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Table FF21  
 
Logistic regression observed and predicted frequencies with the constant model in the North 
Carolina 2007 4th grade dataset with the mathematics state accountability assessment as the 
dependent variable 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 Predicted 

 did not meet 

Proficiency 

met 

Proficiency 

 

Observed 

.00 1.00  

did not meet proficiency 

status 

69288 0 100.0 STATEMATHprofstatus 

met proficiency status 24911 0 .0 

Step 1 

Overall Percentage   73.6 

a. The cut value is .500 

 
 
 
 
Table FF22  
 
Logistic regression observed and predicted frequencies with the predicted model in the North 
Carolina 4th grade 2007 dataset with the mathematics state accountability assessment as the 
dependent variable 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 Predicted 

 did not meet 

Proficiency 

met 

Proficiency 

 

Observed 

.00 1.00  

did not meet proficiency 

status 

66008 3280 95.3 STATEMATHprofstatus 

met proficiency status 5613 19298 77.5 

Step 1 

Overall Percentage   90.6 

a. The cut value is .500 
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Table FF23 
 
Logistic regression omnibus test of model coefficients assessing goodness of fit with the 2007 4th 
grade mathematics assessment as the dependent variable 
 
  dimension 

  Chi-square df Sig. 

Step 1631.547 1 .000 

Block 1631.547 1 .000 

Step 1 

Model 66375.654 11 .000 

 
 
Table FF24 
 
Logistic regression model summary assessing goodness of fit with the North Carolina 4th grade 
2007 mathematics assessment as the dependent variable 
______________________________________________________ 
 

dimension1 Step 

-2 Log likelihood 

Cox & Snell R 

Square 

Nagelkerke R 

Square 

1  42454.525a .506 .738 

a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 20 because maximum iterations has been 

reached. Final solution cannot be found. 
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Table FF25 
 
Logistic regression analysis for the 2007 North Carolina 4th grade data with the mathematics 
assessment as the dependent variable  
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 

  95% C.I.for EXP(B) 

  B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper 

DUMMYREV 1.314 .024 2901.049 1 .000 3.721 3.547 3.903 

EDPER -9.461 .120 6220.284 1 .000 .000 .000 .000 

NATAMPER 15.782 .858 338.117 1 .000 7148837.835 1329370.4

90 

3.844E7 

ASIANPER 36.833 1.190 957.663 1 .000 9.913E15 9.618E14 1.022E17 

BLACKPER 4.540 .937 23.483 1 .000 93.682 14.935 587.631 

HISPANICPER 10.850 .921 138.735 1 .000 51541.625 8473.310 313518.44

9 

WHITEPER 13.419 .866 240.022 1 .000 672812.255 123200.24

9 

3674313.4

48 

ELLPER 6.355 .216 862.377 1 .000 575.175 376.362 879.012 

SPECIALEDPER -5.825 .188 957.691 1 .000 .003 .002 .004 

NAEPMATHPRO

Fbasic 

12.064 871.625 .000 1 .989 173541.145 .000 . 

Step 1 

NAEPMATHPRO

Fprof 

1.144 .028 1626.099 1 .000 3.138 2.969 3.318 

 Constant -24.457 871.625 .001 1 .978 .000   
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Figure FF5.  Logistic regression for the North Carolina 2007 4th grade dataset with the 
mathematics state accountability assessment as the dependent variable: observed and predicted 
probabilities 

 
             Step number: 1     
       
             Observed Groups and Predicted Probabilities   
       
   40000 +                                                                                                    + 

         I                                                                                                    I 

         I                                                                                                    I 

F        I                                                                                                    I 

R  30000 +                                                                                                   m+ 

E        I                                                                                                   mI 

Q        I                                                                                                   mI 

U        I                                                                                                   mI 

E  20000 +                                                                                                   m+ 

N        I                                                                                                   mI 

C        I                                                                                                   mI 

Y        I                                                                                                   mI 

   10000 +                                                                                                   m+ 

         I                                                                                                   mI 

         I                                                                                                   mI 

         Id                                                                                               mmmmI 

Predicted ---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------- 

  Prob:   0       .1        .2        .3        .4        .5        .6        .7        .8        .9         1 

  Group:  ddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm 

      
          Predicted Probability is of Membership for met proficiency 
          The Cut Value is .50    
          Symbols: d - did not meet proficiency  
                   m - met proficiency    
          Each Symbol Represents 5000 Cases.  
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Table FF26  
 
Logistic regression observed and predicted frequencies with the constant model in the North 
Carolina 2007 8th grade dataset with the mathematics state accountability assessment as the 
dependent variable 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 Predicted 

 did not meet 

Proficiency 

met 

Proficiency 

 

Observed 

.00 1.00  

did not meet proficiency 

status 

63958 0 100.0 STATEMATHprofstatus 

met proficiency status 23902 0 .0 

Step 1 

Overall Percentage   72.8 

a. The cut value is .500 

 
 
 
 
Table FF27  
 
Logistic regression observed and predicted frequencies with the predicted model in the North 
Carolina 8th grade 2007 dataset with the mathematics state accountability assessment as the 
dependent variable 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 Predicted 

 did not meet 

Proficiency 

met 

Proficiency 

 

Observed 

.00 1.00  

did not meet proficiency 

status 

61021 2937 95.4 STATEMATHprofstatus 

met proficiency status 7693 16209 67.8 

Step 1 

Overall Percentage   87.9 

a. The cut value is .500 
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Table FF28  
 
Logistic regression omnibus test of model coefficients assessing goodness of fit with the 2007 8th 
grade mathematics assessment as the dependent variable 
_____________________________________________ 
  dimension 

  Chi-square df Sig. 

Step 1455.859 1 .000 

Block 1455.859 1 .000 

Step 1 

Model 48728.188 11 .000 

 
 
Table FF29  
 
Logistic regression model summary assessing goodness of fit with the North Carolina 8th 2007 
grade mathematics assessment as the dependent variable 
______________________________________________________ 
 

dimension1 Step 

-2 Log likelihood 

Cox & Snell R 

Square 

Nagelkerke R 

Square 

1  54117.858a .426 .617 

a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 20 because maximum iterations has been 

reached. Final solution cannot be found. 
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Table FF30 
 
Logistic Regression Analysis for the 2007 North Carolina 8th grade data with the mathematics 
assessment as the dependent variable  
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 

  95% C.I.for EXP(B) 

  B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper 

DUMMYREV .230 .017 183.407 1 .000 1.259 1.218 1.302 

EDPER -11.291 .132 7347.065 1 .000 .000 .000 .000 

NATAMPER -109.863 4.492 598.229 1 .000 .000 .000 .000 

ASIANPER -17.278 .953 328.998 1 .000 .000 .000 .000 

BLACKPER -.403 .783 .264 1 .607 .668 .144 3.104 

HISPANICPER .102 .958 .011 1 .915 1.108 .169 7.243 

WHITEPER 1.137 .774 2.160 1 .142 3.118 .684 14.207 

ELLPER 6.850 .367 349.246 1 .000 943.624 460.055 1935.478 

SPECIALEDPER -5.027 .175 826.840 1 .000 .007 .005 .009 

NAEPMATHPROFb

asic 

15.220 398.396 .001 1 .970 4072983.0

07 

.000 . 

Step 1 

NAEPMATHPROFp

rof 

1.156 .030 1437.948 1 .000 3.176 2.992 3.372 

 Constant -12.126 398.397 .001 1 .976 .000   
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Figure FF6.  Logistic Regression for the North Carolina 2007 8th grade dataset with the 
mathematics state accountability assessment as the dependent variable: observed and predicted 
probabilities 

 
             Step number: 1              
                
             Observed Groups and Predicted Probabilities            
                
   32000 +                                                                                                    +         
         I                                                                                                    I          
         I                                                                                                    I          
F        I                                                                                                    I         
R  24000 +                                                                                                    +         
E        I                                                                                                    I         
Q        Id                                                                                                   I         
U        Id                                                                                                   I         
E  16000 +d                                                                                                   +         
N        Id                                                                                                   I         
C        Id                                                                                                   I         
Y        Id                                                                                                   I         
    8000 +d                                                                                                   +         
         Idd                                                                                                  I         
         Idd  d d                                                                                             I         
         Iddd d dd  d d d   d d  d  dd   d       d    d      m               m  d   m          m   m dm      mI        
Predicted ---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+----------         
  Prob:   0       .1        .2        .3        .4        .5        .6        .7        .8        .9         1         
  Group:  ddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm  
                
          Predicted Probability is of Membership for met proficiency           
          The Cut Value is .50              
          Symbols: d - did not meet proficiency            
                   m - met proficiency              
          Each Symbol Represents 2000 Cases.            
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Table FF31  
 
Logistic regression observed and predicted frequencies with the constant model in the North 
Carolina 2007 8th grade dataset with the reading state accountability assessment as the 
dependent variable 
 
 

 Predicted 

 did not meet 

Proficiency 

met 

Proficiency 

 

Observed 

.00 1.00  

did not meet proficiency 

status 

0 376 .0 STATEREADprofstatus 

met proficiency status 0 87484 100.0 

Step 1 

Overall Percentage   99.6 

a. The cut value is .500 

 
 
Table FF32  
 
Logistic regression observed and predicted frequencies with the predicted model in the North 
Carolina 2007 8th grade dataset with the reading state accountability assessment as the 
dependent variable 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 Predicted 

 did not meet 

Proficiency 

met 

Proficiency 

 

Observed 

.00 1.00  

did not meet proficiency 

status 

376 0 100.0 STATEREADprofstatus 

met proficiency status 0 87484 100.0 

Step 1 

Overall Percentage   100 

a. The cut value is .500 
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Table FF33  
 
Logistic regression omnibus test of model coefficients assessing goodness of fit with the 2007 8th 
Grade North Carolina reading assessment as the dependent variable 
_____________________________________________ 
  dimension 

  Chi-square df Sig. 

Step .000 1 .993 

Block .000 1 .993 

Step 1 

Model 4851.728 11 .000 

 
 
Table FF34  
 
Logistic regression model summary assessing goodness of fit with the North Carolina 8th grade 
2007 reading assessment as the dependent variable 
______________________________________________________ 
 

dimension1 Step 

-2 Log likelihood 

Cox & Snell R 

Square 

Nagelkerke R 

Square 

1  .001a .054 1.00 

a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 20 because maximum iterations has been 

reached. Final solution cannot be found. 
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Table FF35 
 
Logistic Regression Analysis for the 2007 North Carolina 8th grade data with the reading 
assessment as the dependent variable  
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 

  95% C.I.for EXP(B) 

  B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper 

DUMMYREV 14.215 145.286 .010 1 .922 1491590.426 .000 6.944E129 

EDPER 110.381 1928.251 .003 1 .954 8.668E47 .000 . 

NATAMPER 372.830 4271.313 .008 1 .930 8.277E161 .000 . 

ASIANPER 1929.544 9769.083 .039 1 .843 . .000 . 

BLACKPER 357.490 4314.655 .007 1 .934 1.803E155 .000 . 

HISPANICPER 691.160 4262.685 .026 1 .871 1.468E300 .000 . 

WHITEPER 431.616 5014.117 .007 1 .931 2.808E187 .000 . 

ELLPER -186.868 2074.244 .008 1 .928 .000 .000 . 

SPECIALEDPE

R 

-27.521 319.160 .007 1 .931 .000 .000 5.209E259 

NAEPREADPR

OFbasic 

35.675 586.116 .004 1 .951 3.114E15 .000 . 

Step 1 

NAEPREADPR

OFprof 

-45.204 579.822 .006 1 .938 .000 .000 . 

 Constant -477.411 5087.526 .009 1 .925 .000   
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Figure FF7.   Logistic Regression for the North Carolina 2007 8th grade dataset with the reading 
state accountability assessment as the dependent variable: observed and predicted probabilities 
 
             Step number: 1              
                
             Observed Groups and Predicted Probabilities            
                
  160000 +                                                                                                    +         
         I                                                                                                    I          
         I                                                                                                    I          
F        I                                                                                                    I         
R 120000 +                                                                                                    +         
E        I                                                                                                    I         
Q        I                                                                                                    I         
U        I                                                                                                   mI         
E  80000 +                                                                                                   m+         
N        I                                                                                                   mI         
C        I                                                                                                   mI         
Y        I                                                                                                   mI         
   40000 +                                                                                                   m+         
         I                                                                                                   mI         
         I                                                                                                   mI         
         I                                                                                                   mI         
Predicted ---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+----------         
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  Group:  ddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm  
                
          Predicted Probability is of Membership for met proficiency           
          The Cut Value is .50              
          Symbols: d - did not meet proficiency            
                   m - met proficiency              
          Each Symbol Represents 10000 Cases.            
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APPENDIX GG 
Texas Tables and Figures for Research Question Two, Pearson Correlation. 

Table GG1 
 
Descriptive statistics for the 2005 Texas 4th grade dataset in mathematics 
 
 Mean Std. Deviation N 

STATEMATHprofstatus .9732 .16148 199673 

NAEP math met proficiency at 

the basic level 

.9825 .13098 199774 

NAEP math met proficiency at 

the NAEP proficient level 

.2460 .43070 199774 

TOTAL REVENUE PER 

STUDENT (DISTRICT-FIN.) 

[2004-05] 

8774.39 1201.540 198443 

EDPER .5630 .31130 199774 

NATAMPER .0025 .00407 199774 

ASIANPER .0314 .05265 199774 

BLACKPER .1633 .20879 199774 

HISPANICPER .5288 .32308 199774 

WHITEPER .2741 .29269 199774 

ELLPER .2939 .25046 192878 

SPECIALEDPER .1094 .08865 186924 
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Table GG2 
 
Pearson correlation matrix for the 2005 Texas 4th grade listed variables in mathematics 
(Demographic, financial, and proficiency status): Weighted by school enrollment. 
 

