1)

Oklahoma  18  (1.1)  39  (2.5)  43  (2.6)

Oregon  28  (1.0)  38  (1.9)  34  (2.0)
Rhode Island 32  (1.1)  47  (1.3)  21  (0.9)

South Carolina 27  (1.1)  31  (1.7)  42  (1.6)
Tennessee 40  (2.0)  25  (2.1)  35  (2.2)

Texas  48  (1.8)  29  (2.1)  23  (1.7)

Utah 30  (1.2)  50  (1.8)  21  (1.6)
Virginia  29  (1.0)  40  (1.9)  31  (1.9)

Washington 31  (1.5)  41  (2.1)  28  (1.9)
West Virginia 14  (1.1)  21  (2.4)  66  (2.1)

Wisconsin †  31  (1.0)  27  (2.3)  42  (2.4)
Wyoming 27  (0.5)   3  (0.1)  70  (0.5)

Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia 100  (- - -)   0  (- - -)   0  (- - -)

DoDEA/DDESS 50  (2.2)  34  (2.6)  16  (0.7)
DoDEA/DoDDS ***  (***) ***  (***) ***  (***)

Virgin Islands   0  (- - -)   0  (- - -) 100  (- - -)



278 READING REPORT CARD  •  APPENDIX D

The standard errors of the estimated percentages appear in parentheses.
(- - -) Standard error estimates cannot be accurately determined.
† 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 percentages are based on the national assessment sample, not on aggregated state assessment samples.
Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Reading Assessment.

Eligible

Percentages of grade 4 students by free/reduced-price lunch
program eligibility for public schools only: 1998

Table D.19

Not
eligible

Information
not

available

Nation 38  (1.3)  54  (1.9)   7  (1.9)
States

Alabama 49  (2.3)  48  (2.6)   3  (1.3)
Arizona 41  (2.6)  45  (2.7)  14  (3.2)

Arkansas 47  (2.1)  49  (2.1)   4  (1.8)
California †  42  (3.4)  43  (4.5)  15  (4.2)
Colorado 27  (1.7)  71  (2.0)   2  (1.3)

Connecticut 24  (1.8)  66  (3.4)  10  (3.2)
Delaware 36  (1.1)  62  (1.1)   2  (0.6)

Florida 48  (1.9)  47  (2.0)   4  (1.5)
Georgia 49  (2.0)  44  (2.0)   6  (2.3)
Hawaii 46  (1.9)  53  (2.0)   1  (- - -)

Iowa †  27  (1.3)  69  (1.7)   3  (1.8)
Kansas †  34  (2.0)  62  (2.7)   4  (2.0)

Kentucky 47  (1.9)  52  (2.0)   1  (0.4)
Louisiana 61  (2.3)  34  (1.9)   5  (2.2)

Maine 35  (1.8)  63  (1.9)   2  (1.0)

Maryland 33  (1.9)  65  (2.0)   2  (0.8)
Massachusetts †  27  (1.8)  68  (2.3)   5  (2.0)

Michigan 34  (2.1)  61  (2.5)   6  (2.2)
Minnesota †  27  (1.4)  69  (2.0)   3  (1.7)
Mississippi 64  (1.6)  36  (1.6)   1  (- - -)

Missouri  37  (2.2)  60  (2.0)   3  (1.6)
Montana †  34  (1.9)  56  (3.0)  10  (2.3)
Nevada 34  (1.9)  62  (2.4)   5  (1.7)

New Hampshire †  18  (1.3)  72  (2.5)  10  (2.6)
New Mexico 56  (2.0)  31  (2.0)  13  (2.7)

New York †  45  (2.4)  52  (2.8)   3  (1.6)
North Carolina 41  (2.2)  54  (2.9)   5  (1.9)

Oklahoma 48  (2.0)  47  (2.2)   5  (1.7)
Oregon 36  (2.3)  57  (2.5)   7  (2.5)

