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Summary of Findings

• This report explores the relationships among changes in state policies on the participation and
accommodation of English language learners on state assessments; rates of identification,
participation, and accommodation on state and NAEP assessments; and state and NAEP
assessment scores.

• State policies on the participation and accommodation of English language learners (ELL) in
statewide assessments have changed in recent years, with slightly more states permitting
accommodations for ELL students in 2001–02 than in 1997–98.

• The percentage of the total public school population identified as English language learners
increased from 7.4 percent to 8.9 percent between 1997-98 and 2002-03.

• Nationwide, the percent of ELL students participating in state assessments increased from 66.3
percent in 1997-98 to 76.4 percent in 2001-02.  However, participation rates varied widely
from state to state.

• Although there was a positive correlation between increases in accommodation and increases
in participation rates, the relation was not statically significant. No correlations were found
among changes in identification and changes in participation rates for ELL students.

• Analysis of survey data from the State Student Assessment Programs (SSAP) shows that states
that adopted policies allowing the explanation of directions or translations of directions
experienced statistically significantly greater increases in state assessment participation rates
than did states that had such policies in both 1997–98 and 2001–02.

• The increase in state assessment accommodation rates for extended testing time for ELL
students in grade 4 was statistically significantly greater for states that newly reported this
policy than for states that did not report such policy in either year.

• No relationships between changes in state and NAEP participation rates were found for either
grade 4 or 8.

• While there were no statistical differences in the change in state assessment participation or
accommodation rates between states that did or did not exhibit larger gains in NAEP
achievement compared to their own state assessments, the results reveal interesting patterns to
explore as more data become available.

• With the availability of more data over time, we may achieve a better understanding of the
potential effect of policy and practice on state assessment and NAEP achievement trends.
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Introduction

The No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) of 2001 emphasized accountability for all students
enrolled in American public schools. The most visible manifestation of this emphasis is the
increased importance given to the administration of standardized tests and the widespread
reporting of results. A significant component of NCLB is the requirement that all students
participate in standardized tests, including students with disabilities and English language
learners (ELL). In order to meet “adequate yearly progress” (AYP) requirements of the act,
schools must demonstrate that at least 95 percent of all enrolled students, as well as 95 percent of
students in each identified subgroup, participated in a state’s annual assessment of achievement.
Students with disabilities and English language learners are included among those subgroups.

For students with disabilities, state policy is also driven by the federal Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), first implemented in 1975. No such national legislation exists
for English language learners, aside from the provisions in and guidance resulting from NCLB.

Against this national policy backdrop, there is a growing interest in, and an expanding
body of research on, the participation of English language learners and students with disabilities,
and the resulting implications for assessment results. Particularly noteworthy is the recent report
Keeping Score for All: The Effects of Inclusion and Accommodation Policies on Large-Scale
Assessments (National Research Council, 2004).

In addition to individual state assessments, NCLB calls for all states to participate in
biannual reading and mathematics assessments given by the National Assessment of Educational
Progress (NAEP), also known as “the Nation’s Report Card.” NAEP is the only nationally
representative assessment of students in the U.S. Since 1969, assessments have been conducted
periodically in a variety of subject areas, such as reading, mathematics, science, and writing.
Both national and state-level assessments are conducted by NAEP, which assesses a
representative sample of students in each participating jurisdiction. Starting in the late 1990s,
NAEP experienced changes in the rates of participation of English language learners and
students with disabilities, and these changes can compromise the validity of reports of
achievement trends. NAEP has taken steps to address this problem, instituting policies for test
accommodations and supporting the development of a methodology for correcting for the bias in
achievement trends that results from changing exclusion rates (McLaughlin, 2003). It is likely
that changes in NAEP participation rates are related to the testing policies of assessment
programs in individual states, since local decisions about students’ participation in NAEP are
often strongly influenced by rules for their participation in state assessments.

While federal requirements in the NCLB apply to all states, individual state policies for
identifying and testing students with disabilities and English language learners vary from state to
state, and they are continuing to change and evolve. Therefore, this study was undertaken to
uncover patterns in the relationships among state assessment participation and accommodation
policies and practices, and NAEP accommodation and participation rates.1 Also examined are the

                                                  
1 This study is being undertaken as part of the NAEP State Analysis Contract, which was designed to meet the

analytic demands and challenges emerging from the No Child Left Behind legislation. Through this procurement,
NCES seeks technical and analytical support necessary to design, conduct, and report in-depth, thematic studies of
student achievement on State NAEP assessments. The project is expected to enrich the scope of State NAEP
results by conducting ad-hoc/exploratory analyses on the existing and forthcoming assessment results. The
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relationships of changes in these rates over time to achievement trends. Given the differences in
testing policies and practices between students with disabilities and English language learners,
the research questions are addressed in two separate reports. This report presents analyses
pertaining to English language learners, and a separate report reviews the findings for students
with disabilities (Harr, Pérez, McLaughlin, and Blankenship, 2005).

The predominant reason for the interest in the effects of the participation and
accommodation of English language learners is that these policies and rates may affect
achievement trend reporting for the aggregate of all students. As a group, ELL students perform
lower than non-ELL students.2

While NAEP and state assessments are distinct from one another, it is likely that NAEP
and state assessment results, achievement trends, and achievement gaps are related to
identification, participation, and accommodation rates and testing policies for students with
disabilities and English language learners. For the NAEP State Analysis Project, the American
Institutes for Research (AIR) recently developed an enhanced database that contains information
about policies and practices for including and accommodating students with disabilities and
English language learners in state and NAEP assessments (Harr, Pérez, and Stancavage, 2004).
This information is used as the basis for addressing six primary research questions on
participation and accommodation policies and practices in this report:

• Research Question 1: How has the prevalence of state testing policies for participation
and accommodation of English language learners changed since the late 1990s?

• Research Question 2: How have rates of identification, participation, and
accommodations in state testing of English language learners changed since the late
1990s?

• Research Question 3: How are changes in rates of identification, participation, and
accommodation in state testing of English language learners related to each other?

• Research Question 4: How are changes in state assessment policies on the participation
and accommodation of English language learners related to changes in participation and
accommodation rates on state assessments?

• Research Question 5: How are changes in NAEP participation and accommodation rates
related to changes in state assessment participation and accommodation rates of English
language learners?

• Research Question 6: How are a) NAEP achievement trends and b) differences between
NAEP and state achievement trends related to changes in state assessment participation
and accommodation rates of English language learners?

                                                                                                                                                                   
activities and associated tasks undertaken through this procurement will enhance NAEP’s potential by improving
its capability to (a) monitor students’ academic achievement and progress within the states, (b) portray patterns of
achievement gaps between subgroups within the states, (c) make State NAEP data meaningful to the NAEP
stakeholders and broaden its use among the policymakers, education officials, researchers, and the public; and (d)
identify issues concerning the academic achievement of students at the state level that are essential to shape future
State NAEP assessments.

2 This is demonstrated by the NAEP reading scores for non-disabled/non-ELL students, non-accommodated ELL
students, and accommodated ELL students in tables V-I and V-2.
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Figure 1 shows the conceptual framework for exploring these questions.

Figure 1. Framework for research questions

Given the complexity of the issues, this report focuses upon the above six research
questions, with particular emphasis on the relationships between state and NAEP practice and
achievement. However, this report is intended to provide a foundation for exploring other
research questions, such as identifying accommodation policies that are associated with high
participation rates.

Data Sources and Caveats
The above research questions concern relations among changes over time in policies,

rates of participation and accommodations, and test scores for state and NAEP assessments.
Addressing these questions requires having at least two years with both state assessment policy
and practice data, as well as NAEP data. Accordingly, the analyses in this report focus on
changes between 1997–98 and 2001–02, the only two years for which the required NAEP data
(specifically, NAEP reading assessment data) were available at the time of this report. Aside
from the background section which looks at all 50 states, analyses that make use of NAEP data
such as state accommodation rates are limited to the 36 states that participated in NAEP reading
assessments in both of those years.3

The unit of analysis in this report is the state, and therefore overall percentages and
comparisons of percentages for groups of states presented in the report are unweighted (i.e., each
state has the same weight), except where noted.

In this report, two primary data sources are used to explore the research questions.
Information on state policies regarding the participation and accommodation of English language
learners and students with disabilities on state assessments was obtained from the 1997–98 and
                                                  
3 Alaska, Colorado, Iowa, Idaho, Indiana, Michigan, North Dakota, Nebraska, New Hampshire, New Jersey, Ohio,

Pennsylvania, South Dakota, and Vermont did not participate in the 1998 NAEP Reading Assessment. Along with
the 14 states which did not participate in the 1998 NAEP, the District of Columbia was also excluded from the
analyses, as it did not participate in the 1997–98 State Student Assessment Programs (SSAP) survey.
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and accommodation policies for
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2001–02 Council of Chief State School Officers’ surveys of State Student Assessment Programs
(SSAP), which include information from all 50 states and the District of Columbia. It is
important to note that participation and accommodation policies are complex by nature, and
these complexities are not easily captured in a closed-option survey, such as the SSAP. Other
sources of information on state policies include the Center for Equity and Excellence in
Education (CEEE) and the National Center on Educational Outcomes (NCEO); these centers
have analyzed written documents regarding participation and accommodation policies for
English language learners and students with disabilities, respectively.4 For English language
learners, CEEE’s analyses are more refined than SSAP, in that they categorize policies by
whether the accommodation is allowed on all test components, allowed/prohibited on some test
components, or prohibited on all test components.5 Such policy nuances are not reflected in the
SSAP data, and these differences may have important implications for the analyses. Future
reports should give consideration to how to extend the analyses in this report by incorporating
the complexities of state policies. In addition, as SSAP data are from surveys as opposed to
analyses of written policies, there may be misinterpretations of the policy on the part of the
respondent, and therefore some of the survey responses may not provide an entirely accurate
reflection of the policy.

