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Table 5-P. State-by-State Summary of Achievement Gap Trends in Math (continued)

State, Years & Grade
Levels Analyzed

African American/
White

Latino/White
Native American/

White
Low-Income/

Not Low-Income

PP ES PP ES PP ES PP ES

South Dakota (2005–2007)

Across all grade levels

Elementary (grade 4) � � � � � � � �

Middle (grade 8) � � � � � � � �

High (grade 11) � � � � � � � �

Tennessee (2004–2007)

Across all grade levels 3 3

Elementary (grade 4) 3 3 2, 3 2, 3

Middle (grade 8) 3 3 2 2

High (grade 9) 3 3 2 2 3 3

Texas (2005–2007)

Across all grade levels � � �

Elementary (grade 4)

Middle (grade 8)

High (grade 10) �

Utah (2004–2007)

Across all grade levels �2 2 � � 2, 3 �2, 3 �

Elementary (grade 4) �

Middle (Pre-Algebra) 3 3

High (Geometry) 2 2 2, 3 2, 3

Vermont (2006–2007)

Across all grade levels

Elementary (grade 4) � � � � � � � �

Middle (grade 8) � � � � � � � �

High (grade 10) � � � � � � � �

Virginia (2006–2007)

Across all grade levels

Elementary (grade 4) � � � � � � � �

Middle (grade 8) � � � � � � � �

High (grade 11) � � � � � � � �

Washington (2002–2007)

Across all grade levels 3 3

Elementary (grade 4) 3 3 � �

Middle (grade 7) 3 3 � �

High (grade 10) 3 3 3 3 � �

Continued on page 113
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Table 5-P. State-by-State Summary of Achievement Gap Trends in Math (continued)

Table reads: In Alabama, the gap between African American and white students narrowed at all three grade levels analyzed
for this report according to the percentage of students scoring at the proficient level or above on the state math tests. There
were not enough years (only 1-2 years) of effect size data to determine the gap trend according to this measure.

Note: Gap trends for students with disabilities and English language learners are not shown because state and federal
policy changes may have affected the year-to-year comparability of test results for these subgroups. Trends for Asian
students are not shown because in most states this subgroup performed as well as or better than white students.

1 Low-income students were compared with all tested students in the state rather than with students who are not low-income.

2 The number of students tested in this subgroup at this grade level was fewer than 500, so changes for this
subgroup should be interpreted with caution.

3 The number of students tested in this subgroup changed by at least +/-25% between the first and last year shown, so
changes in results over time may be due to changes in the composition of the subgroup as well as changes in achievement.

State, Years & Grade
Levels Analyzed

African American/
White

Latino/White
Native American/

White
Low-Income/

Not Low-Income

PP ES PP ES PP ES PP ES

West Virginia (2004–2007)

Across all grade levels

Elementary (grade 4) 2, 3 � 2 � �

Middle (grade 8) 2, 3 � 2, 3 � �

High (grade 10) 2, 3 � 2 � �

Wisconsin (2006–2007)

Across all grade levels

Elementary (grade 4) � � � � � � � �

Middle (grade 8) � � � � � � � �

High (grade 10) � � � � � � � �

Wyoming (2006–2007)

Across all grade levels

Elementary (grade 4) � � � � � � � �

Middle (grade 8) � � � � � � � �

High (grade 11) � � � � � � � �
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CHAPTER 6

Comparing State Trends in Achievement Gaps
with NAEP Gap Trends

Summary of Findings

In addition to comparing overall achievement trends on state tests and the National Assessment
of Educational Progress, our study also compared trends in achievement gaps on state tests and
NAEP. These comparisons focused on gaps in reading and math at the elementary and middle
school levels for four subgroups—African American, Latino, and Native American students (all
compared with white students) and students from low-income families (compared with students
who are not from low-income families). Specifically, we compared changes in percentage profi-
cient gaps on state tests between 2002 and 2007, or the closest span of years with comparable
data, with changes in percentage basic gaps on NAEP between 2003 and 2007. These compar-
isons offer another perspective on whether the gap trends on state tests described in chapter 5 are
corroborated by an independent measure of achievement. We arrived at several key findings:

� Trends in achievement gaps on NAEP moved in the same direction as gap trends on
state tests 60% of the time in states with sufficient data—a lower level of agreement
than for overall achievement comparisons between NAEP and state tests. We made
289 different comparisons of average yearly changes in percentage proficient gaps on
state tests and percentage basic gaps on NAEP. We found that gaps narrowed on both
NAEP and state tests about 53% of the time and widened on both about 8% of the time,
for a total agreement rate of roughly 60%. This is less than the 81% agreement rate for
the comparisons of overall achievement trends described in chapter 4. The other 40% of
gap comparisons showed different trends on the two assessments.

� Gaps trends on state tests and NAEP agreed much more often at the elementary
level than at the middle school level, and more often for the Latino subgroup than
for other subgroups. Changes in gaps on state tests and NAEP moved in the same direc-
tion 73% of the time at the elementary/grade 4 level and 45% of the time at the middle
school/grade 8 level, with variations by subgroup. Trends in gaps for the Latino subgroup
moved in the same direction on state tests and NAEP 71% of the time. This is higher
than the agreement rates of 62% for the low-income subgroup, 56% for African
American students, and 48% for Native American students (but only a small number of
states had sufficient data for Native Americans).

� Achievement gaps narrowed on NAEP more often than they widened, but not as often
as gaps narrowed on state tests. In general, NAEP results paint a less positive picture of
progress in narrowing gaps than state tests do. Of the 289 gap comparisons we made, gaps
narrowed on NAEP 62% of the time while they narrowed on state tests 80% of the time.
Still, a pattern of more gaps narrowing than widening emerged on both state tests and NAEP
for most subgroups. An exception was in grade 8 math, where gaps on NAEP widened more
often than they narrowed for most subgroups. Another exception was for Native American
students, but too few states had sufficient data to discern a clear pattern for this subgroup.
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� In 2007, gaps between subgroups tended to be larger on NAEP than on state tests
except in grade 8 math, but gaps remained sizeable on both assessments. In reading at
both grades 4 and 8, median achievement gaps were consistently larger on NAEP than on
state tests. In grade 4 math, half of the gaps were also larger on NAEP. The major excep-
tion to the general pattern of larger NAEP gaps was in grade 8 math, where median gaps
were consistently smaller on NAEP than on state tests. On both assessments, gaps between
lower- and higher-performing subgroups often exceeded 20 percentage points in 2007.

� Fewer states had sufficient data for gap comparisons with NAEP than for overall
achievement comparisons with NAEP. The number of states with sufficient data on
both assessments to make gap comparisons ranged from a high of 30 states for the low-
income subgroup in grade 4 reading to a low of 7 for the Native American subgroup in
math. The numbers of states with sufficient data were smallest for the Native American
subgroup (7 to 9 states, depending on the subject) and the Latino subgroup (10 to 16 states).

The next section of this chapter briefly explains the methods we used to compare gap trends
on state tests and NAEP. The middle sections describe what we found when we analyzed the
direction of gap trends (narrowed, widened, showed no change) on the two assessments and
the size of gaps on both assessments in 2007. Tables are included for each type of compari-
son. A final section considers possible explanations for the similarities and differences
between the gap trends on state tests and NAEP.

How We Compared Gap Trends on State Tests and NAEP

In addition to reporting overall achievement results for each state, the National Assessment of
Educational Progress also reports state-by-state results for major subgroups of students. Using
these NAEP subgroup data, we compared achievement gaps on NAEP with gap trends on
state tests. For these gap comparisons, we adopted the same general approach and criteria that
we used for the comparisons of overall achievement trends described in chapter 4.

For the state test side of the comparisons, we looked at changes in gaps between subgroups
in terms of the percentages of students performing at or above the proficient level. The grade
levels and span of years analyzed on state tests varied somewhat, depending on data avail-
ability, but were the same grades and years used for other analyses in this report—usually
grades 4 and 8 (or an adjacent grade where sufficient comparable data were not available)
and years 2002 through 2007 (or the closest span of years with comparable data).

For the NAEP side, we looked at changes in gaps between the 2003 and 2007 NAEP admin-
istrations in grades 4 and 8. After reviewing a range of evidence, we determined that it was
more appropriate to compare percentages proficient on state tests with percentages of stu-
dents performing at or above the basic level on NAEP, for reasons explained in more detail
in box 4-A of chapter 4. The NAEP definition of “proficient,” which is not tied to any spe-
cific state’s curriculum standards, typically represents a more ambitious and aspirational con-
cept of competent performance than the definitions of proficiency used by the vast majority
of states (and by several other countries). State definitions of proficient are tied to the state’s
specific curriculum standards and are used for high-stakes accountability decisions under the
No Child Left Behind Act, so these definitions may represent a more realistic vision of pro-
ficiency that takes into account students’ current level of achievement.
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We looked only at percentages proficient/basic because the number of comparisons involved
in analyzing just this one indicator was already high. To add a second indicator of effect sizes
would have made the amount of data overwhelming. In addition, fewer states had effect size
data than had percentages proficient, and still fewer had effect size data broken down by sub-
group. Thus, the numbers of states with sufficient data by subgroup would have been even
smaller for effect sizes than for percentages proficient, limiting the conclusions we could draw.