Rhode Island  37  (1.9)  63  (1.9)   0  (0.1)

South Carolina 46  (2.0)  53  (1.7)   1  (- - -)
Tennessee 44  (2.6)  53  (2.5)   3  (1.5)

Texas 45  (3.0)  50  (2.7)   5  (2.3)
Utah 32  (2.3)  51  (3.0)  17  (3.7)

Virginia 31  (2.0)  61  (2.8)   8  (2.7)

Washington 33  (2.1)  64  (2.4)   3  (1.5)
West Virginia 48  (1.9)  50  (2.0)   1  (- - -)

Wisconsin †  24  (1.8)  71  (2.3)   5  (2.1)
Wyoming 34  (1.7)  62  (2.0)   4  (1.2)

Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia 79  (0.7)  12  (0.6)   9  (0.4)

DDESS 50  (0.9)  48  (0.9)   2  (0.2)
DoDDS 9  (0.6)  19  (0.5)  72  (0.5)

Virgin Islands 95  (0.4)   0  (- - -)   5  (0.4)
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The standard errors of the estimated percentages appear in parentheses.
(- - -) Standard error estimates cannot be accurately determined.
† 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 percentages are based on the national assessment sample, not on aggregated state assessment samples.
Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Reading Assessment.

Percentages of grade 8 students by free/reduced-price lunch
program eligibility for public schools only: 1998

Table D.20

Eligible
Not

eligible

Information
not

available

Nation 30  (0.8)  58  (1.8)  12  (1.9)

States
Alabama 40  (2.0)  58  (2.3)   2  (1.0)
Arizona 34  (1.9)  53  (3.0)  13  (2.7)

Arkansas 37  (1.6)  59  (1.8)   4  (1.3)
California †  37  (2.6)  44  (4.0)  19  (4.4)
Colorado 24  (2.0)  67  (2.5)   9  (2.1)

Connecticut 17  (1.3)  70  (3.2)  13  (3.3)
Delaware 27  (1.3)  61  (1.3)  12  (0.3)

Florida 39  (2.0)  52  (2.7)   9  (2.1)
Georgia 36  (1.7)  53  (2.9)  11  (3.2)
Hawaii 35  (1.2)  60  (1.2)   5  (0.3)

Kansas †  33  (1.7)  65  (1.9)   2  (1.1)
Kentucky 40  (1.9)  57  (2.3)   3  (1.6)
Louisiana 48  (1.9)  45  (2.2)   7  (2.5)

Maine  24  (1.2)  68  (1.7)   8  (1.8)
Maryland †  26  (1.7)  72  (2.4)   2  (1.5)

Massachusetts  23  (1.7)  73  (2.0)   4  (1.7)
Minnesota †  22  (1.5)  72  (2.1)   6  (1.6)
Mississippi  50  (1.7)  42  (2.0)   8  (2.1)

Missouri  27  (1.6)  70  (1.7)   3  (1.0)
Montana †  24  (1.3)  66  (2.2)  10  (2.6)

Nevada  25  (1.4)  66  (1.6)   9  (1.0)
New Mexico 42  (1.7)  42  (2.0)  16  (1.7)

New York †  37  (2.6)  48  (3.7)  15  (3.4)
North Carolina  30  (1.4)  63  (2.5)   7  (2.3)

Oklahoma  34  (1.8)  57  (2.7)  10  (2.7)

Oregon  26  (1.4)  68  (1.9)   5  (1.6)
Rhode Island 28  (0.8)  71  (0.8)   0  (0.1)

South Carolina 40  (1.9)  56  (2.3)   4  (2.1)
Tennessee 30  (1.7)  65  (1.9)   4  (1.4)

Texas 37  (2.0)  60  (2.3)   3  (1.3)

Utah 21  (1.2)  68  (1.1)  11  (0.8)
Virginia  22  (1.3)  71  (2.3)   7  (1.9)

