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n behalf of the National Education Goals Panel, | am pleased

to present Mathematics and Science Achievement State by State,
7998. This report summarizes progress each state has made toward
Goal 3, the student achievement and citizenship goal, and Goal 5,
the mathematics and science goal.

State progress is based on results from the National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP). Since 1990, NAEP has offered states
the option of participating voluntarily in comparable state-level
assessments.  Policymakers now have a valuable and much-needed
tool they can use to monitor:

® educational progress over time;

e whether their students are performing as well as others;
and

® the extent to which all groups of students in their state
are achieving at high levels.

The aim of the third National Education Goal is that all students
will be competent in academic subject matter, while the aim of the
fifth National Education Goal is that U.S. students will perform at
world-class levels in mathematics and science. We know that
these Goals will be harder for some states to achieve than for
others, because states began their journey at different starting
points. We also know that it is not easy for states to show
improvement on NAEP. It is a challenging test, and the Goals

Panel has set its performance standard for what is "good enough”
at a very high level of difficulty. Furthermore, student scores will
not improve overnight. Raising student achievement is a highly
ambitious goal, and we must allow sufficient time for education
programs and policies to show results.

But states have risen to these challenges. This report shows that
the majority of states participating in NAEP assessments have made
progress toward Goal 3 in mathematics. In addition, a new
research study that uses NAEP scores to predict how states would
perform internationally reveals that in 14 states, only one nation —
Singapore — would be expected to score higher than our 8th
graders in science. The Goals Panel applauds these accomplishments,
and awards gold stars in this report to the 28 states that have
successfully raised student achievement in mathematics, and to the
14 states that would be expected to perform at world-class levels
of performance in science. With continued state effort and
commitment, we can report even greater gains in the years ahead.

Very sincerely,

Cecil H.JUnderwood, Chair (1998)
National Education Goals Panel, and Governor of West Virginia
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Goal 3

By the year 2000, all students will leave grades 4,
8, and 12 having demonstrated competency over
challenging subject matter including English,
mathematics, science, foreign languages, civics
and government, economics, arts, history, and
geography, and every school in America will
ensure that all students learn to use their minds
well, so they may be prepared for responsible
citizenship, further learning, and productive
employment in our Nation's modern economy.

Objectives:

® The academic performance of all students at the
elementary and secondary level will increase
significantly in every quartile, and the distribution of
minority students in each quartile will more closely
reflect the student population as a whole.

® The percentage of all students who demonstrate the
ability to reason, solve problems, apply knowledge,
and write and communicate effectively will increase
substantially.

e All students will be involved in activities that promote
and demonstrate good citizenship, good health,
community service, and personal responsibility.

Student Achievement and Citizenship
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e All students will have access to physical education
and health education to ensure they are healthy
and fit.

® The percentage of all students who are competent in
more than one language will substantially increase.

o All students will be knowledgeable about the diverse
cultural heritage of this Nation and about the
world community.



Mathematics and Science Goal 5

By the year 2000, United States students will be
first in the world in mathematics and science

achievement.
Objectives:
® Mathematics and science education, including the ® The number of United States undergraduate and
metric system of measurement, will be strengthened graduate students, especially women and minorities,
throughout the system, especially in the early grades. who complete degrees in mathematics, science, and

® The number of teachers with a substantive background engineering will increase significantly.

in mathematics and science, including the metric
system of measurement, will increase by 50 percent.



Table of Contents |

Foreword. . . . . . 0 e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e i
Goal 3 and Objectives. . . . . . . . i i e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e iv
Goal 5 and Objectives. . .« v v v v i i e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e v
Data Highlights. . . . . . . . . 0 o e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e viii
Introduction . . . . . . L L e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s 1

Figure 1: State Progress Toward Goal 3: Improvement Over Time in Mathematics and Science Achievement. . . . . 5

Figure 2: State Progress Toward Goal 5: World-Class Performance in Mathematics and Science Achievement . . . . 8
Mathematics and Science Achievement State by State . . . . . . .. .. .. .. ... . . oo 11
US. 12-15 Nevada . .. ... ... ... ... .. ... . ... .. 128-131
Alabama . . .. ... 16-19 New Hampshire . ... ... ... ... ....... 132-135
Alaska . . . . . .. 20-23 New Jersey . ... .. ... ... . . ... ... ... 136-139
Arizona . . ... 24-27 New Mexico . ....... ... .. ... .. ...... 140-143
Arkansas . .. . ... 28-31 New York . . ... ... ... .. . . ... ... .. 144-147
California . . .. ... ... ... 32-35 North Carolina . ... ... ... ... ... ........ 148-151
Colorado . . . .. ... . .. 36-39 North Dakota . . ... ... ... .. .. ... ...... 152-155
Connecticut . . . . .. ... ... .. 40-43 Ohio . ... .. 156-159
Delaware . . . ... ... ... ... 44-47 Oklahoma . .. ... ... .. ... ... .. L. 160-163
District of Columbia . . . ... ... ........... 48-51 Oregon . . . . . 164-167
Florida . . ... .. .. . 52-55 Pennsylvania . .. ... ... ... ... . .. ..., 168-171
Georgia . ... 56-59 Rhode Island . . .. ... .. ... ... . ... ... 172-175
Hawaii . ... ... . .. . 60-63 South Carolina . ... ... ... .. ......... 176-179
[daho . . . . . .. .. 64-67 South Dakota . .. ... ...... ... .. ....... 180-183
lllinois . . . . ... . 68-71 Tennessee . . . . . ... 184-187
Indiana . . ... ... 72-75 Texas . . .. 188-191
lowa . . ... 76-79 U 192-195
Kansas . . . .. .. .. 80-83 Vermont . .. ... ... .. 196-199
Kentucky . ... ... . . ... 84-87 Virginia . .. ... 200-203
Louisiana . . . . . ... 88-91 Washington . . . .. ... ... oL 204-207
Maine . . . ... ... 92-95 West Virginia . . .. ... ... ... . ... ... 208-211
Maryland . . . . . ... 96-99 Wisconsin . . . . ... 212-215
Massachusetts . . . ... ......... .. ..... 100-103 Wyoming . . ... ... ... 216-219
Michigan . . ... .. ... 104-107 American Samoa . . . ... 220-223
Minnesota . .. ... .. ... .. ... ... ... 108-111 Guam . ... 224-227
MissisSippi =« o o 112-115 Northern Marianas . . . ... .............. 228-231
Missouri . . . . ... 116-119 Puerto Rico . ... ... ... ... ... .. 232-235
Montana . . .. ... ... .. ... 120-123 Virgin Islands . . . . ... ... 236-239
Nebraska . . . ... ... ... .. ... .. 124-127

Vi



I T of Contents

Appendix A: Technical Notes and Sources . . . . . . & v v i v i it e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 243
Appendix B: NAEP Data Collection Schedules . . . . . . . . . . o 0 i v i i i e e e e e e 249
Table B-1: National NAEP Assessments Administration Schedule . . ... ... ... ... ... .......... 250
Table B-2: State-Level NAEP Assessments Administration Schedule. . . . .. ... ... ... ... ... ..... 251
Appendix C: Standard Errors . . . . . . o 0 i i e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 253

Table C-1: NAEP Achievement Level Standard Errors (At or Above Proficient)
by State, Subject, Grade, and Year. . . . . . . . . .. 254

Table C-2: NAEP Achievement Level Standard Errors (At or Above Proficient)
Grade 4 Mathematics, 1996 — by State and by Subgroup. . . . .. ... ............... 257

Table C-3: NAEP Achievement Level Standard Errors (At or Above Proficient)
Grade 8 Mathematics, 1996 — by State and by Subgroup. . . ... ... ... ............ 261

Table C-4: NAEP Achievement Level Standard Errors (At or Above Proficient)
Grade 8 Science, 1996 — by State and by Subgroup. . . .. .. ... ... .. ... ... . ... .. 265
Appendix D: Statistically Significant Differences in Subgroup Performance on NAEP. . . . ... ... ... 269
Subgroup Differences, Grade 4 Mathematics, 1996 . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 270
Subgroup Differences, Grade 8 Mathematics, 1996 . . . . . . . . . . . . .. e 275
Subgroup Differences, Grade 8 Science, 1996 . . . . . . . . . . e e e 279
Acknowledgements. . . . . . . L L L L e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s 283
National Education Goals Panel Staff. . . . . . . . . . . . . ... . . it e et e e e 284

Vii



Data Highiights

The aim of the third National Education Goal is that all students will be competent in academic subject matter. State-level results from
the National Assessment of Educational Progress, or NAEP, indicate that most states have made progress toward this Goal in mathematics.

The aim of the fifth National Education Goal is that U.S. students will achieve world-class levels of performance in mathematics and
science achievement. Based on their NAEP scores, 14 states would be expected to achieve this level of performance in science.

® The percentage of students who met the Goals

Panel's performance standard (that is, a score at the
two highest levels of achievement on NAEP) increased
significantly during the 1990s:

O nationally and in 7 states in 4th grade mathematics; and
O nationally and in 27 states in 8th grade mathematics.

® The majority of states that participated in NAEP *

viii

assessments during the 1990s have improved in at
least one grade in mathematics. Twenty-eight states
have earned at least one star (out of a possible two)
for improvement over time:

1. Arizona 11. Kentucky 21. North Dakota
2. Arkansas 12. Maryland 22. Oregon

3. California 13. Michigan 23. Rhode Island
4. Colorado 14. Minnesota 24. Tennessee

5. Connecticut 15. Montana 25. Texas

6. Delaware 16. Nebraska 26. West Virginia
7. Florida 17. New Hampshire 27. Wisconsin

8. Hawaii 18. New Mexico 28. Wyoming

9. Indiana 19. New York

10. lowa 20. North Carolina

Six of these states have earned two stars
(out of a possible two) for improvement
over time:

3. Indiana 5. Texas

4. North Carolina 6. West Virginia

1. Colorado
2. Connecticut

® Seven states that made significant gains in

mathematics were also among the highest-performing
states in the nation:

6. North Dakota
7. Wisconsin

1. Connecticut 4. Montana
2. lowa 5. Nebraska
3. Minnesota

A recent research study used NAEP mathematics and

science scores to predict how states would perform *
relative to the 41 nations that participated in the Third
International Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS). The
National Education Goals Panel has awarded an additional

gold star to 14 states that would be expected to reach
world-class levels of performance. In these states, only

one nation — Singapore — would be expected to

outperform US. students in 8th grade science:

1. Colorado 6. Minnesota 11. Utah

2. Connecticut 7. Montana 12. Vermont
3. lowa 8. Nebraska 13. Wisconsin
4. Maine 9. North Dakota 14. Wyoming
5. Massachusetts 10. Oregon

e The states that earned the highest

number of gold stars in this report are ***

Colorado and Connecticut. Each earned two stars for
significant improvement over time in 4th grade and
8th grade mathematics, and a third star for reaching
world-class levels of performance in 8th grade science.




Ithough all of the National Education Goals are important, the

two that focus on raising student academic achievement —
Goals 3 and 5 — are considered by many to be the nation's
highest education priorities. Goal 3 calls for all students to
demonstrate competency over challenging subject matter, while Goal
5 calls for US. students to be first in the world in mathematics
and science achievement.

State policymakers need good information to help them monitor
their state's progress toward these Goals. First, policymakers need
to know whether student achievement is increasing over time, so
that they can determine whether educational programs and policies
are having the desired effect. Second, policymakers need to be
able to benchmark their state against other states and countries to
see how their students' academic performance compares to the best
in the nation and the best in the world. Third, policymakers need
to know how different groups of students are performing
academically, so that they can target educational services
appropriately.

This report provides all three types of information. Its purpose is
to summarize the amount of progress that each state has made in
raising student academic achievement in mathematics and science
since the National Education Goals were established in 1990.

Report format

This report contains four pages of information for the United
States, each state, the District of Columbia, and five U.S.
territories.” The first three pages in each set measure progress
toward Goal 3, using student achievement data from the National
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP). NAEP was authorized by
Congress in 1969, and is the only nationally representative and
ongoing assessment that measures what students know and are
able to do in different subject areas. Congress expanded NAEP to

Introduction

allow the reporting of comparable state-by-state results, beginning
with the 1990 mathematics assessment. Participation in state-level
NAEP is voluntary, and has increased from 40 states and territories
in 1990 to 45 in 1996.

NAEP results are reported for the United States and for each
participating state in mathematics (Grades 4 and 8) and science
(Grade 8). Thus far, these are the only grades in which NAEP
mathematics and science assessments have been administered at the
state level. Since 1990, mathematics has been assessed twice at
Grade 4 (in 1992 and 1996) and three times at Grade 8 (in 1990,
1992, and 1996). Science has been assessed once (in 1996).2

Each of the state pages in this report shows:

® how much progress the state has made over time;

® how the state's latest academic performance compares to
that of the United States and other states; and

® how different subgroups of students in the state performed
on the most recent NAEP assessment.

Gold stars are awarded to states that have shown a significant
increase in the percentage of students in their state who meet the
National Education Goals Panel's performance standard.3 The Goals
Panel's performance standard is based on three achievement levels
set by the National Assessment Governing Board to describe the
quality of student achievement on NAEP: Basic, Proficient, and
Advanced. The Basic level represents partial mastery of necessary
knowledge and skills; the Proficient level represents solid academic
performance; and the Advanced level represents superior
performance.4 The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at
the Proficient or Advanced levels on NAEP. The Goals Panel
considers performance at these two highest levels as evidence that
students have demonstrated competency over challenging subject
matter.

T The term "state” is used hereafter in this report to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

2 See Appendix B for national and state-level NAEP administration schedules.

3 In this report, "significance” refers to statistical significance and indicates that the observed differences are not likely to have occurred by chance. All differences in this report that are termed “statistically significant” are measured at
the 0.05 level.

4 Bourque, M.L, Champagne, A.B., & Crissman, S. (1997, October). 1996 Science performance standards: Achievement results for the nation and the states. Washington, DC: National Assessment Governing Board.



Value to states

The fourth page in each set of state pages in this report shows
how close each state is to achieving Goal 5. Although Goal 5
calls for the United States — not each individual state — to be
first in the world in mathematics and science, the majority of
states must be at world-class levels of performance in mathematics
and science if we expect the nation to attain first-in-the-world
status. International comparisons of student achievement in 8th
grade mathematics and science are presented, using data from a
newly released research study.5 This study statistically links state
results from the 1996 NAEP with country results from the 1995
Third International Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS). TIMSS
is the most comprehensive international study of mathematics and
science achievement conducted to date. TIMSS tested half a
million students in 41 countries in 30 different languages.
Participating countries included the United States, as well as some
of the United States' chief economic competitors and trading
partners, such as Japan, Germany, Canada, Korea, Singapore, and
Hong Kong.

Linking the two assessments allows us to predict how each state
would have performed on TIMSS, relative to the 41 countries that
actually participated in the international assessment, on the basis of
each state's NAEP performance. The authors of the linking study
caution that the technique used to link the two tests can provide
only limited information, since NAEP and TIMSS cover different
content and were taken by different groups of students at different
times. Nevertheless, the technique can provide broad comparisons
that tell states which countries' students would be expected to
score significantly higher than, similar to, or significantly lower than
their own students in mathematics and science on this international
assessment. In this report, gold stars signifying "world-class
performance” are awarded to those states that would be expected
to score as well as, or better than, 40 or more of the 41
participating TIMSS nations in mathematics or science.

This report shows three of the ways in which NAEP data can be a
valuable source of information for states:

1. NAEP can be used to monitor educational progress over time.

One of the most common uses of NAEP is to monitor trends in
academic performance to see whether student achievement is
improving over time. This is possible because NAEP is designed to
repeat assessments in each subject area at least every four years.
This feature enables policymakers to answer questions such as: Has
student performance improved since my state established new
statewide standards in science? Are more 8th graders in my state
considered Proficient in mathematics since my state began requiring
all 8th graders to take algebra?

Improvement Over Time is presented in Part 1 on the first three
pages for each state in this report, beginning on p. 12. The
percentages of students who scored at or above the Proficient level
on NAEP mathematics and science assessments will be tracked over a
ten-year period, from the establishment of the National Education
Goals in 1990, until the year 2000.

2. NAEP can be used to benchmark state performance against the best

in the nation and the best in the world.

Because NAEP scores are comparable across states, policymakers can
use NAEP to answer questions such as: How does my state
compare to neighboring states or to the highest-performing states
in the country?6 It is also possible to use NAEP scores in a more
limited way to predict relative performance on a related assessment
such as TIMSS, so that states can benchmark their performance
against top-performing nations in mathematics and science.
Policymakers can use results from the NAEP/TIMSS linking study to
answer questions such as: How many nations would be expected
to outperform my state in 8th grade mathematics? How would my

5 Johnson, E.G., & Siegendorf, A. (1998, May). Linking the National Assessment of Educational Progress and the Third International Mathematics and Science Study: Eighth grade results. Report prepared for the U.S. Department of Education,

National Center for Education Statistics, NCES 98-500. Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office.

6 Although NAEP scores are comparable, the reader should bear in mind that many variables of interest to state policymakers can contribute to differences in state performance, such as available resources, curricula, educational practices, etc.

The results presented in this report do not control for these variables.
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state be expected to perform in comparison to the United States'
major trading partners in 8th grade science?

State Comparisons are presented in Part 2 on the first three pages
for each state in this report, beginning on p. 12. Each state’s
performance is compared to the nation and to other states on the
most recent NAEP mathematics and science assessments.

International Comparisons are presented on the fourth page of each
set of state pages. Each state's predicted performance on TIMSS is
compared to the actual performance of the 41 participating TIMSS
nations.” Countries are clustered in alphabetical order in three
groups: those that would be expected to perform significantly higher
than, significantly lower than, or not significantly different from the
particular state in 8th grade mathematics and science.

3. NAEP can be used to monitor whether all groups of students in a
state are achieving at high levels.

Goal 3 specifies that all students will demonstrate competency over
challenging subject matter. Because NAEP data can be broken out
by subgroups, policymakers can use NAEP to answer questions such
as: Are similar proportions of boys and girls in my state considered
Proficient in mathematics and science? Do minority students score
as well as White students? Do large achievement gaps exist
between urban and non-urban students?

Subgroup Performance is presented in Part 3 on the first three pages
for each state in this report, beginning on p. 12. This section shows
how many students in different subgroups scored at or above the
Proficient level on the most recent NAEP mathematics and science
assessments. Results are presented by sex, race/ethnicity, parents’
highest level of education, school location, and eligibility for
free/reduced-price lunch programs.

Interpreting the results

NAEP is a large-scale assessment intended for monitoring trends in
student performance and is not administered to every student.

Instead, samples of students are selected to take the test. This
enables states to use smaller, cost-efficient samples to predict how
the entire student population would have performed on an assessment
without testing all of them. This is similar to a public opinion poll
that predicts, with a certain degree of confidence, how all individuals
would have responded to a set of questions had they all been polled.

It is important to note that any estimate based on a sample, whether
it is from a NAEP assessment or a public opinion poll, contains a
small amount of error. The estimate would be slightly higher or
slightly lower if a different sample were chosen. Public opinion polls
account for this error when they caution that their results are
“"accurate within plus or minus two percentage points." In the same
way, we must account for the uncertainty in NAEP results, whether
we are comparing progress over time, performance among states, or
performance among subgroups of students within a state.

We account for the uncertainty by using a formula to calculate a
standard error for each estimate8 The standard error tells us how
precise the estimate is. The closer the standard error is to zero, the
more precise the estimate. Although sample size is only one of
several factors that influence the size of the standard error, as a
general rule, larger samples yield more precise estimates and smaller
standard errors.

If we want to examine differences between groups — for example, to
determine whether one state performed at a higher level than another
did — we must apply a statistical test to tell us whether there are
likely to be differences in actual performance between groups in the
entire population.® The statistical test takes into account the size
of the standard errors for each group's score, as well as the
difference between the scores. If the test indicates that the groups

7 In 1995, a representative sample of 8th graders in Minnesota took the same mathematics and science assessments as the students in the 41 participating TIMSS nations. Results shown for Minnesota, therefore, are based on actual scores, not
estimated scores. Missouri and Oregon also took the same TIMSS assessments in 1997, but their results have not yet been publicly released.

8 See Appendix A for formulas and more detailed technical information. See Appendix C for tables of standard errors.

9 See Appendix A for a discussion of the statistical procedures used to control the amount of error introduced when multiple comparisons are made. For more detailed information, see also the Technical Report of the NAEP 1996 State Assessment

Program in Mathematics.
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in the entire population are likely to perform differently, we say that
the difference is statistically significant. This means that the
differences are not likely to have occurred by chance — we can be
confident that performance has changed over time or one group has
outperformed another.

This should be kept in mind when reviewing the data on the state
pages that follow. In Part 1, for example, it may appear that the
percentage of students who scored at the Proficient level or higher
on NAEP has gone up over time, but the change is reported as "not
significant.”  This occurs because even though there is a difference
in scores, it is not statistically different. Because each percentage is
an estimate which has some uncertainty associated with it, it is
possible for a small gain to be significant in one case, while a
larger percentage-point gain can fail to be significant in another.

The same caution must be exercised when interpreting the results in
Parts 2 and 3. In Part 2, it would not be accurate to rank
individual states strictly by the percentages of students who scored
at or above Proficient. Instead of ranking individual states, it is
more useful to talk about states' performance in terms of clusters of
states that performed significantly higher than, significantly lower
than, or not significantly different from a particular state. On p.
21, for example, the percentage at or above Proficient in 8th grade
mathematics for Alaska was 30% in 1996, while Colorado was 25%
and Maryland was 24%. When accounting for error, however,
Maryland (but not Colorado) is judged to have a similar achievement
level to Alaska, even though the percentage for Colorado was larger
than Maryland's.

Similarly, in Part 3, it would not be accurate to conclude that one
subgroup of students outperformed another based solely on the
percentages listed on the graph. An observed difference of 3
percentage points between males and females, for example, may not
be statistically significant when standard errors are taken into
account. In order to keep the graphs in Part 3 as clear and as

readable as possible, we have not attempted to flag subgroup
differences on the graphs themselves. Instead, statistically significant
differences between subgroups are summarized in Appendix D.

Finally, readers should use caution when interpreting the results of
the NAEP/TIMSS linking study in this report. The purpose of the
linking study is to compare states to nations, not states to states
or nations to nations. State-to-state comparisons, using comparable
NAEP data, appear in Part 2 on the first three pages for each
state. Nation-to-nation comparisons, using comparable TIMSS data,
appear on the international comparisons page for the United States
(see p. 15). Because the results of the NAEP/TIMSS linking study
can offer only approximate comparisons of performance of individual
states relative to the 41 participating TIMSS nations, nations and
states are simply listed in alphabetical order and actual scores are
not shown.10

Findings — Improvement Over Time

The percentage of students who met the Goals Panel's performance
standard (that is, a score at or above Proficient on NAEP) increased
significantly during the 1990s:

® nationally and in 7 states in 4th grade mathematics; and
® nationally and in 27 states in 8th grade mathematics.

In no state has achievement declined by an amount that is statistically
significant.

The 28 states that earned stars for improvement over time are shown
on the map in Figure 1. At present, the maximum number of stars
that a state can earn for improvement in student academic achievement
is two (in 4th grade mathematics and in 8th grade mathematics). A
star for improvement cannot yet be earned in 8th grade science,
because NAEP has assessed science only once at the state level.

Mathematics and Science Study at the eighth grade: A research report.

10 For more detailed technical information about the NAEP/TIMSS linking study, see the forthcoming report from the National Center for Education Statistics, Linking the National Assessment of Educational Progress and the Third International
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States that significantly increased
the percentage of students in their
state who met the Goals Panel's
performance standard® in
mathematics in:

either Grade 4 or Grade 8

** both Grade 4 and Grade 8

1 Data not available for the 1992 andfor the 1996 NAEP mathematics assessment at Grade 4, so progress cannot be determined.

2 Data not available for the 1990 andfor the 1996 NAEP mathematics assessment at Grade 8, so progress cannot be determined.

3 The National Education Goals Panel uses the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) to measure improvement over time in
student academic achievement. The Goals Panel's performance standard is a score at or above Proficient on NAEP. A star is awarded to
states that show a significant increase in the percentage of students in their state who meet the Goals Panel's standard. At present, the
maximum number of stars that a state can earn for improvement over time is two (in 4th grade mathematics and 8th grade

mathematics). A star for improvement cannot yet be earned in 8th grade science, because NAEP has assessed science only once at the
state level.
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Twenty-eight states have earned at least one star (out
of a possible two) for improvement over time in
mathematics in either Grade 4 or Grade 8:

North Dakota
Oregon
Rhode Island
Tennessee
Texas

West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

Six of these states have earned two stars (out of
a possible two) for improvement over time in
mathematics in both Grade 4 and Grade 8:

Seven states that made significant gains in mathematics were
also among the highest-performing states* in the nation:

. Connecticut

lowa

. Minnesota

. Montana

. Nebraska

. North Dakota
. Wisconsin

Findings — State Comparisons
Mathematics — Grade 4

National Performance

In 1996, 21% of U.S. 4th graders
in public and nonpublic schools
scored at the Proficient level or
higher on the NAEP

mathematics assessment.

State Performance

In 1996, the percentage of public
school 4th graders who scored

at the Proficient level or higher
on the NAEP mathematics
assessment ranged from 3% in
the lowest-performing states to

31% in the highest-performing states.
Mathematics — Grade 8

National Performance

In 1996, 24% of US. 8th graders
in public and nonpublic schools
scored at the Proficient level or
higher on the NAEP mathematics
assessment.

State Performance

In 1996, the percentage of public
school 8th graders who scored at
the Proficient level or higher on
the NAEP mathematics assessment
ranged from 5% in the lowest-
performing states to 34% in the
highest-performing states.

Highest-performing* states

Connecticut 31%
Minnesota 29%
Maine 27%
Wisconsin 27%

Highest-performing* states

Minnesota 34%
North Dakota 33%
Montana 32%
Wisconsin 32%
Connecticut 31%
lowa 31%
Maine 31%
Nebraska 31%
Alaska 30%

* Highest-performing states are defined as those in which the percentage of students who scored at or above Proficient on NAEP was significantly higher than the percentage of students who did so nationally.
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Science — Grade 8 and Asian/Pacific Islander students who scored at the
Proficient level or higher on NAEP.

National Performance , ,
Highest-performing* states e However, in the majority of cases at both the national and

In 1996, 29% of U.S. 8th graders

_ : _ state levels, the percentages of White students who scored
in public and non[_)u_bllc schools Maine 41% at the Proficient level or higher were significantly greater
sc.:ored at the Proﬂment' level or Montana i than the percentages of American Indian/Alaskan Native,
higher on the NAEP science North Dakota e Black, and Hispanic students who met this standard. This
assessment. Wisconsin 9% was true for 4th grade mathematics, 8th grade
State Performance Massachusetts 37% mathematics, and 8th grade science.
In 1996, the percentage of public Minnesota 37% Differences by Parents’ Highest Level of Education
school 8th graders who scored Connecticut 36% e Nationally and in almost every case at the state level,
at the Proficient level or higher lowa 36% students whose parents had some education beyond high
on the NAEP science assessment Nebras_ka 35% school or whose parents were college graduates
ranged from 5% in the lowest- Wyoming 34% outperformed students who reported that neither of their
performing states to 41% in the parents had graduated from high school.
highest-performing  states. Differences by School Location
Findings — Subgroup Performance” e At the national level, students who attended school in
Differences by Sex urban frmges/large .t.own's outperformed those who attended
school in central cities in 4th grade mathematics and 8th
® Nationally and in 9 out of 45 states, the percentage of grade mathematics. This was also true in roughly one-third
male students who scored at or above Proficient in 4th of the states.

grade mathematics was higher than the percentage of

Differences by Poverty
females who did so.

(as measured by eligibility for free/reduced-price lunch program)
® In 6 out of 43 states, males outperformed females in 8th

grade mathematics. There was no significant difference at
the national level.

® |n all cases — nationally and in every state — students
who were not eligible for the free/reduced-price lunch
program outperformed students who were eligible for this

® In 19 out of 42 states, males outperformed females in 8th program. This was true across all subjects and grades.

grade science. There was no significant difference at the L . .
national level. Findings — International Comparisons

~

Differences by Race/Ethnicity In 8th grade mathematics, the United States scored higher than
countries, lower than 20, and not significantly different from 13.
In 8th grade science, the United States scored higher than 15

countries, lower than 9, and not significantly different from 16.

e At the national level and in most of the states, there were
no significant differences between the percentages of White

* Highest-performing states are defined as those in which the percentage of students who scored at or above Proficient on NAEP was significantly higher than the percentage of students who did so nationally.
11 The reader is cautioned to avoid interpreting subgroup differences in this section of the report and in Appendix D as causal relationships.



F| g ure 2 State Progress Toward Goal 5: World-Class Performance in Mathematics and Science Achievement

States that would be expected to
perform as well as, or better than, 40 of
41 participating TIMSS® nations in:

science

** both mathematics and science

2 In 1995, a representative sample of 8th graders in Minnesota took the same mathematics and science assessments administered in the 41
participating TIMSS nations. International comparisons for Minnesota, therefore, are based on actual student performance, not predictions.
Students in Missouri and Oregon also took the TIMSS assessments in 1997, but their results have not yet been publicly released.

TIMSS 'is the Third International Mathematics and Science Study. TIMSS was administered in 1995 in 41 countries, including the United
States. The information presented on this map is based on the results of a newly released research study that links two different

AK GUAM mathematics and science assessments: the 1995 TIMSS and the 1996 National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP). The research
study was designed to compare states to nations, and predicts how individual states would have performed on TIMSS, given their NAEP
scores. At present, the maximum number of stars that a state can earn for world-class academic performance is two (in Grade 8
mathematics and Grade 8 science), although no state has earned a star in mathematics. For more information, see Appendix A.

} 1 Data not available for the 1996 NAEP mathematics and science assessments at Grade 8, so international comparisons cannot be predicted.
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When compared to our chief economic partners, the United States
is in the bottom half in mathematics and around the middle in
science.

The expected performance of individual states on the TIMSS
mathematics and science assessments varied widely. In
mathematics, the number of countries that would be expected to
outperform a given state ranged from 6 to 38. In science, the
number ranged from 1 to 38.

States that earned gold stars for “world-class performance” in
mathematics and science are shown on the map in Figure 2. Stars
were awarded to states that would be expected to score as well
as, or better than, 40 or more of the 41 participating TIMSS
nations in mathematics or science. The maximum number of stars
that a state can earn for world-class performance is two (one in
mathematics and one in science), although no state earned a star
in mathematics.

In science, 14 states earned a star for world-class
performance. Students in only one nation — Singapore
— would be expected to outperform the 8th graders in
these states in science:

1. Colorado 8. Nebraska

2. Connecticut 9. North Dakota

3. lowa 10. Oregon

4. Maine 11. Utah

5. Massachusetts 12. Vermont

6. Minnesota 13. Wisconsin

7. Montana 14. Wyoming
Conclusions

Are states making progress toward Goal 3 of the National
Education Goals by increasing student achievement in mathematics

and science? We cannot answer this question for science yet
because NAEP has assessed science only once at the state level.
However, in mathematics the answer is “yes." The majority of
states that participated in NAEP assessments during the 1990s have
shown significant improvements in student academic achievement in
mathematics in at least one grade. Twenty-eight states have
earned at least one star (out of a possible two) for improvement
over time, and six states have earned two. From this perspective,
the majority of states have moved closer to the Goal in
mathematics.

How close are states to achieving the world-class levels of
performance in mathematics and science indicated in Goal 57
Results of the NAEP/TIMSS linking study suggest that no state
would likely place first in the world in mathematics. States with
the highest NAEP scores in the nation would be expected to trail
at least six countries if they were to take the TIMSS assessment.
However, 14 states would be expected to achieve world-class levels
of performance in 8th grade science. Of the 41 nations that
participated in TIMSS, only Singapore would be expected to score
significantly higher than the 8th graders in these states.

The challenge before us now is to keep this momentum going — to
accelerate student academic progress in more states, in more
subject areas, in more grades, and among all students. The
National Education Goals Panel will continue to monitor state
progress as new state-level NAEP assessments are administered in
reading, writing, mathematics, and science between now and the
end of the decade, and in 1999, when the international TIMSS
mathematics and science assessments are scheduled to be repeated
in approximately 40 countries. Future Goals Panel reports will
describe educational programs and policies implemented by states
that have made significant progress in raising student academic
achievement. This information will be available on the Goals
Panel's Web site, www.negp.gov, as part of a series of reports on
promising state practices.


http://www.negp.gov
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The National Education Goals Panel remains convinced that states
want and need good information that will help them gauge the
success of their education improvement efforts. This document
shows three ways in which NAEP and TIMSS data can help state
policymakers measure their state's progress toward Goals 3 and 5:

® by monitoring educational progress over time;

® by benchmarking their students' academic performance
against the best in the nation and the best in the world;
and

® by monitoring the extent to which all groups of students
in their state are achieving at high levels.

The Goals Panel strongly encourages states to continue participating
in NAEP assessments and to consider participating in the next
administration of TIMSS, so that policymakers and the public can
determine whether educational programs and policies are producing
the desired results — students who are competent, knowledgeable,
and capable.



_ Mathematics and Science Achievement State by State
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1. Improvement Over Time *

Have the nation's' 4th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

Yes. The percentage of 4th graders who met the Goals Panel’s performance
standard in mathematics increased from 13% in 1990, to 21% in 1996.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

T Figures shown for the U.S. include both public and nonpublic school data.

United States _ Mathematics Grade 4

Percentage of public and nonpublic school 4th graders at or above Proficient
on the NAEP mathematics assessment

100%
80%
60%
40%
20%}-13% 18% 21%
0% j . l

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did the nation compare with states in 4th grade mathematics
achievement in 19967

4 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Connecticut 319%  Maine, Wisconsin 27%
Minnesota 29%
23 states had similar' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

New Jersey, Texas 25%  U.S.* Alaska, North Carolina, Oregon, 21%
Indiana, Massachusetts, Nebraska, 24% Washington

North Dakota Missouri, New York, Pennsylvania 20%
Michigan, Utah, Vermont 23%  Virginia, West Virginia, Wyoming 19%

Colorado, lowa, Maryland, Montana 22%

18 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Rhode Island, Tennessee 17%  South Carolina 12%
Delaware, Hawaii, Kentucky 16%  Alabama, California 11%
Arizona, Florida 15%  Louisiana, Mississippi 8%
Nevada 14%  District of Columbia 5%
Arkansas, Georgia, New Mexico 13%  Guam 3%

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.

* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data. Figures shown for states include
public school data only.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of 4th graders in different subgroups' in the nation® were
at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics assessment?
= Male 249%
v
v Female 19%
= American Indian/Alaskan Native
2 Asian/Pacific Islander 26%
<
5 Black
g Hispanic
&= White 28%
75 .
g% Less than high school
2 é High school graduate
wl Some education beyond high school 26%
[
g Tc: College graduate 30%
T >
& o
=S Central city 18%
o
_g k= Urban fringe/large town 24%
o
v o Rural/small town 19%
> v .. .
£ 3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
nE_ E Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 26%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
2 Figures shown for the US. include both public and nonpublic school data.

12 See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I




Mathematics Grade 8 |

1. Improvement Over Time *

Have the nation's' 8th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

Yes. The percentage of 8th graders who met the Goals Panel’s performance
standard in mathematics increased from 15% in 1990, to 24% in 1996.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

T Figures shown for the U.S. include both public and nonpublic school data.

United States

Percentage of public and nonpublic school 8th graders at or above Proficient
on the NAEP mathematics assessment

100%
80%
60%
40%
2000} 15% 21% =
0% j l I

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did the nation compare with states in 8th grade mathematics
achievement in 19967

9 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Minnesota 349%  Connecticut, lowa, Maine, Nebraska 31%
North Dakota 33% Alaska 30%
Montana, Wisconsin 32%
14 states had similar' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:
Massachusetts, Michigan 28%  U.S.* Indiana, Maryland, Utah 24%
Vermont 27%  Missouri, New York, Wyoming 22%
Oregon, Washington 26%  Texas, Virginia 21%
Colorado 25%

19 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

North Carolina, Rhode Island 20%  Arkansas 13%
Delaware 19%  Alabama 12%
Arizona 18%  Louisiana, Mississippi 7%
California, Florida 17%  Guam 6%
Georgia, Hawaii, Kentucky 16%  District of Columbia 5%
Tennessee 15%
New Mexico, South Carolina, 14%
West Virginia

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.

* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data. Figures shown for states include
public school data only.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of 8th graders in different subgroups' in the nation® were
at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics assessment?

Male 25%
Female 23%

Sex

American Indian/Alaskan Native
Asian/Pacific Islander?

Black

Hispanic

White

Race/ethnicity

31%

Less than high school
High school graduate
Some education beyond high school 26%

Parents’ highest
level of education

College graduate 35%
_ < Central city
o o
_‘%’ b= Urban fringe/large town 27%
o
w oS Rural/small town 250%

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 30%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure

T Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.

2 NAEP quality control activities involving state assessment data raised concerns about accuracy of national
Grade 8 Asian/Pacific Islander data. As a result, they have not been included in this report.

3 Figures shown for the U.S. include both public and nonpublic school data.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I 13



United States

1. Improvement Over Time

Have the nation's’ 8th graders improved in science achievement?

In 1996, 29% of the nation’s 8th graders met the Goals Panel's performance
standard in science. The Goals Panel will report whether science performance
has improved over time when science is assessed again in 2000.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

T Figures shown for the U.S. include both public and nonpublic school data.

Science Grade 8

Percentage of public and nonpublic school 8th graders at or above Proficient
on the NAEP science assessment

100%

8 nIIU

60%

40% 2900

2 nIIU I
0%
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Science performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did the nation compare with states in 8th grade science
achievement in 19967

10 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Maine, Montana, North Dakota 41%  Connecticut, lowa 36%
Wisconsin 39%  Nebraska 35%
Massachusetts, Minnesota 37%  Wyoming® 349%
13 states had similar' percentages of students who were
Vermont? 34%  Missouri 28%
Colorado, Michigan, Oregon, Utah 32%  New York, Virginia, Washington 27%
Alaska 31%  Rhode Island 26%
Indiana 30%  Maryland 25%
us:* 299%
19 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were

North Carolina 24%  Alabama 18%
Arizona, Kentucky, Texas 23%  South Carolina 17%
Arkansas, Tennessee 22%  Hawaii 15%
Delaware, Florida, Georgia, 21%  Louisiana 13%

West Virginia Mississippi 12%
California 20%  Guam 7%
New Mexico 19%  District of Columbia 5%

T The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically, its placement is correct. See pp. 3-4.

* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data. Figures shown for states include
public school data only.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of 8th graders in different subgroups' in the nation® were
at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP science assessment?

Male 31%
Female 27%

= American Indian/Alaskan Native
E Asian/Pacific Islander 30%
i Black
E Hispar.1ic
White 37%

Less than high school
High school graduate

Parents’ highest
level of education

Some education beyond high school 33%
College graduate 39%
t g Central city
8 = Urban fringe/large town
S 9
w e Rural/small town

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 34%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
2 Figures shown for the US. include both public and nonpublic school data.
* No school location data for science in 1996.

14 See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I



Mathematics Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade mathematics in 1995. How did US.
8th graders compare to students in the other participating countries?

International Comparisons _

United States

Science Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade science in 1995. How did U.S. 8th
graders compare to students in the other participating countries?

9 nations' performed significantly higher:'

20 nations' performed significantly higher:'

(Australia) Ireland
(Austria) Japan

Belgium - Flemish? Korea
(Belgium - French)? (Netherlands)
(Bulgaria) Russian Federation
Canada Singapore
Czech Republic Slovak Republic
France (Slovenia)
Hong Kong Sweden
Hungary Switzerland
(Denmark) New Zealand
England Norway
(Germany) (Romania)
(Greece) (Scotland)
Iceland Spain

(Israel) (Thailand)
Latvia - LSS® United States
(Colombia) Lithuania
Cyprus Portugal

Iran, Islamic Republic (South Africa)
(Kuwait)

t The term "nation” is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.  Performance for nations is based on both
public and nonpublic school data. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

T See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.

3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of
the population.

(Austria) Korea
(Bulgaria) (Netherlands)
Czech Republic Singapore
Hungary (Slovenia)
Japan

(Australia) Norway
Belgium - Flemish? Russian Federation
Canada (Scotland)
England Slovak Republic
(Germany) Sweden

Hong Kong Switzerland
Ireland (Thailand)
(Israel) United States
New Zealand

15 nations' performed significantly lower:'

(Belgium - French)? (Kuwait)
(Colombia) Latvia - LSS?
Cyprus Lithuania
(Denmark) Portugal
France (Romania)
(Greece) (South Africa)
Iceland Spain

Iran, Islamic Republic

t The term "nation” is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.  Performance for nations is based on both
public and nonpublic school data. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

T See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.

3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of
the population.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I 15



Alabama

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Alabama's 4th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

Not yet. Between 1992 and 1996, there was no significant change in the
percentage of public school 4th graders who met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in mathematics.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

I othcratics Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

100%

80%

60%

40%

20% 10% 110%™
0% - -
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

NS Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did Alabama compare with other states in 4th grade mathematics
achievement in public schools in 19967

33 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Connecticut 31%  U.S.,* Alaska, North Carolina, Oregon, 219%

Minnesota 29% Washington

Maine, Wisconsin 27%  Missouri, New York, Pennsylvania 20%

New Jersey, Texas 25%  Virginia, West Virginia, Wyoming 19%

Indiana, Massachusetts, Nebraska, 24%  Rhode Island, Tennessee 17%
North Dakota Delaware, Hawaii, Kentucky 16%

Michigan, Utah, Vermont 23%  Florida? 15%

Colorado, lowa, Maryland, Montana 22%

7 states had similar' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Arizona® 15%  South Carolina 12%
Nevada 14%  Alabama, California 11%
Arkansas, Georgia, New Mexico 13%

4 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Louisiana, Mississippi 8%  Guam 3%
District of Columbia 5%

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically, its placement is correct. See pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
Alabama were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?

Male 11%
Female 10%

Sex

American Indian/Alaskan Native?
Asian/Pacific Islander?

Black

Hispanic

White

Race/ethnicity

16%

Less than high school

High school graduate

Some education beyond high school
College graduate

12%
18%

Parents’ highest
level of education

Central city 14%
Urban fringe/large town 10%
Rural/small town 900

School
location

v
g 3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
n?f g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 18%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.

16 See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I



1. Improvement Over Time
Have Alabama's 8th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

Not yet. Between 1990 and 1996, there was no significant change in the
percentage of public school 8th graders who met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in mathematics.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Mathematics Grade 8 _ Alabama

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

100%

8 O nllll

6 0 nIIU

4 "II\J

20% - g9y, 10% 1201
0o I [ []
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

NS Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did Alabama compare with other states in 8th grade mathematics
achievement in public schools in 19967

29 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Minnesota 349  Colorado 25%
North Dakota 33% U.S.” Indiana, Maryland, Utah 249%
Montana, Wisconsin 32%  Missouri, New York, Wyoming 22%
Connecticut, lowa, Maine, Nebraska 31%  Texas, Virginia 21%
Alaska 30%  North Carolina, Rhode Island 20%
Massachusetts, Michigan 28%  Delaware 19%
Vermont 27%  Arizona 18%
Oregon, Washington 26%  California, Florida 17%
8 states had similar' percentages of students who were
Georgia, Hawaii, Kentucky 16%  Arkansas 13%
Tennessee 15% Alabama 12%
New Mexico, South Carolina, 14%
West Virginia

4 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Louisiana, Mississippi 7%  District of Columbia 5%
Guam 6%

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
Alabama were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?

x Male 14%
v

v Female 11%
- American Indian/Alaskan Native2

2

:g Asian/Pacific Islander?

=

E Black

g Hispanic

3]

oc

White 18%
Less than high school
High school graduate
Some education beyond high school 12%

Parents' highest
level of education

College graduate 22%
— Central city 14%
o o
= Urban fringe/large town 13%
v U
2] Rural/small town 10%

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 18%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I 17



Alabama

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Alabama's 8th graders improved in science achievement?

In 1996, 18% of Alabama's public school 8th graders met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in science. The Goals Panel will report whether science
performance has improved over time when science is assessed again in 2000.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
science assessment

100%

Science Grade 8

80%

60%

40%

0
20% 18%

]

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Science performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did Alabama compare with other states in 8th grade science
achievement in public schools in 19967

27 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Maine, Montana, North Dakota 41% Indiana 30%
Wisconsin 39% U.S.* 29%
Massachusetts, Minnesota 37%  Missouri 28%
Connecticut, lowa 36%  New York, Virginia, Washington 27%
Nebraska 35%  Rhode Island 26%
Vermont, Wyoming 34%  Maryland 25%
Colorado, Michigan, Oregon, Utah 32%  North Carolina 249%
Alaska 31%  Arizona, Kentucky, Texas 23%
10 states had similar' percentages of students who were

Arkansas, Tennessee 22%  New Mexico 19%
Delaware, Florida, Georgia, 21% Alabama 18%

West Virginia South Carolina 17%
California 20%  Hawaii 15%

4 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were

Louisiana 13%  Guam 7%
Mississippi 12%  District of Columbia 5%

t The term "state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
Alabama were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP science
assessment?

x Male 19%
v Female 17%
= American Indian/Alaskan Native?

:g Asian/Pacific Islander?

% Black

9 Hispanic

oc

White 25%

Less than high school
High school graduate

Parents' highest
level of education

Some education beyond high school 18%
College graduate 27%
t < Central city
_§ ‘5 Urban fringe/large town
e Rural/small town

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 24%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
* No school location data for science in 1996.

18 See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I



International Comparisons _

Mathematics Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and

Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade mathematics in 1995. If public school
8th graders in Alabama participated in the TIMSS mathematics assessment,
how would their average performance compare to that of students who

took TIMSS in these nations?

30 nations™ would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

Alabama

Science Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade science in 1995. If public school 8th
graders in Alabama participated in the TIMSS science assessment, how
would their average performance compare to that of students who took
TIMSS in these nations?

19 nations* would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

(Australia)
(Austria)

Belgium - Flemish?
(Belgium - French)?
(Bulgaria)

Canada

Czech Republic
(Denmark)
(England)

France

(Germany)

Hong Kong
Hungary

Ireland

(Israel)

Japan

Korea

(Latvia - LSS)?
(Netherlands)
New Zealand
Norway
Russian Federation
(Scotland)
Singapore
Slovak Republic
(Slovenia)
Sweden
(Switzerland)
(Thailand)
United States

7 nations® would be expected to perform similarly:'

Alabama
Cyprus
(Greece)
Iceland

4 nations' would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(Colombia)

Iran, Islamic Republic

(Lithuania)
Portugal
(Romania)
Spain

(Kuwait)
(South Africa)

t The term "nation” is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.  Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

T See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.
3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

(Australia) Japan

(Austria) Korea

Belgium - Flemish? (Netherlands)
(Bulgaria) Russian Federation
Canada Singapore
Czech Republic Slovak Republic
(England) (Slovenia)
(Germany) Sweden
Hungary United States
Ireland

Alabama New Zealand
(Denmark) Norway

France Portugal
(Greece) (Romania)
Hong Kong (Scotland)
Iceland Spain

(Israel) (Switzerland)
(Latvia - LSS)? (Thailand)
(Lithuania)

6 nations’ would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(Belgium - French)? Iran, Islamic Republic
(Colombia) (Kuwait)
Cyprus (South Africa)

t The term "nation” is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.  Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

T See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.

3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of
the population.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I 19



Alaska

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Alaska's 4th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

In 1996, 219% of Alaska’s public school 4th graders met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in mathematics. The Goals Panel will report whether
Alaska’s mathematics performance has improved over time when mathematics
is assessed again in 2000.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

I othcratics Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

100%
80%
60%
40%
21%
20% l
0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did Alaska compare with other states in 4th grade mathematics
achievement in public schools in 19967

4 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Connecticut 319%  Maine, Wisconsin 27%
Minnesota 29%
23 states had similar' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:
New Jersey, Texas 25%  U.S.” Alaska, North Carolina, Oregon,  21%
Indiana, Massachusetts, Nebraska, 24% Washington

North Dakota Missouri, New York, Pennsylvania 20%
Michigan, Utah, Vermont 23%  Virginia, West Virginia, Wyoming 19%
Colorado, lowa, Maryland, Montana 22%  Tennessee’ 17%
17 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:
Rhode Island? 17%  South Carolina 12%
Delaware, Hawaii, Kentucky 16%  Alabama, California 1%
Arizona, Florida 15%  Louisiana, Mississippi 8%
Nevada 14%  District of Columbia 5%
Arkansas, Georgia, New Mexico 13%  Guam 3%

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically, its placement is correct. See pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
Alaska were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?

) Male 22%
v

v Female 20%
= American Indian/Alaskan Native

:g Asian/Pacific Islander 16%
=

E Black

5] Hispanic

3]

oc

White 28%

Less than high school
High school graduate

Parents’ highest
level of education

Some education beyond high school 25%
College graduate 29%
=5 Central city 19%
o
_g = Urban fringe/large town?
o
v o Rural/small town 22%
> v .. .
£3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
n?f g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 29%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.

20 See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I



1. Improvement Over Time
Have Alaska's 8th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

In 1996, 30% of Alaska's public school 8th graders met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in mathematics. The Goals Panel will report whether
Alaska’s mathematics performance has improved over time when mathematics
is assessed again in 2000.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Mathematics Grade 8 _ Alaska

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

100%

8 G nIILI

6 G "II\J

40% 30%

200 I
0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did Alaska compare with other states in 8th grade mathematics
achievement in public schools in 19967

14 states had similar' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Minnesota 34%  Massachusetts, Michigan 28%
North Dakota 33% \Vermont 27%
Montana, Wisconsin 32%  Oregon, Washington 26%
Connecticut, lowa, Maine, Nebraska 31%  Maryland? 24%
Alaska 30%
27 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were

Colorado? 25%  Tennessee 15%
U.S..”* Indiana,? Utah? 24%  New Mexico, South Carolina, 14%
Missouri, New York, Wyoming 22% West Virginia

Texas, Virginia 21%  Arkansas 13%
North Carolina, Rhode Island 20%  Alabama 12%
Delaware 19%  Louisiana, Mississippi 7%
Arizona 18%  Guam 6%
California, Florida 17%  District of Columbia 5%
Georgia, Hawaii, Kentucky 16%

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically, its placement is correct. See pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
Alaska were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?

= Male
v

v Female
- American Indian/Alaskan Native
2

g Asian/Pacific Islander
<

< 2
+ Black
- . .

g Hispanic
oc

White 37%

Less than high school?
High school graduate
Some education beyond high school

College graduate 44%

Parents' highest
level of education

Central city 35%
Urban fringe/large town?

School
location

Rural/small town

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 33%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I 21



1. Improvement Over Time
Have Alaska's 8th graders improved in science achievement?

In 1996, 319% of Alaska’s public school 8th graders met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in science. The Goals Panel will report whether science
performance has improved over time when science is assessed again in 2000.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Alaska _ Science Grade 8

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
science assessment

100%

80%

60%

4 G nIILI

31%

2 "II\J

0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Science performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did Alaska compare with other states in 8th grade science
achievement in public schools in 19967

4 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
Alaska were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP science assessment?

x Male 35%
v Female

= American Indian/Alaskan Native

2 Asian/Pacific Islander 29%
< 2

% Black

g Hispanic

oc

Parents' highest
level of education

White 39%

Less than high school?
High school graduate

Some education beyond high school 31%
College graduate 42%
t g Central city
_§ ‘5 Urban fringe/large town
e Rural/small town

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch

Maine, Montana, North Dakota 419%  Wisconsin 39%
16 states had similar' percentages of students who were
Massachusetts, Minnesota 37% Alaska 31%
Connecticut, lowa 36% Indiana 30%
Nebraska 3500 U.S.* 29%
Vermont, Wyoming 34%  Missouri 28%
Colorado, Michigan, Oregon, Utah 32%  New York, Virginia, Washington 27%
21 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were

Rhode Island 26%  New Mexico 19%
Maryland 25%  Alabama 18%
North Carolina 24%  South Carolina 17%
Arizona, Kentucky, Texas 23%  Hawaii 15%
Arkansas, Tennessee 22%  Louisiana 13%
Delaware, Florida, Georgia, 21%  Mississippi 12%

West Virginia Guam 7%
California 20%  District of Columbia 5%

t The term "state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 34%

Poverty
measure

0% 20% 40% 60%

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
* No school location data for science in 1996.

22 See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I



Mathematics Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade mathematics in 1995. If public school
8th graders in Alaska participated in the TIMSS mathematics assessment,
how would their average performance compare to that of students who
took TIMSS in these nations?

8 nations™ would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

Belgium - Flemish? Korea

Czech Republic Singapore
Hong Kong Slovak Republic
Japan (Switzerland)

23 nations™ would be expected to perform similarly:'

Alaska Ireland
(Australia) (Israel)
(Austria) (Latvia - LSS)?
(Belgium - French)? (Netherlands)
(Bulgaria) New Zealand
Canada Norway
(Denmark) Russian Federation
(England) (Scotland)
France (Slovenia)
(Germany) Sweden
Hungary (Thailand)
|celand United States

International Comparisons _

Alaska

Science Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade science in 1995. If public school 8th
graders in Alaska participated in the TIMSS science assessment, how would
their average performance compare to that of students who took TIMSS in
these nations?

3 nations* would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

Czech Republic Singapore
Japan

Alaska Korea
(Australia) (Netherlands)
(Austria) New Zealand
Belgium - Flemish? Norway
(Bulgaria) Russian Federation
Canada Slovak Republic
(England) (Slovenia)
(Germany) Sweden

Hong Kong (Switzerland)
Hungary (Thailand)
Ireland United States
(Israel)

16 nations* would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

10 nations* would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(Colombia)

Cyprus

(Greece)

Iran, Islamic Republic
(Kuwait)

(Lithuania)
Portugal
(Romania)
(South Africa)
Spain

t The term "nation” is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.  Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

T See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.
3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

(Belgium - French)?
(Colombia)

Cyprus

(Denmark)

France

(Greece)

Iceland

Iran, Islamic Republic

(Kuwait)
(Latvia - LSS)?
(Lithuania)
Portugal
(Romania)
(Scotland)
(South Africa)
Spain

t The term "nation” is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.  Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

T See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.
3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I
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Arizona

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Arizona's 4th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

Not yet. Between 1992 and 1996, there was no significant change in the
percentage of public school 4th graders who met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in mathematics.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

I othcratics Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

100%

80%

60%

40%

20% 13% 15%"
0% [ [
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

NS Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did Arizona compare with other states in 4th grade mathematics
achievement in public schools in 19967

24 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Connecticut 31%  Michigan, Utah, Vermont 23%
Minnesota 29%  Colorado, lowa, Maryland, Montana 22%
Maine, Wisconsin 27%  U.S.* Alaska, North Carolina, Oregon, 21%
New Jersey, Texas 25% Washington

Indiana, Massachusetts, Nebraska, 24%  Missouri, New York, Pennsylvania 20%

North Dakota

15 states had similar' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Virginia, West Virginia, Wyoming 19% Nevada 14%
Rhode Island, Tennessee 17%  Arkansas, Georgia, New Mexico 13%
Delaware, Hawaii, Kentucky 16%  South Carolina 12%
Arizona, Florida 15% California? 1%

5 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Alabama? 11%  District of Columbia 5%
Louisiana, Mississippi 8%  Guam 3%

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically, its placement is correct. See pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
Arizona were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?

Male 17%
Female 13%

Sex

American Indian/Alaskan Native
Asian/Pacific Islander?
Black
Hispanic
White

Race/ethnicity

22%

Less than high school
High school graduate

Parents’ highest
level of education

Some education beyond high school 21%

College graduate 25%

=5 Central city 16%

o

_g = Urban fringe/large town 16%

o

v o Rural/small town

> v .. .

£3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch

n?f g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 24%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.

24 See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I



1. Improvement Over Time *

Have Arizona's 8th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

Yes. The percentage of Arizona's public school 8th graders who met the Goals
Panel’s performance standard in mathematics increased from 13% in 1990, to
18% in 1996.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Mathematics Grade 8 _ Arizona

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

100%

80%

6 0 nIILI

4 "IIU

20%}-13% 150 18%

i [] []

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did Arizona compare with other states in 8th grade mathematics
achievement in public schools in 19967

18 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Minnesota 34%  Vermont 27%
North Dakota 33%  Oregon, Washington 26%
Montana, Wisconsin 32% Colorado 25%
Connecticut, lowa, Maine, Nebraska 31%  U.S.,*” Indiana,?* Utah? 249%
Alaska 30%  Wyoming? 22%
Massachusetts, Michigan 28%
14 states had similar' percentages of students who were

Maryland? 24%  Arizona 18%
Missouri,” New York? 22%  California, Florida 17%
Texas, Virginia 21%  Georgia, Hawaii, Kentucky 16%
North Carolina, Rhode Island 20%  Tennessee 15%
Delaware 19%

9 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

New Mexico, South Carolina, 14%  Louisiana, Mississippi 7%

West Virginia Guam 6%
Arkansas 13%  District of Columbia 5%
Alabama 12%

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically, its placement is correct. See pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
Arizona were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?

= Male 20%
v

v Female 16%
- American Indian/Alaskan Native

2

:g Asian/Pacific Islander?

=

E Black

] Hispanic

3]

oc

White 25%
Less than high school
High school graduate
Some education beyond high school 18%

Parents' highest
level of education

College graduate 29%
— Central city 18%
o o
= Urban fringe/large town 20%
v U
v o Rural/small town
> v .. .
€3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
08_ g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 24%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
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Arizona Science Grade 8

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
science assessment

1. Improvement Over Time

Have Arizona's 8th graders improved in science achievement?

100%

In 1996, 23% of Arizona's public school 8th graders met the Goals Panel’s 80%

performance standard in science. The Goals Panel will report whether science 60%
performance has improved over time when science is assessed again in 2000.

4GnIIU
The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of 23%

achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of

20% .
Educational Progress, or NAEP. 0%
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Science performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did Arizona compare with other states in 8th grade science
achievement in public schools in 19967

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
Arizona were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP science assessment?