Like other analyses in this report, our comparisons of gap trends focused on average yearly
changes in gaps and included only states with at least three years of comparable state test data
for a particular subgroup at a specific grade in reading or math. This approach ensured that
we were looking at an amount of change reflecting a year’s worth of progress on both state
tests and NAEP, even when the two assessments covered different spans of years.

We did not analyze trends for subgroups that were small on state tests according to our def-
inition (fewer than 500 students) or small on NAEP according to NAEP’s reporting rule
(fewer than 62 students).4 Nor did we analyze trends for subgroups that had increased or
decreased in size by 25% over the years analyzed. More details about the rules used to
include subgroups can be found in chapter 2.

In essence, we were analyzing three layers of differences—the difference in test results
between two subgroups of students (a gap), the difference in the size of this gap between a
starting and ending year (a trend), and the difference in trends between state tests and NAEP.
The outcomes of these types of multilayered comparisons are bound to be less precise than
the outcome when just one type of comparison is involved.

Direction of Gap Trends

We sought to determine whether trends in achievement gaps on NAEP had moved in the same
direction as or a different direction from gaps on state tests—in other words, whether gaps had
narrowed, widened, or stayed the same on both types of assessments over the years analyzed. For
each of the four subgroups mentioned above, we compared gap trends in four grade/subject
combinations: elementary/grade 4 reading, middle school/grade 8 reading, elementary/grade 4
mathematics, and middle school/grade 8 math. We compared gap trends for the post-NCLB
period analyzed on state tests with gap trends between 2003 and 2007 on NAEP.

NUMBER OF COMPARISONS AND AVAILABILITY OF DATA

Altogether, we did up to 16 different gap trend comparisons between state tests and NAEP
in each state with sufficient data, for a total of 289 comparisons. The number of states with
sufficient data varied from a high of 30 states for low-income students in grade 4 reading to
a low of 7 states for Native American students in math. The number of states with sufficient
data was smallest for the Native American subgroup (from 7 to 9 states, depending on the
subject) and the Latino subgroup (from 10 to 16 states). These numbers were well short of
50 because many states had subgroups that were small according to our state test standard or
the NAEP standard or that had changed significantly in size. In addition, some states lacked
data for particular subgroups for other reasons. And several states lacked trend data for any of
the analyses in this report because they had introduced new tests or changed their cut scores.
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4 NAEP’s minimum subgroup size of 62 is much smaller than the minimum chosen for this study because NAEP exams are given
to samples of students and results must be extrapolated to a whole state.



LOOKING AT GAP TRENDS ACROSS GRADES AND SUBJECTS

Table 6-A provides a broad picture of achievement gap trends on state tests and NAEP
across all grades and subjects analyzed. The rows display the total number and percentage of
gaps that narrowed, showed no change, or widened on each type of assessment over the peri-
ods analyzed. As table 6-A reveals, considerably more gaps narrowed on state tests than on
NAEP—80% on state tests versus 62% on NAEP. Conversely, considerably more gaps
widened on NAEP than on state tests—36% versus 14%, respectively.

Table 6-B shows how often trends moved in the same direction on state tests and NAEP for
states with sufficient data on both assessments—in other words, how often gaps narrowed
or widened on both. Essentially, this table summarizes key data from the more detailed tables
for each subject, subgroup, and grade that follow in this section. Of the 289 gap compar-
isons made, gaps narrowed on both state tests and NAEP about 53% of the time and
widened on both assessments about 8% of the time. Altogether, gap trends on the two
assessments agreed about 60% of the time, when rounded.

When trends moved in different directions on state tests and NAEP, the NAEP trends were
not always less positive. In some instances, gaps narrowed on NAEP but widened or showed
no change on state tests.

The extent of agreement in gap trends between state tests and NAEP varied by grade level
and subgroup, as displayed in table 6-C. Gap trends moved in the same direction on both
assessments more often at the elementary/grade 4 level than at the middle school/grade 8
level—73% of the time for elementary and 45% of the time for middle school, with varia-
tions by subgroup. Among subgroups, the highest level of agreement between state gap
trends and NAEP gap trends occurred for Latino students; trends for this subgroup agreed
71% of the time. The lowest rate of agreement, 48%, occurred for Native American stu-
dents, but only a small number of states had sufficient data to count gap trends for this sub-
group. Gap trends moved in the same direction 56% of the time for the African American
subgroup and 62% of the time for the low-income subgroup.
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Table 6-A. Summary of Gap Trends on State Tests and NAEP

Table reads: Of 289 achievement gap trends analyzed on state tests, 232 gaps (or 80% of the gaps) narrowed,
16 gaps (6%) showed no change, and 41 gaps (14%) widened.

Number (percentage) of

Total��
Gaps that
narrowed

�
Gaps with
no change

��
Gaps that
widened

State tests
232

(80%)
16

(6%)
41

(14%)
289

(100%)

NAEP
178

(62%)
7

(2%)
104

(36%)
289

(100%)
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Table 6-B. Agreement of Gap Trends Between State Tests and NAEP

Table reads: Twenty-six states had sufficient data to analyze gaps on state tests and NAEP between African American and white
students in elementary/grade 4 reading. In 15 of the 26 states, the African American-white gap in grade 4 reading narrowed on
both state tests and NAEP during the period analyzed, while in 1 state this gap widened on both. On the whole, the African
American-white gap in grade 4 reading moved in the same direction on state tests and NAEP in 62% of the instances analyzed.

Note: There were no instances of a gap showing no change on both state tests and NAEP.

* The figures in this row add up to more than 60% due to rounding.

Subject
NAEP
Grade

Subgroup
Gap

Narrowed
on Both

Gap
Widened
on Both

Total
Instances of
Agreement

Number of
States with

Sufficient Data

Percentage of
Gap Trends

in Agreement

Reading

4 African American 15 1 16 26 62%

4 Latino 10 1 11 16 69%

4 Native American 4 0 4 8 50%

4 Low-income 20 0 20 30 67%

8 African American 9 1 10 25 40%

8 Latino 6 0 6 11 55%

8 Native American 1 3 4 9 44%

8 Low-income 13 0 13 27 48%

Math

4 African American 19 2 21 26 81%

4 Latino 15 0 15 15 100%

4 Native American 2 2 4 7 57%

4 Low-income 22 0 22 26 85%

8 African American 5 4 9 23 39%

8 Latino 4 1 5 10 50%

8 Native American 1 2 3 7 43%

8 Low-income 6 5 11 23 48%

Total 152 22 174 289

Percentage of gaps in agreement 53% 8% 60%*

Table 6-C. Agreement of Gap Trends Between State Tests and NAEP by
Subject, Grade Level, and Subgroup

Table reads: A total of 100 comparisons were made of trends in achievement gaps between African American and
white students on state tests and NAEP. In 56 of these comparisons, trends on both assessments moved in the same
direction (either both narrowing or both widening) for an agreement rate of 56%.

Type of Gap Trend
Number of Instances

of Agreement
Total Number of

Comparisons
Percentage of Gap

Trends in Agreement

African American-white 56 100 56%

Latino-white 37 52 71%

Native American-white 15 31 48%

Low-income & non-low-income 66 106 62%

Elementary/grade 4 113 154 73%

Middle school/grade 8 61 135 45%

Reading 84 152 55%

Math 90 137 66%



AFRICAN AMERICAN-WHITE GAP, GRADE 4 READING

As shown in table 6-D, 26 states had sufficient data to compare gaps between African
American and white students in elementary/grade 4 reading. In 22 states, the African
American-white gap narrowed on state tests, and in 15 of these states this gap also narrowed
on NAEP. In 7 states, however, the black-white gap shrunk on state tests but grew on NAEP.
In 1 state, this gap widened on both assessments. On the whole, there were more instances
of widening black-white gaps on NAEP than on state tests, but both state tests and NAEP
showed more instances of gaps narrowing than widening.
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Table 6-D. Comparison of African American–White Gap Trends on State Tests and NAEP in
Elementary/Grade 4 Reading

Table reads: Twenty-six states had sufficient data to compare gap trends for African American students on state
elementary school reading tests and the NAEP grade 4 reading assessment. In 22 of these states, the reading
achievement gap between African American and white students narrowed on state tests for the post-NCLB years with
comparable data. Of the 22 states with narrowing trends on state tests, the African American-white gap also
narrowed on NAEP in 15 states, while it widened on NAEP in 7 states.

Note: The following 24 states were not included in this comparison with NAEP because data from state tests or NAEP
were unavailable or covered too few years to constitute a trend: AK, CT, DE, GA, HI, ID, IL, KS, ME, MI, MN, MO, MT, ND,
NE, NH, NY, RI, SD, UT, VA, VT, WI, WY.