The primary data sources for both the state and NAEP accommodation rates were the
1998 and 2002 NAEP SD/LEP questionnaires. The NAEP SD/LEP questionnaire records
information about accommodations on both NAEP and the state assessments for all English
language learners (and students with disabilities) selected to participate in NAEP, whether or not
they actually participate or are excluded. This questionnaire also collects background and
contextual information about these students. It is possible that there are inconsistencies between
the accommodations that respondents stated the students receive and the accommodations that
were actually provided during the test administration. Shriner and DeStefano (2003) have
documented variations between what the Individualized Education Programs (IEPs) of students
with disabilities recorded as a required test accommodation and what was actually provided on
the testing day. Although this research pertains to students with disabilities, it is not unreasonable
to think that this disconnect also exists for English language learners.

Each state provides information on the SSAP surveys about numbers of students
participating in each of several statewide assessments. For this study, the research team focused
on SSAP results (regarding both policies and participation) for the test of reading or language
arts in each state that was administered to the largest number of students in grades closest to the
NAEP-tested grades of 4 and 8. These tests, which are listed in Appendix A, correspond to the
tests used by AIR in the NAEP publication Comparison between NAEP and State Reading
Assessment Results: 2003 (in review). Throughout this report, all references to state policies or
participation results based on SSAP should be understood to refer only to the tests listed in
Appendix A. The reader should be careful to interpret the results within the context of the
specific tests used in the analyses. (In contrast, it should be noted that the NAEP SD/LEP
questionnaire provides state assessment accommodation information without distinguishing
among various state assessments.)

                                                  
4 Although these data are not presented here, they will be analyzed in Year 2 of this project.
5 NCEO identifies policies which allow the accommodation, allowed with implications for scoring or aggregation,

allowed in certain circumstances, or prohibited.
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Testing accommodations are related to specific needs of the students being tested, and
these needs are not the same for English language learners as they are for students with
disabilities (however, allowing extra testing time is one of several accommodations provided for
both groups). Therefore, to avoid confusion in the interpretation of results, students who are
classified as both a student with a disability and an English language learner have been excluded
from analyses using NAEP data on participation and accommodation rates.6 In 2002, these
students represented about 20 percent of English language learners in grades 4 and 8. This is a
substantial increase from 1998, when only about 10 percent of English language learners in
grades 4 and 8 were also classified as students with disabilities. Tables B-1 and B-2 in Appendix
B show the rates of increase in these classifications as measured by NAEP over five years. The
increase appears to have occurred in most states, and may be the result of schools’ greater
willingness to identify English language learners as having a disability in the current policy
environment, despite the difficulty of determining the presence of a disability amid language
issues.

The NAEP estimates vary from that presented by a study conducted by Zehler,
Fleischman, Hopstock, Pendzick, and Stephenson (2003), which found that 9 percent of the ELL
population was also categorized as having a disability in 2001–02. While this figure is about half
of the NAEP estimates, Zehler et al. acknowledged that many school districts and schools
experienced problems in providing counts of ELL students who were enrolled in special
education programs.

This report has six sections. Section I provides descriptive data on state policies and rates
of identification, participation, and accommodations on state assessments for English language
learners from 1998 to 2002. Section II explores the relationships among changes in identification
rates, participation, and accommodations on state assessments. These analyses establish an
important context for the fourth research question, which is examined in Section III. Here
information is provided about the relationship between changes in participation and
accommodation rates on state assessments and changes in state policies. Section IV examines the
extent to which changes in NAEP participation and accommodation rates are related to changes
in participation and accommodation rates for state assessments. In answering the sixth research
question, Section V looks at the relationship between changes in NAEP achievement trends and
changes in participation and accommodation rates on state assessments. This section also
examines the differences between NAEP and state achievement trends in relation to state rates.
The final section, Section VI, concludes with a summary of the overall findings.

                                                  
6 In Sections II through V, accommodation rates for both state and NAEP assessments and NAEP participation

rates exclude dual status students. Dual status students could not be identified in the available data on state
identification and participation rates. The achievement scores used in Section V include all students (including
dual status students).
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Section I. State Assessment Policies and Rates of Identification,
Participation, and Accommodation for English Language Learners

This section explores the first two research questions posed for this report: what changes
have occurred since the late 1990s in the a) prevalence of state testing policies for participation
and accommodation of English language learners and b) the quantitative rates of identification,
participation, and accommodations of these students on large-scale statewide assessments? As
the following tables show, changes occurred in a few states between 1997–98 and 2001–02.
State Assessment Participation Policies

With the national context creating pressure to include more students, it is not surprising
to see fewer states permitting local education agencies (LEAs) to exclude ELL students from
state assessments in 2001–02 than in 1997–98.7 Another notable area of change is an increase in
the number of states relying on formal assessment of English proficiency as a basis for excluding
English language learners. At the state criterion level, the number of states in this category
almost doubled, while a smaller change was seen at the local level.

Exclusions generally mean that ELL students meeting certain criteria may be exempt
from taking the assessment, without any limits on the length of time that students are excluded.
Deferrals mean that districts are allowed to postpone the assessment for ELL students up to a
certain number of years. The end result on participation rates for a given year is the same;
however, over time, the test for a particular student can no longer be deferred, and the student
must be assessed. As shown in table I-1, the majority of states reporting deferrals allowed this
practice for a maximum of one year. This aligns with NCLB requirements, whereby ELL
students who are in their first year of enrollment in a U.S. school are not required to take the
state’s reading/language arts content assessment, although they must participate in the English
language proficiency assessment and the mathematics assessment, with accommodations as
appropriate. In calculating AYP, states may – but are not required to – include results from
reading or mathematics state assessments for ELL students in their first year of enrollment.

Table I-2 provides a list of the states that allowed exclusions in 1997–98 and in 2001–02
on their major assessment. Of the 43 states that allowed exclusions in 1997–98, 9 states did not
by 2001–02. Five of the six states that did not allow exclusions in 1997–98 (and one that did not
answer the survey question in 1997–98) permitted exclusions by 2001–02.8

                                                  
7 Only participation policies for the specific statewide assessments shown in Appendix A were analyzed. Policies

may in fact vary across different assessments within the same state.
8 Iowa did not answer the survey question in 1997–98. Nebraska did not answer the survey question in either

1997–98 (no state assessment at the time) or 2001-02.
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Table I-1. Number of states with policies on excluding and deferring English language
learners from their major state assessment: 1997–98 and 2001–02

 

Number of states
with policy in

1997–981

Number of states
with policy in

2001–022
Change

Permitted to exclude3 43 40 -3
State criteria for exclusion

Time in US 15 11 -4
Time in ESL program 10 10 0
Time in LEA enrollment † 8 –
Formal assessment of English proficiency 8 15 7
Informal assessment of English proficiency 2 0 -2
Formal oral language proficiency 3 2 -1
Informal oral language 1 0 -1
Other 6 9 3

Local criteria for exclusion
Time in US 1 3 2
Time in ESL program 5 2 -3
Time in LEA enrollment † 1 †
Formal assessment English proficiency 11 14 3
Informal assessment English proficiency 9 8 -1
Formal oral language proficiency 2 5 3
Informal oral language 3 4 1
Other 3 0 -3

Who makes the decision to exclude4

Local committee 16 12 -4
School or district 20 21 1
Parents 1 1 0
Other 5 8 3

Were ELL students allowed deferrals 15 22 5
If yes, what was the longest time one could have been granted:

Less than one year 1 6 5
One  year 3 8 5
Two  years 5 5 0
Three years 4 3 -1
More  than  three  years 1 0 -1

† Not applicable. The SSAP 1997–98 survey did not ask this item.
1 Number of states reporting policy derived from the SSAP 1997–98 survey.
2 Number of states reporting policy derived from the SSAP 2001–02 survey. See Appendix G for survey items.
3 Iowa did not answer this question in 1997–98; Nebraska did not answer the survey question in either 1997–98 (no state
assessment at the time) or 2001–02.
4 Because some states reported more than one decision maker, the sum of the three options can be greater than the total number
of states that permitted exclusions.
NOTE: Table includes all 50 states, but not Washington, D.C. Figures are for the specific statewide assessments shown in
Appendix A.
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Table I-2. List of states allowing exclusions on state assessments: 1997–98 and 2001–02

States that allowed exclusions
in 1997–98 (n=43)

States that allowed exclusions
in 2001–02 (n=40)

AK IN NC SC AL IN NJ TX
AL KS ND SD CA KS NM UT
AR KY NH TN CO KY NV VA
AZ MA NJ TX CT LA NY VT
CO MD NM UT DE MA OH WA
CT ME NV VA FL MD OK WV
DE MI NY VT GA MN OR WY
FL MN OK WA HI MO RI
GA MO OR WI IA MS SC
ID MS PA WV ID NC SD
IL MT RI IL NH TN

SOURCE: 1997–98 and 2001–02 SSAP surveys.

State Assessment Accommodation Policies
While all but three states permitted LEAs to provide accommodations to English

language learners on large-scale assessments in 2001–02, variations still existed in the types of
accommodations allowed, as shown in table I-3.9 The number of states with policies permitting
accommodations increased from 1997–98 to 2001–02 for all types of accommodations except for
out-of-level testing. According to the SSAP data, the most widely accepted accommodations
were administering the test in a separate room and in small groups, which were allowed by 40
and 41 states, respectively, in 2001–02. It is important to note that the SSAP surveys collected
accommodation policy data in a yes-or-blank format (i.e., a state could answer “yes” or leave the
item blank).10 A blank response does not necessarily mean that the state prohibited that particular
accommodation. Furthermore, the SSAP data do not capture information about the conditions
under which the accommodation might be allowed. In other words, a “yes” response to the
policy accommodation question in the SSAP survey could encompass accommodations that are
allowed with no restriction, allowed only in certain circumstances, or allowed with implications
for scoring (i.e., scores of students using this particular accommodation are excluded from school
or district reports). 11 The reader should be aware of these issues when interpreting the results.