18 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP: . Male 2506
wv
Maine, Montana, North Dakota 419%  Colorado, Michigan, Oregon, Utah 32% Female
Wisconsin 39%  Alaska 31%
Massachusetts, Minnesota 37% Indiana 30% Z American Indian/Alaskan Native
Connecticut, lowa 36% U.S.* 29% 2 Asian/Pacific Islander?
Nebraska _ 352/0 Missouri 28% E Black
Vermont, Wyoming 34% § Hispanic
oc
i 0
15 states had similar' percentages of students who were White 33%
at or above Proficient on NAEP: = 5
] Less than high school
New York, Virginia, Washington 27%  Arkansas, Tenn_essee _ 22% _g’ é High school graduate
Rhode Island 26%  Delaware, Florida, Georgia, 21% nl Some education bevond hiah school 250%
Maryland 25% West Virginia g2 yC I g d )
North Carolina 24%  California 20% £ ollege graduate 36%
Arizona, Kentucky, Texas 23% -
t s Central city
8 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were _§ b Urban fringe/large town
. . . (%]
at or above Proficient on NAEP: & o Rural/small town
New Mexico 19%  Louisiana 13% o w
Alabama 18%  Mississippi 12% ] Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
South Carolina 17%  Guam 7% é g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 31%
Hawaii 15% District of Columbia 5% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
* No school location data for science in 1996.

t The term "state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

26 See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I




Mathematics Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade mathematics in 1995. If public school
8th graders in Arizona participated in the TIMSS mathematics assessment,
how would their average performance compare to that of students who

took TIMSS in these nations?

21 nations™ would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

International Comparisons _

Science Grade 8

Arizona

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and

Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade science in 1995.

If public school 8th

graders in Arizona participated in the TIMSS science assessment, how would
their average performance compare to that of students who took TIMSS in

these nations?

10 nations* would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

(Australia) Japan (Austria)

(Austria) Korea (Bulgaria)

Belgium - Flemish? (Netherlands) Czech Republic

(Belgium - French)? Russian Federation (England)

(Bulgaria) Singapore Hungary

Canada Slovak Republic

France Sweden

Hong Kong (Sw@zerland] Arizona New Zealand

Hungary (Thailand) .

Ireland (Australia) _ Norway .
Belgium - Flemish? Russian Federation
Canada (Scotland)
(Germany) Spain

Arizona (Latvia - LSS)® (Greece) Sweden

Cyprus [Lithuania] Hong Kong

(Denmark) New Zealand Iceland

(England) Norway Ireland United States

(Germany) (Romania) (Israel)

(Greece) (Scotland)

|celand Spain ., L \

(Israel) United States 11 nations* would be expected to perform significantly lower:

i o

Cyprus Portugal

(Colombia) Portugal (Denmark) (Romania)

Iran, Islamic Republic (South Africa) Iran, Islamic Republic (South Africa)

(Kuwait) (Kuwait)

t The term "nation” is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.  Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

T See explanation on pp. 3-4. T See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately. 2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.

3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of 3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of
the population. the population.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I 27
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Arkansas

1. Improvement Over Time

Have Arkansas' 4th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

Not yet. Between 1992 and 1996, there was no significant change in the
percentage of public school 4th graders who met the Goals Panel’s

performance standard in mathematics.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of

Educational Progress, or NAEP.

I othcratics Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

mathematics assessment

100%
80%
60%
40%
200% 10% 13902
0% - .
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

NS Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.

Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did Arkansas compare with other states in 4th grade mathematics
achievement in public schools in 19967

27 states had significantly higher'

percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Connecticut 31%
Minnesota 29%
Maine, Wisconsin 27%
New Jersey, Texas 25%
Indiana, Massachusetts, Nebraska, 24%

North Dakota

13 states had similar' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Rhode Island, Tennessee 17%
Delaware, Hawaii, Kentucky 16%
Arizona, Florida 15%
Nevada 14%

Michigan, Utah, Vermont 23%

Colorado, lowa, Maryland, Montana 22%

U.S.,” Alaska, North Carolina, Oregon, 21%
Washington

Missouri, New York, Pennsylvania 20%

Virginia, West Virginia, Wyoming 19%

Arkansas, Georgia, New Mexico 13%
South Carolina 12%
Alabama, California 1%

4 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Louisiana, Mississippi 8%
District of Columbia 5%

Guam 3%

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

T See explanation on pp. 3-4.

* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.
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3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
Arkansas were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics

assessment?

Male
Female

Sex

American Indian/Alaskan Native
Asian/Pacific Islander?

Black

Hispanic

White

Race/ethnicity

Less than high school

High school graduate

Some education beyond high school
College graduate

Parents’ highest
level of education

Central city
Urban fringe/large town
Rural/small town

School
location

*g ; Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
n?f g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch

0%

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I
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Mathematics Grade 8 _ Arkansas

1. Improvement Over Time *

Have Arkansas' 8th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

Yes. The percentage of Arkansas’ public school 8th graders who met the Goals
Panel’s performance standard in mathematics increased from 9% in 1990, to
13% in 1996.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

100%

8 O nllll

6 0 nIIU

4 "II\J

20%— 9% 10% 13%

0vpL I ] [ |
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did Arkansas compare with other states in 8th grade mathematics
achievement in public schools in 19967

30 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Minnesota 34% U.S.” Indiana, Maryland, Utah 24%
North Dakota 33%  Missouri, New York, Wyoming 22%
Montana, Wisconsin 32%  Texas, Virginia 21%
Connecticut, lowa, Maine, Nebraska 31%  North Carolina, Rhode Island 20%
Alaska 30%  Delaware 19%
Massachusetts, Michigan 28%  Arizona 18%
Vermont 27%  California, Florida 17%
Oregon, Washington 26%  Hawaii? 16%
Colorado 25%
7 states had similar' percentages of students who were
Georgia,* Kentucky? 16%  Arkansas 13%
Tennessee 15%  Alabama 12%
New Mexico, South Carolina, 14%
West Virginia
4 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were

Louisiana, Mississippi 7%  District of Columbia 5%
Guam 6%

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically, its placement is correct. See pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
Arkansas were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?

= Male 14%
v

v Female 12%
- American Indian/Alaskan NativeZ

2

:g Asian/Pacific Islander?

K

E Black

g Hispanic?

3]

oc

White 17%

Less than high school
High school graduate
Some education beyond high school 15%

Parents' highest
level of education

College graduate 25%
— Central city 14%
o o
= Urban fringe/large town 15%
v U
v o Rural/small town 12%
> v .. .
€35 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch|ll 5%
08_ g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 18%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I 29



Arkansas Science Grade 8

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

1. Improvement Over Time science assessment
Have Arkansas' 8th graders improved in science achievement? 100%
80%

In 1996, 22% of Arkansas’ public school 8th graders met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in science. The Goals Panel will report whether science 60%
performance has improved over time when science is assessed again in 2000.

4GnIIU
The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of 00 22%
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of v l
Educational Progress, or NAEP. 0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Science performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons* 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Arkansas compare with other states in 8th grade science What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
achievement in public schools in 19967 Arkansas were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP science
assessment?
19 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP: . Male 26%
Maine, Montana, North Dakota 419%  Colorado, Michigan, Oregon, Utah 32% 2 Female
Wisconsin 39%  Alaska 31%
Massachusetts, Minnesota 37% Indiana 30% oy American Indian/Alaskan Native?
Connecticut, lowa 36% US.* 29% 2 Asian/Pacific Islander?
Nebraska 35%  Missouri 28% b Black
Vermont, Wyoming 34%  Washington? 27% g Hispanic
oc -
at or above Proficient on NAEP: = 5
o ' ' L% Less than high school
New York,? Virginia? 27%  Delaware, Flo.rl(.ia, Georgia, 21% _? g High school graduate
Rhode Island 26% West Virginia we Some education beyond high school 25%
Maryland 2500  California 20% c% z: | g § .
North Carolina 24%  New Mexico 19% &g ollege graduate 34%
Arizona, Kentucky, Texas 23%  Alabama 18% -
Arkansas, Tennessee 22% t s Central city
o _§ ‘5 Urban fringe/large town
6 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were g2 Rural/small town

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

. S > L . .

South Carolina 17%  Mississippi 12% T3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch

. > «© .. .
Hawaii 15%  Guam 7% S & Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 28%
Louisiana 13%  District of Columbia 5% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
T The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
1 See explanation on pp. 3-4. T Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically, its placement is correct. See pp. 3-4. 2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data. * No school location data for science in 1996.

30 See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I



Mathematics Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and

Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade mathematics in 1995. If public school
8th graders in Arkansas participated in the TIMSS mathematics assessment,
how would their average performance compare to that of students who

took TIMSS in these nations?

27 nations™ would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

International Comparisons _

Science Grade 8

Arkansas

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade science in 1995. If public school 8th
graders in Arkansas participated in the TIMSS science assessment, how
would their average performance compare to that of students who took

TIMSS in these nations?

13 nations* would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

(Australia)
(Austria)

Belgium - Flemish?
(Belgium - French)?
(Bulgaria)

Canada

Czech Republic
(Denmark)
(England)

France

(Germany)

Hong Kong
Hungary

Ireland

(Israel)

Japan

Korea
(Netherlands)
New Zealand
Norway
Russian Federation
Singapore
Slovak Republic
(Slovenia)
Sweden
(Switzerland)
(Thailand)

10 nations’ would be expected to perform similarly:'

Arkansas
Cyprus
(Greece)
Iceland
(Latvia - LSS)?
(Lithuania)

Portugal
(Romania)
(Scotland)
Spain

United States

4 nations' would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(Colombia)
Iran, Islamic Republic

(Kuwait)
(South Africa)

t The term "nation” is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.  Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

T See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.
3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

(Australia)
(Austria)

Belgium - Flemish?
(Bulgaria)

Czech Republic
(England)

Hungary

Japan

Korea
(Netherlands)
Singapore
Slovak Republic
(Slovenia)

17 nations' would be expected to perform similarly:’

Arkansas
Canada
France
(Germany)
(Greece)
Hong Kong
Iceland
Ireland
(Israel)

New Zealand
Norway

Russian Federation
(Scotland)

Spain

Sweden
(Switzerland)
(Thailand)

United States

11 nations® would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(Belgium - French)?
(Colombia)

Cyprus

(Denmark)

Iran, Islamic Republic
(Kuwait)

(Latvia - LSS)?
(Lithuania)
Portugal
(Romania)
(South Africa)

t The term "nation” is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.  Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

T See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.
3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I
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California

1. Improvement Over Time
Have California's 4th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

Not yet. Between 1992 and 1996, there was no significant change in the
percentage of public school 4th graders who met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in mathematics.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

I othcratics Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

100%

80%

60%

40%

20% 120 1%"
0% [] ]
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

NS Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did California compare with other states in 4th grade mathematics
achievement in public schools in 19967

33 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Connecticut 31%  U.S.* Alaska, North Carolina, Oregon, 219%

Minnesota 29% Washington

Maine, Wisconsin 27%  Missouri, New York, Pennsylvania 20%

New Jersey, Texas 25%  Virginia, West Virginia, Wyoming 19%

Indiana, Massachusetts, Nebraska, 24%  Rhode Island, Tennessee 17%
North Dakota Delaware, Hawaii, Kentucky 16%

Michigan, Utah, Vermont 23%  Florida? 15%

Colorado, lowa, Maryland, Montana 22%

9 states had similar' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Arizona® 15%  South Carolina 12%
Nevada 14%  California, Alabama 11%
Arkansas, Georgia, New Mexico 13%  Louisiana, Mississippi 8%

2 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

District of Columbia 5%  Guam 3%

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically, its placement is correct. See pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
California were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?

x Male 12%
%
n Female 9%
= American Indian/Alaskan Native?
:g Asian/Pacific Islander 17%
-
z Black
g Hispanic
e White 17%
=5 .
B Less than high school
2 é High school graduate
wl Some education beyond high school 17%
f =
g % College graduate 17%
3

Central city 10%

— <
o o
-ch = Urban fringe/large town 11%
o
v o Rural/small town 10%
> v - .
£3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
n?f g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 17%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.

32 See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I



Mathematics Grade 8 |

1. Improvement Over Time *

Have California's 8th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

Yes. The percentage of California’s public school 8th graders who met the
Goals Panel’s performance standard in mathematics increased from 12% in
1990, to 17% in 1996.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

California

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

100%

8 O nllll

6 0 nIIU

4 "II\J

20%}12% 16% 17%

oo [ [

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did California compare with other states in 8th grade mathematics
achievement in public schools in 19967

21 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Minnesota 34%  Vermont 27%
North Dakota 33%  Oregon, Washington 26%
Montana, Wisconsin 32% Colorado 25%
Connecticut, lowa, Maine, Nebraska 31%  U.S.* Indiana, Maryland, Utah 24%
Alaska 30%  Missouri, New York, Wyoming 22%
Massachusetts, Michigan 28%
14 states had similar' percentages of students who were

Texas, Virginia 21%  Georgia, Hawaii, Kentucky 16%
North Carolina, Rhode Island 20% Tennessee 15%
Delaware 19%  New Mexico, South Carolina, 14%
Arizona 18% West Virginia

California, Florida 17%

6 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Arkansas 13%  Guam 6%
Alabama 12%  District of Columbia 5%
Louisiana, Mississippi 7%

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
California were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?

Male 19%
Female

Sex

American Indian/Alaskan NativeZ
Asian/Pacific Islander

Black

Hispanic

White

29%

Race/ethnicity

28%

Less than high school
High school graduate
Some education beyond high school 19%

Parents' highest
level of education

College graduate 30%
— Central city
o o
= Urban fringe/large town 20%
v U
v o Rural/small town2
> v .. .
€3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
08_ g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 26%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I 33



California _ Science Grade 8

. Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
1. Improvement Over Time science assessment
100%

Have California's 8th graders improved in science achievement?

In 1996, 20% of California’s public school 8th graders met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in science. The Goals Panel will report whether science 60%
performance has improved over time when science is assessed again in 2000.

80%

4GnIIU
The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of 200 20%
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of v .
Educational Progress, or NAEP. 0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Science performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons* 3. Subgroup Performance

How did California compare with other states in 8th grade science What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in

achievement in public schools in 19967 California were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP science
assessment?

22 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP: . Male 21%
Maine, Montana, North Dakota 41%  Alaska 31% . Female
Wisconsin 39% Indiana 30%
Massachusetts, Minnesota 37% US.* 29% oy American Indian/Alaskan Native
Connecticut, lowa 36%  Missouri 28% 2 Asian/Pacific Islander 27%
Nebraska 35%  New York, Virginia, Washington 27% b Black
Vermont, Wyommg 34%  Rhode Island 26% E Hispanic
Colorado, Michigan, Oregon, Utah 32% &

White 33%

14 states had similar' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP: Less than high school

High school graduate

Parents' highest
level of education

Maryland 25%  California 20% . .
Nortyh Carolina 24%  New Mexico 19% Some education beyond high school
Arizona, Kentucky, Texas 23%  Alabama 18% College graduate 34%
Arkansas, Tennessee 22%  South Carolina 17%
Delaware, Florida, Georgia, 21% i s Central city
West Virginia _§ *5 Urban fringe/large town
AL Ruralfsmall town

5 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch

Poverty
measure

Hawaii 15%  Guam 7% Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 31%

Louisiana 13%  District of Columbia 5% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Mississippi 12%

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories. 1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.

T See explanation on pp. 3-4. 2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.

* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data. * No school location data for science in 1996.

34 See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I



Mathematics Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade mathematics in 1995. If public school
8th graders in California participated in the TIMSS mathematics assessment,
how would their average performance compare to that of students who
took TIMSS in these nations?

25 nations™ would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

International Comparisons _

California

Science Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade science in 1995. If public school 8th
graders in California participated in the TIMSS science assessment, how
would their average performance compare to that of students who took
TIMSS in these nations?

20 nations™ would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

(Australia) (Israel)

(Austria) Japan

Belgium - Flemish? Korea

(Belgium - French)? (Netherlands)
(Bulgaria) New Zealand
Canada Russian Federation
Czech Republic Singapore
(England) Slovak Republic
France (Slovenia)
(Germany) Sweden

Hong Kong (Switzerland)
Hungary (Thailand)
Ireland

12 nations® would be expected to perform similarly:'

California Norway
Cyprus Portugal
(Denmark) (Romania)
(Greece) (Scotland)
Iceland Spain

(Latvia - LSS)? United States
(Lithuania)

4 nations' would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(Colombia)

Iran, Islamic Republic

(Kuwait)
(South Africa)

t The term "nation” is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.  Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

T See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.
3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

(Australia) Japan

(Austria) Korea

Belgium - Flemish? (Netherlands)
(Bulgaria) Norway

Canada Russian Federation
Czech Republic Singapore
(England) Slovak Republic
(Germany) (Slovenia)
Hungary Sweden

Ireland United States

15 nations' would be expected to perform similarly:’

California (Lithuania)
(Denmark) New Zealand
France Portugal
(Greece) (Romania)
Hong Kong (Scotland)
Iceland Spain

(Israel) (Switzerland)
(Latvia - LSS)? (Thailand)

6 nations" would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(Belgium - French)?
(Colombia)
Cyprus

Iran, Islamic Republic
(Kuwait)
(South Africa)

t The term "nation” is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.  Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

T See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.
3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I
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Colorado _ Mathematics Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

1. Improvement Over Time *

Have Colorado's 4th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

Yes. The percentage of Colorado’s public school 4th graders who met the
Goals Panel’s performance standard in mathematics increased from 17% in
1992, to 22% in 1996.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

mathematics assessment

100%
80%
60%:
40%
0% 17% 22%
0% . l

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did Colorado compare with other states in 4th grade mathematics
achievement in public schools in 19967

2 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Connecticut 31% Minnesota 29%
24 states had similar' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:
Maine, Wisconsin 27%  Colorado, lowa, Maryland, Montana ~ 22%
New Jersey, Texas 25%  U.S.,* Alaska, North Carolina, Oregon, 21%
Indiana, Massachusetts, Nebraska, 24% Washington
North Dakota Missouri, New York, Pennsylvania 20%
Michigan, Utah, Vermont 23%  Virginia, West Virginia, Wyoming 19%
18 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:
Rhode Island, Tennessee 17%  South Carolina 12%
Delaware, Hawaii, Kentucky 16%  Alabama, California 1%
Arizona, Florida 15%  Louisiana, Mississippi 8%
Nevada 14%  District of Columbia 5%
Arkansas, Georgia, New Mexico 13%  Guam 3%

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
Colorado were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics

assessment?
= Male 24%
v
v Female 20%
= American Indian/Alaskan Native
:g Asian/Pacific Islander 20%
=
E Black
g Hispanic
3]
oc

White 28%

Less than high school
High school graduate

Parents’ highest
level of education

Some education beyond high school 27%
College graduate 32%
=5 Central city 21%
o
-ch = Urban fringe/large town 25%
o
v o Rural/small town 20%

v
g H Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
n?f g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 28%

0% 20% 40%

T Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.

36 See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I
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1. Improvement Over Time *

Have Colorado's 8th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

Yes. The percentage of Colorado’s public school 8th graders who met the
Goals Panel’s performance standard in mathematics increased from 17% in
1990, to 25% in 1996.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Mathematics Grade 8 _ Colorado

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

100%

8 O nllll

6 0 nIIU

4 "II\J
22% 25%
200 17%

0% j l I

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did Colorado compare with other states in 8th grade mathematics
achievement in public schools in 19967

8 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Minnesota 34%  Montana, Wisconsin 32%
North Dakota 33%  Connecticut, lowa, Maine, Nebraska 31%

13 states had similar' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Alaska 30% Colorado 25%
Massachusetts, Michigan 28%  U.S.,* Indiana, Maryland, Utah 249%
Vermont 27%  Missouri, New York, Wyoming 22%
Oregon, Washington 26%  Texas? 21%
20 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were

Virginia® 21%  New Mexico, South Carolina, 14%
North Carolina, Rhode Island 20% West Virginia

Delaware 19%  Arkansas 13%
Arizona 18%  Alabama 12%
California, Florida 17%  Louisiana, Mississippi 7%
Georgia, Hawaii, Kentucky 16%  Guam 6%
Tennessee 15%  District of Columbia 5%

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically, its placement is correct. See pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
Colorado were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?

= Male 28%
[}

v Female

- American Indian/Alaskan NativeZ

2

Zg Asian/Pacific Islander 37%
K

E Black

g Hispanic

3]

oc

White 31%

Less than high school
High school graduate
Some education beyond high school 26%

Parents' highest
level of education

College graduate 38%
— Central city
o o
= Urban fringe/large town 28%
v U
v o Rural/small town

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 31%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I 37



Colorado

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Colorado's 8th graders improved in science achievement?

In 1996, 32% of Colorado's public school 8th graders met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in science. The Goals Panel will report whether science
performance has improved over time when science is assessed again in 2000.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Science Grade 8

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

science assessment

100%

80%

60%

4 G nIILI

32%

2 "II\J

0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Science performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did Colorado compare with other states in 8th grade science
achievement in public schools in 19967

3. Subgroup Performance

4 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Maine, Montana, North Dakota

14 states had similar' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

41%

Wisconsin

39%

Massachusetts, Minnesota 37%  Alaska 31%
Connecticut, lowa 36% Indiana 30%
Nebraska 3500 U.S.* 29%
Vermont, Wyoming 349%  Missouri 28%
Colorado, Michigan, Oregon, Utah 32% \Virginia? 27%

23 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

New York,? Washington? 27%  New Mexico 19%
Rhode Island 269%  Alabama 18%
Maryland 25%  South Carolina 17%
North Carolina 24%  Hawaii 15%
Arizona, Kentucky, Texas 23%  Louisiana 13%
Arkansas, Tennessee 22%  Mississippi 12%
Delaware, Florida, Georgia, 21%  Guam 7%

West Virginia District of Columbia 5%
California 20%

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically, its placement is correct. See pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
Colorado were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP science
assessment?

x Male 35%
v Female 30%

= American Indian/Alaskan Native

2 Asian/Pacific Islander 39%
<

% Black

g Hispanic

oc

White 40%

Less than high school
High school graduate

Parents' highest
level of education

Some education beyond high school 33%
College graduate 43%

t s Central city

_§ ‘5 Urban fringe/large town

AL Rural/small town

> e

T3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch

nc>3 g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 38%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

T Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
* No school location data for science in 1996.

38 See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I



Mathematics Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and

Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade mathematics in 1995. If public school
8th graders in Colorado participated in the TIMSS mathematics assessment,
how would their average performance compare to that of students who

took TIMSS in these nations?

14 nations* would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

(Austria)

Belgium - Flemish?
(Bulgaria)

Czech Republic
France

Hong Kong
Hungary

Japan

Korea
(Netherlands)
Singapore
Slovak Republic
(Slovenia)
(Switzerland)

17 nations® would be expected to perform similarly:'

(Australia)
(Belgium - French)?
Canada

Colorado
(Denmark)
(England)
(Germany)

|celand

Ireland

(Israel)

(Latvia - LSS)?
New Zealand
Norway

Russian Federation
(Scotland)

Sweden

(Thailand)

United States

10 nations® would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(Colombia)

Cyprus

(Greece)

Iran, Islamic Republic
(Kuwait)

(Lithuania)
Portugal
(Romania)
(South Africa)
Spain

t The term "nation” is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.  Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

T See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.

3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

International Comparisons _

Science Grade 8 *

Colorado

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade science in 1995. If public school 8th
graders in Colorado participated in the TIMSS science assessment, how
would their average performance compare to that of students who took
TIMSS in these nations?

1 nation* would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

Singapore

20 nations™ would be expected to perform similarly:'

(Australia)
(Austria)

Belgium - Flemish?
(Bulgaria)

Canada

Colorado
Czech Republic
(England)
(Germany)
Hungary
Ireland

(Israel)

Japan

Korea
(Netherlands)

New Zealand
Russian Federation
Slovak Republic
(Slovenia)

Sweden

United States

20 nations® would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(Belgium - French)?
(Colombia)

Cyprus

(Denmark)

France

(Greece)

Hong Kong

|celand

Iran, Islamic Republic
(Kuwait)

(Latvia - LSS)?
(Lithuania)
Norway
Portugal
(Romania)
(Scotland)
(South Africa)
Spain
(Switzerland)
(Thailand)

t The term "nation” is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.  Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

T See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.
3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I
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Connecticut

1. Improvement Over Time *

I othcratics Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

mathematics assessment

100%

Have Connecticut's 4th graders improved in mathematics achievement? 800

0

Yes. The percentage of Connecticut's public school 4th graders who met the 600

Goals Panel’s performance standard in mathematics increased from 24% in °

1992, to 31% in 1996. 40% 31%

24%

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of 20%
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of o I

(]

Educational Progress, or NAEP.

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did Connecticut compare with other states in 4th grade mathematics

achievement in public schools in 19967

3. Subgroup Performance

assessment?

5 states had similar' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP: x Male
%

. . . n Femal
Connecticut 31% Maine, Wisconsin 27% emale
Minnesota 29%  New Jersey, Texas 250 . . .
l 0 Y ° = American IndianfAlaskan Native?
39 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were g Asian/Pacific Islander?
at or above Proficient on NAEP: E=] Black
L
. - 5] Hispanic
Indiana, Massachusetts, Nebraska, 24%  Delaware, Hawaii, Kentucky 16% ks .
North Dakota Arizona, Florida 15% White
Michigan, Utah, Vermont 23% Nevada 14% o €
Colorado, lowa, Maryland, Montana 22%  Arkansas, Georgia, New Mexico 13% _uc"J ..c% Less than high school
us.* Algska, North Carolina, Oregon, 21%  South Caroliha . 12% 2 é High school graduate
~ Washington _ Alabama, California - 11% w2 Some education beyond high school
Missouri, New York, Pennsylvania 20%  Louisiana, Mississippi 8% g o College graduate
Virginia, West Virginia, Wyoming 19%  District of Columbia 5% g_? %
Rhode Island, Tennessee 17%  Guam 3% -

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

T See explanation on pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

40

Central city
Urban fringe/large town
Rural/small town

School
location

*g ; Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
n?f g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
Connecticut were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics

0%

20%

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.

100%




1. Improvement Over Time *

Have Connecticut's 8th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

Yes. The percentage of Connecticut’s public school 8th graders who met the
Goals Panel’s performance standard in mathematics increased from 22% in
1990, to 31% in 1996.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Mathematics Grade 8 |

Connecticut

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

100%
80%
60%
40% o 26% 31%
20% I I
0% ]

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did Connecticut compare with other states in 8th grade mathematics
achievement in public schools in 19967

12 states had similar' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Minnesota 34%  Alaska 30%
North Dakota 33%  Massachusetts, Michigan 28%
Montana, Wisconsin 32% \Vermont 27%
Connecticut, lowa, Maine, Nebraska  31%  Oregon? 26%
29 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were

Washington? 26%  Georgia, Hawaii, Kentucky 16%
Colorado 25%  Tennessee 15%
U.S.,* Indiana, Maryland, Utah 24%  New Mexico, South Carolina, 14%
Missouri, New York, Wyoming 22% West Virginia

Texas, Virginia 219%  Arkansas 13%
North Carolina, Rhode Island 20%  Alabama 12%
Delaware 19%  Louisiana, Mississippi 7%
Arizona 18%  Guam 6%
California, Florida 17%  District of Columbia 5%

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically, its placement is correct. See pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
Connecticut were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?

Male
Female 31%

American Indian/Alaskan NativeZ
Asian/Pacific Islander 350

Black

Hispanic

White 37%

Race/ethnicity

Less than high school
High school graduate
Some education beyond high school

Parents’ highest
level of education

College graduate 44%
_ e Central city
o o
o Urban fringe/large town 35%
v U
v o Rural/small town 37%
> v .. .
€3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
DS_ g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 36%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I 41



Connecticut

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Connecticut's 8th graders improved in science achievement?

In 1996, 36% of Connecticut's public school 8th graders met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in science. The Goals Panel will report whether science
performance has improved over time when science is assessed again in 2000.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Science Grade 8

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
science assessment

100%

80%

60%
40% 36%

2 "II\J

0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Science performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did Connecticut compare with other states in 8th grade science
achievement in public schools in 19967

15 states had similar' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Maine, Montana, North Dakota 41%
Wisconsin 39%
Massachusetts, Minnesota 37%
Connecticut, lowa 36%

26 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Indiana 30%
us.* 29%
Missouri 28%
New York, Virginia, Washington 27%
Rhode Island 26%
Maryland 25%
North Carolina 24%
Arizona, Kentucky, Texas 23%
Arkansas, Tennessee 22%
Delaware, Florida, Georgia, 21%
West Virginia

t The term "state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

T See explanation on pp. 3-4.

3. Subgroup Performance
What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
Connecticut were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP science
assessment?
x Male 37%
wv
Nebraska 3500 Female
Vermont, Wyoming 34% ) ] .
Colorado, Michigan, Oregon, Utah 32% Z American Indian/Alaskan Native
Alaska 31% 2 Asian/Pacific Islander 45%
E Black
g Hispanic
= White 449%
California 20% c
New Mexico 19% 8 2 Less than high school
Alabama 18% 2 § High school graduate
South Carolina 17% 'i 3 . g . g
Hawaii 150 2y Some education beyond high school
Louisiana 13% n;.% e College graduate 49%
Mississippi 12% 2
Guam 7% t s Central city
District of Columbia 50 £8 45 Urban fringe/large town
A2 Rural/small town
> e
T3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
nc>3 g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 43%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
** No school location data for science in 1996.

* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.
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International Comparisons _

Mathematics Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade mathematics in 1995. If public school
8th graders in Connecticut participated in the TIMSS mathematics
assessment, how would their average performance compare to that of

students who took TIMSS in these nations?

8 nations™ would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

Connecticut

Science Grade 8 *

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade science in 1995. If public school 8th
graders in Connecticut participated in the TIMSS science assessment, how
would their average performance compare to that of students who took
TIMSS in these nations?

Belgium - Flemish?
Czech Republic
Hong Kong

Japan

Korea
Singapore
Slovak Republic
(Switzerland)

21 nations™ would be expected to perform similarly:'

(Australia) Ireland
(Austria) (Israel)
(Belgium - French)? (Netherlands)
(Bulgaria) New Zealand
Canada Norway
Connecticut Russian Federation
(Denmark) (Scotland)
(England) (Slovenia)
France Sweden
(Germany) (Thailand)
Hungary United States

1 nation* would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

Singapore

(Australia) (Israel)
(Austria) Japan

Belgium - Flemish? Korea
(Bulgaria) (Netherlands)
Canada New Zealand
Connecticut Russian Federation
Czech Republic Slovak Republic
(England) (Slovenia)
(Germany) Sweden
Hungary United States
Ireland

20 nations’ would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

12 nations' would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(Colombia) (Latvia - LSS)?
Cyprus (Lithuania)
(Greece) Portugal
Iceland (Romania)
Iran, Islamic Republic (South Africa)
(Kuwait) Spain

t The term "nation” is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.  Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

T See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.

3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of
the population.

(Belgium - French)?
(Colombia)

Cyprus

(Denmark)

France

(Greece)

Hong Kong

Iceland

Iran, Islamic Republic
(Kuwait)

(Latvia - LSS)?
(Lithuania)
Norway
Portugal
(Romania)
(Scotland)
(South Africa)
Spain
(Switzerland)
(Thailand)

t The term "nation” is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.  Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

T See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.
3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I

43



Delaware _ Mathematics Grade 4

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Delaware's 4th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

Not yet. Between 1992 and 1996, there was no significant change in the
percentage of public school 4th graders who met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in mathematics.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

100%

80%

60%

40%
20% 17% 1600™

0% [] [

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

NS Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did Delaware compare with other states in 4th grade mathematics
achievement in public schools in 19967

23 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Connecticut 31%  Michigan, Utah, Vermont 23%
Minnesota 29%  Colorado, lowa, Maryland, Montana 22%
Maine, Wisconsin 27%  U.S.* Alaska, North Carolina, Oregon, 21%
New Jersey, Texas 25% Washington

Indiana, Massachusetts, Nebraska, 24%  Missouri?> New York? 20%

North Dakota

14 states had similar' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Pennsylvania? 20%  Arizona, Florida 15%
Virginia, West Virginia, Wyoming 19% Nevada 14%
Rhode Island, Tennessee 17%  Arkansas, Georgia, New Mexico 13%
Delaware, Hawaii, Kentucky 16%

7 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

South Carolina 12%  District of Columbia 5%
Alabama, California 1%  Guam 3%
Louisiana, Mississippi 8%

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically, its placement is correct. See pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in

Delaware were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics

assessment?
Male= 17%
Female 15%

American Indian/Alaskan Native?
Asian/Pacific Islander?

Black | 4%

Hispanic [l 6%
White 220

Sex

Race/ethnicity

Less than high school?
High school graduate 12%

Parents’ highest
level of education

Some education beyond high school 25%
College graduate 21%
=5 Central city 16%
o
-ch = Urban fringe/large town 15%
o
v o Rural/small town 17%
> v - .
£3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
n?f g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 24%

0% 20% 40% 60% 809%

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.

44 See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I
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Mathematics Grade 8 _ Delaware

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

1. Improvement Over Time *

100%
Have Delaware's 8th graders improved in mathematics achievement? 800
Yes. The percentage of Delaware's public school 8th graders who met the S0
Goals Panel’s performance standard in mathematics increased from 14% in v
1990, to 19% in 1996. 40%
The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of 200 14% 15% 19%
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of o j . .

Educational Progress, or NAEP. 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons* 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Delaware compare with other states in 8th grade mathematics What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
achievement in public schools in 19967 Delaware were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?
17 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP: x Male 21%
. o A Female
Minnesota 34%  Massachusetts, Michigan 28%
North Dakota 33%  Vermont 27% . . .
Montana, Wisconsin 32%  Oregon, Washington 26% Z American Ind.|an/AIa.sk.an Natwei
Connecticut, lowa, Maine, Nebraska ~ 31%  Colorado 25% z Asian/Pacific Islander
Alaska 30% U.S.*” Indiana,? Utah? 249% b Black
g Hispanic
13 states had similar' percentages of students who were & White 24%
— S
Maryland? 24%  Delaware 19% _nc"l '% Less than high school
Missouri, New York, Wyoming 22%  Arizona 18% E’é High school graduate
Texas, Virginia 21%  California, Florida 17% e Some education beyond high school
North Carolina, Rhode Island 20%  Georgia,” Kentucky? 16% ] T‘: College graduate 3200
£ >
11 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were = .
= Urban fringe/large town 20%
Hawaii? 16%  Alabama 12% A8 Rural/small town 18%
Tennessee 15%  Louisiana, Mississippi 7%
New Mexico, South Carolina, 14%  Guam 6% > v . X
West Virginia District of Columbia 5% § 2 EI_'g_'ble for free/reduced-pr.lce lunch
Arkansas 13% S ¢ Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 25%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.
2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically, its placement is correct. See pp. 3-4. 1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic school data. 2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
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Delaware

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Delaware's 8th graders improved in science achievement?

In 1996, 219% of Delaware's public school 8th graders met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in science. The Goals Panel will report whether science
performance has improved over time when science is assessed again in 2000.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
science assessment

100%

Science Grade 8

80%

60%

4 G nIILI

21%
20% l
0%
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Science performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did Delaware compare with other states in 8th grade science
achievement in public schools in 19967

22 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Maine, Montana, North Dakota 41%  Alaska 31%
Wisconsin 39% Indiana 30%
Massachusetts, Minnesota 37% U.S.” 29%
Connecticut, lowa 36%  Missouri 28%
Nebraska 35%  New York, Virginia, Washington 27%
Vermont, Wyoming 34%  Rhode Island 26%
Colorado, Michigan, Oregon, Utah 32%

13 states had similar' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Maryland 25%  California 20%
North Carolina 24%  New Mexico 19%
Arizona, Kentucky, Texas 23%  Alabama 18%
Arkansas, Tennessee 22%

Delaware, Florida, Georgia, 21%

West Virginia
6 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were

South Carolina 17%  Mississippi 12%
Hawaii 15%  Guam 7%
Louisiana 13%  District of Columbia 5%

t The term "state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
Delaware were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP science
assessment?

x Male 23%
v Female 19%
= American Indian/Alaskan Native2

:g Asian/Pacific Islander?

% Black

g Hispanic

oc

White 28%

Less than high school
High school graduate

Parents' highest
level of education

Some education beyond high school 21%
College graduate 31%

t s Central city

_§ ‘5 Urban fringe/large town

AL Rural/small town

> e

T3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch

nc>3 g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 28%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
* No school location data for science in 1996.

46 See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I



Mathematics Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade mathematics in 1995. If public school
8th graders in Delaware participated in the TIMSS mathematics assessment,
how would their average performance compare to that of students who

took TIMSS in these nations?

22 nations™ would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

International Comparisons _

Science Grade 8

Delaware

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade science in 1995. If public school 8th
graders in Delaware participated in the TIMSS science assessment, how
would their average performance compare to that of students who took

TIMSS in these nations?

16 nations’ would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

(Australia)
(Austria)

Belgium - Flemish?
(Belgium - French)?
(Bulgaria)

Canada

Czech Republic
France

Hong Kong
Hungary

Ireland

(Israel)

Japan

Korea
(Netherlands)
Russian Federation
Singapore
Slovak Republic
(Slovenia)
Sweden
(Switzerland)
(Thailand)

14 nations' would be expected to perform similarly:

Cyprus
Delaware
(Denmark)
(England)
(Germany)
(Greece)
Iceland
(Latvia - LSS)?

(Lithuania)
New Zealand
Norway
(Romania)
(Scotland)
Spain

United States

5 nations’ would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(Colombia)
Iran, Islamic Republic
(Kuwait)

Portugal
(South Africa)

t The term "nation” is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.  Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

T See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.

3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

(Australia)
(Austria)

Belgium - Flemish?
(Bulgaria)

Czech Republic
(England)

Hungary

Ireland

Japan

Korea
(Netherlands)
Russian Federation
Singapore

Slovak Republic
(Slovenia)

Sweden

15 nations' would be expected to perform similarly:’

Canada
Delaware
France
(Germany)
(Greece)
Hong Kong
Iceland
(Israel)

(Belgium - French)?
(Colombia)

Cyprus

(Denmark)

Iran, Islamic Republic

New Zealand
Norway
(Romania)
(Scotland)
Spain
(Switzerland)
(Thailand)
United States

10 nations® would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(Kuwait)
(Latvia - LSS)?
(Lithuania)
Portugal
(South Africa)

t The term "nation” is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.  Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

T See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.
3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I
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District of Columbia _ Mathematics Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

1. Improvement Over Time mathematics assessment

Have the District of Columbia's 4th graders improved in mathematics 100%

achievement? 80%

Not yet. Between 1992 and 1996, there was no significant change in the 60%

percentage of public school 4th graders who met the Goals Panel’s

performance standard in mathematics. 40%

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of 20% 5% 5%
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of 0% =] ]

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

Educational Progress, or NAEP.

2. State Comparisons* 3. Subgroup Performance
How did the District of Columbia compare with other states in 4th grade What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
mathematics achievement in public schools in 19967 the District of Columbia were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP

mathematics assessment?

43 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP: g Maler 6%
v
Connecticut 31%  Missouri, New York, Pennsylvania 20% 2 Female i 4%
Minnesota 29%  Virginia, West Virginia, Wyoming 19% . i )
Maine, Wisconsin 27% Rhode Island, Tennessee 17% = American Indian/Alaskan Native
New Jersey, Texas 25%  Delaware, Hawaii, Kentucky 16% 2 Asian/Pacific Islander
Indiana, Massachusetts, Nebraska, 24%  Arizona, Florida 15% B Black[l 2%
North Dakota Nevada 14% g Hispanic [l 4%
Michigan, Utah, Vermont 23%  Arkansas, Georgia, New Mexico 13% & White_ﬂ)%
Colorado, lowa, Maryland, Montana 22%  South Carolina 12%
U.S..” Alaska, North Carolina, Oregon, 219%  Alabama, California 11% .
Washington Louisiana, Mississippi 8% Less than high school|<1%
High school graduate| 1%

No state had a similar' percentage of students who were

3%
10%

Some education beyond high school
College graduate

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Parents’ highest
level of education

District of Columbia 5%
_ < Central city [l 5%
s S o
1 state had a significantly lower' percentage of students who were k- Urban fringe/large town?
5 g . g o
at or above Proficient on NAEP: ] Rural/small town?
Guam 3% o U
£ H Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch] 1%
n?f g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 19%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4. T Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data. 2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.

48 See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I



Mathematics Grade 8 _ District of Columbia

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

1. Improvement Over Time

Have the District of Columbia's 8th graders improved in mathematics 100%
achievement? 80%
Not yet. Between 1990 and 1996, there was no significant change in the 60%
percentage of public school 8th graders who met the Goals Panel’s N
performance standard in mathematics. 40%
The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of 20% 3% 2% 504
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of ople=m mem =

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

NS Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

Educational Progress, or NAEP.

2. State Comparisons*

How did the District of Columbia compare with other states in 8th grade
mathematics achievement in public schools in 19967

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
the District of Columbia were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP

mathematics assessment?

38 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP: x Male: 6%
. . A Female [l 5%
Minnesota 34%  Texas, Virginia 21%
North Dakota 33%  North Carolina, Rhode Island 20% . . .9
Montana, Wisconsin 32% Delaware 19% = American Ind.lan/AIa.sk.an Natnvez
Connecticut, lowa, Maine, Nebraska ~ 31%  Arizona 18% z Asian/Pacific Islander
Alaska 30%  California, Florida 17% b Black[l 2%
Massachusetts, Michigan 28%  Georgia, Hawaii, Kentucky 16% E Hispanic [l 4%
Vermont 27%  Tennessee 15% & White 61%
Oregon, Washington 26%  New Mexico, South Carolina, 14%
Colorado 25% West Virginia 2 5 .
wn O 0
U.S.” Indiana, Maryland, Utah 24%  Arkansas 13% _g, ‘é Le.ss than high school | 1%
Missouri, New York, Wyoming 22%  Alabama 12% <3 High school graduate | 1%
e Some education beyond high school |l 4%
3 states had similar' percentages of students who were o Tc: College graduate 13%
at or above Proficient on NAEP: <3
Louisiana, Mississippi 7%  District of Columbia 5% 5 6 Central cityfl 5%
Guam 6% = Urban fringe/large town?
o o 2|
v o Rural/small town

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunchll 2%
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 12%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
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1. Improvement Over Time

Have the District of Columbia's 8th graders improved in science
achievement?

In 1996, 5% of the District of Columbia’s public school 8th graders met the
Goals Panel’s performance standard in science. The Goals Panel will report
whether science performance has improved over time when science is assessed
again in 2000.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

District of Columbia _ Science Grade 8

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
science assessment

100%

80%

60%

4 G nIILI

2 "II\J
5%
0% —
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Science performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did the District of Columbia compare with other states in 8th grade
science achievement in public schools in 19967

40 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Maine, Montana, North Dakota 41%  Maryland 25%
Wisconsin 39%  North Carolina 249%
Massachusetts, Minnesota 37%  Arizona, Kentucky, Texas 23%
Connecticut, lowa 36%  Arkansas, Tennessee 22%
Nebraska 35% Delaware, Florida, Georgia, 21%
Vermont, Wyoming 34% West Virginia

Colorado, Michigan, Oregon, Utah 329% California 20%
Alaska 31% New Mexico 19%
Indiana 30% Alabama 18%
usrx 29%  South Carolina 17%
Missouri 28%  Hawaii 15%
New York, Virginia, Washington 27%  Louisiana 13%
Rhode Island 26%  Mississippi 12%

1 state had a similar’' percentage of students who were
Guam 7%  District of Columbia 5%

t The term "state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
the District of Columbia were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP
science assessment?

x Maler 6%
v Female [l 4%

= American Indian/Alaskan Native?

:g’ Asian/Pacific Islander?

B Black: 3%

T . .

g Hispanic[l 3%

e White?

Less than high school | 1%
High school graduate [l 2%
Some education beyond high school u%

Parents' highest
level of education

College graduate 10%
t s Central city
_§ ‘5 Urban fringe/large town
e Rural/small town

Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunchfl 2%
11%

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
* No school location data for science in 1996.
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Mathematics Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade mathematics in 1995. If public school
8th graders in the District of Columbia participated in the TIMSS
mathematics assessment, how would their average performance compare to
that of students who took TIMSS in these nations?

38 nations™ would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

Science Grade 8

International Comparisons _ District of Columbia

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade science in 1995. If public school 8th
graders in the Disctrict of Columbia participated in the TIMSS science
assessment, how would their average performance compare to that of

students who took TIMSS in these nations?

38 nations" would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

(Australia)

(Austria)

Belgium - Flemish?
(Belgium - French)?
(Bulgaria)

Canada

Cyprus

Czech Republic
(Denmark)
(England)

France

(Germany)

(Greece)

Hong Kong
Hungary

Iceland

Iran, Islamic Republic
Ireland

(Israel)

Japan

Korea

(Latvia - LSS)?
(Lithuania)
(Netherlands)
New Zealand
Norway
Portugal
(Romania)
Russian Federation
(Scotland)
Singapore
Slovak Republic
(Slovenia)
Spain

Sweden
(Switzerland)
(Thailand)
United States

2 nations® would be expected to perform similarly:'

(Colombia)
District of Columbia

(Kuwait)

1 nation” would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(South Africa)

t The term "nation” is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.  Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

T See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.
3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

(Australia)

(Austria)

Belgium - Flemish?
(Belgium - French)?
(Bulgaria)

Canada

Cyprus

Czech Republic
(Denmark)
(England)

France

(Germany)

(Greece)

Hong Kong
Hungary

Iceland

Iran, Islamic Republic
Ireland

(Israel)

Japan

Korea

(Latvia - LSS)?
(Lithuania)
(Netherlands)
New Zealand
Norway
Portugal
(Romania)
Russian Federation
(Scotland)
Singapore
Slovak Republic
(Slovenia)
Spain

Sweden
(Switzerland)
(Thailand)
United States

2 nations® would be expected to perform similarly:'

(Colombia)

District of Columbia

(Kuwait)

1 nation’ would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(South Africa)

t The term "nation” is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.  Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

T See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.
3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I
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Florida _ Mathematics Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

1. Improvement Over Time mathematics assessment
Have Florida's 4th graders improved in mathematics achievement? 100%
80%

Not yet. Between 1992 and 1996, there was no significant change in the
percentage of public school 4th graders who met the Goals Panel’s 60%
performance standard in mathematics.

400%
The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of

Educational Progress, or NAEP. 0% . .
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

NS Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

20% 13% 159%"°

2. State Comparisons* 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Florida compare with other states in 4th grade mathematics What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
achievement in public schools in 19967 Florida were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?
26 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP: x Male 15%
%

. L v F | 14%
Connecticut 319%  Michigan, Utah, Vermont 23% emale °
Minnesota 29%  Colorado, lowa, Maryland, Montana 22% Ameri Indian/Alaskan Native2
Maine, Wisconsin 27%  U.S.* Alaska, North Carolina, Oregon, 21% = merican In .|an a.s .an atlvez
New Jersey, Texas 25% Washington 2 Asian/Pacific Islander
Indiana, Massachusetts, Nebraska, 24%  Missouri, New York, Pennsylvania 20% B Black

North Dakota West Virginia,” Wyoming? 19% E Hispanic
- = Whi 219
12 states had similar' percentages of students who were ite 0
at or above Proficient on NAEP: = S
= Less than high school
Virginia® 19%  Nevada 14% '51 § High school graduate
Rhode Island, Tennessee 17%  Arkansas, Georgia, New Mexico 13% o8 Some education beyond high school 2500
Delaware, Hawaii, Kentucky 16%  South Carolina 12% E S Coll duat 199
Florida, Arizona 15% sg oliege graduate 0
2
6 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were _ < Central city 13%
at or above Proficient on NAEP: EX= Urban fringe/large town 16%
v o
Alabama, California 11%  District of Columbia 5000 Ve Rural/small town 13%
Louisiana, Mississippi 8%  Guam 3% o
£ H Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
n?f g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 21%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.
2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically, its placement is correct. See pp. 3-4. 1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data. 2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
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1. Improvement Over Time *

Have Florida's 8th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

Yes. The percentage of Florida's public school 8th graders who met the Goals
Panel’s performance standard in mathematics increased from 12% in 1990, to
17% in 1996.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Mathematics Grade 8 |

Florida

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

100%

80%

6 0 nIIU

4 nIIU
20%}-1206 15% 17%
ol H []

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did Florida compare with other states in 8th grade mathematics
achievement in public schools in 19967

22 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Minnesota 34%  Vermont 27%
North Dakota 33%  Oregon, Washington 26%
Montana, Wisconsin 32% Colorado 25%
Connecticut, lowa, Maine, Nebraska 31% U.S.* Indiana, Maryland, Utah 24%
Alaska 30%  Missouri, New York, Wyoming 22%
Massachusetts, Michigan 28%  Virginia® 21%
13 states had similar' percentages of students who were

Texas? 21%  Georgia, Hawaii, Kentucky 16%
North Carolina, Rhode Island 20%  Tennessee 15%
Delaware 19%  New Mexico, South Carolina, 14%
Arizona 18% West Virginia

Florida, California 17%

6 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Arkansas 13%  Guam 6%
Alabama 12%  District of Columbia 5%
Louisiana, Mississippi 7%

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically, its placement is correct. See pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
Florida were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?

= Male 18%
v

v Female 16%
- American Indian/Alaskan Native2

=

:g Asian/Pacific Islander?

K

E Black

g Hispanic

3]

oc

White 26%

Less than high school
High school graduate

Parents' highest
level of education

Some education beyond high school 17%
College graduate 27%
— Central city 18%
o o
= Urban fringe/large town 17%
v U
v oS Rural/small town 16%

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch

Poverty
measure

Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 25%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
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Florida _ Science Grade 8

. Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
1. Improvement Over Time science assessment
100%

Have Florida's 8th graders improved in science achievement?

In 1996, 21% of Florida’s public school 8th graders met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in science. The Goals Panel will report whether science 60%
performance has improved over time when science is assessed again in 2000.

80%

4GnIIU
The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of 200 21%
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of v l
Educational Progress, or NAEP. 0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Science performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons* 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Florida compare with other states in 8th grade science What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
achievement in public schools in 19967 Florida were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP science assessment?

22 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP: . Male 23%

Maine, Montana, North Dakota 41%  Alaska 31% . Female

Wisconsin 39% Indiana 30%

Massachusetts, Minnesota 37% U.S.* 29% oy American Indian/Alaskan Native?

Connecticut, lowa 36%  Missouri 28% 2 Asian/Pacific Islander?

Nebraska 35%  New York, Virginia, Washington 27% b Black

Vermont, Wyommg 34%  Rhode Island 26% E Hispanic

Colorado, Michigan, Oregon, Utah 32% &

White 32%

14 states had similar' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP: Less than high school

High school graduate

Maryland 25%  California 20%

Parents' highest
level of education

North Carolina 24%  New Mexico 19% Some education beyond high school 25%
Arizona, Kentucky, Texas 23%  Alabama 18% College graduate 29%
Arkansas, Tennessee 22%  South Carolina 17%
Florida, Delaware, Georgia, 21% i s Central city
West Virginia _§ *5 Urban fringe/large town
e Ruralfsmall town

5 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch

Poverty
measure

Hawaii 15%  Guam 7% Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 31%

Louisiana 13%  District of Columbia 5% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Mississippi 12%

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories. 1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.

T See explanation on pp. 3-4. 2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.

* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data. * No school location data for science in 1996.
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Mathematics Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade mathematics in 1995. If public school
8th graders in Florida participated in the TIMSS mathematics assessment,
how would their average performance compare to that of students who
took TIMSS in these nations?

22 nations™ would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

International Comparisons _

Florida

Science Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and

Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade science in 1995. If public school 8th
graders in Florida participated in the TIMSS science assessment, how would
their average performance compare to that of students who took TIMSS in
these nations?

13 nations* would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

(Australia) (Israel)
(Austria) Japan

Belgium - Flemish? Korea

(Belgium - French)? (Netherlands)
(Bulgaria) Russian Federation
Canada Singapore
Czech Republic Slovak Republic
France (Slovenia)

Hong Kong Sweden
Hungary (Switzerland)
Ireland (Thailand)

14 nations' would be expected to perform similarly:’

Cyprus (Lithuania)
(Denmark) New Zealand
(England) Norway
Florida (Romania)
(Germany) (Scotland)
(Greece) Spain

Iceland United States

(Latvia - LSS)?

5 nations' would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(Colombia) Portugal
Iran, Islamic Republic (South Africa)
(Kuwait)

t The term "nation” is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.  Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

T See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.

3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

(Australia) Japan

(Austria) Korea

Belgium - Flemish? (Netherlands)
(Bulgaria) Singapore
Czech Republic Slovak Republic
(England) (Slovenia)
Hungary

18 nations® would be expected to perform similarly:'

Canada Norway

Florida (Romania)

France Russian Federation
(Germany) (Scotland)

(Greece) Spain

Hong Kong Sweden

Iceland (Switzerland)
Ireland (Thailand)

(Israel) United States
New Zealand

10 nations® would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(Belgium - French)? (Kuwait)
(Colombia) (Latvia - LSS)?®
Cyprus (Lithuania)
(Denmark) Portugal

Iran, Islamic Republic

(South Africa)

t The term "nation” is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.  Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

T See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.
3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I
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Georgia _ Mathematics Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

1. Improvement Over Time mathematics assessment
Have Georgia's 4th graders improved in mathematics achievement? 100%
80%

Not yet. Between 1992 and 1996, there was no significant change in the
percentage of public school 4th graders who met the Goals Panel’s 60%
performance standard in mathematics.

400%
The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of

Educational Progress, or NAEP. 0% . .
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

NS Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

20% 15% 13902

2. State Comparisons* 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Georgia compare with other states in 4th grade mathematics What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
achievement in public schools in 19967 Georgia were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?
28 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP: x Male 15%
%

. v F | 11%
Connecticut 31%  Colorado, lowa, Maryland, Montana 22% emale 0
Minnesota 29%  U.S.,* Alaska, North Carolina, Oregon, 21% Ameri Indian/Alaskan Native2
Maine, Wisconsin 27% Washington = merican in .|an a.s .an atlvez
New Jersey, Texas 25%  Missouri, New York, Pennsylvania 20% 2 Asian/Pacific Islander
Indiana, Massachusetts, Nebraska, 24%  Virginia, West Virginia, Wyoming 19% ﬁ Black

North Dakota Rhode Island? 17% E Hispanic
Michigan, Utah, Vermont 23% >4 White 20%
12 states had similar' percentages of students who were = 5 .
at or above Proficient on NAEP: LeE Less than high school
2 é High school graduate
2 . .
Tennessee ) 17%  Georgia, Ar.kansas, New Mexico 13% w @ Some education beyond high school 14%
Delaware, Hawaii, Kentucky 16%  South Carolina 12% g o College araduate 19%
Arizona, Florida 15%  Alabama, California 1% EE % ge g
Nevada 14% =
= S Central city
o
4 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were % Urban fringe/large town 18%
at or above Proficient on NAEP: A3 Rural/small town
Louisiana, Mississippi 8%  Guam 3% > v . .
District of Columbia 500 £ H Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
n?f g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 20%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.
2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically, its placement is correct. See pp. 3-4. 1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data. 2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
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Mathematics Grade 8 |

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Georgia's 8th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

Not yet. Between 1990 and 1996, there was no significant change in the
percentage of public school 8th graders who met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in mathematics.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Georgia

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

100%

8 O nllll

6 0 nIIU

4 "II\J

20%]- 14% 13% 169%™

ol [

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

NS Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.

Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did Georgia compare with other states in 8th grade mathematics
achievement in public schools in 19967

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
Georgia were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics

assessment?
22 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP: Male
5
. v Female
Minnesota 34%  Vermont 27%
North Dakota 33%  Oregon, Washington 26% . . )
Montana, Wisconsin 32% Colorado 25% Z American Ind.lan/AIa.sk.an Natnvez
Connecticut, lowa, Maine, Nebraska 31% U.S.* Indiana, Maryland, Utah 24% 2 Asian/Pacific Islander
Alaska 30%  Missouri, New York, Wyoming 22% % Black
Massachusetts, Michigan 28%  Virginia® 21% E Hispanic
- e White
15 states had similar' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP: o S
_nc"l = Less than high school
Texas’ 21%  Tennessee 15% 2 g High school graduate
North Carolina, Rhode Island 20%  New l\/Iexic.o, .S(.)uth Carolina, 14% W E Some education beyond high school
Delaware 19% West Virginia € o
A v — College graduate
Arizona 18%  Arkansas 13% & %
California, Florida 17% Alabama 12% -
Georgia, Hawaii, Kentucky 16% Central city

Urban fringe/large town

School
location

Rural/small town

4 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Louisiana, Mississippi 7%  District of Columbia 5%
Guam 6%

Poverty
measure

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically, its placement is correct. See pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
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Science Grade 8

Georgia

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

1. Improvement Over Time science assessment
Have Georgia's 8th graders improved in science achievement? 100%
80%

In 1996, 219% of Georgia's public school 8th graders met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in science. The Goals Panel will report whether science 60%
performance has improved over time when science is assessed again in 2000.

4GnIIU
The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of 200 21%
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of v l
Educational Progress, or NAEP. 0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Science performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons* 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Georgia compare with other states in 8th grade science What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
achievement in public schools in 19967 Georgia were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP science assessment?

20 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP: x Male 24%
&
Maine, Montana, North Dakota 419%  Colorado, Michigan, Oregon, Utah 32% Female
Wisconsin 39%  Alaska 31% ) ] o
Massachusetts, Minnesota 37% Indiana 30% oy American Indian/Alaskan Native
Connecticut, lowa 36% U.S.* 29% 2 Asian/Pacific Islander?
Nebraska 35%  Missouri 28% b Black
Vermont, Wyoming 34%  New York,” Washington® 27% g Hispanic
— e White 31%
16 states had similar' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP: £ 5
L% Less than high school
Virginia® 27% Georgia, [?elgvyare, Florida, 21% _g’é High school graduate
Rhode Island 26% .West. Virginia e Some education beyond high school
Maryland 25%  California 20% g2 Colleae araduate 33%
North Carolina 24%  New Mexico 199 &% 99
Arizona, Kentucky, Texas 23%  Alabama 18% - )
Arkansas, Tennessee 22%  South Carolina 17% L5 Central city
< ‘5 Urban fringe/large town
5 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were e Rural/small town

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

> Y . .

