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What is The Nation’s Report Card?

THE NATION’S REPORT CARD, the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), is the only nationally
representative and continuing assessment of what America’s students know and can do in various subject areas. Since
1969, assessments have been conducted periodically in reading, mathematics, science, writing, history, geography, and
other fields. By making objective information on student performance available to policymakers at the national, state,
and local levels, NAEP is an integral part of our nation’s evaluation of the condition and progress of education. Only
information related to academic achievement is collected under this program. NAEP guarantees the privacy of
individual students and their families.

NAEDP is a congressionally mandated project of the National Center for Education Statistics, the U.S. Department

of Education. The Commissioner of Education Statistics is responsible, by law, for carrying out the NAEP project
through competitive awards to qualified organizations. NAEP reports directly to the Commissioner, who is also
responsible for providing continuing reviews, including validation studies and solicitation of public comment, on

NAEP’s conduct and usefulness.

In 1988, Congress established the National Assessment Governing Board (NAGB) to formulate policy guidelines
for NAEP. The Board is responsible for selecting the subject areas to be assessed from among those included in the
National Education Goals; for setting appropriate student performance levels; for developing assessment objectives and
test specifications through a national consensus approach; for designing the assessment methodology; for developing
guidelines for reporting and disseminating NAEP results; for developing standards and procedures for interstate,
regional, and national comparisons; for determining the appropriateness of test items and ensuring they are free from
bias; and for taking actions to improve the form and use of the National Assessment.
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xecutive Summary

The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) 1s
the nation’s only ongoing representative sample survey of
student achievement in core subject areas. In 2000, NAEP
conducted a national mathematics assessment of fourth-,
eighth-, and twelfth-grade students. State-level results were
also collected at the fourth and eighth grades within
participating states and jurisdictions.

Authorized by Congress and administered by the National
Center for Education Statistics (NCES) in the U.S.
Department of Education, NAEP regularly reports to the
public on the educational progress of students in grades 4, 8,
and 12.This report presents the results of the NAEP 2000
mathematics assessment for the nation and the states. Results
in 2000 are compared to results of previous NAEP
mathematics assessments. Students’ performance on the
assessment 1s described in terms of average scores on a 0-500
scale and in terms of the percentages of students attaining
three achievement levels: Basic, Proficient, and Advanced. The
achievement levels are performance standards adopted by the
National Assessment Governing Board (NAGB) as part of its
statutory responsibilities. The achievement levels are
collective judgments of what students should know and be
able to do.The Governing Board is an independent,
bipartisan group created by Congress in 1988 to set policy

for the National Assessment of Educational Progress.

The
Nation’s
Report
Card

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY . MATHEMATICS REPORT CARD Xiii



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY .

As provided by law, the Acting Commis-
sioner of Education Statistics, upon review
of a congressionally mandated evaluation of
NAEP, determined that the achievement
levels are to be considered developmental
and should be interpreted and used with
caution. However, both the Acting Com-
missioner and the Board believe these
performance standards are useful for under-
standing 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 at the
national level and state level, this report
provides results for subgroups of students
defined by various background and con-
textual characteristics. This report also
contains results for a second sample at both
the national and state levels—one in which
testing accommodations were provided to
students with special needs (students with
disabilities or students with limited English
proficiency).

The results presented in this report are
based on representative samples of students
for the nation and for participating states.
In the national sample, approximately
14,000 fourth-graders from 742 schools,
16,000 eighth-graders from 744 schools,
and 13,000 twelfth-graders from 558
schools were assessed. In the state assess-
ments, approximately 100,000 students at
each of grades 4 and 8 were assessed.

A summary of major findings from the
2000 NAEP mathematics assessment is
presented on the following pages. Difter-
ences between results across years or
between groups of students are discussed
only if they have been determined to be
statistically significant.

MATHEMATICS REPORT CARD

Major Findings for the Nation,
Regions, and States

For the Nation:

B Fourth-, eighth-, and twelfth-grade
students had higher average scores in
2000 than in 1990, the first assessment
year in which the current mathematics
framework was used. Fourth- and
eighth-graders showed steady progress
across the decade. Twelfth-graders made
gains from 1990 to 1996, but their
average score declined between 1996
and 2000.

B In 2000, the percentage of students
performing at or above Proficient—
identified by NAGB as the level that all
students should reach—was 26 percent
at grade 4, 27 percent at grade 8, and 17
percent at grade 12. At each grade, the
percentage of students performing at or
above this level was higher in 2000 than
in 1990.There were gains over the
decade at the Basic and Advanced levels as
well. However, from 1996 to 2000, the
percentage of twelfth-graders reaching
the Basic level declined.

B Score increases are evident across the
performance distribution—higher-,
middle-, and lower-performing students
have made gains since 1990 at each
grade. At grade 12, however, the decline
in the average score between 1996 and
2000 was reflected mostly in the scores
of students in the middle- and lower-
performance ranges: scores declined only
at the 50th, 25th, and 10th percentiles.



For the Regions:

B Average scores in the Southeast, Central,
and West were higher in 2000 than in
1990 for students in all three grades.
Average scores in the Northeast were
higher in 2000 than in 1990 for fourth-
and eighth-graders, but the apparent
difference for twelfth-graders was not
statistically significant.

B In 2000, average scores for fourth-
graders were higher in the Northeast
and Central regions than in the South-
east. For eighth- and twelfth-graders,
scores in the Northeast, Central, and
West were higher than in the Southeast.

For the States and Other Jurisdictions:

B In the NAEP 2000 state-by-state assess-
ment, 40 states and 6 other jurisdictions
at grade 4, and 39 states and 5 other
jurisdictions at grade 8 met the partici-
pation guidelines for reporting results.
Only public schools participated in the
state-by-state assessment.

At grade 4

B In 2000, no state scored higher than
these nine: Connecticut, Indiana, Iowa,
Kansas, Massachusetts, Minnesota, North
Carolina, Texas, and Vermont. The states
with the highest percentages of students
at or above Proficient were Connecticut,
Indiana, Kansas, Massachusetts, Michigan,
Minnesota, and Vermont. Their percent-
ages at or above Proficient ranged from 29
percent to 34 percent.

B Of the 36 states and jurisdictions that
participated in both 2000 and the first
state assessment at grade 4 in 1992, 26
had higher average scores in 2000 than
in 1992.

At grade 8:

B In 2000, no state scored higher than
these three: Kansas, Minnesota, and
Montana. The two states with the
highest percentages of students at or
above Proficient were Minnesota (40
percent) and Montana (37 percent).

B Of the 31 states and jurisdictions that
participated in both 2000 and the first
state assessment at grade 8 in 1990, 27
had higher average scores in 2000 than
in 1990.

National Results for
Student Subgroups

In addition to overall results for the nation
and jurisdictions, NAEP reports on the
performance of various subgroups of
students. Observed difterences between
student subgroups in NAEP mathematics
performance most likely reflect a range of

socioeconomic and educational factors not
addressed in this report or by NAEP.

Gender

B In 2000, there was no significant differ-
ence between the average scores of male
and female fourth-graders, but the
average score of males was higher than
that of females for both eighth- and
twelfth-graders.

B At all three grades, both male and female

students had higher average scores in
2000 than in 1990.

B The difference, or “gap,” between the
average scores of male and female
students at every grade was relatively
small and has shown little change in its
size over the four assessments beginning
in 1990.
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Race/Ethnicity

B In 2000, at all three grades, the average
scores of white students were higher
than those of black, Hispanic, and
American Indian students.

B In 2000, at grade 12, the average score of
Asian/Pacific Islander students was
higher than the scores of white, black,
and Hispanic students.

B White, black, and Hispanic students at
grades 4 and 8 had higher average scores
in 2000 than in 1990. At grade 12, only
white students had a higher average
score in 2000 than in 1990.The score
gaps between white and black students,
and between white and Hispanic stu-
dents, were large at every grade. There
was no evidence in the 2000 assessment
of any narrowing of the racial/ethnic
group score gaps since 1990.

Parents’ Level of Education

B Generally, students in grades 8 and 12
with higher scores reported higher levels
of parental education in 2000. This result
is consistent with past NAEP assessments.

B At grade 8, students at each level of
parental education had higher scores in
2000 than in 1990. At grade 12, however,
only students who reported their parents’
highest level of education as “graduated
from college” had higher scores in 2000
than in 1990.
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Type of School
B At all three grades in 2000, students

attending nonpublic schools outper-
formed their peers attending public
schools.

B Over the period from 1990 to 2000,

public, nonpublic, and Catholic schools
had increased average scores for fourth-
graders. For eighth-graders, the scores of
public, nonpublic, Catholic, and other
nonpublic school students also increased
over the 10 year period. Similarly, for
twelfth-graders, average scores for all the
school types were higher in 2000 than in
1990.

Type of Location
B In 2000, fourth-, eighth-, and twelfth-

graders in central city schools had lower
average scores than their counterparts in
urban fringe/large town schools. Fourth-
and eighth-graders in central city
schools had lower average scores than
their counterparts in rural/small town
schools. Fourth-graders in urban fringe/
large town schools had higher scores
than their counterparts in rural/small
town schools.

Free/Reduced-Price Lunch Program
B At all three grades in 2000, students

eligible for the Free/Reduced-Price
Lunch Program administered by the U.S.
Department of Agriculture (USDA) had
lower average scores than those who
were not eligible. Free/reduced-price
lunches are intended for children at or
near the poverty line: eligibility is deter-
mined by the USDA’s Income Eligibility
guidelines. (http://www.fns.usda.gov/
cnd/TEGs&NAPs/IEGs.htm).



Becoming a

More Inclusive NAEP

A second set of results from the NAEP
2000 mathematics assessment includes the
performance of special-needs students who
were provided with testing accommodations.
A similar set of results is available from
1996 at the national level only, allowing for
comparisons between 1996 and 2000
national results based on administration
procedures that permitted accommodations.

For the Nation:

B At grades 4 and 8, the small differences
between the “accommodations-permit-
ted” and “accommodations-not-permit-
ted” national average scores were not
statistically significant in either 1996 or
2000. At grade 12, there was no signifi-
cant difference between the two sets of
results in the 2000 assessment, but in the
1996 assessment the average score was
higher when accommodations were not
permitted.

B Between 1996 and 2000, average scores
increased at grades 4 and 8 in both sets
of results. At grade 12, the average score
declined in both sets of results during the
same time period; however, the apparent
decline in “accommodations-permitted”
results was not statistically significant.

For the States and Other Jurisdictions:

B At grade 4, there were no statistically
significant differences observed between
the “accommodations-not-permitted”
results and the “accommodations-
permitted” results for any participating
state or jurisdiction in 2000.

B At grade 8, the seven states that had
average scores that were higher in the
“accommodations-not-permitted” results
than in the “accommodations-permit-
ted” results were Maryland, Massachu-
setts, Missouri, Nevada, New York,

North Carolina, and West Virginia.

School Contexts for Learning
NAEP collects information about the
contexts for student learning by
administering questionnaires to assessed
students, their teachers, and their school
administrators. Using the student as the
unit of analysis, NAEP examines the
relationship between selected contextual
variables drawn from these questionnaires
and students’ average scores on the
mathematics assessment. Readers are
cautioned that the relationship between a
contextual variable (for example, teacher
self-reported preparation levels, or
classroom instructional activities) and
student mathematics performance is not
necessarily causal (see page 130 for more
on this topic).

Teacher Preparation (grades 4 and 8 only)

B In 2000, eighth-graders whose teachers
majored in either mathematics or math-
ematics education had higher average
scores than did students whose teachers
did not major in these subjects.

B Most fourth- and eighth-grade students
in 2000 were taught by teachers who
considered themselves to be well pre-
pared to teach the mathematics content
areas assessed by NAEP. There were no
significant differences in the average
scores of fourth-graders based on teach-
ers’ self-reported level of preparation in
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NAEP content areas. However, eighth-
graders whose teachers reported being
very well prepared in these content areas
had higher average scores than did
students whose teachers reported they
were less well prepared.

B Eighth-graders in 2000 who were taught
by mathematics teachers with 11 or
more years of experience had higher
average scores than those taught by
teachers with 2 years or less of experience.

Technology

B Eighth-graders whose teachers reported
that they permitted unrestricted use of
calculators had higher average scores in

2000 than did the students whose
teachers restricted calculator use.

B In 2000, eighth-graders whose teachers
reported that they permitted calculator
use on class tests had higher average
NAEP scores than students whose
teachers did not permit calculator use on
tests. (NAEP permits calculators on
certain sections of the assessment.)

B In grades 4, 8, and 12, there was an
increase between 1996 and 2000 in the
percentage of students in schools that
reported computers were available at all
times in classrooms.

Instructional Time and Homework

B In 2000, the average scores of eighth-
graders, but not fourth-graders, generally
increased as the amount of homework
that teachers reported assigning increased.

B In 2000, 82 percent of eighth-grade
students attended schools that reported
offering algebra to eighth-graders for
high school course placement or credit.

MATHEMATICS REPORT CARD

Classroom Practices and Home
Contexts for Learning

Teachers’ Classroom Practices

B In 2000, the majority of students at all
three grade levels reported that they did
mathematics textbook problems in
school every day. Eighth- and twelfth-
graders who reported doing textbook
problems in school every day had higher
average scores than did students who
reported doing textbook problems less
frequently.

Calculator Usage

B At both grades 4 and 8, the percentage
of students who reported using calcula-
tors every day for classwork and for
homework declined between 1996 and
2000. For twelfth-graders, however, there
was no change over the same time span
in the frequency of use of calculators for
classwork or homework.

B While frequent usage of calculators
reported by fourth-graders in 2000 was
associated with lower average mathemat-
ics scores than less frequent usage, for
eighth- and twelfth-graders just the
opposite was true—more frequent
calculator usage was associated with
higher scores.

B In 2000, more frequent usage of calcula-
tors on both homework and quizzes as
reported by students was again associated
with lower average scores for fourth-
graders, but with higher scores for
eighth- and twelfth-graders.

B There was an increase between 1996
and 2000 in the percentage of twelfth-
graders who reported using graphing
calculators for schoolwork. In 2000,
eighth- and twelfth-graders who used
graphing calculators in class had higher
average NAEP scores than did nonusers.



Courses Taken by
Twelfth-Grade Students

B Twelfth-graders’ responses to the NAEP
questionnaire in 2000 indicated that 94
percent had taken first-year algebra, 88
percent had taken geometry, 18 percent
had taken statistics, and 18 percent had
taken calculus.

B Analysis of course-taking patterns
revealed a positive association between
higher levels of mathematics courses
taken and progressively higher NAEP

mathematics scores.

Time Spent on Homework

B [n 2000, eighth-graders who reported
spending a moderate amount of time on
mathematics homework had higher
average scores than did those who spent
either no time on homework or more
than 1 hour. Twelfth-graders who spent
some time doing mathematics home-
work had higher average scores than
either the 29 percent who were not
taking math or the 12 percent who
spent no time on homework.

Hours Worked at a Part-Time Job

B More than two-thirds of twelfth-graders
reported spending time working at a
part-time job in 2000. Those who
worked 15 or fewer hours had higher
average scores than did those who
worked 21 or more hours.

Television Viewing Habits

B Fourth-graders reported watching less
television in 2000 than in earlier assess-
ment years. In 2000, the scores of
fourth-, eighth-, and twelfth-graders
who reported heavy television watching
were lower than for students who
watched little or a moderate amount of
television.

Attitudes Toward Mathematics

B Fourth-, eighth-, and twelfth-graders in
2000 who reportedly agreed that they
liked math and that math was useful for
solving problems had higher average
scores than those who disagreed.

B Students at all three grades in 2000 who
disagreed with the statements that math
was mostly memorizing facts and that
there was only one way to solve a
mathematics problem scored higher, on
average, than those who agreed.

B Fewer eighth- and twelfth-graders
reported liking mathematics in 2000
than in the early 1990s.

The full set of results is available in an interactive database on the NAEP web site,
http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard

Released test questions from previous assessments and question-level
performance data are also available on the web site.
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Chapter
Focus

NAEP 2000 Mathematics Assessment

Introduction

The ability to know and use mathematics is a necessity of
daily life. Whether America’s young people learn quantitative
sciences such as physics or economics or engage in such
daily activities as making change or following a recipe, they
must rely on the language of numbers to succeed.

In order to provide students with the mathematics skills they
need to live and learn in the modern world, America’s
schools typically teach mathematics every year
through junior high school (eighth grade), and
require students to take at least one or two years of
mathematics to graduate from high school.
Beginning in the junior high years and continuing
through high school, students can choose from a
variety of mathematics course ofterings, from
practical or business math through algebra, geometry,
and calculus.

Young people need to understand and be able
to apply mathematical skills and concepts to function
in today’s technological world. Their need to
demonstrate mathematical literacy underlies the
importance of monitoring their mathematics
achievement. This report summarizes student achievement in
the NAEP 2000 mathematics assessment for grades 4, 8, and
12 and compares the results for the nation and states with

previous NAEP assessments beginning in 1990.

Chapter
Contents
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CHAPTER 1

Overview of the 2000 National
Assessment of Educational
Progress

In 1969, the National Assessment of Edu-
cational Progress (NAEP) was authorized
by Congress to collect, analyze, and report
reliable and valuable information about
what American students know and can do
in core subject areas. Since that time, in
what has come to be referred to as the
long-term trend assessment, NAEP has
assessed public and nonpublic school
students who are 9,13, and 17 years old.
(See page 184 in appendix A for more
detail on NAEP’s Long-Term Trend Assess-
ment). Since 1990, the more recently
developed assessments, referred to as the
main NAEP, have assessed public and
nonpublic school students in grades 4, 8,
and 12. In 2000, student performance in
mathematics and science was assessed at all
three grades, and student performance in
reading was assessed at grade 4 only.

All NAEP assessments are based on
content frameworks developed through a
national consensus process. The NAEP
2000 mathematics assessment was the
fourth administration of an assessment
based on the NAEP Mathematics Framework,
which was originally developed for the
1990 assessment and refined for the 1996
and 2000 assessments.! In 1990, 1992, and
1996, the NAEP mathematics assessment
was administered to national samples of
tfourth-, eighth-, and twelfth-graders.

The mathematics assessment was also
administered to samples of fourth-graders
participating in the state-by-state assess-
ment in 1992, 1996, and 2000 and eighth-
graders participating in the state assessment
in 1990, 1992, 1996, and 2000. The legisla-
tion authorizing NAEP did not include
state-by-state testing in grade 12.?

This report describes the results of the
2000 NAEP mathematics assessment at
grades 4, 8, and 12 and compares results in
2000 to those in 1990, 1992, and 1996.The
comparisons focus on 2000 results in
relation to earlier results. Comparisons of
1996 to 1992 and of 1992 to 1990 were
made in previous report cards and therefore
are not highlighted in tables or figures in
this report.” Comparisons across assessment
years are possible because the assessments
were developed under the same basic
framework and share a common set of
mathematics questions. In addition, the
populations of students were sampled and
assessed using comparable procedures.

The Mathematics Assessment

Framework

The NAEP Mathematics Framework has
provided the operational specifications for
developing NAEP mathematics assessments
since 1990. In 1996 the framework was
refined so that the 1996 and 2000 assess-
ments could better reflect recent curricular
emphases in mathematics, while maintain-
ing the connection to the 1990 and 1992
assessments in order to measure trends in
student performance.

1 National Assessment Governing Board. Mathematics framework for the 1996 and 2000 National Assessment of

Educational Progress. Washington, DC: Author.

2 Public Law 100-297. (1988). National Assessment of Educational Progress Improvement Act (20 USC 1211).

3 Reese, CM., Miller, K.E., Mazzeo, J., & Dossey, J.A. (1997). NAEP 1996 mathematics report card for the nation and the
states. Washington, DC: National Center for Education Statistics.
Mullis, I.V.S., Dossey, J., Owen, E.H., & Phillips, G.W. (1993). NAEP 1992 mathematics report card for the nation and
the states. Washington, DC: National Center for Education Statistics.

Mullis, I.V.S. et al. (1991). The state of mathematics achievement: NAEP’s 1990 assessment of the nation and the trial
assessment of the states. Washington, DC: United States Department of Education, Office of Educational Research

and Improvement.
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The framework calls for questions based
on five mathematics content strands:
number sense, properties, and operations;
measurement; geometry and spatial sense;
data analysis, statistics, and probability; and
algebra and functions. Questions were also
categorized according to two domains:
mathematical abilities and mathematical
power. Mathematical abilities describes the
types of knowledge or processes required
for a student to successfully respond to a
question. Mathematical abilities may reflect
conceptual understanding, procedural
knowledge, or a combination of both in
problem solving. The second domain,
mathematical power, reflects the processes
stressed as major goals of the mathematics
curriculum. These include the student’s
ability to reason, to communicate, and to

make connections between concepts and

Figure 1.1: Structure of the 2000 Assessment

Conceptual Understanding

Procedural Knowledge

Math Abilities

Number Sense, Properties, and Operations

Problem Solving

Reasoning

skills either across the mathematics content
strands, or from mathematics to other
curricular areas. Figure 1.1 summarizes the
structure of the 2000 assessment.

A breakdown of the percentage of
questions in each content strand prescribed
by the framework for the 1990, 1992, 1996,
and 2000 assessments is provided in
table A.1 (page 187).The framework also
incorporates the use of calculators (four-
function at grade 4 and scientific at grades
8 and 12), rulers (at all grades), protractors
(at grades 8 and 12), and manipulatives
such as spinners and geometric shapes. The
use of these ancillary materials and the use
of calculators were incorporated into some
parts of the assessment, but not all. Calcula-
tor use was permitted on approximately
one-third of the test questions.

Content Strands

Measurement
Geometry and Spatial Sense
Data Analysis, Statistics, and Probability
Algebra and Functions

Connections Communications

SOURCE: National Assessment Governing Board. Mathematics Framework for the 1996 and 2000 National Assessment of Educational Progress.
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The Mathematics Assessment

Instruments

As the only federally authorized ongoing
assessment of student mathematics achieve-
ment on a national scale, the NAEP assess-
ment must reflect the framework and
expert perspectives and opinions about
mathematics and its measurement. To that
end, the assessment development process
involves stages of review by teachers and
teacher educators, state officials, and mea-
surement experts. All components of the
assessment are evaluated for curricular
relevance, developmental appropriateness,
and fairness concerns. Final approval of
NAEDP test questions is given by the Na-
tional Assessment Governing Board. A list
of the mathematics development commit-
tee members for the 2000 assessment is
provided in appendix E.

The 2000 mathematics assessment
booklets at grades 4, 8, and 12 each con-
tained three, separately timed, 15-minute
sections of mathematics questions. Typically,
a section, or block as it is sometimes called,
will contain about 12-15 questions, but
there is considerable variation depending
on the balance between multiple-choice
and constructed-response questions. The
total numbers of test questions used in
grades 4, 8,and 12 were 145, 160, and 163,
respectively. Each student answered only a
small portion of the total number of
questions. Each assessment booklet also
included a set of background questions that
asked students to give information about
themselves and their home and school
practices, such as time spent on homework,
calculator use, and time spent watching
television. The assessment time for each
grade was 45 minutes plus the 10-15
minutes needed to complete the back-

. MATHEMATICS REPORT CARD

ground questions.

The mathematics blocks included both
multiple-choice and constructed-response
questions designed to assess the framework
objectives. More than 50 percent of student
assessment time was devoted to con-
structed-response questions. Two types of
constructed-response questions were used:

B short-constructed response questions
that required students to provide answers
to computation problems or to describe
solutions in one or two sentences, and

B extended constructed-response questions
that required students to give longer
responses.

Additional information about the design
of the 2000 mathematics assessment is

presented in appendix A (pages 188—189).

Description of School and
Student Samples

The NAEP 2000 mathematics assessment
was conducted nationally at grades 4, 8,
and 12 and state-by-state at grades 4 and 8.
The national assessment included represen-
tative samples of both public and nonpublic
schools. The state-by-state assessments
included only public schools. In the na-
tional sample approximately 14,000 fourth-
graders, 16,000 eighth-graders, and 13,000
twelfth-graders were assessed. In the state
assessments, approximately 100,000 stu-
dents at each of grades 4 and 8 were
assessed. The number of schools in the
reporting sample were 742 at grade four,
744 at grade 8, and 558 at grade 12. Addi-
tional information about school and

student samples is given in appendix A
(pages 189-194).
Jurisdictions including 41 states, the

District of Columbia, American Samoa,
Guam, the Department of Defense Domes-



tic Dependent Elementary and Secondary
Schools (DDESS), the overseas Department
of Defense Dependents Schools (DoDDS),
and the Virgin Islands participated in the
2000 state-by-state assessment. To ensure
comparability across jurisdictions, NCES
has established guidelines for school and
student participation rates. Appendix A
highlights these guidelines (pages 195-198),

noted in tables and figures presenting state-
by-state results.

Figure 1.2 lists the jurisdictions that
participated in the 2000 mathematics
assessment and notes those jurisdictions
failing to meet one or more NCES-
established participation rate guidelines for
public schools. Results are not reported for

and jurisdictions failing to meet them are

jurisdictions failing to meet the initial
school participation rate of 70 percent.

Figure 1.2 Participating jurisdictions in the NAEP 2000 state assessment program in mathematics

Hezll . Alabama

Kentucky

L Failed to meet the initial school participation rate of 70 percent; results not reported.
ZFailed to meet one or more participation rate guidelines; results reported with appropriate notation.

For more details on participation rate guidelines, see appendix A.

DDESS: Department of Defense Domestic Dependent Elementary and Secondary Schools

DoDDS: Department of Defense Dependents School (Overseas)

New Mexico

Vermont?

Arizona Louisiana New York? Virginia
Arkansas Maine? North Carolina West Virginia
California? Maryland North Dakota Wisconsin!
Connecticut Massachusetts Ohio? Wyoming
Georgia Michigan? Oklahoma American Samoa
Hawaii Minnesota? Oregon? District of
Idaho? Mississippi Rhode Island Columbia
[llinois? Missouri South Carolina DDESS
Indiana? Montana? Tennessee DoDDS

lowa? Nebraska Texas Guam
Kansas? Nevada Utah Virgin Islands
Alabama Louisiana New York? Virginia
Arizona? Maine? North Carolina West Virginia
Arkansas Maryland North Dakota Wisconsin!
California? Massachusetts Ohio Wyoming
Connecticut Michigan? Oklahoma American Samoa
Georgia Minnesota? Oregon? District of
Hawaii Mississippi Rhode Island Columbia
Idaho? Missouri South Carolina DDESS
[llinois? Montana? Tennessee DoDDS
Indiana? Nebraska Texas Guam
Kansas? Nevada Utah Virgin Islands!
Kentucky New Mexico Vermont?

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2000 Mathematics Assessment.
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CHAPTER 1

Two Sets of NAEP Results:
Accommodations Not Permitted
and Accommodations Permitted

Although NAEP assessments are designed
to include special-needs students—those
with disabilities and those with limited
English proficiency (LEP)—to the fullest
degree possible, there have always been
some special-needs students who were
excluded because they could not partici-
pate meaningfully in the assessment.
Schools that participate in NAEP have
been permitted to exclude some students
who may have Individualized Education
Programs (IEPs) or are receiving services
under Section 504 of the Rehabilitation
Act of 1973.* Similarly, schools have been
permitted to exclude students they identify
as being limited English proficient. Schools
are encouraged to make exclusion deci-
sions in accordance with explicit criteria
provided by the NAEP program.

In order to move its assessments toward
more inclusive samples, NAEP began to
explore the use of accommodations or
alternate testing situations with special-
needs students in the 1996 mathematics
and science assessments. This shift toward
greater inclusiveness allowed NAEP to
more closely approximate state and district
testing policies that have increasingly
offered testing accommodations to special-
needs students. In 1996, the national NAEP
sample was split so that some of the schools
sampled were permitted to provide accom-

modations to special-needs students and
the others were not. This sample design
made it possible to study the effects on
NAEDP results of including special-needs
students in the assessments under alternate
testing conditions. A series of technical
research papers has been published with
the results of these comparisons.” Based on
the outcomes of these technical analyses,
the 1998 results of those NAEP assessments
that used new test frameworks (writing and
civics), and hence also began new trend
lines, were reported for the first time with
the inclusion of data from accommodated
special-needs students.

The results presented in the 1996 math-
ematics report card included the perfor-
mance of students with disabilities (SD)
and those with limited English proficiency
(LEP) who were assessed without accom-
modations. The results did not include the
performance of students for whom accom-
modations were permitted because of the
need to preserve comparability with the
results from 1990 and 1992. Students in
those earlier assessments had not had
accommodations available to them. How-
ever, in both the 1996 and 2000 mathemat-
ics assessments, the NAEP program used
the split-sample design, so that trends in
students’ mathematics achievement could
be reported across all the assessment years
and, at the same time, the program could
continue to examine the eftects of includ-
ing students tested with accommodations.

4 Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 is a civil rights law designed to prohibit discrimination on the basis
of disability in programs and activities, including education, that received federal financial assistance.

5 Olson, ].E and Goldstein, A. A. (1997). The inclusion of students with disabilities and limited English proficient students in
large-scale assessments: A summary of recent progress. (NCES Publication No. 97-482). Washington, DC: National

Center for Education Statistics.

Mazzeo, ]., Carlson, J.E.,Voelkl, K.E., & Lutkus, A. D. (1999). Increasing the participation of special needs students in
NAEP: A report on 1996 research activities. (NCES Publication No. 2000—473). Washington, DC: National Center

for Education Statistics.
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This report displays two different sets of
NAEDP results based on the split-sample
design:

B those that reflect the performance of
regular and special-needs students when
accommodations were not permitted,
and

B those that reflect the performance of
regular and special-needs students—
those who required and were given
accommodations (such as extended time,
small group administration, Spanish-
English bilingual booklets, etc.) and
those who could be tested without
accommodations—when accommoda-
tions were permitted.

It should be noted that accommodated
students make up a small proportion of the
total weighted number of students assessed
(see table A.8 in appendix A, page 204, for
details). Making accommodations available
may change the overall assessment results in
subtle ways. For example, some special-
needs students who may have been tested
without accommodations in previous
assessment years may now receive accom-
modations and, possibly, attain higher
scores. Further, special-needs students who
may have been excluded in previous years
may now be included, but produce rela-
tively low scores. The findings on results
when accommodated special-needs stu-
dents are included in the NAEP assessment
are presented in chapter 4 of this report.

Reporting the Assessment Results
The results of student performance on the
NAEP mathematics assessment are pre-
sented in this report in two ways: as average
scores on the NAEP mathematics scale and

as the percentages of students attaining
NAEP mathematics achievement levels.
The average scale scores represent how
students performed on the assessment. The
achievement levels represent how that
performance measured up against set
expectations for achievement. Thus, the
average scale scores represent what students
know and can do, while the achievement
level results indicate the degree to which
student performance meets expectations of
what they should know and be able to do.

The national results for 1990, 1992,
1996, and 2000 are presented on the grade
4,8, and 12 NAEP mathematics scale. A
scale ranging from 0 to 500 was created to
report performance for each content
strand. The scales summarize student
performance across all three types of
questions in the assessment (multiple-
choice, short constructed-response, and
extended constructed-response).

Each mathematics scale was initially
based on the distribution of student perfor-
mance across all three grades in the na-
tional assessment (grades 4, 8, and 12). 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’ mathematics performance. This
composite scale 1s a weighted average of
the separate scales for the content strands.
The weight for each content strand corre-
sponds to the relative importance of each
strand in the NAEP 2000 mathematics
framework. A full description of NAEP
scales and scaling procedures can be
found in the forthcoming NAEP 2000
Technical Report.
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Achievement level results are presented
in terms of mathematics achievement levels
as authorized by the NAEP legislation and
adopted by the National Assessment Gov-
erning Board.® For each grade tested,
NAGB has adopted three achievement
levels: Basic, Proficient, and Advanced. For
reporting purposes, the achievement level
cut scores are placed on the mathematics
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.” The 1994 NAEP
reauthorization reaffirmed many of the
Board’s statutory responsibilities, including
“developing appropriate student perfor-
mance standards for each age and grade in
each subject area to be tested under the
National Assessment.”® 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 has adopted achievement
levels in mathematics, reading, U.S. history,
world geography, science, 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 1.3
presents the policy definitions of the
achievement levels that apply across all
grades and subject areas. 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.

6 Public Law 100-297. (1988). National Assessment of Educational Progress Improvement Act (20 USC 1211).

Washington, DC.

Public Law 102-382. (1994). Improving America’s Schools Act (20 USC 9010). Washington, DC.
7 Public Law 100-297. (1988). National Assessment of Educational Progress Improvement Act (20 USC 1211).

Washington, DC.

8 Public Law 102-382. (1994). Improving America’s Schools Act (20 USC 9010). Washington, DC.
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Figure 1.3 Policy definitions of the three achievement levels

Achievement Levels

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

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

Advanced  This level signifies superior performance.

SOURCE: National Assessment Governing Board.

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, Inc.
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 framework
for mathematics. This achievement level
setting process was reviewed by a variety of
individuals including policymakers, repre-
sentatives of professional organizations,
teachers, parents, and other members of the
general 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,
became a set of achievement level descrip-
tions and a set of achievement level cut
points on the 0-500 NAEP mathematics
scale. The cut points are the scores that

define the boundaries between below Basi,
Basic, Proficient, and Advanced performance
at grades 4, 8, and 12. The Board estab-
lished these mathematics achievement
levels in 1992 based upon the mathematics
content framework.

Achievement Level Descriptions
for Each Grade

Specific definitions of the Basic, Proficient,
and Advanced mathematics achievement
levels for grades 4, 8,and 12 are presented
in figures 1.4 through 1.6. As noted previ-
ously, the achievement levels are cumula-
tive. Therefore, students performing at the
Proficient level also display the competencies
associated with the Basic level, and students
at the Advanced level also demonstrate the
skills and knowledge associated with both
the Basic and the Proficient levels. For each
achievement level listed in figures 1.4
through 1.6, the scale score that corre-
sponds to the beginning of that level is
shown in parentheses. For example, in
figure 1.4 the scale score of 249 corre-
sponds to the beginning of the grade 4
Proficient level of achievement.
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Figure 1.4

NAEP mathematics achievement levels: Grade 4

Fourth-grade students performing at the Basic level should show some evidence
of understanding the mathematical concepts and procedures in the five NAEP
content strands.

Fourth-graders performing at the Basic level should be able to estimate and use basic facts
to perform simple computations with whole numbers; show some understanding of fractions
and decimals; and solve some simple real-world problems in all NAEP content strands.
Students at this level should be able to use — though not always accurately — four-function
calculators, rulers, and geometric shapes. Their written responses are often minimal and
presented without supporting information.

Fourth-grade students performing at the Proficient level should consistently apply
integrated procedural knowledge and conceptual understanding to problem solving
in the five NAEP content strands.

Fourth-graders performing at the Proficient level should be able to use whole numbers to
estimate, compute, and determine whether results are reasonable. They should have a
conceptual understanding of fractions and decimals; be able to solve real-world problems in
all NAEP content strands; and use four-function calculators, rulers, and geometric shapes
appropriately. Students performing at the Proficientlevel should employ problem-solving
strategies such as identifying and using appropriate information. Their written solutions
should be organized and presented both with supporting information and explanations of how
they were achieved.

Fourth-grade students performing at the Advanced level should apply integrated
procedural knowledge and conceptual understanding to complex and nonroutine
real-world problem solving in the five NAEP content strands.

Fourth-graders performing at the Advanced level should be able to solve complex and
nonroutine real-world problems in all NAEP content strands. They should display mastery in
the use of four-function calculators, rulers, and geometric shapes. These students are
expected to draw logical conclusions and justify answers and solution processes by explaining
why, as well as how, they were achieved. They should go beyond the obvious in their interpre-
tations and be able to communicate their thoughts clearly and concisely.

SOURCE: National Assessment Governing Board.
NOTE: The scores in parentheses indicate the cutpoint on the scale at which the achievement level range begins.
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NAEP mathematics achievement levels: Grade 8

Eighth-grade students performing at the Basic level should exhibit evidence of conceptual
and procedural understanding in the five NAEP content strands. This level of performance
signifies an understanding of arithmetic operations — including estimation — on whole
numbers, decimals, fractions, and percents.

Eighth-graders performing at the Basic level should complete problems correctly with the help
of structural prompts such as diagrams, charts, and graphs. They should be able to solve
problems in all NAEP content strands through the appropriate selection and use of strategies
and technological tools — including calculators, computers, and geometric shapes. Students
at this level also should be able to use fundamental algebraic and informal geometric
concepts in problem solving.

As they approach the Proficient level, students at the Basic level should be able to determine
which of the available data are necessary and sufficient for correct solutions and use them in
problem solving. However, these eighth-graders show limited skill in communicating
mathematically.

Eighth-grade students performing at the Proficient level should apply mathematical
concepts and procedures consistently to complex problems in the five NAEP content
strands.

Eighth-graders performing at the Proficient level should be able to conjecture, defend their
ideas, and give supporting examples. They should understand the connections among
fractions, percents, decimals, and other mathematical topics such as algebra and functions.
Students at this level are expected to have a thorough understanding of Basic level arithmetic
operations — an understanding sufficient for problem solving in practical situations.

Quantity and spatial relationships in problem solving and reasoning should be familiar to
them, and they should be able to convey underlying reasoning skills beyond the level of
arithmetic. They should be able to compare and contrast mathematical ideas and generate
their own examples. These students should make inferences from data and graphs; apply
properties of informal geometry; and accurately use the tools of technology. Students at this
level should understand the process of gathering and organizing data and be able to
calculate, evaluate, and communicate results within the domain of statistics and probability.

Eighth-grade students performing at the Advanced level should be able to reach
heyond the recognition, identification, and application of mathematical rules in order to
generalize and synthesize concepts and principles in the five NAEP content strands.

Eighth-graders performing at the Advanced level should be able to probe examples and
counterexamples in order to shape generalizations from which they can develop models.
Eighth-graders performing at the Advanced level should use number sense and geometric
awareness to consider the reasonableness of an answer. They are expected to use abstract
thinking to create unique problem-solving techniques and explain the reasoning processes
underlying their conclusions.

SOURCE: National Assessment Governing Board.
NOTE: The scores in parentheses indicate the cutpoint on the scale at which the achievement level range begins.
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Figure 1.6

NAEP mathematics achievement levels: Grade 12

Twelfth-grade students performing at the Basic level should demonstrate procedural and
conceptual knowledge in solving problems in the five NAEP content strands.

Twelfth-grade students performing at the Basic level should be able to use estimation to
verify solutions and determine the reasonableness of results as applied to real-world
problems. They are expected to use algebraic and geometric reasoning strategies to solve
problems. Twelfth-graders performing at the Basic level should recognize relationships
presented in verbal, algebraic, tabular, and graphical forms; and demonstrate knowledge of
geometric relationships and corresponding measurement skills.

They should be able to apply statistical reasoning in the organization and display of data and
in reading tables and graphs. They also should be able to generalize from patterns and
examples in the algebra, geometry, and statistics strands. At this level, they should use
correct mathematical language and symbols to communicate mathematical relationships
and reasoning processes; and use calculators appropriately to solve problems.

Twelfth-grade students performing at the Proficientlevel should consistently integrate
mathematical concepts and procedures into the solutions of more complex problems in
the five NAEP content strands.

Twelfth-graders performing at the Proficient level should demonstrate an understanding of
algebraic, statistical, and geometric and spatial reasoning. They should be able to perform
algebraic operations involving polynomials; justify geometric relationships; and judge and
defend the reasonableness of answers as applied to real-world situations. These students
should be able to analyze and interpret data in tabular and graphical form; understand and
use elements of the function concept in symbolic, graphical, and tabular form; and make
conjectures, defend ideas, and give supporting examples.

Twelfth-grade students performing at the Advanced level should consistently demonstrate
the integration of procedural and conceptual knowledge and the synthesis of ideas in the
five NAEP content strands.

Twelfth-grade students performing at the Advanced level should understand the function
concept and be able to compare and apply the numeric, algebraic, and graphical properties
of functions. They should apply their knowledge of algebra, geometry, and statistics to solve
problems in more Advanced areas of continuous and discrete mathematics. They should be
able to formulate generalizations and create models through probing examples and
counterexamples. They should be able to communicate their mathematical reasoning through
the clear, concise, and correct use of mathematical symbolism and logical thinking.

SOURCE: National Assessment Governing Board.
NOTE: The scores in parentheses indicate the cutpoint on the scale at which the achievement level range begins.
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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.”” 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 congression-
ally mandated evaluations of the achieve-
ment 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 cutpoint may be under-
estimated.'” Others have critiqued these
evaluations, asserting that the weight of the
empirical evidence does not support such

conclusions."!

In response to the evaluations and
critiques, NAGB conducted an additional
study of the 1992 reading achievement

levels before deciding to use those reading
achievement levels for reporting 1994
NAEDP results.'”> When reviewing the
findings of this study, the National Acad-
emy of Education (NAE) Panel expressed
concern about what it saw as a “confirma-
tory bias” in the study and about the
inability of this study to “address the panel’s
perception that the levels had been set too
high.”" In 1997, the NAE Panel summa-
rized 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.'*

9 The Improving America’s Schools Act of 1994 (20 USC 9010) requires that the Commissioner base his determi-
nation 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.

10" United States General Accounting Office. (1993). Education achievement standards: NAGB’s approach yields misleading
interpretations, U.S. General Accounting Office Report to Congressional R equestors. 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 Tiial State Assessment: An evaluation of the 1992 achievement levels.

Stanford, CA: Author.

11 Cizek, G. (1993). Reactions to National Academy of Education report. Washington, DC: National Assessment Govern-

ing Board.

Kane, M. (1993). Comments on the NAE evaluation of the NAGB achievement levels. Washington, DC: National

Assessment Governing Board.

12 American College Testing. (1995). NAEP reading revisited: An evaluation of the 1992 achievement level descriptions.

Washington, DC: National Assessment Governing Board.

13 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.

14 National Academy of Education. (1997). Assessment in transition: Monitoring the nation’s educational progress (p. 99).

Mountain View, CA: Author.
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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 confer-
ence on standard setting in large-scale
assessments, which explored many issues
related to standard setting.'® Although new
directions were presented and discussed, a
proven alternative to the current process
has not yet been identified. The Acting
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
NAERP results.

The most recent congressionally man-
dated evaluation conducted by the Na-
tional 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 congres-
sionally mandated studies. The Panel
concluded that “NAEP’ current achieve-
ment level setting procedures remain
fundamentally flawed. The judgment tasks
are difficult and confusing; raters’ judg-
ments of different item types are internally
inconsistent; appropriate validity evidence
for the cut scores 1s lacking; and the process

has produced unreasonable results.”"’

The NAS Panel accepted the continuing
use of achievement levels in reporting
NAEP results 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 de-
scribing changes in student performance

over time.”'®

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 Acting

15 Reckase, Mark, D. (2000). The evolution of the NAEP achievement levels setting process: A summary of the research and
development efforts conducted by ACT. Towa City, IA:ACT, Inc.

16 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.

17 Pellegrino, J.W., Jones, L.R.., & Mitchell, K.J. (Eds.). (1998). Grading the nation’s report card: evaluating NAEP and
transforming the assessment of educational progress. Committee on the Evaluation of National Assessments of Educa-

tional Progress, Board on Testing and Assessment, Commission on Behavioral and Social Sciences and Education,
National Research Council. (p.182). Washington, DC: National Academy Press.

18 Tbid., page 176.
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Commissioner believe that the achieve-
ment levels are useful for reporting 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 Acting
Commissioner agrees with the National
Academy’s recommendation that caution
needs to be exercised in the use of the
current achievement levels. Therefore, the
Acting Commissioner concludes that these
achievement levels should continue to be
considered developmental and should
continue to be interpreted and used with

caution.

Sample Assessment Questions
No questions from the NAEP mathematics
assessment administered in 2000 will be
released at this time so that they may be
used again in a future assessment. However,
nine sample questions from the 1996
assessment, three at each grade level, are
presented in appendix D. They represent
the types of questions used in 2000 (i.e.,
multiple-choice, short constructed-
response, and extended constructed-
response), but do not illustrate the breadth

of the content assessed. A large collection
of questions from the 1996 assessment
and from earlier assessments in 1990 and

1992 is available on the NAEP web site
at http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard.

Maps of Selected

Item Descriptions
The mathematics performance of fourth-,

eighth-, and twelfth-graders can be illus-
trated by maps that position item descrip-
tions along the NAEP mathematics scale
where items are likely to be answered

2" The descriptions

successfully by students.
used on these maps focus on the math-
ematics skill or knowledge needed to
answer the question. For multiple-choice
questions, the description indicates the skill
or knowledge demonstrated by selection of
the correct option; for constructed-
response questions, the description takes
into account the skill or knowledge speci-
fied by the difterent levels of scoring

criteria for that question.

Figures 1.7 through 1.9 are item maps
for grades 4, 8, and 12, respectively. Ap-
proximately 25 questions from each grade
have been selected and placed on each
item map. For each question indicated on
the map, 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. The map location
for each question identifies where that

19 Forsyth, Robert A. (2000). A description of the standard-setting procedures used by three standardized test
publishers. In Student performance standards on the National Assessment of Educational Progress: Affirmations and
improvements. Washington, DC: National Assessment Governing Board.

Nellhaus, Jeffrey M. (2000). States with NAEP-like performance standards. In Student performance standards on the
National Assessment of Educational Progress: Affirmations and improvements. Washington, DC: National Assessment

Governing Board.

20 Details on the procedures used to develop item maps are provided in appendix A, 214-215.
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question was answered successfully by at
least 65 percent of the students for con-
structed-response questions, 74 percent of
the students for four-option multiple-
choice questions, and 72 percent of the
students for five-option multiple-choice
questions.

As an example of how to interpret the
item maps, consider the question in figure
1.7 that maps at score point 282. As the
description indicates, fourth-graders were
required to “Find the area of an irregular
figure on a 4 by 7 grid” in order to answer
this question successfully. As this was a
four-option multiple-choice question,
students who scored at or above 282 (its
map value) on the NAEP scale had at least
a 74 percent probability of answering the
question correctly. Students who scored
below 282 had less than a 74 percent
probability of doing so.This does not mean
that all students scoring 282 or above
always answered the question correctly, or
that students scoring below 282 always
answered the question incorrectly. Rather,
the item map indicates higher or lower
probability of answering the question
successfully depending on students’ overall

mathematics ability as measured by the
NAEDP scale.

As another example of how to interpret
the item maps, consider the question in
figure 1.8 that maps at score point 330 and
requires eighth-graders to “Write a word
problem to fit a given situation involving
division.” Students’ responses to this con-

. MATHEMATICS REPORT CARD

structed-response question were rated
according to a three-level scoring guide
that distinguished between “Unsatistactory,”
“Partial,” and “Satisfactory” responses. As
with all constructed-response questions
portrayed on the item maps, the descrip-
tion of this item takes into account the
requirements for a response to be rated at a
certain level according to the scoring
criteria for that question. With this ques-
tion, the description is based on the level of
performance required for a score of “Satis-
factory”” Its map location indicates that
students who scored 330 or above had at
least a 65 percent probability of demon-
strating the skill required to answer the
question satisfactorily. Students who scored
below 330 had less than a 65 percent
probability of doing so.

In interpreting the item map
information, it is important to note that
questions administered at grade 4 tend to
map to the lower range of the cross-grade
scale, reflecting the typical performance of
fourth-graders. Questions administered at
grade 12 tend to map to the higher range
of the scale. Questions administered at
grade 8 tend to map more to the middle of
the scale. The three mathematics
achievement levels for a specific grade are
also indicated on the item map for that
grade. Although the same 0-to-500
mathematics scale is used at each grade, the
achievement levels are grade specific and
each achievement level begins at a different
score point at each grade.



con NAEP Mathematics Scale

Figure 1.7

332 Extend a pattern in a table and explain the answer

Grade 4
Item Map

118

322 Solve a story problem involving fractions

Map of selected item

descriptions on the : ; | ! ) 313 Solve a problem involving the start time and stop time to cook a turkey
National Assessment
of Educational
Progress : ; ; ( )[ ) 301 Recognize the best unit to measure the length of an object
mathematics scale
for grade 4
2 9( ’ 292 List and explain possible ways to select a flavor of ice cream and a serving container

LE SIS Advanced
the skill or ability @ ) ) ) )

. : e 28” .282 Find the area of an irregular figureonad by . 7grid . . . . . . . . .. ... ... ...
associated with 8 am rrestiar Tt br.zen
answering individual
math?matlcs 2 2 ( ’ 272 Find the product of several numbers when one of them is zero
questions. The map
|de:nt|f|es ﬂ_le score 264 Apply the concept of symmetry to visualize the result of folding a marked strip of paper
point at which : 2 ( i( ) 261 Solve a story problem that involves recognizing that the solution must be a multiple of six
students had a high 257 Identify the procedure needed to find the weight of boxes that each weigh the same amount
probability of Proficient 253 Solve a ratio problem involving pints
successfully @ 251 Draw bars on a graph to represent a situation
answering the C0 T T T 7T 247 Use a ruler to find the total length of three line segments © "~ C 0 T T T

A 246 Given three equivalent fractions, provide two more fractions that are equivalent to the three
question. 245 Solve a problem involving even and odd numbers

Given points on a number line, find their sum

ZS—O—Z?ITGiven certain coins, show how a given amount of money can be made

221 Write an addition problem in terms of multiplication

213 Complete a bar graph © © C C Tt Tttt e

T

208 /dentify which of four objects is heaviest

I

194 Shade a region to represent a given fraction

r

189 Round money as specified
188 Solve a simple subtraction problem

-

NOTE: Regular type denotes a constructed-response question. Italic type denotes a multiple-choice question.

* Each grade 4 mathematics question in the 2000 assessment was mapped onto the NAEP 0—500 mathematics 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, a 74 percent probability of correctly answering a four-option multiple-
choice question, or a 72 percent probability of correctly answering a five-option question. Only selected questions are presented. Scale score ranges for mathematics achievement levels are
referenced on the map.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics. National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2000 Mathematics Assessment.
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con NAEP Mathematics Scale
j

400

3 9( ’ 393 Draw a right triangle on a grid that has the same angle measures as a given right triangle,
but has a specified larger area

38‘ ’ 383 Solve a problem involving postage
Map of selected item
descriptions on the 3 ZO
National Assessment

of Educational

Figure 1.8

Grade 8
Item Map

Progress 36‘ ' 363 List all possible pairs of numbered chips that can be drawn from a box

mathematics scale

for grade 8 3 5 D

This map describes 347 Given two methods of price reductions, indicate which method results in the cheaper price

the skill or ability 3 q 0 344 Determine which term in a pattern of fractions will have a specified decimal value

associated with Determine a central angle in a circle, given the fraction of the circumference the angle subtends
e Advanced

answering individual

mathematics coee 33‘ ) 331 Given'the formula, convert a temperature from’Fahreniheit to Celsius = * = = = * = = * © *

questions. The map Write a word problem to fit a given situation involving division

identifies the score 328 Use proportional reasoning to find the distance between two towns

point at which 3 2‘ ’

students had a high
probability of
successfully

answering the
question.* Proficient 305 Draw a line of symmetry for each of two figures

@_ 301 Graph an inequality, given certain specifications
298 Find the coordinates of one vertex of a square, given the coordinates of the other vertices

2 E)() 291 Determine which of two surveys is better and explain why

287 Solve a basic percent problem

317 Find the area of a figure
3 | ( ’ 314 Determine which equation is true for each of three given pairs of x and y values

2 z ;( ’ 281 Determine how much change a person will get back from a purchase

274 Determine the length of an object pictured above a ruler, but not aligned at the beginning
of the scale

Basic
@ 2 6 0 264 Apply property of a cube

259 Solve a problem using data given in a pie chart

: 2 5 ( ’ 254 Solve a story problem involving division
24'—0—24& Display data on a bar graph

235 Visualize a geometric figure
2—3—0—2?'& Determine the value of a number located on a number line

b

NOTE: Regular type denotes a constructed-response question. Italic type denotes a multiple-choice question.

* Each grade 8 mathematics question in the 2000 assessment was mapped onto the NAEP 0—500 mathematics 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, a 74 percent probability of correctly answering a four-option multiple-
choice question, or a 72 percent probability of correctly answering a five-option question. Only selected questions are presented. Scale score ranges for mathematics achievement levels are
referenced on the map.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics. National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2000 Mathematics Assessment.
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T NAEP Mathematics Scale
j

410

Figure 1.9

!l ( H ’ 404 Interpret slope and intercept
Grade 12

Item Map

390

Map of selected item 388 Given the graphs of two functions, describe the transformations required to obtain the

e second from the first
des_crlptlons DI BBMGiven a table of interest rates, determine which bank account would have the most money
National Assessment after 2 years

of Educational 372 Determine the x coordinate of a point on the graph of a trig function
Progress Advanced 3 “ ’ 370 Determine which of five triangles is not a 30° - 60° - 90° triangle
mathematics scale 367 Solve a quadratic inequality

for grade 12 © 366 Analyze and explain a situation involving percent ]~
363 Use proportional reasoning to find the distance between two towns
This map describes
the skill or ability
associated with
answering individual
mathematics
questions. The map
identifies the score | 336 | € Y e e I I

349 Solve a system of equations for x and y
346 Given a frequency distribution of scores, determine the average score
Proficient 342 Given a formula involving several variables, solve for one variable in terms of the others

point at which 333 Choose solution set for a cubic equation
students had a high Recognize a property of prime numbers
ility of 329 Determine the first three terms in a sequence
probability o 326 Visualize where a point will touch when a rectangle is folded along a dotted line
successfully ,3 2 ! ’
answering the
question.* 314 Provide a counterexample to a statement about a number sequence expressed algebraically
3 | ( ’ 312 Identify a statement about a given parallelogram that is not necessarily true

300

297 Identify which figure could not be folded to make a cube

Basic :29“ 293 Apply the concept of perimeter

" 286 Determine the cost of renting a car given the per day aﬁd.m//e.agé charges

2 ; ;( ) 282 Place a dot on a number line to locate a given fraction

277 Find missing length in a figure

269 Interpret pie chart data

2 ( i[ ) 262 Solve story problem involving division

b
U

NOTE: Regular type denotes a constructed-response question. Italic type denotes a multiple-choice question.

* Each grade 12 mathematics question in the 2000 assessment was mapped onto the NAEP 0—500 mathematics 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, a 74 percent probability of correctly answering a four-option
multiple-choice question, or a 72 percent probability of correctly answering a five-option question. Only selected questions are presented. Scale score ranges for mathematics achievement
levels are referenced on the map.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics. National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2000 Mathematics Assessment.

CHAPTER 1 . MATHEMATICS REPORT CARD 19



20

CHAPTER 1

Interpreting NAEP Results

The average scores and percentages pre-
sented in this report are estimates because
they are based on representative samples of
students rather than on the entire popula-
tion of students. Moreover, the collection
of questions used at each grade level is but
a sample of the many questions that could
have been asked that measure the NAEP
framework. As such, the results are subject
to a measure of uncertainty, reflected in the
standard error of the estimates. The stan-
dard errors for the estimated scale scores
and percentages in this report are provided
in appendix B.

The difterences between scale scores and
between percentages discussed in the
following chapters take into account the
standard errors associated with the esti-
mates. Comparisons 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 this
report, differences between scores or
between percentages are pointed out only
when they are significant from a statistical
perspective. All differences reported are
significant at the .05 level with appropriate
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adjustments for multiple comparisons. The
term significant is not intended to imply a
judgment about the absolute magnitude of
the educational relevance of the difterences.
It 1s intended to identify statistically de-
pendable population difterences to help
inform dialogue among policymakers,
educators, and the public.

Readers are cautioned against interpret-
ing NAEP results in a causal sense. Infer-
ences related to subgroup performance or
to the effectiveness of public and nonpublic
schools, for example, should take into
consideration the many socioeconomic and
educational factors that may also impact on
mathematics performance.

Overview of the Remaining Report
The results in chapters 2 and 3 of this
report are based on the set of data with no
accommodations offered. Findings are
presented for the nation, for regions, for
participating jurisdictions, and for the
major reporting subgroups included in all
NAEDP report cards. Trends from the 1990,
1992, and 1996 assessments are noted
where the data permit comparisons. State-
by-state results are included for the states
and jurisdictions that participated in the
mathematics assessment at grades 4 and 8.



Chapter 4 presents an overview of the
second set of results—those that include
students who were provided accommoda-
tions during the test administration. By
including these results in the nation’s
mathematics report card, the NAEP
program continues a phased transition
toward a more inclusive reporting sample.
Future assessment results will be based
solely on a student and school sample in
which accommodations are permitted.

Chapter 5 examines contexts for learn-
ing mathematics in terms of school/teacher
policies and their relationship to student
learning as measured by NAEP scale scores.
Special emphasis is given to teacher prepa-
ration and to the use of technology in
mathematics instruction. Chapter 6 exam-
ines contexts for learning mathematics in
terms of classroom practices and student
variables. This chapter includes information
about course-taking patterns in grades
eight and twelve, calculator usage, students’
reports of their use of time outside of
school, and their attitudes toward math-
ematics.

This report also contains appendices that
support or augment the results presented.
Appendix A contains an overview of the
NAEP mathematics framework and specifi-
cations, information on the national and
state samples, and a more detailed descrip-
tion of the major reporting subgroups
teatured in chapters 2 and 3. Appendix B
contains the full data with standard errors
for all tables and figures in this report.
Appendix C presents selected contextual
variables from non-NAEP sources that
likely have bearing on student perfor-
mance. Appendix D provides a set of
sample NAEP test questions that were
administered in the 1996 assessment.
Appendix E contains a list of the NAEP

mathematics committee members.

Detailed information about the mea-
surement methodology and data analysis
techniques will be available in the forth-
coming NAEP 2000 Technical Report.
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Chapter
Focus

Overall Results for the Nation
and the States

Overview

This chapter presents the 2000 mathematics scale score and
achievement level results for the nation at grades 4, 8, and 12
and for the participating states and jurisdictions at grades 4
and 8.The 2000 national results are compared to
results from the three previous mathematics
assessments—1990, 1992, and 1996. The state
assessments in mathematics were first administered in
1990 at grade 8 and in 1992 at grade 4. The 2000
results for participating states and jurisdictions are
compared to those from the three previous
assessments at grade 8 (1990, 1992, and 1996) and the
two previous assessments at grade 4 (1992 and 1996).
The results reported in this chapter are based on
testing conditions comparable to those in previous
INAEP assessments. Accommodations for special-
needs students were not oftered, but special-needs
students who could participate in the assessment
without accommodations were included. Results that were
obtained when accommodations were oftered for special-
needs students are presented in chapter 4.

The performance of students across the nation and within
states is summarized by an average score on the NAEP
mathematics scale, which ranges from 0 to 500. Performance
1s also described in terms of the percentages of students who
attained each of the three mathematics achievement levels:
Basic, Proficient, and Advanced. The overall national results are
presented first, followed by results for individual states and,

finally, cross-state comparisons.

Chapter
Contents
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National Scale Score Results
Figure 2.1 displays the national average
mathematics scale scores for fourth-,
eighth-, and twelfth-graders in 1990, 1992,
1996, and 2000. At grades 4 and 8, the
trend in student performance is one of
continued improvement across the decade.
The average scores for these students
increased each year, and in 2000 they were

higher than those for fourth- and eighth-
graders in 1990, 1992, or 1996.The trend
pattern was different at grade 12.The
average score of twelfth-graders increased
between 1990 and 1996, but then declined
between 1996 and 2000. Despite this
recent downturn in performance, the

twelfth-grade average score in 2000 was
higher than that in 1990.

Figure 2.1 National average mathematics scale scores, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1990-2000

National Scale Score
Results

Nation

* Significantly different from 2000.

Grade 12
Grade 8

Grade 4

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1990, 1992, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.

Achievement Level Results

for the Nation

The achievement levels that have been set
by the National Assessment Governing
Board (NAGB) as authorized by the NAEP
legislation establish a set of standards for
what students are expected to know and
do at each grade level.! The setting of
achievement levels was based on the
collective judgments of experts about what

students should be expected to know and
be able to do in terms of the NAEP
mathematics 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.

In 1992, NAGB reviewed and adopted
the recommended achievement levels,

' 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.
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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, NAGB has adopted three achieve-
ment levels: Basic, Proficient, and Advanced.
For reporting purposes, the achievement
level cut scores are placed on the NAEP
mathematics scale resulting in four ranges:
below Basic, Basic, Proficient, and Advanced.
Figures 1.4-1.6 in chapter 1 present spe-
cific descriptions of mathematics achieve-
ment for the Basic, Proficient, and Advanced
levels at each of the three grades.

The NAEP legislation requires that
achievement levels be “used on a develop-
mental basis until the Commissioner of
Education Statistics determines...that such
levels are reasonable, valid and informative
to the public.” A discussion of the develop-
mental status of achievement levels may be
found in chapter 1.

Figure 2.2 displays the achievement level
results for the nation for each grade. Re-
sults are presented in two ways: 1) the
percentage of students within each
achievement level interval, and 2) the
percentage of students at or above the Basic
and at or above the Proficient achievement
levels. In reading figure 2.2, it is necessary
to keep in mind that the percentages at or
above specific achievement levels are
cumulative. Therefore, included among the
percentage of students at or above the Basic
level are also those who have achieved the
Proficient and Advanced levels of performance,
and included among students at or above
the Proficient level are also those who have
attained the Advanced level of performance.

In the 2000 mathematics assessment, 26
percent of fourth-graders, 27 percent of
eighth-graders, and 17 percent of twelfth-

graders performed at or above the Proficient
level—identified by NAGB as the level at
which all students should perform. Stu-
dents’ attainment of the achievement levels
across years generally reflects the trends in
scale score results described in the previous
section: A pattern of steady growth is
evident at grades 4 and 8, while the results
at grade 12 are somewhat mixed.

At grades 4 and 8, the percentage of
students performing at or above Basic
increased each assessment year, with the
highest percentage at or above this level in
2000.The percentage of fourth- and
eighth-graders at or above Proficient has also
increased across the decade, reaching its
highest level in both grades in 2000. Gains
between 1990 and 2000 in the percentages
of fourth- and eighth-grade students
reaching the Advanced level are also evident,
although they remain small—from 1 to 3
percent at grade 4 and from 2 to 5 percent
at grade 8.

At grade 12, the percentage of students
performing at or above Basic increased
between 1990 and 1996, but declined
between 1996 and 2000.The percentage of
twelfth-graders attaining this level of
performance, however, remained higher in
2000 than in 1990. The percentage of
twelfth-graders at or above Proficient in-
creased between 1990 and 1992, but the
small changes since that time were not
statistically significant. Despite the lack of
more recent gains, the percentage of
students reaching the Proficient level in
2000 was higher than in 1990.The per-
centage of twelfth-grade students who
reached the Advanced level has remained
relatively stable since 1990. Only 2 percent
of twelfth-graders in 2000 attained this
highest achievement level.
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Figure 2.2 Percentage of students within each mathematics achievement level range and at or
e R T ahove achievement levels, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1990-2000

Level Results

Grade 4

Advanced _1%% 2% 3%

roficient 19%*] 21%* At or above
Proficient
Basic
64%% At or above
Basic
Below 11
Basic
'92 ‘96 ‘00
How to read these figures: Grade 8
— The italicized Advanced _2%* 3%* 4% 5%
percentages to the Proficient
right of the shaded 22% At or ahove
bars represent the Proficient
percentages of Basic
students at or above
Basic and Proficient. 6% ‘;‘a‘;,fcah""e

— The percentages in Below L0 el
the shaded bars Basic
represent the
percentages of
students within each
achievement level.

‘92 ‘96 ‘00

Grade 12

2%

Advanced 1%

At or above
Proficient

Proficient

Basic
o
At or ahove
Basic
Below
Basic 31%*

[
‘96

* Significantly different from 2000.
NOTE: Percentages within each mathematics achievement level range 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), 1990, 1992, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Scale Scores by Percentile scores at different percentiles in 2000 to

Another perspective on trends in student those in previous years reveals, for example,
performance is gained by examining scores  the trends in performance for lower- and
at different percentiles across assessment higher-performing students. Figure 2.3
years. The advantage of looking at data in displays the mathematics scale scores for

this way is that it shows whether trends in grades 4, 8, and 12 at the 10th, 25th, 50th,
the national average scores presented earlier ~ 75th, and 90th percentiles across the four
in this chapter are reflected in scores across assessments.

the performance distribution. Comparing

Figure 2.3 National mathematics scale score percentiles, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1990—-2000

National Performance
Distribution

Grade 4 , Grade 8

o0 92 '90_'9

Grade 12

‘90 '92

4 Percentiles

* Significantly different from 2000.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1990, 1992, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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At grade 4, the scale scores at all five
percentile points were higher in 2000 than
in 1990, 1992, and 1996. At grade 8, all of
the scale scores at each of the percentile
points were higher in 2000 than in 1990 or
1992. However, the only grade 8 scale score
that was higher in 2000 than in 1996
occurred at the 50th percentile. At the
other percentiles, apparent changes since
1996 were not statistically significant.

At grade 12, where the average scale
score declined from 1996 to 2000, the
picture provided by trends in percentile
scores 1s different. At this grade, the scale
scores at the lower and middle percentiles
(10th, 25th, and 50th) in 2000 were lower
than those in 1996. However, the small
changes since 1996 in scores at upper
percentiles (75th and 90th) were not
statistically significant.Viewed over the ten-
year period, average scale scores at all
percentiles were higher in 2000 than in
1990.

These results indicate that the score gains
made over time in grades 4 and 8 are
reflected broadly across their score distribu-
tions. At grade 12, in contrast, the recent
performance decline is primarily focused in
the lower and middle points of the score
distribution.

Results for Regions of the Nation
NAEP assessments traditionally provide
results for four regions of the country:
Northeast, Southeast, Central, and West.
Appendix A (see page 221) contains a
description of the states and jurisdictions
that make up each region.

With the exception of the decline in
scores at grade 12 in 2000, an encouraging
ten-year national trend of improved perfor-
mance is generally reflected in average scale
scores across the regions of the nation. As
shown in figure 2.4, the apparent gains for
fourth- and eighth-grade students in all
regions of the country between 1996 and
2000 were not statistically significant for
any individual region.? Nevertheless,
fourth- and eighth-graders in each region
had higher scores in 2000 than in 1992 and
1990. For twelfth-graders, results appeared
to be lower in 2000 than in 1996 for all
regions, but not significantly so in any one
region. Results for the Southeast, Central,
and West regions were higher in 2000 than
in 1990 at grade 12.The apparent change
in average scores between 1990 and 2000
for twelfth-graders in the Northeast was
not statistically significant.

Performance differences among regions
of the country are evident in 2000. At
grade 4, students in the Northeast and
Central regions had higher scores than
students in the Southeast. At grades 8 and
12, students in the Northeast, Central and
West regions outperformed those in the
Southeast.

2 The significance tests used in figure 2.4 and all other figures or tables in this report that compare results among

subgroups or jurisdictions are based on the False Discovery Rate (FDR) procedure for multiple comparisons.
(Further details on the FDR procedure are presented in appendix A, see pages 218-220.)
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AIE L National mathematics scale score results by region of the country, grades 4, 8, and 12:
National Scale Score 1990-2000

Results by Region

Northeast Southeast

‘96 ‘00 ‘90 '92 ‘96 ‘00

Grade 12 Grade 12

Grade 8 Grade 8

Grade 4 Grade 4

6
Grade 12 Grade 12

Grade 8 Grade 8

Grade 4 Grade 4

* Significantly different from 2000.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1990, 1992, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Achievement level results for the four
regions are displayed in figure 2.5. At grade
4, gains in the percentage of students at or
above Basic and at or above Proficient are
evident in each region. From 1990 to 2000,
all four regions had a higher percentage of
fourth-graders reaching or exceeding these
two levels of performance. However, from
1996 to 2000 only the West region showed
a gain, which occurred in the percentage of
fourth-graders who performed at or above
the Proficient level.

At grade 8, the percentage of students at
or above Basic increased between 1990 and
2000 in the Southeast, Central, and West
regions. Although the percentage of
Northeast students in 2000 who were at or
above Basic was higher than in 1992, the
apparent increase between 1990 and 2000
for these students was not statistically
significant. All four regions showed gains in
the percentage of students at or above
Proficient between 1990 and 2000. In
addition, there were small, but statistically
significant, increases since 1990 in the
percentage of students reaching the Ad-
vanced level in each region. Although some
gains were evident across the decade for
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each of the four regions, none of the
apparent changes since 1996 for eighth-
graders in any region of the country were
statistically significant.

At grade 12, only the Southeast and
Central regions had gains based on
achievement level results between 1990
and 2000. In both regions, the percentage
of students at or above Proficient was higher
in 2000 than in 1990. Any apparent
changes between 1996 and 2000 in
achievement level results for the regions
were not statistically significant.

As with the scale score results presented
earlier in this chapter, differences between
regions in the percentages of students at or
above the different achievement levels were
evident in 2000. Both the Northeast and
the Central regions had higher percentages
of fourth-graders at or above the Basic level
than did the Southeast. Also, a greater
percentage of fourth-graders in the Central
region than in the Southeast performed at
or above Proficient. At both grades 8 and 12,
a greater percentage of students in the
Northeast, Central, and West regions were
at or above Basic and at or above Proficient
than in the Southeast.



Figure 2.5

National Achievement
Level Results by
Region

Advanced 2%
Proficient |13%*

Basic

Advanced A

Advanced 1%
129%%

Proficient

‘90

Advanced 1%

Proficient

Percentage of students within each mathematics achievement level range and at or
ahove achievement levels by region of the country, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1990-2000

Northeast-Grade 4

3% 3% 3%
1% | 0 2% q
23% 26% 5% | . | |atorab
28% | | proficient
. 4%
63%
L | B
@ 28%
|
'92 '96 '00
Southeast-Grade 4
2%
9% 1215 | | oo
61% | e "

Central-Grade 4
2% 2% 3%

19%*] 24%

o 21% Ator ab
% 30%] | prfiint
48% 45%
75% 74% | ™"

N

‘92 ‘36 ‘00

West-Grade 4
2% 3%

15% K| 150,% 8%

At or above
26% Proficient

1%
58% Bt or ahove

67% | Basic

'96 ‘00

See footnotes at end of figure. p>
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Figure 2.5 Percentage of students within each mathematics achievement level range and at or
National Achievement ahove achievement levels by region of the country, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1990-2000

Level Results by
Region (continued)

Northeast-Grade 8
Advanced ~ 3%% 5% 5% 5%

Proficient
18% | 0 A y 7
20%* 19% 2% 22% 27% 23% 289 A;Itau;‘g_l;m;e
° roricien.
Basic
59% 57%* % o At or ahove
67% 67% | Basic
Below
Basic
90 92 '% 00
Southeast-Grade 8
Advanced  1%% 3% 3%
Proficient 2 Morab
15% | 18% Profcient
Basic
56% 57% | o
Below
Basic
90 '92 '% 00
Central-Grade 8
Advanced 9% 3%* 3% o
22% 24%
25%* % 21% Ator ab
2% 33% | | Profiient
3% 42%
% Al
69% 7% | B
90 '92 '% 00
West-Grade 8
3% 3% e
171% 219 19% 22% 22% At or above

27% Proficient

At or above

63% | Basic

‘90 ‘92 ‘36 ‘00

See footnotes at end of figure. p»
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Figure 2.5

National Achievement

Level Results by

Percentage of students within each mathematics achievement level range and at or

Region (continued)

Proficient (5%%)

Advanced 2%

Proficient | 14% 16%

Basic

Below
Basic

90

1% por
E 47%\
‘90

Advanced

Basic

Below
Basic

Advanced 1%

Proficient

‘90

Advanced 2%
Proficient 12%

‘90

* Significantly different from 2000.
A Percentage is between 0.0 and 0.5.

NOTE: Percentages within each mathematics achievement level range 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), 1990, 1992, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.

ahove achievement levels by region of the country, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1990-2000

Northeast-Grade 12
2% 3%

At or above
Proficient

19%

21%

At or above
Basic

72%

‘92 '96

Southeast-Grade 12
1% 1%

At or ahove

10% Proficient
At or ahove
9% Basic
'92 ‘96

Central-Grade 12
1% 3%
15% 17%

At or ahove

20% Proficient
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At or ahove
77% Basic
‘92 ‘96

West-Grade 12
2%

At or above
Proficient

12% | 142
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‘92 ‘96 ‘00
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State Results

In addition to the national results, the 2000
mathematics assessment produced results
for participating states and jurisdictions for
fourth- and eighth-grade public school
students.” Results are also available for
many of these jurisdictions from previous
assessments beginning with 1990 in grade
8 and with 1992 in grade 4. Not all juris-
dictions met minimum school participation
guidelines in every NAEP assessment. (See
appendix A, pages 195-198, for details on
the participation and reporting guidelines.)
In 2000, results for grades 4 and 8 in
Wisconsin and grade 8 in the Virgin Islands
are not included in the relevant tables and
appendices because they failed to meet the
initial public school participation rate of 70
percent.

As with the national results presented in
this chapter, the results addressed here were
obtained by assessing a representative
sample of students in each jurisdiction under
conditions that did not offer accommoda-
tions to special-needs students. These were
the same conditions under which results
were obtained in previous assessments.
Consequently, it is possible to report trends
in student performance across the assess-
ment years. In 2000, a separate representa-
tive sample was assessed in each participat-
ing jurisdiction for which accommodations
were offered to special-needs students.
Those results are presented in chapter 4,
along with a comparison of “accommoda-
tions-permitted” and “accommodations-
not-permitted” results for each state.

In examining the “accommodations-
not-permitted” results for jurisdictions
presented in this chapter, it should be noted
that schools participating in the NAEP

assessments under these conditions are
permitted to exclude those students who
can not be assessed meaningfully without
accommodations. Exclusion rates vary
considerably across years in many
jurisdictions. In 2000, in the sample that
did not permit accommodations, the
pattern in most jurisdictions was for more
special-needs students to be excluded from
the assessment than in previous years. This
may be accounted for in a variety of ways.
Among the most far-reaching is the
implementation of the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA).
Jurisdictions that have been diligent in
implementing IDEA in their assessment
programs may have higher exclusion rates
in the 2000 assessment than in previous
years. Local district and school staff who
have become accustomed to providing
accommodations in their jurisdictions’
testing situations may have opted for
exempting special-needs students from
the 2000 NAEP assessment rather than
including them without their

accommodations.

In addition to changes across years in
exclusion rates for a particular jurisdiction,
there is considerable variation in exclusion
rates across jurisdictions. Exclusion rates
vary across jurisdictions not only because
of differences in IDEA policy implementa-
tion, but also because of real population
shifts in the percentage of students with
disabilities and, especially, limited English
proficient students. Therefore, comparisons
of assessment results across jurisdictions and
within jurisdictions across years should be
made with caution. The percentage of
students excluded from the assessment has
implications for the representativeness of

> Throughout this and subsequent chapters the term jurisdiction is used to refer to the states, territories, and
Department of Defense Education Activity schools that participated in the 2000 NAEP state-by-state assessment.
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the sample assessed within a jurisdiction.
No adjustments have been made for
diftering exclusion rates across jurisdictions
or across years. Thus, a comparison within a
jurisdiction across years or between two
jurisdictions may be based on samples with
exclusion rates that differ considerably. The
exclusion rates for each jurisdiction across
years are presented in appendix A (see
pages 202 and 203).

Scale Score Results

by Jurisdiction

The average scale scores for participating
jurisdictions in 2000 are presented in table
2.1 for grade 4 and table 2.2 for grade 8,
along with the changes in scores from
previous assessments. The national public
school average scores shown at the top of
these tables are based on the national
sample (not on the aggregated jurisdiction
samples) and, like the jurisdiction results,
represent the performance of public
schools only. The national results shown in
previous sections of this chapter represent
both public and private school students.

Fourth-grade results are reported for the
46 jurisdictions that participated in the
2000 mathematics assessment with average
scale scores ranging from 157 to 235.
Thirty-six of these jurisdictions also par-
ticipated in state NAEP in 1992; 26 of
these had higher average scores in 2000.*
Of the 39 jurisdictions that participated in
the last two assessments, 11 had higher
average scores in 2000 than in 1996. From
the grade 4 state assessment base year of

1992 to the year 2000, the average gain for
public school students in the national
sample was 8 score points. Significant gains
among jurisdictions’ average scores ranged
from 4 to 20 points. Only one jurisdiction
(Guam) had a significantly lower average at
grade 4 in 2000 than in 1992.

At grade 8, average scale scores for the
44 jurisdictions that participated in the
2000 assessment ranged from 195 to 288.
Thirty-one jurisdictions at grade 8 partici-
pated in state NAEP in both 2000 and
1990, the first state-assessment year at grade
8. Of these, 27 showed improvement
between the first and most recent assess-
ments—their 2000 average scores were
higher than their 1990 average scores. The
average gain for public school students in
the national sample from 1990 to 2000 was
13 score points. Significant gains at grade 8
among the jurisdictions ranged from 5 to
30 points over the ten-year time span. No
jurisdiction had a lower average score in
2000 than in 1990. Of the 37 jurisdictions
that participated in the last two assessments,
13 had higher average scores in 2000 than
in 1996. Average scores by state for each of
the assessment years are displayed in appendix
B, tables B.6 and B.7 (see pages 232 and 233).

Eight of 36 jurisdictions had significant
improvements in both grades 4 and 8
between the 1996 and 2000 assessments
(Indiana, Louisiana, Massachusetts, North
Carolina, South Carolina,Vermont, Virginia,
and Department of Defense Dependents
Schools (Overseas)).

* Two types of statistical tests were calculated for the between-year comparisons of results for jurisdictions. The first

type of test examines each jurisdiction’s results in isolation. The second type of test uses a multiple-comparison
procedure that takes into account the decrease in certainty of the difference between years for any given jurisdic-

tion when examining all the jurisdictions together. (See appendix A for further details on multiple-comparison

procedures.) In these and all subsequent tables that present results for participating jurisdictions across years, two
sets of notations are used to represent the results of the two difterent statistical tests. The asterisk (*) indicates that
the difference between years is statistically significant only when examining results for a single jurisdiction. The

dagger () indicates that the difference between years is statistically significant both when examining the jurisdic-
tion in isolation and when using the multiple-comparison procedure based on all participating jurisdictions.

Throughout this report, difterences between years for jurisdictions are discussed only if they are statistically

significant based on the multiple-comparison procedure as indicated by the dagger (f) in the figure or table.
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Tahle 2.1: State Scale Score Results, Grade 4 Public Schools

Average mathematics scale score results by state for grade 4 public schools: 1992-2000

2000 Change from 1996 Change from 1992
Average scale score average scale score average scale score
Nation 226 4 * 8 *
Alabama 218 6 * 10 *
Arizona 219 1 4
Arkansas 217 1 7%
California 214 4 5%
Connecticut 234 2 7%
Georgia 220 4 * 4t
Hawaii 216 1 2
Idaho 227 — 5 *
lllinois 225 — —
Indiana 234 5 * 13 *
lowa 233 4 * 3
Kansas 232 — —
Kentucky 221 1 6 *
Louisiana 218 9 * 14 *
Maine * 231 -2 -1
Maryland 222 2 5 *
Massachusetts 235 6 * 8 *
Michigan 231 5 * 11 #
Minnesota 235 3 7%
Mississippi 211 3 9+
Missouri 229 4 * 6 *
Montana 230 2 —
Nebraska 226 -2 1
Nevada 220 3 —
New Mexico 214 A 1
New York 227 4 * 8 *
North Carolina 232 8 * 20 ¢
North Dakota 231 A 2
Ohio * 231 — 12 ¢
Oklahoma 225 — 5 *
Oregon 227 3 —
Rhode Island 225 4 * 9 *
South Carolina 220 7% 8 *
Tennessee 220 1 9+
Texas 233 4 * 15 #
Utah 227 1 3
Vermont * 232 7%
Virginia 230 8t ¥
West Virginia 225 1 ¥
Wyoming 229 6 * '
Other Jurisdictions
American Samoa 157 — —
District of Columbia 193 6 * 1
DDESS 228 4 * —
DoDDS 228 4t —
Guam 184 -4 -9 ¢
Virgin Islands 183 — —

* Significantly different from 2000 if only one jurisdiction or the nation is being examined.

1 Significantly different from 2000 when examining only one jurisdiction and when using a multiple-comparison procedure based on all jurisdictions that
participated both years.

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

— Indicates that the jurisdiction did not participate.

A Difference is between —0.5 and 0.5.

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 sample, not on aggregated state assessment samples.

Comparative performance results may be affected by changes in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the
NAEP samples.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) 1992, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Table 2.2: State Scale Score Results, Grade 8 Public Schools

Average mathematics scale score results by state for grade 8 public schools: 1990-2000

2000 Change from 1996 Change from 1992 Change from 1990
Average scale score average scale score  average scale score  average scale score
Nation 274 4+ 8 * 13 *
Alabama 262 6 10 ¢ 9#
Arizona * 271 3 5% 11+
Arkansas 261 A 5% 5t
California ' 262 -1 1 6 ¥
Connecticut 282 2 81 12 ¢
Georgia 266 4 71 7%
Hawaii 263 1 5t 12 ¢
|daho 278 — 3 6#
[llinois * 271 — — 16 ¢
Indiana * 283 8+ 13+ 16 ¢
Kansas * 284 — — —
Kentucky 272 B 9¢ 14 ¢
Louisiana 259 7% 9+ 13 ¢
Maine 284 A 5% —
Maryland 276 6* 11+ 15¢
Massachusetts 283 6+ 10+ —
Michigan 278 2 11+ 14+
Minnesota 288 4 5t 12 ¢
Mississippi 254 4* 81 —
Missouri 274 A 2 —
Montana 287 4* — 6 ¥
Nebraska 281 2 3 5t
Nevada 268 — — —
New Mexico 260 2 A 3
New York 276 6* 10 * 15+
North Carolina 280 12+ 224 30¢%
North Dakota 283 -1 A 2
Ohio 283 — 15+ 19+
Oklahoma 272 — 4 8
Oregon * 281 4 — 9#
Rhode Island 273 5t 81 13 ¢
South Carolina 266 6 6 =
Tennessee 263 A h* —
Texas 275 h* 10 * 17+
Utah 275 -1 1 —
Vermont 283 4+ — —
Virginia 271 7% 9+ 12 ¢
West Virginia 271 6+ 12 ¢ 15+
Wyoming 271 2 2 5t
Other Jurisdictions
American Samoa 195 — — —
District of Columbia 234 2 A 3
DDESS 277 8+ — —
DoDDS 278 3# = =
Guam 233 ) -2 2

* Significantly different from 2000 if only one jurisdiction or the nation is being examined.

1 Significantly different from 2000 when examining only one jurisdiction and when using a multiple-comparison procedure based on all jurisdictions that
participated both years.

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

— Indicates that the jurisdiction did not participate.

A Difference is between —0.5 and 0.5.

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 sample, not on aggregated state assessment samples.

Comparative performance results may be affected by changes in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the
NAEP samples.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) 1990, 1992, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.

CHAPTER 2 . MATHEMATICS REPORT CARD 31



The maps in figures 2.6 (grade 4) and
2.7 (grade 8) show the jurisdictions divided
into three groups by performance on the
2000 assessment: those whose average scale
scores were above the national average, at
or around the national average, and below
the national average. In examining these
results, it should be noted that differences

Figure 2.6

State vs National for grade 4: 2000

Scale Score,
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I Sstate has higher average scale score than nation.
L]

State is not significantly different from nation in average scale score.

I:l State has lower average scale score than nation.
Y Sstate did not meet the minimum participation rate guidelines.
EEX]  state did not particpate in the NAEP 2000 Math tics State A

in mathematics performance among
jurisdictions likely reflect an interaction
between the eftectiveness of the educa-
tional programs within the jurisdiction and
the challenges posed by economic con-
straints and varying student demographic
characteristics.

Comparison results of state and national average mathematics scale scores

e e %%
"0’;’0’:‘0'9‘0
’?:02}3‘?"’“@
=

Caution should be exercised when interpreting comparisons among states
and other jurisdictions. NAEP performance estimates are not adjusted to
account for the socioeconomic, demographic, or geographic differences

it. among states and jurisdictions.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2000 Mathematics Assessment.
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Figure 2.7 Comparison results of state and national average mathematics scale scores

State vs National for grade 8: 2000
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I Sstate has higher average scale score than nation.
:] State is not significantly different from nation in average scale score.

State has lower average scale score than nation. Caution should be exercised when interpreting comparisons among states
< . .. N - and other jurisdictions. NAEP performance estimates are not adjusted to
A state did not meet the minimum participation rate guidelines. account for the socioeconomic, demographic, or geographic differences
PO state did not particpate in the NAEP 2000 Mathematics State A it among states and jurisdictions.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2000 Mathematics Assessment.
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Cross-State Scale Score
Comparisons

Figures 2.8 and 2.9 indicate whether
differences between the scale scores of any
pairs of participating jurisdictions are
statistically significant. These figures for
grades 4 and 8, respectively, permit com-
parisons of a jurisdiction with any other
jurisdiction For example, in figure 2.8
Minnesota appears first at the top row. The
second row 1s Massachusetts. Jurisdictions
are ranked from highest to lowest average
scale score 1in this table, both from left to
right across the columns and down the
rows. The state abbreviation, MA, in the
second row of the first column indicates
that Massachusetts is being compared with
Minnesota (the column head). The lack of
shading for this cell indicates that there was
no significant difference between the
averages scale scores of these two states.
Moving down the first column to ND (or

CHAPTER 2 . MATHEMATICS REPORT CARD

North Dakota), the shading changes to
indicate that, in this comparison, the scale
score average for Minnesota was signifi-
cantly higher than that for North Dakota.
Thus the shading in the intersection of
each row and column indicates the result
of the statistical comparison of the two
respective jurisdictions (i.e., whether the
jurisdiction at the top of the table was
higher than, lower than, or not significantly
difterent from the jurisdiction listed in the
table cell being examined).

At grade 4, the top group of 9 jurisdic-
tions in 2000 had average scores which did
not differ significantly from each other
(Minnesota, Massachusetts, Indiana, Con-
necticut, lowa, Texas, North Carolina,
Kansas, and Vermont). At grade 8, the top
group of 3 jurisdictions (Minnesota, Mon-
tana, and Kansas) did not differ significantly
from each other.



Figure 2.8: Cross-State Scale Score Comparisons, Grade 4

Comparisons of average mathematics scale scores for grade 4 public schools: 2000

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 math scale score of this jurisdiction is higher than, the same as, or lower than the
jurisdiction in the column heading. For example, in the column under Michigan, Michigan's score was lower than Minnesota and Massachusetts, about the
same as all the states from Indiana through Oregon, and higher than the remaining states down the column.
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Jurisdiction has statistically significantly higher average The between jurisdiction comparisons take into account sampling and measurement error and that each jurisdiction
scale score than the jurisdiction listed at the top of the chart. is being compared with every other jurisdiction. Significance is determined by an application of a multiple-comparison

No statistically significant difference from the procedure (see appendix ).

jurisdiction listed at the top of the chart. T Indicates that the jurisdiction did not satisfy one or more of the guidelines for school participation rates (see appendix A).
Jurisdiction has statistically significantly lower average NOTE: Differences between states and jurisdictions may be partially explained by other factors not included in this table.
scale score than the jurisdiction listed at the top of the chart. ~ SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress, 2000 Mathematics Assessment.
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Figure 2.9: Cross-State Scale Score Comparisons, Grade 8

Comparisons of average mathematics scale scores for grade 8 public schools: 2000

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 math scale score of this jurisdiction is higher than, the same as, or lower than the
jurisdiction in the column heading. For example, in the column under Maine, Maine's score was lower than Minnesota, about the same as all the states from Montana
through Nebraska, and higher than the remaining states down the column.
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Jurisdiction has statistically significantly higher average

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

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.

CHAPTER 2

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

1 Indicates that the jurisdiction did not satisfy one or more of the guidelines for 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, 2000 Mathematics Assessment.
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Achievement Level Results by
Jurisdiction

Achievement level results for the jurisdic-
tions are presented here in two ways: 1) the
percentage within each achievement level
range, and 2) the percentage at or above
the Proficient achievement level. Figure 2.10
presents the percentage of grade 4 students
within each achievement level range for
each participating jurisdiction in 2000.
Figure 2.11 presents the same information
for participating jurisdictions for grade 8.
The shaded bars in these figures represent
the proportion of the population in each
range: below Basic, Basic, Proficient and
Advanced. The sections to the left of the
center vertical line represent the propor-
tion of students who were at Basic or below
Basic. The sections of bars to the right of
the vertical line represent the proportion of
students who reached the Proficient and

Advanced levels of performance. Scanning
down the horizontal bars to the right of
the vertical line allows easy comparison of
jurisdictions’ percentages of students who
were at or above Proficient.

The jurisdictions are presented in these
figures in three clusters based on a statistical
comparison of the percentage of students at
or above Proficient within each jurisdiction
to the national percentage. The cluster of
jurisdictions at the top of each figure had a
higher percentage of students at or above
Proficient in comparison to the nation. For
jurisdictions in the middle cluster, the
percentage of students did not differ
significantly from the national percentage.
Jurisdictions listed in the bottom cluster
had percentages lower than the national
percentage. Within each of the three
clusters, jurisdictions are listed in alphabeti-
cal order.
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Figure 2.10

Percentage of students within each mathematics achievement level range by state

State Achievement for grade 4 public schools: 2000

Level Results, Grade 4

The bars below contain estimated percentages of students in each NAEP mathematics achievement category. Each population
of students is aligned at the point where the Proficient category begins, so that they may be compared at Proficient and above.
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Higher than Nation
Connecticut 45 8 Connecticut
Indiana’ 22 48 Indiana’
Massachusetts 45 Massachusetts
Minnesota’' 44 Minnesota’

Not different from Nation

DDESS 46 3 DDESS

DoDDS 48 2 DoDDS

Idaho ' 29 49 1 Idaho’
IHlinois " [ 32 | 44 2 linois'
lowa " 50 lowa'

Kansas' | 25 | 46 Kansas'
Maine' | 26 | 50 2 Maine'
Maryland 39 2 Maryland
Michigan ' | 28 | 43 Michigan'
Missouri 28 49 2 Missouri
Montana ' 48 2 Montana'
NATION 42 2 NATION
Nebraska 43 2 Nebraska
New York' 45 2 New York'
North Carolina [ 24 | 48 North Carolina
North Dakota | 25 | 50 North Dakota
Ohio’ 48 Ohio'

Oregon ' 33 44 Oregon'

Rhode Island 44 Rhode Island
Texas 50 Texas
Utah 46 2 Utah
Vermont 44 Vermont'
Virginia 27 47 Virginia
Wyoming 48 Wyoming

Lower than Nation
Alabama 43 43 Alabama
American Samoa “ 5 WY American Samoa
Arizona | 4 42 Arizona
Arkansas 44 43 Arkansas
California’ | a3 | 38 California’
District of Columbia 76 19 District of Columbia
Georgia “ 40 1 Georgia
Guam 79 19 Guam
Hawaii 45 41 Hawaii
Kentucky “ 43 1 Kentucky
Louisiana 43 43 Louisiana
Mississippi 36 A Mississippi
Nevada [ 39 ] 44 Nevada
New Mexico 49 39 New Mexico
Oklahoma 53 Oklahoma
South Carolina [ 40 42 2 South Carolina
Tennessee T 42 1 Tennessee
Virgin Islands “ 14 Virgin Islands
West Virginia 32 49 1 West Virginia

T
100 920 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10

Percent Basic and below Basic

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

10

20
Percent Proficient and Advanced

30

40

50

A Percentage is between 0.0 and 0.5.

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. 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), 2000 Mathematics Assessment.
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Figure 2.11

State Achievement
Level Results, Grade 8

Percentage of students within each mathematics achievement level range by state

for grade 8 public schools: 2000

The bars below contain estimated percentages of students in each NAEP mathematics achievement category. Each population
of students is aligned at the point where the Proficient category begins, so that they may be compared at Proficient and above.
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T Indicates that the jurisdiction did not meet one or more of the guidelines for school participation.
A Percentage is between 0.0 and 0.5.

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. 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), 2000 Mathematics Assessment.
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Tables 2.3 and 2.4 present the percent-
ages of students by jurisdiction who were
performing at or above the Proficient
achievement level for grades 4 and 8 across
the assessment years.

At grade 4, from 0 percent to 34 percent
of students in the various jurisdictions were
at or above the Proficient level in 2000. Of
the 36 jurisdictions at grade 4 that partici-
pated in both 1992 and 2000, 23 made
gains between these two years in the
percentage of students at or above Proficient.
Between the two most recent assessments
(1996 and 2000), 11 of 39 participating
jurisdictions had an increase in the per-
centage of students attaining this level of
performance.

CHAPTER 2 . MATHEMATICS REPORT CARD

At grade 8, from 1 percent to 40 percent
of students in the various jurisdictions were
at or above the Proficient level in 2000. Of
the 31 jurisdictions at grade 8 that partici-
pated in both 1990 and 2000, 29 made
gains between these two years in the
percentage of students at or above Proficient.
Between the two most recent assessments
(1996 and 2000), 2 of 37 participating
jurisdictions had an increase in the per-
centage of students attaining this level of
performance. Students in grades 4 and 8
also made gains over time in percentages at
or above Basic. These results by jurisdiction
are presented in appendix B.



Tahle 2.3: State Proficient Level Results, Grade 4 Public Schools

Percentage of students at or above the Proficient level in mathematics by state for grade 4 public
schools: 1992-2000

1992 1996 2000

Nation 17 * 20 * 25
Alabama 10 * 11 14
Arizona 13 * 15 17
Arkansas 10 * 13 13
California ' 12 11 15
Connecticut 24 31 32
Georgia 15 13¢ 18
Hawaii 15 16 14

Idaho 16 * — 21

lllinois — — 21
Indiana 16 * 24 ¢ 31

lowa 26 22 * 28

Kansas — — 30
Kentucky 13¢ 16 17
Louisiana 8+ 8¢ 14
Maine 27 27 25
Maryland 18 * 22 22
Massachusetts 23 % 24 ¢ 33
Michigan 18 ¢ 23 % 29
Minnesota 26 ¢ 29 34
Mississippi 6+ 8 9
Missouri 19+ 20 23
Montana — 22 25
Nebraska 22 24 24
Nevada — 14 16

New Mexico 11 13 12
New York 17+ 20 22
North Carolina 13+ 21¢ 28
North Dakota 22 24 25
Ohio * 16 * — 26
Oklahoma 14 — 16
Oregon ' — 21 23

Rhode Island 13 * 17 # 23
South Carolina 13 * 12 # 18
Tennessee 10 * 17 18
Texas 15 * 25 27

Utah 19+ 23 24

Vermont * — 23 % 29
Virginia 19+ 19+ 25

West Virginia 12+ 19 18
Wyoming 19+ 19+ 25

Other Jurisdictions

American Samoa — — A
District of Columbia 5 5 6
DDESS — 20 24

DoDDS — 19 * 22

Guam 5% 3 2

Virgin Islands — — 1

* Significantly different from 2000 if only one jurisdiction or the nation is being examined.

* Significantly different from 2000 when examining only one jurisdiction and when using a multiple-comparison procedure based on all jurisdictions that
participated both years.

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

A Percentage is between 0.0 and 0.5.

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 sample, not on aggregated state assessment samples.

Comparative performance results may be affected by changes in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the
NAEP samples.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Table 2.4: State Proficient Level Results, Grade 8 Public Schools

Percentage of students at or above the Proficient level in mathematics by state for grade 8 public
schools: 1990-2000

1990 1992 1996 2000

Nation 15 * 20 * 23 * 26
Alabama 9+ 10 * 12 16
Arizona 13+ 15+ 18 21
Arkansas 9+ 10 ¢ 13 14
California 12+ 16 17 18
Connecticut 22 * 26 % 31 34
Georgia 14+ 13+ 16 19
Hawaii 12+ 14 16 16

Idaho * 18+ 224 — 27

[llinois ' 15+ — — 27
Indiana * 17+ 20% 24 * 31
Kansas ' — — — 34
Kentucky 10 ¢ 14+ 16 * 21
Louisiana 5% A 1% 12
Maine — 254 31 32
Maryland 17¢ 20 ¢ 24 29
Massachusetts — 234 28 * 32
Michigan * 16 * 19+ 28 28
Minnesota 231 31% 34 * 40
Mississippi — 6 7 8
Missouri — 20 22 22
Montana 27 * — 32 * 37
Nebraska 24 % 26 * 31 31
Nevada — — — 20

New Mexico 10 * 11 14 13
New York 15+ 20 ¢ 22 26
North Carolina 9+ 12 ¢ 20 ¢ 30
North Dakota 27 29 33 31
Ohio 15+ 18+ — 31
Oklahoma 13+ 17 — 19
Oregon * 21¢ — 26 * 32

Rhode Island 15+ 16 * 20 * 24
South Carolina — 15 14 * 18
Tennessee — 12 ¢ 15 17
Texas 13+ 18 ¢ 21 24

Utah — 22 * 24 26

Vermont — — 27 * 32
Virginia 17+ 19+ 21 * 26

West Virginia 9+ 10 ¢ 14+ 18
Wyoming 19+ 214 22 * 25

Other Jurisdictions

American Samoa — — — 1
District of Columbia 3t 4 5 6
DDESS — — 21 27

DoDDS — — 23 * 27

Guam 4 6 6 4

* Significantly different from 2000 if only one jurisdiction or the nation is being examined.

* Significantly different from 2000 when examining only one jurisdiction and when using a multiple-comparison procedure based on all jurisdictions that
participated both years.

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

— Indicates that the jurisdiction did not participate.

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 sample, not on aggregated state assessment samples.

Comparative performance results may be affected by changes in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the
NAEP samples.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1990, 1992, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Cross-State Achievement Level
Comparisons

Figures 2.12 and 2.13 present the same
type of data display for the 2000 assessment
as the two comparison charts presented
earlier for scale scores, only this time the
performance measure used is percentages
of students at or above the Proficient level,
for grades 4 and 8, respectively. At grade 4,
the seven highest performing jurisdictions
(Minnesota, Massachusetts, Connecticut,

Indiana, Kansas, Michigan, and Vermont)
have similar percentages. At grade 8, in
figure 2.13, two jurisdictions (Minnesota
and Montana) form the top-performing
group and have similar percentages of
students at or above Proficient. At grade 8,
Minnesota is significantly higher than all
jurisdictions, except Montana. Montana’s
percentage at or above Proficient exceeds all
jurisdictions but Minnesota, Kansas, and
Connecticut.
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Figure 2.12: Cross-State Achievement Level Comparisons, Grade 4

Comparisons of percentage of students at or above Proficient in mathematics for grade 4 public schools: 2000

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 of students at or above Proficient in this jurisdiction is higher than, the same as, or
lower than the jurisdiction in the column heading. For example, in the column under North Carolina, North Carolina's percentage was lower than Minnesota and
Massachusetts, about the same as all the states from Connecticut through Oregon, and higher than the remaining states down the column.
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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.

CHAPTER 2

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

T Indicates that the jurisdiction did not satisfy one or more of the guidelines for school participation rates (see appendix 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, 2000 Mathematics Assessment.
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Figure 2.13: Cross-State Achievement Level Comparisons, Grade 8

Comparisons of percentage of students at or above Proficient in mathematics for grade 8 public schools: 2000

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 of students at or above Proficient in this jurisdiction is higher than, the same as, or
lower than the jurisdiction in the column heading. For example, in the column under Kansas, Kansas' percentage was lower than Minnesota, about the same as all the
states from Montana through North Carolina, and higher than the remaining states down the column.
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No statistically significant difference from the proce.dure (see appe‘nd|‘x A_)' o . - N .
jurisdiction listed at the top of the chart. 1 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.
Jurisdiction has statistically significantly lower percentage
than the jurisdiction listed at the top of the chart. SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress, 2000 Mathematics Assessment.
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Chapter
Focus

Subgroup Results for
the Nation and the States

This chapter presents the 2000 mathematics results for
various subgroups of students. Subgroup results are given for
the nation and for the jurisdictions that participated in the
assessment. The 2000 results for the nation are reported for
grades 4, 8, and 12 by gender, race/ethnicity, parents’
education level, type of school, type of location, and
eligibility for the free/reduced-price lunch program,
and are compared to results in 1990, 1992, and 1996.
For jurisdictions, results are reported for grades 4 and
8 by gender, race/ethnicity and eligibility for the
free/reduced-price lunch program. State results for
2000 at grade 4 are compared to those from 1992
and 1996, while grade 8 results are compared to
those from 1990, 1992, and 1996. Complete
information on subgroups for each jurisdiction that
participated in the 2000 assessment is available on the
NAEP web site at http://nces.ed.gov/

nationsreportcard/tables/.

The difterences that are reported in this chapter for
demographic subgroups for the 2000 assessment and
previous assessments are based on statistical tests that
consider both the magnitude of the difference between
group average scores or percentages and the standard error
of those statistics. Differences between groups and between
assessment years are discussed only if they have been
determined to be statistically significant. Furthermore, the
reader should bear in mind that difterences in mathematics
performance most likely reflect a range of socioeconomic and

educational factors not addressed in this report or by NAEP.
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CHAPTER 3

The results are most useful when they are
considered in combination with other
information about the student population
and the educational system, such as trends
in instruction, changes in school-age
population, funding levels, and societal
demands and expectations. Examples of
related data by state that are not collected
by NAEP are given in appendix C.

National Results: Performance
of Selected Subgroups

Gender

Figure 3.1 presents average mathematics
scores across assessment years for male and
female students at grades 4, 8, and 12. As
shown in this figure, both male and female

students at each grade had higher scores in
2000 than in 1990.

Figure 3.1

National Scale Score
Results by Gender

* Significantly different from 2000.

Among fourth-graders, progress has been
relatively steady for both males and females
throughout the decade, with each year’s
average score being higher than the previ-
ous year. Steady gains are also evident across
this ten-year period for male eighth-
graders. The average score for female
eighth-graders increased from 1990 to
1996, but the apparent increase since 1996
was not statistically significant.

Consistent with the national overall
results, the gains made by twelfth-grade
male and female students between 1990
and 1996 did not continue through the
2000 assessment. Although the average
score for both groups of students remained
higher in 2000 than in 1990, there is
evidence of a decline since 1996.The

Average mathematics scale scores hy gender, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1990-2000

Grade 12 Grade 12

Grade 8 Grade 8

Grade 4 Grade 4

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1990, 1992, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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apparent decline for male students, how-
ever, was not statistically significant.

In 2000, male students outperformed
their female peers in grades 8 and 12.
However, the apparent score difference
between males and females in the fourth
grade was not statistically significant.

The percentages of male and female
students at or above the mathematics
achievement levels and within each
achievement level range are presented in
figure 3.2. At grade 4, the percentages of
both male and female students who per-
formed at or above the Basic achievement
level increased each assessment year since
1990. Overall gains are also evident in the
percentages of students at or above the
Proficient level, the achievement level
identified by the National Assessment
Governing Board (NAGB) as the goal for
all students. The percentages of male and
female fourth-graders performing at this
level have at least doubled since 1990—
from 13 to 28 percent for male students,
and from 12 to 24 percent for female
students. Despite some gains since 1990,
the percentages of male and female fourth-
graders attaining the Advanced level re-
mained small in 2000—3 and 2 percent,
respectively.