 
STATE Math 

NAEP BASIC 

level Math 

NAEP PROF 

level Math 

TOTAL 

REVENUE EDPER NATAMPER 

1 .179** .095** .006* -.159** .100** 

.179** 1 .076** .027** -.119** .080** 

.095** .076** 1 .060** -.621** .184** 

ASIANPER BLACKPER HISPANICPER WHITEPER ELLPER SPECIALEDPER 

STATE Math 

NAEP BASIC Math 

 

NAEP PROF Math 

 

STATE Math 

 

.063** -.277** .047** .133** -.020** -.037** 

NAEP BASIC level .072** -.350** .101** .124** .020** -.031** 
 

NAEP PROF level 
 

.483** -.221** -.528** .651** -.444** .021** 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 
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Table GG3 
 
Descriptive statistics for the 2005 Texas 4th grade dataset in reading 
 
 Mean Std. Deviation N 

STATEREADprofstatus .9609 .19378 199673 

NAEPREADPROFbasic .6781 .46721 199774 

NAEPREADPROFprof .1154 .31947 199774 

TOTAL REVENUE PER 

STUDENT (DISTRICT-FIN.) 

[2004-05] 

8774.39 1201.540 198443 

EDPER .5630 .31130 199774 

NATAMPER .0025 .00407 199774 

ASIANPER .0314 .05265 199774 

BLACKPER .1633 .20879 199774 

HISPANICPER .5288 .32308 199774 

WHITEPER .2741 .29269 199774 

ELLPER .2939 .25046 192878 

SPECIALEDPER .1094 .08865 186924 

 
 

 
 
 



531 
 

 
 

 

Table GG4 
 
Pearson correlation matrix for the 2005 Texas 4th grade listed variables in reading 
(Demographic, financial, and proficiency status): Weighted by school enrollment. 
 

 STATE 

Reading 

NAEP BASIC 

level Reading 

NAEP PROF 

level Reading 

TOTAL 

REVENUE EDPER NATAMPER 

1 .293** .073** -.030** -.124** .115** 

.293** 1 .249** -.073** -.453** .208** 

.073** .249** 1 .075** -.502** .098** 

ASIANPER BLACKPER HISPANICPER WHITEPER ELLPER SPECIALEDPER 

STATE Reading 

NAEP BASIC Reading 

 

NAEP PROF Reading 

 

STATE Reading 

 

.093** -.322** .046** .161** -.026** -.015** 

NAEP BASIC level .308** -.266** -.345** .512** -.395** -.040** 
 

NAEP PROF level 
 

.388** -.177** -.428** .527** -.334** -.073** 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 
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Table GG5 
 
Descriptive statistics for the 2005 Texas 8th grade dataset in mathematics 
 
 Mean Std. Deviation N 

STATEMATHprofstatus .8071 .39456 201950 

NAEP math met proficiency at 

the basic level 

.8233 .38144 202154 

NAEP math met proficiency at 

the NAEP proficient level 

.1203 .32532 202154 

TOTAL REVENUE PER 

STUDENT (DISTRICT-FIN.) 

[2004-05] 

8553.17 1238.803 203550 

EDPER .4904 .26894 203550 

NATAMPER .0026 .00319 203550 

ASIANPER .0318 .04844 203550 

BLACKPER .1847 .20962 203550 

HISPANICPER .4376 .29926 203550 

WHITEPER .3433 .28997 203550 

ELLPER .1179 .14324 195917 

SPECIALEDPER .1565 .09852 189073 
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Table GG6 
 
Pearson correlation matrix for the 2005 Texas 8th grade listed variables in mathematics 
(Demographic, financial, and proficiency status): Weighted by school enrollment. 
 

 
STATE Math 

NAEP BASIC 

level Math 

NAEP PROF 

level Math 

TOTAL 

REVENUE EDPER NATAMPER 

1 .630** .180** -.026** -.530** .120** 

.630** 1 .171** -.047** -.450** .193** 

.180** .171** 1 .358** -.471** .095** 

ASIANPER BLACKPER HISPANICPER WHITEPER ELLPER SPECIALEDPER 

STATE Math 

NAEP BASIC Math 

 

NAEP PROF Math 

 

STATE Math 

 

.235** -.395** -.216** .471** -.345** -.337** 

NAEP BASIC level .211** -.422** -.206** .477** -.255** -.196** 
 

NAEP PROF level 
 

.497** -.192** -.352** .416** -.198** -.188** 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 
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Table GG7 
 
Descriptive statistics for the 2005 Texas 8th grade dataset in reading 
 
 Mean Std. Deviation N 

STATEREADprofstatus .9889 .10471 201950 

NAEPREADPROFbasic .8083 .39366 202154 

NAEPREADPROFprof .0661 .24838 202154 

TOTAL REVENUE PER 

STUDENT (DISTRICT-FIN.) 

[2004-05] 

8553.17 1238.803 203550 

EDPER .4904 .26894 203550 

NATAMPER .0026 .00319 203550 

ASIANPER .0318 .04844 203550 

BLACKPER .1847 .20962 203550 

HISPANICPER .4376 .29926 203550 

WHITEPER .3433 .28997 203550 

ELLPER .1179 .14324 195917 

SPECIALEDPER .1565 .09852 189073 
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Table GG8 
 
Pearson correlation matrix for the 2005 Texas 8th grade listed variables in reading 
(Demographic, financial, and proficiency status): Weighted by school enrollment. 
 

 
STATE ELA 

NAEP BASIC 

level Reading 

NAEP PROF 

level Reading 

TOTAL 

REVENUE EDPER NATAMPER 

1 .218** .028** -.115** -.101** .058** 

.218** 1 .130** -.033** -.453** .191** 

.028** .130** 1 .189** -.386** .127** 

ASIANPER BLACKPER HISPANICPER WHITEPER ELLPER SPECIALEDPER 

STATE Reading 

NAEP BASIC Reading 

NAEP PROF Reading 

 

STATE Reading 

 .062** .049** -.159** .119** -.197** -.060** 

NAEP BASIC level .225** -.298** -.307** .490** -.392** -.239** 
 

NAEP PROF level 
 

.340** -.159** -.293** .358** -.159** -.167** 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 
 



536 
 

 
 

 

Table GG9 
 
Descriptive statistics for the 2007 Texas 4th grade dataset in mathematics 
 
 Mean Std. Deviation N 

STATEMATHprofstatus .9943 .07507 172740 

NAEP math met proficiency at 

the basic level 

.9898 .10030 172789 

NAEP math met proficiency at 

the NAEP proficient level 

.2655 .44161 172789 

TOTAL REVENUE PER 

STUDENT (DISTRICT-FIN.) 

10153.03 1701.802 173176 

EDPER .5639 .27784 173176 

NATAMPER .0019 .00285 173176 

ASIANPER .0369 .05567 173176 

BLACKPER .1628 .19216 173176 

HISPANICPER .5537 .30911 173176 

WHITEPER .2447 .27650 173176 

ELLPER .3300 .25868 165976 

SPECIALEDPER .1050 .09972 166949 
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Table GG10 
 
Pearson correlation matrix for the 2007 Texas 4th grade listed variables in mathematics 
(Demographic, financial, and proficiency status): Weighted by school enrollment. 
 

 
STATE Math 

NAEP BASIC 

level Math 

NAEP PROF 

level Math 

TOTAL 

REVENUE EDPER NATAMPER 

1 -.008** .046** -.069** -.109** .052** 

-.008** 1 .061** .001 -.001 .069** 

.046** .061** 1 .005* -.608** .220** 

ASIANPER BLACKPER HISPANICPER WHITEPER ELLPER SPECIALEDPER 

STATE Math 

NAEP BASIC Math 

NAEP PROF Math 

 

 

STATE Math 

 

.047** -.048** -.035** .062** -.015** .043** 

NAEP BASIC level .054** -.272** .079** .090** .014** .026** 
 

NAEP PROF level 
 

.506** -.214** -.545** .654** -.441** -.037** 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 
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Table GG11 
 
Descriptive statistics for the 2007 Texas 4th grade dataset in reading 
 
 

 Mean Std. Deviation N 

STATEREADprofstatus .9614 .19270 172740 

NAEPREADPROFbasic .6171 .48609 172789 

NAEPREADPROFprof .1232 .32862 172789 

TOTAL REVENUE PER 

STUDENT (DISTRICT-FIN.) 

10153.03 1701.802 173176 

EDPER .5639 .27784 173176 

NATAMPER .0019 .00285 173176 

ASIANPER .0369 .05567 173176 

BLACKPER .1628 .19216 173176 

HISPANICPER .5537 .30911 173176 

WHITEPER .2447 .27650 173176 

ELLPER .3300 .25868 165976 

SPECIALEDPER .1050 .09972 166949 
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Table GG12 
 
Pearson correlation matrix for the 2007 Texas 4th grade listed variables in reading 
(Demographic, financial, and proficiency status): Weighted by school enrollment. 
 

 STATE 

Reading 

NAEP BASIC 

level Reading 

NAEP PROF 

level Reading 

TOTAL 

REVENUE EDPER NATAMPER 

1 .169** .075** -.061** -.115** .126** 

.169** 1 .295** -.122** -.422** .324** 

.075** .295** 1 .160** -.524** .214** 

ASIANPER BLACKPER HISPANICPER WHITEPER ELLPER SPECIALEDPER 

STATE Reading 

NAEP BASIC Reading 

 

NAEP PROF Reading 

 

STATE Reading 

 

.053** -.148** -.064** .163** -.099** -.025** 

NAEP BASIC level .294** -.235** -.398** .546** -.472** -.034** 
 

NAEP PROF level 
 

.433** -.193** -.398** .490** -.321** -.039** 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 
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Table GG13 
 
Descriptive statistics for the 2007 Texas 8th grade dataset in mathematics 
 
 

 Mean Std. Deviation N 

STATEMATHprofstatus .9338 .24867 154299 

NAEP math met proficiency at 

the basic level 

.9352 .24619 154594 

NAEP math met proficiency at 

the NAEP proficient level 

.1735 .37864 154594 

TOTAL REVENUE PER 

STUDENT (DISTRICT-FIN.) 

9943.58 2055.118 155218 

EDPER .4965 .24522 153136 

NATAMPER .0026 .00303 155218 

ASIANPER .0356 .04936 155218 

BLACKPER .1766 .19035 155218 

HISPANICPER .4918 .28930 155218 

WHITEPER .2934 .27242 155218 

ELLPER .1411 .16573 150559 

SPECIALEDPER .1443 .09211 152734 
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Table GG14 
 
Pearson correlation matrix for the 2007 Texas 8th grade listed variables in mathematics 
(Demographic, financial, and proficiency status): Weighted by school enrollment. 
 

 
STATE Math 

NAEP BASIC 

level Math 

NAEP PROF 

level Math 

TOTAL 

REVENUE EDPER NATAMPER 

1 .109** .119** -.078** -.222** .102** 

.109** 1 .121** -.047** -.185** .202** 

119** .121** 1 .231** -.537** .161** 

ASIANPER BLACKPER HISPANICPER WHITEPER ELLPER SPECIALEDPER 

STATE Math 

NAEP BASIC Math 

 

NAEP PROF Math 

 

STATE Math 

 

.163** -.088** -.210** .254** -.169** -.192** 

NAEP BASIC level .170** -.345** -.056** .267** -.087** -.160** 
 

NAEP PROF level 
 

.329** -.226** -.440** .563** -.297** -.162** 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 
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Table GG15 
 
Descriptive statistics for the 2007 Texas 8th grade dataset in reading 
 
 

 Mean Std. Deviation N 

STATEREADprofstatus 1.0000 .00000 154306 

NAEPREADPROFbasic .8530 .35414 154573 

NAEPREADPROFprof .0946 .29259 154573 

TOTAL REVENUE PER 

STUDENT (DISTRICT-FIN.) 

9943.58 2055.118 155218 

EDPER .4965 .24522 153136 

NATAMPER .0026 .00303 155218 

ASIANPER .0356 .04936 155218 

BLACKPER .1766 .19035 155218 

HISPANICPER .4918 .28930 155218 

WHITEPER .2934 .27242 155218 

ELLPER .1411 .16573 150559 

SPECIALEDPER .1443 .09211 152734 
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Table GG16 
 
Pearson correlation matrix for the 2007 Texas 8th listed variables in reading (Demographic, 
financial, and proficiency status): Weighted by school enrollment. 
 

 STATE 

Reading 

NAEP BASIC 

level Reading 

NAEP PROF 

level Reading 

TOTAL 

REVENUE EDPER NATAMPER 

      

 1 .134** -.038** -.430** .185** 

 .134** 1 .283** -.426** .063** 

ASIANPER BLACKPER HISPANICPER WHITEPER ELLPER SPECIALEDPER 

 

NAEP BASIC Reading 

NAEP PROF Reading 

 

 

STATE Reading 

 

      

NAEP BASIC level .239** -.191** -.269** .374** -.205** -.176** 
 

NAEP PROF level 
 

.247** -.199** -.313** .426** -.207** -.114** 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 
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APPENDIX HH 

Texas Tables and Figures for Research Question Two, Logistic Regression. 

Table HH1 
 
Logistic regression observed and predicted frequencies with the constant model in the Texas 
2005 4th grade dataset with the mathematics state accountability assessment as the dependent 
variable 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 Predicted 

 did not meet 

Proficiency 

met 

Proficiency 

 

Observed 

.00 1.00  

did not meet proficiency 

status 

0 4914 .0 STATEMATHprofstatus 

met proficiency status 0 175551 100.0 

Step 1 

Overall Percentage   97.3 

a. The cut value is .500 

 
 
Table HH2  
 
Logistic regression observed and predicted frequencies with the predicted model in the Texas 4th 
grade dataset with the mathematics state accountability assessment as the dependent variable 
 
 

 Predicted 

 did not meet 

Proficiency 

met 

Proficiency 

 

Observed 

.00 1.00  

did not meet proficiency 

status 

0 4914 .0 STATEMATHprofstatus 

met proficiency status 0 175551 100.0 

Step 1 

Overall Percentage   97.3 

a. The cut value is .500 
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Table HH3 
 
Logistic regression omnibus test of model coefficients assessing goodness of fit with the 2005 
Texas 4th grade mathematics assessment as the dependent variable 
_____________________________________________ 
  dimension 

  Chi-square df Sig. 