Hawaii 150 Guam 7% T3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch

. S . > ®© . .
Louisiana 13%  District of Columbia 5% e g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 29%
Mississippi 12% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
1 See explanation on pp. 3-4. T Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically, its placement is correct. See pp. 3-4. 2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data. * No school location data for science in 1996.
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Mathematics Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and

Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade mathematics in 1995. If public school
8th graders in Georgia participated in the TIMSS mathematics assessment,

how would their average performance compare to that of students who

took TIMSS in these nations?

27 nations™ would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

International Comparisons _

Science Grade 8

Georgia

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade science in 1995. If public school 8th
graders in Georgia participated in the TIMSS science assessment, how would
their average performance compare to that of students who took TIMSS in

these nations?

(Australia)
(Austria)

Belgium - Flemish?
(Belgium - French)?
(Bulgaria)

Canada

Czech Republic
(Denmark)
(England)

France

(Germany)

Hong Kong
Hungary

Ireland

(Israel)

Japan

Korea
(Netherlands)
New Zealand
Norway
Russian Federation
Singapore
Slovak Republic
(Slovenia)
Sweden
(Switzerland)
(Thailand)

10 nations® would be expected to perform similarly:'

Cyprus
Georgia
(Greece)
Iceland
(Latvia - LSS)?
(Lithuania)

Portugal
(Romania)
(Scotland)
Spain

United States

4 nations' would be expected to perform significantly lower:’

(Colombia)
Iran, Islamic Republic

(Kuwait)
(South Africa)

t The term "nation” is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.  Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

T See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.
3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

14 nations* would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

(Australia)
(Austria)

Belgium - Flemish?
(Bulgaria)

Czech Republic
(England)

Hungary

Japan

Korea
(Netherlands)
Russian Federation
Singapore

Slovak Republic
(Slovenia)

17 nations' would be expected to perform similarly:’

Canada
France
Georgia
(Germany)
(Greece)
Hong Kong
Iceland
Ireland
(Israel)

New Zealand
Norway
(Romania)
(Scotland)
Spain

Sweden
(Switzerland)
(Thailand)
United States

10 nations' would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(Belgium - French)?
(Colombia)

Cyprus

(Denmark)

Iran, Islamic Republic

(Kuwait)
(Latvia - LSS)?
(Lithuania)
Portugal
(South Africa)

t The term "nation” is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.  Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

T See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.
3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I
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Hawaii

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Hawaii's 4th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

Not yet. Between 1992 and 1996, there was no significant change in the
percentage of public school 4th graders who met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in mathematics.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

I othcratics Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

100%

80%

60%

40%
20% 15% 169%™
oo [ ] [ ]

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

NS Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did Hawaii compare with other states in 4th grade mathematics
achievement in public schools in 19967

23 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Connecticut 31%  Michigan, Utah, Vermont 23%
Minnesota 29%  Colorado, lowa, Maryland, Montana 22%
Maine, Wisconsin 27%  U.S.* Alaska, North Carolina, Oregon, 21%
New Jersey, Texas 25% Washington

Indiana, Massachusetts, Nebraska, 24%  Missouri?> New York? 20%

North Dakota

14 states had similar' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Pennsylvania® 20%  Arizona, Florida 15%
Virginia, West Virginia, Wyoming 19% Nevada 14%
Rhode Island, Tennessee 17%  Arkansas, Georgia, New Mexico 13%
Hawaii, Delaware, Kentucky 16%

7 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

South Carolina 12%  District of Columbia 5%
Alabama, California 1%  Guam 3%
Louisiana, Mississippi 8%

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically, its placement is correct. See pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
Hawaii were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?

) Male 18%
%

n Female 15%
= American Indian/Alaskan Native 13%

:g Asian/Pacific Islander 19%
-

z Black

g Hispanic

e White 22%

Less than high school?
High school graduate 11%

Parents’ highest
level of education

Some education beyond high school 22%
College graduate 22%
=5 Central city 24%
o
-ch = Urban fringe/large town 15%
o
v o Rural/small town 13%
> v ‘L .
£3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
n?f g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 23%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
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1. Improvement Over Time *

Have Hawaii's 8th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

Yes. The percentage of Hawaii's public school 8th graders who met the Goals
Panel’s performance standard in mathematics increased from 12% in 1990, to
16% in 1996.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Mathematics Grade 8 |

Hawaii

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

100%

8 O nllll

6 0 nIIU

4 "l’U
20%}12% 14% 16%
oo I ] []

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did Hawaii compare with other states in 8th grade mathematics
achievement in public schools in 19967

26 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Minnesota 34%  Oregon, Washington 26%
North Dakota 33% Colorado 25%
Montana, Wisconsin 320 U.S.” Indiana, Maryland, Utah 249%
Connecticut, lowa, Maine, Nebraska 31%  Missouri, New York, Wyoming 22%
Alaska 30% Texas, Virginia 21%
Massachusetts, Michigan 28%  North Carolina, Rhode Island 20%
Vermont 27%  Delaware 19%
10 states had similar' percentages of students who were

Arizona 18%  New Mexico, South Carolina, 14%
California, Florida 17% West Virginia

Hawaii, Georgia, Kentucky 16% Alabama’ 12%
Tennessee 15%

5 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Arkansas? 13%  Guam 6%
Louisiana, Mississippi 7%  District of Columbia 5%

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically, its placement is correct. See pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
Hawaii were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?

= Male 15%

[}

v Female 17%
- American Indian/Alaskan Native2

2

:g Asian/Pacific Islander 18%
< 2

E Black

g Hispanic

e White 22%

Less than high school
High school graduate

Parents' highest
level of education

Some education beyond high school 14%
College graduate 26%
— Central city 20%
o o
= Urban fringe/large town 15%
v U
v o Rural/small town 14%

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 21%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
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Hawaii _ Science Grade 8

. Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
1. Improvement Over Time science assessment
100%

Have Hawaii's 8th graders improved in science achievement?

In 1996, 15% of Hawaii's public school 8th graders met the Goals Panel's 80%

performance standard in science. The Goals Panel will report whether science 60%
performance has improved over time when science is assessed again in 2000.

4GnIIU
The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of 200 15%
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of v .
Educational Progress, or NAEP. 0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Science performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons* 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Hawaii compare with other states in 8th grade science What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
achievement in public schools in 19967 Hawaii were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP science assessment?

35 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP: . Male 16%
Maine, Montana, North Dakota 419%  New York, Virginia, Washington 27% . Female 14%
Wisconsin 39% Rhode Island 26%
Massachusetts, Minnesota 37% Maryland 25% oy American Indian/Alaskan Native
Connecticut, lowa 36%  North Carolina 249 2 Asian/Pacific Islander 16%
Nebraska 359%  Arizona, Kentucky, Texas 23% b Black
Vermont, Wyoming 34%  Arkansas, Tennessee 22% E Hispanic
Colorado, Michigan, Oregon, Utah 32%  Delaware, Florida, Georgia, 21% & White 23%
Alaska 31% West Virginia
Indiana 30%  California 20% 2 5
us: 29%  New Mexico 19% £ Less than high school
Missouri 28% E’é High school graduate
uo Some education beyond high school 15%
at or above Proficient on NAEP: £ 3
Alabama 18%  Hawaii 15% i s Central city
South Carolina 17%  Louisiana 13% é "5 Urban fringe/large town
AL

Rural It
3 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were uralfsmall town
at or above Proficient on NAEP:
Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch

Poverty
measure

Mississippi 12%  District of Columbia 5% Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 18%
0,
Guam 7% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories. 1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4. 2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data. * No school location data for science in 1996.
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Mathematics Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade mathematics in 1995. If public school
8th graders in Hawaii participated in the TIMSS mathematics assessment,
how would their average performance compare to that of students who
took TIMSS in these nations?

27 nations™ would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

International Comparisons _

Hawaii

Science Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and

Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade science in 1995. If public school 8th
graders in Hawaii participated in the TIMSS science assessment, how would
their average performance compare to that of students who took TIMSS in
these nations?

26 nations™ would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

(Australia) (Israel)
(Austria) Japan

Belgium - Flemish? Korea

(Belgium - French)? (Netherlands)
(Bulgaria) New Zealand
Canada Norway

Czech Republic Russian Federation
(Denmark) Singapore
(England) Slovak Republic
France (Slovenia)
(Germany) Sweden

Hong Kong (Switzerland)
Hungary (Thailand)
Ireland

9 nations® would be expected to perform similarly:'

(Australia) Korea

(Austria) (Netherlands)
Belgium - Flemish? New Zealand
(Bulgaria) Norway
Canada Russian Federation
Czech Republic Singapore
(England) Slovak Republic
(Germany) (Slovenia)

Hong Kong Spain

Hungary Sweden

Ireland (Switzerland)
(Israel) (Thailand)
Japan United States

11 nations® would be expected to perform similarly:'

Cyprus (Lithuania)
(Greece) (Romania)
Hawaii (Scotland)
Iceland Spain

(Latvia - LSS)? United States

5 nations’ would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(Colombia) Portugal
Iran, Islamic Republic (South Africa)
(Kuwait)

t The term "nation” is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.  Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

T See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.

3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of
the population.

(Belgium - French)?

Iran, Islamic Republic

(Denmark) (Latvia - LSS)?

France (Lithuania)

(Greece) Portugal

Hawaii (Romania)

|celand (Scotland)

4 nations' would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(Colombia) (Kuwait)

Cyprus (South Africa)

t The term "nation” is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.  Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

T See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.

3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of
the population.
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Idaho

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Idaho's 4th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

In 1992, 16% of Idaho’s public school 4th graders met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in mathematics. The Goals Panel will report whether
mathematics performance has improved over time when mathematics is
assessed again in 2000.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

I othcratics Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

100%

80%

60%

40%

20% 16%

- ]

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons

How did Idaho compare with other states in 4th grade mathematics
achievement in public schools in 19967

Idaho did not participate in NAEP mathematics in 1996.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups in
Idaho were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?

Idaho did not participate in NAEP mathematics in 1996.

Male
Female

Sex

American Indian/Alaskan Native
Asian/Pacific Islander

Black

Hispanic

White

Race/ethnicity

Less than high school

High school graduate

Some education beyond high school
College graduate

Parents' highest
level of education

Central city
Urban fringe/large town

School
location

Rural/small town

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure
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Mathematics Grade 8 _ Idaho

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Idaho's 8th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

Not yet. Between 1990 and 1992, there was no significant change in the
percentage of public school 8th graders who met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in mathematics.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

100%
80%
60%
40%
2006 18% 220"s
0% j l

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

NS Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons

How did Idaho compare with other states in 8th grade mathematics
achievement in public schools in 19967

Idaho did not participate in NAEP mathematics in 1996.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups in
Idaho were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?

Idaho did not participate in NAEP mathematics in 1996.

Male
Female

American Indian/Alaskan Native

>

:g Asian/Pacific Islander
=

E Black
g Hispanic
o= White

Less than high school

High school graduate

Some education beyond high school
College graduate

Parents’ highest
level of education

Central city
Urban fringe/large town
Rural/small town

School
location

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure
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Idaho _ Science Grade 8

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Idaho's 8th graders improved in science achievement?

Idaho did not participate in NAEP science in 1996.

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
science assessment

100%

80%

60%

4 G nIILI

2 "II\J

0%
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Science performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons

How did Idaho compare with other states in 8th grade science
achievement in public schools in 19967

Idaho did not participate in NAEP science in 1996.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups in
Idaho were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP science assessment?

Idaho did not participate in NAEP science in 1996.

Male
Female

American Indian/Alaskan Native

>
:g Asian/Pacific Islander
=

E Black
g Hispanic
o= White

Less than high school

High school graduate

Some education beyond high school
College graduate

Parents' highest
level of education

Central city
Urban fringe/large town

School
location

Rural/small town

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure
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International Comparisons _ Idaho

Mathematics Grade 8 Science Grade 8
Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade mathematics in 1995. If public school Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade science in 1995. If public school 8th
8th graders in Idaho participated in the TIMSS mathematics assessment, graders in Idaho participated in the TIMSS science assessment, how would
how would their average performance compare to that of students who their average performance compare to that of students who took TIMSS in
took TIMSS in these nations? these nations?
It is not possible to predict how students in Idaho would have performed on It is not possible to predict how students in Idaho would have performed on
TIMSS, because the estimate is based on scores from the 1996 NAEP TIMSS, because the estimate is based on scores from the 1996 NAEP science
mathematics assessment. Idaho did not participate in NAEP mathematics in assessment. Idaho did not participate in NAEP science in 1996.
1996.

t The term "nation” is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions. t The term "nation” is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.
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lllinois I Mathematics Grade 4

1. Improvement Over Time
Have lllinois' 4th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

Hlinois did not participate in NAEP mathematics in 1992 or 1996.

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

100%

80%

60%

40%

20%

0%
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons

How did Illinois compare with other states in 4th grade mathematics
achievement in public schools in 19967

Illinois did not participate in NAEP mathematics in 1996.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups in
lllinois were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?

llinois did not participate in NAEP mathematics in 1996.

Male
Female

Sex

American Indian/Alaskan Native
Asian/Pacific Islander

Black

Hispanic

White

Race/ethnicity

Less than high school

High school graduate

Some education beyond high school
College graduate

Parents' highest
level of education

Central city
Urban fringe/large town

School
location

Rural/small town

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure
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Mathematics Grade 8 |

1. Improvement Over Time
Have lllinois' 8th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

Hllinois did not participate in NAEP mathematics in 1990, 1992, or 1996.

lllinois

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

100%

80%

6 0 r‘IIU

4 "II\J

2 nIIU

0%

1990 1991

Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

2. State Comparisons

How did lllinois compare with other states in 8th grade mathematics
achievement in public schools in 19967

Illinois did not participate in NAEP mathematics in 1996.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups in
lllinois were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?

llinois did not participate in NAEP mathematics in 1996.

Parents’ highest
level of education

School

Poverty
measure

Race/ethnicity

location

Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch

Male
Female

American Indian/Alaskan Native
Asian/Pacific Islander

Black

Hispanic

White

Less than high school

High school graduate

Some education beyond high school
College graduate

Central city
Urban fringe/large town

Rural/small town

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch

0%

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I
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lllinois _ Science Grade 8

1. Improvement Over Time
Have lllinois' 8th graders improved in science achievement?

Hllinois did not participate in NAEP science in 1996.

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
science assessment

100%

80%

60%

4 G nIILI

2 "II\J

0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Science performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons

How did lllinois compare with other states in 8th grade science
achievement in public schools in 19967

Illinois did not participate in NAEP science in 1996.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups in
lllinois were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP science assessment?

Illinois did not participate in NAEP science in 1996.

Male
Female

American Indian/Alaskan Native

>
:g Asian/Pacific Islander
=

E Black
g Hispanic
o= White

Less than high school

High school graduate

Some education beyond high school
College graduate

Parents' highest
level of education

Central city
Urban fringe/large town

School
location

Rural/small town

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure
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International Comparisons _

Mathematics Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade mathematics in 1995. If public school
8th graders in lllinois participated in the TIMSS mathematics assessment,
how would their average performance compare to that of students who
took TIMSS in these nations?

It is not possible to predict how students in lllinois would have performed on
TIMSS, because the estimate is based on scores from the 1996 NAEP
mathematics assessment. lllinois did not participate in NAEP mathematics in
1996.

t The term "nation” is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.

lllinois

Science Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade science in 1995. If public school 8th
graders in lllinois participated in the TIMSS science assessment, how would
their average performance compare to that of students who took TIMSS in
these nations?

It is not possible to predict how students in lllinois would have performed on
TIMSS, because the estimate is based on scores from the 1996 NAEP science
assessment. llinois did not participate in NAEP science in 1996.

t The term "nation” is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.
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Indiana _ Mathematics Grade 4

:‘: Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
1. Improvement OVEI’ Time mathematics assessment
100%
Have Indiana's 4th graders improved in mathematics achievement? 80%
Yes. The percentage of Indiana’s public school 4th graders who met the Goals 60%
Panel’s performance standard in mathematics increased from 16% in 1992, to
24% in 1996. 40%
24%
The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of 20% 16%
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of 0% . I
Educational Progress, or NAEP. 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1993 2000
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.
2. State Comparisons* 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Indiana compare with other states in 4th grade mathematics What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
achievement in public schools in 19967 Indiana were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?
at or above Proficient on NAEP: % Male 26%
Connecticut 319%  Michigan, Utah, Vermont 23% 2 Female 21%
Minnesota 29%  Colorado, lowa, Maryland, Montana 22% . . 5
Maine, Wisconsin 27%  U.S.* Alaska, North Carolina, Oregon, 21% = American Indian/Alaskan Native
New Jersey, Texas 25% Washington 2 Asian/Pacific Islander?
Indiana, Massachusetts, Nebraska, 24%  Missouri, New York, Pennsylvania 20% B Black
North Dakota E Hispanic
o

White 27%

21 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Virginia, West Virginia, Wyoming 19%  South Carolina 12%
Rhode Island, Tennessee 17%  Alabama, California 1%
Delaware, Hawaii, Kentucky 16%  Louisiana, Mississippi 8%
Arizona, Florida 15%  District of Columbia 5%
Nevada 14%  Guam 3%
Arkansas, Georgia, New Mexico 13%

Less than high school

High school graduate

Some education beyond high school
College graduate

30%
34%

Parents’ highest
level of education

Central city 21%
Urban fringe/large town 27%

School
location

Rural/small town 230%

> v ‘L .
£3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
n?f g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 30%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4. T Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data. 2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
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1. Improvement Over Time *

Have Indiana's 8th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

Yes. The percentage of Indiana's public school 8th graders who met the Goals
Panel’s performance standard in mathematics increased from 17% in 1990, to
24% in 1996.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Mathematics Grade 8 |

Indiana

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

mathematics assessment
100%

8 O nllll

6 0 nIIU

4 "II\J
20%
20%L 17%

24%

w1

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did Indiana compare with other states in 8th grade mathematics
achievement in public schools in 19967

9 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Minnesota 349%  Connecticut, lowa, Maine, Nebraska 31%
North Dakota 33% Alaska 30%
Montana, Wisconsin 32%

15 states had similar' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Massachusetts, Michigan 28% U.S.” Indiana, Maryland, Utah 24%
Vermont 27%  Missouri, New York, Wyoming 22%
Oregon, Washington 26%  Texas, Virginia 21%
Colorado 25%  North Carolina, Rhode Island 20%
17 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were
Delaware 19%  Arkansas 13%
Arizona 18%  Alabama 12%
California, Florida 17%  Louisiana, Mississippi 7%
Georgia, Hawaii, Kentucky 16%  Guam 6%
Tennessee 15%  District of Columbia 5%
New Mexico, South Carolina, 14%
West Virginia

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
Indiana were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics

assessment?

= Male
v

v Female
- American Indian/Alaskan Native2
2

:g Asian/Pacific Islander?
b Black
= . .

Y Hispanic
3]

oc

Parents' highest
level of education

School

Poverty
measure

location

White

Less than high school

High school graduate

Some education beyond high school
College graduate

Central city
Urban fringe/large town
Rural/small town

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch

0%

24%
23%

27%

29%
369%

27%
23%

28%

20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.

2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I
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Indiana

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Indiana's 8th graders improved in science achievement?

In 1996, 30% of Indiana’s public school 8th graders met the Goals Panel's
performance standard in science. The Goals Panel will report whether science
performance has improved over time when science is assessed again in 2000.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Science Grade 8

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

science assessment
100%

8 nIIU

60%

40% 30%

2 "II\J I
0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Science performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did Indiana compare with other states in 8th grade science
achievement in public schools in 19967

5 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Maine, Montana, North Dakota 41%  Minnesota? 37%
Wisconsin 39%
17 states had similar' percentages of students who were
Massachusetts? 37% Indiana 30%
Connecticut, lowa 36% US.* 29%
Nebraska 35%  Missouri 28%
Vermont, Wyoming 34%  New York, Virginia, Washington 27%
Colorado, Michigan, Oregon, Utah 32%  Rhode Island 26%
Alaska 31%  Maryland 25%
19 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were

North Carolina 249%  Alabama 18%
Arizona, Kentucky, Texas 23%  South Carolina 17%
Arkansas, Tennessee 220  Hawaii 15%
Delaware, Florida, Georgia, 21%  Louisiana 13%

West Virginia Mississippi 12%
California 20%  Guam 7%
New Mexico 19%  District of Columbia 5%

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically, its placement is correct. See pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
Indiana were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP science assessment?

x Male 32%
v Female

= American Indian/Alaskan Native2

:g Asian/Pacific Islander?

% Black

g Hispanic

oc

White 34%

Less than high school
High school graduate

Parents' highest
level of education

Some education beyond high school 31%
College graduate 43%

t s Central city

_§ ‘5 Urban fringe/large town

AL Rural/small town

> e

T3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch

nc>3 g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 359%

0% 20% 40% 60%

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
* No school location data for science in 1996.
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Mathematics Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade mathematics in 1995. If public school
8th graders in Indiana participated in the TIMSS mathematics assessment,
how would their average performance compare to that of students who

took TIMSS in these nations?

12 nations* would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

(Austria)

Belgium - Flemish?
Czech Republic
France

Hong Kong
Hungary

Japan

Korea
Singapore
Slovak Republic
(Slovenia)
(Switzerland)

19 nations® would be expected to perform similarly:'

(Australia)
(Belgium - French)?
(Bulgaria)

Canada

(Denmark)
(England)
(Germany)

|celand

Indiana

Ireland

(Israel)

(Latvia - LSS)?
(Netherlands)

New Zealand
Norway

Russian Federation
(Scotland)

Sweden

(Thailand)

United States

10 nations* would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(Colombia)

Cyprus

(Greece)

Iran, Islamic Republic
(Kuwait)

(Lithuania)
Portugal
(Romania)
(South Africa)
Spain

t The term "nation” is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.  Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

T See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.

3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

International Comparisons _

Science Grade 8

Indiana

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade science in 1995. If public school 8th
graders in Indiana participated in the TIMSS science assessment, how would
their average performance compare to that of students who took TIMSS in
these nations?

3 nations* would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

Czech Republic
Japan

Singapore

22 nations’ would be expected to perform similarly:'

(Australia)
(Austria)
Belgium - Flemish?
(Bulgaria)
Canada
(England)
(Germany)
Hong Kong
Hungary
Indiana
Ireland
(Israel)

Korea
(Netherlands)
New Zealand
Norway
Russian Federation
Slovak Republic
(Slovenia)
Sweden
(Switzerland)
(Thailand)
United States

16 nations* would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(Belgium - French)?
(Colombia)

Cyprus

(Denmark)

France

(Greece)

|celand

Iran, Islamic Republic

(Kuwait)
(Latvia - LSS)?
(Lithuania)
Portugal
(Romania)
(Scotland)
(South Africa)
Spain

t The term "nation” is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.  Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

T See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.
3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I
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lowa _ Mathematics Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

1. Improvement Over Time
Have lowa's 4th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

Not yet. Between 1992 and 1996, there was no significant change in the
percentage of public school 4th graders who met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in mathematics.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

1

00%

80%

60%

40% 26% 220

20% I l
0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

NS Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did lowa compare with other states in 4th grade mathematics
achievement in public schools in 19967

2 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Connecticut 31%  Minnesota 29%
24 states had similar' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:
Maine, Wisconsin 27% lowa, Colorado, Maryland, Montana ~ 22%
New Jersey, Texas 25%  U.S.* Alaska, North Carolina, Oregon, 21%
Indiana, Massachusetts, Nebraska, 24% Washington
North Dakota Missouri, New York, Pennsylvania 20%
Michigan, Utah, Vermont 23%  Virginia, West Virginia, Wyoming 19%
18 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:
Rhode Island, Tennessee 17%  South Carolina 12%
Delaware, Hawaii, Kentucky 16%  Alabama, California 1%
Arizona, Florida 15%  Louisiana, Mississippi 8%
Nevada 14%  District of Columbia 5%
Arkansas, Georgia, New Mexico 13%  Guam 3%

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
lowa were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?

Sex

Race/ethnicity

Parents’ highest
level of education

School

Poverty
measure

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.

location

Female 2

American Indian/Alaskan Native?
Asian/Pacific Islander?

Black [l 4%

Hispanic
White

Less than high school?

High school graduate

Some education beyond high school
College graduate

Central city
Urban fringe/large town
Rural/small town

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch

9%

249
0%

24%

26%

32%

27%

38%

0%

2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
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Mathematics Grade 8 _ lowa

1. Improvement Over Time *

Have lowa's 8th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

Yes. The percentage of lowa's public school 8th graders who met the Goals
Panel’s performance standard in mathematics increased from 25% in 1990, to
31% in 1996.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

100%

80%

60%

40% 250 31% 31%
20%] I
0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did lowa compare with other states in 8th grade mathematics
achievement in public schools in 19967

13 states had similar' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Minnesota 34%  Alaska 30%
North Dakota 33%  Massachusetts, Michigan 28%
Montana, Wisconsin 32% \ermont 27%
lowa, Connecticut, Maine, Nebraska 31% Oregon, Washington 26%
28 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were

Colorado 25%  Tennessee 15%
U.S.” Indiana, Maryland, Utah 24%  New Mexico, South Carolina, 14%
Missouri, New York, Wyoming 22% West Virginia

Texas, Virginia 21%  Arkansas 13%
North Carolina, Rhode Island 20%  Alabama 12%
Delaware 19%  Louisiana, Mississippi 7%
Arizona 18%  Guam 6%
California, Florida 17%  District of Columbia 5%
Georgia, Hawaii, Kentucky 16%

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
lowa were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?

Male 31%
Female 32%

Sex

American Indian/Alaskan Native?
Asian/Pacific Islander?

Black

Hispanic

White 33%

Race/ethnicity

Less than high school
High school graduate
Some education beyond high school 34%

Parents' highest
level of education

College graduate 42
_ c Central city 28%
o o
= Urban fringe/large town 37%
v U
v o Rural/small town 32%
> v .. .
€35 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 20%
08_ g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 35%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
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lowa

1. Improvement Over Time

Have lowa's 8th graders improved in science achievement?

In 1996, 36% of lowa’s public school 8th graders met the Goals Panel's

performance standard in science. The Goals Panel will report whether science
performance has improved over time when science is assessed again in 2000.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of

achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of

Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Science Grade 8

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

science assessment
100%

8 nIIU

60%
40% 36%

2 "II\J

0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Science performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did lowa compare with other states in 8th grade science
achievement in public schools in 19967

15 states had similar' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Maine, Montana, North Dakota 41%  Nebraska

Wisconsin 39%  Vermont, Wyoming
Massachusetts, Minnesota 37%  Colorado, Michigan, Oregon, Utah
lowa, Connecticut 36% Alaska

26 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Indiana 30% California
us.» 29% New Mexico
Missouri 28%  Alabama
New York, Virginia, Washington 27%  South Carolina
Rhode Island 269%  Hawaii
Maryland 25%  Louisiana
North Carolina 24%  Mississippi
Arizona, Kentucky, Texas 23%  Guam
Arkansas, Tennessee 22%  District of Columbia
Delaware, Florida, Georgia, 21%

West Virginia

t The term "state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

35%
340
32%
31%

20%
19%
18%
17%
15%
13%
12%

7%

5%

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
lowa were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP science assessment?

x Male 37%
v Female 35%
= American Indian/Alaskan Native?

:g Asian/Pacific Islander?

é Black

g Hispanic

oc

White 38%

Less than high school
High school graduate

Parents' highest
level of education

Some education beyond high school 38%
College graduate 45%
t s Central city
_§ ‘5 Urban fringe/large town
e Rural/small town

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 41%

Poverty
measure

0% 20% 40% 60%

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
* No school location data for science in 1996.
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International Comparisons _ lowa

Mathematics Grade 8 Science Grade 8 *
Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade mathematics in 1995. If public school Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade science in 1995. If public school 8th
8th graders in lowa participated in the TIMSS mathematics assessment, how graders in lowa participated in the TIMSS science assessment, how would
would their average performance compare to that of students who took their average performance compare to that of students who took TIMSS in
TIMSS in these nations? these nations?
6 nations” would be expected to perform significantly higher:' 1 nation* would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

Belgium - Flemish? Japan Singapore

Czech Republic Korea

Hong Kong Singapore

14 nations' would be expected to perform similarly:’

18 nations' would be expected to perform similarly:' (Australia) Ireland
(Austria) Japan
(Australia) (Israel) Belgium - Flemish? Korea
(Austria) (Netherlands) (Bulgaria) (Netherlands)
(Belgium - French)? New Zealand Czech Republic Russian Federation
(Bulgaria) Russian Federation (England) Slovak Republic
Canada Slovak Republic Hungary (Slovenia)
France (Slovenia) lowa
(Germany) Sweden
lowa (Thailand)
Ireland (Belgium - French)? (Latvia - LSS)?
Canada (Lithuania)
17 nations® would be expected to perform significantly lower:' (Colombia) New Zealand
Cyprus Norway
(Colombia) (Lithuania) (Denmark) Portugal
Cyprus Norway France (Romania)
(Denmark) Portugal (Germany) (Scotland)
(England) (Romania) (Greece) (South Africa)
(Greece) (Scotland) Hong Kong Spain
Iceland (South Africa) lceland _ Sweden
Iran, Islamic Republic Spain Iran, Islamic Republic (Switzerland)
(Kuwait) United States (Israel) (Thailand)
(Latvia - LSS) (Kuwait) United States
t The term "nation” is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.  Performance for nations is based on t The term "nation” is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.  Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses. public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4. T See explanation on pp. 3-4.
2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately. 2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.
3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of 3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of
the population. the population.
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Kansas _ Mathematics Grade 4

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Kansas' 4th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

Kansas did not participate in NAEP mathematics in 1992 or 1996.

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment
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20%
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Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons

How did Kansas compare with other states in 4th grade mathematics
achievement in public schools in 19967

Kansas did not participate in NAEP mathematics in 1996.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups in
Kansas were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?

Kansas did not participate in NAEP mathematics in 1996.

Male
Female

Sex

American Indian/Alaskan Native
Asian/Pacific Islander

Black

Hispanic

White

Race/ethnicity

Less than high school

High school graduate

Some education beyond high school
College graduate

Parents' highest
level of education

Central city
Urban fringe/large town

School
location

Rural/small town

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure
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Mathematics Grade 8 |

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Kansas' 8th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

Kansas did not participate in NAEP mathematics in 1990, 1992, or 1996.

Kansas

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

100%

80%

60%

4 G nIILI

2 "II\J

0%

1990 1991

Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

2. State Comparisons

How did Kansas compare with other states in 8th grade mathematics
achievement in public schools in 19967

Kansas did not participate in NAEP mathematics in 1996.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups in
Kansas were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?

Kansas did not participate in NAEP mathematics in 1996.

Parents’ highest
level of education

School

Poverty
measure

Race/ethnicity

location

Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch

Male
Female

American Indian/Alaskan Native
Asian/Pacific Islander

Black

Hispanic

White

Less than high school

High school graduate

Some education beyond high school
College graduate

Central city
Urban fringe/large town

Rural/small town

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch

0%

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I
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Kansas _ Science Grade 8

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

1. Improvement Over Time science assessment
100%

Have Kansas' 8th graders improved in science achievement?

Kansas did not participate in NAEP science in 1996. 80%

60%

4 G nIILI

2 "II\J

0%
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Science performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Kansas compare with other states in 8th grade science What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups in
achievement in public schools in 19967 Kansas were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP science assessment?
Kansas did not participate in NAEP science in 1996. Kansas did not participate in NAEP science in 1996.

= Male

(%

n Female

American Indian/Alaskan Native

>
:g Asian/Pacific Islander
E Black
g Hispanic
o White

Less than high school

High school graduate

Some education beyond high school
College graduate

Parents' highest
level of education

Central city
Urban fringe/large town

School
location

Rural/small town

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure
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International Comparisons _

Mathematics Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade mathematics in 1995. If public school
8th graders in Kansas participated in the TIMSS mathematics assessment,
how would their average performance compare to that of students who
took TIMSS in these nations?

It is not possible to predict how students in Kansas would have performed on
TIMSS, because the estimate is based on scores from the 1996 NAEP
mathematics assessment. Kansas did not participate in NAEP mathematics in
1996.

t The term "nation” is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.

Kansas

Science Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and

Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade science in 1995. If public school 8th
graders in Kansas participated in the TIMSS science assessment, how would
their average performance compare to that of students who took TIMSS in
these nations?

It is not possible to predict how students in Kansas would have performed on
TIMSS, because the estimate is based on scores from the 1996 NAEP science
assessment. Kansas did not participate in NAEP science in 1996.

t The term "nation” is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.
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Kentucky

1. Improvement Over Time

Have Kentucky's 4th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

Not yet. Between 1992 and 1996, there was no significant change in the
percentage of public school 4th graders who met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in mathematics.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

I othcratics Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment
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40%
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NS Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did Kentucky compare with other states in 4th grade mathematics
achievement in public schools in 19967

23 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Connecticut 31%  Michigan, Utah, Vermont 23%
Minnesota 29%  Colorado, lowa, Maryland, Montana 22%
Maine, Wisconsin 27%  U.S.* Alaska, North Carolina, Oregon, 21%
New Jersey, Texas 25% Washington

Indiana, Massachusetts, Nebraska, 24%  Missouri?> New York? 20%

North Dakota

14 states had similar' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Pennsylvania? 20%  Arizona, Florida 15%
Virginia, West Virginia, Wyoming 19%  Nevada 14%
Rhode Island, Tennessee 17%  Arkansas, Georgia, New Mexico 13%
Kentucky, Delaware, Hawaii 16%

7 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

South Carolina 12%  District of Columbia 5%
Alabama, California 1%  Guam 3%
Louisiana, Mississippi 8%

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically, its placement is correct. See pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
Kentucky were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?

Male 17%
Female 14%

Sex

American Indian/Alaskan Native?
Asian/Pacific Islander?

Black

Hispanic

White 17%

Race/ethnicity

Less than high school

High school graduate

Some education beyond high school
College graduate

22%
26%

Parents’ highest
level of education

Central city 17%
20%
Rural/small town 13%

Urban fringe/large town

School
location

v
g H Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
n?f g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 24%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
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Mathematics Grade 8 _ Kentucky

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

1. Improvement Over Time *

100%

Have Kentucky's 8th graders improved in mathematics achievement? 800
Yes. The percentage of Kentucky's public school 8th graders who met the 600
Goals Panel’s performance standard in mathematics increased from 10% in v
1990, to 16% in 1996. 40%
The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of 20%T-109% 14% 16%
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of N . .

0%

Educational Progress, or NAEP. 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons* 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Kentucky compare with other states in 8th grade mathematics What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
achievement in public schools in 19967 Kentucky were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?
25 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP: x Male 17%
. . A Female
Minnesota 34%  Oregon, Washington 26%
North Dakota 33% Colorado 25% . . . 9
Montana, Wisconsin 320 U.S.” Indiana, Maryland, Utah 249% = American Ind.|an/AIa.sk.an Nat|ve2
Connecticut, lowa, Maine, Nebraska 3100 Missouri, New York, Wyoming 220 2 Asian/Pacific Islander
Alaska 30% Texas, Virginia 21% b Black
Massachusetts, Michigan 28%  North Carolina, Rhode Island 20% E Hispanicz
Vermont 27% < White 17%
12 states had similar' percentages of students who were 2 5 Less than high school
at or above Proficient on NAEP: £ 3 €ss than igh schoo
25 High school graduate
Delaware 19% New MeXiCO, South Caro”na, 149% b E Some education beyond h|gh school
Ar|z.ona. . 18% West Virginia & TC: College graduate 30%
California, Florida 17%  Arkansas 13% £ 3
Kentucky, Georgia, Hawaii 16% Alabama 12% - C | i 0
Tennessee 15% = 5§ entral city 23%
= Urban fringe/large town 20%
4 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were A E Rural/small town
at or above Proficient on NAEP:
> v .. .
Louisiana, Mississippi 7%  District of Columbia 5% 3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Guam 6% 08_ g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 23%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4. T Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic school data. 2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I
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Science Grade 8

Kentucky

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
science assessment

100%

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Kentucky's 8th graders improved in science achievement?

In 1996, 23% of Kentucky's public school 8th graders met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in science. The Goals Panel will report whether science 60%
performance has improved over time when science is assessed again in 2000.

80%

4 G nIILI

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of 23%

achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of

20% .
Educational Progress, or NAEP. 0%
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Science performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons* 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Kentucky compare with other states in 8th grade science What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
achievement in public schools in 19967 Kentucky were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP science
assessment?
18 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP: . Male 25%
- o v Female
Maine, Montana, North Dakota 419%  Colorado, Michigan, Oregon, Utah 32%
Wisconsin 39%  Alaska 31% ) ] -,
Massachusetts, Minnesota 37% Indiana 30% oy American Indian/Alaskan Native
Connecticut, lowa 36% US.* 29% 2 Asian/Pacific Islander?
Nebraska _ 35%  Missouri 28% E Black
Vermont, Wyoming 34% § Hispanic
oc -
15 states had similar' percentages of students who were White 25%
at or above Proficient on NAEP: = 5
o ] b= Less than high school
New York, Virginia, Washington 27%  Arkansas, Tennessee 22% = § Hiah school araduate
Rhode Island 26%  Delaware, Florida, Georgia, 21% =3 . 9 . 9
Maryland 2500 West Virginia 2 s Some education beyond high school 27%
North Carolina 249%  California 20% s C College graduate 36%
Kentucky, Arizona, Texas 23% &2
i s Central city
e . S
8 states had significantly lower p.el:centages of students who were = Urban fringe/large town
at or above Proficient on NAEP: S g
w L Rural/small town
New Mexico 19%  Louisiana 13% -
Alabama _ 18%  Mississippi 12% < 3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
South Carolina 172/0 Guam _ 72/0 2 g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 31%
Hawaii 15%  District of Columbia 5% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories. 1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4. 2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data. * No school location data for science in 1996.
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Mathematics Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade mathematics in 1995. If public school
8th graders in Kentucky participated in the TIMSS mathematics assessment,
how would their average performance compare to that of students who

took TIMSS in these nations?

22 nations™ would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

International Comparisons _

Science Grade 8

Kentucky

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade science in 1995. If public school 8th
graders in Kentucky participated in the TIMSS science assessment, how
would their average performance compare to that of students who took

TIMSS in these nations?

(Australia)
(Austria)

Belgium - Flemish?
(Belgium - French)?
(Bulgaria)

Canada

Czech Republic
France

Hong Kong
Hungary

Ireland

(Israel)

Japan

Korea
(Netherlands)
Russian Federation
Singapore
Slovak Republic
(Slovenia)
Sweden
(Switzerland)
(Thailand)

14 nations® would be expected to perform similarly:'

Cyprus
(Denmark)
(England)
(Germany)
(Greece)
Iceland
Kentucky
(Latvia - LSS)?

(Lithuania)
New Zealand
Norway
(Romania)
(Scotland)
Spain

United States

5 nations' would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(Colombia)
Iran, Islamic Republic
(Kuwait)

Portugal
(South Africa)

t The term "nation” is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.  Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

T See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.
3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

8 nations™ would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

(Austria)
(Bulgaria)
Czech Republic
Japan

(Australia)

Belgium - Flemish?
Canada

(England)
(Germany)

Hong Kong
Hungary

Ireland

(Israel)

Kentucky

Korea
(Netherlands)
Singapore
(Slovenia)

19 nations' would be expected to perform similarly:

New Zealand
Norway

Russian Federation
(Scotland)

Slovak Republic
Spain

Sweden
(Switzerland)
(Thailand)

United States

14 nations® would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(Belgium - French)?
(Colombia)

Cyprus

(Denmark)

France

(Greece)

Iceland

Iran, Islamic Republic
(Kuwait)

(Latvia - LSS)?
(Lithuania)

Portugal

(Romania)

(South Africa)

t The term "nation” is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.  Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

T See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.
3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I
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Louisiana _ Mathematics Grade 4

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Louisiana's 4th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

Not yet. Between 1992 and 1996, there was no significant change in the
percentage of public school 4th graders who met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in mathematics.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

100%

80%

60%

40%

20% 8% 8%
0% [ [

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did Louisiana compare with other states in 4th grade mathematics
achievement in public schools in 19967

40 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Connecticut 319%  Missouri, New York, Pennsylvania 20%
Minnesota 29%  Virginia, West Virginia, Wyoming 19%
Maine, Wisconsin 27% Rhode Island, Tennessee 17%
New Jersey, Texas 25%  Delaware, Hawaii, Kentucky 16%
Indiana, Massachusetts, Nebraska, 24%  Arizona, Florida 15%
North Dakota Nevada 14%
Michigan, Utah, Vermont 23%  Arkansas, Georgia, New Mexico 13%
Colorado, lowa, Maryland, Montana 22%  South Carolina 12%
U.S.,” Alaska, North Carolina, Oregon, 219%  Alabama? 11%
Washington

2 states had similar' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

California? 11%  Louisiana, Mississippi 8%

2 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

District of Columbia 5%  Guam 3%

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically, its placement is correct. See pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in

Louisiana were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?

Male 8%
Female 7%

Sex

American Indian/Alaskan Native
Asian/Pacific Islander?

Black

Hispanic

White

Race/ethnicity

13%

Less than high school

High school graduate [l 5%
Some education beyond high school 10%
College graduate 10%

Parents’ highest
level of education

Central city 8%
Urban fringe/large town 10%
Rural/small town [l 6%

School
location

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 15%

Poverty

measure

0% 20% 40% 60% 809%

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.

88 See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I
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Mathematics Grade 8 _ Louisiana

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Louisiana's 8th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

Not yet. Between 1990 and 1996, there was no significant change in the
percentage of public school 8th graders who met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in mathematics.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

100%

8 O nllll

6 0 nIIU

4 "II\J

20% 500 7% 794"
00 . ]
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

NS Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did Louisiana compare with other states in 8th grade mathematics
achievement in public schools in 19967

38 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Minnesota 34%  Texas, Virginia 21%
North Dakota 33%  North Carolina, Rhode Island 20%
Montana, Wisconsin 32% Delaware 19%
Connecticut, lowa, Maine, Nebraska 31%  Arizona 18%
Alaska 3009  California, Florida 17%
Massachusetts, Michigan 28%  Georgia, Hawaii, Kentucky 16%
Vermont 27%  Tennessee 15%
Oregon, Washington 269%  New Mexico, South Carolina, 14%
Colorado 25% West Virginia

U.S.,* Indiana, Maryland, Utah 24%  Arkansas 13%
Missouri, New York, Wyoming 22%  Alabama 12%

3 states had similar' percentages of students who were

Louisiana, Mississippi 7%  District of Columbia 5%
Guam 6%

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
Louisiana were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?

Male 8%
Female [l 7%

Sex

American Indian/Alaskan Native?
Asian/Pacific Islander?

Black

Hispanic

White

Race/ethnicity

Less than high school |l 4%
High school graduate

Parents' highest
level of education

Some education beyond high school 9%
College graduate 13%

Central city [l 8%

Urban fringe/large town 9%

School
location

Rural/small town [l 5%

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 12%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
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Louisiana _ Science Grade 8

. Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
1. Improvement Over Time science assessment
100%

Have Louisiana's 8th graders improved in science achievement?

In 1996, 13% of Louisiana’s public school 8th graders met the Goals Panel’s 80%

performance standard in science. The Goals Panel will report whether science 60%
performance has improved over time when science is assessed again in 2000.

4GnIIU
The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
. L . 20% 13%
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of .
Educational Progress, or NAEP. 0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Science performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons* 3. Subgroup Performance

How did Louisiana compare with other states in 8th grade science What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in

achievement in public schools in 19967 Louisiana were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP science
assessment?

37 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP: . Male 17%
wv
Maine, Montana, North Dakota 41%  Rhode Island 26% Female 10%
Wisconsin 39%  Maryland 25%
; 0 ; 0 > American Indian/Alaskan Native?
Massachusetts, Minnesota 37%  North Carolina 24% 2
Connecticut, lowa 36%  Arizona, Kentucky, Texas 23% 2 Asian/Pacific Islander?
Nebraska 350%  Arkansas, Tennessee 22% b Black
Vermont, Wyoming 34%  Delaware, Florida, Georgia, 21% E Hispanic
Colorado, Michigan, Oregon, Utah 32% West Virginia & White 21%
Alaska 319% California 20%
Indiana 30%  New Mexico 19% £ 5 )
us: 29% Alabama 18% £% Less than high school
. . . o .
Missouri 28%  South Carolina 17% E’_g High school graduate
New York, Virginia, Washington 27% .2 ;; Some education beyond high school 17%
-y L35 Coll duat 18%
2 states had similar' percentages of students who were & % oliege graduate 0
at or above Proficient on NAEP: -
t s Central city
Hawla|.| 15%  Mississippi 12% £8 45 Urban fringe/large town
Louisiana 13% A2 Rural/small town
2 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were e . .
at or above Proficient on NAEP: § z Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
o¢g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 20%
Guam 7%  District of Columbia 5% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories. 1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4. 2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic school data. ™ No school location data for science in 1996.

90 See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I



International Comparisons _

Mathematics Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade mathematics in 1995. If public school
8th graders in Louisiana participated in the TIMSS mathematics assessment,
how would their average performance compare to that of students who

took TIMSS in these nations?

34 nations™ would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

Louisiana

Science Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade science in 1995. If public school 8th
graders in Louisiana participated in the TIMSS science assessment, how
would their average performance compare to that of students who took
TIMSS in these nations?

27 nations™ would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

(Australia)
(Austria)

Belgium - Flemish?
(Belgium - French)?
(Bulgaria)

Canada

Czech Republic
(Denmark)
(England)

France

(Germany)
(Greece)

Hong Kong
Hungary

|celand

Ireland

(Israel)

Japan

Korea

(Latvia - LSS)?
(Netherlands)
New Zealand
Norway
(Romania)
Russian Federation
(Scotland)
Singapore
Slovak Republic
(Slovenia)
Spain

Sweden
(Switzerland)
(Thailand)
United States

4 nations* would be expected to perform similarly:’

Cyprus
Iran, Islamic Republic
(Lithuania)

Louisiana
Portugal

3 nations® would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(Colombia)
(Kuwait)

(South Africa)

t The term "nation” is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.  Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

T See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.
3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

(Australia) (Netherlands)
(Austria) New Zealand
Belgium - Flemish? Norway
(Bulgaria) Russian Federation
Canada (Scotland)
Czech Republic Singapore
(England) Slovak Republic
(Germany) (Slovenia)

Hong Kong Spain

Hungary Sweden

Ireland (Switzerland)
(Israel) (Thailand)
Japan United States
Korea

11 nations' would be expected to perform similarly:’

(Belgium - French)? Iran, Islamic Republic

Cyprus (Latvia - LSS)®
(Denmark) (Lithuania)
France Louisiana
(Greece) Portugal
Iceland (Romania)
3 nations® would be expected to perform significantly lower:'
(Colombia) (South Africa)
(Kuwait)

t The term "nation” is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.  Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

T See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.

3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of
the population.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I 91



1. Improvement Over Time
Have Maine's 4th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

Not yet. Between 1992 and 1996, there was no significant change in the
percentage of public school 4th graders who met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in mathematics.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Maine _ Mathematics Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

1

00%

80%

60%

40% 27% 27%

20% I I
0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did Maine compare with other states in 4th grade mathematics
achievement in public schools in 19967

14 states had similar' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Connecticut 31% Indiana, Massachusetts, Nebraska, 24%
Minnesota 29% North Dakota
Maine, Wisconsin 27%  Michigan, Utah, Vermont 23%
New Jersey, Texas 250  Maryland,? Montana? 22%
30 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were
Colorado,? lowa,? 22%  Nevada 14%
U.S.,” Alaska, North Carolina, Oregon, 21%  Arkansas, Georgia, New Mexico 13%
Washington South Carolina 12%
Missouri, New York, Pennsylvania 20%  Alabama, California 1%
Virginia, West Virginia, Wyoming 19%  Louisiana, Mississippi 8%
Rhode Island, Tennessee 17%  District of Columbia 5%
Delaware, Hawaii, Kentucky 16%  Guam 3%
Arizona, Florida 15%

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically, its placement is correct. See pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
Maine were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics

assessment?
x Male 29%
v
n Female 26%
= American Indian/Alaskan Native?
:g Asian/Pacific Islander?
< 2
z Black
g Hispanic
ec White 29%
=5 )
B Less than high school
2 é High school graduate
wl Some education beyond high school 33%
< o
[T 0
3 College graduate 37%
&
= S Central city 30%
o
_g = Urban fringe/large town 36%
o
v o Rural/small town 269%
> v .. .
£3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
n?f g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 34%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.

2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.

92 See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I




Mathematics Grade 8 _ Maine

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

1. Improvement Over Time mathematics assessment
Have Maine's 8th graders improved in mathematics achievement? 100%
80"/0

Not yet. Between 1992 and 1996, there was no significant change in the
percentage of public school 8th graders who met the Goals Panel’s 60%
performance standard in mathematics.

40% 3190~
The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of N 25%
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of 20% I I
Educational Progress, or NAEP. 0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

NS Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons* 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Maine compare with other states in 8th grade mathematics What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
achievement in public schools in 19967 Maine were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?
13 states had similar' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP: 9 Male 33%
v
Minnesota 34%  Alaska 30% s Female
North Dakota 33% Massachusetts, Michigan 28% . . .
Montana, Wisconsin 3200 Vermont 27% Z American I"d_'a"/Ala_Sk.a" Natwez
Maine, Connecticut, lowa, Nebraska ~ 31%  Oregon, Washington 26% 2 Asian/Pacific Islander
2
i Black2
28 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were & Hispanic
at or above Proficient on NAEP: e White 32%
Colorado 25%  Tennessee 15% 25 .
. . . g Less than high school
U.S.,” Indiana, Maryland, Utah 249%  New Mexico, South Carolina, 14% % 54 I-T'Ssh a: |Ig SZ 0:
Missouri, New York, Wyoming 22% West Virginia = -E . 'gh s¢ °°_ graduate
Texas, Virginia 21%  Arkansas 13% 2w Some education beyond high school
North Carolina, Rhode Island 20%  Alabama 120 3 College graduate 44%
Delaware 19%  Louisiana, Mississippi 7% ]
Arizona 18%  Guam 6% _ e Central city
California, Florida 17%  District of Columbia 5% _§ % Urban fringe/large town 43%
Georgia, Hawaii, Kentucky 16% a8 Rural/small town
> v . .
£ 3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
n?_, E Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 35%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4. T Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.

* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic school data. 2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
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Maine Science Grade 8

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

1. Improvement Over Time science assessment

Have Maine's 8th graders improved in science achievement? 100%

In 1996, 419% of Maine's public school 8th graders met the Goals Panel’s 80%

performance standard in science. The Goals Panel will report whether science 60%

performance has improved over time when science is assessed again in 2000. 20 41%
The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of 200

achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of "

Educational Progress, or NAEP. 0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Science performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons* 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Maine compare with other states in 8th grade science What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
achievement in public schools in 19967 Maine were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP science assessment?
8 states had similar' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP: % Male 450
: - 0 v Female
Maine, Montana, North Dakota 419%  Connecticut, lowa 36%
Wisconsin 399%  Nebraska 35%
Massachusetts, Minnesota 37% Z American Indian/Alaskan Native”
:g Asian/Pacific Islander?
33 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were = Black?
w . v
at or above Proficient on NAEP: T . .
g Hispanic
Vermont, Wyoming 34%  Delaware, Florida, Georgia, 21% e White 43%
Colorado, Michigan, Oregon, Utah 32% West Virginia c
Alaska 31%  California 20% Fi 2 Less than high school
. . (]
Indiana 30%  New Mexico 19% 2 g High school graduate
us- 29% - Alabama 18% R Some education beyond high school 43%
Missouri 28%  South Carolina 17% £ ¥ 9 .
New York, Virginia, Washington 27%  Hawaii 15% s¢ College graduate 53%
Rhode Island 26% Louisiana 13% =
Maryland 25%  Mississippi 12% t s Central city
North Carolina 24%  Guam 7% sg s Urban fringe/large town
Arizona, Kentucky, Texas 23%  District of Columbia 50 338 Rural/small town
Arkansas, Tennessee 22%
v
‘g § Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
nc>3 g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 46%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
t The term "state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories. 1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4. 2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data. * No school location data for science in 1996.
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Mathematics Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade mathematics in 1995. If public school
8th graders in Maine participated in the TIMSS mathematics assessment,
how would their average performance compare to that of students who

took TIMSS in these nations?

6 nations” would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

International Comparisons _

Science Grade 8 *

Maine

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade science in 1995. If public school 8th
graders in Maine participated in the TIMSS science assessment, how would
their average performance compare to that of students who took TIMSS in

these nations?

Belgium - Flemish?
Czech Republic
Hong Kong

Japan
Korea
Singapore

18 nations' would be expected to perform similarly:'

(Australia)

(Austria)

(Belgium - French)?
(Bulgaria)

Canada

France

(Germany)
Hungary

Ireland

(Israel)

Maine
(Netherlands)

New Zealand
Russian Federation
Slovak Republic
(Slovenia)

Sweden
(Switzerland)
(Thailand)

17 nations* would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(Colombia)

Cyprus

(Denmark)

(England)

(Greece)

Iceland

Iran, Islamic Republic
(Kuwait)

(Latvia - LSS)?

(Lithuania)
Norway
Portugal
(Romania)
(Scotland)
(South Africa)
Spain

United States

t The term "nation” is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.  Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

T See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.
3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

1 nation* would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

Singapore

8 nations” would be expected to perform similarly:'

(Austria)
(Bulgaria)
Czech Republic
(England)
Japan

Korea

Maine
(Netherlands)
(Slovenia)

32 nations™ would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(Australia)

Belgium - Flemish?
(Belgium - French)?
Canada

(Colombia)

Cyprus

(Denmark)

France

(Germany)

(Greece)

Hong Kong
Hungary

|celand

Iran, Islamic Republic
Ireland

(Israel)

(Kuwait)

(Latvia - LSS)?
(Lithuania)
New Zealand
Norway
Portugal
(Romania)
Russian Federation
(Scotland)
Slovak Republic
(South Africa)
Spain

Sweden
(Switzerland)
(Thailand)
United States

t The term "nation” is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.  Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

T See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.
3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I
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Maryland _ Mathematics Grade 4

. Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
1. Improvement Over Time mathematics assessment

100%

Have Maryland's 4th graders improved in mathematics achievement?
80%

Not yet. Between 1992 and 1996, there was no significant change in the
percentage of public school 4th graders who met the Goals Panel’s 60%
performance standard in mathematics.

40%
The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of 18% 2200
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of 20% . l
Educational Progress, or NAEP. 0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

NS Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons* 3. Subgroup Performance

How did Maryland compare with other states in 4th grade mathematics What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in

achievement in public schools in 19967 Maryland were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?

2 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP: x Male
v
(%]
Connecticut 319%  Minnesota 29% Female
. . .2
24 states had similar' percentages of students who were z American Indian/Alaskan Native
at or above Proficient on NAEP: 2 Asian/Pacific Islander 49%
-
Maine, Wisconsin 27%  Maryland, Colorado, lowa, Montana  22% = . Blac.k
New Jersey, Texas 25%  U.S.,* Alaska, North Carolina, Oregon, 21% 8 H|spar.1|c
Indiana, Massachusetts, Nebraska, 24% Washington White
North Dakota Missouri, New York, Pennsylvania 20% o <
Michigan, Utah, Vermont 23%  Virginia, West Virginia, Wyoming 19% _qc"J % Less than high school
23 High school graduat
18 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were = 'qu s ducati I: Scdo;‘)_ g::a :a el
at or above Proficient on NAEP: = ome education beyond high schoo
] College graduate
Rhode Island, Tennessee 17%  South Carolina 12% < ke
Delaware, Hawaii, Kentucky 16%  Alabama, California 11% c Central city
Arizona, Florida 15%  Louisiana, Mississippi 8% E S Urban fringe/large town
Nevada 14%  District of Columbia 5% é g ge/larg
Arkansas, Georgia, New Mexico 13% Guam 3% = Rural/small town

> v .. .
£3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
n?f g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 31%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4. T Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data. 2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
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Mathematics Grade 8 _ Maryland

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
. mathematics assessment
1. Improvement Over Time —/Z/{\— 000
0
Have Maryland's 8th graders improved in mathematics achievement? 800
Yes. The percentage of Maryland's public school 8th graders who met the 5001
Goals Panel’s performance standard in mathematics increased from 17% in v
1990, to 24% in 1996. 40%
. . 17% 20% 24%
The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of 20%( "
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of o j l
Educational Progress, or NAEP, 71990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.
2. State Comparisons* 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Maryland compare with other states in 8th grade mathematics What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
achievement in public schools in 19967 Maryland were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?
4 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP: x Male
(%
. . . n Female
Minnesota 34%  Montana, Wisconsin 32%
0
North Dakota 33% - American Indian/Alaskan Native?
21 states had similar' percentages of students who were 2 Asian/Pacific Islander 62%
at or above Proficient on NAEP: e Black
. . . g Hispanic
Connecticut, lowa, Maine, Nebraska 31% U.S.,* Maryland, Indiana, Utah 24% 8 Whi
Alaska 30%  Missouri, New York, Wyoming 22% ite
Massachusetts, Michigan 28%  Texas, Virginia 21% = S
Vermont 27%  North Carolina, Rhode Island 20% B Less than high school
Oregon, Washington 26%  Delaware 19% 2 S High school graduate
o
Colorado 25% wl Some education beyond high school
[=ENe)
16 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were £ g College graduate
at or above Proficient on NAEP: ]
— Central city
i o
Ar|z.ona. . 18%  Arkansas 13% _§ 2 Urban fringe/large town
California, Florida 17%  Alabama 12% 3 g Rural/small town
Georgia, Hawaii, Kentucky 16%  Louisiana, Mississippi 7% - uraljsmatt to
Tennessee 15%  Guam 6% o v o ]
New Mexico, South Carolina, 14%  District of Columbia 5000 €3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
West Virginia 08_ g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4. T Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic school data. 2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
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Maryland

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Maryland's 8th graders improved in science achievement?

