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What is The Nation’s Report Card?

THE NATION’S REPORT CARD, the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), is the only nationally
representative and continuing assessment of what America’s students know and can do in various subject areas. Since
1969, assessments have been conducted periodically in reading, mathematics, science, writing, history, geography, and
other fields. By making objective information on student performance available to policymakers at the national, state,
and local levels, NAEP is an integral part of our nation’s evaluation of the condition and progress of education. Only
information related to academic achievement is collected under this program. NAEP guarantees the privacy of
individual students and their families.

NAEDP is a congressionally mandated project of the National Center for Education Statistics, the U.S. Department

of Education. The Commissioner of Education Statistics is responsible, by law, for carrying out the NAEP project
through competitive awards to qualified organizations. NAEP reports directly to the Commissioner, who is also
responsible for providing continuing reviews, including validation studies and solicitation of public comment, on

NAEP’s conduct and usefulness.

In 1988, Congress established the National Assessment Governing Board (NAGB) to formulate policy guidelines
for NAEP. The Board is responsible for selecting the subject areas to be assessed from among those included in the
National Education Goals; for setting appropriate student performance levels; for developing assessment objectives and
test specifications through a national consensus approach; for designing the assessment methodology; for developing
guidelines for reporting and disseminating NAEP results; for developing standards and procedures for interstate,
regional, and national comparisons; for determining the appropriateness of test items and ensuring they are free from
bias; and for taking actions to improve the form and use of the National Assessment.
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xecutive Summary

The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) 1s
the nation’s only ongoing representative sample survey of
student achievement in core subject areas. In 2001, NAEP
conducted a geography assessment of the nation’s fourth-,
eighth-, and twelfth-grade students.

Authorized by Congress and administered by the National
Center for Education Statistics (NCES) in the U.S.
Department of Education, NAEP regularly reports to the
public on the educational progress of students in grades 4, 8,
and 12. This report presents the results of the NAEP 2001
geography assessment for the nation. Results in 2001 are
compared to results of the 1994 NAEP geography
assessment, which was the preceding NAEP geography
assessment and the only other geography assessment
conducted under the current framework. Students’
performance on the assessment 1s described in terms of
average scores on a 0-500 scale and in terms of the
percentage of students attaining three achievement levels:
Basic, Proficient, and Advanced. The achievement levels are
performance standards adopted by the National Assessment
Governing Board (NAGB) as part of its statutory
responsibilities. They represent collective judgments of what

students should know and be able to do.

The
Nation’s

Report
Card

Major Findings at
Grades 4, 8,
and 12

Results for
Student
Subgroups

Classroom
Contexts for
Learning

Becoming a
More Inclusive
NAEP
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As provided by law, the Deputy Com-
missioner of Education Statistics, upon
review of a congressionally mandated
evaluation of NAEP, determined that the
achievement levels are to be used on a trial
basis and should be interpreted with
caution. However, both the Deputy Com-
missioner and the NAGB believe these
performance standards are useful for under-
standing trends in student achievement.
They have been widely used by national
and state officials as a common yardstick of
academic performance.

In addition to providing average scores
and achievement-level performance in
geography for the nation’s fourth-, eighth-,
and twelfth-graders, this report provides
results for subgroups of students at those
grade levels defined by various background
characteristics (such as gender, race/
ethnicity, region, parents’ education, etc.)
and classroom contexts for learning. A
summary of major findings from the 2001
NAEP geography assessment is presented
on the following pages. Difterences be-
tween results across years or between
groups of students are discussed only if they
have been determined to be statistically
significant. R eaders are cautioned that the
relationship between a contextual variable
and student performance is not necessarily
causal.

Major Findings at
Grades 4, 8, and 12

Average geography scores for fourth-
and eighth-graders were higher in 2001
than in 1994, while the performance of
twelfth-graders was not significantly
different.

At both grades 4 and 8, score increases
occurred among the lower-performing
students (at the 10th and 25th percentiles).

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY . GEOGRAPHY REPORT CARD

The 2001 geography assessment showed
that 21 percent of fourth-graders, 30
percent of eighth-graders, and 25 per-
cent of twelfth-graders performed at or
above the Proficient level for their
respective grades. These levels are
identified by NAGB as those at which
all students should perform.

Both grades 4 and 8 showed an increase
from 1994 to 2001 in the percentage of
students at or above Basic. There were no
significant changes in the percentage at
or above Proficient at any grade.

Results for Student Subgroups

In addition to overall results, NAEP reports
on the performance of various subgroups
of students. Observed differences between
student subgroups in NAEP geography
performance may reflect a range of socio-

economic and educational factors not
addressed in this report or by NAEP.

There was no statistically significant
change at any grade in the average scores
of either male or female students be-
tween 1994 and 2001.

In 2001 as in 1994, male students at
grades 4, 8, and 12 had higher average
scores than female students.

At grade 4, Black students had higher
average scores in 2001 than in 1994.

In 2001, White, Asian/Pacific Islander,
and American Indian students had
higher average scores than Black and
Hispanic students at all three grades.

The 2001 results show a narrowing of
the average score point difterence be-
tween White students and Black students
at grade 4.



Between 1994 and 2001, the average
scores of fourth-graders increased in the
Northeast, and the average scores of
eighth-graders increased in the Southeast.

Fourth- and eighth-grade students in the
Northeast and Central regions outper-
formed students in the West in 2001, and
students in the Central region also
outperformed their counterparts in the
Southeast. Twelfth-graders in the Central
region had higher average scores than
twelfth-graders in the Southeast.

Twelfth-graders whose parents had not
graduated from high school had higher
average scores in 2001 than in 1994.

The higher the parental education level
reported, the higher the average score
attained by students at both grades 8 and
12 1in 2001.

Eighth-grade public school students had

higher average scores in 2001 than in
1994.

In 2001, nonpublic school students
outperformed public school students at
all three grades.

In 2001, Catholic school students out-
performed public school students at
grades 4, 8, and 12. Apparent differences
between public school and other
nonpublic school students were not
statistically significant.

In 2001, students in rural and urban
fringe locations had higher average
scores than central city students at grades
4. 8,and 12.

At every grade in 2001, the average
score for students who were eligible for
the Free/Reduced-Price School Lunch
program was lower than the average for
students who were not eligible for the
program (i.e., those above the poverty
guidelines).

Classroom Contexts for Learning
NAEP collects information about the
contexts for student learning by adminis-
tering questionnaires to assessed students,
their teachers, and their school administra-
tors. Using the student as the unit of
analysis, NAEP examines the relationship
between selected contextual variables
drawn from these questionnaires and
students’ average scores on the geography
assessment.

Ninety-three percent of fourth-grade
students had teachers who indicated
their graduate/undergraduate major or
minor was elementary education, and
about one-quarter (28 percent) of
eighth-grade students had teachers who
indicated they had a graduate/under-
graduate major or minor in geography
or geography education.

A higher percentage of fourth-grade
students in 2001 had teachers who
reported they were very prepared to
teach geography than did students in
1994. Forty-four percent of eighth-grade
students in 2001 had teachers who
reported they were very prepared to
teach geography.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY . GEOGRAPHY REPORT CARD
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The percentage of eighth-grade students
who studied maps and globes at least
once or twice a week increased in 2001
as compared to 1994.

There was an increase in the percentage
of eighth- and twelfth-grade students
who studied natural resources once or
twice a week in 2001 as compared
with 1994.

The percentages of eighth-grade stu-
dents who studied countries and cultures
in their geography instruction at least
once or twice a week were greater in

2001 than in 1994.

A higher percentage of eighth-graders in
2001 reported taking geography in sixth,
seventh, and eighth grades than did their
counterparts in 1994.

The percentage of twelfth-grade
students taking geography courses at
each grade level during their high
school years increased in 2001 from
the percentage reported in 1994.

In 2001 at grade 8, students who re-
ported taking two or three years of
geography had higher scores than those
who took it for fewer years. Twelfth-
graders who reported taking one year or
less of geography had higher average
scores than those who took 3 or 4 years
of geography.

Students at grades 4, 8, and 12 who used
the Internet or CD-ROM materials to a
small or moderate extent had higher
scores than students who did not use
these tools at all.

GEOGRAPHY REPORT CARD

Becoming a More Inclusive NAEP
In the 2001 geography assessment, the
NAEP program used a split-sample design,
so that trends in students’ geography
achievement could be reported across
assessment years and, at the same time, the
program could continue to examine the
effects of including special-needs students
assessed with accommodations. Included in
this report is an overview of the second set
of results that include special-needs stu-
dents who required and were provided
accommodations during the assessment
administration.

In the sample where accommodations
were not permitted, between 44 and 48
percent of the special-needs students at
each of the three grade levels (between
5 and 8 percent of all students) were
excluded from NAEP testing by their
schools. In the sample where accommo-
dations were offered, between 23 and
24 percent of the special-needs students
were excluded from the assessment
(between 2 and 4 percent of the total
sample).

At grade 8, the average score when
accommodations were permitted was
lower than the average score when
accommodations were not permitted.
At grades 4 and 12, there were no
statistically significant difterences be-
tween the average scores of students
when accommodations were permitted
and when accommodations were not
permitted.



NAEP 2001 Geography Assessment

Introduction
After more than 50 years during which geography was

Chapter

largely replaced by social studies in American public schools,

geography education began to experience a revival during Contents

the 1980s and 1990s.! Contributing to the change was a

growing belief in the relevance of geography to addressing [T
economic, political, and environmental issues at the Geography
Chapter national and global level. Moreover, geography Framework
Focus education was increasingly seen as an essential tool in Geography
the creation of eftective citizens. This process gained Assessment
What is the NAEP momentum through the work of various
geography . . School and
~ssossment? organizations concerned with geography and Student Samples
' geography education. These groups encouraged a _

How does the more positive attitude toward geography and Resortlrtg
NAEP geography o . L esults

assessment provided important guidance for reestablishing
measure and geography in the school curriculum.? Two surveys of ~ NAEP
report student . : _ Achievement
orogress? geographic literacy, in 1988 and 1994, provided Levels

' statistical evidence that student knowledge and skills
. Interpreting
tell far short of what was needed for responsible NAEP Results
citizenship.” By the end of 1990, Congress had authorized

development of a broad-based National Assessment of This Report

Educational Progress (NAEP) geography assessment at

1 Salter, C. L. (1990). Missing the magic carpet: The real significance of geographic ignorance.
Princeton, NJ: Educational Testing Service.

[§S)

Joint Committee on Geographic Education. (1984). Guidelines for geographic education:
Elementary and secondary schools. Washington, DC: Association of American Geographers
and the National Council for Geographic Education.

3 Allen, R., Bettis, N., Kurfman, D., MacDonald, W., Mullis, I.V. S., & Salter, C. (1990).
The geography learning of high school seniors. Princeton, NJ: National Assessment of
Educational Progress, Educational Testing Service.

Persky, H. R, Reese, C. M., O’Sullivan, C.Y., Lazer, S., Moore, J. D., & Shakrani, S.
(1996). NAEP 1994 geography report card. Washington, DC: National Center for
Education Statistics, Office of Educational Research and Improvement,

U.S. Department of Education.
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CHAPTER 1

grades 4, 8, and 12, and the President and
nation’s governors had declared geography
to be one of five core subjects in their
National Education Goals.

Progress toward increasing the promi-
nence of geography in the elementary and
secondary school curriculum has generally
been good. The 1990s saw the publication
of the Geography Framework for the 1994
National Assessment of Educational Progress
and the NAEP geography assessment in
1994, the introduction of the National
Geography Standards, and the institution of
the National Geographic Alliance Net-
work.* The alliance is a professional orga-
nization encouraged and supported with
grants from the National Geographic
Society Education Foundation. Geo-
graphic Alliances are present in all 50 states,
and are comprised of primary, secondary,
community college, and university geogra-
phy educators interested in the enhance-
ment of geography education. The number
of states with geography standards has been
increasing steadily as well. According to
recent data collected by the National
Geographic Society, 48 states plus the
District of Columbia now have geography
standards in place, 37 of which are based
on the National Geography Standards.
However, only 13 states require a geogra-
phy course as a requirement for high
school graduation. Moreover, in 27 states
geography is not tested in mandated state
examinations, while in some other states

the portion of mandated tests devoted to
geography is very small. As a result, there
could be little incentive for teachers to
emphasize geography instruction when
higher stakes are attached to other subjects.”
The results from the 2001 NAEP geography
assessment provide policymakers, educators,
and the general public with a new, objective
tool with which to evaluate the country’s
progress toward geographic literacy.

Overview of the 2001
National Assessment of

Educational Progress

For over 30 years, the National Assessment
of Educational Progress (NAEP) has been
authorized by Congress to collect, analyze,
and report reliable and valid information
about what American students know and
can do in core subject areas. NAEP assesses
the performance of public and nonpublic
school students in grades 4, 8, and 12. In
2001, student performance in geography
and U.S. history was assessed at all three
grades. This report deals only with the
results of the geography assessment.

All NAEP assessments are based on
content frameworks developed through a
national consensus process. The NAEP
2001 geography assessment was the second
administration of an assessment based on
the Geography Framework for the 1994
National Assessment of Educational Progress,
which was originally developed for the
1994 assessment.® In both 1994 and 2001,

4 National Assessment Governing Board. (1994). Geography framework for the 1994 National Assessment of Educational

Progress. Washington, DC: Author.

Geography Education Standards Project. (1994). Geography for life: National geography standards. Washington, DC:

National Geographic Research and Exploration.

5 Munroe, S. and Smith, T. (1998). State geography standards. Fordham Report, 2(2), http://www.edexcellence.net/

standards/geography/geograph.htm.

Dean, A. (2002). Unpublished data. National Geographic Education Foundation.
Council of Chief State School Officers. (2000). Key state education policies on K-12 education: 2000. Washington,

DC: Author.

6 National Assessment Governing Board. (1994). Geography framework for the 1994 National Assessment of Educational

Progress. Washington, DC: Author.
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assessments based on the framework were
administered to national samples of fourth-,
eighth-, and twelfth-graders.

This report describes the results of the
2001 geography assessment at grades 4, 8,
and 12 and compares results in 2001 to
those in 1994. Comparisons across assess-
ment years are possible because the assess-
ments were developed under the same
basic framework and share a common set
of geography questions. In addition, the
populations of students were sampled and
assessed using comparable procedures.

The Geography Framework
Although NAEP had conducted a geogra-
phy assessment at grade 12 in 1988, a more
comprehensive NAEP geography frame-
work was developed for the 1994 assess-
ment. The new framework provided the
operational specifications for both the 1994
and 2001 assessments. The development of
the framework was managed by the Coun-
cil of Chief State School Officers

(CCSSO) and adopted by the National
Assessment Governing Board (NAGB).
Approximately 50 professional geographers,
educators, administrators, and other inter-
ested individuals worked to achieve con-

Figure 1.1

Distribution of
Assessment Time

Space and Place

sensus on the general goals as well as the
specific language of the framework. In
addition, several hundred educational
experts and interested members of the
public contributed to the process, either by
participating in public hearings or by
reviewing drafts. The framework document
produced by this consensus process called
for the assessment of a broad range of
outcomes. It represented an ambitious
vision both of what students should know
and be able to do in geography, and of the
ways in which those competencies should
be tested.

The geography framework is organized
along two dimensions, a content dimension
and a cognitive dimension. The content
dimension forms the heart of the frame-
work. It 1s divided into three main content
areas covering the breadth of geography
learning outcomes—knowledge and
skills—that would flow from good geogra-
phy instruction.

The geography framework specifies the
percentage of assessment time to be
devoted to each content area. Figure 1.1
shows how the assessment time is distrib-
uted for each of the three grades: 40

Environment and Society

Spatial Dynamics and Connections

SOURCE: National Assessment Governing Board, Geography Framework for the 2001 National Assessment of Educational Progress.

CHAPTER 1 . GEOGRAPHY REPORT CARD

3



percent of assessment time goes to Space
and Place, and 30 percent each to Environ-
ment and Society and to Spatial Dynamics
and Connections. The percentages are

development of test questions and because
they determine how much weight each

content area receives in computing overall
test scores. Figure 1.2 provides descriptions

important both because they guide the of each content area.

Figure 1.2

Content Area
Descriptions

Knowledge of geography as it relates to particular places on Earth, to spatial patterns on Earth’s surface,

and to physical and human processes that shape such spatial patterns.
Space is the basic resource and organizing element for geography. Patterns that are illustrated
on maps reflect both natural features and human activities. This content area requires students
to distinguish between and understand the spatial distribution of physical and human charac-
teristics. Students must locate significant features and places on Earth, recognize existing
patterns in the distribution of features and places, and comprehend the reasons for the
development and existence of these patterns.