At grade 8, the percentage of male
eighth-graders performing at or above the
Basic level increased each assessment year
since 1990.The comparable percentage for
female students also increased each year;
however, the apparent increase between
1996 and 2000 was not statistically signifi-
cant. The percentages of students at or
above Proficient increased between 1990

and 2000—from 17 to 29 percent for males
and from 14 to 25 percent for females.
Between 1996 and 2000, gains were made
by male students at this level, but the
apparent increase for female students was
not statistically significant. Although the
percentages of males and females at the
Advanced level remained small in 2000 (6
and 4 percent, respectively), for both
groups of students these percentages
represent an increase from 1990.

At grade 12, the percentages of male and
temale students at or above Basic increased
from 1990 through 1996. Although both
groups show a decline between 1996 and
2000, the percentages of males and females
performing at this level in 2000 remained
higher than those in 1990. Performance at
or above the Proficient level was demon-
strated by 20 percent of males and 14
percent of females in 2000. Since 1990 the
percentages of male and female twelfth-
graders reaching the Advanced level have
remained mostly stable. In 2000, only 3
percent of males and 1 percent of females
demonstrated performance at this highest
achievement level.

Comparing the performance of male
and female students in 2000 by scale scores
revealed a difference favoring male students
at grades 8 and 12. A comparison of
achievement level results shows that a
greater percentage of male students at all
three grades performed at or above Profi-
cient and at the Advanced level in 2000 than
did female students. Apparent differences in
the percentages of males and females at or
above Basic in 2000 were not statistically
significant at any of the three grades.
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Figure 3.2

National Achievement
Level Results by
Gender

How to read these figures:

— The italicized
percentages to the
right of the shaded
bars represent the
percentages of
students at or above
Basic and Proficient.

— The percentages in
the shaded bars
represent the
percentages of
students within each
achievement level.
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Percentages of students within each mathematics achievement level range and at or
ahove achievement levels by gender, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1990-2000

Advanced

Advanced

Proficient

Advanced

Proficient

Basic

Male—Grade 4

2%* 2%* 3%

21%*

24%%
51%*
65%*
49%%
'90 ‘96
Male-Grade 8
2%* 3%X 4%
14%* 18%% o
20% Jgork

‘30

'36

Male-Grade 12
3%

16% | 18%

2%

70%*

'96
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3%

25%

At or ahove

28% Proficient

At or ahove

70% Basic

‘00

6%

24%

At or above
Proficient

29%

At or above
67%| Basic

'00

3%
o At or above
17% 20% Proficient
At or above
667% | Basic

See footnotes at end of figure. p>



Figure 3.2 Percentages of students within each mathematics achievement level range and at or

National Achievement above achievement levels by gender, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1990-2000

Level Results by
Gender (continued)

Female-Grade 4

Advanced 2%
Proficient
2% | ,,0 At or ahove
° | 24% Proficient
Basic
At or ahove
68% | pasic
Below
Basic
'90 ‘92 ‘96 ‘00
Female—Grade 8
Advanced _2%* 3% 3% 4%
Proficient 18%% 2195* 19% 239 At or ahove
° Proficient
Basic
At or above
Basic

'92 '96

Female—Grade 12

At or ahove
Proficient

At or ahove
Basic

'90 '92 '36 ‘00

* Significantly different from 2000.
NOTE: Percentages within each mathematics achievement level range 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), 1990, 1992, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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CHAPTER 3

Race/Ethnicity

Students participating in the assessment
were asked to indicate which of the fol-
lowing racial/ethnic subgroups best de-
scribes them—white, black, Hispanic,
Asian/Pacific Islander, or American Indian
(including Alaskan native). Figure 3.3
presents average scale scores for students by
these subgroups at grades 4, 8, and 12.
Overall, while some groups of students
have made progress over the past decade,
results are mixed.

At grade 4, white, black, and Hispanic
students attained a higher score in 2000
than in either 1990 or 1992, while the
apparent increase since 1990 for American
Indian students was not statistically signifi-
cant. Data for Asian/Pacific Islander stu-
dents were not available for 2000 because
special analyses raised concerns about the
accuracy and precision of these results (see
appendix A for a full discussion of this).

At grade 8, scores for white students
were higher in 2000 than in any of the
previous three assessment years: 1990, 1992,
or 1996. Scores for black and Hispanic

eighth-graders also were up in 2000 over
both 1990 and 1992. However, the appar-
ent increases from 1990 for Asian/Pacific
Islander and American Indian eighth-
graders were not statistically significant.

Of the three grades assessed, grade 12
saw the fewest increases in students’ math-
ematics performance over the past decade.
Despite increases in the mathematics scores
of black and Hispanic students from 1990
to 1992, the average scores for both these
groups of students in 2000 was similar to
that in 1990. White students showed a 7-
point increase in scores between 1990 and
2000.

As in previous NAEP mathematics
assessments, differences by racial/ethnic
subgroup can be seen in students’ 2000
mathematics performance at all three grade
levels.! White and Asian/Pacific Islander
students scored higher, on average, than
their black, Hispanic and American Indian
counterparts at all three grades. Asian/
Pacific Islander students scored higher than
white students at grade 12.

' Reese, C.M., Miller, K.E., Mazzeo, J., & Dossey, J.A. (1997). NAEP 1996 mathematics report card for the nation and
states. Washington, DC: National Center for Education Statistics.
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Figure 3.3 Average mathematics scale scores by race/ethnicity, grades 4, 8, and 12: 19902000
National Scale Score

Results by Race/
Ethnicity

Hispanic

'90 '92 '96 ‘00

Grade 12

Grade 8

Grade 12

Grade 12 |
Grade 8

Grade 8

Grade 4

Grade 4

American
Indian

Asian/Pacific
Islander

'90 '92 '96 ‘00 '90 '92 '96

Grade 12

Grade 8 Grade 12

Grade 8
Grade 4

Grade 4

*Significantly different from 2000.

NOTE: Sample size was insufficient to permit a reliable estimate for American Indian students in grade 12 in 1990 and 1992.

Special analyses raised concerns about the accuracy and precision of national grade 8 Asian/Pacific Islander results in 1996, and grade 4 Asian/Pacific
Islander results in 2000. As a result, they are omitted from the body of this report. See appendix A for a more detailed discussion.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1990, 1992, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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CHAPTER 3

Achievement level results for the racial/
ethnic subgroups are presented in figures
3.4a-c. As with the scale score results for
2000, achievement level results for these
subgroups of students are mixed.

At grade 4, the percentage at or above
Proficient increased between 1990 and 2000
for four of the groups of students—white,
black, Hispanic, and American Indian. (As
noted earlier, results could not be reported
tor Asian/Pacific Islander fourth-graders in
2000.) In fact, for each of these groups, the
percentage at or above Proficient in 2000

Figure 3.4a

National Achievement
Level Results by Race/
Ethnicity

was at least double that in 1990.The
percentage of white fourth-graders at or
above Proficient level increased in each
assessment year from 1990 to 2000, while
percentages of black and Hispanic fourth-
graders increased in 2000 over 1990 and
1992. There were also higher percentages
of white, black, and Hispanic students in
2000 at or above Basic than in 1990 or
1992. Percentages at the Advanced level
remained small for all groups in 2000,
though there was a slight increase since
1990 for white fourth-graders.

Percentages of students within each mathematics achievement level range and at or
ahove achievement levels by race/ethnicity, grade 4: 1990-2000

White-Grade 4

Advanced %% 2%
15%% 21 %*

Proficient

23%%
Basic
70%*

Below
Basic

‘30

Advanced
Proficient (1%%)
Basic

2 3%*

23%*

'92
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Black-Grade 4

(5%) 1 9%

3% 3%
25%* 30%
o4k o At or ahove
28% 4% Proficient
% At or ahove
76% 80% | Basic

'96

9 At or above
3% Proficient

(5%)

At or ahove
Basic

39%

‘00

See footnotes at end of figure. p>



Figure 3.4a Percentages of students within each mathematics achievement level range and at or
e R T ahove achievement levels by race/ethnicity, grade 4: 1990—2000

Level Results by Race/
Ethnicity (continued)

Hispanic—Grade 4

Advanced A e A ok A
Proficient (5% * ) 9% 9% (7%) 8% At or ahove
Proficient
3% 41%

At or above

48% Basic

'90 '92 '96 '00

Asian/Pacific Islander-Grade 4
Advanced 3% 4% 5%

Proficient | 21%

23% 26% 2% | ., At or above
) 30% 26% Proficient

Basic

At or ahove

65% 73% Basic

75%
Below
Basic

'92 ‘36

American Indian-Grade 4
2% 1%
1%E—1_%%

Advanced
Proficient (4%

At or ahove
Proficient

10%

Basic

At or above

33% Basic

'90 '92 ‘36 ‘00

* Significantly different from 2000.

A Percentage is between 0.0 and 0.5.

NOTE: Percentages within each mathematics achievement level range may not add to 100, or to the exact percentages at or above achievement levels, due to rounding.
Special analyses raised concerns about the accuracy and precision of national grade 4 Asian/Pacific Islander results in 2000. As a result, they are omitted from the
body of this report. See appendix A for a more detailed discussion.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1990, 1992, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.

CHAPTER 3 . MATHEMATICS REPORT CARD 61



62

At grade 8, there were higher percent-
ages of white and Hispanic students at or
above Proficient in 2000 than in 1990 and
higher percentages of white, black, and
Hispanic students at or above this level
than in 1992. At or above the Basic level,

Figure 3.4b

National Achievement
Level Results by Race/
Ethnicity

there were higher percentages of white,
black and Hispanic students in 2000 than
in 1990 or 1992. As seen at grade 4, few
students attained the Advanced level, with
the only increase in occurring for white
students in 2000 over 1990 and 1992.

Percentages of students within each mathematics achievement level range and at or
ahove achievement levels by race/ethnicity, grade 8: 1990—2000

White—Grade 8

Advanced _3%* 4% 5% 1%
Proficient | 16%%| 799 * -
23% 279% 25% e 28% ol
OO (o) t
' 35%| | proficient
Basic
2 69%*
2 9 At or ahove
Below 1% 77% | Basic '
Basic E
'90 '92 '96 '00
Black—Grade 8
Advanced A ok A o A
Proficient (5%) 9% 2% (4%) 4% 1| (5%)==g 6% Il\’tmo;i:iz%e
21%*
28% 22% I}tag,(cabove
'90 '92 '96 '00
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Figure 3.4b Percentages of students within each mathematics achievement level range and at or
e R T ahove achievement levels by race/ethnicity, grade 8: 1990—2000

Level Results by Race/
Ethnicity (continued)

Hispanic-Grade 8

Advanced A *
Proficient (4%5‘) —1 5% At or above

Proficient

At or above
41% Basic

'00

Asian/Pacific Islander-Grade 8

Advanced 5% 13% 12%
Proficient | 26% 32%
s = At or ahove
40% 41% Proficient
Basic
76% 76%| Boue
Below
Basic
'90 '92 ‘00
American Indian-Grade 8
Advanced A 0% 2% A
At or above
Proficient
At or ahove

42%)| Basic

Proficient (5%) 6% | | (1%) 7%
Basic
33%
39%
Below
Basic

'90 '92

* Significantly different from 2000.

A Percentage is between 0.0 and 0.5.

NOTE: Percentages within each mathematics achievement level range may not add to 100, or to the exact percentages at or above achievement levels, due to rounding.
Special analyses raised concerns about the accuracy and precision of national grade 8 Asian/Pacific Islander results in 1996. As a result, they are omitted from the
body of this report. See appendix A for a more detailed discussion.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1990, 1992, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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At grade 12, there were few changes in
students’ performance over the past decade.
The percentages of white students at or
above Proficient and at or above Basic were
higher in 2000 than in 1990. There were
also higher percentages of white twelfth-

Figure 3.4c

National Achievement
Level Results by Race/
Ethnicity

Advanced

Proficient

Basic

Below
Basic

‘30

Advanced o,

Proficient (2%)

Basic

Below
Basic

‘90
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White-Grade 12
2% 2%
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16% | 18% 17%

'92 ‘36

20%

79%

Black-Grade 12

(4%)

'92 '36

1%

3%

18%

graders at the Proficient level in 2000 than
in 1990 and at the Basic level in 2000 over
1996.These increases for white students
were accompanied by a concomitant
decrease in 2000 since 1990 at the below
Basic range.

Percentages of students within each mathematics achievement level range and at or
ahove achievement levels by race/ethnicity, grade 12: 1990-2000

At or above
20% Proficient

At or above

74% | Basic

9 At or above
3% Proficient

At or above
31% Basic

See footnotes at end of figure. p



Figure 3.4c

Percentages of students within each mathematics achievement level range and at or
e R T ahove achievement levels by race/ethnicity, grade 12: 1990-2000

Level Results by Race/
Ethnicity (continued)

Hispanic-Grade 12
Advanced A

o A A A o
Proficient (4%) mmmg_4% 1 | (5%) 6% | (6%) 6% | (4% 4%, | poreboe
Basic
o o, | Ator ahove
45% 50% 44% | Basic
Below
Basic

)
'90 '92 ‘36 ‘00

Asian/Pacific Islander-Grade 12

Advanced 9% 4% I% Lk
Proficient | 19% 9 26%
23% . 2% 28%
0% 3% 4% | Bt
Basic
% At or ahove
75% 81% 81% 80% | Basic
Below
Basic @ m
90 92 % 00

American Indian-Grade 12
Advanced 5 o A
Proficient(3%) 3% At or ahove

Proficient
Basic

At or above
57% | Basic

'96 ‘00

*Significantly different from 2000.

A Percentage is between 0.0 and 0.5.

NOTE: Percentages within each mathematics achievement level range may not add to 100, or to the exact percentages at or above achievement levels, due to rounding.
Sample size was insufficient to permit a reliable estimate for American Indian students in 1990 and 1992.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1990, 1992, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Trends in Scale Score Differences

Between Selected Subgroups
Results from the past four NAEP math-
ematics assessments allow for comparison
of performance differences between male
and female students and between racial/
ethnic subgroups. These differences should
be interpreted with caution. The average
score of a selected subgroup does not
represent the entire range of performance
within that group. Furthermore, difterences
between groups of students can not be
attributed solely to group identification.

Figure 3.5

National Scale Score
Differences by Gender

A complex array of educational and social
factors interacts to affect average student
performance. Analysis of the patterns of
NAEP score gaps by subgroup both within
and across states has been a frequent topic
in recent education policy research.’

Differences between the average scale
scores of male and female students are
presented in figure 3.5. Although signifi-
cant at grades 8 and 12 in 2000, the gap
between average scale scores by gender has
been quite small and has fluctuated only
slightly over the past four mathematics
assessments.

Gender gaps in average mathematics scale scores, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1990—-2000

Male—Female™
Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 12
1990 1 1990 1990 —eb
1992 2 1992 —1e 1992 o/
1996 3 1996 —1e 1996 Y
2000 o3 2000 -e3 2000 o/
~10 0 10 20 30 40 ~10 0 10 20 30 40 210 0 10 20 30 40

SCORE DIFFERENCES SCORE DIFFERENCES SCORE DIFFERENCES

* Score differences are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale scores.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1990, 1992, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.

> Barton, PE. (2001) Raising achievement and reducing gaps: Reporting progress toward goals _for academic achievement.
Washington, DC: National Education Goals Panel.

Haycock, K., Jerald, C., & Huang, S. (2001). New frontiers for a new century: A national overview. Thinking K-16,
Education Tiust.,Vol. 5, Issue 2.

Sadowski, M. (2001). Closing the gap one school at a time, Harvard Education Letter, Research OnLine. [Available
online at http://www.edletter.org/current/].

The College Board, (1999). Reaching the top: A report of the national task force on minority high achievement. New York:
Author. [Available online at http://www.collegeboard.com |.

Jencks, C. and Phillips, M. (eds.) (1998). The black-white test score gap. Washington, DC: Brookings Institution.

. MATHEMATICS REPORT CARD



The gaps in scale scores between white

and black students and between white and

Hispanic students are shown in figure 3.6.

Unlike the small gaps seen between the

genders, the size of the scale score gaps

between the racial/ethnic subgroups

presented here are much larger. The widen-
ing of the gap from 32 to 40 points between

Figure 3.6

National Scale Score

white and black eighth-graders from 1990
to 1992 is the only statistically significant

change between either white and black

students or white and Hispanic students

over the past ten years. The 39 point gaps
seen in 1996 and 2000 between white and
black students at grade 8 are not signifi-

cantly different from the gap in 1990.

Racial/ethnic gaps in average mathematics scale scores, grades 4, 8, and 12:

Differences by Race/

Ethnicity

1990
1992
1996
2000

Grade 4

031
*35

° 32

031

I
-10 O

1990
1992
1996
2000

1 1 1 1
10 20 30 40

SCORE DIFFERENCES

Grade 4

———022
———o25
——e2]
—————e24

I
-10 O

I I I 1
10 20 30 40
SCORE DIFFERENCES

1990-2000

White—Black *
Grade 8
1990 032
1992 40
1996 e39
2000 039
10 0 10 20 30 40
SCORE DIFFERENCES
White—Hispanic
Grade 8
1990 ——e2]
1992 e31
1996 e 31
2000 33
_10 0 10 20 30 40

SCORE DIFFERENCES

* Score differences are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale scores.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1990, 1992, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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1990
1992
1996
2000

Grade 12

033
30
o3l

034

I
-10 O

1990
1992
1996
2000

1 1 1 1
10 20 30 40
SCORE DIFFERENCES

Grade 12

025
——e22

——e24
——o26

I
-10 O

I I I 1
10 20 30 40
SCORE DIFFERENCES
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Parents’ Highest Level of Education
Students who participated in the NAEP
mathematics assessment were asked to
indicate the highest level of education
completed by each parent. Four levels of
education were identified: did not finish
high school, graduated from high school,
some education after high school, and
graduated from college. Students could also
choose the response, “I don’t know.” For
this analysis, the highest education level
reported for either parent was used. Data
are presented for students in grades 8 and
12 only. Data were not collected at grade 4
because in previous NAEP assessments
fourth-graders’ responses about their
parents’ education were highly variable and
contained a large percentage of “I don’t
know” responses.

The scale score results for all levels of
student-reported parent education are
presented in figure 3.7. Almost one-half of
both the eighth- and twelfth-graders (45
and 46 percent, respectively) reported that
at least one parent had graduated college,
whereas a small percentage of students
reported that their parents had not gradu-

. MATHEMATICS REPORT CARD

ated high school (7 and 6 percent at grades
8 and 12, respectively). Additional informa-
tion on the percentages of students report-
ing parents’ highest level of education is
available in appendix B.

At grade 8, scale scores for students were
higher in 2000 than in 1990 and 1992,
regardless of the level of parental education
reported. None of the other apparent
changes at this grade were statistically
significant.

At grade 12, the scale score for only one
group of twelfth-graders—students whose
parents graduated college—was higher in
2000 compared to 1990. None of the other
apparent changes between 1990 and 2000
in performance by parental level of educa-
tion was statistically significant, although
there was a performance decline from 1996
to 2000 of those students whose parents’
highest level of education was high school
graduate.

Overall there is a clear, positive associa-
tion at both grades 8 and 12 between
increasing level of parental education and
increasing scale scores on the mathematics

assessment.



Figure 3.7 Average mathematics scale scores hy student-reported parents’ highest level of
National Scale Score education, grades 8 and 12: 19902000

Results by Parents’
Education

Some Education
After High School

'90 '92 '96 00

Less Than High
School

'96 ‘00

Graduated High
School

'96 ‘00

Grade 12
Grade 8

Grade 12
Grade 8

Grade 12 SRS

Grade 8

Graduated
College

'90 '92 '96 '00

Unknown

Grade 12

Grade 8

Grade 12
Grade 8

* Significantly different from 2000.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1990, 1992, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.

Achievement level results across years by At grade 12 there was an increase between
level of parental education are presented in 1990 and 2000 in the percentages of
figure 3.8a2 and b. At grade 8, students in students at or above Proficient and at or
the 2000 assessment at each level of paren- above Basic who reported that their parents
tal education had a higher percentage at or ~ had graduated from college. None of the
above Basic than their counterparts in 1990  other apparent changes since 1990 at this
or in 1992 and a higher percentage at or grade level were statistically significant.

above Proficient than in 1990.

CHAPTER 3 . MATHEMATICS REPORT CARD

69



Figure 3.8a Percentage of students within each mathematics achievement level range and at or
National Achievement ahove achievement levels by parents’ highest level of education, grade 8: 1990-2000

Level Results by
Parents’ Education

Less Than High School-Grade 8

(6%) Le 6% (8%) Le 8%

Advanced
Proficient(3%X )

Basic

1%

ok
3% (1%) 8%

At or above
Proficient

25%* .
35%
At or above
45% | Basic

'90 '92 '36 '00

Advanced A

Graduated High School-Grade 8
1% 1%
Proficient(8%*)[ ] 9%* —

At or above

'90 '92 ‘36

Some Education After High School-Grade 8

Advanced 2% 3% 4% 3%
Proficient 17%% 20%* o 23%
% 23% %% 279% II\’tu; ahove
° ° roficient
Basic
ok
61% o At or ahove
71% 72% | Basic
Below
Basic
'90 '92 ‘96

See footnotes at end of figure. P>
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Figure 3.8a

National Achievement
Level Results by
Parents’ Education
(continued)

Advanced  4%%

Proficient | 20%X

Basic

Below
Basic

Advanced
Proficient(5%% )

Basic

‘30

* Significantly different from 2000.
A Percentage is between 0.0 and 0.5.

Percentage of students within each mathematics achievement level range and at or
ahove achievement levels by parents’ highest level of education, grade 8: 1990-2000

24%*

66%*

Graduated College-Grade 8
6%* 1%

21% 28%

33%* 35%

71%%* 73%

'36

Unknown-Grade 8
1%

‘36

9%

31%

39%

At or above
Proficient

At or above

77% | Basic

At or above
Proficient

At or above
Basic

NOTE: Percentages within each mathematics achievement level range 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), 1990, 1992, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Figure 3.8b Percentage of students within each mathematics achievement level range and at or
National Achievement ahove achievement levels by parent’s highest level of education, grade 12: 1990-2000

Level Results by
Parents’ Education

Less Than High School-Grade 12
2 3%

Advanced At or above

0% 3%

Proficient (3%) (3%) 3% (3%) (2%) =_ 2% Proficient
Basic 27%
38% 38%| o 2hove
'90 '92 '96 '00

Graduated High School-Grade 12
Advanced

N A 1% A
Proficient (9%) 3% (6% 1 6% (1%) 7% (6% 6% ll‘}rg;i:l!;%e
Basic
15% At or above
Basic
58%
Below
Basic

‘90 '92 ‘36 '00

Some Education After High School-Grade 12
1% 1% 1%

Advanced 1%

Proficient 1% At or ahove

Proficient

Basic

At or ahove
Basic

See footnotes at end of figure. p>
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Figure 3.8b

National Achievement above achievement levels by parent’s highest level of education, grade 12: 1990-2000

Level Results by
Parents’ Education
(continued)

Graduated College—Grade 12
Advanced 3% 3% 3% 4%

Proficient | 16%* | 199, % 20%

2% 2% 0, 23%

At or above
27% Proficient

Basic

71%* At or ahove

77%| Basic

77%

Below
Basic

'90 '92 '36

Unknown-Grade 12

Advanced A 0% 9 0% At or above
Proficient (3%) 2 (3%) 3% (1%) 8 Proficient

Basic At or ahove

4% Basic

'90 '92 '96 ‘00

* Significantly different from 2000.
A Percentage is between 0.0 and 0.5.

NOTE: Percentages within each mathematics achievement level range 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), 1990, 1992, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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CHAPTER 3

Type of School

The schools that participate in the NAEP
assessment are classified as either public or
nonpublic. A further distinction is then
made within the nonpublic classification
between schools that are Catholic and
other nonpublic schools.? Differences in
performance between public and nonpub-
lic schools surveyed and reported on in
NAEP mathematics assessments have
shown that students attending nonpublic
schools outperform their public school
peers.* Despite this pattern of performance
results, readers are cautioned about the
comparative quality of instruction in public
and nonpublic schools. Socioeconomic and
sociological factors that may affect student
performance should be considered when
interpreting these results.

Average mathematics scale scores by type
of school are presented in figure 3.9. In
2000, as in previous NAEP assessments,
students attending nonpublic schools—
both Catholic and other nonpublic—had
higher mathematics scale scores than did
students attending public schools at each of
the three grades. However, students in
public schools at grades 4 and 8 showed
the steadiest improvement, with scores
rising regularly in every assessment from
1990 to 2000. At grade 12, students’ aver-
age scores in all school types have been
relatively flat since 1992. However, twelfth-
graders’ scores in each of the school types
were higher in 2000 than in 1990.

> More detail on results by school type including additional breakouts by types of nonpublic schools are available at
the NAEP website (http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard).

* Campbell,J.R.,Voelkl, K.E., & Donahue, PL. (1997). NAEP 1996 trends in academic progress. Washington, DC:

National Center for Education Statistics.

Campbell, J.R., Hombo, C.M., & Mazzeo, J. (2000) NAEP 1999 trends in academic progress: Three decades of student
performance. Washington, DC: National Center for Education Statistics (NCES 2000-469).

. MATHEMATICS REPORT CARD



Figure 3.9 Average mathematics scale scores by type of school, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1990-2000

National Scale Score
Results by Type of
School

Nonpublic

Public

‘90 '92 '96 ‘00

Grade 12

Grade 12
Grade 8

Grade 8

Grade 4

Nonpublic:
Catholic

'90 '92

Nonpubilic:
Other

‘90 '92 '96 '00
Grade 12 Grade 12
Grade 8 erade 8

Grade 4 Grade 4

* Significantly different from 2000.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1990, 1992, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Achievement level results by school type
are presented in figures 3.10a-c. At grade 4,
the percentages of public and nonpublic
school students performing at or above the
Proficient achievement level increased
between 1990 and 2000.The percentage of
students performing at or above Proficient at
Catholic schools also increased in 2000 in
comparison to 1990. Despite some
fluctuation, the apparent increase between
1990 and 2000 in the percentage of other
nonpublic school students (i.e., non-

Figure 3.10a

National Achievement
Level Results by Type
of School

Catholic schools) at or above Proficient was
not statistically significant. A similar pattern
was evident for the percentage of students
at or above Basic. There were also steady
increases in the percentages of public
school students performing at or above the
Basic level between 1990 and 2000, while
the percentages of nonpublic and Catholic
school students at or above this level
increased in 2000 over 1990 and 1992, and
those of other nonpublic students increased
between 1992 and 2000.

Percentage of students within each mathematics achievement level range and at
or ahove achievement levels by type of school, grade 4: 1990—2000

Public-Grade 4

Advanced 1%¥

Proficient 12%%

Basic

'90 '92

Nonpublic-Grade 4

Advanced 2% 2%%

Proficient | 18%%

Basic
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2%
18%* 20%* At or ahove
Proficient
At or ahove
Basic
‘96
4% 4%
29% 32%
33% 9 At or above
36% Pmﬁcien‘;
80% 83%| Boos

‘36 ‘00

See footnotes at end of figure. p>



Figure 3.10a

National Achievement
Level Results by Type
of School (continued)

Advanced 3%

Proficient

26%

Basic

Below
Basic

‘30

1%*

Advanced

Proficient

Basic

* Significantly different from 2000.

Percentage of students within each mathematics achievement level range and at
or ahove achievement levels by type of school, grade 4: 1990-2000

Other Nonpublic-Grade 4

3% 8% 5%
0%*| yg0%
5 24% o 3%
29% 38% 8% At or above
° Proficient
47%*
74% 724* 83% At or above
89% © | Basic
'92 '96 ‘00
Catholic Only-Grade 4
2% 2% 3%
20%*] 50 % %X 0
2% 26% * 31% o At or above
34% Proficient
70%*
76%
83%| Basis

'92 ‘36 ‘00

NOTE: Percentages within each mathematics achievement level range 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), 1990, 1992, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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At grade 8, all of the school types had
higher percentages of students at or above
Proficient and at or above Basic in 2000 than
in 1990. However, none of the apparent
increases from 1996 to 2000 in percentages
of students at or above Proficient were

Figure 3.10b

National Achievement
Level Results by Type
of School

statistically significant for any school type.
Students in public schools at grade 8 were
the only group to have higher percentages
at or above Basic in 2000 compared

with 1996.

Percentage of students within each mathematics achievement level range and at
or ahove achievement levels by type of school, grade 8: 1990—2000

Public-Grade 8

3%X

17%*]

Advanced %%

Proficient

Basic

'90 '92

Nonpublic-Grade 8

Advanced _1%* 5%
Proficient |16%%
26%
31%*
Basic
71%*

'90 92
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4% 5%
19% 23% At or ahove
Proficient
At or ahove
Basic
1 1
96 00
6% 6%
28%
At or ahove
Proficient
At or ahove
Basic

‘36 ‘00

See footnotes at end of figure. p>



Figure 3.10b Percentage of students within each mathematics achievement level range and at
e R T or ahove achievement levels by type of school, grade 8: 1990—2000

Level Results by Type
of School (continued)

Other Nonpublic-Grade 8

Advanced 1% 8% 8%
Proficient | 17%%
30% ) 21% 5 33%
Basic % : 42% I,\Jtrg;igilzc;l\;e

13% 75% At or ahove

81% Basic

'90 '92 '36 '00

Catholic Only-Grade 8

Advanced 1% 3% 4% 5%

Proficient

24%

27%* 28% o 28% At or above
32% 33% | | Proficient

Basic

70%

At or ahove

15% 77% Basic

'90 '92 '96 '00

* Significantly different from 2000.
NOTE: Percentages within each mathematics achievement level range 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), 1990, 1992, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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At grade 12, as at grade 8, all of the There was a decline, however, between
school types had higher percentages of 1996 and 2000 in the percentage of
students at or above the Proficient and Basic twelfth-graders attending public school
achievement levels in 2000 than in 1990. who were at or above the Basic level.

Figure 3.10c Percentage of students within each mathematics achievement level range and at

e R T or ahove achievement levels by type of school, grade 12: 1990-2000

Level Results by Type
of School

Public-Grade 12

Advanced 1% 2% 2%

Proficient o At or above

14% 116% Proficient
Basic

At or above

63%) Basic

Below
Basic

‘92 ‘36 ‘00

Nonpublic-Grade 12

Advanced 3% 2% 3%
Proficient 2% 2%
25% “{26%] |profiont
Basic
Below 81% 81%| oy 200"
Basic
'90 '92 '96 '00

See footnotes at end of figure. p
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Figure 3.10c Percentage of students within each mathematics achievement level range and at
National Achievement or ahove achievement levels by type of school, grade 12: 1990-2000

Level Results by Type
of School (continued)

Other Nonpublic-Grade 12

Advanced 1% 5% 3% 4%
Proficient(8%) 10%%
21% 23%
299 o At or ahove
' ¥ "% 30% 27% | | proficient
Basic
61%*
o, | At or ahove
Ij;;g:- 84% 86% 80% Basic
‘90 '92 '96 '00
Catholic Only-Grade 12
Advanced 1% A 3%
- % oo*
Profcient 1% 23% | .o At or ahove
25% Proficient

Basic

At or above
81% Basic

21%
'90 '92 '96 '00

* Significantly different from 2000.
NOTE: Percentages within each mathematics achievement level range 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), 1990, 1992, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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CHAPTER 3

Type of Location

The schools from which NAEP draws its
samples of students are classified according
to their type of location. Based on Census
Bureau definitions of metropolitan statisti-
cal areas, including population size and
density, the three mutually exclusive cat-
egories are: central city, rural/small town,
and urban fringe/large town. Because of
slight changes by the Census Bureau in the
definitions of these categories, schools were
not classified in exactly the same way in
2000 as in previous years in terms of
location type. Therefore, comparisons to
previous years are not possible, and only
the data for the 2000 assessment are re-
ported. More information on the defini-
tions of the 2000 assessment classifications
of location type is given in appendix A.

The performance of students in the
three grades by type of school location is
shown in table 3.1. At all three grades,
students in the urban fringe/large town
locations had higher scale scores than
students in central city locations. At grades
4 and 8, students in rural/small town

locations also outperformed their counter-
parts in the central city locations.

Percentages of students in each achieve-
ment level by type of school location are
presented in figure 3.11. At grade 4, within
the 2000 assessment, there were higher
percentages of students at Advanced, at or
above Proficient, and at or above Basic
attending schools in urban fringe/large
town locations than in central city
locations.

At grade 8, there were higher percent-
ages of students at or above Proficient and at
or above Basic attending schools in urban
fringe/large town locations than in central
city locations.

At grade 12, there were higher percent-
ages of students at or above Proficient and at
Advanced attending schools in urban fringe/
large town locations than in rural school
locations. There was also a higher percent-
age of twelfth-graders at or above the Basic
level attending schools in urban fringe/
large town locations than in central city
locations.

Table 3.1: National Scale Score Results by Type of Location

Average mathematics scale scores by type of location, grades 4, 8, and 12: 2000

Central City
Grade 12 298
Grade 8 268
Grade 4 222

Urban Fringe/Large Town Rural/Small Town

304 300
280 276
232 227

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2000 Mathematics Assessment.
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Figure 3.11 Percentage of students within each mathematics achievement level range and at
e R T or ahove achievement levels by type of location, grades 4, 8, and 12: 2000

Level Results by Type
of Location

Type of Location-Grade 4

Advanced 2% 4% 2%

Proficient

At or above

28% a5

3% Proficient
Basic

At or above

74% Basic
Below
Basic P REN
Central Urban Fringe/ Rural/
City Large Town Small Town

Type of Location-Grade 8
Advanced 5% 6% 4%

Proficient | 18%

o 22% At or ahove
23% 25% 31% 26% | | Proficient
Basic
At or above
71% 67% | Basic

Below
Basic

Central Urban Fringe/ Rural/
City Large Town Small Town

Type of Location-Grade 12
Advanced 2% 3% 1%

14%

At or ahove
Proficient

Proficient 16% 19%

Basic
At or above
68% Basic
Below
Basic
Central Urban Fringe/ Rural/
City Large Town Small Town

NOTE: Percentages within each mathematics achievement level range 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), 2000 Mathematics Assessment.
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Free/Reduced-Price Lunch Program
Eligibility

Funded by the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture (USDA) as part of the National
School Lunch Program, the Free/Reduced-
Price Lunch Program is designed to assure
that children at or near the poverty line
receive nourishing meals. Eligibility guide-
lines for the lunch program are based on
the Federal income poverty guidelines and
are stated by household size.” NAEP began
collecting data on student eligibility for this
program in 1996.

As shown in figure 3.12, at every grade,
the scale scores for students who are not
eligible for the Free/reduced Price Lunch
Program (i.e., those above the poverty
guidelines) are significantly higher than the
scores for the students who are eligible
for the program. Since information on

Figure 3.12

National Scale Score lunch program, grades 4, 8,
Results by Free/Reduced

Price Lunch Eligibility

Eligible

Grade 12

Grade 8

Grade 4

* Significantly different from 2000.

eligibility is not available for a substantial
percentage of the students at each grade,
figure 3.13 also displays the scale score
averages for this third group of students.
This group also has higher scale scores at
every grade than the students eligible for
the free/reduced-price lunch program.
Some schools do not offer free/reduced
price lunches. Students from these schools
are counted in the Information Not Avail-
able category.

For those students eligible for the pro-
gram, none of the apparent changes from
1996 to 2000 in average scores were
statistically significant at any grade. For the
students at grades 4 and 8 who were not
eligible for the program, average scores
improved from 1996 to 2000, parallel to
the finding for the assessment as a whole.

Average mathematics scale scores hy student eligibility for free/reduced price
and 12: 1996-2000

Info Not

Available
'00

Not
Eligible

‘96 ‘00

Grade 12
Grade 8

Grade 12

Grade 8

Grade 4 Grade 4

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1996 and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.

> U.S. General Services Administration. (1999) Catalogue of federal domestic assistance. Washington, DC: Executive
Office of the President, Office of Management and Budget.
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The pattern for achievement level results
is displayed in figure 3.13 and parallels that
seen in the scale scores. Any apparent
changes between 1996 and 2000 in the
percentages of students in each achieve-
ment level for those students who were
eligible for the program were not statisti-
cally significant. Among students not

Figure 3.13

National Achievement Level

Results by Free/Reduced
Price Lunch Program
Eligibilty

Eligible-Grade 4

Advanced A A

% - o o At or ahove
Proficient (8%)[__] 9% | |[(8%) Proficient
Basic
At or ahove
46% Basic

Below
Basic

'96 '00

eligible for the program, a higher percent-
age in 2000 than in 1996 were at or above
Proficient in grade 4, and at or above Basic
in grade 8. At every grade, there were
higher percentages of students who were
not eligible for the program at or above
Proficient and at or above Basic than students
who were eligible.

Percentage of students within each mathematics achievement level range and at
or above achievement levels by student eligibility for the free/reduced-price
lunch program, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1996-2000

Not Eligible-Grade 4

Advanced 3% 4%

Proficient |239%%

0/

26%* 30% 2% At or above

° Proficient
Basic

74% At or ahove

Bel - 79%) Basic

elow
Basic

'96 '00

Information Not Available-Grade 4

Advanced 3%

Proficient| 26%

30%
Basic
75%
Below
Basic

'96

4%

32%
At or ahove
36% Proficient

At or ahove

807% | Basic

'00

See footnotes at end of figure. P>
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Figure 3.13

National Achievement Level

Percentage of students within each mathematics achievement level range and at
Results by Free/Reduced or ahove achievement levels by student eligibility for the free/reduced-price

Price Lunch Program lunch program, grades 4, 8, and 12: 19962000
Eligibilty (continued)

Eligible-Grade 8 Not Eligible-Grade 8
Advanced 1% Advanced 5% 1%
Proficient (71%) At or ahove
Proficient Proficient
- 25% 28%
Basic | ..o, | |Atorabove
At or ahove 35A PI‘lJfICIEﬂf

43% Basic Basic

Below At or ahove

76% | Basic

Below
Basic

'96 '00 '96 '00

Information Not Available-Grade 8

Advanced  §% 5%
Proficient | 25% 25%
% 1% | |Bofiimt
Basic
At or ahove
71% 68% Basic
Below
Basic

'96 '00

See footnotes at end of figure. p>
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Figure 3.13
g . Percentage of students within each mathematics achievement level range and at
National Achievement Level

Results by Free/Reduced or ahove achievement levels by student eligibility for the free/reduced-price

Price Lunch Program lunch program, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1996-2000
Eligibilty (continued)

Eligible-Grade 12 Not Eligible-Grade 12
Advanced A 1% A At or ahove Advanced 3% 3%
Proficient (4% ) el —"

Proficient

Proficient 9 9 o At or ahove
16% ] 16% 1% 19% Proficient
Basic
At or above
40% | Basic
Basic
At or ahove

Below 74% 69% | Basic
Basic

Below

Basic

96 '00 '96 '00

Information Not Available-Grade 12

Advanced 2% 2%

Proficient | 17% At or above
o L 18% Proficient
Basic

At or above
74% Basic

Below

Basic

'96 '00

* Significantly different from 2000.
A Percentage is between 0.0 and 0.5.

NOTE: Percentages within each mathematics achievement level range 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) 1996 and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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CHAPTER 3 .

State Results: Performance of
Selected Subgroups

Individual state assessments were adminis-
tered at grades 4 and 8 in addition to the
national component of the NAEP 2000
mathematics assessment. Results for public
schools in participating states and jurisdic-
tions are presented in this section by
gender and race/ethnicity. Complete
data for participating jurisdictions are
available on the NAEP web site at
http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/tables.
State NAEP assessments began in 1990
at grade 8 and in 1992 at grade 4. Non-
public schools were not included in the
state NAEP assessments for 2000, but were
included in the national samples. The

national data shown for comparison at the
top of the state tables in this chapter are
based on the national sample (not on
aggregated state samples), and also represent
the performance of public schools only.
The national results shown in the previous
sections of this chapter represented both
public and nonpublic school students
combined.

In addition to results from the 2000 state
assessment, results are also available from
previous assessments for many of the
jurisdictions. Not all jurisdictions, however,
met minimum school participation guide-
lines in every NAEP assessment. (See
appendix A for details on the participation
and reporting guidelines.) In 2000, results
for grades 4 and 8 in Wisconsin and grade
8 in the Virgin Islands are not included in
the relevant tables and appendices because
of these guidelines.

MATHEMATICS REPORT CARD

The state results presented here were
obtained by assessing a representative
sample of students in each state under
conditions that did not permit accommo-
dations for special-needs students. These
were the same conditions under which
results were obtained in previous state
assessments. Consequently, it is possible to
report trends in student performance across
the assessment years. In 2000, a separate
representative sample was assessed in each
participating jurisdiction for which accom-
modations were offered to special-needs
students. Those results are presented in
chapter 4, along with a comparison of
“accommodations-permitted” and “accom-
modations-not-permitted” results in each
state. Subgroup “accommodations-permit-
ted” results by state are available on the
NAEP web site.

In examining the state results presented
in this section, it should be noted that
schools participating in the NAEP assess-
ments under these conditions are permitted
to exclude those students who can not be
assessed meaningfully without accommo-
dations. Exclusion rates vary considerably
across years in many jurisdictions. In 2000,
in the sample that did not permit accom-
modations the pattern in most jurisdictions
was for more special-needs students to be
excluded from the assessment than in
previous years.



In addition to changes across years in
exclusion rates for a particular jurisdiction,
there is considerable variation in exclusion
rates across jurisdictions. Comparisons of
assessment results across jurisdictions and
within jurisdictions across years should be
made with caution. No adjustments have
been made for diftering exclusion rates
across jurisdictions or across years. Thus, a
comparison within a jurisdiction across
years or between two jurisdictions may be
based on samples with exclusion rates that
differ considerably. The exclusion rates for
each jurisdiction across years are presented
in appendix A.

Gender Results by State

Figures 3.14 and 3.15 present male and
female students’ average mathematics scores
for each jurisdiction that participated in the
2000 assessment. For each subgroup of
students, the 2000 average score is com-
pared to previous years’ scores where
available. An upward arrow (fN) in the
columns labeled for previous assessment
years indicates the average score in 2000
was higher than that in the indicated year.
A downward arrow (V) indicates that the
average score in 2000 was lower than that
in the indicated year. A circle (®) indicates
that there was no significant difference
between the 2000 score and the previous
year’s score. The dark arrows indicate that
the difference between years is statistically
significant when examining one jurisdic-
tion and when using a multiple-compari-
son procedure based on all jurisdictions

that participated both years. The lighter
arrows (/M) indicate that the difference
between years is statistically significant
when only one jurisdiction is being exam-
ined at a time. The following discussion of
trends in subgroup performance within
jurisdictions is based only on results of’

the statistical testing using a multiple-
comparison procedure, as indicated by the
dark arrows in these figures.

At grade 4, the average score in 2000
was higher than that in 1992 for male
students in 24 jurisdictions, and for female
students in 26 jurisdictions. In 21 jurisdic-
tions average scores increased between
1992 and 2000 for both male and female
students. Between 1996 and 2000, gains are
evident for males in 6 jurisdictions, and for
temales in 11 jurisdictions. The following 5
jurisdictions had gains for both male and
temale students between 1996 and 2000:
Louisiana, Massachusetts, North Carolina,
South Carolina, and Virginia.

At grade 8, the average score in 2000
was higher than that in 1990 for male
students in 24 jurisdictions, and for female
students in 28 jurisdictions. In 23 jurisdic-
tions average scores increased between
1990 and 2000 for both male and female
students. Between 1996 and 2000, gains are
evident for males in 5 jurisdictions, and for
temales in 7 jurisdictions. In North Caro-
lina and West Virginia, both male and
female students made gains between 1996
and 2000.
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Figure 3.14: State Scale Score Results by Gender, Grade 4

Comparison of 2000 state average scale scores to previous years by gender for grade 4 public
schools: 1992-2000

Male Female
1992 | 1996 2000 1992 | 1996 2000
Nation N 0 227 N 0 225
Alabama " N 217 " ™ 219
Arizona N ) 220 ) ) 218
Arkansas N ) 217 N ) 217
California ™ | ® ° 213 ) N 214
Connecticut N ) 235 N ) 233
Georgia N ) 220 ) ) 219
Hawaii ° ° 214 ° ° 217
Idaho T | A — 227 " — 2217
Minois ¥ | — | — 2217 — | — 222
Indiana | A N 235 " ™ 233
lowa™ | ® N 235 ° ° 231
Kansas T [ — | — 232 — | — 232
Kentucky ™ ° 222 ™ ° 220
Louisiana " ™ 218 " ™ 218
Maine ° ° 232 ° ° 229
Maryland ) ) 223 N ) 221
Massachusetts N N 237 N N 233
Michigan T | A N 232 () N 230
Minnesota | A ° 237 ) ° 233
Mississippi N ) 210 N ) 211
Missouri ™ ° 229 " N 228
Montana ™ [ — | @ 232 — | o 228
Nebraska ° [ 2217 ° [ 225
Nevada — ) 222 — ® 218 ® Indicates no significant
New Mexico ° ° 216 ° ° 212 difference between earlier
New York A 2 278 A ° 975 year and 2000 in average
North Carolina N N 234 N N 231 Soores.
North Dakota ) ) 233 ) ) 229 A Indicates the average score
Ohio T 'y _ 233 'y _ 228 in 2000 was significantly
Oklahoma A _ 226 A _ 224 higher than in the specified
Oregon™ | — | @ 229 — | e 224 year.
Rhode Island 0 ® 225 0 0 224 J Indicates the average score
South Carolina | A | A 221 O 220 in 2000 was significantly
Tennessee | o 222 r| o 218 lower than in the specified
Texas " N 235 ™ ° 231 year.
Utah ° ° 227 ™ ° 228
Vermont ! | — | A 232 B N 231 NOTE: o
Virginia A A 233 A A 2728 Dlark‘z?rrows,l('r¢) indicate a
West Virginia | A | ® 226 r 223 signiticant difference when
examining only one jurisdiction and
Wyoming bt ) 230 * * 228 when using a multiple comparison
Other Jurisdictions based on all jurisdictions that
American Samoa — — 156 — — 157 participated in both years.
District of Columbia ® N 193 ) " 194 Light arrows (N V) indicate a
DDESS — | ® 230 — | ® 226 significant change when only one
DoDDS — " 230 — N 226 jurisdiction or the nation is being
Guam \ ° 181 \ ° 187 examined.
Virgin Islands — — 183 — | — 183

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

— Indicates that the jurisdiction did not participate.

NOTE: Comparative performance results may be affected by changes in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in
the NAEP samples.

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, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Figure 3.15: State Scale Score Results by Gender, Grade 8

Comparison of 2000 state average scale scores to previous years by gender for grade 8 public
schools: 1990-2000

Male Female
1990 | 1992 | 1996 2000 1990 {1992 | 1996 2000
Nation N N N 276 N N o 273
Alabama N N ® 262 N Nl e 262
Arizona T | A ) ° 274 ) o | o 268
Arkansas N N ® 262 N Nl e 261
California™ | @ ° ° 262 ) o | o 262
Connecticut N N ® 284 N Nl e 279
Georgia ) ()] N 268 ) NN e 265
Hawaii ) " ° 261 ™ N| e 264
Idaho T [ AN ° — 218 ™ o | — 218
linois T [ AN — | — 216 " — | — 218
Indiana ¥ | A 'y 'y 285 » r A 281
Kansas ¥ | — | — | — 285 — | —| — 283
Kentucky " ™ ™ 214 ™ ~N| o 210
Louisiana 0y 'y 'y 261 » r A 258
Maine ¥ | — ™ ° 285 — o 0 282
Maryland 'y 'y ° 276 » N 276
Massachusetts — N ™ 285 — Nl e 281
Michigan T | A " ° 279 ™ ~N| e 218
Minnesota T | A ) ° 288 ) N oo 288
Mississippi — N ) 255 — Nl e 253
Missouri — ° ° 216 — e | o 271
Montana * ° — ° 287 ) — | e 286
Nebraska N N ® 283 ) o | ¥V 278 ® Indicates no significant
Nevada _ _ _ 269 _ _ | 267 difference between earlier
NewMeico | © | o | 259 A ole 260 ﬁi:eas”d 2000 in average
NewYork ™ | A | A~ | 2 280 Al A e 273
North Carolina ) N N 282 ) N 278 AN Indicates the average score
North Dakota ) ) ) 283 N e | o 284 in 2000 was significantly
Ohio ) ) _ 283 ) | — 282 higher than in the specified
Oklahoma | o 273 N e | — 270 year.
Oregon | AN — hd 281 T il 280 WV Indicates the average score
Rhode Island Al | o 274 Al A 273 in 2000 was significantly
South Carolina — | N @ 266 — | M 267 lower than in the specified
Tennessee — ° ° 265 — e | o 261 year.
Texas ) " ° 274 " ™A 216
Uah | — | o | e 275 B P 276 NOTE: o
Vermont | — — ° 283 — “Ta 283 D.ark‘z?rrows,.('r¢) indicate a
— significant difference when
Virginia 0 0 ) 278 0 ullEO 276 examining only one jurisdiction and
West Virginia T T T 270 T OB 271 when using a multiple comparison
Wyoming b b b 217 0 il 276 based on all jurisdictions that
Other Jurisdictions participated in both years.
American Samoa — | —| — 190 — | — | — 200 Light arrows (N ) indicate a
District of Columbia ) ) ) 234 ) e | o 235 significant change when only one
DDESS — — ) 279 — — | ® 275 jurisdiction or the nation is being
DoDDS — | — N 280 — | —| @ 217 examined.
Guam ° ° ° 233 ° o | 234

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

— Indicates that the jurisdiction did not participate.

NOTE: Comparative performance results may be affected by changes in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in
the NAEP samples.

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), 1990, 1992, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Figures 3.16 and 3.17 present the per-
centages of male and female students at or
above Proficient by jurisdiction for 2000,
with dark arrow symbols indicating the
results of significance testing between years,
using a multiple-comparison procedure, as
in the previous tables. The trends in im-
provement in mathematics scores from
1990 to 2000 at grade 8, 1992 to 2000 at
grade 4, and 1996 to 2000 at both grades
can also be seen in the achievement level
data.

At grade 4, the percentage of students at
or above Proficient in 2000 was higher than
that in 1992 for male students in 19 juris-
dictions, and for female students in 15
jurisdictions. In 13 jurisdictions the per-
centages of both males and females who

CHAPTER 3 . MATHEMATICS REPORT CARD

were at or above Proficient increased be-
tween 1992 and 2000. Between 1996 and
2000, the percentages of students perform-
ing at this level increased for males in
North Carolina and South Carolina, and
for females in Louisiana and Massachusetts.

At grade 8, the percentage of students at
or above Proficient in 2000 was higher than
that in 1990 for male students in 28 juris-
dictions and female students in 27 jurisdic-
tions. In 25 jurisdictions the percentages of
both males and females who were at or
above Proficient increased between 1990
and 2000. Between 1996 and 2000, the
percentages of students performing at this
level increased for males in Indiana and
West Virginia, and for both males and
females in North Carolina.



Figure 3.16: State Achievement Level Results by Gender, Grade 4

Comparisons of 2000 state percentages at or above Proficient to previous years by gender for grade 4
public schools: 19922000

Male Female
1992 | 1996 2000 1992 | 1996 2000
Nation N N 27 N N 22
Alabama N ) 15 ) ) 13
Arizona ° ° 18 ° ° 16
Arkansas N ) 14 ) ) 13
California ™ | ® ° 14 ° N 15
Connecticut N ) 34 N ) 29
Georgia [ [ 19 [ N 17
Hawaii ° ° 14 ° ° 14
Idaho T | — 23 " — 20
Minois ¥ | — | — 25 — | — 17
Indiana T | AN N 33 " N 29
lowa® | ® ° 31 ° ° 24
Kansas ' — 32 — | — 28
Kentucky N [ 19 N [ 16
Louisiana N ™ 14 N N 14
Maine™ | ® ° 27 ° ° 22
Maryland [ [ 24 [ [ 20
Massachusetts N ™ 36 N N 31
Michigan T | A N 31 () N 28
Minnesota ¥ | A ° 38 ) ° 30
Mississippi " [ 10 [ [ 8
Missouri ° ° 24 ° ° 23
Montana® | — | @ 29 — | o 20
Nebraska ° ° 25 ° ° 23
Nevada — [ 19 — [ 13 ® |Indicates no significant
New Mexico ° ° 14 ° ° 10 difference between earlier
New York T ° ° 2 A ° 20 year and 2000 in average
North Carolina N N 30 N ™ 26 Scores:
North Dakota ) ) 29 ) ) 22 A Indicates the average score
Ohio T ) — 30 ) — 22 in 2000 was significantly
Oklahoma ° _ 18 ° _ 14 higher than in the specified
Oregon® [ — | ® 27 — | e 20 year.
Rhode Island * ) 26 * ) 20 J Indicates the average score
South Carolina | A | A 20 O I 15 in 2000 was significantly
Tennessee ) 20 O 16 lower than in the specified
Texas N [ ] 31 N [ ] 24 year.
Utah ) ° 25 ° ° 23
Vermont T | — | A 31 — I 28 NOTE:
Virginia A A 2 ° ° 2 Dlark‘z?rrows,l('r¢) indicate a
West Viiginia | o | ® 21 r 15 signiticant difference when
- examining only one jurisdiction and
Wyoming * ) 2 * ) 2 when using a multiple comparison
Other Jurisdictions based on all jurisdictions that
American Samoa T A . A participated in both years.
District of Columbia ) ) 6 ) ) 5 Light arrows (1 V) indicate a
DDESS — | ® 26 — | ® 22 significant change when only one
DoDDS — N 26 — ° 19 jurisdiction or the nation is being
Guam [ [ 3 ¥ [ 2 examined.
Virgin Islands — | — 1 — —

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

— Indicates that the jurisdiction did not participate.

A Percentage is between 0.0 and 0.5

NOTE: Comparative performance results may be affected by changes in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in
the NAEP samples.

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, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Figure 3.17: State Achievement Level Results by Gender, Grade 8

Comparisons of 2000 state percentages at or above Proficient to previous years by gender for grade 8
public schools: 1990-2000

Male Female
1990 | 1992 | 1996 2000 1990 (1992 | 1996 2000
Nation N N N 29 N N oo 24
Alabama N N ® 17 N Nl e 15
Arizona T | A ) ° 24 ) o | o 18
Arkansas N N ® 15 N e | o 13
California ¥ | A ° ° 19 ) o | o 16
Connecticut N N ® 36 N Nl e 31
Georgia N N ® 20 N Nl e 17
Hawaii ) " ° 17 ° o | @ 16
Idaho T ™ ° — 28 ) ™| — 26
lllinois T " — | — 26 " — | — 28
Indiana ™ | A ) ) 35 ) N o 27
Kansas ¥ | — | — | — 37 — | —| — 32
Kentucky ()] ()] N 23 ) N o 18
Louisiana ()] ()] N 14 ) o | o 10
Maine™ | — | A ° 34 — | | e 30
Maryland N N ® 29 N Nl e 29
Massachusetts — N ) 34 — Nl e 30
Michigan T | AN ) ° 30 ) N e 27
Minnesota ¥ | A ) ° 40 ) N e 39
Mississippi — [ [ 10 — e | @ 7
Missouri — ° ° 24 — e | o 20
Montana ¥ | A | — ° 38 Nl —| @ 37
Nebraska N ) ) 34 ) e | o 27 ® Indicates no significant
Nevada I _ 21 _ [ 18 difference betwgen earlier
NewMexico | ® | o | o 14 A e 12 iii::snd 2000 in average
New York ' ) ™ ° 29 " o 0 23
North Carolina N N N 31 N "~ 29 A Indicates the average score
North Dakota ° ° ° 32 A o @ 31 in 2000 was significantly
Ohio Py | — 33 Py | — 29 higher than in the specified
Oklahoma Y o | — 21 Y o | — 17 year.
Oregon 0 _ T 34 0 —|® 29 J Indicates the average score
Rhode Island Al | @ 24 r| | o 23 in 2000 was significantly
South Carolina — ° ° 18 — e A 18 lower than in the specified
Tennessee — N ) 20 — Nl e 14 year.
Texas N ) ) 24 N Nl e 25
Uah | — | o | e 27 " ele 25 NOTE: o
Vermont | — — ° 33 — T e 3 D.ark‘z?rrows,.('r¢) indicate a
Vignia | A | N | @ 28 Al n]e 2 significant difference hen
examining only one jurisdiction and
West Virginia * 0 * 19 * Ol ) when using a multiple comparison
Wyoming 0 ® ® 26 0 | 24 based on all jurisdictions that
Other Jurisdictions participated in both years.
American Samoa — | — — 1 — — | — 1 Light arrows (N ) indicate a
District of Columbia » ° ° 6 L oo 6 significant change when only one
DDESS — — ) 30 — — | ® 23 jurisdiction or the nation is being
DoDDS — | — [ 28 — — | @ 25 examined.
Guam ° ° ° 4 ° o 0 4

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

— Indicates that the jurisdiction did not participate.

NOTE: Comparative performance results may be affected by changes in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in
the NAEP samples.

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), 1990, 1992, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Race/Ethnicity

Figures 3.18 and 3.19 display the average
mathematics scores in 2000 for each of the
racial/ethnic groups by jurisdiction. Similar
to the preceding figures, arrows indicate
the direction of statistically significant
changes since previous assessment years.

At grade 4, the average score in 2000
was higher than that in 1992 for white
students in 29 jurisdictions, for black
students in 17 jurisdictions, and for His-
panic students in 10 jurisdictions. American
Indian students had mixed results—gaining
in two states (North Carolina and Okla-
homa) and declining in one (New
Mexico). Jurisdictions that show gains for
at least three of the five racial/ethnic
groups include Arkansas, Connecticut,
Indiana, Mississippi, New York, North
Carolina, and Texas.

Between 1996 and 2000, gains in
fourth-graders’ average scores are evident
for white students in 15 jurisdictions, for
black students in 7 jurisdictions, for His-
panic students in 2 jurisdictions, and for
Asian/Pacific Islander students in 1 juris-
diction. In Louisiana, white, black, and
Hispanic students made gains between
1996 and 2000. In Alabama, Indiana, North
Carolina, and Virginia, both white and
black students’ scores increased during this
period.

At grade 8, the average score in 2000
was higher than that in 1990 for white
students in 28 jurisdictions, for black
students in 14 jurisdictions, and for His-
panic students in 17 jurisdictions. Gains for
Asian/Pacific Islander and American Indian
students were limited to 3 and 2 jurisdic-
tions, respectively. Jurisdictions that showed
gains among at least three of the five racial/

ethnic groups included: California, Geor-
gia, Hawnaii, Illinois, Indiana, Maryland,
Michigan, New York, North Carolina,
Ohio, Rhode Island, Texas, Virginia, and
West Virginia.

Between 1996 and 2000, gains in
eighth-graders’ average scores were evident
for white students in 11 jurisdictions, for
black students in 2 jurisdictions, and for
Hispanic students in 3 jurisdictions. Appar-
ent gains for Asian/Pacific Islander and
American Indian students in any jurisdic-
tion were not statistically significant. In
North Carolina, gains are evident for three
of the five racial/ethnic groups—white,
black, and Hispanic students. In Indiana,
both white and black students’ scores
increased, and in Massachusetts, both white
and Hispanic students made gains.

In every state where sample sizes were
large enough for reliable statistical com-
parisons, white students outperformed
black and Hispanic students at both grades
4 and 8. Most of the apparent difterences
between white and Asian/Pacific Islander
students were not statistically significant,
with a small number of exceptions. White
students had higher scale scores than Asian/
Pacific Islander students in grade 4 in
Hawaii, Rhode Island, and Utah, and in
grade 8 in Hawaii. Asian/Pacific Islander
students outperformed white students at
grade 4 in Oregon and at grade 8 in
Maryland and Virginia.

The percentages of students in the
different racial/ethnic subgroups who were
at or above Proficient across jurisdictions in
2000, and comparisons to earlier years, are
presented in figure 3.20 (grade 4) and
figure 3.21 (grade 8).
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Figure 3.18: State Scale Score Results by Race/Ethnicity, Grade 4

Comparison of 2000 state average scale scores to previous years by race/ethnicity for grade 4

public schools: 1992-2000 Whi

te Hispanic
1992 | 1996 2000 1992 | 1996 2000 1992 | 1996 2000
Nation N ° 235 N ° 205 N ° 211
Alabama ) ) 229 ) ) 205 ° ° 201
Arizona ™ ° 231 ° ° 208 ° ° 204
Arkansas N ° 225 N ° 198 N ° 205
California T | AN ° 229 N ° 193 N e 201
Connecticut N ° 243 N ° 209 N ° 214
Georgia ° N 232 ) N 206 N e 208
Hawaii ° [ 225 ° [ 204 ° ° 205
Idaho T | AN — 230 ° — ok N | — 213
Minois ¥ | — | — 237 — | — 205 — | — 213
Indiana | A ) 238 ) ) 216 N e 220
lowa ™ | A ) 235 ° ° Rk o | o 216
Kansas ' | — | — 238 — | — 207 — | — 215
Kentucky ™ ° 225 ° ° 200 ° ° 207
Louisiana ) ) 230 ) ™ 204 e [ A 210
Maine ™ | ® ° 231 ° ° K e | o Fikckk
Maryland ™ ° 237 N ° 204 ° ° 210
Massachusetts N N 241 N ) 212 ) ® 210
Michigan T | A ) 239 N ° 201 ° ° 210
Minnesota T N ™ 240 N " 211 ) ) 214
Mississippi N ) 224 N ) 199 N ) 201
Missouri ) ) 235 ° ° 202 ° ° 213
Montana® | — | @ 234 — | o ol — | e 219
Nebraska ° [ 232 ° [ 199 ° ° 206
Nevada — ° 228 — ° 206 — | @ 210
New Mexico [ [ 2217 ° [ ok ° [ 208
New York T | A N 238 ) N 211 N 211
North Carolina ) ) 241 ) ) 218 N 218
North Dakota N ) 233 ) ) il ® ) 214
Ohio ™ | A — 236 ) — 208 N | — 218
Oklahoma ) — 230 ° — 206 o | — 215
Oregon®™ | — | ® 230 — | e ol — | e 206
Rhode Island ) ) 234 ° ° 201 ° ° 198
South Carolina ) ) 233 ) N 204 e [ N 209
Tennessee N ) 227 ) ) 199 ) ® 207
Texas ™ ° 243 ) N 220 N A 224
Utah " ° 232 ° ° ok ° ° 206
Vermontt | — | A 233 — ° Rk — | e kK
Virginia ) ) 240 ) ) 212 ° ° 219
West Virginia N ) 227 ) ) 207 ) ® 213
Wyoming e | A 232 ° ° ok ° ° 215
Other Jurisdictions
American Samoa — — i — — i — | — 150
District of Columbia ) ) 241 ) " 191 ) ® 189
DDESS — ° 237 — ° 218 — | @ 220
DoDDS — ) 235 — ° 214 — | @ 218
Guam ° ° ek ° ° ok ° ° 168
Virgin Islands — — il — — 185 — | — 176
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Figure 3.18: State Scale Score Results by Race/Ethnicity, Grade 4 (continued)

Comparison of 2000 state average scale scores to previous years by race/ethnicity for grade 4
public schools: 1992-2000

Asian American Indian
1992 | 1996 2000 1992 | 1996 2000
Nation ° ° ~ ° ° 215
Alabama L] ° Fhkx ° ° ok x
Arizona ° [ 234 ° [ 196
Arkansas ® ° ok ° ° 213
California ¥ | @ ° 227 ° ° Fikckk
Connecticut ° ° 246 ° ° ok x
Georgia [ [ ok ® ® il
Hawaii ° ° 216 ° ° ok x
Idaho T ) _ Kk KR Y _ Kk KKk
linois T _ _ *kKKR _ _ *kKKR
Indiana ™ | ® ° e ° ° el
lowa T ) ) Kk KR Y Y Kk KKk
Kansas T _ _ Kk KR _ _ *kKKR
Kentucky [ [ ok ® ® il
Louisiana L] ° Fhkx ° ° ok x
Maine™ | ® ° e ° ° Rl
Maryland [ [ 240 [ ) il
Massachusetts ° [ 239 ° ° il
Michigan T | @ ° FEFE ° ° Rk
Minnesota ' | ® N 235 ° ° Fickk
Mississippi ® [ ok ) ) il
Missouri ° ° Fhkx ° ° il
Montana ¥ | — ° FEFE — ° 212
Nebraska (] ° Fhkx ° ° il
Nevada — ° 224 — (] 212 ® |Indicates no significant
New Mexico ) ) kdk ° ° 197 difference between earlier
New York T ° Py a7 Py ° — year and 2000 in average
North Carolina | ® | ® P s | e 229 scores.
North Dakota ® ) il ) ) 208 AN Indicates the average score
Ohio™ | ® — Lt ° — Lt in 2000 was significantly
Oklahoma ) — KA K ) — 222 higher than in the specified
Oregon™ | — | ® 240 — | e Fk year.
Rhode Island 0 ° 221 ° b . J Indicates the average score
South Carolina | ® | ® Hn e | o e in 2000 was significantly
Tennessee b b e ° hd e lower than in the specified
Texas ™ ) 247 ° ° Sk kk Jear.
Utah [ ) 222 ° ° =
Vermont™ | — | @ ok —_ | e — NOTE:
Virginia Py ° 13 ° ° P Dark arrows, (A\J,) indicate a
West Virginia ° ° ——— ° ° o signif.ic‘ant differenc.e v-thfn -
- examining only one jurisdiction and
Wyoming ° ° . ° b 224 when using a multiple comparison
Other Jurisdictions based on all jurisdictions that
American Samoa _ _ 157 _ _ Sk hk participated in both years.
District of Columbia ® ° Fhkx ° ° il Light arrows () indicate a
DDESS — ® 230 _ b e significant change when only one
DoDDS — | ® 233 — | ® 219 jurisdiction or the nation is being
Guam ¥ ° 188 ° ° Frkx examined.
Virgin Islands — — il — | — ok

***x Sample size is insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

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

— Indicates that the jurisdiction did not participate.

~ Special analyses raised concerns about the accuracy and precision of national grade 4 Asian/Pacific Islander results in 2000. As a result, they are omitted
from the body of this report. See appendix A for a more detailed discussion.

NOTE: Comparative performance results may be affected by changes in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in
the NAEP samples.

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, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Figure 3.19: State Scale Score Results by Race/Ethnicity, Grade 8

Comparison of 2000 state average scale scores to previous years by race/ethnicity for grade 8
public schools: 1990-2000

White Black Hispanic
1990 | 1992 | 1996 2000 1990 | 1992 | 1996 2000 1990 | 1992 | 1996 2000
Nation N N ° 285 N Nl e 246 NN e 252
Alabama ) N ° 275 ° Nl e 239 e | N | o 239
Arizona T | A ) ) 284 ° o (o 250 ~N| @ ° 252
Arkansas N N ® 272 ) e |0 235 ) ) ) 234
California N ° ° 278 ) e |0 242 " ° ° 246
Connecticut N N N 294 N e | o 248 " ° ° 252
Georgia N N ® 280 N e | N 246 " ° ° 247
Hawaii ) N ° 275 ° o (o 256 ~N| @ ° 248
Idaho T | AN ) — 282 ° o | — o ° o | — 250
llinois T | AN — | — 288 ) — | — 255 Nl — | — 261
Indiana | A ) ) 287 ) NI 260 ANl DN e 264
Kansas ¥ | — | — | — 288 — | — | = 257 — | — | = 261
Kentucky ) ) ) 275 N Nl e 253 ° ° ° o
Louisiana ) ) ) 276 N Nl e 240 ° ° ° 237
Maine ™ | — | A ° 285 — o |0 Rk — | e | @ it
Maryland ) ) N 290 ) ~ID 249 N 265
Massachusetts — N N 289 — e |0 254 — | AN N 259
Michigan T | A N ° 287 ™ Nl e 242 ~N| @ ° 259
Minnesota © | A » N 291 ° o | o Fk Al o | @ 257
Mississippi — N ) 268 — "N e 238 — ) ) 227
Missouri — N ° 280 — o (o 244 — | @ ° 251
Montana®™ | A~ | — | A 290 ° — | e Rk e — [ A 276
Nebraska N ) ) 285 ) e | e 246 ) ) ) 255
Nevada — | — | — 218 — | — | — 251 — | — | — 251
New Mexico N N ® 278 ) e |0 il ® ) ) 251
New York T | A ) ) 289 N Nl e 257 ~N| @ ° 259
North Carolina ) ) ) 291 ) ~NIA 256 Nl A 269
North Dakota ° [ [ 286 ° e |0 ok ° [ ° 262
Ohio ) ) — 287 ) N | — 255 O 270
Oklahoma ) ) — 277 ° o | — 248 ° o | — 254
Oregon ™ | AN | — ° 284 ° — | e 260 e | — | @ 259
Rhode Island ) ) ) 281 N o (o 245 ANl AN e 246
South Carolina — N ) 279 — "N e 249 — | AN ) 250
Tennessee — N ) 271 — e |0 237 — | ) 246
Texas ) N ° 288 N o (o 252 Nl A 266
Utah — ° ° 279 — o (o ok — | e ° 249
Vermont T | — | — | A 284 — | — e ol — | — ] e Fk
Virginia ) ) ) 285 ()] N 252 ANl DN e 267
West Virginia ) ) ) 272 N o (o 251 ANl AN e 256
Wyoming " [ [ 280 [ o |0 ok ) [ [ 255
Other Jurisdictions
American Samoa — — — i — | — | = i — | — | — 172
District of Columbia ® ° [ ok ) o |0 232 [ [ [ 224
DDESS — | — ° 288 el el B 267 — | — | ® 269
DoDDS — | — ° 287 — | — | e 261 — | — | ® 271
Guam ° ° ° ok [ e |0 il [ ° ° 216

See footnotes at end of figure. p»
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Figure 3.19: State Scale Score Results by Race/Ethnicity, Grade 8 (continued)

Comparison of 2000 state average scale scores to previous years by race/ethnicity for grade 8
public schools: 1990-2000

Asian American Indian
1990 | 1992 | 1996 2000 1990 {1992 | 1996 2000
Nation ° ° ~ 288 ° o 0 261
Alabama ° ° ° Fhkx ° o 0 il
Arizona® | @ ° ° 282 ° o | o Rl
Arkansas ° ° ° Fhkx ° o 0 il
California ¥ | A ° ° 282 ° o | o Ak
Connecticut ° ° ° 287 ° o 0 il
Georgia [ [ [ ok ) e | @ il
Hawaii " N ° 263 ° o 0 FHEE
Idaho T ) Y . Hkkk ° o | — dekkok
Minois™ | ® | —| — FEFE ° — | — Rk
Indiana ™ | @ ° ° e ° o | o bl
Kansas T _ _ _ Kk Kk _ _ _ Kk Kk
Kentucky [ [ [ ok ) e | @ il
Louisiana ° ° ° Fhkx ° o 0 il
Maine | — | @ ° Rk —| e | @ Fickk
Maryland " " [ 306 [ e | 0 il
Massachusetts — ° N 295 — e | o bl
Michigan T | @ ° ° FEFE ° o | o Rk
Minnesota ' | @ ° ° e ° o | o ol
Mississippi — [ [ ok — e | 0 il
Missouri — ° ° Fhkx — o 0 bl
Montana™ | @ | — | @ ok e | —| o 253
Nebraska ®| 0| o e e | o o e ® Indicates no significant
Nevada — — — 278 — — | — 263 difference between earlier
New Mexico ° ° ° *kkk ° P S 243 year and 2000 in average
NewYork™ | @ | ®| @ 288 o| oo wx Scores.
North Carolina e o ° e ° L i A Indicates the average score
North Dakota ® ) ) il " e | 258 in 2000 was significantly
Ohio ) ) — Fkkk ® e | — Fkkk higher than in the specified
Oklahoma o ° — il N o | — 264 year.

Oregon | e — ° 281 ° —|® - J Indicates the average score
Rhodelsland | @ | © | @ 271 bl L B . in 2000 was significantly
South Carolina — bt bt o - B o lower than in the specified

Tennessee — ° ° Fhkx — o 0 il year.
Texas ° ° ° 292 ° o 0 il
Utah | —| o] o 281 —| ol e wn NOTE:
VermontT | — | — ° s I R S Sk Dark arrows, (M) indicate a
Virginia ° Al AN 300 ° | o — signiflic‘ant differenge v-vhetn -
West Virginia ° ° ° " ° ol o P examlnnTg only one. Jurlsdlctlon- and
- when using a multiple comparison
Wyoming ° ° ° - ° bl Bt 253 based on all jurisdictions that
Other Jurisdictions participated in both years.
American Samoa — | —| — 205 i s e Light arrows (M) indicate a
District of Columbia ® b b e b e | o e significant change when only one
DDESS —_ - o o - — | ® e jurisdiction or the nation is being
DoDDS — | — ° 283 — | —| @ il examined.
Guam ° ° ° 236 ° o 0 il

***x Sample size is insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

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

— Indicates that the jurisdiction did not participate.

~ Special analyses raised concerns about the accuracy and precision of national grade 8 Asian/Pacific Islander results in 1996. As a result, they are omitted
from the body of this report. See appendix A for a more detailed discussion.

NOTE: Comparative performance results may be affected by changes in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in
the NAEP samples.

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), 1990, 1992, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Figure 3.20: State Achievement Level Results by Race/Ethnicity, Grade 4

Comparison of 2000 state percentages at or above Proficient to previous years by race/ethnicity for

grade 4 public schools: 1992-2000

White Black Hispanic
1992 | 1996 2000 1992 | 1996 2000 1992 | 1996 2000
Nation N N 33 N ° 5 N e 10
Alabama N ™ 23 N ) 4 ) ® 5
Arizona N ) 26 ) ) 5 ) ® 6
Arkansas N ) 18 ) ) 2 ) ® 6
California ™ | ® ° 25 ° ° 2 o | o 5
Connecticut N ) 41 ) ) 6 ) ® 9
Georgia ® " 29 " ™ 6 [ ) 8
Hawaii ° [ 19 [ [ 3 [ ° 1
Idaho T | AN | — 24 ° — e o | — 8
Minois ¥ | — | — 32 — | — 5 — | — 8
Indiana T | A N 34 ) ) 14 N | e 16
lowa™ | ® N 30 ° ° Rk o | o 13
Kansas ' | — | — 36 — | — 7 — | — 11
Kentucky N ) 20 ) ) 2 ) ® 9
Louisiana N N 23 " ™ 4 ) ) 7
Maine™ | ® ° 25 ° ° Rk e | o Fickk
Maryland N ) 36 ) ) 5 ) ® 10
Massachusetts N N 39 ) ) 7 ) ® 10
Michigan T | AN ) 37 ° ° 4 o | o 15
Minnesota ¥ | A ° 39 ° ° 11 o | o 13
Mississippi [ [ 16 [ [ 2 [ ) 6
Missouri N ) 28 ) ) 4 ) ® 11
Montana®™ | — | @ 28 — | o ol — | e 12
Nebraska ° [ 29 [ [ 6 [ ° 1
Nevada — ° 23 — [ 5 — | @ 8
New Mexico [ [ 22 [ [ ok ° [ 6
New York T | A ° 34 ° ° 5 o | o 7
North Carolina N N 38 " N 9 ) ) 13
North Dakota [ [ 21 [ [ ok ° [ 12
Ohio™ | AN | — 32 ° — 3 o | — 12
Oklahoma ® — 20 ° — 3 o | — 9
Oregon®™ | — | @ 26 — | e ol — | e 6
Rhode Island N N 30 ) ) 4 N ) 5
South Carolina N N 28 ™ ° 4 ) ® 12
Tennessee N ) 23 ) ) 4 ) ® 9
Texas N ) 41 N ° 12 N ) 14
Utah N ° 28 ° ° ok ° ° 8
Vermont ™ | — | A 31 — | e Fk — | e Hhkk
Virginia N N 35 ) ) 6 ) ® 11
West Virginia N ) 19 ) ) 6 ) ® 13
Wyoming N N 28 ) ) il ® ) 12
Other Jurisdictions
American Samoa — | — Fx — | — Fxk — | — A
District of Columbia ° [ 49 [ [ 2 [ ° 4
DDESS — ° 34 — ° 12 — | @ 14
DoDDS — ° 31 — ° 7 — | e 13
Guam ° ° ok ° ° ok ° ° 1
Virgin Islands — | — il — — 1 — | — 1

CHAPTER 3 .

MATHEMATICS REPORT CARD

See footnotes at end of figure. p>




Figure 3.20: State Achievement Level Results by Race/Ethnicity, Grade 4 (continued)

Comparison of 2000 state percentages at or above Proficient to previous years by race/ethnicity for
grade 4 public schools: 1992-2000

Asian American Indian
1992 | 1996 2000 1992 | 1996 2000
Nation ° ° ~ ° ° 13
Alabama L] ° Fhkx ° ° ek
Arizona ° ° 28 ° ° 4
Arkansas L] ° Fhkx ° ° 9
California ™ | ® ° 25 ° ° Fickk
Connecticut ° ° 45 ° ° ek
Georgia [ [ ok ® ® il
Hawaii ° ° 15 ° ° ek
Ildaho T ) o Kk KKk Y _ Kk Kk
linois T . o Kk Kk _ _ Kk Kk
Indiana ™ | ® ° e ° ° bl
lowa T ) ° Hkkk ° ° dekkok
Kansas T . o Kk Kk _ _ Kk Kk
Kentucky [ [ ok ® ® il
Louisiana L] ° Fhkx ° ° ok x
Maine * ) ° Hkkk ° ° dekkok
Maryland [ [ 40 [ ) il
Massachusetts ° [ 41 ° ° il
Michigan T | ® ° FEFE ° ° Rk
Minnesota ' | ® ° 32 ° ° Fickk
Mississippi ® [ ok ) ) il
Missouri ° ° Fhkx ° ° il
Montana ¥ | — ° FEFE — ° 8
Nebraska (] ° Fhkx ° ° il
Nevada — | ® 21 — | @ 7 ® Indicates no significant
New Mexico ® ° ok ° ) 5 difference between earlier
New York T ° ° 47 ° ° REE year and 2000 in average
North Carolina | ® | ® e o | o 2 Scores:
North Dakota ° ° e ° ° 7 A Indicates the average score
Ohio T ) — il ) — il in 2000 was significantly
Oklahoma [ ) — ok ) — 12 higher than in the specified
Oregon®™ | — | ® 36 — | e ol year.
Rhode Island 0 ° 21 b b o J Indicates the average score
South Carolina__ | ® | @ . e | ° . in 2000 was significantly
Tennessee bt bt o ® ® o lower than in the specified
Texas ° ° 43 ° ° il year.
Utah ° ° 16 ° ° il
Vermont T . ) *kkKk _ Y *kkKk NOTE:
Virginia ° ° 45 ° ° REE Dark arrows, (M) indicate a
West Virginia Py Py Y ° ° o signif.ic‘ant dhl‘ferenc.e wtljent d
- examining only one jurisdiction an
Yyoming hd hd o e e 18 when using a multiple comparison
Other Jurisdictions based on all jurisdictions that
American Samoa _ _ A _ _ *kwk participated in both years.
District of Columbia ® ° Fhkx ° ° il Light arrows () indicate a
DDESS — ° 23 — hd e significant change when only one
DoDDS - o 27 — o 10 jurisdiction or the nation is being
Guam ° ° i ° ° il examined.
Virgin Islands — — il — | — il

***x Sample size is insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

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

— Indicates that the jurisdiction did not participate.

~ Special analyses raised concerns about the accuracy and precision of national grade 4 Asian/Pacific Islander results in 2000. As a result, they are omitted
from the body of this report. See appendix A for a more detailed discussion.

A Percentage is between 0.0 and 0.5

NOTE: Comparative performance results may be affected by changes in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in
the NAEP samples.

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, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Figure 3.21: State Achievement Level Results by Race/Ethnicity, Grade 8

Comparison of 2000 state percentages at or above Proficient to previous years by race/ethnicity for
grade 8 public schools: 1990-2000

White Black Hispanic
1990 | 1992 | 1996 2000 1990 | 1992 | 1996 2000 1990 | 1992| 1996 2000

Nation N N [ 34 [ N |e 5 N N [ 9
Alabama N N ® 23 ) N | e 4 ) ) ) 6
Arizona T | A ) ° 31 ° e | o 8 e (o | o 8
Arkansas N N ® 19 ) e |eo 2 ) ) ) 4
California ¥ | A ° ° 27 ° e | o 4 e (o | o 7
Connecticut ()] ()] N 44 ° e | o 4 e (o | o 9
Georgia " " [ 28 [ e |0 4 [ [ [ 5
Hawaii N ™ ® 28 ) e |eo 8 ) ) ) 5
Idaho T | A N | — 30 ° o | — ok ° o | — 9
Minois ¥ | AN | — | — 38 ° — |— 7 A~ |— |[— 11
Indiana®™ | AN | AN | A 35 ° o |0 7 o (o | o 13
Kansas ¥ | — | — | — 38 — | — |— 10 — = | = 13

Kentucky ()] » N 23 ° e | o 7 e (o | o it
Louisiana ()] ()] N 20 ° e | o 2 e (o | o 4

Maine™ | — | A ° 33 — o |o Rk — e | @ Lt
Maryland N N ® 40 ™ nile 7 N " ® 17
Massachusetts — N ) 37 — e |o 8 — AN ) 14
Michigan T | AN ) ° 35 ° e | o 2 e (o | o 9
Minnesota ¥ | A ) ° 42 ° o |o Rk e (o | o 13
Mississippi — [ [ 14 — e |0 1 — | e [ 1
Missouri — [ [ 25 — e | o 5 — | e [ 10
Montana ™ | A | — ° 40 ° — | e Rk e (— | o 23
Nebraska N ) ) 34 ) e |eo 8 ) ) ) 11
Nevada — | — — 26 — — |— 1 — |— |— 9
New Mexico ) T ) 26 ) e (o il ® ) ) 6
New York T | A ) ° 36 ° e | o 10 N (@ | @ 12
North Carolina N N N 41 N nile 7 " N ® 18
North Dakota ° [ [ 33 ° e |0 ok ° [ ° 17
Ohio () N | — 34 N o | — 8 NN | — 21
Oklahoma N ) — 22 N e |— 5 ) o | — 8
Oregon ™ | AN | — ° 34 ° — | e 15 e [— | o 13
Rhode Island N N ® 29 ) e |eo 6 ) ) ) 4
South Carolina — [ [ 28 — e | o 4 — | e [ 9
Tennessee — N ) 21 — e |eo 3 — ) ) 12
Texas N N ® 37 ) e |eo 6 " " ® 14
Utah — N ° 28 — e (o ok — | e ° 7

Vermont ™ | — | — | A 33 — | — e Fk — |— | e Fk
Virginia N N ® 33 ) e |eo 5 ) ) ) 14
West Virginia ()] ()] N 19 ° e | o 8 NN | e 14
Wyoming " [ [ 21 [ e |0 ok ) [ [ 10

Other Jurisdictions

American Samoa — | — | = i — | = |— i — = | = A
District of Columbia ® [ [ ok 7T e |0 3 [ [ [ 4
DDESS — | — ° 38 — | — |e 17 ) 16
DoDDS — | — ° 36 — | — |e 10 ) 18
Guam ° [ [ ok [ e | o il [ [ ° 2

See footnotes at end of figure. p»
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Figure 3.21: State Achievement Level Results by Race/Ethnicity, Grade 8 (continued)

Comparison of 2000 state percentages at or above Proficient to previous years by race/ethnicity for
grade 8 public schools: 1990-2000

Asian American Indian
1990 | 1992 | 1996 2000 1990 {1992 | 1996 2000
Nation ° ° ~ 40 ° e |0 12
Alabama ° ° ° Fkkx ° e |0 ek
Arizona® | ® ° ° 35 ° L) bl
Arkansas ° ° ° Fkkx ° e |0 ek
California ™ | ® ° ° 33 ° o | e FE
Connecticut ° [ ° 38 ° e |0 il
Georgia [ [ [ ok ® [ ) il
Hawaii N ° ° 16 ° e |0 ok x
Idaho T ) Y . *kkk ° o | — dekkok
lMinois ™ | ® — | — FEFE o | — | — FE
Indiana ™ | @ ° ° e ° L) bl
Kansas T _ _ . *kkk _ | dekkok
Kentucky [ [ [ ok ® [ ) il
Louisiana ° ° ° Fkkx ° e | o0 ok x
Maine * _ Y ° H*kkk _ ° ° dekkok
Maryland N " [ 64 [ [ ) il
Massachusetts — ° ° 49 — [ ) il
Michigan ¥ | ® ° ° ko ° P Fa—
Minnesota ' | ® ° ° ok ° o | o e
Mississippi — [ [ ok — [ ) il
Missouri — ° ° Fhkx — o | o0 il
Montana®™ | @ | — | @ e e | —| o 8
Nebraska ) ) ) il ) e | e il ® Indicates no significant
Nevada — — _ 26 _ | — 1 difference betw_een earlier
New Mexico ° ° ° " ° P 1 year and 2000 in average
NewYork' | @ | ® | o % o | oo e seores.
North Carolina ® ° ° ok ° o | o0 il A Indicates the average score
North Dakota ® ) ) Fkkk ) o | o 6 in 2000 was significantly
Ohio ° ° — *kkk ° o | — Kk higher than in the specified
Oklahoma ) ) — i Y o | — 3 year.

Oregon’ | @ | — | @ 35 e | — | o i J Indicates the average score
Rhodelsland | ® | & | @ 21 o | oo e in 2000 was significantly
South Carolina — | ® hd e — | ®| @ e lower than in the specified

Tennessee — ° ° Fhkx — o | o0 il year.
Texas ° [ ° 42 ° o | o0 il
Utah — | e ° 35 — | e | @ Fickk HOTE:
Vermont © | — — ° o N R i Dark arrows, (A\J,) indicate a
Virginia ° ° ° 19 ° o o —" signif.ic‘ant differenc.e v-thfn -
West Virginia ° ° o —— . o e p— examlnnTg only ong Jurlsdlctlon- and
when using a multiple comparison
Wyoming bt bt ® B ® B ! based on all jurisdictions that
Other Jurisdictions participated in both years.
American Samoa — | -] — 1 — | —|— e Light arrows (N ) indicate a
District of Columbia ° ° ° Fx o o o e significant change when only one
DDESS — — ) il — — | @ il jurisdiction or the nation is being
DoDDS — — [ 30 — | — | ® il examined.
Guam ° [ ° 4 ° o | o0 il

***x Sample size is insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

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

— Indicates that the jurisdiction did not participate.

~ Special analyses raised concerns about the accuracy and precision of national grade 8 Asian/Pacific Islander results in 1996. As a result, they are omitted
from the body of this report. See appendix A for a more detailed discussion.

A Percentage is between 0.0 and 0.5

NOTE: Comparative performance results may be affected by changes in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in
the NAEP samples.

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), 1990, 1992, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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At grade 4, the percentage of students at
or above Proficient in 2000 was higher than
that in 1992 for white students in 24
jurisdictions, for black students in 6 juris-
dictions, for Hispanic students in 2 jurisdic-
tions, and for Asian/Pacific Islander stu-
dents in 1 jurisdiction. None of the appar-
ent changes for American Indian students
were statistically significant in any
jurisdiction.

In Indiana and Texas, the percentages of
students performing at or above Proficient
increased for white, black, and Hispanic
students. In Alabama, Louisiana, and North
Carolina, gains were made among white
and black students. Between 1996 and
2000, the percentages of students at or
above Proficient increased for white students
in 9 jurisdictions, and for black students in
3 jurisdictions. None of the other apparent
racial/ethnic group changes was statistically
significant in any jurisdiction.

At grade 8, the percentage of students at
or above Proficient in 2000 was higher than
that in 1990 for white students in 27
jurisdictions, for black students in 3 juris-
dictions, and for Hispanic students in 5
jurisdictions. None of the apparent changes
for Asian/Pacific Islander or American
Indian students in any state were statisti-
cally significant. North Carolina was the
only state in which the percentages of
white, black, and Hispanic students at or
above Proficient increased during this time
period. In Oklahoma, both white and black
students made gains, and in [llinois, New

MATHEMATICS REPORT CARD

York, Ohio, and Texas both white and
Hispanic students made gains. Between
1996 and 2000, the only increase in per-
centages of students at or above Proficient
across the racial/ethnic groups and jurisdic-

tions were among white students in
North Carolina.

The percentages of students at or above
Basic by state across assessment years are
presented in appendix B (tables B.37 and
B.40). Cumulative percentages in each
achievement level in 2000 by race/ethnicity

for each jurisdiction are also given in appen-
dix B (tables B.38 and B.41).

Trends in Scale Score
Differences Between Selected
Subgroups by State

Similar to results for the nation, trends in
the score differences or “gaps” between
male and female students across the assess-
ment years were relatively small and un-
changed across the states. Also similar to the
national data, the score gaps between male
and female students are generally much
smaller than those seen between racial/
ethnic subgroups. The only change in the
magnitude of the racial/ethnic gaps studied
across jurisdictions was a narrowing of the
gap between white and Hispanic eighth-
graders in North Carolina between 1990
and 2000. None of the other changes in
racial/ethnic score gaps across years were
statistically significant. The gender and
racial/ethnic score gap results for jurisdic-
tions are provided in appendix B.



Free/Reduced-Price Lunch
Eligibility and NAEP Scores

by State

NAEP collects data on students’ eligibility
for the federal Free/Reduced-Price lunch
program as an indicator of economic status
in both the national and state-by-state
samples. Figures 3.22 and 3.23 present the
results by state for grades 4 and 8, respec-
tively. As noted previously, data collection
of student eligibility for this program began
in 1996, so the trend data displayed have
only two points. At grade 4, students
eligible for the program (those meeting the
low-income guidelines) had improved
average scale scores from 1996 to 2000 in
10 jurisdictions, while students whose
families had somewhat higher incomes, and
were consequently ineligible for the pro-
gram, had improved average scale scores in
11 jurisdictions. Both eligible and non-
eligible students showed gains since 1996
in five jurisdictions (Alabama, Louisiana,

North Carolina, South Carolina, and
Virginia).

At grade 8, students eligible for the
program had higher scores from 1996 to
2000 in 5 jurisdictions, while students
ineligible had higher scores in 10 jurisdic-
tions. Both eligible and non-eligible stu-
dents made gains between 1996 and 2000
in three jurisdictions (Indiana, North
Carolina, and Virginia).

The percentages of students at or above
Proficient by Free/Reduced-Price Lunch
eligibility are presented for each participat-
ing jurisdiction in figures 3.24 and 3.25 for
grades 4 and 8, respectively. Additional data
for these subgroups of students by jurisdic-
tion are included in appendix B: The
percentages of students at or above Basic
across years are presented in tables B.49 and
B.52, and the cumulative percentages of

students in each achievement level in 2000
are presented in tables B.50 and B.53.
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Figure 3.22: State Scale Score Results by Free/Reduced-Price Lunch Eligibility, Grade 4

State average scale scores by student eligibility for free/reduced-price lunch program for grade 4
public schools: 1996-2000

Eligible Not Eligible
1996 2000 1996 2000
Nation O 210 N 236
Alabama " 206 " 230
Arizona ° 205 ° 231
Arkansas ° 206 ° 229
California ' ° 200 N 229
Connecticut N 216 ) 242
Georgia ) 204 N 233
Hawaii ° 205 ° 226
Idaho T — 217 — 234
lllinois T — 209 — 235
Indiana * " 222 N 240
lowa ° 224 ° 236
Kansas ' — 217 — 241
Kentucky ° 210 ° 231
Louisiana N 210 N 233
Maine ° 222 ° 234
Maryland [ 204 [ 233
Massachusetts ) 213 N 243
Michigan T ° 211 " 240
Minnesota ° 220 ° 240
Mississippi [ 202 [ 226
Missouri ° 213 N 237
Montana ° 217 ° 236
Nebraska ° 210 ° 235
Nevada ) 208 ® 228 ® Indicates no significant
New Mexico P 205 P 227 difference between earlier
New York A 214 ° 239 year and 2000 in average
North Carolina N 220 N 241 scores.
North Dakota ) 221 ) 235 A Indicates the average score
Ohio T — 217 — 239 in 2000 was significantly
Oklahoma _ 217 _ 234 higher than in the specified
Oregon * ° 213 ° 234 year.
Rhode Island hd 206 T 236 J Indicates the average score
South Carolina 0 208 0 235 in 2000 was significantly
Tennessee b 204 b 231 lower than in the specified
Texas " 222 ° 242 year.
Utah ° 215 ° 233
Vermont 1 o 216 A 237 NOTE:
Virginia A 211 A 237 D.ark‘z?rrows,.('r¢) indicate a
West Virginia S 217 S 232 significant difference when
- examining only one jurisdiction and
Wyoming T 220 0 234 when using a multiple comparison
Other Jurisdictions based on all jurisdictions that
American Samoa — 157 — rer participated in both years.
District of Columbia N 188 ) 219 Light arrows (1 V) indicate a
DDESS ° 224 ° 231 significant change when only one
DoDDS o 222 N 229 jurisdiction or the nation is being
Guam ° 176 [ 194 examined.
Virgin Islands — 183 — ik

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

— Indicates that the jurisdiction did not participate.

***x Sample size is insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

NOTE: Comparative performance results may be affected by changes in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in
the NAEP samples.

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) 1996 and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Figure 3.23: State Scale Score Results by Free/Reduced-Price Lunch Eligibility, Grade 8

State average scale scores by student eligibility for free/reduced-price lunch program for grade 8
public schools: 1996-2000

Eligible Not Eligible
1996 2000 1996 2000
Nation ° 255 N 285
Alabama ° 243 ° 215
Arizona ° 252 ° 280
Arkansas ° 249 ° 269
California ' ° 242 ° 273
Connecticut ) 251 N 292
Georgia N 248 ) 278
Hawaii ° 251 ° 210
Idaho — 264 — 284
lllinois T — 259 — 285
Indiana ' " 267 " 288
Kansas — 267 — 290
Kentucky N 257 " 281
Louisiana ) 246 N 276
Maine ¥ ° 213 ° 287
Maryland N 251 N 286
Massachusetts ° 261 N 289
Michigan T ° 256 ° 286
Minnesota ' ° 274 ° 291
Mississippi [ 241 [ 267
Missouri ° 256 ° 280
Montana ° 275 ° 292
Nebraska v 262 ® 288 ® Indicates no significant
Nevada — 248 — 275 difference between earlier
New Mexico ° 250 ° 272 year and 2000 in average
New York | ° 261 ° 286 Scores.
North Carolina () 261 ) 289 A Indicates the average score
North Dakota [ 271 [ 2817 in 2000 was significantly
Ohio — 262 — 289 higher than in the specified
Oklahoma — 259 — 280 year.
Oregon * ° 263 ° 287 )
J Indicates the average score
Rhode Island ° 252 0 283 in 2000 was significantly
South Carolina T 252 T 278 lower than in the specified
Tennessee ° 244 ° 214 year.
Texas " 261 ° 285
Utah ° 262 ° 281 NOTE:
Vermont ° 266 Py 288 Dark arrows, (M) indicate a
Virginia Py 258 Py 282 significant difference when
West Virginia Py 259 Y 278 ex:minirTg only Or:f j:JrisdictiorT and
. when using a multiple comparison
Wyoming ° 269 ° 281 based on agll jurisdistions tr?at
Other Jurisdictions participated in both years.
American Samoa — 195 — o Light arrows (N ) indicate a
District of Columbia ° 2217 " 261 significant change when only one
DDESS d 268 d 281 jurisdiction or the nation is being
DoDDS ° 271 ° 280 examined.
Guam ° 216 ° 238

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

— Indicates that the jurisdiction did not participate.

***x Sample size is insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

NOTE: Comparative performance results may be affected by changes in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in
the NAEP samples.

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) 1996 and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Figure 3.24: State Achievement Level Results by Free/Reduced-Price Lunch Eligibility, Grade 4

State percentages at or above Proficient by student eligibility for free/reduced-price lunch program
for grade 4 public schools: 19962000

Eligible Not Eligible
1996 2000 1996 2000
Nation ° 9 N 33
Alabama ° 5 ° 24
Arizona ° 7 ° 26
Arkansas ° 5 ° 21
California ' ° 5 ° 25
Connecticut ° 11 ° 40
Georgia ) 5 N 29
Hawaii ° 6 ° 22
Idaho T — 13 — 28
lllinois T — 1 — 30
Indiana * N 14 N 37
lowa ° 17 ° 32
Kansas ' — 13 — 40
Kentucky [ 7 [ 26
Louisiana N 7 N 27
Maine ° 14 ° 29
Maryland [ 7 [ 31
Massachusetts ) 9 N 42
Michigan * ° 11 N 38
Minnesota ° 15 ° 40
Mississippi [ 4 [ 18
Missouri ° ° 31
Montana ° 10 ° 32
Nebraska ° 11 ° 31
Nevada [ 6 [ 22 ® |Indicates no significant
New Mexico ° 5 ° 22 difference between earlier
New York T ° 8 ° 36 year and 2000 in average
North Carolina N 12 ) 39 soores:
North Dakota ° 16 ° 29 A Indicates the average score
Ohio T — 11 — 35 in 2000 was significantly
Oklahoma _ 8 _ 25 higher than in the specified
Oregon T ° 11 ° 30 year.
Rhode Island hd ! T 3 WV Indicates the average score
South Carolina T ! 0 31 in 2000 was significantly
Tennessee b 6 b 2 lower than in the specified
Texas [ 13 [ 40 year.
Utah ° 13 ° 29
Vermont ' ° 15 ° 34 NOTE: o
Virginia ° 9 ° i D.ark‘z?rrows,.('r¢) indicate a
West Virginia ° 1 ° 25 5|gn|f.|c‘ant dn‘ferenc.e v-thfn -
- examining only one jurisdiction and
Wyoming hd 1 ) 30 when using a multiple comparison
Other Jurisdictions based on all jurisdictions that
American Samoa - A - P participated in both years.
District of Columbia ) 2 ) 22 Light arrows (1 V) indicate a
DDESS L 18 L 28 significant change when only one
DoDDS ) 17 ® 24 jurisdiction or the nation is being
Guam ° 1 [ 4 examined.
Virgin Islands — 1 — il

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

— Indicates that the jurisdiction did not participate.

**%x Sample size is insufficient to provide a reliable estimate.

A Percentage is between 0.0 and 0.5.

NOTE: Comparative performance results may be affected by changes in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in
the NAEP samples.

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) 1996 and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Figure 3.25: State Achievement Level Results by Free/Reduced-Price Lunch Eligibility, Grade 8

State percentages at or above Proficient by student eligibility for free/reduced-price lunch
program for grade 8 public schools: 1996-2000

Eligible Not Eligible
1996 2000 1996 2000
Nation ° 10 ° 35
Alabama ° 5 ° 23
Arizona * ° 9 ° 27
Arkansas ° 7 ° 18
California ¥ ° 4 ° 24
Connecticut ° 7 ° 42
Georgia [ 5 [ 21
Hawaii ° 8 ° 21
Idaho T — 17 — 32
lllinois T — 12 — 34
Indiana ° 13 N 36
Kansas — 17 — 41
Kentucky N 8 N 29
Louisiana ° 4 N 22
Maine ° 20 ° 36
Maryland [ 7 [ 37
Massachusetts ° 11 ° 38
Michigan * ° 9 ° 35
Minnesota ' ° 27 ° 42
Mississippi [ 3 [ 14
Missouri ° 9 ° 26
Montana ° 25 ° 43
Nebraska [ 15 [ 36 ® |Indicates no significant
Nevada _ 6 _ 24 difference between earlier
New Mexico ° 6 ° 21 year and 2000 in average
New York * ° 12 ° 34 SEOres:
North Carolina N 13 " 38 A Indicates the average score
North Dakota ° 21 ° 35 in 2000 was significantly
Ohio _ 10 _ 36 higher than in the specified
Oklahoma — 8 — 26 year.
Oregon ! hd 16 hd 37 J Indicates the average score
Rhode Island b ! T 31 in 2000 was significantly
South Carolina o 6 0 21 lower than in the specified
Tennessee ° 7 ° 23 year.
Texas ° 11 ° 34
Utah S 15 S 29 NOTE: o
Vermont | ° 1 N 38 Dlark‘z?rrows,l('r¢) indicate a
Virginia ° 3 ° 31 5|gn|f.|c‘ant dn‘ferenc.e v-thfn -
—— examining only one jurisdiction and
West Virginia b 8 0 25 when using a multiple comparison
Wyoming ° 15 ° 28 based on all jurisdictions that
Other Jurisdictions participated in both years.
American Samoa — 1 — e Light arrows (N ) indicate a
District of Columbia ° 2 ° 18 significant change when only one
DDESS ° 16 (] 31 jurisdiction or the nation is being
DoDDS ° 18 [ 21 examined.
Guam ° 1 ° 5

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

— Indicates that the jurisdiction did not participate.

**%x Sample size is insufficient to provide a reliable estimate.

NOTE: Comparative performance results may be affected by changes in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in
the NAEP samples.

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) 1996 and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Chapter
Focus

Becoming a More Inclusive
National Assessment

Legislation at the federal level now mandates the inclusion
of all students in large-scale academic assessments.' As a
consequence, most states have assessment programs that must
make provisions for special-needs students—those with
disabilities or limited English proficiency—that include the
allowance of testing accommodations when appropriate.
Assessing as representative a sample of the nation’s students
as possible is particularly important for NAEP’s mission to
serve as a key indicator of the academic achievement
of the nation’s students. This mission can be
satisfactorily accomplished only if the assessment
results include data gathered from all groups of
students, including those classified as having

special needs.

Although the intent of NAEP has consistently
been to include special-needs students 1n its
assessments to the fullest degree possible, the
implementation of the assessment has always resulted
in some exclusion of students who could not be
assessed meaningfully without accommodations.
Participating schools have been permitted to exclude
certain students who have been classified as having a
disability under the Individuals with Disabilities Education
Act, based upon their Individualized Education Programs
(IEP) and Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973.

I Goals 2000, Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), Improving America’s
Schools Act (IASA), Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). See also: Title
VI of the Civil Rights Act, Equal Educational Opportunities Act, Section 504 of the
Rehabilitation Act.

Chapter
Contents
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CHAPTER 4

Similarly, schools have been permitted to
exclude some students they identify as being
limited English proficient. Exclusion deci-
sions are made in accordance with explicit
criteria provided by the NAEP program.