Type of
Trend

NAEP percentage basic

��
Gap narrowed

�
No change in gap

��
Gap widened

Total
number
of states

St
at

e
te

st
pe

rc
en

ta
ge

pr
of

ic
ie

nt

��
Gap narrowed

�� ��
15 states:

AL, AZ, FL, IA, IN, LA,
MA, MD, NC, NJ, NV,

OK, PA, TX, WV

�� ��
7 states:

CO, KY, MS, NM, OR,
TN, WA

22

�
No change in gap

� ��
2 states:

CA, SC

� ��
1 state:

AR

3

��
Gap widened

�� ��
1 state:

OH

1

Total number of states 17 0 9 26



LATINO-WHITE GAP, GRADE 4 READING

In 10 of the 16 states with sufficient data for the Latino subgroup, the Latino-white gap nar-
rowed in elementary/grade 4 reading on both state tests and NAEP, and in one state this gap
widened on both assessments (see table 6-E). In 4 states with narrowing Latino-white gaps
on state tests, this gap widened on NAEP. Another state with a narrowing gap on the state
test showed no change on NAEP. Although the Latino-white gap grew smaller on both
assessments in the majority of states with sufficient data, there were more instances of gaps
widening on NAEP than on state tests.
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Table 6-E. Comparison of Latino–White Gap Trends on State Tests and NAEP in
Elementary/Grade 4 Reading

Table reads: Sixteen states had sufficient data to compare gap trends for Latino students on state elementary school
reading tests and the NAEP grade 4 reading assessment. In 15 of these states, the reading achievement gap between
Latino and white students narrowed on state tests for the post-NCLB years with comparable data. Of the 15 states
with narrowing trends on state tests, the Latino-white gap narrowed on NAEP in 10 states, showed no change on
NAEP in 1 state, and widened on NAEP in 4 states.

Note: The following 34 states were not included in this comparison with NAEP because data from state tests or NAEP
were unavailable or covered too few years to constitute a trend: AK, AL, CT, DE, GA, HI, IL, IN, KS, KY, LA, ME, MI, MN,
MO, MS, MT, NC, ND, NE, NH, NY, OR, PA, RI, SC, SD, TN, VA, VT, WA, WI, WV, WY.

Type of
Trend

NAEP percentage basic

��
Gap narrowed

�
No change in gap

��
Gap widened

Total
number
of states

St
at

e
te

st
pe

rc
en

ta
ge

pr
of

ic
ie

nt

��
Gap narrowed

�� ��
10 states:

AZ, CA, FL, IA, ID,
MA, NJ, OH, TX, UT

�� �
1 state:

NM

�� ��
4 states:

CO, MD, NV, OK
15

�
No change in gap

0

��
Gap widened

�� ��
1 state:

AR

1

Total number of states 10 1 5 16



NATIVE AMERICAN-WHITE GAP, GRADE 4 READING

Only eight states had sufficient data to compare achievement gaps between Native American
and white students in elementary/grade 4 reading. Usually this was because the number of
Native American test-takers was too small to report reliable trends in most states. In four of
the eight states with sufficient data, the Native American-white gap decreased on both state
tests and NAEP (see table 6-F). In three states, the Native American-white gap moved in
opposite directions, narrowing on state tests and widening on NAEP. In the remaining state,
this gap widened on the state test but showed no change on NAEP.
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Table 6-F. Comparison of Native American–White Gap Trends on State Tests and NAEP in
Elementary/Grade 4 Reading

Table reads: Eight states had sufficient data to compare gap trends for Native American students on state elementary
school reading tests and the NAEP grade 4 reading assessment. In seven of these states, the reading achievement
gap between Native American and white students narrowed on state tests for the post-NCLB years with comparable
data. Of the seven states with narrowing trends on state tests, the Native American-white gap also narrowed on NAEP
in four states, while it widened on NAEP in three states.

Note: The following 42 states were not included in this comparison with NAEP because data from state tests or NAEP
were unavailable or covered too few years to constitute a trend: AL, AR, CA, CO, CT, DE, FL, GA, HI, IA, ID, IL, IN, KS, KY,
LA, MA, MD, ME, MI, MN, MO, MS, NC, NE, NH, NJ, NV, NY, OH, OR, PA, RI, SC, TN, TX, UT, VA, VT, WI, WV, WY.

Type of
Trend

NAEP percentage basic

��
Gap narrowed

�
No change in gap

��
Gap widened

Total
number
of states

St
at

e
te

st
pe

rc
en

ta
ge

pr
of

ic
ie

nt

��
Gap narrowed

�� ��
4 states:

AZ, MT, NM, OK

�� ��
3 states:

ND, SD, WA
7

�
No change in gap 0

��
Gap widened

�� �
1 state:

AK

1

Total number of states 4 1 3 8



LOW-INCOME AND NON-LOW-INCOME GAP, GRADE 4 READING

The gap in elementary/grade 4 reading between low-income students and students who are
not low-income narrowed on both state tests and NAEP in the majority of the states with
sufficient data for this subgroup. Of the 30 states with sufficient data, shown in table 6-G,
20 states reported that the gap for low-income students had narrowed on both assessments.
In 8 states, trends on the two assessments diverged. In 6 of these 8 states, the low-income
gap narrowed on state tests but widened on NAEP, while in the remaining 2 states, this gap
narrowed on NAEP but widened on state tests.
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Table 6-G. Comparison of Gap Trends for Low-Income and Non-Low-Income Students on
State Tests and NAEP in Elementary/Grade 4 Reading

Table reads: Thirty states had sufficient data to compare gap trends between low-income and non-low-income
students on state elementary school reading tests and the NAEP grade 4 reading assessment. In 27 of these states,
the reading achievement gap between low-income students and students who are not low-income narrowed on state
tests for the post-NCLB years with comparable data. Of the 27 states with narrowing trends on state tests, the gap
between low-income and non-low-income students narrowed on NAEP in 20 states, showed no change on NAEP in 1
state, and widened on NAEP in 6 states.

Note: The following 20 states were not included in this comparison with NAEP because data from state tests or NAEP
were unavailable or covered too few years to constitute a trend: CO, CT, DE, IL, KS, MA, ME, MI, MN, MO, NE, NH, NY,
OR, RI, VA, VT, WA, WI, WY.

Type of
Trend

NAEP percentage basic

��
Gap narrowed

�
No change in gap

��
Gap widened

Total
number
of states

St
at

e
te

st
pe

rc
en

ta
ge

pr
of

ic
ie

nt

��
Gap narrowed

�� ��
20 states:

AK, AL, AZ, FL, GA,
HI, IA, IN, LA, MD,

MS, MT, NC, NJ, NM,
NV, OH, OK, PA, UT

�� �
1 state:

KY

�� ��
6 states:

AR, ID, SD, TN, TX,
WV

27

�
No change in gap

� ��
1 state:

CA

1

��
Gap widened

�� ��
2 states:

ND, SC

2

Total number of states 23 1 6 30



AFRICAN AMERICAN-WHITE GAP, GRADE 8 READING

For the African American subgroup, state test score trends and NAEP trends in middle
school/grade 8 reading often moved in different directions. Most state tests indicated that
the African American-white gap had narrowed, while NAEP results showed an even split
between narrowing and widening gaps. In 21 of the 25 states with sufficient data, the black-
white gap narrowed on state middle school reading tests, but in only 9 states did this gap
shrink on grade 8 NAEP as well (see table 6-H). By contrast, 11 of the states with narrow-
ing gaps for African Americans on state tests had widening gaps on NAEP. And in 3 states,
the black-white gap grew wider on state tests but shrunk on NAEP.
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Table 6-H. Comparison of African American–White Gap Trends on State Tests and NAEP in
Middle School/Grade 8 Reading

Table reads: Twenty-five states had sufficient data to compare gap trends for African American students on state
middle school (usually grade 8) reading tests and the NAEP grade 8 reading assessment. In 21 of these states, the
reading achievement gap between African American and white students narrowed on state tests for the post-NCLB
years with comparable data. Of the 21 states with narrowing trends on state tests, the African American-white gap
narrowed on NAEP in 9 states, showed no change on NAEP in 1 state, and widened on NAEP in 11 states.

Note: The following 25 states were not included in this comparison with NAEP because data from state tests or NAEP
were unavailable or covered too few years to constitute a trend: AK, CT, DE, GA, HI, ID, IL, KS, ME, MI, MN, MO, MT, ND,
NE, NH, NY, PA, RI, SD, UT, VA, VT, WI, WY.

Type of
Trend

NAEP percentage basic

��
Gap narrowed

�
No change in gap

��
Gap widened

Total
number
of states

St
at

e
te

st
pe

rc
en

ta
ge

pr
of

ic
ie

nt

��
Gap narrowed

�� ��
9 states:

AR, FL, IA, KY, LA,
NM, NV, OK, TX

�� �
1 state:

MD

�� ��
11 states:

AL, IN, MS, NC, NJ,
OH, OR, SC, TN, WA,

WV

21

�
No change in gap 0

��
Gap widened

�� ��
3 states:

AZ, CO, MA

�� ��
1 state:

CA

4

Total number of states 12 1 12 25



LATINO-WHITE GAP, GRADE 8 READING

As table 6-I indicates, 11 states had sufficient data to examine gap trends for Latino students
in middle school/grade 8 reading. In 6 of these 11 states, state tests and NAEP showed the
same narrowing trend for the Latino-white gap. But in the remaining 5 states, Latino-white
gap trends moved in different directions; this includes 3 states in which the gap narrowed
on the state test but widened on NAEP.
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Table 6-I. Comparison of Latino–White Gap Trends on State Tests and NAEP in
Middle School/Grade 8 Reading

Table reads: Eleven states had sufficient data to compare gap trends for Latino students on state middle school
(usually grade 8) reading tests and the NAEP grade 8 reading assessment. In nine of these states, the reading
achievement gap between Latino and white students narrowed on state tests for the post-NCLB years with
comparable data. Of the nine states with narrowing trends on state tests, the Latino-white gap narrowed on NAEP in
six states, while it widened on NAEP in three states.