Step 175.586 1 .000 

Block 175.586 1 .000 

Step 1 

Model 15656.065 11 .000 

 
 
Table HH4  
 
Logistic regression model summary assessing goodness of fit with the Texas 4th grade 
mathematics assessment as the dependent variable 
______________________________________________________ 
 

dimension1 Step 

-2 Log likelihood 

Cox & Snell R 

Square 

Nagelkerke R 

Square 

1  29451.590a .083 .376 

a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 20 because maximum iterations has been 

reached. Final solution cannot be found. 
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Table HH5 
 
Logistic Regression Analysis for the 2005 Texas 4th grade data with the mathematics assessment 
as the dependent variable  
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 

  95% C.I.for EXP(B) 

  B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper 

DUMMYREV -1.529 .050 941.339 1 .000 .217 .197 .239 

EDPER -9.203 .246 1401.827 1 .000 .000 .000 .000 

NATAMPER 14520.7

95 

29208.932 .247 1 .619 . .000 . 

ASIANPER -16.416 .734 500.862 1 .000 .000 .000 .000 

BLACKPER -6.421 .350 337.319 1 .000 .002 .001 .003 

HISPANICPER -2.397 .341 49.282 1 .000 .091 .047 .178 

DUMMYWHITE -.855 .041 435.526 1 .000 .425 .392 .461 

ELLPER .056 .105 .286 1 .593 1.058 .861 1.299 

SPECIALEDPER -.145 .118 1.516 1 .218 .865 .687 1.090 

NAEPMATHPROFb

asic 

-.655 .061 113.508 1 .000 .519 .460 .586 

Step 1 

NAEPMATHPROFp

rof 

14.767 126.289 .014 1 .907 2589704.4

40 

.000 8.147113 

 Constant 18.997 .482 1554.059 1 .000 1.7808   
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Figure HH1.  Logistic regression for the Texas 2005 4th grade dataset with the mathematics state 
accountability assessment as the dependent variable: observed and predicted probabilities 

 
               
             Step number: 1             
               
             Observed Groups and Predicted Probabilities           
               
  160000 +                                                                                                    +        
         I                                                                                                    I         
         I                                                                                                    I         
F        I                                                                                                    I        
R 120000 +                                                                                                   1+        
E        I                                                                                                   1I        
Q        I                                                                                                   1I        
U        I                                                                                                   1I        
E  80000 +                                                                                                   1+        
N        I                                                                                                   1I        
C        I                                                                                                   1I        
Y        I                                                                                                   1I        
   40000 +                                                                                                   1+        
         I                                                                                                   1I        
         I                                                                                                   1I        
         I                                                                                               11111I        
Predicted ---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+----------        
  Prob:   0       .1        .2        .3        .4        .5        .6        .7        .8        .9         1        
  Group:  0000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000011111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111    
               
          Predicted Probability is of Membership for 1.00           
          The Cut Value is .50             
          Symbols: 0 - .00             
                   1 - 1.00              
          Each Symbol Represents 10000 Cases.           
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Table HH6  
 
Logistic regression observed and predicted frequencies with the constant model in the Texas 
2005 4th grade dataset with the reading state accountability assessment as the dependent 
variable 
 
 

 Predicted 

 did not meet 

Proficiency 

met 

Proficiency 

 

Observed 

.00 1.00  

did not meet proficiency 

status 

0 6648 .0 STATEREADprofstatus 

met proficiency status 0 173817 100.0 

Step 1 

Overall Percentage   96.3 

a. The cut value is .500 

 
 
 
 
Table HH7  
 
Logistic regression observed and predicted frequencies with the predicted model in the Texas 
2005 4th grade dataset with the reading state accountability assessment as the dependent 
variable 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 Predicted 

 did not meet 

Proficiency 

met 

Proficiency 

 

Observed 

.00 1.00  

did not meet proficiency 

status 

562 6086 8.5 STATEREADprofstatus 

met proficiency status 92 173725 99.9 

Step 1 

Overall Percentage   96.6 

a. The cut value is .500 
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Table HH8  
 
Logistic regression omnibus test of model coefficients assessing goodness of fit with the 2005 4th 
Grade Texas reading assessment as the dependent variable 
_____________________________________________ 
  dimension 

  Chi-square df Sig. 

Step 7298.018 1 .000 

Block 7298.018 1 .000 

Step 1 

Model 23958.562 10 .000 

 
 
Table HH9  
 
Logistic regression model summary assessing goodness of fit with the Texas 4th grade reading 
assessment as the dependent variable 

 
 
 

dimension1 Step 

-2 Log likelihood 

Cox & Snell R 

Square 

Nagelkerke R 

Square 

1  32982.506a .124 .459 

a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 20 because maximum iterations has been 

reached. Final solution cannot be found. 
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Table HH10 
 
Logistic regression analysis for the 2005 Texas 4th grade data with the reading assessment as 
the dependent variable  
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 

  95% C.I.for EXP(B) 

  B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper 

DUMMYREV -.081 .034 5.779 1 .016 .922 .863 .985 

EDPER 1.327 .056 565.997 1 .000 3.771 3.380 4.207 

NATAMPER 11802.0

02 

30680.550 .148 1 .700 . .000 . 

ASIANPER -16.110 1.056 232.694 1 .000 .000 .000 .000 

BLACKPER -4.256 .308 190.287 1 .000 .014 .008 .026 

HISPANICPER -1.198 .282 18.020 1 .000 .302 .174 .525 

DUMMYWHITE -.415 .039 114.798 1 .000 .660 .612 .713 

ELLPER -.103 .088 1.344 1 .246 .903 .759 1.073 

SPECIALEDPER -.265 .114 5.410 1 .020 .767 .614 .959 

NAEPREADPROFb

asic 

20.007 84.342 .056 1 .812 4.8868 .000 3.02980 

Step 1 

Constant 3.634 .306 141.188 1 .000 37.850   
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Figure HH2.   Logistic regression for the Texas 2005 4th grade dataset with the reading state 
accountability assessment as the dependent variable: observed and predicted probabilities 
 
             Step number: 1             
               
               
             Observed Groups and Predicted Probabilities           
               
  160000 +                                                                                                    +        
         I                                                                                                    I         
         I                                                                                                   mI        
F        I                                                                                                   mI        
R 120000 +                                                                                                   m+        
E        I                                                                                                   mI        
Q        I                                                                                                   mI        
U        I                                                                                                   mI        
E  80000 +                                                                                                   m+        
N        I                                                                                                   mI        
C        I                                                                                                   mI        
Y        I                                                                                                   mI        
   40000 +                                                                                                   m+        
         I                                                                                                   mI        
         I                                                                                                   mI        
         I                                                                                                   mI        
Predicted ---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+----------        
  Prob:   0       .1        .2        .3        .4        .5        .6        .7        .8        .9         1        
  Group:  ddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm 

               
          Predicted Probability is of Membership for met proficiency          
          The Cut Value is .50             
          Symbols: d - did not meet proficiency           
                   m - met proficiency             
          Each Symbol Represents 10000 Cases.           
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Table HH11  
 
Logistic regression observed and predicted frequencies with the constant model in the Texas 
2005 8th grade dataset with the mathematics state accountability assessment as the dependent 
variable 
 
 

 Predicted 

 did not meet 

Proficiency 

met 

Proficiency 

 

Observed 

.00 1.00  

did not meet proficiency 

status 

0 33553 .0 STATEMATHprofstatus 

met proficiency status 0 149389 100.0 

Step 1 

Overall Percentage   81.7 

a. The cut value is .500 

 
 
 
 
Table HH12  
 
Logistic regression observed and predicted frequencies with the predicted model in the Texas 8th 
grade dataset with the mathematics state accountability assessment as the dependent variable 
 
 

 Predicted 

 did not meet 

Proficiency 

met 

Proficiency 

 

Observed 

.00 1.00  

did not meet proficiency 

status 

25067 8486 74.7 STATEMATHprofstatus 

met proficiency status 5474 143915 96.3 

Step 1 

Overall Percentage   92.4 

a. The cut value is .500 
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Table HH13  
 
Logistic regression omnibus test of model coefficients assessing goodness of fit with the Texas 
2005 8th grade mathematics assessment as the dependent variable 
_____________________________________________ 
  dimension 

  Chi-square df Sig. 

Step 146.411 1 .000 

Block 146.411 1 .000 

Step 1 

Model 104735.891 11 .000 

 
 
Table HH14  
 
Logistic regression model summary assessing goodness of fit with the Texas 2005 8th grade 
mathematics assessment as the dependent variable 
______________________________________________________ 
 

dimension1 Step 

-2 Log likelihood 

Cox & Snell R 

Square 

Nagelkerke R 

Square 

1  69615.823a .436 .709 

a.  Estimation terminated at iteration number 20 because maximum iterations has been 

reached. Final solution cannot be found. 
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Table HH15 
 
Logistic regression results for the 2005 Texas 8th grade data with the mathematics assessment as 
the dependent variable  
 
 

  95% C.I.for EXP(B) 

  B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper 

DUMMYREV -.520 .020 664.487 1 .000 .595 .571 .619 

EDPER -5.465 .078 4894.648 1 .000 .004 .004 .005 

NATAMPER -241.700 4.157 3380.619 1 .000 .000 .000 .000 

ASIANPER 41.962 .664 3998.296 1 .000 1.675E18 4.561E17 6.149E18 

BLACKPER -9.927 .185 2882.300 1 .000 .000 .000 .000 

HISPANICPER -7.649 .175 1914.221 1 .000 .000 .000 .001 

DUMMYWHITE -.577 .021 723.933 1 .000 .561 .538 .585 

ELLPER -.814 .074 121.890 1 .000 .443 .383 .512 

SPECIALEDPER -9.152 .184 2462.319 1 .000 .000 .000 .000 

NAEPMATHPROFb

asic 

2.047 .024 7389.787 1 .000 7.743 7.390 8.113 

Step 1 

NAEPMATHPROFp

rof 

14.952 196.483 .006 1 .939 3116975.9

67 

.000 5.496E173 

 Constant 14.264 .207 4760.233 1 .000 1565862.8

06 
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Figure HH3.  Logistic Regression for the Texas 2005 8th grade dataset with the mathematics 
state accountability assessment as the dependent variable: observed and predicted probabilities 
 
             Step number: 1             
               
             Observed Groups and Predicted Probabilities           
               
  160000 +                                                                                                    +        
         I                                                                                                    I         
         I                                                                                                    I         
F        I                                                                                                    I        
R 120000 +                                                                                                    +        
E        I                                                                                                    I        
Q        I                                                                                                    I        
U        I                                                                                                    I        
E  80000 +                                                                                                   m+        
N        I                                                                                                   mI        
C        I                                                                                                   mI        
Y        I                                                                                                   mI        
   40000 +                                                                                                   m+        
         I                                                                                                   mI        
         I                                                                                                   mI        
         I                                                                                            m   mmmmI        
Predicted ---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+----------        
  Prob:   0       .1        .2        .3        .4        .5        .6        .7        .8        .9         1        
  Group:  ddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm 

               
          Predicted Probability is of Membership for met proficiency          
          The Cut Value is .50             
          Symbols: d - did not meet proficiency           
                   m - met proficiency             
          Each Symbol Represents 10000 Cases.           
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Table HH16  
 
Logistic regression observed and predicted frequencies with the constant model in the Texas 
2005 8th grade dataset with the reading state accountability assessment as the dependent 
variable 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 Predicted 

 did not meet 

Proficiency 

met 

Proficiency 

 

Observed 

.00 1.00  

did not meet proficiency 

status 

0 2239 .0 STATEREADprofstatus 

met proficiency status 0 180703 100.0 

Step 1 

Overall Percentage   98.8 

a. The cut value is .500 

 
 
 
 
Table HH17  
 
Logistic regression observed and predicted frequencies with the predicted model in the Texas 
2005 8th grade dataset with the reading state accountability assessment as the dependent 
variable 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 Predicted 

 did not meet 

Proficiency 

met 

Proficiency 

 

Observed 

.00 1.00  

did not meet proficiency 

status 

2239 0 100.0 STATEREADprofstatus 

met proficiency status 0 180703 100.0 

Step 1 

Overall Percentage   100.0 

a. The cut value is .500 
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Table HH18  
 
Logistic regression omnibus test of model coefficients assessing goodness of fit with the 2005 8th 
Grade Texas reading assessment as the dependent variable 
 
  dimension 

  Chi-square df Sig. 

Step 24167.664 9 .000 

Block 24167.664 9 .000 

Step 1 

Model 24167.664 9 .000 

 
 
Table HH19  
 
Logistic regression model summary assessing goodness of fit with the 2005 Texas 8th grade 
reading assessment as the dependent variable 
______________________________________________________ 
 

dimension1 Step 

-2 Log likelihood 

Cox & Snell R 

Square 

Nagelkerke R 

Square 

1  .081a .124 1.000 

a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 20 because maximum iterations has been 

reached. Final solution cannot be found. 
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Table HH20 
 
Logistic Regression Analysis for the 2005 Texas 8th grade data with the reading assessment as 
the dependent variable  
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 

  95% C.I.for EXP(B) 

  B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper 

DUMMYREV -191.209 94.672 4.079 1 .043 .000 .000 .003 

EDPER -174.714 109.233 2.558 1 .110 .000 .000 1.263E17 

NATAMPER -2503.922 35329.003 .005 1 .943 .000 .000 . 

ASIANPER 1177.887 10857.731 .012 1 .914 . .000 . 

BLACKPER 1071.798 609.861 3.089 1 .079 . .000 . 

HISPANICPER 617.042 588.422 1.100 1 .294 9.500E267 .000 . 