In order to move the NAEP assessments
toward more inclusive samples, the NAEP
program began to explore the use of
accommodations with special-needs stu-
dents during the 1996 and 1998 assess-
ments. An additional impetus for this
change was an attempt to keep NAEP
consistent with state and district testing
policies that increasingly oftered accommo-
dations so that more special-needs students
could be assessed. In both 1996 and 1998,
the national NAEP sample was split so that
some of the schools sampled were permit-
ted to provide accommodations to special-
needs students and the others were not.
This sample design made it possible to
study the eftects on NAEP results of
including special-needs students in the
assessments under alternate testing condi-
tions. Technical research papers have been
published with the results of these com-
parisons.” Based on the outcomes of these
technical analyses, the 1998 results of those
NAEP assessments that used new test
frameworks (writing and civics), and hence
also began new trend lines, were reported
with the inclusion of data from accommo-
dated special-needs students.

The results presented in the 1996 math-
ematics report card included the perfor-
mance of those students with disabilities
(SD) or with limited English proficiency
(LEP) who were assessed without the
possibility of accommodations. They did

not include the performance of students
for whom accommodations were permit-
ted in order to preserve comparability with
the results from 1990 and 1992. Students in
those assessments had not had accommoda-
tions offered to them. However, in both the
1996 and 2000 mathematics assessments,
the NAEP program used the split-sample
design, so that trends in students’ math-
ematics achievement could be reported
across all the assessment years and, at the
same time, the program could continue to
examine the effects of including students
assessed with accommodations.

Two Sets of 2000 NAEP

Mathematics Results

This report card is the first to display two
different sets of NAEP mathematics results
based on the split-sample design: 1) those
that reflect the performance of regular and
special-needs students when accommoda-
tions were not permitted, and 2) those that
reflect the performance of regular and
special-needs students—both those who
were accommodated and those who could
test without accommodations—when
accommodations were permitted. It should
be noted that accommodated students
make up a small proportion of the total
weighted number of students assessed (see
table A.8, page 204 in appendix A for
details). Making accommodations available
may change the overall assessment results in
subtle and different ways. For example,
when accommodations are permitted, there
may be some occurrences of students being
accommodated who might have taken the
test under standard conditions if accommo-
dations were not permitted. This could lead

2 Olson, ].F and Goldstein, A. A. (1997). The inclusion of students with disabilities and limited English proficient students in
large-scale assessments: A summary of recent progress. (NCES Publication No. 97—482). Washington, DC: National

Center for Education Statistics.

Mazzeo, J., Carlson, J.E.,Voelkl, K.E., & Lutkus, A. D. (1999). Increasing the participation of special needs students in
NAEP: A report on 1996 research activities. (NCES Publication No. 2000—473). Washington, DC: National Center

for Education Statistics.
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to an overall increase in the average assess-
ment results, if accommodations were to
increase special-needs students’ perfor-
mance. Conversely, when accommodations
are permitted, special-needs students who
could not have been tested without ac-
commodations could be included in the
sample. Assuming that these are generally
lower-performing students, their inclusion
in the sample—even with accommoda-
tions—could result in an overall lower

average score.

Chapters 1, 2, 3, 5, and 6 of this report
are based on the first set of results (no
accommodations oftered). This chapter
presents an overview of the second set of
results—results that include students who
were provided accommodations during the
assessment administration. By including
these results, the NAEP program begins a
phased transition toward a more inclusive
reporting sample. Future assessment results
will be based solely on a student and
school sample in which accommodations
are permitted.

The two sets of results presented in this
chapter were obtained by administering the
assessment to a nationally representative
sample of students and schools. In one part
of the schools sampled, no accommoda-
tions were permitted; all students were
assessed under the same conditions that
were the basis for reporting results from the
1990, 1992, and 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessments. In another part of the schools
sampled, accommodations were permitted
for students with disabilities and limited
English proficient students who normally
receive accommodations in their district or
state assessment programs. Most accommo-
dations that schools routinely provide for

their own testing programs were permitted.
The permitted accommodations included,
but were not limited to the following:

B one-on-one testing,

B bilingual books,

B large print book,

B small-group testing,

M extended time,

B oral reading of directions, and

B use of an aide for transcribing responses.
(See appendix A, table A.10, page 209,
for greater detail on the numbers and
percentages of students accommodated by
accommodation type in the 1996 and 2000

assessments. )

Figure 4.1 provides a visual representa-
tion of how the two sets of results were
based on the two samples in 1996 and
2000. Included in both sets of results
(accommodations not permitted and
accommodations permitted) are those
students from both samples of schools who
were not identified as either SD or LEP. In
addition, the first set of results (accommo-
dations not permitted) includes SD and
LEP students from the sample of schools
where accommodations were not permit-
ted (see middle portion of figure 4.1).This
is the set of results that allows for trend
comparisons back to 1990 and are pre-
sented in the other chapters of this report.

The second set of results, accommoda-
tions permitted (see bottom portion of
figure 4.1), includes SD and LEP students
from the sample of schools where accom-
modations were permitted. This is the set
of results that form the new, more inclusive
baseline for future reporting of trend
comparisons for the NAEP mathematics
assessment.

CHAPTER 4 . MATHEMATICS REPORT CARD
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Figure 4.1 Split-Sample Design

The two sets of NAEP results based

on a split-sample design
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Split-sample design

The national sample was split. In part of the
schools, accommodations were not permitted
for students with disabilities (SD) and
students with limited English proficiency
(LEP). In the other schools, accommodations
were permitted for SD and LEP students who
routinely received them in their school
assessments.

Accommodations-not-permitted results

The accommodations-not-permitted results
include the performance of students from both
samples who were not classified as SD or LEP
and the performance of SD and LEP students
from the sample in which no accommodations
were permitted.

Accommodations-permitted results

The accommodations-permitted results also
include the performance of students from both
samples who were not classified as SD or LEP;
however, the SD and LEP students whose
performance is included in this set of

results were from the sample in which
accommodations were permitted. Since
students who required testing accommodations
could be assessed and represented in the
overall results, it was anticipated that these
results would include more special-needs
students and reflect a more inclusive sample.



In the NAEP 2000 sample where ac-
commodations were not permitted, 15
percent of the students at grade 4, 14
percent at grade 8, and 9 percent at grade
12, were identified by their schools as
having special needs (i.e., either as students
with disabilities or limited English profi-
cient students). In the other sample where
accommodations were oftered, 17 percent
of the students at grade 4, 13 percent at
grade 8, and 9 percent at grade 12 were
identified as having special needs. In the
sample where accommodations were not
permitted, 48 percent of the special-needs
students at each of the three grade levels
(between 4 and 7 percent of all students—
see appendix A, table A.6, page 201) were
excluded from NAEP testing by their
schools. In the sample where accommoda-
tions were offered, between 22 and 28
percent of the special-needs students were
excluded from the assessment (between 2
and 4 percent of the total sample). Thus,
offering accommodations would appear to
lead to greater inclusion of special-needs
students.

The focus of this chapter is a
comparison of data from the two sets of
results: 1) accommodations were not
permitted, and (2) accommodations were
permitted. Because the split-sample design
was used in both 1996 and 2000 for the
NAEP national mathematics assessment,
both sets of results are presented for both
years. The split-sample design was first used
in the NAEP state mathematics assessment
in 2000. Overall results are provided for the
nation and for participating states and other

jurisdictions. In addition, national results
are presented by gender and by race/
ethnicity. These results are discussed in
terms of statistically significant difterences
between the two sets of results in each year,
changes between assessment years, and
differences between subgroups of students
within each set of results. Throughout this
chapter, the assessment results that include
SD and LEP students for whom accommo-
dations were not permitted will be referred
to as the “accommodations-not-permitted”
results. The set of results that includes SD
and LEP students for whom accommoda-
tions were permitted will be referred to as
the “accommodations-permitted” results.

Results for the Nation
Accommodations Not Permitted and
Accommodations Permitted

Table 4.1 displays the average mathematics
scale scores for the nation in 1996 and
2000 for two sets of results: 1) accommoda-
tions not permitted, and 2) accommoda-
tions permitted. At grades 4 and 8 the
apparent differences between the two
average scores in either 1996 or 2000 were
not statistically significant. At grade 12, the
accommodations-permitted average score
in 1996 was two points lower than the
accommodations-not-permitted average
score. The small difference between the
two sets of results in 2000 was not statisti-
cally significant. Although there was a
decline in average scores at grade 12 in
both sets of results between 1996 and
2000, the 2 point decline when accommo-
dations were permitted was not statistically
significant.
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Table 4.1 Comparison of Two Sets of National Scale Score Results

National average mathematics scale scores by type of results, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1996-2000

Accommodations not permitted Accommodations permitted

Grade 4
1996 224 * 224 *
2000 228 226
Grade 8
1996 212 * 2711 *
2000 275 274
Grade 12
1996 304 * 302
2000 301 300

CHAPTER 4 .

* Significantly different from 2000.

T Significantly different from the sample where accommodations were not permitted.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1996 and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.

As noted in the introduction to this
chapter, NAEP has always sought to in-
clude special-needs students proportional
to their representation in the U.S. popula-
tion. Offering accommodations tends to
reduce exclusion rates for special-needs
students and therefore allows NAEP to
offer a fairer and more accurate picture of
the status of American education. Because
special-needs students are typically classi-
fied as eligible for special educational
services after having shown some difficulty
in the regular learning environment, some
may assume that the academic achievement
of special-needs students would be lower
than that of students without such needs.
This assumption appears to have been
justified only in the observed difference
between the two sets of grade 12 math-
ematics results in 1996, where the accom-
modations-permitted results, which in-
cluded slightly more special-needs students
because of the availability of accommoda-
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tions, were lower than the accommoda-
tions-not-permitted results. It is important
to examine the percentages of students
attaining the NAEP achievement levels,
however, to see if there were higher per-
centages at the lower achievement levels
(i.e., below Basic and Basic), when students
were assessed with accommodations.

Table 4.2 shows the percentages of
students attaining each of the achievement
levels. The percentages are similar across the
two sets of 1996 results for grades 4 and 8;
apparent differences between the accom-
modations-not-permitted and the accom-
modations-permitted results were not
significantly difterent. At grade 12, however,
the percentage of students below Basic in
1996 was higher when accommodations
were permitted than when they were not
permitted. In 2000, the percentage of
fourth-graders below Basic was higher when
accommodations were permitted than
when accommodations were not permitted.



Table 4.2 Comparison of Two Sets of National Achievement Level Results

Percentage of students within each mathematics achievement level range and at or above
achievement levels by type of results, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1996 and 2000

At Basic
Grade 4
1996: Accommodations were
not permitted 43
permitted 43
2000: Accommodations were
not permitted 43
permitted 42
Grade 8
1996: Accommodations were
not permitted 39
permitted 38
2000: Accommodations were
not permitted 38
permitted 38
Grade 12
1996: Accommodations were
not permitted 53 *
permitted 50
2000: Accommodations were
not permitted 43
permitted 43

At or above At or above

At Proficient At Advanced Basic Proficient
19* 2 64 * 21
19* 2 64 21
23 3 69 26
22 3 67 T 25
20 * 4 62 * 24 *
20 * 4 61 * 23 *
22 5 66 27
22 5 65 27
14 2 69 * 16
14 2 66 T 16
14 2 65 17
14 2 64 16

* Significantly different from 2000.

T Significantly different from the sample where accommodations were not permitted.
NOTE: Percentages within each mathematics achievement level range 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), 1996 and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.

National Results by Gender
Accommodations Not Permitted and
Accommodations Permitted

The average mathematics scale scores by
gender for both sets of results in 1996 and
2000 are provided in table B.58 (page 297)
in appendix B. In 1996, female students at
grade 12 had higher mathematics scores
when accommodations were not permitted
than when accommodations were permit-
ted. The same was true for male students at
grade 8 in 2000.

While the apparent difference in scores
between male and female students in the

fourth grade was not statistically significant
when accommodations were not permitted
in 2000, male students did score higher
than females when accommodations were
permitted. The reverse was true at grade 8,
where male students scored higher than
temales when accommodations were not
permitted, but the apparent difference in
scores was not statistically significant when
accommodations were permitted.

At grade 12, male students outperformed
female students in 2000 regardless of
whether or not accommodations were
permitted.

CHAPTER 4 . MATHEMATICS REPORT CARD

mn



CHAPTER 4 .

There was also some variation by grade
reflected in the two sets of results with
respect to differences in the performance of
female students between 1996 and 2000. At
grade 4, female students had higher math-
ematics scores in 2000 than in 1996 when
accommodations were not permitted and
lower scores in 2000 at grade 12 when
accommodations were not permitted.
However, apparent difterences in the
performance of female students at grades 4
and 12 between 1996 and 2000 were not
statistically significant when accommoda-
tions were permitted. The reverse was true
at grade 8, where female students showed
no statistically significant difterence in
performance when accommodations were
not permitted but did show an increase
from 1996 to 2000 when accommodations
were permitted. The relationship in the
performance of male students between
1996 and 2000 was similar in both sets of
results.

The percentages of male and female
students attaining the Basic, Proficient, and
Advanced levels are provided in table B.59
(page 298) in appendix B. Comparing the
two sets of results both in 1996 and 2000,
no statistically significant differences were
found in the percentages of students
attaining each of the achievement levels at
grades 4 or 8. At grade 12, however, a
higher percentage of both male and female
students were below Basic when accommo-
dations were permitted in 1996 than when
they were not.
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National Results by

Race/Ethnicity
Accommodations Not Permitted and
Accommodations Permitted

NAEP assessments across academic subjects
have typically reported large score differ-
ences according to race and ethnic group
membership. If students with disabilities or
limited English proficient students are over
represented in a particular racial or ethnic
group, that group’s assessment scores may
decrease. Table B.60 (page 299) in appendix
B provides the average mathematics scale
scores for each of the race/ethnicity cat-
egories for the two sets of results in 1996
and 2000. There were no statistically
significant differences observed between
the average scores when accommodations
were not permitted and when accommo-
dations were permitted for any of the race/
ethnicity categories in either 1996 or 2000.

As noted in chapter 3, a pattern of
performance differences by race/ethnicity
can be seen in the accommodations-not-
permitted results in 2000. Both white and
Asian/Pacific Islander students scored
higher than black, Hispanic, or American
Indian students. The same pattern can be
observed in the accommodations-permit-
ted results. The only differences noted in
the performance by ethnicity pattern
between the two sets of results was that in
the accommodations-permitted results,
American Indian students scored higher
than Hispanic students at grade 4 and
higher than black students at grade 8.This



was not the case in the accommodations-
not-permitted results. At both grades 4 and
8, black students scored higher in 2000
than in 1996 when accommodations were
permitted, while the apparent increase was
not significant when accommodations were
not permitted.

The percentages of students in each
race/ethnicity category who attained the
Basic, Proficient, and Advanced levels are
provided in table B.61 (page 300) in
appendix B. No significant difterences were
found at either grade 4 or grade 8 between
the accommodations-not-permitted results
and the accommodations-permitted results
for the percentages of students attaining
each of the achievement levels in 1996 and
2000. At grade 12, a higher percentage of
white students in 1996 were below Basic
when accommodations were permitted
than when accommodations were not
permitted.

State Results
Accommodations Not Permitted and
Accommodations Permitted

While the split-sample design was used for
both the 1996 and 2000 national assess-
ments, it was used for the first time in the
state assessment of mathematics in 2000.
The two sets of average scale scores for the
jurisdictions that participated in 2000 are
presented in tables 4.3 and 4.4 for grades 4
and 8, respectively. As with the presentation
of results for jurisdictions in previous
chapters, two types of statistical tests are
indicated in these tables—one that involves
a multiple-comparison procedure based on
all jurisdictions that participated, and one

that examines each jurisdiction in isolation.
The following discussion of differences
between the accommodations-not-permit-
ted results and the accommodations-
permitted results 1s based solely on the
multiple-comparison procedure.

Consistent with the national results,
none of the apparent differences between
the accommodations-not-permitted results
and the accommodations-permitted results
for grade 4 were statistically significant. At
grade 8, however, there were seven states
that had higher average scores when
accommodations were not permitted than
when they were permitted: Maryland,
Massachusetts, Missouri, Nevada, New
York, North Carolina, and West Virginia.

Figures 4.2 and 4.3 show comparisons of
scale scores across states when accommoda-
tions were permitted for fourth- and
eighth-grade students, respectively. Nine
states were included among the highest-
performing jurisdictions at grade 4: Con-
necticut, Minnesota, Massachusetts, Indiana,
Kansas,Vermont, Texas, lowa and Ohio.
Eight of these states were also included
among the highest-performing jurisdic-
tions when accommodations were not
permitted (Ohio had lower average scores
than Minnesota, Massachusetts, and Indiana
when accommodations were not permit-
ted—see chapter 2). At grade 8, the cluster
of highest-performing jurisdictions when
accommodations were permitted included
Minnesota, Montana, and Kansas. The same
three states were also the highest-perform-
ing jurisdictions when accommodations
were not permitted.
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Table 4.3 Comparison of Two Sets of State Scale Score Results, Grade 4

State average mathematics scale scores by type of results for grade 4 public schools: 2000

Accommodations Accommodations
not permitted permitted

Nation 226 225
Alabama 218 217
Arizona 219 219
Arkansas 217 216
California 214 213
Connecticut 234 234
Georgia 220 219
Hawaii 216 216

Idaho 227 224 *
[llinois 225 223
Indiana 234 233
lowa 233 231
Kansas 232 232
Kentucky 221 219
Louisiana 218 218
Maine * 231 230
Maryland 222 222
Massachusetts 235 233

Michigan * 231 229 *
Minnesota 235 234
Mississippi 211 211
Missouri 229 228
Montana * 230 228
Nebraska 226 225
Nevada 220 220
New Mexico 214 213
New York * 227 225

North Carolina 232 230 *
North Dakota 231 230
Ohio 231 230
Oklahoma 225 224

Oregon * 2217 224 *
Rhode Island 225 224
South Carolina 220 220
Tennessee 220 220
Texas 233 231
Utah 227 227
Vermont 232 232
Virginia 230 230
West Virginia 225 223
Wyoming 229 229

Other Jurisdictions

American Samoa 157 152
District of Columbia 193 192
DDESS 228 228
DoDDS 228 226
Guam 184 184
Virgin Islands 183 181

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

*Significantly different from the sample where accommodations were not permitted when examining only one jurisdiction.

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), 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Table 4.4 Comparison of Two Sets of State Scale Score Results, Grade 8

State average mathematics scale scores by type of results for grade 8 public schools: 2000

Accommodations Accommodations
not permitted permitted
Nation 274 273
Alabama 262 264
Arizona * 271 269
Arkansas 261 257 *
California 262 260
Connecticut 282 281
Georgia 266 265
Hawaii 263 262
Idaho 278 277
[llinois 277 275
Indiana 283 281 *
Kansas 284 283
Kentucky 272 270 *
Louisiana 259 259
Maine * 284 281 *
Maryland 276 272 %
Massachusetts 283 279 %
Michigan * 278 277
Minnesota 288 287
Mississippi 254 254
Missouri 274 271+%
Montana * 287 285
Nebraska 281 280
Nevada 268 265 *
New Mexico 260 259
New York * 276 271+%
North Carolina 280 276 %
North Dakota 283 282
Ohio 283 281 *
Oklahoma 272 270
Oregon * 281 280
Rhode Island 273 269 *
South Carolina 266 265
Tennessee 263 262
Texas 275 273
Utah 275 274 *
Vermont 283 281
Virginia 277 275
West Virginia 271 266 *
Wyoming 277 276
Other Jurisdictions
American Samoa 195 192
District of Columbia 234 235
DDESS 277 274
DoDDS 278 278
Guam 233 234

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

*Significantly different from the sample where accommodations were not permitted when examining only one jurisdiction.

1 Significantly different from the sample where accommodations were not permitted when examining only one jurisdiction and when using a multiple
comparison procedure based on all jurisdictions that participated both years.

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), 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Figure 4.2 Cross-State Scale Score Comparisons for Accommodations-Permitted Results, Grade 4

Comparisons of average mathematics scale scores for grade 4 public schools: 2000 sample where
accommodations were permitted

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 math scale score of this jurisdiction is higher than, the same as, or lower than the
jurisdiction in the column heading. For example, in the column under North Carolina: North Carolina's score was lower than Connecticut and Minnesota,

about the same as all the states from Massachusetts through Utah, and higher than the remaining states down the column.
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Jurisdiction has statistically significantly higher average scale
score than the jurisdiction listed at the top of the chart.

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.

CHAPTER 4

The between jurisdiction comparisons take into account sampling and measurement error and that each jurisdiction

is being compared with every other jurisdiction. Significance is determined by an application of a multiple-comparison
procedure (see appendix A).

T Indicates that the jurisdiction did not satisfy one or more of the guidelines for school participation rates (see appendix 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, 2000 Mathematics Assessment.
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Figure 4.3 Cross-State Scale Score Comparisons for Accommodations-Permitted Results, Grade 8

Comparisons of average mathematics scale scores for grade 8 public schools: 2000 sample where
accommodations were permitted

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 math scale score of this jurisdiction is higher than, the same as, or lower than the
jurisdiction in the column heading. For example, in the column under Indiana: Indiana's score was lower than Minnesota, about the same as all the states from
Montana through Michigan, and higher than the remaining states down the column.
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Jurisdiction has statistically significantly higher average scale  The between jurisdiction comparisons take into account sampling and measurement error and that each jurisdiction
score than the jurisdiction listed at the top of the chart. is being compared with every other jurisdiction. Significance is determined by an application of a multiple-comparison

No statistically significant difference from the jurisdiction proce.dure (see appe.nd!x A) . . . N .
I:] listed at the top of the chart. T Indicates that the jurisdiction did not satisfy one or more of the guidelines for school participation rates (see appendix A).

R - — NOTE: Differences between states and jurisdictions may be partially explained by other factors not included in this table.
Jurisdiction has statistically significantly lower average scale
score than the jurisdiction listed at the top of the chart. SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress, 2000 Mathematics Assessment.
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CHAPTER 4

Tables 4.5 and 4.6 show the percentages
of students in each jurisdiction who were
at or above the Proficient level when ac-
commodations were not permitted and
when accommodations were permitted.
Again, like the national results, the percent-
ages were similar across the two sets of
results at both grades 4 and 8.

Figures 4.4 and 4.5 indicate whether
differences in the percentages of students at
or above Proficient between pairs of partici-
pating jurisdictions were statistically signifi-
cant when accommodations were permit-
ted. The cluster of seven states with the
highest percentage at or above the Proficient

. MATHEMATICS REPORT CARD

level included Minnesota, Massachusetts,
Connecticut, Indiana, Vermont, Kansas, and
Michigan. The same seven states were also
clustered at the top when accommodations
were not permitted (see chapter 2). At
grade 8, Minnesota and Montana had the
highest percentages of students at or above
Proficient when accommodations were
permitted. Although the percentages of
students in Kansas and Connecticut were
not statistically significantly difterent from
that in Montana, they were lower than the
percentage of students in Minnesota. The
same pattern was observed in the accom-
modations-not-permitted results for grade 8.



Table 4.5 Comparisons of Two Sets of State ProficientLevel Results, Grade 4

Percentage of students at or above the Proficient level in mathematics by state and type of results for
grade 4 public schools: 2000

Accommodations Accommodations
not permitted permitted

Nation 25 23
Alabama 14 13
Arizona 17 16
Arkansas 13 14

California ' 15 13 *
Connecticut 32 31
Georgia 18 17
Hawaii 14 14
Idaho 21 20
[llinois ' 21 20
Indiana 31 30
lowa 28 26
Kansas 30 29
Kentucky 17 17
Louisiana 14 14
Maine * 25 23
Maryland 22 21
Massachusetts 33 31
Michigan * 29 28
Minnesota 34 33
Mississippi 9 9
Missouri 23 23
Montana * 25 24
Nebraska 24 24
Nevada 16 16
New Mexico 12 12
New York * 22 21

North Carolina 28 25*
North Dakota 25 25
Ohio * 26 25
Oklahoma 16 16
Oregon 23 23
Rhode Island 23 22
South Carolina 18 18
Tennessee 18 18
Texas 27 25
Utah 24 23
Vermont 29 29
Virginia 25 24
West Virginia 18 17
Wyoming 25 25

Other Jurisdictions

American Samoa A A
District of Columbia 6 5
DDESS 24 23
DoDDS 22 21
Guam 2 2
Virgin Islands 1 1

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

*Significantly different from the sample where accommodations were not permitted when examining only one jurisdiction.

A Percentage is between 0.0 and 0.5.

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), 2000 Mathematics Assessment.
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Table 4.6 Comparisons of Two Sets of State ProficientLevel Results, Grade 8

Percentage of students at or above the Proficient level in mathematics by state and type of results for
grade 8 public schools: 2000

Accommodations Accommodations
not permitted permitted

Nation 26 26
Alabama 16 16
Arizona * 21 20
Arkansas 14 13
California ' 18 17
Connecticut 34 33
Georgia 19 19
Hawaii 16 16
Idaho 27 26
[llinois 27 26
Indiana 31 29
Kansas 34 34
Kentucky 21 20
Louisiana 12 11
Maine 32 30

Maryland 29 27 *
Massachusetts 32 30
Michigan * 28 28
Minnesota 40 39
Mississippi 8 9
Missouri 22 21
Montana * 37 36
Nebraska 31 30
Nevada 20 18
New Mexico 13 12
New York 26 24

North Carolina 30 27 %
North Dakota 31 30
Ohio 31 30
Oklahoma 19 18
Oregon ¥ 32 31
Rhode Island 24 22
South Carolina 18 17
Tennessee 17 16
Texas 24 24
Utah 26 25
Vermont 32 31
Virginia 26 25
West Virginia 18 17
Wyoming 25 23

Other Jurisdictions
American Samoa 1 1
District of Columbia 6

DDESS 27 24
DoDDS 27 27
Guam 4 4

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

*Significantly different from the sample where accommodations were not permitted when examining only one jurisdiction.

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), 2000 Mathematics Assessment.
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Figure 4.4 Cross-State Proficient Level Comparisons for Accommodations-Permitted Results, Grade 4

Comparisons of percentage of students at or above Proficient in mathematics for grade 4 public schools:
2000 sample where accommodations were permitted

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 math scale score of this jurisdiction is higher than, the same as, or lower than the
jurisdiction in the column heading. For example, in the column under lowa: lowa's score was lower than Minnesota, Massachusetts and Connecticut, about the
same as all the states from Indiana through Rhode Island, and higher than the remaining states down the column.
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Jurisdiction has statistically significantly higher average scale  The between jurisdiction comparisons take into account sampling and measurement error and that each jurisdiction
score than the jurisdiction listed at the top of the chart. is being compared with every other jurisdiction. Significance is determined by an application of a multiple-comparison

_— Lo . - procedure (see appendix A).
No statistically significant difference from the jurisdiction . o ) o o .
listed at the top of the chart. T Indicates that the jurisdiction did not satisfy one or more of the guidelines for school participation rates (see appendix A).

- - S NOTE: Differences between states and jurisdictions may be partially explained by other factors not included in this table.
Jurisdiction has statistically significantly lower average scale
score than the jurisdiction listed at the top of the chart. SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress, 2000 Mathematics Assessment.
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Figure 4.5 Cross-State Proficient Level Comparisons for Accommodations-Permitted Results, Grade 8

Comparisons of percentage of students at or above Proficient in mathematics for grade 8 public schools:
2000 sample where accommodations were permitted

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 math scale score of this jurisdiction is higher than, the same as, or lower than the
jurisdiction in the column heading. For example, in the column under Kansas: Kansas's score was lower than Minnesota, about the same as all the states from
Montana through Michigan, and higher than the remaining states down the column.
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Jurisdiction has statistically significantly higher average scale
score than the jurisdiction listed at the top of the chart.

[ ]

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

T Indicates that the jurisdiction did not satisfy one or more of the guidelines for school participation rates (see appendix 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, 2000 Mathematics Assessment.
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Chapter
Focus

School Contexts for Learning

Learning takes place in diverse contexts. This chapter and
chapter 6 present information about the primary contexts
that contribute to students learning mathematics: school and
home. At school, students’ teachers, the environment in
which they learn, the availability of technology, and the
amount of time devoted to instruction all have an impact on
learning.! This chapter considers school factors, as reported
by teachers and other school staft, and examines their
relationship to students’ average scale scores on the
NAEP assessment. The information in this chapter 1s
based on responses to background questionnaires
completed by teachers of students who participated
in the NAEP mathematics assessment and by
administrative staff in the participating schools. Data
based on teachers’ responses are presented for grades
4 and 8 only. Teachers of grade 12 students were not
administered a questionnaire because of the difficulty
of linking students to teachers across the diversity of
mathematics courses at this grade level. The
information presented in this chapter and the next
may help readers interpret some of the findings
presented in earlier chapters of this report.

The contexts for learning explored in this chapter address
three areas: teacher preparation, the use of technology, and
instructional time and homework. As with all NAEP data,
the unit of analysis in this chapter is the student. Although

1 Educational Resources Information Center (Fall, 1999). K-8 science and mathematics
education. ERIC Review (6)2. (ERIC accession number ED 437931).

Chapter
Contents
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the data here are based on teachers’ re-
sponses to the questionnaires, the results are
reported in terms of the percentages of
students whose teachers responded to each
question in a particular manner. The results
for each of the factors discussed in this
chapter include the percentage of students
and their corresponding average scale
scores. Results from the 2000 assessment
are compared to 1996, 1992, and 1990
results. In some cases, however, data for all
these years were not available.

Readers are reminded that the relation-
ship between a contextual variable and
mathematics performance is not necessarily
causal. For example, data from table 5.4
show that eighth-graders whose teachers
reported more than 10 years of experience
had higher scores than did students whose
teachers reported no more than 2 years of
experience. This finding seems to imply
that teachers’ experience has a positive
impact on students’ scores. Some school
systems, however, allow experienced
teachers to choose the school where they
will teach, and some schools allow experi-
enced teachers to select which classes they
will teach. Teachers may prefer to teach in
schools and classes with high-performing
students. Thus, it may be that some students
of experienced teachers have higher scores

2

because experienced teachers choose to
teach high-performing students, not be-
cause experienced teachers are more
effective teachers. NAEP data can identify
relationships between contextual variables
and student performance, but cannot
explain why the relationships exist.

Teacher Preparation:

Area of Certification

Certification is one way that teachers can
indicate they have had course work rel-
evant to teaching. However, certification
does not ensure that teachers have knowl-
edge of the subject they teach or the skill
to use that knowledge to instruct students.
While most states have increased their
licensing standards since 1980, more than
half of the states still permit teachers to be
hired who have not met the relevant
licensing standards, a practice that has been
on the rise in recent years as a result of the
demand for teachers.?

Teachers who responded to the 2000
NAEP questionnaire were asked whether
they had state-recognized teaching certifi-
cation in various areas. Table 5.1 shows the
percentages of students whose teachers
indicated having certification in a particular
area and the average mathematics scores of
those students.

2 Darling-Hammond, L. (1999). Teacher quality and student achievement: A review of state policy evidence (p. 10). (Docu-

ment R-99-1). Washington, DC: University of Washington, Center for the Study of Teaching and Policy.
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Table 5.1
Percentage of fourth- and eighth-graders

Grade
and average score by teachers’ reports
on area of certification:1992-2000
1992 1996 yA[1]i]
Elementary or middle/junior high school education (general)
Yes 97 * 95 95
220 225 228
No 3* 5 5
217 218 217
Not offered A A A
*kkk *kkk *kkk
Elementary mathematics
Yes — 40 * 30
— 225 228
No — 37* 49
— 222 228
Not offered — 23 21
— 221 232
Middle/junior high school or secondary mathematics
Yes 15 14 11
219 221 225
No 85 84 86
221 224 229
Not offered 1* 2 3
i 234 233

CHAPTER 5§

Teacher
certification

Fourth-graders with
teachers certified
in elementary or
middle education
scored higher

than students
whose teachers
did not have this
certification.

See footnotes at end of table. p
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Table 5.1 (continued)

Percentage of fourth- and eighth-graders Grade
and average score by teachers’ reports
on area of certification:1992-2000

1992 1996 2000

Elementary or middle/junior high school education (general)

Yes 62 63 60
268 271 275
No 36 36 40
272 276 280
Not offered 2 1 A
280 *kk*k *kk*k

Elementary mathematics

Yes — 26 24
— 274 277
No — 65 67
— 275 279
Not offered — 8 9
— 278 277

Middle/junior high school or secondary math

Yes 83 85 * 78
270 276 281

No 17 14 * 19
266 267 267

Not offered A* 1 3
*kk*k *kk*k 285

The percentage of students is listed first with the corresponding average scale score presented below.
* Significantly different from 2000.

— Comparable data were not available.

***x Sample size is insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

A Percentage is between 0.0 and 0.5.

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1992, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Teacher
certification

Eighth-graders with
teachers certified

in middle/junior high
school or secondary
math scored higher
than students
whose teachers

did not have this
certification.




In 2000, the relationship between teach-
ers’ reports on areas of certification and
their students’ average mathematics scores
was mixed, and varied across the two
grades. At grade 4, the students of teachers
who reported having certification in
elementary or middle/junior high school
education scored higher, on average, than
did the students of teachers who did not
have this certification. Conversely, eighth-
graders taught by teachers certified in
elementary or middle/junior high school
education actually scored lower, on average,
than did eighth-graders taught by teachers
without this certification.

At the eighth-grade, teachers’ certifica-
tion in middle/junior high school or
secondary mathematics had a positive
relationship with performance—students
with teachers certified in this area had
higher average scores than students with
teachers without this certification. These
results suggest that, at least at grade 8,
teacher certification in a field and at a level
consistent with the subject and grade-level
taught does have a positive relationship
with students’ mathematics performance.

Few significant changes since 1992 or
1996 are evident in the percentages of
students taught by teachers with different
areas of certification. Almost all fourth-
grade students who participated in the
1992, 1996, and 2000 mathematics assess-
ments had teachers who reported being
certified in elementary or middle/junior
high school education. There was, however,
a small decrease in the percentage of
students taught by teachers with this
certification—from 97 percent in 1992 to
95 percent in 2000. In addition, the per-
centage of fourth-graders with teachers

certified specifically in elementary math-
ematics decreased from 40 percent in 1996
to 30 percent in 2000. The small percentage
of fourth-graders with teachers certified in
middle/junior high school or secondary
mathematics did not change significantly
between 1992 and 2000.

In 2000, about three-quarters of the
students at grade 8 were taught by teachers
who were certified in middle/junior high
school or secondary mathematics, which
was lower than the percentage reported in
1996. None of the other apparent changes
across years in eighth-grade teachers’
reports of certification area were statistically
significant.

Teacher Preparation:
Undergraduate Major
Fields of Study

In order for students to meet higher stan-
dards in mathematics, it is important that
their teachers have adequate knowledge of
mathematical content and adequate skill to
put that knowledge into practice in the
classroom.? With this in mind, it is of
interest to examine teachers’ reports of
their undergraduate major fields of study
and their relationship to students’ math-
ematics performance. Teachers who re-
sponded to the NAEP 2000 questionnaires
were asked to identify their undergraduate
major fields of study. Table 5.2 provides a
summary of results for the various math-
ematics-related fields. The “yes” column
provides results for students of teachers
who marked a field as their major. The “no”
column provides results for students of
teachers who did not mark that field. It
should be noted that teachers sometimes
reported multiple fields of study.

3 Kilpatrick, J., Swafford, J., Findell, B., (Eds.). (Forthcoming). Adding it up: Helping children learn mathematics.

Washington, DC: National Academy Press.
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Tahle 5.2
Teachers’

Percentage of fourth- and eighth-graders Grade undergraduate
and average score by teachers’ reports of major
undergraduate major: 1996-2000 (more than one

response could be
given)

Education

227 222 228 227
Elementary education 79 21 75 25
226 218 228 226
Secondary education 4 96 3 97
228 224 234 227
Mathematics 7 93 4 96
218 225 227 228

Mathematics education

Education 31 69 30
273 274 271 Elvhthieraders hat
Elementary education 25 75 31 Ighth-graders na
271 274 275 / lower average
Secondary education 33 67 29 scores when their
276 272 278 teachers did not
Mathematics 44 56 43 major in math or
218 269 282 math education.
Mathematics education 22 78 26
273 273 281

The percentage of students is listed first with the corresponding average scale score presented below.
NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding. Teachers may have reported more than one major.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1996 and 2000
Mathematics Assessments.
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At the fourth-grade, students’ average
scores in 2000 had no significant relation-
ship to whether or not their teacher re-
ported majoring in any of the fields of
study listed in the table. At the eighth-
grade, however, two fields of study did
show a relationship to student perfor-
mance. In 2000, the students of teachers
who majored in mathematics or math-
ematics education scored higher, on aver-
age, than did students whose teachers did
not major in these fields. These results are
consistent with those in the previous
section, providing further evidence that, at
grade 8, training within the field being
taught does have a positive relationship to
student performance.

Between 1996 and 2000, no significant
change in teachers’ reports of undergraduate
majors is evident at either grade 4 or 8. At
the fourth-grade, about three-quarters of
the students in 2000 were taught by teach-
ers who reported majoring in elementary
education, while only 4 percent were
taught by teachers who majored in either
mathematics or mathematics education.

While fourth-graders were most com-
monly taught by teachers with education
or elementary education majors, eighth-
graders were taught by teachers who
reported a wider distribution of majors.
Although 43 percent of the eighth-graders
in 2000 were taught by teachers who
reported mathematics as a major, a substan-
tial percentage of students were taught by
teachers who reported other majors. This
finding is consistent with a recent TIMMS
international reportin which it was noted
that 41 percent of the U.S. eighth-graders
were taught by teachers who have math-

ematics degrees compared to 71 percent of
those who responded to an international
survey.* These results are also consistent
with those reported in a Council of Chief
State School Officers report of classroom
practices and subject content.” The
Council’s report noted that approximately
5 percent of elementary school teachers
were mathematics or mathematics educa-
tion majors, whereas almost one-half of
middle school teachers had one of these

majors.

Teacher Preparation: Preparation
to Teach Mathematics Topics

To best serve the students they teach,
teachers need preparation in the content
areas of mathematics that are part of their
students’ curriculum. Therefore, it is inter-
esting to examine the percentages and
average scale scores of students whose
teachers reported having different degrees
of preparedness in content areas of math-
ematics. As noted in chapter 1, the ques-
tions used in the NAEP mathematics
assessment were classified as belonging to
one of five content strands: number sense,
properties, and operations; measurement;
geometry and spatial sense; data analysis,
statistics, and probability; and algebra and
tunctions. Teachers of students who partici-
pated in the assessment were asked how
well prepared they were to teach each of
these content strands. Table 5.3 presents the
2000 results for grades 4 and 8 based on
teachers’ responses to these questions. At
both grades, the majority of students in
2000 were taught by teachers who consid-
ered themselves to be very well prepared or
moderately well prepared to teach each of
the content strands.

4 Gonzales et al. (2000). Pursuing excellence: Comparisons of eighth-grade mathematics and science achievement from a U. S.
perspective, 1995 and 1999 (p. 44). Washington, DC: National Center for Education Statistics. Available online:

www.nces.ed.gov/timss/timss-r

5 Council of Chief State School Officers (May, 2000). Using data on enacted curriculum in mathematics & science (p. 27).

Washington, DC: Author.
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Table 5.3 Teachers’

Percentage of fourth- and eighth-graders preparedness
and average score by teachers’ reports Grade
on how well prepared they were to teach

certain topics: 2000

Very Moderately Not Very
Well Well Well Not
Prepared Prepared Prepared Prepared

Number sense

228 225 ok
Measurement 62 36 2 0
229 226 226 ok
Geometry 51 43 6 A
228 227 225 ok
Data analysis 34 46 17 3
229 227 226 228

Algebra

Very Moderately Not Very
Well Well Well Not
Prepared Prepared Prepared Prepared

Number sense 4 15 A A Eighth-graders

25 267 269 i whose teachers
Measurement 273 A]I 253 262 **Q reported being very
Geometry i 32 1 N well prepared

280 / 274 258 Kekkk generally scored
Data analysis 61 / 33 6 1 highest.

280) 272 272 247
Algebra 4 14 2 A

279 267 250 Kk

The percentage of students is listed first with the corresponding average scale score presented below.

***x Sample size is insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

A Percentage is between 0.0 and 0.5.

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2000 Mathematics
Assessment.
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Similar to the results presented in the
previous two sections, the relationship
between this aspect of teacher preparation
and students’ scores was different at each
grade. At grade 4, average mathematics
scores did not vary significantly according
to teachers’ reports on how prepared they
telt to teach each of the content strands.
However, a positive relationship between
teacher preparedness and students’ average
scores 1s quite evident at grade 8. For each
content strand, students whose teachers
reported being very well prepared to teach
that content area scored higher, on average,
than did students whose teachers reported
being moderately well prepared.

Teacher Preparation: Total Years
of Teaching Experience

Students who participated in the 2000
mathematics assessment were taught by
teachers with various years of teaching
experience, ranging from 2 years or less to
25 years or more. This section examines
how long teachers of assessed students have
been teaching, and the relationship be-
tween this aspect of teacher preparation
and mathematics achievement. Teachers
were asked how many years in total (in-
cluding part-time teaching) they had
taught at either the elementary or second-
ary level. Table 5.4 presents the 1996 and
2000 results for fourth- and eighth-grade
students.

CHAPTER 5§ . MATHEMATICS REPORT CARD
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Table 5.4

Percentage of fourth- and eighth-graders
and average score by teachers’ reports
on the number of years of experience
teaching mathematics: 1996-2000

Two years or less

Three to five years

Six to ten years

Eleven to twenty-four years

Twenty-five years or more

Two years or less

Three to five years

Six to ten years

Eleven to twenty-four years

Twenty-five years or more

Teaching
experience
Grade
1996 2000
11 15
221 224
15 17
218 228
26 * 18
227 226
33 32
224 228
15 18
229 231
Grade
1996 2000
13 18 Eighth-graders
267 vyl Whose teachers had
13 TRl more than 10 years
271 Y| of experience
20 19 scored higher than
212 Y4Bl students whose
37 74/l teachers had 2
276 278 years or less
17 15 experience.
217 282

The percentage of students is listed first with the corresponding average scale score presented below.

* Significantly different from 2000.
NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1996 and 2000

Mathematics Assessments.
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Similar to the previous factors related to
teacher preparation presented in this
chapter, years of teaching experience had a
somewhat positive relationship with stu-
dent performance at grade 8, but no
significant relationship at grade 4. In 2000,
students’ performance at grade 4 did not
vary significantly in relation to the number
of years of experience reported by their
teachers. At grade 8, however, the scores of
students whose teachers reported having
more than 10 years of teaching experience
were higher, on average, than the scores of
students whose teachers reported having
only 2 years or less of teaching experience.

About one-half of fourth- and eighth-
graders in 2000 were taught by teachers
with more than 10 years of experience.
Teachers with only 2 years or less of
experience were teaching 15 percent of
fourth-graders and 18 percent of eighth-
graders in 2000. These percentages did not
change significantly between 1996 and 2000.

Teacher Preparation:

Teachers’ Familiarity with

the NCTM Standards

The National Council of Teachers of
Mathematics (NCTM) is a leading profes-
sional association concerned with provid-
ing leadership at the elementary and
secondary levels to improve the learning
and teaching of mathematics. The Council
published Curriculum and Evaluation Stan-
dards for School Mathematics in 1989 and
issued revised Principles and Standards for
School Mathematics in 2000. %" The earlier
Standards document influenced the NAEP
framework developed for the 1990 and
1992 assessments as well as the minor
refinements made for the 1996 and 2000
assessments. Thus, it is of interest to find
out the degree to which teachers at the
fourth- and eighth-grade levels are familiar
with the NCTM Standards. Teachers were
asked how knowledgeable they were about
the Standards, with response choices rang-
ing from “Very knowledgeable” to “I have
little or no knowledge.” Table 5.5 presents
the percentages of students and their
average scores based on teachers’ responses
to this question.

6 National Council of Teachers of Mathematics (1989). Curriculum and evaluation standards for school mathematics.

Reston,VA: Author.

7 National Council of Teachers of Mathematics (2000). Principles and standards for school mathematics. Reston,VA:

Author.
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Table 5.5 Teacher familiarity

Percentage of fourth- and eighth-graders with
NCTM standards

and average score by teachers’ reports
on their level of knowledge about the Grade
NCTM standards: 1996-2000

1996 2000

Very knowledgeable 5 6
236 234

Knowledgeable 17 16
223 227

Somewhat knowledgeable 32* 1
224 227

Little or no knowledge 46 * 36
223 227

Grade

1996 yA[1]i]

Very knowledgeable 16 22
282 282

Knowledgeable 32* 40
276 271

Somewhat knowledgeable 33* 25
270 278

Litt knowled 19 Eighth-graders
S 267 66%/ with teachers who
had little or no

The percentage of students is listed first with the corresponding average scale score presented below. knowledge of the
* Significantly different from 2000. NCTM standards
NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1996 and 2000
Mathematics Assessments.

scored lowest.
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Here again, the relationship between this
aspect of teacher preparation and student
scores varied across the two grades. In 2000,
eighth-graders whose teachers reported
being very knowledgeable about the
standards had higher average scores than
those whose teachers reported being
knowledgeable or having little knowledge
about the standards. Students with teachers
who reported having little or no knowl-
edge of the standards scored the lowest.
Among fourth-graders, however, there was
no significant variation in average scores by
teachers’ familiarity with the Standards.

At both grades 4 and 8, there was evi-
dence of a moderate increase in teachers’
familiarity with the Standards between
1996 and 2000. The percentage of fourth-
graders who were taught by teachers that
were somewhat knowledgeable about the
NCTM Standards increased from 32 to 41
percent, while the percentage of students
taught by teachers with little or no knowl-
edge of the Standards decreased by a similar
amount. Nevertheless, despite the 11 years
of exposure since the appearance of the
Standards, only 6 percent of the fourth-
graders in 2000 were taught by teachers
who reported that they were very knowl-
edgeable about the standards, while only
another 16 percent of the students were
taught by teachers who reported they were
knowledgeable.

At grade 8, the percentage of students with
teachers knowledgeable about the Standards
increased, while the percentage taught by
teachers who reported less familiarity
decreased between 1996 and 2000.
Eighth-graders appeared more likely to be
taught by teachers with greater familiarity
of the Standards than were fourth-graders.
In 2000, 62 percent of eighth-grade stu-
dents were taught by teachers who re-
ported that they were at least knowledge-
able about the Standards.

Use of Technology:

Calculators in the Classroom

The proper role of calculators in the K-12
curriculum has been and continues to be
debated. Calculator use policies vary across
schools and, even within the same school,
teachers have difterent opinions about how
calculators should be integrated with
instruction. For the past several NAEP
mathematics assessments, fourth- and
eighth-grade teachers of participating
students have been asked questions about
calculator use in their classes. The questions
asked include how often students use
calculators, whether instruction in the

use of calculators 1s provided, whether
calculator usage is restricted, and whether
calculators can be used on tests. Table 5.6
presents the data for each of these ques-
tions. Additional information about calcu-
lator usage based on students’ responses to
related but different questions can be
found in chapter 6.
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Table 5.6

Percentage of fourth- and eighth-graders Grade
and average score by teachers’ reports
on calculator usage: 1990-2000

Calculator usage

1990 1992 1996 2000

How often do students use a calculator?

Every day _ 1* 5 5 No significant

— 209 298 230 relationship
Weekly — 15 28 21 between teachers’

— 225 229 230 reports of calculator
Monthly — 3?2 42 37 use and student

— 222 224 230 performance at
Never/Hardly ever — 51* 26 * 37 grade 4.

— 217 219 225

Do you provide instruction in the use of calculators?

Yes — 62 * 81 75
— 221 225 229
No — 38* 19* 25
— 216 219 227

Do you permit unrestricted use of calculators?

Yes — 5% 13 12
— 220 225 229
No — 95* 87 88
— 219 224 228

Do you permit calculator use on tests?

Yes 2% 5% 10 11
FHE 228 223 228

No 98 * 95* 90 89
215 219 224 228

See footnotes at end of table. p>

142 CHAPTER 5§ . MATHEMATICS REPORT CARD



Table 5.6 (continued)

Percentage of fourth- and eighth-graders Grade
and average score by teachers’ reports
on calculator usage: 1990-2000

Calculator usage

1990 1992 1996 2000

How often do students use a calculator? Eighth-graders
Every day _ 34 * 55 whose teachers
— 280 281 O reported daily
Weekly — 22 21 calculator use
— 269 271 275 scored highest.
Monthly — 21* 14
— 259 263 267
Never/Hardly ever — 24 * 9
— 265 256 268

Do you provide instruction in the use of calculators?

Yes — — 83

— — 274 277
No — — 17

— — 273 274

Do you permit unrestricted use of calculators?

- B 30 a7 Unrestricted

N — 2% Zg(s) " 2\8/1 calculator use

0 T - -
— 264 268 jyg 2nd permitting

calculator use
on tests were both

Do you permit calculator use on tests? ! :
associated with

Yes 32* 48 * 67 high
R H
272 276 280 21 't
No 68 * 5% 33
259 23 262 269

The percentage of students is listed first with the corresponding average scale score presented below.
* Significantly different from 2000.

***x Sample size is insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

— Comparable data were not available.

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1990, 1992, 1996,
and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Student performance at grade 4 showed
no significant relationship to teachers’
reports of calculator use—regardless of its
frequency, instruction provided, or the
degree of restriction placed on its use. At
grade 8, however, a mostly positive rela-
tionship was evident between students’
average scores and teachers’ reports on
calculator use. Eighth-graders whose
teachers reported that calculators were used
almost every day scored highest. Weekly use
was also associated with higher average
scores than less frequent use. In addition,
teachers who permitted unrestricted use of
calculators and those who permitted
calculator use on tests had eighth-graders
with higher average scores than did teach-
ers who did not indicate such use of
calculators in their classrooms.

The most notable change in the fre-
quency of calculator use at grade 4 is
evident in the drop in the percentage of
students with teachers who reported that
calculators were never or hardly ever used
in class—from 51 percent in 1992, to 26
percent in 1996, and then rising to 37
percent in 2000. Despite the increase
between 1996 and 2000, the percentage in
2000 remained lower than that in 1992.

. MATHEMATICS REPORT CARD

This was accompanied by a small increase
in the percentage of fourth-graders using
calculators everyday—from 1 percent in
1992 to 5 percent in 1996 and 2000.

A similar pattern was observed in the
percentage of fourth-graders with teachers
who reported providing instruction in
calculator use, which increased from 62
percent in 1992 to 81 percent in 1996, and
then decreased to 75 percent in 2000.
Despite the decrease between 1996 and
2000, the percentage in 2000 remained
higher than that in 1992. Even though
three-quarters of fourth-grade students in
2000 had teachers who reported providing
some instruction on how to use calculators,
the vast majority of fourth-graders were
not permitted unrestricted use of calcula-
tors, or permitted to use a calculator for
testing. There is some evidence, however,
that such uses of calculators in fourth-
grade classrooms is increasing. The percent-
age of students whose teachers permitted
unrestricted calculator use increased from
5 percent in 1992 to 12 percent in 2000,
and the percentage of students whose
teachers permitted calculator use on tests
increased from 2 percent in 1990 to 11
percent in 2000.



In contrast to the reports of fourth-grade
teachers, the teachers of eighth-grade
students reported more frequent use of
calculators. In 2000, almost half of the
students at grade 8 were taught by teachers
who indicated that calculators were used
on a daily basis. This represents an increase
since 1992 when 34 percent of the eighth-
graders used calculators every day. Teacher-
reported information on instruction in the
use of calculators was only available for
1996 and 2000, and showed no significant
change in the fact that a large majority of
eighth-grade students did receive some
kind of instruction in both years.

The extent to which eighth-grade
students’ use of calculators has been re-
stricted seems to have fluctuated across the
years, with less restricted use in 1996 than
in 1992, and more restricted use in 2000
compared to 1996. One-third of the
eighth-graders in 2000 had teachers who
permitted unrestricted calculator use. The
percentage of students at grade 8 whose

teachers allowed them to use calculators on
tests has doubled since 1990—from 32 to
65 percent.

Use of Technology:

Availability of Computers

Over the past decade, computers have
played an increasingly important role in the
nation’s classrooms. Furthermore, research
into the use of computer technology has
shown that it can have a positive impact on
student achievement when implemented
properly. ® As part of the NAEP mathemat-
ics assessment, school administrators were
asked about the availability of computers in
the school for students at grades 4, 8, and
12. Specifically they were asked to report
whether or not computers were available
to students in each of the following ways:
in the classroom at all times, grouped in a
separate computer laboratory available to
classes, or available to bring to classrooms
when needed. The results presented in table
5.7 highlight the increasing availability of

computers in classrooms.

8 Wenglinsky, H. (1998). Does it compute? The relationship between education technology and student achievement in

mathematics. Princeton, NJ: Educational Testing Service.
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Table 3.7

Percentage of students and their average

scores by school reports on the availability Grade
of computers at grades 4, 8, and 12:

1996-2000

Available at all times 61 * 39 * 17 AR
in classrooms 226 221 228 225 e percentage
Grouped in computer lab 18 22 83 17 ! 1€
but available 224 223 229 226 ompute
Available to bring to classrooms 42 * 58 * 27 73 at a ;
226 222 227 230 2SSI00
Grade e I" Wy @
% SR
N0 ]
996 and 2000
000
| v |
Available at all times 30~ 70 * @/ 43
in classrooms 275 272 274 278
Grouped in computer lab 87 13 92 8
but available 273 271 271 275
Available to bring to classrooms 49 * 51 * 37 63
274 272 276 276
Grade

Available at all times 18 * 82 * 57

in classrooms 304 304 301 302
Grouped in computer lab 97 3 95 5
but available 304 298 302 287
Available to bring to classrooms 47 * b3 * 36 64
306 302 304 300

The percentage of students is listed first with the corresponding average scale score presented below.

* Significantly different from 2000.

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1996 and 2000
Mathematics Assessments.
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Few significant relationships between
computer availability and students’ math-
ematics performance in 2000 are evident at
any grade. Among eighth-graders, those
students from schools that indicated com-
puters were available at all times in class-
rooms scored lower, on average, than
students from schools that did not indicate
this level of computer availability. Among
twelfth-graders, those students from schools
that indicated computers were available in
a computer laboratory had higher average
scores than students from schools who did
not indicate that computers were available
in this manner. It should be noted, however,
that only 5 percent of twelfth-graders in
2000 attended schools that did not have
computers available for use in a laboratory
setting.

In 2000, 83 percent of fourth-graders, 52
percent of eighth-graders, and 43 percent
of twelfth-graders had access to computers
in the classroom at all times. At each grade,

these percentages represented an increase of
at least 20 percentage points from 1996. As
computers have become more available in
the classrooms since 1996, there has been a
concomitant decrease in the percentage of
students in schools where computers are
available to bring into the classroom. The
availability of computers in labs has not
changed significantly since 1996.

Use of Technology: Uses of
Computers in Grades 4 and 8

The data presented in the previous section
suggests that computers are widely available
in individual classrooms, computer labs, or
both places. But what instructional use is
being made of these computers? Teachers
of fourth- and eighth-grade students who
participated in the mathematics assessment
were asked, if they did use computers, what
the primary uses of the computers were for
mathematics instruction. The results for this
question are presented in table 5.8.
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Table 5.8

Percentage of fourth- and eighth-graders
and average score by teachers’ reports
on their primary use of computers for

Instructional use
of computers

mathematics instruction: Grade
1996-2000
1996 yA[1]i]
Drill 27 24
223 229
Demonstrate new math topics 2
222 234
Play math learning games 1 42
226 228
Simulations and applications 6
225 230
Not used 25 26
222 221
Grade
1996 yA[1]i]
Drill 16 15 Using comp_uters for
270 271 demonstrating new
Demonstrate new math topics 4 | topics and for
280 281 simulations and
Play math learning games 13 14 applications was
267 AW associated with
Simulations and applications 12 Y8 higher scores than
281 281 other uses.
Not used 54 52
272 278

The percentage of students is listed first with the corresponding average scale score presented below.

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1996 and 2000
Mathematics Assessments.
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At grade 4, students’ average mathemat-
ics scores in 2000 did not vary significantly
across the different types of instructional
uses of computers reported by teachers. At
grade 8, however, there were some differ-
ences. Eighth-graders whose teachers
reported using computers primarily for
demonstrating new math topics or for
simulations and applications had higher
mathematics scores, on average, than
students whose teachers reported using
computers primarily for drill or for playing
math learning games. In addition, the use of
computers for drill and for games was
associated with lower average scores than
not using computers at all for instruction.

There were no significant changes
between 1996 and 2000 in the patterns of

computer use for mathematics instruction

Table 5.9

Percentage of eighth-graders and
average scores by school reports on
whether or not an algebra course was

at either grade 4 or grade 8.1In 2000, 26
percent of fourth-grade students and 52
percent of eighth-grade students had
teachers who reported never using com-
puters for instruction.

Instructional Time and
Homework: Availability of
Eighth-Grade Algebra

Algebra has been identified as a key course
in the mathematics sequence.” Once
offered primarily to ninth-graders, algebra
is now commonly offered to eighth-grade
students. Administrators in schools partici-
pating in the mathematics assessment were
asked whether or not the school ofters an
eighth-grade algebra course for high school
course placement or credit. Table 5.9
presents the results for this question.

Eighth-grade
algebra

offered to eighth-grade students for Grade
high school credit: 1996-2000
1996 2000
Yes 80 82
275 271
No 20 18
267 272

The percentage of students is listed first with the corresponding average scale score presented below.

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1996 and 2000

Mathematics Assessments.

9 Choike, J. R. (2000). Teaching strategies for “algebra for all.” Mathematics Teacher (93) 7, 556-560.
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Although there was no significant
relationship to mathematics performance, a
large majority of eighth-grade students (82
percent) in 2000 were in schools that
offered algebra to them for course place-
ment or credit. This percentage has not
changed significantly since 1996. Additional
information about algebra, including which
years students tend to be taking first- and
second-year algebra, can be found in
chapter 6.

Table 5.10

Percentage of fourth- and eighth-graders
and average score by teachers’ reports
on the amount of instructional time
spent on mathematics each week:
1992-2000

Instructional Time and
Homework: Math Instructional

Time Per Week in Grades 4 and 8

Teachers of fourth- and eighth-grade
students participating in the mathematics
assessment were asked how many hours of
mathematics instruction they delivered per
week, ranging from two and one-half
hours or less to four hours or more per
week. Table 5.10 presents the results for this
question.

Time on
mathematics

Grade IR I]]

1992 1996 2000

Two and one-half hours or less 5 6 i
224 228 222
More than two and one-half hours but less than 4 hours 25 26 20
224 226 228
Four hours or more 71 68 73
217 223 229

Grade

1992 1996 2000

Two and one-half hours or less 13 20 * 12
270 269 273
More than two and one-half hours but less than 4 hours 55 47 49
270 275 279
Four hours or more 32 33 40
268 274 274

The percentage of students is listed first with the corresponding average scale score presented below.

* Significantly different from 2000.
NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

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

1992, 1996 and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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The amount of time teachers reported
spending on mathematics instruction at
grade 4 had no significant relationship to
students’ performance on the mathematics
assessment in 2000. However, students at
grade 8 whose teachers reported spending
between two and one-half hours and four
hours on mathematics instruction scored
higher, on average, than those whose
teachers spent four hours or more.

In 2000, 73 percent of fourth-grade
students had teachers who reported spend-
ing four hours or more on mathematics
instruction each week. This drops to 40
percent at grade 8 where almost half of the
students were in classes where teachers
spend between two and one-half and four
hours per week on mathematics. These
patterns of instructional time have re-
mained fairly stable since 1992 with the
exception of a decrease in the percentage
of eighth-grade students with teachers
reporting spending two and one-half hours
or less on mathematics—from 20 percent
in 1996 to 12 percent in 2000.

Instructional Time and
Homework: Amount of Homework
Assigned in Grades 4 and 8

In 1999, American eighth-graders scored
above the 38-nation average in mathemat-
ics in the Third International Mathematics
and Science Study-Repeat (TIMSS-R),
but did not distinguish themselves as high
achievers. ' One of the factors related to
achievement in mathematics is home-

work. !

For the 2000 NAEP mathematics
assessment, teachers of fourth- and eighth-
graders who participated in the assessment
were asked how much mathematics home-
work they assigned to students each day.
The results are presented in table 5.11.

10 Gonzales, et al. (2000). Pursuing excellence: Comparisons of eighth-grade mathematics and science achievement from a U. S.
perspective, 1995 and 1999 (p. 116). Washington, DC: National Center for Education Statistics. Available online:

www.nces.ed.gov/timss/timss-r

11 Campbell, J.R., Hombo, C.M., and Mazzeo, J. NAEP 1999 trends in academic progress: Three decades of student
performance. Washington, DC: National Center for Education Statistics.
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Table 5.11

i Mathemati
Percentage of fourth- and eighth-graders h:meevﬂar;?ssigned
and average score by teachers’ reports
on the amount of mathematics home- Grade

work assigned per day: 1992-2000

1992 1996 2000

None 6 4 6
222 232 231

15 minutes 52 50 47
222 226 230

30 minutes 37 40 40
218 222 227

45 minutes 4 4 5
203 214 212

1 hour 1 1 1
kokk 206 219

More than 1 hour A 1 1
*kk*k *kk*k *kk*k

Grade

1992 1996 2000

None 3 2 2
238 241 255
- whose teachers
15 minutes Zgg 222 253 assigned 45 minutes
30 minutes 49 54 gl °f homework daily
269 276 276/ scored higher than
45 minutes 16 10 * 5 students whose
282 284 290 teachers assigned
1 hour 4 4 3 lesser amounts of
289 284 AL homework.
More than 1 hour A 1 A
*kkk 273 *kkk

The percentage of students is listed first with the corresponding average scale score presented below.

* Significantly different from 2000.

***x Sample size is insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

A Percentage is between 0.0 and 0.5.

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1996 and 2000
Mathematics Assessments.
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In 2000, fourth-grade teachers who
reported that they assigned 45 minutes of
mathematics homework had students with
lower average scores than teachers who
assigned less homework. There were no
significant differences among the average
scores for students of teachers who assigned
lesser amounts of homework. The relation-
ship between amount of homework and
mathematics performance was different at
grade 8.1In 2000, eighth-grade teachers
who reported that they assigned 45 min-
utes of homework had students with
higher average scores than did students
with teachers who assigned lesser amounts
of homework. Also, the average score of

students whose teachers assigned no home-
work was lower than that for students of
teachers who assigned 30 minutes, 45
minutes, or 1 hour of homework.

Most fourth- and eighth-graders in 2000
were taught by teachers who reported
assigning either 15 or 30 minutes of home-
work in each of the three assessment years.
There were no significant changes across
the years at the fourth grade. For eighth-
graders, the only significant change was an
increase from 10 to 15 percent between
1996 and 2000 in the percentage of stu-
dents whose teachers assigned 45 minutes
of homework.
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Chapter
Focus

Classroom Practices and
Home Contexts for Learning

The classroom teacher guides the learning of mathematics.
However, unless students make a commitment to learning, Chapter
even a rich and well-taught curriculum can fail to achieve Contents
the desired result. Evidence from a variety of sources makes
it clear that a substantial number of students are not learning
the mathematics they need to function in daily life and in
the workplace.! In fact, earlier chapters of this report
revealed that the performance of some population subgroups
continues to lag far behind the performance of
others.

This chapter continues the examination of the
school contexts in which students learn. However,
unlike chapter 5, which considers students’
performance on NAEP in terms of teachers’ and
school administrators’ perceptions, this chapter looks
at performance in light of students’ perceptions. In
addition, it looks at the course-taking patterns
reported by eighth- and twelfth-graders and provides
average scale scores for those who have taken
particular courses in grades eight through twelve.

This chapter also examines students’ performance on

NAEP with regard to their own perceptions about home
factors, such as television viewing habits and hours worked
at a job for pay, that may have an impact on mathematics

achievement.

1 National Council of Teachers of Mathematics. (2000). Principles and standards for school
mathematics (p.4). Reston, VA: Author
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CHAPTER 6

The information presented in this
chapter is based on students’ responses to
background questions administered as part
of the NAEP 2000 mathematics assessment.
In some cases, results from the 2000 assess—
ment are compared with results from prior
mathematics assessments to observe trends
in students’ responses. In other cases, data
from previous years are not available.

As mentioned in the previous chapter, it
is important to keep in mind that the
relationship between a contextual variable
and students’ mathematics performance is
not necessarily causal. For example, data
from table 6.4 show that twelfth-graders
who reported using graphing calculators
had higher scores than those who did not.
This finding may suggest that the use of
graphing calculators is responsible for the
higher level of performance. However,
another plausible explanation for this result
is that those students who use graphing
calculators at grade 12 have taken more
advanced mathematics courses or are
otherwise more mathematically able than
those students who reported not using
graphing calculators at this grade level.
NAEP data can identify relationships
between contextual variables and student
performance, but cannot explain why the
relationships exist.

Classroom Practices

Table 6.1 presents three of the instructional
practices students were asked about, includ-
ing how often they do math problems from
textbooks, talk with other students during
class about how to solve problems, and use
a calculator for mathematics. This table
provides the percentages and correspond-
ing average scores of students by frequency
of these activities.

. MATHEMATICS REPORT CARD

In 2000, fourth-graders generally
seemed to perform best when certain
classroom activities were engaged in on a
moderate basis, rather than on a daily basis.
Fourth-grade students who reported never
or hardly ever doing math problems from a
textbook scored lower in 2000 than those
who did so more frequently. Students who
reported talking with others about how to
solve math problems on a monthly basis
not only scored higher than students who
never talked with other students, but also
had higher average scores than those
students who did so daily or weekly. A
similar relationship was associated with
fourth-grade students’ performance and
calculator use.

At grade 8, higher average scores were
more likely to be associated with engaging
in certain practices more frequently.
Eighth-grade students who reported doing
math problems from a textbook every day
scored higher than those who engaged in
this practice less frequently. The same was
true for students’ reported calculator use.
Students who reported never or hardly ever
engaging in these activities consistently had
the lowest scores.

More frequent engagement in certain
classroom activities was also associated with
higher scores on the assessment at grade 12.
Twelfth-grade students who reported
doing math problems from a textbook
every day, or using a calculator every day,
scored higher than those who engaged in
these activities less frequently. Twelfth-
grade students who reported talking with
others about how to solve math problems
at least weekly scored higher than those
students who reported talking with others
either monthly or never.



Table 6.1

Percentage of students and average
scores by students’ reports on how often

they do certain classroom activities at Grade
grades 4, 8, and 12: 1996-2000
1996 2000
Do math problems from texthook
Every day 57 56
221 230
Weekly 21 21
223 228
Monthly 6 7
221 230
Never/Hardly ever 15 6
217 221

Talk with other students during class about how to solve problems

Every day 21 19
218 222
Weekly 18 * 22
224 229
Monthly 12* 15
230 235
Never/Hardly ever 49 * 44
226 229
Use a calculator for mathematics
Every day 10 10
207 214
Weekly 23 20
225 228
Monthly 26
234 238
Never/Hardly ever 41 45
222 228

CHAPTER 6

Classroom Activities

Fourth-graders who
reported never
doing math
problems from a
texthook scored
lowest.

Fourth-graders who
reported monthly
use of a calculator
scored highest.

See footnotes at end of table p»
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Table 6.1 (continued) Classroom Activities

Percentage of students and average
scores by students’ reports on how often
they do certain classroom activities at
grades 4, 8, and 12: 1996-2000

Grade

1996 2000

Do math problems from texthook .
Eighth-graders who

Every day /6% reported doing math

211 - 281 problems from a
Weekly o WAl texthook daily
Monthly T 1 scored highest.

257 268
Never/Hardly ever 7 6

256 255

Talk with other students during class about how to solve problems

Every day 31 * 38
210 217
Weekly 17 * 97
213 218
Monthly 13 13
274 219 .
Never/Hardly ever 39 * 2 Elghth-grad_ers who
273 YR reported using a
calculator daily
Use a calculator for mathematics scored highest.
Every day 18 18
280 282
Weekly 2% 55
268 274
Monthly 14 13
267 212
Never/Hardly ever 12 13
258 263

See footnotes at end of table p
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Table 6.1 (continued)

Percentage of students and average
scores by students’ reports on how often

they do certain classroom activities at Grade
grades 4, 8, and 12: 1996-2000
1996 2000
Do math problems from texthook
Every day 1* 65
311 309
Weekly 10* 13
293 293
Monthly 3 4
284 286
Never/Hardly ever 16* 18
286 283
Talk with other students during class about how to solve problems
Every day 23* 42
307 309
Weekly 15* 24
306 306
Monthly 13* 9
307 300
Never/Hardly ever 50 * 24
302 285
Use a calculator for mathematics
Every day 69 o
311 309
Weekly 15 14
294 289
Monthly 7 6
285 283
Never/Hardly ever 9 11
283 279

The percentage of students is listed first with the corresponding average scale score presented below.

* Significantly different from 2000.
NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

Classroom Activities

Twelfth-graders who
reported doing math
problems from a
textbook daily
scored highest.

Twelfth-graders who
reported using a
calculator daily
scored highest.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1996 and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Except for an increase in the percentage
of fourth-graders who reported talking
with other students about how to solve
math problems on a weekly or monthly
basis, there has been little change in the
frequency of classroom activities reported
at grade 4 since 1996.The percentage of
eighth-grade students who reported doing
textbook problems every day dropped from
76 percent in 1996 to 72 percent in 2000.
Similarly, the percentage of twelfth-graders
decreased from 71 percent to 65 percent in
the same span of time. In contrast, the
percentage of students who reported
solving problems with other students every
day or weekly increased at both grades
between 1996 and 2000. Most notably, the
percentage of twelfth-graders engaged in
this activity on a daily basis increased from
23 to 42 percent.

Frequency of Calculator Use

for Classwork, Homework,

and Quizzes

Students are permitted to use calculators
on approximately one-third of the NAEP
mathematics assessment blocks at each
grade level. At grade 4, a four-function
calculator 1s provided; at grades 8 and 12, a
scientific calculator is provided. Although
calculator use is permitted on some blocks,
many of the questions in these blocks can
be answered without the use of a calcula-
tor. Students must decide when the use of a
calculator is helpful.

Students in all three grades were asked
how frequently they used a calculator for
classwork, homework, and on tests or
quizzes. Table 6.2 presents the percentages
and average scores for students who re-
sponded that they used a calculator for
these activities every day, weekly, monthly,
or never or hardly ever.

. MATHEMATICS REPORT CARD

The relationship between calculator use
and students’ performance was markedly
different at grade 4 than it was at either
grade 8 or grade 12. Whereas lower scores
on the mathematics assessment were
associated with more frequent calculator
use at grade 4, the opposite was generally
true for eighth- and twelfth-grade students.

In 2000, about one-quarter of the
fourth-grade students reported using
calculators every day for classwork or for
homework, and only a small percentage
(4 percent) for tests and quizzes. Students at
grade 4 who indicated that they used a
calculator every day, whether for classwork,
tor homework, or for tests and quizzes,
consistently scored lower than students
who reported less frequent use of calcula-
tors for the same purposes. In contrast,
students at both grades 8 and 12 who
reported using calculators daily for these
same purposes scored higher on the math-
ematics assessment than those at the same
grade level who reported less frequent
calculator use.

While there has been a decline since
1996 in the percentage of fourth-grade
students who reported using a calculator
every day for classwork and for homework,
there has been no significant change in the
proportion of students using calculators on
tests and quizzes every day. At grade 8,
there has been a decrease in the percentage
of students using calculators daily for
classwork (from 58 percent in 1996 to 44
percent in 2000) and for homework (from
52 percent in 1996 to 41 percent in 2000).
There has been no significant change since
1996 in the reported frequency of calcula-
tor use by twelfth-grade students.



Table 6.2

Percentage of students and average
scores by students’ reports on how
often they use a calculator for

Frequency of
Calculator Use

. - Grade
mathematics activities at grades
4, 8, and 12: 1996-2000
1996 2000
Classwork
Every day 33*
208 210
Weekly 17
227 230
Monthly 17
241 240
Never/Hardly ever 34* 44
232 235
More frequent use
Homework of calculators was
Every day 30* generally associated
208 AVYI with lower scores at
Weekly 16 grade 4.
223 222
Monthly 14*
236 238
Never/Hardly ever 40 * 45
234 238
Tests and Quizzes
Every day 5
198 202
Weekly 17*
210 213
Monthly 18*
220 222
Never/Hardly ever 60 * 68
233 236

See footnotes at end of table p
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Table 6.2 (continued) Frequency of

Percentage of students and average Calculator Use
scores by students’ reports on how
often they use a calculator for

. o s Grade
mathematics activities at grades
4, 8,and 12: 1996-2000
1996
Classwork
Every day h8 *
271
Weekly 21*
275
Monthly 9*
277
Never/Hardly ever 13*
269
More frequent use
Homework of calculators was
Every day 52 * associated with
274 higher scores at
Weekly 2%1 grade 8.
Monthly 10*
275
Never/Hardly ever 14*
266
Tests and Quizzes
Always —
Sometimes —
Never —

See footnotes at end of table p
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Tahle 6.2 (continued) Frequency of

Percentage of students and average Calculator Use
scores by students’ reports on how
often they use a calculator for

mathematics activities at grades Grade
4, 8,and 12: 1996-2000

1996
Classwork
Every day 68
309
Weekly 14
302
Monthly 4
290
Never/Hardly ever 14
287
More frequent use
Homework of calculators was
Every day 61 associated with
312 higher scores at
Weekly 16 grade 12.
296
Monthly 5
291
Never/Hardly ever 18
287
Tests and Quizzes
Always —
Sometimes —
Never —

The percentage of students is listed first with the corresponding average scale score presented below.

* Significantly different from 2000.

— Comparable data were not available.

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1996 and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Type of Calculator Used

Since calculator usage is so prevalent, and
because enhancements are added regularly
to calculators to increase their power, it is
important to examine the types of calcula-
tors students are using in their regular
schoolwork and to observe how students
who customarily use different types of
calculators perform on the NAEP assess-
ment. This information is presented for
fourth-grade students in table 6.3 and
eighth- and twelfth-grade students in table 6.4.

At grade 4, students who use calculators
generally work with a fairly simple four-
function model. Fourth-graders participat-

ing in the mathematics assessment were

Table 6.3
Percentage of students and average

scores by fourth-grade students’ reports
on whether or not they have a calculator

for schoolwork: 1992-2000

asked whether or not they have a calculator
that can be used to do mathematics school-

work. Their responses are summarized in

table 6.3

In 2000, more than one-half (55 per-
cent) of the fourth-grade students indicated
that they had access to a calculator to use
for mathematics schoolwork. Fourth-graders
who indicated that they have a calculator
scored higher than their peers who did not.
The extent to which fourth-grade students
have reported having access to a calculator
seems to have fluctuated over the years,
increasing from 46 percent with access in
1992 to 62 percent in 1996, and then
decreasing to 55 percent in 2000.

Availability of a
Calculator for
Schoolwork

Grade

1992 1996 2000

Yes 46 62 * 55
221 227 231
No 54 * 38 45
219 225 227

The percentage of students is listed first with the corresponding average scale score presented below.

* Significantly different from 2000.
NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP, 1992, 1996 and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.

Scientific and graphing calculators are
the most common types of calculators used
in grades 7-12. Eighth- and twelfth-graders
who participated in the mathematics
assessment were shown pictures and de-
scriptions of scientific and graphing calcu-
lators. They were asked whether or not
they used either of these types of calcula-
tors for their mathematics schoolwork.
These students were also asked whether or
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not they used a calculator that can manipu-
late symbols, solve equations, and carry out
other procedures (sometimes referred to as
“symbol manipulators” or as having “alge-
braic logic”). For this question, a picture of
a sample calculator screen was presented
with the question to illustrate how the
calculator screen for this type of calculator
might look. Students’ responses to these
questions are shown in table 6.4.



Table 6.4

Type of Calculator

Percentage of students and average Used
scores by students’ reports on whether
or not they use a particular type of Grade
calculator at grades 8 and 12:
1996-2000
1996 2000
Scientific
Yes 61*
271 27
No 39* 33
265 269
Graphing Use of scientific or
Yes 11* graphing calculator
" 2;2 22 associated with
0 * i
279 273 higher scores at
- grade 8.
Symbol Manipulator
Yes —
259
No — 91
271
Grade
1996 A [1]i]
Scientific
Yes 70 68
305 299
No 30 32
303 306 Use of arash
; se of graphing
Graphing . calculator
Yes 3?(13 1% associated with
No 19+ 38 higher scores at
292 286 grade 12.
Symbol Manipulator
Yes — 15
301
No — 85

302

The percentage of students is listed first with the corresponding average scale score presented below.

* Significantly different from 2000.
— Comparable data were not available.
NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1996 and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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There was a relationship at both grades 8
and 12 between whether or not students
used a particular type of calculator and
how they performed on the mathematics
assessment. This relationship was, however,
dependent on the specific type of calcula-
tor and grade level.

In 2000, about two-thirds of the students
at both grades 8 and 12 reported using a
scientific calculator. While eighth-grade
students who indicated they used a scien-
tific calculator had higher average scores
than their peers who did not use one,
students at grade 12 who reported using a
scientific calculator scored lower than other
twelfth-graders who indicated that they did
not. Using a graphing calculator was
associated with higher mathematics scores
at both grades 8 and 12. At grade 12, those
students who reported using a graphing
calculator scored an average of 25 scale
score points higher than those who did not.
Relatively few students at either grade 8 or
grade 12 reported using a symbol manipu-
lator. While eighth-grade students who
indicated that they did not use a symbol
manipulator had higher average scores than
those who did, there was no relationship
between student performance and the use
of a symbol manipulator at grade 12.

Students’ reported use of both scientific
and graphing calculators at grade 8 has
increased since 1996. While more twelfth-
grade students reported using a graphing
calculator in 2000 than in 1996, there has
been no change in the proportion of
students using a scientific calculator.

. MATHEMATICS REPORT CARD

Mathematics Course-Taking
in Grade 8

There was considerable variety in the
mathematics classes eighth-graders reported
taking. This section looks at the classes they
reported taking and how percentages of
students and average scale scores varied by
class. Students were asked what mathemat-
ics class they were taking during the year in
which the assessment took place. The
response choices offered a wide range of
courses from which students could choose.
Eighth-graders’ responses, broken down by
males and females for each of the classes
listed, are shown in table 6.5.

In 2000, most eighth-grade students
reported being enrolled in either an
eighth-grade mathematics course
(37 percent), a prealgebra course (31
percent), or a first-year algebra course (25
percent). Eighth-graders who were en-
rolled in either an eighth-grade mathemat-
ics course or in prealgebra had lower
mathematics scores than those enrolled in a
first- or second-year algebra course, geom-
etry, or integrated or sequential mathemat-
ics. There were no significant differences in
performance for eighth-graders enrolled in
first- or second-year algebra, geometry, or
integrated or sequential mathematics. These
same relationships between the course
eighth-grade students were enrolled in and
their performance on the mathematics
assessment carried over for both male and
female students.



Current
Table 6.5 Eighth-Grade

Mathematics Course
Percentage of students and average Grade
scores by eighth-grade students’ reports
on what mathematics class they are
currently taking: 2000

All Students
Eighth-grade mathematics

Prealgebra

First-year algebra

Geometry

Second-year algebra

Integrated or sequential math

Other math class

Male
Eighth-grade mathematics

Prealgebra

First-year algebra

Geometry

Second-year algebra

Integrated or sequential math

Other math class

Female
Eighth-grade mathematics

Prealgebra

First-year algebra

Geometry

Second-year algebra

Integrated or sequential math

Other math class

> Eighth-graders
taking eighth-grade
mathematics or
prealgebra scored
lower than students
taking first- or
second-year
algebra, geometry,
or integrated math.

> Eighth-grade males
taking eighth-grade
mathematics or
prealgebra scored
lower than students
taking first- or
second-year
algebra, geometry,
or integrated math.

> Eighth-grade
females taking
eighth-grade
mathematics or
prealgebra scored
lower than students
taking first- or
second-year
algebra, geometry,
or integrated math.

The percentage of students is listed first with the corresponding average scale score presented below.
NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2000 Mathematics Assessment.
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Trends in Courses Taken by
Twelfth-Grade Students

Assessment results are strongly linked to the
opportunity to study challenging material
and the degree to which students take
advantage of these opportunities. This
includes not only the way students apply
themselves in the courses they take, but
also the particular courses students choose
to take as they progress through school. In
grades 8-12, students can take a variety of
mathematics courses. In 2000, students
who participated in the twelfth-grade
assessment were asked the following ques-
tion about a group of 13 mathematics
courses:

Which courses have you taken from eighth-grade
to present? You should fill in more than one oval
in each row if you have taken a course of that
description more than once. If you have never
taken a particular course, fill in the oval in the
column “Course not taken.” Fill in at least one
oval in each row.

The specific courses listed started with
general mathematics and ended with
calculus. Table 6.6 presents the results for
this question for each of the courses listed.

The “Not Taken” column provides
evidence about the popularity of the
various courses. Of the course titles listed,
only 6 percent marked first-year algebra as
not taken, so this was taken by nearly all
high-school students (i.e., by 94 percent of
the students). Some students marked more
than one grade for a particular course. For
example, they may have marked geometry
in both grades 9 and 10. In such cases, the
last year in which the course was taken was
the one considered in the tabulation. It is
of interest to peruse the table and note the
most common grade in which various

courses were taken and the average scores

. MATHEMATICS REPORT CARD

of students who took the course in that
grade. For first-year algebra, 50 percent of
the students took the course in grade 9
with an average score of 303. This is the
traditional grade for taking first-year
algebra. There has been a trend toward
moving algebra earlier to make room for
other mathematics courses. So it is not
surprising to see that 23 percent of the
students reported that they took first-year
algebra in grade 8 and that their average
score of 328 was higher than the average
score of 303 for students who reported
taking this course in grade 9.

The first four mathematics courses listed
(general, business, applied, and introduction
to algebra) are not considered to be part of
the typical college preparatory curriculum.
As one might expect, for each of these
courses, the average score of students who
reported that they did not take the course
was higher than the average for those who
did take the course in various other years.

Some schools ofter students the oppor-
tunity to take unified, integrated, or se-
quential mathematics. Students may take
courses by one of these names in more
than one grade. For example, a student may
take Course 1, Course 2, and Course 3 of
unified mathematics in grades 9, 10, and 11.
These courses would build on one another
and get progressively more advanced as one
moves from Course 1 to Course 3. Since,
for a given course, the tabulations were
done by considering only the last year in
which a course was taken, a student who
marked this course in grades 9, 10, and 11
would have had this response tabulated
under grade 11, the last year the unified
course was taken. Note that the percent-
ages are generally low for this course, but
the average scores tend to increase from
grade 8 to grade 12.



The course with the highest average

score at any grade is calculus taken in

grade 12. Other courses with high average

Table 6.6

Percentage of students and average

scores by twelfth-grade students’ reports

on mathematics courses taken since

eighth-grade: 2000

scores were precalculus at grade 11 (336)
and geometry at grades 8 (339) and 9 (330).

Grade

Not Taken Grade8 Grade9 Grade 10 Grade 11 Grade 12

1. General mathematics 36 53 5 2 2 3
318 296 274 276 276 288

2. Business mathematics 80 2 4 3 4 7
306 285 280 283 291 289

3. Applied mathematics 82 4 5 3 3 3
307 294 276 278 280 290

4. Introduction to algebra 26 42 23 6 2 1
317 310 285 267 270 263

5. Algebra | 6 23 50 16 4 1
283 328 303 283 274 269

6. Geometry 12 2 20 44 16 5
271 339 330 306 291 280

7. Algebra Il 20 1 6 27 36 10
276 306 328 323 305 290

8. Trigonometry 74 A A 3 12 10
299 kokk 300 332 324 307

9. Precalculus 63 A A 2 18 17
291 kokk kokk 335 336 318

10. Unified, integrated, or 89 1 2 2 4 3
sequential mathematics 304 276 281 303 304 307

11. Statistics 82 1 2 2 5 8
303 275 289 300 311 317

12. Discrete/finite mathematics 95 1 1 1 1 2
304 272 kokk 288 302 315

13. Calculus 82 A A A 2 16
297 *kk*k *kk*k *kk*k 329 342

14. Other 83 1 2 2 4 8
305 288 288 288 296 302

The percentage of students is listed first with the corresponding average scale score presented below.
***x Sample size is insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

A Percentage is between 0.0 and 0.5.
NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

Twelfth-Grade
Course-Taking
Patterns

Twelfth-graders who
had taken higher-

level courses
generally scored
higher.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2000 Mathematics Assessment.

CHAPTER 6

MATHEMATICS REPORT CARD

169



Mathematics Courses Taken vs. course sequencing practices of most school

NAEP Performance districts. The course groups are organized in

Students who take certain courses listed in ascending order of mathematics preparation

table 6.6 may be better prepared to take the
NAEP twelfth-grade assessment than are
students who take, for example, only one or

with Group [ representing the lowest level
of course taking and Group IV the highest.
The groupings are imperfect because course
titles are imperfect representations of course

two of the more basic courses such as

general mathematics or introduction to content. For example, a course listed as

algebra. To explore how the particular “introduction to algebra” at one school may

pattern of courses students take relates to be just as demanding as first-year algebra at

performance, four groupings of the courses another school. Nevertheless, the courses in

were considered. A description of each each successive grouping represent a gener-

ally agreed upon hierarchy of courses

grouping is presented in figure 6.1.The
offered in grades 8 through 12.

groupings are generally consistent with the

Figure 6.1 Mathematics courses associated with each group as related to the
Groupings of twelfth-grade mathematics assessment

Courses Taken

Students were placed in Group | if they had not taken any math course or if the
only courses they had taken were those numbered 1 through 4 in table 6.6
(general mathematics through introduction to algebra). Students in this group have
had the opportunity to be exposed to some mathematical content in each of the
five mathematics content strands, but not at the level needed to deal with much of
the content assessed by NAEP.

Students were placed in Group Il if they took first-year algebra no later than grade
9 or took course 10, unified, integrated, or sequential mathematics in grade 9.
Students who, in addition, took one or more of the Group | courses (numbers 1-4)
were included in this group. Students who took courses such as geometry, second-
year algebra, or other higher-numbered courses were not included in this group.
The primary difference between this group and the previous group is the higher
level of preparation in algebra.

Students were placed in Group IlI if they marked one or more of courses 6, 7, or
10 with course 6 (geometry) taken in grade 10 or earlier and course 10 (unified)
taken in grades 10, 11, or 12. Students who, in addition, took courses listed in
Group | or Il above were included in this group. Students who took any of the more
advanced courses numbered 8, 9, 11, 12, or 13 were not included in this group.
As an example, a student who took general mathematics, first-year algebra, and
geometry would be considered to be in Group IlI.

Students were placed in Group |V if they took at least one of courses 8, 9, 11, 12,
or 13. Students who, in addition, took any of the courses listed above were also
included in this group. For example, a student who took first-year algebra, geom-
etry, second-year algebra, precalculus, and calculus would be considered in this
group. Students in this group should have had the opportunity to learn most of the
material needed to answer NAEP mathematics questions, and in certain cases
(e.g., precalculus or calculus) to learn material beyond that required by NAEP.
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Table 6.7 provides the percentage of
students who fall in each of the four course
groupings described in figure 6.1 and their
average scale scores. Groups I1I and IV
account for 32 percent and 50 percent,
respectively, of the twelfth-grade students.
There is a strong relationship between
group membership and average scores. The
average score of the students in each group
is higher than the average for students in
any lower numbered group. For example,
the average score of students in Group I1I
(294) is higher than that of Group I (275)
and Group II (282).These findings indicate
that successively more advanced course
taking had a positive relationship with
average mathematics scores.

These performance results are consistent
with data presented in the 2000 College

Table 6.7

Percentage of students and average

scores by mathematics course groupings

based on twelfth-grade students
reports on courses taken since
eighth grade: 2000

Group |

Group Il

Bound Seniors Report.? In that report, the
average SAT I mathematics scores of
college bound seniors who studied math-
ematics for 2 years was 449, whereas the
average for 4 years of study was 522.
Relative to mathematics courses taken, the
average SAT I score for students who took
geometry was 518, while for those who
took calculus the average was 610. ACT
results show a similar relationship to
achievement.? Students who reported
taking core mathematics courses (three or
more years of mathematics, including
Algebra I, Algebra II, and Geometry) had
an average ACT score of 21.8 compared
to 19.0 for those who took less than the
core courses.

Mathematics
Courses Taken vs.
Performance at
Grade 12

Grade

Group Il Group IV

32
294 318

The percentage of students is listed first with the corresponding average scale score presented below.

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2000 Mathematics Assessment.

2 The College Board. (2000). College bound seniors national report (p.3). New York, N'Y: Author.
3 ACT. (2000). ACT assessment 2000 results: Summary report national (p.4). Iowa City, [A: Author.
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CHAPTER 6

Students’ Reported Time Spent
on Mathematics Homework

It has been observed that the correlation
between homework and achievement is
weaker in elementary school than in
secondary school.* One of the possible
reasons advanced to explain this observa-
tion is that elementary school teachers are
more likely to use homework to review
class material, whereas secondary school
teachers more often used homework to
prepare for and enrich class lessons.

Table 6.8 presents information about
time spent on mathematics homework in
2000 for grades 4, 8, and 12. Most students
at all three grades reported spending
between 15 and 45 minutes per day on
mathematics homework in 2000 (keeping
in mind that 29 percent of the students at
grade 12 reported not taking a mathemat-
ics course at all in their senior year). Al-
though the relationship between student
performance and the amount of time spent
on mathematics homework varied by grade
level, there was a common pattern that
suggested more time was not necessarily
better.

Fourth-grade students who reported
spending 15 or 30 minutes per day on
math homework had higher average scores
than students who reported spending more

time. In addition, fourth-graders who
reported not doing any homework per-
formed similarly to those who spent
anywhere from 15 to 45 minutes per day,
and actually had higher average scores than
those who spent one hour or more on
homework.

Students at grade 8 who reported not
doing mathematics homework had lower
average scores than those students who
spent between 15 minutes and one hour
on mathematics homework, but did not
difter in performance from students who
reported spending more than one hour on
homework. Eighth-grade students who
reported spending as little as 15 minutes
per day doing math homework had higher
scores than those who spent an hour or
more; however, only 3 percent of eighth-
graders reported spending more than one
hour daily on homework.

Students at grade 12 who reported not
spending any time doing mathematics
homework scored lower than their peers
who reported spending anywhere from 15
minutes to as much as an hour or more on
homework. However, there was no signifi-
cant difterence in the performance of
students who reported spending any
amount of time from 15 minutes to an
hour or more on mathematics homework.

4 Muhlenbruck, L., Cooper, H., Nye, B., & Lindsay, J. (2000). Homework and achievement: Explaining the different
strengths of relation at the elementary and secondary levels. Social Psychology of Education, 3,295-317.
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Table 6.8

Percentage of students and average
scores by students’ reports on time
spent per day on mathematics homework
at grades 4, 8, and 12: 2000

None

Grade

15 minutes

30 minutes

45 minutes

One hour

More than one hour

None

Grade

15 minutes

30 minutes

45 minutes

One hour

More than one hour

CHAPTER 6

Time Spent on
Mathematics
Homework

Fourth-graders who
spent 15 to 30
minutes per day on
homework scored
higher than students
who spent more
time.

Eighth-graders who
did not do home-
work scored lower
than students who
spent 15 minutes to
one hour per day on
homework.

See footnotes at end of table p
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Tahle 6.8 (continued)

Percentage of students and average
scores by students’ reports on time
spent per day on mathematics homework
at grades 4, 8, and 12: 2000

Not taking math this year

Time Spent on
Mathematics
Homework

Twelfth-graders

None

who did not do
homework scored

15 minutes

lower than students

CHAPTER 6

30 minutes

who did.

45 minutes

One hour

More than one hour

The percentage of students is listed first with the corresponding average scale score presented below.

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2000 Mathematics Assessment.
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Time Spent Working at a
Part-Time Job

Most twelfth-graders spend time working
at part-time jobs. This section reports how
much time students are spending at these
jobs and provides average scale scores for
those who worked various numbers of
hours. Students were asked how many
hours per week they usually work in a
part-time job, and were told to exclude
vacations. The response choices to this
question ranged from “None” to “More

Table 6.9
Percentage of students and average

scores by twelfth-grade students’ reports
on hours spent at a part-time job: 2000

None

than 30 hours.” The full range of responses
is shown in table 6.9.

In 2000, 71 percent of twelfth-grade
students reported working at a part-time
job. Students who reported working 21
hours per week or more had lower average
scores than those who did not work at all
or worked fewer hours. There was no
difference between the performance of
students who didn’t work at all and those
who worked up to 20 hours per week.

Time Spent Working
at a Part-Time Job

Grade

Fewer than six hours

Six to ten hours

Twelfth-graders who
worked 21 hours or

Eleven to fifteen hours

more each week

Sixteen to twenty hours

scored lowest.

Twenty-one to twenty-five hours

Twenty-six to thirty hours

More than thirty hours

The percentage of students is listed first with the corresponding average scale score presented below.

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2000 Mathematics Assessment.
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Time Spent Watching Television
The impact of television on school learn-
ing has been a topic for discussion and
debate for many years. Although many
television programs have sound educational
value, watching too much television is
widely believed to detract from academic
pursuits. Other forms of entertainment
such as video games, computer games, and
surfing the internet also compete for
students’ time, but they are not considered
in this report.

After-school activities such as television
viewing, extracurricular activities, home-
work, and jobs have been found to be
related to test scores and grades.” While
more time in extracurricular and other
structured activities were associated with
higher test scores and class grades, more
time spent watching television and at jobs
were associated with lower test scores and
grades.

Students who participated in the 2000
assessment in grades 4, 8, and 12 were
asked how much television they usually
watch each day and could choose a re-

sponse ranging from “None” to “6 hours or
more.” For this analysis, their responses have

been collapsed into three categories. Table
6.10 presents the results for grades 4, 8, and
12, respectively. Results are presented for

the 2000 mathematics assessment as well as
for the mathematics assessments in 1990,
1992, and 1996 when this same question
was asked.

About one-third of the students at both
grades 4 and 8, and less than one-fifth at
grade 12, reported watching television four
hours or more per day in 2000. The rela-
tionship between students’ performance in
mathematics and more frequent television
watching was similar at all three grades—
that is, students who watched television for
four or more hours per day scored lower
than those who watched less frequently. At
grade 4, however, students who watched
television two or three hours per day
scored higher than those who watched one
hour or less, while the reverse was true at
grades 8 and 12.

At grades 4 and 8, students’ reports
indicate a trend toward less television
viewing on a daily basis. The percentage of
students watching four hours or more of
television each day decreased between
1990 and 2000—from 44 percent of
fourth-graders and 43 percent of eighth-
graders in 1990 to only 33 percent at each
grade in 2000. Only minimal changes
across years are evident in the television
viewing habits of twelfth-graders, with no
significant differences between the reports
of students in 1990 and those in 2000.

5 Cooper, H.,Valentine, J., Nye, B., & Lindsay, J. (1999). Relationship between five after-school activities and
academic achievement. Journal of Educational Psychology, 91(2),369-378.
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Table 6.10 I
Percentage of students and average T:ar:]e?lis[i]:: atching

scores by students’ reports on the
amount of time spent watching
television each day at grades
4,8, and 12: 1990-2000

Grade

1990 1992 1996 2000

One hour or less 19* 21* 25*
213 223 225
Two or three hours 36* 36* 36*
220 226 230
Four hours or more 44 * 43* 39*
208 213 217
Grade

1990 1992 1396 2000 gyygents at each
grade who watched

One hour or less 13* 17~ 18 * 20
270 279 278 PeLa four hours or more
Two o three hours 44 * 46 46 Pyl of TV per day scored
267 215 277 X lowest.

Four hours or more 43 * 37* 37*
256 256 262 264

12

1990 1992 1996 2000

One hour or less 33 33* 34
304 309 314

Two or three hours 47 46 46
295 300 304

Four hours or more 20 20%* 20 *
278 284 288

The percentage of students is listed first with the corresponding average scale score presented below.

* Significantly different from 2000.

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1990, 1992, 1996,
and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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CHAPTER 6

Students’ Attitudes Toward

Mathematics

Students’ attitudes about a subject have
been found to be related to performance.®
In fact, as will be seen in this section, the
attitudes of students who took the NAEP
assessment relate rather strongly to perfor-
mance. Students who participated in the
mathematics assessment at all three grades
were asked to consider several statements
(not all of which are included in this
report) about mathematics, such as “I like
mathematics,” and to indicate the extent to
which they agreed with each statement.
There were five response choices associated
with each statement: strongly agree, agree,
undecided, disagree, and strongly disagree.
These choices were collapsed for reporting
purposes as follows: strongly agree or agree
were collapsed to “agree”; and disagree and
strongly disagree were collapsed to “dis-
agree.” Table 6.11 presents the results for
four statements at grades 4, 8, and 12.
Results for two of these questions are
presented for the 2000 mathematics assess-
ment as well as for the mathematics assess-
ments in 1990, 1992, and 1996 when the
same questions were asked.

All three grade levels showed a positive
relationship between students’ performance
and their attitudes toward mathematics.
Students who agreed that they liked math

and that math was useful for solving prob-
lems had higher average scores than those
who disagreed. Students at all three grades
who disagreed that math was mostly
memorizing facts and that there was only
one way to solve a problem scored higher
than those who agreed with these state-
ments. In addition, students at grade 12
who indicated that they would not study
mathematics if they had the choice scored
lower than those who indicated that they
would.

The extent to which students’ attitudes
toward mathematics have changed since
the early 1990s varies somewhat by grade.
While there has been no change since
1990 in the percentage of fourth-graders
who reported liking math, fewer eighth-
and twelfth-grade students reported liking
math in 2000 than in the early 1990s.
While the percentage of fourth-grade
students who agreed that math was useful
for solving everyday problems increased
from 63 percent in 1990 to 71 percent in
2000, the percentage of twelfth-grade
students who responded similarly decreased
from 73 percent in 1990 to 61 percent in
2000.The percentage of students who
disagreed that math was mostly memoriz-
ing facts increased at all three grade levels
between 1992 and 2000.

6 National Academy Press. (1999). Global perspectives for legal action: Using TIMSS to improve U.S. mathematics and

science education (p.18). Washington, DC: Author.
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Table 6.11 Students’ Attitudes
Percentage of students and average Toward Mathematics
scores by students’ reports on their Grade
attitudes toward mathematics at

grades 4, 8, and 12: 1990-2000

1990 1992 1996 2000

1 like Math
Agree 70 71 69 Fo_urth-grqders who
215 299 226 731 said they like math
Undecided 16 16 17 scored highest.
213 221 225 229
Disagree 14 12 14
204 209 219 221
. , /Fourth-graders who
Math is useful for solving problems thought math is
Agree 63 * 66 * 69 useful for solving
216 224 229 23! problems scored
Undecided 22* 21* 17 highest.
213 219 222 225
Disagree 14 * 13* 14*

203 208 213 217

Fourth-graders who
did not think math is

Math is mostly memorizing facts

Agree - 2?; * 2523‘11 S mostly memorizing

Undecided % 25 facts or that there’s
naecide o 295 298 233 only one way to
Disagree — 16% 21 solve a p_rohlem
294 235 gl scored highest.

Only one way to solve a problem

Agree — — 17

207 212
Undecided — — 20

221 225
Disagree — — 63

232 23

See footnotes at end of table p
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Table 6.11 (continued)
Percentage of students and average

scores by students’ reports on their Grade
attitudes toward mathematics at
grades 4, 8, and 12: 1990-2000
1990 1992 1996 2000
1 like Math
Agree 57 57* 56
267 273 277 282
Undecided 22 20 21
261 268 271 277
Disagree 21 23* 23*
254 260 263 267
Math is useful for solving problems
Agree 76 81* 80 *
266 271 275
Undecided 15 12* 12*
262 269 274 280
Disagree 9 7* 8*
245 259 259 269
Math is mostly memorizing facts
Agree — 44 = 41 *
259 263 268
Undecided — 26* 28
273 275 278
Disagree — 30* 31*
283 284 289
Only one way to solve a problem
Agree — — 8
246 255
Undecided — — 14
264 268
Disagree — — 78
277 282

CHAPTER 6 . MATHEMATICS REPORT CARD

Students’ Attitudes
Toward Mathematics

Eighth-graders who
, said they like math
scored highest.

Eighth-graders who
thought math is
useful for solving
problems scored
highest.

Eighth-graders who
did not think math is

mostly memorizing
facts or that there’s
only one way to
solve a problem
~“scored highest.

See footnotes at end of table p



Table 6.11 (continued) Students’ Attitudes
Toward Mathematics

Percentage of students and average Grade
scores by students’ reports on their

attitudes toward mathematics at

grades 4, 8, and 12: 1990-2000

1990 1992 1996 2000

1 like Math
A 54 * 51 50 * Twelfth-graders who
gree 0 108 Nt said they like math
Undecided 17 17 17 scarsdiighest.
286 297 301
Disagree 29* 32* 33*
284 288 293
Twelfth-graders who
Math is useful for solving problems thought math is
Agree 73 % 71* 70 * useful for solving
298 302 307 problems scored
Undecided 15* 18* 16* highest.
289 298 301
Disagree 12* 12* 14*
286 292 296
, .. Twelfth-graders who
Math is mostly memorizing facts did not think math is
Agree — 41* 35 mostly memorizing
288 292 facts or that there’s
Undecided — 23(7) * zgé only one way to
Di 19 m solve a problem
I1sagree — .
311 317 61%/ scored highest.
Only one way to solve a problem
Agree — — 6
291
Undecided — — 12
290

Disagree — — 82
308 30

Would not study math if given choice

Twelfth-graders who
would not study

Agree — — 31 math if given a
295 choice scored
Undecided — — 22* lowest.
301
Disagree _ _ 47 *
312

The percentage of students is listed first with the corresponding average scale score presented below.

* Significantly different from 2000.

— Comparable data were not available.

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1990, 1992, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Appendix A

Overview of Procedures Used for the
NAEP 2000 Mathematics Assessment

This appendix provides an overview of the NAEP 2000

Appendix
Contents

mathematics assessment’s primary components — framework,
development, administration, scoring, and analysis. A more
extensive review of the procedures and methods used in the
mathematics assessment will be included in the
torthcoming NAEP 2000 lechnical Report.

Appendix
Focus

The NAEP 2000 Mathematics Assessment
The National Assessment Governing Board (NAGB),
created by Congress in 1988, 1s responsible for
tormulating policy for NAEP. NAGB 1is specifically
charged with developing assessment objectives and
test specifications through a national consensus
approach. The mathematics framework used for the
2000 assessment had its origins in a framework
developed for the 1990 mathematics assessment
under contract with the Council of Chief State
School Officers (CCSSO).The CCSSO project

considered objectives and frameworks for mathematics

instruction at the state, district, and school levels. The project

also examined curricular frameworks on which previous

NAEP assessments were based, consulted with leaders in
mathematics education, and considered a draft version of the
National Council of Teachers of Mathematics (NCTM)

Curriculum and Evaluation Standards for School Mathematics.'