Note: The following 39 states were not included in this comparison with NAEP because data from state tests or NAEP
were unavailable or covered too few years to constitute a trend: AK, AL, AR, CT, DE, FL, GA, HI, IL, IN, KS, KY, LA, MD,
ME, MI, MN, MO, MS, MT, NC, ND, NE, NH, NJ, NV, NY, OR, PA, RI, SC, SD, TN, VA, VT, WA, WI, WV, WY.

Type of
Trend

NAEP percentage basic

��
Gap narrowed

�
No change in gap

��
Gap widened

Total
number
of states

St
at

e
te

st
pe

rc
en

ta
ge

pr
of

ic
ie

nt

��
Gap narrowed

�� ��
6 states:

CO, IA, MA, NM, TX,
UT

�� ��
3 states:

ID, OH, OK
9

�
No change in gap

� ��
1 state:

AZ

1

��
Gap widened

�� ��
1 state:

CA

1

Total number of states 7 0 4 11



NATIVE AMERICAN-WHITE GAP, GRADE 8 READING

Nine states had sufficient data to compare achievement gaps between Native American and
white students in middle school/grade 8 reading. As displayed in table 6-J, trends for this
subgroup showed relatively low agreement between the two assessments and several
instances where gaps widened. However, the number of states with sufficient data was small.
On state tests, trends in the Native American-white gap were split about evenly, with five
states reporting that this gap had narrowed and four reporting that it had widened. But on
NAEP, the Native American-white gap narrowed in just two states and widened in seven. In
only one state did this gap shrink on both assessments, while in three states it grew on both.
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Table 6-J. Comparison of Native American–White Gap Trends on State Tests and NAEP in
Middle School/Grade 8 Reading

Table reads: Nine states had sufficient data to compare gap trends for Native American students on state middle
school (usually grade 8) reading tests and the NAEP grade 8 reading assessment. In five of these states, the reading
achievement gap between Native American and white students narrowed on state tests for the post-NCLB years with
comparable data. Of the five states with narrowing trends on state tests, the Native American-white gap also
narrowed on NAEP in one state, while it widened on NAEP in four states.

Note: The following 41 states were not included in this comparison with NAEP because data from state tests or NAEP
were unavailable or covered too few years to constitute a trend: AL, AR, CA, CO, CT, DE, FL, GA, HI, IA, ID, IL, IN, KS, KY,
LA, MA, MD, ME, MI, MN, MO, MS, NE, NH, NJ, NV, NY, OH, OR, PA, RI, SC, TN, TX, UT, VA, VT, WI, WV, WY.

Type of
Trend

NAEP percentage basic

��
Gap narrowed

�
No change in gap

��
Gap widened

Total
number
of states

St
at

e
te

st
pe

rc
en

ta
ge

pr
of

ic
ie

nt

��
Gap narrowed

�� ��
1 state:

ND

�� ��
4 states:

MT, NC, OK, WA

5

�
No change in gap 0

��
Gap widened

�� ��
1 state:

SD

�� ��
3 states:

AK, AZ, NM

4

Total number of states 2 0 7 9



LOW-INCOME AND NON-LOW-INCOME GAP, GRADE 8 READING

In 14 of the 27 states with sufficient data in middle school/grade 8 reading, gap trends for the
low-income subgroup differed on state tests and NAEP. Trends in low-income gaps moved in
the same direction on both assessments in 13 states. In 8 states, however, the low-income gap
shrunk on state tests but grew on NAEP (see table 6-K). The remaining 6 states had a mix-
ture of no change on one assessment and a widening or narrowing trend on the other.
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Table 6-K. Comparison of Gap Trends for Low-Income and Non-Low-Income Students on
State Tests and NAEP in Middle School/Grade 8 Reading

Table reads: Twenty-seven states had sufficient data to compare gap trends for students from low-income families on
state middle school (usually grade 8) reading tests and the NAEP grade 8 reading assessment. In 22 of these states,
the reading achievement gap between low-income students and students who are not low-income narrowed on state
tests for the post-NCLB years with comparable data. Of the 22 states with narrowing trends on state tests, the gap
between low-income and non-low-income students narrowed on NAEP in 13 states, showed no change on NAEP in 1
state, and widened on NAEP in 8 states.

Note: The following 23 states were not included in this comparison with NAEP because data from state tests or NAEP
were unavailable or covered too few years to constitute a trend: CO, CT, DE, IL, IN, KS, MA, ME, MI, MN, MO, MS, NE,
NH, NY, OR, PA, RI, VA, VT, WA, WI, WY.

Type of
Trend

NAEP percentage basic

��
Gap narrowed

�
No change in gap

��
Gap widened

Total
number
of states

St
at

e
te

st
pe

rc
en

ta
ge

pr
of

ic
ie

nt

��
Gap narrowed

�� ��
13 states:

AK, AL, FL, HI, IA, ID,
MD, MT, NC, NJ, OH,

OK, UT

�� �
1 state:

WV

�� ��
8 states:

AR, KY, ND, NV, SC,
SD, TN, TX

22

�
No change in gap

� ��
2 states:

CA, GA

� ��
2 states:

LA, NM

4

��
Gap widened

�� �
1 state:

AZ

1

Total number of states 15 2 10 27



AFRICAN AMERICAN-WHITE GAP, GRADE 4 MATH

In elementary/grade 4 math, trends in the gap between African American and white stu-
dents tended to move in the same direction on both state tests and NAEP. In 19 of the 26
states with sufficient data, the black-white gap narrowed on both state tests and NAEP, as
shown in table 6-L. The black-white gap widened on both assessments in 2 states. The other
5 states showed divergent trends on state tests and NAEP.
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Table 6-L. Comparison of African American–White Gap Trends on State Tests and NAEP in
Elementary/Grade 4 Math

Table reads: Twenty-six states had sufficient data to compare gap trends for African American students on state
elementary school math tests and the NAEP grade 4 math assessment. In 22 of these states, the math achievement
gap between African American and white students narrowed on state tests for the post-NCLB years with comparable
data. Of the 22 states with narrowing trends on state tests, the African American-white gap also narrowed on NAEP in
19 states, while it widened on NAEP in 3 states.

Note: The following 24 states were not included in this comparison with NAEP because data from state tests or NAEP
were unavailable or covered too few years to constitute a trend: AK, CT, DE, HI, ID, IL, KS, ME, MI, MN, MO, MT, NC, ND,
NE, NH, NY, RI, SD, UT, VA, VT, WI, WY.

Type of
Trend

NAEP percentage basic

��
Gap narrowed

�
No change in gap

��
Gap widened

Total
number
of states

St
at

e
te

st
pe

rc
en

ta
ge

pr
of

ic
ie

nt

��
Gap narrowed

�� ��
19 states:

AL, AZ, CA, CO, FL,
GA, IA, IN, LA, MA,
MD, MS, NJ, NM,

OH, OK, PA, TN, TX

�� ��
3 states:

KY, OR, WV 22

�
No change in gap

� ��
1 state:

NV

1

��
Gap widened

�� ��
1 state:

AR

�� ��
2 states:

SC, WA

3

Total number of states 21 0 5 26



LATINO-WHITE GAP, GRADE 4 MATH

Fifteen states had sufficient data to examine achievement gap trends between Latino and
white students in elementary/grade 4 math. As table 6-M illustrates, the Latino-white gap
narrowed on both state tests and NAEP in all 15 states—a perfect correspondence between
state and NAEP results in a positive direction.
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Table 6-M. Comparison of Latino–White Gap Trends on State Tests and NAEP in
Elementary/Grade 4 Math

Table reads: Fifteen states had sufficient data to compare gap trends for Latino students on state elementary school
math tests and the NAEP grade 4 math assessment. In all of these states, the math achievement gap between Latino
and white students narrowed on state tests for the post-NCLB years with comparable data and also narrowed on
NAEP. None of these 15 states showed no change in or a widening of the Latino-white gap on either measure.

Note: The following 35 states were not included in this comparison with NAEP because data from state tests or NAEP
were unavailable or covered too few years to constitute a trend: AK, AL, AR, CT, DE, GA, HI, IL, IN, KS, KY, LA, ME, MI,
MN, MO, MS, MT, NC, ND, NE, NH, NY, OR, PA, RI, SC, SD, TN, VA, VT, WA, WI, WV, WY.

Type of
Trend

NAEP percentage basic

��
Gap narrowed

�
No change in gap

��
Gap widened

Total
number
of states

St
at

e
te

st
pe

rc
en

ta
ge

pr
of

ic
ie

nt

��
Gap narrowed

�� ��
15 states:

AZ, CA, CO, FL, IA,
ID, MA, MD, NJ, NM,
NV, OH, OK, TX, UT

15

�
No change in gap

0

��
Gap widened

0

Total number of states 15 0 0 15



NATIVE AMERICAN-WHITE GAP, GRADE 4 MATH

Just seven states had sufficient data to compare gap trends for Native American and white
students in elementary/grade 4 math. In two of these states, the Native American-white gap
narrowed on both state tests and NAEP, and in two states it widened on both assessments
(see table 6-N). In the remaining three states, this gap narrowed on NAEP but showed no
change or a widening on state tests. However, too few states had sufficient data to discern
an overall pattern for the Native American subgroup.

Ha
s

St
ud

en
tA

ch
ie

ve
m

en
tI

nc
re

as
ed

Si
nc

e
20

02
?