Washington 23  (1.6)  66  (2.7)  10  (2.5)
West Virginia 39  (1.6)  57  (1.7)   4  (1.5)

Wisconsin †  20  (1.7)  71  (3.2)   9  (2.8)
Wyoming 25  (1.3)  74  (1.3)   2  (0.3)

Other Jurisdictions
District of Columbia  53  (1.4)  24  (0.8)  23  (1.3)

DDESS  35  (1.9)  65  (1.9)   0  (- - -)
DoDDS  4  (0.3)  23  (0.7)  73  (0.8)

Virgin Islands 74  (1.0)   0  (- - -)  26  (1.0)
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State-Level Contextual Variables
To help better place results from the NAEP 1998 state assessment program into
context, this appendix presents selected state-level data from sources other than
NAEP. These data are taken from the Digest of Education Statistics 1997.
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School system characteristics from non-NAEP sources

Table E.1a

Estimated Total and School-Age Resident Enrollment in Public Elementary and
Population: 1996 (Estimates as of July 1)1 Secondary Schools: Fall 19952

Nation 265,284 49,762 44,840,481 32,340,501 12,499,980
Alabama 4,273 780 746,149 539,309 205,840

Alaska 607 135 127,618 93.434 34,184
Arizona 4,428 807 743,566 548,526 195,040

Arkansas 2,510 484 453,257 322,440 130,817
California 31,878 6,132 5,536,406 4,041,224 1,495,182
Colorado 3,823 728 656,279 478,881 177,398

Connecticut 3,274 575 517,935 384,274 133,661
Delaware 725 126 108,461 77,028 31,433

District of Columbia 543 75 79,802 61,836 17,966
Florida 14,400 2,467 2,176,222 1,613,510 562,712

Georgia 7,353 1,401 1,311,126 965,707 345,419
Hawaii 1,184 215 187,180 135,671 51,509

Idaho 1,189 258 243,097 169,556 73,541
Illinois 11,847 2,241 1,943,623 1,390,475 553,148

Indiana 5,841 1,089 977,263 684,348 292,915
Iowa 2,852 537 502,343 343,997 158,346

Kansas 2,572 507 463,008 328,701 134,307
Kentucky 3,884 710 659,821 468,242 191,579
Louisiana 4,351 906 797,366 580,348 217,018

Maine 1,243 228 213,569 156,016 57,553
Maryland 5,072 927 805,544 590,155 215,389

Massachusetts 6,092 1,031 915,007 674,588 240,419
Michigan 9,594 1,865 1,641,456 1,191,671 449,785

Minnesota 4,658 931 835,166 586,080 249,086
Mississippi 2,716 552 506,272 366,186 140,086

Missouri 5,359 1,027 889,881 635,771 254,110
Montana 879 177 165,547 116,403 49,144

Nebraska 1,652 329 289,744 203,022 86,722
Nevada 1,603 293 265,041 195,892 69,149

New Hampshire 1,162 220 194,171 141,721 52,450
New Jersey 7,988 1415 1,197,381 880,350 317,031

New Mexico 1,713 365 329,640 229,239 100,401
New York 18,185 3,220 2,813,230 1,9080,208 833,022

North Carolina 7,323 1,321 1,183,090 871,320 311,770
North Dakota 644 127 119,100 82,333 36,767

Ohio 11,173 2,089 1,836,015 1,297,313 538,702
Oklahoma 3,301 653 616,393 445,780 170,613

Oregon 3,204 597 527,914 375,966 151,948
Pennsylvania 12,056 2,133 1,787,533 1,256,621 530,912
Rhode Island 990 172 149,799 109,815 39,984

South Carolina 3.699 684 645.596 463,305 182,281
South Dakota 732 153 144,685 101,491 43,194

Tennessee 5,320 958 893,770 650,601 243,169
Texas 19,128 3,870 3,748,167 2,757,273 990,894
Utah 2,000 490 477,121 327,790 149,331