In 1996, 25% of Maryland's public school 8th graders met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in science. The Goals Panel will report whether science
performance has improved over time when science is assessed again in 2000.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Science Grade 8

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
science assessment

100%

80%

60%

4 G nIILI

25%
2 "II\J I
0%
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Science performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did Maryland compare with other states in 8th grade science
achievement in public schools in 19967

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
Maryland were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP science

assessment?
16 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP: x Male 26%
A
Maine, Montana, North Dakota 41%  Nebraska 35% Female
Wisconsin 39%  Vermont, Wyoming 34%
Massachusetts, Minnesota 37%  Colorado, Michigan, Oregon, Utah 32% oy American Indian/Alaskan Native
Connecticut, lowa 36%  Alaska 31% 2 Asian/Pacific Islander 380
% Black
at or above Proficient on NAEP: 8 .
White 38%
Indiana 30%  North Carolina 24% c
us- 29%  Arizona, Kentucky, Texas 23% E -% Less than high school
Missouri o . 28%  Arkansas, Tenqessee . 22% Ea g High school graduate
New York, Virginia, Washington 27%  Delaware, Florida, Georgia, 21% W o Some education bevond hiah school
Rhode Island 26% West Virginia £ ¥ 9 .
Maryland 25% California 20% s g-' College graduate 34%
8 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were i s Central city
at or above Proficient on NAEP: £8 45 Urban fringe/large town
New Mexico 19%  Louisiana 130% a2 Rural/small town
Alabama 18%  Mississippi 12% -
South Carolina 17%  Guam 7% < 3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Hawaii 15%  District of Columbia 50 nc>3 g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 32%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
* No school location data for science in 1996.

t The term "state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.
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Mathematics Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade mathematics in 1995. If public school
8th graders in Maryland participated in the TIMSS mathematics assessment,
how would their average performance compare to that of students who

took TIMSS in these nations?

19 nations* would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

International Comparisons _

Science Grade 8

Maryland

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade science in 1995. If public school 8th
graders in Maryland participated in the TIMSS science assessment, how
would their average performance compare to that of students who took

TIMSS in these nations?

(Australia)

(Austria)

Belgium - Flemish?
(Belgium - French)?
(Bulgaria)

Canada

Czech Republic
France

Hong Kong
Hungary

Ireland

Japan

Korea
(Netherlands)
Russian Federation
Singapore

Slovak Republic
(Slovenia)
(Switzerland)

17 nations' would be expected to perform similarly:’

Cyprus
(Denmark)
(England)
(Germany)
(Greece)
|celand
(Israel)

(Latvia - LSS)?
(Lithuania)

5 nations' would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(Colombia)
Iran, Islamic Republic
(Kuwait)

Maryland
New Zealand
Norway
(Romania)
(Scotland)
Spain

Sweden
(Thailand)
United States

Portugal
(South Africa)

t The term "nation” is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.  Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

T See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.

3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

10 nations* would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

(Austria)
(Bulgaria)
Czech Republic
(England)
Hungary

(Australia)
Belgium - Flemish?
Canada

France

(Germany)
(Greece)

Hong Kong

Ireland

(Israel)

Maryland

(Belgium - French)?
(Colombia)

Cyprus

(Denmark)

Iceland

Iran, Islamic Republic

Japan

Korea
(Netherlands)
Singapore
(Slovenia)

19 nations' would be expected to perform similarly:’

New Zealand
Norway

Russian Federation
(Scotland)

Slovak Republic
Spain

Sweden
(Switzerland)
(Thailand)

United States

12 nations® would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(Kuwait)
(Latvia - LSS)?
(Lithuania)
Portugal
(Romania)
(South Africa)

t The term "nation” is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.  Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

T See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.
3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I
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Massachusetts

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Massachusetts' 4th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

Not yet. Between 1992 and 1996, there was no significant change in the
percentage of public school 4th graders who met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in mathematics.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Mathematics Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

100%
80%
60%
40%
23% 2404
| ]
0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

NS Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did Massachusetts compare with other states in 4th grade
mathematics achievement in public schools in 19967

24 states had similar’ percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Connecticut 31%  Michigan, Utah, Vermont 23%
Minnesota 29%  Colorado, lowa, Maryland, Montana 22%
Maine, Wisconsin 27%  U.S.,* Alaska, North Carolina, Oregon, 21%
New Jersey, Texas 25% Washington
Massachusetts, Indiana, Nebraska, 249%  Missouri, New York, Pennsylvania 20%
North Dakota Virginia? 19%
20 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were
West Virginia,” Wyoming? 19%  South Carolina 12%
Rhode Island, Tennessee 17%  Alabama, California 1%
Delaware, Hawaii, Kentucky 16%  Louisiana, Mississippi 8%
Arizona, Florida 15%  District of Columbia 5%
Nevada 14%  Guam 3%
Arkansas, Georgia, New Mexico 13%

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically, its placement is correct. See pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
Massachusetts were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?

Male 27%
Female 22%

Sex

American Indian/Alaskan Native?
Asian/Pacific Islander

Black

Hispanic

White 28%

35%

Race/ethnicity

Less than high school
High school graduate
Some education beyond high school 25%

Parents’ highest
level of education

College graduate 330%
=5 Central city
o
_g = Urban fringe/large town 30%
o
v o Rural/small town 24%
> v .. .
£3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
n?f g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 30%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.

100 See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I



1. Improvement Over Time

Have Massachusetts’ 8th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

Not yet. Between 1992 and 1996, there was no significant change in the

percentage of public school 8th graders who met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in mathematics.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of

achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of

Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Mathematics Grade 8 _ Massachusetts

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

100%
80%
60%
40% - 280"
20% . I
0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

NS Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did Massachusetts compare with other states in 8th grade
mathematics achievement in public schools in 19967

17 states had similar' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Minnesota 34%  Massachusetts, Michigan
North Dakota 33% Vermont

Montana, Wisconsin 32%  Oregon, Washington
Connecticut, lowa, Maine, Nebraska 31% Colorado

Alaska 30% U.S.* Indiana, Maryland, Utah

24 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Missouri, New York, Wyoming 22%  New Mexico, South Carolina,
Texas, Virginia 21% West Virginia

North Carolina, Rhode Island 209%  Arkansas

Delaware 19%  Alabama

Arizona 18% Louisiana, Mississippi
California, Florida 17%  Guam

Georgia, Hawaii, Kentucky 16%  District of Columbia
Tennessee 15%

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

28%
27%
26%
25%

249%

14%

13%
12%
7%
6%
5%

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
Massachusetts were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?

= Male 29%
(%]

v Female

- American Indian/Alaskan NativeZ

2

:g Asian/Pacific Islander 290
=

E Black

v Hispanic

3]

oc

White 32%

Less than high school
High school graduate
Some education beyond high school

Parents' highest
level of education

College graduate 42%
— Central city
o o
= Urban fringe/large town 35%
v U
2] Rural/small town 31%
> v .. .
€3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
08_ g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 33%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
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Massachusetts

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Massachusetts’ 8th graders improved in science achievement?

In 1996, 37% of Massachusetts’ public school 8th graders met the Goals
Panel’s performance standard in science. The Goals Panel will report whether
science performance has improved over time when science is assessed again in
2000.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Science Grade 8

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
science assessment

100%

8 nIIU

60%
37%

4 G nIILI

2 "II\J

0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Science performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did Massachusetts compare with other states in 8th grade science
achievement in public schools in 19967

13 states had similar' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Maine, Montana, North Dakota 419%  Nebraska 35%
Wisconsin 39%  Vermont, Wyoming 34%
Massachusetts, Minnesota 37% Colorado,” Michigan,* Oregon’ 32%
Connecticut, lowa 36%
28 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were

Utah? 32% Delaware, Florida, Georgia, 21%
Alaska 31% West Virginia

Indiana 30% California 20%
us.: 29% New Mexico 19%
Missouri 28%  Alabama 18%
New York, Virginia, Washington 27%  South Carolina 17%
Rhode Island 26%  Hawaii 15%
Maryland 25%  Louisiana 13%
North Carolina 24%  Mississippi 12%
Arizona, Kentucky, Texas 23%  Guam 7%
Arkansas, Tennessee 22%  District of Columbia 5%

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically, its placement is correct. See pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
Massachusetts were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP science
assessment?

5 Male 40%
2 Female

= American Indian/Alaskan Native?

2 Asian/Pacific Islander 38%
<=

% Black

g Hispanic

oc

White 41%

Less than high school
High school graduate
Some education beyond high school

Parents' highest
level of education

College graduate 49%
t s Central city
_§ ‘5 Urban fringe/large town
AL Rural/small town
> e
T3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
nc>3 g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 449%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
* No school location data for science in 1996.
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Mathematics Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade mathematics in 1995. If public school
8th graders in Massachusetts participated in the TIMSS mathematics
assessment, how would their average performance compare to that of
students who took TIMSS in these nations?

8 nations™ would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

International Comparisons _ Massachusetts

Science Grade 8 *

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade science in 1995. If public school 8th
graders in Massachusetts participated in the TIMSS science assessment, how
would their average performance compare to that of students who took
TIMSS in these nations?

Belgium - Flemish?
Czech Republic
Hong Kong

Japan

Korea
Singapore
Slovak Republic
(Switzerland)

22 nations’ would be expected to perform similarly:'

(Australia) (Latvia - LSS)?
(Austria) Massachusetts
(Belgium - French)? (Netherlands)
(Bulgaria) New Zealand
Canada Norway
(Denmark) Russian Federation
(England) (Scotland)
France (Slovenia)
(Germany) Sweden
Hungary (Thailand)
Ireland United States
(Israel)

11 nations* would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(Colombia) (Lithuania)
Cyprus Portugal
(Greece) (Romania)
Iceland (South Africa)
Iran, Islamic Republic Spain
(Kuwait)

t The term "nation” is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.  Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

T See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.

3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of
the population.

1 nation* would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

Singapore

(Australia) Japan

(Austria) Korea

Belgium - Flemish? Massachusetts
(Bulgaria) (Netherlands)
Czech Republic Russian Federation
(England) Slovak Republic
(Germany) (Slovenia)
Hungary Sweden

Ireland United States

23 nations™ would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(Belgium - French)? (Latvia - LSS)?

Canada (Lithuania)
(Colombia) New Zealand
Cyprus Norway
(Denmark) Portugal
France (Romania)
(Greece) (Scotland)
Hong Kong (South Africa)
Iceland Spain

Iran, Islamic Republic (Switzerland)
(Israel) (Thailand)
(Kuwait)

t The term "nation” is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.  Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

T See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.

3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of
the population.
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Michigan _ Mathematics Grade 4

. Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
1. Improvement Over Time mathematics assessment

100%

Have Michigan's 4th graders improved in mathematics achievement?
80%

Not yet. Between 1992 and 1996, there was no significant change in the
percentage of public school 4th graders who met the Goals Panel’s 60%
performance standard in mathematics.

40%
The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of 18% 239%™
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of 20% . I
Educational Progress, or NAEP. 0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

NS Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons* 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Michigan compare with other states in 4th grade mathematics What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
achievement in public schools in 19967 Michigan were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?
1 state had a significantly higher' percentage of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP: x Male 25%
v
(%] 0
Connecticut 31% Female 21%
25 states had similar' percentages of students who were = American Indian/Alaskan Native
at or above Proficient on NAEP: :g Asian/Pacific Islander?
-
Minnesota 29%  Colorado, lowa, Maryland, Montana 22% % ) Blac.k
Maine, Wisconsin 27%  U.S.* Alaska, North Carolina, Oregon, 21% g Hispanic
New Jersey, Texas 2500 Washington = White 28%
Indiana, Massachusetts, Nebraska, 24%  Missouri, New York, Pennsylvania 20% -
.N(?rth Dakota Virginia, West Virginia, Wyoming 19% E -% Less than high school
Michigan, Utah, Vermont 23% _? é High school graduate
18 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were 2 % Some education beyond high school 28%
at or above Proficient on NAEP: €3 College graduate 32%
3
Rhode Island, Tennessee 17%  South Carolina 12% Central cit
Delaware, Hawaii, Kentucky 16%  Alabama, California 1% <_% s Urban fri | ¥ 0
Arizona, Florida 15%  Louisiana, Mississippi 8% £5 rban fringe/large town 28%
Nevada 14%  District of Columbia 500 n L Rural/small town 24%
Arkansas, Georgia, New Mexico 13%  Guam 3% o
g 3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
n?f g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 30%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4. T Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data. 2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
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Mathematics Grade 8 |

1. Improvement Over Time *

Have Michigan's 8th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

Yes. The percentage of Michigan’s public school 8th graders who met the
Goals Panel’s performance standard in mathematics increased from 16% in
1990, to 28% in 1996.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Michigan

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

100%
80%
60%
40% 28%
2000} 16% 19% I
0% j l

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did Michigan compare with other states in 8th grade mathematics
achievement in public schools in 19967

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
Michigan were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics

17 states had similar' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Minnesota 34%  Michigan, Massachusetts 28%
North Dakota 33%  Vermont 27%
Montana, Wisconsin 32%  Oregon, Washington 26%
Connecticut, lowa, Maine, Nebraska 31%  Colorado 25%
Alaska 30% U.S.,” Indiana, Maryland, Utah 249%

24 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Missouri, New York, Wyoming 22%  New Mexico, South Carolina, 14%
Texas, Virginia 21% West Virginia

North Carolina, Rhode Island 20%  Arkansas 13%
Delaware 19%  Alabama 12%
Arizona 18%  Louisiana, Mississippi 7%
California, Florida 17%  Guam 6%
Georgia, Hawaii, Kentucky 16%  District of Columbia 5%
Tennessee 15%

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

T See explanation on pp. 3-4.

* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

assessment?

= Male 30%
v

v Female 27%
- American Indian/Alaskan Native2

2

:g Asian/Pacific Islander?

=

E Black

v Hispanic

3]

oc

White 34%
Less than high school
High school graduate
Some education beyond high school 30%

Parents' highest
level of education

College graduate 40%
— Central city
o o
= Urban fringe/large town 32%
v U
w o Rural/small town 30%

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 34%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
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Michigan

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Michigan's 8th graders improved in science achievement?

In 1996, 32% of Michigan's public school 8th graders met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in science. The Goals Panel will report whether science
performance has improved over time when science is assessed again in 2000.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
science assessment

100%

Science Grade 8

80%

60%

4 G nIILI

32%

2 "II\J

0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Science performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

3. Subgroup Performance

How did Michigan compare with other states in 8th grade science
achievement in public schools in 19967

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
Michigan were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP science

assessment?
3 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP: % Male 36%
wv
Maine, Montana, North Dakota 41% Female 29%
17 states had similar’ percentages of students who were Z American Indian/Alaskan Native?
at or above Proficient on NAEP: 2 Asian/Pacific Islander?
=
Wisconsin 39%  Alaska 31% - ) Blac.k
Massachusetts, Minnesota 37% Indiana 30% &% Hispanic
Connecticut, lowa 36% U.S.* 29% White 39%
Nebraska 35%  Missouri 28% c
Vefmc.mt, Wyoming 34%  New York, Virginia, Washington 27% B -% Less than high school
Michigan, Colorado, Oregon, Utah 32% Eé High school graduate
" v . .
21 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were % Some education beyond high school 35%
at or above Proficient on NAEP: T College graduate 42%
& o
Rhode Island 26%  New Mexico 19% - Central cit
Maryland 25%  Alabama 18% R Urban fri | ¥
North Carolina 24%  South Carolina 17% % g rban fringe/large town
Arizona, Kentucky, Texas 23%  Hawaii 15% v = Rural/small town
Arkansas, Tennessee 22%  Louisiana 13% oo
Delaware, Florida, Georgia, 21%  Mississippi 12% < 3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
West Virginia Guam 7% 2 g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 38%
California 20%  District of Columbia 5%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories. T Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4. 2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.

* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data. * No school location data for science in 1996.
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Mathematics Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade mathematics in 1995. If public school
8th graders in Michigan participated in the TIMSS mathematics assessment,
how would their average performance compare to that of students who

took TIMSS in these nations?

10 nations* would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

(Austria)

Belgium - Flemish?
Czech Republic
Hong Kong

Japan

Korea
Singapore
Slovak Republic
(Slovenia)
(Switzerland)

21 nations™ would be expected to perform similarly:'

(Australia)
(Belgium - French)?
(Bulgaria)
Canada
(Denmark)
(England)
France
(Germany)
Hungary
|celand
Ireland

10 nations® would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(Israel)

(Latvia - LSS)?
Michigan
(Netherlands)
New Zealand
Norway
Russian Federation
(Scotland)
Sweden
(Thailand)
United States

(Colombia)

Cyprus

(Greece)

Iran, Islamic Republic
(Kuwait)

(Lithuania)
Portugal
(Romania)
(South Africa)
Spain

t The term "nation” is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.  Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

T See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.
3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

International Comparisons _

Science Grade 8

Michigan

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade science in 1995. If public school 8th
graders in Michigan participated in the TIMSS science assessment, how
would their average performance compare to that of students who took
TIMSS in these nations?

2 nations* would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

Czech Republic

Singapore

23 nations™ would be expected to perform similarly:'

(Australia)
(Austria)
Belgium - Flemish?
(Bulgaria)
Canada
(England)
(Germany)
Hong Kong
Hungary
Ireland
(Israel)
Japan

Korea
Michigan
(Netherlands)
New Zealand
Norway
Russian Federation
Slovak Republic
(Slovenia)
Sweden
(Switzerland)
(Thailand)
United States

16 nations® would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(Belgium - French)?
(Colombia)

Cyprus

(Denmark)

France

(Greece)

Iceland

Iran, Islamic Republic

(Kuwait)
(Latvia - LSS)?
(Lithuania)
Portugal
(Romania)
(Scotland)
(South Africa)
Spain

t The term "nation” is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.  Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

T See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.
3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I
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Minnesota _ Mathematics Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

1. Improvement Over Time mathematics assessment
Have Minnesota's 4th graders improved in mathematics achievement? 100%
80%

Not yet. Between 1992 and 1996, there was no significant change in the
percentage of public school 4th graders who met the Goals Panel’s 60%
performance standard in mathematics.

40% 290/nS
The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of 26% 3
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of 20% I I
Educational Progress, or NAEP. 0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

NS Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons* 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Minnesota compare with other states in 4th grade mathematics What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
achievement in public schools in 19967 Minnesota were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?
9 states had similar' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP: x Male 32%
v
(%] 0
Connecticut 31%  New Jersey, Texas 25% Female 27%
Minnesota 29% Indiana, Massachusetts. Nebraska, 24% . . .
Maine, Wisconsin 27% North Dakota =z American Indian/Alaskan Native
g Asian/Pacific Islander
35 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were b Black
at or above Proficient on NAEP: E Hispanic
Michigan, Utah, Vermont 23%  Arizona, Florida 15% = White 33%
Colorado, lowa, Maryland, Montana 22% Nevada 14% o <
U.S..” Alaska, North Carolina, Oregon, 219%  Arkansas, Georgia, New Mexico 13% _a:.: ..% Less than high school?
Washington South Carolina 12% 25 High school graduate
Missouri, New York, Pennsylvania 20%  Alabama, California 1% " E Some education beyond high school 350
Virginia, West Virginia, Wyoming 199%  Louisiana, Mississippi 8% E o College graduate 380
Rhode Island, Tennessee 17%  District of Columbia 5% E %
Delaware, Hawaii, Kentucky 16%  Guam 3% -
55 Central city
_g g Urban fringe/large town 36%
v o Rural/small town 26%

> v .. .
£3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
n?f g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 35%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4. T Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data. 2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
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1. Improvement Over Time *

Have Minnesota's 8th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

Yes. The percentage of Minnesota's public school 8th graders who met the
Goals Panel’s performance standard in mathematics increased from 23% in
1990, to 34% in 1996.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Mathematics Grade 8 _ Minnesota

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

100%
8 O nllll
6 0 nIIU
40% 31% 34%
23%
o -
0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did Minnesota compare with other states in 8th grade mathematics
achievement in public schools in 19967

10 states had similar' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Minnesota 349 Connecticut, lowa, Maine, Nebraska 31%
North Dakota 33% Alaska 30%
Montana, Wisconsin 32% Massachusetts, Michigan 28%
31 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were

Vermont 27%  Georgia, Hawaii, Kentucky 16%
Oregon, Washington 26%  Tennessee 15%
Colorado 25%  New Mexico, South Carolina, 14%
U.S..” Indiana, Maryland, Utah 249% West Virginia

Missouri, New York, Wyoming 22%  Arkansas 13%
Texas, Virginia 21%  Alabama 12%
North Carolina, Rhode Island 20%  Louisiana, Mississippi 7%
Delaware 19%  Guam 6%
Arizona 18%  District of Columbia 5%
California, Florida 17%

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
Minnesota were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?

% Male 36%
v Female 33%
= American Indian/Alaskan Native?

2 Asian/Pacific Islander

E Black

E Hispanic

White 37%

Less than high school
High school graduate

Some education beyond high school 359%
College graduate 459%

Parents' highest
level of education

Central city 32%

Urban fringe/large town 40%

School
location

Rural/small town

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 37%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
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Minnesota

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Minnesota's 8th graders improved in science achievement?

In 1996, 37% of Minnesota's public school 8th graders met the Goals Panel's
performance standard in science. The Goals Panel will report whether science
performance has improved over time when science is assessed again in 2000.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Science Grade 8

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
science assessment

100%

8 nIIU

60%

40% 37%

2 "II\J

0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Science performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did Minnesota compare with other states in 8th grade science
achievement in public schools in 19967

13 states had similar' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Maine, Montana, North Dakota 41%  Nebraska 35%
Wisconsin 39%  Vermont, Wyoming 34%
Minnesota, Massachusetts 37% Colorado,” Michigan,” Oregon? 32%
Connecticut, lowa 36%
28 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were

Utah? 32% Delaware, Florida, Georgia, 21%
Alaska 31% West Virginia

Indiana 300 California 20%
us.* 29% New Mexico 19%
Missouri 28%  Alabama 18%
New York, Virginia, Washington 27%  South Carolina 17%
Rhode Island 26%  Hawaii 15%
Maryland 25%  Louisiana 13%
North Carolina 24%  Mississippi 12%
Arizona, Kentucky, Texas 23%  Guam 7%
Arkansas, Tennessee 22%  District of Columbia 5%

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically, its placement is correct. See pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
Minnesota were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP science
assessment?

x Male 40%
v Female 33%
= American Indian/Alaskan Native?

:g Asian/Pacific Islander

é Black

Q Hispanic

oc

White 40%

Less than high school
High school graduate

Parents' highest
level of education

Some education beyond high school 38%
College graduate 45%
t g Central city
_§ ‘5 Urban fringe/large town
e Rural/small town

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 40%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
* No school location data for science in 1996.
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Mathematics Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade mathematics in 1995. Students in
Minnesota took the same test so that their results could be compared
directly to the results of students in other countries. How did public
school 8th graders in Minnesota compare to students in the other

participating countries?

6 nations’ performed significantly higher:'

Belgium - Flemish?
Czech Republic
Hong Kong

Japan
Korea
Singapore

19 nations' performed similarly:’

(Australia)

(Austria)

(Belgium - French)?
(Bulgaria)

Canada

(England)

France

(Germany)
Hungary

Ireland

16 nations* performed significantly lower:'

(Colombia)

Cyprus

(Denmark)

(Greece)

Iceland

Iran, Islamic Republic
(Kuwait)

(Latvia - LSS)?

(Israel)
Minnesota
(Netherlands)

New Zealand
Russian Federation
Slovak Republic
(Slovenia)

Sweden
(Switzerland)
(Thailand)

(Lithuania)
Norway
Portugal
(Romania)
(Scotland)
(South Africa)
Spain

United States

t The term "nation” is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.  Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

T See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.
3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

International Comparisons _

Science Grade 8 *

Minnesota

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade science in 1995. Students in
Minnesota took the same test so that their results could be compared
directly to the results of students in other countries. How did public
school 8th graders in Minnesota compare to students in the other

participating countries?

1 nation* performed significantly higher:'

Singapore

12 nations' performed similarly:'

(Australia)
(Austria)

Belgium - Flemish?
(Bulgaria)

Czech Republic
(England)

Hungary

Japan

Korea
Minnesota
(Netherlands)
Slovak Republic
(Slovenia)

28 nations™ performed significantly lower:'

(Belgium - French)?
Canada

(Colombia)

Cyprus

(Denmark)

France

(Germany)

(Greece)

Hong Kong

|celand

Iran, Islamic Republic
Ireland

(Israel)

(Kuwait)

(Latvia - LSS)?
(Lithuania)
New Zealand
Norway
Portugal
(Romania)
Russian Federation
(Scotland)
(South Africa)
Spain

Sweden
(Switzerland)
(Thailand)
United States

t The term "nation” is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.  Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

T See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.
3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I
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Mississippi

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Mississippi's 4th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

Not yet. Between 1992 and 1996, there was no significant change in the
percentage of public school 4th graders who met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in mathematics.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

I othcratics Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

mathematics assessment
100%

80%

60%

40%

20% 6% 80"

09 | ||

NS Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

o
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

2. State Comparisons*

How did Mississippi compare with other states in 4th grade mathematics
achievement in public schools in 19967

40 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Connecticut 319%  Missouri, New York, Pennsylvania 20%
Minnesota 29%  Virginia, West Virginia, Wyoming 19%
Maine, Wisconsin 27% Rhode Island, Tennessee 17%
New Jersey, Texas 25%  Delaware, Hawaii, Kentucky 16%
Indiana, Massachusetts, Nebraska, 24%  Arizona, Florida 15%
North Dakota Nevada 14%
Michigan, Utah, Vermont 23%  Arkansas, Georgia, New Mexico 13%
Colorado, lowa, Maryland, Montana 22%  South Carolina 12%
U.S.” Alaska, North Carolina, Oregon, 219%  Alabama? 11%
Washington
2 states had similar' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:
California? 11%  Mississippi, Louisiana 8%
2 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:
District of Columbia 5%  Guam 3%

T The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

T See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically, its placement is correct. See pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
Mississippi were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics

assessment?

Male 9%
Female

Sex

American Indian/Alaskan Native?

>

:g Asian/Pacific Islander?

=

E Black

g Hispanic

e White 14%

Less than high school

High school graduate

Some education beyond high school 12%
College graduate 11%

Parents’ highest
level of education

Central city 11%

— <

o o

% = Urban fringe/large town 19%
o

v o Rural/small town

> v .. .

£3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch

n?f g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 17%

0% 20% 40%

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.

112 See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I
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1. Improvement Over Time
Have Mississippi's 8th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

Not yet. Between 1992 and 1996, there was no significant change in the
percentage of public school 8th graders who met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in mathematics.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Mathematics Grade 8 _ Mississippi

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

100%

80%

60%

40%

0/
20% 6% 70/0n>

0% | [
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

NS Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did Mississippi compare with other states in 8th grade mathematics
achievement in public schools in 19967

38 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Minnesota 34%  Texas, Virginia 21%
North Dakota 33% North Carolina, Rhode Island 20%
Montana, Wisconsin 32% Delaware 19%
Connecticut, lowa, Maine, Nebraska 31%  Arizona 18%
Alaska 300%  California, Florida 17%
Massachusetts, Michigan 28%  Georgia, Hawaii, Kentucky 16%
Vermont 27%  Tennessee 15%
Oregon, Washington 26%  New Mexico, South Carolina, 14%
Colorado 25% West Virginia

U.S.* Indiana, Maryland, Utah 24%  Arkansas 13%
Missouri, New York, Wyoming 22%  Alabama 12%

3 states had similar' percentages of students who were

Mississippi, Louisiana 7%  District of Columbia 5%
Guam 6%

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
Mississippi were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?

= Male [l 7%

(%

n Female [l 7%

- American Indian/Alaskan Native2

£

:g Asian/Pacific Islander?

=

3 Black

g Hispanic

&= White 13%
© 5 L .
L5 ess than high school
E’é High school graduate
e Some education beyond high school 9%
§ Tc: College graduate 12%
£3

Central city 10%
Urban fringe/large town 11%

School
location

Rural/small town [l 6%

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 13%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
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Mississippi _ Science Grade 8

. Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
1. Improvement Over Time science assessment

100%

Have Mississippi's 8th graders improved in science achievement?
80"/\1

In 1996, 12% of Mississippi’s public school 8th graders met the Goals Panel's
performance standard in science. The Goals Panel will report whether science 60%
performance has improved over time when science is assessed again in 2000.

4 nIIU
The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of

Educational Progress, or NAEP. 0% [ ]
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Science performance will be tested again in 2000.

20% 12%

2. State Comparisons* 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Mississippi compare with other states in 8th grade science What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
achievement in public schools in 19967 Mississippi were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP science
assessment?
38 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP: x Male 14%
v
Maine, Montana, North Dakota 41%  Rhode Island 26% s Female 11%
Wisconsin 39%  Maryland 25%
Massachusetts, Minnesota 37% North Carolina 24% oy American Indian/Alaskan Native?
Connecticut, lowa 36%  Arizona, Kentucky, Texas 23% 2 Asian/Pacific Islander?
Nebraska 350%  Arkansas, Tennessee 22% b Black
Vermont, Wyom|ng 34%  Delaware, .Flo.rlc.ia, Georgia, 21% E Hispanic
Colorado, Michigan, Oregon, Utah 32% West Virginia & White 22%
Alaska 31%  California 20%
Indiana 30% New Mexico 19% £ 5
us: 29%  Alabama 18% 2% Less than high school
Missouri 28%  South Carolina 17% _?é High school graduate
New York, Virginia, Washington 27%  Hawaii 15% .2 ;; Some education beyond high school 17%
v
at or above Proficient on NAEP: -
i s Central city
Louisiana 13%  Mississippi 12% _g "5 Urban fringe/large town
AL Rural/small town

2 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Guam 7%  District of Columbia 5%

Poverty
measure

Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 22%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
T The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories. 1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4. 2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data. ** No school location data for science in 1996.
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International Comparisons _

Mathematics Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade mathematics in 1995. If public school
8th graders in Mississippi participated in the TIMSS mathematics assessment,
how would their average performance compare to that of students who

took TIMSS in these nations?

36 nations" would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

Mississippi

Science Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade science in 1995. If public school 8th
graders in Mississippi participated in the TIMSS science assessment, how
would their average performance compare to that of students who took
TIMSS in these nations?

27 nations™ would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

(Australia)
(Austria)

Belgium - Flemish?
(Belgium - French)?
(Bulgaria)

Canada

Cyprus

Czech Republic
(Denmark)
(England)

France

(Germany)
(Greece)

Hong Kong
Hungary

|celand

Ireland

(Israel)

Japan

Korea

(Latvia - LSS)?
(Lithuania)
(Netherlands)
New Zealand
Norway
(Romania)
Russian Federation
(Scotland)
Singapore
Slovak Republic
(Slovenia)
Spain

Sweden
(Switzerland)
(Thailand)
United States

2 nations® would be expected to perform similarly:'

Iran, Islamic Republic
Mississippi

Portugal

3 nations' would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(Colombia)
(Kuwait)

(South Africa)

1 The term "nation" is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions. Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.
3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

(Australia) (Netherlands)
(Austria) New Zealand
Belgium - Flemish? Norway
(Bulgaria) Russian Federation
Canada (Scotland)
Czech Republic Singapore
(England) Slovak Republic
(Germany) (Slovenia)

Hong Kong Spain

Hungary Sweden

Ireland (Switzerland)
(Israel) (Thailand)
Japan United States
Korea

11 nations' would be expected to perform similarly:'

(Belgium - French)? Iran, Islamic Republic

Cyprus (Latvia - LSS)?®
(Denmark) (Lithuania)
France Mississippi
(Greece) Portugal
Iceland (Romania)
3 nations' would be expected to perform significantly lower:'
(Colombia) (South Africa)
(Kuwait)

1 The term "nation" is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions. Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.

3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of
the population.
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Missouri

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Missouri's 4th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

Not yet. Between 1992 and 1996, there was no significant change in the
percentage of public school 4th graders who met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in mathematics.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

I othcratics Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

100%
80%
60%
40%
19% 200"
[ [
0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

NS Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did Missouri compare with other states in 4th grade mathematics
achievement in public schools in 19967

4 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Connecticut 31%  Maine, Wisconsin 27%
Minnesota 29%
24 states had similar' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:
New Jersey, Texas 25%  U.S.,* Alaska, North Carolina, Oregon, 21%
Indiana, Massachusetts, Nebraska, 24% Washington

North Dakota Missouri, New York, Pennsylvania 20%
Michigan, Utah, Vermont 23%  Virginia, West Virginia, Wyoming 19%
Colorado, lowa, Maryland, Montana 22%  Rhode Island, Tennessee 17%
16 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:
Delaware, Hawaii, Kentucky 16%  Alabama, California 1%
Arizona, Florida 15%  Louisiana, Mississippi 8%
Nevada 14%  District of Columbia 5%
Arkansas, Georgia, New Mexico 13%  Guam 3%

South Carolina 12%

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
Missouri were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?

Male 22%
Female 18%

Sex

American Indian/Alaskan Native?
Asian/Pacific Islander?

Black

Hispanic

White

Race/ethnicity

24%

Less than high school
High school graduate

Parents’ highest
level of education

Some education beyond high school 25%
College graduate 29%
=5 Central city
o
_g = Urban fringe/large town 25%
o
v o Rural/small town 17%
> v .. .
£3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
n?f g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 27%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.

116 See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I



Mathematics Grade 8 _ Missouri

) Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
1. Improvement Over Time mathematics assessment
100%

Have Missouri's 8th graders improved in mathematics achievement?
80"/\1

Not yet. Between 1992 and 1996, there was no significant change in the
percentage of public school 8th graders who met the Goals Panel’s 60%
performance standard in mathematics.

4 nIIU
The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of 00 20% 229
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of v l l
Educational Progress, or NAEP. 0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

NS Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons* 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Missouri compare with other states in 8th grade mathematics What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
achievement in public schools in 19967 Missouri were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?
12 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP: x Male 23%
[}
. v Female 21%
Minnesota 349%  Alaska 30%
North Dakota 33%  Massachusetts, Michigan 28% . . .9
Montana, Wisconsin 320  Vermont 27% Z American Ind.|an/AIa.sk.an Nat|ve2
Connecticut, lowa, Maine, Nebraska ~ 31% 2 Asian/Pacific Islander
e Black
13 states had similar' percentages of students who were T Hispanic
at or above Proficient on NAEP: P White 250
Oregon, Washington 26%  Texas, Virginia 21% =
Colorado 25%  North Carolina, Rhode Island 20% _uc"l % Less than high school
U.S.” Indiana, Maryland, Utah 24% Delaware 19% 2 s High school graduate
. . . =]
Missouri, New York, Wyoming 22% wl Some education beyond high school 24%
[=ENe)
—_ 0
16 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were E % College graduate 33%
at or above Proficient on NAEP: =
— Central city
H o
Anz_ona_ _ 18%  Arkansas 13% _§ = Urban fringe/large town 23%
California, Florida 17% Alabama 12% 3¢ Rural/small town 21%
Georgia, Hawaii, Kentucky 16%  Louisiana, Mississippi 7% -
Tennessee 15%  Guam 6% - v . .
New Mexico, South Carolina, 14%  District of Columbia 500 T3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
West Virginia DS_ g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 27%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4. 1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic school data. 2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I 117



Missouri

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Missouri's 8th graders improved in science achievement?

In 1996, 28% of Missouri's public school 8th graders met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in science. The Goals Panel will report whether science
performance has improved over time when science is assessed again in 2000.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
science assessment

100%

Science Grade 8

8 c "IIU

60%

40% 28%

20% I
0%
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Science performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did Missouri compare with other states in 8th grade science
achievement in public schools in 19967

11 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Maine, Montana, North Dakota 41%  Connecticut, lowa 36%
Wisconsin 39%  Nebraska 35%
Massachusetts, Minnesota 37%  Vermont, Wyoming 34%

12 states had similar' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Colorado, Michigan, Oregon, Utah 320  New York, Virginia, Washington 27%
Alaska 31% Rhode Island 26%
Indiana 30% Maryland 25%
us.* 29% North Carolina 24%
Missouri 28%
18 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were

Arizona, Kentucky, Texas 23%  South Carolina 17%
Arkansas, Tennessee 22%  Hawaii 15%
Delaware, Florida, Georgia, 21%  Louisiana 13%

West Virginia Mississippi 12%
California 20%  Guam 7%
New Mexico 19%  District of Columbia 5%
Alabama 18%

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
Missouri were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP science
assessment?

x Male 31%
v Female

= American Indian/Alaskan NativeZ

:g Asian/Pacific Islander?

% Black

g Hispanic

oc

White 34%

Less than high school
High school graduate

Parents' highest
level of education

Some education beyond high school 31%
College graduate 39%
t s Central city
_§ ‘5 Urban fringe/large town
e Rural/small town

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 349%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
* No school location data for science in 1996.

118 See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I



Mathematics Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and

Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade mathematics in 1995. If public school
8th graders in Missouri participated in the TIMSS mathematics assessment,
how would their average performance compare to that of students who

took TIMSS in these nations?

15 nations* would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

(Austria)

Belgium - Flemish?
(Bulgaria)

Czech Republic
France

Hong Kong
Hungary

Japan

Korea
(Netherlands)
Russian Federation
Singapore

Slovak Republic
(Slovenia)
(Switzerland)

19 nations' would be expected to perform similarly:

(Australia)
(Belgium - French)?
Canada

(Denmark)
(England)
(Germany)

(Greece)

|celand

Ireland

(Israel)

(Latvia - LSS)?
Missouri

New Zealand
Norway
(Romania)
(Scotland)
Spain

Sweden
(Thailand)
United States

7 nations’ would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(Colombia)

Cyprus

Iran, Islamic Republic
(Kuwait)

(Lithuania)
Portugal
(South Africa)

1 The term "nation" is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions. Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.
3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

International Comparisons _

Science Grade 8

Missouri

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade science in 1995. If public school 8th
graders in Missouri participated in the TIMSS science assessment, how
would their average performance compare to that of students who took
TIMSS in these nations?

4 nations* would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

Czech Republic
Japan

Korea
Singapore

23 nations’ would be expected to perform similarly:'

(Australia)
(Austria)
Belgium - Flemish?
(Bulgaria)
Canada
(England)
(Germany)
Hong Kong
Hungary
Ireland
(Israel)
Missouri

(Netherlands)
New Zealand
Norway
Russian Federation
(Scotland)
Slovak Republic
(Slovenia)
Spain

Sweden
(Switzerland)
(Thailand)
United States

14 nations' would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(Belgium - French)?
(Colombia)

Cyprus

(Denmark)

France

(Greece)

Iceland

Iran, Islamic Republic
(Kuwait)

(Latvia - LSS)?
(Lithuania)

Portugal

(Romania)

(South Africa)

1 The term "nation" is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions. Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.
3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I
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1. Improvement Over Time
Have Montana's 4th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

In 1996, 22% of Montana's public school 4th graders met the Goals Panel's
performance standard in mathematics. The Goals Panel will report whether
mathematics performance has improved over time when mathematics is
assessed again in 2000.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Montana _ Mathematics Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

mathematics assessment

100%
80%
60%
40%
22%
20% l
09

Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

o
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

2. State Comparisons*

How did Montana compare with other states in 4th grade mathematics
achievement in public schools in 19967

2 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Connecticut 31%  Minnesota 29%
24 states had similar' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:
Maine, Wisconsin 27%  Montana, Colorado, lowa, Maryland  22%
New Jersey, Texas 25%  U.S.* Alaska, North Carolina, Oregon, 21%
Indiana, Massachusetts, Nebraska, 24% Washington
North Dakota Missouri, New York, Pennsylvania 20%
Michigan, Utah, Vermont 23%  Virginia, West Virginia, Wyoming 19%
18 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:
Rhode Island, Tennessee 17%  South Carolina 12%
Delaware, Hawaii, Kentucky 16%  Alabama, California 1%
Arizona, Florida 15%  Louisiana, Mississippi 8%
Nevada 14%  District of Columbia 5%
Arkansas, Georgia, New Mexico 13%  Guam 3%

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
Montana were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics

assessment?
) Male 25%
v
v Female 19%
= American Indian/Alaskan Native
:g Asian/Pacific Islander?
b Black?
) - -
5] Hispanic
3]
oc

White 25%

Less than high school
High school graduate

Parents’ highest
level of education

Some education beyond high school 26%

College graduate 30%

=5 Central city 22%

o

_g = Urban fringe/large town?

o

v o Rural/small town 22%

> v .. .

£3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch

n?f g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 29%

0% 20% 40%

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.

120 See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I
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Mathematics Grade 8 |

1. Improvement Over Time *

Have Montana's 8th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

Yes. The percentage of Montana’s public school 8th graders who met the
Goals Panel’s performance standard in mathematics increased from 27% in
1990, to 32% in 1996.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Montana

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

100%
80%

60%

40%- o 32%
20%] I
0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did Montana compare with other states in 8th grade mathematics
achievement in public schools in 19967

11 states had similar' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Minnesota 34%  Alaska 30%
North Dakota 33%  Massachusetts, Michigan 28%
Montana, Wisconsin 320% \ermont 27%
Connecticut, lowa, Maine, Nebraska 31%

30 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Oregon, Washington 26%  Tennessee 15%
Colorado 25%  New Mexico, South Carolina, 14%
U.S.,” Indiana, Maryland, Utah 249% West Virginia

Missouri, New York, Wyoming 22%  Arkansas 13%
Texas, Virginia 21%  Alabama 12%
North Carolina, Rhode Island 20%  Louisiana, Mississippi 7%
Delaware 19%  Guam 6%
Arizona 18%  District of Columbia 5%
California, Florida 17%

Georgia, Hawaii, Kentucky 16%

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

T See explanation on pp. 3-4.

* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
Montana were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?

= Male 33%
v

v Female 31%
- American Indian/Alaskan Native

2

:g Asian/Pacific Islander?

< 2

E Black

Y Hispanic

3]

oc

36%

Less than high school
High school graduate
Some education beyond high school 349%

Parents' highest
level of education

College graduate 42%
— Central city 34%
e .9 . 2
= Urban fringe/large town
v U
2] Rural/small town 32%
> v .. .
€3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
08_ g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 38%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I 121



Montana

1. Improvement Over Time

Have Montana's 8th graders improved in science achievement?

In 1996, 419% of Montana's public school 8th graders met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in science. The Goals Panel will report whether science

performance has improved over time when science is

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of

Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Science Grade 8

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

science assessment
100%

8 c "IIU

60%
assessed again in 2000.

41%

4 nIIU

2 nIIU

0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995

Science performance will be tested again in 2000.

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

2. State Comparisons*

How did Montana compare with other states in 8th grade science

achievement in public schools in 19967

3. Subgroup Performance

assessment?

at or above Proficient on NAEP: x Male

A
Montana, Maine, North Dakota 419 Connecticut, lowa 36% Female

Wisconsin 39% Nebraska 35%

Massachusetts, Minnesota 37% Z American Indian/Alaskan Native
:g Asian/Pacific Islander?
33 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were B Black?
at or above Proficient on NAEP: g Hispanic

oc

Vermont, Wyoming 34%  Delaware, Florida, Georgia, 21% White
Colorado, Michigan, Oregon, Utah 32% West Virginia = S
Alaska 31% California 20% g% Less than high school
Indiana 30% New Mexico 19% Eé H|gh school graduate
uss 29%  Alabama 18% no Some education beyond high school
Missouri 28%  South Carolina 17% s° Coll duat
oo . .. 25 ollege graduate
New York, Virginia, Washington 27%  Hawaii 15% £ 3
Rhode Island 26%  Louisiana 13% - )
Maryland 25%  Mississippi 12% % 5 Central city
North Carolina 24%  Guam 7% °% Urban fringe/large town
Arizona, Kentucky, Texas 23%  District of Columbia 5% e Rural/small town
Arkansas, Tennessee 22%

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

T See explanation on pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

122

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch

Poverty
measure

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
Montana were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP science

44%
37%

45%

41%
50%

46%

0%

** No school location data for science in 1996.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I

20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.




Mathematics Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade mathematics in 1995. If public school
8th graders in Montana participated in the TIMSS mathematics assessment,
how would their average performance compare to that of students who

took TIMSS in these nations?

6 nations” would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

International Comparisons _

Science Grade 8 *

Montana

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade science in 1995. If public school 8th
graders in Montana participated in the TIMSS science assessment, how
would their average performance compare to that of students who took

TIMSS in these nations?

Belgium - Flemish?
Czech Republic
Hong Kong

Japan
Korea
Singapore

18 nations' would be expected to perform similarly:'

(Australia)

(Austria)

(Belgium - French)?
(Bulgaria)

Canada

France

(Germany)
Hungary

Ireland

(Israel)

Montana
(Netherlands)

New Zealand
Russian Federation
Slovak Republic
(Slovenia)

Sweden
(Switzerland)
(Thailand)

17 nations* would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(Colombia)

Cyprus

(Denmark)

(England)

(Greece)

|celand

Iran, Islamic Republic
(Kuwait)

(Latvia - LSS)?

(Lithuania)
Norway
Portugal
(Romania)
(Scotland)
(South Africa)
Spain

United States

1 The term "nation" is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions. Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.
3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

1 nation* would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

Singapore

10 nations' would be expected to perform similarly:'

(Austria)

Belgium - Flemish?
(Bulgaria)

Czech Republic
(England)

Hungary

Japan

Korea
Montana
(Netherlands)
(Slovenia)

30 nations® would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(Australia)
(Belgium - French)?
Canada

(Colombia)

Cyprus

(Denmark)

France

(Germany)

(Greece)

Hong Kong

|celand

Iran, Islamic Republic
Ireland

(Israel)

(Kuwait)

(Latvia - LSS)?
(Lithuania)
New Zealand
Norway
Portugal
(Romania)
Russian Federation
(Scotland)
Slovak Republic
(South Africa)
Spain

Sweden
(Switzerland)
(Thailand)
United States

1 The term "nation" is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions. Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.
3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I
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Nebraska

I othcratics Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

100%

1. Improvement Over Time

Have Nebraska's 4th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

80%

Not yet. Between 1992 and 1996, there was no significant change in the
percentage of public school 4th graders who met the Goals Panel’s 60%
performance standard in mathematics.

40%

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of 2006 22% 2490
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of l I

Educational Progress, or NAEP. 0%
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

NS Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
Nebraska were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics

2. State Comparisons*

How did Nebraska compare with other states in 4th grade mathematics
achievement in public schools in 19967

assessment?
23 states had similar' percentages of students who were
n Female 22%
Connecticut 319%  Michigan, Utah, Vermont 23%
Minnesota 29%  Colorado, lowa, Maryland, Montana 22% - American Indian/Alaskan Native
Maine, Wisconsin 27%  U.S.,* Alaska, North Carolina, Oregon, 21% "é’ Asian/Pacific Islander?
New Jersey, Texas 25% Washington £
Nebraska, Indiana, Massachusetts, 24%  Missouri, New York, Pennsylvania 20% o Black
North Dakota g Hispanic
o

White 27%

21 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

<

E % Less than high school
Virginia, West Virginia, Wyoming 19%  South Carolina 12% 2 é High school graduate
Rhode Island, Tennessee 17%  Alabama, California w @ Some education beyond high school 33%
Delaware, Hawaii, Kentucky 16%  Louisiana, Mississippi g2 College graduate 31%
Arizona, Florida 15%  District of Columbia S %
Nevada 14%  Guam - .
Arkansas, Georgia, New Mexico 13% Central city 25%

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

32%
Rural/small town 239%

Urban fringe/large town

School
location

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 30%

Poverty

measure

0% 20% 40%

! Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.

124 See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I
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1. Improvement Over Time *

Have Nebraska's 8th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

Yes. The percentage of Nebraska's public school 8th graders who met the
Goals Panel’s performance standard in mathematics increased from 24% in
1990, to 31% in 1996.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Mathematics Grade 8 _ Nebraska

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

100%
80%
60%
40% 24% 26% 31%
20% I I
0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did Nebraska compare with other states in 8th grade mathematics
achievement in public schools in 19967

12 states had similar' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Minnesota 34%  Alaska 30%
North Dakota 33%  Massachusetts, Michigan 28%
Montana, Wisconsin 32% \ermont 27%
Nebraska, Connecticut, lowa, Maine  31%  Oregon? 26%
29 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were

Washington? 26%  Georgia, Hawaii, Kentucky 16%
Colorado 25%  Tennessee 15%
U.S.” Indiana, Maryland, Utah 24%  New Mexico, South Carolina, 14%
Missouri, New York, Wyoming 22% West Virginia

Texas, Virginia 21%  Arkansas 13%
North Carolina, Rhode Island 20%  Alabama 12%
Delaware 19%  Louisiana, Mississippi 7%
Arizona 18%  Guam 6%
California, Florida 17%  District of Columbia 5%

T The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

T See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically, its placement is correct. See pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
Nebraska were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?

Male 33%
Female 27%

Sex

American Indian/Alaskan Native2
Asian/Pacific Islander?

Black

Hispanic

White

Race/ethnicity

34%

Less than high school
High school graduate

Some education beyond high school 33%
College graduate 40%

Parents' highest
level of education

Central city 27%
39%
Rural/small town 31%

Urban fringe/large town

School
location

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 19%
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 35%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure

! Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
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1. Improvement Over Time
Have Nebraska's 8th graders improved in science achievement?

In 1996, 35% of Nebraska's public school 8th graders met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in science. The Goals Panel will report whether science
performance has improved over time when science is assessed again in 2000.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Nebraska _ Science Grade 8

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
science assessment

100%

8 c "IIU

60%

40% 35%

2 nIIU I
0%
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Science performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did Nebraska compare with other states in 8th grade science
achievement in public schools in 19967

16 states had similar' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Maine, Montana, North Dakota 41%  Vermont, Wyoming 34%
Wisconsin 39% Colorado, Michigan, Oregon, Utah 32%
Massachusetts, Minnesota 37%  Alaska 31%
Connecticut, lowa 36% Indiana 30%
Nebraska 35%
25 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were
us.: 299 California 20%
Missouri 28%  New Mexico 19%
New York, Virginia, Washington 27%  Alabama 18%
Rhode Island 26%  South Carolina 17%
Maryland 25%  Hawaii 15%
North Carolina 24%  Louisiana 13%
Arizona, Kentucky, Texas 23%  Mississippi 12%
Arkansas, Tennessee 22%  Guam 7%
Delaware, Florida, Georgia, 219  District of Columbia 5%
West Virginia

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
Nebraska were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP science
assessment?

x Male 39%
v Female

= American Indian/Alaskan Native?

:g Asian/Pacific Islander?

é Black

g Hispanic

oc

White 38%

Less than high school
High school graduate

Parents' highest
level of education

Some education beyond high school 39%
College graduate 45%
t s Central city
_§ ‘5 Urban fringe/large town
e Rural/small town

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 40%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
* No school location data for science in 1996.
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International Comparisons _ Nebraska

Mathematics Grade 8 Science Grade 8 *
Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade mathematics in 1995. If public school Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade science in 1995. If public school 8th
8th graders in Nebraska participated in the TIMSS mathematics assessment, graders in Nebraska participated in the TIMSS science assessment, how
how would their average performance compare to that of students who would their average performance compare to that of students who took
took TIMSS in these nations? TIMSS in these nations?
6 nations” would be expected to perform significantly higher:' 1 nation* would be expected to perform significantly higher:'
Belgium - Flemish? Japan Singapore
Czech Republic Korea
Hong Kong Singapore 15 nations' would be expected to perform similarly:'
18 nations® would be expected to perform similarly:' (Australia) Japan
(Austria) Korea
(Australia) Nebraska Belgium - Flemish? Nebraska
(Austria) (Netherlands) (Bulgaria) (Netherlands)
(Belgium - French)? New Zealand Czech Republic Russian Federation
(Bulgaria) Russian Federation (England) Slovak Republic
Canada Slovak Republic Hungary (Slovenia)
France (Slovenia) Ireland United States
(Germany) Sweden
Hungary (Switzerland) 25 nations' would be expected to perform significantly lower:'
Ireland (Thailand)
(Israel) (Belgium - French)? (Latvia - LSS)?
Canada (Lithuania)
17 nations® would be expected to perform significantly lower:' (Colombia) New Zealand
Cyprus Norway
(Colombia) (Lithuania) (Denmark) Portugal
Cyprus Norway France (Romania)
(Denmark) Portugal (Germany) (Scotland)
(England) (Romania) (Greece) (South Africa)
(Greece) (Scotland) Hong Kong Spain
Iceland (South Africa) Iceland Sweden
Iran, Islamic Republic Spain Iran, Islamic Republic (Switzerland)
(Kuwait) United States (Israel) (Thailand)
(Latvia - LSS)? (Kuwait)
1 The term "nation" is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions. Performance for nations is based on 1 The term "nation" is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions. Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses. public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.
1 See explanation on pp. 3-4. 1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.
2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately. 2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.
3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of 3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of
the population. the population.
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Nevada

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Nevada's 4th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

In 1996, 14% of Nevada's public school 4th graders met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in mathematics. The Goals Panel will report whether
mathematics performance has improved over time when mathematics is
assessed again in 2000.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

I othcratics Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

100%

80%

60%

40%

20% 14%

09 .

o
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did Nevada compare with other states in 4th grade mathematics
achievement in public schools in 19967

27 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Connecticut 31%  Michigan, Utah, Vermont 23%
Minnesota 29%  Colorado, lowa, Maryland, Montana 22%
Maine, Wisconsin 27%  U.S.* Alaska, North Carolina, Oregon, 21%
New Jersey, Texas 25% Washington

Indiana, Massachusetts, Nebraska, 24%  Missouri, New York, Pennsylvania 20%

North Dakota

13 states had similar' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Virginia, West Virginia, Wyoming 19%

Rhode Island, Tennessee 17%  Arkansas, Georgia, New Mexico 13%
Delaware, Hawaii, Kentucky 16%  South Carolina 12%
Arizona, Florida 15%  Alabama, California 1%
Nevada 14%

4 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Louisiana, Mississippi 8%  Guam 3%
District of Columbia 5%

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
Nevada were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?

Male
Female

Sex

American Indian/Alaskan Native
Asian/Pacific Islander 21%

Black

Hispanic

White 18%

Race/ethnicity

Less than high school

High school graduate

Some education beyond high school 30%
College graduate 19%

Parents’ highest
level of education

Central city
Urban fringe/large town
Rural/small town

School
location

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 17%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
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Mathematics Grade 8 _ Nevada

) Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
1. Improvement Over Time mathematics assessment
100%

Have Nevada's 8th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

Nevada did not participate in 8th grade NAEP mathematics in 1990 or 1992. 80%

Nevada did participate in NAEP mathematics in 1996, but did not meet the 60%
minimum school participation guidelines for public schools. Therefore,
Nevada’s results were not released.

40%

2 r‘IIU

0%
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Nevada compare with other states in 8th grade mathematics What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups in
achievement in public schools in 19967 Nevada were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
?
Nevada did participate in NAEP mathematics in 1996, but did not meet the assessments
minimum school participation guidelines for public schools. Therefore, Nevada did participate in NAEP mathematics in 1996, but did not meet the
Nevada's results were not released. minimum school participation guidelines for public schools. Therefore,
Nevada’s results were not released.
Male
Female

American Indian/Alaskan Native

>
:g Asian/Pacific Islander
=

E Black
g Hispanic
o= White

Less than high school

High school graduate

Some education beyond high school
College graduate

Parents’ highest
level of education

Central city
Urban fringe/large town

School
location

Rural/small town
Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch

Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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Nevada _ Science Grade 8

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Nevada's 8th graders improved in science achievement?

Nevada did participate in NAEP science in 1996, but did not meet the
minimum school participation guidelines for public schools. Therefore,
Nevada’s results were not released.

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
science assessment
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80%
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Science performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons

How did Nevada compare with other states in 8th grade science
achievement in public schools in 19967

Nevada did participate in NAEP science in 1996, but did not meet the
minimum school participation guidelines for public schools. Therefore,
Nevada’s results were not released.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups in
Nevada were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP science assessment?

Nevada did participate in NAEP science in 1996, but did not meet the
minimum school participation guidelines for public schools. Therefore,
Nevada’s results were not released.

Male
Female

American Indian/Alaskan Native

>
:g Asian/Pacific Islander
=
E Black
g Hispanic
o= White

Less than high school

High school graduate

Some education beyond high school
College graduate

Parents’ highest
level of education

Central city
Urban fringe/large town

School
location

Rural/small town

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure
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International Comparisons _

Mathematics Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade mathematics in 1995. If public school
8th graders in Nevada participated in the TIMSS mathematics assessment,
how would their average performance compare to that of students who
took TIMSS in these nations?

It is not possible to predict how students in Nevada would have performed on
TIMSS, because the estimate is based on scores from the 1996 NAEP
mathematics assessment. Nevada did not participate in NAEP mathematics

in 1996.

t The term "nation” is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.

Nevada

Science Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade science in 1995. If public school 8th
graders in Nevada participated in the TIMSS science assessment, how would
their average performance compare to that of students who took TIMSS in
these nations?

It is not possible to predict how students in Nevada would have performed on
TIMSS, because the estimate is based on scores from the 1996 NAEP science
assessment. Nevada did not participate in NAEP science in 1996.

t The term "nation" is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.
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New Hampshire _ Mathematics Grade 4

1. Improvement Over Time
Have New Hampshire's 4th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

In 1992, 25% of New Hampshire's public school 4th graders met the Goals
Panel’s performance standard in mathematics. The Goals Panel will report
whether mathematics performance has improved over time when mathematics
is assessed again in 2000.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

100%
80%
60%
40%

25%

20% I
0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons

How did New Hampshire compare with other states in 4th grade
mathematics achievement in public schools in 19967

New Hampshire did not participate in NAEP mathematics in Grade 4 in 1996.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups in
New Hampshire were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP
mathematics assessment?

New Hampshire did not participate in NAEP mathematics in Grade 4 in 1996.

Male
Female

Sex

American Indian/Alaskan Native
Asian/Pacific Islander

Black

Hispanic

White

Race/ethnicity

Less than high school

High school graduate

Some education beyond high school
College graduate

Parents' highest
level of education

Central city
Urban fringe/large town

School
location

Rural/small town

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure
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Mathematics Grade 8 _ New Hampshire

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

1. Improvement Over Time *

Have New Hampshire's 8th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

Yes. The percentage of New Hampshire's public school 8th graders who met
the Goals Panel’s performance standard in mathematics increased from 20% in
1990, to 25% in 1992.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

100%
80"/\.‘
60%
40% -~
20% 5%
il
0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons

How did New Hampshire compare with other states in 8th grade
mathematics achievement in public schools in 19967

New Hampshire did participate in NAEP mathematics in Grade 8 in 1996, but
did not meet the minimum school participation guidelines for public schools.
Therefore, New Hampshire's results were not released.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups in
New Hampshire were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP
mathematics assessment?