Knowledge of geography as it relates to the interactions between environment and society.
Geography is an integrative discipline that focuses on the interrelationships between the physical
environment and society. Human adaptation to and modification of the environment have
economic and political implications. Understanding the nature, scale, and ramifications of such
environmental transformations is fundamental in geography education, and is the core of this
content area. Students must be aware that every environmental issue lends itself to many
interpretations, depending on the people’s perspectives. Students must consider such multiple
perspectives as they evaluate decisions about issues, such as land use and resource develop-
ment, because the results of such decisions often have complicated and unpredictable conse-
quences. Learning to make wise decisions concerning the costs and benefits of environmental
modification is an expressed goal of geography education.

Knowledge of geography as it relates to spatial connections among people, places, and regions.

This content area explores critical problems in human interaction. It requires students to
demonstrate comprehension of cultural, economic, and political regions and the connections
among them. Students must understand how peoples and places are alike and how they differ.
They should know that people of every country and every nation are increasingly connected to and
dependent upon other peoples and places of the world for both human and natural resources. In
this content area, students must demonstrate the knowledge that the world’s resources are
unevenly distributed, and an understanding of how this contributes to the movements of people,
patterns of trade, and conflict.

SOURCE: National Assessment Governing Board, Geography Framework for the 1994 and 2001 National Assessment of Educational Progress.
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Three cognitive areas or levels comprise
the cognitive dimension of the geography
assessment. The framework labels them as
Knowing, Understanding, and Applying,
and defines them as follows.
Knowing—What is it? Where is it?

In this area, students are assessed on their
ability to perform two related functions
with respect to information: a) an observa-
tion function and b) a recall function.
Students should be able to observe differ-
ent elements of the landscape and answer
questions by recalling, for example, the
name of a place or a resource indigenous to
a particular country or by finding informa-
tion about trading patterns among several
countries.

Understanding—Why is it there? How did
it get there? What is its significance?

In this area, students attribute meaning
to what has been observed and explain
events. Putting events in context and
explaining them requires students to see
connections among diverse pieces of
geographic information and to use that
information to explain existing patterns
and processes on Earth.

Table 1.1 Geography Assessment Time Across Cognitive Areas

Applying—How can knowledge and
understanding be used to solve geographic
problems?

Applying geography knowledge and
understanding requires a range of higher-
order thinking skills. Students classify,
hypothesize, use inductive and deductive
reasoning, and form problem-solving
models. They use many tools and skills of
geography as they attempt to develop a
comprehensive understanding en route to
proposing viable solutions.

Student performance in the three cogni-
tive areas was not reported on separate
subscales. Rather, the three areas were used
to help guide development of the assess-
ment instrument. The percentages of
assessment time to be devoted to each
cognitive area, as specified in the frame-
work, are displayed in table 1.1.

Together the content and cognitive
dimensions of the assessment form a matrix
in which each content area is measured at
each cognitive level.

Distribution of geography assessment time across cognitive areas, grades 4, 8, and 12: 2001

Knowing
Grade 4 45%
Grade 8 40%
Grade 12 30%

Understanding Applying
30% 25%
30% 30%
30% 40%

SOURCE: National Assessment Governing Board, Geography Framework for the 1994 and 2001 National Assessment of Educational Progress.

CHAPTER 1 . GEOGRAPHY REPORT CARD

5



Geography Assessment

Instruments

As the only federally authorized ongoing
assessment of geography achievement,
NAEP must reflect the spirit of the frame-
work as well as the specifications provided
by it. In order to achieve those goals, the
assessment development process involved
stages of review by measurement experts
and a committee of teachers, teacher
educators, and curriculum specialists expert
in geography. All components of the
assessment were evaluated for curricular
relevance, developmental appropriateness,
and fairness. The National Assessment
Governing Board (NAGB) gave final
approval for NAEP test questions. A list of
the geography development committee
members for the 2001 assessment is pro-
vided in appendix C.

The 2001 geography assessment booklets
at grades 4, 8,and 12 contained either three
or four sections: a set of general background
questions, a set of subject-related back-
ground questions, and one or two sets, or
“blocks,” of cognitive questions assessing
knowledge and skills in geography. The
general background questions are used to
collect some important basic information
about students. These questions tend to
remain fairly constant across difterent
NAEP assessments. The subject-related
questions are designed for specific assess-
ments or for assessments given in an indi-
vidual year. The questions in the geography
assessment asked students to give informa-
tion about their school practices, such as
the frequency with which they used the
Internet or a CD-ROM to study geogra-
phy, how often they received instruction in
using maps and globes, and when they had

. GEOGRAPHY REPORT CARD

taken a geography course. All students
participating in the geography assessment at
a particular grade received the same back-
ground questions.

The geography assessment as a whole
contained 91 questions at grade 4, 124
questions at grade 8, and 123 questions at
grade 12.The grade 4 assessment was
divided into six 25-minute blocks, while
both the grade 8 and grade 12 assessments
contained nine blocks, eight of which were
25-minute blocks and one of which was a
50-minute block. However, to reduce the
burden on individuals, each student an-
swered only a small portion of the total
number of questions—either two 25-
minute blocks or one 50-minute block.
The 50-minute blocks administered at
grades 8 and 12 focused on a particular
geographic topic. In addition, one block at
each grade was based entirely upon a
student atlas that was provided to students.
The assessment time for each grade, there-
fore, was 50 minutes plus the 10-15 min-
utes needed to complete the background
questions.

Each block of geography questions
consisted of both multiple-choice and
“constructed-response” questions. (“Con-
structed response” is the term used to
describe test questions in which students
produce their own response, as distinct
from multiple-choice questions, in which
students choose an answer from one of
several options.) Typically, a block will
contain about 16—18 questions, but there is
considerable variation depending on the
balance between multiple-choice and
constructed-response questions. Overall,
more than 50 percent of student assessment
time was devoted to the latter question



type. In addition, of the time reserved for
constructed-response questions approxi-
mately 20 percent was used for “produc-
tion” questions in which students engaged
in such tasks as indicating place locations
on outline maps, drawing routes between
points on a map, and drawing maps and
diagrams based upon written descriptions.
Two types of constructed-response ques-
tions were used:

short-constructed-response questions
that required students to provide brief
written answers of one or two sentences
or complete a limited production task;
and

extended-constructed-response ques-
tions that required students to provide
answers of a paragraph or more in length
or engage in an extensive production

task like producing a map.

Examples of multiple-choice, short- and
extended-constructed-response and pro-
duction questions are provided in chapter
6. Additional information about the design
of the 2001 geography assessment is pre-
sented in appendix A.

Description of School

and Student Samples

The NAEP 2001 geography assessment
included representative samples of both
public and nonpublic schools. For the
reporting sample, approximately 7,000
fourth-graders, 9,000 eighth-graders, and
9,000 twelfth-graders were assessed. The
number of schools in the reporting sample
were 365 at fourth grade, 369 at eighth
grade, and 374 at twelfth grade. Each
selected school that participated in the
assessment and each student assessed
represent a portion of the population of
interest. For additional information on

sample sizes and participation rates, see
appendix A.

This report contains two different sets of
national results based on two reporting
samples that differed in terms of whether
or not accommodations were made avail-
able to special-needs students. The national
results presented in chapters 2, 3, 4, and 6
of this report are based on a nationally
representative sample that included special-
needs students only if they could be as-
sessed meaningfully without accommoda-
tions. These results can be compared to
those from 1994 because accommodations
were also not made available in that assess-
ment year. Chapter 5 presents a second set
of national results from 2001 for a repre-
sentative sample that includes the perfor-
mance of students who required and were
provided with accommodations (e.g.,
bilingual dictionary, extended time, small
group testing). No comparison of these
results to those from 1994 can be made
because of the inclusion of these accom-
modated special-needs students.

In the sample that did not permit ac-
commodations, 8 percent of fourth-graders,
8 percent of eighth-graders, and 5 percent
of twelfth-graders were excluded from the
geography assessment in 2001. School staft’
familiar with these students made the
determination, based upon NAEP’ inclu-
sion criteria, that these students could not
be assessed meaningfully without accom-
modations because of their disability and/
or limited English proficiency. In 1994, 5
percent at both the fourth- and eighth-
grades, and 3 percent at the twelfth-grade
were excluded. Additional information
regarding exclusion rates is provided in
appendix A.

CHAPTER 1 .
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Reporting the

Assessment Results

Student performance on the NAEP geog-
raphy assessment is presented in two ways:
as average scores on the NAEP geography
scale, and in terms of the percentage of
students attaining NAEP geography
achievement levels. The average scale
scores are a measure of what students know
and can do in geography. The achievement-
level results indicate the degree to which
students’ performance meets expectations of
what they should know and be able to do.

Average scale score results are presented
on the NAEP geography composite scale,
which ranges from 0-500. Students’ re-
sponses on the NAEP 2001 geography
assessment were analyzed to determine the
percentages of students that responded
correctly to each multiple-choice question
and the percentages of students that re-
sponded at each score level for the con-
structed-response questions. Scales that
summarize results for each of the three
content areas described earlier were cre-
ated. The composite scale is a weighted
average of the separate subscales for the
three content areas. The weight for each
content area corresponds to its relative
importance as prescribed in the NAEP
geography framework. A full description of
NAEP scale procedures can be found in
the forthcoming NAEP 2001 Technical
Report.

Achievement-level results are presented
in terms of geography achievement levels

as authorized by the NAEP legislation and
adopted by the National Assessment
Governing Board (NAGB).” For each
grade tested, NAGB has adopted three
achievement levels: Basic, Proficient, and
Advanced. For reporting purposes, the
achievement-level cut scores are placed on
the geography scale, resulting in four
ranges: below Basic, Basic, Proficient, and
Advanced.

The Setting of
Achievement Levels
The 1988 NAEP legislation that created
the National Assessment Governing Board
directed the Board to identify “appropriate
achievement goals...for each subject area”
that NAEP measures.® The 2001 NAEP
reauthorization reaffirmed many of the
Board’s statutory responsibilities, including
developing “appropriate student achieve-
ment levels for each grade or age in each
subject area to be tested ... """ To follow
this directive and achieve the mandate of
the 1988 statute to “improve the form and
use of NAEP results,” NAGB undertook
the development of student performance
standards called “achievement levels.” Since
1990 the Board has adopted achievement
levels in mathematics, reading, U.S. history,
geography, science, writing, and civics.
The Board defined three levels for each
grade: Basic, Proficient,and Advanced. The
Basic level denotes partial mastery of the
knowledge and skills that are fundamental
for proficient work at a given grade. The
Proficient level represents solid academic

7 No Child Left Behind Act of 2001: Reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. Pub. L. No.

107-110 (H.R. 1).

National Assessment of Educational Progress Improvement Act of 1988. Pub. L. No. 100-297, 20, U.S.C. 1211.
8 National Assessment of Educational Progress Improvement Act of 1988. Pub. L. No. 100-297, 20, U.S.C. 1211.
9 No Child Left Behind Act of 2001: Reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. Pub. L. No.

107-110 (H.R. 1).
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performance. Students reaching this level
demonstrate competency over challenging
subject matter. The Advanced level pre-
sumes mastery of both the Basic and Profi-
cient levels and superior performance.
Figure 1.3 presents the policy definitions of
the achievement levels that apply across all
grades and subject areas. The policy defini-
tions guided the development of the
geography achievement levels, as well as

Figure 1.3

Achievement Levels

the achievement levels established in all
other subject areas. Adopting three levels
of achievement for each grade signals the
importance of looking at more than one
standard of performance. The Board
believes, however, that all students should
reach the Proficient level: the Basic level 1s
not the desired goal, but rather represents
partial mastery that is a step toward Proficient.

Policy definitions of the three NAEP achievement levels

This level denotes partial mastery of prerequisite knowledge and skills that are

This level represents solid academic performance for each grade assessed. Students

reaching this level have demonstrated competency over challenging subject matter,
including subject-matter knowledge, application of such knowledge to real-world

Basic
fundamental for proficient work at each grade.
Proficient
situations, and analytical skills appropriate to the subject matter.
Advanced  This level signifies superior performance.

SOURCE: National Assessment Governing Board.

The achievement levels in this report
were adopted by the Board based on a
standard-setting process designed and
conducted under a contract with ACT, Inc.
To develop these levels, ACT convened a
cross section of educators and interested
citizens from across the nation and asked
them to judge what students should know
and be able to do relative to a body of
content reflected in the NAEP framework
for geography. This achievement-level-
setting process was reviewed by a variety of
individuals including policymakers, repre-
sentatives of professional organizations,
teachers, parents, and other members of the
general public. Prior to adopting these

levels of student achievement, NAGB
engaged a large number of persons to
comment on the recommended levels and
to review the results.

The results of the achievement-level-
setting process, after NAGB’s approval,
became a set of achievement-level descrip-
tions and a set of achievement-level cut
points on the 0-500 NAEP geography
scale. The cut points are the scores that
define the boundaries between below
Basic, Basic, Proficient, and Advanced perfor-
mance at grades 4, 8,and 12. The Board
established these geography achievement
levels based upon the geography content
framework.
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Achievement-Level at the Advanced level also demonstrate the

Descriptions for Each Grade skills and knowledge associated with both

Specific definitions of the Basic, Proficient, the Basic and the Proficient levels. For each

and Advanced geography achievement levels achievement level listed in figures 1.4

for grades 4, 8, and 12 are presented in through 1.6, the scale score that corre-

figures 1.4 through 1.6.As noted previ- sponds to the beginning of that level is

ously, the achievement levels are cumula- shown in parentheses. For example, in

tive. Therefore, students performing at the figure 1.4 the scale score of 240 corre-

Proficient level also display the competencies sponds to the beginning of the grade 4

associated with the Basic level, and students Proficient level of achievement.

Figure 1.4 Descriptions of NAEP geography achievement levels for grade 4

Achievement
Levels

Basic  Students should be able to use words or diagrams to define basic geography vocabulary;

(187) identify personal behaviors and perspectives related to the environment, and describe some
environmental and cultural issues in their community; use visual and technology tools to
access information; identify major geographic features on maps and globes; be able to read
and draw simple maps, map keys, and legends; demonstrate how people depend upon, use,
and adapt to the environment; and give examples of the movement of people, goods, services,
and ideas from one place to another. In addition to demonstrating an understanding of how
individuals are alike and different, they should demonstrate a knowledge of the ways people
depend on each other.

Proficient  Students should be able to use fundamental geographic knowledge and vocabulary to identify
(240)  basic geographic patterns and processes; describe an environmental or cultural issue from

more than one perspective; and read and interpret information from visual and technological
tools such as photograph maps and globes, aerial photography, and satellite images. They
should be able to use number and letter grids to plot specific locations; understand relative
location terms; and sketch simple maps and describe and/or draw landscapes they have
observed or studied. Proficient students should be able to illustrate how people depend upon,
adapt to, and modify the environment, describe and/or illustrate geographic aspects of a
region using fundamental geographic vocabulary and give reasons for current human
migration; discuss the impact a location has upon cultural similarities and differences; and
be able to demonstrate how an event in one location can have an impact upon another
location.

Advanced  Students should be able to use basic geographic knowledge and vocabulary to describe global
(276)  patterns and processes; describe ways individuals can protect and enhance environmental
quality; describe how modifications to the environment may have a variety of consequences;
explain differing perspectives that apply to local environmental or cultural issues; and
demonstrate an understanding of forces that result in migration, changing demographics,
and boundary changes. They should be able to solve simple problems by applying information
learned through working with visual and technological tools such as aerial and other
photographs, maps and globes, atlases, news media, and computers. They should be able to
construct models and sketch and label maps of their own state, the United States, and the
world; use them to describe and compare differences, similarities, and patterns of change in
landscapes; and be able to predict the impact a change one location can have on another.
They should be able to analyze the ways individuals and groups interact.
SOURCE: National Assessment Governing Board, Geography Framework for the 1994 and 2001 National Assessment of Educational Progress.
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Figure 1.5 Descriptions of NAEP geography achievement levels for grade 8

Achievement
Levels

Basic  Students should possess fundamental knowledge and vocabulary of concepts relating to

(242)  patterns, relationships, distance, directions, scale, boundary, site, and situation; solve
fundamental locational questions using latitude and longitude; interpret simple map scales;
identify continents and their physical features, oceans, and various cities; respond accurately
to descriptive questions using information obtained by use of visual and technological tools
such as geographic models and/or translate that information into words; explain differences
between maps and globes; and find a wide range of information using an atlas or almanac.
Students should be able to recognize and illustrate the relationships that exist between
humans and their environments, and provide evidence showing how physical habitat can
influence human activity. They should be able to define a region and identify its distinguishing
characteristics. Finally, they should be able to demonstrate how the interaction that takes place
between and among regions is related to the movement of people, goods, services, and ideas.