130

Table 6-N. Comparison of Native American–White Gap Trends on State Tests and NAEP in
Elementary/Grade 4 Math

Table reads: Seven states had sufficient data to compare gap trends for Native American students on state elementary
school math tests and the NAEP grade 4 math assessment. In two of these states, the math achievement gap between
Native American and white students narrowed on state tests for the post-NCLB years with comparable data and also
narrowed on NAEP. None of the states with narrowing trends on state tests showed no change or widening gaps on NAEP.

Note: The following 43 states were not included in this comparison with NAEP because data from state tests or NAEP
were unavailable or covered too few years to constitute a trend: AL, AR, CA, CO, CT, DE, FL, GA, HI, IA, ID, IL, IN, KS, KY,
LA, MA, MD, ME, MI, MN, MO, MS, NC, NE, NH, NJ, NV, NY, OH, OR, PA, RI, SC, SD, TN, TX, UT, VA, VT, WI, WV, WY.

Type of
Trend

NAEP percentage basic

��
Gap narrowed

�
No change in gap

��
Gap widened

Total
number
of states

St
at

e
te

st
pe

rc
en

ta
ge

pr
of

ic
ie

nt

��
Gap narrowed

�� ��
2 states:

AZ, OK

2

�
No change in gap

� ��
2 states:

MT, NM

2

��
Gap widened

�� ��
1 state:

ND

�� ��
2 states:

AK, WA

3

Total number of states 5 0 2 7



LOW-INCOME AND NON-LOW INCOME GAP, GRADE 4 MATH

In general gap trends for the low-income subgroup followed the same positive direction on
both assessments in elementary/grade 4 math. In 22 of the 26 states with sufficient gap data,
the gaps between low-income and non-low-income students narrowed on both state tests
and NAEP. As illustrated in table 6-O, very few states reported that the low-income gap had
widened—just 3 states on the state test and 1 state on NAEP. No state reported a flat trend
for this gap.
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Table 6-O. Comparison of Gap Trends for Low-Income and Non-Low-Income Students on
State Tests and NAEP in Elementary/Grade 4 Math

Table reads: Twenty-six states had sufficient data to compare gap trends for students from low-income families on
state elementary school math tests and the NAEP grade 4 math assessment. In 23 of these states, the math
achievement gap between low-income students and students who are not low-income narrowed on state tests for the
post-NCLB years with comparable data. Of the 23 states with narrowing trends on state tests, the gap between low-
income and non-low-income students also narrowed on NAEP in 22 states, while it widened on NAEP in 1 state.

Note: The following 24 states were not included in this comparison with NAEP because data from state tests or NAEP
were unavailable or covered too few years to constitute a trend: CT, DE, GA, IL, IN, KS, MA, ME, MI, MN, MO, MS, NC,
NE, NH, NY, OR, RI, SD, VA, VT, WA, WI, WY.

Type of
Trend

NAEP percentage basic

��
Gap narrowed

�
No change in gap

��
Gap widened

Total
number
of states

St
at

e
te

st
pe

rc
en

ta
ge

pr
of

ic
ie

nt

��
Gap narrowed

�� ��
22 states:

AK, AL, AR, AZ, CA,
CO, FL, HI, IA, ID, KY,
LA, MD, NJ, NM, NV,
OH, OK, PA, TN, TX,

UT

�� ��
1 state:

WV 23

�
No change in gap

0

��
Gap widened

�� ��
3 states:

MT, ND, SC

3

Total number of states 25 0 1 26



AFRICAN AMERICAN-WHITE GAP, GRADE 8 MATH

In the 23 states with sufficient data, gap trends for African American students in middle
school/grade 8 math were often at variance between state tests and NAEP (see table 6-P).
Although the African American-white gap shrunk on state tests in 16 states, it also shrank
on NAEP in just 5 of these states. Furthermore, this gap widened on NAEP more often than
it narrowed—an opposite pattern from the state test data.
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Table 6-P. Comparison of African American–White Gap Trends on State Tests and NAEP in
Middle School/Grade 8 Math

Table reads: Twenty-three states had sufficient data to compare gap trends for African American students on state
middle school (usually grade 8) math tests and the NAEP grade 8 math assessment. In 16 of these states, the math
achievement gap between African American and white students narrowed on state tests for the post-NCLB years with
comparable data. Of the 16 states with narrowing trends on state tests, the African American-white gap narrowed on
NAEP in 5 states, showed no change on NAEP in 1 state, and widened on NAEP in 10 states.

Note: The following 27 states were not included in this comparison with NAEP because data from state tests or NAEP
were unavailable or covered too few years to constitute a trend: AK, CA, CT, DE, GA, HI, ID, IL, KS, ME, MI, MN, MO, MT,
NC, ND, NE, NH, NY, PA, RI, SD, UT, VA, VT, WI, WY.

Type of
Trend

NAEP percentage basic

��
Gap narrowed

�
No change in gap

��
Gap widened

Total
number
of states

St
at

e
te

st
pe

rc
en

ta
ge

pr
of

ic
ie

nt

��
Gap narrowed

�� ��
5 states:

CO, FL, LA, OK, OR

�� �
1 state:

AZ

�� ��
10 states:

AL, IA, IN, MS, NJ,
NV, OH, TN, TX, WV

16

�
No change in gap

0

��
Gap widened

�� ��
3 states:

KY, NM, SC

�� ��
4 states:

AR, MA, MD, WA

7

Total number of states 8 1 14 23



LATINO-WHITE GAP, GRADE 8 MATH

Ten states had sufficient data in middle school/grade 8 math to compare Latino-white gap
trends on both state tests and NAEP. As displayed in table 6-Q, the results corresponded on
the two assessments in just half of these states, and the state tests gave a more positive pic-
ture than NAEP. In the eight states with narrowing Latino-white gaps on state tests, only
four also showed narrowing gaps on NAEP, while the remaining four had widening gaps on
NAEP. Gaps grew wider on both assessments in one state. And in one state, the Latino-white
gap grew wider on the state test but narrower on NAEP.
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Table 6-Q. Comparison of Latino–White Gap Trends on State Tests and NAEP in
Middle School/Grade 8 Math

Table reads: Ten states had sufficient data to compare gap trends for Latino students on state middle school (usually
grade 8) math tests and the NAEP grade 8 math assessment. In eight of these states, the math achievement gap
between Latino and white students narrowed on state tests for the post-NCLB years with comparable data. Of the
eight states with narrowing trends on state tests, the Latino-white gap also narrowed on NAEP in four states, while it
widened on NAEP in four states.

Note: The following 40 states were not included in this comparison with NAEP because data from state tests or NAEP
were unavailable or covered too few years to constitute a trend: AK, AL, AR, CA, CT, DE, FL, GA, HI, IL, IN, KS, KY, LA,
MD, ME, MI, MN, MO, MS, MT, NC, ND, NE, NH, NJ, NV, NY, OR, PA, RI, SC, SD, TN, VA, VT, WA, WI, WV, WY.

Type of
Trend

NAEP percentage basic

��
Gap narrowed

�
No change in gap

��
Gap widened

Total
number
of states

St
at

e
te

st
pe

rc
en

ta
ge

pr
of

ic
ie

nt

��
Gap narrowed

�� ��
4 states:

IA, ID, OH, UT

�� ��
4 states:

AZ, CO, OK, TX

8

�
No change in gap

0

��
Gap widened

�� ��
1 state:

NM

�� ��
1 state:

MA

2

Total number of states 5 0 5 10



NATIVE AMERICAN-WHITE GAP, GRADE 8 MATH

Only seven states had sufficient data to compare gaps trends between Native American and
white students in middle school/grade 8 math. In just one state, the Native American-white
gap narrowed on both the state test and NAEP, and in two states, it widened on both assess-
ments (see table 6-R). In the other four states, gap trends for Native Americans differed on
the two assessments.
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Table 6-R. Comparison of Native American–White Gap Trends on State Tests and NAEP in
Middle School/Grade 8 Math

Table reads: Seven states had sufficient data to compare gap trends for Native American students on state middle
school (usually grade 8) math tests and the NAEP grade 8 math assessment. In three of these states, the math
achievement gap between Native American and white students narrowed on state tests for the post-NCLB years with
comparable data. Of the three states with narrowing trends on state tests, the Native American-white gap also
narrowed on NAEP in one state, while it widened on NAEP in two states.

Note: The following 43 states were not included in this comparison with NAEP because data from state tests or NAEP
were unavailable or covered too few years to constitute a trend: AL, AR, CA, CO, CT, DE, FL, GA, HI, IA, ID, IL, IN, KS, KY,
LA, MA, MD, ME, MI, MN, MO, MS, NC, NE, NH, NJ, NV, NY, OH, OR, PA, RI, SC, SD, TN, TX, UT, VA, VT, WI, WV, WY.