DUMMYWHITE 146.649 67.921 4.662 1 .031 4.886E63 748303.38

2 

3.190E121 

ELLPER -176.862 209.781 .711 1 .399 .000 .000 5.691E101 

SPECIALEDPER -23.991 254.183 .009 1 .925 .000 .000 8.740E205 

Constant -41.992 482.231 .008 1 .931 .000   

Step 1 
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Figure HH4.  Logistic regression for the Texas 2005 8th grade dataset with the reading state 
accountability assessment as the dependent variable: observed and predicted probabilities 
 
             Step number: 1             
               
             Observed Groups and Predicted Probabilities           
               
  200000 +                                                                                                    +        
         I                                                                                                    I         
         I                                                                                                   mI        
F        I                                                                                                   mI        
R 150000 +                                                                                                   m+        
E        I                                                                                                   mI        
Q        I                                                                                                   mI        
U        I                                                                                                   mI        
E 100000 +                                                                                                   m+        
N        I                                                                                                   mI        
C        I                                                                                                   mI        
Y        I                                                                                                   mI        
   50000 +                                                                                                   m+        
         I                                                                                                   mI        
         I                                                                                                   mI        
         I                                                                                                   mI        
Predicted ---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+----------        
  Prob:   0       .1        .2        .3        .4        .5        .6        .7        .8        .9         1        
  Group:  ddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm 

               
          Predicted Probability is of Membership for met proficiency          
          The Cut Value is .50             
          Symbols: d - did not meet proficiency           
                   m - met proficiency             
          Each Symbol Represents 12500 Cases.           
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Table HH21  
 
Logistic regression observed and predicted frequencies with the constant model in the Texas 
2007 4th grade dataset with the mathematics state accountability assessment as the dependent 
variable 
 
 

 Predicted 

 did not meet 

Proficiency 

met 

Proficiency 

 

Observed 

.00 1.00  

did not meet proficiency 

status 

0 979 .0 STATEMATHprofstatus 

met proficiency status 0 161201 100.0 

Step 1 

Overall Percentage   99.4 

a. The cut value is .500 

 
 
 
 
Table HH22  
 
Logistic regression observed and predicted frequencies with the predicted model in the Texas 4th 
grade 2007 dataset with the mathematics state accountability assessment as the dependent 
variable 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 Predicted 

 did not meet 

Proficiency 

met 

Proficiency 

 

Observed 

.00 1.00  

did not meet proficiency 

status 

979 0 100.0 STATEMATHprofstatus 

met proficiency status 0 161201 100.0 

Step 1 

Overall Percentage   100.0 

a. The cut value is .500 
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Table HH23  
 
Logistic regression omnibus test of model coefficients assessing goodness of fit with the Texas 
20074th grade mathematics assessment as the dependent variable 
 
  dimension 

  Chi-square df Sig. 

Step 11957.173 9 .000 

Block 11957.173 9 .000 

Step 1 

Model 11957.173 9 .000 

 
 
Table HH24  
 
Logistic regression model summary assessing goodness of fit with the Texas 4th grade 2007 
mathematics assessment as the dependent variable 
______________________________________________________ 
 

dimension1 Step 

-2 Log likelihood 

Cox & Snell R 

Square 

Nagelkerke R 

Square 

1  .149a .071 1.000 

a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 20 because maximum iterations has been 

reached. Final solution cannot be found. 
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Table HH25 
 
Logistic regression analysis for the 2007 Texas 4th grade data with the mathematics assessment 
as the dependent variable  
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 

  95% C.I.for EXP(B) 

  B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper 

DUMMYREV -36.847 125.894 .086 1 .770 .000 .000 1.442E91 

EDPER -1585.395 2656.207 .356 1 .551 .000 .000 . 

NATAMPER 26429.339 99561.684 .070 1 .791 . .000 . 

ASIANPER 771.301 4501.014 .029 1 .864 . .000 . 

BLACKPER 888.644 870.958 1.041 1 .308 . .000 . 

HISPANICPER 769.994 787.426 .956 1 .328 . .000 . 

DUMMYWHITE 16.397 332.659 .002 1 .961 1.322E7 .000 1.910E290 

ELLPER 164.547 309.252 .283 1 .595 2.895E71 .000 . 

SPECIALEDPER 718.754 531.470 1.829 1 .176 . .000 . 

Constant 723.546 3583.031 .041 1 .840 .   

Step 1 
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Figure HH5.  Logistic Regression for the Texas 2007 4th grade dataset with the mathematics 
state accountability assessment as the dependent variable: observed and predicted probabilities 

 
             Step number: 1            
              
             Observed Groups and Predicted Probabilities          
              
  200000 +                                                                                                    +       
         I                                                                                                    I        
         I                                                                                                    I        
F        I                                                                                                   mI       
R 150000 +                                                                                                   m+       
E        I                                                                                                   mI       
Q        I                                                                                                   mI       
U        I                                                                                                   mI       
E 100000 +                                                                                                   m+       
N        I                                                                                                   mI       
C        I                                                                                                   mI       
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   50000 +                                                                                                   m+       
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  Prob:   0       .1        .2        .3        .4        .5        .6        .7        .8        .9         1       
  Group:  ddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm 

              
          Predicted Probability is of Membership for met proficiency         
          The Cut Value is .50            
          Symbols: d - did not meet proficiency          
                   m - met proficiency            
          Each Symbol Represents 12500 Cases.          
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Table HH26  
 
Logistic regression observed and predicted frequencies with the constant model in the Texas 
2007 4th grade dataset with the reading state accountability assessment as the dependent 
variable 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 Predicted 

 did not meet 

Proficiency 

met 

Proficiency 

 

Observed 

.00 1.00  

did not meet proficiency 

status 

0 6672 .0 STATEREADprofstatus 

met proficiency status 0 155508 100.0 

Step 1 

Overall Percentage   95.9 

a. The cut value is .500 

 
 
 
 
Table HH27  
 
Logistic regression observed and predicted frequencies with the predicted model in the Texas 
2007 4th grade dataset with the reading state accountability assessment as the dependent 
variable 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 Predicted 

 did not meet 

Proficiency 

met 

Proficiency 

 

Observed 

.00 1.00  

did not meet proficiency 

status 

0 6672 .0 STATEREADprofstatus 

met proficiency status 0 155508 100.0 

Step 1 

Overall Percentage   95.9 

a. The cut value is .500 

________________________________________________________________________ 
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Table HH28  
 
Logistic regression omnibus test of model coefficients assessing goodness of fit with the 2007 4th 
grade Texas reading assessment as the dependent variable 
 
  dimension 

  Chi-square df Sig. 

Step 76.527 1 .000 

Block 76.527 1 .000 

Step 1 

Model 13143.582 11 .000 

 
 
Table HH29 
 
Logistic regression model summary assessing goodness of fit with the Texas 4th grade 2007 
reading assessment as the dependent variable 
______________________________________________________ 
 

dimension1 Step 

-2 Log likelihood 

Cox & Snell R 

Square 

Nagelkerke R 

Square 

1  42499.956a .078 .268 

a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 20 because maximum iterations has been 

reached. Final solution cannot be found. 
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Table HH30 
 
Logistic Regression Analysis for the 2007 Texas 4th grade data with the reading assessment as 
the dependent variable  
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 

  95% C.I.for EXP(B) 

  B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper 

DUMMYREV -.940 .048 385.936 1 .000 .391 .356 .429 

EDPER -.756 .079 90.609 1 .000 .469 .402 .548 

NATAMPER 717.507 26.570 729.250 1 .000 . 9.841E288 . 

ASIANPER -16.131 .801 405.831 1 .000 .000 .000 .000 

BLACKPER -13.919 .744 350.111 1 .000 .000 .000 .000 

HISPANICPER -12.288 .743 273.394 1 .000 .000 .000 .000 

DUMMYWHITE -.032 .039 .645 1 .422 .969 .897 1.047 

ELLPER .058 .084 .480 1 .488 1.060 .899 1.249 

SPECIALEDPER -.117 .089 1.752 1 .186 .889 .748 1.058 

NAEPREADPROFb

asic 

.304 .033 83.168 1 .000 1.355 1.269 1.446 

Step 1 

NAEPREADPROFp

rof 

14.146 184.007 .006 1 .939 1392103.0

79 

.000 5.900E1

62 
 Constant 17.882 .743 578.446 1 .000 5.833E7   
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Figure HH6.   Logistic regression for the Texas 2007 4th grade dataset with the reading state 
accountability assessment as the dependent variable: observed and predicted probabilities 
 
             Step number: 1             
               
             Observed Groups and Predicted Probabilities           
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          Predicted Probability is of Membership for met proficiency          
          The Cut Value is .50             
          Symbols: d - did not meet proficiency           
                   m - met proficiency             
          Each Symbol Represents 10000 Cases.           
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Table HH31  
 
Logistic regression observed and predicted frequencies with the constant model in the Texas 
2007 8th grade dataset with the mathematics state accountability assessment as the dependent 
variable 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 Predicted 

 did not meet 

Proficiency 

met 

Proficiency 

 

Observed 

.00 1.00  

did not meet proficiency 

status 

0 9594 .0 STATEMATHprofstatus 

met proficiency status 0 135480 100.0 

Step 1 

Overall Percentage   93.4 

a. The cut value is .500 

 
 
 
 
Table HH32  
 
Logistic regression observed and predicted frequencies with the predicted model in the Texas 8th 
grade 2007 dataset with the mathematics state accountability assessment as the dependent 
variable 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 Predicted 

 did not meet 

Proficiency 

met 

Proficiency 

 

Observed 

.00 1.00  

did not meet proficiency 

status 

1116 8478 11.6 STATEMATHprofstatus 

met proficiency status 987 134493 99.3 

Step 1 

Overall Percentage   93.5 

a. The cut value is .500 

________________________________________________________________________ 



569 
 

 
 

 

 
Table HH33 
 
Logistic regression omnibus test of model coefficients assessing goodness of fit with the Texas 
2007 8th grade mathematics assessment as the dependent variable 
 
  dimension 

  Chi-square df Sig. 

Step 362.101 1 .000 

Block 362.101 1 .000 

Step 1 

Model 26212.122 10 .000 

 
 
Table HH34  
 
Logistic regression model summary assessing goodness of fit with the Texas 8th 2007 grade 
mathematics assessment as the dependent variable 
______________________________________________________ 
 

dimension1 Step 

-2 Log likelihood 

Cox & Snell R 

Square 

Nagelkerke R 

Square 

1  44443.585a .165 .429 

a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 20 because maximum iterations has been 

reached. Final solution cannot be found. 
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Table HH35 
 
Logistic Regression Analysis for the 2007 Texas 8th grade data with the mathematics assessment 
as the dependent variable  
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 

  95% C.I.for EXP(B) 

  B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper 

DUMMYREV -.413 .027 226.882 1 .000 .662 .627 .698 

EDPER -1.167 .054 460.194 1 .000 .311 .280 .346 

NATAMPER -85.062 6.272 183.951 1 .000 .000 .000 .000 

ASIANPER 38.943 1.874 431.734 1 .000 8.177E16 2.076E15 3.220E18 

BLACKPER -30.602 .669 2093.578 1 .000 .000 .000 .000 

HISPANICPER -29.326 .667 1933.769 1 .000 .000 .000 .000 

DUMMYWHITE -1.557 .046 1137.589 1 .000 .211 .192 .231 

ELLPER -2.003 .071 789.463 1 .000 .135 .117 .155 

SPECIALEDPER -6.877 .125 3020.407 1 .000 .001 .001 .001 

NAEPMATHPROFb

asic 

-.745 .040 348.023 1 .000 .475 .439 .514 

Step 1 

Constant 35.742 .687 2706.044 1 .000 3.331E15   
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Figure HH7. Logistic regression for the North Carolina 2007 8th grade dataset with the 
mathematics state accountability assessment as the dependent variable: observed and predicted 
probabilities 
 
             Step number: 1             
               
             Observed Groups and Predicted Probabilities           
               
  160000 +                                                                                                    +        
         I                                                                                                    I         
         I                                                                                                    I         
F        I                                                                                                    I        
R 120000 +                                                                                                    +        
E        I                                                                                                    I        
Q        I                                                                                                    I        
U        I                                                                                                    I        
E  80000 +                                                                                                   m+        
N        I                                                                                                   mI        
C        I                                                                                                   mI        
Y        I                                                                                                   mI        
   40000 +                                                                                                   m+        
         I                                                                                                   mI        
         I                                                                                                   mI        
         I                                                                                            m m    mI        
Predicted ---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+----------        
  Prob:   0       .1        .2        .3        .4        .5        .6        .7        .8        .9         1        
  Group:  ddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm 

               
          Predicted Probability is of Membership for met proficiency          
          The Cut Value is .50             
          Symbols: d - did not meet proficiency           
                   m - met proficiency             
          Each Symbol Represents 10000 Cases.           
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APPENDIX II 

California Tables and Figures for Research Question Three, Logistic Regression. 

Table II1  
 
Logistic regression observed and predicted frequencies for the constant model with the 
California 2005 8th grade state AYP results 
 
 

 Predicted 

 did not meet 

AYP met AYP 

 

Observed 

.00 1.00  

did not meet AYP 0 122189 .0 STATEAYP 

met AYP 0 141575 100.0 

Step 1 

Overall Percentage   53.7 

a. The cut value is .500 

 
 
Table II2  
 
Logistic regression observed and predicted frequencies for the predicted model with the 
California 2005 4th grade state AYP results 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 Predicted 

 did not meet 

AYP met AYP 

 

Observed 

.00 1.00  

did not meet AYP 100490 21699 82.2 STATEAYP 

met AYP 31088 110487 78.0 

Step 1 

Overall Percentage   80.0 

a. The cut value is .500 
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Table II3  
 
Logistic Regression Omnibus Test of Model Coefficients assessing goodness of fit with the 
California 2005 4th Grade AYP dataset 
_______________________________________________________________ 
 

    dimension2 

    Chi-square df Sig. 