Proficient  Students should possess a fundamental geographic vocabulary; understand geography’s
(282)  analytical concepts; solve locational questions requiring integration of information from two

or more sources, such as atlases or globes; compare information presented at different
scales; and identify a wide variety of physical and cultural features and describe regional
patterns. Students should be able to respond accurately to interpretive questions using
geography’s visual and technological tools and translate that information into patterns;
identify differences in map projections and select proper projections for various purposes; and
develop a case study working with geography’s analytical concepts. In addition, students
should be able to describe the physical and cultural characteristics of places; explain how
places change due to human activity; and explain and illustrate how the concept of regions
can be used as a strategy for organizing and understanding Earth’s surface. Students should
be able to analyze and interpret data bases and case studies, as well as use information from
maps to describe the role that regions play in influencing trade and migration patterns and
cultural and political interaction.

Advanced  Students should have a command of extensive geographic knowledge, analytical concepts,
(315)  and vocabulary; be able to analyze spatial phenomena using a variety of sources with

information presented at a variety of scales and show relationships between them; and use
case studies for special analysis and to develop maps and other graphics. Students should be
able to identify patterns of climate, vegetation, and population across Earth’s surface and
interpret relationships between and among these patterns, and use one category of a map or
aerial photograph to predict other features of a place such as vegetation based on climate or
population density based on topographic features. Students should also be able to relate the
concept of region to specific places and explain how regions change over time due to a variety
of factors. They should be able to profile a region of their own design using geographic
concepts, tools, and skills.

SOURCE: National Assessment Governing Board, Geography Framework for the 1994 and 2001 National Assessment of Educational Progress.
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Figure 1.6 Descriptions of NAEP geography achievement levels for grade 12

Achievement
Levels

Basic  Students should possess a knowledge of concepts and terms commonly used in physical and

(270)  human geography as well as skills enabling them to employ applicable units of measurement
and scale when solving simple locational problems using maps and globes. They should be
able to read maps; provide examples of plains, plateaus, hills, and mountains; and locate
continents, major bodies of water, and selected countries and cities. They should be able to
interpret geographic data and use visual and technological tools such as charts, tables,
cartograms, and graphs; know the nature of and be able to identify several basic types of
map projection; understand the basic physical structure of the planet; explain and apply
concepts such as continental drift and plate tectonics; and describe geography’s analytical
concepts using case studies. Students should have a comprehensive understanding of spatial
relationships including the ability to recognize patterns that exist across Earth in terms of
phenomena, including climate regions, time zones, population distributions, availability of
resources, vegetation zones, and transportation and communication networks. They should be
able to develop data bases about specific places and provide a simple analysis about their
importance.

Proficient  Students should have an extensive understanding and knowledge of the concepts and
(305)  terminology of physical and human geography. They should be able to use geographic

concepts to analyze spatial phenomena and to discuss economic, political, and social factors
that define and interpret space. They should be able to do this through the interpretation of
maps and other visual and technological tools, through the analysis of case studies, the
utilization of data bases, and the selection of appropriate research materials. Students
should be able to design their own maps based on descriptive data; describe the physical and
cultural attributes of major world regions; relate the spatial distribution of population to
economic and environmental factors; and report both historical and contemporary events
within a geographic framework using tools such as special purpose maps, and primary and
secondary source materials.

Advanced  Students should possess a comprehensive understanding of geographic knowledge and
(339)  concepts; apply this knowledge to case studies; formulate hypotheses and test geographic
models that demonstrate complex relationships between physical and human phenomena;
apply a wide range of map skills; develop maps using fundamental cartographic principles
including translating narratives about places and events into graphic representations, and
use other visual and technological tools to perform locational analysis and interpret spatial
relationships. Students should also be able to undertake sophisticated analysis from aerial
photographs or satellite imagery and other visuals. Advanced students should be able to
develop criteria assessing issues relating to human spatial organization and environmental
stability and, through research skills and the application of critical thinking strategies,
identify alternative solutions. They should be able to compile data bases from disparate
pieces of information and from these data bases develop generalizations and speculations
about outcomes when data change.
SOURCE: National Assessment Governing Board, Geography Framework for the 1994 and 2001 National Assessment of Educational Progress.
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The Trial Status of

Achievement Levels

The 2001 NAEP reauthorization law
requires that the achievement levels be
used on a trial basis until the Commis-
sioner of Education Statistics determines
that the achievement levels are “reasonable,
valid, and informative to the public.”'’
Until that determination is made, the law
requires the Commissioner and the Board
to state clearly the trial status of the
achievement levels in all NAEP reports.

In 1993, the first of several congression-
ally mandated evaluations of the achieve-
ment-level-setting process concluded that
the procedures used to set the achievement
levels were flawed and that the percentage
of students at or above any particular
achievement-level cutpoint may be under-
estimated."" Others have critiqued these
evaluations, asserting that the weight of the
empirical evidence does not support such
conclusions.'?

In response to the evaluations and
critiques, NAGB conducted an additional
study of the 1992 reading achievement
levels before deciding to use those reading
achievement levels for reporting 1994

NAEDP results.”” When reviewing the
findings of this study, the National Acad-
emy of Education (NAE) Panel expressed
concern about what it saw as a “confirma-
tory bias” in the study and about the
inability of this study to “address the panel’s
perception that the levels had been set too
high.”"* In 1997, the NAE Panel summa-
rized its concerns with interpreting NAEP
results based on the achievement levels as
tollows:

First, the potential instability of the levels
may interfere with the accurate portrayal of
trends. Second, the perception that few American
students are attaining the higher standards we
have set for them may deflect attention to the
wrong aspects of education reform. The public has
indicated its interest in benchmarking against
international standards, yet it is noteworthy that
when American students performed very well on
a 1991 international reading assessment, these
results were discounted because they were
contradicted by poor performance against the
possibly flawed NAEP reading achievement
levels in the following year."®

The National Center for Education
Statistics and the National Assessment
Governing Board have sought and con-

10 No Child Left Behind Act of 2001: R eauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. Pub. L. No.

107-110 (H.R. 1).

11 United States General Accounting Office. (1993). Education achievement standards: NAGB’s approach yields misleading
interpretations. U.S. General Accounting Office Report to Congressional R equestors. Washington, DC: Author.

National Academy of Education. (1993). Setting performance standards for achievement: A report of the National Academy
of Education Panel on the evaluations of the NAEP Tiial State Assessment: An evaluation of the 1992 achievement levels.

Stanford, CA: Author.

12 Cizek, G. (1993). Reactions to National Academy of Education report. Washington, DC: National Assessment Governing

Board.

Kane, M. (1993). Comments on the NAE evaluation of the NAGB achievement levels. Washington, DC: National

Assessment Governing Board.
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tinue to seek new and better ways to set
performance standards on NAEP.'® For
example, NCES and NAGB jointly spon-
sored a national conference on standard
setting in large-scale assessments, which
explored many issues related to standard
setting.'” Although new directions were
presented and discussed, a proven alterna-
tive to the current process has not yet been
identified. The Deputy Commissioner of
Education Statistics and the Board con-
tinue to call on the research community to
assist in finding ways to improve standard
setting for reporting NAEP results.

The most recent congressionally man-
dated evaluation conducted by the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences (NAS) relied
on prior studies of achievement levels,
rather than carrying out new evaluations,
on the grounds that the process has not
changed substantially since the initial
problems were identified. Instead, the NAS
Panel studied the development of the 1996
science achievement levels. The NAS Panel
basically concurred with earlier congres-
sionally mandated studies. The Panel
concluded that “NAEP’s current achieve-
ment-level-setting procedures remain
fundamentally flawed. The judgment tasks
are difficult and confusing; raters’ judg-
ments of different item types are internally

inconsistent; appropriate validity evidence
for the cut scores 1s lacking; and the process

has produced unreasonable results.”'®

The NAS Panel accepted the continuing
use of achievement levels in reporting
NAEP results on a developmental basis,
until such time as better procedures can be
developed. Specifically, the NAS Panel
concluded that “....tracking changes in the
percentages of students performing at or
above those cut scores (or, in fact, any
selected cut scores) can be of use in de-
scribing changes in student performance

over time.”"

The National Assessment Governing
Board urges all who are concerned about
student performance levels to recognize
that the use of these achievement levels 1s a
developing process and is subject to various
interpretations. The Board and the Deputy
Commissioner believe that the achieve-
ment levels are useful for reporting trends
in the educational achievement of students
in the United States.”’ In fact, achievement-
level results have been used in reports by
the President of the United States, the
Secretary of Education, state governors,
legislators, and members of Congress.
Government leaders in the nation and in
more than 40 states use these results in
their annual reports.

16 Reckase, Mark, D. (2000). The evolution of the NAEP achievement levels setting process: A summary of the research and
development efforts conducted by ACT. Towa City, IA:ACT, Inc.

17" National Assessment Governing Board and National Center for Education Statistics. (1995). Proceedings of the joint
conference on standard setting for large-scale assessments of the National Assessment Governing Board (NAGB) and the
National Center for Education Statistics (NCES). Washington, DC: Government Printing Office.

18 Pellegrino, J.W., Jones, L.R., & Mitchell, K.J. (Eds.). (1998). Grading the nation’s report card: evaluating NAEP and
transforming the assessment of educational progress. Committee on the Evaluation of National Assessments of Educa-
tional Progress, National Research Council. (p.182). Washington, DC: National Academy Press.

19 Ibid., page 176.

20 Forsyth, Robert A. (2000). A description of the standard-setting procedures used by three standardized test
publishers. In Student performance standards on the National Assessment of Educational Progress: Affirmations and
improvements. Washington, DC: National Assessment Governing Board.

Nellhaus, Jeffrey M. (2000). States with NAEP-like performance standards. In Student performance standards on the
National Assessment of Educational Progress: Affirmations and improvements. Washington, DC: National Assessment

Governing Board.
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However, based on the congressionally
mandated evaluations so far, the Deputy
Commissioner agrees with the National
Academy’s recommendation that caution
needs to be exercised in the use of the
current achievement levels. Therefore, the
Deputy Commissioner concludes that
these achievement levels should continue
to be used on a trial basis and should
continue to be interpreted with caution.

Interpreting NAEP Results

The average scores and percentages pre-
sented in this report are estimates based on
samples of students rather than on entire
populations. Moreover, the collection of
questions used at each grade level is but a
sample of the many questions that could
have been asked to assess student knowl-
edge of the framework content. As such,
the results are subject to a measure of
uncertainty, reflected in the standard error
of the estimates—a range of a few points
plus or minus the score—which accounts
for potential score fluctuation due to
sampling error and measurement error.
The standard errors for the estimated scale
scores and percentages in this report are
provided in appendix B.

The differences between scale scores and
between percentages discussed in the
following chapters take into account the
standard errors associated with the esti-
mates. Comparisons are based on statistical
tests that consider both the magnitude of
the difference between the group average
scores or percentages and the standard

errors of those statistics. Estimates based on
smaller subgroups are likely to have rela-
tively large standard errors. As a conse-
quence, some seemingly large differences
may not be statistically significant. When
this is the case, the term “apparent difter-
ences’ 1s used in this report. Throughout
this report, differences between scores or
between percentages are pointed out only
when they are significant from a statistical
perspective. All differences reported are
significant at the 0.05 level with appropri-
ate adjustments for multiple comparisons.
The term “significant” identifies statistically
dependable population differences to help
inform dialogue among policymakers,
educators, and the public.

Readers are cautioned against interpret-
ing NAEP results in a causal sense. Infer-
ences related to student subgroup perfor-
mance or to the effectiveness of public and
nonpublic schools, for example, should take
into consideration the many socioeco-
nomic and educational factors that may
also affect performance in geography.

Overview of the

Remaining Report

The results in chapters 2, 4 and 6 of this
report are based on the set of data with no
accommodations offered to students.
Findings are presented for the nation and
for all the major reporting subgroups
included in all NAEP report cards. Com-
parisons with results from the 1994 assess-
ment are noted where the data permit.
Chapter 4 examines contexts for learning
geography in terms of classroom practices
and student variables.

CHAPTER 1 . GEOGRAPHY REPORT CARD
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NAEP has sought to assess samples that
are as inclusive as possible. Nevertheless,
there has always been some exclusion of
students with disabilities (SD) and limited
English proficient (LEP) students who
could not be assessed meaningfully without
accommodations. Local school officials
have made decisions about exclusion in
accordance with explicit criteria provided
by NAEP. In order to expand the propor-
tion of students who can be assessed
meaningfully, NAEP began in recent
assessments to explore the use of accom-
modations with special-needs students.
Chapter 5 presents an overview of a second
set of results—those that include students
who were provided accommodations
during the test administration. By including
these results in the nation’s geography
report card, NAEP continues a phased
transition toward a more inclusive report-
ing sample. Future assessment results will
be based solely on a student and school
sample in which accommodations are
permitted.

. GEOGRAPHY REPORT CARD

Chapter 6 provides sample assessment
questions and student responses from the
2001 assessment. Also presented in chapter
6 are item maps that position selected
question descriptions along the NAEP
geography scale where they are likely to be
answered successfully by students. The
descriptions used on these item maps focus
on the geography skills or knowledge
needed to answer the question. The data
presented in both chapters 4 and 6 are
based on the set of results that did not
include accommodated special-needs
students.

This report also contains appendices that
support or augment the results presented.
Appendix A contains an overview of the
NAEP geography framework and specifica-
tions, information on the national sample,
and a more detailed description of the
major reporting subgroups featured in
chapters 2 and 3. Appendix B contains the
full data with standard errors for all tables
and figures in this report. Appendix C
contains a list of the NAEP geography

committee members.



Average Scale Score and
Achievement-Level Results for the Nation

Overview

This chapter presents the NAEP 2001 geography assessment
results for the nation at grades 4, 8, and 12. Student
performance is described by average scale scores on the
NAEP geography composite scale, which ranges from 0 to
500, and in terms of percentages of students who attained

each of the three geography achievement levels: Basic,

Chapter

Focus

Are the nation’s
fourth-, eighth-,
and twelfth-
graders making
progress in
geography?

Chapter

Contents

Overview

Average Scale
Proficient, and Advanced. Results of the NAEP 2001 Score Results

geography assessment are compared with results from
Scale Scores by

the NAEP geography assessment given in 1994. This Percentile

comparison is possible because the assessments share a

common set of geography exercises based on the Achievement-
current geography framework and because the LovelResults
populations of students were sampled and assessed

using comparable procedures. The results for this

chapter are based on testing conditions comparable to

those offered in 1994 when accommodations for

special-needs students were not offered. Special-needs

students who could participate without

accommodations were included. A second set of

results were obtained in 2001 that includes the

performance of students who required and were provided

accommodations. Results for the 2001 assessment that

include special-needs students tested with accommodations

are presented in chapter 5.
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Average Scale Score Results As seen in figure 2.1, the average score of

The results of the 2001 geography assess- tourth-graders rose from 206 to 209, and
ment show higher average scores than the the average score of eighth-graders rose
results in 1994 at grades 4 and 8, and no from 260 to 262.

statistically significant change at grade 12.

Figure 2.1 Average geography scale scores, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1994 and 2001

National Scale Score
Results

5[][])
290
280
270 N
260 | 260 m——WM262 " Grade 8
250
240
230
220

*
210 206 ¢ 9209 Grade 4
200 |

1l

285 ——11285 Grade 12

1994 2001

* Significantly different from 1994.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1994 and 2001 Geography Assessments.
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Scale Scores by Percentile

An examination of percentile scores pro-
vides additional information about student
performance across the score distribution.
The percentile indicates the percentage of
students whose scores fell below a particu-
lar point on the NAEP geography scale.
The advantage of viewing percentile scores
is that they show how students with lower

Figure 2.2

National Performance
Distribution

or higher ability performed compared to
the national average. In addition, the
percentile data show whether trends in the
national average scores are reflected in
scores at other levels of the performance
distribution. Figure 2.2 shows the geogra-
phy scale scores for grades 4, 8, and 12 at
the 10th, 25th, 50th, 75th, and 90th per-
centiles for the 1994 and 2001 assessments.

Grade4 2 Grade 8 g Grade 12 &
500 | g 500 | g 500 | :
260'] ML v 330 v

257 A— Q954 anth
250 ‘ 300 | 30244308 90 a0 | 34— U419 aonn
200 a1 d— Loge st B0 | ek Sass s P10 s0sd ags g
230 280 300
220 270 290
287 (1287 50h
210 911 1212 50th 260 263 [],/—[] 265 50th 280
200 250 L RS R P
1 24 241 25th 2
o ./-lsa*zath L 0
180 | 179 230 250 4 &2 10ih
170 220 217* 10 240
We— |
160 158 10t 210 230
150 | e / 200 220
140 | 190 | 210
oL oL oL
1994 2001 1994 2001 1994 2001

* Significantly different from 1994.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of

Educational Progress (NAEP), 1994 and 2001 Geography Assessments.
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At grades 4 and 8, scores at the two
lowest percentiles (10th and 25th) were
higher in 2001 than in 1994, suggesting
that much of the improvement seen at
grades 4 and 8 was concentrated among
the lower-performing students. Other
apparent changes at these two grades were
not statistically significant. At grade 12,
consistent with national average score
results, none of the apparent differences in
percentile scores was statistically significant.