Vermont 589 111 105,565 75,227 30,338
Virginia 6,675 1,177 1,079,854 787,945 291,909

Washington 5,533 1,051 956,572 680,009 276,563
West Virginia 1,826 315 307,112 211,008 96,104

Wisconsin 5,160 1,006 870,175 602,964 267,211
Wyoming 481 102 99,859 68,931 30,928

Total, All Ages
(in thousands) Total

Kindergarten
through Grade 8

5- to 17-year olds
(in thousands) Grades 9 to 12

1 U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Census, Current Population Reports, Series P-25, No. 1095 at the national level,
CPH-L-74 (1990 data) and forth coming state level P-25 Reports.

2 U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data surveys. (Data prepared April 1997).
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School system characteristics from non-NAEP sources

Table E.1b

Number of Children (Birth to age 21) Served
Under State-Operated Individuals With Disabilities

Education Act and Chapter 1of the Education
Consolidation and Improvement Act Programs2

Nation 9,583 19.0 5,573,350 17.0
Alabama 198 22.6 98,266 3.5

Alaska 10 6.7 76,089 19.4
Arizona 199 24.2 53,880 32.9

Arkansas 108 21.7 565,670 12.6
California 1,456 23.4 69,850 20.5
Colorado 82 10.7 69,850 22.3

Connecticut 120 17.8 76,123 17.9
Delaware 23 16.6 15,624 9.3

District of Columbia 27 31.5 7,058 12.2
Florida 540 22.1 310,184 31.4

Georgia 218 15.6 135,042 32.4
Hawaii 31 14.2 16,029 21.7

Idaho 39 16.7 23,826 8.2
Illinois 467 20.3 257,427 7.6

Indiana 153 14.5 133,962 16.9
Iowa 98 15.5 65,952 8.7

Kansas 51 10.7 53,602 18.6
Kentucky 139 19.3 82,887 4.4
Louisiana 205 24.4 91,059 23.6

Maine 31 14.3 31,870 13.9
Maryland 119 13.3 100,863 9.7

Massachusetts 170 16.8 157,196 1.7
Michigan 292 14.8 188,768 13.1

Minnesota 101 10.4 98,311 21.5
Mississippi 212 36.4 66,804 9.6

Missouri 89 9.8 121,407 19.1
Montana 31 19.0 18,364 6.7

Nebraska 41 11.9 39,201 19.7
Nevada 33 11.1 28,202 52.9

New Hampshire 8 4.3 25,150 27.9
New Jersey 127 9.5 197,062 8.7

New Mexico 150 34.9 47,578 32.0
New York 805 23.6 394,104 28.2

North Carolina 233 20.2 147,078 19.5
North Dakota 17 13.2 12,355 -1.2

Ohio 380 17.1 227,529 10.8
Oklahoma 151 24.2 71,728 9.3

Oregon 92 16.2 65,022 17.9
Pennsylvania 369 16.5 211,711 -3.5
Rhode Island 27 16.4 25,072 19.0

South Carolina 249 31.7 86,522 11.3
South Dakota 25 17.3 15,512 3.5

Tennessee 204 19.6 126,461 20.6
Texas 887 23.1 441,543 25.9
Utah 43 8.4 52,463 9.9

Vermont 16 13.0 11,242 -8.3
Virginia 154 14.5 141,759 24.4

Washington 156 16.6 106.890 25.2
West Virginia 71 25.8 46.487 7.8

Wisconsin 123 11.2 106,413 22.4
Wyoming 11 10.6 12,549 12.0

Number in Poverty
(in thousands) 1995-96 School Year

Percent Change:
1990-91 to 1995-96Percent in Poverty

Poverty status of
5- to 17 year olds: 19951

1 U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Decennial Census, Minority Economic Profiles, unpublished data; and Current
Population Reports, Series P-60, “Poverty in the United States,” “Money Income of Households, Families, and Persons in the United States,”
and “Income, Poverty, and Valuation of Noncash Benefits,” various years, and “Money Income in the U.S.: 1995,” P60-193. (Data prepared
April 1997).