Step 160793.030 9 .000 

Block 160793.030 9 .000 

dimension0 Step 1 dimension1 

Model 160793.030 9 .000 

 
 
Table II4  
 
Logistic regression model summary assessing goodness of fit with the California 2005 4th grade 
AYP data 
_____________________________________________________ 
 

dimension1 Step 

-2 Log likelihood 

Cox & Snell R 

Square 

Nagelkerke R 

Square 

dimension0 1 203435.408a .456 .610 

a.  Estimation terminated at iteration number 6 because parameter estimates changed by 

less than .001. 
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Table II5 
 
Logistic Regression Analysis for the 2005 California 4th grade AYP dataset  
 
 

  95% C.I.for EXP(B) 

  B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper 

DUMMYREV .489 .009 3015.604 1 .000 1.631 1.603 1.660 

EDPER -2.900 .035 6776.731 1 .000 .055 .051 .059 

NATAMPER -17.560 .407 1865.035 1 .000 .000 .000 .000 

ASIANPER 7.068 .249 806.336 1 .000 1173.966 720.743 1912.188 

BLACKPER -5.089 .245 429.940 1 .000 .006 .004 .010 

HISPANICPER -2.877 .241 142.839 1 .000 .056 .035 .090 

WHITEPER .446 .251 3.160 1 .075 1.563 .955 2.556 

ELLPER -1.858 .036 2637.059 1 .000 .156 .145 .167 

Step 1 

SPECIALEDPER 2.060 .058 1250.800 1 .000 7.850 7.002 8.799 
 Constant 3.388 .237 203.965 1 .000 29.620   

. 
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Figure II1. Logistic regression observed and predicted probabilities for the 2005 California 4th 
grade AYP dataset  
 
                 
                 
             Step number: 1               
                 
             Observed Groups and Predicted Probabilities             
                 
   32000 +                                                                                                    +          
         I                                                                                                    I           
         I                                                                                                    I           
F        I                                                                                                    I          
R  24000 +                                                                                                   m+          
E        I                                                                                                   mI          
Q        I                                                                                                   mI          
U        I                                                                                                   mI          
E  16000 +                                                                                                   m+          
N        I                                                                                                  mmI          
C        I                                                                                                  mmI          
Y        I         d                                                                                       mmmI          
    8000 +        ddm  m  d                                                                               mmmm+         
         I       mddd  dm d                                                                             mmmmmmI         
         I      dddddddddmdmm     mm       m  m                             m              m     m  m   mmmmmmI        
         I     dddddddddddddddd ddddmdddm  ddddm  md m   m  d d  md d m md  ddm   m mm m m md dmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmI     
Predicted ---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+----------          
  Prob:   0       .1        .2        .3        .4        .5        .6        .7        .8        .9         1          
  Group:  ddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm   
                 
          Predicted Probability is of Membership for met AYP            
          The Cut Value is .50               
          Symbols: d - did not meet AYP              
                   m - met AYP               
          Each Symbol Represents 2000 Cases.             
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Table II6  
 
Logistic regression observed and predicted frequencies for the constant model with the 
California 2005 8th grade state AYP results 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 Predicted 

 did not meet 

AYP met AYP 

 

Observed 

.00 1.00  

did not meet AYP 256045 0 100.0 STATEAYP 

met AYP 104059 0 .0 

Step 1 

Overall Percentage   71.1 

a. The cut value is .500 

 
  

Table II7 
 
Logistic regression observed and predicted frequencies for the predicted model with the 
California 2005 8th grade state AYP results 
 
 

 Predicted 

 did not meet 

AYP met AYP 

 

Observed 

.00 1.00  

did not meet AYP 233916 22129 91.4 STATEAYP 

met AYP 26876 77183 74.2 

Step 1 

Overall Percentage   86.4 

a. The cut value is .500 
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Table II8  
 
Logistic regression omnibus test of model coefficients assessing goodness of fit with the 
California 2005 8th grade AYP results 
_______________________________________________________________ 
 

    dimension2 

    Chi-square df Sig. 

Step 207387.284 9 .000 

Block 207387.284 9 .000 

dimension0 Step 1 dimension1 

Model 207387.284 9 .000 

 
 
Table II9 
 
Logistic regression model summary assessing goodness of fit with the California 2005 8th Grade 
AYP data 
_____________________________________________________ 
 

dimension1 Step 

-2 Log likelihood 

Cox & Snell R 

Square 

Nagelkerke R 

Square 

dimension0 1 225620.655a .438 .626 

a.  Estimation terminated at iteration number 6 because parameter estimates changed by 

less than .001. 
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Table II10 
 
Logistic Regression Analysis for the 2005 California 8th grade AYP dataset  
 
 

  95% C.I.for EXP(B) 

  B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper 

DUMMYREV -.093 .008 137.183 1 .000 .911 .897 .925 

EDPER -4.357 .047 8421.143 1 .000 .013 .012 .014 

NATAMPER 8.610 .443 377.066 1 .000 5485.244 2300.289 13080.055 

ASIANPER 6.401 .175 1337.444 1 .000 602.216 427.343 848.650 

BLACKPER -.007 .188 .001 1 .971 .993 .687 1.437 

HISPANICPER 1.057 .176 36.159 1 .000 2.877 2.039 4.061 

WHITEPER 4.946 .180 755.652 1 .000 140.582 98.806 200.021 

ELLPER -.273 .054 25.729 1 .000 .761 .685 .846 

Step 1 

SPECIALEDPER -7.710 .104 5476.414 1 .000 .000 .000 .001 
 Constant -.714 .169 17.873 1 .000 .489   
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Figure II2. Logistic regression observed and predicted probabilities for the 2005 California 8th 
grade AYP dataset  
 
                
             Step number: 1              
                
             Observed Groups and Predicted Probabilities            
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F        I                                                                                                    I         
R  60000 +                                                                                                    +         
E        Id                                                                                                   I         
Q        Id                                                                                                   I         
U        Id                                                                                                   I         
E  40000 +dd                                                                                                  +         
N        Idd                                                                                                  I         
C        Idd                                                                                                  I         
Y        Idd                                                                                                  I         
   20000 +ddd                                                                                                 +         
         Idddd                                                                                                I         
         Idddd dm   d        d            m                                                                   I         
         Iddddddd ddd dmdm  md  d   m d   d    m m   m    d d   m       d mm      m m m m m  m m  mmmm mmmm   I      
Predicted ---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+----------         
  Prob:   0       .1        .2        .3        .4        .5        .6        .7        .8        .9         1         
  Group:  ddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm  
                
          Predicted Probability is of Membership for met AYP           
          The Cut Value is .50              
          Symbols: d - did not meet AYP             
                   m - met AYP              
          Each Symbol Represents 5000 Cases.            
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Table II11  
 
Logistic regression observed and predicted frequencies for the constant model with the 
California 2007 4th grade state AYP results 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 Predicted 

 did not meet 

AYP met AYP 

 

Observed 

.00 1.00  

did not meet AYP 0 54852 .0 STATEAYP 

met AYP 0 118177 100.0 

Step 1 

Overall Percentage   68.3 

a. The cut value is .500 

 

Table II12 
 
Logistic regression observed and predicted frequencies for the predicted model with the 
California 2007 4th grade state AYP results 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 Predicted 

 did not meet 

AYP met AYP 

 

Observed 

.00 1.00  

did not meet AYP 34188 20664 62.3 STATEAYP 

met AYP 13387 104790 88.7 

Step 1 

Overall Percentage   80.3 

a. The cut value is .500 
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Table II13  
 
Logistic Regression Omnibus Test of Model Coefficients assessing goodness of fit with the 
California 2007 AYP dataset 
_______________________________________________________________ 
 

    dimension2 

    Chi-square df Sig. 

Step 58478.159 9 .000 

Block 58478.159 9 .000 

dimension0 Step 1 dimension1 

Model 58478.159 9 .000 

 
 
Table II14  
 
Logistic regression model summary assessing goodness of fit with the California 2007 4th grade 
AYP data 
 
 

dimension1 Step 

-2 Log likelihood 

Cox & Snell R 

Square 

Nagelkerke R 

Square 

dimension0 1 157668.091a .287 .402 

a.  Estimation terminated at iteration number 6 because parameter estimates changed by 

less than .001. 
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Table II15 
 
Logistic Regression Analysis for the 2007 California 4th grade AYP dataset  
 
 

  95% C.I.for EXP(B) 

  B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper 

DUMMYREV .807 .009 7501.956 1 .000 2.241 2.200 2.282 

EDPER .644 .048 181.341 1 .000 1.904 1.734 2.092 

NATAMPER -111.738 1.574 5040.290 1 .000 .000 .000 .000 

ASIANPER .069 .361 .037 1 .848 1.072 .528 2.173 

BLACKPER -10.653 .351 920.052 1 .000 .000 .000 .000 

HISPANICPER -9.012 .344 685.058 1 .000 .000 .000 .000 

WHITEPER -6.528 .354 339.315 1 .000 .001 .001 .003 

ELLPER -4.068 .045 8188.868 1 .000 .017 .016 .019 

Step 1 

SPECIALEDPER -3.548 .090 1546.115 1 .000 .029 .024 .034 
 Constant 8.526 .334 650.936 1 .000 5041.981   
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Figure II3. Logistic regression observed and predicted probabilities for the 2007 California 4th 
grade AYP dataset  
 
             Step number: 1              
                
             Observed Groups and Predicted Probabilities            
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Predicted ---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+----------         
  Prob:   0       .1        .2        .3        .4        .5        .6        .7        .8        .9         1         
  Group:  ddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm  
                
          Predicted Probability is of Membership for met AYP           
          The Cut Value is .50              
          Symbols: d - did not meet AYP             
                   m - met AYP              
          Each Symbol Represents 1250 Cases.            
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Table II16  
 
Logistic regression observed and predicted frequencies for the constant model with the 
California 2007 8th grade state AYP results 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 Predicted 

 did not meet 

AYP met AYP 

 

Observed 

.00 1.00  

did not meet AYP 210682 0 100.0 STATEAYP 

met AYP 75750 0 .0 

Step 1 

Overall Percentage   73.6 

a. The cut value is .500 

 
 

 
Table II17 
 
Logistic regression observed and predicted frequencies for the predicted model with the 
California 2007 8th grade state AYP results 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 Predicted 

 did not meet 

AYP met AYP 

 

Observed 

.00 1.00  

did not meet AYP 196872 13810 93.4 STATEAYP 

met AYP 28034 47716 63.0 

Step 1 

Overall Percentage   85.4 

a. The cut value is .500 
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Table II18  
 
Logistic Regression Omnibus Test of Model Coefficients assessing goodness of fit with the 
California 2007 8th grade AYP dataset 
_______________________________________________________________ 
 

    dimension2 

    Chi-square df Sig. 

Step 123128.116 9 .000 

Block 123128.116 9 .000 

dimension0 Step 1 dimension1 

Model 123128.116 9 .000 

 
 
Table II19  
 
Logistic regression model summary assessing goodness of fit with the California 2007 8th grade 
AYP data 
 
 

dimension1 Step 

-2 Log likelihood 

Cox & Snell R 

Square 

Nagelkerke R 

Square 

dimension0 1 207798.874a .349 .510 

a.  Estimation terminated at iteration number 6 because parameter estimates changed by 

less than .001. 
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Table II20 
 
Logistic regression analysis for the 2007 California 8th grade AYP dataset  
 
 

  95% C.I.for EXP(B) 

  B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper 

DUMMYREV -.445 .007 4161.871 1 .000 .641 .632 .650 

EDPER -1.784 .050 1285.062 1 .000 .168 .152 .185 

NATAMPER 10.808 .413 684.925 1 .000 49401.423 21989.891 110982.84

5 

ASIANPER 7.488 .176 1814.945 1 .000 1787.022 1266.227 2522.017 

BLACKPER -1.455 .193 56.796 1 .000 .233 .160 .341 

HISPANICPER 2.765 .163 287.185 1 .000 15.876 11.531 21.859 

WHITEPER 6.423 .168 1458.006 1 .000 616.049 443.022 856.654 

ELLPER .180 .044 16.575 1 .000 1.197 1.098 1.305 

Step 1 

SPECIALEDPER -6.010 .109 3062.949 1 .000 .002 .002 .003 
 Constant -2.294 .158 211.205 1 .000 .101   
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Figure II4. Logistic regression observed and predicted probabilities for the 2007 California 8th 
grade AYP dataset  
 
             Step number: 1              
                
             Observed Groups and Predicted Probabilities            
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Predicted ---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+----------         
  Prob:   0       .1        .2        .3        .4        .5        .6        .7        .8        .9         1         
  Group:  ddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm  
                
          Predicted Probability is of Membership for met AYP           
          The Cut Value is .50              
          Symbols: d - did not meet AYP             
                   m - met AYP              
          Each Symbol Represents 2500 Cases.            
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APPENDIX JJ 

Michigan Tables and Figures for Research Question Three, Logistic Regression. 

Table JJ1 
 
Logistic regression observed and predicted frequencies for the constant model with the Michigan 
2005 8th grade state AYP results 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 Predicted 

 did not meet 

AYP met AYP 

 

Observed 

.00 1.00  

did not meet AYP 0 257 .0 STATEAYP 

met AYP 0 41150 100.0 

Step 1 

Overall Percentage   99.4 

a. The cut value is .500 

 
 

 
Table JJ2  
 
Logistic regression observed and predicted frequencies for the predicted model with the 
Michigan 2005 4th grade state AYP results 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 Predicted 

 did not meet 

AYP met AYP 

 

Observed 

.00 1.00  

did not meet AYP 257 0 100.0 STATEAYP 

met AYP 0 41150 100.0 

Step 1 

Overall Percentage   100.0 

a. The cut value is .500 
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Table JJ3  
 
Logistic regression omnibus test of model coefficients assessing goodness of fit with the 
Michigan 2005 4th grade AYP dataset 
_______________________________________________________________ 
 

    dimension2 

    Chi-square df Sig. 

Step 3124.591 9 .000 

Block 3124.591 9 .000 

dimension0 Step 1 dimension1 

Model 3124.591 9 .000 

 
 
Table JJ4  
 
Logistic regression model summary assessing goodness of fit with the Michigan 2005 4th grade 
AYP data 
_____________________________________________________ 
 

dimension1 Step 

-2 Log likelihood 

Cox & Snell R 

Square 

Nagelkerke R 

Square 

dimension0 1 .025a .073 1.000 

a.  Estimation terminated at iteration number 20 because maximum iterations has been 

reached. Final solution cannot be found. 
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Table JJ5 
 
Logistic Regression Analysis for the 2005 Michigan 4th grade AYP dataset  
 
 

  95% C.I.for EXP(B) 

  B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper 

DUMMYREV 91.817 490.372 .035 1 .851 7.507E3

9 

.000 . 

EDPER -302.215 1431.238 .045 1 .833 .000 .000 . 

NATAM 4670.965 7130.084 .429 1 .512 . .000 . 

ASIANPER 3998.331 5912.555 .457 1 .499 . .000 . 

BLACKPER 5036.939 6604.303 .582 1 .446 . .000 . 