Achievement-Level Results

The results of student performance are not
only reported using scores on the NAEP
geography scale, but also using geography
achievement levels. The achievement levels
are performance standards adopted by the
National Assessment Governing Board
(NAGB), based on the collective judgments
of experts about what students should be
expected to know and be able to do.
Viewing student performance from this
perspective provides some insight into the
adequacy of students’ knowledge and skills
and the extent to which they achieved
expected levels of performance. A discus-
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sion of the trial status of achievement levels
is in chapter 1.

Figure 2.3 presents achievement-level
results for grades 4, 8, and 12. The results
are shown in two ways: 1) the percentage
of students within each achievement-level
interval, and 2) the percentage of students
at or above the Basic level and at or above
the Proficient level. The text that follows
discusses significant difterences at or above
Basic and Proficient, which are marked with
* in the figures. Differences within
achievement levels are not discussed al-
though they are shown in the figures. In
reading figure 2.3, it is necessary to keep in
mind that the percentages at or above
specific achievement levels are cumulative.
Included among the percentage of students
at or above the Basic level are also those
who have achieved the Proficient and
Advanced levels of performance, and in-
cluded among students at or above the
Proficient level are also those who have
attained the Advanced level of performance.



Figure 2.3

National Achievement-
Level Results

Grade 4 Grade 8
Advanced 3% 2% Advanced 4% 4%
- o Atorab
proficient | 19% | 399, 19%121% | | ot proficient | 24% .~ 26% M or above
28% 30% Proficient
Basic Basic
70% * At or above 11% * At or above
2 14% Basic 2 14% Basic
Below Below
Basic Basic

1994 2001 1994 2001

Grade 12
Advanced 2% 1%
Proficient | 95% 23% At or ahove
° 21% 25% Proficient
Basic
o At or ahove
10% 11% | Basic
Below
Basic

1994 2001

* Significantly different from 1994.

NOTE: Percentages within each geography achievement level may not add to 100, or to the exact percentages at or above achievement levels, due to rounding.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1994 and 2001 Geography Assessments.
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The NAGB has identified the Proficient
achievement level as the minimum level at
which all students should perform. In 2001,
21 percent of fourth-graders, 30 percent of
eighth-graders, and 25 percent of twelfth-
graders were at or above the Proficient level.
Across years, the improvement in perfor-
mance seen in the fourth- and eighth-
grade average scale scores is reflected in

CHAPTER 2 . GEOGRAPHY REPORT CARD

achievement-level performance. Both
grades show an increase from 1994 to 2001
in the percentage of students at or above
Basic and a decrease in the percentage of
students below Basic. As in 1994, only a
small percentage of students at any grade
reached the Advanced level in 2001: 2
percent at fourth grade, 4 percent at eighth
grade, and 1 percent at twelfth grade.



Average Scale Scores and Achievement-
Level Results for Selected Subgroups

In addition to reporting on the performance of all students,

INAEP also provides results for various subgroups of students

at each grade. Examining subgroup results provides insight,

not only into how these groups of students performed in

comparison to one another, but also into how each group

Chapter

Contents

Gender
has progressed over time. In light of recent educational
reform efforts that focus on improving the achievement of Race/Ethnicity
all students, the information presented in this chapter :
Region of the
serves as a valuable indicator on the nation’s progress Country
Chapter in meeting its educational goals. b
arents’
Focus Results for the NAEP 2001 geography B
Are selected assessment are presented by gender, race/ethnicity, N otsanog
subgroups of region of the country, parents” highest level of ype ot 5ehoo
students making education, type of school, type of location, students’ Type of Location
rogress in
geoggraphy? eligibility for the Free/Reduced-Price School Lunch Eloibility or
program. For all subgroups except type of location Free/gReduzed-
and free/reduced-price school lunch eligibility, Price School

results of the 2001 assessment are compared with
those of the 1994 assessment.
Differences reported in this chapter between

demographic subgroups for the 2001 assessment and

Lunch Program

between the 2001 and 1994 assessments are based on
statistical tests that consider both the magnitude of the
difference between the group average scores or percentages

and the standard errors of those statistics. Differences
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between groups and between assessment
years are discussed only if they have been
determined to be statistically significant.
Throughout this chapter, differences
between 1994 and 2001 are marked in the
figures. Difterences within 2001 are not
marked, but where such differences are
discussed in the text, they are statistically
significant. Furthermore, the reader should
bear in mind that differences in perfor-
mance among subgroups of students may
reflect a range of socioeconomic and
educational factors not addressed in this
report or by NAEP.

Figure 3.1

National Scale Score
Results by Gender

Gender

Figure 3.1 presents average geography
scores for male and female students across
assessment years. There was no statistically
significant change from 1994 to 2001 in
the average scores of either male or female
students at any of the three grades. Al-
though the scale score differences across
years by gender were similar to the change
across years for the population as a whole,
the smaller sample sizes and the generally
larger standard errors in the two subgroups
prevented the results of the statistical tests
from reaching the “significant” level in

Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 12

O Male
M Female

250 280 290 | 988 287

240 270 280 2812 262

230 260 | 552 % 20

220 250 260

210 | 508 2T 240 250

200 0 § 230 240

190 220 230

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of

Educational Progress (NAEP), 1994 and 2001 Geography Assessments.
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these comparisons. In 2001, male students
at all three grades had higher average scores
than female students, just as they had in 1994.

The performance of subgroups on the
geography assessment can also be compared
by determining if a difference or “gap”
exists between subgroups’ average scores

Figure 3.2

National Scale Score
Differences by Gender

and, if it does, whether that gap increases or
decreases between assessment years. Figure
3.2 shows that there was no statistically
significant change since 1994 in the difter-
ences between the average scores of male
and female students at any of the three
grades.

Male—Female

2001 -e 5 2001 |-e4

1994 |-e § 1994 |-e4

2001 |-e4

1994 |—e 7]

Score Differences

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
0 10 20 30 40 50 0 10 20 30 40 50 0O 10 20 30 40 50
Score Differences

Score Differences

NOTE: Score differences are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale scores.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of

Educational Progress (NAEP), 1994 and 2001 Geography Assessments.

The percentages of male and female
students at or above the geography
achievement levels and within each
achievement-level range are presented in
figure 3.3. None of the apparent changes
across years in the percentages of male and
female students at or above Basic and at or
above Proficient were statistically significant.

Looking at the difterences in perfor-
mance of male and female students in 2001
shows higher percentages of fourth- and
eighth-grade male students at or above
Proficient and at Advanced than their female
counterparts. Among twelfth-graders, a
higher percentage of male students than
female students were at or above the Basic
and Proficient levels.
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Figure 3.3

National Achievement-
Level Results by Gender

Advanced

Proficient

Basic

Grade 4

Below
Basic

Advanced

Proficient

Basic

Grade 8

Below
Basic

Advanced

Proficient

Grade 12

Basic

Below
Basic

Male
4% 3%
22% 26% 21% 24%
11% 15%
1994 2001
Male
5% 5%
25%|, 29%
30% 33%
12% 15%
1994 2001
Male
2% 2%
% 26%
29% o 28%
13% 13%

1994

* Significantly different from 1994.
NOTE: Percentages within each geography achievement-level range may not add to 100, or to the exact percentages at or above achievement levels, due to rounding.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1994 and 2001 Geography Assessments.
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Race/Ethnicity

The background questionnaire adminis-
tered with the NAEP geography assess-
ment asked students to indicate the racial/
ethnic subgroup that best described them.
The mutually exclusive subgroup catego-
ries were White, Black, Hispanic, Asian/
Pacific Islander, and American Indian
(including Alaska Native). Figure 3.4 shows
the average scores for the five subgroups at
grades 4, 8, and 12. Only the results from
the 2001 assessment are reported for

Figure 3.4

National Scale Score
Results by Race/Ethnicity

twelfth-grade American Indian students
because the sample size in 1994 was
insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

At grade 4, the average score of Black
students increased from 168 in 1994 to 181
in 2001. There were no other statistically
significant changes in average scores among
the five racial/ethnic groups. The signifi-
cance of the apparent gains for American
Indian students at grades 4 and 8 could not
be determined because of insufficient
sample sizes.

Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 12
@ White
299 O Asian/Pacific
Islander
220 %}2 280 273 300 291 291 A American Indian
210 212 270 | 210 266 290 5 288  MHispanic
264
200 199 260 261 9gp | 285 286 OBlack
190 | 1% o 10| 270 | 958 Izm
4
180 | '% 1g1% 240 | 238 20 260 mI 260
234
170 | 168 230 | 229 M 950

* Significantly different from 1994.

NOTE: Sample size was insufficient to permit a reliable estimate for American Indian students at grade 12 in 1994.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of

Educational Progress (NAEP), 1994 and 2001 Geography Assessments.

Scale score differences among subgroups
were evident at all three grades in 2001. At
tourth grade, White students had higher
scores, on average, than students from the
other four racial/ethnic groups. Asian/
Pacific Islander students outperformed
Black, Hispanic, and American Indian

students, and American Indian students
performed better than Black and Hispanic
students.

At grade 8, White students had higher
average scores than Black, Hispanic, and
Asian/Pacific Islander students. Asian/

Pacific Islander and American Indian
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students outperformed Black and Hispanic
students. Hispanic students had higher
average scores than Black students.

Among twelfth-graders, White students,
Asian/Pacific Islander students, and
American Indian students had higher
average scores than Black students and
Hispanic students, and Hispanic students
outperformed Black students. These
differences should, however, be interpreted
with caution. The average score of a
selected subgroup does not represent the
entire range of performance within that
group. Furthermore, differences between

Figure 3.5

National Scale Score
Differences by Race/
Ethnicity

groups of students cannot be attributed
solely to group identification. A complex
array of educational and social factors
interacts to affect average student

performance.

Score differences between White
students and Black students and between
White students and Hispanic students are
presented in figure 3.5. Results from the
2001 geography assessment show a
narrowing of the score difference be-
tween White students and Black students
at grade 4. Other apparent changes were
not statistically significant.

White—Black

2001 o 40* 2001 38 2001 b———032
1994 o50 1994 o 40 1994 —— o33
0 10 20 30 40 50 0 10 20 30 40 50 0 10 20 30 40 50

Score Differences

Score Differences

Score Differences

White—Hispanic

2001 38 2001 033 2001 ———e21
1994 — o35 1994 o3 1994 —— @93
0 10 20 30 40 50 0 10 20 30 40 50 0 10 20 30 40 50

Score Differences

* Significantly different from 1994.

Score Differences

Score Differences

NOTE: Score differences are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale scores.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of

Educational Progress (NAEP), 1994 and 2001 Geography Assessments.
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Achievement-level results for the racial/
ethnic subgroups are presented in figures
3.6a,b,and c. At grade 4, the percentages
of Black students and White students
performing at or above the Basic level were
higher in 2001 than in 1994. At grade 8,
the percentage of White students at or
above Basic was higher in 2001. There was
no statistically significant change in the

percentage of twelfth-grade students at or
above the Basic and Proficient levels among
any of the racial/ethnic groups.

Comparing the performance of sub-
groups in 2001 shows higher percentages
of White and Asian/Pacific Islander
students at or above the Basic and Proficient
levels than Black and Hispanic students at
all three grades.
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Figure 3.6a

National Achievement-
Level Results by Race/

Ethnicity

White
Advanced 4% 3%
Proficient | 25% 299% 26% 999%
Basic
81% o
Below 87%
Basic
1994 2001
Hispanic
Advanced 1% # 6%
Proficient (9%) 10% | (6%) ()
Basic
49% 49%
Below
Basic
1994 2001
American Indian
Advanced # #
Praficient (9%) 9% | 13%]13%
Basic
62% 66%
Below
Basic

1994

2001

* Significantly different from 1994.

# Percentage is between 0.0 and 0.5.
NOTE: Percentages within each geography achievement-level range may not add to 100, or to the exact percentages at or above achievement levels, due to rounding.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1994 and 2001 Geography Assessments.
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Figure 3.6b

National Achievement-
Level Results by Race/
Ethnicity

White Black
Advanced 5% 9% Advanced # o # At or above
Proficient (4%) 3% 1| (6%) 8% 1 | proficient
Proficient | 30% 34% Basic
36% At or ahove 34% At or ahove
2 39% Proficient 2 40% Basic
Basic
Below
82% At or above Basic
Below 2 86%" | Basic
Basic

1994 2001 1994 2001

Hispanic Asian/Pacific Islander
Advanced 1% 1% At or above Advanced 6% 4%
Proficient (10%) 10% | | (9%) 10% | | proficient oo
roficient 925% 28% , )
t or ahove
Basic 30% 32% Proficient
o At or above

50% 48% | pasic Basic

Below 13% o Atnl_'ahove

Basic Below 13% Basic

Basic

1994 2001 1994 2001

American Indian
Advanced 2% 3%

Proficient 1 13% [15% |

()
23% o At or above
31% Proficient
Basic
59%
o At or ahove
Below 12% Basic
Basic

1994 2001

* Significantly different from 1994.

# Percentage is between 0.0 and 0.5.

NOTE: Percentages within each geography achievement-level range may not add to 100, or to the exact percentages at or above achievement levels, due to rounding.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1994 and 2001 Geography Assessments.

CHAPTER 3 . GEOGRAPHY REPORT CARD 31



32

Figure 3.6¢c

National Achievement-
Level Results by Race/
Ethnicity

White
Advanced 2% &
proficient | 31% 29% o At or ahove
33% 31% Proficient
Basic
At or above
18% 81% | Basic
Below
Basic
1994 2001
Hispanic
Advanced # # At or ahove
proficient (10%)___110% | |(10%)__110% | | proficiont
Basic
o At or ahove
48% 92% Basic
Below
Basic
1994 2001
American Indian
Advanced 1%
Proficient | 31% . At or ahove
32% | | Proficient
Basic
At or above
14% Basic
o Below
data y :
reported Basic

1994 2001

* Significantly different from 1994.
# Percentage is between 0.0 and 0.5.

Black
Advanced # # At or ab
Proficient (5%) 9% 11 (4%) 4% Ptnl;fri:ie(lll‘;e
Basic At or above
o,
32% 35% Basic
Below
Basic
1994 2001
Asian/Pacific Islander
Advanced 3% 1%
Proficient | 29% 25% At or ahove
° 28% 26% Proficient
Basic
At or above
69% 12% | Basic
Below
Basic

1994

Sample size was insufficient to permit a reliable estimate for American Indian students at grade 12 in 1994.
NOTE: Percentages within each geography achievement-level range may not add to 100, or to the exact percentages at or above achievement levels, due to rounding.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of

Educational Progress (NAEP), 1994 and 2001 Geography Assessments.
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Region of the Country

NAEP assessments traditionally provide
results for four regions of the country:
Northeast, Southeast, Central, and West.
Appendix A (see page 137) contains a
description of the states and other jurisdic-
tions that make up each region.

Figure 3.7 shows scale score results by
region of the country. Overall increases in
average scores at grades 4 and 8 were not
spread evenly across the four regions of the
country. At grade 4, students in the North-
east region showed a gain in the average
score between 1994 and 2001. At grade 8,
students in the Southeast region showed a

Figure 3.7

National Scale Score
Results by Region of
the Country

statistically significant increase. None of the
other apparent changes between 1994 and
2001 in regional average scores were
statistically significant.

In 2001, some differences in perfor-
mance among regions are evident at all
three grades. At grades 4 and 8, students in
the Northeast and Central regions had
higher average scores than their counter-
parts in the West. Students in the Central
region outperformed students in the
Southeast. Twelfth-graders in the Central
region had higher average scores than
twelfth-graders in the Southeast region.

Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 12
@ Northeast
289 M Southeast
250 280 29[] 286 %g% [ Central
268 2170 284§ 283 O West
240 270 258 266 280 278 28]
230 260 260% 270
255 255
220 219 250 | 2382 260
215 214%*
210 2052 207 240 250
203
200 500 200 230 240
190 220 230

* Significantly different from 1994.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of

Educational Progress (NAEP), 1994 and 2001 Geography Assessments.
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Achievement-level results for the four

regions appear in figures 3.8a,b, and c. The

percentage of fourth-grade students from
the West performing at or above the Profi-
cient level decreased between 1994 and
2001. Over the same period, the percent-
age of both eighth- and twelfth-graders in
the Southeast performing at or above the
Basic level increased.

Figure 3.8a
National Achievement-
Level Results by
Region of the Country
Northeast
Advanced 3% 3%
Proficient | 19%|00o 22% At or above
2122% 24% | | Proficient
Basic
67% o At or above
Below 18% Baslc
Basic
1994 2001
Central
Advanced 4% 3%
Proficient | 25% . 21% At or above
28% 30% Proficient
Basic
78% 82% | pos
Below
Basic
1994 2001

* Significantly different from 1994.