New Hampshire did participate in NAEP mathematics in Grade 8 in 1996, but
did not meet the minimum school participation guidelines for public schools.
Therefore, New Hampshire's results were not released.
Male
Female

American Indian/Alaskan Native

>
:g Asian/Pacific Islander
=

E Black
g Hispanic
o= White

Less than high school

High school graduate

Some education beyond high school
College graduate

Parents’ highest
level of education

Central city
Urban fringe/large town

School
location

Rural/small town

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure
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New Hampshire

1. Improvement Over Time
Have New Hampshire's 8th graders improved in science achievement?

New Hampshire did participate in NAEP science in 1996, but did not meet the
minimum school participation guidelines for public schools. Therefore, New
Hampshire's results were not released.

Science Grade 8

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
science assessment

100%
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40%
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0%
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Science performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons

How did New Hampshire compare with other states in 8th grade science
achievement in public schools in 19967

New Hampshire did participate in NAEP science in 1996, but did not meet the
minimum school participation guidelines for public schools. Therefore, New
Hampshire's results were not released.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups in
New Hampshire were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP science
assessment?

New Hampshire did participate in NAEP science in 1996, but did not meet the
minimum school participation guidelines for public schools. Therefore, New
Hampshire's results were not released.
% Male
n Female

American Indian/Alaskan Native
Asian/Pacific Islander

Black

Hispanic

White

Race/ethnicity

Less than high school

High school graduate

Some education beyond high school
College graduate

Parents’ highest
level of education

Central city
Urban fringe/large town

School
location

Rural/small town

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure

134 See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I



International Comparisons _ New Hampshire

Mathematics Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade mathematics in 1995. If public school
8th graders in New Hampshire participated in the TIMSS mathematics
assessment, how would their average performance compare to that of
students who took TIMSS in these nations?

It is not possible to predict how students in New Hampshire would have
performed on TIMSS, because the estimate is based on scores from the 1996
NAEP mathematics assessment. New Hampshire did participate in NAEP
mathematics in Grade 8 in 1996, but did not meet the minimum school
participation guidelines for public schools. Therefore, New Hampshire's results
were not released.

t The term "nation” is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.

Science Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade science in 1995. If public school 8th
graders in New Hampshire participated in the TIMSS science assessment,
how would their average performance compare to that of students who
took TIMSS in these nations?

It is not possible to predict how students in New Hampshire would have
performed on TIMSS, because the estimate is based on scores from the 1996
NAEP science assessment. New Hampshire did participate in NAEP science in
1996, but did not meet the minimum school participation guidelines for public
schools. Therefore, New Hampshire's results were not released.

t The term "nation" is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.
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New Jersey

1. Improvement Over Time
Have New Jersey's 4th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

Not yet. Between 1992 and 1996, there was no significant change in the
percentage of public school 4th graders who met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in mathematics.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

I othcratics Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

mathematics assessment
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80%
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40%
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Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did New Jersey compare with other states in 4th grade mathematics
achievement in public schools in 19967

21 states had similar' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Connecticut 31%  Michigan, Utah, Vermont 23%
Minnesota 29%  Colorado, lowa, Maryland, Montana 22%
Maine, Wisconsin 27%  U.S.* Alaska, North Carolina, Oregon, 21%
New Jersey, Texas 25% Washington

Indiana, Massachusetts, Nebraska, 24%  Pennsylvania? 20%

North Dakota

23 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Missouri,” New York? 20%  Arkansas, Georgia, New Mexico 13%
Virginia, West Virginia, Wyoming 19%  South Carolina 12%
Rhode Island, Tennessee 17%  Alabama, California 1%
Delaware, Hawaii, Kentucky 16%  Louisiana, Mississippi 8%
Arizona, Florida 15%  District of Columbia 5%
Nevada 14%  Guam 3%

T The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

T See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically, its placement is correct. See pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.
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3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
New Jersey were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics

assessment?

Male
Female

Sex

American Indian/Alaskan Native?

>
:g Asian/Pacific Islander 48%
-
z Black
g Hispanic
ec White 36%
© 5
= Less than high school
< @©
2 é High school graduate
:2 % Some education beyond high school
g < College graduate
3
_ < Central city
© o i
o Urban fringe/large town
v o 2
v o Rural/small town
> v .. .
£3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
n?f g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 35%

0% 20% 40%

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
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Mathematics Grade 8 _ New Jersey

) Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
1. Improvement Over Time mathematics assessment
100%

Have New Jersey's 8th graders improved in mathematics achievement?
80%

Not yet. Between 1990 and 1992, there was no significant change in the
percentage of public school 8th graders who met the Goals Panel’s 60%
performance standard in mathematics.

40%

ns
The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of 2001 21% 24%
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of °
Educational Progress, or NAEP. 0%
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
NS Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.
2. State Comparisons 3. Subgroup Performance
How did New Jersey compare with other states in 8th grade mathematics What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups in
achievement in public schools in 19967 New Jersey were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
?
New Jersey did participate in NAEP mathematics in 1996, but did not meet assessments
the minimum school participation guidelines for public schools. Therefore, New Jersey did participate in NAEP mathematics in 1996, but did not meet
New Jersey's results were not released. the minimum school participation guidelines for public schools. Therefore,
New Jersey's results were not released.
Male
Female
- American Indian/Alaskan Native
:g Asian/Pacific Islander
E Black
g Hispanic
e White

Less than high school

High school graduate

Some education beyond high school
College graduate

Parents’ highest
level of education

Central city
Urban fringe/large town

School
location

Rural/small town
Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch

Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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New Jersey

1. Improvement Over Time
Have New Jersey's 8th graders improved in science achievement?

New Jersey did participate in NAEP science in 1996, but did not meet the
minimum school participation guidelines for public schools. Therefore, New
Jersey's results were not released.

Science Grade 8

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
science assessment
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Science performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons

How did New Jersey compare with other states in 8th grade science
achievement in public schools in 19967

New Jersey did participate in NAEP science in 1996, but did not meet the
minimum school participation guidelines for public schools. Therefore, New
Jersey's results were not released.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups in
New Jersey were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP science
assessment?

New Jersey did participate in NAEP science in 1996, but did not meet the
minimum school participation guidelines for public schools. Therefore, New
Jersey's results were not released.

Male
Female

Sex

American Indian/Alaskan Native
Asian/Pacific Islander

Black

Hispanic

White

Race/ethnicity

Less than high school

High school graduate

Some education beyond high school
College graduate

Parents’ highest
level of education

_ Central city
o o

=R Urban fringe/large town
9 o

v o Rural/small town
> v .. .

£3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
DB_ E Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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International Comparisons _

Mathematics Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade mathematics in 1995. If public school
8th graders in New Jersey participated in the TIMSS mathematics
assessment, how would their average performance compare to that of
students who took TIMSS in these nations?

It is not possible to predict how students in New Jersey would have performed
on TIMSS, because the estimate is based on scores from the 1996 NAEP
mathematics assessment. New Jersey did participate in NAEP mathematics in
Grade 8 in 1996, but did not meet the minimum school participation
guidelines for public schools. Therefore, New Jersey's results were not
released.

t The term "nation” is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.

New Jersey

Science Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade science in 1995. If public school 8th
graders in New Jersey participated in the TIMSS science assessment, how
would their average performance compare to that of students who took
TIMSS in these nations?

It is not possible to predict how students in New Jersey would have performed
on TIMSS, because the estimate is based on scores from the 1996 NAEP
science assessment. New Jersey did participate in NAEP science in 1996, but
did not meet the minimum school participation guidelines for public schools.
Therefore, New Jersey's results were not released.

t The term "nation" is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.
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New Mexico _ Mathematics Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

1. Improvement Over Time mathematics assessment
Have New Mexico's 4th graders improved in mathematics achievement? 100%
80%

Not yet. Between 1992 and 1996, there was no significant change in the
percentage of public school 4th graders who met the Goals Panel’s 60%
performance standard in mathematics.

40%

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of

Educational Progress, or NAEP. 0% [ .
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

NS Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

20% 11% 139%%=

2. State Comparisons* 3. Subgroup Performance
How did New Mexico compare with other states in 4th grade mathematics What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
achievement in public schools in 19967 New Mexico were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?
28 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP: x Male 14%
v
. v F | 11%
Connecticut 31%  Colorado, lowa, Maryland, Montana 22% emale 0
Minnesota 29%  U.S.,* Alaska, North Carolina, Oregon, 21% Ameri Indian/Alaskan Nati
Maine, Wisconsin 27% Washington z merican "_ fan as an at'V:
New Jersey, Texas 25%  Missouri, New York, Pennsylvania 20% 2 Asian/Pacific Islander
Indiana, Massachusetts, Nebraska, 24%  Virginia, West Virginia, Wyoming 19% ﬁ Black
North Dakota Rhode Island? 17% E Hispanic
Michigan, Utah, Vermont 23% >4 White 23%
. +~ S
12 states had similar’ percenlta.ges of students who were 2.8 Less than high school
at or above Proficient on NAEP: 55 .
= 3 High school graduate
Tennessee? 17%  New Mexico, Arkansas, Georgia 13% wl Some education beyond high school 19%
Delaware, Hawaii, Kentucky 16%  South Carolina 12% § % College graduate 21%
Arizona, Florida 15%  Alabama, California 1% & ke
0,
Nevada 14% = S Central city 16%
o
(=R 1
4 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were S8 Urban fringe/large town 1%
at or above Proficient on NAEP: Ve Rural/small town 11%
Ibqutis_iatna% gilssisst';ppi igﬁ Guam 3% g qé Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Istrict ot Lolumbia 0 n?f g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 21%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
T The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4.
2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically, its placement is correct. See pp. 3-4. 1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data. Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
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Mathematics Grade 8 |

1. Improvement Over Time *

Have New Mexico's 8th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

Yes. The percentage of New Mexico's public school 8th graders who met the
Goals Panel’s performance standard in mathematics increased from 10% in
1990, to 14% in 1996.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

New Mexico

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment
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Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did New Mexico compare with other states in 8th grade mathematics
achievement in public schools in 19967

27 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Minnesota 349%  Colorado 25%
North Dakota 33% U.S.* Indiana, Maryland, Utah 249%
Montana, Wisconsin 32%  Missouri, New York, Wyoming 22%
Connecticut, lowa, Maine, Nebraska 31%  Texas, Virginia 21%
Alaska 30%  North Carolina, Rhode Island 20%
Massachusetts, Michigan 28%  Delaware 19%
Vermont 27%  Arizona 18%
Oregon, Washington 26%

10 states had similar' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

California, Florida 17%  Arkansas 13%
Georgia, Hawaii, Kentucky 16% Alabama 12%
Tennessee 15%
New Mexico, South Carolina, 14%

West Virginia

4 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Louisiana, Mississippi 7%  District of Columbia 5%
Guam 6%

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
New Mexico were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?

= Male 15%
v

v Female
- American Indian/Alaskan Native
2

:g Asian/Pacific Islander?
< 2
E Black
Y Hispanic
3]

oc

28%

Less than high school
High school graduate

Some education beyond high school 16%
College graduate 27%

Parents' highest
level of education

Central city 16%
Urban fringe/large town

School
location

Rural/small town

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 21%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I 141



New Mexico _ Science Grade 8

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

1. Improvement Over Time science assessment

Have New Mexico's 8th graders improved in science achievement? 100%

In 1996, 19% of New Mexico's public school 8th graders met the Goals 80%

Panel’s performance standard in science. The Goals Panel will report whether 60%

science performance has improved over time when science is assessed again in N

2000. 0% 199
(]

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of 20% .

achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of 0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Science performance will be tested again in 2000.

Educational Progress, or NAEP.

2. State Comparisons* 3. Subgroup Performance
How did New Mexico compare with other states in 8th grade science What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
achievement in public schools in 19967 New Mexico were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP science
assessment?
27 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP: x Male 2300
v
wv
Maine, Montana, North Dakota 41% Indiana 30% Female
Wisconsin 39% US* 29% ] ] )
Massachusetts, Minnesota 37%  Missouri 28% oy American Indian/Alaskan Native
Connecticut, lowa 36%  New York, Virginia, Washington 27% 2 Asian/Pacific Islander?
Nebraska 35% Rhode Island 26% b Black?
Vermont, Wyoming 34%  Maryland 25% g Hispanic
Colorado, Michigan, Oregon, Utah 32%  North Carolina 249% & White 36%
Alaska 31%  Arizona, Kentucky, Texas 23%
<
b7 .
9 states had similar' percentages of students who were LE Less than high school
at or above Proficient on NAEP: E’é High school graduate
, e Some education beyond high school
Arkansas, Tennessee 22% New Mexico 19% S © 0
Delaware, Florida, Georgia, 21%  Alabama 18% s College graduate 32%
West Virginia South Carolina 17% =
California 20% s Central city
o -= .
e ok Urban fringe/large town
5 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were 28 Rural/small town
at or above Proficient on NAEP: -
i v
Hawaii 15%  Guam 7% g 3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Louisiana 13% - District of Columbia 5% 2 g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 28%
Mississippi 12% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
T The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories. 1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4. 2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data. ** No school location data for science in 1996.
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International Comparisons _

Mathematics Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade mathematics in 1995. If public school
8th graders in New Mexico participated in the TIMSS mathematics
assessment, how would their average performance compare to that of
students who took TIMSS in these nations?

27 nations™ would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

New Mexico

Science Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade science in 1995. If public school 8th
graders in New Mexico participated in the TIMSS science assessment, how
would their average performance compare to that of students who took
TIMSS in these nations?

16 nations* would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

(Australia) (Israel)

(Austria) Japan

Belgium - Flemish? Korea

(Belgium - French)? (Netherlands)
(Bulgaria) New Zealand
Canada Norway

Czech Republic Russian Federation
(Denmark) Singapore
(England) Slovak Republic
France (Slovenia)
(Germany) Sweden

Hong Kong (Switzerland)
Hungary (Thailand)
Ireland

9 nations® would be expected to perform similarly:'

Cyprus New Mexico
(Greece) (Romania)
Iceland (Scotland)
(Latvia - LSS)? Spain
(Lithuania) United States

5 nations' would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(Colombia) Portugal
Iran, Islamic Republic (South Africa)
(Kuwait)

1 The term "nation" is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions. Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.
3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

(Australia) Japan

(Austria) Korea

Belgium - Flemish? (Netherlands)
(Bulgaria) Russian Federation
Czech Republic Singapore
(England) Slovak Republic
Hungary (Slovenia)

Ireland Sweden

15 nations' would be expected to perform similarly:'

Canada New Zealand
France Norway
(Germany) (Romania)
(Greece) (Scotland)
Hong Kong Spain

|celand (Switzerland)
(Israel) (Thailand)
New Mexico United States

10 nations' would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(Belgium - French)? (Kuwait)
(Colombia) (Latvia - LSS)?
Cyprus (Lithuania)
(Denmark) Portugal

Iran, Islamic Republic

(South Africa)

1 The term "nation" is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions. Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.
3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I
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New York

1. Improvement Over Time

Have New York's 4th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

Not yet. Between 1992 and 1996, there was no significant change in the
percentage of public school 4th graders who met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in mathematics.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

I othcratics Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

100%

80%

60%

40%

200%™
20% 17%

] ]

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

NS Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did New York compare with other states in 4th grade mathematics
achievement in public schools in 19967

4 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Connecticut 31%  Maine, Wisconsin 27%
Minnesota 29%
24 states had similar' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:
New Jersey, Texas 25%  U.S.,* Alaska, North Carolina, Oregon, 21%
Indiana, Massachusetts, Nebraska, 24% Washington

North Dakota New York, Missouri, Pennsylvania 20%
Michigan, Utah, Vermont 23%  Virginia, West Virginia, Wyoming 19%
Colorado, lowa, Maryland, Montana 22%  Rhode Island, Tennessee 17%
16 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:
Delaware, Hawaii, Kentucky 16%  Alabama, California 1%
Arizona, Florida 15%  Louisiana, Mississippi 8%
Nevada 14%  District of Columbia 5%
Arkansas, Georgia, New Mexico 13%  Guam 3%

South Carolina 12%

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
New York were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?

Male 21%
Female

Sex

American Indian/Alaskan Native?
Asian/Pacific Islander

Black

Hispanic

White

32%

Race/ethnicity

27%

Less than high school
High school graduate

Some education beyond high school 24%
College graduate 29%

Parents’ highest
level of education

Central city
Urban fringe/large town
Rural/small town

27%

School
location

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch

Poverty
measure

Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 29%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
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Mathematics Grade 8 _ New York

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
. mathematics assessment

1. Improvement Over Time —/Z/{\— 1000
Have New York's 8th graders improved in mathematics achievement? 80%
Yes. The percentage of New York's public school 8th graders who met the 600
Goals Panel’s performance standard in mathematics increased from 15% in ©
1990, to 22% in 1996. 40%

20% 22%
The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of 200} 15%
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of 0%j l l
Educational Progress, or NAEP. 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons* 3. Subgroup Performance
How did New York compare with other states in 8th grade mathematics What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
achievement in public schools in 19967 New York were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?
11 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP: % Male 24%
. . . n Female
Minnesota 34%  Connecticut, lowa, Maine, Nebraska 31%
North Dakota 33% Alaska 30% . . . 9
Montana, Wisconsin 320  Massachusetts, Michigan 28% Z American Ind|.an/AIas.kfm Native
2 Asian/Pacific Islander 350%
15 states had similar' percentages of students who were s Black
at or above Proficient on NAEP: E Hispanic
Vermont 27%  Texas, Virginia 210 e« White 31%
Oregon, Washington 26%  North Carolina, Rhode Island 20% c
Colorado 25%  Delaware 19% g2 Less than high school
U.S.,” Indiana, Maryland, Utah 24%  Arizona 18% i?g High school graduate
! . ; o
New York, Missouri, Wyoming 22% e Some education beyond high school
[=ENe)
15 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were s College graduate 2%
at or above Proficient on NAEP: ]
Central cit
California, Florida 17%  Arkansas 13% _8 E Urban fringe/l @ Y 310
Georgia, Hawaii, Kentucky 16%  Alabama 12% S8 roan fringe/large town 0
Tennessee 150  Louisiana, Mississippi 7% o2 Rural/small town 23%
New Mexico, South Carolina, 14%  Guam 6%
West Virginia District of Columbia 5% Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch

Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 29%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4. 1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.

* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic school data. 2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
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New York Science Grade 8

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
science assessment

100%

1. Improvement Over Time
Have New York's 8th graders improved in science achievement?

In 1996, 27% of New York's public school 8th graders met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in science. The Goals Panel will report whether science 60%
performance has improved over time when science is assessed again in 2000.

8 "IIU

40%

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of 0 27%
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of v I
Educational Progress, or NAEP. 0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Science performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did New York compare with other states in 8th grade science
achievement in public schools in 19967

12 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
New York were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP science
assessment?

x Male 31%
Maine, Montana, North Dakota 419%  Nebraska 35% n Female
Wisconsin 39%  Vermont, Wyoming 34%
Massach_usetts, Minnesota 37%  Utah? 32% > American Indian/Alaskan NativeZ
Connecticut, lowa 36% :g Asian/Pacific Islander 379%
=
15 states had similar' percentages of students who were k] Black
at or above Proficient on NAEP: g Hispanic
oc -
. White 39%
Colorado,* Michigan,? Oregon? 32%  Rhode Island 26% 0
Alaska 31% Maryland 250 2§ .
Indiana 30% North Carolina 24% £%8 Less than high school
Us* 29%  Arizona, Kentucky, Texas 23% =3 High school graduate
Missouri 28%  Tennessee? 22% :2 ;; Some education beyond high school
New York, Virginia, Washington 27% £g College graduate 38%
£
14 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were c | ci
at or above Proficient on NAEP: % s entral city
2 ‘5 Urban fringe/large town
Arkansas 22%  South Carolina 17% Ao Rural/small town
Delaware, Florida, Georgia, 21%  Hawaii 15%
o S 0 w
Ca“\gﬁtiangmm -~ bl)iilssilsi?;pi Boﬁ g 3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
New Mexico 19%  Guam 7% nc>3 g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 37%
Alabama 18%  District of Columbia 500 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

T The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

T See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically, its placement is correct. See pp. 3-4.

* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
* No school location data for science in 1996.
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Mathematics Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade mathematics in 1995. If public school
8th graders in New York participated in the TIMSS mathematics assessment,
how would their average performance compare to that of students who

took TIMSS in these nations?

19 nations* would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

International Comparisons _

Science Grade 8

New York

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade science in 1995. If public school 8th
graders in New York participated in the TIMSS science assessment, how
would their average performance compare to that of students who took

TIMSS in these nations?

10 nations* would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

(Australia)

(Austria)

Belgium - Flemish?
(Belgium - French)?
(Bulgaria)

Canada

Czech Republic
France

Hong Kong
Hungary

Ireland

Japan

Korea
(Netherlands)
Russian Federation
Singapore

Slovak Republic
(Slovenia)
(Switzerland)

17 nations' would be expected to perform similarly:'

Cyprus
(Denmark)
(England)
(Germany)
(Greece)
Iceland
(Israel)

(Latvia - LSS)?
(Lithuania)

5 nations' would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(Colombia)
Iran, Islamic Republic
(Kuwait)

New York
New Zealand
Norway
(Romania)
(Scotland)
Spain

Sweden
(Thailand)
United States

Portugal
(South Africa)

1 The term "nation" is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions. Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.
3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

(Austria)
(Bulgaria)
Czech Republic
(England)
Hungary

Japan

Korea
(Netherlands)
Singapore
(Slovenia)

17 nations' would be expected to perform similarly:’

(Australia)

Belgium - Flemish?
Canada

(Germany)

Hong Kong

Ireland

(Israel)

New York

New Zealand

Norway

Russian Federation
(Scotland)

Slovak Republic
Spain

Sweden
(Switzerland)
(Thailand)

United States

14 nations* would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(Belgium - French)?
(Colombia)

Cyprus

(Denmark)

France

(Greece)

Iceland

Iran, Islamic Republic

(Kuwait)
(Latvia - LSS)?
(Lithuania)
Portugal
(Romania)
(South Africa)

1 The term "nation" is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions. Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.
3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I
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North Carolina

I othcratics Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

1. Improvement Over Time *

100%
Have North Carolina's 4th graders improved in mathematics achievement? 80%
Yes. The percentage of North Carolina’s public school 4th graders who met the 600
1 . . . . 0
Goals Panel’s performance standard in mathematics increased from 13% in
1992, to 21% in 1996. 40%
21%
The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of 20% 13%
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of 09 . l

o
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

Educational Progress, or NAEP.

2. State Comparisons*

How did North Carolina compare with other states in 4th grade
mathematics achievement in public schools in 19967

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
North Carolina were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics

assessment?
4 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP: x Male 22%
v
(%] 0y
Connecticut 31%  Maine, Wisconsin 27% Female 20%
Minnesota 29%

American Indian/Alaskan Native?
Asian/Pacific Islander?

Black

23 states had similar' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

New Jersey, Texas
Indiana, Massachusetts, Nebraska,

25% U.S.* North Carolina, Alaska, Oregon, 21%
24% Washington

Hispanic
White

Race/ethnicity

29%

North Dakota Missouri, New York, Pennsylvania 20% -
Michigan, Utah, Vermont 23%  Virginia, West Virginia, Wyoming 19% E 2 Less than high school
Colorado, lowa, Maryland, Montana 22%  Tennessee’ 17% % § High school graduate
17 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were *2 E Some education beyond high school 29%
Rhode Island? 17%  South Carolina 12% _ < Central city 26%
Delaware, Hawaii, Kentucky 16%  Alabama, California 1% _§ '% Urban fringe/large town 21%
Arizona, Florida 15%  Louisiana, Mississippi 8% A8 Rural/small town 18%
Nevada 14%  District of Columbia 5%
Arkansas, Georgia, New Mexico 13%  Guam 3% > v . .
£ 3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
n?f g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 30%

T The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

T See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically, its placement is correct. See pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

148

0% 20% 40%

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
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Mathematics Grade 8 _ North Carolina

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

1. Improvement Over Time *

100%

Have North Carolina's 8th graders improved in mathematics achievement? 800
Yes. The percentage of North Carolina’s public school 8th graders who met 600
the Goals Panel’s performance standard in mathematics increased from 9% in ©
1990, to 20% in 1996. 40%

. . 2004
The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of 20%(~ go, 12% .
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of oo, | .

Educational Progress, or NAEP. 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons* 3. Subgroup Performance
How did North Carolina compare with other states in 8th grade What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
mathematics achievement in public schools in 19967 North Carolina were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?
15 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP: x Male 23%
. o A Female 18%
Minnesota 34%  Massachusetts, Michigan 28%
North Dakota 33%  Vermont 27% . . .
Montana, Wisconsin 32%  Oregon, Washington 26% Z American Ind.|an/AIa.sk.an Natwei
Connecticut, lowa, Maine, Nebraska ~ 31%  Colorado 25% 2 Asian/Pacific Islander
Alaska 30% = Black
g Hispanic
at or above Proficient on NAEP:
- <
U.S..* Indiana, Maryland, Utah 249% Delaware 19% g % Less than high school
Missouri, New York, Wyoming 220  Arizona 18% E’é High school graduate
Texas, Virginia 219%  California, Florida 17% nZ Some education beyond high school 20%
North Carolina, Rhode Island 20% Georgia’ 16% ] T‘: College graduate 3200
£ >
12 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were = .
= Urban fringe/large town
Hawaii Kentucky? 16%  Alabama 12% A8 Rural/small town 18%
Tennessee 15%  Louisiana, Mississippi 7%
New Mexico, South Carolina, 14%  Guam 6% > U . .
West Virginia District of Columbia 5% § 2 EI_'g_'ble for free/reduced-pr.lce lunch
Arkansas 13% S¢e Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 28%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
T The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4.
2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically, its placement is correct. See pp. 3-4. ! Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic school data. 2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
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North Carolina _ Science Grade 8

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

1. Improvement Over Time science assessment

Have North Carolina's 8th graders improved in science achievement? 100%

In 1996, 24% of North Carolina’s public school 8th graders met the Goals 80%

Panel’s performance standard in science. The Goals Panel will report whether 60%

science performance has improved over time when science is assessed again in a0

2000. " 24%
The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of 20% I
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of 0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Science performance will be tested again in 2000.

Educational Progress, or NAEP.

2. State Comparisons* 3. Subgroup Performance
How did North Carolina compare with other states in 8th grade science What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
achievement in public schools in 19967 North Carolina were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP science
assessment?
17 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP: x Male 26%
v
. . v Female
Maine, Montana, North Dakota 41%  Vermont, Wyoming 34%
Wisconsin 39% Colorado, Michigan, Oregon, Utah 32% ] ] )
Massachusetts, Minnesota 37%  Alaska 31% oy American Indian/Alaskan Native
Connecticut, lowa 36% Indiana 300 2 Asian/Pacific Islander?
Nebraska 35% U.S.* 29% b Black
~
[ . .
16 states had similar' percentages of students who were § H'Spar_"c
at or above Proficient on NAEP: White 33%
<
Missouri 28%  Arizona, Kentucky, Texas 23% v .8 Less than high school
New York, Virginia, Washington 27%  Arkansas, Tennessee 22% 'Ea § Hiah school araduate
Rhode Island 26%  Delaware, Florida, Georgia, 21% 'i 2 S d . 3 d hi i hool 0
Maryland 2500 West Virginia E w5 ome education beyond high schoo 24%
North Carolina 249%  California 20% s g College graduate 37%
2
8 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were t < Central city
. ) 5.8
at or above Proficient on NAEP: 58 ,5 Urban fringe/large town
(%}
New Mexico 19%  Louisiana 13% w2 Rural/small town
Alabama 18%  Mississippi 12% —w
South Carolina 17%  Guam 7% t § Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Hawaii 15%  District of Columbia 5% nc>3 g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 33%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
T The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories. 1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4. 2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data. ** No school location data for science in 1996.
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International Comparisons _ North Carolina

Mathematics Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade mathematics in 1995. If public school
8th graders in North Carolina participated in the TIMSS mathematics
assessment, how would their average performance compare to that of
students who took TIMSS in these nations?

Science Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade science in 1995. If public school 8th
graders in North Carolina participated in the TIMSS science assessment, how
would their average performance compare to that of students who took
TIMSS in these nations?

21 nations™ would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

10 nations* would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

(Australia) Japan (Austria) Japan
(Austria) Korea (Bulgaria) Korea
Belgium - Flemish? (Netherlands) Czech Republic (Netherlands)
(Belgium - French)? Russian Federation (England) Singapore
(Bulgaria) Singapore Hungary (Slovenia)
Canada Slovak Republic
h R li | i
I(::rzaerfce epublic g{?ﬂ;a) 17 nations' would be expected to perform similarly:’
Hong Kong (Switzerland) _
Hungary (Thailand) (Australia) Norway
Ireland Belgium - Flemish? Russian Federation
Canada (Scotland)
15 nations' would be expected to perform similarly:' (Germany) Sloyak Republic
Hong Kong Spain
] ] Ireland Sweden
Cyprus (Lithuania) (Israel) (Switzerland)
(Denmark) New Zealand' New Zealand (Thailand)
(England) North Carolina North Carolina United States
(Germany) Norway
R .
I(glicde) ES(?(Y)?IZY:S]) 14 nations* would be expected to perform significantly lower:'
(Israel) Spain
(Latvia - LSS)’ United States (Belgium - French)? Iran, Islamic Republic

(Colombia) (Kuwait)
: _ Cyprus (Latvia - LSS)?
France Portugal
(Colombia) Portugal (Greece) (Romania)
Iran, Islamic Republic (South Africa) Iceland (South Africa)
(Kuwait)

1 The term "nation" is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions. Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.

3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

1 The term "nation" is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.

3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I

Performance for nations is based on
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North Dakota

1. Improvement Over Time

. . . . 100/
Have North Dakota's 4th graders improved in mathematics achievement? 00%
o . 80/
Not yet. Between 1992 and 1996, there was no significant change in the °
percentage of public school 4th graders who met the Goals Panel’s 60%
performance standard in mathematics. 20%
The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of 2006 22% 249%"
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of l I
Educational Progress, or NAEP. 0%
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

I othcratics Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above
mathematics assessment

Proficient on the NAEP

NS Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did North Dakota compare with other states in 4th grade mathematics
achievement in public schools in 19967

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
North Dakota were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics

assessment?
1 state had a significantly higher' percentage of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP: >< Male 26%
v
wv
Connecticut 3100 Female 22%
21 states had similar' percentages of students who were = American Indian/Alaskan Native g 700
at or above Proficient on NAEP: :g Asian/Pacific Islander?
< 2
Minnesota 29%  Michigan, Utah, Vermont 23% z _Bladf
Maine, Wisconsin 27%  Colorado, lowa, Maryland, Montana ~ 22% g Hispanic ﬁ/o
New Jersey, Texas 2500  U.S.* Alaska, North Carolina, Oregon, 21% = White 26%
North Dakota, Indiana, Massachusetts, 249% Washington
Nebraska Missouri,” Pennsylvania’ 20% Less than high school?

22 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

High school graduate
Some education beyond high school

Parents’ highest
level of education

27%

College graduate 32%

New York? 20%  Arkansas, Georgia, New Mexico 13%
Virginia, West Virginia, Wyoming 19%  South Carolina 12% .
Rhode Island, Tennessee 17%  Alabama, California 1% _g § . Central city 029%
Delaware, Hawaii, Kentucky 16%  Louisiana, Mississippi 8% S 5 Urban fringe/large town 19%
Arizona, Florida 15%  District of Columbia 50 Ve Rural/small town 23%
Nevada 14%  Guam 3% °

g 3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch

n?f g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 28%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

T The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4.

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I

2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically, its placement is correct. See pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.
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1. Improvement Over Time *

Have North Dakota's 8th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

Yes. The percentage of North Dakota’s public school 8th graders who met the
Goals Panel’s performance standard in mathematics increased from 27% in
1990, to 33% in 1996.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Mathematics Grade 8 |

North Dakota

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

100%
80%

60%

40%-., 29% 33%
20%] I I
0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did North Dakota compare with other states in 8th grade mathematics
achievement in public schools in 19967

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
North Dakota were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?

10 states had similar' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP: % Male

34%
32%

) . . v Female
Minnesota 349%  Connecticut, lowa, Maine, Nebraska 31%
North Dakota 33% Alaska 30% . . .
Montana, Wisconsin 320  Massachusetts, Michigan 28% American Indian/Alaskan Native

31 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Vermont 27%  Georgia, Hawaii, Kentucky 16%
Oregon, Washington 26%  Tennessee 15%
Colorado 25%  New Mexico, South Carolina, 14%
U.S.,” Indiana, Maryland, Utah 249% West Virginia

Missouri, New York, Wyoming 22%  Arkansas 13%
Texas, Virginia 21%  Alabama 12%
North Carolina, Rhode Island 20%  Louisiana, Mississippi 7%
Delaware 19%  Guam 6%
Arizona 18%  District of Columbia 5%
California, Florida 17%

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

T See explanation on pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

Asian/Pacific Islander?
Black?

Hispanic

White

Race/ethnicity

35%

Less than high school
High school graduate
Some education beyond high school 359%

Parents' highest
level of education

College graduate 41%
— Central city 36%
e .9 . 2
= Urban fringe/large town
v U
v o Rural/small town 32%
> v .. .
£ § Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 22%
08_ g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 38%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I 153



North Dakota

1. Improvement Over Time
Have North Dakota's 8th graders improved in science achievement?

In 1996, 419% of North Dakota's public school 8th graders met the Goals
Panel’s performance standard in science. The Goals Panel will report whether
science performance has improved over time when science is assessed again in
2000.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
science assessment

100%

Science Grade 8

8 G nIILI

6 G "II\J

41%

4 nIIU

2 nIIU

%
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Science performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons* 3. Subgroup Performance
How did North Dakota compare with other states in 8th grade science What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
achievement in public schools in 19967 North Dakota were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP science
assessment?
7 states had similar' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP: x Male 44%
v
wv
North Dakota, Maine, Montana 41% Massachusetts, Minnesota 37% Female 37%
Wisconsin 39%  Connecticut, lowa 36%
= American Indian/Alaskan Native
34 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were 2 Asian/Pacific Islander?
at or above Proficient on NAEP: § Black?
~
[ . .
Nebraska 350  Arkansas, Tennessee 220 2 Hlspar.uc
Vermont, Wyoming 34%  Delaware, Florida, Georgia, 21% White 43%
Colorado, Michigan, Oregon, Utah 32% West Virginia = S
Alaska 319%  California 20% g% Less than high school
Indiana 30%  New Mexico 19% = g High school graduate
* el
US ) 29%  Alabama ) 18% I Some education beyond high school 37%
Missouri 28%  South Carolina 17% s o College araduate 48%
New York, Virginia, Washington 27%  Hawaii 15% n‘? % 9€9
Rhode Island 26%  Louisiana 13% - )
Maryland 25%  Mississippi 12% % S Central city
North Carolina 24%  Guam 7% 25 Urban fringe/large town
Arizona, Kentucky, Texas 23%  District of Columbia 5% e Rural/small town
> e
T3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
nc>3 g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 449%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
T The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories. 1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4. 2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data. ** No school location data for science in 1996.
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Mathematics Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade mathematics in 1995. If public school
8th graders in North Dakota participated in the TIMSS mathematics
assessment, how would their average performance compare to that of

students who took TIMSS in these nations?

6 nations” would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

International Comparisons _

Science Grade 8 *

North Dakota

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade science in 1995. If public school 8th
graders in North Dakota participated in the TIMSS science assessment, how
would their average performance compare to that of students who took

TIMSS in these nations?

Belgium - Flemish?
Czech Republic
Hong Kong

Japan
Korea
Singapore

17 nations' would be expected to perform similarly:'

(Australia)

(Austria)

(Belgium - French)?
(Bulgaria)

Canada

France

(Germany)
Hungary

Ireland

(Israel)
(Netherlands)
North Dakota
Russian Federation
Slovak Republic
(Slovenia)

Sweden
(Switzerland)
(Thailand)

18 nations® would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(Colombia)

Cyprus

(Denmark)

(England)

(Greece)

Iceland

Iran, Islamic Republic
(Kuwait)

(Latvia - LSS)?

(Lithuania)
New Zealand
Norway
Portugal
(Romania)
(Scotland)
(South Africa)
Spain

United States

1 The term "nation" is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions. Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.
3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

1 nation* would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

Singapore

9 nations® would be expected to perform similarly:'

(Austria)
(Bulgaria)
Czech Republic
(England)
Hungary

Japan

Korea
(Netherlands)
North Dakota
(Slovenia)

31 nations’ would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(Australia)

Belgium - Flemish?
(Belgium - French)?
Canada

(Colombia)

Cyprus

(Denmark)

France

(Germany)

(Greece)

Hong Kong

Iceland

Iran, Islamic Republic
Ireland

(Israel)

(Kuwait)

(Latvia - LSS)?
(Lithuania)

New Zealand
Norway
Portugal
(Romania)
Russian Federation
(Scotland)
Slovak Republic
(South Africa)
Spain

Sweden
(Switzerland)
(Thailand)
United States

1 The term "nation" is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions. Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.
3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I
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Ohio _ Mathematics Grade 4

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Ohio's 4th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

In 1992, 16% of Ohio's public school 4th graders met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in mathematics. The Goals Panel will report whether
mathematics performance has improved over time when mathematics is
assessed again in 2000.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

100%

80%

60%

40%

20% 16%

]

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons

How did Ohio compare with other states in 4th grade mathematics
achievement in public schools in 19967

Ohio did not participate in NAEP mathematics in 1996.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups in
Ohio were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?

Ohio did not participate in NAEP mathematics in 1996.

Male
Female

Sex

American Indian/Alaskan Native
Asian/Pacific Islander

Black

Hispanic

White

Race/ethnicity

Less than high school

High school graduate

Some education beyond high school
College graduate

Parents' highest
level of education

Central city
Urban fringe/large town

School
location

Rural/small town

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure

156 See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I



Mathematics Grade 8 _ Ohio

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Ohio's 8th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

Not yet. Between 1990 and 1992, there was no significant change in the
percentage of public school 8th graders who met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in mathematics.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

100%

8 G r‘IIU

6 cnll\l

40%

209%} 15% 18%"

Wl

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

NS Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.

Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons

How did Ohio compare with other states in 8th grade mathematics
achievement in public schools in 19967

Ohio did not participate in NAEP mathematics in 1996.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups in
Ohio were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?

Ohio did not participate in NAEP mathematics in 1996.

Male
Female

American Indian/Alaskan Native

>
:g Asian/Pacific Islander
=
E Black
g Hispanic
o= White

Less than high school

High school graduate

Some education beyond high school
College graduate

Parents’ highest
level of education

Central city
Urban fringe/large town

School
location

Rural/small town

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I 157



Ohio _ Science Grade 8

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Ohio's 8th graders improved in science achievement?

Ohio did not participate in NAEP science in 1996.

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
science assessment

100%

80%

60%

4 nIIU

2 r‘IIU

0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Science performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons

How did Ohio compare with other states in 8th grade science
achievement in public schools in 19967

Ohio did not participate in NAEP science in 1996.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups in
Ohio were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP science assessment?

Ohio did not participate in NAEP science in 1996.

Male
Female

American Indian/Alaskan Native

>
:g Asian/Pacific Islander
=

E Black
g Hispanic
o= White

Less than high school

High school graduate

Some education beyond high school
College graduate

Parents' highest
level of education

Central city
Urban fringe/large town

School
location

Rural/small town

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure

158 See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I



Mathematics Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade mathematics in 1995. If public school
8th graders in Ohio participated in the TIMSS mathematics assessment, how
would their average performance compare to that of students who took
TIMSS in these nations?

It is not possible to predict how students in Ohio would have performed on
TIMSS, because the estimate is based on scores from the 1996 NAEP
mathematics assessment. Ohio did not participate in NAEP mathematics in
Grade 8 in 1996.

t The term "nation” is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.

International Comparisons _

Ohio

Science Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and

Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade science in 1995. If public school 8th
graders in Ohio participated in the TIMSS science assessment, how would

their average performance compare to that of students who took TIMSS in
these nations?

It is not possible to predict how students in Ohio would have performed on
TIMSS, because the estimate is based on scores from the 1996 NAEP science
assessment. Ohio did not participate in NAEP science in 1996.

t The term "nation" is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I 159



Oklahoma

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Oklahoma's 4th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

In 1992, 14% of Oklahoma's public school 4th graders met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in mathematics. The Goals Panel will report whether
mathematics performance has improved over time when mathematics is
assessed again in 2000.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

I othcratics Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

100%

80%

60%

40%

20% 14%

0% .

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons

How did Oklahoma compare with other states in 4th grade mathematics
achievement in public schools in 19967

Oklahoma did not participate in NAEP mathematics in 1996.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups in
Oklahoma were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?

Oklahoma did not participate in NAEP mathematics in 1996.

Male
Female

Sex

American Indian/Alaskan Native
Asian/Pacific Islander

Black

Hispanic

White

Race/ethnicity

Less than high school

High school graduate

Some education beyond high school
College graduate

Parents' highest
level of education

Central city
Urban fringe/large town

School
location

Rural/small town

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure

160 See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I



Mathematics Grade 8 _ Oklahoma

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Oklahoma's 8th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

Not yet. Between 1990 and 1992, there was no significant change in the
percentage of public school 8th graders who met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in mathematics.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

100%

80%

60%

40%

ns
200} 13% 17%

oo, [
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

NS Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons

How did Oklahoma compare with other states in 8th grade mathematics
achievement in public schools in 19967

Oklahoma did not participate in NAEP mathematics in 1996.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups in
Oklahoma were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?

Oklahoma did not participate in NAEP mathematics in 1996.

Male
Female

American Indian/Alaskan Native

>
:g Asian/Pacific Islander
=

E Black
g Hispanic
o= White

Less than high school

High school graduate

Some education beyond high school
College graduate

Parents’ highest
level of education

Central city
Urban fringe/large town

School
location

Rural/small town

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I 161



Oklahoma _ Science Grade 8

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Oklahoma's 8th graders improved in science achievement?
Oklahoma did not participate in NAEP science in 1996.

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
science assessment

100%

80%

60%

4 nIIU

2 r‘IIU

0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Science performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons

How did Oklahoma compare with other states in 8th grade science
achievement in public schools in 19967

Oklahoma did not participate in NAEP science in 1996.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups in
Oklahoma were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP science
assessment?

Oklahoma did not participate in NAEP science in 1996.

Male
Female

American Indian/Alaskan Native

>
:g Asian/Pacific Islander
=
E Black
g Hispanic
o= White

Less than high school

High school graduate

Some education beyond high school
College graduate

Parents’ highest
level of education

Central city
Urban fringe/large town

School
location

Rural/small town

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure

162 See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I



International Comparisons _

Mathematics Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade mathematics in 1995. If public school
8th graders in Oklahoma participated in the TIMSS mathematics assessment,
how would their average performance compare to that of students who
took TIMSS in these nations?

It is not possible to predict how students in Oklahoma would have performed
on TIMSS, because the estimate is based on scores from the 1996 NAEP
mathematics assessment. Oklahoma did not participate in NAEP mathematics
in Grade 8 in 1996.

1 The term "nation" is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions. Performance for nations is based on
both public and nonpublic school data. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

Oklahoma

Science Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade science in 1995. If public school 8th
graders in Oklahoma participated in the TIMSS science assessment, how
would their average performance compare to that of students who took
TIMSS in these nations?

It is not possible to predict how students in Oklahoma would have performed
on TIMSS, because the estimate is based on scores from the 1996 NAEP
science assessment. Oklahoma did not participate in NAEP science in 1996.

1 The term "nation" is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions. Performance for nations is based on

both public and nonpublic school data. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I 163



Oregon

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Oregon's 4th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

In 1996, 219% of Oregon’s public school 4th graders met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in mathematics. The Goals Panel will report whether
mathematics performance has improved over time when mathematics is
assessed again in 2000.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

I othcratics Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

100%
80%
60%
40%
21%
20% l
09

o
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did Oregon compare with other states in 4th grade mathematics
achievement in public schools in 19967

4 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Connecticut 31%  Maine, Wisconsin 27%
Minnesota 29%
23 states had similar' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:
New Jersey, Texas 25%  U.S.,* Oregon, Alaska, North Carolina, 21%
Indiana, Massachusetts, Nebraska, 24% Washington

North Dakota Missouri, New York, Pennsylvania 20%
Michigan, Utah, Vermont 23%  Virginia, West Virginia, Wyoming 19%
Colorado, lowa, Maryland, Montana 22%  Tennessee’ 17%
17 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:
Rhode Island? 17%  South Carolina 12%
Delaware, Hawaii, Kentucky 16%  Alabama, California 1%
Arizona, Florida 15%  Louisiana, Mississippi 8%
Nevada 14%  District of Columbia 5%
Arkansas, Georgia, New Mexico 13%  Guam 3%

T The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically, its placement is correct. See pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
Oregon were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?

) Male 22%
v

v Female 20%

= American Indianf/Alaskan Native

:g Asian/Pacific Islander 23%
= Black?

L

5] Hispanic

3]

oc

White 23%

Less than high school
High school graduate

Parents’ highest
level of education

Some education beyond high school 27%

College graduate 30%

=5 Central city 20%

o

_g = Urban fringe/large town 23%

o

v o Rural/small town 20%

> v .. .

£3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch

n?f g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 27%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.

164 See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I



Mathematics Grade 8 _ Oregon

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
. mathematics assessment
1. Improvement Over Time —/Z/{\— 1000
0
Have Oregon's 8th graders improved in mathematics achievement? 800
Yes. The percentage of Oregon’s public school 8th graders who met the Goals 600
Panel’s performance standard in mathematics increased from 21% in 1990, to ©
0 . nllll
26% in 1996. 4 1o 26%
The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of 20%
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of oo ]
. (]
Educational Progress, or NAEP. 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.
2. State Comparisons* 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Oregon compare with other states in 8th grade mathematics What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
achievement in public schools in 19967 Oregon were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?
2 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP: x Male
(%
. v Female
Minnesota 349%  North Dakota 33%
18 states had similar' percentages of students who were z American Indian/AIa.sk.an Native
at or above Proficient on NAEP: = Asian/Pacific Islander 34%
. _ = Black?
Montana, Wisconsin 32%  Oregon, Washington 26% - Hispani
Connecticut, lowa, Maine, Nebraska 31%  Colorado 2500 é{ spa. c
0 * [ White 29%
Alaska 30% U.S.* Indiana, Maryland, Utah 249%
Massachusetts, Michigan 28%  Missouri, New York, Wyoming 22% o €
Vermont 27% _ac"} -% Less than high school
— 25 High school graduate
21 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were =35 . .
o %) Some education beyond high school
at or above Proficient on NAEP: £y
[ College graduate 40%
Texas, Virginia 21%  New Mexico, South Carolina, 14% a3
North Carolina, Rhode Island 20% West Virginia e Central city 3200
De_laware 19%  Arkansas 13% _§ % Urban fringe/large town 31%
Arizona 18%  Alabama 12% 3 ¢ Rural/small t
California, Florida 17%  Louisiana, Mississippi 7% - uraljsmafl town
Georgia, Hawaii, Kentucky 16%  Guam 6% o v o ]
Tennessee 150  District of Columbia 5% €3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
08_ g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 32%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4. 1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic school data. 2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
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Oregon _ Science Grade 8

. Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
1. Improvement Over Time science assessment

100%

Have Oregon's 8th graders improved in science achievement?
80"/\1

In 1996, 32% of Oregon's public school 8th graders met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in science. The Goals Panel will report whether science 60%
performance has improved over time when science is assessed again in 2000.

40% 32%
The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of 0
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of v
Educational Progress, or NAEP. 0%
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Science performance will be tested again in 2000.
2. State Comparisons* 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Oregon compare with other states in 8th grade science What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
achievement in public schools in 19967 Oregon were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP science assessment?

3 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP: x Male 350%
v
wv
Maine, Montana, North Dakota 41% Female
17 states had similar' percentages of students who were = American Indian/Alaskan Native
at or above Proficient on NAEP: 2 Asian/Pacific Islander 3500
<
Wisconsin 39%  Alaska 31% % Black®
Massachusetts, Minnesota 37% Indiana 30% Q Hispanic
Connecticut, lowa 36% U.S.* 29% &= White 34%
Nebraska 35%  Missouri 28%
Vermont, Wyoming 34%  New York, Virginia, Washington 27%

Less than high school
High school graduate
Some education beyond high school 31%

Oregon, Colorado, Michigan, Utah 32%

21 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Parents' highest
level of education

College graduate 44%
Rhode Island 26%  New Mexico 19% : Central cit
<

Maryland 25%  Alabama 18% S ¥
North Carolina 24%  South Carolina 17% % s Urban fringe/large town
Arizona, Kentucky, Texas 23%  Hawaii 15% w = Rural/small town
Arkansas, Tennessee 22%  Louisiana 13% o
Delaware, Florida, Georgia, 21%  Mississippi 12% g 3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch

West Virginia Guam 7% nc>3 S Not eligible for freefreduced-price lunch 37%

. . A . S
California 20%  District of Columbia 5% 0%  20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
T The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories. 1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4. 2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data. ** No school location data for science in 1996.
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Mathematics Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade mathematics in 1995. If public school
8th graders in Oregon participated in the TIMSS mathematics assessment,
how would their average performance compare to that of students who
took TIMSS in these nations?

12 nations* would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

International Comparisons _

Oregon

Science Grade 8 *

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and

Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade science in 1995. If public school 8th
graders in Oregon participated in the TIMSS science assessment, how would
their average performance compare to that of students who took TIMSS in
these nations?

1 nation* would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

(Austria) Japan

Belgium - Flemish? Korea

Czech Republic Singapore
France Slovak Republic
Hong Kong (Slovenia)
Hungary (Switzerland)

19 nations' would be expected to perform similarly:’

(Australia) (Latvia - LSS)?
(Belgium - French)? (Netherlands)
(Bulgaria) New Zealand
Canada Norway
(Denmark) Oregon

(England) Russian Federation
(Germany) (Scotland)

|celand Sweden

Ireland (Thailand)

(Israel) United States

10 nations® would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(Colombia) (Lithuania)
Cyprus Portugal
(Greece) (Romania)
Iran, Islamic Republic (South Africa)
(Kuwait) Spain

1 The term "nation" is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions. Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.
3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

Singapore

22 nations™ would be expected to perform similarly:'

(Australia) Korea

(Austria) (Netherlands)
Belgium - Flemish? New Zealand
(Bulgaria) Norway
Canada Oregon

Czech Republic Russian Federation
(England) Slovak Republic
(Germany) (Slovenia)
Hungary Sweden

Ireland (Thailand)
(Israel) United States
Japan

18 nations* would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(Belgium - French)? (Kuwait)
(Colombia) (Latvia - LSS)?
Cyprus (Lithuania)
(Denmark) Portugal
France (Romania)
(Greece) (Scotland)
Hong Kong (South Africa)
Iceland Spain

Iran, Islamic Republic

(Switzerland)

1 The term "nation" is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions. Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.
3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I
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Pennsylvania _ Mathematics Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

1. Improvement Over Time mathematics assessment
Have Pennsylvania's 4th graders improved in mathematics achievement? 100%
80%

Not yet. Between 1992 and 1996, there was no significant change in the
percentage of public school 4th graders who met the Goals Panel’s 60%
performance standard in mathematics.

40%
The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of 20% 22% 200"
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of l .
Educational Progress, or NAEP. 0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

NS Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons* 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Pennsylvania compare with other states in 4th grade mathematics What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
achievement in public schools in 19967 Pennsylvania were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?
4 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP: x Male = 21%
v
. . . . n Femal 20%
Connecticut 319%  Maine, Wisconsin 27% emate °
Minnesota 29% . . L
- American Indianf/Alaskan Native
. . t - . 2
25 states had similar’ percentages of students who were 2 Asian/Pacific Islander
at or above Proficient on NAEP: % Black [l 2%
- Lo o
New Jersey, Texas 25%  Pennsylvania, Missouri, New York 20% é H|spar.1|c : 7%
Indiana, Massachusetts, Nebraska, 24%  Virginia, West Virginia, Wyoming 19% White 24%
North Dakota Rhode Island, Tennessee 17% o <
Michigan, Utah, Vermont 23%  Delaware? 16% 2 % Less than high school®
Colorado, lowa, Maryland, Montana 22% 2 g High school graduate®
* H =
uUs., Al_aska, North Carolina, Oregon, 21% W & Some education beyond high school®
Washington S © 3
£ College graduate
>
15 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were - e
at or above Proficient on NAEP: =S Central city [l 5%
o
. . . =] Urban fringe/large town 289
Hawaii,” Kentucky? 16%  Alabama, California 1% § g R gl// gllt 200 0
Arizona, Florida 15%  Louisiana, Mississippi 8% - uralfsmafl town 0
Nevada 14%  District of Columbia 5% o w
Arkansas, Georgia, New Mexico 13%  Guam 3% £3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch [l 7%
South Carolina 12% n?f g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 29%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
T The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4. 1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically, its placement is correct. See pp. 3-4. Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic school data. The Pennsylvania Department of Education suggested that students refrain from answering this question.
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Mathematics Grade 8 |

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Pennsylvania's 8th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

Not yet. Between 1990 and 1992, there was no significant change in the
percentage of public school 8th graders who met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in mathematics.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Pennsylvania

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

100%

80%

6 G r‘IIU

4 "II\J
220"s
20%k 17%

m B

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

NS Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.

Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons

How did Pennsylvania compare with other states in 8th grade mathematics
achievement in public schools in 19967

Pennsylvania did not participate in NAEP mathematics in 1996.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
Pennsylvania were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?

Pennsylvania did not participate in NAEP mathematics in 1996.

Male
Female

American Indian/Alaskan Native

>
:g Asian/Pacific Islander
=
E Black
g Hispanic
o= White

Less than high school

High school graduate

Some education beyond high school
College graduate

Parents’ highest
level of education

Central city
Urban fringe/large town

School
location

Rural/small town

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure
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Pennsylvania _ Science Grade 8

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Pennsylvania's 8th graders improved in science achievement?

Pennsylvania did not participate in NAEP science in 1996.

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
science assessment

100%

80%

60%

4 nIIU

2 r‘IIU

0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Science performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons

How did Pennsylvania compare with other states in 8th grade science
achievement in public schools in 19967

Pennsylvania did not participate in NAEP science in 1996.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups in
Pennsylvania were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP science
assessment?

Pennsylvania did not participate in NAEP science in 1996.

Male
Female

American Indian/Alaskan Native

>
:g Asian/Pacific Islander
=
E Black
g Hispanic
o= White

Less than high school

High school graduate

Some education beyond high school
College graduate

Parents’ highest
level of education

Central city
Urban fringe/large town

School
location

Rural/small town

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure
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International Comparisons _

Mathematics Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade mathematics in 1995. If public school
8th graders in Pennsylvania participated in the TIMSS mathematics
assessment, how would their average performance compare to that of
students who took TIMSS in these nations?

It is not possible to predict how students in Pennsylvania would have
performed on TIMSS, because the estimate is based on scores from the 1996
NAEP mathematics assessment. Pennsylvania did not participate in NAEP
mathematics in Grade 8 in 1996.

t The term "nation” is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.

Pennsylvania

Science Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade science in 1995. If public school 8th
graders in Pennsylvania participated in the TIMSS science assessment, how
would their average performance compare to that of students who took
TIMSS in these nations?

It is not possible to predict how students in Pennsylvania would have
performed on TIMSS, because the estimate is based on scores from the 1996
NAEP science assessment. Pennsylvania did not participate in NAEP science in
1996.

t The term "nation" is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.
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Rhode Island _ Mathematics Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

1. Improvement Over Time mathematics assessment
Have Rhode Island's 4th graders improved in mathematics achievement? 100%
80%

Not yet. Between 1992 and 1996, there was no significant change in the
percentage of public school 4th graders who met the Goals Panel’s 60%
performance standard in mathematics.

40%
The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of 17%"
. . . 20% 13%
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of . .
Educational Progress, or NAEP. 0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

NS Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons* 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Rhode Island compare with other states in 4th grade mathematics What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
achievement in public schools in 19967 Rhode Island were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?
17 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP: x Male 20%
v
%] 0,
Connecticut 319%  Michigan, Utah, Vermont 23% Female 14%
Minnesota 29%  Colorado,* lowa,> Montana? 22% Ameri Indian/Alaskan Native?
Maine, Wisconsin 27%  U.S.,*” Washington? 21% =z merican In ';fm/ as_?" ative
New Jersey, Texas 2500 g Asian/Pacific Islander 16%
Indiana, Massachusetts, Nebraska, 24% b Black
North Dakota g Hispanic
<

20%

17 states had similar' percentages of students who were White
at or above Proficient on NAEP:
: Less than high school

=5
£z
Maryland® 22%  Rhode Island, Tennessee 17% o8 High school graduate
Alaska,” North Carolina,? Oregon® 21%  Delaware, Hawaii, Kentucky 16% f b5 Some education beyond high school 21%
Missouri, New York, Pennsylvania 20%  Arizona, Florida 15% E G College araduate 269
Virginia, West Virginia, Wyoming 19%  Nevada 14% .:‘E g ge9g 0
10 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were _ < Central city
" 5]
at or above Proficient on NAEP: R Urban fringe/large town 19%
v o
. . .. R v o 0
Arkansas, Georgia, New Mexico 13%  Louisiana, Mississippi 8% = Rural/small town 25%
South Carolina 12%  District of Columbia 5% -
Alabama, California 1%  Guam 3% £ 3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
n?f g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 24%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
T The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4.
2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically, its placement is correct. See pp. 3-4. 1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data. Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
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Mathematics Grade 8 _ Rhode Island

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

1. Improvement Over Time *

100%

Have Rhode Island’s 8th graders improved in mathematics achievement? 800
Yes. The percentage of Rhode Island’s public school 8th graders who met the 600
Goals Panel’s performance standard in mathematics increased from 15% in ©
1990, to 20% in 1996. 40%

. . 209
The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of 2000 15% 16% .
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of 0%j . .
Educational Progress, or NAEP. 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons* 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Rhode Island compare with other states in 8th grade mathematics What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
achievement in public schools in 19967 Rhode Island were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?
15 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP: x Male
[}
. . n Female
Minnesota 34%  Massachusetts, Michigan 28%
North Dakota 33% Vermont 27% . . . 9
Montana, Wisconsin 32%  Oregon, Washington 26% Z American Ind|.an/AIas.kfm Native
Connecticut, lowa, Maine, Nebraska ~ 31%  Colorado 25% 2 Asian/Pacific Islander
Alaska 30% = Black
- g Hispanic
14 states had similar' percentages of students who were & White
at or above Proficient on NAEP:
- <
U.S.” Indiana, Maryland, Utah 249 Delaware 19% _qCVJ 2 Less than high school
Missouri, New York, Wyoming 22%  Arizona 18% .? g High school graduate
L oo . 3
Texas, Virginia . 21% Ca||forn|a, Florida 17% w @ Some education beyond high school
Rhode Island, North Carolina 20% Georgia’ 16% 5 c
€35 ollege graduate
>
12 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were &3
at or above Proficient on NAEP: _ Central city
o o
. == Urban fri | t
Hawaii,” Kentucky? 16%  Alabama 12% ﬁ § roan :ngT/ arglel own
Tennessee 15%  Louisiana, Mississippi 7% = uralfsmall town
New Mexico, South Carolina, 14%  Guam 6% o
West Virginia District of Columbia 5% £3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Arkansas 13% 08_ g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
T The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4.
2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically, its placement is correct. See pp. 3-4. 1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic school data. 2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
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Rhode Island

1. Improvement Over Time

Science Grade 8

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

science assessment

Have Rhode Island’s 8th graders improved in science achievement? 100%
In 1996, 26% of Rhode Island’s public school 8th graders met the Goals 80%
Panel’s performance standard in science. The Goals Panel will report whether 60%
science performance has improved over time when science is assessed again in N
2000. 40% 26%
The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of 20% I
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of 0%
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Science performance will be tested again in 2000.