HISPANICPER 10730.701 12481.172 .739 1 .390 . .000 . 

WHITEPER 5314.615 6999.523 .577 1 .448 . .000 . 

ELLPER -609.437 1034.335 .347 1 .556 .000 .000 . 

Step 1 

SPECIALEDPE

R 

-185.594 497.872 .139 1 .709 .000 .000 . 

 Constant -4993.928 6677.717 .559 1 .455 .000   
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Figure JJ1. Logistic regression observed and predicted probabilities for the 2005 Michigan 4th 
grade AYP dataset 
  
             Step number: 1              
                
             Observed Groups and Predicted Probabilities            
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Predicted ---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+----------         
  Prob:   0       .1        .2        .3        .4        .5        .6        .7        .8        .9         1         
  Group:  DDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMM 

                
          Predicted Probability is of Membership for Made AYP           
          The Cut Value is .50              
          Symbols: D - Did not make AYP             
                   M - Made AYP              
          Each Symbol Represents 5000 Cases.            
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Table JJ6  
 
Logistic regression observed and predicted frequencies for the constant model with the Michigan 
2005 8th grade state AYP results 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 Predicted 

 did not meet 

AYP met AYP 

 

Observed 

.00 1.00  

did not meet AYP 0 3686 .0 STATEAYP 

met AYP 0 53317 100.0 

Step 1 

Overall Percentage   93.5 

a. The cut value is .500 

 
  

 
Table JJ7 
 
Logistic regression observed and predicted frequencies for the predicted model with the 
Michigan 2005 8th grade state AYP results 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 Predicted 

 did not meet 

AYP met AYP 

 

Observed 

.00 1.00  

did not meet AYP 0 3686 .0 STATEAYP 

met AYP 959 52358 98.2 

Step 1 

Overall Percentage   91.9 

a. The cut value is .500 
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Table JJ8  
 
Logistic Regression Omnibus Test of Model Coefficients assessing goodness of fit with the 
Michigan 2005 8th grade state AYP results as the dependent variable 
_______________________________________________________________ 
 

    dimension2 

    Chi-square df Sig. 

Step 12781.160 9 .000 

Block 12781.160 9 .000 

dimension0 Step 1 dimension1 

Model 12781.160 9 .000 

 
 
Table JJ9  
 
Logistic regression model summary assessing goodness of fit with the Michigan 2005 8th grade 
AYP data 
 
 

dimension1 Step 

-2 Log likelihood 

Cox & Snell R 

Square 

Nagelkerke R 

Square 

dimension0 1 14535.860a .201 .528 

a.  Estimation terminated at iteration number 20 because maximum iterations has been 

reached. Final solution cannot be found. 
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Table JJ10 
 
Logistic regression analysis for the 2005 Michigan 8th grade AYP dataset  
 
 

  95% C.I.for EXP(B) 

  B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper 

DUMMYREV .087 .079 1.203 1 .273 1.091 .934 1.275 

EDPER 5.997 .209 819.809 1 .000 402.248 266.814 606.427 

NATAMPER -6307.690 41104.960 .024 1 .878 .000 .000 . 

ASIANPER -5783.507 41104.972 .020 1 .888 .000 .000 . 

BLACKPER -6338.654 41104.960 .024 1 .877 .000 .000 . 

HISPANICPER -6379.861 41104.960 .024 1 .877 .000 .000 . 

WHITEPER -6333.128 41104.960 .024 1 .878 .000 .000 . 

ELLPER 3.121 .218 204.769 1 .000 22.659 14.778 34.743 

Step 1 

SPECIALEDPE

R 

-2.495 .351 50.630 1 .000 .083 .041 .164 

 Constant 6334.298 41104.960 .024 1 .878 .   
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Figure JJ2. Logistic regression observed and predicted probabilities for the 2005 Michigan 8th 
grade AYP dataset 
 
             Step number: 1              
                
             Observed Groups and Predicted Probabilities            
                
   80000 +                                                                                                    +         
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         I                                                                                                    I          
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R  60000 +                                                                                                    +         
E        I                                                                                                    I         
Q        I                                                                                                    I         
U        I                                                                                                    I         
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N        I                                                                                                   MI         
C        I                                                                                                   MI         
Y        I                                                                                                   MI         
   20000 +                                                                                                   M+         
         I                                                                                                   MI         
         I                                                                                                   MI         
         I                                                                                                   MI         
Predicted ---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+----------         
  Prob:   0       .1        .2        .3        .4        .5        .6        .7        .8        .9         1         
  Group:  DDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMM 

                
          Predicted Probability is of Membership for Made AYP           
          The Cut Value is .50              
          Symbols: D - Did not make AYP             
                   M - Made AYP              
          Each Symbol Represents 5000 Cases.            
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Table JJ11  
 
Logistic regression observed and predicted frequencies for the constant model with the Michigan 
2007 4th grade state AYP results 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 Predicted 

 did not meet 

AYP met AYP 

 

Observed 

.00 1.00  

did not meet AYP 0 2311 .0 STATEAYP 

met AYP 0 36862 100.0 

Step 1 

Overall Percentage   94.1 

a. The cut value is .500 

 
  

Table JJ12  
 
Logistic regression observed and predicted frequencies for the predicted model with the 
Michigan 2007 4th grade state AYP results 
 
 

 Predicted 

 did not meet 

AYP met AYP 

 

Observed 

.00 1.00  

did not meet AYP 872 1439 37.7 STATEAYP 

met AYP 345 36517 99.1 

Step 1 

Overall Percentage   95.4 

a. The cut value is .500 
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Table JJ13  
 
Logistic regression omnibus test of model coefficients assessing goodness of fit with the 
Michigan 2007 4th grade AYP dataset 
_______________________________________________________________ 
 

    dimension2 

    Chi-square df Sig. 

Step 7552.565 9 .000 

Block 7552.565 9 .000 

dimension0 Step 1 dimension1 

Model 7552.565 9 .000 

 
 
Table JJ14  
 
Logistic regression model summary assessing goodness of fit with the Michigan 2007 4th grade 
AYP data 
 
 

dimension1 Step 

-2 Log likelihood 

Cox & Snell R 

Square 

Nagelkerke R 

Square 

dimension0 1 10012.016a .175 .485 

a.  Estimation terminated at iteration number 9 because parameter estimates changed by 

less than .001. 
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Table JJ15 
 
Logistic regression analysis for the 2007 Michigan 4th grade AYP dataset  
 
 

  95% C.I.for EXP(B) 

  B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper 

DUMMYREV -1.356 .055 610.494 1 .000 .258 .232 .287 

EDPER -9.701 .230 1776.144 1 .000 .000 .000 .000 

NATAMPER -80.485 5.571 208.698 1 .000 .000 .000 .000 

ASIANPER -67.645 6.160 120.606 1 .000 .000 .000 .000 

BLACKPER -71.802 5.471 172.229 1 .000 .000 .000 .000 

HISPANIC -44.632 5.365 69.207 1 .000 .000 .000 .000 

WHITEPER -75.542 5.479 190.131 1 .000 .000 .000 .000 

ELLPER -24.244 1.814 178.675 1 .000 .000 .000 .000 

Step 1 

SPECIALEDPER 8.650 .404 458.341 1 .000 5712.519 2587.579 12611.355 
 Constant 84.724 5.484 238.694 1 .000 6.237E36   
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Figure JJ3. Logistic regression observed and predicted probabilities for the 2007 Michigan 4th 
grade AYP dataset 
 

             Step number: 1            
              
             Observed Groups and Predicted Probabilities          
              
   32000 +                                                                                                    +       
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F        I                                                                                                    I       
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    8000 +                                                                                                   m+       
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Predicted ---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+----------       
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  Group:  DDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm 

              
          Predicted Probability is of Membership for met AYP         
          The Cut Value is .50            
          Symbols: D - Did not meet AYP           
                   m - met AYP            
          Each Symbol Represents 2000 Cases.          
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Table JJ16  
 
Logistic regression observed and predicted frequencies for the constant model with the Michigan 
2007 8th grade state AYP results 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 Predicted 

 did not meet 

AYP met AYP 

 

Observed 

.00 1.00  

did not meet AYP 0 3235 .0 STATEAYP 

met AYP 0 44559 100.0 

Step 1 

Overall Percentage   93.2 

a. The cut value is .500 

 
  

Table JJ17  
 
Logistic regression observed and predicted frequencies for the predicted model with the 
Michigan 2007 8th grade state AYP results 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 Predicted 

 did not meet 

AYP met AYP 

 

Observed 

.00 1.00  

did not meet AYP 2117 1118 65.4 STATEAYP 

met AYP 302 44257 99.3 

Step 1 

Overall Percentage   97.0 

a. The cut value is .500 
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Table JJ18  
 
Logistic Regression Omnibus Test of Model Coefficients assessing goodness of fit with the 
Michigan 2007 8th Grade AYP dataset 
_______________________________________________________________ 
 

    dimension2 

    Chi-square df Sig. 

Step 13163.375 9 .000 

Block 13163.375 9 .000 

dimension0 Step 1 dimension1 

Model 13163.375 9 .000 

 
 
Table JJ19  
 
Logistic regression model summary assessing goodness of fit with the Michigan 2007 8th Grade 
AYP data 
 
 

dimension1 Step 

-2 Log likelihood 

Cox & Snell R 

Square 

Nagelkerke R 

Square 

dimension0 1 10505.422a .241 .616 

a.  Estimation terminated at iteration number 11 because parameter estimates changed 

by less than .001. 
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Table JJ20 
 
Logistic regression analysis for the 2007 Michigan 8th grade AYP dataset  
____________________________________________________________________________ 
  95% C.I.for EXP(B) 

  B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper 

DUMMYREV .555 .088 39.825 1 .000 1.742 1.466 2.070 

EDPER 1.264 .291 18.862 1 .000 3.538 2.000 6.257 

NATAMPER 233.332 10.367 506.617 1 .000 2.162E101 3.242E92 1.442E110 

ASIANPER 65.618 6.576 99.556 1 .000 3.146E28 7.941E22 1.246E34 

BLACKPER -58.474 4.912 141.737 1 .000 .000 .000 .000 

HISPANICPER -56.374 4.961 129.127 1 .000 .000 .000 .000 

WHITEPER -50.767 4.869 108.719 1 .000 .000 .000 .000 

ELLPER -7.751 .508 232.840 1 .000 .000 .000 .001 

 

SPECIALEDPER -18.583 .796 544.847 1 .000 .000 .000 .000 
 Constant 53.964 4.960 118.356 1 .000 2.732E23   
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Figure JJ4. Logistic regression observed and predicted probabilities for the 2007 Michigan 8th 
grade AYP dataset 
 
             Step number: 1              
                
             Observed Groups and Predicted Probabilities            
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          Predicted Probability is of Membership for met ayp           
          The Cut Value is .50              
          Symbols: d - did not meet AYP             
                   m - met ayp              
          Each Symbol Represents 2000 Cases.            
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APPENDIX KK 

North Carolina Tables and Figures for Research Question Three, Logistic Regression. 

Table KK1  
 
Logistic regression observed and predicted frequencies for the constant model with the North 
Carolina 2005 4th grade state AYP results 
 
 

 Predicted 

 did not meet 

AYP met AYP 

 

Observed 

.00 1.00  

did not meet AYP 0 36183 .0 STATEAYP 

met AYP 0 58749 100.0 

Step 1 

Overall Percentage   61.9 

a. The cut value is .500 

 
 

 
Table KK2  
 
Logistic regression observed and predicted frequencies for the predicted model with the North 
Carolina 2005 4th grade state AYP results 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 Predicted 

 did not meet 

AYP met AYP 

 

Observed 

.00 1.00  

did not meet AYP 15514 20669 42.9 STATEAYP 

met AYP 6913 51836 88.2 

Step 1 

Overall Percentage   70.9 

a. The cut value is .500 
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Table KK3  
 
Logistic regression omnibus test of model coefficients assessing goodness of fit with the North 
Carolina 2005 4th grade AYP dataset 
 
 

    dimension2 

    Chi-square df Sig. 

Step 24699.734 9 .000 

Block 24699.734 9 .000 

dimension0 Step 1 dimension1 

Model 24699.734 9 .000 

 
 
Table KK4  
 
Logistic regression model summary assessing goodness of fit with the North Carolina 2005 4th 
Grade AYP data 
_____________________________________________________ 
 

dimension1 Step 

-2 Log 

likelihood 

Cox & Snell R 

Square 

Nagelkerke R 

Square 

 1 101488.172a .229 .312 

a.  Estimation terminated at iteration number 8 because maximum iterations has been 

reached. Final solution cannot be found. 
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Table KK5 
 
Logistic Regression Results for the 2005 North Carolina 4th grade AYP dataset  
 
 

  95% C.I.for EXP(B) 

  B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper 

DUMMYREV -.041 .015 8.120 1 .004 .959 .933 .987 

EDPER -.382 .057 45.240 1 .000 .682 .610 .763 

NATAMPER -59.362 1.000 3524.242 1 .000 .000 .000 .000 

ASIANPER 12.149 .315 1488.024 1 .000 188978.

973 

101934.

837 

350351.78

6 

BLACKPER 4.416 .108 1669.752 1 .000 82.748 66.954 102.269 

HISPANICPER 6.833 .192 1267.449 1 .000 928.177 637.167 1352.099 

DUMMYWHITE 1.196 .020 3658.115 1 .000 3.307 3.181 3.437 

ELLPER -4.180 .137 935.714 1 .000 .015 .012 .020 

 

SPECIALEDPER -1.101 .135 66.322 1 .000 .332 .255 .433 
 Constant -6.077 .142 1822.641 1 .000 .002   
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Figure KK1. Logistic regression observed and predicted probabilities for the 2005 NC 4th grade 
AYP dataset 
 
                
             Step number: 1              
                
             Observed Groups and Predicted Probabilities            
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Predicted ---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+----------         
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  Group:  DDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm 

                
          Predicted Probability is of Membership for met AYP           
          The Cut Value is .50              
          Symbols: D - Did not meet AYP             
                   m - met AYP              
          Each Symbol Represents 500 Cases.            
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Table KK6  
 
Logistic regression observed and predicted frequencies for the constant model with the North 
Carolina 2005 8th grade state AYP results 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 Predicted 

 did not meet 

AYP met AYP 

 

Observed 

.00 1.00  

did not meet AYP 60063 0 100.0 STATEAYP 

met AYP 19485 0 .0 

Step 1 

Overall Percentage   75.5 

a. The cut value is .500 

 
 

 
Table KK7  
 
Logistic regression observed and predicted frequencies for the predicted model with the North 
Carolina 2005 8th grade state AYP results 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 Predicted 

 did not meet 

AYP met AYP 

 

Observed 

.00 1.00  

did not meet AYP 57551 2512 95.8 STATEAYP 

met AYP 10306 9179 47.1 

Step 1 

Overall Percentage   83.9 

a. The cut value is .500 
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Table KK8  
 
Logistic Regression Omnibus Test of Model Coefficients assessing goodness of fit with the North 
Carolina 2005 8th grade state AYP results as the dependent variable 
_______________________________________________________________ 
 

    dimension2 

    Chi-square df Sig. 