1 National Council of Teachers of Mathematics (1989). Curriculum and evaluation
standards for school mathematics. Reston, VA: Author.
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This project resulted in a “content-by-
ability” matrix design used to guide both
the 1990 and 1992 NAEP mathematics
assessments. The design was reported in
Mathematics Objectives: 1990 Assessment.?

Prior to 1990, mathematics was assessed
based on an earlier framework, which was
also used to develop NAEP long-term
trend assessments. Because the long-term
trend assessments all use the same test
booklets, it is possible to compare students’
performance across many assessment years.
However, the NAEP main mathematics
assessment that was administered in 2000 is
comparable only to the other assessments
based on the 1990 framework—1990),
1992, and 1996. Furthermore, the 2000
assessment includes questions based on a
refinement of the 1990 framework, which
took place in 1993 and represents more

recent instructional viewpoints.

The 1996 assessment was based on the
first update of the 1990 NAEP mathemat-
ics framework?® since the release of the
NCTM Curriculum and Evaluation Standards
for School Mathematics in 1989.This update
was conducted by the College Board and
reflected refinements in the earlier frame-
work specifications while ensuring compa-
rability of results across the 1990, 1992, and
1996 assessments. Since the 2000 frame-
work is the same as the 1996 framework,
the assessment results from 1990 to 2000
can be compared. The refinements that
distinguish the framework used in the 1996
and 2000 assessments from the assessments
conducted in 1990 and 1992 include the
tollowing:

B moving away from the rigid content-by-
ability matrix (Forcing items to be
classified in cells of a matrix limited the
possibility of assessing students’ ability to
reason in rich problem-solving situations
and to make connections among the
content areas.);

B including the three achievement levels,
Basic, Proficient, and Advanced, described
in chapter 1 of this report;

B allowing individual questions to be
classified in more than one content area
(The option to classify questions in more
than one content area provides greater
opportunity to measure student ability in
content settings that more closely ap-
proximate real-world situations.);

B including the mathematics ability cat-
egories (conceptual understanding,
procedural understanding, and problem
solving) as well as the process goals

(communication and connections) from

the NCTM Standards;

B including more constructed-response
questions in the 1996 and 2000 assess-
ments than were included in 1990 and
1992; and

B revisiting some of the content strands to
make sure they reflect recent curricular
emphases.

Figure A.1 describes the five content
strands that constitute the NAEP math-
ematics assessment. These content strands
apply to each of the three grades assessed
by NAEP.The questions designed to test
the various strand topics at a particular
grade level tend to reflect the expectations
normally associated with instruction at that
grade level.

2 National Assessment of Educational Progress. (1988). Mathematics objectives: 1990 assessment. Princeton, NJ: Author.

3 National Assessment Governing Board. Mathematics framework for the 1996 National Assessment of Educational Progress.

Washington, DC: Author.
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Figure A.1 Descriptions of the Five NAEP Mathematics Content Strands

This content strand focuses on students’ understanding of numbers (whole
numbers, fractions, decimals, integers, real numbers, and complex numbers),
operations, and estimation and their application to real-world situations. At grade
4, this strand emphasizes the development of number sense through connecting
various models to their numerical representations and an understanding of the
meaning of addition, subtraction, multiplication, and division. At grade 8, number
sense is extended to include positive and negative numbers, and the strand
addresses properties and operations involving whole numbers, fractions, decimals,
integers, and rational numbers. At grade 12, this strand includes real and complex
numbers and allows students to demonstrate competency up to the precalculus or
calculus level.

This content strand focuses on an understanding of the process of measurement
and the use of numbers and measures to describe and compare mathematical and
real-world objects. Students are asked to identify attributes, select appropriate
units and tools, apply measurement concepts, and communicate measurement-
related ideas. At grade 4, the strand focuses on time, money, temperature, length,
perimeter, area, capacity, weight/mass, and angle measure. At grades 8 and 12,
the strand includes these measurement concepts, but the focus shifts to more
complex measurement problems that involve volume or surface area or that require
students to combine shapes and to translate and apply measures. Eighth- and
twelfth-grade students also solve problems involving proportional thinking (such as
scale drawing or map reading) and do applications that involve the use of complex
measurement formulas.

This content strand is designed to extend beyond low-level identification of
geometric shapes to include transformations and combinations of those shapes.
Informal constructions and demonstrations (including drawing representations)
along with their justifications take precedence over more traditional types of
compass-and-straightedge constructions and proofs. At grade 4, students are asked
to model properties of shapes under simple combinations and transformations, and
they are asked to use mathematical communication skills to draw figures from
verbal descriptions. At grade 8, students are asked to expand their understanding
to include properties of angles and polygons. They are also asked to apply reason-
ing skills to make and validate conjectures about transformations and combinations
of shapes. At grade 12, students are asked to demonstrate an understanding of
transformational geometry and to apply concepts of proportional thinking to various
geometric situations.

Continued on next page.
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Figure A.1

(continued)

Descriptions of the Five NAEP Mathematics Content Strands

This content strand emphasizes the appropriate methods for gathering data, the
visual exploration of data, various ways of representing data, and the development
and evaluation of arguments based on data analysis. At grade 4, students are
asked to apply their understanding of numbers and quantities by solving problems
that involve data. Fourth-graders are asked to interact with a variety of graphs, to
make predictions from data and explain their reasoning, to deal informally with
measures of central tendency, and to use the basic concepts of chance in mean-
ingful contexts. At grade 8, students are asked to analyze statistical claims and to
design experiments, and they are asked to use simulations to model real-world
situations. This strand focuses on eighth-graders’ basic understanding of sampling,
their ability to make predictions based on experiments or data, and their ability to
use some formal terminology related to probability, data analysis, and statistics. At
grade 12, the strand focuses on the ability to apply the concepts of probability and
to use formulas and more formal terminology to describe a variety of situations. For
twelfth-graders, the strand also emphasizes a basic understanding of how to use
mathematical equations and graphs to interpret data.

This content strand extends from work with simple patterns at grade 4 to basic
algebra concepts at grade 8 to sophisticated analyses at grade 12. It involves not
only algebra, but also precalculus and some topics from discrete mathematics.
Students are expected to use algebraic notation and thinking in meaningful
contexts to solve mathematical and real-world problems, specifically addressing an
increasing understanding of the use of functions (including algebraic and geomet-
ric) as a representational tool. The grade 4 assessment involves informal demon-
stration of students’ abilities to generalize from patterns, including the justifica-
tion of their generalizations. Students are expected to translate between math-
ematical representations, to use simple equations, and to do basic graphing. At
grade 8, the assessment includes more algebraic notation, stressing the meaning
of variables and an informal understanding of the use of symbolic representations
in problem-solving contexts. Students are asked to use variables to represent a rule
underlying a pattern. Eighth-graders are asked to demonstrate a beginning
understanding of equations and functions and the ability to solve simple equations
and inequalities. By grade 12, students are asked about basic algebraic notation
and terminology as they relate to representations of mathematical and real-world
situations. Twelfth-graders are asked to use functions as a way of representing and
describing relationships.

SOURCE: National Assessment Governing Board. Mathematics framework for the 1996 National Assessment of Educational Progress. Washington, DC: Author.
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The assessment framework specified not
only the particular strand topics that should
be assessed, but also the target percentages
of the assessment questions that should be
devoted to each of the strands. The distri-
bution of items among the content strands
is a critical feature of the assessment design,
since it reflects the relative importance and
value given to each.Table A.1 gives the
target percentages for each of the five
strands by grade level for the four most
recent assessments. The actual percentages

of items came very close to these targets.
Notice that these percentages shift from
grade 4 to grade 12 to reflect the shift in
curricular emphasis as students move from
tfourth- to twelfth-grade. For example, in
grade 4 there is more emphasis on the
number sense, properties, and operations
strand than on the algebra and functions
strand. In grade 12, the percentage of
algebra and functions items increases, and
the percentage of number sense, properties,
and operations items decreases.

Tahle A.1

Target percentage distribution of items by content strand and grade: 1990-2000

Grade 4

1990 1992 1996 2000 1990 1992 1996 2000

Number sense, properties,
and operations = 45 45 40 40

Measurement 20 20 20 20
Geometry and spatial sense 15 15 15 15

Data analysis, statistics,
and probability = 10 10 10 10

Algebra and functions = 10 10 15 15

Grade 12
1990 1992 1996 2000

Grade 8

30 30 25 25 25 25 20 20

15 15 15 15 15 15 16 15

20 20 20 2 20 20 20 20

15 16 15 15 15 15 20 20

20 20 25 25 25 25 25 2%

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1990, 1992, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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The Assessment Design

Each student who participated in the
mathematics assessment received a booklet
containing six sections: a set of general
background questions, a set of subject-
specific background questions, three sets of
cognitive questions, and a set of questions
about their motivation and familiarity with
assessment tasks. Assessments for each grade
consisted of 13 sets of cognitive questions
or “blocks.” Three blocks at each grade
level from the 1990 assessment, three from
the 1992 assessment, and four from the
1996 assessment were carried forward to
2000 to allow for the measurement of
trends across time. The remaining three
blocks contained new questions that were

developed for the 2000 assessment as
specified by the updated framework.

As mentioned in chapter 1 of this report,
three types of questions are used in the
assessment: multiple-choice, short con-
structed-response, and extended con-
structed-response. Table A.2 shows the
distribution of questions administered from
1990 to 2000 by type for each grade level.
The total number of questions adminis-
tered has varied somewhat across the
assessment years due to the inclusion of
special study blocks in certain years. The
number of questions used in the main
scaling, however, has remained relatively
consistent.

Tahle A.2

Distribution of questions administered by question type and grade: 1990-2000

Grade 4

1990 1992 1996 2000 1990

Grade 8 Grade 12
1992 1996 2000 1990 1992 1996 2000

Multiple-choice 102 99 81 87 149

Short constructed-
response * 41 59 64 50 42

Extended constructed-

response **  — 5 13 8 —

118 102 100 156 115 99 100

65 69 51 47 64 74 54

Total 143 163 158 145 191

189 183 160 203 185 184 163

*Short constructed-response questions included in the 1990 and 1992 assessments were scored dichotomously.

New short constructed-response questions included in the 1996 and 2000 assessments were scored to allow for partial credit.

**No extended constructed-response questions were included in the 1990 assessment.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1990, 1992, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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The assessment design allowed for
maximum coverage of mathematics abilities
at grades 4, 8, and 12 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 took various portions
of the entire pool of assessment questions.
Individual students were required to take
only a small portion of the assessment, but
the aggregate results across the entire
assessment allowed for broad reporting of
mathematics abilities for the targeted
population.

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 questions in
their booklets according to a procedure
called “balanced incomplete block (BIB)
spiraling.” This procedure assigns blocks of
questions so that every block appears in the
first, second, or third position within a
booklet an equal number of times. Every
block of questions is paired with every
other block. The spiraling aspect of this
procedure cycles the booklets for adminis-
tration, 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 teacher questionnaire was adminis-
tered to the mathematics teachers of the
fourth- and eighth-grade students partici-
pating in the assessment. The questionnaire
consisted of three sections and took ap-

proximately 20 minutes to complete. The
first section focused on the teacher’s gen-
eral background and experience; the
second section on the teacher’s background
related to the mathematics; and the third
section on classroom information about
mathematics instruction.

The school characteristics and policy
questionnaire was given to the principal or
other administrator in each participating
school and took about 20 minutes to
complete. The questions asked about school
policies, programs, facilities, and the demo-
graphic composition and background of
the students and teachers at the school.

The SD/LEP student questionnaire was
completed by a school staff member
knowledgeable about those students se-
lected to participate in the assessment who
were identified as 1) having an Individual-
ized Education Plan (IEP) or equivalent
classification (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 or not the student participated in
the assessment. Each SD/LEP questionnaire
took approximately three minutes to
complete and asked about the student and
the special-education programs in which
he or she participated.

National and State Samples

The national results presented in this report
are based on a nationally representative
probability sample of fourth-, eighth-, and
twelfth-grade students. The sample was
chosen 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:
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1) selection of geographic areas (a county,
group of counties, or metropolitan
statistical area);

2) selection of schools (public and nonpub-
lic) 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

APPENDIX A .

1990 1992
Accommodations | Accommodations
not permitted not permitted
sample sample
Grade 4
Non SD/LEP students assessed — 6,906
SD/LEP students assessed
without accommodations — 270
SD/LEP students assessed
with accommodations NA NA
Total students assessed 3,423 7,176
Grade 8
Non SD/LEP students assessed — 7,364
SD/LEP students assessed
without accommodations — 299
SD/LEP students assessed
with accommodations NA NA
Total students assessed 3,431 7,663
Grade 12
Non SD/LEP students assessed — 6,810
SD/LEP students assessed
without accommodations — 163
SD/LEP students assessed
with accommodations NA NA
Total students assessed 3,138 6,973

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 students who attend nonpub-

lic schools. Among other uses, sampling

weights also account for lower sampling

rates for very small schools.
A special feature of the 1996 and 2000

national assessments of mathematics was

the collection of data from samples of

Tahle A.3

National student sample size by grade: 1990-2000

1996

Accommodations Accommodations

not permitted
sample

6,351

276

NA
6,627

6,921

225

NA
7,146

6,763

141

NA
6,904

permitted
sample

6,399

286

230
6,915

6,574

357

183
7,114

6,371

281

73
6,725

2000

Accommodations

Accommodations

not permitted permitted
sample sample
12,970
541 590
NA 295
13,511 13,855
14,778
916 802
NA 350
15,694 15,930
12,965
467 563
NA 135
13,432 13,663

SD = Students with Disabilities (the term previously used was IEP).
LEP = Limited English Proficient students.
NA = Not applicable. No accommodations were permitted in this sample.
— Data on participation of SD/LEP students in the national assessment are not available for 1990.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1990, 1992, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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students where assessment accommodations
for special-needs students were not
permitted and samples of students where
accommodations were permitted. NAEP
inclusion rules were applied, and
accommodations were oftered only when a
student had an Individualized Education
Plan (IEP) for reasons other than being
gifted and talented or was identified as
limited English proficient (LEP); all other
students were asked to participate in the
assessment under standard conditions.

Table A.3 shows the number of students
included in the national samples for the
NAEP mathematics assessments at each
grade level. For the 1996 and 2000 assess-
ments, the table includes the number of
students in the sample where accommoda-
tions were not permitted and the number
of students in the sample where accommo-
dations were permitted. The table shows
that the same non-SD/LEP students were
included in both samples in 2000; only the
SD/LEP students differed between the two
samples. The 1996 design differed some-
what, in that the two samples did not
include all the same non-SD/LEP students.
Although there was some overlap, not all of
the non-SD/LEP students were included
in both samples as was the case in 2000.

Table A.4 provides a summary of the
national school and student participation
rates for the mathematics assessment
samples where accommodations were not
permitted and where accommodations
were permitted. Participation rates are
presented for public and nonpublic schools,
individually and combined. The first rate is
the weighted percentage of schools partici-
pating 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 repre-
sented by each initially selected school that
participated in the assessment. The denomi-
nator is the sum of the number of students
represented by each of the initially selected
schools that had eligible students enrolled.
The second school participation rate is
the weighted participation rate after substi-
tution. The numerator of this rate is the
sum of the number of students represented
by each of the participating schools,
whether originally selected or selected as a
substitute for a school that chose not to
participate. The denominator is the same as
that for the weighted participation rate for
the initial sample. The denominator for this
participation rate, as well as for the rate
before substitution of schools, is the num-
ber of eligible students from all schools
with eligible students within the nation.
Because of the common denominators, the
weighted participation rate after substitu-
tion is at least as great as the weighted
participation rate before substitution.

Also presented in table A.4 are weighted
student participation rates. The numerator
of this rate is the sum across all students
assessed (in either an initial session or a
makeup session) of the number of students
that each represents. The denominator of
this rate is the sum across all eligible
sampled students in participating schools of
the number of students that each repre-
sents. The overall participation rates take
into account the weighted percentage of
school participation before or after substi-
tution and the weighted percentage of
student participation after makeup sessions.
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Tahle A.4

National school and student participation rates for public schools, nonpublic schools, and public

and nonpublic schools combined: 2000

Samples where accommodations

Weighted school participation

Weighted
Percentage Percentage Total percentage
before after number student
substitution substitution  of schools | participation
Grade 4
Public 86 89 385 96
Nonpublic 83 88 357 96
All schools 85 89 742 96
Grade 8
Public 83 86 385 92
Nonpublic 81 84 359 96
All schools 83 85 744 92
Grade 12
Public 79 82 243 76
Nonpublic 75 83 315 88
All schools 78 82 558 77

were not permitted

Samples where accommodations
were permitted

Overall participation rate Overall participation rate
Total Weighted Total

number of percentage  number of
students Before After student students Before After
assessed substitution substitution |participation assessed  substitution substitution
7,070 82 85 95 7,395 82 85
6,441 80 84 96 6,460 80 84
13,511 82 85 96 13,855 82 85
9,389 76 79 91 9,583 76 78
6,305 78 81 96 6,347 78 81
15,694 76 79 92 15,930 76 78
6,874 59 62 76 7,051 60 63
6,558 66 73 88 6,612 66 73
13,432 60 63 77 13,663 60 64

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2000 Mathematics Assessment.

The results of the 2000 state assessment
program in mathematics provided in this
report are based on state-level samples of
fourth- and eighth-grade public school
students. The samples were selected using a
two-stage sample design that first selected

samples were weighted to allow for valid

inferences about the populations of interest.
Tables A.5a and A.5b contain the
unweighted number of participating

schools and students as well as weighted

school and student participation rates for

schools within participating jurisdictions

and then students within schools. As with

the national samples, the jurisdiction
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Tahle A.5a

State school and student participation rates for grade 4 public schools: 2000

Weighted school participation

Percentage Percentage
before after

Total
number

substitution substitution  of schools

Nation 86 89
Alabama 87 94
Arizona 88 88
Arkansas 87 87
California ' 76 76
Connecticut 100 100
Georgia 99 99
Hawaii 99 99
Idahot 74 75
lllinois™ 74 74
Indiana 71 71

lowa 70 70

Kansas * 71 71
Kentucky 92 94
Louisiana 100 100
Maine * 86 86
Maryland 100 100
Massachusetts 99 99
Michigan™ 72 85
Minnesota 83 83
Mississippi 98 98
Missouri 96 96
Montana 75 77
Nebraska 97 97
Nevada 100 100

New Mexico 93 93
New York * 71 71
North Carolina 100 100
North Dakota 88 88
Ohio™ 82 82
Oklahoma 100 100
Oregon™ 73 74
Rhode Island 100 100
South Carolina 97 97
Tennessee 97 97
Texas 97 99

Utah 100 100
Vermont 70 70

Virginia 100 100
West Virginia 100 100
Wisconsin™ 67 69
Wyoming 100 100

Other Jurisdictions
American Samoa 100 100
District of Columbia 99 99
DDESS 100 100
DoDDS 100 100
Guam 97 97
Virgin Islands 100 100

385
108
95
99
81
106
107
108
71
78
80
90
79
104
109
108
109
105
85
71
108
101
61
79
109
100
76
107
131
86
114
78
112
104
104
101
109
61
106
123
70
94

16
110
40
86
25
23

Samples where accommodations

Weighted
percentage
student

were not permitted

Overall participation rate

Total
number of
students Before After

participation assessed substitution substitution

96
95
94
95
94
96
95
94
96
94
95
95
96
95
96
95
95
96
94
94
95
95
95
9%
94
95
94
95
96
95
95
93
95
96
96
96
94
95
96
95
96
95

94
94
95
94
95
95

7,070 82 85
2,438 83 90
2,082 83 83
2,262 83 83
1,656 72 72
2,499 96 96
2,681 94 94
2,439 93 93
1,699 71 72
1,622 69 69
1,864 68 68
1,909 67 67
1,561 68 68
2,275 87 90
2,513 96 96
2,132 81 81
2,645 95 95
2,292 95 95
1,903 68 80
1,822 78 78
2,831 93 93
2,330 92 92
1,123 71 73
1,396 92 92
2,529 94 94
1,933 88 88
1,753 67 67
2,413 95 95
2,456 85 85
1,913 78 78
2,302 95 95
1,596 68 69
2,447 95 95
2,501 93 93
2,488 93 93
2,171 93 95
2,639 9% 9%
1,165 66 66
2,439 96 96
2,431 95 95
1,455 64 66
1,739 95 95

459 94 94
2,297 93 93
1,334 95 95
2,786 94 94
1,012 92 92

751 95 95

Samples where

accommodations

were permitted

Weighted Total

percentage  number of

student students

participation  assessed
95 7,395
95 2,493
95 2,135
96 2,291
94 1,678
96 2,560
95 2,740
94 2,441
95 1,748
94 1,713
95 1,924
95 1,998
95 1,621
95 2,335
96 2,575
94 2,202
9 2,726
96 2,391
94 1,942
94 1,844
95 2,850
95 2,410
95 1,109
95 1,452
94 2,619
95 2,044
94 1,827
96 2,526
96 2,478
95 1,938
9% 2,352
94 1,661
95 2,550
96 2,537
96 2,518
96 2,299
93 2,704
95 1,246
95 2,568
95 2,533
97 1,540
95 1,770
94 492
94 2,354
95 1,328
93 2,819
95 1,114
95 173

Overall participation rate

Before After
substitution  substitution
82 85
83 90
83 83
83 83
71 71
96 96
94 9
93 93
71 71
70 70
68 68
67 67
68 68
87 90
96 96
81 81
94 94
9 95
68 80
78 78
93 93
92 92
71 73
92 92
94 94
88 88
67 67
96 96
85 85
78 78
94 94
68 69
95 95
93 93
93 93
93 95
93 93
67 67
95 95
95 95
64 67
95 95
94 94
94 94
95 95
93 93
92 92
95 95

T Indicates that the 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), 2000 Mathematics Assessment.
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Table A.5b

State school and student participation rates for grade 8 public schools: 2000

Samples where accommodations Samples where accommodations
Weighted school participation were not permitted were permitted
Overall participation rate Overall participation rate
Weighted Total Weighted Total
Percentage  Percentage Total percentage  number of percentage  number of
before after number student students Before After student students Before After
substitution substitution  of schools | participation ~assessed substitution substitution |participation ~assessed  substitution substitution
Nation 83 86 385 92 9,389 76 79 91 9,583 76 78
Alabama 82 91 102 92 2,327 76 84 92 2,308 75 84
Arizona™ 76 76 79 91 1,786 69 69 91 1,839 69 69
Arkansas 87 87 94 93 2,170 81 81 93 2,224 81 81
California™ 72 72 76 91 1,628 65 65 92 1,677 66 66
Connecticut 99 99 104 92 2,454 91 91 92 2,504 91 91
Georgia 99 99 102 90 2,513 89 89 90 2,545 89 89
Hawaii 91 91 51 90 2,271 82 82 91 2,249 83 83
Idaho™ 78 78 66 93 1,971 73 73 93 2,047 73 73
lllinois™ 75 75 78 93 1,719 70 70 92 1,753 69 69
Indiana™ 73 73 76 93 1,855 68 68 92 1,900 67 67
Kansas® 71 71 74 92 1,676 65 65 92 1,670 65 65
Kentucky 94 95 97 94 2,294 89 90 94 2,363 89 90
Louisiana 100 100 104 90 2,359 90 90 90 2,411 90 90
Maine ™ 83 84 84 91 2,102 76 77 91 2,184 75 77
Maryland 98 98 105 90 2,401 88 88 91 2,503 89 89
Massachusetts 99 99 99 93 2,303 92 92 93 2,423 92 92
Michigan™ 71 81 85 88 1,975 63 71 88 1,993 63 71
Minnesota™ 74 74 64 93 1,525 69 69 92 1,575 68 68
Mississippi 98 98 101 92 2,394 90 90 92 2,418 90 90
Missouri 92 9 104 92 2,329 85 87 93 2,408 85 87
Montana® 74 75 65 92 1,740 68 69 92 1,771 68 69
Nebraska 99 99 83 92 1,916 91 91 91 1,899 90 90
Nevada 100 100 63 92 2,614 92 92 92 2,710 92 92
New Mexico 91 91 83 89 1,919 81 81 89 1,926 81 81
New York ™ 70 70 74 90 1,633 63 63 90 1,718 63 63
North Carolina 99 99 104 92 2,354 91 91 92 2,479 91 91
North Dakota 90 90 95 95 2,227 86 86 94 2,271 85 85
Ohio 91 91 87 91 2,084 83 83 91 2,114 82 82
Oklahoma 99 99 113 93 2,424 92 92 92 2,485 91 91
Oregon® 75 75 81 90 1,779 67 67 91 1,825 68 68
Rhode Island 100 100 51 91 2,314 91 91 90 2,428 90 90
South Carolina 91 92 95 93 2,306 85 86 93 2,341 85 86
Tennessee 89 91 95 90 2,232 80 82 91 2,259 81 83
Texas 93 96 104 93 2,317 87 89 93 2,334 86 89
Utah 100 100 96 92 2,472 92 92 92 2,502 92 92
Vermont™ 82 82 76 92 2,004 76 76 92 2,058 76 76
Virginia 100 100 105 92 2,469 92 92 91 2,517 91 91
West Virginia 100 100 104 92 2,463 92 92 91 2,574 91 91
Wisconsin™ 65 73 79 92 1,760 60 68 91 1,847 60 67
Wyoming 100 100 71 93 2,634 93 93 93 2,665 93 93
Other Jurisdictions
American Samoa 100 100 14 97 423 97 97 98 438 98 98
District of Columbia 100 100 34 87 1,614 87 87 88 1,665 88 88
DDESS 100 100 13 92 646 92 92 92 692 92 92
DoDDS 100 100 51 94 1,951 94 94 94 1,993 94 94
Guam 100 100 7 92 1,017 92 92 93 985 93 93
Virgin Islands * 100 100 6 94 596 94 94 94 607 94 94

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

* Although 100% of the schools serving eighth-graders in the Virgin Islands participated in the 2000 mathematics assessment, the results from only two-
thirds of the schools qualified for reporting. For this reason, grade 8 Virgin Island results are omitted from this report.

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), 2000 Mathematics Assessment.
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Standards for

Sample Participation and
Reporting of Results

In carrying out the 2000 state assessment
program, the National Center for
Education Statistics (NCES) established
participation rate standards that jurisdic-
tions were required to meet in order for
their results to be reported. NCES also
established additional standards that re-

quired the annotation of published results
for jurisdictions whose sample participation
rates were low enough to raise concerns
about their representativeness. 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

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 2000 NAEP Mathematics 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.

Discussion: If a jurisdiction’s public 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. Guideline 1 takes this into consideration. This
guideline is 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.

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 intro-
duced into the jurisdiction sample esti-
mates. Presented on the following pages

are the conditions that will result in a
jurisdiction’s receiving a notation in the
2000 reports. Note that in order for a
jurisdiction’s results to be published with
no notations, that jurisdiction must satisty
all guidelines.
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Guidelines for Notations 2

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

Guideline 2 - 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.

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 2000 state
assessments, NAEP provided substitutes for nonparticipating public 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.

Guidelines for Notations 3

APPENDIX A

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

Guideline 3 - Notation for Strata-Specific Public School Participation Rates

A jurisdiction that is not already receiving a notation under Guideline 2 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.

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 enroliment, degree of urbanization, and/or median household income, as appropriate for
each jurisdiction.
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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. This guideline is based on the NCES standard for stratum-specific school
response rates.

Guidelines for Notations 4

Possible student nonresponse hias

Guideline 4 - Notation for Overall Student Participation Rate in Public Schools

Ajurisdiction that meets Guideline 1 will receive a notation if the weighted student response rate within partici-
pating public schools was below 85 percent.

Discussion: This guideline follows 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.

Guidelines for Notations 5

Possible nonresponse hias from inadequately represented strata

Guideline 5 - Notation for Strata-Specific Student Participation Rates in Public Schools

A jurisdiction that is not already receiving a notation under Guideline 4 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.

Discussion: This guideline addresses 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. This guideline is based on the NCES standard for stratum-specific student
response rates.
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At both fourth- and eighth-grade, one
state, Wisconsin, failed to meet the initial
public school participation rate of 70
percent, and the Virgin Islands failed to
meet this standard at grade 8. Results for
these jurisdictions are not reported in this
or any report of NAEP 2000 mathematics
findings. Several other jurisdictions whose
results were published received a notation
to indicate possible nonresponse bias.

Thirteen jurisdictions at grade 4 failed
to meet the second guideline for notation
(i.e., the weighted participation rate for the
initial sample of schools was below 85
percent and the weighted school participa-
tion rate after substitution was below 90
percent): California, Idaho, Illinois, Indiana,
Iowa, Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Mon-
tana, New York, Ohio, Oregon, and Ver-
mont. Similarly, 13 jurisdictions failed to
meet this guideline at grade 8: Arizona,
California, Idaho, lllinois, Indiana, Kansas,
Maine, Michigan, Minnesota, Montana,
New York, Oregon, and Vermont. R esults
for these jurisdictions were reported with a
notation. In addition, grade 4 results for
Maine also received a notation for failing
to meet the third guideline indicating that
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 to-
gether accounted for more than five
percent of the jurisdiction’s total weighted
sample of public schools.

Students with Disabilities (SD)
and Limited English Proficient
(LEP) Students

It is NAEP’s intent to assess all selected
students from the target population. There-
fore, every effort is made to ensure that all

APPENDIX A . MATHEMATICS REPORT CARD

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
communicate more clearly a presumption
of inclusion except under special circum-
stances. 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 accom-
modation or adaptation and that the
student could not demonstrate his or her
knowledge without that accommoda-
tion.

All LEP students receiving academic
instruction in English for three years or
more were to be included in the assess-
ment. Those LEP students receiving in-
struction in English for fewer than three
years were to be included unless school
staff judged them to be incapable of par-
ticipating in the assessment in English.

Participation of SD/LEP Students
in the Two NAEP Samples

Testing all sampled students is the best way
for NAEP to ensure that the statistics
generated by the assessment are as repre-
sentative as possible of the performance of
the entire national population and the
populations of participating jurisdictions.
However, all groups of students include
certain proportions that cannot be tested in



large-scale assessments (such as students
who have profound mental disabilities), or
who can only be tested through the use of
“accommodations” such as extra time, one-
on-one administration, or use of magnify-
ing equipment. When such accommoda-
tions are not allowed, students requiring
such adjustments are often excluded from
large-scale assessments such as NAEP. This
phenomenon has become more common
in the last decade, and gained momentum
with the passage of the Individuals with
Disabilities Education ACT (IDEA), which
led schools and states to identify increasing
proportions of students as needing accom-
modations on assessments to best show
what they know and can do.* In addition,
as the proportion of English-language
learners in the population has increased,
some states have started offering
accommodations such as translated versions
of assessments or the use of bilingual
dictionaries as part of assessments.

Before 1996, NAEP did not allow any
testing under nonstandard conditions (i.e.,
accommodations were not permitted). At
that time, NAEP samples were able to
include almost all sampled students in
“standard” assessment sessions. However, as
the influence of IDEA grew more wide-
spread, the failure to provide accommoda-
tions led to increasing levels of exclusion in
the assessment. Such increases posed two
threats to the program: they threatened the
stability of trend lines (because excluding
more students in one year than the next
might lead to apparent rather than real
gains), and made NAEP samples less than
optimally representative of target populations.

NAEP reacted to this challenge by
adopting a multipart strategy. It became
clear that to ensure that NAEP samples
were as inclusive as possible, the program
had to move toward allowing the same
assessment accommodations that were
aftorded students in state and district
testing programs. However, allowing
accommodations represents a change in
testing conditions that may aftect trend.
Therefore, beginning with the 1996 na-
tional assessments and the 1998 state
assessments, NAEP has assessed a series of
parallel samples of students. In one set of
samples, testing accommodations were not
permitted: this has allowed NAEP to
maintain the measurement of achievement
trends on an assessment that was, throughout
its existence, administered under common
conditions. In addition to the samples
where accommodations were not permit-
ted, parallel samples in which accommoda-
tions were permitted were also assessed. By
having two overlapping samples and two
sets of related data points, NAEP could
meet two core program goals. First, data
trends could be maintained. Second, paral-
lel trend lines could be set in ways that
ensure that, in future years, the program
will be able to use the most inclusive
practices possible and mirror the proce-
dures used by most state and district assess-
ments. Beginning in 2002, NAEP will use
only the more inclusive samples in which
assessment accommodations are permitted.

In mathematics, national and state data
from 1990, 1992, 1996, and 2000 are
reported for the sample in which accom-
modations were not permitted. The results

4 Office of Special Education Programs (1997). Nineteenth annual report to Congress on the implementation of the
individuals with disabilities education act. Washington, DC: U. S. Department of Education.

APPENDIX A . MATHEMATICS REPORT CARD

199



200

for this sample are presented in chapters 1,
2,3, 5, and 6 of this report. National data
for the second sample, in which accommo-
dations were permitted, is reported at all
grades for 1996 and 2000. State data on
this more inclusive sample is reported for
2000. The results for this sample are pre-
sented in chapter 4. By comparing the
results for the two samples, readers may get
a general sense of the impact of excluding
of students.

In order to make it possible to evaluate
both the impact of increasing exclusion
rates in some jurisdictions and differences
between jurisdictions, complete data on
exclusion in all years are included in this
appendix. Since the exclusion rates may
affect trend measurement within a jurisdic-
tion, readers should consider the magnitude
of exclusion rate changes when interpret-
ing score changes in jurisdictions. In
addition, different rates of exclusion may
influence the meaning of state compari-
sons. Thus, exclusion data should be re-
viewed in this context as well.

Participation rates across the assessment
years for students with disabilities (SD) and
limited English proficient (LEP) students
for the national sample where accommoda-
tions were not permitted are presented in
table A.6.The data in this table include the
percentages of students identified as SD
and/or LEP, the percentage of students
excluded, and the percentage of assessed SD/
LEP students. Data for SD/LEP students in
1990 are not available at the national
level.” Tables A.7a and A.7b show similar
information by jurisdiction for grades 4

and 8. Participation rates for the national
sample where accommodations were
permitted are presented in table A.8, and
state results where accommodations were
permitted are shown in tables A.9a and
A.9b.The data in these tables include the
percentages of students identified as SD
and/or LEP, the percentage of students
excluded, the percentage of assessed SD/LEP
students, the percentage assessed without
accommodations, and the percentage assessed
with accommodations.

In the 2000 accommodations-not-
permitted national sample, 7 percent of
students at grades 4 and 8, and 4 percent of
students at grade 12 were excluded from
the assessment. The comparable percentages
in the 2000 accommodations-permitted
national sample were 4 percent at grades 4
and 8, and 2 percent at grade 12.This
comparison would suggest that allowing
accommodations did help to decrease the
percentage of students excluded from the
assessment. A similar pattern is evident in
the various jurisdictions that participated in
the 2000 state assessment. Across the
jurisdictions, the percentage of students
excluded in the accommodations-not-
permitted sample ranged from 4 to 15
percent at grade 4, and from 3 to 14
percent at grade 8. In the accommoda-
tions-permitted sample the percentages of
students excluded ranged from 1 to 9
percent at grade 4, and from 1 to 8 percent
at grade 8. As with the national exclusion
rates, most states and jurisdictions excluded
a smaller percentage of students when
accommodations were permitted.

5 In 1990, information on SD/LEP students was collected across the entire national sample, including the sample
which was administered the 1990 NAEP science assessment. As a consequence, SD/LEP information specific to
the national mathematics assessment is not reported in table A.6. Because only one subject area (grade-eight
mathematics) was assessed at the state level in 1990, SD/LEP information is available for individual states that

participated in that year, and is presented in table A.7b.
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Table A.6

SD and LEP students in the NAEP mathematics assessment national samples where

accommodations were not permitted: 1992-2000

Grade 4

SD and LEP students
Identified
Excluded
Assessed

SD students only
Identified
Excluded
Assessed

LEP students only
Identified
Excluded
Assessed

Grade 8

SD and LEP students
Identified
Excluded
Assessed

SD students only
Identified
Excluded
Assessed

LEP students only
Identified
Excluded
Assessed

Grade 12

SD and LEP students
Identified
Excluded
Assessed

SD students only
Identified
Excluded
Assessed

LEP students only
Identified
Excluded
Assessed

1992*

Number
of students

2,020
1,750
270

1,163
990
173

939
835
104

2,329
2,030
299

1,538
1,323
215

838
750
88

1,580
1,417
163

1,166
1,088
78

447
351
96

Weighted
percentage
of students

sampled

1
1

Number
of students

480
204
276

359
153
206

142
67
75

391
166
225

310
149
161

106
38
68

257
116
141

211
108
103

47
9
38

1996

Weighted
percentage
of students

sampled

A
1

Number
of students

1,031
490
541

672
380
292

454
189
265

1,772
856
916

1,316
719
597

551
210
341

904
437
467

680
379
301

264
93
171

2000

Weighted
percentage
of students

sampled

SD = Students with Disabilities (the term previously used was IEP). LEP = Limited English Proficient students.

*1n 1992, the identified and excluded students were combined across subject areas. Although their weighted percentages are comparable to 1996 and 2000,
the raw numbers of students are not.

NOTE: Within each grade level the combined SD/LEP portion of the table is not a sum of the separate SD and LEP portions because some students were

identified as both SD and LEP. Such students would be counted separately in the bottom portions but counted only once in the top portion.

Within each portion of the table, percentages may not sum properly due to rounding. SD/LEP information is not available at the national level in 1990.

A Percentage is between 0.0 and 0.5.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1990, 1992, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Tahle A.7a

Percentage of SD and LEP students in the NAEP mathematics assessment state samples where
accommodations were not permitted for grade 4 public schools: 1992-2000

SD and LEP Students
1992 1996 2000
Identified Excluded Assessed Identified Excluded Assessed Identified Excluded Assessed
Nation 12 8 4 16 6 9 16 7 9
Alabama 10 5 6 12 6 5 13 6 7
Arizona 15 5 10 21 12 9 25 12 13
Arkansas 12 5 6 10 1 3 14 1 7
California 28 12 16 33 16 17 33 9 24
Connecticut 14 7 1 16 8 8 15 10 5
Georgia 10 5 4 13 7 6 11 7 4
Hawaii 13 6 8 14 6 9 19 10 9
Idaho 9 3 6 — — — 16 6 10
Illinois * — — — — — — 17 10 6
Indiana 7 3 4 11 5 6 11 7 5
lowa * 9 3 6 13 6 7 15 10 5
Kansas — — — — — — 16 7 9
Kentucky 8 3 5 10 6 4 12 8 3
Louisiana 8 4 4 14 8 7 16 8 8
Maine * 14 6 8 15 8 7 16 10 6
Maryland 11 4 7 14 8 7 12 9 4
Massachusetts 18 7 11 18 9 9 19 10 9
Michigan T 7 5 2 11 6 5 11 8 3
Minnesota * 9 3 6 14 6 8 16 6 10
Mississippi 7 5 2 8 6 2 6 4 2
Missouri 12 4 7 14 5 9 15 10 6
Montana * — — — 10 5 5 12 5 7
Nebraska 13 4 8 15 5 10 18 8 10
Nevada — — — 16 9 8 20 10 9
New Mexico 15 1 8 22 12 10 31 12 19
New York * 12 5 6 15 8 7 16 12 4
North Carolina 12 4 8 14 7 7 16 13 3
North Dakota 9 2 7 11 4 7 12 6 6
Ohio 10 6 4 — — — 12 10 2
Oklahoma 13 7 6 — — — 20 10 10
Oregon T — — — 19 9 10 18 8 11
Rhode Island 16 6 10 18 6 12 23 12 11
South Carolina 10 5 5 12 6 7 17 1 10
Tennessee 12 4 8 13 6 7 11 4 1
Texas 17 8 9 24 10 14 25 15 10
Utah 10 4 6 13 6 7 14 7 7
Vermont — — — 14 6 8 15 11 5
Virginia 11 5 6 14 7 7 16 11 5
West Virginia 4 4 13 8 5 13 10 3
Wisconsin 11 5 5 12 8 4 19 12 8
Wyoming 10 4 7 13 4 9 15 6 9
Other Jurisdictions

American Samoa — — — — — — 15 14 1
District of Columbia 11 9 2 14 11 3 19 9 10

DDESS — — — 9 4 5 11 5
DoDDS — — — 10 5 5 11 5 6
Guam 12 6 5 16 12 3 26 12 15
Virgin Islands 5 B 2 — — — 8 6 3

SD = Students with Disabilities (the term previously used was IEP). LEP = Limited English Proficient students.

Percentages may not sum properly due to rounding.

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

— Jurisdiction did not participate in this year.

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, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Table A.7h

Percentage of SD and LEP students in the NAEP mathematics assessment state samples where
accommodations were not permitted for grade 8 public schools: 1990-2000

SD and LEP Students
1990 1992 1996 2000
Identified  Excluded  Assessed | Identified Excluded Assessed| Identified  Excluded Assessed | Identified  Excluded — Assessed
Nation * * * 12 7 5 11 5 7 15 7 8
Alabama 9 5 4 10 5 5 13 7 6 14 5 9
Arizona * 12 5 1 12 6 1 17 9 8 19 9 10
Arkansas 11 7 3 11 6 5 11 1 4 14 8 5
California 15 1 8 20 8 12 20 10 10 27 9 18
Connecticut 11 6 5 14 7 8 15 8 1 16 10 6
Georgia 1 3 3 8 5 3 10 7 3 11 7 3
Hawaii 10 4 5 13 5 8 12 5 7 20 7 13
Idaho 6 2 4 7 3 4 — — — 14 5 9
Illinois * 9 5 4 — — — — — — 15 8 7
Indiana 7 5 2 9 5 4 12 6 7 12 7 5
Kansas — — — — — — — — — 14 6 8
Kentucky 7 5 3 9 5 4 9 5 5 14 9 4
Louisiana 6 4 2 4 3 10 6 4 13 6 7
Maine * — — — 11 4 6 12 5 1 15 9 6
Maryland 11 5 6 11 5 6 12 1 5 13 11 3
Massachusetts — — — 18 8 9 17 8 9 19 12 7
Michigan 8 4 4 9 6 3 9 5 4 11 7 4
Minnesota * 9 3 6 7 3 4 11 3 8 15 5 10
Mississippi — — — 10 7 3 11 7 4 11 7 3
Missouri — — — 11 4 6 12 7 5 15 9 6
Montana * 6 2 4 — — — 9 3 6 12 5 6
Nebraska 9 3 6 10 4 6 12 4 8 13 3 10
Nevada — — — — — — 16 8 8 16 10 6
New Mexico 9 6 3 12 5 1 18 8 10 25 12 14
New York 12 6 6 13 8 4 14 8 6 16 13 3
North Carolina 9 3 6 12 3 9 9 4 5 16 14 2
North Dakota 8 3 5 8 2 5 10 3 6 11 4 7
Ohio 8 5 3 10 6 4 — — — 11 9 3
Oklahoma 8 5 3 10 6 4 — — — 15 9 6
Oregon T 8 3 5 — — — 12 4 8 17 6 11
RhodeIsland 14 6 8 14 5 8 17 7 10 20 12 8
South Carolina — — — 10 6 4 10 6 4 13 7 6
Tennessee — — — 10 5 5 11 4 1 13 5 8
Texas 12 6 6 14 1 7 17 9 8 20 10 11
Utah — — — 9 4 5 11 6 5 14 6 8
Vermont — — — — — — 12 4 8 17 10 7
Virginia 9 5 4 12 5 7 13 7 6 15 10 5
West Virginia 9 5 4 10 6 4 13 8 4 15 11 3
Wisconsin 8 4 4 10 4 6 12 7 5 17 10 7
Wyoming 8 3 5 9 4 5 10 2 8 13 4 9
Other Jurisdictions
American Samoa — — — — — — — — — 14 12 2
District of Columbia 6 5 1 11 10 2 13 10 4 15 6
DDESS — — — — — — 12 4 8 13 11 1
DoDDS — — — — — — 1 3 4 8 4
Guam 6 4 2 1 4 3 7 3 4 13 5 8

SD = Students with Disabilities (the term previously used was |EP) LEP = Limited English Proficient students.

* SD/LEP information not available for the nation in 1990.

Withineach portion of the table, percentages may not sum properly due to rounding.

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

— Jurisdiction did not participate in this year.

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), 1990, 1992, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Tahle A.8

SD and LEP students in the NAEP mathematics assessment national samples where
accommodations were permitted: 1996 and 2000

1996 2000
Number Weighted percentage Number Weighted percentage
of students of students sampled of students of students sampled

Grade 4
SD and LEP students Identified 701 15 1131 17
Excluded 185 4 246 4
Assessed 516 11 885 13
Assessed without accommodations 286 6 590 8
Assessed with accommodations 230 5 295 4
SD students only Identified 424 11 706 12
Excluded 109 3 180 3
Assessed 315 8 526 9
Assessed without accommodations 172 4 310 5
Assessed with accommodations 143 4 216 4
LEP students only Identified 308 5 472 5
Excluded 86 1 87 1
Assessed 222 4 385 4
Assessed without accommodations 114 2 297 3
Assessed with accommodations 108 1 88 1

Grade 8
SD and LEP students Identified 758 12 1603 13
Excluded 218 3 451 4
Assessed 540 9 1152 10
Assessed without accommodations 357 6 802 1
Assessed with accommodations 183 3 350 3
SD students only Identified 557 9 1206 10
Excluded 183 3 402 3
Assessed 374 7 804 7
Assessed without accommodations 227 4 523 5
Assessed with accommodations 147 2 281 2
LEP students only Identified 226 3 471 3
Excluded 51 1 103 1
Assessed 175 2 368 3
Assessed without accommodations 133 2 290 2
Assessed with accommodations 42 A 78 1

Grade 12

SD and LEP students Identified 589 8 961 9
Excluded 235 3 263 2
Assessed 354 5 698 1
Assessed without accommodations 281 4 563 5
Assessed with accommodations 13 1 135 2
SD students only Identified 386 6 681 7
Excluded 206 3 228 2
Assessed 180 3 453 5
Assessed without accommodations 107 2 338 4
Assessed with accommodations 73 1 115 1
LEP students only Identified 228 3 318 2
Excluded 38 A 56 A
Assessed 190 2 262 2
Assessed without accommodations 178 2 241 2
Assessed with accommodations 12 A 21 A

SD = Students with Disabilities (the term previously used was IEP). LEP = Limited English Proficient students.

NOTE: Within each grade level, the combined SD/LEP portion of the table is not a sum of the separate SD and LEP portions because some students were
identified as both SD and LEP. Such students would be counted separately in the bottom portions but counted only once in the top portion.

Within each portion of the table, percentages may not sum properly due to rounding.

A Percentage is between 0.0 and 0.5.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1996 and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Tahle A.9a

Percentage of SD and LEP students in the NAEP mathematics assessment state samples where
accommodations were permitted for grade 4 public schools: 2000

All students
Assessed under Assessed assessed under
standard with standard
Identified Excluded Assessed conditions accommodations conditions
Nation 18 4 14 9 5 91
Alabama 13 3 10 7 3 94
Arizona 25 4 21 12 9 87
Arkansas 14 4 10 6 4 92
California 33 6 27 19 8 86
Connecticut 14 5 10 5 4 91
Georgia 11 3 8 4 4 93
Hawaii 19 9 11 8 3 89
Idaho 16 2 13 7 7 91
Illinois * 17 3 14 5 9 88
Indiana 11 2 9 3 6 91
lowa 15 2 12 5 7 91
Kansas * 16 3 13 9 4 93
Kentucky 12 3 9 4 5 92
Louisiana 16 3 13 2 11 86
Maine 16 5 12 5 1 89
Maryland 12 2 10 4 6 92
Massachusetts 19 3 17 7 10 87
Michigan * 11 3 8 3 4 92
Minnesota 16 2 14 7 7 90
Mississippi 6 3 3 1 2 95
Missouri 15 3 13 5 8 90
Montana 12 2 11 5 6 93
Nebraska 18 3 15 10 4 92
Nevada 20 7 13 8 5 88
New Mexico 31 6 26 16 10 85
New York T 16 5 11 2 9 86
North Carolina 16 5 11 3 8 87
North Dakota 12 1 11 7 4 95
Ohio 12 5 7 2 5 90
Oklahoma 20 5 15 11 5 90
Oregon * 18 3 16 8 8 90
Rhode Island 23 3 20 10 10 87
South Carolina 17 5 12 7 5 90
Tennessee 11 3 9 7 1 96
Texas 25 7 18 12 6 87
Utah 14 3 11 7 4 94
Vermont 15 3 13 4 9 89
Virginia 16 4 12 5 7 89
West Virginia 13 3 11 3 8 89
Wisconsin * 19 5 14 7 8 87
Wyoming 15 2 13 8 6 92
Other Jurisdictions
American Samoa 15 4 11 8 3 93
District of Columbia 19 5 14 7 7 88
DDESS 11 4 7 3 4 92
DoDDS 11 2 9 5 4 94
Guam 26 6 20 16 4 89
Virgin Islands 8 4 4 4 A 96

SD = Students with Disabilities (the term previously used was IEP). LEP = Limited English Proficient students.

Percentages may not sum properly due to rounding.

A Percentage is between 0.0 and 0.5.

T Indicates that the 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), 2000 Mathematics Assessment.
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Table A.9h

Percentage of SD and LEP students in the NAEP mathematics assessment state samples where
accommodations were permitted for grade 8 public schools: 2000

All students
Assessed under Assessed assessed under
standard with standard
Identified Excluded Assessed conditions accommodations conditions
Nation 14 4 10 7 3 93
Alabama 14 6 8 7 1 93
Arizona T 19 3 16 11 4 92
Arkansas 14 2 11 8 4 94
California 27 4 22 17 5 91
Connecticut 16 6 10 6 4 90
Georgia 11 5 6 3 3 93
Hawaii 20 5 15 13 2 93
Idaho 14 2 12 8 4 9
[llinois * 15 5 11 7 3 92
Indiana 12 3 9 6 3 9
Kansas * 14 3 10 8 3 94
Kentucky 14 4 9 5 4 91
Louisiana 13 3 10 4 6 91
Maine 15 3 12 1 5 93
Maryland 13 3 11 1 4 94
Massachusetts 19 3 17 8 9 88
Michigan * 11 4 7 5 2 9
Minnesota 15 2 13 11 3 96
Mississippi 11 5 5 4 1 93
Missouri 15 3 12 5 7 90
Montana 12 2 9 6 3 9
Nebraska 13 4 10 7 2 94
Nevada 16 4 12 8 5 92
New Mexico 25 7 18 14 4 89
New York 16 4 12 5 1 89
North Carolina 16 5 11 4 1 88
North Dakota 11 2 9 8 2 96
Ohio 11 4 7 4 3 93
Oklahoma 15 4 11 8 3 93
Oregon * 17 3 14 8 6 91
Rhode Island 20 3 16 12 4 92
South Carolina 13 4 9 1 2 94
Tennessee 13 2 10 9 1 97
Texas 20 8 12 10 2 90
Utah 14 3 11 8 3 95
Vermont 17 3 14 10 4 93
Virginia 15 6 9 5 4 90
West Virginia 15 3 12 4 8 90
Wisconsin 17 4 13 6 6 90
Wyoming 13 1 12 9 3 96
Other Jurisdictions
American Samoa 14 4 10 5 4 92
District of Columbia 15 6 9 3 6 88
DDESS 13 3 10 1 3 94
DoDDS 8 1 1 5 1 98
Guam 13 6 6 5 2 92

SD = Students with Disabilities (the term previously used was IEP). LEP = Limited English Proficient students

Percentages may not sum properly due to rounding.

T Indicates that the 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), 2000 Mathematics Assessment.
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Investigating the Effects of Exclusion
Rates on Assessment Results

As indicated by the data in the previous
section, exclusion rates have tended to
increase across assessment years in the
samples that did not permit accommoda-
tions, particularly within certain states. In
considering the effects of exclusion rates
on assessment results, at least two major
issues become evident. First, if exclusion
rates vary substantially across assessment
years, then the ability to report trends (i.e.,
compare results between years) may be
threatened by the fact that the results from
difterent years are based on different
proportions of the population. Second, the
variation in exclusion rates among states
and jurisdictions may threaten the com-
parison of state-by-state results within a
given year, again because the results for
different states or jurisdictions are based on
difterent proportions of the populations.

As a consequence, NCES investigated
the possibility of establishing criteria for
including cautionary notations based on
excessive or increased exclusion rates
(similar to those based on overall participa-
tion rates) in the reporting of national and
state-by-state results. This investigation,
however, did not reveal a consistent rela-
tionship between levels of exclusion, or
degrees of change in inclusion rates, and
overall results. There were several reasons
for this.

First of all, real demographic differences
influence exclusion rates in states, and thus
some differences may be unavoidable.
Second, program research conducted by
NCES and Educational Testing Service
(ETS) was unable to identify a particular
level of exclusion increase that seemed to
affect scores. Third, since excluded students

were not tested, NAEP has no direct
information about how those students
would have done had they been tested.
Given these realities and uncertainties, the
best approach seemed to be to supply all
data about student exclusion, and allow
readers to consider it as they interpret the
achievement data. However, it is important
to remember that the main solutions to this
issue lie not in flagging results, but in
ensuring that all sampled students partici-
pate in assessments. The new, more inclu-
sive samples that are to become NAEP’s
main samples in 2002 are intended to
accomplish this goal.

The move to more inclusive samples,
however, will not be a perfect solution. For
example, even within the context of the
samples in which accommodations are
permitted, there is still some student
exclusion (albeit at a far lower level, as the
data in tables A.8 and A.9a/b show). In
addition, the assessment accommodations
may not have an entirely neutral impact on
scores. In other words, it is possible that
changes in the percentages of students
recelving assessment accommodations may
influence scores. It is also possible that
difterences in state and local accommoda-
tions policies will affect state comparisons.

Because of these remaining issues, NCES
has funded and undertaken several major
research studies. These activities have been
organized around two distinct questions.
First, as was mentioned above, some stu-
dents are excluded from even the more
inclusive NAEP. Therefore, NCES has
funded research into ways excluded stu-
dents might be included in the estimation of
scores for overall populations. In other
words, NCES is researching statistical
adjustments that might be used to ensure
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that final NAEP estimates include data for
all students in a sampled population. There
are two general ways in which this might
be accomplished. The first is an idea cham-
pioned by Dr. Albert Beaton of Boston
College. Dr. Beaton recommends making a

simple assumption about excluded students:

he would assume that, had these students
been tested, they would have performed
below some predefined level (for example,
the median score or the lowest score in the
basic achievement range). This statistic
(whether median or some other level)
would be adjusted to take account of
excluded students.

The second approach to obtaining full
population estimates has been recom-
mended by Dr. Donald McLaughlin of the
American Institutes for Research (AIR).
His approach involves using background
data about excluded students to estimate
how they, as a group, would have per-
formed had they been assessed. This ap-
proach is based on different and stronger
assumptions than Dr. Beaton’s. It would
have the advantage of allowing NAEP to
continue to report all the types of statistics
currently in use (including average scores).

The results from an initial examination
of the 1996 and 2000 NAEP mathematics
data using Dr. McLaughlin’s approach
indicated that the reported average score
gains from 1996 to 2000 in many jurisdic-
tions would be somewhat smaller if full-
population estimates were used. This is
apparently due to the increase in exclusion
rates between years within these states. It
should be noted that using such full-
population estimates may not only alter
the estimates of score gains, but may also

alter the rank ordering of states within a
given year.

NCES has not yet judged either statisti-
cal adjustment approach ready for opera-
tional use. Therefore, these “full population
reporting” approaches may or may not be
used in future years. Results of the studies
produced by Dr. McLaughlin may be
obtained from NCES, as can copies of an
Educational Testing Service (ETS) study
that implemented Dr. Beaton’s methodology.

In addition to full population reporting
research, NCES has also commissioned
studies of the impact of assessment accom-
modations on overall scores. Specifically,
ETS has conducted differential item func-
tioning (DIF) studies of items assessed with
accommodation in both the 1996 and
1998 assessments.® In these studies, ETS
researchers found little evidence that
accommodations changed the functioning
of test questions.

Types of Accommodations Permitted

Table A.10 displays the number and the
percentages of SD and LEP students
assessed with the variety of available ac-
commodations. It should be noted that
students assessed with accommodations
typically received some combination of
accommodations. For example, students
assessed in small groups (as compared to
standard NAEP sessions of about 30 stu-
dents) usually received extended time. In
one-on-one administrations, students often
received assistance in recording answers and
were afforded extra time. Extended time
was considered the primary accommoda-
tion only when it was the sole accommo-
dation provided.

6 For information on DIF studies of items assessed with accommodations in the 1996 mathematics assessment, see
Mazzeo, ].M., Carlson, J.E.,Voelkl, K.E., and Lutkus, A.D. (1999). Increasing the participation of special needs students in
NAEP; A report on 1996 NAEP research activities. Washington, DC: National Center for Education Statistics.
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Table A.10

SD and LEP students in the NAEP mathematics assessment national samples where
accommodations were permitted by type of accommodation: 1996 and 2000

Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 12
1996 2000 1996 2000 1996 2000
Weighted Weighted Weighted Weighted Weighted Weighted
percentage percentage percentage percentage percentage percentage

Number  of students = Number  of students Number  of students Number  of students Number of students  Number of students
of students sampled of students sampled of students sampled of students sampled of students sampled of students sampled

SD and LEP students

Bilingual book 88 1.13 63 0.61 34 0.36 52 0.39 NA NA NA NA
Large-print book 0 0 1 0.04 1 0.05 0 0 0 0 1 0.05
Extended time 32 0.82 59 0.64 41 0.71 77 0.53 23 0.28 60 0.48
Read aloud 15 0.41 21 0.32 11 0.16 29 0.26 7 0.18 7 0.10
Small group 70 1.86 128 2.47 68 1.05 169 1.63 26 0.40 58 0.96
One-on-one 24 0.85 21 0.47 16 0.44 13 0.11 13 0.22 2 0.00

Scribe/computer NA NA 2 0.03 NA NA 1 0.00 NA NA 0 0
Other 1 0.02 0 0 10 0.10 9 0.08 4 0.04 1 0.01

SD students only

Bilingual book 1 0.02 0 0 0 0 0 0 NA NA NA NA
Large-print book 0 0 1 0.04 1 0.05 0 0 0 0 1 0.05
Extended time 32 0.82 55 0.61 41 0.71 68 0.44 23 0.28 51 0.42
Read aloud 15 0.41 20 0.31 11 0.16 28 0.23 7 0.18 7 0.10
Small group 70 1.86 118 2.34 68 1.05 164 1.59 26 0.40 53 0.83
One-on-one 24 0.85 20 0.45 16 0.44 12 0.11 13 0.22 2 0.00
Scribe/computer NA NA 2 0.03 NA NA 1 0.00 NA NA 0 0
Other 1 0.02 0 0 10 0.10 8 0.07 4 0.04 1 0.01

LEP students only

Bilingual book 88 1.13 63 0.61 34 0.36 52 0.39 NA NA NA NA
Large-print book 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Extended time 6 0.07 5 0.05 1 0.01 11 0.10 5 0.05 10 0.07
Read aloud 1 0.02 2 0.01 4 0.06 3 0.04 1 0.01 0 0

Small group 9 0.11 17 0.24 0 0 10 0.07 1 0.01 5 0.13
One-on-one 4 0.06 1 0.01 1 0.01 1 0.00 3 0.07 0 0
Scribe/computer NA NA 0 0 NA NA 0 0 NA NA 0 0
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0.01 2 0.03 0 0

SD = Students with Disabilities (the term previously used was IEP). LEP = Limited English Proficient students.

NA = Not Applicable. Accommodation was not offered.

NOTE: The combined SD/LEP portion of the table is not a sum of the separate SD and LEP portions because some students were identified as both SD and LEP.
Such students would be counted separately in the bottom portions but counted only once in the top portion.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1996 and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Data Collection and Scoring

The 2000 mathematics assessment was
conducted from January through March
2000, with some makeup sessions in early
April. As with all NAEP assessments, data
collection for the 2000 assessment was
conducted by a trained field staft. For the
national assessment, this was accomplished
by staft from Westat, Inc.

For the state assessment, testing sessions
were conducted and administered by
employees of state and local educational
agencies and institutions. These employees
were carefully trained in assessment proce-
dures by Westat. In addition, Westat em-
ployed quality control monitors who
observed 25 percent of the sessions in state

assessments.

Materials from the 2000 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. Each con-
structed-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- and five-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 2000 mathematics assessment,
3,856,211 constructed responses were
scored. This number includes rescoring to
monitor inter-rater reliability. The within-

year average percentage of agreement for
the 2000 national reliability sample was 97
percent at grade 4, 97 percent at grade 8,
and 97 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
sample 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 subpopu-
lations corresponded to figures from the
U.S. Census and the Current Population
Survey.’

The procedure used for sample weight-
ing in the state assessments is similar to that
used in national samples. There are two
important difterences. First, because there is
no oversampling of high-minority schools
in state samples, the weighting process does
not need to adjust for such a procedure.
Second, Current Population Survey target
totals are not available or stable on a state-
by-state basis. Therefore, the
poststratification process described above is
not utilized in the state program.

Analyses were then conducted to deter-
mine 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

7 These procedures are described more fully 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.
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responses at the end of a block (i.e., missing
responses subsequent to the last question
the student answered) and missing re-
sponses prior to the last observed response.
Missing responses before the last observed
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 1s standard NAEP practice to treat all
nonrespondents to the last question in a
block as if they had not reached the ques-
tion. For multiple-choice and short con-
structed-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 mathematics blocks
that ended with extended constructed-
response questions, the standard 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 mathematics scale
scores for the nation and for various sub-
groups of interest within the nation. 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 characteristics, including gender
and race/ethnicity.

In producing the mathematics scales,
three distinct IRT models were used.
Multiple-choice questions were scaled
using the three-parameter logistic (3PL)
model; short constructed-response ques-
tions rated as acceptable or unacceptable
were scaled using the two-parameter
logistic (2PL) model; and short con-
structed-response questions rated according
to a three-level rubric, as well as extended
constructed-response questions rated on a
four- or five-level rubric, were scaled using
a Generalized Partial-Credit (GPC)
model.® 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
tull advantage of the information available
from each of the student response catego-
ries used for these more complex con-
structed-response questions.

The mathematics scale 1s composed of
three types of questions: multiple choice,
short constructed-response (scored either
dichotomously or allowing for partial
credit) and extended constructed-response
(scored according to a partial-credit
model). One natural question about the
mathematics scales concerns the amount of
information contributed by each type of
question. Unfortunately, this question has
no simple answer for the NAEP math-
ematics assessment, due to the complex
procedures used to form the composite
mathematics scale. The information provided

8 Muraki, E. (1992). A generalized partial credit model: Application of an EM algorithm. Applied Psychological

Measurement, (16)2, 159-176.
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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 mathematics proficiency.’
Thus, the answer to the query “How much
information do the different types of
questions provide?” will differ for each
level of mathematics performance. When
considering the composite mathematics
scale, the answer is even more complicated.
The mathematics data are scaled separately
by the content strands. 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 five sepa-
rate calibrations, there is no direct way to
compare the information provided by the
questions on the composite scale.

Because of the BIB-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. Conse-
quently, NAEP constructs sets of plausible
values designed to represent the distribu-
tion 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 patterns of
item response. Statistics describing perfor-
mance on the NAEP mathematics 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 indi-

vidual performance."

Asian/Pacific Islander Samples
As noted in earlier chapters, national scale
score and achievement level results for
eighth-grade Asian/Pacific Islanders in
1996 and for fourth-grade Asian/Pacific
Islander students in 2000 are not included
in the main body of the NAEP 2000
Mathematics Report Card. Table A.11 con-
tains average mathematics scale score
estimates, and their standard errors, for the
nation and Asian/Pacific Islander subgroup
for the 1990, 1992, 1996, and 2000 assess-
ment years. Despite statistically significant
gains from 1992 to 1996 in average scale
scores for the nation as a whole at all three
grade levels, a large apparent decline in
average scores was observed for the grade 8
Asian/Pacific Islander subgroup. From 1992
to 1996, the estimated decline in average
scores for this subgroup was approximately
14 scale score points (about 0.4 within-
grade standard deviation units) on the

9 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.

10 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 the forthcoming NAEP 2000 technical report.

National Assessment of Educational Progress (2000). NAEP 2000 technical report. [forthcoming] Princeton, NJ:

Educational Testing Service.
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NAEP 500-point scale. Despite the large
magnitude of this apparent decline, it was
not statistically significant at the 0.05 level,
after controlling for multiple comparisons.
In 2000, the mean scale score for Asian/
Pacific Islanders at grade 4 was 12 points
higher than in 1996, however, this cross-
year difference was also not significant.
There were no large apparent changes in
average scores for the grade 12 Asian/
Pacific Islander group.

It is important to note that all NAEP
results are estimates and are subject to some
degree of sampling variability. If different
samples of schools or students had been
obtained, results for some subgroups would
be higher than reported here and some
would be lower. In most subgroups, par-
ticularly large subgroups or subgroups for
which special sampling procedures are
employed, estimates of performance are
likely to remain similar from one sample to

another. However, the national population
of Asian/Pacific Islander students is small
(about 3 percent of the national popula-
tion), heterogeneous with respect to aca-
demic achievement, and highly clustered in
certain locations and schools — factors
which are associated with large sampling
variability in survey results and reflected in
the large standard errors associated with
performance estimates for this subgroup.
Furthermore, the sampling plan for the
national assessment does not include
explicit stratification procedures designed
to mitigate these factors. The occurrence of
the large, but statistically nonsignificant,
change in the 1996 grade 8 and 2000 grade
4 Asian/Pacific Islander results was a likely
consequence of these three factors: 1) the
heterogeneous nature of the Asian/Pacific
Islander population, 2) the current NAEP
sampling design, and, 3) the sample sizes
that were assessed.

Tahle A.11

Average mathematics scale scores for the Asian/Pacific Islander subgroup at grades 8 and 4:

1990-2000
1990 1992 1996 2000
Average Average Average Average

Percentage score Percentage score Percentage score Percentage score
All students at grade 8 100 263 (1.3) 100 268 (0.9)* 100 272 (L.1)*t 100 275 (0.8) *tt
Asian/ Pacific Islander
at grade 8 2 (0.5) 279 (4.8)! 3(0.2) 288 (5.4) 3(0.2) 274 (3.9) 4 (0.4) 289 (3.4)
All students at grade 4 100 213 (0.9) 100 220 (0.7)* 100 224 (0.9) *f 100 228 (0.9) *t%
Asian/ Pacific Islander
at grade 4 2 (0.2) 228 (3.5) 2 (0.2) 232 (2.3) 3(02) 232 (4.1) 3(0.2) 244 (4.5)*

The standard errors of the estimated percentages and average scale scores appear in parentheses.
! The nature of the sample does not allow accurate determination of the variability of the statistic.

* Indicates a significant difference from 1990.
T Indicates a significant difference from 1992.
T Indicates a significant difference from 1996.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1990, 1992, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Item Mapping Procedures

To map items to particular points on the
mathematics proficiency scale, a response
probability convention was 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
mathematics scale. A lower boundary
convention maps the mathematics items at
lower points along the scale, and a higher
boundary convention maps the same items
at higher points on the scale. The underly-
ing distribution of mathematics 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 mathematics scales.

There is no obvious choice of a point
along the probability scale that is clearly
superior to any other point. If the conven-
tion were set with a boundary at 50 per-
cent, 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. How-
ever, many students below this criterion
show some level of mathematics 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 per-
cent and the 80 percent conventions,
NAEP has adopted two related response
probability conventions: 74 percent for
multiple-choice questions with four re-
sponse options or 72 percent for five
response options (to correct for the possi-
bility of answering correctly by guessing
with slightly less correction applied when
students were presented with five rather
than four options) and 65 percent for
constructed-response questions (where
guessing is not a factor). These probability
conventions were established, in part, based
on an intuitive judgment that they would
provide the best picture of students’ math-
ematics skills.

Some additional support for the dual
conventions adopted by NAEP was pro-
vided by Huynh." 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 2000 Technical Report for details.)
Following Bock, Huynh decomposed the
item information into that provided by a
correct response [P(q) I(q)] and that pro-
vided by an incorrect response [(1- P(q))
[(q)]."> Huynh showed that the item
information provided by a correct response

to a constructed-response item is maxi-

11" 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.

12 Bock, R.D. (1972). Estimating item parameters and latent ability when responses are scored in two or more latent

categories. Psychometrika, 37,29-51.
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mized at the point along the mathematics
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(q),
rather than the information provided by a
correct response [P(q) I(q)], would imply
an item mapping criterion closer to 50
percent.

The results in this report are presented in
terms of the composite mathematics scale.
However, the mathematics assessment was
scaled separately for the five content strands
at grade 4, 8 and 12.The composite scale is
a weighted combination of the five
subscales for the five content strands. To
obtain item map information presented in
this report, a procedure developed by
Donoghue was used."” This method models
the relationship between the item response
function for the subscale and the subscale
structure to derive the relationship be-
tween the item score and the composite
scale (i.e., an item response function for the
composite scale). This item response func-
tion is then used to derive the probability
used in the mapping.

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 popula-
tion 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 were estimated using
sampling weights. 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 rela-
tively 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 proce-
dure to estimate standard errors. The
jackknife standard error provides a reason-
able measure of uncertainty for any student

13 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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information that can be observed without
error. However, because each student
typically responds to only a few questions
within any content strand, 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.'
(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 estimation
of standard errors may be quite large.
Throughout this report, estimates of stan-
dard errors subject to a large degree of

«y»

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 forth-

coming NAEP 2000 Technical Report.

The reader is reminded that, as with
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 par-
ticipate, or students participated but an-
swered 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 esti-
mating 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.

Drawing Inferences from the
Results

The statistics included in this report are
estimates and are therefore subject to a
measure of uncertainty. There are two
sources of such uncertainty. First, NAEP
uses a sample of students rather than testing
all students. Second, all assessments have
some amount of uncertainty related to the
fact that they cannot ask all questions that
might be asked in a content area. The
magnitude of this uncertainty is reflected in
the standard error of each of the estimates.
When the percentages or average scale
scores of certain groups are compared, the
standard error should be taken into ac-
count, and observed similarities or differ-
ences should not be relied on solely. There-
fore, the comparisons discussed in this
report are based on statistical tests that
consider the standard errors of those
statistics and the magnitude of the differ-
ence among the averages or percentages.

14 For further details, see Johnson, E.G. & Rust, K.E (1992). Population inferences and variance estimation for
NAEP data. Journal of Educational Statistics, (17)2,175-190.
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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 percent-
ages in a manner that reflects that uncer-
tainty. An estimated sample average scale
score plus or minus 1.96 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 perfor-
mance of the entire population of interest
(e.g., all fourth-grade students in public
and nonpublic schools) is within plus or
minus 1.96 standard errors of the sample

average.

As an example, suppose that the average
mathematics 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 * 1.96 standard errors
256 £ 1.96 X 1.2
256 * 2.35
(253.65, 258.35)

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 253.65
and 258.35.

Similar confidence intervals can be
constructed for percentages, if the percent-
ages are not extremely large or extremely
small. Extreme percentages should be
interpreted with caution. Adding or sub-
tracting the standard errors associated with
extreme percentages could cause the
confidence interval to exceed 100 percent

or go below 0 percent, resulting in num-
bers that are not meaningful. (The forth-
coming NAEP 2000 Technical Report will
contain a more complete discussion of
extreme percentages.)

Analyzing Group Differences in
Averages and Percentages
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 signifi-
cant), 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 popu-
lation.

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 uncer-
tainty associated with the difference be-
tween 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
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of each group’s standard error, summing
the squared standard errors, and taking the
square root of that sum.

Standard Error of the Difference =
SE, , = V(SE,> + SE,?)

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 aver-
ages or percentages of the two groups plus
or minus two standard errors of the differ-
ence 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 signifi-
cant (different) at the 0.05 level.

As an example of comparing groups,
consider the problem of determining
whether the average mathematics 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:

Average
Group Scale Score Standard Error
A 218 0.9
B 216 1.1

The difference between the estimates of
the average scale scores of groups A and B
is two points (218 - 216). The standard
error of this difference is

V0.9 + 1.1%) = 1.4

Thus, an approximate 95 percent confi-
dence interval for this difterence is plus or
minus two standard errors of the difference

2+ 1.96 X 1.4
2+ 274
(—0.74, 4.74)

The value zero is within the confidence
interval; therefore, there is insufficient
evidence to claim that group A outper-
formed 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
coeflicient of variation is greater than 20
in the tables)."” In
either case, the results of any statistical test

)

percent, denoted by

involving that group need to be interpreted
with caution; and so, the results of such
tests are not discussed in this report.

Conducting Multiple Tests

The procedures in the previous 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

15 As was discussed in the section “Weighting and Variance Estimation,” estimates of standard errors subject to a large

o

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.
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significance is being performed. However,
in chapters 2, 3,4, 5, and 6 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

19 must be made to the meth-

procedures
ods described in the previous section. One
such procedure, the False Discovery Rate

(FDR) procedure!” 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.'® Therefore, the FDR proce-
dure is more suitable for multiple compari-
sons in NAEP than other procedures. A
detailed description of the FDR procedure
appears in the forthcoming NAEP 2000
Technical Report.

To illustrate how the FDR procedure is
used, consider the comparisons of current
and previous years’ average mathematics
scale scores for the five groups presented in
table A.12. Note that the difference in
average scale scores and the standard error
of the difference are calculated in a way
comparable with that of the example in the
previous section. The test statistic shown is
the difference in average scale scores
divided by the standard error of the
difference.

Table A.12

FDR comparisons of average scale scores for different groups of students

Previous year

Current year

Average Standard | Average
scale score error scale score

Group 1 224 1.3 226
Group 2 187 1.7 193
Group 3 191 2.6 197
Group 4 229 4.4 232
Group 5 201 34 196

Previous year and current year
Standard
Standard | Difference error of Test Percent

error in averages difference statistic confidence*

1.0 2.08 1.62 1.29 20

1.7 6.31 2.36 2.68 1
1.7 6.63 3.08 2.15 4
4.6 3.24 6.35 5l 62
4.7 -5.51 5.81 -.95 35

* The percent confidence is 2(1—F(x)) where F(x) is the cumulative distribution of the t-distribution with the degrees of freedom adjusted to reflect the

complexities of the sample design.

16 Miller, R.G. (1966). Simultaneous statistical inference. New York: Wiley.

17" 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.

18 Williams, V.S.L., Jones, L.V., & Tukey, ].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.
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The difference in average scale scores
and its standard error can be used to find
an approximate 95 percent confidence
interval as in the example in the previous
section or they can be used to identify a
confidence percentage. In the example in
the previous section, because an approxi-
mate 95 percent confidence interval was
desired, the number 2 was used to multiply
the standard error of the difterence to
create the approximate confidence interval.
In the current example, the test statistic 1s
treated like the number 2 and the matching
percent confidence for the related confi-
dence interval is identified from statistical
tables. Instead of checking to see if zero is
within the 95 percent confidence interval,
the percent confidence from the statistical
tables can be directly compared to 100-95
= 5 percent.

If the comparison of average scale scores
across two years were made for only one of
the five groups, there would be a significant
difference between the average scale scores
for the two years if the percent confidence
were less than 5 percent. However, because
we are interested in the difference in
average scale scores across the two years for
all five of the groups, comparing each of
the percents of confidence to 5 percent is
not adequate. Groups of students defined
by shared characteristics, such as race/
ethnicity groups, are treated as sets or
families when making comparisons. How-
ever, comparisons of average scale scores
for each pair of years were treated sepa-
rately. So the steps described in this ex-
ample would be replicated for the com-

parison of other current and previous year
average scale scores.

To use the FDR procedure to take into
account that all comparisons are of interest
to us, the percents of confidence in the
example are ordered from largest to smallest:
62,35,20,4,and 1. In the FDR procedure,
62 percent confidence for the Group 4
comparison would be compared to 5
percent, 35 percent for the Group 5
comparison would be compared to
.05%(5-1)/5 = 4 percent," 20 percent for
the Group 1 comparison would be
compared to .05*%(5-2)/5 = 3 percent,

4 percent for the Group 3 comparison
would be compared to .05*(5-3)/5 = 2
percent, and 1 percent for the Group 2
comparison (actually slightly smaller than 1
prior to rounding) would be compared to
.05*%(5-4)/5 = 1 percent.The last of these
comparisons is the only one for which the
percent confidence is smaller than the
FDR procedure value. The difference in
the current year and previous years’ average
scale scores for the Group 2 students is
significant; for all of the other groups,
average scale scores for current and previ-
ous year are not significantly difterent from
one another. In practice, a very small
number of counterintuitive results occur
when using the FDR procedures to exam-
ine between-year difterences in subgroup
results by jurisdiction. In that case, results
were not included in this report. NCES 1is
continuing to evaluate the use of FDR and
multiple-comparison procedures for future
reporting.

19 The level of confidence times the number of comparisons minus one divided by the number of comparisons is

.05%(5-1)/5 = 4 percent.
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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, 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.
The minimum requirement is at least 62
students in a particular subgroup from at
least five primary sampling units (PSUs).*
However, the data for all students, regard-

less of whether their subgroup was re-
ported separately, were included in com-
puting 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.

Figure A.2

States included in the four NAEP regions

Northeast Southeast
Connecticut Alabama
Delaware Arkansas
District of Columbia Florida
Maine Georgia
Maryland Kentucky
Massachusetts Louisiana
New Hampshire Mississippi
New Jersey North Carolina
New York South Carolina
Pennsylvania Tennessee
Rhode Island *Virginia
Vermont West Virginia
*Virginia

Central West
[llinois Alaska
Indiana Arizona
lowa California
Kansas Colorado
Michigan Hawaii
Minnesota Idaho
Missouri Montana
Nebraska Nevada
North Dakota New Mexico
Ohio Oklahoma
South Dakota Oregon
Wisconsin Texas

Utah

Washington

Wyoming

* NOTE: The part of Virginia that is included in the Northeast region is the Washington, DC metropolitan area; the remainder of the state is included in the

Southeast region.

20" 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. Further details about the
procedure for determining minimum sample size appear in the 1998 NAEP Technical Report.

National Assessment of Educational Progress (2000). NAEP 2000 technical report. [forthcoming] Princeton, NJ:

Educational Testing Service.
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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 deter-
mine race/ethnicity:
If you are Hispanic, what is your Hispanic
background?
U I am not Hispanic
[] Mexican, Mexican American, or Chicano
U Puerto Rican
[J Cuban
U Other Spanish or Hispanic background
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?
[J White (not Hispanic)
U Black (not Hispanic)

APPENDIX A . MATHEMATICS REPORT CARD

U 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, Asian American or
from some other Asian or Pacific
Islander background.)

[J 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.)

U Other (specity)

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 informa-
tion that could not be classified, or did not
respond at all, race/ethnicity was assigned
as determined by school records.

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 classifica-
tions 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.

Therefore, the racial/ethnic results
presented in this report attempt to provide
a clear picture based on several sources of
information.

Type of Location

Results from the 2000 assessment 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 Statisti-
cal Areas (SMSA) as defined by the Office
of Management and Budget. Central City
is a geographical term and is not synony-
mous 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.

In this report, results for each type of
location are not compared across years. This
was due to new methods used by NCES to
identify the type of location assigned to
each school in the Common Core of Data
(CCD).The new methods were put into
place by NCES in order to improve the
quality of the assignments and they take
into account more information about the

exact physical location of the school.

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 compo-
nent 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 1999-2000 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 non-
public. Nonpublic schools include Catholic
and other private schools.?' Although
Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) schools and
Department of Defense Domestic Depen-
dent Elementary and Secondary Schools
(DDESS) are not included in either the
public or nonpublic categories, they are
included in the overall national results.

21 Through a pilot study, more detailed breakdowns of nonpublic school results are available on the NAEP web site

(http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard).
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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 perfor-
mance has no eftect on their grades, pro-
motions, or graduation. There has been
continued concern that this lack of conse-
quences affects participation rates of stu-
dents and schools, as well as the motivation
of students to perform well on NAEP. Of
particular concern has been the perfor-
mance 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 2000 NAEP assess-
ments, for example, the student participa-
tion rates were 96 percent and 92 percent
at grades 4 and 8, respectively. At the
twelfth grade, however, the participation
rate was 77 percent. School participation
rates (the percentage of sampled schools
that participated in the assessment) have
also typically decreased with grade level.
Again citing the 2000 assessments, the
school participation rate was 89 percent for
the fourth grade, 85 percent for the eighth
grade, and 82 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
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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 eftect on results.

Motivation

To the extent that students in the NAEP
sample are not trying their hardest, NAEP
results may underestimate student perfor-
mance. The concern increases as students
get older, and may be particularly pro-
nounced for twelfth graders. The students
themselves furnish some evidence about
their motivation. As part of the background
questions, students were asked how impor-
tant it was to do well on the NAEP math-
ematics 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 89 percent for fourth graders, 60
percent for eighth graders, and 28 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 assess-
ment. As with participation rates, however,
the combined effect of these and other
factors is unknown.



It 1s 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
turther cloud the relationship between
motivation and performance on NAEP.

Need for Future Research

More research is needed to delineate the
tactors that contribute to nonparticipation
and lack of motivation. To that end, NCES
commissioned a study of high school
transcripts to learn more about the aca-
demic performance of twelfth-grade
students who do not participate in the
assessment. In addition, NCES is currently
investigating how various types of incen-
tives can be effectively used to increase
participation in NAEP.

Cautions in Interpretations

As described earlier, the NAEP mathemat-
ics scale makes it possible to examine
relationships between students’ perfor-
mance and various background factors
measured by NAEP. However, a relation-
ship that exists between achievement and
another variable does not reveal its under-
lying 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 combi-
nation 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.
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Appendix B
Data Appendix

Appendix
Contents

This appendix contains complete data for all the tables and
figures presented in this report, including average scores,
achievement level results, and percentages of students. In
addition, standard errors appear in parentheses next to each
scale score and percentage. 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.

Appendix
Focus

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. As with the
tigures and tables in the chapters, significant

differences between results of previous assessments

and the 2000 assessment are highlighted.
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Table B.1: Data for Figure 2.1 National Scale Score Results

Average mathematics scale scores, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1990-2000

Grade 12 Grade 8 Grade 4
1990 294(1.1)* 263 (1.3) * 213(0.9) *
1992 299 (0.9) 268 (0.9) * 220(0.7) *
1996 304 (1.0 * 272 (1.1 * 224(0.9) *
2000 301(0.9) 275(0.8) 228 (0.9)

Standard errors of the estimated scale scores appear in parentheses.
* Significantly different from 2000.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1990, 1992, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.

Table B.2: Data for Figure 2.2: National Achievement Level Results

Percentage of students within each mathematics achievement level range and at or above
achievement levels, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1990-2000

At or above At or ahove

At Basic At Proficient At Advanced Basic Proficient
Grade 4 1990 37 (1.5) * 12(L.1)* 1(0.4) * 50 (1.4) * 13(1.2) *
1992 41 (1.0) 16 (1.0) * 2(0.3) * 59 (1.0) * 18(1.0) *
1996 43(0.9) 19(0.8) * 2(0.3) 64(1.2) * 21(0.9) *
2000 43(0.8) 23 (0.9) 3(0.3) 69 (1.1) 26 (1.1)
Grade 8 1990 37(1.1) 13(1.0) * 2(0.3) * 52 (1.4) * 15(1.1) *
1992 37 (0.8) 18(0.8) * 3(0.4)* 58(1.1) * 21(1.0) *
1996 39 (1.0) 20(0.8) * 4(0.5) 62 (1.1) * 24(1.1) *
2000 38(0.8) 22 (0.7) 5(0.5) 66 (0.8) 27(0.9)
Grade 12 1990 46 (1.5) 10(0.8) * 1(0.3) 58 (1.6) * 12(0.9) *
1992 49 (1.0) 13(0.7) 2(0.3) 64 (1.1) 15(0.8)
1996 53(1.1) * 14(0.9) 2(0.3) 69 (1.3) * 16(1.1)
2000 43 (0.9) 14(0.8) 2(0.3) 65 (1.1) 17(0.9)

Standard errors of the estimated percentages appear in parentheses.

* Significantly different from 2000.

NOTE: Percentages within each mathematics achievement level range 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), 1990, 1992, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Table B.3: Data for Figure 2.3: National Performance Distribution

National mathematics scale score percentiles, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1990-2000

Mean 10th 25th 50th 15th 90th
Grade 4 1990 213(0.9)*  171@21)* 193(1.0)*  214(1.3)*  235(L0)*  253(1.6) *
1992 220007y 177(0.9)*  199(1.3)*  221(1.0)*  242(1.0)*  259(0.9) *
1996 224(0.9)*  182(L.2)*  204(1.3)*  226(1.0)*  246(0.7)* 262(1.2) *
2000 228(0.9) 186 (1.1) 208 (0.9) 230 (1.0) 250 (1.0) 266 (1.0)
Grade 8 1990 263(1.3)*  215(2.3)*  239(1.5)*  264(1.4)*  288(l3)* 307(22)*
1992 268(0.9)*  221(0.9)*  243(09)*  269(L.7)*  294(0.8)* 315(1L.1)*
1996 212 (L)% 224(1.9) 248 (1.5) 273 (L.1)*  298(1.6) 317(1.2)
2000 275(0.8) 227 (1.4) 252 (1.0) 277(0.8) 301(1.0) 321(1.6)
Grade 12 1990 294(LY)*  247(L0)*  270(1.3)*  296(L.7)*  319(L4)* 339(16)*
1992 299(0.9) 254 (1.3) 276 (1.5) 301(1.2) 324 (1.4) 343(0.8)
1996 304(1.O)*  261(1.1)*  282(14)*  305(1.2)*  327(13) 345(1.3)
2000 301(0.9) 255 (1.3) 277 (1.0) 302(0.8) 326 (1.0) 346 (1.4)

Standard errors of the estimated scale scores appear in parentheses.

* Significantly different from 2000.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1990, 1992, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics
Assessments.
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Table B.4: Data for Figure 2.4 National Scale Score Results by Region

Percentage of students and average mathematics scale scores results by region of the country,
grades 4, 8, and 12: 1990-2000

Northeast Southeast Central West

Grade 12 1990 24 (1.2) 20(1.1) 27(0.8) 29(1.2)
300(2.3) 284 (2.2) * 297 (2.6) * 294 (2.6) *

1992 24.(0.6) 23(0.6) 25(0.6) 27(0.9)

303 (1.5) 292 (1.4) 304 (1.8) 299 (1.7)

1996 22 (1.3) 22(1.9) 24.(0.8) 33(2.0)

307 (2.0) 296 (1.9) 310(2.9) 303 (1.7)

2000 21(L.1) 22 (1.3) 26 (0.6) 31(1.3)

305(2.8) 292 (1.8) 306 (1.9) 301(1.7)

Grade 8 1990 20(0.9) 25(1.1) 24.(0.8) 30(1.0)
270 (2.8) * 255(2.5) * 266 (2.3) * 261(2.6) *

1992 22(0.8) 25(0.7) 25(0.6) 28(0.7)
270 (2.7) * 261 (1.4) * 275(1.9) * 268 (2.0) *

1996 20(1.2) 23 (1.7) 24.(1.0) 32(1.6)

277 (3.1) 266 (2.6) 277 (3.1) 269(2.2)

2000 21(0.6) 21(0.7) 26 (0.7) 32(0.8)

277 (2.0) 267 (1.3) 282 (1.9) 274 (1.5)

Grade 4 1990 22 (1.0) 25(1.1) 25(0.8) 27(0.8)
215(2.9) * 205(2.1) * 216 (L.7) * 216 (2.4) *

1992 21(0.9) 24.(0.9) 27 (0.5) 28(0.7)
224 (2.0) * 211(1.6) * 224 (1.8) * 219(1.5) *

1996 22 (1.2) 21(1.6) 25(0.7) 32(1.8)

228(2.2) 218(2.1) 231(1.6) 220 (2.0)

2000 22(0.8) 23(1.3) 24.(0.5) 30(1.3)

230 (1.6) 222(2.1) 232 (1.4) 227 (1.9)

The percentage of students is listed first with the corresponding average scale score presented below.

Standard errors of the estimated percentages and scale scores appear in parentheses.

* Significantly different from 2000.

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1990, 1992, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Table B.5: Data for Figure 2.5: National Achievement Level Results by Region

Percentage of students within each mathematics achievement level range and at or above
achievement levels, by region of the country, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1990-2000

At or ahove
At Proficient At Advanced Proficient

Grade 4 Northeast 1990 13(2.9) * 2(1.0) 51 (4.2) * 14 (3.4)*
1992 21 (2.3) 3(0.7) 63 (2.7) * 23 (2.5)
1996 24 (1.6) 3(0.9) 70 (2.9) 26 (1.6)
2000 25 (1.8) 3(0.8) 72 (1.8) 28 (2.2)
Southeast 1990 8(1.4)* A (0.3) 40(2.9) * 8(1.6) *
1992 10 (1.0) * 1(0.4) 48(2.2) 11(1.2) *
1996 14 (1.9) 2(0.8) 55 (2.9) 16 (2.4)
2000 19(1.8) 2(0.3) 61 (3.1) 21 (1.9)
Central 1990 12 (1.6) * 1 (F**%) 55(2.7) * 14 (1.6) *
1992 19(1.8) * 2 (0.5) 66 (2.8) * 21(1.7)*
1996 24 (2.1) 2 (0.6) 75 (2.6) 27 (2.1)
2000 27 (1.9) 3(0.5) 74 (1.7) 30 (2.0)
West 1990 13(1.9) * 1(0.7) 54 (3.2) * 15(2.3) %
1992 15(2.1) * 2 (0.6) 59 (2.1) * 17(2.2) *
1996 15(1.6) * 2 (0.5) 58 (2.8) 18(1.7) *
2000 23 (1.9) 3(0.5) 67 (2.3) 26 (2.1)
Grade 8 Northeast 1990 18 (2.7) 3(0.7)* 59 (4.0) 20 (2.7) *
1992 19(1.8) 5(0.9) 57 (3.5) * 23 (2.5)
1996 22 (2.6) 5(1.9) 67 (3.1) 27 (3.7)
2000 23 (1.7) 5(0.9) 67 (2.2) 28 (2.0)
Southeast 1990 10(1.8) * 1(0.5) * 43 (2.6) * 12(2.1) *
1992 13(1.2) 2(0.4) * 50 (1.8) * 15(1.2) *
1996 15 (1.7) 3(0.6) 56 (3.2) 18(1.8)
2000 17 (1.0) 3(0.5) 57 (1.6) 20 (1.2)
Central 1990 14(1.2) * 2(0.5) * 57 (2.5) * 15(1.3) *
1992 22 (2.4) 3(0.6) * 66 (2.7) * 25 (2.4) *
1996 24 (1.8) 5(1.0) 69 (3.4) 29 (2.5)
2000 27 (1.9) 6(1.1) 74 (2.0) 33(2.3)
West 1990 12(1.8) * 2(0.6) * 50 (2.6) * 15(2.1) *
1992 17 (1.7) 3(1.0) 58 (2.5) 21(1.9) *
1996 19 (1.6) 3(0.6) 59 (2.2) 22 (1.9)
2000 22 (1.3) 5(0.6) 63 (1.5) 27 (1.4)
Grade 12 Northeast 1990 14 (1.7) 2(0.8) 64 (3.1) 16 (1.9)
1992 15(1.2) 2(0.7) 66 (2.0) 18 (1.5)
1996 19(1.8) 3(0.7) 72 (2.9) 21(2.1)
2000 16 (1.8) 4(1.3) 68 (2.7) 20 (2.5)
Southeast 1990 5(0.8) * 1(0.3) 47 (3.9) 6(0.8) *
1992 9(1.1) 1(0.3) 55 (2.1) 10(1.1)
1996 10 (1.3) 1(0.3) 58 (2.6) 11(1.5)
2000 9(1.1) 1(0.2) 56 (2.2) 10(1.2)
Central 1990 11(1.5) * 1(0.6) 62 (3.5) 13(1.7) %
1992 15(1.3) 1(0.4) 70 (2.6) 17 (1.4)
1996 17 (2.3) 3(0.7) 77 (3.6) 20 (2.8)
2000 18(2.2) 2 (0.6) 71(2.3) 20 (2.1)
West 1990 10 (1.9) 2(0.9) 57(3.2) 12 (2.5)
1992 12 (1.4) 2(0.4) 64 (1.7) 14 (1.6)
1996 12 (1.5) 2 (0.6) 69 (2.4) 14(1.7)
2000 15 (1.1) 2 (0.6) 65 (2.0) 17 (1.3)

Standard errors of the estimated percentages appear in parentheses.

* Significantly different from 2000. (****) Standard error estimates cannot be accurately determined.

A Percentage is between 0.0 and 0.5.

NOTE: Percentages within each mathematics achievement level range 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), 1990, 1992, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.

APPENDIX B . MATHEMATICS REPORT CARD 231



Table B.6: Data for Tahle 2.1: State Scale Score Results, Grade 4

Average mathematics scale score results by state for grade 4 public schools: 1992-2000

2000 1996 1992
Nation 226 (1.0) 222 (1.0) " 219 (0.8)
Alabama 218 (1.4) 212 (1.2) ¢ 208 (1.6) *
Alaska — 224 (1.3) —
Arizona 219 (1.4) 218 (1.7) 215 (1.1)
Arkansas 217 (1.1) 216 (1.5) 210 (0.9) *
California 214 (1.8) 209 (1.8) 208 (1.6) *
Colorado — 226 (1.0) 221 (1.0)
Connecticut 234 (1.2) 232 (1.1) 227 (1.1) *
Delaware — 215 (0.6) 218 (0.8)
Florida — 216 (1.2) 214 (1.5)
Georgia 220 (1.1) 215 (1.5) * 216 (1.2) *
Hawaii 216 (1.1) 215 (1.5) 214 (1.3)
Idaho * 227 (1.2) — 222 (1.0) *
lllinois 225 (1.9) — —
Indiana 234 (1.1) 229 (1.0) * 221 (1.0) *
lowa 233 (1.3) 229 (1.1) * 230 (1.0)
Kansas ' 232 (1.5) — —
Kentucky 221 (1.2) 220 (1.1) 215 (1.0) *
Louisiana 218 (1.4) 209 (1.1) * 204 (1.5) *
Maine 231 (0.9) 232 (1.0) 232 (1.0)
Maryland 222 (1.3) 221 (1.6) 217 (1.3) ¢
Massachusetts 235 (1.1) 229 (1.3) * 227 (1.2) *
Michigan 231 (1.4) 226 (1.3) * 220 (1.7) *
Minnesota * 235 (1.3) 232 (1.1) 228 (0.9) *
Mississippi 211 (L.D) 208 (1.2) 202 (1.1) *
Missouri 229 (1.2) 225 (1.1) * 222 (1.2)*
Montana 230 (1.8) 228 (1.2) —
Nebraska 226 (1.7) 228 (1.2) 225 (1.2)
Nevada 220 (1.2) 218 (1.3) —
New Hampshire — — 230 (1.2)
New Jersey — 227 (1.5) 227 (1.5)
New Mexico 214 (1.5) 214 (1.8) 213 (1.4)
New York 227 (1.3) 223 (1.2) * 218 (1.2) *
North Carolina 232 (1.0) 224 (1.2) * 213 (1.1) *
North Dakota 231 (0.9) 231 (1.2) 229 (0.8)
Ohio * 231 (1.3) — 219 (1.2) ¢
Oklahoma 225 (1.3) — 220 (1.0) *
Oregon 227 (1.6) 223 (1.4) —
Pennsylvania — 226 (1.2) 224 (1.3)
Rhode Island 225(1.2) 220 (1.4) * 215 (1.5) *
South Carolina 220 (1.4) 213 (1.3) ¢ 212 (1.) ¢
Tennessee 220 (1.5) 219 (1.4) 211 (1.4) ¢
Texas 233 (1.2) 229 (1.4) * 218 (1.2) *
Utah 227 (1.2) 227 (1.2) 224 (1.0) *
Vermont 232 (1.6) 225(1.2) * —
Virginia 230 (1.3) 223 (1.4) * 221 (1.3) ¢
West Virginia 225(1.2) 223 (1.0) 215 (1.1) *
Washington — 225(1.2) —
Wisconsin — 231 (1.0) 229 (1.1)
Wyoming 229 (1.3) 223 (1.4)* 225(0.9) *
Other Jurisdictions
American Samoa 157 (3.9) — —
District of Columbia 193 (1.2) 187 (1.1) * 193 (0.5)
DDESS 228 (1.2) 224 (1.0) * —
DoDDS 228 (0.7) 223 (0.7) * —
Guam 184 (2.3) 188 (1.3) 193 (0.8) ¢
Virgin Islands 183 (2.8) — —

Standard errors of the estimated scale scores appear in parentheses.

* Significantly different from 2000 if only one jurisdiction or the nation is being examined. ¥ Significantly different from 2000 when examining only one
jurisdiction and when using a multiple comparison procedure based on all jurisdictions that participated both years.

T Indicates that the jurisdiction did not meet one or more of the guidelines for school participation in 2000.

— Indicates that the jurisdiction did not participate.

NOTE: Comparative performance results may be affected by changes in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in
the NAEP samples.

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, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Table B.7: Data for Tahle 2.2: State Scale Score Results, Grade 8

Average mathematics scale score results by state for grade 8 public schools: 1990-2000

2000 1996 1992 1990
Nation 274 (0.8) 2711 (1.2)" 267 (1.0) 262 (1.4)"
Alabama 262 (1.8) 257 (2.1) 252 (1.7) * 253 (1.1) *
Alaska — 278 (1.8) — —
Arizona * 271 (1.5) 268 (1.6) 265 (1.3) * 260 (1.3)
Arkansas 261 (1.4) 262 (1.5) 256 (1.2) * 256 (0.9) *
California 262 (2.0) 263 (1.9) 261 (1.7) 256 (1.3)
Colorado — 276 (1.1) 272 (1.0) 267 (0.9)
Connecticut 282 (1.4) 280 (1.1) 274 (1.1) * 270 (1.0) *
Delaware — 267 (0.9) 263 (1.0) 261 (0.9)
Florida — 264 (1.8) 260 (1.5) 255 (1.2)
Georgia 266 (1.3) 262 (1.6) 259 (1.2) * 259 (1.3) *
Hawaii 263 (1.3) 262 (1.0) 257 (0.9) * 251 (0.8) *
Idaho 278 (1.3) — 275 (0.7) 271 (0.8) *
lllinois 277 (1.6) — — 261 (1.7)*
Indiana 283 (1.4) 276 (1.4)* 270 (1.1) * 267 (1.2) *
lowa — 284 (1.3) 283 (1.0) 278 (1.1)
Kansas ' 284 (1.4) — — —
Kentucky 272 (1.4) 267 (1.1) ¢ 262 (1.1) * 257 (1.2) *
Louisiana 259 (1.5) 252 (1.6) * 250 (1.7) * 246 (1.2) *
Maine 284 (1.2) 284 (1.3) 279 (1.0) * —
Maryland 276 (1.4) 270 (2.1) * 265 (1.3) * 261 (1.4) *
Massachusetts 283 (1.3) 278 (1.7) * 273 (1.0) * —
Michigan 278 (1.6) 277 (1.8) 267 (1.4)* 264 (1.2) *
Minnesota * 288 (1.4) 284 (1.3) 282 (1.0) * 275 (0.9) *
Mississippi 254 (1.3) 250 (1.2) * 246 (1.2) * —
Missouri 274 (1.5) 273 (1.4) 271 (1.2) —
Montana 287 (1.2) 283 (1.3) * — 280 (0.9)
Nebraska 281 (1.1) 283 (1.0) 278 (1.1) 276 (1.0) *
Nevada 268 (0.9) — — —
New Hampshire — — 278 (1.0) 273 (0.9)
New Jersey — — 272 (1.6) 270 (1.1)
New Mexico 260 (1.7) 262 (1.2) 260 (0.9) 256 (0.7)
New York * 276 (2.1) 270 (1.7) * 266 (2.1) * 261 (1.4) *
North Carolina 280 (1.1) 268 (1.4) * 258 (1.2) * 250 (1.1) *
North Dakota 283 (1.1) 284 (0.9) 283 (1.1) 281 (1.2)
Ohio 283 (1.5) — 268 (1.5) * 264 (1.0) *
Oklahoma 272 (1.5) — 268 (1.1) 263 (1.3)*
Oregon ' 281 (1.6) 276 (1.5) — 271 (1.0) *
Pennsylvania — — 271 (L.5) 266 (1.6)
Rhode Island 273 (1.1) 269 (0.9) * 266 (0.7) * 260 (0.6) *
South Carolina 266 (1.4) 261 (1.5) * 261 (1.0) * —
Tennessee 263 (1.7) 263 (1.4) 259 (1.4) * —
Texas 275 (1.5) 270 (1.4) * 265 (1.3) * 258 (1.4)*
Utah 275 (1.2) 277 (1.0) 274 (0.7) —
Vermont 283 (1.1) 279 (1.0) * — —
Virginia 277 (1.5) 270 (1.6) * 268 (1.2) * 264 (1.5) *
Washington — 276 (1.3) — —
West Virginia 271 (1.0) 265 (1.0) * 259 (1.0) * 256 (1.0) *
Wisconsin — 283 (1.5) 278 (1.5) 274 (1.3)
Wyoming 277 (1.2) 275 (0.9) 275 (0.9) 272 (0.7) *
Other Jurisdictions
American Samoa 195 (4.5) — — —
District of Columbia 234 (2.2) 233 (1.3) 235 (0.9) 231 (0.9)
DDESS 277 (2.3) 269 (2.3) * — —
DoDDS 278 (1.0) 275 (0.9) * — —
Guam 233 (2.2) 239 (1.7) 235 (1.0) 232 (0.7)
Virgin Islands — — 223 (1.1) 219 (0.9)

Standard errors of the estimated scale scores appear in parentheses.

* Significantly different from 2000 if only one jurisdiction or the nation is being examined. * Significantly different from 2000 when examining only one
jurisdiction and when using a multiple comparison procedure based on all jurisdictions that participated both years.

T Indicates that the jurisdiction did not meet one or more of the guidelines for school participation in 2000.

— Indicates that the jurisdiction did not participate.

NOTE: Comparative performance results may be affected by changes in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in
the NAEP samples.