28%

31%

29%
38%

32%

20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

2. State Comparisons* 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Rhode Island compare with other states in 8th grade science What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
achievement in public schools in 19967 Rhode Island were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP science
assessment?
14 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:
x Male
Maine, Montana, North Dakota 419%  Nebraska 35% n Female
Wisconsin 39%  Vermont, Wyoming 34%
Massachusetts, Minnesota 37%  Colorado,” Oregon,* Utah? 32% - American Indian/Alaskan NativeZ
Connecticut, lowa 360 S ; e
: 0 E Asian/Pacific Islander
14 states had similar' percentages of students who were % Black
at or above Proficient on NAEP: Q Hispanic
oc -
S White
Michigan? 32% Rhode Island 26%
Alaska 31%  Maryland 25% © 5 i
Indiana 30%  North Carolina 240 % 5 Le.ss than high school
us.* 29%  Arizona, Kentucky, Texas 23% = 3 High school graduate
Missouri 28%  Arkansas, Tennessee 22% :2 J; Some education beyond high school
New York, Virginia, Washington 27% =] College graduate
a3
13 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were - .
at or above Proficient on NAEP: L5 Central city
Sw Urban fringe/large town
Delaware, Florida, Georgia, 21%  Hawaii 15% 38 Rural/small town
West Virginia Louisiana 13%
California 20%  Mississippi 12% = - .
New Mexico 19%  Guam 706 § z Elfg.lble for free/reduced—pr.lce lunch
Alabama 18%  District of Columbia 5% & g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
South Carolina 17% 0%
T The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4. 1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically, its placement is correct. See pp. 3-4. 2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data. ** No school location data for science in 1996.
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Mathematics Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade mathematics in 1995. If public school
8th graders in Rhode Island participated in the TIMSS mathematics
assessment, how would their average performance compare to that of

students who took TIMSS in these nations?

21 nations™ would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

International Comparisons _

Science Grade 8

Rhode Island

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade science in 1995. If public school 8th
graders in Rhode Island participated in the TIMSS science assessment, how
would their average performance compare to that of students who took

TIMSS in these nations?

(Australia)
(Austria)

Belgium - Flemish?
(Belgium - French)?
(Bulgaria)

Canada

Czech Republic
France

Hong Kong
Hungary

Ireland

Japan

Korea
(Netherlands)
Russian Federation
Singapore

Slovak Republic
(Slovenia)

Sweden
(Switzerland)
(Thailand)

15 nations' would be expected to perform similarly:’

Cyprus
(Denmark)
(England)
(Germany)
(Greece)
Iceland
(Israel)

(Latvia - LSS)?

5 nations™ would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(Colombia)
Iran, Islamic Republic
(Kuwait)

(Lithuania)
New Zealand
Norway
Rhode Island
(Romania)
(Scotland)
Spain

United States

Portugal
(South Africa)

1 The term "nation" is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions. Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.

3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

8 nations™ would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

(Austria)
(Bulgaria)
Czech Republic
Japan

(Australia)

Belgium - Flemish?
Canada

(England)
(Germany)

Hong Kong
Hungary

Ireland

(Israel)

New Zealand

(Belgium - French)?
(Colombia)

Cyprus

(Denmark)

France

(Greece)

Iceland

Korea
(Netherlands)
Singapore
(Slovenia)

19 nations' would be expected to perform similarly:’

Norway

Rhode Island
Russian Federation
(Scotland)

Slovak Republic
Spain

Sweden
(Switzerland)
(Thailand)

United States

14 nations' would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

Iran, Islamic Republic
(Kuwait)

(Latvia - LSS)?®
(Lithuania)

Portugal

(Romania)

(South Africa)

1 The term "nation" is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions. Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.
3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I
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South Carolina _ Mathematics Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

1. Improvement Over Time mathematics assessment
Have South Carolina's 4th graders improved in mathematics achievement? 100%
80%

Not yet. Between 1992 and 1996, there was no significant change in the
percentage of public school 4th graders who met the Goals Panel’s 60%
performance standard in mathematics.

40%
The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of ns
. . . 20% 13% 12%
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of . [
Educational Progress, or NAEP. 0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

NS Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons* 3. Subgroup Performance
How did South Carolina compare with other states in 4th grade What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
mathematics achievement in public schools in 19967 South Carolina were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?
32 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP: x Male 13%
A Female 11%
Connecticut 319%  Colorado, lowa, Maryland, Montana 22%
Minnesota 29%  U.S.,* Alaska, North Carolina, Oregon, 21% American Indian/Alaskan Native2
Maine, Wisconsin 27% Washington z merican in .|an/ a.s .an atlvez
New Jersey, Texas 25%  Missouri, New York, Pennsylvania 20% 2 Asian/Pacific Islander
Indiana, Massachusetts, Nebraska, 24%  Virginia, West Virginia, Wyoming 19% ﬁ Black
North Dakota Rhode Island, Tennessee 17% g Hispanic
Michigan, Utah, Vermont 23%  Delaware, Hawaii, Kentucky 16% & White 19%
- <
8 states had similar' percentages of students who were _qc"J 2 Less than high school
at or above Proficient on NAEP: gg High school graduate
Arizona, Florida 15% South Carolina 1200 %  Some education beyond high school 16%
Nevada 14%  Alabama, California 11% s T College graduate 17%
Arkansas, Georgia, New Mexico 13% oo

15%
14%

Central city
Urban fringe/large town
Rural/small town

4 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

School
location

Louisiana, Mississippi 8%  Guam 3%
L . > U o )
District of Columbia 5% €3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
n?f g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 20%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4. 1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data. Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.

176 See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I



Mathematics Grade 8 _ South Carolina

1. Improvement Over Time
Have South Carolina's 8th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

Not yet. Between 1992 and 1996, there was no significant change in the
percentage of public school 8th graders who met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in mathematics.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

100%

80%

60%

40%

20% 15% 14902
0% . .
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

NS Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did South Carolina compare with other states in 8th grade
mathematics achievement in public schools in 19967

27 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Minnesota 349  Colorado 25%
North Dakota 33% U.S.* Indiana, Maryland, Utah 249%
Montana, Wisconsin 32%  Missouri, New York, Wyoming 22%
Connecticut, lowa, Maine, Nebraska 31%  Texas, Virginia 21%
Alaska 30%  North Carolina, Rhode Island 20%
Massachusetts, Michigan 28%  Delaware 19%
Vermont 27%  Arizona 18%
Oregon, Washington 26%

10 states had similar' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

California, Florida 17%  Arkansas 13%
Georgia, Hawaii, Kentucky 16% Alabama 12%
Tennessee 15%
South Carolina, New Mexico, 14%

West Virginia

4 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Louisiana, Mississippi 7%  District of Columbia 5%
Guam 6%

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
South Carolina were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?

Male 16%
Female 12%

Sex

American Indian/Alaskan Native2
Asian/Pacific Islander?

Black

Hispanic

White

Race/ethnicity

22%

Less than high school
High school graduate

Some education beyond high school 15%
College graduate 23%

Parents' highest
level of education

17%
17%
Rural/small town 10%

Central city
Urban fringe/large town

School
location

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 21%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
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South Carolina

1. Improvement Over Time
Have South Carolina's 8th graders improved in science achievement?

In 1996, 17% of South Carolina’s public school 8th graders met the Goals
Panel’s performance standard in science. The Goals Panel will report whether
science performance has improved over time when science is assessed again in
2000.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Science Grade 8

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

science assessment
100%

8 c "IIU

60%

4 nIIU

17%

2 {‘IIU

0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Science performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did South Carolina compare with other states in 8th grade science
achievement in public schools in 19967

31 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Maine, Montana, North Dakota 41% U.S.* 29%
Wisconsin 39%  Missouri 28%
Massachusetts, Minnesota 37%  New York, Virginia, Washington 27%
Connecticut, lowa 36%  Rhode Island 26%
Nebraska 35%  Maryland 25%
Vermont, Wyoming 34%  North Carolina 24%
Colorado, Michigan, Oregon, Utah 32%  Arizona, Kentucky, Texas 23%
Alaska 31%  Arkansas, Tennessee 22%
Indiana 30%  Delaware? West Virginia® 21%
6 states had similar' percentages of students who were
Florida,’ Georgia? 21%  Alabama 18%
California 20% South Carolina 17%
New Mexico 19%  Hawaii 15%
4 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were
Louisiana 13%  Guam 7%
Mississippi 12%  District of Columbia 5%

T The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

T See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically, its placement is correct. See pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
South Carolina were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP science

assessment?

Sex

American Indian/Alaskan NativeZ

>
Z
2 Asian/Pacific Islander?
=
= Black
T
g Hispanic
oc

White

Less than high school

High school graduate

Some education beyond high school
College graduate

Parents' highest
level of education

Poverty
measure

0%

t s Central city
_§ ‘5 Urban fringe/large town
= Ruralfsmall town

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch

20%

29%

21%
26%

269%

20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.

2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.

** No school location data for science in 1996.
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Mathematics Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade mathematics in 1995. If public school
8th graders in South Carolina participated in the TIMSS mathematics
assessment, how would their average performance compare to that of

students who took TIMSS in these nations?

27 nations™ would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

Science Grade 8

International Comparisons _ South Carolina

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade science in 1995. If public school 8th
graders in South Carolina participated in the TIMSS science assessment, how
would their average performance compare to that of students who took

TIMSS in these nations?

20 nations™ would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

(Australia)
(Austria)

Belgium - Flemish?
(Belgium - French)?
(Bulgaria)

Canada

Czech Republic
(Denmark)
(England)

France

(Germany)

Hong Kong
Hungary

Ireland

(Israel)

Japan

Korea
(Netherlands)
New Zealand
Norway
Russian Federation
Singapore
Slovak Republic
(Slovenia)
Sweden
(Switzerland)
(Thailand)

10 nations' would be expected to perform similarly:’

Cyprus
(Greece)
Iceland
(Latvia - LSS)?
(Lithuania)
Portugal

(Romania)
(Scotland)
South Carolina
Spain

United States

4 nations' would be expected to perform significantly lower:’

(Colombia)
Iran, Islamic Republic

(Kuwait)
(South Africa)

1 The term "nation" is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions. Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.
3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

(Australia)
(Austria)

Belgium - Flemish?
(Bulgaria)

Canada

Czech Republic
(England)
(Germany)
Hungary

Ireland

(Denmark)
France
(Greece)
Hong Kong
Iceland
(Israel)

(Latvia - LSS)?
(Lithuania)

(Colombia)
Cyprus

Japan

Korea
(Netherlands)
Norway

Russian Federation
Singapore

Slovak Republic
(Slovenia)

Sweden

United States

15 nations' would be expected to perform similarly:'

New Zealand
Portugal
(Romania)
(Scotland)
South Carolina
Spain
(Switzerland)
(Thailand)

6 nations™ would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(Belgium - French)?

Iran, Islamic Republic
(Kuwait)
(South Africa)

1 The term "nation" is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions. Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.
3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I
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South Dakota _ Mathematics Grade 4

1. Improvement Over Time
Have South Dakota's 4th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

South Dakota did not participate in NAEP mathematics in 1992 or 1996.

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment
100%

80%

60%

40%

20%

0%
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons

How did South Dakota compare with other states in 4th grade mathematics
achievement in public schools in 19967

South Dakota did not participate in NAEP mathematics in 1996.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups in
South Dakota were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?

South Dakota did not participate in NAEP mathematics in 1996.

Male
Female

American Indian/Alaskan Native

>
:g Asian/Pacific Islander
=

E Black
g Hispanic
o= White

Less than high school

High school graduate

Some education beyond high school
College graduate

Parents’ highest
level of education

Central city
Urban fringe/large town
Rural/small town

School
location

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure
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Mathematics Grade 8 |

1. Improvement Over Time
Have South Dakota's 8th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

South Dakota did not participate in NAEP mathematics in 1990, 1992, or
1996.

South Dakota

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

100%

80%

60%

40%

2 r‘IIU

0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons

How did South Dakota compare with other states in 8th grade mathematics
achievement in public schools in 19967

South Dakota did not participate in NAEP mathematics in 1996.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups in
South Dakota were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?

South Dakota did not participate in NAEP mathematics in 1996.

Male
Female

American Indian/Alaskan Native

>
:g Asian/Pacific Islander
=

E Black
g Hispanic
o= White

Less than high school

High school graduate

Some education beyond high school
College graduate

Parents’ highest
level of education

Central city
Urban fringe/large town
Rural/small town

School
location

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure
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South Dakota

1. Improvement Over Time
Have South Dakota's 8th graders improved in science achievement?
South Dakota did not participate in NAEP science in 1996.

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
science assessment

100%

Science Grade 8

80%

60%

4 nIIU

2 r‘IIU

0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Science performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons

How did South Dakota compare with other states in 8th grade science
achievement in public schools in 19967

South Dakota did not participate in NAEP science in 1996.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups in
South Dakota were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP science
assessment?

South Dakota did not participate in NAEP science in 1996.

Male
Female

American Indian/Alaskan Native

>
:g Asian/Pacific Islander
=
E Black
g Hispanic
o= White

Less than high school

High school graduate

Some education beyond high school
College graduate

Parents’ highest
level of education

Central city
Urban fringe/large town

School
location

Rural/small town

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch

Poverty
measure

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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International Comparisons _

Mathematics Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade mathematics in 1995. If public school
8th graders in South Dakota participated in the TIMSS mathematics
assessment, how would their average performance compare to that of
students who took TIMSS in these nations?

It is not possible to predict how students in South Dakota would have
performed on TIMSS, because the estimate is based on scores from the 1996
NAEP mathematics assessment. South Dakota did not participate in NAEP
mathematics in Grade 8 in 1996.

1 The term "nation" is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions. Performance for nations is based on

both public and nonpublic school data. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

South Dakota

Science Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade science in 1995. If public school 8th
graders in South Dakota participated in the TIMSS science assessment, how
would their average performance compare to that of students who took
TIMSS in these nations?

It is not possible to predict how students in South Dakota would have
performed on TIMSS, because the estimate is based on scores from the 1996
NAEP science assessment. South Dakota did not participate in NAEP science
in 1996.

1 The term "nation" is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions. Performance for nations is based on

both public and nonpublic school data. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.
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Tennessee _ Mathematics Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
1. Improvement Over Time —/M\— mathemfg(';f assessment
0
Have Tennessee's 4th graders improved in mathematics achievement? 80%
Yes. The percentage of Tennessee's public school 4th graders who met the 60%
Goals Panel’s performance standard in mathematics increased from 10% in
1992, to 17% in 1996. 40%
The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of 20% 10% 170
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of 0% [ .
Educational Progress, or NAEP. 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.
2. State Comparisons* 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Tennessee compare with other states in 4th grade mathematics What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
achievement in public schools in 19967 Tennessee were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?
15 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP: % Male 18%
Connecticut 31% Indiana, Massachusetts, Nebraska, 249% i’ Female 15%
Minnesota 29% North Dakota . . L
Maine, Wisconsin 27%  Michigan, Utah, Vermont 23% =z American Indian/Alaskan Native
New Jersey, Texas 25%  Colorado,* lowa? 22% 2 Asian/Pacific Islander’
b Black
at or above Proficient on NAEP: & White 21%
Maryland,* Montana? 22%  Tennessee, Rhode Island 17% o €
U.S.,” Alaska, North Carolina, Oregon, 21%  Delaware, Hawaii, Kentucky 16% _ac"J % Less than high school
Washington Arizona, Florida 15% 2 S High school graduate
Miss.oyri, New Y.orl.<, Fennsylvqnia 20%  Nevada . 14% 0 E Some education beyond high school 17%
Virginia, West Virginia, Wyoming 19%  Arkansas? Georgia® 13% g T‘? College graduate 26%
8 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were i
at or above Proficient on NAEP: = S Central city 15%
] o o o Urban fringe/large town 21%
New Mexico? 13%  Louisiana, Mississippi 8% 3 ¢ Rural/small town 15%
South Carolina 12%  District of Columbia 5% -
Alabama, California 1%  Guam 3% - u o )
£ 3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
n?f g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 23%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
T The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4.
2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically, its placement is correct. See pp. 3-4. 1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data. Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
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Mathematics Grade 8 _ Tennessee

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Tennessee's 8th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

Not yet. Between 1992 and 1996, there was no significant change in the
percentage of public school 8th graders who met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in mathematics.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

100%

80%

60%

40%

20% 12% 1500
00/0 . .
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

NS Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did Tennessee compare with other states in 8th grade mathematics
achievement in public schools in 19967

26 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Minnesota 34%  Oregon, Washington 26%
North Dakota 33% Colorado 25%
Montana, Wisconsin 320 U.S.”* Indiana, Maryland, Utah 249%
Connecticut, lowa, Maine, Nebraska 31%  Missouri, New York, Wyoming 22%
Alaska 30% Texas, Virginia 21%
Massachusetts, Michigan 28%  North Carolina, Rhode Island 20%
Vermont 27%  Delaware 19%
11 states had similar' percentages of students who were

Arizona 18%  New Mexico, South Carolina, 14%
California, Florida 17% West Virginia

Georgia, Hawaii, Kentucky 16%  Arkansas 13%
Tennessee 15% Alabama 12%

4 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Louisiana, Mississippi 7%  District of Columbia 5%
Guam 6%

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
Tennessee were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?

Male
Female

Sex

American Indian/Alaskan Native2
Asian/Pacific Islander?

Black

Hispanic

White

Race/ethnicity

Less than high school

High school graduate

Some education beyond high school
College graduate

Parents' highest
level of education

Urban fringe/large town

School
location

Rural/small town

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
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Tennessee [N Science Grade &

. Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
1. Improvement Over Time science assessment

100%

Have Tennessee's 8th graders improved in science achievement?
80"/\1

In 1996, 22% of Tennessee's public school 8th graders met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in science. The Goals Panel will report whether science 60%
performance has improved over time when science is assessed again in 2000.

4 nIIU
The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of 0 22%
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of v l
Educational Progress, or NAEP. 0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Science performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons* 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Tennessee compare with other states in 8th grade science What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
achievement in public schools in 19967 Tennessee were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP science
assessment?
18 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP: % Male 24%
Maine, Montana, North Dakota 419%  Colorado, Michigan, Oregon, Utah 32% 2 Female 20%
Wisconsin 39%  Alaska 31%
Massachusetts, Minnesota 37% Indiana 30% oy American Indian/Alaskan Native?
Connecticut, lowa 36% US.* 29% 2 Asian/Pacific Islander?
Nebraska 35%  Missouri 28% b Black
Vermont, Wyoming 349 g Hispanic
17 states had similar' percentages of students who were = White 26%
at or above Proficient on NAEP: = S
o , _ _ g% Less than high school
New York, Virginia, Washington 27%  Delaware, Florida, Georgia, 21% SR Hiah school araduat
= gh school graduate
Rhode Island 26% West Virginia ] . . 0
Maryland 250  California 20% E s Some education beyond high school 24%
North Carolina 24%  New Mexico 19% sY College graduate 33%
Arizona, Kentucky, Texas 23%  Alabama 18% =
Tennessee, Arkansas 22% i s Central city
_§ ‘5 Urban fringe/large town
6 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were & o Rural/small town

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

> Y . .

South Carolina 17%  Mississippi 12% <3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch

. > © . .
Hawaii 15%  Guam 7% o¢g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 28%
Louisiana 13%  District of Columbia 5% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
T The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories. 1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4. 2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data. ** No school location data for science in 1996.
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Mathematics Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade mathematics in 1995. If public school
8th graders in Tennessee participated in the TIMSS mathematics assessment,
how would their average performance compare to that of students who

took TIMSS in these nations?

26 nations™ would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

International Comparisons _

Science Grade 8

Tennessee

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade science in 1995. If public school 8th
graders in Tennessee participated in the TIMSS science assessment, how
would their average performance compare to that of students who took

TIMSS in these nations?

13 nations* would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

(Australia)
(Austria)

Belgium - Flemish?
(Belgium - French)?
(Bulgaria)

Canada

Czech Republic
(England)

France

(Germany)

Hong Kong
Hungary

Ireland

(Israel)

Japan

Korea
(Netherlands)
New Zealand
Norway
Russian Federation
Singapore
Slovak Republic
(Slovenia)
Sweden
(Switzerland)
(Thailand)

10 nations® would be expected to perform similarly:'

Cyprus
(Denmark)
(Greece)
|celand
(Latvia - LSS)?
(Lithuania)

(Romania)
(Scotland)
Spain
Tennessee
United States

5 nations’ would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(Colombia)
Iran, Islamic Republic
(Kuwait)

Portugal
(South Africa)

1 The term "nation" is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions. Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.
3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

(Australia)
(Austria)

Belgium - Flemish?
(Bulgaria)

Czech Republic
(England)

Hungary

Japan

Korea
(Netherlands)
Singapore
Slovak Republic
(Slovenia)

18 nations' would be expected to perform similarly:'

Canada
France
(Germany)
(Greece)
Hong Kong
|celand
Ireland
(Israel)

New Zealand
Norway

(Romania)

Russian Federation
(Scotland)

Spain

Sweden
(Switzerland)
Tennessee
(Thailand)

United States

10 nations® would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(Belgium - French)?
(Colombia)

Cyprus

(Denmark)

Iran, Islamic Republic

(Kuwait)
(Latvia - LSS)?
(Lithuania)
Portugal
(South Africa)

1 The term "nation" is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions. Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.
3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.
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1. Improvement Over Time *

Have Texas' 4th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

Yes. The percentage of Texas' public school 4th graders who met the Goals
Panel’s performance standard in mathematics increased from 15% in 1992, to
25% in 1996.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Texas _ Mathematics Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

1

00%

80%

60%

40%

25%

20% 15%

0% .

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did Texas compare with other states in 4th grade mathematics
achievement in public schools in 19967

20 states had similar' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Connecticut 31%  Michigan, Utah, Vermont 23%
Minnesota 29%  Colorado, lowa, Maryland, Montana 22%
Maine, Wisconsin 27%  U.S.* Alaska, North Carolina, Oregon, 21%
Texas, New Jersey 25% Washington

Indiana, Massachusetts, Nebraska, 24%

North Dakota

24 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Missouri, New York, Pennsylvania 20%  Arkansas, Georgia, New Mexico 13%
Virginia, West Virginia, Wyoming 19%  South Carolina 12%
Rhode Island, Tennessee 17%  Alabama, California 1%
Delaware, Hawaii, Kentucky 16%  Louisiana, Mississippi 8%
Arizona, Florida 15%  District of Columbia 5%
Nevada 14%  Guam 3%

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
Texas were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics

assessment?
= Male
v
v Female
- American Indian/Alaskan Native?
2
g Asian/Pacific Islander?
=
E Black
8 Hispanic
3]
oc

Parents’ highest
level of education

School

Poverty
measure

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.

location

White

Less than high school

High school graduate

Some education beyond high school
College graduate

Central city
Urban fringe/large town
Rural/small town

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch

27%

40%

30%

39%

30%

39%

0%

Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
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Mathematics Grade 8 _ Texas

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
. thematics assessment

1. Improvement Over Time me

P 100%
Have Texas' 8th graders improved in mathematics achievement? 800
Yes. The percentage of Texas' public school 8th graders who met the Goals 600
Panel’s performance standard in mathematics increased from 13% in 1990, to v
21% in 1996. 40%

219

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of 20%}-13% 18% ;
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of oo j . l

. (]
Educational Progress, or NAEP. 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons* 3. Subgroup Performance

How did Texas compare with other states in 8th grade mathematics What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in

achievement in public schools in 19967 Texas were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?

13 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP: = Male
(%]
n Female
Minnesota 349%  Alaska 30%
North Dakota 33% Massachusetts, Michigan 28% . . . 9
Montana, Wisconsin 320  Vermont 27% Z American Ind|.am/AIas.kfan Native
Connecticut, lowa, Maine, Nebraska 310  Washington? 26% 2 Asian/Pacific Islander 57%
o Black
15 states had similar' percentages of students who were % Hispanic
11 . 3]
at or above Proficient on NAEP: S White
Oregon? 26%  North Carolina, Rhode Island 20% o<
Colorado 25%  Delaware 19% E 2 Less than high school
U.S.” Indiana, Maryland, Utah 24% Arizona 18% 2 § High school graduate
Missouri,. N.ev.v York, Wyoming 229  California, Florida 17% W E Some education beyond high school
Texas, Virginia 21% c o
% = College graduate
13 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were &2
at or above Proficient on NAEP: _ e Central city
o o
. . jiE= Urban fringe/I t
Georgia, Hawaii, Kentucky 16%  Alabama 12% § § roan F:mgT/ argﬁ own
Tennessee 15%  Louisiana, Mississippi 7% = uralfsmall town
New Mexico, South Carolina, 14%  Guam 6% o
West Virginia District of Columbia 5% £3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Arkansas 13% DS_ g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 31%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

T The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

T See explanation on pp. 3-4. 1 ) ] ] )
2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically, its placement is correct. See pp. 3-4. Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.

* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data. Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
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Texas _ Science Grade 8

. Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
1. Improvement Over Time science assessment

100%

Have Texas' 8th graders improved in science achievement?

In 1996, 23% of Texas' public school 8th graders met the Goals Panel's
performance standard in science. The Goals Panel will report whether science 60%
performance has improved over time when science is assessed again in 2000.

8 c "IIU

4 nIIU
The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of oo 23%
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of v I
Educational Progress, or NAEP. 0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Science performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons* 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Texas compare with other states in 8th grade science What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
achievement in public schools in 19967 Texas were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP science assessment?

18 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP: x Male 27%
&
Maine, Montana, North Dakota 419%  Colorado, Michigan, Oregon, Utah 32% Female
Wisconsin 39% Alaska 31%
Massachusetts, Minnesota 37% Indiana 30% oy American Indian/Alaskan Native
Connecticut, lowa 36% U.S.* 29% 2 Asian/Pacific Islander 34%
Nebraska 35%  Missouri 28% b Black
Vermont, Wyoming 349 g Hispanic
15 states had similar' percentages of students who were = White 38%
at or above Proficient on NAEP: o <
L _ 0 3 Less than high school
New York, Virginia, Washington 27%  Arkansas, Tennessee 22% S § Hiah school araduat
Rhode Island 26%  Delaware, Florida, Georgia, 21% =3 . 'gh sc 00_ graduate
Maryland 2500 West Virginia 2 s Some education beyond high school 28%
North Carolina 249%  California 20% s T College graduate 35%
Texas, Arizona, Kentucky 23% &2
8 states had significantly | ! t f students wh 58 Central city
states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were = :
: at or a{)ove Pro'fJicient o;l NAEP: -Sc: § Urban fringe/large town
w L Rural/small town

New Mexico 19% Louisiana 13% o
o > v
Alabama . 18%  Mississippi 12% €3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
SouthﬂCaroIma 17% Gyam . 7% nc>3 g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 34%
Hawaii 15%  District of Columbia 5%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
* No school location data for science in 1996.

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.
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International Comparisons _

Mathematics Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade mathematics in 1995. If public school
8th graders in Texas participated in the TIMSS mathematics assessment,
how would their average performance compare to that of students who

took TIMSS in these nations?

19 nations* would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

Texas

Science Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade science in 1995. If public school 8th
graders in Texas participated in the TIMSS science assessment, how would
their average performance compare to that of students who took TIMSS in
these nations?

10 nations* would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

(Australia)

(Austria)

Belgium - Flemish?
(Belgium - French)?
(Bulgaria)

Canada

Czech Republic
France

Hong Kong
Hungary

Ireland

Japan

Korea
(Netherlands)
Russian Federation
Singapore

Slovak Republic
(Slovenia)
(Switzerland)

16 nations' would be expected to perform similarly:'

(Denmark)
(England)
(Germany)
(Greece)
Iceland
(Israel)

(Latvia - LSS)?
(Lithuania)
New Zealand

6 nations™ would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(Colombia)
Cyprus
Iran, Islamic Republic

Norway
(Romania)
(Scotland)
Spain

Sweden

Texas
(Thailand)
United States

(Kuwait)
Portugal
(South Africa)

1 The term "nation" is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions. Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.

3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

(Austria) Japan
(Bulgaria) Korea

Czech Republic (Netherlands)
(England) Singapore
Hungary (Slovenia)
(Australia) Norway
Belgium - Flemish? Russian Federation
Canada (Scotland)
France Slovak Republic
(Germany) Spain

(Greece) Sweden

Hong Kong (Switzerland)
Iceland Texas

Ireland (Thailand)
(Israel) United States
New Zealand

11 nations* would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(Belgium - French)? (Latvia - LSS)?

(Colombia) (Lithuania)
Cyprus Portugal
(Denmark) (Romania)
Iran, Islamic Republic (South Africa)

(Kuwait)

1 The term "nation" is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions. Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.

3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of
the population.
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Utah _ Mathematics Grade 4

) Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
1. Improvement Over Time mathematics assessment
100%

Have Utah's 4th graders improved in mathematics achievement?
80%

Not yet. Between 1992 and 1996, there was no significant change in the
percentage of public school 4th graders who met the Goals Panel’s 60%
performance standard in mathematics.

40%

ns
The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of 2006 19% 23%
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of . I
Educational Progress, or NAEP. 0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

NS Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons* 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Utah compare with other states in 4th grade mathematics What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
achievement in public schools in 19967 Utah were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?
1 state had a significantly higher' percentage of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP: x Male 26%
v
. n Femal 209%
Connecticut 31% emale °
23 states had similar' percentages of students who were = American Indian/Alaskan Native 10%
at or above Proficient on NAEP: Zg Asian/Pacific Islander?
< 2
Minnesota 29%  Colorado, lowa, Maryland, Montana ~ 22% 2 _Bladf
Maine, Wisconsin 27%  U.S.;* Alaska, North Carolina, Oregon, 21% 2 H|span|c: 7%
New Jersey, Texas 250 Washington e White 26%
Indiana, Massachusetts, Nebraska, 24%  Missouri, New York, Pennsylvania 20% -
North Dakota Virginia? 19% E % Less than high school?
Utah, Michigan, Vermont 23% gé High school graduate 19%
20 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were 2 % Some education beyond high school 25%
at or above Proficient on NAEP: g = College graduate 31%
a3
West Virginia,* Wyoming? 19%  South Carolina 1200 - .
' . . Central cit 229
Rhode Island, Tennessee 17%  Alabama, California 1% <_% _§ Urban fri Ien rataty 00
Delaware, Hawaii, Kentucky 16%  Louisiana, Mississippi 8% S § rban fringe/large town 23%
Arizona, Florida 15%  District of Columbia 500 we Rural/small town 22%
Nevada 14%  Guam 3% o
Arkansas, Georgia, New Mexico 13% g 3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
n?f g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 27%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
T The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4.
2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically, its placement is correct. See pp. 3-4. 1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data. Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
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Mathematics Grade 8 _ Utah

) Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
1. Improvement Over Time mathematics assessment
100%

Have Utah's 8th graders improved in mathematics achievement?
80%

Not yet. Between 1992 and 1996, there was no significant change in the
percentage of public school 8th graders who met the Goals Panel’s 60%
performance standard in mathematics.

40%

ns
The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of 200 22% 24%
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of " l I
Educational Progress, or NAEP. 0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

NS Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons* 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Utah compare with other states in 8th grade mathematics What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
achievement in public schools in 19967 Utah were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?
9 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP: x Male 27%
(%
. . . n Female 22%
Minnesota 34%  Connecticut, lowa, Maine, Nebraska 31%
North Dakota 33%  Alaska 30% . . . 9
Montana, Wisconsin 3906 z American Indl.an/AIas.k?n Native
2 Asian/Pacific Islander 24%
14 states had similar' percentages of students who were e Black?
at or above Proficient on NAEP: E Hispanic
Massachusetts, Michigan 28%  U.S.* Utah, Indiana, Maryland 249% = White 27%
Vermont 27%  Missouri, New York, Wyoming 22% o <
Oregon, Washington 26%  Texas, Virginia 21% _ac"} -% Less than high school
Colorado 25%  North Carolina 20% E’é High school graduate
—— e Some education beyond high school 25%
18 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were £ 0o College araduate 33%
at or above Proficient on NAEP: & E g9e9
)
Rhode Island? 20%  Arkansas 13% — Central city 23%
Delaware 19%  Alabama 120 8 % Urban fringe/large town 26%
Ariz.ona. . 18%  Louisiana, Mississippi 7% & 8 Rural/small town 23%
California, Florida 17%  Guam 6%
Georgia, Hawaii, Kentucky 16%  District of Columbia 5% - U . . .
Tennessee 15% €3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 17%
New Mexico, South Carolina, 149 08_ g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 27%
West Virginia 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
T The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4.
2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically, its placement is correct. See pp. 3-4. 1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic school data. 2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
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Utah Science Grade 8

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

1. Improvement Over Time science assessment
Have Utah's 8th graders improved in science achievement? 100%
80"/\1

In 1996, 32% of Utah's public school 8th graders met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in science. The Goals Panel will report whether science 60%
performance has improved over time when science is assessed again in 2000.

40% 32%
The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of 0
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of v
Educational Progress, or NAEP. 0%
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Science performance will be tested again in 2000.
2. State Comparisons* 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Utah compare with other states in 8th grade science What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
achievement in public schools in 19967 Utah were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP science assessment?
4 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP: x Male 37%
v
wv
Maine, Montana, North Dakota 419%  Wisconsin 39% Female 27%
14 states had similar' percentages of students who were Z American Indian/Alaskan Native?
at or above Proficient on NAEP: 2 Asian/Pacific Islander
f Black?
Massachusetts, Minnesota 37%  Alaska 31% < plack
Connecticut, lowa 36% Indiana 30% &% Hispanic
Nebraska 3500 U.S.* 29% White 34%
Vermont, Wyoming 34%  Missouri 28% c
Utah, Colorado, Michigan, Oregon 32% Virginia? 27% Fi 2 Less than high school
(]
o) 9 .
23 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were :i ‘,,':: . High schoo.l graduate )
at or above Proficient on NAEP: 2y Some education beyond high school 29%
=] College graduate 39%
New York,> Washington? 27%  New Mexico 19% a3
Rhode Island 26%  Alabama 18% -
. ] Central cit
Maryland 25%  South Carolina 17% S é Urban fringe/l & Y
North Carolina 24%  Hawaii 15% S g roan fringe/large town
Arizona, Kentucky, Texas 23% Louisiana 13% v = Rural/small town
Arkansas, Tennessee 22%  Mississippi 12% o w
Delaware, Florida, Georgia, 21%  Guam 7% < 3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
West Virginia District of Columbia 500 nc>3 g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 34%
California 20% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
T The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4. 1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically, its placement is correct. See pp. 3-4. 2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data. ** No school location data for science in 1996.
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Mathematics Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade mathematics in 1995. If public school
8th graders in Utah participated in the TIMSS mathematics assessment, how
would their average performance compare to that of students who took

TIMSS in these nations?

12 nations* would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

(Austria)

Belgium - Flemish?
Czech Republic
France

Hong Kong
Hungary

Japan

Korea
Singapore
Slovak Republic
(Slovenia)
(Switzerland)

18 nations' would be expected to perform similarly:

(Australia)
(Belgium - French)?
(Bulgaria)

Canada

(Denmark)
(England)
(Germany)

Ireland

(Israel)

(Latvia - LSS)?

(Netherlands)

New Zealand
Norway

Russian Federation
(Scotland)

Sweden

(Thailand)

United States
Utah

11 nations* would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(Colombia)

Cyprus

(Greece)

Iceland

Iran, Islamic Republic
(Kuwait)

(Lithuania)
Portugal
(Romania)
(South Africa)
Spain

1 The term "nation" is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions. Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.

3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

International Comparisons _

Science Grade 8 *

Utah

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade science in 1995. If public school 8th
graders in Utah participated in the TIMSS science assessment, how would
their average performance compare to that of students who took TIMSS in
these nations?

1 nation* would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

Singapore

17 nations' would be expected to perform similarly:

(Australia)
(Austria)

Belgium - Flemish?
(Bulgaria)

Czech Republic
(England)
(Germany)
Hungary

Ireland

(Belgium - French)?
Canada

(Colombia)

Cyprus

(Denmark)

France

(Greece)

Hong Kong

|celand

Iran, Islamic Republic
(Israel)

(Kuwait)

Japan

Korea
(Netherlands)
Russian Federation
Slovak Republic
(Slovenia)

Sweden

United States
Utah

23 nations® would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(Latvia - LSS)?
(Lithuania)
New Zealand
Norway
Portugal
(Romania)
(Scotland)
(South Africa)
Spain
(Switzerland)
(Thailand)

1 The term "nation" is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions. Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.
3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I
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Vermont _ Mathematics Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

1. Improvement Over Time mathematics assessment
0y
Have Vermont's 4th graders improved in mathematics achievement? 100%
0,
In 1996, 23% of Vermont's public school 4th graders met the Goals Panel’s 80%
performance standard in mathematics. The Goals Panel will report whether 60%
mathematics performance has improved over time when mathematics is
S 40%
assessed again in 2000. 23%
. . 2
The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of 0% .
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of 0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

Educational Progress, or NAEP.

2. State Comparisons* 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Vermont compare with other states in 4th grade mathematics What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
achievement in public schools in 19967 Vermont were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?
2 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP: x Male = 24%
v
. . n Femal 219
Connecticut 319%  Minnesota 29% emale °
22 states had similar' percentages of students who were = American Indian/Alaskan Native?
at or above Proficient on NAEP: :g Asian/Pacific Islander?
< 2
Maine, Wisconsin 27%  Colorado, lowa, Maryland, Montana 22% < .Bladf
New Jersey, Texas 250  U.S.* Alaska, North Carolina, Oregon, 21% 2 Hispanic ﬁ’/‘i
Indiana, Massachusetts, Nebraska, 24% Washington e White 24%
North Dakota Missouri, New York, Pennsylvania 20% c
Vermont, Michigan, Utah 23% \Virginia’ 19% v .8 Less than high school?
< @©
— E’é High school graduate
20 states had significantly lower’ Pe.rcentages of students who were v O Some education beyond high school 220
at or above Proficient on NAEP: c o
g < College graduate 330%
West Virginia,” Wyoming? 19%  South Carolina 12% “ 3
Rhode Island, Tennessee 17%  Alabama, California 1% e Central city?
De.laware, ngaii, Kentucky 16% Lc.)uis.iana, l\/lississippi 8% _§ -% Urban fringe/large town?
Arizona, Florida 15%  District of Columbia 5% g 9
v o Rural/small town 22%
Nevada 14%  Guam 3%
Arkansas, Georgia, New Mexico 13% > v . .
£ 3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
n?f g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 28%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
T The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4.
2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically, its placement is correct. See pp. 3-4. 1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data. Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
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1. Improvement Over Time
Have Vermont's 8th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

In 1996, 27% of Vermont's public school 8th graders met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in mathematics. The Goals Panel will report whether
mathematics performance has improved over time when mathematics is
assessed again in 2000.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Mathematics Grade 8 |

Vermont

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

100%

8 c "IIU

60%

40% 27%
20% I
0%
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did Vermont compare with other states in 8th grade mathematics
achievement in public schools in 19967

17 states had similar' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Minnesota 34%  Massachusetts, Michigan 28%
North Dakota 33% Vermont 27%
Montana, Wisconsin 32%  Oregon, Washington 26%
Connecticut, lowa, Maine, Nebraska 31% Colorado 25%
Alaska 30% U.S.* Indiana, Maryland, Utah 249%
24 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were

Missouri, New York, Wyoming 22%  New Mexico, South Carolina, 14%
Texas, Virginia 21% West Virginia

North Carolina, Rhode Island 20%  Arkansas 13%
Delaware 19%  Alabama 12%
Arizona 18%  Louisiana, Mississippi 7%
California, Florida 17%  Guam 6%
Georgia, Hawaii, Kentucky 16%  District of Columbia 5%
Tennessee 15%

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
Vermont were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?

= Male 28%
v

v Female

- American Indian/Alaskan Native2

2

:g Asian/Pacific Islander?

< 2

E Black

3 Hispanic?

&

White 29%

Less than high school
High school graduate
Some education beyond high school

College graduate 40%

Parents' highest
level of education

Central city?
Urban fringe/large town

School
location

Rural/small town 28%

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 16%
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 31%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
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Vermont

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Vermont's 8th graders improved in science achievement?

In 1996, 34% of Vermont's public school 8th graders met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in science. The Goals Panel will report whether science
performance has improved over time when science is assessed again in 2000.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Science Grade 8

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
science assessment

100%

8 "IIU

60%
40% 34%
2 {‘IIU I
0%
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Science performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons* 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Vermont compare with other states in 8th grade science What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
achievement in public schools in 19967 Vermont were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP science
assessment?
1 state had a significantly higher' percentage of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP: 5 Male 36%
North Dakota? 41% v Female
at or above Proficient on NAEP: ] Asi o 2
‘= sian/Pacific Islander
Maine,> Montana? 41%  Vermont, Wyoming 349% E Black?
Wisconsin 39% Colorado, Michigan, Oregon, Utah 320% § Hispanic
Massachusetts, Minnesota 37%  Alaska 31% o White 36%
Connecticut, lowa 36% Indiana 30%
Nebraska 3500 % s L .
L% ess than high school
25 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were 23 High school graduate
at or above Proficient on NAEP: :2 ;; Some education beyond high school
[
us: 29% California 20% s s College graduate 7%
Missouri 28%  New Mexico 19% - )
New York, Virginia, Washington 27%  Alabama 18% !i_: 5 Central city
Rhode Island 26%  South Carolina 17% 25 Urban fringe/large town
Maryland 25%  Hawaii 15% e Rural/small town
North Carolina 24% Louisiana 13%
Arizona, Kentucky, Texas 23%  Mississippi 12% z < Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Arkansas, Tennessee 22%  Guam 7% % § Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 38%
Delaware, Florida, Georgia, 21%  District of Columbia 5% & g ot elgibie Torireg/reduced-price func 0
West Virginia 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
T The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4. 1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically, its placement is correct. See pp. 3-4. 2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data. ** No school location data for science in 1996.
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Mathematics Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade mathematics in 1995. If public school
8th graders in Vermont participated in the TIMSS mathematics assessment,
how would their average performance compare to that of students who
took TIMSS in these nations?

8 nations™ would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

International Comparisons _

Vermont

Science Grade 8 *

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade science in 1995. If public school 8th
graders in Vermont participated in the TIMSS science assessment, how
would their average performance compare to that of students who took
TIMSS in these nations?

1 nation* would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

Belgium - Flemish? Korea

Czech Republic Singapore
Hong Kong Slovak Republic
Japan (Switzerland)

21 nations™ would be expected to perform similarly:'

(Australia) (Israel)
(Austria) (Netherlands)
(Belgium - French)? New Zealand
(Bulgaria) Norway
Canada Russian Federation
(Denmark) (Scotland)
(England) (Slovenia)
France Sweden
(Germany) (Thailand)
Hungary United States
Ireland Vermont

12 nations* would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(Colombia) (Latvia - LSS)?
Cyprus (Lithuania)
(Greece) Portugal
Iceland (Romania)
Iran, Islamic Republic (South Africa)
(Kuwait) Spain

1 The term "nation" is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions. Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.
3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

Singapore

17 nations' would be expected to perform similarly:’

(Australia) Japan

(Austria) Korea

Belgium - Flemish? (Netherlands)
(Bulgaria) Russian Federation
Czech Republic Slovak Republic
(England) (Slovenia)
(Germany) Sweden

Hungary United States
Ireland Vermont

23 nations’ would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(Belgium - French)?

(Latvia - LSS)?

Canada (Lithuania)
(Colombia) New Zealand
Cyprus Norway
(Denmark) Portugal
France (Romania)
(Greece) (Scotland)
Hong Kong (South Africa)
Iceland Spain

Iran, Islamic Republic (Switzerland)
(Israel) (Thailand)
(Kuwait)

1 The term "nation" is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions. Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.
3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I
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Virginia _ Mathematics Grade 4

) Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
1. Improvement Over Time mathematics assessment
100%

Have Virginia's 4th graders improved in mathematics achievement?
80%

Not yet. Between 1992 and 1996, there was no significant change in the
percentage of public school 4th graders who met the Goals Panel’s 60%
performance standard in mathematics.

40%
The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of 20% 19% 19%
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of l .
Educational Progress, or NAEP. 0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons* 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Virginia compare with other states in 4th grade mathematics What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
achievement in public schools in 19967 Virginia were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?
5 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP: x Male
v
wv
Connecticut 319%  Maine, Wisconsin 27% Female
Minnesota 29%  Texas? 25% . . I
= American Indian/Alaskan Native
27 states had similar' percentages of students who were :g Asian/Pacific Islander 39%
at or above Proficient on NAEP: < Black
<
New Jersey’ 25%  Missouri, New York, Pennsylvania 20% § Hispanic
Indiana, Massachusetts, Nebraska, 24%  Virginia, West Virginia, Wyoming 19% = White
North Dakota Rhode Island, Tennessee 17% -
Michigan, Utah, Vermont 23%  Delaware, Hawaii, Kentucky 16% 3 2 Less than high school
Colorado, lowa, Maryland, Montana 22%  Arizona® 15% = § High school graduate
U.S.,* Alaska, North Carolina, Oregon, 21% =3 S . .
. v ome education beyond high school
Washington < o
g < College graduate 29%
>
12 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were &3
at or above Proficient on NAEP: — Central city
o o
Si=1 i 9
Florida? 15%  Alabama, California 11% § g Urban fringe/large town 27%
Nevada 14%  Louisiana, Mississippi 8% = Ruralfsmall town
Arkansas, Georgia, New Mexico 13%  District of Columbia 5% o
South Carolina 12%  Guam 3% £ 3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
n?f g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 25%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
T The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4.
2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically, its placement is correct. See pp. 3-4. 1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data. Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
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Mathematics Grade 8 _ Virginia

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Virginia's 8th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

Not yet. Between 1990 and 1996, there was no significant change in the
percentage of public school 8th graders who met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in mathematics.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

100%
80%
60%
40%
2000/ 7% 19% 20
0% j . l

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

NS Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.

Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons* 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Virginia compare with other states in 8th grade mathematics What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
achievement in public schools in 19967 Virginia were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?
14 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP: x Male
(%
. v Female
Minnesota 34%  Alaska 30%
North Dakota 33% Massachusetts, Michigan 28% . . . 9
Montana, Wisconsin 32% \ermont 27% Z American Ind|.an/AIas.kfm Native
Connecticut, lowa, Maine, Nebraska ~ 31%  Oregon, Washington 26% = Asian/Pacific Islander 38%
=
B Black
13 states had similar' percentages of students who were - ; ;
t or above Proficient on NAEP: § Hispanic
at or above Proficient on : 8 White 28%
Colorado 25%  North Carolina, Rhode Island 20% c
U.S.,* Indiana, Maryland, Utah 24% Delaware 19% 5 2 Less than high school
Missouri, New York, Wyoming 22%  Arizona 2 18% igug High school graduate
R 0 : ; 0
Virginia, Texas 21%  California 17% wl Some education beyond high school
[=ENe)
[T 0/
14 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were é_‘i v College graduate 36%
at or above Proficient on NAEP: =
— Central city
Florida’ i} 17%  Arkansas 13% 3 % Urban fringe/large town 31%
Georgia, Hawaii, Kentucky 16% Alat.)a.ma S 12% S E Rural/small town
Tennessee 15%  Louisiana, Mississippi 7%
New Mexico, South Carolina, 14%  Guam 6% > v . .
West Virginia District of Columbia 500 s 32 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
08_ g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 26%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
T The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4.
2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically, its placement is correct. See pp. 3-4. 1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic school data. 2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I 201



Virginia _ Science Grade 8

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

1. Improvement Over Time science assessment
Have Virginia's 8th graders improved in science achievement? 100%
80"/\1

In 1996, 27% of Virginia's public school 8th graders met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in science. The Goals Panel will report whether science 60%
performance has improved over time when science is assessed again in 2000.

4 nIIU

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of 0 27%
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of v I
Educational Progress, or NAEP. 0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Science performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons* 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Virginia compare with other states in 8th grade science What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
achievement in public schools in 19967 Virginia were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP science assessment?
11 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP: % Male 28%
- 0 - 0 v Female
Maine, Montana, North Dakota 419%  Connecticut, lowa 36%
Wisconsin 39% Nebraska 35% ) ) o
Massachusetts, Minnesota 37% Vermont, Wyoming 34% z American Indian/Alaskan Native
2 Asian/Pacific Islander 41%
17 states had similar' percentages of students who were % Black
. . =~
at or above Proficient on NAEP: g Hispanic
Colorado, Michigan, Oregon, Utah 32% Rhode Island 26% White 36%
Alaska 31%  Maryland 25% = S
Indiana 30%  North Carolina 249% _02 = Less than high school
us.* 29%  Arizona, Kentucky, Texas 23% .?é High school graduate
M.|559u.r| . 28%  Arkansas, Tennessee 22% :2 % Some education beyond high school
Virginia, New York, Washington 27% % - College graduate 241%
€3
13 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were - | ci
at or above Proficient on NAEP: L s Central city
8 ‘5 Urban fringe/large town
Delaware, Florida, Georgia, 21%  Hawaii 15% = Rural/small town
West Virginia Louisiana 13%
California 20%  Mississippi 12% Pl . .
New Mexico 19%  Guam 706 § % EI.|g.|bIe for free/reduced pr.lce lunch i
Alabama 18%  District of Columbia 50 o g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 349%
South Carolina 17% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
T The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories. 1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4. 2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data. ** No school location data for science in 1996.
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Mathematics Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and

Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade mathematics in 1995. If public school
8th graders in Virginia participated in the TIMSS mathematics assessment,

how would their average performance compare to that of students who

took TIMSS in these nations?

19 nations* would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

(Australia)

(Austria)

Belgium - Flemish?
(Belgium - French)?
(Bulgaria)

Canada

Czech Republic
France

Hong Kong
Hungary

Ireland

Japan

Korea
(Netherlands)
Russian Federation
Singapore

Slovak Republic
(Slovenia)
(Switzerland)

17 nations' would be expected to perform similarly:'

Cyprus
(Denmark)
(England)
(Germany)
(Greece)
Iceland
(Israel)

(Latvia - LSS)?
(Lithuania)

New Zealand
Norway
(Romania)
(Scotland)
Spain

Sweden
(Thailand)
United States
Virginia

5 nations’ would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(Colombia)
Iran, Islamic Republic
(Kuwait)

Portugal
(South Africa)

1 The term "nation" is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions. Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.

3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

International Comparisons _

Science Grade 8

Virginia

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade science in 1995. If public school 8th
graders in Virginia participated in the TIMSS science assessment, how would
their average performance compare to that of students who took TIMSS in
these nations?

4 nations* would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

Czech Republic
Japan

Korea
Singapore

23 nations™ would be expected to perform similarly:'

(Australia)
(Austria)
Belgium - Flemish?
(Bulgaria)
Canada
(England)
(Germany)
Hong Kong
Hungary
Ireland
(Israel)
(Netherlands)

New Zealand
Norway
Russian Federation
(Scotland)
Slovak Republic
(Slovenia)
Spain

Sweden
(Switzerland)
(Thailand)
United States
Virginia

14 nations* would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(Belgium - French)?
(Colombia)

Cyprus

(Denmark)

France

(Greece)

|celand

Iran, Islamic Republic
(Kuwait)

(Latvia - LSS)?
(Lithuania)

Portugal

(Romania)

(South Africa)

1 The term "nation" is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions. Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.
3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I
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Washington _ Mathematics Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

1. Improvement Over Time mathematics assessment
0y
Have Washington's 4th graders improved in mathematics achievement? 100%
0,
In 1996, 219% of Washington's public school 4th graders met the Goals Panel’s 80%
performance standard in mathematics. The Goals Panel will report whether 60%
mathematics performance has improved over time when mathematics is
S 40%
assessed again in 2000. 21%
The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of 20% l
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of 0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

Educational Progress, or NAEP.

2. State Comparisons* 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Washington compare with other states in 4th grade mathematics What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
achievement in public schools in 19967 Washington were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?
4 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP: x Male 23%
v
(%] 0y
Connecticut 31%  Maine, Wisconsin 27% Female 18%
Minnesota 29% . . .
= American Indian/Alaskan Native
23 states had similar' percentages of students who were 2 Asian/Pacific Islander 21%
at or above Proficient on NAEP: % Black
- R
New Jersey, Texas 25%  U.S.,* Washington, Alaska, 21% é Hlspar.nc 0
Indiana, Massachusetts, Nebraska, 24% North Carolina, Oregon White 24%
North Dakota Missouri, New York, Pennsylvania 20% = S
Michigan, Utah, Vermont 23%  Virginia, West Virginia, Wyoming 19% _ec"J k- Less than high school
Colorado, lowa, Maryland, Montana 22%  Tennessee? 17% 25 High school graduate
=
wl Some education beyond high school 29%
17 states had significantly lower [.)e.rcentages of students who were g T‘? College graduate 28%
at or above Proficient on NAEP: £ 3
Rhode Island? 17%  South Carolina 12% — < Central city 20%
.. . . o o
Delaware, Hawaii, Kentucky 16%  Alabama, California 11% o Urban fringe/large town 21%
Arizona, Florida 15%  Louisiana, Mississippi 8% A8 Rural/small town 2200
Nevada 14%  District of Columbia 5%
i i 0 0
Arkansas, Georgia, New Mexico 13%  Guam 3% g ﬂé Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
n?f g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 26%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
T The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4.
2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically, its placement is correct. See pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data. 1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.

204 See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I



Mathematics Grade 8 _ Washington

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

1. Improvement Over Time

Have Washington's 8th graders improved in mathematics achievement? 100%
In 1996, 26% of Washington's public school 8th graders met the Goals Panel’s 80%
performance standard in mathematics. The Goals Panel will report whether 60%
mathematics performance has improved over time when mathematics is N
assessed again in 2000. 40% 26%
The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of 20% I
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of 0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons* 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Washington compare with other states in 8th grade mathematics What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
achievement in public schools in 19967 Washington were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?
4 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP: x Male 27%
[}
. v Female 26%
Minnesota 34%  Montana? 32%
0 2 0
North Dakota 3% Nebraska 31% - American Indian/Alaskan Native
15 states had similar' percentages of students who were g Asian/Pacific Islander 2900
at or above Proficient on NAEP: < Black
v
Wisconsin® 32%  Washington, Oregon 26% E HiSPi’".‘ic
Connecticut,? lowa,* Maine? 31%  Colorado 25% White 30%
Alaska 30%  U.S.* Indiana, Maryland, Utah 249% c
Massachusetts, Michigan 28%  Missouri,” New York? 22% _qc",’ % Less than high school
Vermont 27% E’é High school graduate
=3 . .
22 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were 2o Some education beyond high school 26%
at or above Proficient on NAEP: g e College graduate 37%
& o
¥Vyom{?92_ _ g?gjo Nev;vl\/letx\;c_o, South Carolina, 14% o Central city 24%
exas, Virginia o est Virginia S.S . o
North Carolina, Rhode Island 20%  Arkansas 13% S8 Urban fringe/large town 23%
Delaware 19%  Alabama 1200 o2 Rural/small town
Arizona 18%  Louisiana, Mississippi 7% o
California, Florida 17%  Guam 6% *g § Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Georgia, Hawaii, Kentucky 16%  District of Columbia 5% ng_ 2 Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 31%
Tennessee 15% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
T The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4.
2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically, its placement is correct. See pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data. 1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
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Washington _ Science Grade 8

. Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
1. Improvement Over Time science assessment

100%

Have Washington's 8th graders improved in science achievement?

In 1996, 27% of Washington's public school 8th graders met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in science. The Goals Panel will report whether science 60%
performance has improved over time when science is assessed again in 2000.

8 c "IIU

4 nIIU

. . 27%
The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of 0 ’
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of v I
Educational Progress, or NAEP. 0%
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Science performance will be tested again in 2000.
2. State Comparisons* 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Washington compare with other states in 8th grade science What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
achievement in public schools in 19967 Washington were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP science
assessment?
13 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP: % Male 30%
wv
Maine, Montana, North Dakota 41%  Nebraska 350 Female 23%
Wisconsin 39%  Vermont, Wyoming 34% ] ) ]
Massachusetts, Minnesota 37%  Colorado,” Utah? 32% oy American Indian/Alaskan Native
Connecticut, lowa 36% 2 Asian/Pacific Islander 220
=
oy ] Black
13 states had similar' percentages of students who were = . ac.
at or above Proficient on NAEP: § Hispanic
White 31%
Michigan,* Oregon? 32%  Washington, New York, Virginia 27% -
Ala.ska 31%  Rhode Island 26% _QCVJ 2 Less than high school
Indiana 30%  Maryland 25% > S Hiah school araduate
us* 29%  North Carolina 2400 o e 9 '3 0
Missouri 28%  Arizona, Kentucky, Texas 23% % Some education beyond high school 27%
=] College graduate 35%
>
15 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were & o
at or above Proficient on NAEP: S Central city
o = .
Arkansas, Tennessee 2206  South Carolina 17% _g s Urban fringe/large town
Delaware, Florida, Georgia, 21%  Hawaii 15% w2 Rural/small town
West Virginia Louisiana 13% -
California. 20%  Mississippi 12% g § Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
New Mexico 192/0 Guam _ 72/0 2 g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 31%
Alabama 18%  District of Columbia 5% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
T The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4.
2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically, its placement is correct. See pp. 3-4. 1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data. ** No school location data for science in 1996.
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International Comparisons _

Mathematics Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade mathematics in 1995. If public school
8th graders in Washington participated in the TIMSS mathematics
assessment, how would their average performance compare to that of

students who took TIMSS in these nations?