Figures 3.8a, b, and ¢ also show a num-

ber of differences in achievement-level

performance among the four regions for
the year 2001. At grades 4 and 8, there
were higher percentages of students in the

Northeast region and the Central region at

or above Basic and at or above Proficient
than in the West. At all three grades, the
percentage of students at or above Basic and

at or above Proficient was higher in the

Central region than in the Southeast.

Advanced
Proficient

Basic

Below
Basic

Advanced

Proficient

Basic

Below
Basic

Southeast
2% 1%
1a%17% | | [17%] 1o,
64%
12%
1994 2001
West
3% 1%
% 13%|14%*
19%]519,
10% 66%
1994 2001

At or above
Proficient

At or above
Basic

At or ahove
Proficient

At or above
Basic

NOTE: Percentages within each geography achievement-level range may not add to 100, or to the exact percentages at or above achievement levels, due to rounding.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of

Educational Progress (NAEP), 1994 and 2001 Geography Assessments.
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Figure 3.8b

National Achievement-
Level Results by
Region of the Country

Northeast Southeast
Advanced 6% 4% Advanced 3% 3%
proficient | 19% [ 51 24% At or above
proficiont | 28% 29% Morab 21% 26% | | profi
3% 34% | | proriiont profietent
Basic
Basic 62%
At or above
At ] o/ % )
16% 18% Bag;: o Below 13% Basie
Below Basic
Basic
1994 2001 1994 2001
Central West
Advanced 6% 6% Advanced 3% 2%
ici L/ oA A b
proficient | 30% 39% . proficient | 20% | 930, 21% [ 9305 | | fuor ahose
36% 38% | | Proficient
Basic
Basic 87% 66% At or above
A b o ©_| Basic
80% 82% | oo
Below BEID‘,”
Basic Basic

1994 2001 1994 2001

* Significantly different from 1994.

NOTE: Percentages within each geography achievement-level range may not add to 100, or to the exact percentages at or above achievement levels, due to rounding.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1994 and 2001 Geography Assessments.
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Figure 3.8¢c

National Achievement-
Level Results by
Region of the Country

Northeast
Advanced 2% &
N o ® At or above
Proficient | 23% 959% 24% 96% | | Proficient
Basic
o At or ahove
69% 11% | pasic
Below
Basic
1994 2001
Central
Advanced 2% 1%
o % 21%
Proficient 30% 39% 28% I-I\,tnt:;i:il:;\;e
Basic
Atorab
15% 16% | gosic
Below
Basic
1994 2001

* Significantly different from 1994.

Southeast
Advanced 1% 1%
- % o % A ]
proficient | 19% |ypo 20%191% | | rofiiont
Basic
Bi% 61% | oo
Below
Basic
1994 2001
West
Advanced 2% _ 1%
Proficient | 21% 29 22% 23% ‘f\'trs;i:iz‘;‘;e
Basic
At or ahove
12% 10% Basic
Below
Basic
1994 2001

NOTE: Percentages within each geography achievement-level range may not add to 100, or to the exact percentages at or above achievement levels, due to rounding.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of

Educational Progress (NAEP), 1994 and 2001 Geography Assessments.

Parents’ Highest Level

of Education

Eighth- and twelfth-grade students who
participated in the NAEP geography
assessment were asked to indicate the
highest level of education completed by
each parent. Students chose from among
tfour options: did not finish high school,
graduated from high school, some educa-
tion after high school, and graduated from

GEOGRAPHY REPORT CARD

college. Students could also choose the
response, “I don’t know.” The analysis here
uses the highest education level reported
for either parent. Data were not collected
at grade 4 because in previous NAEP
assessments fourth-graders’ responses about
their parents’ education were unreliable and
contained a large percentage of “I don’t
know” responses.



The scale score results for student-
reported parent education level appear in
figure 3.9.In 2001, nearly one-half of all
students at both grades reported that at
least one of their parents graduated from
college (48 percent at grade 8 and 46
percent at grade 12). In the case of grade 8,
that percentage is a statistically significant
increase over 1994. Only a small percent-
age of students at either grade reported that
their parents had not graduated from high
school (6 percent at grade 8 and 7 percent
at grade 12). Additional information
on the percentage of students reporting

Figure 3.9

National Scale Score
Results by Parents’
Education

Grade 8
290 300
280 , 290
272 14
2m | 2 g 5 280
260 270
250 | 250 Im 260
245%
240 | a4 241 250
230 | 24 240

* Significantly different from 1994.

parents’ highest level of education is avail-
able in appendix B.

Twelfth-graders who reported that their
parents had not graduated from high
school had higher average scores in 2001
than in 1994. The results for both grades
in 2001 reveal a pattern similar to that from
the 1994 geography assessment and from
other NAEP assessments. Overall there is a
positive relationship between student-
reported parental education and student
achievement: the higher the parental
education level reported, the higher the
average score.

Grade 12
O Graduated college
[ Some education after high school
M Graduated high school
@ Less than high school
24 293 A Unknown
286 284
274 276
269
263
251 A 251

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of

Educational Progress (NAEP), 1994 and 2001 Geography Assessments.
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Achievement-level results by level of
parental education are presented in figures
3.10a and b. As with the average scale
score results, the 2001 achievement-level
results show a general pattern of higher
percentages of eighth- and twelfth-grade
students at or above the Basic and Proficient
levels as the reported level of parental

. GEOGRAPHY REPORT CARD

education level increased. The one excep-
tion to the pattern was at grade 12, where
the percentage of students at or above
Proficient did not difter significantly be-
tween those students who reported that
their parents graduated high school and
those who reported their parents did not.



Figure 3.10a

National Achievement-
Level Results by
Parents’ Education

Less than high school
Advanced 1% #
prafient (8%) 8% _| | (8%)—J8% 1 | ot
Basic
4% 48% | oo bere
Below
Basic
1994 2001
Some education after high school
Advanced 3% 2%
Proficient | 26% 21% At or above
29% 30% | | proficient
Basic
79% 80% | oio
Below
Basic
1994 2001
Unknown
Advanced 1% 1%
Proficient (8%) 8% 1](11%) 12% | ‘,\,tmnfr,.:,.l;:‘;e
Basic
44%
At or above
55%* Basic
Below
Basic
1994 2001

* Significantly different from 1994.
# Percentage is between 0.0 and 0.5.

Advanced
Proficient

Basic

Below
Basic

Advanced

Proficient

Basic

Below
Basic

Graduated high school
1% 1%
14%]15% | 16% |18
62% 66%
1994 2001
Graduated college
1% 6%
34% 37%
41% 43%
82% 86%
1994 2001

At or ahove
Proficient

At or ahove
Basic

At or above
Proficient

At or above
Basic

NOTE: Percentages within each geography achievement-level range may not add to 100, or to the exact percentages at or above achievement levels, due to rounding.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of

Educational Progress (NAEP), 1994 and 2001 Geography Assessments.
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Figure 3.10b

National Achievement-
Level Results by
Parents’ Education

Less than high school
Advanced 0% #
Proficient (7%) 1% | (10%) m%l At or ahove
Proficient
Basic
1% At or above
48% | gosic
Below
Basic
1994 2001

Some education after high school

Advanced 1% 1%
. o 20% At or ahove
Proficient 23% 924% ° 21% Proficient
Basic
o 13% At urahove
15% ©_| Basic
Below
Basic
1994 2001
Unknown
Advanced 0% 0% At or ahove
Proficient (1%) 1% || (§%) —5% | Proficient
Basic o At or above
36% 33% | Basic
Below
Basic

1994 2001

* Significantly different from 1994.
# Percentage is between 0.0 and 0.5.

Advanced
Proficient

Basic

Below
Basic

Advanced

Proficient

Basic

Below
Basic

Graduated high school
# #
13%]14% | 12%]12% |
56% 62%
1994 2001
Graduated college
3% 3%
37% 34%
40% 36%
81% 82%
1994 2001

At or above
Proficient

At or above
Basic

At or above
Proficient

At or ahove
Basic

NOTE: Percentages within each geography achievement-level range may not add to 100, or to the exact percentages at or above achievement levels, due to rounding.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of

Educational Progress (NAEP), 1994 and 2001 Geography Assessments.
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Type of School

The schools that participate in the NAEP
assessment are classified as either public or
nonpublic. A further distinction is then
made within the nonpublic classification
between nonpublic Catholic schools and
other nonpublic schools. In 2001, as in
previous NAEP assessments, fourth-,
eighth-, and twelfth-grade students attend-
ing nonpublic schools had higher average
scores than did their public school peers.
However, readers are cautioned against
making assumptions about the relative
quality of public- and nonpublic-school
instruction based on these findings. Socio-

economic and sociological factors that may
affect student performance should also be
considered when interpreting the results.

Figure 3.11 shows average geography
scores by type of school. At grade 8, public
school students had higher average scores
in 2001 than in 1994. All other apparent
difterences across years were not statistically
significant. The data for performance in
2001 reveal that, at all three grades, students
from Catholic schools had higher average
scores than students from public schools.
The apparent differences between students
in public schools and other nonpublic
schools were not statistically difterent.

CHAPTER 3 . GEOGRAPHY REPORT CARD
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Figure 3.11 Average geography scale scores hy type of school, grades 4, 8, and 12:

1994 and 2001

National Scale Score
Results by Type of
School

500 @ Public 500 O Nonpublic: Catholic
J: I Nonpublic 4: I Nonpublic: Other
250 250
240 240
Grade 4 230 1226 230 ﬁm
220 | 2 U/E 220 §§§ 221
210 210
207
o | e T 200
190 ) 190 |
o o]
1994 2001 1994 2001
5uu/L 500/L
290 | 290 |
280 280
276 C 276 [)<ﬁ 271
Grade8 270 o 210 2
260 | ppe—— ®261* 260
250 250
240 240
230 ) 230 |
o] o
1994 2001 1994 2001
5nn/L 500/L
310 310 ]
300 300 | 908
Grade 12 290 | O Dm 290 | 21 §><i§§‘;
280 | 283 264 280
270 270
260 260
250 ) 250 |
oL oL
1994 2001 1994 2001

* Significantly different from 1994.

NOTE: Italicized scale score values indicate that two or more groups had the same rounded average score. The average scores, when rounded, were the same
for Nonpublic: Catholic and Nonpublic: Other at grade 8 in 1994.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1994 and 2001 Geography Assessments.
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Achievement-level results by type of
school are presented in figures 3.12a, b, and
c. At grade 4, the percentage of Catholic
school students performing at or above the
Basic level increased between 1994 and
2001. At grade 8, the percentage of public
school students at or above the Basic level
increased across years.

Figure 3.12a

National Achievement-
Level Results by Type
of School

Public
Advanced 3% 2_%
profient (19% |10, | | [18% |09 | [ feor2boee
Basic
o At or ab
68% 12% | masic
Below
Basic
1994 2001
Nonpublic: Catholic
Advanced % 4%
Proficient | 25% 32%
30% Atorab
36% | | pofiient
Basic
85% At or ahove
Below 93%* Basic
Basic (1%*)
1994 2001

* Significantly different from 1994.

In 2001 there were a number of differ-
ences in achievement-level performance
between subgroups. At all three grades,
there were higher percentages of nonpublic
school students and, more specifically,
Catholic school students at or above the
Basic and Proficient levels than public school

students.
Nonpublic
Advanced 9% 3%
Proficient | 26% 28% At or ahove
30% 31% | | proficient
Basic
% At or ab
Below B4% 91% Bag;ca e
Basic (9%)
1994 2001
Nonpublic: Other
Advanced 4% 2_%
ici o 23% At or ahove
Proficient | 26% 0% 25% Proo;icie(lli‘:‘
Basic
82% At b
Below L 88% Bﬂg;ca "
Basic
1994 2001

NOTE: Percentages within each geography achievement-level range may not add to 100, or to the exact percentages at or above achievement levels, due to rounding.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of

Educational Progress (NAEP), 1994 and 2001 Geography Assessments.
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Figure 3.12h

National Achievement-
Level Results by Type
of School

Advanced

Proficient

Basic

Below
Basic

Advanced

Proficient

Basic

Below
Basic

Public
4% 3%
22% 26% 25% 28%
63% 12%*
1994 2001
Nonpublic: Catholic
8% 6%
35% 40%
44% 46%
89% 89%

1994

At or above
Proficient

At or above
Basic

At or above
Proficient

At or above

Basic

2001

* Significantly different from 1994.
NOTE: Percentages within each geography achievement-level range may not add to 100, or to the exact percentages at or above achievement levels, due to rounding.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of

Educational Progress (NAEP), 1994 and 2001 Geography Assessments.
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Advanced

Proficient

Basic

Below
Basic

Advanced

Proficient

Basic

Below
Basic

8%

36%

Nonpublic
5%
36%
44% 41%
87% 87%

1994

2001

Nonpublic: Other
1% 4%
o 33%
38% 37%
45%
86% 85%

1994

2001

At or ahove
Proficient

At or above
Basic

At or ahove
Proficient

At or ahove
Basic



Figure 3.12¢

National Achievement-
Level Results by Type
of School

Public Nonpublic
Advanced 1% 1% Advanced 3% 2%
Proficient | 24% 23% At or ab
26% 3 24% Pmu;i:ie(,];‘;e Proficient | 33% 30% At or above
36% 32% Proficient
Basic
o At or above Basic
68% 11% | gasic At or ahove
Below 83% 80% | Basic
Basic Below
Basic
1994 2001 1994 2001
Nonpublic: Catholic Nonpublic: Other
Advanced 1% 2% Advanced 5% 2%
. 9 o 26% At or ab
Proficient | 32% 339, 32% o Hor aboe proficient | 35% 209% ;mofri :i;\;e
° Proficient 40 %
Basic
Basic o At Uf ahove
80% o At or above 13% Basic
Below 85% | pasic Below 87%
Basic Basic

1994 2001 1994 2001

* Significantly different from 1994.

NOTE: Percentages within each geography achievement-level range may not add to 100, or to the exact percentages at or above achievement levels, due to rounding.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1994 and 2001 Geography Assessments.
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Type of Location

The schools from which NAEP draws its
samples of students are classified according
to their type of location. Based on Census
Bureau definitions of metropolitan statisti-
cal areas, including population size and
density, the three mutually exclusive cat-
egories are central city, rural/small town,
and urban fringe/large town. Because of
new methods used by NCES to identify
the type of location assigned to each school
in the Common Core of Data, schools
were not classified in exactly the same way

in 2001 as in 1994. Therefore, comparisons
between the two assessment years are not
possible, and only the data from the 2001
assessment are reported. More information
on the definitions of the 2001 assessment
classifications for location type appears in
appendix A.

The performance of students by type of
school location is shown in table 3.1. At all
three grades, students attending schools in
rural and urban fringe locations had higher
average scale scores than students in central

city schools.

Table 3.1 National Scale Score Results by Type of Location

Average geography scale scores by type of school location, grades 4, 8, and 12: 2001

Central city Urban fringe/large town Rural/small town
prade 199 212 215
prade 255 265 265
prade 12 279 288 284

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of

Educational Progress (NAEP), 2001 Geography Assessment.

Achievement-level results by type of
school location appear in figure 3.13. At
grade 4, higher percentages of urban fringe
and rural students performed at or above
Basic and at or above Proficient than did
their central city counterparts. There were
higher percentages of eighth-graders from
urban fringe and rural locations at or above
Basic than those from central city locations.
There were also higher percentages of

GEOGRAPHY REPORT CARD

students at or above Proficient in urban
fringe locations than central city locations.
At grade 12, higher percentages of urban
fringe and rural students than central city
students performed at or above the Basic
level, and there were higher percentages of
students at or above Proficient in urban
fringe locations than in central city or rural
locations.



Figure 3.13

National Achievement-
Level Results by Type
of Location

Advanced

Proficient

Basic

Below
Basic

2%

14%

16%

62%

Central city

Advanced

Proficient

Basic

Below
Basic

3%

22%

25%

64%

Central city

Advanced

Proficient

Basic

Below
Basic

1%

19%

20%

63%

Central city

NOTE: Percentages within each geography achievement-level range may not add to 100, or to the exact percentages at or above achievement levels, due to rounding.

Grade 4
2% 2%
21% 539 21% | 239,
16% 81%
Urban fringe/ Rural/
large town small town
Grade 8
4% 3%
% 21%
29% 329 30%
18% 18%
Urhan fringe/ Rural/
large town small town
Grade 12
2% 1%
28% 21% 22%
30%
15% 14%
Urban fringe/ Rural/
large town small town

At or above
Proficient

At or above
Basic

At or above
Proficient

At or above
Basic

At or above
Proficient

At or above
Basic

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of

Educational Progress (NAEP), 2001 Geography Assessment.
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Free/Reduced-Price School Lunch
Program Eligibility

Funded by the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture (USDA) as part of the National
School Lunch Program, the Free/Re-
duced-Price School Lunch program is
designed to assure that children at or near
the poverty line receive nourishing meals.
Eligibility guidelines for the lunch program
are based on the federal income poverty
guidelines and are stated by household
size.! NAEP first began collecting data on
student eligibility for this program in 1996;
therefore cross-year comparisons back to
1994 are not possible.