Type of
Trend

NAEP percentage basic

��
Gap narrowed

�
No change in gap

��
Gap widened

Total
number
of states

St
at

e
te

st
pe

rc
en

ta
ge

pr
of

ic
ie

nt

��
Gap narrowed

�� ��
1 state:

OK

�� ��
2 states:

MT, ND

3

�
No change in gap

� ��
1 state:

AZ

1

��
Gap widened

�� ��
1 state:

NM

�� ��
2 states:

AK, WA

3

Total number of states 2 0 5 7



LOW-INCOME AND NON-LOW-INCOME GAP, GRADE 8 MATH

Gap trends for low-income students in middle school/grade 8 math showed markedly dif-
ferent patterns on state tests and NAEP in the 23 states with sufficient data. As table 6-S
illustrates, the gap between low-income and non-low-income students narrowed on state
tests in 15 states, but also narrowed on NAEP in just 6 of these states. In 16 states, the low-
income gap widened on NAEP, including 5 states in which this gap widened on both assess-
ments. Indeed, the low-income gap at this grade widened on NAEP more than twice as
often as it narrowed.
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Table 6-S. Comparison of Gap Trends for Low-Income and Non-Low-Income Students on
State Tests and NAEP in Middle School/Grade 8 Math

Table reads: Twenty-three states had sufficient data to compare gap trends for students from low-income families on
state middle school (usually grade 8) math tests and the NAEP grade 8 math assessment. In 15 of these states, the
math achievement gap between low-income students and students who are not low-income narrowed on state tests
for the post-NCLB years with comparable data. Of the 15 states with narrowing trends on state tests, the gap between
low-income and non-low-income students also narrowed on NAEP in 6 states, while it widened on NAEP in 9 states.

Note: The following 27 states were not included in this comparison with NAEP because data from state tests or NAEP
were unavailable or covered too few years to constitute a trend: CA, CO, CT, DE, GA, IL, IN, KS, MA, ME, MI, MN, MO,
MS, NC, NE, NH, NY, OR, PA, RI, SD, VA, VT, WA, WI, WY.

Type of
Trend

NAEP percentage basic

��
Gap narrowed

�
No change in gap

��
Gap widened

Total
number
of states

St
at

e
te

st
pe

rc
en

ta
ge

pr
of

ic
ie

nt

��
Gap narrowed

�� ��
6 states:

FL, HI, IA, ND, OK,
WV

�� ��
9 states:

AK, AL, ID, NJ, NV,
OH, TN, TX, UT

15

�
No change in gap

� ��
1 state:

LA

� ��
2 states:

AZ, MD

3

��
Gap widened

�� ��
5 states:

AR, KY, MT, NM, SC

5

Total number of states 7 0 16 23



Size of Achievement Gaps on NAEP and State Tests

In addition to comparing the direction of trends in achievement gaps on state tests and
NAEP, we also looked at the size of the gaps between subgroups of students on the two
assessments in 2007 (or 2006 for the three states that changed their tests significantly in
2007). In particular, we examined the size of the median gaps across all states on state tests
and NAEP, as well as the smallest and largest gaps on the two assessments in any state.

Table 6-T gives a snapshot of the size of the gaps for each of the four subgroups analyzed in
reading and math at elementary school/grade 4 and middle school/grade 8. In each of the
grade and subject combinations, the table shows the median gap for a particular subgroup
across all states with sufficient data. To give a sense of the range, the table also includes the
smallest gap for that subgroup in any state (the minimum) and the largest gap for that sub-
group in any state (the maximum). All gaps are expressed as percentage point differences—
in other words, the difference between subgroups in the percentages of students performing
at the proficient level on state tests or in the percentages basic on NAEP.

States were included in this analysis of gap size only if they had sufficient data to calculate
gaps on both their state test and NAEP. Subgroups were not included in a given state if they
were small according to our definition or NAEP’s reporting rule.

The median gaps between subgroups were large on both state tests and NAEP—often
exceeding 20 percentage points. For example, on state tests the median African American-
white gap was 23 percentage points in grade 4 reading, 26 points in grade 8 reading, 24
points in grade 4 math, and 32 points in grade 8 math. On NAEP, the median African-
American white gap was 30 percentage points in grade 4 reading, 28 points in grade 8 read-
ing, 26 points in grade 4 math, and 29 points in grade 8 math.

The median gaps were consistently larger on NAEP than on state tests in reading, most
notably in grade 4 reading. For example, in grade 4 reading the median gap was higher on
NAEP than on state tests by 7 percentage points for the African American-white gap, 6 points
for the Latino-white gap, 5 points for the Native American-white gap, and 10 points for the
low-income and non-low-income gap. In grade 8 reading, the median gaps on NAEP were
one or two percentage points higher than the median gaps on state tests. In grade 4 math, the
pattern was mixed. NAEP gaps were larger for the African American-white and Latino-white
gap comparisons, but state gaps were larger for the Native American-white gap. For the low-
income and non-low-income gap, the gaps were the same on NAEP and state tests.

The major exception to the general pattern of larger gaps on NAEP was in grade 8 math,
where the median gaps were consistently smaller on NAEP than on state tests.

The minimum and maximum gaps also reveal some interesting findings. No state had totally
closed the gap for any of the four subgroups; the smallest minimum gap for any subgroup was
5 percentage points. On the other end of the scale, the maximum gaps in some states were
quite large—as high as 54 percentage points between African American and white students on
one state’s grade 8 reading test. In several cases, the maximum gaps for various subgroups
amounted to 30 or 40 percentage points or more. These great disparities in performance
among subgroups indicate that several states have a long way to go to close achievement gaps.
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Table 6-T. Magnitude of Achievement Gaps on State Tests and NAEP, 2007*
(Percentage Point Differences Between Two Subgroups)

Table reads: On state reading tests for the elementary grade analyzed (usually grade 4), the median gap in percentages
proficient between African American and white students was 23 percentage points in 2007. On the NAEP 2007 reading
assessment for grade 4, the median gap in percentages basic between African American and white students was 30
percentage points.

*In the three states (HI, KY, OR) that made major changes in their testing programs in 2007, the state test data were
from 2006 instead of 2007.

Legend

State tests = Percentage point gaps in percentages proficient for 2007*

NAEP = Percentage point gaps in percentages basic for 2007

Grade 4 Reading

African American–
White

Latino–White
Native American–

White
Low-Income–

Not Low-Income

State NAEP State NAEP State NAEP State NAEP

Median 23 30 20 26 25 30 18 28

Minimum 6 18 11 8 8 12 8 18

Maximum 36 42 40 38 33 44 38 40

Grade 8 Reading

African American–
White

Latino–White
Native American–

White
Low-Income–

Not Low-Income

State NAEP State NAEP State NAEP State NAEP

Median 26 28 23 24 25 27 21 22

Minimum 7 17 10 13 7 13 9 14

Maximum 54 42 37 39 38 39 34 32

Grade 4 Math

African American–
White

Latino–White
Native American–

White
Low-Income–

Not Low-Income

State NAEP State NAEP State NAEP State NAEP

Median 24 26 17 19 27 25 18 18

Minimum 9 18 6 9 8 8 5 11

Maximum 38 45 30 31 33 35 32 29

Grade 8 Math

African American–
White

Latino–White
Native American–

White
Low-Income–

Not Low-Income

State NAEP State NAEP State NAEP State NAEP

Median 32 29 25 24 29 27 25 24

Minimum 13 11 10 16 8 8 8 14

Maximum 44 45 35 40 41 32 34 35



Possible Explanations for Similarities and Differences
Between State Tests and NAEP

Both NAEP and state tests showed more gaps narrowing than widening. Some possible rea-
sons for this improvement are summarized near the end of chapter 5. These include the pos-
sibilities that students in targeted subgroups may be receiving better instruction and learning
more than in the past, and that student subgroups are benefiting from the interventions con-
centrated in urban school districts under the No Child Left Behind Act. Subtle manipula-
tion of cut scores could be a factor in gaps narrowing on state tests, but that does not explain
why such narrowing would also show up on NAEP.

We found that in 60% of the cases we analyzed, state and NAEP gap trends moved in the
same direction within a state, bolstering the validity of the state test findings. If gaps nar-
rowed on both state tests and NAEP, this provides more evidence of a real increase in learn-
ing among students in targeted subgroups. Likewise, if gaps widened on both assessments,
this suggests a reason for concern that subgroups are not receiving the quality of instruction
and resources they need.

In 40% of cases, state and NAEP gap trends diverged—most often because gaps narrowed on
state tests but showed no change or widened on NAEP. Several factors may explain why state
gap results are more positive, and some of these overlap with the possible reasons offered at
the end of chapter 4 for inconsistent trends in overall achievement on state tests and NAEP:

� Preparation for state tests. Educators are adjusting their instruction, in both appropri-
ate and inappropriate ways, to help students succeed on state tests. These practices can
increase students’ familiarity with their particular state’s test and can lead to score infla-
tion. Educators have less reason to engage in these practices to prepare students for
NAEP. Only a sample of students and schools even takes NAEP, and no scores are
reported at the school or student level.

� Instructional sensitivity. Under No Child Left Behind, state tests must be aligned with
state standards outlining the academic content students should learn at a particular
grade. If students learn the content embodied in their state’s standards, these gains in
learning are likely to show up as improvements in state test scores to at least some degree.
NAEP, by contrast, is not deliberately aligned to any particular state’s standards and may
not assess what students are actually being taught. Gains in learning may not register as
improvements on NAEP if the content of NAEP does not match what students were
taught. For this reason, state tests are likely to be a better measure than NAEP of what
is taught in most classrooms and may reflect larger gains. Because it is difficult for stu-
dents to register improvement on NAEP, tiny gains may end up widening gaps almost as
often as narrowing gaps, depending on which subgroup has shown improvement.