                                                  
9 Only accommodation policies for the specific statewide assessment per state shown in Appendix A were analyzed.

Policies may in fact vary across different assessments within the same state.
10 This does not apply to exclusion policy information in the SSAP survey. States could check “yes” or “no” on

whether or not local education agencies were allowed to exclude students from statewide assessments.
11 While another SSAP survey item asks if the scores of accommodated students were reported, this item is not

specific to particular accommodations.
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Table I-3. Number of states with accommodation policies for English language learners
participating in their major state assessment: 1997–98 and 2001–02

 
Number of states with

policy in 1997–981
Number of states with

policy in 2001–022 Change

LEAs permitted to provide accommodations 36 47 11
Presentation
Explanation of directions 21 33 12
Oral reading in English 18 28 10
Oral reading in native language 10 14 4
Person familiar to student administers test 20 30 10
Translations of directions 17 26 9
Translation of test into native language 7 9 2
Bilingual version of test 3 5 2
Other (presentation) 6 10 4

Response
Allow student to respond in native language 4 10 6
Allow student to respond in both native language and English 7 6
Other (response) 4 8 4

Setting
Alone in study carrel 28 36 8
Administer test in a separate room 27 40 13
With small groups 29 41 12
Other (setting) 3 7 4

Timing/Scheduling
Extended testing time 26 35 9
More breaks 21 30 9
Extending sessions over multiple days 15 21 6
Other (time/scheduling) 3 5 2

Other
Out of level testing 4 2 -2
Use of word lists/dictionary 15 21 6
Use of technology 4 10 6
Other 6 15 9
1 Number of states reporting policy derived from the SSAP 1997–98 survey.
2 Number of states reporting policy derived from the SSAP 2001–02 survey. See Appendix G for survey items.
NOTE: Table includes all 50 states, but not Washington, D.C. Figures are for the specific statewide assessments shown in
Appendix A.
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State Identification Rates
In 2002-03, there were 4.3 million students pre-K through grade 12 identified as English

language learners in the 50 states and D.C., an increase of 27.2 percent over 1997–98. These
students made up almost 9 percent of the 48.8 million public school students in 2002-03.12

While the Preliminary Report on Inclusion and Accommodations presented alternative
identification rates from several data sources, all of which varied from one another, this report
uses identification rates from the National Clearinghouse for English Language Acquisition and
Language Instruction Educational Programs (NCELA).13

According to these data, the percentage of the total public school student population
identified as ELL increased from almost 5 percent in 1997–98 to 6 percent in 2002-03 (table I-
4).14 However, these overall figures do not show the substantial variations in identification rates
that exist among the states: identification rates ranged from less than 1 percent in Mississippi to
more than 25 percent in California in 2002-03.

This is an important difference between the population of English language learners and
the population of students with disabilities, the two populations for which testing
accommodations are made. Although the identification of students with disabilities also varies by
state, the ELL student population is much more highly clustered in a subset of the states. Not
surprisingly, other than Alaska, these are the states with the highest percentages of Hispanic
students.

                                                  
12 National Clearinghouse for English Language Acquisition and Language Instruction Educational Programs

(NCELA).
13 Other data sources for identification rates are the NCES Common Core of Data (CCD), the Schools and Staffing

Survey (SASS) Public School Questionnaire, and NAEP SD/LEP questionnaires for grades 4 and 8. See Appendix
H for the Preliminary Report on Inclusion and Accommodations.

14 NCELA did not report data for 2001-02; therefore, information for the following year was used.
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Table I-4. Percentage of total public school enrollment (PK–12) identified as English language learners,
by state: 1997–98 and 2002-03
State 1997–98 2002–03 Change

Overall Weighted (Unweighted) 7.40 (4.81) 8.91(6.00) 1.51(1.18)
Alabama 0.77 1.40 0.63
Alaska 16.72 15.30 -1.42
Arizona 13.82 15.30 1.48
Arkansas 1.47 3.30 1.83
California 24.23 25.60 1.37
Colorado 3.591 11.50 7.91
Connecticut 3.64 3.90 0.26
Delaware 1.75 3.00 1.25
District of Columbia 6.58 7.90 1.32
Florida 10.63 13.10 2.47
Georgia 1.52 4.00 2.48
Hawaii 6.78 7.00 0.22
Idaho 5.40 7.90 2.50
Illinois 6.82 8.40 1.58
Indiana 0.92 2.30 1.38
Iowa 1.61 2.90 1.29
Kansas 3.25 5.50 2.25
Kentucky 0.58 1.00 0.42
Louisiana 0.89 0.90 0.01
Maine 1.29 1.40 0.11
Maryland 2.08 3.20 1.12
Massachusetts 4.77 5.20 0.43
Michigan 2.07 3.50 1.43
Minnesota 3.20 6.20 3.00
Mississippi 0.62 0.60 -0.02
Missouri 0.80 1.50 0.70
Montana 5.51 4.70 -0.81
Nebraska 2.53 4.20 1.67
Nevada 10.26 14.50 4.24
New Hampshire 0.87 1.60 0.73
New Jersey 3.79 4.20 0.41
New Mexico 21.54 20.40 -1.14
New York 7.68 7.90 0.22
North Carolina 2.32 4.60 2.28
North Dakota 5.54 5.50 -0.04
Ohio 0.75 1.20 0.45
Oklahoma 5.31 6.10 0.79
Oregon 5.68 9.50 3.82
Pennsylvania 1.20 1.80 0.60
Rhode Island 5.85 7.30 1.45
South Carolina 0.47 1.20 0.73
South Dakota 5.33 2.60 -2.73
Tennessee 0.95 1.50 0.55
Texas 13.03 14.80 1.77
Utah 7.92 10.30 2.38
Vermont 0.77 1.10 0.33
Virginia 2.24 4.20 1.96
Washington 5.74 6.50 0.76
West Virginia 0.212 0.70 0.49
Wisconsin 2.28 3.90 1.62
Wyoming 1.84 3.70 1.86

1 Based on ELL counts from the 1996-97 school year.
2 Based on ELL counts from the 1998-99 school year.
NOTE: Shaded rows represent the 36 states for which there are both policy and practice data in 1997–98 and 2001–02.
SOURCE: National Clearinghouse for English Language Acquisition and Language Instruction Educational Programs (NCELA).
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State Assessment Participation Rates
As shown previously, there was a slight decline in the number of states allowing the

exclusion of ELL students on large-scale state assessments between 1998 and 2002, and an
increase in states allowing deferrals. Did these policy changes lead to increases in participation
rates? Table I-5 shows that the overall percentage of English language learners who were
included in large-scale state assessments increased by 10 percentage points from 1997–98 to
2001–02. Similar to the identification rates, participation rates varied substantially from state to
state. The 2001-02 figures for participation range from 30 percent in Oregon to 100 percent in
several states. With the data showing such variations and even declines in participation rates over
time, there may be concerns about the validity of these data. The participation rates came from
SSAP data, and, as noted previously, the research team restricted the SSAP analyses to one test
per year for each state (tests shown in Appendix A). This is important to note, because some
states that show a decline in participation rates on their major state assessment may actually have
had increased participation for other tests for the same time period. Furthermore, participation
rates are not likely to be stable in states with very small percentages of ELL students. For
example, Wyoming with its very small ELL population will be more subject to variations from
year to year even with slight changes in the number of ELL students excluded.

The SSAP, from which these figures were calculated, is the only known data source to
track this information by grade and by test from 1997–98 to 2001–02. The fact that the SSAP
collects this information by grade is important, as not all grades are tested. Other data sources for
participation rates of special populations may underestimate the rates, if they use the total
population across all grades as the denominator, rather than the population in the grades tested
(see page 13 of Kindler, 2002).

The methodology utilized to calculate participation rates was to sum the number of ELL
students tested by grade level and then divide by the total population of ELL students in those
same grade levels, for 1997–98 and 2001–02. The reported number of excluded students was not
used in the calculation of participation rates because of the large number of missing data and
zeros that call into question the validity of this information. This is an area that should be
explored in further analysis. Outliers showing a decrease of 20 or more percentage points or
increases of 40 or more percentage points using this methodology were examine more closely. If
their data appeared to be in error or inconsistent, other SSAP data were used to derive the
participation rates. Alternative methods for calculating the participation rate included using the
ratio of the number tested to the sum of the number tested and the number excluded, or
enrollment data from subsequent years.15

In cases where the counts of English language learners were missing, population
estimates were derived from the succeeding SSAP survey (e.g., 1998–99) or from the NAEP
SD/LEP questionnaires (rates derived in this manner are shown in boldface in table I-5). Even
with alternatives, data were not sufficient to calculate participation rates for every state at both
time periods. As a result, change over time could not be calculated for 15 states and the District
of Columbia. Missing data are indicated with dashes in table I-5.

                                                  
15 The various alternative methods yielded somewhat different participation rates for most states.  For example, for

Hawaii, Washington, and Wyoming, alternative rates for 2001-02 might be 95.2 percent, 81.8 percent, and 94.9
percent, respectively, depending on the alternative method used. These rates are different than the values in table
I-5, which were used in subsequent analyses in this report.  
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The gaps in state assessment data and the need to rely on alternative population measures
underscore the limited information available for this time period. In their 1997–98 summary
report on the SSAP, CCSSO (1999:22) noted, “Obviously, better and more precise information
about the assessment of students with disabilities and ELLs needs to be collected at the state
level in order to have an accurate and up-to-date estimate of the participation rates of these
students.” Likely an indication of continued difficulty in obtaining this information, a discussion
of state assessment participation rates was notably absent from the CCSSO summary report for
the 2001–02 SSAP survey. Given the accountability requirements of the NCLB, the reporting on
the participation of ELL students’ needs to become more complete, and future analyses will need
to incorporate these newly reported data. In summary, the reliability of the currently available
state participation rate data limit our ability to assess the relations between state participation
rates and other measures related to participation policies and practices. 
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Table I-5. Percentage of English language learners participating in a major state assessment, by
state: 1997–98 and 2001–02