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), 1990, 1992, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Tahle B.8: Data for Figure 2.10: State Achievement Level Results, Grade 4

Percentage of students within each mathematics achievement level range by state for grade 4
public schools: 2000

Below Basic At Basic At Proficient At Advanced
Nation 33(1.2) 42 (0.9) 22 (1.1) 2(0.3)
Alabama 43 (2.1) 43 (1.6) 13(1.2) 1(0.2)
Arizona 42 (1.9) 42 (1.6) 15(1.3) 2 (0.5)
Arkansas 44 (1.9) 43 (1.6) 13(1.1) 1(0.2)
California f 48 (2.3) 38 (1.6) 14 (1.4) 1(0.3)
Connecticut 23 (1.5) 45 (1.4) 29 (1.4) 3(0.5)
Georgia 42 (1.5) 40 (1.4) 17 (1.0) 1(0.3)
Hawaii 45(1.9) 41(1.7) 13(0.9) 1(0.3)
|daho * 29 (1.7) 49 (1.4) 20 (1.5) 1(0.4)
[llinois 34 (2.4) 44.(1.9) 20(2.1) 2 (0.6)
Indiana * 22 (1.5) 48 (1.6) 28 (1.6) 3(0.7)
lowa 22 (1.9) 50 (1.9) 26 (1.7) 2(0.4)
Kansas 25(2.3) 46 (1.6) 27 (1.9) 3(0.7)
Kentucky 40 (1.8) 43 (1.6) 16 (1.1) 1(0.3)
Louisiana 43 (2.0) 43 (1.5) 13(1.3) 1(0.2)
Maine 26 (1.8) 50 (1.8) 22 (1.2) 2(0.4)
Maryland 39(1.8) 39(1.7) 20(1.2) 2(0.4)
Massachusetts 21(1.4) 45(1.2) 30 (1.5) 3(0.5)
Michigan 28 (1.9) 43 (1.6) 26 (1.6) 3(0.6)
Minnesota 22 (1.7) 44 (1.5) 31(1.5) 3(0.7)
Mississippi 55(1.7) 36 (1.4) 9(0.8) A(0.2)
Missouri 28 (1.6) 49 (1.6) 22 (1.4) 2(0.4)
Montana 27 (2.6) 48 (2.3) 23 (2.4) 2(0.7)
Nebraska 33(2.3) 43(1.9) 22 (1.7) 2 (0.5)
Nevada 39 (1.7) 44 (1.5) 15(1.1) 1(0.2)
New Mexico 49 (2.0) 39 (1.6) 11(1.0) 1(0.2)
New York 33(2.1) 45(1.8) 20(1.4) 2(0.4)
North Carolina 24 (1.5) 48 (1.5) 25 (1.4) 3(0.4)
North Dakota 25(1.5) 50 (1.5) 23(1.2) 2(0.4)
Ohio 27 (2.0) 48 (2.0) 24 (1.9) 2(0.4)
Oklahoma 31(1.9) 53 (1.6) 16 (1.1) 1(0.2)
Oregon 33(2.3) 44.(2.1) 21 (1.5) 3(0.6)
Rhode Island 33 (1.5) 44(1.2) 21 (1.2) 2(0.4)
South Carolina 40 (1.8) 42 (1.6) 16 (1.1) 2(0.3)
Tennessee 40 (1.8) 42 (1.3) 17 (1.4) 1(0.4)
Texas 23 (1.6) 50 (1.4) 25 (1.6) 2 (0.5)
Utah 30(1.7) 46 (1.5) 22(1.2) 2(0.3)
Vermont 27 (2.0) 44.(1.7) 26 (2.0) 4(0.7)
Virginia 27 (1.8) 47 (1.5) 23(1.3) 2(0.6)
West Virginia 32 (1.6) 49 (1.7) 17 (1.5) 1(0.3)
Wyoming 27(2.0) 48 (1.8) 23 (1.4) 2(0.5)

Other Jurisdictions

American Samoa 95 (1.4) 5(1.3) A (F*F¥) 0 (****)
District of Columbia 76 (1.1) 19(0.8) 5(0.8) 1(0.2)
DDESS 30 (2.0) 46 (1.8) 21 (1.5) 3(0.6)
DoDDS 30(1.2) 48(0.9) 21 (1.1) 2(0.3)
Guam 79 (1.8) 19 (1.5) 2(0.6) A (FFF¥)
Virgin Islands 85(3.2) 14 (3.2) 1(0.5) A (F**%)

Standard errors of the estimated percentages appear in parentheses.

(****) Standard error estimates cannot be accurately determined.

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

A Percentage is between 0.0 and 0.5.

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

DoDDS: Department of Defense Dependents Schools (Overseas).

NOTE: Percentages within each mathematics achievement level range may not add to 100 due to rounding.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2000 Mathematics Assessment.
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Tahle B.9: Data for Figure 2.11: State Achievement Level Results, Grade 8

Percentage of students within each mathematics achievement level range by state for grade 8
public schools: 2000

Below Basic At Basic At Proficient At Advanced
Nation 35(0.9) 38(0.9) 21(0.8) 5(0.5)
Alabama 43 (2.1) 36 (1.4) 14(1.2) 2 (0.5)
Arizona 38(1.9) 41 (1.8) 18 (1.5) 3(0.5)
Arkansas 48 (1.9) 38 (1.5) 13(1.2) 1(0.4)
California 48 (2.3) 34 (1.5) 15(1.3) 3(0.6)
Connecticut 28 (1.3) 38(1.2) 28 (1.3) 6(0.7)
Georgia 45(1.7) 37 (1.5) 16 (1.0) 3(0.4)
Hawaii 48 (1.6) 36 (1.8) 14(1.3) 2(0.4)
Idaho * 29 (1.5) 44.(1.8) 24 (1.7) 3(0.5)
[llinois ' 32(2.1) 41(1.8) 23(L.3) 4(0.7)
Indiana 24.(1.7) 45 (1.6) 26 (1.5) 5(0.7)
Kansas 23 (1.7) 43 (1.4) 30 (1.6) 4(0.8)
Kentucky 37(L.7) 42 (1.6) 18 (1.4) 3(0.5)
Louisiana 52 (1.8) 36 (1.5) 11(1.1) 1(0.4)
Maine 24 (1.5) 44 (1.4) 26 (1.2) 6(0.7)
Maryland 35 (1.6) 36 (1.3) 22 (1.1) 6 (0.6)
Massachusetts 24 (1.5) 43(1.2) 27 (1.1) 6(0.7)
Michigan ' 30 (1.9) 41(1.3) 24 (1.6) 5(0.7)
Minnesota 20 (1.8) 40 (1.5) 33(1.4) 7(0.8)
Mississippi 59 (1.6) 33(1.4) 7(0.7) 1(0.3)
Missouri 33(2.0) 45 (1.5) 19(1.3) 2(0.3)
Montana 20 (1.5) 43 (1.6) 32 (1.6) 6 (0.6)
Nebraska 26 (1.6) 43 (1.4) 26 (1.4) 5(0.7)
Nevada 42 (1.1) 39 (1.3) 17(0.8) 2(0.4)
New Mexico 50 (1.8) 36 (1.8) 12 (1.0) 1(0.4)
New York 32 (2.5) 42 (1.8) 22 (1.7) 4(0.7)
North Carolina 30(1.3) 40(1.2) 24 (1.0) 6(0.7)
North Dakota 23 (1.4) 46 (1.7) 27 (1.5) 4(0.6)
Ohio 25(1.9) 45(1.4) 26 (1.5) 5(0.7)
Oklahoma 36 (1.9) 46 (1.5) 17 (L.1) 2(0.3)
Oregon * 29(1.7) 40 (1.5) 26 (1.7) 6(0.8)
Rhode Island 36 (1.1) 41(1.1) 20(0.9) 4(0.6)
South Carolina 45(1.9) 37 (1.4) 15 (1.1) 2(0.4)
Tennessee 47 (1.9) 36 (1.4) 15(1.2) 2 (0.4)
Texas 32 (1.8) 44.(1.5) 22 (1.3) 3(0.5)
Utah 32 (1.4) 42 (1.3) 23 (1.1) 3(0.4)
Vermont 25(1.7) 43 (1.9) 26 (1.3) 6 (0.6)
Virginia 33(2.0) 42 (1.3) 21(1.2) 5(0.7)
West Virginia 38(1.2) 44 (0.9) 16 (0.7) 2(0.4)
Wyoming 30 (1.4) 45(1.2) 21(1.2) 4(0.5)

Other Jurisdictions

American Samoa 93(2.1) 6 (2.0) 1 (***%) A (FFF¥)
District of Columbia 77 (2.0) 17 (1.6) 5(0.8) 1(0.4)
DDESS 33(2.9) 40 (3.0) 20 (2.0) 6(1.4)
DoDDS 29 (1.4) 44(1.3) 22 (1.1) 4(0.7)
Guam 76 (1.5) 20 (1.6) 3(0.7) 1(0.3)

Standard errors of the estimated percentages appear in parentheses.

(****) Standard error estimates cannot be accurately determined.

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

A Percentage is between 0.0 and 0.5.

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

DoDDS: Department of Defense Dependents Schools (Overseas).

NOTE: Percentages within each mathematics achievement level range may not add to 100 due to rounding.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2000 Mathematics Assessment.
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Tahle B.10: Data for Table 2.3 State Cumulative Achievement Level Results, Grade 4

Percentage of students at or above mathematics achievement levels by state for grade 4 public schools:

1992-2000

1992 1996
Below  Ator Above At or Ahove Below  Ator Above At or Above
Basic Basic Proficient Advanced Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Nation 43(1.2) * 57(1.2) * 17(1.1) * 2(0.3) 38(1.4) * 62(1.4) * 20(1.0) * 2(0.3)
Alabama 57(2.1) * 31 10(1.2) ¥ A(0.]) 52(2.0) * 48(2.0) * 11(1.1) 1(0.2)
Arizona 47 (1.6) 53 (1.6) 13(0.9) * 1(0.2) 43(2.4) 57(2.4) 15(1.6) 1(0.4)
Arkansas 53(L5)F  47(15)F  10007)F  A(02 46(2.2) 54 (2.2) 13(1.4) 1(0.3)
California * 54 (1.9) 46 (1.9) 12(1.2) 1(0.4) 54 (2.4) 46 (2.4) 11(15) 1(0.4)
Connecticut 33(16) * 67(1.6) 24.(1.4) % 3(0.5) 25(1.5) 75(1.5) 31(L.7) 3(0.5)
Georgia 47 (1.7) * 53 (L7) * 15(1.2) 1(0.3) 47(2.1) * 53(2.1) * 13(1.3) 1(0.3)
Hawaii 48(1.8) 52 (1.8) 15(0.9 1(0.2) 47 (1.6) 53 (1.6) 16 (1.1) 2(0.4)
ldaho | 37(L7)*  63(LD)F  16(L0)*F 1(0.3) — — — —
Illinois — — — — — — — —
Indiana T | 40(1.7) * 60(1.7) * 16(11) 1(0.2) * 28(17) % 72(1LD)* 24.(16) ¥ 2(0.5)
lowa f | 28(15)* 72(15) * 26(1.2) 2(0.4) 26 (1.4) 74 (1.4) 22(1.4) " 1(0.4)
Kansas — — — — — — — —
Kentucky 49(15) * 51(1.5) * 13(1.2) * 1(0.3) 40 (1.8) 60 (1.8) 16 (1.1) 1(0.3)
Louisiana 61(2.0) * 39(2.0) % 8(0.8) * (0.2) 56(1.8) ¥ 44(18) * 8(09) ¥ A2
Maine T | 25(1.5) 75(1.5) 27 (1.5) (0.5) 25(1.4) 75(1.4) 27(1.4) 3(0.6)
Maryland 45(1.6) 55(1.6) ¥ 18(1.2) * 2(0.3) 41(1.8) 59 (1.8) 22(1.7) 3(0.7)
Massachusetts 32(16) * 68(1.6) ¥ 23(15) * 2(0.5) 29(1.8) * 71(1.8) * 24(1.9) ¥ 2(0.5)
Michigan 39(2.2) * 61(2.2) * 18(1.7)* 1(0.4) * 32(1.8) 68 (1.8) 23(15) * 2(0.5)
Minnesota | 29 (1.6) ¥ 71(1.6) * 26(1.3) ¢ 3(0.4) 24 (1.5) 76 (1.5) 29(1.5) 3(0.5)
Mississippi 64(1.3) * 36(1.3) * 6(0.6) ¥ A (0.1) 58 (1.9) 42 (1.9) 8(0.9) A (02
Missouri 38(17) ¢ 62(1.7) % 19(13) ¢ 1(03) KNWE 66(1.7) 20(1.3) 1(0.3)
Montana * — — — — 29(1.9) 71(1.9) 22(1.6) 1(0.4)
Nebraska 33(1.8) 67(1.8) 22(1.6) 2(0.5) 30(1.6) 70 (1.6) 24(1.4) 2(0.3)
Nevada — — — — 43(1.8) 57(1.8) 14(1.2) 1(0.3)
New Mexico 50 (2.0) 50(2.0) 11(1.3) 1(0.2) 49(2.4) 51 (2.4) 13(1.2) 1(0.3)
New York T | 43 (1.8) * 57(1.8) * 17(13) ¢ 1(03) 36 (1.8) 64 (1.8) 20(1.2) 2(0.4)
North Carolina 50(1.6) ¥ 50(1.6) ¥ 13(0.8) ¥ 1(0.3) * 36(1.6) 64(1.6) ¥ 21(13) 2(0.4)
North Dakota 28(1.3) 72(1.3) 22(1.1) 1(03) 25(1.9) 75(1.9) 24(1.3) 2(0.5)
Ohio | 43(L7)*  57(Ln*  16(12) ¢ 1(0.3) — — — —
Oklahoma 00D 607 14(12) 1(0.3) — — — —
Oregon — — — — 35(2.2) 65(2.2) 21(1.3) 2(0.5)
Rhode Island 46(22) % 54(2.2) 131 ¥ 1(0.4) 39(2.0) ¢ 61(2.0) * 17(13) * 1(03)
South Carolina 52(L.7) * 48(17) ¢ 131 ¥ 1(03) 52(2.0) * 48(2.0) % 12(1.3) * 1(03)
Tennessee 53(2.0) ¢ 47(2.0) % 10(1.0) ¥ A (02 42(2.0) 58 (2.0) 17 (1.5) 1(0.3)
Texas 44(1.6) ¥ 56 (1.6) ¥ 15(1.2) ¥ 1(03) 31(1.9) * 69(1.9) 25(L.5) 3(0.5)
Utah 34(1.7) 66 (1.7) 191 F 1(03) 31(1.6) 69 (1.6) 23(1.3) 2(0.4)
Vermont — — — — 3321 * 67(2.1) * 23(1L1) ¢ 3(0.5)
Virginia 41(1.4) % 59(1.4) ¥ 19(1.5) * 2(0.5) 38(2.2) * 62(2.2) * 19(1.5) ¥ 2(0.5)
West Virginia 48(1.5) * 52(1.5) ¥ 12(0.9) * 1(0.3) 37 (1.6) 63 (1.6) 19(1.2) 2(0.5)
Wyoming 31(1.4) 69 (1.4) 19(1.1)# 1(0.3) 36(1.7) * 64(1.7) * 19(1.2) ¥ 1(0.3)
Other Jurisdictions
American Samoa — — — — — — — —
District of Columbia 77(0.9) 23(0.9) 5(0.3) 1(0.2) 80(0.8) 20(08) * 5(0.5) 1(0.4)
DDESS — — — — 36(L.7) * 64 (1.7) * 20 (1.5) 2(0.6)
DoDDS — — — — 36(12)F  64(12)F 19(L1) * 1(0.3)
Guam 74(1.4) * 26 (1.4) 5(0.5) A2 77(1.4) 23(1.4) 3(0.5 A ()
Virgin Islands — — — — — — — —
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Table B.10: Data for Tahle 2.3 State Cumulative Achievement Level Results, Grade 4 (continued)

Percentage of students at or above mathematics achievement levels by state for grade 4 public schools:
1992-2000

2000
Below  Ator Above At or Ahove
Basic Basic Proficient  Advanced
Nation 33(1.2) 67(1.2) 25(1.2) 2(0.3)
Alabama 43(2.1) 57(2.1) 14(1.3) 1(0.2)
Arizona 42(1.9) 58(1.9) 17 (1.6) 2(0.5)
Arkansas 44 (1.9) 56 (1.9) 13(L.1) 1(0.2)
California * | 48 (2.3) 52(2.3) 15(1.4) 1(0.3)
Connecticut 23(1.5) 77(1.5) 32(1.6) 3(0.5)
Georgia 42 (1.5) 58 (1.5) 18(1.1) 1(0.3)
Hawaii 45(1.5) 55 (1.5) 14(1.0) 1(03)
Idaho T | 29(1.7) 71(L7) 21(1.6) 1(0.4)
lllinois T | 34 (2.4) 66 (2.4) 21(2.5) 2(0.6)
Indiana * | 22(1.5) 78 (1.5) 31(L.6) 3(0.7)
lowa T | 22(1.9) 78(1.9) 28(1.9) 2(0.4)
Kansas ¥ | 25(2.3) 75(2.3) 30(2.1) 3(0.7)
Kentucky 40(1.8) 60 (1.8) 17(1.2) 1(0.3)
Louisiana 43 (2.0) 57(2.0) 14(1.4) 1(0.2)
Maine ¥ | 26 (1.8) 74(1.8) 25(1.3) 2(0.4)
Maryland 39(1.8) 61(1.8) 22(1.4) 2(0.4)
Massachusetts 21(1.4) 79(1.4) 33(1.6) 3(0.5)
Michigan 28(1.9) 72(1.9) 29(1.8) 3(0.6)
Minnesota | 22 (1.7) 78(L.7) 34(1.8) 3(0.7)
Mississippi 55 (L.7) 45(1.7) 9(0.9) A2
Missouri 28 (1.6) 72 (1.6) 23(1.6) 2(0.4)
Montana T | 27 (2.6) 73 (2.6) 25(2.5) 2(0.7)
Nebraska 33(2.3) 67(2.3) 24(1.9) 2(0.5)
Nevada 39(L.7) 61(1.7) 16 (1.1) 1(0.2)
New Mexico 49 (2.0) 51(2.0) 12(1.0) 1(0.2)
New York T | 33(2.1) 67(2.1) 22(1.6) 2(0.4)
North Carolina 24 (1.5) 76 (1.5) 28 (1.5) 3(0.4)
North Dakota 25(1.5) 75(1.5) 25(1.3) 2(0.4)
Ohio T | 27 (2.0) 73(2.0) 26(2.1) 2(0.4)
Oklahoma 31(19) 69 (1.9) 16 (1.2) 1(0.2)
Oregon 33(2.3) 67 (2.3) 23(1.8) 3(0.6)
Rhode Island 33(15) 67 (L5) 23(13) 2(04) Standard errors of the estimated percentages appear in parentheses.
South Carolina 20(L8) 60 (L8) 18(12) 203) ;‘Xl:irﬁ?r:ggantly different from 2000 if only one jurisdiction or the nation is being
Tennessee 0y S0(L8) 189 L0 1 Significantly different from 2000 when examining only one jurisdiction and when
Texas 23(L6) 77(L6) 27(18) 2(0.5) using a multiple comparison procedure based on all jurisdictions that participated
Utah 30(1.7) 70(1.7) 24 (1.3) 2(0.3) both years.
Vermont | 27 (2.0) 73(2.0) 29(2.2) 4(0.7) (****) Standard error estimates cannot be accurately determined.
Virginia 27 (1.8) 73(1.8) 25 (1.6) 2(0.6) T Indicates that the jurisdiction did not meet one or more of the guidelines for
West Virginia 32(1.6) 68 (1.6) 18(1.6) 1(0.3) | school participation.
Wyoming 27 (2.0) 73 (2.0) 25 (1.5) 2(0.5) — Indicates that the jurisdiction did not participate.
A Percentage is between 0.0 and 0.5.
Other Jurisdictions NOTE: Comparative performance results may be affected by changes in exclusion
American Samoa 95 (1.4) 5(1.4) A () 0 (*xx*) rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the
Districtof Columbia |  76(L1)  24(L1) 6(08) 1(02) | NAEP samples.
DDESS 30(2.0 70(2.0 2 (1.8) 3(06) DDESS: Department of Defense Domestic Dependent Elementary and Secondary
DoDDS 30(1.2) 70(1.2) 22(1.1) 2(0.3) Schools.
DoDDS: Department of Defense Dependents Schools (Overseas).
Guam 79(1.8) 21(1.8) 2(0.6) A () . . - .
— SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Virgin Islands 85(3.2) 1532 106 AC™) | Equcational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Table B.11: Data for Table 2.4 State Cumulative Achievement Level Results, Grade 8

Percentage of students at or above mathematics achievement levels by state for grade 8 public
schools: 1990-2000

1990 1992
Below  Ator Above At or Ahove Below  Ator Above At or Ahove
Basic Basic Proficient Advanced Basic Basic Proficient  Advanced
Nation 49(1.5 * 51 (1.5) * 15(1.1) * 2(0.4) * 44(1.2) * 56 (1.2) * 20(1.0) * 3(0.4) *
Alabama 60(1.7) * 40(17) % 9(0.7) * 1(0.2) ¥ 61(1.9) * 39(1.9) * 10(0.9) ¥ 1(0.3) ¥
Arizona 52(1.8) * 48(1.8) * 13(0.9) ¥ 1(0.4) # 45(1.8) * 55(1.8) 15(1.3) ¥ 1(0.3) ¥
Arkansas 56(1.2) 44(12) % 9(0.7) * 1(0.2) 56(1.8) ¥ 44.(1.8) * 10(0.8) ¥ 1(0.2)
California 55(1.7) * 45(17) % 1201 F 2(0.3) 50(1.9) 50 (1.9) 16 (1.3) 2(0.7)
Connecticut 40(1.4) % 60(1.4) 22(09) * 3(04) % 36(1.4) ¢ 64(1.4) % 26(1.1) % 3(06) *
Georgia 53(1.5) ¥ 47(15) * 14(1.2)* 2(0.4) 52(1.7) 48(1.7) * 13(0.9) * 1(03) *
Hawaii 60(1.0) ¥ 40(1.0) 12(0.7) ¥ 2(0.3) 54(1.1) * 46(11) * 14(0.7) 2(0.3)
Idaho * | 37(1.2) ¥ 63(12) * 18(11) ¥ 1(0.3) ¥ 32(1.0) 68 (1.0) 2(12) % 2(0.3) *
linois ¥ | 50(2.0) % 50200 %  15(13)* 2(0.4) — — — —
Indiana * | 44 (1.5) * 56 (1.5) ¥ 17 * 3(0.5) * 40 (1.5) * 60 (1.5) 20(12) % 3(04) %
Kansas * — — — — — — — —
Kentucky 57(1.7) # 43017 * 10(0.8) * 1(0.3) ¥ 49(15) * 51(1.5) 14+ 2(03) *
Louisiana 68(1.6) ¥ 32(16) * 5(06) ¥ 1(0.2) 63(1.9) * 37(1.9) * 7(1L0)F A2
Maine ' — — — — 28(13) % 72(13) 25(15) % 3(06)*
Maryland 50(1.6) ¥ 50(1.6) ¥ 17(1.2) ¢ 3(0.5) * 46(1.4) * 54 (1.4) * 20(12) % 3(05) %
Massachusetts — — — — 37(15) * 63(1.5) * 23(1.3) * 3(0.5) *
Michigan 47(1.7)* 53(1.7) 16(1.2) * 2(04) % 42017 * 58(1.7) ¥ 19(1.5) * 2(0.4) *
Minnesota © | 33 (1.1) * 67(L1) * 23(12) % 3(0.5) * 26(1.3) ¢ 74(1.3) * 31(12)* 5(0.6)
Mississippi — — — — 67(1.6) * 33(1.6) * 6(0.7) A(0.])
Missouri — — — — 38 (1.6) 62 (1.6) 20(1.2) 2(0.4)
Montana 26(1.5) * 74(15) 27 (1.4) * 4(0.5) * — — — —
Nebraska 32(13)* 68(1.3) 24(12) % 3(0.5) 30(1.3) 70(1.3) 26(1.6) * 3(0.5)
Nevada — — — — — — — —
New Mexico 57(1.2) * 43012 10(0.9) ¥ 1(03) 52(1.3) 48(1.3) 11(0.8) 1(0.3)
New York 50(L7) * 50(L.7) * 15(0.9) ¥ 3(0.4) 1322 57(2.2) * 20(1.3) * 3(0.5)
North Carolina 62(1.4) * 38(14) % 9(0.7) * 1(0.3) ¥ 53(1.4) * 47(1.4) % 12(1.0) ¥ 1(0.3) ¥
North Dakota 25(1.6) 75(1.6) 27(1.8) 4(0.6) 22(1.4) 78 (1.4) 29(1.6) 3(0.5)
Ohio 47(1.6) ¥ 53(1.6) ¥ 15(11) ¥ 2(03) * IANVAVRS 59(2.1) * 18(1.3) 2(04) %
Oklahoma 48(1.8) ¥ 52(1.8) * 13(1.2) ¢ 1(0.4) 41(1.6) 59 (1.6) 17(1.1) 1(0.3)
Oregon * 38(1.4) * 62(1.4) * 21(L * 3(0.5) * — — — —
Rhode Island 51(1.0) * 49(1.0) * 15(0.7) ¥ 2(03) * 44(12) % 56(1.2) 16(11) 1(0.3) ¥
South Carolina — — — — 52(1.3) % 48(13) ¢ 15(1.0) 2(05)
Tennessee — — — — 53(1.9) ¥ 47(1.9) * 12(1.0) * 1(0.4) *
Texas 55(1.6) ¥ 45(1.6) * 131 ¥ 2(0.3) 47(15) * 53(1.5) * 18(1.2) ¥ 3(0.6)
Utah — — — — 33(1.2) 67(1.2) 22(1.0) * 2(0.4)
Vermont — — — — — — — —
Virginia 48(1.7) * 52(1.7) 17(1.6) * 4(0.8) 43(1.7) * 57(1.7) # 19(1.1) * 3(0.6) *
West Virginia 58(1.1) ¥ 42(1.1) * 9(0.8) * 1(0.2) ¥ 53(1.6) ¥ 47(1.6) * 10(0.8) * 1(02) *
Wyoming 36(1.3) * 64(1.3) * 19(0.9) * 2002 * 33(1.3) 67 (1.3) 21(11) * 2(0.4) *
Other Jurisdictions
American Samoa — — — — — — — —
District of Columbia 83(1.0) * 17(1.0) ¥ 3(0.6) 1(0.2) 78(L.1) 22(1.1) 4(0.9) 1(0.2)
DDESS — — — — — — — —
DoDDS — — — — — — — —
Guam 78 (1.0) 22(1.0) 4(0.4) A2 75(1.4) 25(1.4) 6(0.6) A(0)

See footnotes at end of table. p>
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Table B.11: Data for Tahle 2.4 State Cumulative Achievement Level Results, Grade 8 (continued)

Percentage of students at or above mathematics achievement levels by state for grade 8 public
schools: 1990-2000

1996 2000
Below At or Above At or Above Below At or Above At or Above
Basic Basic Proficient  Advanced Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Nation 39(13) % 61(13)*  23(12)* 4(06) 35(09) 65(0.9) 26(1.0) 5(0.5)
Alabama 55 (2.6) 45(2.6) 12(1.8) 1(0.4) 48(2.1) 52(2.1) 16 (1.6) 2(0.5)
Arizona T | 43(1.9) 57 (L.9) 18(1.2) 2(03) %] | 38(L9) 62(1.9) 21(1.6) 3(0.5)
Arkansas 48(1.8) 52 (L.8) 13(L.0) 2(0.4) 48(1.9) 52(1.9) 14(1.2) 1(0.4)
California ¥ | 49 (2.1) 51(2.1) 17(15) 3(0.5) 48(23) 52(2.3) 18(1.6) 3(0.6)
Connecticut 30(1.4) 70(L4) 31(15) 5(0.6) 28(13) 72(13) 34 (1.5) 6(0.7)
Georgia 49 (2.0) 51(2.0) 16(1.8) 2(05) 45(1.7) 55(1.7) 19(1.1) 3(04)
Hawaii 49 (L.5) 51(L5) 16(0.9) 2(04) 49(13) 51(1.3) 16(1.3) 2(0.4)
Idaho — — — — 29(15) 71(L5) 27(17) 3(0.5)
IMinois * — — — — 32(21) 68(2.1) 27 (14) 4(0.7)
Indiana © [ 322.0)% 6820 F  24(17)* 305 % | 24(17) 76(1.7) 31(1.9) 5(0.7)
Kansas ' — — — — 23(L7) 77(L7) 34(L9) 4(08)
Kentucky | 44(16)F  56(16)F  16(1.2) * 103) <[ | 3707 63(1.7) 21(1.5) 3(0.5)
Louisiana 62200% 380 % 7L A2 52 (L.8) 48(1.8) 12(1.2) 1(0.4)
Maine | 23(15) 77 (L5) 31(L7) 6(0.7) 24(15) 76(1.5) 32(1.4) 6(0.7)
Maryland 32T 57T 2423 5(1.0) 35(16) 65(1.6) 29(1.4) 6(0.6)
Massachusetts 32023 % 68(23)¢  28(18) * 5(0.8) 24(15) 76(1.5) 32(1.3) 6(0.7)
Michigan © | 33(2.1) 67 (2.1) 28(1.8) 4(08) 30(1.9) 70(1.9) 28(1.9) 5(0.7)
Minnesota © | 25 (1.5) 75(L5) 34(1.8) * 6(0.8) 20(18) 80 (1.8) 40 (1.6) 7(0.8)
Mississippi 64(13)F  36(13)* 7(0.8) A2 59 (1.6) 41(1.6) 8(0.7) 1(03)
Missouri 36 (2.0) 64 (2.0) 22(14) 2(0.5) 33(2.0) 67 (2.0) 22(1.4) 2(0.3)
Montana * | 25(1.7) 75(L7) 32(15) * 5(0.5) 20(15) 80 (1.5) 37(1.6) 6(0.6)
Nebraska 24(L.1) 76 (L1) 31(15) 5(0.7) 26(1.6) 74(16) 31(1.6) 5(0.7) )
Standard errors of the estimated percentages
Nevada — — — — 421 S8 (L1) 20109 204 | appear in parentheses.
New Mexico 49(L.6) 51 (L.6) 14(L.1) 2(0.3) 50 (1.8) 50 (1.8) 13(1.0) 104) |« significantly different from 2000 if only one
NewYork ™ | 39(20)*  61(200*  22(L5) 3(0.9) 32(2.9) 68 (2.5) 26 (1.9) 4(0.7) | jurisdiction or the nation is being examined.
North Carolina 44(18)F  56(1.8)F  20(13)F 3(0.6) * 30(1.3) 70(L3) 30(13) 6(0.7) | 1 Significantly different from 2000 when
NothDakota | 23(L2)  77(12)  33(L5) 4(07) B4 7704 31(16) 4(06) examlitn_inlg only one Jurisdictign anbd then usil?g
N I —— T N TR i o
OKlzhoma — — — — (L9 ok 192 203 | (xxx%) Standard error estimates cannot be
Oregon * | 33(1.7) 67(1.7) 26 (1.6) * 4(0.7) 29(1.7) 71017 32(1.9) 608) | accurately determined.
Rhode Island 40 (1.6) * 60 (1.6) * 20(1.3) * 3(0.4) 36(1.1) 64 (1.1) 24(1.0) 4(0.6) 1 Indicates that the jurisdiction did not meet
South Carolina 52(1.7) # 48(17) ¢ 14(12) * 2(0.4) 45(1.9) 55(1.9) 18(1.2) 2(0.4) | one or more of the guidelines for school
Tennessee 47(1.8) 53 (1.8) 15(1.3) 2(0.3) 47(19) 53(1.9) 17 (1.4) 2(04) | Participation.
Teas | 41018)F  59(18)F  21(L5) 3(0.4) 2018  68(L8) 24(14) 3(05) | — Indicates that the jurisdiction did not
Utah | 30(L5) 70(15) 24(13) 3(04) 32(14) 68 (1.4) 26(1.2) 304 | Participate.
Vemont © | 28(L7) 720 2704 * 408 | 500 7507 32(15) 605 | ‘A Percentage is between 0.0 and 0.5.
Vignia | 42020* s8@0* 202* 304+ | 3320 6720 26 (L5) 507) | NOTE: Comparative performance results may be
affected by changes in exclusion rates for
West Virginia 46(16)F  54(16)F  14(09) ¢ 1004) <[ | 38(1.2) 62(1.2) 18(0.9) 204 | students with disabilities and limited-English-
Wyoming 32(1.2) 68 (1.2) 22(1.0) * 2(0.6) 30(1.4) 70(1.4) 25(1.1) 4(05) | proficient students in the NAEP samples.
DDESS: Department of Defense Domestic
Other Jurisdictions Dependent Elementary and Secondary Schools.
American Samoa — — — — 93(2.1) 7(2.1) 1 (%) A (****) | DoDDS: Department of Defense Dependents
District of Columbia 80(1.2) 20(1.2) 5(0.8) 1(03) 77(2.0) 23(2.0) 6(0.8) 1(0.4) | Schools (Overseas).
DDESS | 43B1)*  57(31)*  21(24) 5(L1) B9 67(29) 2128) 6(1.4) [ SOURCE: National Center for Education
DDDS | 35(L4)F  65(14)F  23(12*  3(06) 29014 71(14) 27(12) 40.7) §:3;‘::;‘;S(N“:\3Et;‘;”?gg\gselsgsg'ge”ltg‘;fGE‘;:ga;'(‘;gg'
Guam | 71(16)*  29(16)*  6(08)  A(**) 76(L5) 24(L5) 408 103 | Mathematics Assessments.
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Tahle B.12: Data for Figure 3.1 National Scale Score Results by Gender

Percentage of students and average mathematics scale scores by gender, grades 4, 8, and 12:

1990-2000
Male Female
Grade 12 1990 43 (1.0) 52 (1.0)
297 (1.4) * 291(1.3) *
1992 49 (0.8) 51(0.8)
301 (1.1) 298 (1.0)
1996 48 (0.9) 52 (0.9)
305 (1.1) 303 (1.1) *
2000 49 (0.6) 51 (0.6)
303 (1.1) 299 (0.9)
Grade 8 1990 51 (1.0) 49 (1.0)
263 (1.6) * 262 (1.3) *
1992 51 (0.6) 49 (0.6)
268 (1.1) * 269 (1.0) *
1996 52 (0.8) 48 (0.8)
272 (1.4) * 272 (1.1)
2000 51 (0.5) 49 (0.5)
277 (0.9) 274(0.9)
Grade 4 1990 52 (1.0) 48 (1.0)
214(1.2) * 213(1.1) *
1992 50 (0.6) 50 (0.6)
221 (0.8) * 219(1.0) *
1996 51 (0.7) 49 (0.7)
226 (1.1) * 222 (1.0) *
2000 51 (0.7) 49 (0.7)
229 (1.0) 226 (0.9)

The percentage of students is listed first with the corresponding average scale score presented below.

Standard errors of the estimated percentages and scale scores appear in parentheses.

* Significantly different from 2000.

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1990, 1992, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics
Assessments.
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Table B.13: Data for Figure 3.2 National Achievement Level Results by Gender

Percentage of students within each mathematics achievement level range and at or above

achievement levels by gender, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1990-2000

Grade 4
Male

Female

Grade 8
Male

Female

Grade 12
Male

Female

1990
1992
1996
2000

1990
1992
1996
2000

1990
1992
1996
2000

1990
1992
1996
2000

1990
1992
1996
2000

1990
1992
1996
2000

At Proficient At Advanced -

12 (1.3) *
17 (1.0) *
21(1.0)
25(1.0)

12 (1.3) *
15(1.3) *
17 (1.0) *
22 (1.1)

14(1.3) *
18 (L.1) *
20(1.2)
24.(0.8)

12 (1.0) *
18 (1.0) *
19(1.0)
21(0.8)

13(1.2) *
15(0.8)
16 (1.2)
17(0.8)

8(0.9 *
12.(0.9)
13 (1.1)
13 (1.1)

2(0.6) *
2(03)*
3(0.4)
3(0.4)

1(0.4) *
1(0.3)
1(0.3)
2(0.3)

2(0.5) *
3(0.5) *
410.7)
6 (0.6)

2(0.4) *
3(0.4)
3(0.6)
4(0.5)

51(L.7
60 (1.1
65 (1.6
70 (1.1

*
*
*

)
)
)
)

49(19
57 (1.6
63 (1.6
68 (1.2

*
*
*

)
)
)
)

52(1.9
57 (1.4
62 (1.7
67(0.9

*
*
*

)
)
)
)
52 (1.5) *

58 (1.4) *
)
)

At or above
Proficient

13 (1.5
19(1.1
24 (1.1
28(1.2

*
*
*

)
)
)
)

12(1.3)*
16(1.3)*
19(L1)*
24(1.2)

17(1.5
21(1.3
25(1.5
29 (1.1

*
*
*

)
)
)
)

14(1.1)*
21(1.2) *
23(1.2)
25(1.0)

15(1.4)*
17(1.0)
18(1.3)
20 (1.0)

9(0.9) *
13 (1.0)
14(1.2)
14 (1.1)

Standard errors of the estimated percentages appear in parentheses.
* Significantly different from 2000.
NOTE: Percentages within each mathematics achievement level range 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), 1990, 1992, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics

Assessments.
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Tahle B.14: Data for Figure 3.3 National Scale Score Results by Race/Ethnicity

Percentage of students and average mathematics scale scores by race/ethnicity, grades 4, 8, and 12:

1990-2000 . .
Asian/ American
White Black Hispanic  Pacific Islander Indian
Grade 12 1990 74.(0.6) 14.(0.5) 8(0.2) 3(0.3) 1(0.3)
301(L.2) * 268 (1.9) 276 (2.8) 311(5.2) IR ()
1992 71(0.6) 15(0.4) 9(0.5) 4(0.2) 1(0.1)
306 (0.9) 276 (1.7) 284 (1.7) 316 (3.5 IR ()
1996 70(0.5) 14(0.4) 11(0.4) 4(0.4) 1(0.6)
311 (1.0 280 (2.2) 287 (1.8) 319(4.8) 279 (8.9) !
2000 70(0.4) 14(0.3) 11(0.2) 5(0.2) 1(0.1)
308 (1.0) 274(1.9) 283 (2.1) 319(2.8) 293 (4.4)
Grade 8 1990 71(0.3) 15(0.2) 10(0.2) 2(0.5) 2 (0.6)
270 (1.4) * 238 (2.7) * 244 (2.8) * 279 (4.8) ! 246 (9.4) !
1992 70(0.2) 16(0.1) 10(0.2) 3(0.2) 1(0.2)
278 (1.0) * 238 (1.3) * 247 (1.2) * 288 (5.4) 255(2.8)
1996 69 (0.2) 14(0.2) 12(0.1) ~ 1(0.2)
282 (1.2) * 243 (2.0) 251(2.0) 264 (3.0) !
2000 67(0.2) 13(0.1) 14(0.2) 4(0.4) 2(0.4)
286 (0.8) 247 (1.4) 253(1.5) 289 (3.4) 255(8.3) !
Grade 4 1990 70(0.2) 15(0.1) 10(0.2) 2(0.2) 2(0.2)
220 (1.1) * 189 (1.8) * 198 (2.0) * 228 (3.5) 208 (3.9)
1992 70(0.2) 16(0.1) 9(0.2) 2(0.2) 1(0.2)
228 (0.9) * 193(1.3) * 202 (1.4) * 232 (2.3) 211(3.1)
1996 68 (0.4) 15(0.2) 13(0.4) 3(0.2) 2(0.2)
232(0.9) 200 (2.3) 206 (2.1) 232 (4.1) 216 (2.3)
2000 66 (0.3) 14(0.2) 15(0.3) ~ 2(0.2)
236 (1.0) 205(1.6) 212(1.5) 216 (2.1)

The percentage of students is listed first with the corresponding average scale score presented below.

Standard errors of the estimated percentages and scale scores appear in parentheses.

* Significantly different from 2000.

! The nature of the sample does not allow accurate determination of the variability of the statistic.

*Rkx (kx%%) Sample size is insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

~ Special analyses raised concerns about the accuracy and precision of national grade 8 Asian/Pacific Islander results in 1996 and

grade 4 Asian/Pacific Islander results in 2000. As a result, they are omitted from the body of this report. See appendix A for a more detailed discussion.
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Table B.15: Data for Figure 3.4 National Achievement Level Results by Race/Ethnicity

Percentage of students within each mathematics achievement level range and at or above
achievement levels by race/ethnicity, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1990-2000

Grade 4
White

Black

Hispanic

Asian/Pacific Islander

American Indian

Grade 8
White

Black

Hispanic

Asian/Pacific Islander

American Indian

1990
1992
1996
2000
1990
1992
1996
2000
1990
1992
1996
2000
1990
1992
1996
2000
1990
1992
1996
2000

1990
1992
1996
2000
1990
1992
1996
2000
1990
1992
1996
2000
1990
1992
1996
2000
1990
1992
1996
2000

15(1.5) *
21(1.3) *
25(1.1) *
30(1.2)
1(0.5) *
3(0.7)
5(1.4)
5(0.9)
5(1.1)*
5(1.1)*
7(0.9)
10 (1.3)
21 (4.5)
26 (3.8)
21 (4.1)

~

4(2.6) *
8(3.5)
7(2.7)
13 (2.7)

16(1.2) *
23 (1.0) *
25(1.0)
28 (1.0)
5(1.1)
2(0.6) *
4(0.9)
5(0.6)
4(1.4)*
6(0.9) *
8 (1.4)
9(0.8)
26 (5.5) !
27 (4.6)

~

29 (2.8)

5 (****)
7(3.1)
11(5.9)!
8(3.8)!

2(0.5) *
2(0.3)
3(0.4)
3(0.4)
NS
0 (****)
A(0.1)
A (****)
NS
NS
A (****)
1(0.2)
3 (****)
4(1.8)
5(2.4)

A (****)
2(0.9)

1 (****)
1 (kx5

3(0.5) *
4(0.4)*
5(0.7)
7(0.6)
A ()
A ()
A (****)
A(0.2)
A(0.2)
1(0.4)
1(0.6)
1(0.3)
5(2.3)
13(3.9)

12 (2.6)
A (****)
A (****)

2 (****)
A (****)

At Proficient At Advanced -

59 (1.7) *
70(1.2
76 (1.4
80 (1.1
19 (2.4) *
23(1.8) *
32(3.2)

*

)
)
)
)

32(1.8)
32360)*
34(1.9)*
39(2.5)
41(1.9)
71(5.8)!
76 (4.6)

76 (3.5
33(10.2
39(5.8
51(6.2)!
42 (9.6) !

)
)
)
)

At or ahove
Proficient

16 (1.6) *
23 (1.4
28(1.2
34(14
1(0.6) *
307 %
5(1.4)
5(0.9)
5(1.1)*
5(1.1)*
8(1.0
10 (1.3
23 (5.6
30 (4.5

*

*

)
)
)
)

)
)
)
)

5(1.3) *

6(0.8) *

9(1.6)
10(0.9)
32(5.8) !
40(6.8)

41@3.7)
6 (+*%%)
73.1)
13(5.0)!
9(3.9)!
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Table B.15: Data for Figure 3.4 National Achievement Level Results by Race/Ethnicity (continued)

Percentage of students within each mathematics achievement level range and at or above
achievement levels by race/ethnicity, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1990-2000

At or ahove
At Proficient At Advanced Proficient

Grade 12

White 1990 13(0.9) * 2(0.4) 66 (1.8) * 14(1.1) *
1992 16 (0.8) 2(0.3) 72 (1.3) 18(0.9)
1996 17 (1.1) 2(0.4) 79(1.3) 20(1.3)
2000 18 (1.1) 3(0.4) 74(1.2) 20(1.2)

Black 1990 2(0.8) 0 (***%) 27(2.7) 2(0.8)
1992 2(0.6) A (FFFF) 34(2.6) 2(0.5)
1996 4(1.0) A(01) 38(3.3) 4(1.0)
2000 2(0.6) A (F5FF) 31(2.6) 3(0.6)

Hispanic 1990 4(1.2) A (FF) 36 (3.9) 4(1.1)
1992 5(0.9) A (FFFF) 45 (2.0) 6(0.9)
1996 6(1.1) A (F5FF) 50 (3.6) 6(1.1)
2000 4(0.8) A(0.1) 443.1) 4(0.7)

Asian/Pacific Islander 1990 19 (6.2) 5(2.4) 75(5.8) 23(1.1)
1992 26 (5.1) 4(1.4) 81(4.3) 30(5.6)
1996 26 (4.9) 7(2.8) 81(4.3) 33(6.3)
2000 28(3.2) 7(2.5) 80 (2.6) 34(3.8)

Amerlcan |nd|an 1990 *kkk (****) *kkk (****) *kkk (****) *kkk (****)
1992 *khkk (****) *kkk (****) *kkk (****) *kkk (****)
1996 3 (%) A (F5FF) 34(16.0) ! 3(***)
2000 10 (4.8) A (FFFF) 57(5.7) 10 (4.8)

Standard errors of the estimated percentages appear in parentheses.

* Significantly different from 2000.

! The nature of the sample does not allow accurate determination of the variability of the statistic.

(****) Standard error estimates cannot be accurately determined.

xxkk (kkx%) Sample size is insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

A Percentage is between 0.0 and 0.5.

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

Special analyses raised concerns about the accuracy and precision of national grade 8 Asian/Pacific Islander results in 1996 and

grade 4 Asian/Pacific Islander results in 2000. As a result, they are omitted from the body of this report. See appendix A for a more detailed discussion.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1990, 1992, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Table B.16: Data for Figure 3.5 National Scale Score Differences by Gender

Gender gaps in average mathematics scale scores, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1990-2000

Male-Female
Grade 4 1990 1(1.7)
1992 2(1.2)
1996 3(L.5)
2000 3(1.3)
Grade 8 1990 1(2.1)
1992 -1(1.5)
1996 -1(1.7)
2000 3(1.2)
Grade 12 1990 6(1.9)
1992 4(1.4)
1996 2 (1.6)
2000 4(1.5)

Standard errors of the estimated difference in scale scores appear in parentheses.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1990, 1992, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.

Table B.17: Data for Figure 3.6 National Scale Score Differences by Race/Ethnicity

Racial/ethnic gaps in average mathematics scale scores, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1990-2000

White-Black White-Hispanic
Grade 4 1990 31(2.1) 22(2.2)
1992 35(1.6) 25 (1.6)
1996 32(2.5) 27(2.3)
2000 31(1.9) 24 (1.8)
Grade 8 1990 32(3.1) 27(3.1)
1992 40(1.7) 31(1.6)
1996 39(2.3) 31(2.4)
2000 39(1.6) 33(1.8)
Grade 12 1990 33(2.3) 25(3.1)
1992 30(1.9) 22 (2.0)
1996 31(2.4) 24(2.1)
2000 34(2.2) 26 (2.4)

Standard errors of the estimated difference in scale scores appear in parentheses.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1990, 1992, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Table B.18: Data for Figure 3.7 National Scale Score Results by Parents’ Education

Percentage of students and average mathematics scale scores by student-reported parents” highest

level of education, grades 8 and 12: 1990-2000
Some education

Less than Graduated after Graduated

High School  High School High School College Unknown

Grade 12 1990 8(0.7) 24 (1.1) 27 (1.0) 39 (1.4) 2(0.3)

272(2.1) 283 (2.0) 297 (1.2) 306 (1.6) * 269 (4.9)

1992 6(0.4) 21(0.8) 26 (0.7) 43 (1.1) 3(0.3)

278 (1.7) 288 (1.4) 299 (1.0) 311(1.2) 277 (3.0)

1996 6(0.5) 19(0.8) 25(0.8) 47 (1.5) 3(0.2)

282 (1.8) 294 (1.3) * 302 (0.8) 314(1.3) 275 (2.4)

2000 6(0.4) 20 (0.6) 25(0.6) 46 (1.1) 3(0.2)

278 (1.9) 288(1.2) 300(1.2) 313(1.D) 277 (2.8)

Grade 8 1990 9(0.8) 24 (1.1) 17(0.8) 41(1.8) 9(0.6)
242 (2.0) * 255(1.6) * 267 (1.6) * 274 (1.5) * 241 (3.2) *

1992 8(0.5) 24(0.7) 18(0.5) 42 (1.3) 9(0.4)
249 (1.7) * 257(1.2) * 271 (1.1 * 281(1.2) * 252 (1.6) *

1996 7(0.4) 22 (0.8) 19(0.7) 42 (1.3) 11(0.6)

254 (1.8) 261(1.2) 279 (1.4) 282 (1.5) 254 (1.6)

2000 7(0.3) 20(0.5) 18(0.5) 45(0.9) 11(0.4)

255 (1.5) 264 (1.1) 279(1.0) 287 (1.0) 256 (1.1)

The percentage of students is listed first with the corresponding average scale score presented below.

Standard errors of the estimated percentages and scale scores appear in parentheses.

* Significantly different from 2000.

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1990, 1992, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Table B.19: Data for Figure 3.8 National Achievement Level Results by Parents’ Education

Percentage of students within each mathematics achievement level range and at or above

achievement levels by parents’ highest level of education, grades 8 and 12: 1990-2000

Grade 8
Less than H.S.

Graduated H.S.

Some Educ After H.S.

Graduated College

Unknown

Grade 12
Less than H.S.

Graduated H.S.

Some Educ After H.S.

Graduated College

Unknown

1990
1992
1996
2000
1990
1992
1996
2000
1990
1992
1996
2000
1990
1992
1996
2000
1990
1992
1996
2000

1990
1992
1996
2000
1990
1992
1996
2000
1990
1992
1996
2000
1990
1992
1996
2000
1990
1992
1996
2000

Standard errors of the estimated percentages appear in parentheses.

* Significantly different from 2000.

(****) Standard error estimates cannot be accurately determined.
A Percentage is between 0.0 and 0.5.

3(1L])*
6 (1.6)
8(2.1)
7(13)
8(1.3) *
9(1.0) *
12 (1.3)
14 (1.3)
13 (2.0) *
17(1.2) *
23 (1.8)
23 (1.3)
20 (1.9) *
27 (1.3)
28 (1.3)
31(L.1)
5(1.7)*
8(1.2)
9(1.4)
10(1.2)

3(L.7)
3(1.1)
3(1.1)
2(0.6)
5(1.0)
6(0.9)
7(1.1)
6(0.8)
10 (1.4)
11 (1.0)
10(0.9)
11(0.9)
16 (1.5) *
20 (1.1)
22 (1.3)
23 (1.3)
3(1.9)
3(1.8)
1(0.7)
5(1.7)

A (****)
1 (****)
1 (****)

1(0.3)
A (****)
1(0.4)
1(0.4)
1(0.4)
2(0.8)
3(0.6)
4(0.8)
3(0.9)
4(0.7)
6(0.8)
7(1.0)
9(0.8)

A (****)

1 (****)
1(0.3)
1(0.4)

*

*

0 (****)
A (****)
A(0.2)
A (****)
A (0.3)
A (****)
1(0.3)
A(0.2)
1(0.5)
1(0.4)
1(0.4)
1(0.4)
3(0.6)
3(0.6)
3(0.5)
4(0.7)
A (****)

0 (****)
0 (****)
A (****)

At Proficient At Advanced -

25(3.4) *
3BED*
44(2.6)
45(2.3)
42 (2.0) *
46 (1.9) *
52(2.0)
54 (1.3)
58 (2.6) *
61(1.7) *
71(2.0)
72 (1.9)
66 (1.9) *
71(1.3) *
73(1.3)
77(0.9)
30(3.5) *
39(2.4) *
42(2.2)
45(2.1)

27 (3.6)
38(2.9)
42 (3.3)
38 (2.6)
45(2.8)
51(1.9)
58(2.2)
51(2.0)
63 (1.7)
63 (1.8)
70(1.2)
66 (1.9)
71(1.9) *
77 (1.4)

79 (1.9)
77(1.1)
31(6.8)
36 (6.0)
36 (4.4)
34 (4.1)

At or above
Proficient

3(L*
6 (1.6)
8(2.1)
8(1.4)
9(1.3) *
10 (1.0) *
13(1.3)
16 (1.3)
16 (1.9)
20(1.3) *
26 (1.8)
27 (1.5)
24(2.1) *
33(L7)*
35(1.9
39(1.3
5(1.7
9(13
10 (1.4
11(1.1

*

*

)
)
)
)
)
)

3(L7)
3(1.2)
3(L1)
2(0.6)
5(1.1)
6(0.9)
7(1.2)
6(0.8)
11(1.4)
12 (1.0)
12.(0.9)
12.(0.9)

19(1.8) *
23(1.3)

25(1.6
27 (1.5
3(17
3(1.8
1(0.7

)
)
)
)
)
5(1.6)

NOTE: Percentages within each mathematics achievement level range 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), 1990, 1992, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Table B.20: Data for Figure 3.9 National Scale Score Results by Type of School

Percentage of students and average mathematics scale scores by type of school, grades 4, 8, and 12:

1990-2000

Public Nonpublic Private Only Catholic Only

Grade 12 1990 91 (2.0) 9(2.0) 3(1.4) 5(1.6)
294 (1.2) * 300 (3.6) !* 298 (5.1) I* 301 (4.6) 1*

1992 87 (1.2) 13(1.2) 4(1.0) 8(1.3)

297 (1.0) 314(2.3) 320 (4.2) ! 311(2.5)

1996 88 (1.5) 12 (1.5) 4(0.8) 8(1.3)

303(0.9) 314(2.2) 321(4.2) 311(2.1)

2000 91(0.5) 9(0.5) 4(0.3) 5(0.4)

300(1.1) 315(1.2) 315(1.8) 315(1.5)

Grade 8 1990 92 (1.3) 8(1.3) 3(0.8) 5(1.0)
262 (1.4) * 271 (2.5) * 272 (3.1) I* 271 (3.5) *

1992 89(0.9) 11(0.9) 5(0.7) 6(0.7)
267 (1.0) * 281(2.2) * 284 (4.0) 278 (2.1) *

1996 89 (1.1) 11(1.1) 4(0.8) 6(0.8)

271(1.2) * 284 (2.4) 286 (3.7) 283(3.1)

2000 90 (0.4) 10 (0.4) 4(0.3) 5(0.4)

274 (0.8) 287(1.2) 290 (1.4) 284 (1.6)

Grade 4 1990 89 (1.4) 11(1.4) 4(0.9) 7(1.2)
212 (L.1) * 224 (2.6) * 233 (3.6) ! 219(3.0) *

1992 88 (0.8) 12(0.8) 4(0.6) 8(0.7)
219(0.8) * 228 (1.1) * 230 (2.8) * 228 (1.2) *

1996 89 (1.6) 11(1.6) 4(0.8) 7(1.2)
222 (1.0) * 237(1.9) 247 (2.8) I* 232(2.2) *

2000 89 (0.5) 11(0.5) 5(0.3) 6(0.5)

226 (1.0) 238(0.8) 239(1.3) 238(1.1)

The percentage of students is listed first with the corresponding average scale score presented below.

Standard errors of the estimated percentages and scale scores appear in parentheses.

* Significantly different from 2000.

! The nature of the sample does not allow accurate determination of the variability of the statistic.

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1990, 1992, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics
Assessments.
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Table B.21: Data for Figure 3.10 National Achievement Level Results by Type of School

Percentage of students within each mathematics achievement level range and at or above

achievement levels by type of school, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1990-2000

Grade 4
Public

Nonpublic

Private Only

Catholic Only

Grade 8
Public

Nonpublic

Private Only

Catholic Only

Grade 12
Public

Nonpublic

Private Only

Catholic Only

1990
1992
1996
2000
1990
1992
1996
2000
1990
1992
1996
2000
1990
1992
1996
2000

1990
1992
1996
2000
1990
1992
1996
2000
1990
1992
1996
2000
1990
1992
1996
2000

1990
1992
1996
2000
1990
1992
1996
2000
1990
1992
1996
2000
1990
1992
1996
2000

Standard errors of the estimated percentages appear in parentheses.

* Significantly different from 2000.
! The nature of the sample does not allow accurate determination of the variability of the statistic.

(****) Standard error estimates cannot be accurately determined.

11(12)*
16 (1.1) *
18(0.9) *
22 (1.1)
18(2.3) *
21(1.5) *
29 (1.9)
32(1.0)
26(3.9)!
21(3.4)*
38(2.5) !
33 (1.6)
14 (2.3) *
20 (1.6) *
24 (2.5) *
31(1.3)

13 (1.0) *
17(0.8) *
19(0.9)
21(0.8)
16 (2.0) *
26 (2.0)
28(2.3)
31(1.0)
173.7) *
30 (4.2)
27 (3.9)
33(1.3)
14 (2.5) *
24.(2.3)
28 (3.1)
28 (1.4)

10(0.8) *
12.(0.7)
13(0.8)
14(0.9)
11(2.3) 1*
22 (2.4)
22 (2.0)
23 (1.1)
8(3.2) I*
29 (4.6) !
27 (3.4)
23 (1.9)
13(3.0) I*
19 (2.7)
19(2.3)
23 (1.3)

1(0.4) *
2(0.3)
2(0.3)
2(0.3)
2(1.0)
2(0.4)*
4(1.2)
4(0.4)
3 (****)
3(L1)
8(2.9)!
5(0.7)
1(0.6) *
2(0.3)
2(0.7)
3(0.6)

2(0.4)*
3(0.4)
4(0.6)
5(0.5)
1(0.5) *
5(0.9)
6(1.2)
6 (0.6)

1 (****)

7(1.7)

1 (****)

5(L.5) !
3(2.2)
4(0.9)
1(0.6)!
2(0.7)
2(1.0)
3(0.5)

At Proficient At Advanced -

48 (1.5)
57(1.2)
62 (1.4)
67(1.2)
65(3.9)
71(1.8)
80(2.2)
83 (L.1)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

*
*
*
*
*

74(5.8
72 (4.7
89(23
83 (1.6
59 (4.5
70 (2.4
76 (3.1
83 (1.5

!
*
|

*
*

51(L.5
56 (1.2
61(1.3
65(0.9
63 (4.1
71(25
75(2.8
79 (1.3
64 (5.5) I*
73 (4.3

*
*
*

*
*

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

81(1.3)
61(7.6) I*
84 (4.1)!
86 (4.0)
80 (2.1)
67 (5.7) I*
79(2.8)
79(2.8)
81(1.6)

At or above
Proficient

12 (2.6) I*
25(2.6)
24.(2.4)
26 (1.2)
10 (4.1) I*
34(5.4)!
30(4.2)
27 (1.9)
14(3.4) 1*
21 (2.6)
20 (2.6)
25(1.5)

NOTE: Percentages within each mathematics achievement level range 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), 1990, 1992, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Table B.22: Data for Tahle 3.1 National Scale Score Results by Type of Location

Percentage of students and average mathematics scale scores by type of location, grades 4, 8,
and 12: 2000

Central city Urban fringe/large town Rural/small town
Grade 12 27(2.0) 48 (3.4) 25(2.9)
298 (1.8) 304 (1.4) 300(1.9)
Grade 8 30(1.3) 45 (2.0) 25(1.9)
268 (1.8) 280 (1.4) 276 (1.9)
Grade 4 31(L7) 46 (2.3) 23(1.9)
222 (1.6) 232 (1.5) 227 (1.7)

The percentage of students is listed first with the corresponding average scale score presented below.

Standard errors of the estimated percentages and scale scores appear in parentheses.

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2000 Mathematics Assessment.

Table B.23: Data for Figure 3.11 National Achievement Level Results by Type of Location

APPENDIX B

Percentage of students within each mathematics achievement level range and at or above
achievement levels by type of location, grades 4, 8, and 12: 2000

At or above At or above

At Basic At Proficient At Advanced Basic Proficient

Grade 4

Central city 40 (1.4) 19(1.4) 2(0.3) 61 (2.2) 21 (1.6)

Urban fringe/large town 42 (1.3) 28 (1.4) 4(0.5) 74 (1.7) 31(L.7)

Rural/small town 47 (2.0) 21(2.1) 2 (0.5) 70 (2.5) 23(2.1)
Grade 8

Central city 33(1.2) 18 (1.3) 5(0.8) 56 (1.9) 23(1.8)

Urban fringe/large town 40 (1.4) 25(1.2) 6 (0.6) 71(1.5) 31(1.6)

Rural/small town 41 (1.6) 22 (1.7) 4(0.9) 67 (2.0) 26 (2.0)
Grade 12

Central city 45 (1.5) 14 (1.0) 2 (0.5) 60 (2.2) 16 (1.2)

Urban fringe/large town 48 (1.6) 16 (1.3) 3(0.6) 68 (1.6) 19 (1.5)

Rural/small town 52 (2.0) 12 (1.6) 1(0.4) 65 (2.5) 13 (1.6)

Standard errors of the estimated percentages appear in parentheses.

NOTE: Percentages within each mathematics achievement level range 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), 2000 Mathematics Assessment.
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Table B.24: Data for Figure 3.12 National Scale Score Results by Free/Reduced-Price Lunch Eligibility

Percentage of students and average mathematics scale scores by student eligibility for free/reduced-
price lunch program, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1996-2000

Eligible Not Eligible Info Not Availahle

Grade 12 1996 13(1.3) 60 (3.7) 27 (3.8)
281 (1.6) 307 (1.3) 308 (1.9)

2000 13(1.0) 59(3.4) 28 (3.6)

280 (1.8) 305 (1.4) 304 (1.5)

Grade 8 1996 27 (1.4) 55(2.4) 17(2.9)
252 (1.5) 280 (1.4) * 280 (2.9)

2000 26 (1.0) 53 (1.6) 21(1.9)

255 (1.3) 285(1.1) 278 (1.3)

Grade 4 1996 31(1.4) 53(2.5) 16 (3.0)
207 (1.9) 231(1.0) * 233 (3.1)

2000 32 (1.0) 49(2.2) 18(2.2)

210 (1.0) 236 (1.2) 237 (1.6)

The percentage of students is listed first with the corresponding average scale score presented below.

Standard errors of the estimated percentages and scale scores appear in parentheses.

* Significantly different from 2000.

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1996 and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Table B.25: Data for Figure 3.13 National Achievement Level Results by Free/Reduced-Price Lunch

Percentage of students within each mathematics achievement level range and at or above achieve-
ment levels by student eligibility for the free/reduced-price lunch program, grades 4, 8, and 12:

1996-2000
At or above
At Proficient At Advanced - Proficient
Grade 4
Eligible 1996 8(1.2) A (0.3) 42 (2.6) 9(L.1)
2000 8(0.8) A(0.1) 46 (1.5) 9(0.8)
Not Eligible 1996 23(1.3)* 3(0.6) 74(1.7) 26 (1.3)*
2000 30(1.2) 4(0.5) 79(1.3) 33(L.5)
Info Not Available 1996 26 (3.3) 3(1.3) 75 (4.1) 30 (4.1)
2000 32(2.3) 4(0.6) 80(2.2) 36 (2.4)
Grade 8
Eligible 1996 7(1.0) 1(0.3) 39(1.8) 8(L.1)
2000 9(0.8) 1(0.2) 43 (1.8) 10(0.9)
Not Eligible 1996 25(1.2) 5(0.8) 71(L5)* 30(1.6)
2000 28 (1.1) 7(0.7) 76 (1.0) 35(1.4)
Info Not Available 1996 25 (2.7) 6(1.2) 71(3.1) 30(3.5)
2000 25 (1.5) 5(0.7) 68 (1.8) 30(1.4)
Grade 12
Eligible 1996 4(0.8) A (FFF%) 40 (2.4) 4(0.8)
2000 4(0.8) A (FFF%) 40 (2.8) 4(0.8)
Not Eligible 1996 16 (1.1) 3(0.4) 74 (1.4) 18(1.4)
2000 16 (1.4) 3(0.6) 69 (1.6) 19(1.5)
Info Not Available 1996 17 (2.0) 2(0.5) 74 (2.6) 18(2.2)
2000 16 (1.4) 2(0.3) 69 (1.9) 18 (1.5)

Standard errors of the estimated percentages appear in parentheses.

* Significantly different from 2000.

(****) Standard error estimates cannot be accurately determined.

A Percentage is between 0.0 and 0.5.

NOTE: Percentages within each mathematics achievement level range 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), 1996 and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Table B.26: Data for Figure 3.14 State Scale Score Results by Gender, Grade 4

State average mathematics scale scores by gender for grade 4 public schools: 1992-2000

Male Female
1992 1996 2000 1992 1996 2000
Nation 2200.9) *  224(1.2) *  227(L.1) 218(1.1) *  221(1.1) * 225(1.0)
Alabama | 208(1.8) ¥ 212(L4)*  217(L.7) | | 208(1.6) ¥  212(1.3) F 219(L.4)
Arizona 215(1.3) ¥ 218(2.1) 220(1.5) 216(1.1) 217(1.6) 218(1.7)
Arkansas | 211(1.0) ¥ 216(15)  217(1.4) | | 210(L1) *  216(L7)  217(L3)
California 7| 209(1.9) 211(2.2) 213(2.0) 208(1.6) F  207(L7) *  214(2.2)
Connecticut | 228(13) ¥ 234(1.2)  235(14) || 225(1.3) %  230(1.3)  233(1.2)
Georgia 215(1.6) ¥ 216(1.7) 220(1.4) 216(1.3) 215(1.5) 219(1.1)
Hawaii 213(1.7) 215(1.4) 214(1.3) 215(1.2) 215(2.0) 217(1.4)
Idaho 7| 223(1.1) * — 227(1.5) 220(1.1) * — 227(1.3)
Illinois T — — 227(2.2) — — 222(2.0)
Indiana T| 222(1.4) ¥ 231(1.3) *  235(1.2) | | 220(1.1) *  228(1.2) ¥ 233(1.4)
lowa T| 230(1.1) 230(1.2) * 235(1.5) 229(1.2) 228(1.3) 231(1.4)
Kansas ' — — 232(1.9) — — 232(1.7)
Kentucky 215(1.3)  220(1.5) 222(1.5) 215(1.1) F 220(1.1) 220(1.2)
Louisiana | 205(17) * 209(1.6) *  218(1.6) | | 204(1.6) *  210(1.0) *  218(1.4)
Maine T | 232(1.2) 234(1.3) 232(1.3) 231(1.3) 231(1.2) 229(1.0)
Maryland 219(1.5) 222(1.6) 223(1.6) 216(16) ¥ 220(1.7) 221(1.4)
Massachusetts | 228(1.3) ¥ 230(15) ¥ 237(13) | | 225(1.3) %  228(1.4) ¥ 233(L.1)
Michigan 7| 222(1.8) + 227(1.5) *  232(1.8) 217(1.9) F  225(1.4) *  230(1.7)
Minnesota *| 229(L.1) ¥ 234(13)  237(1.8) | | 228(1.1) ¥  231(13)  233(12)
Mississippi 201(1.3)  208(1.5) 210(1.5) 203(1.3)  209(1.4) 211(1.0)
Missouri | 222(1.4) * 225(1.3)  229(1.5) | | 223(12)*  224(1.2) * 228(11)
Montana — 229(1.4) 232(2.1) — 226(1.5) 228(2.4)
Nebraska 227(1.3) 228(1.5) 227(2.4) 224(1.5) 221(1.2) 225(1.6)
Nevada — 220(1.6) 222(1.4) — 216(1.6) 218(1.3)
New Mexico 213(1.7) 215(2.0) 216(1.8) 213(1.5) 213(2.0) 212(1.6)
NewYork T| 222(1.3) *  224(1.4) *  228(1.4) | | 215(15) ¥ 222(14)  225(16)
North Carolina | 213(1.2) ¥ 224(13) %  234(13) | | 213(13) ¥  224(13) ¥  231(L.0)
North Dakota 230(1.0) 232(1.5) 233(1.1) 227(0.9) 230(1.3) 229(1.2)
Ohio ¥ 220(1.2) * — 233(1.6) 217(1.5) * — 228(1.3)
Oklahoma 2211 * — 226(1.6) 219(1.2) * — 224(1.2)
Oregon T — 200(16) 2292.1) — 2315 224(L7) Standard errors of the estimated scale scores appear in
parentheses.
Rhodelsland | 216(1.8) * 223(L7)  225(18) | | 215(1.6) *  218(16) F 224(14) | , .. .. _ ,
- Significantly different from 2000 if only one
South Carolina 213(1.4) F 214(1.3)F  221(1.7) 212(1.1) F 213(1.6) ¥ 220(1.3) jurisdiction or the nation is being examined.
Tennessee 211(1.5) # 220(1.6) 222(1.7) 211(15) * 218(1.5) 218(1.5) 1 Significantly different from 2000 when examining only
Texas | 219(L4) ¥ 229(14) *  235(15) | | 217(1.3) *  228(16)  231(12) | one jurisdiction and when using a multiple comparison
Utah 224(1.1) 228(1.3) 27(1.7) 2012 225(1.4) 228(1.2) procedure based on all jurisdictions that participated
Vermont 1| — 206(1L5) * 23202.0) — 20014 ¢ 2311y | Dothyears.
Vignia | 22206 204(16)¢ 23303 | | 21904 F 22104 ¢ 2285 | | \ndicates that the jurisdiction did not meet one or
more of the guidelines for school participation.
West Virginia 216(1.4) 224(1.3) 226(1.4) 214(1.00 F 223(1.1) 223(1.3) — Indicates that the jurisdiction did not participate.
Woming | 227(12)  224(16)*  23018) | | 24100 22304 ° 228(13) NOTE: Comparative performance results may be affected
Other Jurisdictions by chgr_]ges in exglu_sion rate; for studgnts with .
disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in
American Samoa — —  156(5.4) — —  I15740) | the NAEP samples.

District of Columbia | 193(L0)  187(15)*  193(16) | | 19200.9)  187(14)* 194(12) | DDESS: Department of Defense Domestic Dependent
DDESS —  226(1.3) 230(1.5) — 222(1.2)  226(1.6) | Elementary and Secondary Schools. DoDDS: Department
DoDDS — 210 F 230(0.9) _ 222(0.9) *  226(1.2) of Defense Dependents Schools (Overseas).

Guam | 19002 F 187(15) 1816.0) | | 19500 F  189(18)  187(2.8) SOU_RCE: National Center for Ed_ucation Statistics,
Virgin Islands — — 1830.0) — STy National Assessment of Educatlopal Progress (NAEP),
1992, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Table B.27: Data for Figure 3.15 State Scale Score Results by Gender, Grade 8

State average mathematics scale scores by gender for grade 8 public schools: 1990-2000

Male Female
1990 1992 1996 2000 1990 1992 1996 2000
Nation | 262(1.7) * 266(L.1) * 270(15) * 276(0.9) | [ 261(1.4) * 267(L1)* 271(1.2)  273(L0)
Alabama | 254(1.5) ¥ 253(1.8) ¥ 257(2.9)  262(L9) || 252(1.3) % 251(19)% 256(L8)  262(2.2)
Arizona T| 262(15) * 266(L4) % 271(L5)  274(L7) || 257(15) % 265(14)  265(22)  268(L7)
Arkansas | 257(1.3) * 257(1.4) % 261(19)  262(L7) || 255(L.1) * 256(1.3) % 262(L.6)  261(L7)
California | 258 (1.6) ~ 260(1.9)  264(2.4)  262(2.4) | | 255(1.3) % 262(L9)  261(L7)  262(21)
Connecticut | 271(1.2) # 275(1.4) % 280(15)  284(L7) | | 269(1.4) % 273(L3)* 279(14)  279(L5)
Georgia | 259(1.7) ¥ 261(1.5) ¢ 262(1.8) * 268(16) || 258(1.5) ¥ 258(12) ¥ 263(18)  265(14)
Hawaii | 248(L1) % 254(L1) % 259(L3)  261(2.0) || 254(13) ¥ 261(1.2)* 266(1.3)  264(1.4)
Idaho *| 272(1.0) ¥ 277(L1) — 218(15) || 27009 * 273(0.9) —  278(18)
IMlinois T | 261 (2.0) * — — 276(16) || 260(17) * — — 278(21)
Indiana T| 270 (L4) ¥ 272(L4) % 276(17) % 285(16) || 264(L4) ¢ 268(13)F 275(15) * 281(L8)
Kansas T — — —  285(18) — — —  283(15)
Kentucky | 259(1.4) ¥ 263(14) ¥ 267(1.4) % 274(16) || 256(1.2) ¥ 261(14) % 266(12)  270(L9)
Louisiana | 248(1.4) ¥ 252(1.6) * 252(1.8) * 261(2.0) || 245(1.5) % 248(2.0)% 253 (L7)* 258(L6)
Maine —  219(13) % 285(14)  285(L7) — 279(L2)  283(14)  282(14)
Maryland | 261(1.5) ¥ 266(1.6) ¥ 271(2.5)  276(L6) || 261(1.8) ¥ 264(L5)* 269(22) * 276(L7)
Massachusetts — 27415 F  278(21) * 285(13) — 22(LL)F 277(20)  281(L5)
Michigan T| 265 (1.4) ¥ 270 (16) ¥ 279(20)  279(1.8) | | 264 (13) ¥ 265(1.5) % 275(2.0) 278(1.8)
Minnesota *| 276 (1.1) * 282(1.4)+ 285(L7)  288(L4) || 275(L1) % 283(L0)* 283(L5)  288(2.1)
Mississippi —  248(16)F 251(14)  255(L.7) — 5014 F 250(14)  253(13)
Missouri — 212(15)  274(15)  276(L6) — 270(L4)  273(16)  271(L7)
Montana | 283 (1.4) —  283(16) 287(16) || 278(1H * — 28301 286(18)
Nebraska | 277 (1.4)* 278(13)* 283(L4)  283(L5) || 275(1.4)  277(14)  282(L1)* 278(13)
Nevada — — —  269(1.2) — — —  267(L1)
New Mexico | 259 (L.1)  261(13)  262(18)  259(22) || 254(L.0) ¥ 258(1.0)  262(1.4)  260(L.7)
New York *| 262(1.6) ¥ 267(23) ¥ 272(2.0)* 280(22) || 259(1.7) ¥ 266(22) % 269(L8)  273(2.3)
North Carolina | 250 (1.3) ¥ 259(1.4) ¥ 270(1.9) % 282(1.6) || 251(1.2) ¥ 257(1.4) % 266(1.5) % 278(L1)
North Dakota | 284 (1.5)  285(1.3)  285(L.1)  283(L.6) || 278(1.6) ¥ 282(1.4)  284(1.3)  284(L5)
Ohio | 266(1.3) ¥ 270(1.8) —  283(16) || 261(1.2) % 267(1.8)% — 282(L7)
Oklahoma | 266 (1.5) * 269 (1.2) — 273(L7) || 261(15) * 267(L.6) — 270(L7)
Oregon ' | 272(1.3) — 276(L7) 28121 || 270 (1.0 * — 277 280(18)
Rhode Island | 262(1.0) ¥ 266(0.9) ¥ 271(1.2)  274(1.3) || 259(1.0) ¥ 266(0.9) ¥ 267 (14 ¥ 273(L5)
South Carolina — 261(14)F 262(18)  266(L7) — 260(L0)F 259(L7)F 267(L7)
Tennessee — 261(L7)  263(18)  265(2.1) — 257(L5)  263(15)  261(L7)
Texas | 260(1.8) ¥ 267(1.3) ¥ 273(L7)  274(2.0) || 256(1.4) ¥ 262(16) ¥ 268(L7) % 276 (14)
Utah — 276(10)  278(L1)  275(L9) — 273(L0)  275(13)  276(L.0)
Vermont ' — —  281(13)  283(16) — — 7814t 283(13
Virginia | 266(2.0) ¥ 268(1.6) ¥ 273(L.7) * 278(19) || 263(1.4) ¥ 267(12)F 267(1.8) % 276(L6)
West Virginia | 256 (1.5) # 260 (1.1) ¥ 264(1.2) ¥ 270(1.5) || 255(1.1) # 259(1.2) %  266(1.3) ¥ 271(L1)
Wyoming | 274(0.8)  275(L.1)  276(1.2) 27717 || 270(0.9) ¥ 275(12)  274(13)  276(L3)
Other Jurisdictions
American Samoa — — — 19082 — — — 20032
District of Columbia | 230(1.2)  234(1.2)  231(22)  234(20) || 233(1L0) 236(14)  235(15)  235(3.0)
DDESS — — 2139 21930 — — 26722 21532
DoDDS — —  276(13)* 280(12) — — 2419 2717(18)
Guam | 232(1.4)  233(15)  235(27) 23329 || 231(L1)  237(15)  242(24)* 234(23)
APPENDIX B MATHEMATICS REPORT CARD

Standard errors of the estimated scale scores
appear in parentheses.

* Significantly different from 2000 if only one
jurisdiction or the nation is being examined.
1 Significantly different from 2000 when
examining only one jurisdiction and when
using a multiple comparison procedure based
on all jurisdictions that participated both
years.

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

— Indicates that the jurisdiction did not
participate.

NOTE: Comparative performance results may
be affected by changes in exclusion rates for
students with disabilities and limited-
English-proficient students in the NAEP
samples.

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), 1990, 1992,
1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.



Table B.28: Data for Figure 3.16 State ProficientLevel Achievement Results by Gender, Grade 4

State percentages of students at or above the Proficient level in mathematics by gender for grade 4
public schools: 19922000

Male Female
1992 1996 2000 1992 1996 2000
Nation | 19(1.2)* 22(1.2)* 27(L3) || 16(L4)* 17(12)* 22(13)
Alabama | 10(1.3) ¥  11(1.3) 15(1.6) | | 10(14) 10(1.2)  13(L5)
Aizona | 13(12)  17(22) 18(1.8) | | 13(12) 13(L5  16(LD)
Arkansas | 10(1.0) % 14(L7) 14(1.3) 9(L1) 12(L6)  13(LD)
California ¥ [ 13(1.5)  12(1.9) 4Ly || 12012 9(13) % 15(1.8)
Connecticut | 26(1.7) %  34(2.2) 30(20) || 23(1.8)F  27(20)  29(L8)
Georgia | 16(15)  15(L7) 19015 || 14012 11(L6) *  17(1.2)
Hawaii | 16(1.3)  18(1.3) 1414 || 1410 15(L4)  14(14)
Idaho | 17(L.1) * — 23022 || 14012 — 20(18)
IIlinois ¥ — — 25(2.9) — — 17 (2.6)
Indiana T | 17(1.5)* 26(2.2)*  33(L.9) 15(L)* 2119~ 29(2))
lowa T | 27(1.6)  24(L7) 31(25) || 25(1.4) 20(19)  24(L8)
Kansas ' — — 32(23) — —  28(26)
Kentucky | 14(1.6)* 17(1.8) 19(1.6) || 1202 %  14(12)  16(15)
Louisiana 8(09)F  8(L4)*  14(L7) 70 T(09F  14(L5)
Maine | 28(18)  29(2.0) 27.(18) || 27(1.9) 26(15)  22(L5)
Maryland | 20(1.6)  22(2.0) 241D || 17(15) 2121 20(L8)
Massachusetts | 25(L7) % 27(24)* 3622 || 2116)F 22(19)F 31(L9)
Michigan F | 2121 % 25(1L7)* 31(23) || 15018 F 21(18* 28(28)
Minnesota ™| 28(1.5) *  32(1.9) 38(24) || 241.6)F  27(16)  30(L8)
Mississippi 609 %  9(L0) 10(1.3) 6(0.8) 7(12) 8(0.9)
Missouri | 19(1.6)  22(L5) 24(19) || 18(2.0) 18(L7)  23(LD)
Montana —  25(18) 29(2.8) — 19(23)  20(33)
Nebraska | 24(17)  26(L7) 25(24) || 20(2.1) 22(16)  23(23)
Nevada —  16(18) 19(L.7) — 12(L1)  13(14)
New Mexico | 11(L1)  14(L6) 14(15 || 1120 11(13) 1012
NewYork * [ 20(1.6)  21(L6) 24(18) || 13(1.4)F 18(16)  20(2.0)
North Carolina 1BLF 2215 % 30(L9) 12(L2)*  20(1.6) *  26(L6)
North Dakota | 24(16)  26(L9) 29(14) || 20(L.9) 2(17) 22021
Ohio 7| 18(1.4)* — 3029 || 1415 * — 22(20)
Oklahoma | 15(L.7) — 18(L7) || 13(13) —  14(13)
Oregon — 20 27(2.6) — 20(16)  20(2.0)
Rhode Island 15(L5)F  20(L7)*  26(L8) 12(L2)% 1415 *  20(L7)
South Carolina (L5 13(1L6)F  20(L5) 12(L)*  11(15)* 15(1.2)
Tennessee | 10(1.3)*  18(1.9) 20(L.9) 10(L)*  15(14) 16(1.6)
Texas | 17(17)F 27(2.0) 31(2.3) 13(L5)*  24(L9)  24(20)
Utah | 1915)F 26(1.7) 25(1.8) | 19(1.4) 20(16)  23(L7)
Vermont ' —  24(15)*  31(26) — 21(15) *  28(2.8)
Virginia | 20(1.9)F 21200 *  29(20) || 17(16) 17(14)  22(19
West Virginia | 14 (1.5) ¥ 20(1.6) 2022 || 110 F 1815 15(L7)
Wyoming | 21(1L5)F 20(1.8)* 2720 || 1713 F 1812 * 23(18)

Other Jurisdictions

American Samoa — — A(05) — — A(04)
District of Columbia 6(0.7) 6(0.6) 6(L1) 5(0.7) 4(0.5) 5(1.0)
DDESS — 240 26(2.3) — 17(L6)  22(23)
DoDDS — 20(B)* 26(14) — 17(12)  19(13)
Guam 4(0.7) 4(0.7) 3(LD) 508 F  3(08) 2(0.7)
Virgin Islands — — 1(0.7) — — 1(0.8)

Standard errors of the estimated percentages appear in
parentheses.

* Significantly different from 2000 if only one
jurisdiction or the nation is being examined.

* Significantly different from 2000 when examining only
one jurisdiction and when using a multiple comparison
procedure based on all jurisdictions that participated
both years.

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

— Indicates that the jurisdiction did not participate.
A Percentage is between 0.0 and 0.5.

NOTE: Comparative performance results may be affected
by changes in exclusion rates for students with
disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in
the NAEP samples.

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, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Table B.29: Data for Figure 3.17 State ProficientLevel Achievement Results by Gender, Grade 8

State percentages of students at or above the Proficient level in mathematics by gender for grade 8 public
schools: 1990-2000

Male Female
1990 1992 1996 2000 1990 1992 1996 2000
Nation | 17(1.5)* 20(1.3)* 24(L.6)* 29(12) 1412 20(1.3)*  21(L4)  24(L0)
Alabama | 10(LD)* 11(13)* 14(23)  17(L9) 8(0.9)F  9(12F 11(L7)  15(LD)
Arizona T 15(13)% 16(L6)%  20(16)  24(L9) 10(1.2)*  14(L5) 16(1.3)  18(L9)
Arkansas | 11(0.90 % 11(12)%  14(14)  15(L5) 8(LO)F  9(0.9 12(L)  13(L9)
California *| 14(1.5) ¥ 16/(1.5) 19200 19(19) 11(L2)* 17(L8) 15(L4)  16(L7)
Connecticut | 23(L4)* 27(13)% 3021  36(L9 2014 24(13)F  31(l6)  3L(L7)
Georgia | 15(17)F 14(13)F 1720 20014 13(13)F 1L F 140  17(L5)
Hawaii | 11(1L.DF 12000F 151D  17(1.7) 12(1.0)  15(1.0) 17(L4) 1620
Idaho | 20(1.6) %  24(L.7) —  28(25) 16(14)F 19(1.2) * —  26(L9)
Illinis 7| 15(1.5) — —  26(L9) 14(1.4)* — —  28(22)
Indiana T | 19(1.6) F  22(L7) 24(20) % 35(2.2) W(La* 1815+ 23(L9) 2720
Kansas T — — —  37(25) — — — 3204
Kentucky | 11(L1)F 15(16)F 17(16)* 23(L7) 9(0.8)F 13(1.3) %  15(15)  18(L9)
Louisiana 7009 F  7(LDF 8(13)*  14(L5) 400 % 7(12 7(13)  10(L3)
Maine — 2719 F 331 342 —  24(19F 2920  30(16)
Manyland | 17(13)% 21(1L7)* 26(28)  29(1.8) 16(LAF  19(15)F  23(23)  29(L9)
Massachusetts —  26(18)F 2922 34(L6) — 2115t 261 30(18)
Michigan T| 17(13)% 21(1.9)F 3021  30(22) 154 17(6)F 270 2722
Minnesota * [ 25(15) % 32(L7) %  36(24)  40(2.0) 204 31(16)F 33(19 3922
Mississippi — 7(1.0) 70090 10(1.2) — 6(0.9) 7(1.0) 7(L1)
Missouri —  21(16) 23(18)  24(2.0) —  18(14) 21(16)  20(L9)
Montana T | 31(2.0) — 33(19)  38(2.4) 2(1.9* — 31(23)  37(26)
Nebraska | 26(1.8) % 28(L9) 32(20)  34(21) 23(16)  25(1.9) 3017 27(L9)
Nevada — — —  21(L5) — — —  18(12)
New Mexico | 12(1.2)  13(L.2) 15(1.5)  14(L5) 8(L3)F 909 F 14l 12(L))
NewYork T 17(1.3)F 21(L7)*  24(16)  29(22) (LD * 19(14) 2023) 232
North Carolina 9(08) F 14(L4)*  23(16)F  31(L9) 8(0.9)F 10(L2F  18(L6)F 29(L4)
North Dakota | 30(24)  31(2.1) 34(13)  32(2.0) 24200 % 28(1.9) 32(24)  31(20)
Ohio | 17(L&)F 19(18) % — 3321 BAHF 17197 —  29(22)
Oklahoma 16(1.5) *  18(L.4) — 21(13) 1Ly *  15(L8) — 17(16)
Oregon | 23(15) % — 26(2.1)%  34(23) 18(1.2) — 26(18)  29(2.1)
Rhode Island 16(1.2)F 17(L6)*  22(1.6)  24(LH) 13(LO)F  15(1.3)F  19(L5)  23(LH)
South Carolina —  16(13) 16(15)  18(L7) — 14014 12(1.3)* 18(14)
Tennessee — st 1616 20(L7) — 9L *F  14(14) 14(L5)
Texas | 14(14)F  21(14) 23(19)  24(21) (e 16(1L6)F  19(19)  25(18)
Utah —  24(L5) 27(16)  27(L7) — 21012 22(15)  25(L3)
Vermont ' — — 2821 3321 — — 26(18)  32(L9)
virginia | 19220 F  20(16) ¥ 24(15)  28(19) 154 % 18(13)F  18(1.6)  23(18)
WestVirginia | 10(L) %  11(1.2) % 14(L0) % 19(14) 8(L1) 9(0.9)F 1412 17(L5)
Wyoming | 21(14) % 21(L6) 24(15)  26(1.4) 16(1.0) % 21(16) 20(14)  24(16)
Other Jurisdictions
American Samoa — — — 1(0.9) — — — 1(0.9)
District of Columbia 2(0.6) % 4(LD) 6(1.0) 6(1.0) 4(0.8) 5(L.1) 5(1.0) 6(1.2)
DDESS — — 2428  30(3.0) — — 18(36)  23(4.6)
DoDDS — — 25(17)  28(L9) — — 21(23)  25(20)
Guam 4(0.8) 6(L0) 6(13) 4(L1) 3(0.7) 5(L.0) 6(1.0) 4(L3)
APPENDIX B MATHEMATICS REPORT CARD

Standard errors of the estimated percentages
appear in parentheses.

* Significantly different from 2000 if only
one jurisdiction or the nation is being
examined.

1 Significantly different from 2000 when
examining only one jurisdiction and when
using a multiple comparison procedure
based on all jurisdictions that participated
both years.

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

— Indicates that the jurisdiction did not
participate.

NOTE: Comparative performance results may
be affected by changes in exclusion rates for
students with disabilities and limited-
English-proficient students in the NAEP
samples.

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), 1990, 1992,
1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.



Table B.30: State Scale Score Differences by Gender, Grade 4

Gender gaps in state average mathematics scale scores for grade 4 public schools: 1992-2000

Male-Female
1992 1996 2000
Nation 2(1.4) 3(L.7) 3(1.5)
Alabama A(24) A0 -2(2.3)
Arizona -1(1.7) 1(27) 2(2.2)
Arkansas 1(1.5) -1(23) A (19
California T 1(2.5 3(2.8) 2(3.0)
Connecticut 3(1.8) 5(1.8) 2(L9)
Georgia -1(2.1) 1(2.3) 2(1.8)
Hawaii -3(2.1) A4 -3(1.9)
Idaho ¥ 3(1.6) — 1(1.9)
Illinois T — — 5(3.0)
Indiana * 3(L.7) 4(1.7) 2(1.8)
lowa T 1(L7) 2(1.8) 3(2.0)
Kansas T — — 1(2.5)
Kentucky A(l7) 1(1.9) 2(L9)
Louisiana 1(23) 1(1.9) 1(2.2)
Maine 1(1.8) 3(1.8) 4(1.6)
Maryland 4(2.2) 2(2.4) 2(2.1)
Massachusetts 3(L9) 2(2.0) 4(1.7)
Michigan 5(2.6) 2(2.0) 3(2.5)
Minnesota 1(1.5) 3(1.8) 4(22)
Mississippi -2(1.8) A1) -1(1.8)
Missouri -1(1.9) 1(L7) 1(1.9)
Montana — 3(2.0) 4(32)
Nebraska 3(2.0) A9 2(2.9)
Nevada — 4(23) 4(1.9)
New Mexico AQ22) 2(2.8) 5(2.4)
New York T 7(2.0) 2(2.0) 4(2.1)
North Carolina 1(1.7) A9 2(1.6)
North Dakota 3(1.4) 2(2.0) 4(1.6)
Ohio 3(1.9) — 5(2.1)
Oklahoma 2(1.6) — 3(2.0)
Oregon — AQ22) 5(2.7)
Rhode Island 2(2.4) 5(2.3) 1(22)
South Carolina 1(1.8) 1(2.0) 2(22)
Tennessee A(2]) 2(2.2) 4(23)
Texas 2(2.0) 1(21) 4(1.9)
Utah A (16) 3(1.9) -2(2.1)
Vermont T — 2(2.1) 1(2.7)
et z:i::: ;Sg jg;; ggg; Standard errors of the estimated difference in scale scores appear in parentheses.
T Indicates that the jurisdiction did not meet one or more of the guidelines for school
Wyoming 3(L.6) 1(2.1) 2(22) participation.
Other Jurisdictions — Indicates that the jurisdiction did not participate.
American Samoa — — 267) A Difference is petween —0.5and 0.5. . .
o d i | 103 __1an | W7 Sonbauspmets el s el ) e bt e
DDESS — S(18) 422 DDESS: Department of Defense Domestic Dependent Elementary and Secondary Schools.
DoDDS * 204 409 DoDDS: Department of Defense Dependents Schools (Overseas).
Guam 5(L6) 224 6.1 [ SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational
Virgin Islands — — -L(4.7) | Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1996 and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Table B.31: State Scale Score Differences by Gender, Grade 8

Gender gaps in state average mathematics scale scores for grade 8 public schools: 1990-2000

Male-Female
1990 1992 1996 2000
Nation 1(22) -1(1.6) A (2.0) 3(13)
Alabama 2(2.0) 3(2.6) 1(3.4) 1(29)
Arizona * 6(2.1) 1(2.0) 5(2.6) 6(2.4)
Arkansas 2(1.7) 1(1.9) -1(2.5) A(24)
California * 3(2.1) -2(2.6) 3(2.9) A(32)
Connecticut 3(1.8) 2(1.9) A(21) 5(2.3)
Georgia 1(2.2) 3(L9) -1(2.6) 3(2.1)
Hawaii -6(1.7) -6 (1.6) -7(1.8) -3(2.4)
Idaho 2(13) 4(1.4) — 1(23)
lllinois 7| A (2.7) — — -1(2.7)
Indiana 5(2.0) 4(1.9) 1(23) 4(2.4)
Kansas — — — 2(2.3)
Kentucky 3(1.8) 2(2.0) A(13) 4(2.5)
Louisiana 3(2.0) 4(2.5) 1(2.5 3(2.5)
Maine T — A7) 2(2.0) 3(2.2)
Maryland A(23) 2(2.2) 2(3.3) 1(23)
Massachusetts — 2(L9) 2(29) 4(2.0)
Michigan 1(1.9) 5(2.2) 4(2.8) 1(2.6)
Minnesota 1(1.6) A(13) 3(2.3) A (25)
Mississippi — 3(2.1) 1(2.0) 2(2.1)
Missouri — 2(2.0) 1(22) 4(23)
Montana * 6(L.9) — AQ24) A(24)
Nebraska 2(2.0) 2(1.9) 1(L7) 6(2.0)
Nevada — — — 2(L7)
New Mexico 6(1.4)*  3(L7) A(23) -1(2.8)
New York 3(2.3) 2(3.2) 3(2.7) 6(3.2)
North Carolina -1(1.8) 2(1.9) 3(2.4) 3(2.0)
North Dakota 6(22)* 3(19) 1(L7) -1(2.2)
Ohio 5(1.8) 3(2.5) — 2(2.3)
Oklahoma 5(2.1) 3(2.0) — 4(2.4)
Oregon * 2(L.6) — -1(2.4) 2(2.7)
Rhode Island 3(1.4) A (13) 4(1.8) 1(2.0)
South Carolina — 1dn 325 124 Standard errors of the estimated difference in scale scores appear in parentheses.
Tennessee — 523 123) AN« Significantly different from 2000 if only one jurisdiction or the nation is being
Texas 4(23) 5% 528 * 325 | examined.
Utah — 2(1.4) 3(L7)  -1(22) |+ Indicates that the jurisdiction did not meet one or more of the guidelines for
Vermont * — — 3(L9) A (2.1) | school participation.
Virginia 3(2.4) 1(2.0) 6(2.5) 2(25) | — Indicates that the jurisdiction did not participate.
West Virginia 1(1.9) 1(1.7) -2(1.8) -1(1.9) | A Difference is between —0.5 and 0.5.
Wyoming 5(1.2) A7) 2(1.7) 1(2.1) | NOTE: Comparative performance results may be affected by changes in exclusion
rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the
Other Jurisdictions NAEP samples.
American Samoa _ _ — -10(88) | DDESS: Department of Defense Domestic Dependent Elementary and Secondary
Distictof Columbia | -3(L6)  2(19)  -426)  A@g) | Scnools.
DDESS — — 445) 444) DoDDS: Department of Defense Dependents Schools (Overseas).
DaDDS — — 203) 320) SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessmgnt of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1990, 1992, 1996 and 2000 Mathematics
Guam 1(18) -5 736 -2B7) | Assessments.

APPENDIX B . MATHEMATICS REPORT CARD



Table B.32: State Percentages of Students by Gender, Grade 4

State percentages of students by gender for grade 4 public schools: 1992-2000

Male Female
1992 1996 2000 1992 1996 2000

Nation 50(0.7) 51(0.7) 51(0.7) 50(0.7) 49(0.7) 49(0.7)
Alabama 51(1.0) 50 (1.2) 50(1.2) 49(1.0) 50(1.2) 50(1.2)
Arizona 51(1.1) 51(1.0) 52 (1.0) 49(1.1) 49(1.0) 48 (1.0)
Arkansas 53 (1.0) 50 (1.2) 51(L.1) 47 (1.0) 50(1.2) 49(1.1)
California T 52 (1.0) 51(1.1) 50(1.2) 48 (1.0) 49(1.1) 50(1.2)
Connecticut 49(1.1) 50(0.9) 51(1.0) 51(1.1) 50(0.9) 49(1.0)
Georgia 51(1.0) 50 (1.0) 48(0.9) 49 (1.0) 50 (1.0) 52(0.9)
Hawaii 49(1.0) 53(1.2) 49(1.1) 51(1.0) 47(1.2) 51(L.1)
Idaho 7| 49(0.8) — 50(1.2) 51(0.8) — 50(1.2)
Illinois T — — 50 (1.6) — — 50 (1.6)
Indiana T 50 (1.0) 49 (1.0) 50(1.2) 50 (1.0) 51(1.0) 50(1.2)
lowa T| 51(0.9) 51(1.0) 50(1.2) 49(0.9) 49(1.0) 50(1.2)
Kansas — — 51(1.6) — — 49 (1.6)
Kentucky 49(0.9) 52(1.1) 49(1.2) 51(0.9) 43 (1.1) 51(1.2)
Louisiana 52 (1.0) 50 (1.0) 51(1.0) 48 (1.0) 50 (1.0) 49(1.0)
Maine 7| 49(L.1) 50 (1.1) 50 (1.0) 51(1.1) 50 (1.1) 50 (1.0)
Maryland 50 (1.1) 50(0.9) 49(1.2) 50 (1.1) 50(0.9) 51(1.2)
Massachusetts 51(1.0) 52 (1.1) 50 (1.0) 49(1.0) 48 (1.1) 50 (1.0)
Michigan T 52 (1.0) 51(0.8) 50 (1.4) 43 (1.0) 49(0.8) 50 (1.4)
Minnesota *| 50(0.9) 51(1.1) 49(1.2) 50(0.9) 49(1.1) 51(1.2)
Mississippi 52(0.7) 50 (1.1) 48 (1.0) 48(0.7) 50 (1.1) 52 (1.0)
Missouri 52(0.9) 50 (1.0) 49(0.9) 48 (0.9) 50 (1.0) 51(0.9)
Montana — 53 (1.0) 51(1.9) — 47 (1.0) 49(1.9)
Nebraska 51(0.9) 52(0.9) 49 (1.6) 49(0.9) 48(0.9) 51(1.6)
Nevada — 50 (1.1) 51(1.0) — 50 (1.1) 49 (1.0)
New Mexico 47 (1.0) 48 (1.0) 50 (1.1) 53(1.0) 52 (1.0) 50 (1.1)
New York T 52 (1.1) 50(0.9) 48 (1.1) 48 (1.1) 50(0.9) 52 (1.1)
North Carolina 51(0.9) 50(0.8) 49(1.0) 49(0.9) 50(0.8) 51(1.0)
North Dakota 53 (1.1) 50 (1.0) 51(1.0) 47(1.1) 50 (1.0) 49 (1.0)
Ohio T| 51 (1.0) — 50(1.3) 49 (1.0) — 50(1.3)
Oklahoma 51(L1) — 48 (1.1) 49(1.1) — 52 (1.1)
Oregon * — 50 (1.0) 50 (1.4) — 50 (1.0) 50 (1.4)
Rhode Island 51(L1) 52 (L.1) 50(1.3) 49(1.1) 48(1.1) 50(1.3)
South Carolina 50 (1.1) 50 (1.0) 52 (1.1) 50 (1.1) 50 (1.0) 48(1.1)
Tennessee 52(0.8) 51(L1) 50(0.9) 48(0.8) 49(1.1) 50(0.9)
Texas 49(0.9) 51(1.1) 47 (1.1) 51(0.9) 49(1.1) 53 (1.1)
Utah 51(1.0) 50(0.9) 52 (1.0) 49 (1.0) 50(0.9) 48 (1.0)
Vermont *|  — 51(L.0) 49(L.4) — 49(1.0)  51(14) | Standard errors of the estimated percentages appear in
Virginia 51 (1.0) 50(0.9) 49 (1.0 49 (1.0 50(0.9) 51(1.0) | parentheses.
West Virginia 49(0.9) 52 (1.1) 50 (1.0) 51(0.9) 48(1.1) 50(1.0) | T Indicates that the jurisdiction did not meet one or more
Woming | 50(.0) 5013 5302 || 5000 50013  47(12 | °f the guidelines for school participation.