� Motivation. Both teachers and students are likely to be more motivated to ensure students
perform well on state tests. Not only are state test scores publicly reported, but they are also
used to determine which schools are targeted for sanctions under No Child Left Behind or
the state accountability system. If low performance in a school persists, principals and
teachers could be replaced. In some states, the same tests used for NCLB accountability also
determine whether students will graduate or be promoted to the next grade. In these situ-
ations, students have a strong motivation to do well, and educators and policymakers have
reason to focus remediation and prevention efforts on lower-performing subgroups to
ensure students do not fail the exams. No similar incentives exist for NAEP because no con-
sequences for students, teachers, or administrators are attached to NAEP scores.
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� Efforts to help subgroups meet AYP targets. For a school or district to make adequate
yearly progress under NCLB, all major subgroups must meet state test score targets.
Schools have instituted various interventions and intensive instruction specifically to
raise scores on state tests for subgroups that have not made AYP. These efforts could help
to close gaps on state tests but may have limited impact on NAEP gaps.

� Different grades and years analyzed. We sometimes analyzed different grades and years
on state tests and NAEP, which could produce somewhat different trends.

� Different performance of subgroups relative to cut score. For reasons explained in
appendix 2, the size of a gap between two subgroups can depend on where the cut score
is set for proficient performance (or basic performance in the case of NAEP). The gap
between African American and white students, for example, tends to be larger if the cut
score is set near the middle of the scale, closer to the mean, than at either extreme. Small
changes over time in the distribution of scores for either or both subgroups involved in
a gap comparison could have a different impact on the size of the gap depending on
where cut scores are set relative to the mean on state tests and NAEP.
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Appendix 1. Study Methods

The Center on Education Policy designed the methods for conducting this study with
advice from an expert panel and with close involvement and extensive technical support
from our contractor, HumRRO. Many aspects of the study methods are described in the
body of this report, particularly in chapter 2. Additional information about methods is pro-
vided here, as well as a list of study features that are new or improved this year.

New or Improved Features of This Year’s Study

This year’s study continues, updates, and refines the work on achievement that CEP initiated
last year. It includes the following new features or improvements:

� Adding test data from school year 2006-07 and updating trends from 2002 through 2007,
where comparable data are available

� Giving effect size equal prominence as an indicator of achievement along with the
indicator of percentages of students scoring at or above the proficient level

� Doing additional comparisons of trends in state test scores with trends on the National
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), including new comparisons of the direction
and magnitude of achievement gaps on NAEP and state tests

� Conducting new analyses of achievement gaps on state tests in one grade at each of three
levels (elementary, middle, and high school), as well as trends across grade levels

� Posting all raw data collected from states for all grades on CEP’s Web site, in addition to
the state profiles posted online this year and last year

Collecting and Verifying Data

Data for the study were collected by HumRRO from July 2007 through April 2008. All 50
states provided at least some of the information we sought. As explained below, officials from
each state were asked to verify the accuracy of the state information.

TYPES OF DATA COLLECTED

For the report on achievement that CEP published last year, HumRRO sought test-related
information from every state for each year between 1999 and 2006. For this second annual
report, HumRRO updated the data files with missing information from those years and
added information from 2007, including the following:
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1. Name of test(s) used for accountability

2. Testing contractor/developer with point-of-contact information

3. Independent quality assurance/verification contractor (if any) with point-of-contact information

4. Key state department of education staff (1-2 people, such as the testing director) with
contact information

5. Test type (norm-referenced, criterion-referenced, augmented criterion-reference, com-
puterized adaptive testing, other)

6. Test scoring scale

7. Description of and cut scores for performance levels on the test

8. Longitudinal/vertical scale or separate scale by test level

9. Grades tested in reading and mathematics

10. Grades included in determinations of percentages proficient in reading and math for
adequate yearly progress under NCLB

11. Subjects tested other than reading and math (just a list with tested grade levels)

12. Timing of test (spring or fall)

13. Frequency of testing (usually annual)

14. Item types (only for reading and math tests used to calculate AYP)

15. Equating methodologies (summarized by type, such as Stocking-Lord, Rasch) and
length of time this method has been used

16. Most current state-level mean score, number of test-takers (N-count), and standard
deviations (SDs) for reading and math at all tested grades

17. Mean scores, N-counts, and SDs for all subgroups reported by the state

18. Mean scores and SDs for the entire state and by subgroup for each comparable year back to 1999

19. Percentages of students scoring in each proficiency category reported by the state for the
entire state and by subgroup, at all grade levels for each comparable year back to 1999

20. Start date (if longitudinal scale is present)

21. Major changes to the tests from 2002 to the present—for example, changes in test,
standards setting, cut scores, or tested grade levels

22. Studies of alignment of test to state content standards

23. Total K-12 public school enrollment in the 2006-07 school year
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INITIAL DATA COLLECTION

A senior HumRRO project member revised templates and instructions for the data collec-
tion. She collected and organized information (such as specific Web site addresses) to stream-
line the data collection process. Using these templates and instructions, she trained staff
members who were assigned to collect the data.

As a first step in collecting the desired data, HumRRO staff searched Web sites maintained
by state departments of education. When Web sites lacked crucial information, HumRRO
staff attempted to directly contact state department of education staff by e-mail or phone.

The data from each state were put into one descriptive MS Word table and two MS Excel file
with one worksheet per assessment year. One Excel file contained results by achievement level
and the other contained mean scale scores, standard deviations, and numbers of test-takers.

ANALYSIS OF PRELIMINARY DATA

HumRRO staff analyzed overall achievement trends using two indicators (percentage profi-
cient and effect size computed from mean scale scores with standard deviations) for all 50
states. A two-page summary was prepared for state review that indicated the years believed
to be comparable as well as the overall trends in achievement. Proficiency data were provided
in graph form while mean scale scores and standard deviations were presented in tables.
Introductory text described the rationale for the data interpretation and explained that the
trends presented would be reported unless state personnel provided contradictory guidance.

STATE VERIFICATION PROCESS

HumRRO staff reviewed logs maintained during last year’s data collection cycle to identify
sources of confusion, misunderstanding, or incomplete state responses. This information
was used to refine materials to be sent to the states. HumRRO prepared a CD for each state
containing the following information already collected:

� Test characteristics file

� State assessment scale score data file

� State assessment percentages proficient data file

� Data verification checklist, which state officials were asked to sign

� Two-page summary of basic trends

� Directions for completing the verification, tailored for each state

State verification mailings were sent from November 29, 2007, through December 28, 2007,
with staggered due dates between January 4 and January 24, 2008.
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CEP and HumRRO took the following steps to ensure that officials from every state veri-
fied the accuracy of their state’s data and filled in missing information.

1. Initial letter. In November/December 2007, CEP President Jack Jennings sent a letter
and a CD to three people in each state: the state superintendent or other chief state
school officer, the deputy superintendent, and the assessment director. The letter asked
state officials to verify the data on the CD and make necessary corrections or additions
by a specified date in January 2008. The letter included an offer from CEP to help defray
costs. Also included in the packet was a printed copy of the summary of basic trends.

2. Follow-up efforts. HumRRO staff and CEP’s president communicated with individual
states to maximize participation. The last data file was received April 4, 2008. The last
bit of related documentation (the test characteristics file and verification checklist) was
received April 9, 2008.

3. Questioning anomalies. During the analysis phase, HumRRO staff contacted state offi-
cials when anomalies in the data arose, up until May 20, 2008.

During the verification process, some state officials added missing data themselves. Other
states hired outside help (sometimes with CEP funding) to add missing data. Still others
provided raw data in various forms to HumRRO staff, who added the data to the appropri-
ate tables and sent the revised file back to the state.

Most states returned modified data Excel files and modified files of test characteristics file by e-
mail and faxed the signed verification checklist. Throughout the verification period, HumRRO
maintained a log of all e-mail and phone communications with states (260 records).

After each state verified its data, HumRRO staff produced a draft “profile,” consisting of data
tables and figures for that state. A HumRRO staff person was assigned to conduct a series of
quality control checks on each state profile, primarily to confirm that the profile matched the
original source data file.

Analyzing Data

Analyses of the data collected were conducted from January through May 2008. Data were
analyzed using a consistent set of rules for all states.

SELECTION OF YEARS FOR ANALYSIS

The data collected for last year’s achievement study ended in 2006, at the latest. In this year’s
study, the trend lines for the post-NCLB period were extended to 2007 for nearly all states.1

These 2007 data come from tests administered in spring 2007 or fall 2006 in states with fall
testing. (Results from state tests administered during school year 2007-08 typically are not
available until later in the summer of 2008.)
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these states, both states instituted new tests in 2007, and the 2007 results are not comparable to those from previous assess-
ments. Reporting 2007 data alone would not have enabled us to report any three-year trends or even two years of changes in
test results. Other states were missing 2007 data at some grades. In addition, Oregon was missing 2007 percentage proficient
data but had the scale scores needed to compute effect sizes.



This year we did not analyze national trends for the years preceding NCLB, since the pre-
NCLB trends we reported last year would not have changed. Moreover, the number of states
with comparable pre- and post-NCLB data, which was already limited, is likely to decrease
over time as states make further changes in their testing systems. In states where pre-NCLB
results remain comparable with post-NCLB results, we have included the pre-NCLB data
in the state profiles that accompany this report.