State 1997–98 2001–02 Change
Overall (unweighted) 66.30 76.40 10.10
Alabama 49.10 62.40 13.30
Alaska — 100.00 —
Arizona 72.90 73.84 0.94
Arkansas — 100.00 —
California 69.25 89.98 20.73
Colorado 83.60 100.00 16.40
Connecticut* 18.84 66.62 47.78
Delaware 79.82 80.67 0.85
District of Columbia — 82.70 —
Florida 44.70 85.27 40.57
Georgia* 72.76 44.04 -28.72
Hawaii 100.00 71.89 -28.11
Idaho 43.90 56.87 12.97
Illinois — 93.76 —
Indiana — 94.23 —
Iowa — 85.65 —
Kansas 37.90 72.93 35.03
Kentucky* 57.75 44.05 -13.70
Louisiana 87.90 94.21 6.31
Maine 69.60 90.36 20.76
Maryland* 60.78 46.15 -14.63
Massachusetts 41.70 59.70 18.00
Michigan 79.76 71.60 -8.16
Minnesota 92.00 86.54 -5.46
Mississippi 66.70 100.00 33.30
Missouri 75.26 74.70 -0.56
Montana — — —
Nebraska — 82.49 —
Nevada* 34.67 72.85 38.18
New Hampshire 84.86 65.85 -19.01
New Jersey — 56.90 —
New Mexico — 45.48 —
New York 56.20 55.90 -0.30
North Carolina 75.86 100.00 24.14
North Dakota 100.00 100.00 0.00
Ohio — 58.82 —
Oklahoma — 100.00 —
Oregon 48.80 30.29 -18.51
Pennsylvania — 81.12 —
Rhode Island 77.80 64.00 -13.80
South Carolina* 51.34 43.82 -7.52
South Dakota — 100.00 —
Tennessee 58.80 46.30 -12.50
Texas 67.57 79.39 11.82
Utah — — —
Vermont 100.00 70.11 -29.89
Virginia 90.90 77.90 -13.00
Washington 61.58 86.90 25.32
West Virginia — 100.00 —
Wisconsin 100.00 97.51 -2.49
Wyoming 34.95 100.00 65.05

— Not available: States did not report population counts and/or the number of students tested on the SSAP surveys.
NOTES: Figures represent participation rates on the major large-scale test per state (see Appendix A for tests used).
Percentages were derived from population estimates of English language learners and the number of students tested, as
reported on the 1998 and 2002 SSAP surveys. * indicates that figures were changed using alternative SSAP data, as explained
in the text. Bold indicates that population estimates of English language learners (grade 4 and 8) were derived from NAEP
SD/LEP questionnaire 1998 and 2002. Shaded rows represent the 36 states for which there are both policy and practice data in
1997–98 and 2001–02.
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State Assessment Accommodation Rates
The period from 1997–98 to 2001–02 saw increases in the provision of accommodations

for ELL students on state assessments. Table I-6 shows the average rate of accommodations in
the 36 states that participated in both the 1998 and 2002 NAEP assessments, using NAEP
SD/LEP questionnaire data on state assessments.16 Overall, the percentage of ELL students in
grade 4 receiving any type of accommodation on a state assessment had a statistically significant
increase of 6.5 percentage points, from 15.6 percent to 22.2 percent. While the rate at which
students in grade 8 were provided with accommodations also showed an overall increase, it was
not statistically significant. Increases in accommodation rates were primarily in oral reading in
English and extended testing time.

Table I-6. Percentages of English language learners in grade 4 and grade 8 accommodated on
state assessments, by accommodation type: 1998 and 2002

Grade 4 Grade 8

Accommodation
Percent of

ELL Students
19981

Percent of
ELL Students

20022
Change  

Percent of
ELL Students

19981

Percent of
ELL Students

20022
Change  

Overall Accommodation 15.63 22.17 6.54* 20.71 24.66 3.95

Oral reading in English3 9.05 13.26 4.21* 9.11 13.87 4.76

Translation of test into native language 3.94 2.14 -1.80 3.64 1.85 -1.80

Bilingual version of test † 1.81 † † 1.92 †

Help from native speaker 3.95 4.59 0.64 7.15 7.00 -0.15

Extended testing time 8.30 14.85 6.55* 13.28 17.18 3.91
Bilingual dictionary/word lists/glossary4 2.32 2.37 0.05 3.70 4.27 0.57
Other 3.14 5.76 2.62 3.29 6.85 3.56*

† Not applicable. The NAEP Reading SD/LEP questionnaire 1998 did not include this type of accommodation.
* p<0.05
1 Accommodation rates from the NAEP Reading SD/LEP questionnaire 1998
2 Accommodation rates from the NAEP Reading SD/LEP questionnaire 2002
3 “Questions read aloud in English” and “Directions read aloud in English” were combined for an overall percentage for grade 4
and grade 8. Students were only counted once.
4 “Bilingual dictionary” and “Word lists/glossary” were combined for an overall percentage in both grade 4 and grade 8.
NOTE: Accommodation rates are based on the 36 states that participated in both the 1998 and 2002 NAEP. States are equally
weighted in computing the average. See Appendix C for results when states are not equally weighted. See Appendix D for state
assessment accommodation rates by state.

Summary
With the growing attention given to accountability, some state policies on the

participation and accommodation of ELL students on statewide assessments were changed
between 1997–98 and 2001–02. During the same period, overall identification, participation, and
accommodation rates for ELL students on state assessments increased. The following section
examines the relationships among changes in these three rates, while the third section examines
the relationships between changes in rates and changes in policies.
                                                  
16 The average for each state, based on the NAEP sample, is weighted to represent the state. The overall average

weights each state equally.
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Section II. Relationship among Changes in Identification, Participation, and
Accommodation Rates for English Language Learners

Before examining how state policies are related to the rates of identifying, including, and
accommodating English language learners, it is important to establish what relationships, if any,
exist among these various rates. Thus, this report’s third research question is, “How are changes
in quantitative rates of identification, participation, and accommodation in state testing of ELL
students related to each other?” In other words, are increases in identification rates related to
increases in participation and accommodation rates on state assessments? If more ELL students
are included in state assessments, what impact does this have on the percentage of these students
accommodated on such tests, and vice versa? To answer these questions, this section explores the
relationships among changes in identification rates, changes in participation rates, and changes
in accommodation rates for ELL students.17 While the rest of the report is based on the 36 states
that participated in both the 1998 and 2002 NAEP, seven of these 36 states lacked state
assessment participation data from the SSAP, and therefore were excluded from the analyses
using participation data. Another point to consider when interpreting the results is that the
change in identification rates is for the 1997–98 and 2002–03 time period, whereas the
participation data represent change in rates between 1997–98 and 2001–02.18

To examine relationships between change in identification and change in participation
and accommodation rates, states were classified into two groups based on change between
1997–98 and 2002–03: 1) states whose identification rates increased, and 2) states whose
identification rates decreased. The following table presents the number of states that fall under
each category.

Table II-1. Number of states in which identification rates for ELL students increased or
decreased from 1997–98 to 2002-03

1 The seven states lacking participation data in both years are: Arkansas, Illinois, Montana, New Mexico, Oklahoma, Utah, and
West Virginia.
NOTE: Based on the 29 states with 1998 and 2002 NAEP data and 2001-02 SSAP participation data.
SOURCE: NCELA, 1997–98 and 2002–03.

Identification and State Assessment Participation Rates
Assuming that the state’s total enrollment is not declining, an increase in identification

rates suggests that the absolute number of ELL students is growing. If the growth is due to
immigration from non-English speaking countries (rather than movement between U.S. states),
one might argue that these newly identified ELL students would be unlikely to participate in

                                                  
17 As mentioned in Section I, participation rates were derived from SSAP and alternative data sources. Identification

rates were derived from NCELA, and accommodation rates were derived from the NAEP SD/LEP questionnaire.
18 NCELA did not report identification rates for 2001-02. An alternative data source, the Common Core of Data

(NCES) did not report the number of ELLs in 1997–98, and the subsequent year of reporting appears unreliable.

Number of states1

   Total 29
Identification rate increased 28
Identification rate decreased 1
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state assessments given their low initial English proficiency. If that was the case, the relationship
between changes in identification rates and participation rates should be negative. However,
Figure II-1 shows that the relationship between changes in identification rates and participation
rates for states whose identification rates increased between 1997–98 and 2002-03 is positive,
although not statistically significant. By contrast, the relationship between changes in
identification rates and participation rates for students with disabilities was found to be negative
and statistically significant (Harr et al., 2005).

Figure II-1. Plot between changes in identification and state participation rates for ELL students
in states that increased identification rates between 1997–98 and 2002-03 (n=28)

Correlation between changes in
identification rates and participation

rates, for states that increased
identification rates:

0.12

SOURCE: Identification rates: NCELA, 1997–98 and 2002–03. Participation rates: 1997–98 and 2001–02 SSAP surveys.

Identification and State Assessment Accommodation Rates
Relationships between changes in identification rates and changes in the percentage of

students receiving particular assessment accommodations between 1997–98 and 2001–02 were
also explored. As mentioned earlier in the report, states that show an increase in their ELL
identification rates are also states that show an increase in their percentage of Hispanic
population. One might expect increases in accommodation rates to be positively associated with
increases in ELL identification rates, given the hypothesized contribution of new immigrants
with low initial English proficiency. Table II-2 shows that the correlation results between
identification rates and accommodation rates have the expected direction (i.e., positive) but are
not statistically significant.19 It should be noted that the identification rates are across all grades,
while the accommodation rates used in this analysis are only for grade 4. Grade-specific data on
identification could lead to more refined analyses (particularly as ELL identification rates tends
to be higher in the elementary grades; see Preliminary Report on Inclusion and Accommodations
in Appendix H).

                                                  
19 Table II-3 is restricted to only those accommodations for which the percentage of students receiving the

accommodation showed a statistically significant change between 1997–98 and 2001–02 (See table I-6). No grade
8 accommodations fell into this category.
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Table II-2. Correlation between changes in state identification and changes in state assessment
accommodation rates for ELL students, grades 4: 1997–98 to 2001–02 (n=29 states)

 Grade 4

Change in overall percent of ELL students accommodated 0.09
Change in percent of ELL students receiving specific accommodations
in state assessments:

Oral reading in English 0.11
Extended testing time 0.03

NOTE: Based on the 29 states with 1998 and 2002 NAEP data and 2001-02 SSAP participation data.
SOURCE: NCELA, 1997–98 and 2002–03.

State Assessment Participation and Accommodation Rates
One might expect that the pressure to include English language learners in assessments in

turn creates a need for accommodations. If this is true, then we might anticipate that increases in
participation rates would be related to increases in accommodation rates. Table II-3 shows there
is no relationship between changes in participation rates and changes in state accommodation
rates during 1997–98 and 2001–02 for ELL students in grades 4 across 29 states.20 As with
identification rates, this lack of relationship could be due to the fact that the participation rates
are not grade specific, whereas the accommodation rates are grade specific. Furthermore, while
the state assessment participation rates used in this analysis are test-specific, the state
accommodation rates derived from the NAEP SD/LEP questionnaire are not linked to a specific
test.

