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Purpose of this Study

Determine differences in MEAP and 
NAEP alignment of standards/frameworks
1. Study curriculum content differences
2. To improve Michigan Curriculum Standards
3. To validate use of NAEP and questions tool 

released items for local assessment 
(balanced)

4. Considered but ruled out using differences 
that might explain differences in scores



Difficult to link to 
score variance

Many factors contribute to score variance
Alignment Grade Level Content Expectations 
(GLCE) / NAEP Assessment Framework
Item difficulty
Goal of test / Motivation of students
Testing methods
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Methods in this study

Consensus procedure: Build a cross matrix
NAEP to GLCE (e.g. grades K-4 for NAEP 
Assessment Framework G4)
First pass, MDE Curriculum Specialist Ruth Ann 
Hodges
Second pass, MDE Math Assessment Specialist, 
Kyle Ward
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Standards Comparison Table
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Content Comparisons: 
Percent Overall Coverage

Math Strand Grade 4 Grade 8

Match/Partial Match 82 78

No Match 18 22
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Comparison by Math 
Strands

Michigan GLCE NAEP Framework NCTM
Number and 
Operations

Number Properties and 
Operations

Number and 
Operations

Algebra Algebra Algebra
Geometry Geometry Geometry
Measurement Measurement Measurement
Data and Probability Data Analysis and 

Probability
Data Analysis and 
Probability

6/17/2008 9



NCTM Content Standards Emphasis
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MEAP and NAEP Blueprint Comparison:
Grade 4 Percent of Items

Math Strand MEAP(K-
4) 

Difference NAEP(G4)
Number Properties and 
Operations

44 +4 40

Algebra 16 -4 20

Geometry 17 +2 15

Measurement 16 +6 10

Data Analysis and 
Probability

7 -8 15
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MEAP and NAEP Blueprint Comparison:
Grade 8 Percent of Items

Math Strand MEAP(K5-
8) 

Difference NAEP(G8)
Number Properties and 
Operations

44 +24 20

Algebra 18 -12 30

Geometry 12 -8 20

Measurement 16 +1 15

Data Analysis and 
Probability

12 -3 15
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Non-Matches Useful
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Outcomes

Confirm overlap in standards
Moratorium on GLCE changes for a “few”
years but helpful for future changes

Important to look at  mismatches
Useful to give teachers confidence in 
cooperating on NAEP activities
Useful for Question Tool Training using the 
crosswalk
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MEAP/NAEP Alignment Status Quo 
Problems

NCLB has changed perspective on 
accountability
Alignment does not account for all 
variance

Pedagogy – not fully addressed in any 
assessment system (linkages, balanced 
assessment)
Assessment methods

Depth, type of items (fixed, open response)
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Next Steps
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Prepare and suggest for next 

Math Curriculum Review

Continue use in Question Tool Training

Balanced assessment approaches can 

incorporate NAEP released items



Thank You
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