Step 18665.023 9 .000 

Block 18665.023 9 .000 

dimension0 Step 1 dimension1 

Model 18665.023 9 .000 

 
 
Table KK9  
 
Logistic regression model summary assessing goodness of fit with the North Carolina 2005 8th 
Grade AYP data 
 
 

dimension1 Step 

-2 Log likelihood 

Cox & Snell R 

Square 

Nagelkerke R 

Square 

dimension0 1 69906.081a .209 .311 

a.  Estimation terminated at iteration number 6 because parameter estimates changed by 

less than .001. 
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Table KK10 
 
Logistic regression results for the 2005 North Carolina 8th grade AYP dataset  
 
 

  95% C.I.for EXP(B) 

  B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper 

DUMMYREV .890 .018 2440.587 1 .000 2.435 2.351 2.523 

EDPER -2.988 .079 1439.587 1 .000 .050 .043 .059 

NATAMPER 5.821 .310 353.313 1 .000 337.433 183.894 619.165 

ASIANPER 6.902 .338 418.082 1 .000 994.336 513.101 1926.918 

BLACKPER -3.458 .149 542.131 1 .000 .031 .024 .042 

HISPANICPER -3.492 .347 101.471 1 .000 .030 .015 .060 

DUMMYWHITE -.249 .027 87.829 1 .000 .780 .740 .821 

ELLPER .263 .291 .817 1 .366 1.301 .735 2.302 

Step 1 

SPECIALEDPER -6.133 .154 1589.159 1 .000 .002 .002 .003 
 Constant 2.051 .185 123.447 1 .000 7.774   
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Figure KK2. Logistic regression observed and predicted probabilities for the 2005 NC 8th grade 
AYP dataset 
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          Predicted Probability is of Membership for met AYP          
          The Cut Value is .50             
          Symbols: d - did not meet AYP            
                   m - met AYP             
          Each Symbol Represents 500 Cases.           
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Table KK11  
 
Logistic regression observed and predicted frequencies for the constant model with the North 
Carolina 2007 4th grade state AYP results 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 Predicted 

 did not meet 

AYP met AYP 

 

Observed 

.00 1.00  

did not meet AYP 48342 0 100.0 STATEAYP 

met AYP 45339 0 .0 

Step 1 

Overall Percentage   51.6 

a. The cut value is .500 

 
  

 
Table KK12  
 
Logistic regression observed and predicted frequencies for the predicted model with the North 
Carolina 2007 4th grade state AYP results 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 Predicted 

 did not meet 

AYP met AYP 

 

Observed 

.00 1.00  

did not meet AYP 34294 14048 70.9 STATEAYP 

met AYP 11612 33727 74.4 

Step 1 

Overall Percentage   72.6 

a. The cut value is .500 

 
  

 
 



613 
 

 
 

 

Table KK13  
 
Logistic Regression Omnibus Test of Model Coefficients assessing goodness of fit with the North 
Carolina 2007 4th Grade AYP dataset 
_______________________________________________________________ 
 

    dimension2 

    Chi-square df Sig. 

Step 29391.136 9 .000 

Block 29391.136 9 .000 

dimension0 Step 1 dimension1 

Model 29391.136 9 .000 

 
 
Table KK14  
 
Logistic regression model summary assessing goodness of fit with the North Carolina 2007 4th 
Grade AYP data 
_____________________________________________________ 
 

dimension1 Step 

-2 Log likelihood 

Cox & Snell R 

Square 

Nagelkerke R 

Square 

dimension0 1 100382.026a .269 .359 

a.  Estimation terminated at iteration number 5 because parameter estimates changed by 

less than .001. 
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Table KK15 
 
Logistic Regression Analysis for the 2007 North Carolina 4th grade AYP dataset  
 
 

  95% C.I.for EXP(B) 

  B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper 

DUMMYREV -.206 .016 158.450 1 .000 .814 .788 .840 

EDPER -2.248 .060 1404.512 1 .000 .106 .094 .119 

NATAMPER -4.564 .355 165.056 1 .000 .010 .005 .021 

ASIANPER .009 .529 .000 1 .987 1.009 .357 2.847 

BLACKPER -6.228 .369 284.960 1 .000 .002 .001 .004 

HISPANICPER .678 .380 3.177 1 .075 1.970 .935 4.151 

WHITEPER -3.084 .357 74.647 1 .000 .046 .023 .092 

ELLPER -6.259 .128 2404.799 1 .000 .002 .001 .002 

Step 1 

SPECIALEDPER -4.193 .108 1510.806 1 .000 .015 .012 .019 
 Constant 5.966 .348 294.233 1 .000 390.095   
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Figure KK3. Logistic regression observed and predicted probabilities for the 2007 NC 4th grade 
AYP dataset 
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          Predicted Probability is of Membership for met AYP           
          The Cut Value is .50              
          Symbols: d - did not meet AYP             
                   m - met AYP              
          Each Symbol Represents 500 Cases.            
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Table KK16  
 
Logistic regression observed and predicted frequencies for the constant model with the North 
Carolina 2007 8th grade state AYP results 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 Predicted 

 did not meet 

AYP met AYP 

 

Observed 

.00 1.00  

did not meet AYP 71728 0 100.0 STATEAYP 

met AYP 15489 0 .0 

Step 1 

Overall Percentage   82.2 

a. The cut value is .500 

 
  

Table KK17  
 
Logistic regression observed and predicted frequencies for the predicted model with the North 
Carolina 2007 8th grade state AYP results 
 
 

 Predicted 

 did not meet 

AYP met AYP 

 

Observed 

.00 1.00  

did not meet AYP 70621 1107 98.5 STATEAYP 

met AYP 12462 3027 19.5 

Step 1 

Overall Percentage   84.4 

a. The cut value is .500 
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Table KK18  
 
Logistic regression omnibus test of model coefficients assessing goodness of fit with the North 
Carolina 2007 8th Grade AYP dataset 
_______________________________________________________________ 
 

    dimension2 

    Chi-square df Sig. 

Step 15728.690 9 .000 

Block 15728.690 9 .000 

dimension0 Step 1 dimension1 

Model 15728.690 9 .000 

 
 
Table KK19  
 
Logistic regression model summary assessing goodness of fit with the North Carolina 2007 8th 
Grade AYP data 
_____________________________________________________ 
 

dimension1 Step 

-2 Log likelihood 

Cox & Snell R 

Square 

Nagelkerke R 

Square 

dimension0 1 65857.874a .165 .272 

a.  Estimation terminated at iteration number 7 because parameter estimates changed by 

less than .001. 
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Table KK20 
 
Logistic regression analysis for the 2007 North Carolina 8th grade AYP dataset  
 
 

  95% C.I.for EXP(B) 

  B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper 

DUMMYREV .309 .013 544.135 1 .000 1.362 1.327 1.398 

EDPER -1.114 .093 143.432 1 .000 .328 .274 .394 

NATAMPER -5.560 .684 66.034 1 .000 .004 .001 .015 

ASIANPER 11.399 .862 174.829 1 .000 89196.438 16464.529 483220.90

0 

BLACKPER -5.650 .692 66.593 1 .000 .004 .001 .014 

HISPANICPER -10.367 .848 149.542 1 .000 .000 .000 .000 

WHITEPER -2.588 .685 14.251 1 .000 .075 .020 .288 

ELLPER -7.247 .425 290.922 1 .000 .001 .000 .002 

 

SPECIALEDPER -1.894 .148 162.827 1 .000 .150 .112 .201 
 Constant 2.411 .678 12.641 1 .000 11.142   
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Figure KK4. Logistic regression observed and predicted probabilities for the 2007 NC 8th grade 
AYP dataset 
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U        Iddd  d    d                                                                                         I         
E   4000 +ddd  d   md                                                                                         +         
N        Iddd  d  mmd            d                                                                            I         
C        Iddd dd  mdd            d                                                                            I         
Y        Iddd dd dmdd            d   d             d                                                          I         
    2000 +ddd dd dddd     m      d   d       m     d                                                          +        
         Idddddd ddddd  ddm      d mmdd      m     dm   m              m                                      I        
         Iddddddddddddd dddddd  dd dmddm d d d m dmdm d d    m         m     d                                I       
         Iddddddddddddd ddddddm ddddddddmddd ddm dmdm d d    m         m     d                                I       
Predicted ---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+----------         
  Prob:   0       .1        .2        .3        .4        .5        .6        .7        .8        .9         1         
  Group:  ddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm  
                
          Predicted Probability is of Membership for met AYP           
          The Cut Value is .50              
          Symbols: d - did not meet AYP             
                   m - met AYP              
          Each Symbol Represents 500 Cases.            
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APPENDIX LL 

Texas Tables and Figures for Research Question Three, Logistic Regression. 

Table LL1  
 
Logistic regression observed and predicted frequencies for the constant model with the Texas 
2005 4th grade state AYP results 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 Predicted 

 did not meet 

AYP met AYP 

 

Observed 

.00 1.00  

did not meet AYP 0 3154 .0 STATEAYP 

met AYP 0 173376 100.0 

Step 1 

Overall Percentage   98.2 

a. The cut value is .500 

 
 
Table LL2  
 
Logistic regression observed and predicted frequencies for the predicted model with the Texas 
2005 4th grade state AYP results 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 Predicted 

 did not meet 

AYP met AYP 

 

Observed 

.00 1.00  

did not meet AYP 0 3154 .0 STATEAYP 

met AYP 0 173376 100.0 

Step 1 

Overall Percentage   98.2 

a. The cut value is .500 

 
  

 



621 
 

 
 

 

 
Table LL3  
 
Logistic Regression Omnibus Test of Model Coefficients assessing goodness of fit with the Texas 
2005 4th grade AYP dataset 
 
 

    dimension2 

    Chi-square df Sig. 

Step 6018.967 9 .000 

Block 6018.967 9 .000 

dimension0 Step 1 dimension1 

Model 6018.967 9 .000 

 
 
Table LL4  
 
Logistic regression model summary assessing goodness of fit with the Texas 2005 4th grade AYP 
data 
_____________________________________________________ 
 

dimension1 Step 

-2 Log likelihood 

Cox & Snell R 

Square 

Nagelkerke R 

Square 

dimension0 1 25620.904a .034 .204 

a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 9 because parameter estimates changed by 

less than .001. 

 

 

 
 
 
 



622 
 

 
 

 

Table LL5 
 
Logistic regression results for the 2005 Texas 4th grade AYP dataset  
 
 

  95% C.I.for EXP(B) 

  B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper 

DUMMYREV -.072 .029 6.329 1 .012 .930 .879 .984 

EDPER -4.035 .160 635.043 1 .000 .018 .013 .024 

NATAMPER -30.263 3.032 99.591 1 .000 .000 .000 .000 

ASIANPER 5.348 .965 30.692 1 .000 210.211 31.691 1394.343 

BLACKPER -5.346 .256 435.009 1 .000 .005 .003 .008 

HISPANICPER -2.652 .225 139.039 1 .000 .071 .045 .110 

DUMMYWHIT

E 

-.972 .034 834.234 1 .000 .378 .354 .404 

ELLPER 4.068 .200 414.406 1 .000 58.428 39.494 86.439 

 

SPECIALEDPE

R 

-.253 .175 2.086 1 .149 .777 .551 1.094 

 Constant 11.425 .264 1872.80

9 

1 .000 91586.154   
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Figure LL1. Logistic regression observed and predicted probabilities for the 2005 Texas 4th 
grade AYP dataset 
 
             Step number: 1              
                
             Observed Groups and Predicted Probabilities            
                
  160000 +                                                                                                    +         
         I                                                                                                    I          
         I                                                                                                    I          
F        I                                                                                                    I         
R 120000 +                                                                                                    +         
E        I                                                                                                   mI         
Q        I                                                                                                   mI         
U        I                                                                                                   mI         
E  80000 +                                                                                                   m+         
N        I                                                                                                   mI         
C        I                                                                                                   mI         
Y        I                                                                                                   mI         
   40000 +                                                                                                   m+         
         I                                                                                                   mI         
         I                                                                                                  mmI         
         I                                                                                              mmmmmmI         
Predicted ---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+----------         
  Prob:   0       .1        .2        .3        .4        .5        .6        .7        .8        .9         1         
  Group:  ddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm  
                
          Predicted Probability is of Membership for met AYP           
          The Cut Value is .50              
          Symbols: d - did not meet AYP             
                   m - met AYP              
          Each Symbol Represents 10000 Cases.            
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Table LL6  
 
Logistic regression observed and predicted frequencies for the constant model with the Texas 
2005 8th grade state AYP results 
 

 

 Predicted 

 did not meet 

AYP met AYP 

 

Observed 

.00 1.00  

did not meet AYP 0 48116 .0 STATEAYP 

met AYP 0 126661 100.0 

Step 1 

Overall Percentage   72.5 

a. The cut value is .500 

 

 
 
Table LL7  
 
Logistic regression observed and predicted frequencies for the predicted model with the Texas 
2005 8th grade state AYP results 
 

 

 Predicted 

 did not meet 

AYP met AYP 

 

Observed 

.00 1.00  

did not meet AYP 23699 24417 49.3 STATEAYP 

met AYP 15350 111311 87.9 

Step 1 

Overall Percentage   77.2 

a. The cut value is .500 
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Table LL8 
 
Logistic regression omnibus test of model coefficients assessing goodness of fit with the Texas 
2005 state AYP results as the dependent variable 
_______________________________________________________________ 
 

    dimension2 

    Chi-square df Sig. 