Table II-3. Correlation between changes in state assessment participation and changes in state
assessment accommodation rates for ELL students, grades 4: 1997–98 to 2001–02
(n=29 states)

 Grade 4
Change in overall percent of ELL students accommodated 0.09
Change in percent of ELL students receiving specific accommodations
in state assessments:

Oral reading in English 0.04
Extended testing time -0.13

NOTE: Based on the 29 states with 1998 and 2002 NAEP data and 2001-02 SSAP participation data.
SOURCE: Participation rates derived from 1997–98 and 2001–02 SSAP surveys and alternative data; accommodation rates are
from the 1998 and 2002 NAEP.

                                                  
20 Table II-3 is restricted to only those accommodations for which the percentage of students receiving the

accommodation showed a statistically significant change between 1997–98 and 2001–02 (See table I-6). No grade
8 accommodations fell into this category.



 Participation and Accommodations: English Language Learners

19

Summary
While one might expect that increases in identification, participation, and accommodation

rates on state assessment are associated with one another, this section found no statistically
significant correlations. That is, states with the largest increases in percentages of ELL students
essentially had the same increases in participation and accommodation rates on state
assessments, as states without such increases in identification rates. This can be examined further
with grade-specific identification and participation data in future analyses. As many states have
too few ELL students for reliable participation and accommodation rates, future analyses should
also be restricted to states with more than 5 percent of the total population identified as ELL.
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Section III.Relationship between Changes in State Policies and Rates of
Participation and Accommodation for English Language Learners

This report’s fourth research question is, “How are changes in state assessment policies
on the participation of ELL students and the provisions of accommodations related to changes in
participation and accommodation rates?” State policies for identifying and testing ELL students
differ across states, and have changed in recent years, as shown in tables I-1 and I-3 in Section I.
This section explores what relationship, if any, exists between changes in state policies regarding
the participation and accommodation of English language learners on state assessments and
changes in participation and accommodation rates for these students. For these analyses, states
were grouped according to whether their exclusion and accommodation policies changed from
1998 to 2002.21

While the SSAP provides information on exclusion and accommodation policies for ELL
students, a central data source for state policies on identification does not appear to exist.
Keeping Score for All (2004) notes differences in state criteria for eligibility. In addition to state
policy, the local implementation of the referral process and local school context may also
contribute to the variations in identification rates. Consequently, it was not possible to examine
the relationship between identification policies and rates of identification, participation, and
accommodation.22

State Assessment Exclusion Policies and Participation Rates
To assess whether state policies on exempting ELL students from state testing are related

to participation rates, states were classified in the following manner (table III-1), based on
changes to their exclusion policy.23

Table III-1. States’ classification in relation to their exclusion policies for ELL students on
state assessments between 1997–98 and 2001–02

Group AA: States that allowed exclusions in
both 1997–98 and 2001–02 (n=27)

Group AP: States that
allowed exclusions in

1997–98 and prohibited
exclusions in 2001–02

(n=5)

Group PA: States that
prohibited exclusions in

1997–98 and allowed
exclusions in 2001–02

(n=4)
AL KY NM TN AR CA
CT MA NV TX AZ HI
DE MD NY UT ME LA
FL MN OK VA MT WY
GA MO OR WA WI
IL MS RI WV
KS NC SC

SOURCE: 1997–98 and 2001–02 SSAP surveys.

                                                  
21 This was done using state exclusion and accommodation policy data from SSAP, 1997–98 and 2001-02.
22 Section II presents the correlations between changes in identification rates and changes in participation and

accommodation rates.
23 SSAP survey asks: “Are LEAs allowed to exempt LEP students from the [state] assessments in this component?”

Of the 36 states in this analysis, none prohibited exclusions of ELL students in both 1997–98 and 2001-02.
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Table III-2 shows the average change in participation rates for states that allowed
exclusions in 1997–98 and prohibited them in 2001–02 and for states that allowed exclusions
both years.24 Although in the expected direction, the difference in participation rate gains
between the two groups is not statistically significant. Although in the expected direction, the
difference in participation rate gains between the two groups is not statistically significant. States
that allowed exclusions both years may have changed their exclusion policy to make it harder to
exclude students (e.g., by establishing more rigorous criteria), thereby increasing their
participation rates. The lack of statistically significant difference between the two groups could
also be explained by changes in deferral policies. Although states in Group AP prohibited
exclusions by 2001–02, all four permitted ELL students to be deferred from taking the
assessment by 2001-02, which may have muted potential increases in participation rates realized
from the prohibition of exclusions. Functionally, deferrals have the same impact on participation
rates as exclusions, particularly exclusions based on time-related criteria such as time in the U.S.

Table III-2. Changes in state assessment participation rates in states that allowed exclusions
both years (Group AA) and states that allowed exclusions in 1997–98 and
prohibited exclusions in 2001–02 (Group AP)

Exclusion policy grouping Number
of states

Average change in
participation rate

(1997–98 to 2001–02)
Standard
deviation

Difference
between policy

groups1

Group AA: States that
allowed exclusions in both
1997–98 and 2001–022

22 7.25 22.47

Group AP: States that
allowed exclusions in
1997–98 and prohibited
exclusions in 2001–022

4 15.99 38.59

8.74

1 Difference in the average change in participation rates between states in Group AA and Group AP.
2 The number of states in this group is lower than table III-1, as some states lacked participation rate data.
SOURCE: State policies: 1997–98 and 2001–02 SSAP surveys; participation rates: 1997–98 and 2001–02 SSAP
surveys and alternative sources.

                                                  
24 The average change in participation rate was calculated only for Groups AA and AP because of the low number of

states in Group PA (see table III-1).
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State Assessment Accommodation Policies and Participation Rates
Allowing more accommodations through policy change may lead to greater state

assessment participation. As was done with exclusion policy, states were categorized by changes
in their accommodation policies from 1997–98 to 2001–02:

Group YY States that reported an explicit accommodation policy in both 1997–98 and
2001–02.

Group NY States that did not have an explicit accommodation policy for students with
disabilities in 1997–98, but reported an explicit accommodation policy in
2001–02.

Group YN States that reported an explicit accommodation policy in 1997–98, but did
not report an explicit accommodation policy in 2001–02.25

Group NN States that did not report having an explicit accommodation policy in either
1997–98 or 2001–02.

These groupings of states varied by type of accommodation. Table III-3 shows an
example of these groupings for the extended testing time accommodation (see Appendix E for a
complete listing of policy group assignments by accommodation type). In considering these data,
it is important to note that the SSAP survey collected accommodation policy data in a yes-or-
blank format (i.e., a state could answer “yes” or leave the item blank).26 In other words, a blank
response does not necessarily mean that the state prohibited that particular accommodation.
Indeed, based on NAEP results for state assessments, the group of states that did not report a
policy allowing a specific accommodation in either 1997–98 or 2001–02 (Group NN) apparently
provided that accommodation to English language learners.

The relationship between changes in accommodation policies and changes in
participation rates was explored for Groups YY and NY.27 The average change in participation
rates was calculated for each accommodation type for both groups, and statistical tests were
performed to estimate whether the difference in the change in participation rates between both
groups was significant. Two of the 17 accommodation for which we had both policy and
participation rate data showed statistically significant differences in participation rate gains
between these groups of states. Table III-4 shows the results for only those accommodations that
had statistically significant results, as well as the results for the policy group example shown in
table III-3 (see Appendix F for the results for all 17 accommodations). The results suggest that
states that did not report policies allowing explanation of directions or translation of directions in
1997–98 but did report such policies in 2001–02 (Group NY) had higher gains in participation
rates than states that reported policies allowing the accommodations in both years. That is, the

                                                  
25 The number of states that reported an accommodation policy in 1997–98 and did not report this policy in 2001–02

(Group YN) was too low to conduct analyses for accommodations (e.g., 1 state).
26 This potential source of ambiguity does not apply to exclusion policy information in the SSAP survey. The

exclusion policy data derive from questions that use a “yes/no” format.
27 This analysis used only Groups YY and NY, given the small number of states in Group YN. Furthermore, given

the large number of observations in Group NN, there was only one instance in which there were four or more
observations in other groups to make a valid comparison.
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introduction of accommodation policies in these areas are associated with gains in participation.
No such affect was observed for extended testing time or the other accommodation policies.

Table III-3. Example of policy grouping by extended testing time accommodation

Group YY: Explicit Policy in
1997–98 and 2001–02 (n=19)

Group NY: No
explicit policy in
1997–98; Explicit
policy in 2001–02

(n=7)

Group YN:
Explicit policy in

1997–98; No
explicit policy in
2001–02 (n=1)

Group NN : No
explicit policy in

1997–98 and
2001–02 (n=9)

AR MO GA UT AL
AZ NC HI CA
CT NV MS IL
DE OR MT KY
FL RI NY MA
KS SC OK NM
LA TX WY TN
MD WA VA
ME WI WV
MN

NOTE: See Appendix E for a complete listing of policy group assignments by accommodation type.
SOURCE: 1997–98 and 2001–02 SSAP surveys.

Table III-4. Changes in state assessment participation rates in states that reported allowing
accommodations both years (Group YY) compared to states that did not report
allowing accommodations in 1997–98 but did in 2001–02 (Group NY)

Accommodation policy Policy
grouping

Number of
states

Average change in
state participation rate

(1997–98 to 2001–02)

Difference
between policy

groups1

Group YY 18 10.49Extended testing time2

Group NY 5 8.24
2.25

Group YY 13 2.97Explanation of directions
Group NY 5 35.84

32.87*

Group YY 13 6.13
Translations of directions

Group NY 4 48.71
42.58**

* p<0.05
**p<0.01
1 Difference in the average change in participation rates between states in Group YY and Group NY.
2 The number of states in Groups YY and NY are lower in this table than in table III-3, as not all states had participation rate
information from the SSAP surveys.
SOURCE: State policies: 1997–98 and 2001–02 SSAP surveys; participation rates: 1997–98 and 2001–02 SSAP surveys and
alternative sources.