Table 3.2 presents the average scale score
results for grades 4, 8, and 12. The scores
for the substantial number of students for
whom eligibility information is not avail-
able appear in the “Info not available”
column (see the percentages for each
category in the table B.18). Students whose
schools do not participate in the Free/
Reduced-Price School Lunch program are
included in this category. At each grade,
students eligible for the Free/Reduced-
Price School Lunch program (i.e., those
meeting the poverty guidelines) had lower
average scores than did ineligible students
and students for whom information was
not available.

Table 3.2 National Scale Score Results by Free/Reduced-Price School Lunch Eligibility

Average geography scale scores by student eligibility for Free/Reduced-Price School Lunch

program, grades 4, 8, and 12: 2001

Eligible Not eligible Info not available
raded 186 21 218
Grade § 212 270 266
Gratle 12 269 287 289

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of

Educational Progress (NAEP), 2001 Geography Assessment.

Achievement-level results reflected the
scale score results, as seen in figure 3.14. At
all three grades, higher percentages of
students who were ineligible for the Free/
Reduced-Price School Lunch program or
for whom information was not available

were at or above Basic and at or above
Proficient than were students who were
eligible for the lunch program. At grade 8,
this pattern extended to the Advanced
achievement level.

1 U.S. General Services Administration. (2001). Catalog of federal domestic assistance. Washington, DC: Executive Office
of the President, Office of Management and Budget. http://www.ctda.gov/default.htm.

GEOGRAPHY REPORT CARD



Figure 3.14

National Achievement-

Level Results by Free/
Reduced-Price School
Lunch Program Eligibility

Grade 4
Advanced # 3% 3%
Proficient (6%) 6%
% 24% At or above
Basic 2% 29% 21% Proficient
91%
Below At or above
Basic 86% 84% | Basic
Eligible Not eligible Info not
available
Grade 8
Advanced 1% 5% 4%
Proficient(10%) 1% |
32% 23% At or above
Basic 371% 33% Proficient
50%
Bel o At or ahove
;a:,-v; 83% 19% Basic
Eligible Not eligible Info not
available
Grade 12
Advanced # 1% 2%
Praﬁl:ie”t(][]%) = I 28% 26% 29% At or ahove
Basic > 31% Proficient
51%
Below 15% 16% I-E\]tag;cahove
Basic
Eligible Not eligible Info not
available

# Percentage is between 0.0 and 0.5.

NOTE: Percentages within each geography achievement-level range may not add to 100, or to the exact percentages at or above achievement levels, due to rounding.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 2001 Geography Assessment.
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Chapter

Focus

How does teacher

Classroom Contexts for Learning

This chapter examines teacher and student variables related
to the teaching and learning of geography, such as teacher
preparedness and classroom practices, student interest in
geography, and the context in which students learn the
concepts of geography. The results presented in this chapter
are based on teachers’ and students’ responses to
questionnaires administered as part of the NAEP 2001
geography assessment. NAEP administers
background and instructional questionnaires to
students at grades 4, 8,and 12 and to the teachers of
participating fourth- and eighth-grade students.

Teachers at grade 12 were not administered a

preparedness questionnaire because of the difticulty of linking
el tohstudents students to teachers across the diversity of courses at
geograpny : : .

performance? this grade level. In this examination of contexts for

How do classroom

learning, students are the unit of analysis. Thus, for

activities and questions answered by students, the percentage of

computer use

students choosing each response option is presented.

relate to student

achievement?

For questions answered by teachers, the percentage of
students whose teachers chose each option is
presented. Students’ average NAEP geography scores
for each response are also presented in order to examine the
relationship between each variable and students’ geography
performance. Readers are reminded that the relationship
between a contextual variable and geography performance is
not necessarily causal. Many factors contribute to student
performance. NAEP data can identify relationships between
contextual variables and student performance, but cannot

explain why the relationships exist.

Chapter

Contents

Teacher
Background and
Preparedness

Geography Skills
Taught

Extent of
Geography
Instruction

Computer Use

Student Interest
in Geography
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Teacher Background and

Preparedness to Teach Geography
Competency in geography is positively
associated with extent of geography educa-
tion and begins with well-prepared teach-
ers. Teachers of geography in grades 4, 8,
and 12 approach instruction with varied
backgrounds in geography or social studies,
which necessarily results in diverse learning
experiences for their students. Research on
teaching and learning shows that the extent
of a teacher’s knowledge of a subject can
have a marked eftect on the quality of
teaching or even the willingness to teach
that subject.” A number of educators are
concerned that poorly trained geography
teachers—those teaching “out of field”—
may lack the knowledge or skills to provide
students with the knowledge necessary to
meet geography standards.” Thus, it is
instructive to explore the educational
backgrounds of the teachers who are
currently teaching geography to the
nation’s fourth- and eighth-grade students.

As part of the NAEP 2001 assessment,
teachers of participating students in grades
4 and 8 were asked about their under-
graduate and graduate majors and minors.
The NAEP teacher questionnaire gave
fourth- and eighth-grade teachers a num-
ber of different majors/minors from which

to choose. Table 4.1 shows results for five
majors/minors asked of elementary teach-
ers and four majors/minors asked of
eighth-grade teachers. Both the fourth-
and eighth-grade teachers were asked if
they had a major or minor in geography or
geography education, history or history
education, general social science or social
studies education, or other social science
(for example, political science, economics,
sociology, psychology, anthropology).
Fourth-grade teachers were also asked
whether they had a major or minor in
elementary education. Although teachers
were asked separately about their under-
graduate and graduate education, and
about whether they had majored or mi-
nored in each subject, the data are pre-
sented here in a simplified form. The first
column 1in table 4.1 shows the percentages
and average scores of students whose
geography teachers either majored or
minored or had a special emphasis in a
subject at either the undergraduate or
graduate level. The second column shows
the corresponding data for students whose
teachers did not indicate that major or
minor. Note that the columns can sum to
more than 100 percent because it is pos-
sible for college students to complete more
than one major or minor.

1 Geography Education Standards Project. (1994). Geography for life: national geography standards. Washington, DC:

National Geographic Research and Exploration.

2 Gregg, M. (2001). River views of beginning pre-service teachers: content knowledge use. Journal of Geography

100, 61-68.

Brophy, J. (1991). Advances in research on teaching. (Vol. 2) Teacher’s knowledge of subject matter as it relates to their

teaching practice. Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.

Reynolds, M. C., Ed. (1989). Knowledge base for the beginning teacher. Oxford: Pergamon Press.

3 Rynne, E. (1997) The continuing mismatch between student’s undergraduate experience and the teaching
demands of the geography classroom: experience of pre-service secondary geography teachers. Journal of

Geography in Higher Education 21, 65=77.
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At grade 4, nearly all students (93 percent)
had teachers who majored or minored in
elementary education in undergraduate or
graduate school. While 15 to 20 percent of
students were taught by teachers who had a
social studies or history major or minor,
only 7 percent of fourth-graders were
taught by teachers who had majored or
minored in geography. Average geography
scores for fourth-grade students taught by

Tahle 4.1

Percentage of students and average
geography scale scores by teachers’
reported undergraduate/graduate
major and minor/special emphasis,
grades 4 and 8: 2001

Did you have a major, minor, or special emphasis in any
of the following subjects as part of your undergraduate
or graduate course work?

Grade 4
Geography or geography education

teachers with an elementary education
major or minor were higher than those
taught by teachers who did not.

At grade 8, just over one-quarter (28
percent) of students were taught by teachers
with a graduate or undergraduate major or
minor in geography. Within this grade,
there was no statistically significant relation-
ship between teachers’ major/minor and
their students’ NAEP geography scores.

Grades 1 8
es No

Y

Teachers’
Majors/Minors

History or history education

Social science or social studies education

Other social science

Elementary education

Grade 8
Geography or geography education

History or history education

Social science or social studies education

Other social science

7 93
204 210
15 85
206 211
20 80
208 210
57 43
210 209
93 7
@) (197
At grade 4, students
28 72 whose teachers
263 263 majored in elemen-
71 29 tary education had
263 261 higher average
scores than those
222 Zgg whose teachers did
51 19
261 264

The percentage of students is listed first with the corresponding average scale score presented below.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of

Educational Progress (NAEP), 2001 Geography Assessment.
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Teachers of fourth- and eighth-grade
students participating in the geography
assessment were asked how prepared they
telt they were to teach geography. The
question was asked in both 1994 and 2001,
SO cross-year comparisons are possible.
Table 4.2 shows that a higher percentage of
the fourth-grade students in 2001 had
teachers who reported they were very
prepared to teach geography (31 percent)
than did students in 1994 (23 percent).
These results may be associated with the
increase in workshops in geography offered
to teachers through various geographic
organizations, and an increase in the litera-
ture available to teachers related to teach-
ing geographic concepts.* In addition,
there has been a call for geographers as a
group, specifically college and university
faculty, to develop an open dialogue with

K-12 teachers that would aid in providing
elementary and high school teachers with
the teaching tools necessary for them to
enter the classroom with some degree of
confidence.’

In 2001, approximately 84 percent of
fourth-grade students were taught by
teachers who reported that they were very
prepared or adequately prepared to teach
geography. Only 1 percent of fourth-grade
students had teachers who reported they
were unprepared to teach geography.
Approximately 87 percent of eighth-grade
students had teachers who reported they
were at least adequately prepared to teach
geography, and only 2 percent had teachers
who felt unprepared. The level of teachers’
self-reported preparedness had no statisti-
cally significant relationship to students’
average geography scores.

4 Gibbs, G. (1999). Improving teaching, learning, and assessment. Journal of Geography in Higher Education 23, 147—

155.

McDougall, W.A. (2001). Why geography matters. American Educator 25,10-15.

McAlonan, S. Hotchkiss, H., Roark, K., Kenney, M., & Jackson, J. (2001) Making standards work! Geography. A
teacher’s guide to contextual learning: integrating academic content standards with career development and workplace competen-

cies. Denver: Colorado State Department of Education.

5 Bettis, N. C. (2001). Assessment issues in geographic education for the twenty-first century. Journal of Geography

100, 172-174.

Welford, M. & Fouberg, E.H. (2000). Theory and research in geography education. Journal of Geography 99,

183-184.
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Tahle 4.2

Teachers’
Percentage of students and average Grades Preparedness to
geography scale scores by teachers’ Teach Geography
reports on how well prepared they

felt they were to teach geography, &
grades 4 and 8: 1994 and 2001

Regardless or whether you are currently teaching the 1994 2001
topic, how well prepared do you feel you are to teach

i ?
geography at the elementary /middle school level The percentage of

Grade 4 fourth-graders
Very prepared 23 @ whose teachers
209 211 reported they were
Adequately prepared 57 53 very prepared to
206 210 teach geography
Somewhat prepared 18 15 increased hetween
207 206 1994 and 2001.
Unprepared 2 1
200 209
Grade 8
Very prepared 36 44
260 263
Adequately prepared 48 43
262 262
Somewhat prepared 13 11
265 261
Unprepared 2 2
260 264

The percentage of students is listed first with the corresponding average scale score presented below.

* Significantly different from 1994.

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1994 and 2001 Geography Assessments.
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Geography Skills and

Topics Taught in Grade 4

Many of the instructional guides and
standards for geography education
emphasize the importance of using maps
and globes as tools to visualize space and
gain a spatial perspective—necessary skills
for an understanding of and competency in
geography.® A number of articles also
discuss the importance of exposing
children to cultural geography, and
environmental geography.”-® As part of the
1994 and 2001 NAEP geography
assessments, fourth-grade teachers were
asked about the frequency with which they
taught about maps and globes, natural
resources, foreign countries and cultures,
and environmental issues as a part of

geography instruction. The results are
displayed in table 4.3.

There were a few changes between 1994
and 2001 in the frequency of instruction
reported by teachers of fourth-grade
students in these four skill and topic areas.
The percentage of fourth-grade students
whose teachers reported they never taught
about natural resources increased from 9
percent in 1994 to 14 percent in 2001,
while the percentage of students whose
teachers reported teaching about natural
resources as frequently as once or twice

weekly decreased from 38 percent to 31
percent. These data may suggest that the
topic of natural resources has lost favor
during the past decade in teaching geogra-
phy to fourth-graders.

Of the four skills and topics, maps and
globes were most frequently used during
geography instruction during 2001. Ap-
proximately three-quarters of fourth-grade
students received instruction about maps
and globes on at least a weekly basis,
according to their teachers. However, less
than one-half of the students had teachers
who included natural resources as part of
instruction once a week or more, and only
about one-quarter received instruction in
foreign countries and cultures and environ-
mental issues at least once a week. Twenty-
nine percent of students received no
instruction in foreign countries and cul-
tures. Readers should be aware that teach-
ers were asked only to indicate the fre-
quency and not the total amount of time
they devoted to the skills and topics dis-
cussed here “as part of geography instruc-
tion.” Therefore, students may have received
more instruction in these four areas than is
readily apparent from the percentages
shown, though not necessarily from a
geographic perspective.

6 Oldakowski, R. K. (2001). Activities to develop a spatial perspective among students in introductory geography

courses. Journal of Geography 100, 243-250.

Thompson, G. (1999).1 thought the world was flat, like the maps showed it! Social Education 63, 269-271.
Trifonoff, K. M. (1998). Introducing thematic maps in the primary grades. Social Studies and the Young Learner 11,

17-22.

7 Crampton, J. (1998). A regional geography class in a distributed learning environment. Journal of Higher Education

22, 417-423.

8 Graf, M. (2000). The world’s best places: classroom explorations in geography & environmental science. Portsmouth, NH:

Heinemann.

Steinberg, P. E. (1997). Political geography and the environment. Journal of Geography 96, 113—118.
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Tahle 4.3

Percentage of students and average

geography scale scores by teachers’ Grade
reports on frequency of instruction of
selected skills and topics, grade 4:
1994 and 2001
How often do you teach the following skills and topics as 1394 2001
a part of geography instruction with this class?
Using maps and globes
Almost every day 29 28
210 213
Once or twice a week 54 47
208 209
Once or twice a month 17 22
199 206
Never or hardly ever 1 3
*k*k 209
Natural resources
Almost every day 9 9
201 217
Once or twice a week 38 31
209 20
Once or twice a month 44 46
208 210
Never or hardly ever 9 14 %
198 20
Foreign countries and cultures
Almost every day 6 3
206 206
Once or twice a week 19 23
203 208
Once or twice a month 43 45
208 209
Never or hardly ever 32 29
209 212
Environmental issues
Almost every day 4 Vi
201 212
Once or twice a week 27 21
206 205
Once or twice a month 56 56
208 211
Never or hardly ever 13 16
208 211

The percentage of students is listed first with the corresponding average scale score presented below.

* Significantly different from 1994.

*** Sample size is insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1994 and 2001 Geography Assessments.
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Geography Skills Taught in
Grades 8 and 12

Eighth-and twelfth-grade students partici-
pating in the 1994 and 2001 geography
assessments were asked about the frequency
with which they studied the following
skills and topics in school: using maps and
globes, natural resources (for example, oil,
forests, and water), countries and cultures,
and environmental issues (for example,
pollution and recycling). The results of
these questions are shown in

tables 4.4a and 4.4b.

At grade 8, students in 2001 reported
having devoted more time to two of the
four areas than did their counterparts in
1994. Approximately 46 percent of stu-
dents reported using maps and globes at
least once or twice a week compared to 39
percent in 1994. At the same time, the
percentage that reported never using maps
and globes dropped from 28 percent to 21
percent. For the topic of countries and
cultures, approximately 63 percent of
students in 2001 said they studied it one or
two times per week or more compared to
52 percent in 1994, and the percentage that
reported never studying it fell from 20 to 13
percent.

The geography performance of eighth-
graders varied somewhat depending on the
amount of time they spent studying each
topic, but in general, higher frequency of
study did not translate into significantly
higher performance. In the case of maps
and globes and natural resources, students
performed best when they studied the
topics once or twice a month. Students
who studied natural resources and environ-
mental issues almost every day had lower

GEOGRAPHY REPORT CARD

average scores than students who studied
these topics less frequently or never. Stu-
dents who never studied countries and
cultures had lower average scores than
students who did study that topic.

Twelfth-graders’ reports indicated a
general increase between 1994 and 2001 in
the amount of time they spent studying the
four geography skills and topics listed in
the beginning of this section. The easiest
way to see this change among the data in
table 4.4b is to note that the percentage of
students responding “never’” declined for
each of the four topics (from 40 percent to
36 percent for maps and globes, from 45
percent to 39 percent for natural resources,
from 28 percent to 19 percent for coun-
tries and cultures, and from 37 percent to
30 percent for environmental issues, respec-
tively). But as these results also show, a
substantial percentage of twelfth-graders
still did not study these topics in 2001.