12 nations* would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

Washington

Science Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade science in 1995. If public school 8th
graders in Washington participated in the TIMSS science assessment, how
would their average performance compare to that of students who took
TIMSS in these nations?

(Austria)

Belgium - Flemish?
Czech Republic
France

Hong Kong
Hungary

Japan

Korea
Singapore
Slovak Republic
(Slovenia)
(Switzerland)

19 nations' would be expected to perform similarly:'

5 nations™ would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

(Bulgaria) Korea

Czech Republic Singapore
Japan

(Australia) Norway
(Austria) Russian Federation
Belgium - Flemish? (Scotland)
Canada Slovak Republic
(England) (Slovenia)
(Germany) Spain

Hong Kong Sweden
Hungary (Switzerland)
Ireland (Thailand)
(Israel) United States
(Netherlands) Washington
New Zealand

14 nations* would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(Australia) (Latvia - LSS)?®
(Belgium - French)? (Netherlands)
(Bulgaria) New Zealand
Canada Norway
(Denmark) Russian Federation
(England) (Scotland)
(Germany) Sweden
Iceland (Thailand)
Ireland United States
(Israel) Washington
(Colombia) (Lithuania)
Cyprus Portugal
(Greece) (Romania)
Iran, Islamic Republic (South Africa)
(Kuwait) Spain

1 The term "nation" is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions. Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.

3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

(Belgium - French)?
(Colombia)

Cyprus

(Denmark)

France

(Greece)

|celand

Iran, Islamic Republic
(Kuwait)

(Latvia - LSS)?
(Lithuania)

Portugal

(Romania)

(South Africa)

1 The term "nation" is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions. Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.
3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I
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West Virginia

1. Improvement Over Time *

Have West Virginia's 4th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

Yes. The percentage of West Virginia's public school 4th graders who met the
Goals Panel’s performance standard in mathematics increased from 12% in
1992, to 19% in 1996.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

I othcratics Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

mathematics assessment
100%

80%

60%

40%

20% 12%

19%

0% .

1990 1991
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

2. State Comparisons*

How did West Virginia compare with other states in 4th grade mathematics
achievement in public schools in 19967

9 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Connecticut 319%  New Jersey, Texas 25%
Minnesota 29%  Nebraska,® North Dakota? 24%
Maine, Wisconsin 27%  Vermont? 23%

23 states had similar' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Indiana,? Massachusetts? 24%  Missouri, New York, Pennsylvania 20%
Michigan,* Utah? 23%  West Virginia, \irginia, Wyoming 19%
Colorado, lowa, Maryland, 22% Rhode Island, Tennessee 17%
Montana Delaware, Hawaii, Kentucky 16%
U.S..” Alaska, North Carolina, Oregon, 21%  Arizona? 15%
Washington
12 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were
Florida? 15%  Alabama, California 1%
Nevada 14%  Louisiana, Mississippi 8%
Arkansas, Georgia, New Mexico 13%  District of Columbia 5%
South Carolina 12%  Guam 3%

T The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically, its placement is correct. See pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
West Virginia were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics

assessment?

%5 Male
v Female
= American Indian/Alaskan Native?
g Asian/Pacific Islander?
=

= Black
= . .
g Hispanic
e White

Parents' highest
level of education

Less than high school

High school graduate

Some education beyond high school
College graduate

E k5 Central city

é B Urban fringe/large town
= Rural/small town
v

*5 2 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
@«

é g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch

20%
18%

20%

27%
27%

19%
22%
18%

27%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
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1. Improvement Over Time *

Have West Virginia's 8th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

Yes. The percentage of West Virginia's public school 8th graders who met the
Goals Panel’s performance standard in mathematics increased from 9% in
1990, to 14% in 1996.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Mathematics Grade 8 _ West Virginia

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

100%

80%

60%

40%

20% —gop 10% 14%

00, L
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did West Virginia compare with other states in 8th grade mathematics
achievement in public schools in 19967

27 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Minnesota 349  Colorado 25%
North Dakota 33% U.S.” Indiana, Maryland, Utah 249%
Montana, Wisconsin 32%  Missouri, New York, Wyoming 22%
Connecticut, lowa, Maine, Nebraska 31%  Texas, Virginia 21%
Alaska 30%  North Carolina, Rhode Island 20%
Massachusetts, Michigan 28%  Delaware 19%
Vermont 27%  Arizona 18%
Oregon, Washington 26%

10 states had similar' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

California, Florida 17%  Arkansas 13%
Georgia, Hawaii, Kentucky 16% Alabama 12%
Tennessee 15%
West Virginia, New Mexico, 14%

South Carolina

4 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Louisiana, Mississippi 7%  District of Columbia 5%
Guam 6%

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
West Virginia were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics

assessment?
% Male E 14%
7 Female 14%
z American IndianfAlaskan Native?
% Asian/Pacific Islander?
5 Black I 206
T . .
g Hispanic [l 7%
= White L 15%
= S
n O .
£ 8 Less than high school
(=]
< 3 High school graduate
-, O
£ 4 Some education beyond high school 16%
c% TgJ College graduate 24%
B s Central city 17%
=1
é g Urban fringe/large town 17%
- Rural/small town 12%
zE - .
g2 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
® g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 18%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
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West Virginia

1. Improvement Over Time
Have West Virginia's 8th graders improved in science achievement?

In 1996, 219% of West Virginia's public school 8th graders met the Goals
Panel’s performance standard in science. The Goals Panel will report whether
science performance has improved over time when science is assessed again in
2000.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
science assessment

Science Grade 8

100%

80%

60%

40%

21%
20%

0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Science performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did West Virginia compare with other states in 8th grade science
achievement in public schools in 19967

22 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Maine, Montana, North Dakota 41%  Alaska 31%
Wisconsin 39% Indiana 30%
Massachusetts, Minnesota 37% U.S.” 29%
Connecticut, lowa 36%  Missouri 28%
Nebraska 35%  New York, Virginia, Washington 27%
Vermont, Wyoming 34%  Rhode Island 26%
Colorado, Michigan, Oregon, Utah 32%

13 states had similar' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Maryland 25%  California 20%
North Carolina 24%  New Mexico 19%
Arizona, Kentucky, Texas 23%  Alabama 18%
Arkansas, Tennessee 22%
West Virginia, Delaware, Florida, 21%

Georgia

6 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were

at or above Proficient on NAEP:

South Carolina 17%  Mississippi 12%
Hawaii 15%  Guam 7%
Louisiana 13%  District of Columbia 5%

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
West Virginia were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP science

assessment?
Male = 22%
Female 19%

American Indian/Alaskan Native?
Asian/Pacific Islander?

Black [l 4%
Hispanic [l 3%
White 22%

Less than high school
High school graduate

Some education beyond high school 23%
College graduate 32%

Sex

Race/ethnicity

Parents' highest
level of education

Central city
Urban fringe/large town
Rural/small town

School®
location

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch

Poverty
measure

26%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4. 2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data. ** No school location data for science in 1996.
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Mathematics Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade mathematics in 1995. If public school
8th graders in West Virginia participated in the TIMSS mathematics
assessment, how would their average performance compare to that of

students who took TIMSS in these nations?

22 nations™ would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

Science Grade 8

International Comparisons _ West Virginia

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade science in 1995. If public school 8th
graders in West Virginia participated in the TIMSS science assessment, how
would their average performance compare to that of students who took

TIMSS in these nations?

10 nations* would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

(Australia)
(Austria)

Belgium - Flemish?
(Belgium - French)?
(Bulgaria)

Canada

Czech Republic
France

Hong Kong
Hungary

Ireland

(Israel)

Japan

Korea
(Netherlands)
Russian Federation
Singapore
Slovak Republic
(Slovenia)
Sweden
(Switzerland)
(Thailand)

14 nations' would be expected to perform similarly:’

Cyprus
(Denmark)
(England)
(Germany)
(Greece)
|celand
(Latvia - LSS)®
(Lithuania)

New Zealand
Norway
(Romania)
(Scotland)
Spain

United States
West Virginia

5 nations’ would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(Colombia)
Iran, Islamic Republic
(Kuwait)

Portugal
(South Africa)

1 The term "nation" is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions. Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.
3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

(Austria)
(Bulgaria)
Czech Republic
(England)
Hungary

Japan

Korea
(Netherlands)
Singapore
(Slovenia)

17 nations' would be expected to perform similarly:’

(Australia)

Belgium - Flemish?
Canada

(Germany)

Hong Kong

Ireland

(Israel)

New Zealand
Norway

Russian Federation
(Scotland)

Slovak Republic
Spain

Sweden
(Switzerland)
(Thailand)

United States
West Virginia

14 nations® would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(Belgium - French)?
(Colombia)

Cyprus

(Denmark)

France

(Greece)

Iceland

Iran, Islamic Republic
(Kuwait)

(Latvia - LSS)?
(Lithuania)

Portugal

(Romania)

(South Africa)

1 The term "nation" is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions. Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.
3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I
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Wisconsin _ Mathematics Grade 4

) Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
1. Improvement Over Time mathematics assessment
100%

Have Wisconsin's 4th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

C . 80%
Not yet. Between 1992 and 1996, there was no significant change in the ’

percentage of public school 4th graders who met the Goals Panel’s 60%
performance standard in mathematics.

40%
27%
The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of 20% 24% ,
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of I I
Educational Progress, or NAEP. 0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

NS Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons* 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Wisconsin compare with other states in 4th grade mathematics What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
achievement in public schools in 19967 Wisconsin were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?
at or above Proficient on NAEP: % Male= 30%
Connecticut 319% Indiana, Massachusetts, Nebraska, 249% i’ Female 25%
Minnesota 29% North Dakota . i )
Wisconsin, Maine 27%  Michigan, Utah, Vermont 23% =z American Indian/Alaskan Native
New Jersey, Texas 250%  Maryland? 22% 2 Asian/Pacific Islander?
b Black [l 5%
at or above Proficient on NAEP: & White 320
Colorado,? lowa,> Montana? 22% Nevada 14% o €
U.S.,” Alaska, North Carolina, Oregon, 21%  Arkansas, Georgia, New Mexico 13% _ac"J % Less than high school?
Washington South Carolina 12% 2 g High school graduate
Missouri, New York, Pennsylvania 209%  Alabama, California 1% " E Some education beyond high school 3500
Virginia, West Virginia, Wyoming 19%  Louisiana, Mississippi 8% § o College graduate 37%
Rhode Island, Tennessee 17%  District of Columbia 5% £ 2
Delaware, Hawaii, Kentucky 16%  Guam 3% = .
Arizona, Florida 15% =5 Central city
_g g Urban fringe/large town 32%
v o Rural/small town 28%
> v - .
£ 3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
n?f g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 33%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
T The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4.
2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically, its placement is correct. See pp. 3-4. 1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data. Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.

212 See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I



Mathematics Grade 8 |

1. Improvement Over Time *

Have Wisconsin's 8th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

Yes. The percentage of Wisconsin's public school 8th graders who met the
Goals Panel’s performance standard in mathematics increased from 23% in
1990, to 32% in 1996.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Wisconsin

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

100%
80%
60%
40% 3% 27% 32%
20%] I
0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did Wisconsin compare with other states in 8th grade mathematics
achievement in public schools in 19967

12 states had similar' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Minnesota 34%  Alaska 30%
North Dakota 33%  Massachusetts, Michigan 28%
Wisconsin, Montana 32% \ermont 27%
Connecticut, lowa, Maine, Nebraska 319%  QOregon? 26%

29 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Washington? 26%  Georgia, Hawaii, Kentucky 16%
Colorado 2500  Tennessee 15%
U.S.” Indiana, Maryland, Utah 24%  New Mexico, South Carolina, 14%
Missouri, New York, Wyoming 22% West Virginia

Texas, Virginia 21%  Arkansas 13%
North Carolina, Rhode Island 20%  Alabama 12%
Delaware 19%  Louisiana, Mississippi 7%
Arizona 18%  Guam 6%
California, Florida 17%  District of Columbia 5%

T The term "state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

T See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically, its placement is correct. See pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
Wisconsin were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?

Male 33%
Female 31%

Sex

American Indian/Alaskan Native2
Asian/Pacific Islander?

Black

Hispanic

White

Race/ethnicity

36%

Less than high school
High school graduate
Some education beyond high school 32%

Parents' highest
level of education

College graduate 42
— Central city
o o
= Urban fringe/large town 37%
v U
2] Rural/small town 349%
> v .. .
€3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
08_ g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 37%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
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Wisconsin

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Wisconsin's 8th graders improved in science achievement?

In 1996, 39% of Wisconsin's public school 8th graders met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in science. The Goals Panel will report whether science
performance has improved over time when science is assessed again in 2000.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Science Grade 8

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
science assessment

100%

8 c "IIU

60%
39%

4 nIIU

2 nIIU

0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Science performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did Wisconsin compare with other states in 8th grade science
achievement in public schools in 19967

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
Wisconsin were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP science

assessment?
10 states had similar' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP: % Male 43%

Maine, Montana, North Dakota 41%  Connecticut, lowa 36% . Female
Wisconsin 39% Nebraska 35%
Massachusetts, Minnesota 37% Vermont, Wyoming 34% oy American Indian/Alaskan Native?

2 Asian/Pacific Islander?

at or above Proficient on NAEP: T . .

g Hispanic
Colorado, Michigan, Oregon, Utah 32% Delaware, Florida, Georgia, 21% e White 44%
Alaska 31% West Virginia c
Indiana 30%  California 20% E -% Less than high school
U.;.* . 29% New Mexico 19% Em g High school graduate
Missouri 28% - Alabama 18% 3| o Some education beyond high school 39%
New York, Virginia, Washington 27%  South Carolina 17% t 6 ¥ 9 .
Rhode Island 26%  Hawai 1500 52 College graduate 51%
Maryland 25%  Louisiana 13% =
North Carolina 24%  Mississippi 12% t s Central city
Arizona, Kentucky, Texas 23%  Guam 7% sg b Urban fringe/large town
Arkansas, Tennessee 22%  District of Columbia 5% 38 Rural/small town

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 46%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
* No school location data for science in 1996.

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.
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International Comparisons _ Wisconsin

Mathematics Grade 8 Science Grade 8 *

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and

Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade mathematics in 1995. If public school Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade science in 1995. If public school 8th
8th graders in Wisconsin participated in the TIMSS mathematics assessment, graders in Wisconsin participated in the TIMSS science assessment, how
how would their average performance compare to that of students who would their average performance compare to that of students who took
took TIMSS in these nations? TIMSS in these nations?
6 nations’ would be expected to perform significantly higher:' 1 nation® would be expected to perform significantly higher:'
Belgium - Flemish? Japan Singapore
Czech Republic Korea

Hong Kong Singapore

12 nations' would be expected to perform similarly:’

19 nations* would be expected to perform similarly:' (Australia) Japan
(Austria) Korea
(Australia) (Israel) Belgium - Flemish? (Netherlands)
(Austria) (Netherlands) (Bulgaria) . Slovak Bepublic
(Belgium - French)? New Zealand Czech Republic (Slf)vema!
(Bulgaria) Russian Federation (England) Wisconsin
Canada Slovak Republic Hungary
(England) (Slovenia)
France Sweden 28 nations’ would be expected to perform significantly lower:'
(Germany) (Switzerland)
Hungary (Th.a||and} (Belgium - French)? (Latvia - LSS)’
Ireland Wisconsin Canada (Lithuania)
(Colombia) New Zealand
16 nations® would be expected to perform significantly lower:' Cyprus Norway
(Denmark) Portugal
(Colombia) (Lithuania) France (Romama) ,
Cyprus Norway (Germany) Russian Federation
(Denmark) Portugal (Greece) (Scotland)
(Greece) (Romania) Hong Kong (South Africa)
Iceland (Scotland) :celar:dl -« Reoub gpa'g
Iran, Islamic Republic (South Africa) ran, Islamic Republic weaen
(Kuwait) Spain Ireland (Switzerland)
(Latvia - LSS)® United States (Israel)_ [Th:.a||and)
(Kuwait) United States
1 The term "nation" is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions. Performance for nations is based on 1 The term "nation" is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions. Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses. public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.
1 See explanation on pp. 3-4. 1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.
2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately. 2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.
3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of 3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of
the population. the population.
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Wyoming _ Mathematics Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

1. Improvement Over Time mathematics assessment
Have Wyoming's 4th graders improved in mathematics achievement? 100%
80%

Not yet. Between 1992 and 1996, there was no significant change in the
percentage of public school 4th graders who met the Goals Panel’s 60%
performance standard in mathematics.

40%
The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of 20% 19% 19%
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of l .
Educational Progress, or NAEP. 0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons* 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Wyoming compare with other states in 4th grade mathematics What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
achievement in public schools in 19967 Wyoming were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?
9 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP: x Male 20%
v
. n Femal 18%
Connecticut 31%  New Jersey, Texas 25% emale 0
Minnesota 29%  Nebraska,® North Dakota? 24% Ameri Indian/Alaskan Nati
Maine, Wisconsin 27%  Vermont? 23% =z merican Indian/Alaskan Native
g Asian/Pacific Islander?
23 states had similar' percentages of students who were b Black?
at or above Proficient on NAEP: g Hispanic
oc .
Indiana,2 Massachusetts? 24%  Missouri, New York, Pennsylvania 20% White 21%
Michigan,* Utah? 23%  Wyoming, Virginia, West Virginia 19% o €
Colorado, lowa, Maryland, Montana 22%  Rhode Island, Tennessee 17% _a:.: % Less than high school
U.S.” Alaska, North Carolina, Oregon, 219%  Delaware, Hawaii, Kentucky 16% _g‘ g High school graduate
. . =
Washington Arizona’ 15% w Some education beyond high school 29%
[=Se)
12 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were i‘; C College graduate 27%
at or above Proficient on NAEP: 2
= S Central city
i N S
Florida 15% Alat.)a.ma, Ca|.|fo.rn.|a ‘ 1% R Urban fringe/large town?2
Nevada 14%  Louisiana, Mississippi 8% g g Ruralfsmall t 200
Arkansas, Georgia, New Mexico 13%  District of Columbia 5% - uraljsmatl town 0
South Carolina 12%  Guam 3% oW
£ 3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
n?f g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 23%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
T The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4.
2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically, its placement is correct. See pp. 3-4. 1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data. Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
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Mathematics Grade 8 _ Wyoming

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

1. Improvement Over Time *

Have Wyoming's 8th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

Yes. The percentage of Wyoming's public school 8th graders who met the
Goals Panel’s performance standard in mathematics increased from 19% in
1990, to 22% in 1996.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

100%
80"/\1
609%
4 nIIU
19% 21% 22%
Wl B ]
0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons* 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Wyoming compare with other states in 8th grade mathematics What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
achievement in public schools in 19967 Wyoming were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?
13 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP: x Male 24%
[}
. v Female 20%
Minnesota 349%  Alaska 30%
North Dakota 33%  Massachusetts, Michigan 28% . . .
Montana, Wisconsin 320%  Vermont 27% Z American Inc%lan/AIa.slfan Natlve2
Connecticut, lowa, Maine, Nebraska ~ 31%  Washington? 26% = Asian/Pacific Islander
= Black?
12 states had similar' percentages of students who were T Hispanic
at or above Proficient on NAEP: & White 24%
Oregon? 26%  Texas, Virginia 21% = 5
Colorado 25%  North Carolina, Rhode Island 20% _uc"l = Less than high school
U.S.” Indiana, Maryland, Utah 24% Delaware 19% 2 S High school graduate
P . . =]
Wyoming, Missouri, New York 22% wl Some education beyond high school 21%
[=ENe)
—_ 0
16 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were § v College graduate 31%
at or above Proficient on NAEP: =
— Central city 18%
Arizona 18%  Arkansas 13% 3 % Urban fringe/large town?
oo . 0 0
Caln‘orma, Flor!Fia 17% Alat_)a_ma o 12% 38 Rural/small town 23%
Georgia, Hawaii, Kentucky 16%  Louisiana, Mississippi 7%
Tennessee 15%  Guam 6% ) . .
New Mexico, South Carolina, 14%  District of Columbia 500 T3 Eligible for free/reduced price lunch 11%
West Virginia 08_ g Not eligible for free/reduced price lunch 24%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
T The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4.
2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically, its placement is correct. See pp. 3-4. 1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic school data. 2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
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Wyoming

1. Improvement Over Time
Have Wyoming's 8th graders improved in science achievement?

In 1996, 34% of Wyoming's public school 8th graders met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in science. The Goals Panel will report whether science
performance has improved over time when science is assessed again in 2000.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of

Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Science Grade 8

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

science assessment

100%

8 c "IIU

60%

40% 34%

2 {‘IIU I
0%
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Science performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did Wyoming compare with other states in 8th grade science
achievement in public schools in 19967

1 state had a significantly higher' percentage of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

North Dakota? 41%

15 states had similar' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

Maine,? Montana? 41%  Wyoming, \Vermont 34%
Wisconsin 39%  Colorado, Michigan, Oregon, Utah 32%
Massachusetts, Minnesota 37%  Alaska 31%
Connecticut, lowa 36% Indiana 30%
Nebraska 35%

25 states had significantly lower' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP:

us.: 299 California 20%
Missouri 28%  New Mexico 19%
New York, Virginia, Washington 27%  Alabama 18%
Rhode Island 26%  South Carolina 17%
Maryland 25%  Hawaii 15%
North Carolina 24%  Louisiana 13%
Arizona, Kentucky, Texas 23%  Mississippi 12%
Arkansas, Tennessee 22%  Guam 7%
Delaware, Florida, Georgia, 219  District of Columbia 5%
West Virginia

T The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

T See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 State may appear to be out of place; however, statistically, its placement is correct. See pp. 3-4.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
Wyoming were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP science
assessment?

x Male 35%
v Female 32%
= American Indian/Alaskan Native

:g Asian/Pacific Islander?

= 2

b Black

T . .

g Hispanic

oc

White 37%

Less than high school
High school graduate

Parents' highest
level of education

Some education beyond high school 33%
College graduate 44%
t s Central city
_§ ‘5 Urban fringe/large town
e Rural/small town

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch 37%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure

1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
* No school location data for science in 1996.
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Mathematics Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade mathematics in 1995. If public school
8th graders in Wyoming participated in the TIMSS mathematics assessment,
how would their average performance compare to that of students who

took TIMSS in these nations?

15 nations* would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

(Austria)

Belgium - Flemish?
(Bulgaria)

Czech Republic
France

Hong Kong
Hungary

Japan

Korea
(Netherlands)
Russian Federation
Singapore

Slovak Republic
(Slovenia)
(Switzerland)

16 nations' would be expected to perform similarly:'

(Australia)
(Belgium - French)?
Canada

(Denmark)
(England)
(Germany)

Iceland

Ireland

(Israel)

(Latvia - LSS)?
New Zealand
Norway
(Scotland)
Sweden
(Thailand)
United States
Wyoming

10 nations* would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(Colombia)

Cyprus

(Greece)

Iran, Islamic Republic
(Kuwait)

(Lithuania)
Portugal
(Romania)
(South Africa)
Spain

1 The term "nation" is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions. Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.

3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

International Comparisons _

Science Grade 8 *

Wyoming

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade science in 1995. If public school 8th
graders in Wyoming participated in the TIMSS science assessment, how
would their average performance compare to that of students who took
TIMSS in these nations?

1 nation* would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

Singapore

14 nations' would be expected to perform similarly:

(Australia)
(Austria)

Belgium - Flemish?
(Bulgaria)

Czech Republic
(England)

Hungary

Ireland

(Belgium - French)?
Canada

(Colombia)

Cyprus

(Denmark)

France

(Germany)

(Greece)

Hong Kong

Iceland

Iran, Islamic Republic
(Israel)

(Kuwait)

Japan

Korea
(Netherlands)
Russian Federation
Slovak Republic
(Slovenia)
Wyoming

26 nations® would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(Latvia - LSS)?®
(Lithuania)
New Zealand
Norway
Portugal
(Romania)
(Scotland)
(South Africa)
Spain

Sweden
(Switzerland)
(Thailand)
United States

1 The term "nation" is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions. Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.
3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I
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1. Improvement Over Time
Have American Samoa's 4th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

American Samoa did not participate in NAEP mathematics in 1992 or 1996.

American Samoa _ Mathematics Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

100%

80%

60%

40%

20%

0%
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did American Samoa compare with other states in 4th grade
mathematics achievement in public schools in 19967

American Samoa did not participate in NAEP mathematics in 1996.

T The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups in
American Samoa were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP
mathematics assessment?

American Samoa did not participate in NAEP mathematics in 1996.

Male
Female

Sex

American Indian/Alaskan Native
Asian/Pacific Islander

Black

Hispanic

White

Race/ethnicity

Less than high school

High school graduate

Some education beyond high school
College graduate

Parents' highest
level of education

Central city
Urban fringe/large town

School
location

Rural/small town

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure
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Mathematics Grade 8 _ American Samoa

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

1. Improvement Over Time mathematics assessment
Have American Samoa's 8th graders improved in mathematics achievement? 100%
American Samoa did not participate in NAEP mathematics in 1990, 1992, or 80%
1996. 60%
40%
20%
0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons* 3. Subgroup Performance
How did American Samoa compare with other states in 8th grade What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups in
mathematics achievement in public schools in 19967 American Samoa were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP

i ?
American Samoa did not participate in NAEP mathematics in 1996. mathematics assessment?

American Samoa did not participate in NAEP mathematics in 1996.

Male
Female

American Indian/Alaskan Native

>
:g Asian/Pacific Islander
=
E Black
g Hispanic
o= White

Less than high school

High school graduate

Some education beyond high school
College graduate

Parents’ highest
level of education

Central city
Urban fringe/large town

School
location

Rural/small town

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure

T The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
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American Samos | R

1. Improvement Over Time
Have American Samoa's 8th graders improved in science achievement?

American Samoa did not participate in NAEP science in 1996.

Science Grade 8

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
science assessment

1

00%

80%

60%

4 nIIU

2 r‘IIU

0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Science performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons*

How did American Samoa compare with other states in 8th grade science
achievement in public schools in 19967

American Samoa did not participate in NAEP science in 1996.

T The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups in
American Samoa were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP science
assessment?

American Samoa did not participate in NAEP science in 1996.

Race/ethnicity

Parents’ highest
level of education

School

Poverty
measure

location

Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch

Male
Female

American Indian/Alaskan Native
Asian/Pacific Islander

Black

Hispanic

White

Less than high school

High school graduate

Some education beyond high school
College graduate

Central city
Urban fringe/large town

Rural/small town

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch

0%
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International Comparisons _ American Samoa

Mathematics Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade mathematics in 1995. If public school
8th graders in American Samoa participated in the TIMSS mathematics
assessment, how would their average performance compare to that of
students who took TIMSS in these nations?

It is not possible to predict how students in American Samoa would have
performed on TIMSS, because the estimate is based on scores from the 1996
NAEP mathematics assessment. American Samoa did not participate in NAEP
mathematics in 1996.

t The term "nation” is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.

Science Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade science in 1995. If public school 8th
graders in American Samoa participated in the TIMSS science assessment,
how would their average performance compare to that of students who
took TIMSS in these nations?

It is not possible to predict how students in American Samoa would have
performed on TIMSS, because the estimate is based on scores from the 1996
NAEP science assessment. American Samoa did not participate in NAEP
science in 1996.

t The term "nation" is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.
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Guam _ Mathematics Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

1. Improvement Over Time mathematics assessment
Have Guam's 4th graders improved in mathematics achievement? 100%
80%

Not yet. Between 1992 and 1996, there was no significant change in the
percentage of public school 4th graders who met the Goals Panel’s 60%
performance standard in mathematics.

40%
The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of 20%
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of 500 300"
Educational Progress, or NAEP. 0% — ==

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

NS Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons* 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Guam compare with other states in 4th grade mathematics What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups' in
achievement in public schools in 19967 Guam were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?
44 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP: % Male : 4%
Connecticut 31%  Virginia, West Virginia, Wyoming 19% i’ Female @ 3%
Minnesota 29% Rhode Island, Tennessee 17% . . . 2
Maine, Wisconsin 27%  Delaware, Hawaii, Kentucky 16% =z American Indian/Alaskan Native
New Jersey, Texas 250%  Arizona, Florida 15% 2 Asian/Pacific Islander | 300
Indiana, Massachusetts, Nebraska, 24%  Nevada 14% b Black?
North Dakota Arkansas, Georgia, New Mexico 13% g Hispanic | 1%
Michigan, Utah, Vermont 23%  South Carolina 12% & White [H 11%
Colorado, lowa, Maryland, Montana 22%  Alabama, California 1%
U.S..” Alaska, North Carolina, Oregon, 219%  Louisiana, Mississippi 8% = & . R
Washington District of Columbia 5% < ":"5 Les's than high school
Missouri, New York, Pennsylvania 20% = 3 High school graduate [l 2%
wl Some education beyond high school [l 7%
at or above Proficient on NAEP: & 3
Guam 300 55 Central cityz
_g 5 Urban fringe/large town2
v o Rural/small town
> v . .
£ 3 Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch | 1%
n?f g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch [ll 5%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4. 1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data. Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
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Mathematics Grade 8 _ Guam

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

1. Improvement Over Time mathematics assessment
Have Guam's 8th graders improved in mathematics achievement? 100%
80%

Not yet. Between 1990 and 1996, there was no significant change in the
percentage of public school 8th graders who met the Goals Panel’s 60%
performance standard in mathematics.

40%
The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of 200
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of " 4% 6% 6%
Educational Progress, or NAEP. 00)p . .

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

NS Interpret with caution. Change was not statistically significant.
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons* 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Guam compare with other states in 8th grade mathematics What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
achievement in public schools in 19967 Guam were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?
38 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP: % Male: 6%
(%]
Minnesota 34%  Texas, Virginia 21% Female il 6%
North Dakota 33% North Carolina, Rhode Island 20% . . -,
Montana, Wisconsin 32% Delaware 19% Z American Ind{an/AIa?k.an Native
Connecticut, lowa, Maine, Nebraska 31%  Arizona 18% 2 Asian/Pacific Islander gy 600
Alaska 30% California, Florida 17% = Black?
Massachusetts, Michigan 28%  Georgia, Hawaii, Kentucky 16% g Hispanic I 2%
Vermont 27%  Tennessee 15% & White?
Oregon, Washington 26%  New Mexico, South Carolina, 14%
Colorado 25% West Virginia = § Less than hiah school & 33
U.S.,* Indiana, Maryland, Utah 249%  Arkansas 13% < ‘c"a e.sst an high school i 3%
Missouri, New York, Wyoming 22%  Alabama 12% _?g High school graduate [l 4%
wl Some education beyond high school 11%
3 states had similar' percentages of students who were 7 ; College graduate Il 8%
at or above Proficient on NAEP: <3
Louisiana, Mississippi 7%  District of Columbia 5% 5 5 Central city”
Guam 6% % Urban fringe/large town?
g o 2
w o5 Rural/small town

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch] 1%
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch|lll 7%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure

t The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4. 1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.

* Figure shown for the U.S. includes both public and nonpublic school data. 2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
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Guam D e Grade s

. Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
1. Improvement Over Time science assessment

100%

Have Guam's 8th graders improved in science achievement?
80"/\1

In 1996, 7% of Guam's public school 8th graders met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in science. The Goals Panel will report whether science 60%
performance has improved over time when science is assessed again in 2000.

4 nIIU
The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of 0
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of v 7%
Educational Progress, or NAEP. 0% .

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Science performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons* 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Guam compare with other states in 8th grade science What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups' in
achievement in public schools in 19967 Guam were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP science assessment?
40 states had significantly higher' percentages of students who were
at or above Proficient on NAEP: x Male
v
wv
Maine, Montana, North Dakota 41%  Maryland 25% Female
Wisconsin 39%  North Carolina 24% ) ] .,
Massachusetts, Minnesota 37%  Arizona, Kentucky, Texas 23% oy American Indian/Alaskan Native
Connecticut, lowa 36%  Arkansas, Tennessee 22% 2 Asian/Pacific Islander
Nebraska _ 35% Delaware, _Flo_ri(_ia, Georgia, 21% E Black?
Vermont, Wyommg 34% .West. Virginia § Hispanic
Colorado, Michigan, Oregon, Utah 320  California 20% o White 23%
Alaska 31%  New Mexico 19%
Indiana 30%  Alabama 18% £ 5 )
us: 29%  South Carolina 17% £% Less than high school
Missouri 28%  Hawaii 15% E’_g High school graduate
New York, Virginia, Washington 27%  Louisiana 13% v Some education beyond high school 11%
Rhode Island 260 Mississippi 12% S 2 College graduate [ 12%
“3
1 state had a similar' percentage of students who were : < Central cit
at or above Proficient on NAEP: S .8 . ¥
2 ‘5 Urban fringe/large town
Guam 7% AL Rural/small town
District of Columbia 5%
v
‘g § Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch| <1%
nc>3 g Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunchjill 9%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
T The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories. 1 Interpret differences between subgroups with caution. See pp. 3-4 and Appendix D.
T See explanation on pp. 3-4. 2 Characteristics of the sample do not permit a reliable estimate.
* Figure shown for the US. includes both public and nonpublic school data. ** No school location data for science in 1996.
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Mathematics Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade mathematics in 1995. If public school
8th graders in Guam participated in the TIMSS mathematics assessment,
how would their average performance compare to that of students who

took TIMSS in these nations?

37 nations™ would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

International Comparisons _

Science Grade 8

Guam

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade science in 1995. If public school 8th
graders in Guam participated in the TIMSS science assessment, how would
their average performance compare to that of students who took TIMSS in

these nations?

37 nations™ would be expected to perform significantly higher:'

(Australia)
(Austria)

Belgium - Flemish?
(Belgium - French)?
(Bulgaria)

Canada

Cyprus

Czech Republic
(Denmark)
(England)

France

(Germany)
(Greece)

Hong Kong
Hungary

Iceland

Ireland

(Israel)

Japan

Korea

(Latvia - LSS)?
(Lithuania)
(Netherlands)
New Zealand
Norway
Portugal
(Romania)
Russian Federation
(Scotland)
Singapore
Slovak Republic
(Slovenia)
Spain

Sweden
(Switzerland)
(Thailand)
United States

1 nation® would be expected to perform similarly:'

Guam

Iran, Islamic Republic

3 nations' would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(Colombia)
(Kuwait)

(South Africa)

1 The term "nation" is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions. Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.
3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

(Australia)

(Austria)

Belgium - Flemish?
(Belgium - French)?
(Bulgaria)

Canada

Czech Republic
(Denmark)
(England)

France

(Germany)

(Greece)

Hong Kong
Hungary

|celand

Iran, Islamic Republic
Ireland

(Israel)

Japan

Korea

(Latvia - LSS)?
(Lithuania)
(Netherlands)
New Zealand
Norway
Portugal
(Romania)
Russian Federation
(Scotland)
Singapore
Slovak Republic
(Slovenia)
Spain

Sweden
(Switzerland)
(Thailand)
United States

2 nations® would be expected to perform similarly:'

Cyprus
Guam

(Kuwait)

2 nations' would be expected to perform significantly lower:'

(Colombia)

(South Africa)

1 The term "nation" is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions. Performance for nations is based on
public school data only. Nations not meeting international guidelines are shown in parentheses.

1 See explanation on pp. 3-4.

2 The Flemish and French educational systems in Belgium participated separately.
3 latvia is designated LSS because only Latvian-speaking schools were tested, which represent less than 65% of

the population.

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I
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Northern Marianas _ Mathematics Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

1. Improvement Over Time mathematics assessment
Have the Northern Marianas' 4th graders improved in mathematics 100%
achievement? 80%
The Northern Marianas did not participate in NAEP mathematics in 1992 or 60%
1996. 20%

20%

0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons* 3. Subgroup Performance
How did the Northern Marianas compare with other states in 4th grade What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups in the
mathematics achievement in public schools in 19967 Northern Marianas were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP

i ?
The Northern Marianas did not participate in NAEP mathematics in 1996. mathematics assessment?

The Northern Marianas did not participate in NAEP mathematics in 1996.

Male
Female

Sex

American Indian/Alaskan Native
Asian/Pacific Islander

Black

Hispanic

White

Race/ethnicity

Less than high school

High school graduate

Some education beyond high school
College graduate

Parents' highest
level of education

Central city
Urban fringe/large town

School
location

Rural/small town

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure

T The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
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Mathematics Grade 8 _ Northern Marianas

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

1. Improvement Over Time mathematics assessment
Have the Northern Marianas' 8th graders improved in mathematics 100%
achievement? 80%
The Northern Marianas did not participate in NAEP mathematics in 1990, 60%
1992, or 1996. son

2 r‘IIU

0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons’ 3. Subgroup Performance
How did the Northern Marianas compare with other states in 8th grade What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups in the
mathematics achievement in public schools in 19967 Northern Marianas were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP

i ?
The Northern Marianas did not participate in NAEP mathematics in 1996. mathematics assessment?

The Northern Marianas did not participate in NAEP mathematics in 1996.

Male
Female

American Indian/Alaskan Native

>
:g Asian/Pacific Islander
=
E Black
g Hispanic
o= White

Less than high school

High school graduate

Some education beyond high school
College graduate

Parents’ highest
level of education

Central city
Urban fringe/large town

School
location

Rural/small town

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure

T The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
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Northern Marianas _

Science Grade 8

. Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
1. Improvement Over Time science assessment

100%

Have the Northern Marianas' 8th graders improved in science achievement?
80%

The Northern Marianas did not participate in NAEP science in 1996.
600%

4 nIIU

2 r‘IIU

0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Science performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons’

How did the Northern Marianas compare with other states in 8th grade
science achievement in public schools in 19967

The Northern Marianas did not participate in NAEP science in 1996.

Race/ethnicity

Parents’ highest
level of education

School
location

Poverty
measure

T The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups in the
Northern Marianas were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP science
assessment?

Male
Female

American Indian/Alaskan Native
Asian/Pacific Islander

Black

Hispanic

White

Less than high school

High school graduate

Some education beyond high school
College graduate

Central city
Urban fringe/large town

Rural/small town

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch

Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
0%

230 See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I

The Northern Marianas did not participate in NAEP science in 1996.

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%




International Comparisons _ Northern Marianas

Mathematics Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade mathematics in 1995. If public school
8th graders in the Northern Marianas participated in the TIMSS
mathematics assessment, how would their average performance compare to
that of students who took TIMSS in these nations?

It is not possible to predict how students in the Northern Marianas would
have performed on TIMSS, because the estimate is based on scores from the
1996 NAEP mathematics assessment. The Northern Marianas did not
participate in NAEP mathematics in 1996.

t The term "nation” is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.

Science Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade science in 1995. If public school 8th
graders in the Northern Marianas participated in the TIMSS science
assessment, how would their average performance compare to that of
students who took TIMSS in these nations?

It is not possible to predict how students in the Northern Marianas would
have performed on TIMSS, because the estimate is based on scores from the
1996 NAEP science assessment. The Northern Marianas did not participate in
NAEP science in 1996.

t The term "nation" is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.
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Puerto Rico _ Mathematics Grade 4

Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

1. Improvement Over Time mathematics assessment
Have Puerto Rico's 4th graders improved in mathematics achievement? 100%
Puerto Rico did not participate in NAEP mathematics in 1992 or 1996. 80%
60%
40%
20%
0

o
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons* 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Puerto Rico compare with other states in 4th grade mathematics What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups in
achievement in public schools in 19967 Puerto Rico were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics

?
Puerto Rico did not participate in NAEP mathematics in 1996. assessment:

Puerto Rico did not participate in NAEP mathematics in 1996.

Male
Female

American Indian/Alaskan Native

>
:g Asian/Pacific Islander
=
E Black
g Hispanic
o= White

Less than high school

High school graduate

Some education beyond high school
College graduate

Parents’ highest
level of education

Central city
Urban fringe/large town

School
location

Rural/small town

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure

T The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
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1. Improvement Over Time
Have Puerto Rico's 8th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

Puerto Rico did not participate in NAEP mathematics in 1990, 1992, or 1996.

Mathematics Grade 8 |

Puerto Rico

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment

100%

80%

60%

4 nIIU

2 r‘IIU

0%

1990 1991

Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

2. State Comparisons*

How did Puerto Rico compare with other states in 8th grade mathematics
achievement in public schools in 19967

Puerto Rico did not participate in NAEP mathematics in 1996.

T The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups in
Puerto Rico were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics
assessment?

Puerto Rico did not participate in NAEP mathematics in 1996.

Parents’ highest
level of education

School

Poverty
measure

Race/ethnicity

location

Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch

Male
Female

American Indian/Alaskan Native
Asian/Pacific Islander

Black

Hispanic

White

Less than high school

High school graduate

Some education beyond high school
College graduate

Central city
Urban fringe/large town

Rural/small town

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch

0%

See Appendix A for definitions, sources, and technical notes. I
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Puerto Rico _ Science Grade 8

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP

1. Improvement Over Time science assessment
Have Puerto Rico's 8th graders improved in science achievement? 100%
Puerto Rico did not participate in NAEP science in 1996. 80%

60%

40%

20%

0%

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Science performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons* 3. Subgroup Performance
How did Puerto Rico compare with other states in 8th grade science What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups in
achievement in public schools in 19967 Puerto Rico were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP science

?
Puerto Rico did not participate in NAEP science in 1996. assessment:

Puerto Rico did not participate in NAEP science in 1996.

Male
Female

American Indian/Alaskan Native

>
:g Asian/Pacific Islander
=
E Black
g Hispanic
o= White

Less than high school

High school graduate

Some education beyond high school
College graduate

Parents’ highest
level of education

Central city
Urban fringe/large town

School
location

Rural/small town

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure

T The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
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International Comparisons _

Mathematics Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade mathematics in 1995. If public school
8th graders in Puerto Rico participated in the TIMSS mathematics
assessment, how would their average performance compare to that of
students who took TIMSS in these nations?

It is not possible to predict how students in Puerto Rico would have
performed on TIMSS, because the estimate is based on scores from the 1996
NAEP mathematics assessment. Puerto Rico did not participate in NAEP
mathematics in 1996.

t The term "nation” is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.

Puerto Rico

Science Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade science in 1995. If public school 8th
graders in Puerto Rico participated in the TIMSS science assessment, how
would their average performance compare to that of students who took
TIMSS in these nations?

It is not possible to predict how students in Puerto Rico would have
performed on TIMSS, because the estimate is based on scores from the 1996
NAEP science assessment. Puerto Rico did not participate in NAEP science in
1996.

t The term "nation" is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.
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Virgin Islands _ Mathematics Grade 4

) Percentage of public school 4th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
1. Improvement Over Time mathematics assessment

100%

Have the Virgin Islands’ 4th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

The Virgin Islands did not participate in NAEP mathematics in 1992 or 1996. 80%

60%

40%

20%
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Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons* 3. Subgroup Performance
How did the Virgin Islands compare with other states in 4th grade What percentages of public school 4th graders in different subgroups in the
mathematics achievement in public schools in 19967 Virgin Islands were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics

?
The Virgin Islands did not participate in NAEP mathematics in 1996. assessments

The Virgin Islands did not participate in NAEP mathematics in 1996.

Male
Female

Sex

American Indian/Alaskan Native
Asian/Pacific Islander

Black

Hispanic

White

Race/ethnicity

Less than high school

High school graduate

Some education beyond high school
College graduate

Parents' highest
level of education

Central city
Urban fringe/large town

School
location

Rural/small town

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Poverty
measure

T The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
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Mathematics Grade 8 |

1. Improvement Over Time
Have the Virgin Islands’ 8th graders improved in mathematics achievement?

Not yet. Between 1990 and 1992, there was no significant change in the
percentage of public school 8th graders who met the Goals Panel’s
performance standard in mathematics.

The Goals Panel has set its performance standard at the two highest levels of
achievement — Proficient or Advanced — on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, or NAEP.

Virgin Islands

Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
mathematics assessment
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Mathematics performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons’

How did the Virgin Islands compare with other states in 8th grade
mathematics achievement in public schools in 19967

3. Subgroup Performance

What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups in the
Virgin Islands were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP mathematics

?
The Virgin Islands did not participate in NAEP mathematics in 1996. assessment

The Virgin Islands did not participate in NAEP mathematics in 1996.
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=

E Black
g Hispanic
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Less than high school

High school graduate

Some education beyond high school
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Central city
Urban fringe/large town
Rural/small town

School
location

Eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
Not eligible for free/reduced-price lunch
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Poverty
measure

T The term "state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
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Virgin Islands _ Science Grade 8

. Percentage of public school 8th graders at or above Proficient on the NAEP
1. Improvement Over Time science assessment

100%

Have the Virgin Islands’ 8th graders improved in science achievement?
80%

The Virgin Islands did not participate in NAEP science in 1996.
600%
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Science performance will be tested again in 2000.

2. State Comparisons* 3. Subgroup Performance
How did the Virgin Islands compare with other states in 8th grade science What percentages of public school 8th graders in different subgroups in the
achievement in public schools in 19967 Virgin Islands were at or above Proficient on the 1996 NAEP science

?
The Virgin Islands did not participate in NAEP science in 1996. assessment

The Virgin Islands did not participate in NAEP science in 1996.
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Poverty
measure

T The term “state” is used to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and the territories.
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International Comparisons _

Mathematics Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade mathematics in 1995. If public school
8th graders in the Virgin Islands participated in the TIMSS mathematics
assessment, how would their average performance compare to that of
students who took TIMSS in these nations?

It is not possible to predict how students in the Virgin Islands would have
performed on TIMSS, because the estimate is based on scores from the 1996
NAEP mathematics assessment. The Virgin Islands did not participate in NAEP
mathematics in 1996.

t The term "nation” is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.

Virgin Islands

Science Grade 8

Forty-one nations' participated in the Third International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) in 8th grade science in 1995. If public school 8th
graders in the Virgin Islands participated in the TIMSS science assessment,
how would their average performance compare to that of students who
took TIMSS in these nations?

It is not possible to predict how students in the Virgin Islands would have
performed on TIMSS, because the estimate is based on scores from the 1996
NAEP science assessment. The Virgin Islands did not participate in NAEP
science in 1996.

t The term "nation" is used to refer to nations, states, or jurisdictions.
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Technical Notes and Sources

Accuracy of Data

estimate to two standard errors above the estimate a 95 percent

The accuracy of any statistic is determined by the joint effects of
“sampling” and "nonsampling” errors. Estimates based on a sample
will differ somewhat from the figures that would have been
obtained if a complete census had been taken using the same
survey instruments, instructions, and procedures. In addition to
such sampling errors, all surveys, both universe and sample, are
subject to design, reporting, and processing errors and errors due to
nonresponse. To the extent possible, these nonsampling errors are
kept to a minimum by methods built into the survey procedures.
In general, however, the effects of nonsampling errors are more
difficult to gauge than those produced by sampling variability.

Sampling Errors

The samples used in surveys are selected from a large number of
possible samples of the same size that could have been selected
using the same sample design. Estimates derived from the different
samples would differ from each other. The difference between a
sample estimate and the average of all possible samples is called
the sampling deviation. The sampling error of a survey estimate is
a measure of the variation among the estimates from all possible
samples and, thus, is a measure of the precision with which an
estimate from a particular sample approximates the average result
of all possible samples.

The sample estimate and an estimate of its standard error permit
us to construct interval estimates with prescribed confidence that
the interval includes the average result of all possible samples. If
all possible samples were selected under essentially the same
conditions and an estimate and its estimated standard error were
calculated from each sample, then: 1) approximately 2/3 of the
intervals from one standard error below the estimate to one
standard error above the estimate would include the average value
of the possible samples; and 2) approximately 19/20 of the intervals
from two standard errors above the estimate to two standard errors
below the estimate would include the average value of all possible
samples. We call an interval from two standard errors below the

confidence interval.

Analysis of standard errors can help assess how valid a comparison
between two estimates might be. The standard error of a
difference between two independent sample estimates is equal to
the square root of the sum of the squared standard errors of the
estimates.

The standard error (se) of the difference between independent
sample estimates "a" and "b" is:

Se,p= \Se% + Se?,

To compare changes in between-group differences (groups “a" and
“0") over time (years “1" and "“2"), we approximate the standard
error of the difference as:

se = \/56231 + 5e2y + se2, + se,

This method overestimates the standard error because it does not
account for covariance (the covariance figures were not available).
Because of this overestimation, the approach is conservative; that is,
one is less likely to obtain significant results.

State and U.S. Comparisons

For the state-level indicators on student achievement, the state data
include public school students only, while the US. data include
public and nonpublic school students.

Multiple State Comparisons

The procedure used in Part 1 of the state pages to determine
whether the test scores in two years are significantly different is a
statistical test based on the assumption that only one test of
statistical significance is being performed. However, in Part 2 of
the state pages, many different average test scores are being
compared (one state must be compared to all other participating
jurisdictions). In a case such as this where there are multiple
comparisons, statistical theory indicates that the certainty associated
with the entire data set is less than that attributable to each
individual comparison. To hold the significance level for the entire
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set of comparisons to 0.05, adjustments called multiple comparison
procedures must be made. A powerful multiple comparison
procedure designed by Benjamini and Hochberg was used in this
case. This method controls the proportion of falsely rejected
hypotheses from among all rejections. The Benjamini/Hochberg
application of the False Discovery Rate (FDR) criterion can be
described as follows. Let m be the number of significance tests
made, and let P;< P,<....< P,, be the ordered significance levels
of the m tests, from lowest to highest probability. Let a be the
combined significance level of 0.05. The procedure will compare P,
with a, P,_; with a(m—1)/m,...Pj with aj/m, stopping the comparisons
with the first j such that Pj < aj/m. All tests associated with
P,,...Pj are declared significant; all tests associated with Pj+1-----er
are declared not significant.

Source: Benjamini, Y., & Hochberg, Y. (1994). Controlling the
False Discovery Rate: A practical and powerful approach to

Technical Notes and Sources

4 and, for the first time, at Grade 8. During 2000, state-level NAEP
assessments will be administered once again in mathematics at
Grades 4 and 8, and in science at Grade 8. Science will also be
assessed at Grade 4 for the first time at the state level.

NAEP assessments include both multiple-choice and open-ended test
items. NAEP also collects demographic, curricular, and instructional
information through student, teacher, and school administrator
surveys. Since NAEP is used for large-scale monitoring and is not
designed to be an individual test, no participating student takes the
entire NAEP examination. Instead, samples of students in Grades 4,
8, and 12 are selected to take different portions of the test.

This approach, called matrix sampling, minimizes the number of
students and the amount of time needed for testing, yet still
allows policymakers to draw valid conclusions about how all
students would have performed if they had taken the entire test.

multiple testing. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society, Series B,

National Assessment Governing Board (NAGB) Achievement
57 (1): 289-300.

Levels

National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) The NAEP data shown in this report should be interpreted with

The National Assessment of Educational Progress, or NAEP, is the only
nationally representative and ongoing assessment of what students in
the United States know and are able to do in various academic
subjects. Since 1969, NAEP has periodically assessed U.S. 4th, 8th,
and 12th graders in reading, writing, mathematics, science, history,
geography, the arts, and civics. NAEP is funded by Congress and is
administered by the U.S. Department of Education's National Center
for Education Statistics.

Congress expanded NAEP to allow the reporting of comparable state
by state results, beginning with the 1990 mathematics assessment.
Participation in state-level NAEP is voluntary, and has increased from
40 states and territories in the initial 1990 assessment, to 45 in the
1996 mathematics and science assessments. To date, state-level
NAEP assessments have been administered in reading, mathematics,
and science. During 1998, a new state-level assessment in writing
was administered at Grade 8. Reading was assessed again at Grade
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caution. The Goals Panel's performance standard classifies student
performance according to achievement levels adopted by the National
Assessment Governing Board for the National Assessment of
Educational Progress. This effort has resulted in three achievement
levels: Basic, Proficient, and Advanced. The Goals Panel has set its
performance standard at the Proficient or Advanced levels on NAEP.

The NAGB achievement levels are reasoned judgements of what
students should know and be able to do. They are attempts to
characterize overall student performance in particular subject matters.
The NAGB achievement levels represent a useful way to categorize
overall performance on NAEP. They are also consistent with the
Panel's efforts to report such performance against a high-criterion
standard.

Readers should exercise caution, however, in making particular
inferences about what students at each level actually know and can
do. A NAEP assessment is a complex picture of student achievement,



Technical Notes and Sources

and applying external standards for performance is a difficult task.

The process of setting achievement levels is still in transition and both
NAGB and NCES regard the achievement levels as developmental. The
Goals Panel acknowledges these limitations but believes that, used with
caution, these levels convey important information about how American
students are faring in reaching Goal 3.

Basic: This level, below proficient, denotes partial mastery of
knowledge and skills that are fundamental for proficient work at
each grade — 4, 8, and 12.

Proficient: This central level represents solid academic
performance for each grade tested — 4, 8 and 12. It reflects a
consensus that students reaching this level have demonstrated
competency over challenging subject matter and are well
prepared for the next level of schooling.

Advanced: This higher level signifies superior performance
beyond proficient grade-level mastery at Grades 4, 8, and 12.

Thus far, state-level assessments have been conducted in reading,
mathematics, science, and writing. Student achievement levels have
been established by NAGB in these subject areas, with the exception
of writing.

Mathematics Achievement

See general technical notes regarding NAEP and the NAGB
achievement levels.

Forty jurisdictions (states and territories) participated in the 1990 trial
mathematics assessment of 8th graders, and 44 jurisdictions
participated in the 1992 state mathematics assessments of 4th and
8th graders.

In 1996, 45 jurisdictions participated in the voluntary assessment of
4th and 8th graders. However, three states (Nevada, New Hampshire,
and New Jersey) failed to meet the minimum school participation
guidelines for public schools at Grade 8 (i.e., an initial school
participation rate of 70% for public schools); therefore, their results
were not released. The following states did not satisfy one of the
guidelines for school sample participation rates at Grade 4: Alaska,
Arkansas, lowa, Michigan, Montana, Nevada, New Jersey, New York,

Appendix A

Pennsylvania, South Carolina, and Vermont. The following states did
not satisfy one of the guidelines for school sample participation rates
at Grade 8: Alaska, Arkansas, lowa, Maryland, Michigan, Montana,
New York, South Carolina, Vermont, and Wisconsin.

Sources: Reese, CM.,, Miller, KE, Mazzeo, J, & Dossey, JA. (1997,
February). NAEP 1996 mathematics report card for the nation and the
states. Washington, DC: National Center for Education Statistics.

National Center for Education Statistics, 1990 and 1992 NAEP
mathematics data (revised), October 1996.

Science Achievement

See general technical notes regarding NAEP and the NAGB
achievement levels.

In 1996, 45 jurisdictions (states and territories) participated in the
voluntary program. However, three states (Nevada, New Hampshire,
and New Jersey) failed to meet the minimum school participation
guidelines for public schools (i.e., an initial school participation rate
of 70% for public schools); therefore, their results were not released.
The following states did not satisfy one of the guidelines for school
sample participation rates: Alaska, Arkansas, lowa, Maryland,
Michigan, Montana, New York, South Carolina, Vermont, and
Wisconsin.

No school location data are reported for the 1996 NAEP science
assessment.  Although these data were collected via NAEP
background questionnaires, the definitions used for school location
have changed, and the National Assessment Governing Board has
expressed reservations about the use of these data.

Source: Bourque, M.L, Champagne, AB.,, & Crissman, S. (1997,
October). 7996 science performance standards: Achievement results
for the nation and the states. Washington, DC: National Assessment
Governing Board.

NAEP Student Subgroups

NAEP results are reported for student subgroups only if they meet
minimum requirements for student sample size and school
representation. For public schools, the minimum number of
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In this document, NAEP results are reported by five types of
subgroups: sex, racefethnicity, parents' highest level of education,
school location, and student eligibility for free/reduced-price lunch,
which is often used as a measure of poverty. Brief definitions and
technical information about the five subgroups reported in this
document follow.

® Sex. Student results are reported separately for males and
females. This information was collected on general student
background questionnaires.

® Race/ethnicity. Student results are reported according to five
federal reporting categories:

O American Indian/Alaskan Native;
O Asian/Pacific Islander;

O Black;

O Hispanic; and

O White.

Classification was based on student self-reports to general
background questions. A sixth response category, "Other," was also a
response option.

Parents’ highest level of education. Parents' highest level of
education was based on student self-reports to general background
questions. If a student indicated that his or her parents had
completed different levels of education, the response was classified
according to the higher of the two levels. In this document, student
achievement data are reported by four levels of parental education:

O less than high school;
O high school graduate;
O some education beyond high school; and

O college graduate.
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students per subgroup is 62, and students in the sample must be
drawn from a minimum of 5 primary sampling units (PSUs). At
the state level, a PSU is usually a single school. At the national
level, a PSU is a region, such as a county, group of counties, or a
metropolitan statistical area.

A fifth response category, “lI don't know," was also a response
option. The reader should note that nationally, 36% of 4th graders
and 11% of 8th graders did not know the highest level of
education completed by either parent.

® School location. Each student's school was assigned to one
of three mutually exclusive categories of school location:

O central city;
O urban fringeflarge town; or

O rural/small town.

The definitions used by the National Center for Education Statistics
for school location are as follows:

O Central City: The Central City category includes central
cities of all Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs). (Each
Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) is defined by the Office
of Management and Budget) Central City is a geographic
term and is not synonymous with "inner city."

0 Urban Fringe/Large Town: An Urban Fringe includes all
densely settled places and areas within MSAs that are
classified as urban by the Bureau of the Census. A Large
Town is defined as places outside MSAs with a population
greater than or equal to 25,000.

