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Kentucky’s 2002 NAEP Reading IsFLAT #3: But, Our Ranking Plummeted!

The 2002 NAEP reading resultsreleased | that isjust because the state eliminated
on June 19th. Two previous KERA Up- more than the national average number of
dates discussed several important issues for | weak students from testing.
Kentucky such as statistically flat scores
and thefact that in recent years Kentucky's | But, there are other waysto look at NAEP,
NAEP scores only rose significantly when |and onethat isn’t discussed in the NAEP
lots more kids with learning disabilities literatureis asimple ranking of the states
were excluded from testing. Thus, itisnot |according to their scores. When we do
much of a surprisethat Kentucky srecent | this, something rather incredible happens.
scores are above the national average— Even without correction for itsinflated
scores, Kentucky lost serious
NAEP 4" Grade Reading ground in state rankings on the
1992 1994 1998 a2 1] 2002 NAEP!
# State Score | State | Score | State | Score | State § Score § #
Thetable on the |eft shows all the
1 NH 228 | ME | 228 JCcT [ 232 MA | 2341 L . -
2 ME | 227 | ND | 225 [MT | 26 o | 20| 2 | Participating statesin the various
3 MA | 226 | WI | 224 [NH | 2% vT | 2273 | NAEP 4th grade reading assess-
4 ND 226 | 1A | 223 [MA [ 225 e[ 2504 | ments, Using the published
5 1A 225 | mA | 223 [ME [ 225 MN | 225]'5 .
3 Wi | 224 | NH | 223 [wWi | 2 va| 26 | NAEP scores as shown in the ta-
7 NJ |23 | o | 222 JIA |2 DE | 247 | ble, which, | reiterate, are not cor-
8 WY 223 | MT | 222 Jco |2 MT | 224]'8 :
9 cT 222 [ wy | 221 ks |22 ND | 22409 rected for exclusion, K_entL_]Cky
10 IN 21 | IN | 220 [MN [ 222 wa | 24| 10 | ranks below the median, just
11 MN 221 | NE | 220 JOK | 220 ia | 2238 u | 25th among the 43 states that
12 | NE 221 | R | 220 fwy [ 219 IN[ 2222 - :
st T oo 5T 2= || Participated in the 2002 NAEP
@] VA | 22t [ MN [ 218 [RI |28 NE | 222 | 12 | 4th grade reading assessment.
15 mo | 220 [ mo | 217 Jva |28 NY | 22215
16 [ ur 220 f ut | 217 w217 NC | 22216 . .
17| co 217 | PA | 215 INC [ 217 on =] Even if we Only_ C_OnSl der_ the 36
B[ R 27 | NC | 214 | TX_ | 2w ut | 222 | 18 | Statesthat participated in
19 wv 216 | co | 213 fwa [ 217 Pa| 221118 | NAEP both in 1998 and 2002
20 | Ny 215 | TN | 213 MO [ 216 wy | 221§20 . ’
21 VA | 213 INY 216 b [ 2z [z | Kentucky dlips 8 P' acesfrom
22 | DE | 213 [ wa | 213 fwv |26 | mo| 20]2 | 10th to 18th ranking as shown
23 | T 213 fwv | 213 [MD [ 215 orR| 20823 |in the other table!
24 | GA 212 Ut | 215 RI| 220f24 )
25 NC 212 | Ny | 212 Jor [ 214 NRNRANIIEEN 7 |
2% [N 212 | 7X | 212 JDE |22 M| 219126 | In 1998 only one Southern Re-
27| AR 211 [ mp | 210 TN [212 wv [ 219827 | gional Education Board (SREB)
28 | wmp [ 211 | AR [ 200 fAL |11 MD | 21728
20 [ Nv | 211 [ AL | 208 fGA | 210 > 27 | = | State, Oklahoma, outscored Ken-
30| sc 210 ea |27 Isc [aio | Gal 215f30 | tucky. In 2002 Oklahoma had a
31 | Az 200 F Az | 206 JAR [ 209 FL| 214f31 ] i i
32 FL 208 | DE | 206 [NV [ 208 sc| 213 disastrous score dec| I_ne_bl_'lt 3
3 AL 207 | FL | 205 Az | 207 T~ | za [ | other SREB states, Virginia,
34 LA 204 | Nv | 205 AL 207 AR| 213134 | Ddlaware, and North Carolina
35 HI 203 | sc | 203 INm [ 206 oK | 213f35
% | ca 202 [ Ms | 202 JLA [204 N | 209 f36 moved ahead of _KentUCky'_ 0,
3 | ms | 19 | w1 | 200 Jvs |om4 A | 208 | a7 | welost ground in theregional
38 CA | 197 fca a0 nv | 20838 | rankings as well.
39 LA | 197 JHi 200 AL | 20739
40 LA | 20740 . .
4 cA | 206 [« | Thingswould look worseif Ken-
42 AZ | 2051 |tucky' s scores were corrected for
43 mMs| 203f43

exclusion-based inflation. For example,
regression analysis of the changes in scores
versus the changes in exclusion of students
with learning disahilities (SD) indicates
Kentucky's true 2002 score could be only
about 212! Other states might also have
lower scoresif exclusion were properly ac-
counted for in NAEP, but few would drop
as much as Kentucky, because only three
states, Louisiana,
North Carolina, and
West Virginia have Reading, States That
higher exclusion rates Participated Both in
for SD. And, there s [EEREEEKILEENE

NAEP 4th Grade

grOWi ng e\lldence State| Score| State | Score
that SD exclusion is |renk
thefactor that leads | 2 ;TT izz "é’: 22’3
to NAEP scoreinfla- 2 T a
tion. Exclusion of ZTVEl 25 W | 25
studentswith limited [Z 172 [ 23| vA | 25
English proficiency | 6 | ks| 222] bE | 224
doesnot scemtohave| 7 |[MN| 222 MT | 224
muchimpact. g [ ok 220 wa| 224
9 [wy] 219 1A ] 223
It is pretty obvious m Ei iz
that just rankingthe [ [Vva|zis| Nv | 222
official scoresleads |13| M| 217] uT | 22
tovery bad newsfor [14] NC|[ 217 | Wy | 221
Kentucky. Our rank- 12 el R RS R
ing declinein 2002 et Tt
NAEP reading isvery [T | 26 BRalas
disturbing. Weare [1o|wv]| 26| mi | 219
obviously loosing 20| MD| 215 | Wv | 219
grOUnd. 21| UT| 215 MD | 217
»|OrR| 214 TX | 217
Thisraises more ii ?,5 ii if ii
doubts about Ken- 5| AL| 211 | SC | 214
tucky’'s CATSre- 26| GA | 210| TN | 214
sults, of course. Even|27| SC| 210 AR| 213
if our NAEP scores | 28| AR| 209 OK | 213
did risein 1998, and |21 1 2L B L 22
thisis doubtful, the |tz it
rest of the country 32 | NM| 206 | AL | 207
and the Southernre- [ss] LA 204 LA ] 207
gion arebeginningto | 34| MS| 204) CA | 206
leave us behind. 3B|CA| 202 AZ | 2065
36| H [ 200] ms| 203