Again, as was seen at the eighth-grade
level, more instruction was not necessarily
linked to better student performance.
Students who reported studying maps and
globes and natural resources almost every
day had lower average scores than students
who reported less frequent study. The same
was true with the study of environmental
issues except that the performance of
students in the “almost every day” and
“never” categories did not differ signifi-
cantly. The one instructional topic that did
have a somewhat positive relationship to
twelfth-graders’ geography scores was
countries and cultures. Students studying
countries and cultures at least once a
month outperformed those who never
studied countries and cultures.



Table 4.4a
Percentage of students and average

Grade
geography scale scores by students’ reports
on frequency of instruction of selected skills
and topics, grade 8: 1994 and 2001
How often have you studied the following geography skills 1994 2001
and topics in school?
Using maps and globes
Almost every day 9 12 *
261 259
Once or twice a week 30 34
264 264
Once or twice a month 33 d
263 268
Never or hardly ever 28 21*
253 258
Natural resources
Almost every day 9 9
251 249
Once or twice a week 21 24 *
259 262
Once or twice a month 36 (V
265 269
Never or hardly ever 34 32
260 263
Countries and cultures
Almost every day 23 31
260 264
Once or twice a week 29 32*
261 266
Once or twice a month 28 24
264 263
Never or hardly ever 20 3*
256 254
Environmental issues
Almost every day 12 11
258 254
Once or twice a week 21 24 *
260 265
Once or twice a month 33 33
263 267
Never or hardly ever 34 32
260 262

The percentage of students is listed first with the corresponding average scale score presented below.

* Significantly different from 1994.

Frequency of
Instruction in
Eighth-Grade
Geography Skills
and Topics

Students performed
best when instruc-
tion on these topics
was once or twice a
month.

Eighth-graders who
never studied
countries and
cultures had lower
scores than those
who did.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of

Educational Progress (NAEP), 1994 and 2001 Geography Assessments.
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Table 4.4h Frequency of

Instruction in
Percentage of students and average Grade Twelfth-Grade

geography scale scores by students’ reports Geography Skills
on frequency of instruction of selected skills and Topics
and topics, grade 12: 1994 and 2001

How often have you studied the following geography skills 1994
and topics in school?
Using maps and globes
Almost every day 7
284
Once or twice a week 22
288
Once or twice a month 31
286
Never or hardly ever 40
283
Natural resources
Almost every day 7
282
Once or twice a week 18
286
Once or twice a month 31 All topics received
288 more frequent
Never or hardly ever 45 instruction in 2001.
284
Countries and cultures
Almost every day 16
287
Once or twice a week 26
288
Once or twice a month 30
286
Never or hardly ever 28
280
Environmental issues
Students who never
Almost every day 11 studied countries
284 and cultures scored
Once or twice a week 22 lower than those
288 who did.
Once or twice a month 30
288
Never or hardly ever 37
282

The percentage of students is listed first with the corresponding average scale score presented below.

* Significantly different from 1994.

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1994 and 2001 Geography Assessments.
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The Extent of Students’

Social Studies and

Geography Instruction

As part of the NAEP 2001 geography
assessment, eighth- and twelfth-grade
students were asked a series of questions
concerning the amount of geography
instruction they had received. The results
for the student responses are shown in
tables 4.5 and 4.6 and are summarized
below.

Geography Course Taking
at Grades 8 and 12

Eighth-grade students were asked whether
they had previously taken a geography
course in grades 6 and 7, and whether they
were currently enrolled in a geography
course in eighth grade. The results of their
answers to these questions are presented in
cumulative form in table 4.5. This table

shows the percentages and average scores of
eighth-grade students who reported taking
zero, one, two, and three years of geography
from the sixth through eighth grades. In
total, about 59 percent of eighth-grade
students in 2001 took two or three years of
geography. In 2001, 63 percent of eighth-
graders reported taking a geography course
in eighth grade (data not shown). A higher
percentage of students in 2001 than in
1994 reported taking three years of geogra-
phy and, conversely, a lower percentage in
2001 than in 1994 reported taking no
geography courses. In addition, there was a
positive association in 2001 between more
course-taking and higher geography scores.
Students who took three years of course
work had higher scores, on average, than
those who took two years. Those students
who took two years had higher scores than
those who took one year.
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Table 4.5

Percentage of students and average
geography scale scores by students’
reports on grades in which geography

was taken since the 6th grade, grade 8:

1994 and 2001

Eighth-Grade
Frequency of
Geography Course
Taking

Grade

Did you take or do you expect to take a geography course 1994
in 6th, 7th, or 8th grade?
Number of grades selected
None 18
250
One 30
257
More frequent
Two 14 course taking was
269 " associated with
higher scores for
Three 26 eighth-graders.
274
Don’t know 13
243

The percentage of students is listed first with the corresponding average scale score presented below.

* Significantly different from 1994.
NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of

Educational Progress (NAEP), 1994 and 2001 Geography Assessments.

Twelfth-grade students were asked
whether they had previously taken a
geography course in grades 9, 10, 11, or
were currently enrolled in a geography
course. Table 4.6 displays percentages of
twelfth-grade students and their average
geography scores by their cumulative
amount of high school geography course-
taking. Twelfth-graders in 2001 were more
likely to report having taken three and four
courses than their counterparts in 1994.
The majority of twelfth-grade students (73
percent) indicated they were not currently
taking geography in twelfth grade (data not
shown). While taking more years of
geography was related to higher geography

GEOGRAPHY REPORT CARD

scores for the eighth-graders in table 4.5,
this pattern did not hold for the twelfth-
grade data in table 4.6. In fact, those who
reported taking no geography courses in
high school had higher average scores than
those who had taken 2, 3, or 4 years, and
were not significantly difterent from those
who took one year of geography. About
one-half of the twelfth-grade students (53
percent) took one year or less of geography
in high school. This group may represent
students who are following a different
academic curriculum than the students
who reported taking geography in multiple
years.



Tahle 4.6

Percentage of students and average Grade
geography scale scores by students’
reports on grades in which geography
was taken since 9th grade, grade 12:
1994 and 2001
Did you take or do you expect to take a geography course 1994
in 9th, 10th, 11th, or 12th grade?
Number of grades selected
None 31
286
One 35
288
Two 16
286
Three 10
281
Four 5
277
Don’t know 3
268

The percentage of students is listed first with the corresponding average scale score presented below.

* Significantly different from 1994.
NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

Twelfth-Grade
Frequency of
Geography Course
Taking

year or less of

geography had
higher scores, on
average, than
students taking 3 or
4 years.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of

Educational Progress (NAEP), 1994 and 2001 Geography Assessments.
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The Use of Computers in
the Social Studies Classroom
in Grades 4 And 8

Computers can be used to enhance geog-
raphy instruction. The role of information
and communication technologies in the
classroom is to eftectively supplement, not
replace, human contact in the teaching and
learning process.” Some research has
shown that there is a quantifiable improve-
ment in student understanding of geo-
graphic concepts when computers are used
to enhance the learning experience.'” The
use of computers in geography instruction
can also be employed to increase critical
thinking skills for oral and written presen-
tations, as well as for specific topics in
geography."' While most geography in-
struction takes place under the curriculum
category of “social studies,” such instruc-
tion also takes place in classes with geogra-
phy titles. The 2001 NAEP geography
assessment asked teachers of fourth- and
eighth-grade students how frequently
computers were used when working on
social studies to locate and retrieve social
studies information through the Internet,
look up social studies information in CD-
ROM reference works, use exploration or

simulation software, and organize social
studies information using spreadsheets or
databases. Table 4.7 presents results corre-
sponding with teachers’ reports on the
frequency of these activities.

According to their teachers, the majority
of fourth-grade students used computers
for the four tasks either to a small extent or
not at all. At fourth grade, students occa-
sionally retrieved information through the
Internet and used CD-ROMs for refer-
ence, but only rarely used exploration/
simulation software or spreadsheets and
databases. Nearly two-thirds of fourth-
graders used the Internet or CD-ROMs to
at least a small extent while less than half
used simulation software or spreadsheets/
databases at least to a small extent. How-
ever, 34 percent and 37 percent of students,
respectively, did not engage in these com-
puter activities at all. Students who used
the Internet and CD-ROMs to either a
small or a moderate extent had higher
average scores than students who did not
use them at all, and students who used
simulation software to a small extent
outperformed students who did not use
such software.

9 Shepard, I. (1998). Teaching and learning geography with information and communication technologies. Cheltenham, UK:
Cheltenham and Gloucester College of Higher Education

Crampton, J.W. (1999). Integrating the web and the geography curriculum: the Bosnian virtual fieldtrip. Journal of

Geography 98, 155-168.

10 Mosely, W. G. (2001). Computer assisted comprehension of distant worlds: understanding hunger dynamics in

Africa. Journal of Geography 100, 32—45.

11 Sharma, M. B. & Elbow, G. S. (2000). Using internet primary sources to teach critical thinking skills in geography.
Westport, CT: Greenwood Professional Guides in School Librarianship.

Cross, J.A. (1997). Natural hazards and disaster information on the internet. Journal of Geography 96, 307-314.
Barta-Smith, N.A. & Hathaway, ]. T. (2000). Making cyberspaces into cyberplaces. Journey of Geography 99, 253-265.
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Table 4.7a

Percentage of students and average
geography scale scores by teachers’
reports on computer use for social
studies instruction, grade 4: 2001

Fourth-Grade
Grade Computer Use

When students in this class work on social studies, to what 2001
extent do they use computers to do each of the following?

Grade 4

Use CD-ROM to look up reference works

Not at all

Small extent \
211

Moderate extent 14
216

Large extent 2
214

Fourth-graders who
Retrieve information through the Internet did not use these

Not at all 34 technologies had
@ lower scores than

Small extent 45 those who used
212 them to a small or

Moderate extent 17 moderate extent.
216

Large extent 4
211

Use exploration/simulation software

Not at all 54
207

Small extent 37
213

Moderate extent 8
211

Large extent 1

Organize information using spreadsheets/tdatabases

Not at all 89
209
Small extent 9
213
Moderate extent 1
213
Large extent #

The percentage of students is listed first with the corresponding average scale score presented below.

*** Sample size is insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

# Percentage is between 0.0 and 0.5.

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 2001 Geography Assessment.
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Table 4.7b

Percentage of students and average

geography scale scores by teachers’ Grade
reports on computer use for social

studies instruction, grade 8: 2001

Eighth-Grade
Computer Use

When students in this class work on social studies, to what 2001
extent do they use computers to do each of the following?

Grade 8

Use CD-ROM to look up reference works

Not at all :

Small extent 48
263
Moderate extent 17
266 Eighth-graders who
Large extent 4 did not use these
268 technologies had
lower scores than
Retrieve information through the Internet those who used
Not at all them to a small or
255 moderate extent.
Small extent 47
261
Moderate extent 29
266
Large extent 4
273
Use exploration/simulation software
Not at all 62
261
Small extent 32
265
Moderate extent 5
259
Large extent 1
257
Organize information using spreadsheets/tdatabases
Not at all 74
261
Small extent 22
266
Moderate extent 2
262
Large extent 1
249

The percentage of students is listed first with the corresponding average scale score presented below.

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 2001 Geography Assessment.

CHAPTER 4 . GEOGRAPHY REPORT CARD



At the eighth-grade level, the pattern of
frequency of use of the information tech-
nology tools was similar to that in grade 4:
information retrieval through the Internet
and use of CD-ROMs for reference oc-
curred to a small or moderate extent for
two-thirds to three-quarters of the students,
while exploration/simulation software and
spreadsheets/databases were rarely used.
Twenty-nine percent of eighth-grade
students used the Internet to a moderate
extent for social studies and 47 percent
used it to a small extent, according to their
teachers. Forty-eight percent used CD-
ROMs to a small extent, nearly one-third
(32 percent) used simulation software to a
small extent, and 22 percent used spread-
sheets or databases to a small extent. About
three-quarters of students in eighth grade
(74 percent) did not use spreadsheets or
databases at all.

Greater usage of the Internet and CD-
ROMs was generally associated with
higher performance among eighth-graders.
Students whose teachers reported a large
extent of Internet usage had higher average
scores than students who used the Internet
to a small extent or not at all. Students who
used the Internet or CD-ROMs to a
moderate or small extent had higher scores
than students who did not use these tools
at all.

The Use of Computers
in Grade 12

Twelfth-grade students participating in the
2001 NAEP geography assessment also
answered questions on the extent of use of
several types of computer technology. In
answering the questions, students were to
consider both work in class and homework
assignments. The results are shown in

table 4.8.

Forty-two percent of students used a
CD or the Internet for research to at least a
moderate extent. About one-third of
students (32 percent) used these tools to a
small extent, and 26 percent did not use
them at all. Students who reported using a
CD or the Internet for research to a small
or moderate extent had higher average
scores than those who never used them,
and moderate use was associated with
higher scores than a small amount of use.
There was no statistically significant differ-
ence between the average scores of students
using CDs and the Internet to a moderate
extent and those of students using them to
a large extent.

Thirty-four percent of twelfth-grade
students reported some use of simulation
software. Twenty-three percent used it to a
small extent, 9 percent to a moderate
extent, and 2 percent to a large extent. The
66 percent of the students who reported
not using simulation software at all had
higher average scores than students who
reported using it to any extent.

Thirty percent of the students reported
using a computer to a small extent to put
history or geography information into
tables, charts, or graphs. Sixteen percent of
students used a computer to a moderate or
large extent for this purpose and over one-
half (55 percent) of students never used a
computer for this purpose. Students who
reported carrying on these activities to a
small extent had higher average scores than
those who engaged in them either more or
not at all. Students who said they did not
do these activities at all outperformed
students who did them to a large extent.
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Table 4.8 R
welfth-Grade
Percentage of students and average Grade Computer Use

geography scale scores by students’
reports on computer use for history
and geography, grade 12: 2001

Think about all the courses since the 9th grade in which you
have studied history or geography. To what extent have you
used computers to do the following? For this question include
both work in class and homework assignments.

Research projects using a CD or the Internet

Not at all

Small extent
Students who

Moderate extent used electronic
information retrieval

Large extent had higher scores
than those who

. . did not.
Use exploration/simulation software

Not at all

Small extent

Moderate extent

Large extent

Tables, charts, or graphs on the computer
Not at all

Small extent

Moderate extent

Large extent

The percentage of students is listed first with the corresponding average scale score presented below.

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of

Educational Progress (NAEP), 2001 Geography Assessment.
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Student Interest in Geography
Grades 8 and 12

Interest in geography may increase a
student’s efforts to learn the subject, either
in school or independently. The NAEP
2001 assessment asked students in grades 8
and 12 to indicate whether geography was
one of their favorite subjects, whether they
like most other subjects better than
geography, or whether they never studied
geography. As shown in table 4.9, most
eighth-grade students in 2001 preferred
subjects other than geography. Only 20
percent indicated that geography was one
of their favorites. However, these students

Tahle 4.9

Percentage of students and
average geography scale scores
by students’ reports on how

outperformed students who liked other
subjects better.

At grade 12, the percentage of students
who preferred subjects other than geogra-
phy increased from 63 percent to 72
percent between 1994 and 2001 even as
the percentage of students who reported
never taking a geography class declined
(from 23 percent to 13 percent). Only 15
percent of students in 2001 chose geogra-
phy as one of their favorite subjects. How-
ever, those students had higher average
scores than the students who did not favor

geography.

Grades How Much Eighth-
and Twelfth-Grade
much they like studying geography, & Students Like
grades 8 and 12: 1994 and 2001 Geography

How much do you like studying geography? 1994 2001
Grade 8
One of my favorite subjects 19 0
274 275
Like other subjects better 67 69 Students who
260 263 favored geography
Never studied geography 14 11* had the highest
241 247 scores.
Grade 12
One of my favorite subjects 14 15
297 293
Like other subjects better 63 12*
285 285
Never studied geography 23 13*
277 278

The percentage of students is listed first with the corresponding average scale score presented below.