— Indicates that the jurisdiction did not participate.
Other Jurisdictions NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

American Samoa — — 46 (2.4) — — 54 (2.4) | DDESS: Department of Defense Domestic Dependent
District of Columbia | 48(09)  49(12)  48(L.1) || 52(0.9) 51(1.2)  52(L.1) | Elementary and Secondary Schools.
DDESS _ 50 (1.8) 52 (1.6) _ 50 (1.8) 48 (1.6) DoDDS: Department of Defense Dependents Schools
DoDDS — 50(10)  50(0.9) — 50(L0)  50(0.9) (S?)vuelg?)esslzl onal Center for Education Statisti
: National Center for Education Statistics,
— Guam %22 %2(L3) 20 (L6) 82 813 20(L.6) National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
Virgin Islands — — 53 (17 — — 47(L7) | 1992, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Tahle B.33: State Percentages of Students by Gender, Grade 8

State percentages of students by gender for grade 8 public schools: 1990-2000

Male Female
1990 1992 1996 2000 1990 1992 1996 2000
Nation 51(1.1) 52(0.6) 52(0.9) 50(0.5) 49(1.1) 48 (0.6) 48(0.9) 50 (0.5)
Alabama 50(1.0) 52 (1.0) 49(0.9) 50 (1.0) 50 (1.0) 48 (1.0) 51(0.9) 50 (1.0)
Arizona | 50 (0.9) 51(1.0) 48 (1.0) 50 (1.0) 50(0.9) 49 (1.0) 52 (1.0) 50 (1.0)
Arkansas 50 (1.1) 51(1.0) 50 (1.3) 50 (1.1) 50 (1.1) 49 (1.0) 50(1.3) 50 (1.1)
California T| 51(0.9) 49(1.2) 49(1.1) 51(1.1) 49(0.9) 51(1.2) 51(L.1) 49(1.1)
Connecticut 48(0.8) 50(0.9) 51(L.1) 52 (1.1) 52(0.8) 50(0.9) 49(1.1) 48(1.1)
Georgia 51(0.8) 43 (1.0) 50(0.9) 48 (1.1) 49(0.8) 52 (1.0) 50(0.9) 52(1.1)
Hawaii 53 (1.0) 52(1.2) 52 (1.0) 51(L1) 47 (1.0) 48(1.2) 48 (1.0) 49 (1.1)
Idaho | 52(1.2) 51(1.0) — 52(1.2) 48(1.2) 49 (1.0) — 48(1.2)
lllinois T| 52 (1.1) — — 51(1.3) 48 (1.1) — — 49(1.3)
Indiana T| 51(0.9) 51(1.0) 51(1.2) 48 (1.3) 49(0.9) 49 (1.0) 49(1.2) 52 (1.3)
Kansas T — — — 49(1.3) — — — 51(1.3)
Kentucky 51(1.1) 50 (1.0) 51(1.0) 49(1.1) 49(1.1) 50 (1.0) 49 (1.0) 51(1.1)
Louisiana 50 (1.1) 47 (1.0) 48 (1.0) 46 (1.0) 50 (1.1) 53 (1.0) 52 (1.0) 54 (1.0)
Maine T — 51(1.0) 50 (1.1) 50(1.2) — 49 (1.0) 50 (1.1) 50(1.2)
Maryland 51(0.8) 50 (1.0) 50 (1.0) 50 (1.0) 49(0.8) 50 (1.0) 50 (1.0) 50 (1.0)
Massachusetts — 50 (0.8) 52 (1.4) 51(1.1) — 50(0.8) 48 (1.4) 49 (1.1)
Michigan T| 52 (1.0) 43 (1.0) 50 (1.1) 49(1.2) 43 (1.0) 52 (1.0) 50 (1.1) 51(1.2)
Minnesota T| 50 (1.0) 49(1.0) 51(1.0) 50 (1.5 50 (1.0) 51(1.0) 49(1.0) 50 (1.5)
Mississippi — 43 (1.0) 43 (1.1) 51(1.0) — 52 (1.0) 52(1.1) 49 (1.0
Missouri — 52 (1.0) 49(1.0) 51(1.3) — 48 (1.0) 51(1.0) 49 (1.3)
Montana | 51 (1.4) — 49(0.9) 52 (1.1) 49 (1.4) — 51(0.9) 48 (1.1)
Nebraska 52(1.2) 53(1.2) 51(1.0) 53(1.1) 48(1.2) 47(1.2) 49(1.0) 47(1.1)
Nevada — — — 49(0.9) — — — 51(0.9)
New Mexico 50(1.2) 50 (1.0) 48 (1.1) 50(1.2) 50(1.2) 50 (1.0) 52 (1.1) 50(1.2)
New York 7| 49(1.3) 49(1.2) 50 (1.1) 46 (1.2) 51(1.3) 51(1.2) 50 (1.1) 54 (1.2)
North Carolina 51(1.0) 50(0.9) 48(1.2) 49(1.2) 49(1.0) 50 (0.9) 52(1.2) 51(1.2)
North Dakota 51(1.6) 51(1.1) 51(1.2) 52 (1.1) 49 (1.6) 49 (1.1) 49(1.2) 48(1.1)
Ohio 53(0.9) 50 (1.1) — 50(1.2) 47(0.9) 50 (1.1) — 50(1.2)
Oklahoma 50(0.8) 50 (1.0) — 51(1.0) 50(0.8) 50 (1.0) — 49 (1.0)
Oregon 7| 52(0.9) — 51(1.0) 52(1.2) 48(0.9) — 49 (1.0 43(1.2)
Rhodelsland | 50(0.9)  500.8)  49(12)  51(L0) || 5009 5008  51(12)  49(L0) | Standard errors of the estimated percentages
South Carolina — 50(0.9) 47 (1.1) 49(1.1) — 50(0.9) 53(1.1) 51(1.1) appear in parentheses.
Tennessee — 50 (1.1) 50 (1.1) 49(0.9) — 50 (1.1) 50 (1.1) 51(0.9) T Indicates that the jurisdiction did not meet
Teas | 50(10)  49009)  47(13) 5102 || s0oy 5109  s53(13) 4912 | oneor more of the guidelines for school
Utah — 52(1.2) 50(0.9) 49 (1.0) — 48(1.2) 50(0.9) 51(1.0) part|0|Pat|0n. . .
— Indicates that the jurisdiction did not
Vermont _ _ 51 (1.4) 51(1.3) — — 49 (1.4) 49(1.3) participate.
Virginia 49(0.9) 50(0.7) 50(1.2) 49(1.1) 51(0.9) 50(0.7) 50(1.2) 51(1.1) NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to
West Virginia 52(1.1) 49 (1.0) 50 (1.1) 51(1.2) 48 (1.1) 51(1.0) 50 (1.1) 49(1.2) rounding.
Wyoming 51(0.8) 50 (1.0) 51(0.8) 50(1.2) 49(0.8) 50 (1.0) 49(0.8) 50(1.2) | DDESS: Department of Defense Domestic
Dependent Elementary and Secondary
Other Jurisdictions Schools.
American Samoa — — — 46 (2.1) — — — 54(2.1) | DoDDS: Department of Defense Dependents
Districtof Columbia | 47(0.9)  49(14)  47(15)  47(12) || 5309 514 5315  53(12) [ Schools (Overseas).
DDESS _ _ 52(2.1) 50 (1.9) _ _ 48(2.1) 50 (1.9) SOURCE: National Center for Education
T I 1| TR T) [ A
Guam | 5102)  52(12) 5304 4704 || 4902 4802 4704 5304 | 1996 and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Table B.34: Data for Figure 3.18 State Scale Score Results by Race/Ethnicity, Grade 4

State average mathematics scale scores by race/ethnicity for grade 4 public schools: 1992-2000

White Black Hispanic
1992 1996 2000 1992 1996 2000 1992 1996 2000
Nation | 227(1.0) * 231(1.1) 235(L.1) 192(1.4) * 200(24)  205(L7) 201(1.5) * 205(2.2) 211 (1.6)
Alabama | 219(1.5) ¥ 223(1.3)*  229(L.4) 189 (L) ¥ 194(15) * 205(1.3) 193(3.9)  196(3.1) 201 (3.3)
Arizona | 226(0.8) ¥ 228(1.6) 231(1.3) 199(36) 2003.7)  208(3.5) 203(1.2)  203(2.1) 204 (1.9)
Arkansas | 218(0.9) * 224 (1.4) 225(L.1) 189(17) % 193(22)  198(L7) 195(2.9) ¥ 203 (2.6) 205 (3.2)
California ™[ 221(1.7) ¥ 223 (L.7) 229 (1.6) 184(3.3) * 188(3.0)  193(2.8)!| | 192(1.6) * 197 (2.5) 201(2.3)
Connecticut | 235(0.9) * 241(1.0) 243 (1.0) 195(26) ¥ 206(2.8)  209(2.3) 206 (27)* 207 3.1) 214(2.3)
Georgia | 229(1.2)  225(1.6) ¥  232(1.5) 197 (14) % 201(1.5) * 206(1.4) 198 (2.6) ¥ 202 (3.4) 208 (2.8)
Hawaii | 219(L.7)  225(L.8) 225(2.0) 2003.2)  204(39)  204(2.7) 199(2.6)  201(2.5) 205 (1.9)
Idaho | 224(0.9) * — 230 (1.2) | | =) K () 204 (2.4) * — 213(2.1)
Illinois — —  237(25) — — 205(2.0) — —  213Q20
Indiana *| 225(0.9) ¥ 233(1.0) ¥ 238(1.2) 196 (2.3) ¥ 206 (2.5) ¥ 216(2.5) 210(1.9) * 215(2.6) 220 (3.7)
lowa 7| 232(0.9) ¥ 231(1.0)% 235(L.1) 194 (3.8) I 205(3.3) 1 *wx(rixx) 21925  212(29) 216 (4.0)
Kansas T — —  238(L5) — — 207 (5.3)! — —  215(26)
Kentucky | 217 (1.0) ¥ 223(1.1) 225(1.2) 201(2.5)  203(2.3)  200(L.9) 19929  201(4.2) 207 (4.6)
Louisiana | 218 (1.5) ¥ 222(1.3)*  230(1.3) 187(1L7) F 196(15) * 204(L.9) 200(43) 19332 % 210(3.2)
Maine 7| 233(1.0)  233(L.1) 231(1.0) (%) (%) (F*%) 219(35)  218(2.8)  FRH(HrrH)
Maryland | 229(L.1) ¥ 235(L6) 237 (1.4) 195(1.8) ¥ 199(14)  204(L.9) 207 (34)  206(3.8) 210(3.1)
Massachusetts | 232(1.0) ¥ 233(1.3) ¥ 241(L.0) 194(3.0) ¥ 208(33)  212(2.9) 207 (2.6)  211(2.4) 210(2.7)
Michigan 7| 228 (1.5) *+ 233(1.2) ¥  239(1.3) 186(3.8) ¥ 199(2.8)  201(2.6) 206(2.6)  205(2.6) 210(3.9)
Minnesota 7| 232(0.8) * 236(1.1) *  240(L.1) 194(3.0) ¥ 193(45) * 211(43) 208(2.9)  219(3.3) 214 (4.1)
Mississippi | 219(1.2) ¥ 222(1.2) 224(1.5) 190 (1.3) + 197(1.3) 199(1.0) 186 (2.8) ¥ 196(3.0) 201(2.6)
Missouri | 228(1.0) ¥ 230(0.9) * 235(1.0) 196(22)  201(22)  202(3.0) 208(3.1)  214(3.2) 213 (4.2)
Montana —  231(12) 234(1.8) IR (IAE) () —  218(2.9) 219(3.9)
Nebraska | 229(1.2)  232(L1) 232(1.3) 191(24)  198(3.5  199(3.8)!| | 210(3.1)  209(3.2) 206 (3.8)
Nevada — 225(1.2) 228 (1.0) — 196(34)  206(2.5 —  206(2.1) 210(2.1)
New Mexico | 225(1.4)  227(1.2) 227(1.8) 203(3.8)  205(8.2)  mrH(FrrH) 203 (1.4)  205(L.6) 208(1.8)
New York T [ 229(1.3) ¥ 234(1.0) *  238(L5) 19927 % 20427 * 211(22) 199(2.3) ¥ 205(2.3) *  211(L.7)
North Carolina | 223(1.1) ¥ 234(1L.1) %  241(L1) 193(13) ¥ 205(12) * 218(13) 200 (4.1) ¥ 206(4.3) * 218(3.6)
North Dakota | 230(0.7) ¥ 232(1.0) 233(0.9) (%) (%) (F*%) 215(3.5)  222(5.0) 214 (3.6)
Ohio 7| 223(1.1) * — 236 (1.4) 195(2.9) —  208(1.5) 208(3.1) * — 218(3.1)
Oklahoma | 225 (1.0) * — 230(L.0) 202 (2.5) —  206(5.3) 210 (2.4) — 215Q2))
Oregon ' — 227(1.4) 230(1.6) i (Jekiek) ok (ekkok) — 20124 206 (2.6)
Rhodelsland | 222(1.3) ¥ 226(1.3) ¥ 234(L.0) 191(33) 194400  201(3.6) 190(2.7)  201(3.0) 198(2.7)
South Carolina | 226(1.2) ¥ 225(1.4) ¥ 233(L.0) 195(L1) F 199(13) * 204(1.8) 200(2.6)  199(2.9) * 209(3.8)
Tennessee | 218(1.1) ¥ 226 (1.2) 227 (1.3) 193(19)  198(24)  199(29) 193 (4.1) 208 (4.5) 207 (5.3)
Texas | 229(1.6) ¥ 242(1.4) 243 (1.3) 199(1.9) ¥ 212(1.8) * 220(2.5) 209(19)F 216(1.8) F 224 (L.6)
Utah | 226(0.9) ¥ 230(1.0) 232 (1.0) (%) (%) (F*%) 209(2.1)  208(2.9) 206 (2.5)
Vermont —  226(1.2)F  233(L.8) IR (IAE) () —  214(A1) ()
Virginia | 229(1.5) ¥ 230(1.4) %  240(1.2) 198 (1.5) * 204 (1.5) * 212(1.5) 212(33)  214(33) 219(2.4)
West Virginia | 216 (1.0) ¥ 225(L.1) 227(1.1) 204(4.3) 205(41)  207(3.4) 204(3.00 21032 213 (4.1)
Wyoming | 228(0.9) 226 (1.1) ¥  232(L.5) (%) (%) (%) 215(1.7)  208(3.3) 215(2.2)
Other Jurisdictions
American Samoa — G} _ () _ — 150 (6.1)
District of Columbia | 242 (4.2) 240 (3.9) 241 (4.7) 190(0.7)  184(L1)* 191(0.9) 182(2.1)  182(4.5) 189(3.5)
DDESS —  234(L2) 237 (1.7) — 211(25)  218(2.6) —  215(3.0) 220(2.5)
DoDDS —  23012F 235(12) — 210(1.4)  214(19) —  214(19 218(1.8)
Guam | 206 (2.0) 198(5.2)  Hxwk(rri) 185(D.3) (i) skkk(iek) 181(2.1) 176 (3.8) 168 (7.6)
Virgin Islands — e ) — —  185(3.3) — — 176 (3.9)
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Table B.34: Data for Figure 3.18 State Scale Score Results by Race/Ethnicity, Grade 4 (continued)

State average mathematics scale scores by race/ethnicity for grade 4 public schools: 1992-2000

Asian American Indian
1992 1996 2000 1992 1996 2000
Nation | 233(2.5)  231(4.6) ~ 210(3.5) 216(2.5)  215(23)
Alabama (%) (%%) (%%) (¥%%) (¥%%) (%)
Arizona | FRER(iaRr) ik (kk) 234 (4.3) 193 (3.4) 20129 ! 196 (2.4)
Arkansas (F5%) (F5%) (=) || 211(3.7) 210(3.9) 213 (4.7)
California T| 224 (2.7) 218 (5.0) 227 (4.2) || 208 (6.6)  rxws(rin)  rw(kion)
Connecticut | *xs(rix) ook (okoiok) 246 (3.6) (Fxx) (*%x%) (%)
Georgia (%) (%%) (%%) (¥%%) (¥%%) (%)
Hawaii | 216(1.6) 216 (2.0) 216 (1.5) | | #o*(x**) 213 (5.6)  wEEE(FHE)
Idaho T ] ] 213 (2_9) P ]
Illinois T . ****(****) . . ****(****)
Indiana T (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
lowa T| xes(ions) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Kansas _ o (k) _ B )
Kentucky (%%) (5%%) (5%%) (¥%%) (¥%%) (%%)
Louisiana (%) (%) (%) (rer) 05 (2.5) | wx(rs)
Maing [ xsw(ees) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Maryland | 235(3.7) 247 (5.0) 240 (4.1) (*xx) (*%%) (*%)
Massachusetts 229(7.7) 237 (5.4) 239(5.3) (*xx) (*%%) (*%)
Michigan (F5%) (F5%) () || 212 (3.8) 216 (4.0)  wrwk(Rex)
Minnesota [ (e 220 (4.8) * 235 (3.6) | | *Frr(r+¥) 218 (5.1)  wwE(RRx)
Mississippi (%) (%) (%) (%) (¥%%) (%%)
Missouri (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) ] )
Montana T L kwwk{e) k) 08 2120 Standard errors of the estimated scale scores appear in
— A5An parentheses.
ebraska (%) (%) (%) (%) . e I . . Lo
* Significantly different from 2000 if only one jurisdiction
Nevada — 225(3.9) 224 (3.6) — 2133.1) 1 212(4.2) or the nation is being examined.
New Mexico ") ") (o) || 208(29) ! 1ST(A6) ! 197B3.3)) + Significantly different from 2000 when examining only
New York T| 236 (4.2) | 233(2.8) ¥ 247 (3.7)! (F*%) (F*%) (****)1 one jurisdiction and when using a multiple comparison
North Carolina (rs) (rs) ooy || 208 (87) 1% meexpessy 929/(3.5)1  procedure based on all jurisdictions that participated
North Dakota () () e |[ 23601 200031 2089 | Dothyears.
- ! The nature of the sample does not allow accurate
Oh T ek ek ek (kkk 218 (4.1 L kkkk(kkkk) . i o o
0 e ) @1) ; ) determination of the variability of the statistic.
S S _
Olafoma e ) [ 2130.9) 222(1.6) FeRk(xxx) Sample size is insufficient to permit a reliable
Oregon ¥ — 2937 240(4.0) — 220032 ) [ actimate.
Rhodelsland | 193(4.2) * 215(53)  221(52) () () |t Indicates that the jurisdiction did not meet one or more
South Carolina (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (=% | of the guidelines for school participation.
Tennessee (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (== | — Indicates that the jurisdiction did not participate.
Texas | 235 (43) % wresprenn 247 (3.4) () () (=« | DDESS: Department of Defense Domestic Dependent
Utah | sy sy 200 (45) | | o) 214(8.2)  oexpeeesy | Elementary and Secondary Schools.
Vermont © [ P — N P, DoDDS: Department of Defense Dependents Schools
— (Overseas).
Virginia | 237 (4.5) 240 (4.5) 243 (7.5)! (*xx) (*%%) (*%) . .
—— ~ Special analyses raised concerns about the accuracy
West Virginia LN L & & & YL and precision of national grade 4 Asian/Pacific Islander
Wyoming (**%%) (%) (= (| 2133.8) ! 211(47)  224(5.0)| results in 2000. As a result, they are omitted from the
body of this report. See appendix A for a more detailed
Other Jurisdictions discussion.
American Samoa — —  157(44) — — () | NOTE: Comparative performance results may be affected
District of Columbia (o) (o) () () () ===+ | by changes in exclusion rates for students with
DDESS ) 230 (5.8) [ RS, disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in
DoDDS 228(2.3) 233 (1.6) 218(36) 21949 the NAEP samples.
: SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics,
Guam | 195(L1) * 192(15)  188(2.5) ) ) ™) | National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
Virgin Islands — i | — — e 11992, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Table B.35: Data for Figure 3.19 State Scale Score Results by Race/Ethnicity, Grade 8

State average mathematics scale scores by race/ethnicity for grade 8 public schools: 1990-2000

White Black Hispanic
1990 1992 1996 2000 1990 1992 1996 2000 1990 1992 1996 2000
Nation | 270(1.5) * 277(L1)* 281(1.4)  285(0.9) 237(28) * 237(1.3)* 242(21)  246(15) || 242(2.8) * 245(1.3) * 250(2.1) 252 (1.6)
Alabama | 263(1.0) ¥ 265(L4)* 271(2.4)  275(L6) 234(16) 232(22)* 233(18)  239(2.0) || 227(37)  221(5.3) ¥ 232(5.0) 239(5.1)
Arizona T| 271(L.1) ¥ 276(L.1) %  278(1.2) * 284(1.4) 245(32)  2562(3.3) 254 (35) 250 (4.4) | | 242(1.9) % 248(2.7)  251(2.4) 252(2.2)
Arkansas | 265(0.9) * 265(1.0)F 270(13)  272(13) 232(12)  231(1.8) 235(3.00  235(L9) || 230(4.0)  229(4.1) meer(ree) 234 (5.9)
California *| 271(1.5) * 277 (1.9) 279(15)  278(2.2) 233(34)  234(3.6) 239(39)  242(2.8) | | 236(16)F 241(2.0)  246(18) 246 (2.7)
Connecticut | 278(0.9) ¥ 284(0.9) + 288(L.1) ¥ 294(1.2) 241(24) % 243(2.9) 205(23)  248(2.1) || 23727 * 242(2.4)  252(L8) 252 (3.4)
Georgia | 271(1.5) % 271(13)% 276(1.9)  280(1.5) 240 (15) * 242(1.3) 241(1.5) * 246 (L.5) 231(33) % 234(55)  246(4.9) 247 (2.6)
Hawaii | 263(2.0) * 266(1.6)* 273(23) 275(3.3) (%) (%) () 256 (5.6) 231(25) % 239(22)  245(3.6) 248 (4.4)
Idaho 7| 274 (0.8) ¥ 277(0.8) — 282(1.1) | [ (e ek () 249 (2.8) 254 (2.2) — 250 (4.3)
Illinois | 271(1.4) * — —  288(1.6) 233(4.2) * — — 255(29) 237(3.9) * — — 261(3.9)
Indiana *| 271(1.00 ¥ 274(1.2) ¥ 281(1.3) % 287(L.2) 203(29) % 244(25) % 247(2.1) ¥ 260(2.8)! 245(3.6) ¥ 250 (4.5) * 254 (4.8) 264 (4.3)
Kansas T — — —  288(L4) — — —  257(5.5) — — — 26137
Kentucky | 260(1.2) * 265(L.1) %  269(L.1) ¥ 275(1.3) 200 (2.4) % 242(2.6) % 248(3.3)  253(2.8) | | 229(3.5)  233(4.5)  wwx(wwxx)  sewx(eenk)
Louisiana | 259 (L4) * 263(L7)*  266(1.3) F 276(L3) 230(13)F 233(21)* 235(1.8)  240(1.8) | | 226(42)  229(3.5)  242(3.5) 237(5.2)
Maine — 28009 F 285(1.3)  285(L.2) — (*%%) (*%%) (*%%%) — (%) (%) (%)
Mayland | 273(15) ¥ 279(15) *  285(1.9) * 290(1.3) 238(19)F 240(2.0) % 243(1.8) * 249(2.0) || 237(29) % 241(3.2) ¢ 248(4.2) 265 (4.3)
Massachusetts — 278(L1)F  283(L5)* 289(L.0) — 24449 250(42)  254(3.7) — 24134 242(41) 259 (3.8)
Michigan 7| 271(1.0) ¥ 277(1.5) % 285(1.6)  287(1.4) 232(15) % 233(1.8) * 246(3.7)  242(2.6) 243(32) * 249(3.9)  249(4.4) 259(3.9)
Minnesota | 278(0.9) ¥ 284(0.9) ¥ 287(1.2) * 291(L1) 239 (4.7) I k(i) 248 (5.0)  wEEE(RRxx) 239(5.0)  254(3.7)  266(5.9) 257(5.1)
Mississippi —  263(14)F 266(1.2)  268(1.2) — 23104 236(14)  238(L5) — 22431  225(33) 227 (4.7)
Missouri — 276(L0)F 278(13)  280(1.2) — 212029 243(38)  244(42) —  251(41)  259(43) 251 (5.5)
Montana *| 283(0.9) * — 287 (1.2) * 290 (L.1) | [***(**%) KRR ek (k) 263 (3.8) — 256 (5.6) 276 (4.4)
Nebraska | 279(L.1) ¥ 282(L.1) 286 (1.0)  285(L.1) 235(52)  237(47) 256(3.3)  246(4.5) | | 253(41)  255(3.1)  253(4.2) 255(3.8)
Nevada — — —  278(0.9 — — — 251(2)) — — —  251(20)
New Mexico | 272(1.2) ¥ 273(1.2)* 280(1.0)  278(1.4) (%) (%) (%) (%) 247 (1.1) 249 (1.0) 252 (1.5) 251 (2.0)
NewYork F| 274(1.1) ¥ 280 (L1)* 283(13)* 289(13) 236(3.1)F 233(44)F 246(3.0) 257(4.3) || 237(29) % 244(47)  245(2.7) 259 (5.0)
North Carolina | 262(1.3) ¥ 267(1.0) ¥ 278(1.3) ¥ 291(L.1) 233(13) % 239(L7) % 247(16)F 256(1.4) || 218(3.3) % 239(47) % 253(3.5) 269 (3.6)
North Dakota | 284 (1.0)  284(1.1) 286(0.9)  286(1.2) (%) (%) (%) (%) 248 (6.0) () 264 (5.0) 262 (6.7)
Ohio | 269(1.0) ¥ 275(1.4) * —  287(12) 233(17) % 235(23) * —  255(7) || 237(44)F 246(4.7) % — 210042
Oklahoma | 269(1.3) ¥ 273(L.0) — 21712 237(22)  239(3.0) —  248(47) || 246(43)  253(32) —  254(59)
Oregon ™| 274(0.9) ¥ — 279(1.3) 284 (1.7) | [Frr(rr®) — (e 260 (6.9)! 254 (2.8) — 259 (3.7) 259 (5.4)
Rhodelsland | 266(0.7)  271(0.8)* 275(0.8) * 281(L.1) 27131 % 24129 204(39)  245(3.2) || 230(24) % 233(27) % 239(4.3) 246 (2.8)
South Carolina — 274(L1)F 274(16)  279(L5) — 2420000 % 246(15)  249(L.7) —  234(26) % 235(6.0) 250 (3.9)
Tennessee — 266(L1)F  271(1L5)  271(14) —  235(24) 234(29)  237(3.0) —  229(48) * 246(5.2) 246 (6.1)
Texas | 273(1.3) % 279(1.5) % 285(1.4)  288(l.4) 236(1.8) ¥ 244 (2.0) 249(26)  252(3.3) | | 245(1.9)F 249(1.2) ¥ 256(1.8) 266 (1.9)
Utah — 276(0.8) 279(0.9)  279(L1) — (7% (%%%) (%) — 254(2.2) 256 (2.9) 249 (3.1)
Vermont _ _ 281(0.9) * 284 (L1) _ _ e e I ) _ k(o) ok (k)
Virginia 272(16) F 275(L.1) ¥ 279(1.3) ¥ 285(1.4) 242 (1.6) * 245(1.8) * 244 (2.6) * 252(1.9) 243 (4.1) * 254 (4.0) * 258 (4.8) 267 (3.5)
West Virginia | 258 (0.9) ¥ 261(1.0) ¥  266(1.1) ¥ 272(1.0) 235(4.1) 244 (3.7) 246(3.8) I 251 (4.8) 232(42) % 231(49 % 244(5.6) 256 (4.7)
Wyoming | 275(0.7) * 278(0.8) 278(0.8)  280(1.1) (%) (%) (77) (*%%) 255(22)  258(21)  256(3.2) 255(3.7)
Other Jurisdictions
American Samoa — — — () — — ok (drkk) — — — 172 (5.9)
District of Columbia | **(**xx) - kkk(rre) 303 (8.6)  FHHEE(FFHE) 231(0.7) 234(0.9) 231 (1.4) 232(23) 217 (3.1) 227 (3.7) 221 (3.4) 224.(7.6)
DDESS — — 285 (4.0) 288 (2.1) — — 252 (4.5) *  267(2.9) — — 264 (6.0) 269 (5.9)
DoDDS — — 284 (1.4) 287(1.2) — — 255 (2.0) 261(2.1) — — 268 (2.6) 271(2.3)
Guam | 257(3.5)  267(5.5) (*xx) (*xx) (*xx) (*xx) (Fxx) (rxx) 210(1.9  218(29)  218(4.9) 216 (4.4)
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Table B.35: Data for Figure 3.19 State Scale Score Results by Race/Ethnicity, Grade 8 (continued)

State average mathematics scale scores by race/ethnicity for grade 8 public schools: 1990-2000

Asian American Indian
1990 1992 1996 2000 1990 1992 1996 2000

Nation | 279(54)! 287(6.5) ~ 288 (3.7) 244(9.00 I 255(2.9) 263(33) ! 261(5.6)
Alabama (%) (%) (%) (%%) (¥%%) (¥%%) (%%) (%)

Arizona * (rx%), (rx%), (%) 282 (4.5) 235(2.5) 1 252(2.7) 254, (8.6) 1w (rir)
Arkansas (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

California T| 271(2.8) ¥ 277(2.8) 279(4.00  282(4.3) (*xx) (*xx) (*%x%) (F%%)
Connecticut | ****(x*+*) 287 (7.9) 281(6.2)  287(42) (%) (%) (%) (%)

Georgia (%) (%) (%) (%%) (¥%%) (¥%%) (%%) (%)

Hawaii 252(1.0) ¥ 259(L1) * 264(1.2)  263(1.3) (Fxx) (*xx) (*%%%) (F%%)

ldaho T ****(****) ****(****) . ****(****) 252 (49) 260 (41) . ****(****)

inois T| 280 3.9 _ ) ik (k) _ k(o)

Indiana * (%) (%) (%) (%%) (¥%%) (¥%%) (%%) (%)

Kansas ' _ _ I G o o B
Kentucky (¥%%) (5%%) (¥5%%) (%%) (5%%) (¥%%) (¥%%) (%%)

Louisiana (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (F77%) (F%7%) (%)

Maine ! - v v v — 2@y e ™) | Standard errors of the estimated scale scores

Maryland | 291(4.3) ¥ 287 (4.6) * 306(5.4) ! 306(3.7) (%) (%) (%) (****) | appear in parentheses.
Massachusetts k() 277(6.4) * 295 (4.6) — (F*%) (F*%) (***) | * Significantly different from 2000 if only one
Michigan T [ s (xsx%) (o) (o) (o) (o) (o) (o) (e | jurisdiction or the nation is being examined.
Minnesota 7| 270 (5.6)  #xwk(xi) 274(5.1) ! () (k) () (k) () 1 Significantly different from 2000 when
- examining only one jurisdiction and when
Mississippi — (*%%%) (%) (%) — (%) (%) (%) ) . .

— using a multiple comparison procedure based
Missouri - S S S - S S UL on all jurisdictions that participated both
Montana T | *xx(eres)  RERR(RRRR) k(o) 257 (3.3) — 265(36)  253(5.2)!| years.

Nebraska (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) ==+ | I The nature of the sample does not allow

Nevada _ _ — 278028 _ _ 2634 | accurate determination of the variability of

NewMerico | *ex(rens)  wirs(rens) (o) oo | [ 03810 25029 25226 243(49)! iiit:fjf)s o s s nsuffcint

ample size is insufficient to

T |
New York T| 278(6.9) ! 281(6.7) 283(5.9) 288 (4.1) (F5%) (F5%) (F5%) (F5%) permit a reliable estimate.
North Carolina e o o o B3uy o o "1+ Indicates that the jurisdiction did not meet
North Dakota ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 242 (2.6) ! * 262 (43) ! 252 (38) 1258 (38) one or more Of the guide”nes for SChOOl
Qhig [Foss(in) i) _ ( ) ( ) ( ) i | partiCipatiOn.

OKlahoma | *#(xixs) ik (ko) i k] 255(2.5) F 262(3.2) —  264(27)| — Indicates that the jurisdiction did not

Oregon | 277 (4.3) — 285043 281(7.1) || 2533.8) L 257(45) wee(eee | Participate.

Rhodelsland | == 264 (3.4) %747 271(9) e e e ey |~ Special analyseg falsed con_cerns about the
- accuracy and precision of national grade 8
South Carolina - & & & - & & Y| Asian/Pacific Islander results in 1996. As a
Tennessee — (%) (%) (] — (%) (%) (%) | result, they are omitted from the body of this
Texas | ¥***(%%) 301 (4.8) 299 (5.6) | 292 (4.3) () (k) () (=% | report. See appendix A for a more detailed
Utah [ — 27436  281(52) _ (rik) — (rexsy | discussion.
Vermont T _ RN S| _ P —— NOTE: Comparative performance results may

— i " be affected by changes in exclusion rates for

Viginia | 295(42)  281(39) 7 284(46) * 300(4.8) () ) e ™| students with disabilities and limited-
West Virginia (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (***) | English-proficient students in the NAEP
Wyoming (%) (%) (%%%) (*%%) 257 (3.4) 251(2.3) 1 250(5.4) 253 (5.6)!| samples.
DDESS: Department of Defense Domestic
Other Jurisdictions Dependent Elementary and Secondary Schools.
American Samoa — — —  205(5.3) — — — e | DoDDS: Department of Defense Dependents
District of Columbia () () () () () ) ) (==++) [ Schools (Overseas).
DDESS — e T _ . we(eessyesspeers) | SOURCE: National Center for Education
Statistics, National Assessment of
DoDDS . . 280 (3.4 283 (2.2 . ek (kA Fkedk (kA oo
0 il @2 O " Educational Progress (NAEP), 1990, 1992,
Guam | 235(0.9) 237(L)  242(21) 236(L§) ) ) ) ™™ ] 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Table B.36: Data for Figure 3.20 State ProficientLevel Achievement Results by Race/Ethnicity, Grade 4

State percentages of students at or above the Proficient level in mathematics by race/ethnicity for
grade 4 public schools: 1992-2000

White Black Hispanic
1992 1996 2000 1992 1996 2000 1992 1996 2000
Nation 22(15* 26(1.3)*  33(1.6) 2(0.7)*  5(L5) 5(0.9) 5(1.0) * 7(1.0) 10(1.5)
Alabama 15(16)F 16(16)*  23(L9) 1(0.5 % 2(0.6) 4(0.7) 2(1.4) 5(1.9) 5(2.0)
Arizona 20012 22(21) 26 (2.1) 3(2.6) 4(3.3) 5(2.5) 4(0.8) 6(1.3) 6(1.3)
Arkansas 13(1.0) ¥ 18(1.8) 18 (1.5) 1(0.6) 2(0.9) 2(1.1) 1(13) 3(1.6) 6(1.8)
California T| 19(1.8) 17 (2.4) 25(2.5) 2(1.1) 2(1.2) 2(13)! 4(0.8) 4(13) 5(1.3)
Connecticut 31(L7)F 38(LY) 41(1.9) 2(13) 5(L.7) 6(1.7) 8(1.9) 8(2.0) 9(1.4)
Georgia 24 (1.6) 20019 % 29(21) 3(08) % 2(0.6) ¢ 6(1.0) 4(1.6) 5(1.9) 8(2.7)
Hawaii 20(2.2) 22(23) 19(2.0) 5(2.3) 7(2.5) 3(1.8) 6(1.3) 7(1.6) 7(L7)
Idaho | 18(1.1) ¥ — FZAOWON N G| — () 5(1.4) — 8(2.0)
Illinois ¥ — — 32(3.4) — — 5(L.5) — — 8(2.3)
Indiana T| 18(1.3) ¥  27(L7) * 34(2.0) 2(07) # 4(1.4)* 14(2.9 3(16) * 9(2.7) 16 (4.6)
lowa T| 28(1.3) 24(1.5) * 30(1.9) 2(2.0)! 4(2.5) 1 wxrr(ix) 14(3.3) 9(2.5) 13(4.1)
Kansas " — — 36 (2.5) — — 731! — — 11(3.6)
Kentucky 4(1.3) 17(1.3) 20 (1.4) 4(2.0) 4(1.4) 2(0.8) 4(2.6) 7(2.4) 9(5.1)
Louisiana 13(14) % 13(1.6) * 23(2.3) 2(0.5) * 2(0.8) * 4(0.8) 5(L.9) 3(L9) 7(2.9)
Maine | 28 (1.7) 29 (1.5 25(1.4) (*xx) (*xx) (*xx) 14 (5.0) 9(4.5)  wrEE(RRR)
Maryland 26(16)F  32(25) 36 (2.4) 3(0.7) 4(0.9) 5(0.9) 10(3.2) 12(3.1) 10 (2.6)
Massachusetts (160 2821 ¢ 39(L7) 2(L5) 6(2.7) 7(2.5) 9(2.5) 10 (2.8) 10 (1.8)
Michigan T | 23(1.9) +  28(16) ¥ 37(2.2) 2(1.3) 3(L1) 4(1.6) 8(2.3) 7(1.9) 15(3.7)
Minnesota "| 28 (1.4) ¥ 33(L.7) 39(1.9) 4(19) 3(2.2) 1131 11(2.5) 17.(3.7) 13(3.9)
Mississippi 13(1.3) 14(1.4) 16 (1.5) 1(0.4) 2(0.6) 2(0.6) 2(1.3) 3(L7) 6(2.0)
Missouri 22(15*F  24(14) 28(1.8) 1(0.8) 2(0.8) 4(13) 103.2) 10 (3.0) 11(2.9)
Montana — 25(1.9) 28(2.8) i S I | — 1334 12 (4.7
Nebraska 24(1.7) 27 (1.5) 29(2.0) 423) 5(1.9) 6(3.0)! 8(3.4) 13 (2.6) 7(3.4)
Nevada — 18 (1.5) 23 (15 — 2(13) 5(L.5) — 7(1.2) 8(L5)
New Mexico 19(2.0) 3(1.8) 22(2.5) 3(2.8) 3(L9)  wEE(e) 5(1.2) 6(1.0) 6(1.0)
NewYork T 23(1.9 %  27(L7) 34(2.7) 4(1.4) 5(1.6) 5(1.8) 5(1.2) 8(L7) 7(13)
North Carolina 8(12)F  29(17) ¢ 38(2.0) 2(0.6) * 4(0.7) * 9(1.2) 7(2.8) 10 (3.6) 13 (3.0)
North Dakota 23(1.2) 26(1.4) 27(1.5) (%) (%) (¥%%) 730 15(6.2) 12(4.0)
Ohio 8(1.4)* — 32(2.4) 3(L.0) — 3(16) 7(1.9) — 12 (3.6)
Oklahoma 7(1.4) — 20 (1.5 3(13) — 3(L1) 6(2.8) — 9(2.0)
Oregon _ 23(1.5) 26 (1.9) T o 6 (1.6) 6(1.9)
Rhode Island 17(13) % 20(1.4) % 30(L.7) 2(16) 3(L7) 4(2.4) 2(0.8) * 7(2.0) 5(1.3)
South Carolina 217y ¢ 9@t 28 (1.6) 2(05) *  2(0.7) 4(0.8) 6(2.0) 5(L.7) 12 (3.5)
Tennessee 1312+ 21(19) 23(1.8) 1(0.6) 3(1.0) 4(12) 3(2.2) 12 (4.2) 9(2.9)
Texas 2320*%  40(22) 41(2.8) 3(L)* 7(2.0) 12 (2.6) 7(13)F  11(14) 14(1.7)
Utah 201D * 26(14) 28(1.5) (%) (%) (¥%%) 7(22) 7(2.4) 8(L8)
Vermont T _ 24(1.2) * 31(2.3) I ] ] . 14 (4.1) ]
Virginia 25(2.00%  25(19 ¢ 35(2.1) 3(0.9) 4(0.8) 6(1.2) 9(3.3) 9@3.1) 11(2.6)
West Virginia 13(L0)*  20(1.3) 19(1.6) 2(L7) 7(3.4) 6(3.2) 5(2.8) 9(2.9) 13 (3.4)
Wyoming 20013 21(13) ¢ 28(1.7) (*xx) (*xx) (*xx) 8(L.7) 7(2.1) 12(2.7)

Other Jurisdictions

American Samoa — e ! — — () — — A(08)
District of Columbia 52 (6.5) 49(3.2) 49(7.1) 3(0.4) 2(0.4) 2(0.5 2(13) 4(2.2) 4(12)
DDESS — 29 (2.4) 34(2.7) — 8(2.2) 1233) — 13(2.9) 14 (3.3)
DoDDS — 26 (1.8) 31(1.6) — 6(1.3) 7(L.6) — 1122 13(1.8)
Guam 1(1.9) 11(43) () 2(2.8) wer(ewer) (k) 2(0.9) 1(0.8) 1(0.9)
Virgin Islands — — () — — 1(0.7) — — 1(0.7)
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Table B.36: Data for Figure 3.20 State Proficient Level Achievement Results by Race/Ethnicity, Grade 4 (continued)

State percentages of students at or above the Proficient level in mathematics by race/ethnicity for
grade 4 public schools: 1992-2000

Asian American Indian
1992 1996 2000 1992 1996 2000
Nation 30 (4.9) 24(6.0) ~ 10(3.8) 8(2.5) 13(3.0)
Alabama ****(****) *hkK (****) l J l J l J l J
Arizona | Fr(er) ok (k) 28(7.8) 3(1.8) 47! 4(16)
Arkansas (*xx) (*xx) (*xx) 9(4.0) 6(2.5) 9(5.0)
California f| 21 (3.7) 17 (3.0) 25 (4.9) 11(6.9)  wiwk(onn) (k)
Connecticut ****(****) ****(****) 45 (67) l J l J l J
Georgia (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Hawaii 15(1.3) 17 (1.6) 15 (1.3) | | Hws (o) 13(5.0) k(s
[daho T| xx(xes) _ ik (k) 5(3.0) k(o)
Ilinois T . _ ik (k) _ k()
Indiana ' (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
lowa (%) (%) (%) (¥%%) (%) (%)
Kansas T . _ ik sk _ k(o)
Kentucky (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Louisiana ()} ()} (*r%) (k) KT e s}
Maine * (%) (%) (%) (%%) (%) (%)
Maryland 32(5.5) 49(6.2) 40 (6.1) (%) (%) (%)
Massachusetts 29 (8.1) 35(8.2) 41(5.1) (***%) (***%) (%)
Michigan (rx%), (rx%), (rx%), 9(3.7) 11(4.5)  wwk(rins)
Minnesota 1 ****(****) 19 (47) 32 (54) ****(****) 16 (54) ****(****)
Mississippi (**%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Missouri (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Montana 1 . ****(****) ****(****) . 10 (22) 8 (28)
Nebraska (%) (%) (%) (%) 14(6.0) ()
Nevada — 21(5.7) 21(3.9) — 8(2.9) ! 7(3.0)
New Mexico (rx%), (rx%), (rx%) 4(26) ! 2(1.8) ! 5(2.0) . )
Newtork || 3763 ! 324 4705)] e e o Standard errors of the estimated percentages appear in parentheses.
North Caroling o— e— e— 8(42) | woepres) 21 (55! $|gn|f|caqtly different from 2000 if only one jurisdiction or the nation is
being examined.
North Dakot 8(3.6) ! 7(3.1)! 7(33 R ) - L
ot e O_a - o o o (6 B 683 1 Significantly different from 2000 when examining only one jurisdiction
Ohio ) - =[] 162) - ™| and when using a multiple comparison procedure based on all
Oklahoma | **¥*(x#x%) () 7(2.1) — 12(2.6) | jurisdictions that participated both years.
Oregon — 23(5.2) 36(7.3) — 9(3.9 === | | The nature of the sample does not allow accurate determination of the
Rhode Island 115 & 16 (4.6) 21(5.8) ( ) ( ) ( ) Val'lablllty of the statistic.
South Carolina - - - - - ey [ (%) Sample size is insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
Tennessee — — — — — r— T Ilndlgates that the JI.II'ISd.IC.tIOI'I' did not meet one or more of the
guidelines for school participation.
Texas 34(9.5) (i) 48(6.7) (¥%%) (%%) (%) ) S .
— Indicates that the jurisdiction did not participate.
Utah | oesprnsy e (rees) 16 G.0) | | #e(reen) e _
A Percentage is between 0.0 and 0.5.
Vermont k(o) ik (k) e e I ] . ) o
— ' ~ Special analyses raised concerns about the accuracy and precision of
Virginia | 26(68) 336D 459! v o Y1 national grade 4 Asian/Pacific Islander results in 2000. As a result, they
West Virginia (F*%) (F*%) (%) (%) (%) (**)1 are omitted from the body of this report. See appendix A for a more
Wyoming (k) (k) (k) 9(3.3) ! 732 18(7.6)| detailed discussion.
NOTE: Comparative performance results may be affected by changes in
Other Jurisdictions exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-
American Samoa _ _ A(02) _ — weexpeerr) [ proficient students in the NAEP samples.
District of Columbia (o) (o) (o) (o) (o) (e | DDESS: Department of Defense Domestic Dependent Elementary and
DoESS e mos gy gy | Secondary Schools.
DoDDS — 2462 762 — 1342) 10645) DoDDS: Depgrtment of Defense DepelzndentslSc.hooIs (Qverseas).
Guam 108 307 200 o s o SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment
- : : of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics
Virgin Islands — — () — — )| Assessments.
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Table B.37: State Basic Level Achievement Results by Race/Ethnicity, Grade 4

State percentages of students at or above Basic in mathematics by race/ethnicity for grade 4 public
schools: 1992-2000

White Black Hispanic
1992 1996 2000 1992 1996 2000 1992 1996 2000
Nation 69(1.4) *  74(16) 78(13) 22(19)* 3234 38(2.6) 33(23)*  40(2.6) 47(2.2)
Alabama 57(23)% 642 *F 7422 16(Ly*  2120F 36(22) 26 (5.1) 29(4.2) 37(5.0)
Arizona 69(LDF  72(23) 75(L7) 28(6.1) 28 (5.6) 43(6.4) 36(2.1) 37(3.2) 40(3.2)
Arkansas 57(16)*  66(23) 68 (1.7) 18(2.8) 21(3.0) 28(3.4) 29(3.8) 36 (5.6) 39(5.2)
California | 61(2.6) ¥ 63 (2.4) 71(2.9) 21(2.6) 18(400 25(3.4)! 27(2.1) 29(2.9) 36 (3.1)
Connecticut 79(12 % 86(L5) 88 (1.0) 24032)F  40(5.0) 41(3.9) 37(43) %  42(45) 53 (4.1)
Georgia 72 (1.8) 67(2.0) ¥ 75(L.9) 27(2.3) * 31(2.7) 38(2.2) 30 (4.3) 36 (4.8) 43(5.8)
Hawaii 60 (2.4) 66 (2.8) 68 (3.2) 33(5.9) 38(5.5) 37(7.9) 33(3.5) 37(2.9) 40(3.4)
Idaho T| 67 (1.7) * — 76 (L7) | | ***(**%) — R 36(4.3) * — 49 (4.7)
Illinois — — 82(2.9) — — 37(3.5) — — 51@3.7)
Indiana T| 66(1.5)* 78(1.5)*  83(l.4) 22(37)%  36(56) 51(5.0) 4235 % 52(5.1) 61(6.3)
lowa *| 74(1.4)F  77(1.4) 81(1.5) 29(6.2) ! 34 (5.6) 1 *HHH(x**¥) 61(5.7) 48 (5.7) 51(7.9)
Kansas T — — 83(2.2) — —  42(86)! — — 54 (5.9)
Kentucky 54(15) % 64(1.9) 66 (1.8) 32(3.9) 39 (4.1) 29(3.3) 31(5.1) 33(7.2) 43(6.9)
Louisiana 57(26)* 63(23)F  76(2.0) 18(L)* 2422 %  35(26) 33(6.5) 26(3.8)*  45(6.3)
Maine T| 76 (1.4) 77(16) 75(18) (%) (%) (%) 63 (6.3) 57.(56)  mERH(H)
Maryland 0(1D* 77(18 81(L.7) 26(1.9)F  30(1.9) 36 (2.7) 45 (4.6) 43(5.5) 47 (4.4)
Massachusetts 76(1.4) % 78(16)F  87(14) 24(54) % 39(6.5) 47(5.1) 41(4.5) 46 (4.5) 47(3.4)
Michigan 7| 70(2.1) ¥  78(L.7) 83(1.9) 19(3.5) * 30 (4.5) 32(4.2) 43 (3.6) 42 (5.4) 49 (4.9)
Minnesota *| 75(1.6) *  81(L.5) 84(1.4) 28(1.0) 28(6.2) 46 (6.8) 44 (5.0) 55 (5.6) 54 (5.8)
Mississippi 58(1.8) ¥ 63(2.4) 66 (2.1) 20(1.5) * 24.(2.0) 27 (1.6) 1935 * 24(4.5) 30 (4.1)
Missouri 70(16)F 7415 F  82(13) 26 (3.7) 31(3.0) 34(5.3) 44 (4.8) 50(5.3) 54 (6.7)
Montana — 76 (1.7) 78 (2.4) () e () — 58 (5.3) 57 (6.2)
Nebraska 72(1.7) 77(L6) 75(19) 18(3.8) 3234) 21(54)! 47(6.0) 43 (4.5) 45(5.1)
Nevada — 67(2.1) 72 (16) — 30 (4.1) 40 (4.5) — 40(3.2) 46 (3.2)
New Mexico 66 (2.3) 69 (2.0) 70(2.5) 34.(8.4) 40(10.0) FFHH(rex) 36 (2.6) 38(2.2) 42(2.2)
New York T 71(2.0) % 80 (1.6) 85(2.1) 31(40)*  37(43) 44 (4.8) 33(26) % 40(3.3) 46 (3.1)
North Carolina 65(16)F 77(1.4)*F  86(L3) 20(23) % 37(24)F 58(3.0) 35(5.8) *  43(5.6) 56 (7.7)
North Dakota 75(1.2) 77(1.5) 79 (1.5) (%) (%) (%) 49 (1.4) 66 (8.9) 53 (6.6)
Ohio | 62(16) * — 82(L.7) 23(3.6) ¢ — 37(3.8) 45(5.1) — 60 (5.7)
Oklahoma 66(1.9) ¥ — 77(L7) 29(3.9) — 39(7.0) 45(4.2) — 54 (4.3)
Oregon ' — 70(2.2) 73(2.3) —— RRRR(RRR) otk (ki) — 34 (4.3) 40 (5.0)
Rhode Island 63200 68(21F 79(1.2) 2041*  25(46) 37(4.3) 23(33)*  35(4.6) 33(3.1)
South Carolina 66(1.8)F 66(2)*F 77(L5) 23(19)F 2725 * 37(27) 33(42)* 27(54)*  46(5.1)
Tennessee 58(2.1)*  68(1.9) 70(1.8) 21(26)*  28(3.2) 31(3.5) 22(5.1) % 45(6.0) 46 (7.9)
Texas 7221) % 85(18) 89 (1.4) 29(40)F  47(3.0)*  60(44) 4327%F 55@1F  68(28)
Utah 69(17)*  73(16) 76 (L5) (%) (%) (%) 473.3) 46 (4.3) 42 (3.6)
Vermont T _ 69 (2.2) * 75 (2.1) . ] ] . 53 (6.4) ]
Virginia 70019 F 73Q21¢ 86 (1.4) 25(2.1) * 3120 46(3.2) 48 (5.6) 52 (6.4) 59 (6.5)
West Virginia 54(15) % 66(1.7) 70 (1.6) 40 (5.6) 36 (7.6) 39 (5.6) 3744 F  47(48) 55 (5.0)
Wyoming 72 (1.5) 68(1.6) ¥ 77(1.9) (%) (777 (%) 54 (3.9) 44 (3.9) 56 (5.0)
Other Jurisdictions
American Samoa — i | — — () — — 6(3.2)
District of Columbia 79 (4.6) 77(3.0) 78 (4.4) 20 (1.0) 16(0.8)*  21(1.2) 14(2.2) 18(3.7) 22(3.3)
DDESS — 77(1.9) 80(2.2) — 46 (4.8) 58 (6.0) — 52 (4.5) 59(3.2)
DoDDS — 74 (1.6) 80(2.0) — 45(2.7) 503.3) — 51(33) 59 (3.5)
Guam 43(3.8) 35(6.2)  FrEE(RY) 23(5.8)  mwE(HRax) k(i) 16 (2.3) 13(4.3) 10(5.5)
Virgin Islands — B ) — — 15(3.7) — — 12(3.8)

See footnotes at end of table. p
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Table B.37: State Basic Level Achievement Results by Race/Ethnicity, Grade 4 (continued)

State percentages of students at or above Basic in mathematics by race/ethnicity for grade 4 public
schools: 1992-2000

Asian American Indian
1992 1996 2000 1992 1996 2000
Nation 75(3.5) 72(5.5) ~ 42 (5.3) 52(6.1) 51(6.1)
Alabama (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%%%)
Arizona | FEE(RErr) ik (k) 77 (5.4) 25(4.0) 32(4.9) ! 24(3.9)
Arkansas (F5%) (F5%) (F5%) 52 (1.0) 45(7.4) 49 (8.7)
California T 64 (3.2) 58 (6.8) 71(5.9) 50(9.3) k(i) kot
Connecticut ****(****) ****(****) 89 (47) l J l J l J
Georgia (%) (%) (%) (5%%) (%%) (%)
Hawaii 54 (2.1) 53(2.2) 56 (2.1) | | FHH(F*x) 50 (8.4)  wrwk(RHxx)
Idaho T ] ] 53 (6.0) P ]
Ilinois T o o (k) . B )
Indiana ' (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
lowa t (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Kansas T o o (k) . B )
Kentucky (%) (%) (%) (%%) (¥%%) (%)
Louisiana (%) (%) (%) (%) 35 (6.4) | wrx(res)
Maine (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Maryland 78 (4.2) 84(5.7) 82(6.1) (Fxx) (*%%) (*%%%)
Massachusetts 65 (8.8) 77(1.9) 81(5.1) (Fxx) (*%%) (*%%%)
Michigan (%) (%) (%) 51(7.0) 54(7.0)  wrRx(Re)
Minne30ta T ****(****) 61 (52) 77 (64) ****(****) 54 (76) ****(****)
Mississippi (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Missouri (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Montana * e S I ) — M@ 4962 | standard errors of the estimated percentages appear in
Nebraska (%) (F*%) (%) (%) 54 (8.5)  FHRK(H) parentheses.
Nevada —  64(1.5) 64 (4.6) — 52(5.3)!  51(6.8) * Significantly different from 2000 if only one
New Mexico ) (reee) ey || 42961 2771 30(s.1) | Jjurisdiction or the nation is being examined.
NewYork T 72(6.4) %1 78(5.0)  90(5.1)! () (rs) (rs) I Signi_ficgntlly different froml 2000 whgn examining only
— — r— o || 2008 1 e 77831 | 0N jurisdiction and wh(_en using a multiple comparison
procedure based on all jurisdictions that participated
North Dakota ( ) ( ) ( ) 47(6.9) ! 43(8.9) ! 42(1.8) both years.
Ohig T | #wws(rres) R G| 58(8.1) e | ! The nature of the sample does not allow accurate
Oklahoma | *+wx(ees) s | |48 (4 5) * — 6534) determination of the variability of the statistic.
kkkk (kkkk 1 e 1 i
Oregon | 764 769 — 50(65) (e ' ( .) Sample size is insufficient to permit a
: reliable estimate.
Riode |S|a_"d 240647 4868 %64 = v L T Indicates that the jurisdiction did not meet one or
South Carolina () () ) ) ) ™) | more of the guidelines for school participation.
Tennessee (%) (%) (%) ) =) - — Indicates that the jurisdiction did not participate.
Texas 79 (8.5) (k) 90(5.3) (%) (%) (S ~ Special analyses raised concerns about the accuracy
Utah | () ki) 61 (6.3) | | **+*(*¥) 46 (8.6)  xrk(rrx) and precision of the national grade 4 Asian/Pacific
Vermont —— (oo k) :(slan(iﬁr rgs;ltsfi{]h_ZOOO. l:s aé result, thde_y i\refe omitted
rom the body of this report. See appendix A for a more
Virginia 82 (4.8) 80(4.9) 88(10.2)! (Fxx) (*%%) (*%%%) detailed discyussion p P
West Virgifia L L & & e U7 | NOTE: Comparative performance results may be
Wyoming (%) (%) (=) 400! 4775 6982 [ affected by changes in exclusion rates for students with
disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in
Other Jurisdictions the NAEP samples.
American Samoa — — 4(18) — — ) DDESS: Department of Defense Domestic Dependent
District of Columbia (xrr) (For%) (Fer%) (Far%) () () Elementary and Secondary Schools.
DDESS [r—— 74.(9.6) g e | DODDS: Department of Defense Dependents Schools
(Overseas).
DoDDS —  69(42) 77(2.1) — 58(9.2)  55(10.6) ) ) .
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics,
Guam 27(L7)  26(L5) 23(23) e v Y7 | National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
Virgin Islands — — () — R ) 1992, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Tahle B.38: State Achievement Level Results by Race/Ethnicity, Grade 4

State percentages of students at or above mathematics achievement levels by race/ethnicity
tor grade 4 public schools: 2000

White Black Hispanic
Below  Ator Above At or Ahove Below  Ator Above At or Above Below  Ator Above At or Above
Basic Basic Proficient Advanced Basic Basic Proficient  Advanced Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Nation 22(13) 78(1.3) 33(1.6) 3(0.4) 62 (2.6) 38(2.6) 5(0.9) A () 53(2.2) 47(2.2) 10(1.5) 1(03)
Alabama 26(2.2) 74(2.2) 23(1.9) 1(0.4) 64(2.2) 36(2.2) 4(0.7) A () 63 (5.0) 37(5.0) 5(2.0) 0 (+*x%)
Arizona 25(L.7) 75(L7) 26 (2.1) 2(0.9) 57 (6.4) 43(6.4) 5(2.5) 2 (%) 60 (3.2) 40(3.2) 6(1.3) 0 (%)
Arkansas 32(L.7) 68 (1.7) 18 (1.5) 1(0.4) 72 (3.4) 28(3.4) 2(11) A () 61(5.2) 39(5.2) 6(1.8) A ()
California T | 29(2.5) 71(2.5) 25(2.5) 1(0.7) 75(3.4) ! 25(3.4)! 2(13)! 0 (<*x) 1 64(3.1) 36 (3.1) 5(1.3) A ()
Connecticut 12 (1.0) 88(1.0) 41(19) 4(0.7) 59(3.9) 41(3.9) 6(1.7) A () 47 (4.1) 53 (4.1) 9(1.4) A ()
Georgia 25(1.9) 75(1.9) 29(2.1) 2(0.5) 62(2.2) 38(2.2) 6(1.0) A () 57 (5.8) 43(5.8) 8(2.7) 0 (%)
Hawaii 32(3.2) 68 (3.2) 19(2.0) 1(0.6) 63(7.9) 37(1.9) 3(1.8) 0 (<*+%) 60 (3.4) 40 (3.4) 7(1L7) A ()
Idaho | 24 (1.7) 76 (L.7) 24.(1.7) 1(0.5) (%) (%) (¥%%) (%%) 51 (4.7) 49 (4.7 8200 A
Illinois T 18(2.9) 82(2.9) 32(3.4) 3(L1) 63 (3.5) 37(3.5 5(1.5) 0 (<*+%) 49 3.7) 51(3.7) 8(23) A (0.1
Indiana 17(1.4) 83(1.4) 34(2.0) 3(0.8) 49(5.0) 51(5.0) ! 14(2.9) ! 1) 1 39(6.3) 61(6.3) 16 (4.6) 1 (<)
lowa T | 19(L5) 81(L.5) 30(1.9) 2(0.4) (%) (%) (¥%%) (%%) 49(7.9) 51(7.9) 13(41) A
Kansas " 17(2.2) 83(2.2) 36 (2.5) 4(0.9) 58 (8.6) 42(8.6) ! 737! L) 1 46 (5.9) 54 (5.9) 11(3.6) 0 (+*%)
Kentucky 34 (1.8) 66 (1.8) 20 (1.4) 2(0.3) 71(3.3) 29(3.3) 2(0.8) A () 57 (6.9) 43(6.9) 9(5.1) A ()
Louisiana 24 (2.0) 76 (2.0) 23(2.3) 1(0.4) 65 (2.6) 35(2.6) 4(0.8) A () 55 (6.3) 45(6.3) 7(2.9) A ()
Maine T | 25(1.8) 75(18) 25(L.4) 2(0.4) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Maryland 19(1.7) 81(1.7) 36 (2.4) 4(0.8) 64(2.7) 36 (2.7) 5(0.9) A () 53 (4.4) 7(4.4) 10 (2.6) A ()
Massachusetts 13(1.4) 87(1.4) 39(1.7) 3(0.6) 53(5.1) 47(5.1) 7(2.5) A () 53 (3.4) 7(3.4) 10(1.8) 1 (<%
Michigan 17(1.9) 83(1.9) 37(2.2) 4(0.9) 68 (4.2) 32(4.2) 4(1.6) A () 51 (4.9) 49 (4.9) 15(3.7) A ()
Minnesota 16 (1.4) 84(1.4) 39(1.9) 4(0.8) 54 (6.8) 46 (6.8) 113.1) A () 46 (5.8) 54 (5.8) 1339 0 (****)
Mississippi 34(2.1) 66 (2.1) 16 (1.5) 1(0.3) 73(1.6) 27 (1.6) 2(0.6) 0 (*+%) 70 (4.1) 30 (4.1) 6(2.0) A )
Missouri 18(1.3) 82(1.3) 28(1.8) 2(0.5) 66 (5.3) 34(5.3) 4(13) A () 46 (6.7) 54(6.7) 11(2.9) (%)
Montana 22(2.4) 78(2.4) 28(2.8) 2(0.8) (%) (%) (¥%%) (%%) 43(6.2) 57(6.2) 12047) A
Nebraska 25(1.9) 75(1.9) 29(2.0) 2(0.6) 79 (5.4) 21(5.4)! 6(3.00! A 55(5.1) 5(5.1) 7(3.4) A ()
Nevada 28 (1.6) 72 (1.6) 23(1.5) 1(0.4) 60 (4.5) 40 (4.5) 5(1.5) A () 54 (3.2) 6(3.2) 8(1.5) A ()
New Mexico 30(2.5) 70(2.5) 22(2.5) 1(0.5) (Fx+%) (Fx+%) (Fx+%) (Fx+%) 58(2.2) 2(22) 6(1.0) A ()
New York T 15(2.1) 85(2.1) 34(2.7) 2(0.7) 56 (4.8) 44 (4.8) 5(1.8) A () 54 (3.1) 6(3.1) 7(13) A ()
North Carolina 14(1.3) 86 (1.3) 38(2.0) 4(0.6) 423.0) 58 (3.0) 9(1.2) A () 44(1.7) 56 (7.7) 13(3.0) 1 (<%
North Dakota 21(1.5) 79(1.5) 27 (1.5) 2(0.4) (%) (%) (¥%%) (%%) 47(6.6) 53(6.6) 12(40) A
Ohio 18(1.7) 82(1.7) 32(2.4) 3(0.6) 63 (3.8) 37(3.8) 3(1.6) 0 (<*+*) 40 (5.7) 60 (5.7) 12 (3.6) 1(0.7)
Oklahoma 23(1.7) 77(1L.7) 20 (1.5) 1(0.2) 61(7.0) 39(7.0) 3(L1) A () 46 (4.3) 54 (4.3) 9(2.0) A ()
Oregon T 27 (2.3) 73(2.3) 26 (1.9) 3(0.7) (Fxx) (*xx) (*xx) (*xx) 60 (5.0) 0(5.0) 6(1.9) A ()
Rhode Island 21(1.2) 79(1.2) 30(1.7) 3(0.5) 63 (4.3) 37(4.3) 4(2.4) A () 67 (3.1) 33(3.1) 5(1.3) 1 (%)
South Carolina 23(1.5) 77(1.5) 28 (1.6) 3(0.5) 63(2.7) 37(2.7) 4(0.8) A () 54 (5.1) 6(5.1) 12 (3.5) 1 (<%
Tennessee 30(1.8) 70(1.8) 23(1.8) 2(0.5) 69 (3.5) 31 (3.5 4(1.2) A () 54 (1.9) 6(7.9) 9(2.9) A ()
Texas 11(1.4) 89(1.4) 41(2.8) 4(1.1) 40 (4.4) 60 (4.4) 12 (2.6) A () 32(2.8) 68 (2.8) 14(1.7) 1(0.3)
Utah 24.(1.5) 76 (1.5) 28 (1.5) 2(0.3) (%) (%) (¥%%) (%%) 58 (3.6) 2(3.6) 8(1.3)  A(
Vermont T | 25(2.1) 75(2.) 31(2.3) 4(0.8) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Virginia 14.(1.4) 86 (1.4) 35(2.1) 3(1.0) 54(3.2) 46 (3.2) 6(1.2) A () 41 (6.5) 59 (6.5) 11(2.6) A ()
West Virginia 30(1.6) 70 (1.6) 19(1.6) 1(0.3) 61(5.6) 39(5.6) 6(3.2) A () 45(5.0) 55(5.0) 13(3.4) A ()
Wyoming 23(1.9) 77(1.9) 28(1.7) 2(0.5) (F5%) (F5%) (F5%) (F5%) 44 (5.0) 56 (5.0) 12(2.7) 1 (x+%)
Other Jurisdictions
American Samoa (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) 943.2) 6(3.2) (%) 0 (%)
District of Columbia 22 (4.4) 78 (4.4) 49(7.1) 12 (3.4) 79(1.2) 21(1.2) 2(0.5) A () 78(3.3) 22(3.3) 4(1.2) A ()
DDESS 20(2.2) 80(2.2) 34(2.7) 4(13) 42(6.0) 58 (6.0) 12 (3.3) 1(0.5) 41(3.2) 59(3.2) 14(3.3) 1 (<)
DoDDS 20(2.0) 80(2.0) 31(L.6) 3(0.6) 50(3.3) 50 (3.3) 7(1.6) A () 41(3.5) 59 (3.5 13(1.8) A ()
Guam (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) 90 (5.9) 10(5.5) L (%) A ()
Virgin Islands (%) (%) (%) (5%%) 85(3.7) 15(3.7) 1(0.7) A () 88(3.8) 12(3.8) L (%) 0 (%)

APPENDIX B

See footnotes at end of table. p»

MATHEMATICS REPORT CARD

269




Tahle B.38: State Achievement Level Results by Race/Ethnicity, Grade 4 (continued)

State percentages of students at or above mathematics achievement levels by race/ethnicity
tor grade 4 public schools: 2000

Asian American Indian
Below  Ator Above At or Ahove Below  Ator Above At or Ahove
Basic Basic Proficient Advanced Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Nation ~ ~ ~ ~ 49(6.1) 51(6.1) 13(3.0) 1 (%)
Alabama (%%) (¥%%) (¥%%) (¥%%) (%%) (%%) (%%) (%)
Arizona 23(5.4) 77 (5.4) 28(7.8) 6(3.5) 76 (3.9) 24 (3.9) 4(1.6) A ()
Arkansas (F5%) (F5%) (F5%) (F5%) 51 (8.7) 49 (8.7) 9(5.0) 1 (#*)
California 29(5.9) 71(5.9) 25(4.9) 2(1.2) (Fxx) (*%%%) (*%%%) (%)
Connecticut 11(4.7) 89 (4.7) 45(6.7) 7(3.0) (Fxx) (*%%%) (*%%%) (%)
Georgia (%%) (¥%%) (¥%%) (¥%%) (%%) (%%) (%%) (%)
Hawaii 44(2.1) 56 (2.1) 15(1.3) 1(0.4) (Fxx) (*%%%) (*%%%) (%)
Idaho f (%%) (¥%%) (¥%%) (¥%%) (%%) (%%) (%%) (%)
Illinois * (%%) (¥%%) (¥%%) (¥%%) (%%) (%%) (%%) (%)
Indiana * (%%) (¥%%) (¥%%) (¥%%) (%%) (%%) (%%) (%)
lowa f (%%) (¥%%) (¥%%) (¥%%) (%%) (%%) (%%) (%)
Kansas ' (%%) (¥%%) (¥%%) (¥%%) (%%) (%%) (%%) (%)
Kentucky (%%) (¥%%) (¥%%) (¥%%) (%%) (%%) (%%) (¥%%)
Louisiana (%%) (¥%%) (¥%%) (¥%%) (%%) (%%) (%%) (%)
Maine (%%) (¥%%) (¥%%) (¥%%) (%%) (%%) (%%) (%)
Maryland 18(6.1) 82(6.1) 40 (6.1) 6(3.1) (Fxx) (*%%%) (*%%%) (*%%%)
Massachusetts 19(5.1) 81(5.1) 41(5.1) 8(3.6) (*%%) (*%%%) (*%%%) (%)
Michigan (%%) (5%%) (¥%%) (¥%%) (%%) (%%) (%%) (%)
Minnesota 23(6.4) 77 (6.4) 32(5.4) 4(3.1) (*%%) (*%%%) (*%%%) (%)
Mississippi (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%%) (%%) (¥%%)
Missouri (%%) (5%%) (¥%%) (¥%%) (%%) (%%) (%%) (%)
Montana * (F5%) (F5%) (F5%) (F5%) 51(6.2) 49 (6.2) 8(2.8) 0 (F*x%)
Nebraska (%%) (5%%) (¥%%) (¥%%) (%%) (¥%%) (%%) (%)
Nevada 36 (4.6) 64 (4.6) 21(3.9) 2(1.6) 49(6.8) 51(6.8) 7(3.0) 0 (%)
New Mexico ) (reee) (reee) (rs) 70 (5.1) 30(5.1) 5(2.0) 0 (%) Standard errors of the estimated percentages
Now York © 061! 906! 705! 7671 — pr— r— pr— and scale scores appear in parentheses.
T e W i | TN T TR VT TN A
North Dakota (F*%) (%) (%) (%) 58(7.8) 42(7.8) 7(3.3) 0 (%) statistic.
Ohio (F*%) (%) (%) (%) ) ) - U (¥*+**) Standard error estimates cannot be
Oklahoma (%) (%) (%) (x%) 35(3.4) 65 (3.4) 12(2.6) A () | accurately determined.
Oregon * 23(5.9) 77 (5.9) 36(7.3) 12 (4.3) (k) (k) (G| (rrxy [ FFFE(F%%) Sample size is insufficient to
Rhode Island 15 (6.4) 55 (6.4) 21 (5.8) 2 (i) (i) e (k) (k) permit a reliable estimate.
South Carolina (o) e r— — — — — — T Indicates that the jurisdiction did not meet
Tommesse e o e e o — — —— one or more of the guidelines for school
participation.
Texas 1063 9063 18(6.7) 348 ) e e ] A Percentage is between 0.0 and 0.5.
Utah 3963  61(63) 16(5. L) (N (. e U |~ Special analyses raised concerns about the
Vermont ' (F*%) (F*%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (****) | accuracy and precision of the national grade 4
Virginia 120 1 88 (%% | 45(9.9) ! 8(3.6)! (k) () () (=% | Asian/Pacific Islander results in 2000. As a
West Virginia o - - (o) o e o= r— result, they are omi?ted from the body qf this
Wyoming (%) (%) (%) (%) 31(8.2) 69 (8.2) 18 (7.6) 1 (%) Lgport. lSee appendix A for & more detailed
iscussion.
Other Jurisdictions DDESS: Department of Defense Domestic
American Samoa 96 (1.8) 4(1.8) A () 0 (%) (%) (%) (%) (****) | Dependent Elementary and Secondary Schools.
District of Columbia (F*%) (%) (F*%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (***) | DoDDS: Department of Defense Dependents
DDESS 26(96)  74(96) 875 2(%) (%) (%) {reet) (=) [ Schools (Overseas).
DoDDS | 231 T7@L 2762 2008 45(106) 550106  10(45) A gOURC_E N;tio_"a' |C;e\mer for Ed”CfaEg" ol
C I T o W [ o o v
Virgin Islands (**%) (**%) (**%) (**%) (**%) (***%) (***%) () | Assessment.
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Table B.39: Data for Figure 3.21 State ProficientLevel Achievement Results by Race/Ethnicity, Grade 8

State percentages of students at or above the Proficient level in mathematics by race/ethnicity for grade 8
public schools: 1990-2000

White Black Hispanic
1990 1992 1996 2000 1990 1992 1996 2000 1990 1992 1996 2000
Nation 19(14)*  26(1.3)*  30(L5) 34(1.3) 5(L1) 2(0.7) * 4(0.9) 5(0.6) 5(1.5)*  6(08)*  8(L6) 9(0.9)
Alabama 12(L00F  15(1.3)F  18(27) 23(2.0) 2(0.6) 1(0.4) * 1(0.5) 4(0.9) 4(1.7) 1(1.5) 6(2.6) 6(3.5)
Arizona 7| 18(1.2) ¥ 22(1L7))F  25(L7) 31(2.2) 4(2.1) 4(2.5) 5(2.7) 8(3.9) 4(0.9) 5(1.3) 6(L1) 8(1.6)
Arkansas 1209 13QLO* 17(13) 19(1.6) 1(0.4) 2(0.8) 2(0.9) 2(0.6) 2(2.1) 3(1.8)  wwH(rrr) 4(2.9)
California 7| 19(1.9) %  25(2.2) 28(2.3) 27(2.0) 3(13) 2(1.2) 2(1.4) 4(1.8) 3(0.7) 4(1.0) 5(0.8) 7(2.4)
Connecticut 26(L1)F  32(1.2F  37(16)* 44(L9) 4(1.4) 3(1.2) 4(L.5) 4(1.5) 4(1.5) 4(13) 8(1.9) 9(1.8)
Georgia 2007)F 19(14F  24(26) 28 (1.5) 4(0.8) 3(0.6) 3(0.8) 4(0.8) 3(L.6) 4(2.9) 10(4.2) 5(2.1)
Hawaii 17028 % 18(3)* 22(35) 28 (3.6) (%) (%) (%) 8(4.2) 4(1.4) 4(1.0) 8(L.9) 5(2.3)
Idaho T| 19(1.3) % 23(1.2)* o 30(18) | |y ek R 5(1.8) 7(20) — 9(2.4)
Illinois T 19(1.6) * — — 38(1.8) 3(1.2) — — 7(2.1) 3(12) ¢ — — 11(2.4)
Indiana 7| 18(L.1) % 22(13)F  27(1.8)* 35(L.9) 2(1.0) 3(1.4) 2(1.0) 73.1)! 8(3.2) 8(2.9) 10(3.1) 13(3.9)
Kansas — — — 38(2.1) — — — 10(4.2) — — — 13(3.6)
Kentucky 12009+ 15012 ¢ 17(1.3) *  23(1.5) 2(0.9 4(1.8) 2(1.9) 7(23) 1(0.8) 4(2.5)  wEER(RRRx) k()
Louisiana 8(L)F  12(1L6)F  12(1.6)* 20(2.0) 1(0.4) 1(0.4) 2(0.5) 2(0.6) 2(L.5) 1(0.7) 2(L7) 4(2.0)
Maine — 26(15)F  32(L7) 33(1.5) — (%) (%) (%) — (%) (%) (%)
Maryland 2(L4)F 29(1.8)F  34(28) 40(1.8) 3(0.8)*  3(09 ¢ 4(1.0) 7(1.3) 7LD * 419 F 4@ 17 (4.4)
Massachusetts —F 260HF 3201 37(13) — 6(2.2) 8(3.3) 8(3.6) — 416 F 5022 14(3.1)
Michigan T 19(1.3)* 24(1.8)%  34(18) 35(2.0) 1(0.6) 2(0.7) 5(2.0) 2(1.0) 4(1.9) 8(3.0) 12 (4.6) 9(3.8)
Minnesota *| 25(1.3) ¥ 33(1.2) 37(1.9) 42(1.6) 8(2.8)  xwwx(arr) 6(3.5)  FEEx(rrRY) 6(2.3) 6(2.5) 19(6.4) 13(4.3)
Mississippi — 12(1.3) 13(1.6) 14(1.3) — 1(0.4) 1(0.3) 1(0.4) — 1(0.7) 3(L7) 1(1.0)
Missouri — 22(13) 25(1.6) 25(1.5) — 3(L.0) 4(L7) 5(1.4) — 9(4.7) 10 (4.3) 10 (4.5)
Montana | 29(1.5) ¥ — 36 (1.5) 40 (1.6) | |F*(**) R k) 10(5.2) — 12 (4.1) 23 (6.6)
Nebraska 2714 % 29(L7) 34(1.6) 34(1.6) 2(2.4) 2(13) 7(3.3) 8(3.6) 4(2.7) 10(2.8) 7(2.8) 11(2.8)
Nevada — — — 26 (1.3) — — — 7(2.2) — — — 9(L1)
New Mexico 20(2.0) 19(15)*  28(L8) 26 (2.0) (F*%) (%) (%) (%) 4(0.8) 5(0.6) 6(1.2) 6(L1)
NewYork | 21(13)% 27(1.7)*  31(18) 36(2.1) 4(11) 4(1.5) 4(1.8) 10(3.1) 5(15) %  7(L7) 6(1.4) 12(2.3)
North Carolina 13(LO* 16(12F  28(L6)F 41(LH) 200 308 ¢ 5(1.0) 7(1.0) 110+ 539* 7(28 18 (4.5)
North Dakota 29(1.8) 31(1.7) 35(1.5) 33(L.7) (F*%) (%) (%) (%) T(4.5)  wrws(rrx) 13(4.9) 17(6.8)
Ohio 17(12)% 21(15)* — 34(1.8) 2L * 3(0.8) — 8(2.2) 325 F 5028 F — 21(4.6)
Oklahoma 16(LH* 19(12) — 22(1.2) A6 2009 — 5(1.6) 4(2.2) 9(2.9) — 8(2.6)
Oregon 7| 22(12) — 29(1.7) 34(2.0) | [FEr(er) i | 15(5.9)! 10(3.0) — 13(3.7) 13(4.3)
Rhode Island 0.9 % 18(1.3)F  24(L5) 29(1.3) 2(L1) 2(2.1) 7(3.6) 6(2.7) 2(0.7) 2(0.9) 4(1.4) 4(1.4)
South Carolina — 23(1.6) 22(2.1) 28 (L.7) — 3(0.6) 3(0.6) 4(0.9) — 2(1.2) 4(2.9) 93.7)
Tennessee — 15(1.2)*  18(L5) 21(1.6) — 2(0.8) 3(1.2) 3(1.2) — 2(1.8) 6(2.7) 12(6.9)
Texas 21(1.8)F  27(1.8)F  33(1.8) 37(2.1) 2(L1) 5(1.4) 5(L.7) 6(2.0) 41O F 70 8(l4) 14(2.0)
Utah — 24(12)*  27(13) 28(1.2) — (F*%) (%) (%) — 6(2.6) 6(1.8) 7(2.2)
Vermont _ — 29(1.4) % 33(15) _ e T _ e T
Virginia 21(L9) % 24(13) % 28(14) 33(1.3) 4(1.0) 4(11) 4(0.8) 5(1.2) 9(3.5) 11(4.0) 9(3.4) 14(3.4)
West Virginia 1008 10008 * 15(09 " 19(L0) 2(3.3) 3(1.8) 2(1.5)! 8(3.7) 326 * 215 F 702 14(4.0)
Wyoming 20(D*  23(11 24.(1.0) 27(1.2) (F*%) (%) (%) (%) 7(2.8) 9(2.5) 8(L.6) 10(2.1)

Other Jurisdictions

American Samoa — — — FRR(ee) — — e | — — — A (0.0)
District of Columbia  [****(xi)  wkx(iorin) 61(9.2)  Frr(rrr) 104 2(06) 2(0.6) 3(0.6) 2(L1) 6(3.1) 4(L.5) 4(2.0)
DDESS — — 34(4.7) 38 (4.0) — — 8(3.1) 17(3.2) — — 18(5.2) 16 (4.4)
DoDDS — — 32(1.8) 36 (1.9) — — 6(1.2) 10(L.7) — — 15(3.0) 18(2.6)
Guam 10(2.5) 19(7.1) (F5%) (F5%) (F5%) (F5%) (F5%) (F5%) 1(0.5) 3(L3) 2(1.4) 2(L.5)

See footnotes at end of table. p
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Table B.39: Data for Figure 3.21 State ProficientLevel Achievement Results by Race/Ethnicity, Grade 8 (continued)

State percentages of students at or above the Proficient level in mathematics by race/ethnicity for grade 8
public schools: 1990-2000

Asian American Indian
1990 1992 1996 2000 1990 1992 1996 2000
Nation 32(6.5) 38(8.0) ~ 40 (4.1) | | Fes(ees) 7(33) 14(5.4) 12(3.6)
Alabama (%) (%) (%%) (%%) (¥%%) (¥%%) (%) (%)
Arizona (F5%) (F5%) (F5%) 35(5.8) A (05! 6(2.9) 9(D.3) | rw(in)
Arkansas (%) (%) (%%) (%%) (¥%%) (¥%%) (%) (%)
California T| 20 (3.1) 29(3.3) 29 (4.1) 33(5.4) (*xx) (*xx) (*%%%) (F%)
Connecticut | ***(**¥) 45(8.8) 35(7.9) 38(9.1) (*xx) (*%%) (*%%%) (F%)
Georgia (%) (%) (%%) (%%) (¥%%) (¥%%) (%) (%)
Hawaii 12(0.8) *  15(0.8) 17(1.1) 16(1.2) (*xx) (*%%) (*%%%) (F%)
ldaho T ****(****) ****(****) . ****(****) 5 (5_9) 9 (4.6) . ****(****)
Illinois T 32 (5.4) . (k) S (k) o (k)
Indiana T (%) (%) (%%) (%%) (¥%%) (¥%%) (%) (%)
Kansas T . . (k) o o (k)
Kentucky o o o o o o o | Standard errors of the estimated percentages
Louisiana (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) U™ | appear in parentheses.
Maine ¥ — (%), (%) (%) — 9(A6)  ees(ren) ) |k Sianificantly different from 2000 if only one
Maryland 47(6.5) * 41(6.3)F  62(5.9)!  64(4.6) (%) (%) (%) (=% | jurisdiction or the nation is being examined.
Massachusetts () 29 (6.5) 49 (6.5) — (%) (¥%%) (===+) | T Significantly different from 2000 when
Michigan ' r— r— — — — — — (o) | €XamMining on_Iy one Jur|SQ|ct|0n and when
i PO Ty — 2765 ! using a multiple comparison procedure based
innesota : o o o o o ) onall jurisdictions that participated both
Mississippi — (%) (%) (%) — (%) (%%%) ) years.
Missouri — (%) (%) (%) — (%) ) ) | ' The nature of the sample does not allow
Montana T | xwx(xixs) i it W 7(2.5) — 14.(2.6) 8(2.9)!| accurate determination of the variability of
Nebraska (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (oeeny | the statistic.
*kkk (kkkk H e | i~
Nevada — — — 26(3.7) — — — nan _( ) Samplelsue is insufficient to
- permit a reliable estimate.
New Mexico (F5%) (F5%) (F5%) (F5%) 2(1.0) 1(1.6) 6(1.6) 4(1.5)! . . .
- ' T Indicates that the jurisdiction did not meet
NewYork ) 32(62)! 33078) 5563 42060 e & e ) one or more of the guidelines for school
North Carolina (%) (%) (%) (%) 221! (%) (%) (**) | participation.
North Dakota (F*%) (F*%) (%) (%) 224! 530! 7(3.6) ! 6(3.0) | — Indicates that the jurisdiction did not
Ohip | Hwe(meny  sow(sonnn) _ () () () — weexpeerr) | participate.
Oklahoma | *ss(es) sk (o) ) 6(2.1) 1232) _ 8(2.1) | A Percentage is between 0.0 and 0.5.
Oregon T|  28(62) _ 34 (5.5) 35 (6.6) 6(2.6) _ 10(37) (e | ~ Special analyses raised concerns about the
accuracy and precision of national grade 8
Rhode Island | *x*(xsx 1433 18 (5.5 21(6.7 . o )
oce Sé" - 639 6 € e Y Y " Asian/Pacific Islander results in 1996. As a
South Carolina — ) ) ) — ) ) ™) | result, they are omitted from the body of this
Tennessee — (%) (F*%) (F*%) — (F*%) (F*%) (**% | report. See appendix A for a more detailed
Texas | s (res) 57(1.0)  57(100) !  42(7.1) () () () (exex) | discussion.
Utah SR —— 24(75) 35(6.2) _ (reee) (reee) (==xx | NOTE: Comparative perfprmance _results may
— — [ ——— — [ ——— be affected by changes in exclusion rates for
students with disabilities and limited-
Virginia | 41(55)  32(54) 38(68 4962 ) ) ) ") | English-proficient students in the NAEP
West Virginia (%) (%) (%) (%%) (5%%) (¥%%) (¥%%) (=== | samples.
Wyoming (F*%) (F*%) (%) () 5(2.4) 1(1.0)! 4(2.5) 7(3.9)!| DDESS: Department of Defense Domestic
Dependent Elementary and Secondary
Other Jurisdictions Schools.
American Samoa — — — 1(0.8) — — — wexeeeeny | DoDDS: Department of Defense Dependents
District of Columbia (%) (%) (455%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (x| Schools (Overseas).
DDESS _ RN S| _ RS S| SOURC.E: Nathnal Center for Education
DoDDS na2) 00l i | Statistics, National Assessment of
o - - : : - - (™ ™ | Equcational Progress (NAEP), 1990, 1992,
Guam 4(0.6) 6(0.6) 6(L1) 40.7) (%) (%) (%) ™)) 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.

APPENDIX B . MATHEMATICS REPORT CARD



Table B.40: State Basic Level Achievement Results by Race/Ethnicity, Grade 8

State percentages of students at or above Basic in mathematics by race/ethnicity for grade 8 public schools:

1990-2000
White Black Hispanic
1990 1992 1996 2000 1990 1992 1996 2000 1990 1992 1996 2000
Nation 60(1.8) *  68(l4)*  73(LY) 77(1.0) 2225 * 200 * 279 32(L.9) 3132 322D+ 37(2.5) 40(1.9)
Alabama 52(1.8) * 53(2.0) * 63(3.2) 67 (2.0) 18(2.0) 15(17* 1720 24(2.3) 15(4.7) 12(38) * 23(5.0) 29(1.3)
Arizona T | 61(1.7)F 68(1.9) ¥ 72(18) *  78(L.4) 30 (5.6) 31(6.5) 34(6.2) 39(5.7) 27220 % 3237) 35(2.6) 41(3.3)
Arkansas 55(1.4) 55(2.0) 62 (1.8) 65 (2.0) 13(1.3) 14(1.9) 17(2.9) 18(2.1) 16 (5.0) 18 (4.5) () 25(5.1)
California T | 61(2.2) * 69 (2.1) 71(2.0) 71(2.8) 19(2.9) 21(4.4) 25 (4.4) 25(3.4) 2322 % 28(21) 32(2.4) 34(3.2)
Connecticut 69 (1.5) * 77(12) * 80(L4) *  86(13) 28 (3.6) 27(3.9) 29(3.8) 31(3.1) 22133 F 27132 37(2.5) 37(3.4)
Georgia 62(1.8) ¥ 63(2.1) * 68 (2.1) 73(2.3) 25(1.7) 24(1.9) 24(1.7) 30(2.3) 20037 2487 36 (6.6) 34 (4.6)
Hawaii 53(2.5) * 57(2.9) 62(3.3) 66 (5.0) (%) (%) (%) 41(8.9) 1832 % 29(28) 35(3.8) 37(5.0)
Idaho T | 66(1.3) * 71(1.0) * — 76(1.2) k(i) ek (k) _ [r—— 34(4.7) 40 (4.3) — 37(6.8)
Illinois | 62(1.8) ¥ — — 81(1.8) 20(4.6) — — 42 (4.2) 23(38) ¥ — — 51(5.2)
Indiana T | 62(1.4) ¢ 65(1.6) ¥ 74(19) *  81(L95) 23139  27(41)F  31(44) *  48(46)! 28041 F 4174 44.(1.6) 57(8.0)
Kansas — — — 83 (1.6) — — — 42(9.8) — — — 51(4.8)
Kentucky 47(1.8) * 55(1.5) ¥ 60(1.6) ¥ 67(L7) 23(3.4) * 25(3.6) ¥ 31(4.0) 38(3.9) 14(3.8) 23(5.7) IR (ARR) k()
Louisiana 45(2.0) % 52(2.4) * 56(1.8) *  71(19 13(L5)*  17(L9) 17(2.0) 22(1.9) 14(3.7) 19(3.7) 24 (4.6) 26 (4.9)
Maine T — 73(1.2) * 78 (1.6) 77(1.6) — (F**%) (Fx+%) (Fx+%) — (%) (%) (%)
Maryland 64(1.8) * 70(17) * 75(19) *  81(L95) 2325 % 25021% 26022 *  36(26) 2632 F 2938 % 36(5.2) 57(5.2)
Massachusetts — 69(1.7) 75(2.00F  83(15) — 29(45) *  35(5.4) 3(5.5) — 25(4.5) % 26 (5.5) 49 (5.0)
Michigan 62(1.6) * 69(1.8) * 77(L.7) 79(1.6) 13(1.5) * 18(2.7) 29 (4.6) 25(3.2) 29(4.00F  38(6.5) 37(5.2) 51 (6.1)
Minnesota 7LD * 77(1.3) * 79(1.3) *  84(14) 22(5.6) 1 rrr(x) 33(7.1) o | 26(5.7) 40(7.0) 49(7.7) 43(7.7)
Mississippi — 53 (2.0) * 56 (1.9) 59 (1.8) — 14(1.5 * 16 (1.3) 20(1.7) — 10(3.5) 11(2.9) 15(4.4)
Missouri — 69 (1.5) 70(2.1) 75(2.0) — 25(3.4) 26 (4.7) 29 (4.4) — 34(6.8) 48(8.2) 41(6.5)
Montana * | 79(1.6) ¥ — 79(L9) 84(1.3) ek (k) [ [r—— 53(6.2) — 52 (6.5) 68(7.2)
Nebraska 73(15) * 76(1.2) 80(1.1) 79(L9) 19(4.1) 19(6.0) 40 (4.5) 31(8.1) 41(6.6) 41(5.2) 44 (5.6) 44.(5.7)
Nevada — — — 70(1.5) — — — 35(3.3) — — — 37(2.1)
New Mexico 64(2.1) % 66 (1.9) 72(2.0) 72(2.4) (¥%%) (%) (%) (%%) 3L 33(18) 38(L.9) 38(2.1)
New York T | 65(1.6) * 73(12) * 77(1.8) % 85(13) 2019 % 20064 32040 44 (6.6) 24(35) F  32(4.4) 30(3.6) 47(5.3)
North Carolina 50 (2.0) ¥ 57(15) * 69(18) ¥ 83(1.4) 18(15)F 24200 % 3125 *  42(18) 1033)F  23(62F 41(5.6) 57 (6.4)
North Dakota 79(1.4) 80 (1.4) 80 (1.1) 80(1.5) (¥%%) (%) (%) (%) 37(8.0)  FERE() 55(8.5) 55(7.2)
Ohio 59(16) ¥ 67(2.1) % — 81(L.7) 1726 200270* — 41(4.9) 21(6.6) ¥ 33(4.6)% — 58(6.1)
Oklahoma 58(2.0) * 66 (1.5) — 71(19) 20(2.8) 22 (4.3) 33(6.2) 34(5.6) 41(5.1) — 45(1.4)
Oregon 65(1.4) * — 70(1.6) 75(L.9) ok (kkck) i | 51(9.2)! 38(4.2) — 46 (5.3) 50 (6.4)
Rhode Island (12)* 63(1.4) 67(1.6) *  73(13) 1435 %  28(4.3) 31(5.0) 32(4.4) 1532 % 18(42)* 27(5.8) 31(3.4)
South Carolina — 64(1.5) ¥ 65(2.3) 71(L7) — 25(14) % 28(19) 33(2.6) — 15(2.9) * 26 (5.6) 34(6.4)
Tennessee — 56(L7) % 62(21) 62 (2.0) — 17(2.7) 19(2.9) 23(2.7) — 18(5.4) * 32(8.0) 38(6.7)
Texas 64 (2.0) 71(2.0) * 78(L7) 83(1.8) 18(23)F  28(3.0)* 31(43) 40 (4.3) 2919 F 33 42(2.6) 59(2.9)
Utah — 70(1.2) 73(13) 72(13) — (%) (%) (%) — 40 (4.6) 45 (4.4) 38(3.8)
Vermont T _ _ 74 (1.6) 76 (1.8) _ _ ] ] _ . )} ]
Virginia 60(1.9) * 66 (1.6) ¥ 71(18)F  78(L7D) 26 (2.4) 29 (3.0) 26(3.3) * 38 (3.6) 31 (4.5) 44 (4.4) 44(7.3) 56 (4.9)
West Virginia 44(1.1) * 49(1.6) * 56(17) 64(1.3) 18(6.1) *  26(5.9) 29(6.3) ! 37(6.2) 19(4.3) 15(5.4) 30 (6.6) 46 (5.6)
Wyoming 67(1.4) ¥ 71(1.2) 72(1.2) 74(1.2) (%) (7% (777 (%) 39(3.9) 45 (4.5) 45 (5.0) 45(4.9)
Other Jurisdictions
American Samoa — — — (k) — — — ) — — — 1(L1)
District of Columbia ~ |****(****) ok (kkck) 79(6.3) ok (k) 15(0.8) * 20(1.3) 17(1.5) 20(2.3) 10(2.3) 19(3.2) 16 (4.1) 23(3.9)
DDESS — — 74 (5.5) 793.1) — — 39(6.0) 54(5.3) — — 52(1.7) 59(8.7)
DoDDS — — 77(2.2) 81(L.7) — — 39(3.8) 49(3.0) — — 59(4.2) 62 (4.7)
Guam 48 (5.3) 60 (7.7) (F5%) (F5%) (F5%) (F5%) (F5%) (F5%) 6(1.5) 15(2.7) 16 (3.0) 14(3.7)
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Table B.40: State Basic Level Achievement Results by Race/Ethnicity, Grade 8 (continued)

State percentages of students at or above Basic in mathematics by race/ethnicity for grade 8 public schools:
1990-2000

Asian American Indian
1990 1992 1996 2000 1990 1992 1996 2000
Nation 7161 ! 75(5.4) ~ 75(3.9) 319! 38(6.0) 50(6.2) ! 50(8.8)
Alabama ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
Arizona T () () () 71(5.6) 1828 ! 39(51) 40(9.9) | ()
Arkansas ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

California T 59 (4.5) 65(3.8) 67 (4.5) 72 (4.7) (F5%) (***) (*%%) (%)
Connecticut ok (kkck) 75(7.1) 70(7.8) 76 (6.3) (*xx) (*%%) (*%%) (F%)

Georgia (%) (5%%) (%%) (¥%%) (5%%) (¥%%) (%%) (%%)
Hawaii 40(1.2) * 48 (1.5) 52 (1.7) 52 (1.6) (*xx) (*+%%) (*%%) (%)
Idaho T ] ] . ] 36 (7.3) 46 (6.5) . ] Standard errors of the estimated
linois * | 70 (6.0) _ [, [r—— — — ()| percentages appear in parentheses.
Indiana * ") (") ") ) ) ) ) ™) | = Significantly different from 2000 if
Kansas T — — i | — — — w1 only one jurisdiction or the nation is
Kentucky (%), (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (= | being examined.
Louisiana (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (== | ¥ Significantly different from 2000
Maine T — (k) () (o) _ 49(74)  eepeee weepeen | WHeN examining only one jurisdiction

and when using a multiple
comparison procedure based on all

Maryland 80(4.2) 77(5.0) * 86(5.2) ! 90 (3.1) (%) (%) (%) (%)

Massachusetts — ) 67(7.1) 80 (4.0) — (%) (%) () | jurisdictions that participated both
Michigan (Fx+%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) | years.
Minnesota e 60(7.0) ! () (k) -, -, -, ! The nature of the sar.nple' does not
Mississioni allow accurate determination of the
ISSISSIppI - e e e - o o UL variability of the statistic.
Missouri — (%) (F*%) (F*%) — (F*%) (F*%) (%) | ®Hx (%) Sample size is
Montana T | swxx(xei) e i I 42(6.0) — 55(5.3) 41(7.0)! | insufficient to permit a reliable
Nebraska (%) (%) (%%) (%%) (¥%%) (¥%%) (%%) (o | Estimate.
Nevada _ _ _ 71(4.5) _ _ _ 56(6.9) | T Indicates that the jurisdictio_n di_d
New Mexico (o) (o) (o) (o) 208  BGA) 3738 30(ss) | Nt meetoneormore of the guidelines
for school participation.
New York T 68(7.0) ! 69 (8.8) 75(5.2) 77 (4.1) (%) (%) (%%%) (%%%) . P .
North Carol 180491 — Indicates that the jurisdiction did
orth Carolina (%) (%) (%) (%) 9)! (¥%%) (%) ™1 not participate.
North Dakota (F5%) (F5%) (F5%) (F5%) 26(4.7)! 43 (11.6) ! 36 (7.0) ! 45(5.1) . .
- ~ Special analyses raised concerns
Ohio | =) () - ) ) ) — ™) | about the accuracy and precision of
Oklahoma | wss(rwsn)  sk(onn) i | 4auEnt 50(5.1) — 58 (4.2) the national grade 8 Asian/Pacific
Oregon © | 69 (5.4) _ 78(.1) 7102 12(52) _ 46(67)  wesspeenry | Islander results in 1996. As a result,

they are omitted from the body of this
report. See appendix A for a more

Rhode Island kK (xkk) 59 (5.4) 56 (7.3) 62 (5.7) (%) (%) (%) (%)

South Carolina — (%) (%) () — &) e Y | detailed discussion.
Tennessee — () ) & - & o "] NOTE: Comparative performance
Texas | *osx(eexs) 85 (4.6) 86(5.0) ! 83(6.6) (%) (%) (%) (%) | results may be affected by changes in
Utah — () 62(1.1) 66 (8.2) — (%) (%) (=== | exclusion rates for students with

RS-, RS-, disabilities and limited-English-
proficient students in the NAEP

Vermont T — _ k(i) sk (kk)

Virginia 83 (4.5) 71(5.3) * 7455 *  89(3.1) (%) (%) (%) (F5%%)

samples.
West Virginia (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) ™) | DDESS: Department of Defense
Wyoming (%%) (¥%%) (%%) (%) 45(6.7) 32(4.4)! 35(7.3) 42(73)! | Domestic Dependent Elementary and
Secondary Schools.
Other Jurisdictions DoDDS: Department of Defense
American Samoa — — _ 9(3.2) _ _ _ r—— Dependents Schools (Overseas).
District of Columbia (k) (k) () () () () () (o) SOURCE: Natiopa[ Center.for
DDESS _ [ P _ T ey mepuen | LOUCAtION Statistics, National
So— So—— Assessment of Educational Progress
DoDDS - — 2@y 717G4 - - ) ) | (NAEP) 1990, 1992, 1996, and 2000
Guam 23(1.2) 25(1.5) 31(2.2) 25(1.6) (%) (%) (%) (****) | Mathematics Assessments.
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Table B.41: State Achievement Level Results by Race/Ethnicity, Grade 8

State percentages of students at or above mathematics achievement levels by race/ethnicity
tor grade 8 public schools: 2000

White Black Hispanic
Below At or Above At or Above Below At or Above At or Above Below  Ator Above At or Above

Basic Basic Proficient Advanced Basic Basic Proficient  Advanced Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

Nation 23(1.0) 77(1.0) 34(1.3) 6(0.7) 68 (1.9) 32(1.9) 5(0.6) A () 60 (1.9) 40 (1.9) 9(0.9) 1(0.3)
Alabama 33(2.0) 67(2.0) 23(2.0) 3(0.8) 76 (2.3) 24(2.3) 4(0.9) A () 71(1.3) 29(7.3) 6(3.5) 1 (%)
Arizona T| 22 (1.4) 78 (1.4) 31(2.2) 5(0.8) 61(5.7) 39(5.7) 8(3.9) A () 59 (3.3) 41(3.3) 8(L.6) A ()
Arkansas 35(2.0) 65(2.0) 19(1.6) 2(0.5) 82(2.1) 18(2.1) 2(0.6) 0 (**) 75(5.1) 25(5.1) 4 () 0 (**)
California f| ~ 29(2.8) 71(2.8) 27(2.0) 4(0.9) 75(3.4) 25(3.4) 4(1.8) 1 (xrx) 66 (3.2) 34(3.2) 7(2.8) A ()
Connecticut 14(1.3) 86 (1.3) 44(1.9) 8(1.0) 69 (3.1) 31(3.1) 4(1.5) A () 63 (3.4) 37(3.4) 9(L8) 1(0.7)
Georgia 27(2.3) 73(2.3) 28 (1.5) 4(0.7) 70(2.3) 30(2.3) 4(0.8) A (0.1) 66 (4.6) 34 (4.6) 5(2.1) A ()
Hawaii 34 (5.0) 66 (5.0) 28 (3.6) 5(L.7) 59(8.9) 41(8.9) 8(4.2) 0 (Fx+%) 63 (5.0) 37(5.0) 5(2.3) A ()

Idaho T 24(1.2) 76(1.2) 30(1.8) 4(0.6) (%) (%) (¥5%%) (%%) 63(6.8) 37(6.8) 9(24) A ()

Illinois ¥ 19(1.8) 81(1.8) 38(1.8) 6(1.3) 58 (4.2) 42 (4.2) 7(2.1) A () 49(5.2) 51(5.2) 11(2.4) A ()

Indiana 19(1.5) 81 (1.5) 35(L.9) 6(0.7) 52 (4.6) ! 48 (4.6) ! 731 1 A 43 (8.0) 57 (8.0) 13(3.9) 1 (%)
Kansas " 17(1.6) 83 (1.6) 38(2.1) 4(0.8) 58 (9.8) 42(9.8) 10(4.2) 1 (%) 49 (4.8) 51(4.8) 13 (3.6) 2(16)
Kentucky 33(L.7) 67 (1.7) 23 (1.5) 3(0.5) 62 (3.9) 38(3.9) 7(23) 1 (Fxx) (Fxxx) (*+%%) (*%%) (*%)
Louisiana 29(1.9) 71(1.9) 20(2.0) 1(0.5 78(1.9) 22(1.9) 2(0.6) A () 74 (4.9) 26 (4.9) 4(2.0) A ()
Maine 7| 23 (L1.6) 77(16) 33(L.5) 6(0.7) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Maryland 19(1.5) 81(1.5) 40(1.8) 9(L.1) 64 (2.6) 36 (2.6) 7(13) A (0.3) 43(5.2) (5.2) (4.4) 3(1.5)
Massachusetts 17(1.5) 83(1.5) 37(1.3) 6(0.7) 57 (5.5) 43 (5.5) 8(3.6) A () 51(5.0) 49 (5.0) 14(3.1) 1(1.0)
Michigan 21(1.6) 79(1.6) 35(2.0) 6(0.8) 75(3.2) 25(3.2) 2(1.0) 0 (**) 49(6.1) 51(6.1) 9(3.8) 1 (F*x%)
Minnesota 16 (1.4) 84 (1.4) 42(1.6) 7(0.8) (F5%) (F5%) (F5%) (F5%) 57(1.7) 43(1.7) 13 (4.3) 1(0.8)
Mississippi 41(1.8) 59(1.8) 14(1.3) 1(0.4) 80 (1.7) 20(1.7) 1(0.4) 0 (Fx+%) 85 (4.4) 15(4.4) 1 (%) 0 (***)
Missouri 25(2.0) 75(2.0) 25(1.5) 3(0.4) 71(4.4) 29 (4.4) 5(1.4) A () 59 (6.5) 41(6.5) 10 (4.5) 1 (%)
Montana 16 (1.3) 84 (1.3) 40 (1.6) 6(0.7) (F5%) (F5%) (F5%) (F5%) 32(7.2) 68(7.2) 23(6.6) 3 (***%)
Nebraska 21(1.5) 79 (1.5) 34(1.6) 5(0.7) 69 (8.1) 31(8.1) 8(3.6) N | 56 (5.7) 44(5.7) 11(2.8) 1 (%)
Nevada 30(1.5) 70 (1.5) 26 (1.3) 3(0.5) 65(3.3) 35(3.3) 71(2.2) A () 63 (2.1) 37(2.1) 9(L1) A ()

New Mexico 28(2.4) 72(2.4) 26(2.0) 3(11) (%) (%) (¥5%%) (%%) 62(2.1) 38(2.1) 6(L1) A(0.1)
New York 15(1.3) 85(1.3) 36 (2.1) 6(1.2) 56 (6.6) 44 (6.6) 103.1) 1(0.5 53 (5.3) 47 (5.3) 12(23) 2(0.8)
North Carolina 17 (1.4) 83(1.4) 41(1.5) 8(1.0) 58 (1.8) 42(1.8) 7(1.0) 1(0.4) 43 (6.4) 57 (6.4) 18 (4.5) 3 ()
North Dakota 20 (1.5) 80 (1.5) 33(L7) 5(0.7) (%) (%) (¥5%%) (%%) 45(72) 55(7.2) 17(6.8) 1 (%)
Ohio 19(1.7) 81(1.7) 34(1.8) 6(0.9) 59 (4.9) 41(4.9) 8(2.2) A () 42(6.1) 58 (6.1) 21 (4.6) 2 (%)

Oklahoma 29(1.9) 71(1.9) 22(1.2) 2(0.4) 67(6.2) 33(6.2) 5(1.6) 0 (Fx+%) 55(7.4) 45 (7.4) 8(2.6) 1 (%)
Oregon T 25(1.9) 75(L.9) 34(2.0) 6(0.9) 49(9.2)! 51(9.2) ! 15(5.9) I 3! 50 (6.4) 50 (6.4) 13 (4.3) 1 (%)

Rhode Island 27(13) 73(1.3) 29(1.3) 5(0.7) 68 (4.4) 32 (4.4) 6(2.7) 0 (**) 69 (3.4) 31(3.4) 4(1.4) A ()
South Carolina 29(L.7) 71(L7) 28(1.7) 4(0.7) 67(2.6) 33(2.6) 4(0.9) A () 66 (6.4) 34 (6.4) 93.7) 0 (**)
Tennessee 38 (2.0) 62(2.0) 21(1.6) 3(0.5) 77(2.7) 23(2.7) 3(1.2) A () 62 (6.7) 38(6.7) 12 (6.9) 1 (%)
Texas 17(1.8) 83(1.8) 37(2.1) 4(0.8) 60 (4.3) 40 (4.3) 6(2.0) A () 41(2.9) 59 (2.9) 14.(2.0) 1(0.5)

Utah 28(1.3) 72(1.3) 28(12) 3(04) (%) (%) (¥5%%) (%%) 62(3.8) 38(3.8) 7(2.2) A ()

Vermont | 24(1.8) 76 (1.8) 33(L.5) 6(0.6) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Virginia 22(1.7) 78(L.7) 33(1.8) 6(0.8) 62 (3.6) 38(3.6) 5(1.2) 1(0.3) 44 (4.9) 56 (4.9) 14 (3.4) 1 (%)