Step 56749.300 9 .000 

Block 56749.300 9 .000 

dimension0 Step 1 dimension1 

Model 56749.300 9 .000 

 
 
Table LL9  
 
Logistic regression model summary assessing goodness of fit with the Texas 2005 8th grade AYP 
data 
 
 

dimension1 Step 

-2 Log likelihood 

Cox & Snell R 

Square 

Nagelkerke R 

Square 

dimension0 1 148948.818a .277 .401 

a.  Estimation terminated at iteration number 6 because parameter estimates changed by 

less than .001. 
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Table LL10 
 
Logistic regression results for the 2005 Texas 8th grade AYP dataset  
 
 

  95% C.I.for EXP(B) 

  B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper 

DUMMYREV -.324 .011 800.950 1 .000 .724 .708 .740 

EDPER -1.873 .036 2692.670 1 .000 .154 .143 .165 

NATAMPER -159.361 2.353 4587.364 1 .000 .000 .000 .000 

ASIANPER 4.796 .248 372.680 1 .000 121.007 74.362 196.912 

BLACKPER -5.775 .095 3689.228 1 .000 .003 .003 .004 

HISPANICPER -5.158 .086 3569.440 1 .000 .006 .005 .007 

DUMMYWHITE -.395 .012 1096.623 1 .000 .673 .658 .689 

ELLPER -3.014 .062 2393.937 1 .000 .049 .043 .055 

Step 1 

SPECIALEDPER -6.536 .117 3121.933 1 .000 .001 .001 .002 
 Constant 9.278 .105 7872.524 1 .000 10695.465   

. 
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Figure LL12.  Logistic regression observed and predicted probabilities for the 2005 Texas 8th 
grade AYP dataset 
 
             Step number: 1              
                
             Observed Groups and Predicted Probabilities            
                
   16000 +                                                                                                    +         
         I                                                                                                    I          
         I                                                                                                    I          
F        I                                                                                                    I         
R  12000 +                                                                                                  1 +         
E        I                                                                                                  1 I         
Q        I                                                                                                  11I         
U        I                                                                                                  11I         
E   8000 +                                                                                             1    11+         
N        I                                                                                             1    11I         
C        I                                                                                             1 1  11I         
Y        I                                              1  1             1                         1 1 111  11I         
    4000 +                                           0  1  1 1           1               1         1 1 1111 11+         
         I0                                      0   0  1  1 1       0   1       1       1 1 1111 1111 1111111I        
         I0               0                 1    0   01 1 10 0    0  0  10111   11   1 111111110111111 1111111I        
         I0           1 000 0   0      00 1001 100  001 0000 0 1  00 00100000 10101110111110001011111101100111I      
Predicted ---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+----------         
  Prob:   0       .1        .2        .3        .4        .5        .6        .7        .8        .9         1         
  Group:  0000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000011111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111     
                
          Predicted Probability is of Membership for met AYP           
          The Cut Value is .50              
          Symbols: 0 - .00              
                   1 - met AYP              
          Each Symbol Represents 1000 Cases.            
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Table LL11  
 
Logistic regression observed and predicted frequencies for the constant model with the Texas 
2007 4th grade state AYP results 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 Predicted 

 did not meet 

AYP met AYP 

 

Observed 

.00 1.00  

did not meet AYP 0 1385 .0 STATEAYP 

met AYP 0 159983 100.0 

Step 1 

Overall Percentage   99.1 

a. The cut value is .500 

 
  

 
Table LL12  
 
Logistic regression observed and predicted frequencies for the predicted model with the Texas 
2007 4th grade state AYP results 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 Predicted 

 did not meet 

AYP met AYP 

 

Observed 

.00 1.00  

did not meet AYP 1385 0 100.0 STATEAYP 

met AYP 0 159983 100.0 

Step 1 

Overall Percentage   100.0 

a. The cut value is .500 

 
  

 
 



629 
 

 
 

 

Table LL13  
 
Logistic Regression Omnibus Test of Model Coefficients assessing goodness of fit with the Texas 
2007 4th grade AYP dataset 
_______________________________________________________________ 
 

    dimension2 

    Chi-square df Sig. 

Step 15937.592 9 .000 

Block 15937.592 9 .000 

dimension0 Step 1 dimension1 

Model 15937.592 9 .000 

 
 
Table LL14  
 
Logistic regression model summary assessing goodness of fit with the Texas 2007 4th grade AYP 
data 
 
 

dimension1 Step 

-2 Log likelihood 

Cox & Snell R 

Square 

Nagelkerke R 

Square 

dimension0 1 .112a .094 1.000 

a.  Estimation terminated at iteration number 6 because parameter estimates changed by 

less than .001. 
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Table LL15 
 
 
Logistic regression analysis for the 2007 Texas 4th grade AYP dataset  
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 

  95% C.I.for EXP(B) 

  B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper 

DUMMYREV 1.848 67.726 .001 1 .978 6.345 .000 2.822E58 

EDPER -870.963 560.948 2.411 1 .121 .000 .000 1.679E99 

NATAMPER 14790.617 39270.849 .142 1 .706 . .000 . 

ASIANPER 4610.234 4115.124 1.255 1 .263 . .000 . 

BLACKPER -890.412 818.811 1.183 1 .277 .000 .000 . 

HISPANICPER -601.592 789.938 .580 1 .446 .000 .000 . 

DUMMYWHITE -136.588 67.069 4.147 1 .042 .000 .000 .006 

ELLPER -110.274 94.191 1.371 1 .242 .000 .000 1.924E32 

Step 1 

SPECIALEDPER 33.556 43.363 .599 1 .439 3.742E14 .000 3.043E51 
 Constant 1678.632 921.827 3.316 1 .069 .   

. 
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Figure LL3. Logistic regression observed and predicted probabilities for the 2007 Texas 4th 
grade AYP dataset 
 

               
             Step number: 1             
               
             Observed Groups and Predicted Probabilities           
               
  160000 +                                                                                                   m+        
         I                                                                                                   mI        
         I                                                                                                   mI        
F        I                                                                                                   mI        
R 120000 +                                                                                                   m+        
E        I                                                                                                   mI        
Q        I                                                                                                   mI        
U        I                                                                                                   mI        
E  80000 +                                                                                                   m+        
N        I                                                                                                   mI        
C        I                                                                                                   mI        
Y        I                                                                                                   mI        
   40000 +                                                                                                   m+        
         I                                                                                                   mI        
         I                                                                                                   mI        
         I                                                                                                   mI        
Predicted ---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+----------        
  Prob:   0       .1        .2        .3        .4        .5        .6        .7        .8        .9         1        
  Group:  ddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm 

               
          Predicted Probability is of Membership for met AYP          
          The Cut Value is .50             
          Symbols: d - did not meet ayp            
                   m - met AYP             
          Each Symbol Represents 10000 Cases.           
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Table LL16  
 
Logistic regression observed and predicted frequencies for the constant model with the Texas 
2007 8th grade state AYP results 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 Predicted 

 did not meet 

AYP met AYP 

 

Observed 

.00 1.00  

did not meet AYP 0 27524 .0 STATEAYP 

met AYP 0 117818 100.0 

Step 1 

Overall Percentage   81.1 

a. The cut value is .500 

 
 

 
Table LL17  
 
Logistic regression observed and predicted frequencies for the predicted model with the Texas 
2007 8th grade state AYP results 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 Predicted 

 did not meet 

AYP met AYP 

 

Observed 

.00 1.00  

did not meet AYP 6540 20984 23.8 STATEAYP 

met AYP 4809 113009 95.9 

Step 1 

Overall Percentage   82.3 

a. The cut value is .500 
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Table LL18  
 
Logistic regression omnibus test of model coefficients assessing goodness of fit with the Texas 
2007 8th grade AYP dataset 
_______________________________________________________________ 
 

    dimension2 

    Chi-square df Sig. 

Step 32362.968 9 .000 

Block 32362.968 9 .000 

dimension0 Step 1 dimension1 

Model 32362.968 9 .000 

 
 
Table LL19 
 
Logistic regression model summary assessing goodness of fit with the Texas 2007 8th grade AYP 
data 
 
 

dimension1 Step 

-2 Log likelihood 

Cox & Snell R 

Square 

Nagelkerke R 

Square 

dimension0 1 108710.054a .200 .321 

a.  Estimation terminated at iteration number 7 because parameter estimates changed by 

less than .001. 
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Table LL20 
 
Logistic regression analysis for the 2007 Texas 8th grade AYP dataset  
 
 

  95% C.I.for EXP(B) 

  B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) Lower Upper 

DUMMYREV -.096 .016 36.734 1 .000 .909 .881  

EDPER -2.426 .053 2081.460 1 .000 .088 .080  

NATAMPER -209.454 3.755 3111.070 1 .000 .000 .000  

ASIANPER 6.155 .313 386.722 1 .000 471.173 255.126  

BLACKPER -11.830 .135 7665.084 1 .000 .000 .000  

HISPANICPER -11.182 .128 7672.348 1 .000 .000 .000  

DUMMYWHITE -1.116 .016 4945.829 1 .000 .328 .318  

ELLPER 1.599 .066 587.699 1 .000 4.946 4.346  

 

SPECIALEDPER -1.560 .072 463.967 1 .000 .210 .182  
 Constant 15.031 .153 9696.433 1 .000 3372716.601   
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Figure LL4. Logistic regression observed and predicted probabilities for the 2007 Texas 8th 
grade AYP dataset 
 
             Step number: 1             
               
             Observed Groups and Predicted Probabilities           
               
   20000 +                                                                                                    +        
         I                                                                                                   1I        
         I                                                                                                   1I        
F        I                                                                                                   1I        
R  15000 +                                                                                                   1+        
E        I                                                                                                   1I        
Q        I                                                                                                   1I        
U        I                                                                                                   1I        
E  10000 +                                                                                                1  1+        
N        I                                                                                                1 11I        
C        I                                                                                                1 11I        
Y        I                                                                                               11 11I        
    5000 +                                                                                       1       11111+        
         I                                                         1 1            1       1  1  11 11 11 11111I        
         I                                                1    1 1 1 1    11   1 11    1 11011  01111 11111111I       
         I                            0   0    0     1   000 0 000 0 01 101111101111 010 000101101111111111111I      
Predicted ---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+----------        
  Prob:   0       .1        .2        .3        .4        .5        .6        .7        .8        .9         1        
  Group:  0000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000011111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111    
               
          Predicted Probability is of Membership for 1.00           
          The Cut Value is .50             
          Symbols: 0 - .00             
                   1 - 1.00              
          Each Symbol Represents 1250 Cases.           
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Spurred by the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, virtually every educational reform 

program now includes an accountability component that requires sound data collection and 

reporting (NCLB, 2002, section 101). Drawing from empirically based and theoretical literature 

in the field, this dissertation examines Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) and the accountability 

provisions found in Title One of the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) reform. States have the 

ability to statistically manipulate their AYP implementation, which may give a false impression 

to the public that AYP is a consistent measure of school effectiveness across the country. The 

literature review  (which was previously published, Maleyko & Gawlik, 2011) identifies the 

measurement concerns with the implementation of AYP, the benefits of AYP, the unintended 

consequences, along with the complexities involved with establishing school accountability and 

the effective and ineffective provisions of the NCLB reform.  



654 
 

 
 

 

   One of the most important parts of the NCLB reform is the set of accountability standards 

for schools, school districts, and states because it is the mechanism in which the framers of 

NCLB believe that school improvement will occur on a national level.  This study examines a 

portion of the NCLB accountability system in order to measure the impact that the legislation is 

having on school reform efforts.  It further addresses the problem of consistency with the 

implementation of AYP in different states by comparing the impact that the reform is having on 

a sample of four states, 1) California, 2) Michigan, 3) North Carolina, and 4) Texas in 

relationship to the 2005 and 2007 National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) in 

reading and mathematics.  School level comparisons of the NAEP and state accountability 

assessments are used to measure differences within the sample. The NAEP data was accessed 

through a restricted level application with the National Center for Educational Statistics(NCES).  

The NAEP is a complicated measurement tool, this study is the first that could be found which 

calculates a school level proficiency score in order to compare results in the sample states.  

Finally, a qualitative methodology was implemented in order to interview teachers and principals 

to measure the type of responses that schools were implementing as a result of NCLB and AYP.   

 The findings from this study show that the use of the NAEP assessment is an effective 

technique to analyze the consistency of AYP among the states.  The findings also show that the 

standards implemented among the sample states in this study are much different.  The 

quantitative data (mathematics and reading assessments in grades 4 and 8) from the years 2005 

and 2007 showed that the Michigan AYP standards and state accountability assessment 

proficiency levels have a close relationship with the basic level NAEP scale proficiency 

standards. The Texas state AYP and state accountability assessment provided for a very low 

correlation with the NAEP at the proficient level NAEP scale and basic level proficiency 
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standard.  The results showed that North Carolina had the closest relationship with the proficient 

level NAEP scale and that the standards in North Carolina and California were more rigorous in 

comparison to Michigan and especially Texas which provided for the lowest rigor with their 

AYP standard in this study. The findings further show that the Economically Disadvantaged 

(ED) status variable was the greatest predictor of success as measured by NCLB and AYP. AYP 

might be doing a better job at measuring ED status vs. actual student achievement. The findings 

from this research study did not indicate that AYP was a measure of the minority status and 

racial subgroups as the quantitative datasets were inconsistent with the impact that different 

subgroups had on state accountability assessment results and AYP between the four sample 

states. 

The findings in this study further indicate that the current accountability provisions in 

NCLB have not been effective in evaluating school performance. The results from the qualitative 

data show that there were some benefits of AYP including the increased sense of urgency with 

data analysis. However, it did not necessarily lead to increased achievement among the schools 

or the implementation of effective school improvement plans and/or classroom instruction.  

Finally, this paper concludes with recommended areas of research for policymakers and 

educators alike who are interested in sustainable reform.  
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