Participation and Accommodations: English Language Learners

24

State Assessment Accommodation Policies and Accommodation Rates
The prior analysis examined the correlation between changes in state assessment

accommodation policies and changes in state assessment participation rates. While there
appeared to be a relationship between the introduction of policies for two accommodations
(explanation of directions and translation of directions) and increases in participation rates, we
would expect a stronger relationship between changes in accommodation policies and the
practice of providing accommodations on state assessments.

Tables III-5 through III-7 show the change in accommodation rates by policy grouping.
While states that had an explicit accommodation policy in both 1997–98 and 2001–02 (Group
YY) exhibited higher accommodation rates for both grades during the second time period, none
of the increases were statistically significant (table III-5).28 For states that changed from not
having an explicit accommodation policy in 1997–98 to having one in 2001–02 (Group NY), the
change in accommodation rates is statistically significant for ELL students in grade 4 for the
accommodations of oral reading in English and extended testing time. Although accommodation
rates for states that adopted policies regarding translation of test into native language declined for
both grades, the change was not statistically significant.

Table III-5. Group YY: Change in state assessment accommodation rates in states that reported
an explicit accommodation policy for English language learners in both 1997–98
and 2001–02

Accommodation Number
of states

Percent of
grade 4 ELL

students
19981

Percent of
grade 4 ELL

students
20022

Change

Percent of
grade 8 ELL

students
19981

Percent of
grade 8 ELL

students
20022

Change

Oral reading in English3 14 13.57 19.96 6.39 10.81 19.13 8.32

Translation of test into native language 2 — — — — — —

Extended testing time 19 10.70 18.90 8.20 16.37 20.38 4.00

 Bilingual dictionary/word lists/glossary4 11 2.59 4.25 1.66 4.09 7.37 3.27

— Data for less than four observations were not reported.
1 Accommodation rates from the NAEP Reading SD/LEP questionnaire 1998
2 Accommodation rates from the NAEP Reading SD/LEP questionnaire 2002
3 “Use of typewriter” and “Use of computer” were combined for an overall percentage in grade 4 and also in grade 8 (the two
grades were not combined). Students were counted only once.
4 “Bilingual dictionary” and “Word lists/glossary” were combined for an overall percentage for grade 4 and grade 8. Students
were counted only once.

As would be expected, states that did not report an explicit accommodation policy in
either 1997–98 or 2001–02 (Group NN) exhibited little change across most accommodation rates
(table III-7). None of the changes shown in table III-7 are statistically significant. This suggests
that accommodation rates did not systematically increase or decrease in states that had no
explicit policies allowing accommodations over this time period.

                                                  
28 Some of the accommodations in table I-6 are not included in the following tables, as the analyses are limited to

accommodations for which there are both policy and accommodation data.



 Participation and Accommodations: English Language Learners

25

When comparing the change in accommodation rates across policy groupings, the change
in accommodation rate for extended testing time for ELL students in grade 4 was statistically
significantly greater for states in Group NY than for states that did not report a policy either year
(Group NN). None of the other changes in accommodation rates were statistically significantly
different between policy groupings.

Table III-6. Group NY: Change in state assessment accommodation rates in states that reported
adopting specific accommodation policies for English language learners between
1997–98 and 2001–02

Accommodation Number
of states

Percent of
grade 4

ELL
students

19981

Percent of
grade 4

ELL
students

20022

Change

Percent of
grade 8

ELL
students

19981

Percent of
grade 8

ELL
students

20022

Change

Oral reading in English3 7 1.44 10.10 8.66* 5.03 7.04 2.01

Translation of test into native language 4 7.73 2.34 -5.39 7.73 3.76 -3.97

Extended testing time 7 2.50 14.98 12.494* 9.61 15.25 5.64

Bilingual dictionary/word lists/glossary5 4 0.00 0.08 0.08 2.47 1.66 -0.81

* p<0.05
1 Accommodation rates from the NAEP Reading SD/LEP questionnaire 1998
2 Accommodation rates from the NAEP Reading SD/LEP questionnaire 2002
3 “Questions read aloud in English” and “Directions read aloud in English” combined for an overall percentage for grade 4 and
grade 8. Students were counted only once.
4 The difference in the change in accommodation rates between Group NY and Group NN (i.e., 12.51 percent) is statistically
significant at p<0.05.
5 “Bilingual dictionary” and “Word lists/glossary” combined for an overall percentage for grade 4 and grade 8. Students were
counted only once.

Table III-7. Group NN: Change in state assessment accommodation rates in states that did not
report accommodation policies for English language learners in 1997–98 and
2001–02

Accommodation Number
of states

Percent of
grade 4 ELL

students
19981

Percent of
grade 4 ELL

students
20022

Change

Percent of
grade 8 ELL

students
19981

Percent of
grade 8 ELL

students
20022

Change

Oral reading in English3 15 8.38 8.47 0.09 9.43 12.15 2.72

Translation of test into native language 27 2.67 1.73 -0.94 2.50 1.31 -1.20

Extended testing time 9 7.35 7.32 -0.024 11.06 13.29 2.23

Bilingual dictionary/word lists/glossary5 20 2.75 1.75 -0.99 3.73 3.01 -0.72
1 Accommodation rates from the NAEP Reading SD/LEP questionnaire 1998
2 Accommodation rates from the NAEP Reading SD/LEP questionnaire 2002
3 “Questions read aloud in English” and “Directions read aloud in English” combined for an overall percentage for grade 4 and
grade 8. Students were counted only once.
4 The difference in the change in accommodation rates between Group NY and Group NN (i.e., 12.51 percent) is statistically
significant at p<0.05.
5 “Bilingual dictionary” and “Word lists/glossary” combined for an overall percentage for grade 4 and grade 8. Students
counted only once.
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Summary
This section explored whether changes in state testing policies were related to changes in

the participation and accommodation rates of ELL students on state assessments. While there
was no statistically significant relationship between changes in exclusion policies and changes in
participation rates, changes in two of the almost 20 accommodation policies appear to be related
to increased participation rates. Specifically, states that newly reported an accommodation policy
for explanation of directions or translation of directions showed significantly higher increases in
participation rates than in states that had these policies in both 1997–98 and 2001–02.

Compared to participation, there was a stronger link between accommodation policies
and accommodation practices. States that introduced accommodation policies between 1997–98
and 2001–02 for oral reading in English or extended testing time showed statistically significant
increases in accommodation rates for ELL students in grade 4. Furthermore, the increase in
accommodation rate for state adopting a policy on extended testing time was statistically
significantly higher than the change in accommodation rates for states that did not have a policy
allowing extended time in either year. Again, the reader should note that SSAP survey data on
exclusion and accommodation policies used in these analyses are limited and do not capture
changes in existing policies or other distinctions that might lead to more refined results.

In sum, evidence is consistent with a conclusion that introducing accommodation policies
had effects on rates of participation and accommodation, even though the small sample sizes
limit the ability to reliably detect these differences.
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Section IV. Relationship between NAEP and State Assessment Participation
and Accommodation Rates for English Language Learners

The fifth research question in this report is, “How are changes in the National
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) participation and accommodation rates related to
changes in state assessment participation and accommodation rates?” Since the late 1990s,
NAEP has experienced changes in the rates of participation of English language learners. During
this time, NAEP took steps to address the concern that these changes may affect the validity of
reports of achievement trends by instituting policies for test accommodations and by supporting
the development of a methodology for correcting for the bias resulting from changing exclusion
rates (McLaughlin, 2003).

It is likely that changes in NAEP participation rates are related to the testing policies of
assessment programs in individual states, since local decision-making regarding students’
participation in NAEP is often heavily influenced by rules for their participation in state
assessments. While the analyses in this section do not look directly at the relationship between
state policies and NAEP practices, they do seek to determine whether, and to what extent,
changes in NAEP participation and accommodation rates are related to changes in state
assessment participation and accommodation rates.

One important aspect that needs to be taken into consideration is that the decision to
include and accommodate students in NAEP testing is made at the school level. In other words,
staff in schools selected for NAEP participation determine whether ELL students who are
randomly selected to participate in NAEP actually participate in the NAEP test sessions, and if
so, with what types of test accommodations. Over the years, NAEP has evolved and refined
criteria for making inclusion and accommodation decisions.  Generally, NAEP encourages
conformation with state and district testing policies, for example, in following the directives of a
disabled student’s individualized education program (IEP) concerning inclusion and
accommodation.  However, in making the inclusion decision, NAEP encourages inclusion if the
decision is “borderline.” Therefore, one of the hypotheses under analysis is that whenever a state
changes its participation or accommodation rate for special education students through some
policy change, it can affect the sample of NAEP students tested and the choices of
accommodations for those students who do participate in NAEP.

Figure IV-1 presents the conceptual framework used to analyze the relationships among
changes in state assessment participation and accommodation rates and changes in NAEP
participation and accommodation rates, and therefore how state assessment participation and
accommodation rates influence changes in NAEP achievement (which is explored in Section V).
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Figure IV-1. Framework for analyses to assess the relations between changes in state assessment
participation and accommodation rates and changes in NAEP participation,
accommodation, and achievement

Focusing first on NAEP, table IV-1 shows that, although there was a positive correlation
between increases in NAEP participation and accommodation rates during the period 1998 to
2002, the relation was not statistically significant. For both students with disabilities (Harr et al.,
2005) and ELL students, the relationship is stronger at grade 4 than at grade 8. However, it
would appear that other factors besides increasing the availability of accommodations affected
NAEP participation rates for ELL students.29

Table IV-1. Correlation between change in NAEP participation rates and change in NAEP
accommodation rates for ELL students in grade 4 and 8: 1998 to 2002

Correlation for grade 4 between NAEP
participation and NAEP accommodation

rate increases

Correlation for grade 8 between NAEP
participation and NAEP accommodation

rate increases
0.32 0.22

(36 states) (36 states)
SOURCE: NAEP participation rates and NAEP accommodation rates are based on the NAEP SD/LEP questionnaires for
1997–98 and 2001–02.