* Significantly different from 1994.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of

Educational Progress (NAEP), 1994 and 2001 Geography Assessments.
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Becoming a More Inclusive
National Assessment

In its efforts to assess a representative sample of all students

in the nation, NAEP has consistently striven to include

Chapter

special-needs students—those with disabilities (SD) and/or Contents
limited English proficiency (LEP). A certain percentage of

such students, however, has always been excluded because

. . Two Sets of 2001
they could not be assessed meaningfully without Geography
accommodations. Schools that participate in NAEP have Results

been permitted to exclude certain students who have
: : o Results for the
been classified as having a disability under the Nation
Chapter Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA),
Focus based upon their Individualized Education Programs National Results
by Gender

(IEP) and Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of

How would

the NAEP results 1973. Similarly, schools have been permitted to National Results
differif exclude some students they identify as being limited by Race/Ethnicity
accommodations . .

for special-needs In order to assess a more inclusive sample, and

students?

in an attempt to remain consistent with state- and
district-level testing policies that increasingly offer
accommodations to special-needs students, NAEP
began to explore the use of accommodations in the
1996 and 1998 assessments. A split-sample design
was used to identify a portion of schools that could provide
accommodations to their special-needs students who
required them, and a portion of schools in which
accommodations would not be oftered (the standard

administration procedure prior to 1996). The split-sample

1" See appendix A for a description of specific criteria provided to assist them in making
exclusion decisions.
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design made it possible to study the eftects
on NAEDP results of including special-needs
students who required and were provided
accommodations, while at the same time,
obtaining results that were comparable to
those from previous assessments. Based on
research conducted and published since
that time, it was determined that NAEP
could begin a transition to reporting results
that included the performance of accom-
modated special-needs students.? It is
anticipated that in the near future, NAEP
will only report results that include accom-
modated special-needs students.

Two Sets of 2001 NAEP
Geography Results

This report is the first to display two
different sets of NAEP geography results
based on the split-sample design: 1) those
that reflect the performance of regular and
special-needs students when accommoda-
tions were not permitted; and 2) those that
reflect the performance of regular and
special-needs students—both those who
were accommodated and those who could
be tested without accommodations—when
accommodations were permitted. It should
be noted that accommodated students
make up a small proportion of the total
weighted number of students assessed (see
table A.6, page 124 in appendix A for
details). Making accommodations available
may change the overall assessment results in

subtle and different ways. For example,
when accommodations are permitted, there
may be some occurrences of students being
accommodated who might have taken the
test under standard conditions if accommo-
dations were not permitted. This could
lead to an overall increase in the average
assessment results if accommodations were
to increase special-needs students’ perfor-
mance. Conversely, when accommodations
are permitted, special-needs students who
could not have been tested without ac-
commodations could be included in the
sample. Assuming that these are generally
lower-performing students, their inclusion
in the sample—even with accommoda-
tions—could result in an overall lower

average score.

The two sets of results presented in this
chapter were obtained by administering the
assessment to a nationally representative
sample of students and schools. In one
sample, no accommodations were permit-
ted; all students were assessed under the
same conditions that were the basis for
reporting results from the 1994 NAEP
geography assessment. In another sample,
accommodations were permitted for SD
and/or LEP students who normally receive
accommodations in their district or state
assessment programs. Most accommoda-
tions that schools routinely provide for
their own testing programs were permitted.

2 Olson,]. E & Goldstein, A. A. (1997). The inclusion of students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in
large-scale assessments: A summary of recent progress. (NCES Publication No. 97-482). Washington, DC: National

Center for Education Statistics.

Mazzeo, J., Carlson, J. E.,Voelkl, K. E., & Lutkus, A. D. (1999). Increasing the participation of special needs students in
NAEP: A report on 1996 research activities. (NCES Publication No. 2000-473). Washington, DC: National Center

for Education Statistics.
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The permitted accommodations included,
but were not limited to, the following:

one-on-one testing;

bilingual dictionary;

small-group testing;

extended time;

oral reading of questions/directions; and

use of an aide for transcribing responses.
(See appendix A, table A.7, page 126, for
greater detail on the numbers and percent-
ages of students accommodated by accom-
modation type in the 2001 assessment.)

Figure 5.1 provides a visual representa-
tion of how the two sets of results were
based on the two samples in 2001. In-
cluded in both sets of results (accommoda-
tions not permitted and accommodations
permitted) are those students from both

samples of schools who were not identified
as either SD and/or LEP. In addition, the
first set of results (accommodations not
permitted) includes SD and/or LEP stu-
dents from the sample of schools where
accommodations were not permitted (see
middle portion of figure 5.1). This is the
set of results that allows for trend compari-
sons back to 1994 and are presented in the
other chapters of this report.

The second set of results, accommoda-
tions permitted (see bottom portion of
figure 5.1), includes SD and/or LEP
students from the sample of schools where
accommodations were permitted. This is
the set of results that form the new, more
inclusive baseline for future reporting of
trend comparisons for the NAEP geogra-
phy assessment.

CHAPTER 5 . GEOGRAPHY REPORT CARD
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Figure 5.1 Split-Sample Design

The two sets of NAEP results based on a split-sample design

Sample with no Sample with
accommodations permitted accommodations permitted

Non-SD/LEP Non-SD/LEP
students students
SD/LEP SD/LEP
students students

Sample with no Sample with

accommodations permitted accommodations permitted

SD/LEP
students

Sample with no Sample with
accommodations permitted accommodations permitted

SD/LEP
students
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Split-sample design

The national sample was split. In part of the
schools, accommodations were not permitted
for students with disabilities (SD) and limited
English proficient (LEP) students. In the other
schools, accommodations were permitted for
SD and LEP students who routinely received
them in their school assessments.

Accommodations-not-permitted results

The accommodations-not-permitted results
include the performance of students from both
samples who were not classified as SD or LEP
and the performance of SD and LEP students
from the sample in which no accommodations
were permitted.

Accommodations-permitted results

The accommodations-permitted results also
include the performance of students from both
samples who were not classified as SD or LEP;
however, the SD and LEP students whose
performance is included in this set of

results were from the sample in which
accommodations were permitted. Since
students who required testing accommodations
could be assessed and represented in the
overall results, it was anticipated that these
results would include more special-needs
students and reflect a more inclusive sample.



In the NAEP 2001 sample where ac-
commodations were not permitted, 16
percent of the students in fourth grade, 16
percent in eighth grade, and 11 percent in
twelfth grade were identified by their
schools as having special needs (i.e., either
as SD or LEP students). In the other sample
where accommodations were offered, 17
percent of the students in the fourth grade,
16 percent of students in the eighth grade,
and 10 percent in the twelfth grade were
identified as having special needs. In the
sample where accommodations were not
permitted, between 44 and 48 percent of
the special-needs students at each of the
three grade levels (between 5 and 8 percent
of all students—see appendix A, table A.5,
page 123) were excluded from NAEP
testing by their schools. In the sample
where accommodations were offered,
between 23 and 24 percent of the special-
needs students were excluded from the
assessment (between 2 and 4 percent of the
total sample).

Because the split-sample design was not
used in 1994, trend data for accommodated
students are not available. Therefore, this
chapter compares only the two sets of
results from the 2001 geography assess-

ment. Overall results are provided for the
nation and for student subgroups by
gender and by race/ethnicity. These results
are discussed in terms of statistically signifi-
cant differences between the two sets of
results and differences between subgroups
of students within each set of results.
Throughout this chapter, the assessment
results that include SD and/or LEP stu-
dents for whom accommodations were not
permitted will be referred to as the “ac-
commodations-not-permitted” results.

The set of results that includes SD and/or
LEP students for whom accommodations
were permitted will be referred to as the
“accommodations-permitted” results.

Results for the Nation

Accommodations Not Permitted and
Accommodations Permitted

Table 5.1 displays the average geography
scale scores for the nation in 2001 for two
sets of results: 1) accommodations not
permitted, and 2) accommodations permit-
ted. There were no statistically significant
differences in the average scores between
the two sets of results at grades 4 and 12.
At grade 8, however, the average score
when accommodations were permitted
was lower than the average score when

accommodations were not permitted.
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Table 5.1 Comparison of Two Sets of National Scale Score Results

National average geography scale scores by type of results, grades 4, 8, and 12: 2001

Accommodations not permitted Accommodations permitted

Grade 4 209 208
Grade 8 262 260 1
Grade 12 285 284

1 Significantly different from the sample where accommodations were not permitted.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of

CHAPTER 5 .

Educational Progress (NAEP), 2001 Geography Assessment.

As noted in the introduction to this
chapter, NAEP has always sought to in-
clude special-needs students proportional
to their representation in the U.S. popula-
tion. Offering accommodations tends to
reduce exclusion rates for special-needs
students, and therefore allows NAEP to
offer a fairer and more accurate picture of
the status of American education. Because
special-needs students are typically classi-
fied as eligible for special educational
services after having shown some difficulty
in the regular learning environment, some
may assume that including the perfor-
mance of these students would tend to
lower the overall results. This assumption
appears to have been justified only in the
observed diftference between the two sets
of geography results in 2001 in grade 8,
where the accommodations-permitted
results, which included slightly more
special-needs students because of the

GEOGRAPHY REPORT CARD

availability of accommodations, were lower
than the accommodations-not-permitted
results. It is important to examine the
percentages of students attaining the NAEP
achievement levels, however, to see if there
were higher percentages at the lower
performance ranges (i.e., below Basic and
Basic), when students were assessed with
accommodations.

Table 5.2 shows the percentages of
students attaining each of the achievement
levels. The percentages are similar across
the two sets of results for grades 4 and 12;
apparent differences between the accom-
modations-not-permitted and the accom-
modations-permitted results were not
significantly difterent. At grade 8, however,
the percentage of students at or above
Basic was higher when accommodations
were not permitted than when they were
permitted.



Table 5.2 Comparison of Two Sets of National Achievement-Level Results

Percentage of students within and at or above geography achievement levels by type of results,
grades 4, 8, and 12: 2001

At or above At or above

Below Basic At Basic At Proficient At Advanced Basic Proficient
Grade 4
Accommodations were not permitted 26 53 19 2 74 21
Accommodations were permitted 27 52 19 2 73 20
Grade 8
Accommodations were not permitted 26 44 26 4 74 30
Accommodations were permitted 281 43 25 4 721 29
Grade 12
Accommodations were not permitted 29 47 23 1 71 25
Accommodations were permitted 29 47 23 1 71 24

1 Significantly different from the sample where accommodations were not permitted.

NOTE: Percentages within each geography achievement-level range may not add to 100, or to the exact percentages at or above achievement levels, due to rounding.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 2001 Geography Assessment.

National Results by Gender provided in table 5.3. Male students at

Accommodations Not Permitted and grade 8 had higher geography scores when

Accommodations Permitted . .
accommodations were not permitted than

The average geography scale scores by when accommodations were permitted.

gender for both sets of results in 2001 are

Table 5.3 Comparison of Two Sets of National Scale Score Results by Gender

National average geography scale scores by gender and type of results, grades 4, 8, and 12: 2001

Male Female
Grade 4
Accommodations were not permitted 212 207
Accommodations were permitted 210 206
Grade 8
Accommodations were not permitted 264 260
Accommodations were permitted 262 1 258
Grade 12
Accommodations were not permitted 287 282
Accommodations were permitted 287 281

1 Significantly different from the sample where accommodations were not permitted.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 2001 Geography Assessment.
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As noted in chapter 3, in 2001, male The percentages of male and female

students at all three grades where accom- students attaining the Basic, Proficient, and
modations were not offered had higher Advanced levels are provided in table 5.4.
scale scores than female students. The Comparing the two sets of results in 2001,
same pattern continued where accommo- there were no statistically significant difter-
dations were oftered—male students had ences by accommodation status in the
higher average scale scores than female percentages of male or female students
students in all three grades. attaining each of the achievement levels at

grades 4, 8, or 12.

Table 5.4 Comparison of Two Sets of National Achievement-Level Results by Gender

Percentage of students within and at or above geography achievement levels by gender and
type of results, grades 4, 8, and 12: 2001

At or above At or above

Below Basic At Basic At Proficient At Advanced Basic Proficient

Grade 4

Male

Accommodations were not permitted 25 51 21 g 75 24
Accommodations were permitted 26 51 21 g 74 23

Female

Accommodations were not permitted 28 54 17 1 72 18
Accommodations were permitted 29 54 16 1 71 18

Grade 8

Male

Accommodations were not permitted 25 42 29 B 75 33
Accommodations were permitted 21 41 21 4 73 32

Female

Accommodations were not permitted 21 47 24 g 73 26
Accommodations were permitted 29 45 23 g 71 26

Grade 12

Male

Accommodations were not permitted 21 45 26 2 73 28
Accommodations were permitted 26 45 26 2 74 28

Female

Accommodations were not permitted 30 48 20 1 70 21
Accommodations were permitted 32 48 19 1 68 20

NOTE: Percentages within each geography achievement-level range may not add to 100, or to the exact percentages at or above achievement levels, due to rounding.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 2001 Geography Assessment.

National Results by ences according to race and ethnic group
Race/Ethnicity membership. If SD and/or LEP students
Accommodations Not Permitted and are over-represented in a particular racial or

Accommodations Permitted ethnic group, that group’s assessment scores

NAEP assessments across academic subjects may decrease. Table 5.5 provides the
have typically reported large score difter-
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average geography scale scores for each of scores for any racial/ethnic group at any
the race/ethnicity categories for the two grade, between the samples where accom-
sets of results in 2001. There were no modations were not permitted and where
statistically significant differences in average ~ accommodations were permitted.

Table 5.5 Comparison of Two Sets of National Scale Score Results hy Race/Ethnicity

National average geography scale scores by race/ethnicity and type of results, grades 4, 8, and 12:

2001
Asian/Pacific American

White Black Hispanic Islander Indian
Grade 4
Accommodations were not permitted 222 181 184 212 199
Accommodations were permitted 220 181 185 216 199
Grade 8
Accommodations were not permitted 213 234 240 266 261
Accommodations were permitted 271 232 238 267 259
Grade 12
Accommodations were not permitted 291 260 270 286 288
Accommodations were permitted 292 258 269 285 286

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 2001 Geography Assessment.

As noted in chapter 3, a pattern of The relative standing of the performance
performance differences by race/ethnicity of American Indian students changes by
can be seen in the accommodations-not- grade level. At grade 4, American Indian
permitted results in 2001. Both White and students had lower average scores than
Asian/Pacific Islander students at all three White students regardless of accommoda-
grades scored higher, on average, than tion condition. At grades 8 and 12, how-
Black and Hispanic students. The same ever, the scores of American Indian stu-
pattern can be observed at all three grades dents were not significantly difterent than
in the accommodations-permitted results. White students within either accommoda-
In addition, Hispanic students had higher tion condition.
scores than Black students regardless of’ The percentages of students in each
accommodations condition at grades 8 and . /ethnicity category who attained the
12. At grade 4, however, regardless of Basic, Proficient, and Advanced levels are
accommodation conditions, there was no provided in table 5.6. No statistically
significant difference between the scores of  ganificant differences were found at any of
Black and Hispanic students. the three grades between the accommoda-

tions-not-permitted results and the accom-
modations-permitted results for the per-
centages of students attaining each of the
achievement levels in 2001.
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Table 5.6 Comparison of Two Sets of National Achievement-Level Results by Race/Ethnicity

Percentage of students within and at or above geography achievement levels by race/ethnicity and
type of results, grades 4, 8, and 12: 2001

At or above At or above

Below Basic At Basic At Proficient At Advanced Basic Proficient

Grade 4

White

Accommodations were not permitted 13 58 26 g 87 29
Accommodations were permitted 15 57 25 g 85 28

Black

Accommodations were not permitted 56 39 5 # 44 5
Accommodations were permitted 56 40 4 # 44 4

Hispanic

Accommodations were not permitted 51 43 6 # 49 6
Accommodations were permitted 49 45 5 # 51 6

Asian/Pacific Islander

Accommodations were not permitted 23 52 23 1 17 25
Accommodations were permitted 18 57 24 2 82 25

American Indian

Accommodations were not permitted 34 53 13 # 66 13
Accommodations were permitted 37 51 12 # 63 12

Grade 8

White

Accommodations were not permitted 14 48 34 B 86 39
Accommodations were permitted 16 46 33 B 84 38

Black

Accommodations were not permitted 60 34 6 # 40 6
Accommodations were permitted 62 32 6 # 38 6

Hispanic

Accommodations were not permitted 52 38 9 1 48 10
Accommodations were permitted 54 37 9 1 46 9

Asian/Pacific Islander

Accommodations were not permitted 21 47 28 4 79 32
Accommodations were permitted 20 49 28 4 80 32

American Indian

Accommodations were not permitted 28 41 29 g 72 31
Accommodations were permitted 30 46 21 g 70 24

Grade 12

White

Accommodations were not permitted 19 51 29 2 81 31
Accommodations were permitted 19 51 29 2 81 31

Black

Accommodations were not permitted 65 31 4 # 35 4
Accommodations were permitted 67 30 g # 33 3

Hispanic

Accommodations were not permitted 48 42 10 # 52 10
Accommodations were permitted 50 42 9 # 50 9

Asian/Pacific Islander

Accommodations were not permitted 28 45 25 1 12 26
Accommodations were permitted 29 46 23 1 71 25

American Indian

Accommodations were not permitted 26 41 31 1 74 32
Accommodations were permitted 29 41 29 1 71 30

# Percentage is between 0.0 and 0.5.

NOTE: Percentages within each geography achievement-level range may not add to 100, or to the exact percentages at or above achievement levels, due to rounding.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 2001 Geography Assessment.
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