West Virginia 36(1.3) 64 (1.3) 19(1.0) 2(0.5) 63 (6.2) 37(6.2) 8(3.7) N | 54 (5.6) 46 (5.6) 14 (4.0) 2 (%)
Wyoming 26(1.2) 74(1.2) 27(1.2) 4(0.6) (F5%) (F5%) (F5%) (F5%) 55 (4.9) 45(4.9) 10(2.1) 1 (%)

Other Jurisdictions

American Samoa (%) (F%) (F*%) (F*%) (F*%) (%) (%) (%) 99 (%) L (%) 0 (%) 0 (%)
District of Columbia (%) (%) (%) (%) 80(2.3) 20(2.3) 3(0.6) A02) 77(3.9) 23(3.9) 4(2.0) 1 (%)
DDESS 21(3.1) 79(3.1) 38(4.0) 10(2.2) 46 (5.3) 54 (5.3) 17(3.2) 3 () 41(8.7) 59 (8.7) 16 (4.4) 3(L.9)

DoDDS 19(1.7) 81(1.7) 36 (1.9) 6(1.3) 51(3.0) 49 (3.0 10(1.7) 1(0.6) 38 (4.7) 62 (4.7) 18 (2.6) 3(13)

Guam (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) 86(3.7) 143.7) 2(L5) A ()
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Table B.41: State Achievement Level Results by Race/Ethnicity, Grade 8 (continued)

State percentages of students at or above mathematics achievement levels by race/ethnicity
tor grade 8 public schools: 2000

Asian American Indian
Below  Ator Above At or Ahove Below  Ator Above At or Ahove
Basic Basic Proficient Advanced Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Nation 25(3.9) 75(3.9) 40(4.1) 11(2.8) 50(8.8) 50 (8.8) 12 (3.6) A ()
Alabama (¥%%) (¥%%) (5%%) (%%) (¥%%) (%%) (%) (%)
Arizona * 29(5.6) 71(5.6) 35(5.8) 7(3.3) (%) (%) (%) (%),
Arkansas (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
California * 28 (4.7) 72(4.7) 33(5.4) 9(2.5) (%) (%) (%) (%),
Connecticut 24 (6.3) 76 (6.3) 38(9.1) 7(3.5) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Georgia (%%) (¥%%) (%%) (¥%%) (%%) (%%) (%) (%)
Hawaii 48(1.6) 52 (1.6) 16(1.2) 2(0.4) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Idaho * (¥%%) (%%) (%%) (%%) (5%%) (%%) (%) (%)
Illinois * (¥%%) (%%) (%%) (%%) (5%%) (%%) (%) (%)
Indiana * (¥%%) (%%) (%%) (%%) (5%%) (%%) (%) (%)
Kansas ¥ (¥%%) (%%) (%%) (%%) (5%%) (%%) (%%) (%%)
Kentucky (%) (%) (%) (¥%%) (5%%) (5%%) (%%) (%%)
Louisiana (**%) (%) (%) (**%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Maine * (¥%%) (%%) (%%) (%%) (5%%) (%%) (%) (%)
Maryland 10(3.1) 90 (3.1) 64 (4.6) 21 (43) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Massachusetts 20 (4.0) 80 (4.0) 49 (6.5) 14 (4.6) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Michigan (¥%%) (%%) (%%) (%%) (5%%) (%%) (%) (%)
Minnesota ¥ (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Mississippi (%%) (%%) (5%%) (%%) (%%) (%) (%) (%)
Missouri (%%) (%%) (5%%) (%%) (%%) (%%) (%) (%)
Montana ¥ (¥%%) (%%) (%%) (%) 59(7.0) ! 41(7.0) ! 8(29) 1 1)
Nebraska (¥%%) (%%) (%%) (%%) (5%%) (%%) (%) (%)
Nevada 29 (4.5) 71 (4.5) 26 (3.7) 4(1.9) 44.(6.9) 56 (6.9) 1147 0 (***)
New Mexico (F*%) (F*%) (%) (F*%) 70(5.8) ! 30(5.8) ! A(15) 1 1
New York 23 (4.1) 77(4.1) 42(6.0) 8(3.6) (%) (%) (%) (%)
North Carolina (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
North Dakota (%) (%) (%%) (¥%%) 55 (5.1) 45(5.1) 6(3.0 A ()
Ohio - - - (reee) (reee) (rs) (rs) =+« | Standard errors of the estimated percentages
Oklahoma () () (o) (reee) 202 58(4.2) sl A () | appear in parentheses.
o | 080w iten | [ oy ey | LTSl st sl
Rhode Island 38(5.7) 62(5.7) 21(6.7) 3 (k) (%) (%) (%) ) | statistic.
South Carolina (%) (%) (%) (%) ) ) ) U | (***+*) Standard error estimates cannot be
Tennessee (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (=) | accurately determined.
Texas 17(6.6) 83 (6.6) 42(1.1) 9(4.0 (%) (%) (%) (o) | FHFE (%) Sample size is insufficient to
Utah 3482) 66 (82) 3562) 5(3.4) — -, (rik) (=) | Permit a reliable estimate.
Vermont * o oo (o) e e oo — — T Indicates that the j_uris_diction did not meet
— one or more of the guidelines for school
Virginia 113.1) 89 (3.1) 49(8.2) 14(6.3) ()} (**%%) ()} ()} participation.
West Virginia ) ) ) L L & & 7 | A Percentage is between 0.0 and 0.5.
Wyoming ) ) =) & 8O 203! 769 L™ | DDESS: Department of Defense Domestic
Dependent Elementary and Secondary Schools.
Other Jurisdictions
DoDDS: Department of Defense Dependents
American Samoa 91(3.2) 9(3.2) 1(0.8) A () (***%) (***%) (%) )1 Schools (Overseas).
District of Columbia (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) ™) | SOURCE: National Center for Education
DDESS (Fx+%) (Fx+%) (Fx+%) (| (Fx+%) (Fx+%) (Fx+%) (=***) | Statistics, National Assessment of Educational
DoDDS 23 (3.4) 773.4) 30 (2.0) 4(11) () (o) (o) (e | Progress (NAEP), 2000 Mathematics
Guam 75(1.6) 25 (1.6) 4(0.7) A (03 (%) (%) (%) (%) Assessment.
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Table B.42: State Scale Score Differences by Race/Ethnicity, Grade 4

Racial/ethnic gaps in state average mathematics scale scores for grade 4 public schools: 1992-2000

White-Black White-Hispanic
1992 1996 2000 1992 1996 2000
Nation 35(L.7) 31(2.7) 30(2.0) 26 (1.8) 26 (2.4) 24(1.9)
Alabama 30(L.9) *  29(2.0) 24(1.9) 26 (4.2) 27(3.4) 28(3.6)
Arizona 27(3.7) 29(4.0) 23(3.8) 22(1.5) 25(2.6) 27(2.4)
Arkansas 29(2.0) 30(2.6) 27(2.1) 23(3.0) 21(3.0) 20(3.4)
California 7| 38 (3.7) 35(3.4) 36(3.2) 29(2.4) 26 (3.0) 28(2.8)
Connecticut 40(2.8) 35(3.0) 33(2.5) 29(2.9) 34(33) 28(2.5)
Georgia 32 (1.8) 24(2.2) 26 (2.0) 31(2.9) 23 (3.8) 24 (3.2)
Hawaii 193.7) 21(4.3) 21(3.4) 20(3.1) 24(3.1) 20(2.8)
ldaho T ] . ] 20 (2.5) . 18 (2.4)
IIlinois T — — 31(3.2) — — 23(3.2)
Indiana T| 29 (2.5) 27(2.7) 22(2.7) 15(2.1) 18(2.8) 18(3.9)
lowa 7| 38(3.9) 26(3.5) (i) 12(2.7) 19(3.1) 20(4.2)
Kansas ' — — 31(5.5) — — 22 (3.0)
Kentucky 16(2.7)* 19(2.6) 25(2.2) 18(3.1) 22 (4.3) 18 (4.7)
Louisiana 31(2.3) 27(1.9) 26(2.3) 18 (4.5) 29(3.9) 20(3.5
Maine T (%) (5%%) (%%) 133.7) 15(3.0) ()
Maryland 34(2.2) 35(2.1) 33(2.4) 22 (3.6) 28 (4.1) 27(3.4)
Massachusetts 38(3.2) 25(3.5) 293.1) 25(2.8) 22Q2.7)*  31(29
Michigan 7| 41 (4.1) 34 (3.0) 38(2.9) 22 (3.0) 28(2.9) 29 (4.1)
Minnesota T| 38 (3.1) 43(46)* 2944 24(3.0) 17 (3.5) 25(4.2)
Mississippi 28(1.8) 25(1.8) 25(1.8) 33@B.1D* 26032 23(3.0)
Missouri 32(2.4) 29(2.3) 33(3.1) 20(3.3) 16 (3.4) 23(43)
Montana T (k) S (k) o 13 (2.8) 15 (4.3)
Nebraska 39(2.7) 34(3.7) 33(4.0) 19(3.3) 23(3.4) 26 (4.0)
Nevada — 29(3.6) 22(2.6) — 19(2.4) 19(2.3)
New Mexico 22 (4.1) 23(82)  merr(tRr) 21(2.0) 22(2.0) 19(2.5)
New York 7| 29 (3.0) 30(2.9) 27 (2.6) 29(2.6) 29(2.5) 27(2.3)
North Carolina 0L * 2917 23(17) 23 (4.3) 28 (4.4) 23(3.8)
North Dakota (F5%) (F5%) (F5%) 15(3.5) 10(5.1) 20(3.7)
Ohio 7| 27(3.1) — 29(2.1) 15(3.3) — 19(3.4)
Oklahoma 23(2.7) — 24 (5.4) 15(2.6) — 15(2.3)
Oregon T R PR — — 26(28)  243.0)| Standard errors of the estimated difference in scale
Rhode Island 32 (3.6) 32 (4.2) 33(3.8) 32 (3.0) 25(3.3)* 36(2.9)| scores appear in parentheses.
South Carolina 30 (1.6) 26 (2.0) 29(2.1) 26 (2.9) 26 (3.2) 243.9)| * Significantly different from 2000 if only one jurisdiction
Temessee | 2522) 28(27)  2862|| 2502 184  20(54| OF the nationis being examined.
Texas 3025 3023 2328 2025 %22+ 1921 T Indicat_es t_hat thejurisdiction_d!d ngt meet one or more
Utan e, e, e, Tenr 26D %) of the guidelines for thoc.)I Panlc!p?tlon. .
FHAE (FF%%) Sample size is insufficient to permit a
Vermont © (k) o (k) . 13(4.2) k(i) reliable estimate.
Virginia 31l 26 (2.0 27(19) 163.7) 16(3.6) 20@2D| _|ndicates that the jurisdiction did not participate.
West Virginia 13(45) 20(4.3) 19G36) 1232) 1534 1443 | NOTE: Comparative performance results may be affected
Wyoming (%) (%) (%) 13(2.0) 18(3.4) 172.7)| by changes in exclusion rates for students with
disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the
Other Jurisdictions NAEP samples.
American Samoa — — R — — ) | DDESS: Department of Defense Domestic Dependent
District of Columbia | 52(42) 56400 5048 || 59(47 5860  51(9) | Elementaryand Secondary Schools.
DDESS _ 22(28) 18(3.1) _ 19(3.2) 173.0)| DoDDS: Department of Defense Dependents Schools
DoDDS — a8 212 — 1eea  wep| (Oerseas) , , .
o | 268w [0 2360w i a T el pogres (Ve
Virgin Islands — — () — — )| 1992, 1996 and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Table B.43: State Scale Score Differences by Race/Ethnicity, Grade 8

Racial/ethnic gaps in state average mathematics scale scores for grade 8 public schools: 1990-2000

White-Black White-Hispanic
1990 1992 1996 2000 1990 1992 1996 2000
Nation 32(3.2) 40(1.7) 39(2.5) 39(L.7) 273.2) 31(L.7) 31(2.5 33(L.9)
Alabama 29(1.9)*  33(2.6) 38(3.0) 36 (2.6) 36 (3.8) 43 (5.4) 40 (5.5) 36 (5.4)
Arizona T| 26 (3.4) 24 (3.5) 24 3.7) 34 (4.6) 29(2.2) 28(2.9) 27(2.6) 32(2.6)
Arkansas 33(1.5) 34(2.1) 35(3.3) 37(23) 35(4.1) 36(4.2) () 38(6.0)
California T| 39 (3.8) 42(4.0) 40(4.2) 37(3.6) 35(2.2) 36 (2.7) 33(23) 32(3.5
Connecticut 37(25) *  41@3.0) 43(2.5) 46 (2.4) 41(2.8) 42 (2.6) 36(2.1) 42 (3.6)
Georgia 31(2.1) 29 (1.8) 36 (2.4) 34(2.1) 40 (3.6) 37(5.7) 30(5.2) 33(3.0)
Hawaii (%) (%) (*5%%) 19(6.4) 32(3.2) 27(2.7) 28 (4.3) 27 (5.5)
ldaho T ] ] ] 25 (2.9) 23 (2.4) . 32 (4.4)
Illinois T| 38 (4.4) — — 33(3.3) 34(4.1) — — 27 (4.2)
Indiana T| 28 (3.1) 30(2.8) 33(2.5) 273.0) 26 (3.7) 24 (4.7) 26 (5.0) 23 (4.5
Kansas ' — — — 31(5.7) — — — 27 (4.0)
Kentucky 20(2.7) 23(2.8) 21(3.9) 22(3.1) 32(3.7) 32(4.7)  wer(rer) k()
Louisiana 29(1.9)*  30(27) 32(2.2) 36(2.2) 34 (4.4) 34(3.9) 24(3.7) % 39(5.4)
Maine * — (%) (%) (%) — (%) (%) (%)
Maryland 35(2.4) 39(2.5) 42(2.6) 41(2.4) 36 (3.3) 37(36) * 37(46) 26 (4.5
Massachusetts — 34(5.1) 33 (4.5) 34(3.8) — 37(3.6) 41(4.4) 30(3.9)
Michigan 7| 40 (1.8) 44 (2.3) 39 (4.0) 44(2.9) 28(3.4) 28(4.2) 36 (4.6) 28(4.2)
Minnesota T 39 (4.8)  *vwx(rir) 39(5.1)  rwr(rmE) 39(5.1) 31(3.9) 22(6.1) 35(5.2)
Mississippi — 32(1.9) 30(1.8) 31(1.9) — 39(3.4) 42 (3.5) 41 (4.9)
Missouri — 34(3.1) 35(4.0) 36 (4.4) — 25(4.2) 19 (4.5) 30(5.6)
Montana T ] . ] ] 21 (3.9) . 30 (5.8) * 15 (4.5)
Nebraska 44 (5.3) 45(4.8) 31(3.4) 39 (4.6) 27 (4.3) 27(3.3) 34 (4.3) 30(3.9)
Nevada — — — 26(2.3) — — — 26(2.2)
New Mexico (F5%) (F5%) (F5%) (F5%) 25(1.6) 24.(1.6) 28(1.8) 27 (2.4)
New York T| 38 (3.3) 47(45* 38(33) 32(4.5) 373.1) 36 (4.9) 39(3.0 31(5.2)
North Carolina 29009 % 2820 * 3121 3518 18G5 2808 %567 2068 Standarq errors of the estimated difference in scale scores
appear in parentheses.
North Dakota | ==+ vt wres e )| 606D e 2200 BG8 |« g iticantly different from 2000 if only one jurisdiction
Ohio 36 (2.0) 40(@2.7) — 32(3.9) 32(45)* 29(49) — 1744 | or the nation is being examined.
Oklahoma | 32(25)  34(3.0) — 2@y 245 20063 — 269 1 significantly different from 2000 when examining only
Oregon T [ s (riors) R G| 24(7.1) 20 (3.0) — 20 (4.0) 25(5.7) | one jurisdiction and when using a multiple comparison
Rhodelsland | 3932  30(3.0) 32400 3534 || 3605 3928 3643 3430 | Procedure based on all jurisdictions that participated both
South Carolina — 3215 2922 3003 — wes* 962 90| 1P o
s |00 60 su0| [ — sy son a3 et e lsdon ot meteor e
Texas 38(2.2) 35(2.5) 35(2.9) 36 (3.6) 28(2.3) 300200 *  29Q22) % 22(28) | ssus (***%) Sample size is insufficient to permit a
Utah — (F*%) (F*%) (%) — 23(2.4) 24 3.1) 30B33) | reliable estimate.
Vermont _ [ — _ ) o) | Indicates that the jurisdiction did not participate.
Virginia | 29(2.3)  30(21) 35(29 33(23) 29(4.4)  21(41) 22(4.9) 19(3.7) | NOTE: Comparative performance results may be affected
West Virginia 23(4.2) 17 (3.8) 20 (4.0) 21(4.9) 26(43)  29(5.0) 22 (5.8) 16 (4.8) | by changes in exclusion rates for students with
Wyoming e e e e 20(2.3) 202.2) 223.3) 26(3.8) disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the
NAEP samples.
Other Jurisdictions DDESS: Department of Defense Domestic Dependent
American Samoa _ _ -, 7 7 J——— Elementary and Secondary Schools.
District of Columbia | =y exgeies) 1387) o e o 82(93) e DoDDS: Department of Defense Dependents Schools
DDESS — — 33(6.1) 21(3.6) — — 21(7.3) 19(6.3) (Overseas).
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics,
DoDDS — — 28(25) 2624 — — 16(29) 16(26) | National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
Guam (Fx+%) (Fx+%) (Fx+%) (G| 47 (4.0) 49(6.2)  rmx(reer) weereeeen) L1990, 1992, 1996 and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Table B.44: State Percentages of Students by Race/Ethnicity, Grade 4

State percentages of students by race/ethnicity for grade 4 public schools: 1992-2000

White Black Hispanic
1992 1996 2000 1992 1996 2000 1992 1996 2000
Nation 69 (0.4) 66 (0.6) 64 (0.4) 17(0.4) 15(0.4) 15(0.2) 10(0.2) 14(0.5) 16(0.3)
Alabama 61(2.5) 60 (2.1) 54 (2.6) 32(2.3) 31(2.0) 35(2.4) 4(0.6) 6(0.6) 8(0.8)
Arizona 56 (2.1) 56(2.9) 52(2.0) 4(0.7) 4(0.6) 5(0.6) 29(1.5) 29(1.6) 31(L.7)
Arkansas 69 (1.5) 69(2.2) 64(2.1) 21(1.4) 20(2.1) 23(1.8) 6(0.6) 6(0.7) 8(0.8)
California 7| 45 (2.0) 41(2.3) 36(2.5) 6(0.7) 8(1.0) 9(L.8) 35(1.7) 38(2.2) 41(2.6)
Connecticut 73(14) 72 (1.5) 68 (1.8) 10(1.1) 11(L5) 12(1.2) 13(L1) 13(L1) 14(1.0)
Georgia 56 (2.2) 57(2.2) 49 (1.3) 35(2.1) 31(L.9) 38 (1.3) 6(0.6) 8(1.0) 9(0.7)
Hawaii 21 (1.6) 18(L.1) 17(1.2) 4(0.6) 4(0.4) 4(0.5) 11(0.7) 12(0.7) 12(0.8)
Idaho 7| 84(1.2) — 80(1.2) 1(0.2) — 1(0.4) 11(1.0) — 15(L.1)
Illinois — — 53(3.4) — — 20(3.0) — — 23(3.3)
Indiana 7| 82 (1.5) 82(1.3) 82(2.0) 10(1.3) 9(1.0) 8(L.7) 5(0.6) 6(0.8) 6(0.8)
lowa 7| 90(0.9) 88 (1.0) 86(1.2) 2(0.5 3(0.5 3(0.6) 5(0.5) 6(0.8) 7(11)
Kansas ' — — 75(2.2) — — 7(1.8) — — 13(1.7)
Kentucky 85 (1.6) 85 (1.1) 82(1.3) 9(1.3) 9(0.9) 11(L1) 4(0.6) 4(0.7) 4(0.6)
Louisiana 50(2.0) 49(2.0) 50 (2.4) 43(2.0) 40(1.9) 41(2.5) 5(0.6) 7(0.9) 6(0.7)
Maine T| 91(0.7) 93(0.8) 93(0.8) 1(0.1) 1(03) 1(0.3) 5(0.6) 4(0.6) 2(0.4)
Maryland 59 (1.7) 53(2.4) 50(1.6) 30(1.4) 34(2.3) 35(L.9) 6(0.6) 7(0.7) 9(0.8)
Massachusetts 79(1.6) 77(19) 76 (1.5) 7(0.8) 7(0.8) 7(1.2) 8(0.8) 11(1.2) 12(1.0)
Michigan 7| 73 (1.8) 74 (2.3) 72(2.3) 13(1.7) 14(2.2) 15(2.1) 9(0.9 8(0.6) 8(1.2)
Minnesota | 85 (1.3) 83(L1) 79(L9) 3(0.5) 4(0.7) 6(1.1) 7(0.8) 6(0.6) 8(L1)
Mississippi 40 (2.0) 45(2.0) 46 (1.5) 52 (2.1) 47 (1.9) 44.(1.6) 6(0.9 5(0.7) 8(0.7)
Missouri 77(1.7) 76 (L7) 75(13) 14(L.7) 15(1.5) 15(1.2) 6(0.5) 6(0.6) 6(0.7)
Montana — 79(2.6) 77(2.2) — 1(0.2) 1(0.2) — 7(0.7) 9(1.0)
Nebraska 84(1.3) 81(1.2) 75(2.5) 6(0.7) 6(L.1) 5(1.4) 7(0.9) 9(0.8) 14(1.8)
Nevada — 60 (1.4) 54 (1.8) — 8(L1) 10(1.2) — 22(1.0) 27 (1.4)
New Mexico 44 (2.4) 43(2.5) 36 (2.0) 4(0.5) 3(0.5) 3(0.5) 47(2.0) 43 (1.6) 49(2.2)
New York 7| 59 (2.2) 58 (L.6) 49(2.4) 13(1.6) 16 (1.4) 18(2.1) 22(1.7) 19(1.4) 26 (2.0)
North Carolina 62 (1.7) 66 (1.6) 61(1.8) 29(13) 27(L.7) 30(1.5) 6(0.7) 4(0.6) 5(0.6)
North Dakota 91(1.0) 89(1.3) 87(L.1) A2 1(0.2) 2(0.3) 4(0.6) 5(0.5) 4(0.5)
Ohio 7| 79 (1.5) — 74(19) 11(1.2) — 15(L.7) 6(0.5) — 7(0.8)
Oklahoma 73(1.5) — 65(1.8) 9(1.2) — 10(1.6) 7(0.8) — 13(1.0)
Oregon ' — 78 (1.5) 76 (1.4) — 2(0.4) 3(0.7) — 11(1.1) 13(1.2)
Rhode Island 78(2.1) 76 (1.4) 71(L.7) 6(1.0) 6(0.6) 6(0.6) 11(L1) 13(1.0) 17(1.4)
South Carolina 55(L.7) 54(1.7) 53(1.8) 37(1.8) 37(L7) 38(L.9) 6(0.8) 6(0.7) 6(0.5)
Tennessee 69 (2.1) 72(2.2) 72(1.8) 23(1.9) 21(2.3) 22 (1.4) 5(0.8) 4(0.6) 4(0.5)
Texas 49(1.8) 49(2.1) 44(1.8) 14(1.8) 14(1.9) 15(1.8) 34(2.3) 33(2.6) 36(2.1)
Utah 86 (1.0) 82(1.3) 79 (1.4) 1(0.2) 1(0.2) 2(0.3) 10(0.8) 12(1.1) 13(1.0)
Vermont — 88(0.9) 92 (1.0) — 2(0.3) 1(0.5) — 7(0.7) 4(0.7)
Virginia 67 (1.4) 65 (2.0) 59 (1.8) 23 (1.3) 24 (1.8) 25(L.5) 5(0.6) 6(0.7) 9(0.8)
West Virginia 90(0.9) 87 (1.0) 87 (1.1) 3(0.4) 4(0.7) 4(0.7) 5(0.8) 6(0.7) 6(0.8)
Wyoming 82 (1.4) 81(1.3) 81(1.2) 1(0.2) 1(0.3) 1(0.3) 11(0.9) 13(1.0) 13(1.2)
Other Jurisdictions
American Samoa — — 8(1.3) — — 6(0.9) — — 29(2.2)
District of Columbia 5(0.4) 6(0.4) 6(0.4) 82(0.6) 82(0.7) 76 (1.0) 10(0.4) 10(0.7) 15(0.9)
DDESS — 49 (1.6) 46 (1.2) — 25(1.3) 26 (1.1) — 18(1.2) 19(1.0)
DoDDS — 48 (1.0) 46 (1.1) — 18(0.8) 18(0.7) — 16(0.8) 16(0.7)
Guam 12(0.7) 8(0.8) 6(1.0) 4(0.4) 4(0.5) 2(0.5) 20(0.8) 22(13) 12(1.7)
Virgin Islands — — 2(0.5) — — 73 (1.6) — — 21(1.6)

See footnotes at end of table. p
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Table B.44: State Percentages of Students by Race/Ethnicity, Grade 4 (continued)

State percentages of students by race/ethnicity for grade 4 public schools: 1992-2000

Asian American Indian
1992 1996 2000 1992 1996 2000
Nation 3(0.3) 3(0.2) 3(0.3) 2(0.2) 2(0.2) 2(0.2)
Alabama 1(02) 1(0.2) 1(03) 2(1.0) 2(0.4) 2(0.4)
Arizona 1(0.2) 2(0.4) 3(0.4) 10(1.7) 9(2.3) 9(0.9)
Arkansas 1(0.2) 1(03) 1(0.2) 3(0.4) 4(0.5) 3(0.5)
California 7| 11 (1.1) 10 (1.4) 11(1.3) 3(0.5) 2(0.5) 3(0.5)
Connecticut 2(0.4) 2(0.3) 3(0.4) 1(0.2) 1(03) 2(0.3)
Georgia 1(0.2) 2(0.4) 2(0.4) 1(0.3) 2(0.3) 2(0.3)
Hawaii 61(2.1) 62 (1.5) 64 (1.7) 2(0.3) 2(0.3) 2(0.2)
Idaho ¥ 1(0.2) — 2(0.3) 3(0.3) — 3(0.5)
IIlinois T — — 3(1.3) — — 1(0.2)
Indiana 1(0.2) 1(0.2) 1(0.4) 1(03) 2(0.3) 2(0.5)
lowa 1(03) 1(0.2) 1(03) 2(0.3) 2(0.3) 2(0.4)
Kansas ' — — 1(0.4) — — 3(0.6)
Kentucky 1(0.2) A(0.]) 1(0.2) 2(0.3) 1(0.2) 2(03)
Louisiana 2(0.7) 1(0.3) 1(0.3) 1(0.3) 3(0.7) 2(0.3)
Maine 1(0.2) 1(0.2) 1(0.2) 3(0.5) 2(0.3) 3(0.5)
Maryland 4(0.5) 4(0.6) 3(0.5) 2(0.2) 2(0.3) 2(0.3)
Massachusetts 4(0.7) 3(0.7) 4(0.5) 2(0.2) 1(0.2) 1(03)
Michigan 2(0.3) 2(0.3) 2(0.4) 3(0.4) 3(0.4) 3(0.4)
Minnesota 2(0.4) 4(0.4) 5(0.7) 2(0.3) 3(0.4) 2(0.5)
Mississippi 1(0.2) 1(0.3) 1(0.3) 1(0.2) 1(0.2) 2(0.3)
Missouri 1(0.2) 1(03) 1(0.2) 2(0.4) 2(0.3) 3(0.5)
Montana — 1(0.2) 1(0.4) — 12 (2.4) 11(1.9)
Nebraska 1(0.2) 1(0.2) 2(0.3) 2(0.3) 3(0.4) 4(1.3)
Nevada — 4(0.6) 6(0.6) — 5(1.0) 3(0.4)
New Mexico 1(0.3) 2(0.3) 1(03) 4(1.3) 9(2.3) 11(1.7)
New York ¥ 4(0.8) 5(0.6) 4(1.1) 2(0.4) 2(0.5) 2(0.4)
North Carolina 1(0.2) 1(0.4) 1(0.3) 3(0.9) 2(0.4) 3(1.0)
North Dakota 1(0.2) 1(0.2) 1(0.2) 4(0.8) 4(1.1) 6(0.9)
Ohio 1(03) — 1(03) 2(0.4) — 2(0.4)
Oklahoma 1(0.2) — 1(03) 10(0.8) — 11(0.9)
Oregon ' — 5(0.7) 4(0.7) — 4(0.6) 4(0.5)
Rhode Island 3(0.4) 3(0.5) 3(0.5) 2(0.3) 2(0.3) 2(0.4)
South Carolina 1(0.2) 1(03) 1(0.1) 1(03) 2(0.3) 2(0.4)
Tennessee 1(0.4) 1(0.2) 1(0.2) 1(0.2) 1(0.3) 1(0.3)
Texas 2(0.4) 2(0.3) 3(0.6) 1(0.2) 2(0.3) 1(03)
Utah 2(0.3) 2(0.3) 3(0.4) 2(0.3) 3(0.4) 3(0.8)| Standard errors of the estimated percentages appear in
Vermont — 1(0.2) 1(0.3) — 3(0.4) 2(0.6) parentheses.
Virginia 3(0.4) 3(0.4) 4(0.9) 1(0.3) 2(0.3) 2(0.3)| T Indicates that the jurisdiction did not meet one or
West Virginia 102) 102) 102) 2002) 2(03) 2(04) more of the guidelines for school participation.
Wyoming 102) 102 103) 5(12) 3006) 105| — Indicates that the jurisdiction did not participate.
A Percentage is between 0.0 and 0.5.
Other Jurisdictions NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.
American Samoa — — 55(2.2) — — 3(0.7)| DDESS: Department of Defense Domestic Dependent
District of Columbia | 102 1(02) 103 203 102 24| Elementaryand Secondary Schools.
DDESS _ 1(0.6) 6(0.7) _ 3(0.6) 3(0.5) DoDDS: Department of Defense Dependents Schools
DoDDS — 11(0.7) 15(1.1) — 3(0.4) 3(0.3) (Overseas).
- 62(.0) 61 (L4) Bel 208 203 105 SOU_RCE: National Center for Ed_ucation Statistics,
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
Virgin Islands — — 1(03) — — 104 [ 1992, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Table B.45: State Percentages of Students by Race/Ethnicity, Grade 8

State percentages of students by race/ethnicity for grade 8 public schools: 1990-2000

White Black Hispanic
1990 1992 1996 2000 1990 1992 1996 2000 1990 1992 1996 2000
Nation 70(0.5) 69 (0.4) 68 (0.5) 66 (0.5) 16(0.3) 16(0.2) 15(0.4) 14(0.2) 10(0.4) 10(0.3) 13(0.3) 15(0.2)
Alabama 64 (1.9) 61(2.3) 59(23) 63(1.9) 29(1.8) 32(2.1) 34(2.2) 31(L.9) 5(0.6) 4(0.6) 4(0.5) 4(0.4)
Arizona 7| 59 (1.8) 60 (2.1) 58(22) 54(2.1) 3(0.4) 4(0.5) 3(0.4) 4(0.5) 29(1.3) 28 (1.6) 30(1.7) 35(2.2)
Arkansas 72 (1.5) 72(14) 74(2.2) 69 (1.9) 22(1.5) 22(1.3) 20(1.9) 23(1.8) 4(0.4) 4(0.4) 3(0.5) 5(0.6)
California 7| 45 (1.8) 44(1.8) 39(2.1) 34(2.5) 7(0.8) 7(L1) 8(0.8) 7(1.0) 35(1.4) 36 (1.7) 38(1.8) 43(2.4)
Connecticut 77(15) 72 (1.6) 77(1.4) 70(1.7) 10(1.0) 12(L.1) 9(L.0) 13(L1) 10(0.9) 12(0.9) 11(1.0) 14 (1.5)
Georgia 59 (1.8) 59 (2.1) 57 (2.5) 56 (1.7) 33(L.7) 35(L.9) 36 (2.5) 37 (L.5) 6(0.6) 4(0.5) 4(0.5) 4(0.5)
Hawaii 18(0.8) 171(0.9) 15(0.9) 13(0.9) 2(0.3) 3(0.3) 3(0.4) 2(0.3) 10(0.6) 11(0.7) 11(0.7) 10(0.8)
Idaho 7| 90 (0.8) 88(0.7) — 84(L.1) A1) 1(0.2) — 1(0.3) 6(0.6) 7(0.6) — 11(1.0)
Illinois T| 67 (1.9) — — 593.0) 17(1.9) — — 193.1) 12(1.4) — — 19(2.3)
Indiana T| 84 (1.2) 85(1.3) 82(L5) 81(2.6) 9(1.2) 8(L.1) 10(1.2) 10(2.0) 4(0.7) 4(0.6) 6(0.8) 6(1.2)
Kansas — — — 82 (1.4) — — — 6(1.0) — — — 8(0.8)
Kentucky 85(L.1) 87 (1.0) 87 (1.0) 84 (1.4) 9(1.0) 9(1.0) 9(0.9 11(1.2) 4(0.5) 3(0.4) 2(0.4) 3(0.4)
Louisiana 55(2.1) 54 (17) 53(2.3) 51(2.0) 38(L9) 39(1.5) 41(2.8) 42(2.1) 5(0.6) 5(0.5) 4(0.6) 5(0.6)
Maine T — 94(0.5) 95(0.7) 92(0.7) — A(0.]) 1(0.2) 1(03) — 2(0.3) 2(0.3) 3(0.4)
Maryland 59 (1.5) 60 (1.8) 55(22) 55(1.8) 28 (1.5) 29(1.8) 33(2.2) 32(15) 7(0.8) 6(0.6) 5(0.5) 7(0.7)
Massachusetts — 83(L.1) 80 (1.6) 76 (L5) — 5(1.0) 7(1.0) 8(L.0) — 8(L.5) 8(1.0) 10(L.1)
Michigan *| 77 (1.4) 73(1.6) 75(2.3) 76 (2.2) 13(1.1) 18(1.9) 15(2.1) 14 (2.0) 5(0.6) 5(0.8) 5(0.6) 6(0.9)
Minnesota T 90(0.9) 91(1.0) 86 (1.6) 85(2.3) 2(0.5) 2(0.3) 4(0.7) 3(13) 3(0.4) 3(0.5) 3(0.4) 6(L.1)
Mississippi — 49 (1.9) 48 (1.9) 54 (1.8) — 44 (1.8) 45(1.8) 40 (1.8) — 6(0.6) 5(0.6) 4(0.4)
Missouri — 82(1.5) 82(1.2) 79(L9) — 12(1.4) 12 (1.0) 14(1.3) — 3(0.3) 3(0.5) 4(0.6)
Montana | 87(1.1) — 84(1.8) 86 (2.0) A1) — A(0.]) 1(0.2) 3(0.4) — 5(0.5) 4(0.5)
Nebraska 88(0.8) 87(L1) 87(0.9) 84 (1.4) 5(0.4) 5(0.9) 4(0.6) 4(0.6) 5(0.5) 6(0.7) 6(0.7) 9(0.9)
Nevada — — — 56 (0.8) — — — 8(0.5) — — — 27(0.9)
New Mexico 40(1.3) 44(1.5) 36 (L.7) 34(1.8) 2(0.4) 2(0.4) 3(0.5) 2(0.4) 45(1.3) 49 (1.4) 51(L.7) 52(1.9)
New York 7| 60 (1.9) 61(2.7) 60 (2.4) 53(24) 17 (1.6) 17(2.2) 16 (1.8) 20(2.4) 17(L.7) 14(2.0) 16 (1.3) 20(2.1)
North Carolina 62 (1.7) 68 (1.4) 64 (1.8) 64 (1.8) 30(1.3) 27(1.3) 28(1.2) 28 (1.6) 5(0.5) 3(0.3) 4(0.5) 5(0.6)
North Dakota 91(1.4) 93(0.8) 92(0.9) 89(L1) 1(0.3) A(0.]) 1(0.2) 1(0.3) 3(0.4) 3(0.3) 3(0.3) 3(0.5)
Ohio 82(0.9) 80(1.9) — 82(1.6) 11(0.8) 14(1.7) — 12(1.4) 3(0.4) 4(0.5) — 4(0.5)
Oklahoma 74(1.8) 75(1.6) — 70(1.4) 11(1.2) 8(L.1) — 9(0.8) 5(0.7) 6(0.6) — 7(L1)
Oregon 7| 85(0.9) — 82 (1.4) 80(1.3) 1(0.4) — 3(0.7) 3(0.7) 7(0.6) — 8(0.8) 9(0.9)
Rhode Island 83(0.8) 81(0.7) 79(0.7) 76(0.9) 5(0.9) 6(0.6) 5(0.5) 6(0.4) 8(0.5) 8(0.4) 10(0.5) 13(0.7)
South Carolina — 58 (1.5) 53(1.8) 56 (1.8) — 35(L.3) 40(1.8) 38(1.8) — 6(0.6) 4(0.4) 4(0.5)
Tennessee — 75(2.0) 78(13) 74 (1) — 21(2.1) 18(1.2) 20(1.6) — 3(0.3) 3(0.5) 3(0.3)
Texas 47(2.1) 48(1.9) 48(2.0) 45(1.8) 13(1.3) 12(1.6) 12(1.3) 13(1.5) 36 (2.1) 36 (2.0) 37(2.2) 38(2.0)
Utah — 90(0.9) 87(0.8) 85(1.0) — 1(0.2) 1(0.2) 1(0.2) — 7(0.6) 8(0.7) 10(0.6)
Vermont — — 93(0.7) 92(0.7) — — 1(0.2) 1(0.3) — — 3(0.4) 3(0.4)
Virginia 68 (1.5) 69 (1.9) 66 (2.2) 63 (1.7) 23 (1.5) 22 (1.6) 24(2.2) 24 (1.6) 5(0.5) 5(0.6) 5(0.5) 6(0.7)
West Virginia 90(0.7) 91(0.9) 92 (0.8) 91(0.7) 3(0.5) 4(0.8) 3(0.7) 4(0.5) 4(0.4) 3(0.3) 3(0.4) 3(0.3)
Wyoming 86 (0.8) 86 (1.7) 86 (0.7) 84 (1.2) 1(0.2) 1(0.2) 1(0.1) 1(0.2) 9(0.6) 9(0.6) 9(0.6) 10(0.7)
Other Jurisdictions
American Samoa — — — 3(0.8) — — — 5(1.2) — — — 25(2.5)
District of Columbia 3(0.4) 3(0.2) 4(0.5) 4(0.4) 84(1.0) 85(0.8) 83(1.2) 82(0.9) 10(0.6) 10(0.7) 10(1.0) 11(L1)
DDESS — — 40(1.9) 44(1.8) — — 30(1.8) 21(1.2) — — 22(1.5) 25(1.5)
DoDDS — — 46 (1.1) 46 (1.1) — — 20 (1.0) 20(0.9) — — 15(0.7) 14(0.9)
Guam 7(0.7) 5(0.5) 4(0.5) 2(0.4) 1(0.4) 1(0.3) 1(0.4) A02) 19(1.0) 15(0.9) 17(1.4) 13(1.3)
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Table B.45: State Percentages of Students by Race/Ethnicity, Grade 8 (continued)

State percentages of students by race/ethnicity for grade 8 public schools: 1990-2000

Asian American Indian
1990 1992 1996 2000 1990 1992 1996 2000
Nation 2(0.5) 2(0.2) 3(0.3) 4(0.4) 2(0.7) 1(0.2) 1(03) 1(02)
Alabama 1(03) 1(0.2) 1(0.2) 1(0.2) 1(0.2) 2(0.4) 2(0.5) 2(0.5)
Arizona 2(0.3) 2(0.3) 2(0.3) 4(0.5) 7(1.5) 6(1.3) 6(1.3) 3(0.9)
Arkansas 1(0.2) 1(0.2) 1(04) 2(0.3) 2(0.3) 1(0.2) 1(0.4) 1(0.2)
California T| 12 (1.1) 11(1.0) 12(1.3) 14 (1.6) 2(0.4) 1(0.2) 1(0.3) 1(0.3)
Connecticut 2(0.3) 3(0.4) 3(0.4) 3(0.4) 1(0.2) A(0.1) 1(0.2) 1(02)
Georgia 1(0.2) 2(0.3) 2(0.4) 2(0.4) 1(0.1) A(0.1) 1(0.2) 1(02)
Hawaii 67 (1.0) 66 (1.1) 67(1.1) 73(1.2) 1(0.2) 1(0.2) 2(0.4) 1(0.3)
Idaho ¥ 1(03) 1(02) — 2(0.4) 2(0.4) 3(0.4) — 2(0.4)
IIlinois T 3(0.5) — — 3(0.6) 1(0.2) — — A(0.1)
Indiana * 1(03) 1(02) 1(0.2) 1(03) 1(03) 1(0.2) 1(0.2) 1(02)
Kansas T — — — 2(0.4) — — — 1(0.4)
Kentucky 1(0.2) 1(0.2) 1(0.1) 1(0.2) 1(0.2) 1(0.2) 1(0.2) 1(0.2)
Louisiana 1(0.2) 2(0.4) 1(0.3) 1(0.3) 1(0.3) 1(0.2) 1(0.4) 1(0.4)
Maine — 1(0.2) 1(03) 1(0.2) — 3(0.4) 2(0.3) 2(0.4)
Maryland 4(0.7) 3(0.5) 5(1.0) 5(0.5) 1(03) 1(0.2) 1(03) 1(03)
Massachusetts — 2(0.4) 5(0.6) 5(0.6) — 1(0.2) 1(0.2) 1(0.2)
Michigan 2(0.4) 1(0.3) 2(0.5) 2(0.4) (0.5) 2(0.3) 1(0.3) 1(0.4)
Minnesota 3(0.4) 2(0.3) 5(1.0) 4(0.8) (0.5) 1(0.4) 2(0.5) 1(0.4)
Mississippi — A(0.]) 1(0.3) 1(0.3) — 1(0.2) A(0.]) 1(0.2)
Missouri — 1(0.2) 1(0.2) 2(0.3) — 2(0.3) 1(03) 1(0.2)
Montana 1(03) — 1(0.4) 1(03) 8(1.1) — 10(1.7) 8(1.8)
Nebraska 1(0.2) 1(0.2) 2(0.2) 1(0.4) 1(0.2) 2(0.4) 1(03) 2(0.4)
Nevada — — — 7(0.5) — — — 2(0.4)
New Mexico 1(0.3) 1(03) 1(03) 1(03) 11(0.8) 4(0.7) 9(1.4) 11(23)
New York T 4(0.8) 4(0.6) 6(0.9) 6(1.1) 1(03) 1(03) 2(0.5) 1(03)
North Carolina 1(0.2) 1(0.2) 2(0.3) 2(0.3) 3(0.9) 2(0.4) 2(11) 2(0.6)
North Dakota 1(0.4) 1(0.2) 1(0.2) 1(03) 5(1.2) 3(0.7) 3(0.8) 5(0.9)
Ohio 1(03) 1(0.2) — 1(03) 1(03) 2(0.3) — 1(03)
Oklahoma 2(0.4) 2(0.3) — 2(0.4) 9(1.0) 10(1.0) — 12(0.8)
Oregon 3(0.3) — 4(0.5) 5(0.6) 4(0.5) — 4(0.6) 3(0.5)
Rhode Island 2(0.3) 3(0.4) 4(0.3) 4(0.5) 1(0.2) 2(0.3) 1(03) 1(03)
South Carolina — 1(0.2) 1(0.4) 1(0.2) — 1(0.2) 2(0.3) 1(03)
Tennessee — A(0.1) 1(0.2) 2(0.4) — 1(0.2) 1(0.2) 1(0.2)
Texas 2(0.6) 3(0.4) 3(0.6) 4(0.7) 0.2) 1(0.3) 1(0.2) A (0.1) | Standard errors of the estimated percentages appear in
Utah — 2(0.3) 2(0.2) 3(0.4) — 2(0.2) 2(0.2) 2(05) | parentheses.
Vermont T _ _ 1(03) 2(0.3) _ _ 2(0.4) 2(0.3) | T Indicates that the jurisdiction did not meet one or more
Viiginia | 404)  4(05) 4006 5(06) 102 102 102 10z | °f the guidelines for school participation.
WestVirginia | 102 A1) 100 102 203 2(03) 203 1003 | — Indicates that the jurisdiction did not participate.
Woming | 102 1002 100 1ea || som  s0e 308 sog | APercentagels between 0.0 and 0.5.
NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.
Other Jurisdictions DDESS: Department of Defense Domestic Dependent
American Samoa _ _ _ 66(2.7) _ _ _ 2(0.6) Elementary and Secondary Schools.
Districtof Columbia | 1(02)  1(02) 204 2004) 203 103) 103  1(02) | DoDDS: Department of Defense Dependents Schools
(Overseas).
DDESS — — 4(0.9) 6(1.1) — — 2(0.8) 3(0.6) . ) .
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics,
DeDDS - - 1306 1700 - - 2(03) 2(03) National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
Guam 72(1.2) 76(1.1) 76 (1.4) 84(1.3) 1(0.2) 1(0.1) A2 A2 1990, 1992, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Table B.46: Data for Figure 3.22 State Scale Score Results by Free/Reduced-Price Lunch, Grade 4

State average mathematics scale scores by student eligibility for free/reduced-price lunch program
for grade 4 public schools: 19962000

Eligible Not eligible Info not availahle

1996 2000 1996 2000 1996 2000

Nation | 207 (2.0 210(1.0 231(L1) *  236(13 230(42) 1 235(23)
Alabama | 199(15) ¥ 206 (1.4 224(1.6) F 230(L5 214(2.4) 1% 227(4.2) !

)
)

Arizona | 202 (1.9) 205 (1.8 230 (1.6) 231(2.1 218(41) 1 214(5.9)!
Arkansas | 204 (1.5) 206 (1.3 227(13) 229(1.1 (e ()
California ™| 194 (2.4) 200 (1.9 222(19) *  229(16 216(3.0)0 ! 217(6.0) !

Connecticut | 207 (1.8) ¥ 216(1.9 240 (L1) 242(1.1 k() 225(6.4) !
Georgia | 201(1.4) 204 (1.2 226(1L7) % 233(14 226(6.5) ! 223(4.0) !
Hawaii | 202 (2.0) 205 (1.6 224(12) 226 (1.5 212(15) 1 212(43)!

Idaho — 217 (1.8 — 234(1.3 — 228 (4.7) !
Illinois T — 209 (1.7 — 235 (2.6 — 231(82) !

Indiana 7| 213 (1.4) ¥ 222(1.4
lowa 7| 219 (1.6) 224 (1.8

236(L1) *  240(13
234(L1) 236 (1.3

ik ki) 231(5.1) !

226(6.0) ! 232(6.0) !

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

Kansas T — 217 (2.2 — 241 (1.3 — 211(6.5) !
Kentucky | 209 (1.3 210 (1.4 230 (1.0 231 (1.2 218(6.9) ! 226(10.3) !
Louisiana | 200 (1.2) ¥ 210(L6 22415 % 233(17 214(55) ! 212(3.8) !

Maine ™| 221 (1.4 222 (1.4 238 (1.2 234(0.9 239(44) 1 235(5.0) !

233 (1.7 233 (1.4

Massachusetts | 213 (1.4 213 (1.9 235(14) % 243(1.0 229(5.1) I 236(4.9) !

) )
) )
) )
Maryland | 199 (1.6) 204 (2.0 204451  214(62)!
) )
) )
) )

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
226 (1.4) [r——— 2135.0) 1| * Significantly different from 2000 if
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

)
)
)
)
) )

Michigan | 210 (1.7 211(1.9 234(13) % 240(1.3 228(8.0) ! 218(9.6) | Standard errors of the estimated scale
Minnesota | 218 (2.6 220 (2.7 238 (1.3) 240 (1.0 227(5.9) 1*  250(57) || scores appear in parentheses.
Mississippi | 200(12) 202 (1.2 224 (1.5) ) Cantly din 000

Missoui | 210(L4)  213(L7 233(10)*  237(L1 gy 233(a9) 1| O one jurisdiction or the nation is

- being examined.
| |
Montana ' | 217(2.1)  217(25 24(L1)  236(18 23670 28UA | 4 Gioniticantly different from 2000
Nebraska | 213(1.8) 21024 235(13)  235(14 235321 23167) || when examining only one jurisdiction
Nevada | 202 (2.9) 208 (1.6 223(2.3) 228 (1.1 219(1.7) 218(4.9) !'| and when using a multiple comparison
NewMexico | 203(22)  205(2.1 27113 227(18 21331 217(58) ! tprzoiedurt? paStEddOt? ;:' jurisdictions

NewYork | 206 (2.0 F  214(1.4 26(L1)  239(L9 233(55) ! 236(5.7) ! at participated both years.

North Caroli 209(L7) ¢ 220(L1 28411 241(1.2 27671 237(2.3) ! ! The nature of the sample does not
orth Larolina : : : : R =) |' allow accurate determination of the
North Dakota 223 (2.5) 221(2.0 234(1.1) 235(0.9 230(3.0) ! 230(2.3) variability of the statistic.

Ohio * — 217 (L7 —  239(14 — 2313.3) ' 1 Indicates that the jurisdiction did

Oklahoma — 217 (1.9 — 234 (1.0 — 225(5.5) || not meet one or more of the guidelines

Oregon t| 210(16)  213(23 231(L5)  234(17 222491 232(56) 1| for school participation.
*kkk [khkkk H H
Rhode Island | 204 (1.8) 206 (2.1 29(14) F  236(L1 weegeern) 219109 1| (FF*%) Sample size is
- insufficient to permit a reliable

South Carolina | 201(1.3) ¥ 208 (1.8 226(15) F 235(L0 ) 20582 1| petimate

Tennessee | 204(L7) 204 (2.0) 29(14)  231(L5 276D 2605 1| |ngicates that the jurisdiction did

Texas | 215(14)F 222 (L4) 240(14)  242(13 228(59) 1 232(46)!| not participate.
Utah | 216(18)  215(2.0) 21(13)  233(L1 226(24) ! 233(33)!| NOTE: Comparative performance

Vermont '| 210(2.2)  216(2.7) 2B1(13)F  237(18 226(26) ! 237(53) 1| Tresults may be affected by changes in

Virginia | 206(1L7) 214 (14) B0(13) 7 237(13 28(85) ! 239(3g) (| Exclusion rates for students with
—— ] | disabilities and limited-English-
West Virginia | 213(1.2) 217 (14) 232(12) 23212 21281 2568 | proficient students in the NAEP
Wyoming | 213(2.2) *  220(L9) 28(13) ¢ 238(14 2469 ! 22728 !| samples.
o DDESS: Department of Defense
Other Jurisdictions Domestic Dependent Elementary and
American Samoa — 167 3.8) i | — () Secondary Schools.
District of Columbia | 178(1.3) ¥ 188 (L4) 213(16)  219(2.9) 206(2.8) *  198(24) | DoDDS: Department of Defense
DDESS | 218(16)  224(1.8) 29(15)  231(L6) 2527 22939 | Dependents Schools (Overseas).
DDDS | 220(24)  222(L.1) 25(12) % 229(L0) 22010 F  229(1.2) gOURCE: N;tiona' Icf\"mf for Ed”Cfa“""
I tatistics, National Assessment o
N Guam | 17720)  176(2.9) 195(1.8) 19430 186 (3.2) ) | Equcational Progress (NAEP), 1996
Virgin Islands — 18039 R — ™) | and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Table B.47: Data for Figure 3.23 State Scale Score Results by Free/Reduced-Price Lunch, Grade 8

State average mathematics scale scores by student eligibility for free/reduced-price lunch program
for grade 8 public schools: 1996-2000

Eligible Not eligible Info not availahle

1996 2000 1996 2000 1996 2000

Nation | 252 (1.5) 255(1.2) 279(15) *  285(L.1) 21839 1 273(2))
Alabama | 237 (2.2) 243(1.8) 270(2.3) 275(1.7) 24771 270(7.8) !
Arizona t | 254 (3.8) 252 (2.5) 277(13) 280 (1.5) 264(3.1) 276 (4.0) !
Arkansas | 246 (2.7) 249(2.1) 270 (1.4) 269 (1.5) 262(47) 1 269(4.7)!
California © | 246 (2.1) 242(2.1) 276(1.9) 273(33) 261 (4.5) 273(5.1) !
Connecticut | 254 (3.3) 251 (4.0) 287(L)F  292(12) 275(103) ! 275(6.8) !
Georgia | 242(1.5) % 248 (1.4) 273(2.1) 278 (1.7) 271(47) ! 265(2.6)
Hawaii | 249 (1.5) 251(2.0) 269(1.2) 270(1.6) 253(3.5) 270 (4.5)

Idaho —  264(27) — 284 (1.4) — 282(2.3)
Illinois T — 25931 — 285(1.5) — 278 (4.5) !
Indiana T | 256 (1.9) ¥ 267 (2.3) 282(L4) % 288(14) R (k) 278(5.8) !
Kansas ' —  267(24) — 290 (1.7) — 285 (4.5) !
Kentucky | 252(1.3) *  257(L.7) 276(1.3)F  281(15) 261 (8.1) | (o)
Louisiana | 241 (1.8) 246 (2.0) 265(1.5) *  276(1.6) 250(5.9) ! 260(3.5)!
Maine t | 272 (2.2) 273(2.1) 288(1.3) 287 (1.3) 284(47) 1 283(34)!
Maryland | 243(2.3) *  251(2.2) 279(2.4) % 286(1.4) 274(65) ! 270(6.0) !
Massachusetts | 254 (2.5) 261(2.9) 284(15) *  289(1.2) 269(10.2) ! 286(5.6) !
Michigan © | 257 (2.7) 256 (2.2) 284(1.7) 286 (1.7) 272(6.9) ! 274(7.4) !
Minnesota T | 270 (1.8) 274.3.4) 288(1.3) 291 (1.4) 286(6.4) | 294(7.0) !
Mississippi | 239 (1.6) 241 (2.0) 265(1.2) 267 (1.6) 248(6.2) ! 256(2.9) !
Missouri | 259 (1.9) 256(2.3) 280(1.3) 280(1.3) 264(95) ! 277(6.6) !
Montana T | 266 (2.6) 275(2.8) 290 (1.0) 292(1.2) 286(2.2) 287 (4.1)
Nebraska [ 269 (1.9) * 262 (2.5) 288 (L.1) 288 (L.1) 288(2.0) e
Nevada — A8 — 275(0.9) — 275(4.2)

New Mexico | 251 (1.8) 250(2.1) 272(1.4) 272 (2.0) 265(2.6) 258 (3.6)
New York * | 253 (2.4) 261 (4.1) 282 (1.5) 286(2.0) 271(73) 1 281(53)
North Carolina | 250 (1.8) ¥ 261(L.7) 277(15)*  289(13) 263(5.0) ! 272(53)!
North Dakota | 274 (2.0) 271(2.7) 288 (0.9) 287 (13) 282(3.0) 284(2.1)
Ohio —  262(28) — 289 (1.4) — 273(6.2) !
Oklahoma —  259(22) — 280(1.2) — 275 (5.0) !
Oregon © | 262 (2.1) 263 (2.8) 282 (1.5) 287 (1.9) 2733.7) 285(3.0) !

Rhode Island | 250 (2.2) 252 (1.8) 27709 283(1.0) 249 (8.5) 269 (4.5)
South Carolina | 246 (1.7) *  252(L.7) 272(1.6) = 278(15) () (k)
Tennessee | 246 (2.3) 244.(2.5) 271(1.9) 274(L.7) 262(47) ! 262(4.6)!
Texas | 252(1.6) * 261 (2.0) 282 (1.5) 285(L.7) 271(3.6) 276(6.3) !
Utah | 268 (2.4) 262 (2.0) 280(1.0) 281(1.0) 276(3.6) 269 (8.6)
Vermont T [ 266 (1.8) 266 (1.9) 283(L1)F  288(12) 278(3.1) 1 283(4.2) !
Virginia | 246 (2.6) ¥ 258 (2.0) 277(1.3)  282(1.5) 277(53) 1 276(7.6) !
West Virginia | 254 (1.5) * 259 (1.4) 271(L)+ 278(12) 27435 1 276(3.5) !
Wyoming | 262 (1.8) 265 (1.6) 277 (1.1) 281(1.3) 285 (4.0) 274(7.6) !
Other Jurisdictions

American Samoa — 195(4.3) — ek (dkokok) — ik (kkok)
District of Columbia | 226 (1.8) 227 (2.1) 245(2.4) % 261(33) 234(2.7) 230 (4.3)
DDESS | 260 (4.5) 268(2.7) 276(2.8) 281(3.0) 269 (4.1) 281(5.9)

DoDDS | 267 (3.6) 271(23) 276(1.3) 280 (1.6) 275(1.4) 279(2.0)

Guam | 217(3.7) 216 (4.2) 243(1.9) 238(2.2) i T G
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Standard errors of the estimated scale
scores appear in parentheses.

* Significantly different from 2000 if
only one jurisdiction or the nation is
being examined.

1 Significantly different from 2000
when examining only one jurisdiction
and when using a multiple comparison
procedure based on all jurisdictions
that participated both years.

! The nature of the sample does not
allow accurate determination of the
variability of the statistic.

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

FHAE (FF%*) Sample size is
insufficient to permit a reliable
estimate.

— Indicates that the jurisdiction did
not participate.

NOTE: Comparative performance
results may be affected by changes in
exclusion rates for students with
disabilities and limited-English-
proficient students in the NAEP
samples.

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), 1996
and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.



Table B.48: Data for Figure 3.24 State Proficient Level Achievement Results by Free/Reduced-Price Lunch, Grade 4

State percentages of students at or above Proficient in mathematics by student eligibility for free/
reduced-price lunch program for grade 4 public schools: 19962000

Eligible Not eligible Info not availahle
1996 2000 1996 2000 1996 2000
Nation 8(1.2) 9(0.8) 25(1.4) * 33(L.6) 28 (5.4) 35(3.4)
Alabama 3(0.7) 5(0.9) 18(1.9) 24.(2.0) 947! 22(53)!
Arizona 5(1.0) 7(1.0) 24(2.3) 26(2.7) 14(36)!  12(3.6)!
Arkansas 6(0.9) 5(0.7) 20(1.9) 21(1.8) () ()
California 4(12) 5(L1) 17(2.6) 25(2.1) 12(25) ! 19(5.9) !
Connecticut 7(1.2) 11(1.7) 38(2.1) 40(2.0) R () 24(6.8) !
Georgia 3(0.7) 5(0.8) 20(2.0) * 29 (2.0 24(7.4) ! 21(47) !
Hawaii 7(10) 6(0.9) 23(1.5) 22(2.0) 13(4.6) ! 11(3.8) !
Idaho — 3(L7) — 28(2.2) — 20(3.5) !
Illinois — 7(13) — 30 (4.0) — 31(103) !
Indiana 8(1.4) * 14(2.2) 30(2.0) * 37(2.1) FHAK(K) 31(5.6) !
lowa 13(L.5) 17(23) 27(1.8) 32(2.2) 20(6.2) ! 27(6.5) !
Kansas — 13(2.3) — 40 (2.5) — 15(4.9) !
Kentucky 7(0.9) 7(0.7) 24(1.7) 26(1.8) 931! 28(6.2) !
Louisiana 3(06) * 7(10) 15(1.9) # 27 (3.0) 10(5.7) ! 10(2.5) !
Maine 13(1.7) 4(1.7) 34(L7) 29 (1.6) 35(9.3) ! 32(1.8) !
Maryland 5(0.8) 7(12) 31(2.4) 31(2.1) 8(2.9) ! 18(5.1) !
Massachusetts 8(1.4) 9(L3) 30(2.4) * 42(1.9) 26(7.0) ! 41(7.1) !
Michigan 8(1.4) 11(1.8) 30(1.8) * 38(2.1) 28(1.7) ! 15(8.5) !
Minnesota 14(17) 15 (2.6) 35(1.9) 40(1.9) 26(6.5 ! 55(10.0) !
Mississippi 3(0.5) 4(0.7) 17(2.1) 18(1.9) il G| 11(32)!
Missouri 7(12) 9(1.7) 27 (1.6) 31(2.0) () 4(6.4) !
Montana 13(2.0) 10 (2.6) 29(L.9) 32(3.4) 1561 ! 30(7.0)!
Nebraska 12(1.3) 11(1.8) 30(1.8) 31(2.2) 320690 2712
Nevada 4(1.2) 6(L.1) 17(2.7) 22 (1.5) 15(L.5) 14(4.4)!
New Mexico 5(0.9) 5(1.0) 21(1.7) 22 (2.5) 2035 !  14(5.3)!
New York 7(1.2) 8(L.3) 29(1.9) 36(2.8) 28(58) ! 29(1L.1)!
North Carolina 7(1.3) * 12(1.4) 30(1.9) ¢ 39(2.1) 17(43) 1*  34(5.8) !
North Dakota 15(1.9) 16 (1.9) 28 (1.5) 29(1.7) 21381 2527
Ohio — 11(1.9) — 35(2.9) — 24(6.0) !
Oklahoma — 8(1.2) — 25(L.7) — 15(4.9) !
Oregon 9(L.1) 11(1.6) 27(1.6) 30(2.3) 2262 ! 314!
Rhode Island 5(0.9) 7(1.0) 24(18) ¢ 33(L.7) () 16 (8.6) !
South Carolina 4(0.8) * 7(1.0) 20022 ¢ 31(1.8) K () 11(4.9 !
Tennessee 6(0.9) 6(0.9) 23(2.1) 27(2.1) 18(7.4) 1 23(14.6) !
Texas 9(L1) 13(1.9) 39(2.1) 40 (2.7) 22(69) ! 27(5.9) !
Utah 13(1.8) 13(1.7) 27 (1.8) 29 (1.6) 23(34) ! 28(5.6) !
Vermont 9(1.4) 15(2.7) 28 (1.5) 34(3.0) 24(42) ! 37(6.9) !
Virginia 5(0.9) 9(1.2) 25(1.9) 32(2.1) 28(11.2) ! 37(6.0) !
West Virginia 10(1.3) 11(1.7) 27 (1.6) 25(2.0) 25(6.4) ! 18(5.5) !
Wyoming 10 (1.6) 16 (2.0) 23(16) * 30(2.1) 22(86) ! 23(3.4) !
Other Jurisdictions
American Samoa — A (04 R ) e
District of Columbia 1(0.2) 2(0.7) 19(1.8) 22 (2.6) 1122 11(2.1)
DDESS 14 (1.6) 18(2.2) 26 (3.0) 28(2.2) 21(32) 25(3.8)
DoDDS 15(2.6) 17(2.4) 21(17) 24.(1.4) 18(L.7) 23(1.6)
Guam 1(0.5) 1(0.5) 5(1.0) 4(15) 3(20)  FEEE(rREx)
Virgin Islands _ 1(0.6) ) e

APPENDIX B .

Standard errors of the estimated percentages
appear in parentheses.

* Significantly different from 2000 if only one
jurisdiction or the nation is being examined.

1 Significantly different from 2000 when examining
only one jurisdiction and when using a multiple
comparison procedure based on all jurisdictions
that participated both years.

! The nature of the sample does not allow accurate
determination of the variability of the statistic.

T Indicates that the jurisdiction did not meet one or
more of the guidelines for school participation.
FHAE (7F%%) Sample size is insufficient to permit a
reliable estimate.

— Indicates that the jurisdiction did not
participate.

A Percentage is between 0.0 and 0.5.

NOTE: Comparative performance results may be
affected by changes in exclusion rates for students
with disabilities and limited-English-proficient
students in the NAEP samples.

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), 1996 and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Table B.49: State Basic Level Achievement Results by Free/Reduced-Price Lunch, Grade 4

State percentage of students at or above Basic in mathematics by student eligibility for free/
reduced-price lunch program for grade 4 public schools: 1996-2000

Eligible Not eligible Info not availahle

1996 2000 1996 2000 1996 2000

Nation | 41(2.6) 46 (1.5) 73(18)*  79(14) 72(.6)! 7733
Alabama | 30(23)F  39(23) 66(25) F  76(2.2) 51(5.0) *I  69(6.6) !
Arizona | 34(2.8) 40 (2.5) 75 (2.8) 75(2.8) 58(63) 1 53(7.9) !

Arkansas | 37(2.2) 41(2.4) 70 (2.1) 73(19) e I G
California ™| 26(2.9) *  35(2.4) 63(27)*  72(23) 54(56) ! 54(88)!
Connecticut | 42(2.6)*  53(33) 85(1.4) 87(1.2) () 63(8.7)!
Georgia | 33(2.3) 37(1.9) 6824 F 7721 66(9.0)!  60(4.9)!
Hawaii | 37(24) 40(2.2) 64 (L.7) 70 (2.4) 48701 51(7.6)!
Idaho — 59 (2.3) — 80(1.8) — 74(1.6) !
Illinois — 43(2.9) — 80(2.7) — 71(10.1) !
Indiana T | 49(2.8)F  64(2.8) 82(L6) 85(L5) Ik (K) 70(8.3) !
lowa t| 59(3.0 66 (3.0) 81(14) 82(18) 70(98) ! 76(8.5) !
Kansas — 57(3.7) — 87(18) — 50 (11.0) !
Kentucky | 46(2.3) 46(2.2) 73(1.8) 74(2.1) 58(12.1) ! 69(10.7) !
Louisiana | 31(1L9)*  45(2.4) 66(28)F  79(2.3) 47(8.0)!  49(66)!
Maine | 61(2.6) 64 (2.8) 82(15) 79(1.8) 82(44)!  80(4.8)!
Maryland | 32(2.6) 37(2.7) 73(19) 75(18) 37(68)!  51(9.6)!
Massachusetts | 50 (2.4) 51(2.9) 91DE 9012 70(7.3) 1 75(6.8) !
Michigan T | 47 (2.9) 48(3.1) 79(2.0) 83(L.7) 67(10.6) ! 59(13.2) !
Minnesota * | 59 (4.2) 60 (4.3) 82(L.6) 85(1.2) 7068 !  89(5.8) !
Mississippi | 28 (2.0) 33(2.1) 67(2.1) 67(2.2) k(i) 49(8.2) !
Missouri | 45(2.4) 51(2.6) 78(15) *  83(l4) () 83(5.7) !
Montana [ 57(3.3) 58 (4.3) 79(1.6) 81(2.6) 67(95) !  77(1.3)!
Nebraska | 52 (2.9) 45(3.7) 79(L7) 79(18) 80(3.9)!  74(88)!
Nevada | 35(3.6) 43(2.7) 64 (2.9) 71(L.7) 59 (2.6) 55 (8.6) !
New Mexico | 35(2.9) 38(2.8) 70(1.8) 71(3.0) 59441 53(9.2) !
New York T | 41(2.4) 49(2.5) 83(L6) 85(2.7) 80(7.7)!  82(1.5!
North Carolina | 45(27)%  61(2.7) 77(13) % 86(14) 57(75) %1 81(4.8)!

North Dakota | 65 (4.5) 63 (4.2) 79(L6) 81(1.5) 76(.00! 7439
Ohio — 55 (3.6) — 84(1.9) — 76(4.9) !
Oklahoma — 57(2.8) — 83(L.7) — 67(9.1)!
Oregon | 47(2.8) 51(3.9) 74(2.2) 77(2.2) 62(7.1) ! 72(6.8)!
Rhode Island | 40 (2.5) 44.(2.4) 2Q22%  82(15) ik sikk) 57(13.4) !
South Carolina | 31(23) ¥ 44(2.4) 68(22)F  78(LT) i k) 43(8.7) !
Tennessee | 38(2.4) 40 (2.1) 72(2.0) 74(2.0) 52(12.6) ! 65(11.8) !
Texas | 52(28)F  66(25) 84 (1.6) 87(L6) 7187 74(6.4) !
Utah | 55(2.7) 53(3.1) 75(1.9) 77(1.5) 68(3.4)!  77(48)!
Vermont T | 50 (4.3) 54 (3.5) 74(1.5) 80(2.2) 66(46)!  79(8.9)!
Virginia | 39(2.9)*  50(2.9) 7220%  83(16) 69(11.3) 1 82(5.1) !
West Virginia | 49(1.9)F  57(2.3) 76 (1.9) 77 (1.4) 74(36) 1 73(9.0)!
Wyoming | 50(2.4)F  62(3.0) 7118 % 79(23) 65(83)!  71(5.9)!

Other Jurisdictions

American Samoa — 5(1.4) — ek (ekokok) — ek (kokok)

District of Columbia | 11(0.9) %  18(1.2) 49(2.3) 58(3.7) 34(3.5) 30(2.8)

DDESS | 56(3.8) 65 (3.5) 69 (2.0 73(2.5) 66 (3.7) 72(1.2)

DoDDS | 60 (4.3) 63(2.0) 66(16)F  72(L5) 6421 %  71(LT)

Guam | 13(L8) 15(1.8) 29(2.5) 29(3.5) 24(5.9) k(e

Virgin Islands — 15(3.2) Ik (K) ()

APPENDIX B .

MATHEMATICS REPORT CARD

Standard errors of the estimated percent-
ages appear in parentheses.

* Significantly different from 2000 if only
one jurisdiction or the nation is being
examined.

1 Significantly different from 2000 when
examining only one jurisdiction and when
using a multiple comparison procedure
based on all jurisdictions that participated
both years.

! The nature of the sample does not allow
accurate determination of the variability of
the statistic.

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

FHAEE (**%*) Sample size is insufficient to
permit a reliable estimate.

— Indicates that the jurisdiction did not
participate.

NOTE: Comparative performance results may
be affected by changes in exclusion rates for
students with disabilities and limited-
English-proficient students in the NAEP
samples.

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), 1996 and 2000
Mathematics Assessments.



Table B.50: State Achievement Level Results by Free/Reduced-Price Lunch, Grade 4

State percentages of students at or above mathematics achievement levels by eligibility for free/
reduced-price lunch program for grade 4 public schools: 2000

Eligible Not eligible
Below  Ator Above At or Ahove Below  Ator Above At or Ahove
Basic Basic Proficient Advanced Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Nation 54 (1.5) 46 (1.5) 9(0.8) A (0.1) 21(1.4) 79(1.4) 33(1.6) 4(0.6)
Alabama 61(2.3) 39(23) 5(0.9) A (0.2) 24(2.2) 76 (2.2) 24(2.0) 1(0.4)
Arizona 60 (2.5) 40(2.5) 7(1.0) A () 25(2.8) 75(2.8) 26 (2.7) 3(0.9)
Arkansas 59 (2.4) 41(2.4) 5(0.7) A () 27(1.9) 73(L.9) 21(1.8) 1(0.5
California ¥ | 65(2.4) 35(2.4) 5(1.1) A () 28(2.3) 72(2.3) 25(2.1) 2(0.7)
Connecticut 47(3.3) 53(3.3) 11(L7) A () 13(1.2) 87(1.2) 40(2.0) 4(0.7)
Georgia 63 (1.9) 37(1.9) 5(0.8) A () 23(2.1) 77(2.1) 29 (2.0) 2(0.5)
Hawaii 60 (2.2) 40(2.2) 6(0.9) A () 30(2.4) 70 (2.4) 22(2.0) 1(0.5
Idaho T | 41(2.3) 59(2.3) 13(1.7) A (0.2) 20(1.8) 80(1.8) 28(2.2) 2(0.7)
lllinois * | 57(2.9) 43(2.9) 7(13) A () 20(2.7) 80(2.7) 30 (4.0) 2(L1)
Indiana * | 36(2.8) 64 (2.8) 14(2.2) A () 15(1.5) 85(1.5) 37(2.1) 3(L.0)
lowa T | 34(3.0) 66 (3.0) 17(2.3) 1(0.7) 18(1.8) 82(1.8) 32(2.2) 2(0.4)
Kansas * | 43(3.7) 573.7) 13(2.3) A () 13(1.8) 87 (1.8) 40(2.5) 4(1.1)
Kentucky 54 (2.2) 46 (2.2) 7(0.7) A () 26(2.1) 74 (2.1) 26 (1.8) 3(0.5)
Louisiana 55(2.4) 45(2.4) 7(1.0) A () 21(23) 79(2.3) 27(3.0) 2(0.5)
Maine T | 36(2.8) 64 (2.8) 14(1.7) 1(0.3) 21(1.8) 79(1.8) 29(1.6) 3(0.6)
Maryland 63 (2.7) 37(2.7) 7(1.2) A () 25(1.8) 75(1.8) 31(2.1) 4(0.7)
Massachusetts 49(2.9) 51(2.9) 9(1.3) 1 (%) 10(1.2) 90(1.2) 42(1.9) 4(0.7)
Michigan | 52(3.1) 48 (3.1) 11(1.8) A () 17(1.7) 83(1.7) 38(2.1) 5(0.9)
Minnesota © | 40 (4.3) 60 (4.3) 15(2.6) 1 () 15(1.2) 85(1.2) 40(1.9) 4(0.6)
Mississippi 67 (2.1) 33(2.1) 4(0.7) A () 33(2.2) 67(2.2) 18(1.9) 1(0.6)
Missouri 49 (2.6) 51(2.6) 9(1.7) A () 17 (1.4) 83(1.4) 31(2.0) 3(0.6)
Montana T | 42 (4.3) 58 (4.3) 10 (2.6) A () 19(2.6) 81(2.6) 32(3.4) 3(1.0)
Nebraska 55(3.7) 45(3.7) 11(1.8) 1(0.5 21(1.8) 79(1.8) 31(2.2) 3(0.6)
Nevada 57(2.7) 43(2.7) 6(1.1) A () 29(1.7) 71(L7) 22(1.5) 1(0.3)
New Mexico 62 (2.8) 38(2.8) 5(1.0) A (0.2) 29(3.0) 71(3.0) 22(2.5) 2(0.6)
New York T | 51(2.5) 49(2.5) 8(1.3) A () 15(2.7) 85(2.7) 36 (2.8) 3(0.8)
North Carolina 39(2.7) 61(2.7) 12(1.4) A () 14.(1.4) 86 (1.4) 39(2.1) 5(0.6)
North Dakota 37(4.2) 63 (4.2) 16(1.9) 1(0.6) 19(1.5) 81 (1.5 29(L.7) 3(0.5)
Ohio © | 45(3.6) 55(3.6) 11(1.9) A () 16(1.9) 84(1.9) 35(2.9) 3(0.8)
Oklahoma 43(2.8) 57(2.8) 8(1.2) A () 17(1.7) 83(1.7) 25(L.7) 1(0.2)
Oregon T | 49(3.9) 51(3.9) 11(1.6) A () 23(2.2) 77(2.2) 30(2.3) 4(0.9)
Rhode Island 56 (2.4) 44 (2.4) 7(1.0) 1 (%) 18(1.5) 82(1.5) 33(L.7) 3(0.6)
South Carolina 56 (2.4) 44 (2.4) 7(1.0) A () 22(1.7) 78(L.7) 31(1.8) 3(0.6)
Tennessee 60 (2.1) 40(2.1) 6(0.9) A () 26(2.0) 74(2.0) 27(2.1) 2(0.6)
Texas 34 (2.5) 66 (2.5) 13(1.5) A (0.2) 13(1.6) 87(1.6) 40 (2.7) 4(1.0)
Utah 473.1) 53(3.1) 13(1.7) 1(0.4) 23(1.5) 77 (1.5) 29(1.6) 2(0.4)
Vermont T | 46 (3.5) 54 (3.5) 15(2.7) 1(0.5 20(2.2) 80(2.2) 34 (3.0 5(1.0)
Virginia 50 (2.9) 50(2.9) 9(1.2) 1 (#**) 17(1.6) 83 (1.6) 32(2.1) 3(0.9)
West Virginia 43(2.3) 57(2.3) 11(1.7) A (02) 23 (1.4) 77(1.4) 25(2.0) 2(0.5)
Wyoming 38(3.0) 62 (3.0) 16 (2.0) 1(0.7) 21(2.3) 79(2.3) 30(2.1) 2(0.6)
Other Jurisdictions
American Samoa 95(1.4) 5(1.4) A () 0 (xx*) (*4%%) (*xx) (%) (%)

District of Columbia 82(1.2) 18(1.2) 2(0.7) A () 423.7) 58 (3.7) 22(2.6) 3(1.4)
DDESS 35(3.5) 65 (3.5) 18(2.2) 1(0.7) 27(2.5) 73(2.5) 28(2.2) 4(11)
DoDDS 37(2.0) 63 (2.0) 1724 1 (%) 28 (1.5) 72 (1.5) 24(1.4) 2(0.5)
Guam 85(1.8) 15(1.8) 1(0.5 A () 71(3.5) 29(3.5) 4(1.5) 1 (%)

Virgin Islands | 85(3.2) 1532) 106) A ) ) ) ()| See footnotes at end of table. >
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Tahle B.50: State Achievement Level Results by Free/Reduced-Price Lunch, Grade 4 (continued)

State percentages of students at or above mathematics achievement levels by eligibility for free/
reduced-price lunch program for grade 4 public schools: 2000

Not available
Below  Ator Above At or Ahove

Basic Basic Proficient ~ Advanced

Nation 23(3.3) 77(3.3) 35(3.4) 3(0.9)
Alabama 31(6.6) ! 69 (6.6) ! 22(53)! 2 (kw1
Arizona 47(19) ! 53(7.9) ! 12(36) ! 1(0.7)!

Arkansas (%) (%) (%) (%%
California ¥ | 46 (8.8) ! 54 (8.8) ! 19(5.9) ! 1 () !
Connecticut 37(8.7)! 63(8.7)! 24(6.8) ! 2(1.5)!
Georgia 40(4.9) ! 60 (4.9) ! 21(4.7)! 2(L.0)!
Hawaii 49(7.6) ! 51(7.6) ! 113.8) ! 0 (%) 1
Idaho T | 26 (7.6) ! 74(1.6) ! 20(3.9 ! 1 () !
lllinois | 29(10.1) ! 71(10.1) ! 31(103) ! 4 () 1
Indiana | 30(8.3) ! 70(8.3) ! 31(5.6)! 521!
lowa T | 24(8.5)! 76 (8.5) ! 27 (6.5 ! 2 (kw1
Kansas * | 50(11.0) !  50(11.0) ! 15(4.9) ! 1 () !
Kentucky 31(10.7) ' 69(10.7) ! 28(6.2) ! 2(13)!
Louisiana 51(6.6) ! 49 (6.6) ! 10(25) ! A=)
Maine T | 20 (4.8) ! 80(4.8) ! 32(1.8) ! 3 () |
Maryland 49(9.6) ! 51(9.6) ! 18(5.1) ! 1 () !
Massachusetts 25(6.8) ! 75(6.8) ! 41(7.1)! 3(1.5)!
Michigan T | 41(132) ! 59(13.2) ! 15(8.9) ! 1 (%) 1
Minnesota 11(5.8) ! 89(5.8) ! 55(10.0) ! 13(5.0) !
Mississippi 51(8.2) ! 49(8.2) ! 1132 A
Missouri 17(.7) ! 83(5.7)! 24(6.4) ! 1 () !
Montana © | 23(7.3) ! 77(1.3) ! 30(7.0)! 1 () !
Nebraska 26(8.8) ! 74(8.8) ! 27(12)! 2 (k) 1
Nevada 45(8.6) ! 55(8.6) ! 14(4.4)! 1 () 1
New Mexico 47(9.2) ! 53(9.2) ! 14(5.3) ! 1 () !
New York 18(7.5) ! 82(1.5! 29(11.1) ! 2 (kw4 1
North Carolina 19(4.8) ! 81(4.8)! 34(5.8) ! 3(L.5)!

North Dakota 26 (3.9) 74(3.9) 25(2.7) 2(0.7)
Ohio T | 24(4.9)! 76 (4.9) ! 24(6.0) ! 1 () !
Oklahoma 33(9.1)! 67(9.1)! 15(4.9) ! L () !
Oregon * 28(6.8) ! 72(6.8) ! 31(7.4)! 4(1.8)!
Rhode Island 43(134) 1 57(134)! 16 (8.6) ! L) |
South Carolina 57(8.7)! 43(8.7)! 11(4.9)! 1 () !
Tennessee 35(11.8) I 65(11.8) ! 23 (14.6) ! 2 (rxx) |
Texas 26(6.4) ! 74(6.4) ! 27(5.5 ! 3(L0)!
Utah 23(4.8)! 77(4.8) ! 28(5.6) ! 2 (kw4 1
Vermont T | 21(8.9) ! 79(8.9) ! 37(6.9) ! 5 () |
Virginia 18(5.1) ! 82(5.1)! 37(6.0) ! 4(1.5) !
West Virginia 27(9.0) ! 73(9.0) ! 18(5.5) 1 A ]
Wyoming 29(5.9) ! 71(5.9) ! 23(3.4)! 1 (%) 1

Other Jurisdictions

American Samoa (*%%) (*%%%) (%) (*7%)

District of Columbia 70(2.8) 30(2.8) 11(2.1) 2(0.7)

DDESS 28(1.2) 72(1.2) 25(3.8) 3(1.6)

DoDDS 29(1.7) 71(L7) 23(1.6) 2(0.8)

Guam (%) (%) (%) (%%%)

Virgin Islands (*%%) (%) (%) (%%%)

APPENDIX B . MATHEMATICS REPORT CARD

Standard errors of the estimated percentages appear in parentheses.

! The nature of the sample does not allow accurate determination of the
variability of the statistic.

(****) Standard error estimates cannot be accurately determined.
wrwk (x55%) Sample size is insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

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

A Percentage is between 0.0 and 0.5.

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), 2000 Mathematics Assessment.



Table B.51: Data for Figure 3.25 State Proficient Level Achievement Results by Free/Reduced-Price Lunch, Grade 8

State percentages of students at or above Proficient in mathematics by student eligibility for free/
reduced-price lunch program for grade 8 public schools: 19962000

Eligible Not eligible Info not availahle

1996 2000 1996 2000 1996 2000

Nation 8(L1) 10(0.9) 29(L7) 35(1.5) 29 (4.6) 26(2.3)
Alabama 2(0.6) 5(L.0) 18(2.6) 23(2.1) 7201 2189 !
Arizona T | 8(1.8) 9(1.8) 24(1.8) 27 (2.4) 16 (2.7) 24(4.4) !
Arkansas 5(L1) 7(13) 18(1.5) 18(1.8) 12491  20(53) !
California ¥ | 5(L.1) 4(L1) 26(2.3) 24.(2.5) 15(3.8) 26 (5.6) !
Connecticut 9(2.3) 7(1.5) 36 (1.6) 42(1.9) 34@7)! 297!
Georgia 3(0.8) 5(0.8) 22(2.8) 27 (1.9) 22421 17(25)
Hawaii 7(13) 8(1.2) 21(1.3) 21(L.7) 8(L9 *  22(3.6)

Idaho * — 17(2.2) — 32(2.2) — 29 (4.5)
Illinois — 12(2.2) — 34(1.9) — 25(6.4) !
Indiana T | 8(L.7) 13(1.8) 28(1.7) * 36 (1.9) () 26(7.5) !
Kansas " — 17@2.1) — 41(2.1) — 36(6.1) !
Kentucky 4(1.1) 8(L1) 23(1.8) * 29 (2.1) 12(3.2) | Fwx(roxss)
Louisiana 3(08) 4(08) 12(1.8) * 22(2.4) 7(43)! 10(27) !
Maine T | 18(2.8) 2027 35(1.8) 36 (1.7) 3082 ! 3@ !
Maryland 6(1.2) 7(1.4) 31(3.1) 37(1.8) 26 (6.5) ! 25(5.4) !
Massachusetts 7(L.5) 11(2.3) 33(Q22) 38(L.5) 24(1.4) ! 35(7.0) !
Michigan 10(1.8) 9(1.9) 34(2.1) 35(2.1) 28(5.4) ! 27(1.1) !
Minnesota * | 20 (2.2) 27(3.3) 37(1LD) 42 (1.6) 41(88) ! 50(10.0) !
Mississippi 2(0.5) 3(0.6) 13(1.7) 14(1.4) 737! 9(1.8) !
Missouri 9(1.8) 9(1.8) 27 (1.4) 26 (1.6) 17(7.3)!  26(6.2) !
Montana ™ | 17(2.7) 25(3.0) 38 (1.5) 43 (L.7) 34 (4.6) 37 (4.7)
Nebraska 19(2.6) 15(2.3) 35(L.7) 36 (1.9) 34 (3.7) ()
Nevada — 6(1.3) — 24(1.0) — 25(5.3)

New Mexico 7(0.9) 6(1.1) 21(1.8) 21(1.8) 17(2.9) 15(2.0)
NewYork T | 10(L.5) 12(24) 29(2.1) 34(2.4) 28(6.3) ! 32(5.4)
North Carolina 6(1.0) 13(17) 28(1.7)* 38 (1.6) 14(42) ! 21(5.4) !
North Dakota 22(2.5) 21(2.8) 8 (1.6) 35(1.9) 33(4.2) 3132
Ohio — 10(2.1) — 36 (1.8) — 24(6.9) !
Oklahoma — 8(1.5) — 26 (1.6) — 21(53) !
Oregon T 12(2.1) 16 (2.6) 32(1.9) 37 (2.5 23(4.1) 35(4.4) !

Rhode Island 8(18) 7(13) 26 (1.6) * 31(1.3) 10 (4.1) 18(5.0)
South Carolina 5(1.2) 6(1.1) 21(17) * 27 (L.7) R () k()
Tennessee 5(1.0) 7(1.2) 19(1.9) 23(1.9) 14(4.0) ! 12(41) !
Texas 6(1.2) 11(1.6) 31(19) 34(2.0) 18 (4.4) 26 (5.5) !
Utah 17(2.0) 15(1.8) 27 (1.3) 29(1.3) 24 (4.5) 24.(5.7)
Vermont T | 16(2.1) 14(2.1) 31(15) * 38 (L7) 21(43) ! 32(6.0) !
Virginia 5(1.2) 8(1.6) 26 (1.4) 31(1.6) 25(59) ! 27(1.6) !
West Virginia 6(1.1) 8(1.2) 18(1.3) * 25(1.4) 22(5.5 ! 22(4.0) !
Wyoming 11(1.5) 15(1.5) 24(1.3) 28(1.4) 34 (4.1) 21(6.4) !
Other Jurisdictions

American Samoa — 1(0.5) ks (k) L ()
District of Columbia 2(0.8) 2(0.4) 12(2.1) 18(2.6) 4(0.8) 5(L1)
DDESS 14(3.5) 16 3.7) 27 (3.4) 31(33) 21 (4.9) 32(5.7)

DoDDS 17(3.8) 18(3.3) 23 (1.6) 27(2.1) 24(1.7) 29(2.2)

Guam 1(L1) 1(0.8) 7(1.0) 5(1.0) () k)

APPENDIX B .

Standard errors of the estimated percentages appear
in parentheses.

* Significantly different from 2000 if only one
jurisdiction or the nation is being examined.

1 Significantly different from 2000 when examining
only one jurisdiction and when using a multiple
comparison procedure based on all jurisdictions that
participated both years.

! The nature of the sample does not allow accurate
determination of the variability of the statistic.

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

FHAE (7*F%%) Sample size is insufficient to permit a
reliable estimate.

— Indicates that the jurisdiction did not participate.
NOTE: Comparative performance results may be
affected by changes in exclusion rates for students
with disabilities and limited-English-proficient
students in the NAEP samples.

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),
1996 and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Tahle B.52: State Basic Level Achievement Results by Free/Reduced-Price Lunch, Grade 8

State percentage of students at or above Basic in mathematics by student eligibility for free/
reduced-price lunch program for grade 8 public schools: 19962000

Not eligible Info not availahle

1996 1996 2000

Nation 39(1.8) 71(L7) 63 (2.7)
Alabama 22(2.2) 60 (2.8) 60 (7.5)!
Arizona 37(4.1) 70(1.8) 69 (4.3)!
Arkansas 33(3.5) 62 (2.0) 59 (6.7) !
California 32(2.5) 67(2.3) 64 (5.0)!
Connecticut 40 (4.4) 79(L.5) 64(8.4)!
Georgia 26 (1.8) 64 (2.4) 55 (3.7)
Hawaii 35(2.7) 59 (1.9) 62 (4.6)

Idaho — — 77(3.7)

lllinois — — 70 (6.0) !
Indiana 42(34) * 76(1.8) * 71(5.9)!
Kansas — — 78(6.1)!
Kentucky 38(2.1) 68 (1.8) (k)
Louisiana 24(2.4) * 54 (2.0) 48 (5.5)!
Maine 64(2.9) 81(L.5) 78(4.2)!
Maryland 28(2.7) 68 (2.1) 57(6.3)!
Massachusetts 41(3.7) 76 (1.9) 78(7.0)!
Michigan 45(4.1) 75(2.0) 60(9.7)!
Minnesota 60 (2.4) 80(1.5) 80(7.8)!
Mississippi 20 (1.5) 55(2.0) 43(4.4)!
Missouri 46 (2.9) 72(2.1) 70 (8.5)!
Montana 55(3.3) 82(1.6) 81(4.9)
Nebraska 60 (2.4) 81(L1) IH(HI)
Nevada — — 65(5.9)

New Mexico 36(2.1) 64 (2.3) 48(3.1)
New York 42(3.1) 75(2.0) 72(6.2)
North Carolina 36(2.4) F 66 (2.1) 61(5.0)!
North Dakota 67 (2.9) 82(13) 77(2.9)
Ohio — — 64(1.3)!
Oklahoma — — 71(5.6)!
Oregon 50 (3.1) 74 (1.8) 77(4.2)!

Rhode Island 38(2.8) 70 (L.7) 60 (5.9)
South Carolina 30 (1.8) 63 (2.4) ok (k)
Tennessee 32 (3.0) 63 (2.5) 51(5.7)!
Texas 36(23) F 74(1.9) 70(7.9)!

Utah 58(3.2) 74(L5) 62 (1.4)

Vermont 55(3.3) 76 (1.9) 75(1.2)!
Virginia 29 (3.0) 67 (1.8) 66(9.8) !

West Virginia 39(2.4) % 62 (1.7) 67 (4.3)!
Wyoming 54 (3.2) 72(1.3) 67(10.9)!

Other Jurisdictions

American Samoa — — G
District of Columbia 14(1.1) 30(2.3) 21(3.0)
DDESS 48 (5.6) 64 (4.6) 69 (4.9)

DoDDS 56(5.2) 66 (2.3) 71(2.5)

Guam 11(2.7) 33(1.8) IH(HA)

APPENDIX B . MATHEMATICS REPORT CARD

Standard errors of the estimated percent-
ages appear in parentheses.

* Significantly different from 2000 if only
one jurisdiction or the nation is being
examined.

1 Significantly different from 2000 when
examining only one jurisdiction and when
using a multiple comparison procedure
based on all jurisdictions that participated
both years.

! The nature of the sample does not allow
accurate determination of the variability of
the statistic.

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

FHEE (**%*) Sample size is insufficient to
permit a reliable estimate.

— Indicates that the jurisdiction did not
participate.

NOTE: Comparative performance results may
be affected by changes in exclusion rates for
students with disabilities and limited-
English-proficient students in the NAEP
samples.

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), 1996 and 2000
Mathematics Assessments.



Table B.53: State Achievement Level Results by Free/Reduced-Price Lunch, Grade 8

State percentages of students at or above mathematics achievement levels by eligibility for free/
reduced-price lunch program for grade 8 public schools: 2000

Eligible Not eligible
Below  Ator Above At or Ahove Below  Ator Above At or Ahove
Basic Basic Proficient Advanced Basic Basic Proficient  Advanced
Nation 56 (1.7) 44(1.7) 10(0.9) 1(0.3) 24(1.0) 76 (1.0) 35(L.5) 7(0.8)
Alabama 70(2.8) 30(2.8) 5(1.0) 1(03) 34(2.2) 66 (2.2) 23(2.1) 3(0.8)
Arizona T | 60(3.5) 40(3.5) 9(1.8) 1 (%) 27(1.9) 73(1.9) 27(2.4) 4(0.8)
Arkansas 63 (2.6) 37(2.6) 7(13) A () 39(2.2) 61(2.2) 18(1.8) 2(0.6)
California 70(2.7) 30(2.7) 4(1.1) 0 (***%) 36(3.9) 64 (3.9) 24(2.5) 4(1.0)
Connecticut 64 (3.3) 36 (3.3) 7(1.5) 1(03) 17(1.3) 83(13) 42(1.9) 8(1.0)
Georgia 68 (2.7) 32(2.7) 5(0.8) A (FFFF) 31(2.1) 69 (2.1) 27(L.9) 4(0.8)
Hawaii 62 (2.3) 38(2.3) 8(1.2) 1(0.5) 40(2.1) 60 (2.1) 21(L.7) 3(0.7)
Idaho ¥ | 46(3.6) 54 (3.6) 17(2.2) 2(0.7) 22(1.6) 78 (1.6) 32(2.2) 4(0.8)
Illinois 53(3.9) 473.9) 12(2.2) 1(0.4) 23(1.9) 77(1.9) 34(1.9) 5(1.1)
Indiana 42 (4.5) 58 (4.5) 13(1.8) 1 (7%%%) 19(1.7) 81(1.7) 36 (1.9) 6(0.8)
Kansas * | 42(3.7) 58 (3.7) 17(2.7) 1(0.9) 16 (2.0) 84(2.0) 41(2.1) 5(0.9)
Kentucky 55(2.3) 45(2.3) 8(L1) 1(0.3) 25(1.8) 75(1.8) 29(2.1) 4(0.8)
Louisiana 68 (2.3) 32(23) 4(0.8) A (0.2 31(2.5) 69 (2.5) 22(2.8) 2(0.8)
Maine T | 35(3.1) 65(3.1) 20(2.7) 2(0.7) 20(1.8) 80(1.8) 36 (1.7) 7(1.0)
Maryland 61(2.9) 39(2.9) 7(1.4) A(03) 24.(1.5) 76 (1.5) 37(1.8) 9(0.8)
Massachusetts 48 (3.8) 52(3.8) 11(2.3) 1(0.6) 18(1.4) 82(1.4) 38(L.5) 7(0.8)
Michigan 55(2.8) 45(2.8) 9(L.9) 1(¥**%) 21(1.8) 79(1.8) 35(2.1) 6(0.9)
Minnesota © | 35(4.2) 65 (4.2) 27(3.3) 4(1.6) 16 (2.0) 84(2.0) 42 (1.6) 7(1.0)
Mississippi 74 (2.4) 26 (2.4) 3(0.6) A (FFF) 43(2.2) 57(2.2) 14(1.4) 2(0.6)
Missouri 54(3.2) 46 (3.2) 9(1.8) 1(0.5) 26 (1.9) 74(1.9) 26(1.6) 3(0.4)
Montana * | 32(3.6) 68 (3.6) 25(3.0) 2(0.8) 16 (1.7) 84(1.7) 43 (1.7) 7(1.0)
Nebraska 47(2.8) 53(2.8) 15(2.3) 2(1.0) 18 (1.6) 82(1.6) 36 (1.9) 5(1.0)
Nevada 65 (2.6) 35(2.6) 6(1.3) A () 34 (1.4) 66 (1.4) 24(1.0) 3(0.5)
New Mexico 62(2.2) 38(2.2) 6(1.1) A () 36 (2.9) 64 (2.9) 21(1.8) 2(0.7)
New York 50 (4.8) 50 (4.8) 12 (2.4) 1(0.6) 19(2.8) 81(2.8) 34.(2.4) 5(1.2)
North Carolina 51(2.7) 49(2.7) 13(1.7) 1(0.5 20 (1.5) 80(1.5) 38(1.6) 8(1.1)
North Dakota 36(3.3) 64 (3.3) 21(2.8) 2(1.0) 18(1.9) 82(1.9) 35(L.9) 5(0.7)
Ohio 50 (4.5) 50 (4.5) 10(2.1) 1(0.4) 17(1.7) 83 (L.7) 36 (1.8) 6(1.1)
Oklahoma 51(2.8) 49(2.8) 8(1.5) A () 26 (1.8) 74(1.8) 26(1.6) 3(0.6)
Oregon * 49 (3.7) 51(3.7) 16 (2.6) 2(1.2) 22(1.8) 78(1.8) 37 (2.5) 7(1.0)
Rhode Island 61(2.0) 39(2.0) 7(1.3) 1(0.5) 25(1.2) 75(1.2) 31(13) 5(0.8)
South Carolina 64 (2.3) 36(2.3) 6(1.1) 1(03) 30(2.0) 70(2.0) 27(1.7) 4(0.6)
Tennessee 67(2.9) 33(2.9) 7(1.2) A () 36(2.2) 64(2.2) 23(1.9) 4(0.6)
Texas 47(2.9) 53(2.9) 11(1.6) A(03) 21(2.5) 79(2.5) 34(2.0) 4(0.8)
Utah 49(2.9) 51(2.9) 15(1.8) 1(0.7) 26 (1.3) 74(1.3) 29(1.3) 3(0.6)
Vermont | 42(3.2) 58(3.2) 14(2.1) 2(0.9) 20(1.8) 80(1.8) 38(L.7) 7(0.7)
Virginia 54 (3.1) 46 (3.1) 8(1.6) 1(0.4) 26(1.9) 74 (1.9) 31(1.6) 6(1.0)
West Virginia 52 (1.8) 48 (1.8) 8(1.2) A (FFFF) 30(L.7) 70(L.7) 25(1.4) 4(0.6)
Wyoming 44(2.2) 56 (2.2) 15(1.5) 1(0.7) 25(1.6) 75(L.6) 28(1.4) 4(0.7)
Other Jurisdictions
American Samoa 93(2.0) 7(2.0) 1(0.5) A (FFF¥) (*%%) (*%) (%) (%)
District of Columbia 84(1.8) 16(1.8) 2(0.4) A (%) 53 (4.5) 47 (4.5) 18(2.6) 4(1.8)
DDESS 41 (4.1) 59 (4.1) 16 (3.7) 2(1.7) 29(4.3) 71(4.3) 31(3.3) 8(2.2)
DoDDS 38 (4.1) 62 (4.1) 18(3.3) 2(0.9) 27(1.9) 73(1.9) 27(2.1) 5(1.2)
Guam 88(2.3) 12(2.3) 1(0.8) A () 73(1.8) 27(1.8) 5(1.0) 1(03)

APPENDIX B .

See footnotes at end of table. p>
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Table B.53: State Achievement Level Results by Free/Reduced-Price Lunch, Grade 8 (continued)

State percentages of students at or above mathematics achievement levels by eligibility for
free/reduced-price lunch program for grade 8 public schools: 2000

Not available
Below  Ator Above At or Above

Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

Nation 37(2.7) 63 (2.7) 26 (2.3) 4(1.0)
Alabama 40(7.5) ! 60(7.5) ! 21891 4!
Arizona * 31(43)! 69(4.3) ! 24(4.4) ! 4(17)!
Arkansas 41(6.7) ! 59(6.7) ! 200031 2() !
California * 36 (5.0) ! 64 (5.0) ! 26 (5.6) ! 5(2.4)!
Connecticut 36(8.4) ! 64(8.4) ! 29(5.7) ! 6(1.9)!

Georgia 45@3.7) 55(3.7) 17 (2.5) 2(0.5)

Hawaii 38 (4.6) 62 (4.6) 22(3.6) 3(1.2)

Idaho * 23(3.7) 773.7) 29 (4.5) 3(2.0)
Illinois 30(6.0) ! 70(6.0) ! 25(6.4) ! 3(2.3)!
Indiana 29(5.9)! 71(6.9) ! 26(7.5) ! 427!
Kansas 22(6.1)! 78(6.1) ! 36(6.1) ! 4(1.9!

Kentucky (%) (%) (%) (%%%)
Louisiana 52(5.5) ! 48 (5.5) ! 1027 ! 1(0.4)!
Maine ¥ 22(42)! 78(4.2) ! 3137 ! 7(24)!
Maryland 43(6.3) ! 57(6.3) ! 25(5.4) ! 5(2.5) !
Massachusetts 22(1.0) ! 78(1.0) ! 35(7.0) ! 6(2.6) !
Michigan 40(9.7) ! 60(9.7) ! 27(1.1) ! 4(2.4)!
Minnesota 20(78) ! 80(7.8) ! 50(10.0) ! 9(4.3) !
Mississippi 57 (4.4) ! 43(4.4) ! 9(1.8) ! 1 (%) 1
Missouri 30(8.5) ! 70(8.5) ! 26(6.2) ! 4(1.3) !

Montana 19(4.9 81(4.9) 37 (4.7) 6 (1.5)

Nebraska (%%%) (%%%) (777 (F77)

Nevada 35(5.9) 65(5.9) 25(5.3) 5(2.6)

New Mexico 52(3.1) 48(3.1) 15(2.0) 2(0.6)
New York ¥ 28(6.2) 72(6.2) 32(5.4) 521!
North Carolina 39(5.0) ! 61(5.0) ! 21(5.4) ! 3!

North Dakota 23(2.9) 77(2.9) 31(3.2) 4(1.5)
Ohio 36(7.3) ! 64(7.3) ! 24(6.9) ! 3(L3) !
Oklahoma 29(5.6) ! 71(5.6) ! 21(6.3) ! 2(14) !
Oregon 23(4.2) ! 772! 35(4.4) ! 721!

Rhode Island 40(5.9) 60 (5.9) 18(5.0) 2(0.9)

South Carolina (*%%%) (%) (%) (%%%)

Tennessee 49(5.7) ! 51(57) ! 12011 1%
Texas 30(7.9) ! 70(7.9) ! 26 (5.5) ! 2(L.0) !

Utah 38(7.4) 62 (7.4) 24.(5.7) 5(L7)
Vermont ¥ 25(12) ! 75(7.2) ! 32(6.0) ! 6(2.1)!
Virginia 34(9.8) ! 66 (9.8) ! 27(1.6) ! 5(2.8) !
West Virginia 33(4.3) ! 67 (4.3) ! 22 (4.0) ! 4(22)!
Wyoming 33(10.9) ! 67(10.9) ! 21(6.4) ! 4(28)!

Other Jurisdictions

American Samoa (*%%) (%) (%) (%%%)

District of Columbia 79 (3.0) 21(3.0) 5(L1) 1(0.5)

DDESS 31(4.9) 69 (4.9) 32(5.7) 8 (4.5)

DoDDS 29(2.5) 71(2.5) 29(2.2) 5(1.2)

Guam (%%%) (*7%%) (7775 (F77)

APPENDIX B .
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Standard errors of the estimated percentages appear in parentheses.

! The nature of the sample does not allow accurate determination of the
variability of the statistic.

(****) Standard error estimates cannot be accurately determined.
wrwk (x55%) Sample size is insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

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

A Percentage is between 0.0 and 0.5.

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), 2000 Mathematics Assessment.