Are changes in NAEP participation rates affected by changes in state assessment
participation or accommodation rates? NAEP respondents to the SD/LEP questionnaire are asked
to both describe the nature of the student’s participation in his or her state assessment and to
render an opinion as to whether and how the student should participate in NAEP. It is likely that
a student’s participation in state assessments influences the decision regarding NAEP
participation. However, table IV-2 shows that there is no correlation between changes in NAEP
and state assessment participation rates for either grade.

                                                  
29 NAEP did not collect information on specific types of accommodations in 1997–98; therefore, only the overall

accommodation rate was used in this analysis.

Changes in state
assessment participation
and accommodation rates Changes in NAEP

participation and
accommodation rates

Changes in NAEP
achievement
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Table IV-2. Average change in state assessment participation rates and average change in
NAEP participation rates for English language learners in grade 4 and 8, and their
correlation: 1998 to 2002

Number
of states

Average
change

Standard
deviation

Correlation between
changes in

participation rate1

Change in state assessment
participation rate2 29 8.4 23.6 †

Change in percent of grade 4 ELL
students participating in NAEP 36 4.8 27.9 -0.05

Change in percent of grade 8 ELL
students participating in NAEP 36 6.2 27.3 0.18

† Not applicable
1 Correlations based on the 29 states for which we had state assessment participation data.
2 Based on the 29 states with 1998 and 2002 NAEP data and 1997–98 and 2001–02 SSAP participation data. Grade is not
specified.
SOURCE: State participation rates are based on SSAP data for 1997–98 and 2001–02 and alternative sources; NAEP
participation rates are based on NAEP data for 1998 and 2002.

One might also expect a positive relationship between changes in state assessment and
NAEP accommodation rates, as decisions about NAEP accommodations may be influenced by
decisions on students’ accommodations on state assessments.30 However, the results in table IV-
3 do not support this hypothesis, showing that the change in the percentage of ELL students
accommodated in state assessments in grade 4 is not related to changes in overall NAEP
accommodation rates. This is markedly different from the results for students with disabilities,
for whom there were strong correlations between increases in state assessment accommodations
and increases in NAEP accommodations (Harr et al., 2005).

Table IV-3. Correlation between change in state assessment accommodation rates and change in
NAEP overall accommodation rates for ELL students in grade 4: 1998 to 2002
(n=36 states)

Correlation with overall NAEP
accommodation rate increases in grade 4

Change in overall percent of English language learners
accommodated in state assessments 0.08
Change in percent of English language learners receiving
specific accommodations in state assessments:

Oral reading in English -0.06
Extended testing time 0.10

NOTE: The tables is restricted to only those accommodations for which the percentage of students receiving the
accommodation in their state assessments changed significantly between 1997–98 and 2001–02 (See table I-6). No grade 8
accommodations fell into this category.
SOURCE: The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) 1998 and 2002 Reading Assessment: Full population
estimates. The National Longitudinal School-Level State Assessment Score Database (NLSLSASD) 2004.

                                                  
30 As the 1998 NAEP SD/LEP questionnaire did not collect information on specific NAEP accommodations, the

overall accommodation rates on the 1998 and 2002 NAEP were used in this analysis.
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Summary
This section examined relationships between changes in state assessment participation and
accommodation rates and changes in NAEP participation and accommodation rates for ELL
students. Although positive, the correlation between increases in NAEP accommodation and
participation rates was not statistically significant in either grade. The results for both students
with disabilities and ELL students were stronger in grade 4 than in grade 8. While we would
expect correlations between increases in state assessment participation and accommodation rates
and increases in NAEP participation and accommodation rates, these analyses did not support
this hypothesis. This is in contrast to the results for students with disabilities, for whom there
were strong correlations.
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Section V. Relations between NAEP and State Assessment Achievement
Trends and State Assessment Participation and Accommodation

Rates for English Language Learners

Many factors affect comparisons between NAEP and state assessment measures of
reading achievement trends. One of these factors is the manner in which the assessments treat the
issue of measuring the reading achievement of students with disabilities and English language
learners. Both NAEP and state assessment programs have developed policies for accommodating
the special testing needs of students with disabilities and English language learners to decrease
the percentages of students excluded from assessment. However, as NAEP and state assessment
practices change over time, NAEP achievement trends have been subject to variation due to
changing NAEP participation rates. The apparent relationships between achievement trends in
state assessments and NAEP are also affected by variations in participation rates within and
across testing programs.

Against this backdrop, the sixth and last research question examined in this report is,
“How are a) NAEP achievement trends and b) differences between NAEP and state assessment
measurement of achievement trends related to changes in state assessment participation and
accommodation rates?”

Table V-1 and table V-2 show the NAEP reading assessment results for grade 4 and 8
during 1998 and 2002 for the following subgroups of students: 1) students who are not English
language learners and do not have disabilities; 2) English language learners who participated in
NAEP without accommodation; 3) English language learners who participated with
accommodation; and 4) English language learners who were excluded from participating in
NAEP due to lack of English proficiency.

Some context is needed to interpret NAEP measures of reading achievement. In specified
years, such as 1998 and 2002, NAEP measures the achievement of representative samples of
public school students in grades 4 and 8. Results are reported for the nation as a whole and for
each participating state, using a 0-to-500 scale. In 2002, at grade 4, the average reading
achievement score for the nation was 214, and at grade 8, the average reading achievement score
was 260, with a standard deviation of about 37 points in each grade. The state NAEP sample
sizes (typically, about 2,500 students in 100 schools for each grade) are generally sufficient for a
difference of two points in the average to be statistically significant.

It is important to note that this section uses full population estimates (i.e., estimates that
are corrected to remove the bias caused when excluded students are not taken into
consideration). To estimate scores for English language learners who do not participate,
McLaughlin (2003) developed a method that takes advantage of the NAEP SD/LEP
questionnaire completed for each student with disability and each English language learner
sampled for NAEP, whether or not the student participates in the assessment. The average score
for excluded ELL students was estimated by comparing teacher ratings (e.g., of reading grade
level and type and severity of disability) to ratings of included ELL students.

In reviewing the data in tables V-I and V-2, we would expect the estimated achievement
of excluded ELL students to be lower than the average achievement of included ELL students
(that is, lower than the average score between included non-accommodated and included
accommodated ELL students). This indeed provides to be the case for both grade levels.
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However, if one compares excluded ELL students with only included accommodated ELLs, the
expected relationship is not observed in 2002. The explanation for this may either be a statistical
underestimation of the achievement difference between included and excluded English language
learners or ineffectiveness of the accommodations for these students. The small sample size of
the accommodate groups may also contribute to some instability of those estimates.

Table V-1. NAEP reading scores for grade 4 students in four categories: students who do not
have a disability and are not English language learners (Non-SD/Non-ELL), ELL
students who participated without accommodations, ELL students who participated
with accommodation, and excluded ELL students: 1998 and 2002

Population
As a percent of
the population

1998

NAEP
reading score

1998

As a percent of
the population

2002

NAEP reading
score
2002

   Overall1 100.0 210 100.0 214
Non-SD/Non-ELL 81.1 218 78.1 222
Non-accommodated ELL 3.9 182 6.7 198
Accommodated ELL 0.3 167 0.5 180
Excluded ELL 3.5 164 1.9 185

1 The overall scores include scores for students with disabilities; other entries do not.
NOTE: Scores are based on the 36 states that participated in NAEP in both grades in both 1998 and 2002.
SOURCE: The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) 1998 and 2002 Reading Assessment: Full population
estimates.

Table V-2. NAEP reading scores for grade 8 students in four categories: students who do not
have a disability and are not English language learners (Non-SD/Non-ELL), ELL
students who participated without accommodations, ELL students who participated
with accommodation, and excluded ELL students: 1998 and 2002

Population
As a percent of
the population

1998

NAEP
reading score

1998

As a percent of
the population

2002

NAEP reading
score
2002

   Overall1 100.0 258 100.0 260
Non-SD/Non-ELL 84.3 265 81.3 267
Non-accommodated ELL 3.2 230 4.0 237
Accommodated ELL 0.2 215 0.4 220
Excluded ELL 1.3 213 1.2 223

1 The overall scores include scores for students with disabilities; other entries do not.
NOTE: Scores are based on the 36 states that participated in NAEP in both grades in both 1998 and 2002.
SOURCE: The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) 1998 and 2002 Reading Assessment: Full population
estimates.
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To examine change in overall NAEP achievement scores in relation to changes in NAEP
participation rates for English language learners, states were divided into two groups based on
the median change in NAEP participation rates.31 We asked, for example, what was the average
change in NAEP reading achievement in states that were in the bottom half of change in NAEP
participation rates? Table V-3 shows that states with less than the median increase in
participation rates for grade 4 had a gain of 5.4 points in NAEP achievement, whereas states with
a larger increase in participation showed an achievement gain of only 3.7 points. However, the
difference in the change in achievement scores between the two groups of states is not
statistically significant. While showing the same pattern, the difference in average NAEP
achievement gains between states that had higher and lower changes in participation in grade 8
was also not statistically significant (table V-4).

Table V-3. Average change in NAEP achievement for top and bottom half of states ordered by
change in NAEP participation rates for ELL students in grade 4: 1998 to 2002

Number
of states

Average change in
NAEP achievement

Standard
deviation Difference1

States with a greater than median
increase in NAEP participation rates 18 3.7 3.1

States with less than median
increase in NAEP participation rates 18 5.4 4.7

1.7

1 This column represents the difference in the average change in NAEP achievement in grade 4 between states in top half and
states in bottom half when ordered by change in NAEP participation rates for ELL students.
NOTE: Average NAEP gains based on full population estimates for 1998 and 2002.
SOURCE: The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) 1998 and 2002 Reading Assessment: Full population
estimates. 1997–98 and 2001–02 SSAP surveys.

Table V-4. Average change in NAEP achievement for top and bottom half of states ordered by
change in NAEP participation rates for ELL students in grade 8: 1998 to 2002

Number
of states

Average change in
NAEP achievement

Standard
deviation Difference1

States with a greater than median
increase in NAEP participation rates 18 0.5 3.4

States with less than median
increase in NAEP participation rates 18 2.3 2.8

1.8

1 This column represents the difference in the average change in NAEP achievement in grade 8 between states in top half and
states in bottom half when ordered by change in NAEP participation rates for ELL students.
NOTE: Average NAEP gains based on full population estimates for 1998 and 2002.
SOURCE: The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) 1998 and 2002 Reading Assessment: Full population
estimates. 1997–98 and 2001–02 SSAP surveys.