O Rural/Small Town: Rural includes all places and areas
with a population of less than 2,500 that are classified as
rural by the Bureau of the Census. A Small Town is
defined as places outside MSAs with a population of less
than 25,000, but greater than or equal to 2,500.

e FEligibility for free/reduced-price lunch program. Student
eligibility for the free/reduced-price lunch component of the
US. Department of Agriculture's National School Lunch Program
was based on school records. Eligibility referred only to the
school year in which the NAEP assessment was administered.
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Third International Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS)

The Third International Mathematics and Science Study, or TIMSS,
is the most comprehensive international study of mathematics
and science achievement conducted to date. TIMSS was
administered in 1995, and tested half a million students in 30
different languages and in 41 countries, including the United
States. In addition to the student assessments, TIMSS collected
information through questionnaires administered to teachers,
students, and school administrators; comparisons of mathematics
and science curriculum guides and textbooks; videotapes of
mathematics instruction in 8th grade classrooms in the United
States, Japan, and Germany; and detailed case studies of
education policies in the same three countries.

Three age groups were tested in the participating countries,
corresponding roughly to Grades 4, 8, and 12 in the United
States. Twenty-six nations took part in the mathematics and
science assessments at Grade 4, 41 participated at Grade 8, and
23 participated at Grade 12. Both public and private schools
participated, and the same students were tested in both
mathematics and science. TIMSS drew random samples of
virtually all students in the participating countries, not just those
enrolled in mathematics and science courses. Nearly all
countries in TIMSS accomplished high participation rates, and did
not exempt large portions of their student bodies from testing.
Exceptions among the countries that participated in the Grade 8
assessment follow.

The following countries did not meet international guidelines at
Grade 8: Australia, Austria, Belgium (French), Bulgaria, Colombia,
Denmark, Germany, Greece, Israel, Kuwait, Netherlands, Romania,
Scotland, Slovenia, South Africa, and Thailand. In four countries,
more than 10 percent of the population was excluded from
testing at Grade 8: England, Germany, Israel, and Lithuania. In
Belgium (Flemish), England, Germany, Latvia (LSS), Switzerland,
and the United States, a participation rate of 75 percent of the

Appendix A

schools and students combined for Grade 8 was achieved only
after replacements for refusals were substituted.

A 1998 research study linked state mathematics and science
results from the 1996 National Assessment of Educational
Progress (NAEP) and the 1995 country results from TIMSS. The
linking study predicts TIMSS results for the states and
jurisdictions that participated in the 1996 NAEP on the basis of
their actual NAEP scores. Actual TIMSS results are also available
for Minnesota, which tested a representative sample of 8th
graders with the TIMSS instruments in 1995. Missouri and
Oregon also tested representative samples of 8th graders with
the TIMSS instruments in 1997, but their results have not yet
been publicly released. For more detailed information about the
statistical linking and validation procedures involved in this
research and development effort, see the forthcoming technical
report, Linking the National Assessment of Educational Progress
and the Third International Mathematics and Science Study at the
eighth grade: A research report.

Sources: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for
Education Statistics. (1997).  Pursuing excellence: A study of U.S.
eighth-grade mathematics and science teaching, learning, curriculum,
and achievement in international context, NCES 97-198, Washington
DC: U.S. Government Printing Office.

Johnson, E.G, & Siegendorf, A. (1998, May). Linking the National
Assessment of Educational Progress and the Third International
Mathematics and Science Study: Eighth grade results. Report
prepared for the US. Department of Education, National Center for
Education Statistics, NCES 98-500, Washington, DC: U.S.
Government Printing Office.
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Table B-1 National NAEP Assessments Administration Schedule’

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

1. Reading X X X X X
2. Writing2 X X X
3. Mathematics X X X X
4. Science X X X
5. Foreign

Languages
6. Civics X
7. Economics
8. Arts3 X
9. History X
10. Geography X

Table prepared June 1998.

1 The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) is administered in Grades 4, 8, and 12. Student achievement levels have been established for the reading (1992, 1994),
mathematics (1990, 1992, 1996), science (1996), history (1994), and geography (1994) assessments. Preliminary decisions have been made for 2000, subject to continuing legislative
authority. Assessments proposed for 2000 include mathematics and science in Grades 4, 8, and 12, and reading in Grade 4 only. There are no current plans to administer NAEP assessments
in foreign languages or economics by the year 2000.

2 In 1990 and 1992, student achievement levels were not established. However, in 1992, a Writing Portfolio Study was conducted.
3 An arts assessment that covers four subject areas was administered in 1997 in Grade 8 only. Student achievement levels have not been established.
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State-Level NAEP Assessments Administration Schedule’ Table B-2

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

1. Reading
e Grade 4 X X X
® Grade 8 X

2. Writing
® Grade 4
e Grade 8 X

3. Mathematics
e Grade 4 X X X
® Grade 8 X X X X

4. Science
e Grade 4 X
e Grade 8 X X

5. Foreign
Languages

6. Civics

7. Economics

8. Arts

9. History

10. Geography

Table prepared June 1998.
1 Student achievement levels have been established for the reading (1992, 1994), mathematics (1990, 1992, 1996), and science (1996) assessments. Preliminary decisions have been made for

2000, subject to continuing legislative authority. State-level assessments proposed for 2000 include mathematics (Grades 4 and 8) and science (Grades 4 and 8). There are no current plans
to administer state-level NAEP assessments in foreign languages, civics, economics, arts, history, or geography by the year 2000.
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Ta b I c C— 1 NAEP Achievement Level Standard Errors (At or Above Proficient) by State, Subject, Grade, and Year

State Mathematics Grade 4 Mathematics Grade 8 Science Grade 8
1992 1996 1990 1992 1996 1996
u.s.t 1.0 0.9 1.1 1.0 1.1 1.2
Alabama 1.2 1.1 0.7 0.9 1.8 1.5
Alaska A 1.2* A A 1.6" 1.6"
Arizona 0.9 1.6 0.9 1.3 1.2 1.7
Arkansas 0.7 1.4* 0.7 0.8 1.0* 1.5*
California 1.2 1.5 1.1 1.3 1.5 1.7
Colorado 1.0 1.3 1.0 1.2 1.3 1.2
Connecticut 1.4 1.7 0.9 1.1 1.5 1.7
Delaware 0.9 1.2 0.8 1.0 1.0 1.0
District of Columbia 0.3 0.5 0.6 0.9 0.8 0.9
Florida 1.4 1.1 0.9 1.2 1.3 1.6
Georgia 1.2 1.3 1.2 0.9 1.8 1.7
Hawaii 0.9 1.1 0.7 0.7 0.9 1.0
Idaho 1.0 A 1.1 1.2 A A
[llinois A A A A A A
Indiana 1.1 1.6 1.1 1.2 1.7 1.9
lowa 1.2 1.4* 1.4 1.3 1.8* 1.6"
Kansas A A A A A A
Kentucky 1.2 1.1 0.8 1.1 1.2 1.3
Louisiana 0.8 0.9 0.6 1.0 1.1 1.2
Maine 1.5 1.4 A 1.5 1.7 1.8
Maryland 1.2 1.7 1.2 1.2 2.3* 1.8*
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NAEP Achievement Level Standard Errors (At or Above Proficient) by State, Subject, Grade, and Year Ta ble C— 1 COnt_

State Mathematics Grade 4 Mathematics Grade 8 Science Grade 8
1992 1996 1990 1992 1996 1996
Massachusetts 1.5 1.9 A 1.3 1.8 1.7
Michigan 1.7 1.5% 1.2 1.5 1.8* 2.0*
Minnesota 1.3 1.5 1.2 1.2 1.8 1.7
Mississippi 0.6 0.9 A 0.7 0.8 1.0
Missouri 1.3 1.3 A 1.2 1.4 1.3
Montana A 1.6" 1.4 A 1.5* 2.1*
Nebraska 1.6 1.4 1.2 1.6 1.5 1.5
Nevada A 1.2* A A ° °
New Hampshire 1.6 A 1.2 1.4 ° °
New Jersey 1.5 1.7% 1.1 1.3 ° °
New Mexico 1.3 1.2 0.9 0.8 1.1 0.7
New York 1.3 1.2* 0.9 1.3 1.5% 1.7*
North Carolina 0.8 1.3 0.7 1.0 1.3 1.4
North Dakota 1.1 1.3 1.8 1.6 1.5 1.5
Ohio 1.2 A 1.1 1.3 A A
Oklahoma 1.2 A 1.2 1.1 A A
Oregon A 1.3 1.1 A 1.6 1.8
Pennsylvania 1.5 1.5 1.3 1.5 A A
Rhode Island 1.1 1.3 0.7 1.1 1.3 1.5
South Carolina 1.1 1.3* A 1.0 1.2* 1.4*
South Dakota A A A A A A
Tennessee 1.0 1.5 A 1.0 1.3 1.7
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Ta b I c C— 1 cont_ NAEP Achievement Level Standard Errors (At or Above Proficient) by State, Subject, Grade, and Year

State Mathematics Grade 4 Mathematics Grade 8 Science Grade 8
1992 1996 1990 1992 1996 1996

Texas 1.2 1.5 1.1 1.2 1.5 1.5
Utah 1.1 1.3 A 1.0 1.3 1.2
Vermont A 1.1% A A 1.4 1.6*
Virginia 1.5 1.3 1.6 1.1 1.2 2.1
Washington A 1.2 A A 1.2 1.6
West Virginia 0.9 1.2 0.8 0.8 0.9 1.1
Wisconsin 1.4 1.3 1.4 1.4 2.0* 1.9*
Wyoming 1.1 1.2 0.9 1.1 1.0 1.3
American Samoa A A A A A A
Guam 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
Northern Marianas A A A A A A
Puerto Rico A A A A A
Virgin Islands A A 0.3 0.3 A A

U UsS. data include public and nonpublic school students, while state data include public school students only.

A State did not participate in the NAEP assessment at this grade, in this subject, in this year.

*: State did not satisfy one of the NAEP guidelines for school sample participation rates.

State did not meet the minimum school participation guidelines for public schools; therefore, results were not released by the National Center for Education Statistics.

Sources:

Reese, C.M., Miller, K.E., Mazzeo, J., & Dossey, J.A. (1997, February). NAEP 1996 mathematics report card for the nation and the states. Washington, DC: National Center for Education Statistics.

Reese, C.M., Jerry, L, & Ballator, N. (1997, June). NAEP 1996 mathematics state report for [name of state]. Washington, DC: National Center for Education Statistics.

National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP). 1996 Science assessment, as shown in: Bourque, M.L, Champagne, A.B., & Crissman, S. (1997, October). 1996 Science performance standards:
Achievement results for the nation and the states. Washington, DC: National Assessment Governing Board.

256



NAEP Achievement Level Standard Errors (At or Above Proficient) Table C_Z

Grade 4 Mathematics, 1996 - by State and by Subgroup

State Sex Race/ethnicity Parents’ e gL%g%S(;[nth of School location rﬁg\ég[‘%
3 - o "
= | 5 _  £% & L. 5|5 &%
é o Eg . 25 = Z% £y 3t ¢ £ £z I £ %g
2 o = |=E5¢ T3 ~ 3 & 5 73 = < z 3w = 8 w8
u.S.t 09 | 1.1 1] 25 53 14 10 12 | 18 19 28 16 | 14" 18 22| 1.1 1.3
Alabama 1.1 1.3 1.2 o o 0.6 1.9 1.6 1.3 1.4 2.1 2.5 1.8 1.4 0.7 1.9
Alaska* 12 | 16 15| 1.7 43 22 24 17 | 41 30 38 21| 24 ™ 13| 1.7 23
Arizona 16 | 22 15 | 27 ** == 13 2] 17 27 43 29| 20 32 28 | 10 23
Arkansas* 1.4 1.7 1.6 2.5 e 0.9 1.6 1.8 2.6 2.2 3.9 2.5 3.1 2.6 1.8 0.9 1.9
California 1.5 | 19 13 | ™ 30 ™ 13 24 | ™ 21 41 25| 30 13 39| 12 26
Colorado 13 | 15 19 | 40 53 26 13 15| 39 19 31 18 | 22 22 26| 16 17
Connecticut 1.7 2.2 2.0 e e 1.7 2.0 1.8 3.6 29 4.1 2.3 2.9 3.3 2.6 1.2 2.1
Delaware 1.2 1.6 1.6 oo oo 1.0 1.9 1.8 e 2.5 54 2.2 1.4 2.3 2.0 0.9 2.2
DC 05 | 06 05 | ™ *® 04 22 32 ™ 06 18 09| 05 ™ | 02 18
Florida 1.1 13 13 | ™ ™ 10 14 14| 28 26 36 19| 18 15 30| 08 17
Georgia 1.3 1.7 1.6 e e 0.6 1.9 1.9 2.0 2.0 3.2 2.5 2.3 2.2 1.7 0.7 2.0
Hawaii 1.1 13 14|50 18 25 12 23 | ™ 20 40 19| 35 15 18 | 10 15
ldaho A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A
Illinois A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A
Indiana 1.6 2.2 1.9 e e 1.4 2.7 1.7 5.8 2.4 3.4 2.6 2.9 3.2 1.5 1.4 2.0
lowa* 1.4 1.7 1.9 o o 2.5 2.5 1.5 oo 2.6 3.6 2.0 3.0 8.6 1.5 1.5 1.8
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NAEP Achievement Level Standard Errors (At or Above Proficient
Table C-2 cont. ‘ )

Grade 4 Mathematics, 1996 - by State and by Subgroup

State Sex Race/ethnicity Parents’ e gL%g%S(;[nth of School location rﬁg\ég[‘%
3 - o o

s 5 _  E% & . 5| & 2%

é o Eg . 25 = Z% £y 3t ¢ £ £z I £ %g

2 o = |=E5¢ T ~ 3 & 5 73 = < z 3w = 8 w8

Kansas A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A
Kentucky 1.1 1.8 1.2 e e 1.4 2.4 1.3 1.8 1.2 3.8 2.2 3.1 3.9 1.4 0.9 1.7
Louisiana 0.9 1.4 0.9 e e 0.8 1.9 1.6 1.4 1.0 2.3 1.6 1.8 1.7 1.1 0.6 1.9
Maine 1.4 2.0 1.5 e e s 4.5 1.5 6.3 4.0 4.4 1.8 4.6 5.6 1.6 1.7 1.7
Maryland 1.7 2.0 2.1 e 6.2 0.9 3.1 2.5 2.3 2.5 3.4 2.8 4.2 2.2 2.8 0.8 2.4
Massachusetts 1.9 2.4 1.9 o 8.2 2.7 2.8 2.1 4.1 2.7 3.5 29 23 3.0 3.6 1.4 2.4
Michigan® 1.5 1.7 1.8 4.5 e 1.1 1.9 1.6 3.6 2.8 4.5 2.5 3.0 2.1 2.3 1.4 1.8
Minnesota 1.5 1.9 1.6 5.4 4.7 o 3.7 1.7 e 3.4 4.1 2.0 2.8 2.5 2.1 1.7 1.9
Mississippi 0.9 1.0 1.2 e e 0.6 1.7 1.4 2.1 1.2 3.0 1.8 3.7 4.2 0.7 0.5 2.1
Missouri 1.3 1.5 1.7 e e 0.8 3.1 1.4 3.1 2.1 3.2 2.0 2.6 2.3 1.9 1.2 1.6
Montana* 1.6 1.8 2.3 2.2 s e 3.4 1.9 4.1 3.6 3.9 2.3 2.1 e 1.9 2.0 1.9
Nebraska 1.4 1.7 1.6 6.0 oo 1.9 2.6 1.5 3.1 2.7 3.3 2.2 2.7 6.5 1.9 1.3 1.8
Nevada* 1.2 1.8 1.1 29 5.7 1.3 1.2 1.5 2.3 2.2 4.6 1.9 1.8 1.9 2.7 1.2 2.7
New Hampshire | A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A
New Jersey* 1.7 2.6 1.9 e 5.0 1.8 2.0 2.1 5.2 3.7 5.1 2.6 4.6 2.1 e 1.5 2.1
New Mexico 1.2 1.6 1.3 oo o 1.9 1.0 1.8 2.2 1.7 3.3 2.1 2.1 3.4 1.7 0.9 1.7
New York* 1.2 1.6 1.6 e 4.1 1.6 1.7 1.7 e 2.7 4.1 2.0 1.8 2.5 3.3 1.2 1.9
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NAEP Achievement Level Standard Errors (At or Above Proficient) Table C-Z cont

Grade 4 Mathematics, 1996 - by State and by Subgroup

State Sex Race/ethnicity Parents’ e gL%g%S(;[nth of School location rﬁg\ég[‘%
3 - o "
= | 5 _  £% & L. 5|5 &%
é o Eg . 25 = Z% £y 3t ¢ £ £z I £ %g
2 | o © |88 T8 s+ & £ |3 IS5 2B & | E 5. = |88 wg.
North Carolina | 1.3 1.5 1.6 o o 0.7 3.6 1.7 2.5 24 4.2 2.3 3.1 2.6 1.9 1.3 1.9
North Dakota 13 | 19 1.7 | 3.1 ®  »x g2 14 | ™ 34 39 20| 26 49 20| 19 15
Ohio A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A
Oklahoma A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A
Oregon 13 | 1.7 16| 39 52 *™* 16 15| 26 30 43 22| 28 23 22 | 1.1 1.6
Pennsylvania* 1.5 2.0 1.7 o o 1.2 2.1 1.8 A A A A 1.4 2.3 2.6 1.2 2.0
Rhode Island 13 | 1.7 15 | ™ 46 1.7 20 14 | 3.1 18 49 20| 15 1.7 35| 09 18
South Carolina* 1.3 1.6 1.5 oo oo 0.7 1.7 2.1 3.1 1.6 4.4 2.1 2.8 2.3 1.6 0.8 2.2
South Dakota A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A
Tennessee 15 | 19 14 | ™ ®» 10 42 19 | 17 19 40 25| 30 25 25| 09 21
Texas 1.5 2.0 1.9 s s 2.0 1.4 2.2 2.7 3.1 3.3 2.7 2.7 2.7 3.2 1.1 2.1
Utah 13 | 1.7 1.6 | 49 *= == 924 14 | ™™ 27 34 22| 30 16 24| 18 1.8
Vermont* 1.1 1.5 15 | ¥ e e g 12 | ™ 25 38 1.8 | ** o 12 | 14 15
Virginia 1.5 | 20 14 | ™ 61 08 3.1 19 | 30 18 41 23| 30 26 17 | 09 19
Washington 1.2 1.4 1.6 3.0 3.5 2.8 2.2 1.3 5.0 3.1 4.0 1.8 2.0 1.6 3.3 1.5 1.4
West Virginia 1.2 1.6 1.5 o o 3.4 2.9 1.3 2.3 2.1 3.6 1.8 2.5 2.6 1.5 1.3 1.6
Wisconsin 1.3 | 16 1.8 | ™ ®» 14 35 15 | ™ 26 36 20| 26 27 19 | 12 19
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NAEP Achievement Level Standard Errors (At or Above Proficient
Table C-2 cont. ‘ )

Grade 4 Mathematics, 1996 - by State and by Subgroup

- Parents' highest level of . Poverty
State Sex Race/ethnicity education School location measure
g (9] v
S v 3 g =
§ =) S - 3 5 &=
" 9 = _ S o S [} +
E -8 % < 8, 22 & | & g5 3 |8% 2P
= © < S = .9 o c & o o _ = 8 = 3 23
2 L |€Tyv =8 s y =5 78 2 = = c = |38 ©g
- s E |25 §5 3 & = 28 8 £3 2 € 8% € |[39E =o€
= — g |E22 23 & 2 s |85 £5 32 3 g 355 2 |58&5 28¢5
Wyoming 1.2 1.8 1.2 3.2 e e 2.1 1.3 4.6 2.3 6.5 1.8 2.5 e 1.4 1.6 1.6
Am. Samoa A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A
Guam 05 | 07 08 | ™ 07 *™ 08 43 | ™= 14 33 1.0 | ¥ owe owe 0.5 1.0
N. Marianas A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A
Puerto Rico A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A
Virgin Islands A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A

U.S. data include public and nonpublic school students, while state data include public school students only.

School location data for the nation include public school students only, while all other national data include public and nonpublic school students combined.
State did not satisfy one of the NAEP guidelines for school sample participation rates at Grade 4.

A State did not participate in the 1996 NAEP mathematics assessment at Grade 4.

*** Standard error estimates cannot be accurately determined.

A The Pennsylvania Department of Education suggested that students refrain from answering this question.

* + O

Source: Reese, C.M., Jerry, L, & Ballator, N. (1997, June). NAEP 1996 mathematics state report for [name of state]. Washington, DC: National Center for Education Statistics.
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NAEP Achievement Level Standard Errors (At or Above Proficient)

Grade 8 Mathematics, 1996 - by State and by Subgroup

Table C-3

State Sex Race/ethnicity Parents'eglijgcgizisc’)fnlevel of School location ;gggrye
3 " "
s 5 EE § - | 5 e%
7 v & |55¢ TET ¢ § & |3 S wE 2| & 5. = |sfg vE.
u.S.t 1.1 1.5 12 | 50 v 09 1.6 14 | 21 13 18 19 | 14 28 17 1.1 1.6
Alabama 18 | 23 1.7 | ™ ™ 05 26 27 | 16 1.1 22 32 | 41 24 19 | 06 26
Alaska* 1.6 | 2.1 21 | 26 91 ™ 49 19 | ™ 27 33 26| 33 ™ 19 | 36 25
Arizona 12 | 1.6 13 | 53 ™ 27 1.1 1.7 | 16 21 25 18 | 1.5 29 22 1.8 1.8
Arkansas* 10 | 14 1.1 | ®  » 09 * 13| 13 14 23 24| 23 37 13 1.1 1.5
California 15 | 20 1.4 | ™ 41 *™ 08 23 | 15 13 23 27 | 22 21 | 17 2.3
Colorado 1.3 1.7 1.7 oo 8.6 3.6 1.5 1.4 2.1 1.6 2.8 2.0 2.2 2.2 2.7 1.5 1.6
Connecticut 1.5 2.1 1.6 s 7.9 1.5 1.9 1.6 3.1 1.9 2.4 2.2 2.8 2.9 2.9 2.3 1.6
Delaware 10 | 20 1.8 | = » 12 32 14| 24 20 21 20| 1.7 12 27 1.5 1.3
DC 08 | 1.0 10 | ™ ®» 06 15 92 | ™™ 07 14 17 | 08 < = 08 21
Florida 1.3 1.6 1.7 oo e 1.1 1.6 1.9 s 1.7 2.0 2.4 3.0 1.5 3.2 0.9 1.9
Georgia 1.8 2.0 2.0 s e 0.8 4.2 2.6 1.8 1.0 2.0 3.4 2.8 3.3 2.0 0.8 2.8
Hawaii 09 | 1.1 14 | » 13 ** 16 35 | 41 1.5 20 19| 18 16 16 13 13
ldaho A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A
llinois A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A
Indiana 1.7 | 20 1.9 | ® = 10 3.1 1.8 | 2.1 17 26 25| 31 35 21 17 17
lowa* 18 | 23 21 | *»* » 41 50 18| 33 20 32 23|35 39 22| 30 20
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NAEP Achievement Level Standard Errors (At or Above Proficient
Table C-3 cont. ‘ )

Grade 8 Mathematics, 1996 - by State and by Subgroup

State Sex Race/ethnicity Parents'eglijgcgizisc’)fnlevel of School location ;gggrye

3 o o

s 5 EE g L, 5| 5 &5
B, ¢ |fSe S8 . § & %5 % Tz og|E 2 2 |zE_ SR

Kansas A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A
Kentucky 1.2 1.6 1.5 e e e e 1.3 1.2 1.4 2.1 2.6 3.2 4.0 1.2 1.1 1.8
Louisiana 1.1 1.3 1.3 e e 0.5 e 1.6 1.7 1.0 1.7 2.3 2.0 2.1 1.5 0.8 1.8
Maine 1.7 2.1 2.0 e e e e 1.7 3.3 2.2 3.0 2.1 3.5 5.6 1.8 2.8 1.8
Maryland* 2.3 2.8 2.3 e 519 1.0 3.7 2.8 2.0 1.8 2.3 33 3.2 3.1 3.3 1.2 3.1
Massachusetts 1.8 2.2 2.1 e 6.5 3.3 2.2 2.1 2.0 1.9 29 2.3 2.5 2.7 4.3 1.5 2.2
Michigan* 1.8 2.1 2.0 oo e 2.0 4.6 1.8 3.2 1.4 2.5 2.6 4.1 2.6 2.6 1.8 2.1
Minnesota 1.8 2.4 1.9 e 5.5 3.5 6.4 1.9 5.0 2.5 2.3 2.4 6.2 3.0 1.9 2.2 1.7
Mississippi 0.8 0.9 1.0 e e 0.3 1.7 1.6 1.3 0.8 2.3 1.4 2.6 2.0 0.8 0.5 1.7
Missouri 1.4 1.8 1.6 e e 1.7 4.3 1.6 24 1.5 2.5 2.3 5.2 2.3 2.0 1.8 1.4
Montana*® 1.5 1.9 2.3 2.6 e oo 4.1 1.5 29 2.6 2.9 2.3 2.3 o 1.8 2.7 1.5
Nebraska 1.5 2.1 2.1 s e 3.3 2.8 1.6 3.2 2.2 3.2 1.6 1.8 3.4 2.0 2.6 1.7

Nevada [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ )] ([ ] [ ) [ ) [ ] [ ] [ J [ ] [ ] [ J [ ] [ ]

New Hampshire ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° °

New Jersey ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° °
New Mexico 1.1 1.5 1.4 1.6 e s 1.2 1.8 2.0 1.4 1.9 2.2 1.7 2.9 1.6 0.9 1.8
New York* 1.5 1.6 2.3 e 6.3 1.8 1.4 1.8 3.6 2.6 3.1 2.5 1.7 2.4 2.7 1.5 2.1
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NAEP Achievement Level Standard Errors (At or Above Proficient) Table C_3 cont

Grade 8 Mathematics, 1996 - by State and by Subgroup

State Sex Race/ethnicity Parents'eglijgcgizisc’)fnlevel of School location ;gggrye
3 u c 8 g
3 o =) _ éi g o) 5 %L & %l
é 3 §§ 2. o Z% £, 32 S| € g5 3 |2 £ iéE
5. 3 |BEe B . 5 =2 |55 %% 2 os|®E 2 £ (3B <E,
North Carolina|] 1.3 1.6 16 | = e 1.0 2.8 1.6 1.8 1.6 2.2 2.4 3.0 2.1 1.7 1.0 1.7
North Dakota | 15 | 13 24 | 36 ™ ** 49 15 | 54 19 36 18 | 26 ™ 19 | 25 16
Ohio A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A
Oklahoma A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A
Oregon 1.6 | 2.1 18 | 37 55 * 37 17| 28 21 26 25 | 45 24 17 | 21 1.9
Pennsylvania A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A
Rhode Island 1.3 1.6 1.5 oo 5.5 3.6 1.4 1.5 2.2 1.9 3.2 2.3 1.3 1.7 2.7 1.8 1.6
South Carolina®] 1.2 1.5 1.3 e e 0.6 2.9 2.1 1.6 1.3 2.7 2.4 2.8 1.9 1.6 1.2 1.7
South Dakota | A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A
Tennessee 13 | 16 1.4 | = » 12 27 15| 15 11 23 30| 28 25 16 | 1.0 19
Texas 1.5 1.9 1.9 100 1.7 1.4 1.8 1.9 2.0 2.3 2.2 2.5 3.2 2.7 1.2 1.9
Utah 13 | 16 15 | ®™ 75 * 18 13 | 42 14 23 19| 25 18 20 | 20 13
Vermont* 14 | 2.1 1.8 | ¥ ow owmex w14 1 46 16 39 20 | 54 15 | 21 1.5
Virginia 12| 15 16| ™ 68 08 34 14| 19 13 27 19| 25 20 15 | 12 14
Washington 12 | 15 16 | 26 48 27 28 14 | 21 26 25 19 | 28 18 3. 17 14
West Virginia 0.9 1.0 12 | = o e 4.2 0.9 1.4 1.2 1.8 2.0 1.8 1.9 1.2 1.1 1.3
Wisconsin* 20 | 23 22 | %  w w99 20| 35 27 30 24| 39 31 25 | 23 20
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NAEP Achievement Level Standard Errors (At or Above Proficient
Table C-3 cont. ‘ )

Grade 8 Mathematics, 1996 - by State and by Subgroup

- Parents' highest level of . Poverty
State Sex Race/ethnicity education School location measure
Ks)
. £ v s g ¢
< 5 g2 5 — 2 | & 8%
" 9] = _ S o S P -+
5 &5 . 8, %2 t£t | £ 25 35 g% 2%
- © L E = = 8 [SR=] 7] ) — =9 e =S 25
2 2 |2y =38 = Y =5 - v e < © = L 29_ o©g
w = E |28 s5 B8 g = ne B8 EL 2 2 8% T |539E€ «3¢T
= = F |£E2 22 @ T = L8 T &8 S 8 5= 2 |TE&E5 2£5
Wyoming 10 | 15 14 | 25 » = 16 10 | 3.1 1.7 2.1 1.7 | 16 ™ 13 1.5 13
Am. Samoa A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A
Guam 08 | 1.3 1.0 | ™ 11 % 14 | o 1.5 3.0 2.1 | e om0
N. Marianas A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A
Puerto Rico A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A
Virgin Islands | A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A A

U.S. data include public and nonpublic school students, while state data include public school students only.

State did not satisfy one of the NAEP guidelines for school sample participation rates at Grade 8.

State did not participate in the 1996 NAEP mathematics assessment at Grade 8.

State did not meet the minimum school participation guidelines for public schools at Grade 8; therefore, results were not released by the National Center for Education Statistics.
**** Standard error estimates cannot be accurately determined.

®p *4qO

Source: Reese, C.M., Jerry, L., & Ballator, N. (1997, June). NAEP 1996 mathematics state report for [name of state]. Washington, DC: National Center for Education Statistics.
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NAEP Achievement Level Standard Errors (At or Above Proficient)

Grade 8 Science, 1996 - by State and by Subgroup

Table C-4

State Sex Race/ethnicity Parents'egagcgiis;nlevel of School location rffé\alg[]%
s > é § - g aug E%'

g | o o |55¢ =2 5 & & |®3 32 vE3 £ | E s. = |8fg TEs

us.o 12 | 12 17 | 57 37 08 1.1 1.7 | 1.8 1.7 22 17| O O O 1.6 1.8
Alabama 1.5 | 19 1.7 | = » 11 32 20| 24 13 21 24| O O O 10 22
Alaska* 16 | 22 23| 27 62 ™ 38 19 | ™ 32 35 26| O O O 29 26
Arizona 1.7 | 20 18| 39 *»™ 35 19 19 | 16 24 27 24| O O O 1.5 24
Arkansas* 15 | 23 14 | ® » 15 40 19 | 16 20 26 23| O O O 1.6 1.8
California 1.7 | 19 18 | ™ 36 25 15 27 | 15 19 22 26| O O O 12 25
Colorado 12| 15 18| 65 65 42 20 14 | 33 27 24 15| O O O 2.1 1.6
Connecticut 1.7 | 19 23 | ™ 63 29 18 20| 36 34 30 24| O O O 30 2.1
Delaware 10 | 1.8 12 | ® » 12 25 13 | 31 21 23 21 O O O 16 15
DC 09 | 1.1 1.1 | ®*  »= 08 22 | = 08 22 18| O O O 05 22
Florida 16 | 19 20 | ® » 13 14 22| 30 18 27 27| O O O 1.5 2.1
Georgia 1.7 | 20 1.7 | = = 12 41 20| 19 20 21 3.1 O O O 10 23
Hawaii 10 | 1.2 15 | 12 41 .1 36 | 39 17 33 15| O O O 1.5 13
ldaho A A A A A A A A A A A A O O O A A
llinois A A A A A A A A A A A A O O O A A
Indiana 19 | 23 22 | ® » 923 32 20| 33 26 25 30| O O O 27 19
lowa* 16 | 21 20 | ®™ » 30 57 17| 46 25 28 22| O O O 20 18
Kansas A A A A A A A A A A A A O O O A A
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Table C-4 cont.

NAEP Achievement Level Standard Errors (At or Above Proficient)

Grade 8 Science, 1996 - by State and by Subgroup

State Sex Race/ethnicity Parents'egagcgiis;nlevel of School location nP](é\aISL%
S g=) é § - g aug E%'
2| o ¢ €5y S8 . 5§ g |3 285 . Bz b | B s, 2 |zB.°E.
Kentucky 1.3 1.6 1.6 o e 1.8 43 1.3 1.5 1.6 2.4 2.8 O O O 1.5 1.6
Louisiana 1.2 1.9 1.2 o e 0.9 2.9 1.6 2.0 1.3 2.5 2.1 O O O 1.1 2.0
Maine 1.8 1.7 2.5 o e e 7.3 1.7 4.0 2.5 3.8 2.2 O O O 24 2.3
Maryland* 1.8 2.2 2.2 o 6.7 1.3 2.8 2.3 3.6 3.0 2.8 29 O O O 1.2 2.4
Massachusetts 1.7 2.1 2.0 o 7.9 2.7 2.8 1.8 4.0 2.8 3.6 2.0 O O O 1.6 2.0
Michigan® 2.0 2.4 2.5 o e 1.5 4.4 2.3 3.6 2.7 2.5 2.5 O O O 2.7 2.1
Minnesota 1.7 2.0 2.0 10.8 3.2 5.7 1.7 5.2 3.1 3.4 2.0 O O O 1.9 1.9
Mississippi 1.0 1.4 1.1 o e 0.6 1.7 1.5 2.0 1.2 2.3 2.0 O O O 0.8 1.7
Missouri 1.3 1.7 1.7 o e 1.3 3.6 1.6 2.2 2.2 2.7 2.0 O O O 1.8 1.6
Montana*® 2.1 2.9 2.3 3.6 e e 4.8 2.0 5.8 4.0 3.7 2.7 O O O 29 2.4
Nebraska 1.5 1.9 1.9 o e 2.6 4.0 1.6 2.3 2.2 29 2.2 O O O 2.3 1.7
Nevada ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° @) O O ° °
New Hampshire ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° O O O ° °
New Jersey ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° O O O ° °
New Mexico 0.7 1.2 1.2 1.6 e e 0.8 1.4 1.1 1.4 2.1 1.6 O O O 1.0 1.5
New York* 1.7 2.7 1.8 o 8.3 1.2 2.3 2.2 5.5 3.0 3.4 2.5 O O O 1.6 2.5
North Carolina 1.4 2.0 1.5 5.0 e 1.0 3.2 1.7 2.2 1.8 2.4 2.1 O O O 0.8 1.8
North Dakota 1.5 1.9 1.8 4.6 e e 4.8 1.6 59 3.1 3.0 1.6 O O O 29 1.7
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NAEP Achievement Level Standard Errors (At or Above Proficient)

Grade 8 Science, 1996 - by State and by Subgroup

Table C-4 cont.

State Sex Race/ethnicity Parents'egagcgiis;nlevel of School location nP](é\aISL%
= =y é § = g aug E%'
2| o ¢ €5y S8 L. 5§ g |3 25 . Bz b | B s, 2 |2B.©E.
Ohio A A A A A A A A A A A A O O O A A
Oklahoma A A A A A A A A A A A A O O O A A
Oregon 18 | 23 19| 69 52 ™ 27 19 | 37 23 27 24| O O O 22 18
Pennsylvania A A A A A A A A A A A A O O O A A
Rhode Island 15| 16 20 | ™ 47 24 12 18 | 18 25 31 22| O O O 15 1.9
South Carolina® | 14 | 22 13 | ™ = 09 27 23| 33 17 26 29| O O O 1.1 2.1
South Dakota A A A A A A A A A A A A O O O A A
Tennessee 17 | 19 2.1 | == »= 96 ™ 90 | 23 20 26 29| O O O 13 22
Texas 15| 19 18 | ™ 57 21 11 21| 24 20 30 20| O O O 12 2.1
Utah 12 | 16 1.6 | ™ 47 ™ 28 13 | 51 25 23 17| O O O 26 15
Vermont* 16 | 23 20 | ™= == == g9 17 | 28 24 32 27| O O O 27 19
Virginia 21 | 24 25 | ™ 71 14 41 24| 20 19 25 29| O O O 12 25
Washington 16 | 22 15| 45 48 25 22 18 | 34 22 23 24| O O O 1.8 1.9
West Virginia 11 | 1.7 1.6 | = = 98 *= 111 14 14 25 19| O O O 1.0 14
Wisconsin* 19 | 25 23 | = == 97 64 19 | 54 41 23 22| O O O 28 2.1
Wyoming 13 | 1.5 1.6 | 32 ™ == 93 14 | 45 31 25 18| O O O 20 14
Am. Samoa A A A A A A A A A A A A O O O A A
Guam 10 | 1.3 15 | ™ 11 * 15 47 | ™ 12 29 20| O O o | ™ 12
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NAEP Achievement Level Standard Errors (At or Above Proficient
Table C-4 cont. ‘ )

Grade 8 Science, 1996 - by State and by Subgroup

.~ Parents' highest level of . Poverty
State Sex Race/ethnicity education School location measure
v v
c © S g g
S 5 £ e 2 T 2 Toee
% = & = 5 S ® Z o = |38 23
S s g o = 2, 3= > | & £ = [8¢ 2%
E v 8%, £ = £. %% =g ¢ | s -2 & |2B_ SE
17 9] © 552> c©%¢ ~ © i "’8 =2 2578 SA = = = 58 vl
= < E |Ex® 28 8 2 s | 45 =8 55 = S =9 5 |2gE BgE
< = Y £z Zv o T = 48 To w3 O O S5 = D=3 =2&3
N. Marianas A A A A A A A A A A A A O O O A A
Puerto Rico A A A A A A A A A A A A O O O A A
Virgin Islands A A A A A A A A A A A A O O O A A

U UsS. data include public and nonpublic school students, while state data include public school students only.

*** Standard error estimates cannot be accurately determined.

O No school location data for science in 1996.

¥ State did not satisfy one of the NAEP guidelines for school sample participation rates at Grade 8.

A State did not participate in the 1996 NAEP science assessment at Grade 8.

® State did not meet the minimum school participation guidelines for public schools at Grade 8; therefore, results were not released by the National Center for Education Statistics.

Source: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1996 Science assessment, as shown in: Bourque, M.L, Champagne, A.B., & Crissman, S. (1997, October). 1996 Science performance standards:
Achievement results for the nation and the states. Washington, DC: National Assessment Governing Board.
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Appendix D

This section of the report provides additional information about the
student subgroups profiled in Part 3 on each of the state pages.
Part 3 shows the percentages of students in different subgroups
who met the Goals Panel's performance standard (that is, a score
at or above the Proficient level) on the most recent NAEP
mathematics and science assessments.! Results are presented by sex,
race/ethnicity, parents' highest level of education, school location,
and eligibility for free/reduced-price lunch programs.

The summaries in this appendix indicate whether differences
between subgroups were statistically significant. (See explanation of
statistical significance on pp. 3-4.) Each list shows the number of
states in which the percentage of students in one group who
scored at or above Proficient was significantly higher than that of
students in a second group. This is shortened to read, for
example, males outperformed females nationally and in 9 states. If
a state is not shown on a particular list, either differences between
the subgroups in that state were not statistically significant, or
sample sizes were too small to permit reliable estimates. The
reader is cautioned to avoid interpreting these subgroup differences
as causal relationships.

Statistically Significant Differences in Subgroup Performance on NAEP

Whites outperformed American Indians/Alaskan Natives nationally
and in 14 states

u.s.
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
Colorado
Michigan
Minnesota
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
North Dakota
Oregon
Utah
Washington
Wyoming

Subgroup differences were statistically significant nationally and in 14 out of 15 states.

Whites outperformed Asians/Pacific Islanders in 2 states

Alaska
Minnesota

Mathematics, Grade 4 — 1996

Subgroup differences were statistically significant in 2 out of 15 states.

Males outperformed females nationally and in 9 states

us.
Connecticut
District of Columbia
Minnesota
Montana
New Jersey
Rhode Island
Utah
Washington
Wisconsin

Subgroup differences were statistically significant nationally and in 9 out of 45 states.

T US. data include public and nonpublic school students, while state data include public school students only.
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Appendix D

Mathematics, Grade 4 — 1996

Whites outperformed Blacks nationally and in 34 states

Asians/Pacific Islanders outperformed American Indians/Alaskan Natives
nationally and in 2 states

us. Mississippi
Alabama Missouri
Alaska Nebraska
Arkansas Nevada
Colorado New Jersey
Connecticut New Mexico
Delaware New York
District of Columbia North Carolina
Florida Pennsylvania
Georgia Rhode Island
Hawaii South Carolina
Indiana Tennessee
lowa Texas
Kentucky Virginia
Louisiana Washington
Maryland West Virginia
Massachusetts Wisconsin
Michigan

us.
Nevada
Oregon

Subgroup differences were statistically significant nationally and in 2 out of 7 states.

Asians/Pacific Islanders outperformed Blacks nationally and in 11 states

u.s.
Alaska
Colorado
Hawaii
Maryland
Massachusetts
Nevada
New Jersey
New York
Rhode Island
Virginia
Washington

Subgroup differences were statistically significant nationally and in 34 out of 34 states.

Subgroup differences were statistically significant nationally and in 11 out of 11 states.

Whites outperformed Hispanics nationally and in 43 states

Asians/Pacific Islanders outperformed Hispanics nationally and in 10 states

us. Kentucky North Carolina
Alabama Louisiana Oregon
Alaska Maine Pennsylvania
Arizona Maryland Rhode Island
Arkansas Massachusetts South Carolina
California Michigan Texas
Colorado Minnesota Utah
Connecticut Mississippi Vermont
Delaware Missouri Virginia
District of Columbia Montana Washington
Florida Nebraska West Virginia
Georgia Nevada Wisconsin
Hawaii New Jersey Wyoming
Indiana New Mexico Guam
lowa New York

us.
California
Colorado
Maryland
Massachusetts
Nevada
New Jersey
New York
Oregon
Virginia
Washington

Subgroup differences were statistically significant nationally and in 10 out of 12 states.

Subgroup differences were statistically significant nationally and in 43 out of 45 states.
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Statistically Significant Differences in Subgroup Performance on NAEP

Mathematics, Grade 4 — 1996

Asians/Pacific Islanders outperformed Whites in 3 states

Maryland
New Jersey
Virginia

Students whose parents had some education beyond high school
outperformed students whose parents did not complete high school,
nationally and in 30 states

Subgroup differences were statistically significant in 3 out of 15 states.

Students whose parents did complete high school
outperformed students whose parents did not complete high school,
nationally and in 10 states

u.s.
Arkansas
Connecticut
Kentucky
Michigan
Nebraska
Nevada
Oregon
Tennessee
Texas
West Virginia

us. Missouri
Alabama Montana
Alaska Nebraska
Arizona Nevada
Arkansas New Jersey
Colorado New Mexico
Connecticut North Carolina
Florida Oregon
Georgia Rhode Island
Kentucky Tennessee
Louisiana Texas
Maine Virginia
Maryland Washington
Massachusetts West Virginia
Michigan Wyoming
Mississippi

Subgroup differences were statistically significant nationally and in 30 out of 32 states.

Subgroup differences were statistically significant nationally and in 10 out of 32 states.
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Students whose parents were college graduates
outperformed students whose parents did not complete high school,
nationally and in 32 states

u.s. Missouri
Alabama Montana
Alaska Nebraska
Arizona Nevada
Arkansas New Jersey
Colorado New Mexico
Connecticut North Carolina
Florida Oregon
Georgia Rhode Island

Indiana South Carolina
Kentucky Tennessee
Louisiana Texas

Maine Virginia
Maryland Washington

Massachusetts West Virginia
Michigan Wyoming
Mississippi

Subgroup differences were statistically significant nationally and in 32 out of 32 states.
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Mathematics, Grade 4 — 1996

Students in central cities outperformed students in
urban fringes/large towns in 1 state

Students in urban fringes/large towns outperformed students
in rural areas/small towns in 10 states

Hawaii

Subgroup differences were statistically significant in 1 out of 39 states.

Students in central cities outperformed students
in rural areas/small towns in 4 states

Arizona
Hawaii
North Carolina
South Carolina

Georgia
Louisiana
Maryland
Minnesota

Mississippi

Missouri

New York
Pennsylvania
South Carolina
Virginia

Subgroup differences were statistically significant in 10 out of 38 states.

Subgroup differences were statistically significant in 4 out of 41 states.

Students in urban fringes/large towns outperformed students
in central cities nationally and in 15 states

Students in rural areas/small towns outperformed students
in central cities in 5 states

u.s.
Connecticut
Georgia
lowa
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Missouri
New Jersey
New York
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
Texas
Virginia
Wisconsin

Connecticut
Massachusetts
Michigan
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island

Subgroup differences were statistically significant in 5 out of 41 states.

Subgroup differences were statistically significant nationally and in 15 out of 39 states.
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Mathematics, Grade 4 — 1996
Students who were not eligible for the free/reduced-price school lunch
program outperformed students who were eligible, nationally and in 45 states
u.s. Missouri
Alabama Montana
Alaska Nebraska
Arizona Nevada
Arkansas New Jersey
California New Mexico
Colorado New York
Connecticut North Carolina
Delaware North Dakota
District of Columbia Oregon
Florida Pennsylvania
Georgia Rhode Island
Hawaii South Carolina
Indiana Tennessee
lowa Texas
Kentucky Utah
Louisiana Vermont
Maine Virginia
Maryland Washington
Massachusetts West Virginia
Michigan Wisconsin
Minnesota Wyoming
Mississippi Guam
Subgroup differences were statistically significant nationally and in 45 out of 45 states.
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Mathematics, Grade 8 — 1996

Whites outperformed Hispanics nationally and in 35 states

Males outperformed females in 7 states

Colorado
Nebraska
North Carolina
South Carolina
Utah
Virginia
Washington

Subgroup differences were statistically significant in 7 out of 43 states.

Whites outperformed Blacks nationally and in 27 states

us. Massachusetts
Alabama Michigan
Arizona Minnesota
Arkansas Mississippi
Colorado Missouri
Connecticut Nebraska
Delaware New York
District of Columbia North Carolina
Florida Rhode Island
Georgia South Carolina
Indiana Tennessee
lowa Texas
Louisiana Virginia
Maryland Washington

u.s.
Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
District of Columbia
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Indiana
lowa
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota

Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska

New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Oregon
Rhode Island
South Carolina
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Virginia
Washington

Wisconsin
Wyoming

Subgroup differences were statistically significant nationally and in 35 out of 36 states.

Asians/Pacific Islanders outperformed Blacks in 9 states

Subgroup differences were statistically significant nationally and in 27 out of 27 states.

Colorado
Connecticut
Maryland
Massachusetts
Minnesota
New York
Texas
Virginia
Washington

Subgroup differences were statistically significant in 9 out of 10 states.
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Statistically Significant Differences in Subgroup Performance on NAEP

Mathematics, Grade 8 — 1996

Asians/Pacific Islanders outperformed
American Indians/Alaskan Natives in 2 states

Students whose parents did complete high school
outperformed students whose parents did not complete high school,
nationally and in 18 states

Oregon
Washington

Subgroup differences were statistically significant in 2 out of 3 states.

Asians/Pacific Islanders outperformed Hispanics in 14 states

California
Colorado
Connecticut
Hawaii
Maryland
Massachusetts
New York
Oregon
Rhode Island
Texas
Utah
Virginia
Washington
Guam

u.s. Missouri
Arizona Montana
Arkansas Nebraska
California North Carolina
Indiana Rhode Island
Kentucky Tennessee

Maine Texas
Maryland West Virginia
Massachusetts Wisconsin
Michigan

Subgroup differences were statistically significant nationally and in 18 out of 39 states.

Students whose parents had some education beyond high school
outperformed students whose parents did not complete high school,

nationally and in 38 states

Subgroup differences were statistically significant in 14 out of 16 states.

Asians/Pacific Islanders outperformed Whites in 2 states

Maryland
Texas

Subgroup differences were statistically significant in 2 out of 15 states.
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us. Montana
Alabama Nebraska
Arizona New Mexico
Arkansas New York
California North Carolina
Colorado North Dakota
Connecticut Oregon
Delaware Rhode Island
Georgia South Carolina
Indiana Tennessee
lowa Texas
Kentucky Utah
Louisiana Vermont
Maine Virginia
Maryland Washington
Massachusetts West Virginia
Michigan Wisconsin
Minnesota Wyoming
Mississippi Guam
Missouri

Subgroup differences were statistically significant nationally and in 38 out of 39 states.




Statistically Significant Differences in Subgroup Performance on NAEP

Appendix D

Mathematics, Grade 8 — 1996

Students whose parents were college graduates
outperformed students whose parents did not complete high school,
nationally and in 39 states

Students in central cities outperformed students
in rural areas/small towns in 8 states

u.s. Missouri
Alabama Montana
Arizona Nebraska
Arkansas New Mexico
California New York
Colorado North Carolina

Connecticut North Dakota
Delaware Oregon
Georgia Rhode Island
Hawaii South Carolina
Indiana Tennessee

lowa Texas
Kentucky Utah
Louisiana Vermont

Maine Virginia
Maryland Washington

Massachusetts West Virginia

Michigan Wisconsin
Minnesota Wyoming
Mississippi Guam

Alaska
Arizona
Hawaii
Kentucky
North Carolina
Oregon
South Carolina
West Virginia

Subgroup differences were statistically significant in 8 out of 38 states.

Students in urban fringes/large towns outperformed
students in central cities nationally and in 13 states

Subgroup differences were statistically significant nationally and in 39 out of 39 states.

Students in central cities outperformed students
in urban fringes/large towns in 2 states

us.
California
Connecticut
Georgia
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Nebraska
New York
Rhode Island
Tennessee
Virginia
Wisconsin

Hawaii
North Carolina

Subgroup differences were statistically significant nationally and in 13 out of 35 states.

Subgroup differences were statistically significant in 2 out of 35 states.
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Statistically Significant Differences in Subgroup Performance on NAEP

Mathematics, Grade 8 - 1996 Students who were not eligible for the free/reduced-price school lunch
program outperformed students who were eligible, nationally and in 41 states
Students in urban fringes/large towns outperformed students Us Missouri
in rural areas/small towns in 13 states Alabama Mississippi
Arkansas Alaska Minnesota
Georgia Arizona Montana
Maine Arkansas Nebraska
Maryland California New Mexico
Minnesota Colorado New York
Mississippi Connecticut North Carolina
Nebraska Delaware North Dakota
New York District of Columbia Oregon
Oregon Florida Rhode Island
South Carolina Georgia South Carolina
Tennessee Hawaii Tennessee
Virginia lowa Texas
West Virginia Indiana Utah
; - S Kentucky Vermont
Subgroup differences were statistically significant in 13 out of 35 states. .. L.
Louisiana Virginia
Students in rural areas/small towns outperformed students Maine Washington
in central cities nationally and in 7 states Maryland West Virginia
Massachusetts Wisconsin
us. Michigan Wyoming
M(;OSZZEESSC::B Subgroup differences were statistically significant nationally and in 41 out of 41 states.
Michigan
New York
Rhode Island
Wisconsin
Wyoming
Subgroup differences were statistically significant nationally and in 7 out of 38 states.
Students in rural areas/small towns outperformed students
in urban fringes/large towns in 1 state
Rhode Island
Subgroup differences were statistically significant in 1 out of 35 states.
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Science, Grade 8 — 1996

Whites outperformed Blacks nationally and in 31 states

Males outperformed females in 19 states

Alaska Nebraska
Arkansas New Mexico
Colorado New York
Georgia North Dakota
Louisiana Oregon

Maine Texas

Massachusetts Utah
Michigan Washington
Minnesota Wisconsin
Missouri

Subgroup differences were statistically significant in 19 out of 42 states.

Whites outperformed American Indians/Alaskan Natives nationally
and in 9 states

u.s.
Alaska
Arizona
Colorado
Montana
New Mexico
North Carolina
North Dakota
Washington
Wyoming

u.s. Massachusetts
Alabama Michigan
Arizona Minnesota
Arkansas Mississippi
California Missouri
Colorado Nebraska

Connecticut New York
Delaware North Carolina
Florida Rhode Island
Georgia South Carolina
Hawaii Tennessee
Indiana Texas
lowa Virginia
Kentucky Washington
Louisiana West Virginia
Maryland Wisconsin

Subgroup differences were statistically significant nationally and in 31 out of 31 states.

Subgroup differences were statistically significant nationally and in 9 out of 10 states.

Whites outperformed Asians/Pacific Islanders in 3 states

Rhode Island
Utah
Guam

Subgroup differences were statistically significant nationally and in 3 out of 16 states.
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Statistically Significant Differences in Subgroup Performance on NAEP

Science, Grade 8 — 1996

Whites outperformed Hispanics

nationally and in 39 states

Asians/Pacific Islanders outperformed American Indians/Alaskan Natives
in 1 state

u.s.
Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Indiana
lowa
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan

Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Oregon
Rhode Island
South Carolina
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
Wisconsin
Wyoming
Guam

Alaska

Subgroup differences were statistically significant in 1 out of 4 states.

Asians/Pacific Islanders outperformed Blacks nationally and in 9 states

u.s.
California
Colorado

Connecticut
Maryland
Massachusetts
New York
Texas
Virginia
Washington

Subgroup differences were statistically significant nationally and in 9 out of 12 states.

Asians/Pacific Islanders outperformed Hispanics nationally and in 12 states

Subgroup differences were statistically significant nationally and in 39 out of 39 states.
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us.
Alaska
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Hawaii
Maryland
Massachusetts
New York
Oregon
Rhode Island
Texas
Virginia

Subgroup differences were statistically significant nationally and in 12 out of 16 states.
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Science, Grade 8 — 1996 Students whose parents had some education beyond high school
outperformed students whose parents did not complete high school,
Students whose parents did complete high school nationally and in 37 states
outperformed students whose parents did not complete high school, S
nationally and in 13 states us. Mississippi
Alabama Missouri
us. Arizona Montana
Arizona Arkansas Nebraska
Arkansas California New Mexico
California Colorado New York
Kentucky Connecticut North Carolina
Michigan Delaware Oregon
Montana Florida Rhode Island
Nebraska Georgia South Carolina
North Carolina Indiana Tennessee
Rhode Island lowa Texas
Tennessee Kentucky Utah
Utah Louisiana Vermont
West Virginia Maine Virginia
Wisconsin Maryland Washington
Subgroup differences were statistically significant nationally and in 13 out of 39 states. Mass_achusetts Wes.t Vlrgl.nla
Michigan Wisconsin
Minnesota Wyoming
Subgroup differences were statistically significant nationally and in 37 out of 39 states.
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Statistically Significant Differences in Subgroup Performance on NAEP

Science, Grade 8 — 1996 Students who were not eligible for the free/reduced-price school lunch
program outperformed students who were eligible, nationally and in 41 states
Students whose parents were college graduates outperformed students .
. . . . us. Minnesota
whose parents did not complete high school, nationally and in 39 states T
Alabama Mississippi
us. Mississippi Alaska Missouri
Alabama Missouri Arizona Montana
Arizona Montana Arkansas Nebraska
Arkansas Nebraska California New Mexico
California New Mexico Colorado New York
Colorado New York Connecticut North Carolina
Connecticut North Carolina Delaware North Dakota
Delaware North Dakota District of Columbia Oregon
Florida Oregon Florida Rhode Island
Georgia Rhode Island Georgia South Carolina
Hawaii South Carolina Hawaii Tennessee
Indiana Tennessee Indiana Texas
lowa Texas lowa Utah
Kentucky Utah Kentucky Vermont
Louisiana Vermont Louisiana Virginia
Maine Virginia Maine Washington
Maryland Washington Maryland West Virginia
Massachusetts West Virginia Massachusetts Wisconsin
Michigan Wisconsin Michigan Wyoming
Minnesota Wyoming Subgroup differences were statistically significant nationally and in 41 out of 41 states.
Subgroup differences were statistically significant nationally and in 39 out of 39 states.
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Mathematics and Science Achievement State by State, 1998 Response Card

The National Education Goals Panel values your feedback on Mathematics and Science Achievement State by State, 1998. Please
take a few moments to fill out and return this questionnaire so that we can improve future reports. Mail or fax to:

National Education Goals Panel
1255 22nd Street, NW, Suite 502, Washington, DC 20037
PHONE (202) 724-0015
FAX (202) 632-0957
E-MAIL: NEGP@goalline.org
Website: http://www.negp.gov

Name:

Organization:

Address:
City: State: Zip:
Phone: Fax:
E-mail:
Please circle all that apply: 4. How do you rate the usefulness of the information included on the

) ) US. and state data pages?
Student [ Parent | Educator | Business or Community Leader /

Federal, State, or Local Policymaker / Concerned Citizen (1 = not very useful and 5 = very useful)
1. For what purpose do you use this report? ® Part 1 - Improvement Over Time
1 2 3 4 5 N/A

e Part 2 - State Comparisons

1 2 3 4 5 N/A
2. How well has the report served that purpose? ® Part 3 - Subgroup Performance
_ Very Well ____ Well ____ Poorly ____ Very Poorly 1 2 3 1 5 N/A
3. How, if at all, could the report have served you better? e International Comparisons

1 2 3 4 5 N/A



Response Card Mathematics and Science Achievement State by State, 1998

5. Please check if you would like to obtain free copies of the following:

How many?

1997 National Education Goals Report

— 1997 Summary: Mathematics and Science Achievement for the 21st Century

1996 National Education Goals Report

1996 Executive Summary: Commonly Asked Questions About Standards and Assessments

____ 1995 National Education Goals Report

1995 Executive Summary: Improving Education Through Family-School-Community Partnerships
Principles and Recommendations for Early Childhood Assessments, 1998

Ready Schools, 1998

Getting a Good Start in School, 1997

Special Early Childhood Report, 1997

Implementing Academic Standards: Papers Commissioned by the National Education Goals Panel, 1997
Publications list

Place First Class
Postage Here or
Fax to:
(202) 632-0957

National Education Goals Panel
1255 22nd Street, NW, Suite 502
X} Washington, DC 20037

_
il

NATIONAL
EDUCATION

GOALS

P A N E L

Tape here



NATIONAL EDUCATION GOALS PANEL

1255 22ND STREET, N.W., SUITE 502
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20037
(202) 724-0015 * FAX (202) 632-0957
http://www.negp.gov
E-MAIL: NEGP@goalline.org
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