Table B.54: State Percentages of Students by Free/Reduced-Price Lunch, Grade 4

State percentages of students by eligibility for free/reduced-price lunch program for grade 4

public schools: 1996-2000

Eligible Not eligible Info not availahle

1996 2000 1996 2000 1996 2000

Nation | 34(1.6) 35(L1) 52(2.5) 52(2.4) 133.0) 13(2.4)
Alabama | 49(2.1) 51(2.3) 48(2.2) 44(2.4) 3(L5) 6(2.0)
Arizona | 36 (2.8) 40 (2.5) 44(4.2) 49(3.0) 20 (4.8) 113.0)
Arkansas | 45(2.1) 51(2.0) 52(2.2) 47(2.1) 3(L.9) 2(1.4)
California | 44 (2.8) 49(3.4) 40(3.1) 40(3.3) 16(3.7) 12(3.3)
Connecticut | 25 (1.4) 24(2.1) 72(2.2) 67 (2.6) 3(1.8) 9(2.3)
Georgia | 44(2.2) 42(2.1) 49(2.6) 45(2.8) 7(2.6) 13(3.3)
Hawaii | 40(1.9) 46(2.1) 57(2.0) 49(2.0) 3(L5) 5(2.0)

Idaho — 41(17) — 52(3.0) — 7(2.9)

Illinois T — 373.1) — 52(3.9) — 12(3.9)
Indiana T | 29(1.9) 25(2.1) 69(2.2) 65(2.9) 12) 103.1)

lowa | 31(22) 26 (1.6) 64 (2.5) 69(2.1) 5(2.1) 5(1.9)

Kansas ' — 34 (2.5) — 62(2.7) — 4(2.0)
Kentucky | 47(2.1) 47(1.9) 51(2.2) 48(2.3) 3(1.4) 5(2.2)
Lovisiana | 58 (2.4) 53(3.1) 32(2.4) 32(2.4) 10(3.0) 14(3.5)
Maine ¥ | 32(1.7) 31(13) 62 (2.5) 64 (1.8) 6(2.4) 5(1.5)
Maryland | 32(L.9) 32(2.1) 64 (2.3) 58 (2.5) 4(13) 10(2.7)
Massachusetts | 24 (2.4) 26(2.2) 66 (3.2) 67 (2.5) 11(2.6) 7(2.4)
Michigan * | 31(2.1) 27 (2.4) 62(2.9) 68 (2.5) 7(2.9) 4(2.0)
Minnesota | 22 (1.9) 27(2.1) 65 (2.4) 68(3.0) 133.1) 6(2.5)
Mississippi | 64 (2.2) 58 (2.1) 35(2.0) 32(1.9) 1 () 10(2.9)
Missouri | 36(2.0) 34(19) 63(2.1) 62 (2.5) 1(0.6) 5(2.1)
Montana | 35 (2.0) 313.1) 60 (2.5) 53 (4.2) 5(1.8) 16(3.9)
Nebraska | 33(1.7) 34(2.8) 57 (2.5) 61(3.5) 10(2.5) 6(2.5)
Nevada | 15(2.3) 34(2.1) 28(3.6) 60 (2.4) 57 (4.8) 6(2.0)

New Mexico | 50 (3.0) 54(3.1) 37(2.7) 34(2.8) 13(2.7) 12(3.4)
New York * | 44 (2.0) 49 (2.6) 49(3.0) 48(3.0) 7(2.6) 4(19)
North Carolina | 34 (1.5) 40(2.2) 58(2.2) 55 (2.5) 8(2.2) 5(L.1)
North Dakota | 24 (1.3) 24 (17 65 (2.4) 58 (2.4) 11(2.4) 18(2.6)
Ohio — 34(2.4) — 57 (2.8) — 9(2.8)
Oklahoma — 49(2.5) — 45 (2.6) — 5(2.0)
Oregon | 31(2.6) 35(3.0) 60 (3.1) 58 (3.0) 9(2.9) 8(2.8)

Rhode Island | 34 (2.3) 35(L.9) 65 (2.4) 60 (2.1) 1 (%) 4(1.8)
South Carolina | 52 (1.7) 50 (2.1) 48(1.7) 46(2.1) A (0.1 4(2.4)
Tennessee | 36 (2.6) 41(2.0) 59(2.1) 57(2.1) 5(2.2) 2(1.4)
Texas | 43(3.1) 43(2.9) 52(3.0) 48(3.2) 6(2.3) 9(2.6)

Utah | 27(2.0) 31(2.0) 60 (2.4) 64 (2.5) 13(2.8) 6(2.2)

Vermont T | 26 (1.6) 26(1.9) 65(2.3) 66 (2.5) 9(2.1) 8(2.4)
Virginia | 31(L.8) 30(2.2) 65 (2.4) 61(2.9) 4(17) 10(2.9)

West Virginia | 46 (1.7) 47 (2.1) 49(1.9) 49(2.2) 5(2.2) 5(1.9)
Wyoming | 33(L5) 32(2.1) 64 (2.0) 60 (3.0) 3(1.4) 8(2.6)

Other Jurisdictions

American Samoa — 100 (**+%) — 0 (%) — 0 (%)
District of Columbia | 74 (0.6) 71(1.3) 21(0.5) 11(0.6) 5(0.3) 18 (1.5)
DDESS | 35(0.9) 38(1.4) 38(0.9) 49(13) 27(0.4) 13(0.8)

DoDDS | 12(0.9) 20(0.8) 36 (1.6) 49(1.2) 52(2.1) 30(L.1)

Guam | 35(L4) 56 (1.9) 59 (1.4) 39(2.4) 6(0.3) 5(2.6)

Virgin Islands — 100 (**+%) — 0 (%) — 0 (¥**%)

APPENDIX B . MATHEMATICS REPORT CARD

Standard errors of the estimated
percentages appear in parentheses.

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

(****) Standard error estimates
cannot be accurately determined.

— Indicates that the jurisdiction did
not participate.

A Percentage is between 0.0 and 0.5.
NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100
due to rounding.

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), 1996 and
2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Table B.55: State Percentages of Students by Free/Reduced-Price Lunch, Grade 8

State percentages of students by eligibility for free/reduced-price lunch program for grade 8

public schools: 1996-2000

Eligible Not eligible Info not availahle

1996 2000 1996 2000 1996 2000

Nation 30(1.5) 28 (1.0) 56 (2.6) 55(1.8) 14(3.1) 16(2.1)
Alabama 39(2.4) 39(2.3) 59(2.9) 52(2.9) 2(0.8) 9(2.8)
Arizona T 27(2.4) 31(2.9) 50(3.4) 54 (3.9) 23(3.9) 15(3.4)
Arkansas 32(1.9) 38(1.9) 60 (2.7) 55(2.0) 7(3.2) 7(2.0)
California t 36 (2.5) 35(3.2) 47(3.5) 49 (4.3) 17(3.2) 16 (4.2)
Connecticut 21(2.2) 19(2.7) 74(2.4) 68 (2.7) 5(17) 13(2.8)
Georgia 32(2.2) 29(2.1) 54 (3.2) 49 (2.8) 14 (3.5) 22 (3.6)
Hawaii 30(1.3) 38(1.3) 65(1.3) 52(1.2) 5(0.4) 10(0.8)

Idaho t — 29(1.2) — 62 (1.5) — 9(L.5)
Illinois + — 30(2.6) — 65 (3.0) — 5(1.6)
Indiana t 23 (L.5) 18(2.0) 77(L7) 71(3.9) 1(0.6) 11(3.3)
Kansas t — 24 (1.6) — 64 (3.9) — 11(4.1)
Kentucky 34(1.7) 40 (2.1) 58 (2.0) 58 (2.1) 8(2.4) 1 (%)
Louisiana 48 (2.6) 50(2.8) 44(2.3) 37(2.5) 8(2.5) 14(3.3)
Maine t 22(1.2) 23 (1.6) 73 (2.0) 71(2.0) 6(2.1) 6(1.9)
Maryland 25(1.6) 22(1.7) 70(2.2) 63 (3.4) 5(2.1) 15(3.9)
Massachusetts 18(1.3) 20 (1.7) 75(23) 74.(2.4) 7(2.3) 6(L7)
Michigan T 20(1.9) 21(1.7) 66 (2.8) 68 (3.1) 14(3.2) 11(3.1)
Minnesota T 20 (1.4) 21(2.0) 65(3.7) 723.1) 15(4.1) 7(3.2)
Mississippi 53 (L.7) 46 (2.5) 42(2.0) 43(2.2) 5(22) 12 (3.0)
Missouri 26 (1.3) 27 (1.6) 66 (2.5) 65(2.5) 8(3.0) 8(2.5)
Montana T 25(L.9) 25(1.8) 59(2.1) 55(24) 16 (1.9) 20(2.8)
Nebraska 27 (1.0) 28 (1.6) 69(1.2) 69 (2.6) 5(0.9) 3(L7)
Nevada — 26 (0.9) — 71(0.9) — 3(0.3)

New Mexico 42(1.7) 40(2.1) 43(2.0) 35(2.3) 15(1.8) 25(2.9)
New York + 37(2.5) 342.7) 54 (2.8) 42 (4.4) 9(2.7) 23 (4.6)
North Carolina 31(L.9) 28 (1.5) 62 (2.4) 66 (1.9) 7(2.2) 6(1.8)
North Dakota 24(1.3) 23(13) 67 (1.5) 62 (L.7) 9(1.6) 15(L.7)
Ohio — 16 (1.5) — 74(2.9) — 10(3.0)
Oklahoma — 39(2.2) — 53(23) — 8(2.1)
Oregon T 22(1.7) 24(1.9) 62 (2.3) 60(3.2) 16 (2.7) 16 (3.8)
Rhode Island 26 (0.8) 28 (1.0) 70(0.8) 66 (1.1) 4(0.3) 5(0.5)
South Carolina 44(1.9) 42(1.9) 55(1.8) 55(L.7) 1 (***%) 2(1.4)
Tennessee 27 (2.0) 33(1.8) 64 (2.7) 63 (1.9) 8(2.8) 4(11)
Texas 37(2.2) 41(2.1) 57 (2.7) 53 (2.4) 6(1.3) 6(2.2)

Utah 20(1.3) 22(1.3) 70(19) 67(1.8) 10(1.7) 10(2.0)

Vermont + 19(1.2) 19(1.4) 73(L7) 71(2.2) 8(L9) 9(2.3)
Virginia 23(1.9) 21(1.4) 67 (3.0) 71(2.4) 10(3.1) 8(2.6)

West Virginia 36 (1.3) 38(2.1) 61(1.7) 56 (2.2) 4(1.7) 7(2.0)
Wyoming 21(0.8) 24(1.1) 73(0.8) 72 (1.4) 6(0.6) 4(12)

Other Jurisdictions

American Samoa — 96 (2.2) — 0 (¥**%) — 4(22)
District Of Columbia 55(L.1) 60(1.2) 30(1.0) 21(L.1) 15(0.6) 19(0.6)
DDESS 29(1.8) 31(2.0) 40(1.8) 48 (1.8) 31(L.5) 21(0.8)

DoDDS 8(0.5) 15(0.8) 47(1.0) 51(L.1) 44(1.0) 34(0.8)

Guam 17(1.3) 19(1.3) 82(L.4) 75(1.6) 1(0.3) 6(0.7)

APPENDIX B .

MATHEMATICS REPORT CARD

Standard errors of the estimated
percentages appear in parentheses.

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

(****) Standard error estimates
cannot be accurately determined.

— Indicates that the jurisdiction did
not participate.

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100
due to rounding.

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), 1996
and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.



Tahle B.56: Data for Table 4.1 Comparison of Two Sets of National Scale Score Results

National average mathematics scale scores by type of results, grades 4, 8, and 12: 19962000

Accommodation not permitted Accommodation permitted

Grade 4

1996 224.(0.9) * 224(0.8) *

2000 228 (0.9) 226 (0.7)
Grade 8

1996 272 (1.1) * 271(0.9) *

2000 275(0.8) 274(0.7)
Grade 12

1996 304 (1.0) * 302 (1.0)

2000 301(0.9) 300(1.0)

Standard errors of the estimated scale scores appear in parentheses.

* Significantly different from 2000.

T Significantly different from the sample where accommodations were not permitted.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1996 and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Table B.57: Data for Table 4.2 Comparison of Two Sets of National Achievement Level Results

APPENDIX B

Percentage of students within each mathematics achievement level range and at or above
achievement levels by type of results, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1996-2000

At or above
At Proficient At Advanced Proficient

Grade 4
1996: Accommodations were
not permitted 19(0.8) * 2(0.3) 64 (1.2) * 21(0.9) *
permitted 19(0.8) * 2(0.3) 64 (1.1) 21(1.0) *
2000: Accommodations were
not permitted 23(0.9) 3(0.3) 69 (1.1) 26 (1.1)
permitted 22 (0.8) 3(0.3) 67 (1.1) 25(0.9)
Grade 8
1996: Accommodations were
not permitted 20(0.8) * 4(0.5) 62 (1.1) * 24 (1.1) *
permitted 20(0.8) * 4(0.5) 61(1.0) * 23(0.9) *
2000: Accommodations were
not permitted 22(0.7) 5(0.5) 66 (0.8) 27(0.9)
permitted 22 (0.6) 5(0.4) 65 (0.8) 27 (0.8)
Grade 12
1996: Accommodations were
not permitted 14(0.9) 2(0.3) 69 (1.3) * 16 (1.1)
permitted 14(0.7) 2(0.3) 66 (1.1) * 16 (0.9)
2000: Accommodations were
not permitted 14 (0.8) 2(0.3) 65 (1.1) 17(0.9)
permitted 14(0.7) 2(0.4) 64 (1.1) 16 (0.9)

Standard errors of the estimated percentages appear in parentheses.

* Significantly different from 2000.

T Significantly different from the sample where accommodations were not permitted.

NOTE: Percentages within each mathematics achievement level range 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), 1996 and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Tahle B.58: Comparison of Two Sets of National Scale Score Results by Gender

National average mathematics scale scores by gender and type of results, grades 4, 8, and 12:
1996-2000

Male Female
Not permitted Permitted Not Permitted Permitted

Grade 4

1996 226 (1.1) * 225(0.9) * 222 (1.0) * 224 (1.0)

2000 229 (1.0) 228 (0.8) 226 (0.9) 225(0.8)
Grade 8

1996 272 (1.4) * 272 (1.0) * 272 (1.1) 270(1.0) *

2000 277 (0.9) 275(0.8) 1 274(0.9) 273(0.8)
Grade 12

1996 305 (1.1) 303 (1.2) 303 (1.1) * 300(1.2)

2000 303 (1.1) 302 (1.2) 299 (0.9) 299 (1.0)

Standard errors of the estimated scale scores appear in parentheses.

* Significantly different from 2000.

T Significantly different from the sample where accommodations were not permitted.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1996 and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Table B.59: Comparison of Two Sets of National Achievement Level Results by Gender

APPENDIX B

Percentage of students within each mathematics achievement level range and at or above
achievement levels by gender and type of results, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1996-2000

At or above
At Proficient At Advanced Proficient

Grade 4
Male
1996: Accommodations were
not permitted 21(1.0) * 3(0.4) 65 (1.6) * 24 (1.1) *
permitted 20(1.0) * 3(0.6) 64 (1.1) 22(1.2) *
2000: Accommodations were
not permitted 25(1.0) 3(0.4) 70 (1.1) 28 (1.2)
permitted 23 (1.0) 4(0.4) 68 (1.2) 27 (1.1)
Female
1996: Accommodations were
not permitted 17(1.0) * 1(0.3) 63 (1.6) * 19(1.1) *
permitted 19 (1.3) 2(0.3) 64 (1.3) 20 (1.3)
2000: Accommodations were
not permitted 22 (1.1) 2(0.3) 68 (1.2) 24 (1.2)
permitted 20 (1.0) 2(0.3) 65 (1.4) 22 (1.1)
Grade 8
Male
1996: Accommodations were
not permitted 20(1.2) 4(0.7) 62 (1.7) * 25(1.5) *
permitted 20 (1.0) 4(0.7) 62 (1.2) * 25(1.2) *
2000: Accommodations were
not permitted 24.(0.8) 6 (0.6) 67 (0.9) 29 (1.1)
permitted 23(0.8) 6(0.5) 65 (1.0) 28 (1.0)
Female
1996: Accommodations were
not permitted 19 (1.0) 3(0.6) 63 (1.3) 23 (1.2)
permitted 19(0.9) 3(0.6) 61(1.2) * 22(1.1) *
2000: Accommodations were
not permitted 21(0.8) 4(0.5) 65 (1.0) 25 (1.0)
permitted 21(0.8) 4(0.5) 64 (1.0) 25(0.9)
Grade 12
Male
1996: Accommodations were
not permitted 16 (1.2) 3(0.4) 70 (1.4) * 18(1.3)
permitted 15(0.9) 3(0.5) 67 (1.4) 18 (1.0)
2000: Accommodations were
not permitted 17 (0.8) 3(0.5) 66 (1.3) 20 (1.0)
permitted 16 (0.9) 3(0.5) 65 (1.3) 19(1.1)
Female
1996: Accommodations were
not permitted 13(1.1) 1(0.3) 69 (1.5) * 14(1.2)
permitted 13 (1.1) 1(0.3) 65(1.4) 14 (1.1)
2000: Accommodations were
not permitted 13(1.1) 1(0.3) 64 (1.2) 14 (1.1)
permitted 12 (0.9) 1(0.4) 63 (1.4) 14 (1.0)

Standard errors of the estimated percentages appear in parentheses.

* Significantly different from 2000.

T Significantly different from the sample where accommodations were not permitted.

NOTE: Percentages within each mathematics achievement level range 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), 1996 and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Tahle B.60: Comparison of Two Sets of National Scale Score Results by Race/Ethnicity

National average mathematics scale scores by race/ethnicity and type of results, grades 4, 8, and 12:
1996-2000

Asian American
White Black Hispanic Pacific Islander Indian
Not Not Not Not Not
permitted Permitted  permitted Permitted permitted Permitted  permitted Permitted  permitted Permitted
Grade 4
1996 232(0.9) 233(0.9) 200 (2.3) 198 (1.4) *  206(2.1) 207 (1.6) ~232(41) 236(41) 216(23) 213(3.9)
2000 236 (1.0)  235(0.8) 205 (1.6) 204 (1.2) 212 (1.5) 209 (1.4) — — 216 (2.1) 218 (23)
Grade 8
1996 282 (1.2) * 281 (1.0) * 243 (2.0) 239(1.7) * 251 (2.0) 250 (1.5 — — 264 (3.0) ! 262 (4.4)
2000 286 (0.8) 284 (0.8) 247 (1.4) 245(1.2) 253 (15) 252 (12) 289(34) 289(3.1)  255(83)! 256(4.7)
Grade 12
1996 311 (1.0) 309 (1.2) 280 (2.2) 276 (1.6) 287 (1.8) 284 (1.8) 319(4.8) 310(2.3) 279 (8.9) | wwex(rewn)
2000 308 (1.0) 307 (1.1) 274 (1.9) 273 (2.0) 283 (2.1)  281(1.9) 319(28 317(33) 293 (44) 292 (3.9)

Standard errors of the estimated scale scores appear in parentheses.

* Significantly different from 2000.

! The nature of the sample does not allow accurate determination of the variability of the statistic.

*Rkx (kx%%) Sample size is insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

— Special analyses raised concerns about the accuracy and precision of national grade 8 Asian/Pacific Islander results in 1996, and grade 4 Asian/Pacific
Islander results in 2000. As a result, they are omitted from the body of this report. See appendix A for a more detailed discussion.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1996 and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Table B.61: Comparison of Two Sets of National Achievement Level Results by Race/Ethnicity

Percentage of students within each mathematics achievement level range and at or above
achievement levels by race/ethnicity and type of results, grades 4, 8, and 12: 19962000

At or above
At Proficient At Advanced Proficient

Grade 4
White
1996: Accommodations were
not permitted 25(1.1) * 3(0.4) 76 (1.4) 28(1.2) *
permitted 25(1.2) 3(0.5) 77 (1.2) 28 (1.3)
2000: Accommodations were
not permitted 30(1.2) 3(0.4) 80 (1.1) 34 (1.4)
permitted 29 (1.1) 3(0.4) 78 (1.3) 32(1.2)
Black
1996: Accommodations were
not permitted 5(1.4) A (0.) 32(3.2) 5(1.4)
permitted 3(0.6) A () 27 (2.0) * 3(0.6)
2000: Accommodations were
not permitted 5(0.9) A (FFF%) 39(2.5) 5(0.9)
permitted 4(0.9) A (FFF%) 37(2.2) 4(0.8)
Hispanic
1996: Accommodations were
not permitted 7(0.9) A (FFF%) 41(2.4) 8(1.0)
permitted 7(1.1) A () 40 (2.2) 7(1.1)
2000: Accommodations were
not permitted 10 (1.3) 1(0.2) 48(2.1) 10 (1.3)
permitted 8 (1.0) A(0.2) 45(2.2) 9(L.1)
Asian/Pacific Islander
1996: Accommodations were
not permitted 21 (4.1) 5(2.4) 73 (5.0) 26 (5.3)
permitted 27 (4.4) 7(3.2) 75(5.2) 33(5.9)
2000: Accommodations were
not permitted — — — —
permitted — — — —
American Indian
1996: Accommodations were
not permitted 1(2.7) 1 (¥**%) 52 (5.7) 8(2.5)
permitted 11 (4.9) A () 51(7.1) 11 (5.0)
2000: Accommodations were
not permitted 13(2.7) 1 (¥**%) 53(5.8) 14 (2.9)
permitted 14 (3.3) 1 (¥*%%) 57 (4.0) 16 (3.3)

See footnotes at end of table. p
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Table B.61: Comparison of Two Sets of National Achievement Level Results by Race/Ethnicity (continued)

Percentage of students within each mathematics achievement level range and at or above
achievement levels by race/ethnicity and type of results, grades 4, 8, and 12: 19962000

At or above
At Proficient At Advanced Proficient

Grade 8
White
1996: Accommodations were
not permitted 25(1.0) 5(0.7) 74 (1.3) 31 (1.4)
permitted 25(1.1) 5(0.6) 73 (1.3) 30(1.2) *
2000: Accommodations were
not permitted 28 (1.0) 7(0.6) 77(0.9) 35(1.2)
permitted 28(0.9) 6 (0.5) 76 (0.9) 34 (1.0)
Black
1996: Accommodations were
not permitted 4(0.9) A (FF¥%) 28(2.8) 4(0.9)
permitted 3(0.7) A (FF*) 25(1.8) * 3(0.7)
2000: Accommodations were
not permitted 5(0.6) A(0.2) 32 (1.8) 6 (0.6)
permitted 5(0.6) A (0.) 31(1.5) 5(0.6)
Hispanic
1996: Accommodations were
not permitted 8(1.4) 1(0.6) 39(2.5) 9(1.6)
permitted 7(1.2) 1(0.4) 38(1.9) 8(L.1)
2000: Accommodations were
not permitted 9(0.8) 1(0.3) 41(1.9) 10(0.9)
permitted 8(0.7) 1(0.2) 41(1.6) 9(0.7)
Asian/Pacific Islander
1996: Accommodations were
not permitted — — — —
permitted — — — —
2000: Accommodations were
not permitted 29 (2.8) 12 (2.6) 76 (3.5) 41(3.7)
permitted 29 (2.4) 11(2.5) 76 (2.5) 40 (3.8)

American Indian
1996: Accommodations were

not permitted 11(5.9) I 2(****) 51(6.2) ! 13(5.0) !
permitted 12 (4.8) 2 (F**%) 53 (7.0) 14(5.1)
2000: Accommodations were
not permitted 8(3.8) | A (F**F) 42 (9.6) ! 9(3.9) !
permitted 8(4.7) A (FFFF) 44 (7.1) 8(4.7)

See footnotes at end of table. p
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APPENDIX B

Table B.61: Comparison of Two Sets of National Achievement Level Results by Race/Ethnicity (continued)

Percentage of students within each mathematics achievement level range and at or above
achievement levels by race/ethnicity and type of results, grades 4, 8, and 12: 19962000

At or above
At Proficient At Advanced Proficient

Grade 12
White
1996: Accommodations were
not permitted 17 (1.1) 2(0.4) 79 (1.3) 20 (1.3)
permitted 17 (0.9) 3(0.4) 76 (1.3) f 20 (1.1)
2000: Accommodations were
not permitted 18 (1.1) 3(0.4) 74 (1.2) 20 (1.2)
permitted 17 (0.9) 3(0.5) 73 (1.3) 20 (1.1)
Black
1996: Accommodations were
not permitted 4(1.0) A (0.) 38(3.3) 4(1.0)
permitted 3(0.7) A (FFFF) 34 (2.4) 3(0.7)
2000: Accommodations were
not permitted 2 (0.6) A (FFF%) 31(2.6) 3(0.6)
permitted 2(0.6) A (FF*) 30 (2.5) 2(0.6)
Hispanic
1996: Accommodations were
not permitted 6(1.1) A (FFF%) 50 (3.6) 6(1.1)
permitted 6(1.1) A (FFFF) 44 (2.7) 6 (1.0)
2000: Accommodations were
not permitted 4(0.8) A (0.) 44 (3.1) 4(0.7)
permitted 4(0.9) A (0.) 43 (2.6) 4(0.9)
Asian/Pacific Islander
1996: Accommodations were
not permitted 26 (4.9) 7(2.8) 81 (4.3) 33 (6.3)
permitted 18 (2.9) 5(1.6) 74 (2.6) 23 (3.0)
2000: Accommodations were
not permitted 28(3.2) 7(2.5) 80 (2.6) 34 (3.8)
permitted 25(3.5) 7(3.5) 78 (2.9) 32 (4.7)
American Indian
1996: Accommodations were
not permitted 3 (F***) A (FFF%) 34 (16.0) ! 3 (FxFF)
pefmltted Kkhkk (****) *kkk (****) *kkk (****) *kkk (****)
2000: Accommodations were
not permitted 10 (4.8) A (FFFF) 57(5.7) 10 (4.8)
permitted 9(3.5) A (FFFF) 54 (6.0) 9(3.4)

Standard errors of the estimated percentages appear in parentheses.

* Significantly different from 2000.

T Significantly different from the sample where accommodations were not permitted.

— Special analyses raised concerns about the accuracy and precision of national grade 8 Asian/Pacific Islander results in 1996, and grade 4 Asian/Pacific
Islander results in 2000. As a result, they are omitted from the body of this report. See appendix A for a more detailed discussion.

! The nature of the sample does not allow accurate determination of the variability of the statistic.

(****) Standard error estimates cannot be accurately determined.

xxkk (kkx%) Sample size is insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

A Percentage is between 0.0 and 0.5.

NOTE: Percentages within each mathematics achievement level range 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), 1996 and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Tahle B.62: Data for Table 4.3 Comparison of Two Sets of State Scale Score Results, Grade 4

State average mathematics scale scores by type of results for grade 4 public schools: 2000

Accommodations Accommodations

not permitted permitted
Nation 226 (1.0) 225(0.8)
Alabama 218 (1.4) 217 (1.2)
Arizona 219 (1.4) 219 (1.3)
Arkansas 217 (1.1) 216 (1.1)
California 214 (1.8) 213 (1.6)
Connecticut 234 (1.2) 234 (1.1)
Georgia 220 (1.1) 219 (1.1)
Hawaii 216 (1.1) 216 (1.0)

Idaho * 227(1.2) 224 (1.4) *
[llinois 225(1.9) 223 (1.9)
Indiana 234 (1.1) 233 (1.1)
lowa 233 (1.3) 231(1.2)
Kansas 232 (1.5) 232 (1.6)
Kentucky 221(1.2) 219 (1.4)
Louisiana 218 (1.4) 218 (1.4)
Maine * 231 (0.9) 230 (1.0)
Maryland 222 (1.3) 222 (1.2)
Massachusetts 235(1.1) 233(1.2)

Michigan * 231 (1.4) 229 (1.6) *
Minnesota 235(1.3) 234 (1.3)
Mississippi 211 (1.1) 211 (1.1)
Missouri 229 (1.2) 228 (1.2)
Montana * 230 (1.8) 228 (1.7)
Nebraska 226 (1.7) 225(1.8)
Nevada 220(1.2) 220 (1.0)
New Mexico 214 (1.5) 213 (1.5)
New York 227 (1.3) 225 (1.4)

North Carolina 232 (1.0) 230 (1.1) *
North Dakota 231(0.9) 230(1.2)
Ohio * 231(1.3) 230 (1.5)
Oklahoma 225 (1.3) 224 (1.0)

Oregon 227 (1.6) 224 (1.8) *
Rhode Island 225(1.2) 224 (1.1)
South Carolina 220 (1.4) 220 (1.4)
Tennessee 220 (1.5) 220 (1.4)
Texas 233(1.2) 231 (1.1)
Utah 227(1.2) 227 (1.3)
Vermont 232 (1.6) 232 (1.6)
Virginia 230(1.3) 230 (1.0)
West Virginia 225(1.2) 223(1.3)
Wyoming 229 (1.3) 229 (1.1)

Other Jurisdictions

American Samoa 157 (3.9) 152 (2.5)
District of Columbia 193 (1.2) 192 (1.1)
DDESS 228 (1.2) 228 (1.4)
DoDDS 228 (0.7) 226 (0.9)
Guam 184 (2.3) 184 (1.7)
Virgin Islands 183 (2.8) 181 (1.8)

Standard errors of the estimated scale scores appear in parentheses.

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

*Significantly different from the sample where accommodations were not permitted when examining only one jurisdiction or the nation.
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), 2000 Mathematics Assessment.
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Tahle B.63: Data for Table 4.4 Comparison of Two Sets of State Scale Score Results, Grade 8

State average mathematics scale scores by type of results for grade 8 public schools: 2000

Accommodations Accommodations
not permitted permitted
Nation 274 (0.8) 273 (0.8)
Alabama 262 (1.8) 264 (1.8)
Arizona * 271 (1.5) 269 (1.8)
Arkansas 261 (1.4) 257 (1.5) *
California 262 (2.0) 260 (2.1)
Connecticut 282 (1.4) 281 (1.3)
Georgia 266 (1.3) 265 (1.2)
Hawaii 263 (1.3) 262 (1.4)
Idaho 278 (1.3) 277 (1.0)
[llinois 277 (1.6) 275 (1.7)
Indiana 283 (1.4) 281 (1.4)*
Kansas 284 (1.4) 283 (1.7)
Kentucky 272 (1.4) 270 (1.3) *
Louisiana 259 (1.5) 259 (1.5)
Maine 284 (1.2) 281 (1.1) *
Maryland 276 (1.4) 272 (1.7) *
Massachusetts 283(1.3) 279 (1.5) ¢
Michigan * 278 (1.6) 277 (1.9)
Minnesota 288 (1.4) 287 (1.4)
Mississippi 254 (1.3) 254 (1.1)
Missouri 274 (1.5) 271(1.5) ¢
Montana * 287 (1.2) 285 (1.4)
Nebraska 281 (1.1) 280 (1.2)
Nevada 268 (0.9) 265 (0.8) *
New Mexico 260 (1.7) 259 (1.3)
New York * 276 (2.1) 271 (2.2) ¢
North Carolina 280 (1.1) 276 (1.3) ¢
North Dakota 283 (1.1) 282 (1.1)
Ohio 283 (1.5) 281 (1.6) *
Oklahoma 272 (1.5) 270 (1.3)
Oregon * 281 (1.6) 280 (1.5)
Rhode Island 273 (1.1) 269 (1.3) *
South Carolina 266 (1.4) 265 (1.5)
Tennessee 263 (1.7) 262 (1.5)
Texas 275 (1.5) 273 (1.6)
Utah 275(1.2) 274 (1.2) *
Vermont 283 (1.1) 281 (1.5)
Virginia 277 (1.5) 275(1.3)
West Virginia 271(1.0) 266 (1.2) ¢
Wyoming 277 (1.2) 276 (1.0)
Other Jurisdictions
American Samoa 195 (4.5) 192 (5.5)
District of Columbia 234 (2.2) 235 (1.1)
DDESS 277 (2.3) 274 (1.8)
DoDDS 278 (1.0) 278 (1.1)
Guam 233 (2.2) 234 (2.6)

Standard errors of the estimated scale scores appear in parentheses.

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

*Significantly different from the sample where accommodations were not permitted when examining only one jurisdiction or the nation.

1 Significantly different from the sample where accommodations were not permitted when examining only one jurisdiction and when using a multiple
comparison procedure based on all jurisdictions that participated both years.

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), 2000 Mathematics Assessment.
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Tahle B.64: Data for Tahle 4.5 Comparison of Two Sets of State Proficient Level Results, Grade 4

Percentage of students at or above the Proficient level in mathematics by state and type of results for
grade 4 public schools: 2000

Accommodations Accommodations

not permitted permitted
Nation 25(1.2) 23 (1.0)
Alabama 14 (1.3) 13 (1.4)
Arizona 17 (1.6) 16 (1.4)
Arkansas 13 (1.1) 14 (1.0)

California 15 (1.4) 13(1.3) *
Connecticut 32 (1.6) 31(1.7)
Georgia 18(1.1) 17(1.1)
Hawaii 14 (1.0) 14(1.1)
Idaho 21 (1.6) 20 (1.5)
[llinois * 21(2.5) 20 (2.3)
Indiana 31(1.6) 30 (1.6)
lowa 28 (1.9) 26 (1.4)
Kansas 30 (2.1) 29 (1.9)
Kentucky 17 (1.2) 17 (1.1)
Louisiana 14 (1.4) 14 (1.3)
Maine 25(1.3) 23 (1.5)
Maryland 22 (1.4) 21(1.3)
Massachusetts 33(1.6) 31(1.5)
Michigan * 29 (1.8) 28 (2.0)
Minnesota 34 (1.8) 33(1.8)
Mississippi 9(0.9) 9(0.9)
Missouri 23 (1.6) 23 (1.4)
Montana * 25 (2.5) 24 (2.1)
Nebraska 24 (1.9) 24 (2.0)
Nevada 16 (1.1) 16 (0.8)
New Mexico 12 (1.0) 12 (1.1)
New York 22 (1.6) 21(1.8)

North Carolina 28 (1.5) 25(1.4)*
North Dakota 25(1.3) 25(1.5)
Ohio 26 (2.1) 25(2.1)
Oklahoma 16 (1.2) 16 (1.2)
Oregon * 23 (1.8) 23 (1.8)
Rhode Island 23(1.3) 22 (1.2)
South Carolina 18 (1.2) 18 (1.3)
Tennessee 18 (1.5) 18 (1.4)
Texas 27 (1.8) 25(1.8)
Utah 24 (1.3) 23 (1.4)
Vermont 29 (2.2) 29 (2.2)
Virginia 25(1.6) 24 (1.4)
West Virginia 18 (1.6) 17 (1.3)
Wyoming 25(1.5) 25(1.4)

Other Jurisdictions

American Samoa A (0.4) A (0.3)
District of Columbia 6 (0.8) 5(0.5)
DDESS 24 (1.8) 23 (1.9)
DoDDS 22 (L.1) 21 (1.5)
Guam 2(0.6) 2 (0.6)
Virgin Islands 1(0.6) 1(0.7)

Standard errors of the estimated percentages appear in parentheses.

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

*Significantly different from the sample where accommodations were not permitted when examining only one jurisdiction or the nation.
A Percentage is between 0.0 and 0.5.

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), 2000 Mathematics Assessment.
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Tahle B.65: Data for Tahle 4.6 Comparison of Two Sets of State Proficient Level Results, Grade 8

Percentage of students at or above the Proficient level in mathematics by state and type of results for
grade 8 public schools: 2000

Accommodations Accommodations

not permitted permitted
Nation 26 (1.0) 26 (0.9)
Alabama 16 (1.6) 16 (1.5)
Arizona 21 (1.6) 20 (1.5)
Arkansas 14 (1.2) 13(0.9)
California ' 18 (1.6) 17 (1.8)
Connecticut 34 (1.5) 33(1.3)
Georgia 19(1.1) 19(1.1)
Hawaii 16 (1.3) 16 (1.0)
Idaho 27 (L.7) 26 (1.3)
[llinois * 27 (1.4) 26 (1.6)
Indiana 31(1.9) 29 (1.8)
Kansas ' 34 (1.9) 34 (1.7)
Kentucky 21 (L.5) 20 (1.5)
Louisiana 12 (1.2) 11(1.1)
Maine 32 (1.4) 30 (1.5)

Maryland 29 (1.4) 27 (1.3) *
Massachusetts 32(1.3) 30(1.3)
Michigan * 28 (1.9) 28(2.1)
Minnesota 40 (1.6) 39(1.7)
Mississippi 8(0.7) 9(0.8)
Missouri 22 (1.4) 21(1.3)
Montana * 37 (1.6) 36 (1.5)
Nebraska 31 (1.6) 30 (1.6)
Nevada 20(0.9) 18 (0.9)
New Mexico 13 (1.0) 12 (0.9)
New York * 26 (1.9) 24 (1.9)

North Carolina 30(1.3) 27 (1.4) *
North Dakota 31(1.5) 30(1.3)
Ohio 31(L7) 30(1.5)
Oklahoma 19(1.2) 18 (1.1)
Oregon 32(1.9) 31(1.7)
Rhode Island 24 (1.0) 22 (1.0)
South Carolina 18 (1.2) 17 (1.2)
Tennessee 17 (1.4) 16 (1.3)
Texas 24 (1.4) 24 (1.7)
Utah 26 (1.2) 25(1.1)
Vermont 32 (1.5) 31(1.4)
Virginia 26 (1.5) 25(1.3)
West Virginia 18(0.9) 17 (1.0)
Wyoming 25(1.1) 23 (1.0)

Other Jurisdictions

American Samoa 1(0.5) 1(0.5)
District of Columbia 6 (0.8) 6 (0.6)
DDESS 27 (2.8) 24 (2.3)
DoDDS 27 (1.2) 27 (2.0)
Guam 4(0.8) 4(0.7)

Standard errors of the estimated percentages appear in parentheses.

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

*Significantly different from the sample where accommodations were not permitted when examining only one jurisdiction or the nation.
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), 2000 Mathematics Assessment.
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Table B.66: Data for Tahle 5.1 Teacher Certification

Percentage of fourth- and eighth-graders and average mathematics scale score by teachers’ reports
on area of certification: 1992-2000

Grade 4 1992 1996 2000
Elementary or middle/junior high school education (general)

Yes 97 (0.6) * 95(L.1) 95(0.7)
220(0.8) 225(1.0) 228 (1.0)
No 3(0.6) * 5(1.0) 5(0.7)
217 (3.8) ! 218 (5.4) ! 217 (2.9)
Not Offered A (FFFF) A (FFFF) A (FFFF)
*kkk (****) *kkk (****) *kkk (****)

Elementary Mathematics

Yes — 40(3.2) * 30 (2.4)
— 225 (2.0) 228 (1.7)
No — 37331 * 49 (2.4)
— 222 (1.7) 228 (1.5)
Not Offered — 23 (2.5) 21(1.8)
— 227 (2.1) 232 (1.7)
Middle/junior high school or secondary mathematics
Yes 15(2.3) 14(2.3) 11(1.2)
219(2.7) 227 (4.0) 225(2.9)
No 85(2.3) 84 (2.4) 86 (1.4)
221 (1.1) 224 (1.1) 229 (1.1)
Not Offered 1(0.4)* 2(0.7) 3(0.6)
ok (k) 234 (4.6) ! 233(3.1)
Grade 8 1992 1996 2000
Elementary or middle/junior high school education (general)
Yes 62 (2.8) 63 (3.3) 60 (2.2)
268 (1.2) 271(1.8) 275(1.1)
No 36 (2.8) 36 (3.3) 40(2.2)
272 (2.2) 276 (2.0) 280 (1.5)
Not Offered 2(0.8) 1(0.4) A(0.1)
280 (50) | *kkk (****) *kkk (****)
Elementary Mathematics
Yes — 26 (3.7) 24 (2.0)
— 274 (3.0) 277 (1.8)
No — 65 (3.7) 67 (2.2)
— 275 (1.6) 279 (1.3)
Not Offered — 8(1.8) 9(1.0)
— 278 (3.8) ! 277 (2.7)
Middle/junior high school or secondary math
Yes 83(1.8) 85(1.8) * 78 (1.5)
270 (1.3) 276 (1.5) 281 (1.0)
No 17(1.9) 14(1.8) * 19(1.4)
266 (2.6) 267 (3.6) 267 (1.7)
Not Offered A(03)* 1 (¥%*¥) 3(0.6)
*kkk (****) *kkk (****) 285 (75) |

The percentage of students is listed first with the corresponding average scale score presented below.

Standard errors of the estimated percentages and scale scores appear in parentheses.

* Significantly different from 2000.

! The nature of the sample does not allow accurate determination of the variability of the statistic.

(****) Standard error estimates cannot be accurately determined.

*Rkx (kx%%) Sample size is insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

— Comparable data were not available.

A Percentage is between 0.0 and 0.5.

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Tahle B.67: Data for Tahle 5.2 Teachers’ Undergraduate Major

Percentage of fourth- and eighth-graders and average mathematics scale score by teachers’ reports
on undergraduate major: 19962000

Grade 4 1996 2000
Yes No Yes No
Education 44 (2.5) 56 (2.5) 38(2.0) 62 (2.0)
227 (1.4) 222 (1.3) 228(1.3) 227 (1.1)
Elementary education 79 (1.7) 21(1.7) 75 (1.5) 25(1.5)
226 (1.1) 218(2.1) 228 (1.0) 226 (1.7)
Secondary education 4(0.9) 96 (0.9) 3(0.6) 97 (0.6)
228 (3.1)! 224 (1.0) 234 (4.6) 227 (1.0)
Mathematics 7(1.3) 93 (1.3) 4(0.8) 96 (0.8)
218(3.8) 225(1.0) 227 (3.9) 228 (1.0)
Mathematics education 6(1.1) 94 (1.1) 40.7) 96 (0.7)
232 (4.4) 224 (1.0) 233(2.8) 227 (1.0)
Grade 8 1996 2000
Yes No Yes No
Education 31(2.9) 69 (2.9) 30(1.8) 70 (1.8)
273(2.2) 274 (1.5) 277(1.3) 277(1.1)
Elementary education 25(2.9) 75(2.9) 31(1.8) 69 (1.8)
271(2.9) 274 (1.4) 275(1.4) 277 (1.0)
Secondary education 33(3.2) 67 (3.2) 29(1.9) 71(1.9)
276 (2.2) 272 (1.4) 278 (1.6) 276 (1.0)
Mathematics 44 (2.8) 56 (2.8) 43(2.3) 57 (2.3)
278(2.1) 269 (1.6) 282(1.1) 273 (1.1)
Mathematics education 22 (2.6) 78 (2.6) 26 (1.7) 74 (1.7)
273 (3.2) 273 (1.4) 281 (1.5) 275(1.1)

The percentage of students is listed first with the corresponding average scale score presented below.

Standard errors of the estimated percentages and scale scores appear in parentheses.

! The nature of the sample does not allow accurate determination of the variability of the statistic.

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1996 and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Tahle B.68: Data for Table 5.3 Teachers’ Preparedness

Percentage of fourth- and eighth-graders and average mathematics scale score by teachers’ reports
on how well prepared they were to teach certain topics: 2000

Grade 4 Very Moderately Not Very Not

Well Prepared Well Prepared Well Prepared Prepared

Number Sense 74 (1.4) 25(1.4) A(0.2) A (FFF)

228 (1.0) 225(1.9) 218(7.3)! FHAK ()

Measurement 62 (1.8) 36(1.8) 2(0.5) 0 (*¥***)

229(1.1) 226 (1.6) 226 (2.7) ! FHAK ()

Geometry 51(2.3) 43 (2.3) 6 (0.9) A (0.0)

228(1.2) 227 (1.6) 225 (3.5) FHAK ()

Data Analysis 34(1.7) 46 (1.8) 17 (1.3) 3(0.5)

229 (1.4) 227 (1.2) 226 (2.2) 228 (2.9)

Algebra 36 (2.0) 45(2.1) 16 (1.6) 3(0.5)

229 (1.3) 227 (1.3) 227 (2.3) 223 (3.7)

Grade 8 Very Moderately Not Very Not

Well Prepared Well Prepared Well Prepared Prepared

Number Sense 84 (1.4) 15(1.4) A(0.1) A (FFFF)

279(0.9) 267 (2.9) 269 (13.3) ! e ()

Measurement 74 (1.7) 24 (1.7) 2(0.3) A (FFFF)

279(0.9) 272 (1.9) 265 (8.5) ! ISR ()

Geometry 64 (2.0) 32 (2.0) 4(0.6) A(0.1)

280 (1.0) 274 (1.5) 258 (4.2) FHAK ()

Data Analysis 61(1.8) 33(1.8) 6(0.8) 1(0.2)
280 (1.1) 272 (1.6) 272 (3.6) 247 (9.7)!

Algebra 84 (1.4) 14 (1.3) 2(0.5) A(0.])

279(0.9) 267 (2.8) 250(5.2) ! ISR ()

The percentage of students is listed first with the corresponding average scale score presented below.

Standard errors of the estimated percentages and scale scores appear in parentheses.

! The nature of the sample does not allow accurate determination of the variability of the statistic.

(****) Standard error estimates cannot be accurately determined.

*Rkx (kx%%) Sample size is insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

A Percentage is between 0.0 and 0.5.

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2000 Mathematics Assessment.
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Table B.69: Data for Table 5.4 Teaching Experience

Percentage of fourth- and eighth-graders and average mathematics scale score by teachers’ reports
on the number of years of experience teaching mathematics: 1996-2000

Grade 4 1996 2000
Two years or less 11(1.4) 15(1.1)
221(2.1) 224 (1.7)

Three to five years 15(1.8) 17(1.2)
218(2.9) 228 (2.1)

Six to ten years 26 (1.9) * 18(1.5)
227 (1.6) 226 (1.5)

Eleven to twenty-four years 33(2.5) 32(1.8)
224(1.3) 228 (1.3)

Twenty-five years or more 15(1.9) 18 (1.5)
229 (2.5) 231(2.6)

Grade 8 1996 2000
Two years or less 13(1.8) 18(1.9)
267 (2.2) 270 (2.4)

Three to five years 13(1.9) 16 (1.6)
271(2.5) 277 (2.5)

Six to ten years 20 (2.4) 19(1.4)
272 (2.8) 276 (2.0)

Eleven to twenty-four years 37 (3.5) 32(1.8)
276 (1.8) 278 (1.4)

Twenty-five years or more 17 (2.5) 15(1.5)
277 (4.3) 282 (2.5)

The percentage of students is listed first with the corresponding average scale score presented below.

Standard errors of the estimated percentages and scale scores appear in parentheses.

* Significantly different from 2000.

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1996 and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Table B.70: Data for Table 5.5 Teacher Familiarity with NCTM Standards

Percentage of fourth- and eighth-graders and average mathematics scale score by teachers’ reports
on their level of knowledge about the NCTM standards: 19962000

Grade 4 1996 2000
Very knowledgeable 5(1.1) 6(0.9)
236 (4.5) 234 (2.7)
Knowledgeable 17(1.9) 16 (1.4)
223(1.9) 227 (2.0)

Somewhat knowledgeable 32(2.1)* 41(2.2)
224 (1.5) 227 (1.3)

Little or no knowledge 46 (2.3) * 36 (2.1)
223 (1.5) 227 (1.3)

Grade 8 1996 2000
Very knowledgeable 16 (2.4) 22 (2.0)
282 (2.2) 282 (2.0)

Knowledgeable 32(3.5) * 40(1.8)
276 (2.1) 277(1.3)

Somewhat knowledgeable 33(2.9) * 25(1.7)
270(2.7) 278 (1.6)

Little or no knowledge 19(2.4) * 13(1.1)
267 (2.3) 265 (2.6)

The percentage of students is listed first with the corresponding average scale score presented below.

Standard errors of the estimated percentages and scale scores appear in parentheses.

* Significantly different from 2000.

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1996 and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Table B.71: Data for Table 5.6 Calculator Usage

Percentage of fourth- and eighth-graders and average mathematics scale score by teachers’ reports
on calculator usage: 1990-2000

Grade 4 1990 1992 1996 2000
How often do students use a calculator
Everyday — 1(04)* 5(0.9) 5(1.0)
— 209 (11.1) ! 228 (4.7) 230 (5.1)
Weekly — 15(1.9) 28(2.2) 21(2.3)
— 225 (3.0) 229 (1.7) 230 (2.1)
Monthly — 32 (2.0 42 (2.4) 37(2.1)
— 222 (1.5) 224 (1.4) 230 (1.3)
Never/Hardly Ever — 51 (2.5) * 26 (2.4) * 37(2.1)
— 217 (1.2) 219 (2.0) 225 (1.4)
Do you provide instruction in the use of calculators
Yes — 62 (2.7) * 81(1.9) * 75(1.8)
— 221(1.3) 225 (1.0) 229 (1.2)
No — 38(2.7)* 19(1.9) * 25(1.8)
— 216 (1.5) 219 (2.4) 227 (1.5)
Do you permit unrestricted use of calculators
Yes — 5(1.1) * 13(1.8) 12(1.3)
— 220 (5.6) ! 225 (3.0) 229 (2.9)
No — 95(1.1) * 87 (1.8) 88 (1.3)
— 219(0.9) 224 (1.1) 228 (1.0)
Do you permit calculator use on tests
Yes 2(0.8) * 5(1.1) * 10(1.7) 11(1.5)
ok (k) 228 (4.2) ! 223(2.2) 228 (2.4)
No 98 (0.8) * 95(1.1) * 90 (1.7) 89 (1.5)
215(1.1) 219(0.9) 224.(1.0) 228 (1.1)
Grade 8 1990 1992 1996 2000
How often do students use a calculator
Everyday — 34(27)* 55 (2.7) 48 (2.0)
— 280 (1.7) 281 (1.7) 283 (1.3)
Weekly — 22(2.1) 21 (2.5) 23 (1.6)
— 269 (2.2) 271 (3.0) 275(1.9)
Monthly — 21(2.0) * 14(2.1) 15(1.2)
— 259 (2.2) 263 (3.1) 267 (1.7)
Never/Hardly Ever — 24 (2.4) * 9(1.5) 14(1.4)
— 265 (1.9) 256 (3.9) 268 (2.6)
Do you provide instruction in the use of calculators
Yes — — 83(3.0) 80 (1.5)
— — 274 (1.2) 277 (0.8)
No — — 17 (3.0) 20 (1.5)
— — 273 (3.3) 274 (2.2)
Do you permit unrestricted use of calculators
Yes — 30(2.3) 47 (2.9) * 33(1.9)
— 281(2.2) 280 (1.9) 281 (1.7)
No — 70 (2.3) 53(2.9) * 67 (1.9)
— 264 (1.3) 268 (1.7) 274 (1.0)
Do you permit calculator use on tests
Yes 32(4.1)* 48 (3.0) * 67 (2.6) 65 (1.9)
272 (2.8) 276 (1.8) 280 (1.5) 281 (1.1)
No 68 (4.1) * 52 (3.0) * 33(2.6) 35(1.9)
259 (1.7) 263 (1.4) 262 (1.9) 269 (1.6)

The percentage of students is listed first with the corresponding average scale score presented below. Standard errors of the estimated percentages and scale
scores appear in parentheses.

* Significantly different from 2000.

! The nature of the sample does not allow accurate determination of the variability of the statistic.

*Rkx (kx%%) Sample size is insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

— Comparable data were not available.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1990, 1992, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Tahle B.72: Data for Table 5.7 Availability of Computers

Percentage of students and their average mathematics scale scores by school reports on the
availability of computers at grades 4, 8, and 12:1996-2000

Grade 4 1996 2000
Yes No Yes No
Available at all times in classrooms 61(3.6) * 39 (3.6) * 83(2.2) 17(2.2)
226 (1.3) 221(2.3) 228 (1.1) 225(2.2)
Grouped in computer lab but available 78 (3.1) 22 (3.1) 83 (2.6) 17 (2.6)
224 (1.5) 223 (2.4) 229(1.1) 226 (2.3)
Available to bring to classrooms 42 (4.2) * 58(4.2) * 27 (3.0) 73 (3.0)
226 (1.8) 222 (1.7) 227 (2.1) 230(1.2)
Grade 8 1996 2000
Yes No Yes No
Available at all times in classrooms 30(3.9) * 70(3.9) * 52 (2.1) 48 (2.1)
275(2.9) 272 (1.4) 274(1.2) 278 (1.6)
Grouped in computer lab but available 87 (2.7) 13(2.7) 92 (1.4) 8(1.4)
273(1.3) 271(3.4) 277 (1.0) 275 (4.0)
Available to bring to classrooms 49 (4.7) * 51 (4.7) * 37(2.6) 63 (2.6)
274 (1.8) 272 (1.8) 276 (1.8) 276 (1.6)
Grade 12 1996 2000
Yes No Yes No
Available at all times in classrooms 18(2.7) * 82 (2.7) * 43 (3.5) 57 (3.5)
304 (2.4) 304 (1.3) 301(1.8) 302 (1.4)
Grouped in computer lab but available 97 (1.2) 3(1.2) 95 (1.4) 5(1.4)
304 (1.1) 298 (4.8) ! 302 (1.0) 287 (4.7) !
Available to bring to classrooms 47 (3.3) * 53(3.3) * 36 (3.7) 64 (3.7)
306 (1.8) 302 (1.4) 304 (1.8) 300(1.4)

The percentage of students is listed first with the corresponding average scale score presented below.

Standard errors of the estimated percentages and scale scores appear in parentheses.

* Significantly different from 2000.

! The nature of the sample does not allow accurate determination of the variability of the statistic.

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1996 and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Table B.73: Data for Table 5.8 Instructional Use of Computers

Percentage of fourth- and eighth-graders and average mathematics scale score by teachers’ reports
on their primary use of computers for mathematics instruction: 19962000

Grade 4 1996 2000

Drill 27 (2.1) 24 (1.9)

223 (2.0) 229 (1.7)

Demonstrate new math topics 2 (0.6) 3(0.7)
222(1.5)! 234 (4.1) !

Play math learning games 41 (2.5) 42 (2.4)

226 (1.5) 228 (1.7)

Simulations and applications 6(1.1) 5(1.1)
225 (3.6) 230 (4.6) !

Not used 25(2.6) 26 (1.7)

222 (2.8) 227 (1.8)

Grade 8 1996 2000

Drill 16(2.2) 15(1.8)

270 (4.2) 271(2.6)

Demonstrate new math topics 4(1.3) 8(1.1)

280(3.8) ! 281(2.8)

Play math learning games 13(2.1) 14 (1.6)

267 (3.8) 271(2.4)

Simulations and applications 12 (2.6) 12(1.2)

281 (4.1)! 281(2.5)

Not used 54 (3.5) 52 (2.4)

272 (1.3) 278(1.3)

The percentage of students is listed first with the corresponding average scale score presented below.

Standard errors of the estimated percentages and scale scores appear in parentheses.

! The nature of the sample does not allow accurate determination of the variability of the statistic.

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1996 and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.

Table B.74: Data for Table 5.9 Eighth-Grade Algebra

APPENDIX B

Percentage of eighth-graders and average mathematics scale scores by school reports on whether
or not an algebra course was offered to eighth-grade students for high school credit: 1996-2000

Grade 8 1996 2000
Yes 80 (3.6) 82 (2.1)
275 (1.4) 277 (1.0)

No 20 (3.6) 18(2.1)
267 (2.7) 272 (3.6)

The percentage of students is listed first with the corresponding average scale score presented below.

Standard errors of the estimated percentages and scale scores appear in parentheses.

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1996 and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Table B.75: Data for Tahle 5.10 Time on Mathematics Instruction

Percentage of fourth- and eighth-graders and average mathematics scale score by teachers’ reports
on the amount of instruction time spent on mathematics each week: 1992-2000

Grade 4 1992 1996 2000
Two and one-half hours or less 5(0.8) 6(1.1) 7(0.9)
224 (3.2) 228 (2.4) 222 (3.0)
More than two and one-half hours 25(1.8) 26 (2.3) 20 (1.8)
but less than 4 hours 224 (1.9) 226 (1.7) 228 (2.0)
Four hours or more 71(2.1) 68 (2.6) 73 (2.0)
217 (1.0) 223 (1.0) 229 (1.1)

Grade 8 1992 1996 2000
Two and one-half hours or less 13(1.9) 20 (2.8) * 12 (1.6)
270 (3.6) 269 (2.6) 273 (3.6)
More than two and one-half hours 55(2.6) 47 (3.1) 49 (2.0)
but less than 4 hours 270 (1.4) 275(1.7) 279(1.3)
Four hours or more 32(2.8) 33(3.1) 40 (1.7)
268 (2.0) 274 (2.7) 274 (1.4)

The percentage of students is listed first with the corresponding average scale score presented below.

Standard errors of the estimated percentages and scale scores appear in parentheses.

* Significantly different from 2000.

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1996 and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Table B.76: Data for Table 5.11 Mathematics Homework Assigned

Percentage of fourth- and eighth-graders and average mathematics scale score by teachers’ reports
on the amount of mathematics homework assigned per day: 1992-2000

Grade 4 1992 1996 2000

None 6(1.3) 4(0.8) 6(1.4)
222 (2.4) ! 232 (3.8) 231(3.9)!

15 Minutes 52 (1.8) 50 (2.3) 47 (2.1)

222 (1.3) 226 (1.4) 230(1.3)

30 Minutes 37 (2.3) 40(2.3) 40(1.8)

218 (1.5) 222 (1.6) 227 (1.3)

45 Minutes 4(0.9) 4(1.0) 5(0.8)

203 (4.7) ! 214 (5.2) ! 212 (3.1)

1 Hour 1(0.4) 1(0.5) 1(0.2)
FREK (KAEK) 206 (4.8) ! 219 (6.9) !

More than 1 hour A (0.3) 1(0.4) 1(0.3)

*kk*k (****) *kk*k (****) *kkk (****)

Grade 8 1992 1996 2000

None 3(0.7) 2(0.6) 2(0.6)
238(5.1) ! 241 (7.7) ! 255(7.1) !

15 Minutes 29 (2.0) 30 (2.5) 25(1.7)

263 (1.7) 266 (2.2) 269 (1.7)

30 Minutes 49 (2.5) 54 (2.5) 55 (1.9)

269 (1.4) 276 (1.6) 276 (1.1)

45 Minutes 16 (1.9) 10(L.D)* 15(1.1)

282 (3.3) 284 (3.5) 290 (2.1)

1 Hour 4(0.8) 4(0.8) 3(0.5)

289 (5.1)! 284 (3.7) 298 (5.6)

More than 1 hour A(0.1) 1(0.2) A(0.1)

*kk*k (****) 273 (14 6) | *kkk (****)

The percentage of students is listed first with the corresponding average scale score presented below.

Standard errors of the estimated percentages and scale scores appear in parentheses.

* Significantly different from 2000.

! The nature of the sample does not allow accurate determination of the variability of the statistic.

*Rkx (kx%%) Sample size is insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

A Percentage is between 0.0 and 0.5.

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1996 and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Tahle B.77: Data for Tahle 6.1 Classroom Activities

Percentage of students and average mathematics scale scores by students’ reports on how often they
do certain classroom activities at grades 4, 8, and 12: 19962000

Grade 4 1996 2000

Do math problems from textbook

Everyday 57 (1.5) 56 (1.2)
227 (1.0) 230(0.9)
Weekly 21 (1.0) 21(0.7)
223 (1.5) 228 (1.3)
Monthly 6 (0.5) 7(0.4)
221 (2.1) 230 (2.0)
Never/Hardly Ever 15(1.0) 16 (0.7)
217 (2.2) 221 (1.6)
Talk with other students during class about how to solve problems
Everyday 21(0.8) 19(0.7)
218 (1.5) 222 (1.5)
Weekly 18(0.6) * 22 (0.6)
224 (1.5) 229 (1.3)
Monthly 12(0.4) * 15(0.5)
230 (1.4) 235(1.2)
Never/Hardly Ever 49(1.2) * 44(0.9)
226 (0.8) 229(0.9)
Use a calculator for mathematics
Everyday 10(0.6) 10(0.6)
207 (1.8) 214 (1.7)
Weekly 23 (1.0) 20(0.7)
225(1.2) 228 (1.3)
Monthly 26 (0.8) 25(0.9)
234 (1.0) 238 (1.0)
Never/Hardly Ever 41(1.4) 45(1.3)
222 (1.1) 228(0.9)
Grade 8 1996 2000
Do math problems from textbook
Everyday 76 (1.4) * 72(1.1)
277 (1.2) 281(0.9)
Weekly 15(1.0) * 18(0.9)
261 (2.0) 265 (1.5)
Monthly 3(0.3) * 4(0.3)
257 (3.8) 268 (2.6)
Never/Hardly Ever 7(1.1) 6 (0.5)
256 (3.7) 255 (2.8)
Talk with other students during class about how to solve problems
Everyday 31(0.9) * 38(0.8)
270 (1.6) 277 (0.9)
Weekly 17(0.8) * 27 (0.6)
273 (1.7) 278 (1.1)
Monthly 13(0.5) 13(0.3)
274 (1.7) 279 (1.2)
Never/Hardly Ever 39(1.0) * 22 (0.7)
273 (1.0) 269 (1.1)
Use a calculator for mathematics
Everyday 48 (2.3) 48 (1.4)
280 (1.5) 282 (1.1)
Weekly 26 (1.3) 25(0.7)
268 (1.3) 274(0.9)
Monthly 14(0.9) 13(0.7)
267 (1.8) 272 (1.3)
Never/Hardly Ever 12 (1.0) 13(0.9)
258 (2.2) 263 (1.5)

See footnotes at end of table. P>
APPENDIX B o MATHEMATICS REPORT CARD 317



Tahle B.77: Data for Table 6.1 Classroom Activities (continued)

Percentage of students and average mathematics scale scores by students’ reports on how often they
do certain classroom activities at grades 4, 8, and 12: 19962000

Grade 12 1996 2000

Do math problems from textbook

Everyday 71(0.8) * 65(1.1)
311(1.0) 309(0.8)
Weekly 10(0.5) * 13(0.5)
293(1.9) 293(2.3)
Monthly 3(0.3) 4(0.3)
284 (3.0) 286 (2.5)
Never/Hardly Ever 16(0.7) * 18(0.9)
286 (1.5) 283 (1.7)
Talk with other students during class about how to solve problems
Everyday 23(0.7) * 42 (0.9)
307 (1.3) 309(0.9)
Weekly 15(0.6) * 24 (0.6)
306 (1.9) 306 (1.4)
Monthly 13(0.5) * 9(0.4)
307 (1.5) 300(1.7)
Never/Hardly Ever 50 (1.1) * 24(0.8)
302 (1.0) 285(1.2)
Use a calculator for mathematics
Everyday 69 (0.9) 69 (1.0)
311(1L.D) 309(0.8)
Weekly 15(0.6) 14(0.6)
294 (1.3) 289 (1.5)
Monthly 7(0.4) 6(0.4)
285 (2.1) 283 (2.4)
Never/Hardly Ever 9(0.5) 11(0.6)
283 (1.8) 279 (1.9)

The percentage of students is listed first with the corresponding average scale score presented below.

Standard errors of the estimated percentages and scale scores appear in parentheses.

* Significantly different from 2000.

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1996 and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Table B.78: Data for Table 6.2 Frequency of Calculator Use

Percentage of students and average mathematics scale scores by students’ reports on reports on how
often they use a calculator for mathematics activities at grades 4, 8, and 12: 1996-2000

Grade 4 1996 2000

Classwork
Everyday 33(1.0) * 24.(0.7)
208 (1.0) 210(1.2)
Weekly 17(1.2) 14(0.7)
227 (1.6) 230 (1.6)
Monthly 17(0.7) 17(0.7)
241 (1.5) 240 (1.3)
Never/Hardly Ever 34(1.3) * 44(1.2)
232(1.1) 235(0.8)

Homework
Everyday 30(0.8) * 24.(0.6)
208 (1.2) 211(1.2)
Weekly 16 (0.6) 16 (0.6)
223(1.1) 222 (1.5)
Monthly 14 (0.4) * 15(0.5)
236 (1.5) 238(1.3)
Never/Hardly Ever 40(1.0) * 45(0.9)
234(0.9) 238(0.9)

Tests and Quizzes

Everyday 5(0.3) 4(0.2)
198 (1.8) 202 (2.1)
Weekly 17 (0.8) * 15(0.5)
210(1.5) 213(1.3)
Monthly 18(0.8) * 13(0.6)
220 (1.4) 222 (2.0)
Never/Hardly Ever 60 (1.0) * 68 (0.8)
233(0.8) 236 (0.8)
Grade 8 1996 2000

Classwork
Everyday 58 (1.7) * 44 (1.5)
271(1.5) 279(1.1)
Weekly 21(0.8) * 25(0.8)
275 (1.5) 276 (0.9)
Monthly 9(0.7) * 12 (0.6)
277(2.1) 275(1.3)
Never/Hardly Ever 13(0.9) * 18(1.1)
269(1.7) 268 (1.5)

Homework
Everyday 52 (1.8) * 41(1.4)
274(1.7) 283 (1.0)
Weekly 24(0.9) 26(0.7)
271(1.3) 274(1.1)
Monthly 10(0.7) * 13(0.6)
275(1.8) 275(1.3)
Never/Hardly Ever 14(0.8) * 21(0.8)
266 (1.4) 265(1.2)

Tests and Quizzes

Always — 24 (1.2)
292 (1.3)
Sometimes — 45(1.3)
274(0.9)
Never — 31(1.6)
267 (1.3)

APPENDIX B

See footnotes at end of table. p>

. MATHEMATICS REPORT CARD 319



Table B.78: Data for Table 6.2 Frequency of Calculator Use (continued)

Percentage of students and average mathematics scale scores by students’ reports on reports on how
often they use a calculator for mathematics activities at grades 4, 8, and 12: 1996-2000

Grade 12 1996 2000

Classwork
Everyday 68 (1.1) 68 (0.9)
309 (1.0) 308(0.9)
Weekly 14(0.7) 14 (0.5)
302 (1.8) 292 (1.7)
Monthly 4(0.3) 3(0.2)
290 (2.8) 286 (3.4)
Never/Hardly Ever 14(0.7) 14(0.8)
287 (1.5) 283(1.9)

Homework
Everyday 61(1.2) 61(1.2)
312(1.0) 310(0.8)
Weekly 16 (0.6) 15(0.5)
296 (1.6) 293(1.7)
Monthly 5(0.4) 5(0.4)
291 (2.6) 291 (2.7)
Never/Hardly Ever 18(0.7) 19(0.9)
287 (1.1) 283(1.7)

Tests and Quizzes

Always — 58 (1.2)
309(0.8)
Sometimes — 29(1.1)
296 (1.7)
Never — 13(0.7)
280 (1.8)

The percentage of students is listed first with the corresponding average scale score presented below.

Standard errors of the estimated percentages and scale scores appear in parentheses.

* Significantly different from 2000.

— Comparable data were not available

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1996 and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.

Table B.79: Data for Table 6.3 Availahility of a Calculator for Schoolwork

Percentage of students and average mathematics scale scores by fourth-grade students’ reports on
whether or not they have a calculator for schoolwork: 1992-2000

Grade 4 1992 1996 2000
Yes 46 (1.2)* 62 (1.5) * 55(1.3)
221(0.9) 227(0.9) 231(1.0)
No 54(1.2) * 38(1.5)* 45(1.3)
219(0.8) 225(1.1) 227 (1.0)

The percentage of students is listed first with the corresponding average scale score presented below.

Standard errors of the estimated percentages and scale scores appear in parentheses.

* Significantly different from 2000.

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1992, 1996 and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Table B.80: Data for Table 6.4 Type of Calculator Used

Percentage of students and average mathematics scale scores by students’ reports on whether or not
they use a particular type of calculator at grades 8 and 12: 1996-2000

Grade 8 1996 2000

Scientific
Yes 61(2.1) * 67 (1.0)
277(1.3) 279(0.8)
No 3921~ 33 (1.0)
265(1.3) 269(1.2)

Graphing
Yes 11(1.1)* 18(1.2)
275(2.7) 286 (1.7)
No 89 (L.1) * 82(1.2)
272 (1.1) 273(0.7)

Symbol Manipulator

Yes — 9(0.3)
259 (1.7)
No — 91 (0.3)
277 (0.7)
Grade 12 1996 2000

Scientific
Yes 70(0.9) 68 (1.0)
305(0.9) 299 (0.9)
No 30(0.9) 32(1.0)
303(2.1) 306 (1.6)

Graphing
Yes 51 (1.8) * 62 (1.7)
316 (1.1) 311(1.D)
No 49 (1.8) * 38 (L.7)
292 (1.0) 286 (1.1)

Symbol Manipulator

Yes — 15(0.6)
301(2.2)
No — 85(0.6)
302 (0.8)

The percentage of students is listed first with the corresponding average scale score presented below.

Standard errors of the estimated percentages and scale scores appear in parentheses.

* Significantly different from 2000.

— Comparable data were not available

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1996 and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Table B.81: Data for Table 6.5 Current Eighth-Grade Mathematics Course

Percentage of students and average mathematics scale scores by eighth-grade students’ reports on
what mathematics class they are currently taking: 2000

Grade 8 2000
All Students
Eighth-grade mathematics 37(1.5)
264 (1.4)
Prealgebra 31(1.1)
270(1.1)
First-year algebra 25(0.9)
301(1.1)
Geometry 2(0.2)
295 (5.7)
Second-year algebra 1(0.2)
291 (5.8)
Integrated or sequential math 2(0.3)
296 (4.4)
Other math class 3(0.3)
247 (3.6)
Male
Eighth-grade mathematics 38(1.4)
265(1.6)
Prealgebra 29(1.3)
272 (1.4)
First-year algebra 25(1.0)
302(1.2)
Geometry 2(0.3)
296 (7.2)
Second-year algebra 2(0.3)
293 (7.8)
Integrated or sequential math 2(0.4)
298 (5.8)
Other math class 3(0.3)
243 (4.4)
Female
Eighth-grade mathematics 36 (1.6)
263 (1.4)
Prealgebra 32(1.3)
268 (1.2)
First-year algebra 25(1.1)
299 (1.3)
Geometry 1(0.2)
294 (7.4)
Second-year algebra 1(0.2)
287 (5.5)
Integrated or sequential math 2(0.4)
293 (6.0)
Other math class 3(0.4)
246 (4.7)

The percentage of students is listed first with the corresponding average scale score presented below.

Standard errors of the estimated percentages and scale scores appear in parentheses.

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2000 Mathematics Assessment.
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Tahle B.82: Data for Table 6.6 Twelfth-Grade Course-Taking Patterns

Percentage of students and average mathematics scale scores by twelfth-grade students’ reports on
mathematics courses taken since eighth grade: 2000

Grade 12 Not Taken Grade 8 Grade9 Grade 10 Grade 11  Grade 12

1. General mathematics 36(1.2) 53(1.2) 5(0.4) 2(0.2) 2(0.3) 3(0.3)
318(1.0) 296 (0.9) 274 (2.5) 276 (3.9) 276 (3.3)  288(3.0)

2. Business mathematics 80 (1.0) 2(0.2) 4(0.3) 3(0.3) 4(0.4) 7(0.6)
306 (1.0) 285(2.9) 280(2.9) 283 (2.5) 291(2.2)  289(2.0)

3. Applied mathematics 82 (0.8) 4(0.3) 5(0.5) 3(0.3) 3(0.2) 3(0.4)
307 (1.0) 294 (2.5) 276 (2.2)  278(2.9) 280 (3.4) 290 (4.1)

4. Introduction to algebra 26 (1.0) 42 (1.1) 23(0.9) 6(0.4) 2(0.3) 1(0.2)
317 (1.5) 310(0.9) 285(1.2)  267(1.9) 270(3.3)  263(3.1)

5. Algebra | 6(0.5) 23 (1.0) 50 (1.4) 16 (1.0) 4(0.3) 1(0.2)
283 (4.1) 328(1.2) 303(0.8)  283(1.5) 274 (2.5) 269 (4.3)

6. Geometry 12 (0.8) 2(0.4) 20 (1.2) 44 (1.3) 16 (0.8) 5(0.4)
271(1.9) 339(5.2) 330(1.1)  306(0.9) 291(1.6)  280(2.1)

7. Algebra |l 20(0.8) 1(0.2) 6(0.6) 27 (1.1) 36 (1.1) 10(0.7)
276 (1.3) 306 (9.8) ! 328(29) 323(1.2) 305(1.0)  290(1.6)

8. Trigonometry 74 (1.5) A(0.1) A(0.1) 3(0.5) 12 (0.9) 10(0.7)
299 (1.2)  FFx* (FrE¥) 300(12.2)  332(3.7) 324(1.5)  307(L.7)

9. Precalculus 63 (1.4) A(0.1) A(0.1) 2(0.5) 18 (1.1) 17 (0.8)
291 (0.9)  Frwk (kRk) kwkk ekl 335 (5.2) | 336(1.4)  318(1.3)

10. Unified, integrated, or 89 (1.1) 1(0.3) 2(0.2) 2(0.4) 4(0.4) 3(0.2)
sequential mathematics 304 (1.0) 276 (6.1) ! 281(3.2)  303(6.3) 304 (3.2) 307 (4.0
11. Statistics 82(1.2) 1(0.2) 2(0.2) 2(0.3) 5(0.4) 8(0.8)

303(0.9) 275(3.6) 289(5.7)  300(5.3) 311(27)  317(33)

12. Discrete/finite mathematics 95 (0.4) 1(0.1) 1(0.1) 1(0.1) 1(0.2) 2(0.3)
304 (1.0) 272 (6.2) | xx* (xxkx) 288 (9.4) 302(8.2) 315(4.2)

13. Calculus 82(0.8) A(0.1) A(0.1) A(0.]) 2(0.3) 16 (0.7)
297 (0.9)  FrwH (Rrwk) sk (dikk) Rk (ki) 329 (5.7) 342 (1.4)

14. Other 83(0.7) 1(0.2) 2(0.2) 2(0.2) 4(0.3) 8(0.6)
305(1.1) 288 (5.8) 288 (4.7)  288(3.7) 296 (3.2)  302(1.8)

The percentage of students is listed first with the corresponding average scale score presented below.

Standard errors of the estimated percentages and scale scores appear in parentheses.

*Rkx (kx%%) Sample size is insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

! The nature of the sample does not allow accurate determination of the variability of the statistic.

A Percentage is between 0.0 and 0.5.

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2000 Mathematics Assessment.
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Tahle B.83: Data for Tahle 6.7 Mathematics Courses Taken at Grade 12 vs. Performance

Percentage of students and average mathematics scale scores by course groupings based on twelfth-
grade students reports on courses taken since eighth grade: 2000

Group | Group Il Group Il Group IV
Grade 12 15(0.6) 4(0.4) 32(0.9) 50 (1.1)
275(1.4) 282 (2.3) 294 (0.9) 318(1.0)

The percentage of students is listed first with the corresponding average scale score presented below.
Standard errors of the estimated percentages and scale scores appear in parentheses.
NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2000 Mathematics Assessment.
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Table B.84: Data for Table 6.8 Time Spent on Mathematics Homework

Percentage of students and average mathematics scale scores by students’ reports on time spent per
day on mathematics homework at grades 4, 8, and 12: 2000

Grade 4 2000
None 6 (0.5)
228 (2.6)

15 minutes 44 (0.8)
232 (0.9)

30 minutes 28 (0.6)
230 (1.0)

45 minutes 10(0.4)
224 (1.4)

One hour 8(0.3)
217 (1.7)

More than one hour 4(0.2)
217 (2.1)

Grade 8 2000
None 9(0.5)
265 (1.7)

15 minutes 32(0.7)
280 (1.0)

30 minutes 34 (0.6)
277 (1.0)

45 minutes 14(0.4)
278 (1.3)

One hour 8(0.3)
274 (1.7)

More than one hour 3(0.2)
271(2.7)

Grade 12 2000
Not taking math this year 29(1.1)
293(1.2)

None 12(0.7)
290 (2.0)

15 minutes 16 (0.7)
307 (1.4)

30 minutes 20(0.7)
308 (1.5)

45 minutes 11(0.4)
310(1.6)

One hour 8(0.5)
311(1.5)

More than one hour 4(0.3)
309 (2.5)

The percentage of students is listed first with the corresponding average scale score presented below.

Standard errors of the estimated percentages and scale scores appear in parentheses.

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2000 Mathematics Assessment.
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Table B.85: Data for Tahle 6.9 Time Spent Working at a Part-Time Joh

Percentage of students and average mathematics scale scores by twelfth-grade students’ reports on
hours spent at a part-time job: 2000

Grade 12 2000
None 29(0.8)
306 (1.4)

Less than six hours 5(0.3)
312(2.7)

Six to ten hours 10 (0.4)
308(1.8)

Eleven to fifteen hours 12(0.5)
308(1.2)

Sixteen to twenty hours 17 (0.6)
305(1.5)

Twenty-one to twenty-five hours 13 (0.6)
296 (1.6)

Twenty-six to thirty hours 8(0.4)
292 (1.6)

More than thirty hours 6(0.3)
287 (1.8)

The percentage of students is listed first with the corresponding average scale score presented below.

Standard errors of the estimated percentages and scale scores appear in parentheses.

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2000 Mathematics Assessment.
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Table B.86: Data for Table 6.10 Mathematics Preparedness at Grade 12

Percentage of students and average mathematics scale scores by students’ reports on the amount of
time spent watching television each day at grades 4, 8, and 12: 1990-2000

Grade 4 1990 1992 1996 2000
One hour or less 19(0.8) * 21(0.7) * 25(1.1) * 28 (0.6)
213(2.2) 223 (1.4) 225 (1.5) 230(1.2)
Two or three hours 36 (1.1) * 36 (0.7) * 36 (0.7) * 39(0.7)
220 (1.4) 226 (0.9) 230(1.1) 233 (1.0)
Four hours or more 44 (1.3) * 43(0.7) * 39(1.0) * 33(0.9)
208 (1.0) 213(0.8) 217(1.2) 219(1.0)

Grade 8 1990 1992 1996 2000
One hour or less 13(0.7) * 17(0.5) * 18 (0.6) * 20 (0.5)
270(2.2) 279(1.9) 278 (2.3) 285 (1.5)
Two or three hours 44 (1.2) * 46 (0.5) 46(0.9) 47 (0.5)
267 (1.4) 275 (1.0) 277(0.9) 280(0.9)
Four hours or more 43(1.4) * 37(0.7) * 37(1.0) * 33(0.5)
256 (1.3) 256 (0.8) 262 (1.1) 264 (0.8)

Grade 12 1990 1992 1996 2000
One hour or less 33(1.2) 33(0.8) * 34(1.1) 36 (0.7)
304 (1.4) 309(1.2) 314(1.2) 310(1.1)
Two or three hours 47(1.1) 46 (0.8) 46 (0.9) 46 (0.6)
295 (1.4) 300(0.9) 304(1.2) 301(0.9)
Four hours or more 20(0.9) 20(0.8) * 20 (0.6) * 18(0.5)
278 (1.5) 284 (1.2) 288 (1.3) 285(1.2)

The percentage of students is listed first with the corresponding average scale score presented below.
Standard errors of the estimated percentages and scale scores appear in parentheses.

* Significantly different from 2000.

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1990, 1992, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics

Assessments.
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Table B.87: Data for Table 6.11 Students’ Attitudes Toward Mathematics

Percentage of students and average mathematics scale scores by students’ reports on their attitudes

toward mathematics at grades 4, 8, and 12: 1990-2000

Grade 4

1 like Math
Agree

Undecided

Disagree

Math is useful for solving problems
Agree

Undecided

Disagree

Math is mostly memorizing facts
Agree

Undecided

Disagree

Only one way to solve a problem
Agree

Undecided

Disagree

1990

70 (1.0)
215(1.1)

16 (0.8)
213(1.8)

14(0.9)
204 (1.5)

63 (L.1)
216 (1.3)

221(0.9)
213 (1.5)

14(0.8)
203 (1.6)

*

1992

71(0.8
222(0.8

16 (0.6
221(1.2

12(0.5
209 (1.1

66 (1.0) *

224 (0.8

21(0.8) *

219(1.2

13(0.5) *

208 (1.5

57 (1.0) *

218(0.8

28(0.8
225(1.2

16 (0.6) *

224 (1.4

)
)

)
)

)
)

)
)

)

)
)
)
)
)
)

1996

69 (0.9
226 (0.9

17(0.6
225(1.8

14(0.8
219(15

69 (0.8
229(0.9

17(0.7
222 (1.4

)

)
)
)
)
)

)

14.(0.6) *

213 (1.9

54(0.8
2211(0.9

25 (0.6
228 (1.2

21(0.8
235(1.4

17(0.6
207 (1.5

20 (0.7
221 (15

63(0.9
232(0.9

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

)
)
)
)
)
)

*

2000

70(0.7
231(0.9

16 (0.6
229(1.2

)
)
)
)
14 (0.5)
221(1.3)
71(0.7
234(0.9

18 (0.6
225(1.2

)
)
)
)

11(0.4)
217 (1.4)

52(0.8
225(0.8

27(0.5
233(1.1

)
)
)
)
21(0.7)
240 (1.3)

16 (0.6
212 (1.4

19(0.6
225(1.1

65(0.9

)
)
)
)
)
236 (0.8)
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Tahle B.87: Data for Table 6.11 Students’ Attitudes Toward Mathematics (continued)

Percentage of students and average mathematics scale scores by students’ reports on their attitudes
toward mathematics at grades 4, 8, and 12: 1990-2000

Grade 8 1990 1992 1996 2000
1 like Math
Agree 57 (1.6) 57(0.9) * 56 (1.1) 54 (0.6)
267 (1.4) 273 (1.0) 277(1.2) 282 (0.9)
Undecided 22 (0.8) 20 (0.6) 21(0.8) 21(0.5)
261 (1.7) 268 (1.2) 271(1.5) 277 (1.0)
Disagree 21(1.3)* 23(0.7)* 23(0.7)* 26 (0.5)
254 (2.1) 260 (1.6) 263 (1.4) 267 (1.0)
Math is useful for solving problems
Agree 76 (1.1) 81(0.6) * 80(0.7) * 75(0.6)
266 (1.3) 271(0.9 275(0.8) 279(0.7)
Undecided 15(0.8) 12(0.4) * 12(0.5) * 15(0.4)
262 (2.1) 269 (1.7) 274 (2.6) 280 (1.7)
Disagree 9(0.8) 7(0.4)* 8(0.4)* 10 (0.4)
245 (3.0) 259 (2.1) 259 (2.1) 269 (1.7)
Math is mostly memorizing facts
Agree — 44(0.7) * 41(0.8) * 37(0.7)
259(0.8) 263 (0.9) 268 (0.7)
Undecided — 26 (0.6) * 28 (0.6) 28 (0.5)
273(1.2) 275(1.3) 278 (1.0)
Disagree — 30(0.7)* 31(0.9)* 35(0.6)
283 (1.4) 284 (1.6) 289(1.1)
Only one way to solve a problem
Agree — — 8(0.5) 9(0.4)
246 (2.2) 255(1.6)
Undecided — — 14(0.6) 13(0.4)
264 (1.7) 268 (1.5)
Disagree — — 78 (0.8) 78 (0.6)
277(0.9) 282 (0.7)

See footnotes at end of table. p
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Tahle B.87: Data for Table 6.11 Students’ Attitudes Toward Mathematics (continued)

Percentage of students and average mathematics scale scores by students’ reports on their attitudes
toward mathematics at grades 4, 8, and 12: 1990-2000

Grade 12 1990 1992 1996 2000
1 like Math
Agree 54 (1.4) * 51(0.9) * 50(0.8) * 47(0.8)
304 (1.4) 308(1.1) 313(1.2) 312(1.0)
Undecided 17(0.7) 17 (0.6) 17 (0.6) 17(0.5)
286 (2.0) 297 (1.5) 301 (1.5 298 (1.5)
Disagree 29(L.1)* 32(0.7)* 33(0.8) * 37(0.7)
284 (1.3) 288 (1.0) 293(1.1) 289 (1.1)
Math is useful for solving problems
Agree 73(L.1)* 71(0.6) * 70(0.8) * 61(0.8)
298 (1.3) 302 (0.9) 307 (1.1) 305(0.9)
Undecided 15(0.8) * 18(0.5) * 16 (0.6) * 19(0.5)
289 (1.7) 298 (1.3) 301(1.4) 302 (1.4)
Disagree 12 (0.7) * 12(0.5) * 14 (0.6) * 19 (0.6)
286 (2.0) 292 (1.4) 296 (1.8) 292 (1.7)
Math is mostly memorizing facts
Agree — 41(0.9) * 35(0.9) 36 (0.8)
288 (1.0) 292 (1.0) 290 (1.0)
Undecided — 20 (0.6) * 21(0.5) 22 (0.6)
297 (1.1) 299(1.2) 297 (1.2)
Disagree — 39(0.9) * 44 (1.0 42 (0.8)
314 (1.0 317(1.2) 314(1.1)
Only one way to solve a problem
Agree — — 6(0.4) 6(0.3)
291(2.2) 284 (2.6)
Undecided — — 12 (0.5) 12(0.5)
290 (1.6) 288(1.9)
Disagree — — 82 (0.7) 83 (0.6)
308 (1.0) 305(0.9)
Would not study math if given choice
Agree — — 31(0.8) * 37(0.8)
295(1.1) 293(1.1)
Undecided — — 22 (0.6) * 19(0.6)
301(1.3) 299(1.2)
Disagree — — 47(0.9) * 43(0.8)
312(1.1) 311(1.D)

The percentage of students is listed first with the corresponding average scale score presented below.

Standard errors of the estimated percentages and scale scores appear in parentheses.

* Significantly different from 2000.

— Comparable data were not available

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1990, 1992, 1996, and 2000 Mathematics Assessments.
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Appendix C
State-Level Contextual Variables

Appendix
Contents

To help better place results from the NAEP 2000 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 2000.

Appendix
Focus
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Table C.1a: School System Characteristics from Non-NAEP Sources

Estimated total and school-age resident Enrollment in public elementary and
population: 1999 (estimates as of July 1)’ secondary schools: Fall 1998?

Total, all ages 5- to 17-year olds Kindergarten

(in thousands) (in thousands) Total through grade 8 Grades 9 to 12
Nation 272,691 51,257 46,534,687 33,343,787 13,190,900
Alabama 4,370 775 747,970 542,340 205,630
Alaska 620 147 135,373 96,979 38,394
Arizona 4778 949 848,262 622,747 225,515
Arkansas 2,551 483 452,256 319,232 133,024
California 33,145 6,424 5,925,964 4,269,853 1,656,111
Colorado 4,056 177 699,135 501,449 197,686
Connecticut 3,282 610 544,698 399,381 145,317
Delaware 754 132 113,262 79,955 33,307
District of Columbia 519 68 71,889 56,712 15,177
Florida 15,111 2,618 2,337,633 1,704,024 633,609
Georgia 7,788 1,477 1,401,291 1,029,386 371,905
Hawaii 1,185 209 188,069 134,685 53,384
Idaho 1,252 258 244,722 168,604 76,118
lllinois 12,128 2,304 2,011,530 1,451,579 559,951
Indiana 5,943 1,115 988,094 696,832 291,262
lowa 2,869 537 498,214 336,696 161,518
Kansas 2,654 515 472,353 327,474 144,879
Kentucky 3,961 706 655,687 464,567 191,120
Louisiana 4,372 876 768,734 558,473 210,261
Maine 1,253 223 210,503 150,860 59,643
Maryland 5172 963 841,671 606,560 235,111
Massachusetts 6,175 1,076 962,317 704,624 257,693
Michigan 9,864 1,906 1,720,266 1,245,299 474,967
Minnesota 4776 950 855,119 585,553 269,566
Mississippi 2,769 550 502,379 365,497 136,882
Missouri 5,468 1,036 912,445 650,545 261,900
Montana 883 171 159,988 109,535 50,453
Nebraska 1,666 329 291,140 199,754 91,386
Nevada 1,809 348 311,061 229,275 81,786
New Hampshire 1,201 231 204,713 146,722 57,991
New Jersey 8,143 1,460 1,268,996 936,428 332,568
New Mexico 1,740 364 328,753 232,485 96,268
New York 18,197 3,227 2,877,143 2,028,167 848,976
North Carolina 7,651 1,407 1,254,821 920,838 333,983
North Dakota 634 121 114,597 76,860 37,737
Ohio 11,257 2,104 1,842,559 1,301,438 541,121
Oklahoma 3,358 649 628,492 447906 180,586
Oregon 3,316 608 542,809 379,770 163,039
Pennsylvania 11,994 2,140 1,816,414 1,267,226 549,188
Rhode Island 991 179 154,785 112,483 42,302
South Carolina 3,886 702 664,592 477,850 186,742
South Dakota 733 148 132,495 90,887 41,608
Tennessee 5,484 974 905,442 664,570 240,872
Texas 20,044 4,080 3,945,367 2,868,209 1,077,158
Utah 2,130 497 481,176 328,522 152,654
Vermont 594 107 105,120 73,257 31,863
Virginia 6,873 1,214 1,124,022 815,266 308,756
Washington 5,756 1,096 998,053 695,950 302,103
West Virginia 1,807 303 297,530 205,840 91,690
Wisconsin 5,250 1,016 879,542 600,703 278,839
Wyoming 480 96 95,241 63,940 31,301

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
unpublished data.
2 U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data surveys.
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Table C.1b: School System Characteristics from Non-NAEP Sources

Number of children (birth to age 21) served
under state-operated Individuals with Disabilities

Poverty status of Education Act and Chapter 1of the Education
5- to 17-year olds: 1998 Consolidation and Improvement Act Programs?
Number in Poverty Percent Percent Change:
(in thousands) in Poverty 1998-99 School Year 1990-91 to 1998-99
Nation 9,167 17.8 6,055,343 27.2
Alabama 156 21.8 99,813 5.1
Alaska 13 9.0 17,712 20.1
Arizona 222 23.6 88,598 54.8
Arkansas 57 13.1 59,110 23.6
California 1,459 22.3 623,651 32.9
Colorado 93 12.5 75,037 31.4
Connecticut 82 13.4 76,740 18.9
Delaware 24 15.7 16,233 13.6
District of Columbia 33 46.0 8,162 29.8
Florida 474 20.5 345,171 46.3
Georgia 377 24.7 155,754 52.7
Hawaii 32 14.5 20,551 56.1
Idaho 50 17.4 27,553 25.1
llinois 308 12.16 281,915 17.9
Indiana 140 12.6 146,559 27.8
lowa 73 14.2 70,958 16.9
Kansas 59 13.26 58,425 29.2
Kentucky 118 16.7 87,973 10.8
Louisiana 244 29.8 95,245 29.3
Maine 27 12.0 34,294 22.5
Maryland 66 8.10 111,688 22.4
Massachusetts 163 15.0 168,964 9.3
Michigan 311 14.8 208,403 24.8
Minnesota 130 12.6 106,194 31.3
Mississippi 108 19.3 61,778 1.4
Missouri 136 14.4 131,565 29.0
Montana 42 21.2 18,797 9.7
Nebraska 54 14.8 43,400 32.5
Nevada 49 12.8 33,319 80.7
New Hampshire 34 13.3 27,502 39.9
New Jersey 194 13.2 210,114 15.9
New Mexico 101 23.5 52,113 44.6
New York 848 28.9 432,320 40.6
North Carolina 271 21.3 165,333 34.3
North Dakota 28 17.2 13,181 5.4
Ohio 339 16.0 230,155 12.0
Oklahoma 120 19.9 80,289 22.3
Oregon 121 19.4 69,919 26.8
Pennsylvania 382 18.0 221,771 3.8
Rhode Island 36 20.5 27,911 32.4
South Carolina 129 17.6 99,033 27.3
South Dakota 13 9.2 15,702 48
Tennessee 156 14.5 128,273 22.3
Texas 809 20.1 486,749 38.8
Utah 55 11.8 55,252 15.7
Vermont 13 12.2 12,709 3.6
Virginia 92 7.9 153,716 34.9
Washington 118 10.8 114,144 33.7
West Virginia 65 25.7 49,934 15.8
Wisconsin 109 11.5 116,328 33.8
Wyoming 13 13.0 13,333 19.0

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.: 1998,” P60-201.

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.
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hool System Cha

teristics from Non-NAEP Sources

Elementary and secondary education
expenditures per pupil:
1997-98'

Estimated annual salaries
of teachers in
public elementary and
secondary schools
by state: 1998-992

Pupil-teacher ratios in
public elementary and
secondary schools:

Fall 1998°
Nation $6,189 $40,582 16.5 *
Alabama 4,849 35,820 15.7 ¢
Alaska 8,271 46,845 16.7
Arizona 4,595 35,025 20
Arkansas 4708 32,350 16.2
California 5,644 45,400 21¢%
Colorado 5,656 38,025 17.1
Connecticut 8,904 51,584 14
Delaware 7,420 43,164 16
District of Columbia 8,393 47,150 13.9
Florida 5,552 35,196 18.4
Georgia 5,647 39,675 15.8
Hawaii 5,858 40,377 17.7
Idaho 4721 34,063 18.2
lllinois 6,242 45,569 16.5
Indiana 6,318 41,163 17
lowa 5,998 34,927 15.2
Kansas 5,721 37,405 14.8
Kentucky 5,213 35,526 16.1
Louisiana 5,188 32,510 16.6
Maine 6,742 34,906 13.2
Maryland 7,034 42 526 16.9
Massachusetts 7,778 45,075 13.8
Michigan 7,050 43,207 185 ¢
Minnesota 6,388 39,458 16.9
Mississippi 4288 29,530 16.1
Missouri 5,565 34,746 14.7
Montana 5,724 31,356 15.7
Nebraska 5,958 32,880 143
Nevada 5,295 38,883 18.9
New Hampshire 6,156 37,405 15.4
New Jersey 9,643 51,193 13.8
New Mexico 5,005 32,398 16.5
New York 8,852 49,437 14.6
North Carolina 5,257 36,098 15.8
North Dakota 5,056 28,976 14.4
Ohio 6,198 40,566 16.2
Oklahoma 5,033 31,149 15.4
Oregon 6,419 42,833 20
Pennsylvania 7,209 48,457 16.4
Rhode Island 7,928 45,650 13.9
South Carolina 5,320 34,506 152 ¢
South Dakota 4,669 28,552 14.3
Tennessee 4937 36,500 153 *
Texas 5,444 35,041 15.2
Utah 3,969 32,950 224
Vermont 7,075 36,800 12.8
Virginia 6,067 37,475 142 *
Washington 6,040 38,692 20.1
West Virginia 6,323 34,244 14.2
Wisconsin 7,123 40,657 14.4
Wyoming 6,218 33,500 14.2

NOTE: Constant 1997-98 dollars based on the Consumer Price Index, prepared by the Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.S. Department of Labor, adjusted to a school

year basis. These data do not reflect differences in inflation rates from state to state. Beginning in 1980-81, expenditures for state administration are

excluded. Beginning in 1988-89, survey was expanded and coverage of state expenditures for public school districts was improved. Some data revised from

previously published figures.

T Includes imputations for underreporting.

1 U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Revenues and expenditures for public elementary and secondary schools, statistics
of state school systems, and common core of data surveys.

2 National Education Association, Estimates of School Statistics; and unpublished data (© 2000 by the National Education Association. All rights reserved).

 U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data surveys.
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Appendix D
Sample Items

The following pages present sample questions from the 1996
NAEP mathematics assessment. For questions in the Appendix
constructed-response format, sample student responses are Contents
included. Three sample questions are provided at each grade
level. Each question is accompanied by a brief description of

the content tested by the question.

Appendix
Focus
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Grade 4 Sample Question 1:

N stands for the number of stamps John had. He gave 12 stamps
to his sister. Which expression tells how many stamps John has now?

® N+ 12
® N-12
© 12 - N
@ 12 XN

Sample question 1 is a multiple-choice question classified in the algebra and functions
content strand. Young students are prepared for the abstract world of algebra by early
exposure to concepts that help them make the transition from concrete numbers to
abstract expressions. This question, which required students to recognize that N stands
for the total number of stamps John had, puts the concept of a variable in a setting that
fourth-graders can understand.
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Grade 4 Sample Question 2:

Brett needs to cut a piece of string into four equal pieces without
using a ruler or other measuring instrument.

Write directions to tell Brett how to do this.

Sample question 2 is a short constructed-response question classified in the measurement
content strand. This question asks students to describe how to cut a piece of string into
four equal pieces without using a ruler or other measuring instrument. The expected
solution was to fold the string in half, cut it, then fold each of these two pieces in half and
cut them.The question was scored using a three-point scoring guide (“Unsatisfactory,”
“Partial,” or “Satisfactory”). A sample “Satisfactory” response is shown below.

Sample “Satisfactory” Response:

Write directions to tell Brett how to do this.
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Grade 4 Sample Question 3:

Sam can purchase his lunch at school. Each day he wants to have juice
that costs 50¢, a sandwich that costs 90¢, and fruit that costs 35¢. His
mother has only $1.00 bills. What is the least number of $1.00 bills
that his mother should give him so he will have enough money to buy
lunch for 5 days?

Sample question 3 is a short constructed-response question classified in the number sense,
properties, and operations strand. Students were required to show their work. To answer
the question satisfactorily, the student must complete three steps: 1) add the three amounts
shown to get the total spent each day, 2) multiply by 5 to get the total needed for five days
($8.75), and 3) understand that nine $1.00 bills would be needed to satisty the conditions
stated in the question. This question was in a part of the assessment that permitted the use
of a calculator, but it is evident from the work shown below that this student could answer
the question without the use of a calculator.

A “Satisfactory” response to this question gives the correct answer of nine dollar bills.

Sample “Satisfactory” Response:

¢60
¢90
-¢35

M55l pyy,

X
79
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Grade 8 Sample Question 4:

A D

In the figure above, what fraction of rectangle ABCD is shaded?

1
® —
6
1
—
5
1
©_
4
e 1
3
1
®_
2

Sample question 4 is a multiple-choice question classified in the number sense, properties,
and operations strand. This question required students to recognize what fraction of a
rectangle is shaded. Note that none of the numerators in the answer choices involves the

number 4.

APPENDIX D . MATHEMATICS REPORT CARD 339



Grade 8 Sample Question 5:

A plumber charges customers $48 for each hour worked plus an additional
$9 for travel. If h represents the number of hours worked, which of the
following expressions could be used to calculate the plumber’s total charge
in dollars?

® 48+9+h
48 X 9 X h
48 + (9 X h)
(48 X 9) + h
(48 X h) + 9

©

0 © 0O

Sample question 5 is a multiple-choice question classified in the algebra and functions
content strand. This question required students to translate a word problem into an
algebraic expression. In a formal algebra class, students are expected to set up equations
with expressions like the one in choice E (the correct answer) and then determine, for
example, the value of & if the plumber’s total charge was $297.
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Grade 8 Sample Question 6:

This question requires you to show your work and explain your reasoning.
You may use drawings, words, and numbers in your explanation. Your answer
should be clear enough so that another person could read it and understand
your thinking. It is important that you show all of your work.

METRO RAIL COMPANY

Month Daily Ridership
October 14,000
November 14,100
December 14,100
January 14,200
February 14,300
March 14,600

The data in the table above has been correctly represented by both graphs

shown below.

22,000
20,000
18,000
16,000
14,000
12,000
10,000

1p

Daily Ridersh

Graph A

Oct
Nov
Dec

=]
]
—

Feb

q
=

14,600
14,500
14,400
14,300
14,200
14,100
14,000

Daily Ridership

Graph B

Oct
Nov

Dec

k|

Feb

S
p=

Which graph would be best to help convince others that the Metro Rail
Company made a lot more money from ticket sales in March than in October?

Explain your reason for making this selection.

Why might people who thought that there was little difference between
October and March ticket sales consider the graph you chose to be
misleading?
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Sample question 6 is an extended constructed-response question classified in the data
analysis, statistics, and probability strand. This question was one of the more difficult
eighth-grade questions used in 1996. It required students to demonstrate skills that are
both part of the junior high school mathematics curriculum and relevant to everyday life.
It shows two accurately drawn graphs of the same data that appear to suggest very different
conclusions. A complete answer to the question indicates ability to critically evaluate
information presented in a graph. Students’ responses were scored using a four-point
scoring guide (“Unsatisfactory,”““Partial,” “Satisfactory,” or “Complete”). A “Complete”
response to this question received a score of 4 on the 4-point scale, while a “Satisfactory”
response received a score of 3. Examples of both levels of response are shown below. Note
that the sample “Complete” response appears to confuse 600 riders with $600, but it seems
clear from the first part of the student’s explanation that daily ridership was the focus.

Sample “Complete” Response:

A “Complete” response to this question gives the correct response, Graph B, and
provides a complete explanation.

Sample “Satisfactory” Response:

A “Satisfactory” response to this question gives the correct response, Graph B, but provides
an incomplete but partially correct explanation.

bragh B beaaas ) tshess b 15
2 f/a‘f/l /og vp S0 mich.
beaust 3T sk abg 4P

U Moy dd g5 mafx
st A 7% o2 ridacship

Rach j?/ uare. WO
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Grade 12 Sample Question 7:

4><|:|:|:|and|:|><3=|:|

What number if placed in each box above would make both equations true?
® 0
1
© 2
@ 3
® 4

Sample question 7 is a multiple-choice question classified in the algebra and functions
strand. This question, a fairly easy one for twelfth-graders, required students to find a value
that would make both equations true. To solve the problem, students could either use a
formal algebraic solution process or simply substitute each of the choices until they found

the correct answer.
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Grade 12 Sample Question 8:

The two fair spinners shown above are part of a carnival game. A player wins a
prize ony when both arrows land on black after each spinner has been spun once.

James thinks he has a 50-50 chance of winning. Do you agree?
® Yes No

Justify your answer.

Sample question 8 is a short constructed-response question classified in the data, statistics,
and probability strand. The question asks students to evaluate a person’s chances of win-
ning a game involving spinners. Students’ responses were scored using a three-point scor-
ing guide (“Unsatistactory,”““Partial,” or “Satistactory”). A “Satisfactory” answer is “No”
because there are four equally likely outcomes: black, black; black, white; white, black; and
white, white. Only black, black will win, so the actual chance of winning is 1 in 4 or 25
percent. No credit was given for a “No” response without any reasonable justification.

Sample “Satisfactory” Response:

‘He On\'l:} »’\05 O~ \/"} C)\ch,q_, MQ
You must mui-\i@\j the aYa chances

‘?fow\ €ach ‘\né'\\l‘\)‘*d‘ SP‘\nhQr.
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Grade 12 Sample Question 9:

In the figure below, use the protractor to draw a line m through point P
perpendicular to segment AP. In the answer space provided, give the measure
of the smaller angle formed by lines ¢/ and m.

A

Answer:

Sample question 9 is a short constructed-response question classified in the geometry
content strand. This question was scored as either “Incorrect”or “Correct,” with no partial
credit. In order to answer this question, students needed to draw a line perpendicular to
the given line, and then measure one of the angles. This is an example of a NAEP question
that requires students to use a tool, such as a protractor or ruler.

Sample “Satisfactory” Response

The following student’s response received the highest score, Satisfactory. Both line m and
the degree measure of the smaller angle are correct.

A m

Answer: 5e°
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