                                                  
31 The median change in participation rates for ELL students in grade 4 was 0.80 percentage points. The median

change in participation rates for ELL students in grade 8 was 5.91 percentage points.
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Because NAEP trends in tables V-3 and V-4 include imputed scores for excluded
students, we should not expect a substantial effect of participation rate gains on achievement
trends. However, if excluded students with disabilities are disregarded, as in standard NAEP
estimates of achievement trends, these effects are statistically significant.  At grade 4, in the 18
states with greater participation gains between 1998 and 2002 (or, in other words, the largest
decreases in exclusions), the average achievement gain was 2.5 points, compared to an average
of 4.9 points in states with smaller participation gains. At grade 8, the corresponding figures
were a loss of 0.1 points versus a gain of 2.8 points. Therefore, imputing scores for excluded
ELL students, based on teacher ratings collected in the NAEP SD/LEP questionnaires and
demographics, and including these scores in overall NAEP achievement trends, removes about
one-third of the effect of changing participation rates on those trends.

A similar analysis was conducted using the median change in NAEP accommodation
rates.32 Tables V-5 and V-6 show that there are no statistically significant differences in NAEP
achievement gains between states that had higher or lower changes in accommodation rates for
ELL students in either grade.

Table V-5. Average change in NAEP achievement for top and bottom half of states ordered by
change in NAEP accommodation rates for ELL students in grade 4: 1998 to 2002

Number
of states

Average change in
NAEP achievement

Standard
deviation Difference1

States with a greater than median
increase in NAEP accommodation rates 18 4.4 4.6

States with less than median increase in
NAEP accommodation rates 18 4.7 3.5

0.3

1 This column represents the difference in the average change in NAEP achievement in grade 4 between states in top half and
states in bottom half when ordered by change in NAEP accommodation rates for ELL students.
NOTE: Average NAEP gains based on full population estimates for 1998 and 2002.
SOURCE: The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) 1998 and 2002 Reading Assessment: Full population
estimates. NAEP SD/LEP questionnaire for 1998 and 2002 for grade 4 and grade 8.

Table V-6. Average change in NAEP achievement for top and bottom half of states ordered by
change in NAEP accommodation rates for ELL students in grade 8: 1998 to 2002

Number
of states

Average change in
NAEP achievement

Standard
deviation Difference1

States with a greater than median
increase in NAEP accommodation rates 18 1.9 3.6

States with less than median increase in
NAEP accommodation rates 18 1.2 3.0

0.7

1 This column represents the difference in the average change in NAEP achievement in grade 8 between states in top half and
states in bottom half when ordered by change in NAEP accommodation rates for ELL students.
NOTE: Average NAEP gains based on full population estimates for 1998 and 2002.
SOURCE: The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) 1998 and 2002 Reading Assessment: Full population
estimates. NAEP SD/LEP questionnaire for 1998 and 2002 for grade 4 and grade 8.

                                                  
32 The median change in accommodation rates for ELL students in grade 4 was 2.06 percentage points. The median

change in accommodation rates for ELL students in grade 8 was 0.0 percentage points.
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Of the 36 states that participated in both 1998 and 2002 NAEP at both grades 4 and 8,
only 11 have state assessment data for grade 4 on the same test for both those years. The
following tables focus on the five states among this group that reported significantly larger gains
on their state assessments in grade 4 than reported for NAEP, and the six states for which NAEP
and state assessment results were not significantly different from each other.33 There were too
few states with trends at grade 8 to compare to NAEP.

Table V-7 shows the change in participation rates on state assessments for ELL students
in grade 4, separately for states that do and do not have larger gains on their state assessments
than on the NAEP assessment. While the mean difference for this small sample of states is not
statistically significant, the results indicate that states with higher gains on state assessments than
on NAEP saw a decrease in participation on state tests between 1998 and 2002.

Table V-7. Comparing relative achievement gains on state and NAEP assessments in grade 4
to the change in participation rates for ELL students on state assessments:
1998 to 2002

Number
of states

Average percent
change in state

participation rates
Standard
deviation Difference2   

States’ assessment gains that are
larger than NAEP1 5 -3.0 17.1

States’ assessment gains that are not
larger than NAEP1 6 18.0 22.6

21.0

1 Data based on analysis comparing state assessment results with full-population NAEP assessment results. These analyses are
described in a separate NAEP State Analysis Project Report (McLaughlin et al., 2005).
2 This column represents the difference in the change in participation rates between states that do not have and do have larger
gains on their state assessments than on NAEP.
SOURCE: 1997–98 and 2001–02 SSAP surveys.

Table V-8, below,  shows the change in state assessment accommodation rates for the
five states that had larger gains on their state assessments in comparison to NAEP gains, and the
six states that did not. In this case, the difference in the change in state assessment
accommodation rates between the two groups is close to zero.

                                                  
33 For more information about the methodologies used to compare state and NAEP assessments the reader should

refer to Comparison between NAEP and State Reading Assessment Results: 2003 (McLaughlin et al., 2005).



Participation and Accommodations: English Language Learners

36

Table V-8. Comparing relative achievement gains on state and NAEP assessments in grade 4
to the change in accommodation rates for ELL students on state assessments:
1998 to 2002

Number
of states

Average percent
change in state

accommodation rates
Standard
deviation Difference2

States’ assessment gains that are
larger than NAEP1 5 2.6 15.2

States’ assessment gains that are not
larger than NAEP1 6 2.8 16.8

0.2

1 Data based on analysis comparing state assessment results with full-population NAEP assessment results. These analyses are
described in a separate NAEP State Analysis Project Report (McLaughlin et al., 2005).
2 This column represents the difference in the change in participation rates between states that do not have and do have larger
gains on their state assessments than on NAEP.
SOURCE: NAEP SD/LEP questionnaire for 1998 and 2002 for grade 4 and grade 8.
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Summary
To look at how change in NAEP participation and accommodation rates is related to

change in NAEP achievement, states were grouped based on whether they exhibited rate changes
that were greater or less than the median. Though the difference in the NAEP achievement trends
was not statistically significant, there is an indication that states with greater increases in NAEP
participation may be associated with smaller gains in NAEP scores.

When looking at differences between NAEP and state achievement trends for grade 4, we
again see that the differences are not statistically significant (though this is affected by the small
number of states with available trend results for 1997–98 to 2001–02). However, the states that
show larger gains in their state assessment results compared to their NAEP results are also the
states that appear to have had a decrease in participation rates. Conversely, states that do not
have larger gains on their state’s assessments compared to NAEP assessments had increases in
participation rates over the same period.

When comparing the changes in state assessment accommodation rates in states with
larger and smaller gains on their state assessments compared to NAEP, the difference between
the two groups of states is not statistically significant.
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Section VI. Summary of Findings

The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 has focused national attention on accountability
and the participation and accommodation of English language learners in statewide assessments.
Even prior to the NCLB, state policies on these issues have changed in recent years, with slightly
more states permitting accommodations for ELL students in 2001–02 than in 1997–98. During
the same period, the overall identification, participation, and accommodation rates for these
students also increased on state assessments.

This report attempted to examine the complex relationships among changes in (1) state
policies; (2) rates of identification, participation, and accommodation on state and NAEP
assessments; and (3) state and NAEP assessment scores. For instance, are changes in state policy
related to increases in state assessment accommodation rates? Are changes in NAEP
participation related to changes in NAEP achievement scores? To establish a foundation for
further understanding these questions, the report first examined the relationships among changes
in identification, participation, and accommodation rates on state assessments. Although there
was a positive correlation between increases in accommodation and increases in participation
rates, the relation was not statically significant. No correlations were found among changes in
identification and changes in participation rates for ELL students. Grade-specific identification
and participation data may enable a more enhanced analysis.

Having found no significant associations among changes in state rates of identification,
participation, and accommodation for ELLs, the report next assessed the relationships between
changes in participation and accommodation rates on state assessments and changes in state
assessment policies. The SSAP survey data on exclusion and accommodation policies used in
these analyses address a limited set of questions and do not capture the nuances of changes in
policies or other distinctions that may lead to more refined results. Nonetheless, these analyses
provide a starting point to examine this topic further. The results suggested that changes in
policies affecting only two of the almost 20 types of accommodations were related to increased
participation rates. Namely, states that newly reported accommodation policies allowing
explanation of directions or translations of directions showed statistically significantly higher
increases in state assessment participation rates than did states that had such policies in both
1997–98 and 2001–02. In addition, the change in state assessment accommodation rates for
extended testing time for ELL students in grade 4 was statistically significantly greater for states
that newly reported this policy than for states that did not report such policy in either year.

The next step was to compare changes in NAEP participation and accommodation rates
for ELLs to changes in rates of participation and accommodation on state assessments. No
relationships between changes in state and NAEP participation rates were found for either grade.

The last research questions posed in this report were, “How are a) NAEP achievement
trends and b) differences between NAEP and state achievement trends related to changes in state
assessment participation and accommodation rates?” When full population estimates are used,
there appears to be no significant relationship between increases in rates of participation and
accommodation on NAEP and NAEP achievement trends. However, such relationships are
observed when considering published NAEP trends, which do not remove the bias associated
with student exclusion.



 Participation and Accommodations: English Language Learners

39

Due to the limitations imposed by the scarcity of states that used the same
reading/language arts assessments in 1998 and 2002, only grade 4 state assessment data were
analyzed for the last research question, which explored differences between NAEP and state
assessment gains. While there were no statistical differences in the change in state assessment
participation or accommodation rates between states that did or did not exhibit larger gains in
NAEP compared to their own state assessments, the results reveal interesting patterns to explore
as more data become available.

These results provide a foundation upon which to continue examination of these complex
interactions. With the availability of more data over time, including the use of information that
allows a more refined analysis of the type of changes that occur in policy, we may achieve a
better understanding of the potential effect of policy and practice on state assessment and NAEP
achievement trends.
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