2 U.S. Department of Education, Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services, Annual Report to Congress on the Implementation
of The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, various years, and unpublished tabulations. (Data prepared May 1997).
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School system characteristics from non-NAEP sources

Table E.1c

Estimated Annual Salaries of Teacvhers
Public Elementary and Secondary Schools

(current dollars)

Nation $        931.76 17.3 38,509 37,643
Alabama 604.32 16.9 32549 31,323

Alaska 1,817.84 17.3 50.647 47,349
Arizona 879.81 19.6 33,350 32,843

Arkansas 707.23 17.1 29,975 29,845
California 850.02 24.0 43,474 42,161
Colorado 922.90 18.5 36,175 36,364

Connecticut 1,152.41 14.4 50,426 50,938
Delaware 972.53 16.8 41,436 40,533

District of Columbia 1,071.63 15.0 45,012 42,424
Florida 815.84 18.9 33,881 33,330

Georgia 859.03 16.5 36,042 34,130
Hawaii 711.69 17.8 35,842 37,044

Idaho 761.93 19.0 31,818 30,894
Illinois 875.70 17.1 42,679 40,513

Indiana 861.68 17.5 38,575 37,677
Iowa 906.75 15.5 33,275 32,376

Kansas 945.03 15.1 35,837 32,531
Kentucky 684.97 16.9 33,950 33,079
Louisiana 785.06 16.6 28,347 26,800

Maine 957.67 13.9 33,800 32,869
Maryland 905.65 16.8 41,148 41,229

Massachusetts 826.99 14.6 43,806 43,025
Michigan 1,081,91 19.7 44,251 47,430

Minnesota 1,121.22 17.8 37,975 36,847
Mississippi 681.73 17.5 27,720 27,692

Missouri 784.10 15.4 34,342 32,369
Montana 965.42 16.4 29,950 29,364

Nebraska 999.19 14.5 31,768 31,496
Nevada 857.19 19.1 37,340 39,535

New Hampshire 902.77 15.7 36,867 35,792
New Jersey 1,271.79 13.8 49,349 48,920

New Mexico 867.96 17.0 29,715 29,118
New York 1,289.81 15.5 49,560 48,115

North Carolina 774.92 16.2 31,225 30,411
North Dakota 862.27 15.9 27,711 26,966

Ohio 887.37 17.1 38,831 38,075
Oklahoma 842.09 15.7 29,270 29,177

Oregon 1,021.77 19.8 40,900 38,311
Pennsylvania 1,033.21 17.0 47,429 46,087
Rhode Island 928.98 14.3 43,019 41,829

South Carolina 796.08 16.2 32,659 31,397
South Dakota 857.34 15.0 26,764 26,369

Tennessee 622.02 16.7 33,789 33,126
Texas 951.31 15.6 32,644 31,633
Utah 874 .29 23.8 31,750 30,390

Vermont 955.41 13.8 37,200 36,263
Virginia 880.16 14.4 35,837 34,687

Washington 1,132.45 20.4 37,860 38,001
West Virginia 933.24 14.6 33,159 32,155

Wisconsin 1,078.02 15.8 38,950 37,586
Wyoming 1,264.73 14.8 31,721 31,571

NEA: 1996-973 AFT: 1995-964

Elementary and Secondary
Education Expenditures

Per Capita:
1992-931

Pupil-Teacher Ratios in
Public Elementary and

Secondary Schools:
Fall 19952

1 U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, upublished data. (This data prepared May 1997).
2 U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data surveys. (Data prepared April 1997).
3 National Education Association, Estimates of School Statistics; and unpublished data. (Data prepared in August 1997).
4 American Federation of Teachers, Survey and Analysis of Salary Trends, various years. (Data prepared in April 1997).
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