Where comparable data were available, we analyzed trends for the entire period from 2002
through 2007. Where data could not be obtained for the entire period or were not compa-
rable, we used other starting or ending years based on available data. If a new test was intro-
duced in 2006, we showed data from 2006 and 2007 in the state profiles and referred to any
movement in achievement over the two years as a change rather than a trend. However,
states with just two years of comparable data were not included in the national summary of
trends discussed in this report. When a new test was introduced in 2007, we used data from
2002 through 2006 or whatever period provided three years of comparable data, rather than
showing a single year of data from 2007, which would not meaningful.

In seven states, the years of available data were different for percentages proficient and effect
sizes. In the cases where the years were different and the two indicators produced contradic-
tory trends, we have noted this difference in the tables in chapters 3 and 4.

SELECTION OF GRADES TO REPORT AND ANALYZE

In each state’s data profile, the percentages of students scoring at the proficient level or above
for all tested grades were presented in tables. However, for graphs of percentages proficient, all
effect size analyses, and all achievement gap analyses, a representative grade was identified at
each grade span (elementary, middle, high school). HumRRO reviewed data for all the grades
tested between 2002 and 2007 to make decisions about which specific grades to report on and
analyze. These decisions were based on a fixed set of criteria applied consistently across all states
and developed without regard to whether achievement was high or low at a given grade.

Preferred grades were grade 4 to represent the elementary span, grade 8 in the middle span,
and grade 10 in high school. If tests in these grades were comparable for a three-year period
and thus supported trend analysis, these grades were selected. If these grades did not have
comparable tests for the minimum period (or if the state tested a different high school grade
for NCLB purposes), adjacent grades were reviewed and an alternate was selected if it had a
longer trend line. The representative grade was selected without regard to whether perform-
ance was high or low at that grade or what pattern of performance trends appeared over time.

In most states, the analysis of the overall percentages of students scoring proficient in the
state profile included more grades than the analyses of achievement gaps or effect sizes,
which focused on a representative grade at each grade span. As a result, data are available for
grade levels and years that are not analyzed in this report. These raw data have been posted
on CEP’s Web site, www.cep-dc.org.
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PROCESS FOR ANALYZING STATE DATA

HumRRO provided the draft profiles to CEP as they were completed. As anomalies were
encountered, HumRRO and CEP staff conferred to expand or clarify the rules for analysis
and reporting.

A senior CEP consultant with expertise in educational testing and a CEP research associate ana-
lyzed the data in each state’s profile to determine both overall trends and achievement gap trends.
For all of the achievement analyses, HumRRO and CEP looked separately at the elementary,
middle, and high school levels. As a cross check, the HumRRO senior project member did an
independent analysis of the main trends for each state. Where the results were different, the three
analysts reviewed state test data until they agreed an accurate finding had been reached.

The CEP consultant who did the trends analysis also wrote narrative findings summarizing
the trends identified for each state, while the CEP research associate developed a state-by-
state national summary table of trends. Another senior CEP consultant developed templates
for tables and edited the state profiles, including the tables and narrative findings, to help
present the information in the state profiles as clearly as possible.

BIAS CHECK FOR NAEP RESULTS

This year we compared trends on each state’s test to trends on NAEP for the same state. To deter-
mine whether the unweighted analysis of NAEP results used in these comparisons were biased,
we compared the average of the state-by-state NAEP data to the national NAEP data from the
main NAEP (not the NAEP “long-term trend” assessment). As table 7-A indicates, national
NAEP results were quite similar to the average of the state NAEP results for both the percentages
of students performing at or above the basic level and effect sizes. These findings suggest results
from unweighted state NAEP performance data can be generalized to the nation as a whole.
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Table 7-A. Average of State NAEP Results and National NAEP Results

Percentage Basic or Above Mean Scale Score

State Average National State Average National

Grade 4 reading 67% 66% 221 220

Grade 8 reading 74% 73% 263 261

Grade 4 math 82% 81% 240 239

Grade 8 math 72% 70% 281 280



Appendix 2. More about Standard Deviations
and Relationship of Gaps to Cut Scores

Effect size, an indicator of achievement used in this report, is based on mean, or average, scale
scores on a test and a statistic called a standard deviation. Using graphs, this appendix explains
in more detail what standard deviations are. The appendix also presents graphs to illustrate a
concept noted throughout this report—namely, that the location of the cut score on a test
makes a difference in the apparent size of an achievement gap between two subgroups.

What Are Standard Deviations?

Normal curve figures, such as the ones below from a statistics text by David Stockburger
(1998), are used to graphically represent the distribution of scores on any administration of
a test. The largest numbers of test-takers’ scores cluster close to the middle or high point of
the curve, while fewer scores are situated at the very low and very high ends.

Three areas on a standard normal curve are useful for interpreting test scores. The first is at
point 0, which is the mean, or average, test score. As shown in figure 7-A, 50% percent of
the scores on the test are below the mean and 50% are above.

Centeron
Education

Policy

151

Figure 7-A. The Mean

Source: Stockburger, 1998.
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The second area, shaded in figure 7-B, is within +1 or -1 standard deviation from the mean;
68% of the scores on a given test fall within this area. One standard deviation above the
mean captures 34% of scores (half of 68%).

The third area of interest, the shaded area in figure 7-C, is between +2 or -2 standard deviations.
This area accounts for 95% of the scores on a given test.

Let’s say a test is scored on a scale from 1 to 1000, and the mean score is 500 and the stan-
dard deviation is 80. This means that the scores of 68% of test-takers are between 420 (500-
80) and 580 (500 + 80). Similarly, 95% of the scores would fall between 340 and 660.

Since the percentage of test-takers who score within one or two standard deviations of the
mean is always the same for any test, the standard deviation is a common unit of measure-
ment that can be used to make limited comparisons of groups of test-takers. In this study,
effect sizes are used, which is the proportion of the difference between two years of test data
or two subgroups of students in standard deviation units.
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Figure 7-B. One Standard Deviation Above and Below the Mean

Source: Stockburger, 1998.
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Figure 7-C. Two Standard Deviations Above and Below the Mean

Source: Stockburger, 1998.
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Cut Scores and Gaps

Changes in instruction can affect the size of achievement gaps, but so can other factors. An
important issue to consider when looking at achievement gaps is the location of the cut score
students must reach to be considered “proficient” on a test. Research shows that where the
proficiency cut score is set makes a difference in the apparent size of the gap. If a proficiency
cut score is very high or low, so that almost everyone reaches the cut score or almost nobody
reaches it, there is little apparent gap. A cut score closer to the mean test score will be more
sensitive in detecting achievement gaps, and the gaps between subgroups will appear larger.

This was illustrated graphically by Paul Holland (2002). Figure 7-D shows the results of the
2000 administration of the math portion of the National Assessment of Educational
Progress for 8th grade African American and white students. The test was scored on a scale
of 0-500, with the cut score for the basic level of achievement set at 262, proficient at 299,
and advanced at 333. The figure shows the percentage of students in each group that scored
at or below a certain level on NAEP. The x axis is the score, and the y axis is the percentage
of students achieving that score or scoring below it. So, about 25% of white students scored
at or below 262 (basic)—marked with a dashed vertical line in figure 7-D—while 75%
exceeded this score. About 70% of African American students scored at or below 262, while
about 30% exceeded this score. Therefore, at the basic level, the achievement gap between
African American and white students is about 45 percentage points—quite large.

However, the achievement gap picture changes as one moves along the score scale. At the
proficient level of 299—marked with a solid vertical line in figure 7-D—the black-white gap
shrinks to about 30 percentage points. As one moves toward the advanced cut score of 333
(shown in the figure as a dotted vertical line), the gap continues to shrink until it reaches
about 6 percentage points at the advanced level. The same is true at the low end of the scale,
where the gap is also a lot smaller.
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Figure 7-D. African American-White Achievement Gap, NAEP Mathematics 2008 Grade 8

Source: Holland, 2002.
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As this NAEP example shows, choosing a cut score of 262, 299, or 333 will have a dramatic
impact on the apparent size of the achievement gap between African American and white
students. The gap is larger at the middle of the NAEP score scale than at the extremes.

Figure 7-E illustrates this phenomenon in another way. The figure consists of two normal
distributions of test scores for two subgroups of students, subgroup A and subgroup B. The
figure displays a hypothetical example whereby the initial cut score (cut score 1) is set so that
84% of the students in subgroup A score at or above the cut score, compared with 50% of
the students in subgroup B. (The areas to the right of the cut score under both curves rep-
resent the students who pass.) Therefore, the gap in percentages proficient between the two
groups is 34 percentage points.

If a state were to set an easier cut score, represented by cut score 2 in figure 7-F, more students
would meet or exceed it. At that point, 98% of subgroup A students and 84% of subgroup B
students would pass, and the achievement gap would be reduced to 14 percentage points.

Therefore, anyone examining trends in achievement gaps must take into account the loca-
tion of the proficiency cut score, as well as possible changes in cut scores.

Ha
s

St
ud

en
tA

ch
ie

ve
m

en
tI

nc
re

as
ed

Si
nc

e
20

02
?

154

Figure 7-E. Size of Gaps in Percentages Proficient with a Cut Score at the Mean

Source: Center on Education Policy.
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Subgroup B – 50% Proficient

Gap - 34 points

Figure 7-F. Size of Gaps in Percentages Proficient with a Lower Cut Score

Source: Center on Education Policy.
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