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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. :

NAEP is a congressionally mandated project of the National Center for Education Stadistics, 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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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) is the nation’s only
ongoing survey of what students know and can do in various academic subject
areas. Authorized by Congress and administered by the National Center for
Education Statistics 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. In 1998 NAEP conducted a national assessment of civics knowledge
of students in each of these grades.

This report presents the results of the NAEP 1998 civics assessment for the

. nation. The results are based on assessing a sample of students at each grade that
is statistically representative of the entire nation. In total, 5,948 fourth graders,
8,212 eighth graders, and 7,763 twelfth graders were assessed. For this subject
assessment, in contrast to the other major subject reports presented this year in
reading and writing, there were no additional state-level results. Students’
performance on the national assessment is described in terms of their average
civics score on a 0 to 300 scale and in terms of the percentage of students
attaining each of 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.
The achievement levels are collective judgments by broadly representative panels
of classroom teachers, education specialists, and members of the general public.

As provided by law, the Acting Commissioner of Education Statistics, upon
review of a congressionally mandated evaluation of NAEP, has determined that
the achievement levels are to be considered developmental. However, both the
Acting Commissioner and NAGB believe these performance standards are useful
for understanding student achievement. They have been widely used by national
and state officials, including the National Education Goals Panel, as a common
yardstick of academic performance.

In addition to providing average scores and achievement level performance
for the nation, this report also provides results for subgroups of students defined
by various background and contextual characteristics. Further, the report
explores relationships between selected teacher and classroom activities and
student performance. A summary of the major findings from the NAEP 1998
civics assessment is presented on the following pages.
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Civics Scale Score and Achievement Level Results

Overall results

P> Average scale scores for the nation were set at 150 on a scale of 0 to 300 for
all grades assessed (4, 8, and 12). This average can be used as a common
reference point within grades and for comparisons among population
subgroups.

P At grades 4, 8, and 12, the percentages of students performing at or
above the Basic level of civics achievement were 69, 70, and 65 percent
respectively; the percentages pcrfofming at or above the Proficient level
were 23, 22, and 26 percent respectively. Two percent of the students at
grades 4 and 8, and 4 percent at grade 12 performed at the highest
achievement level, Advanced.

Results for student subgroups

Gender

P Female students had higher average scale scores than male students at
grades 8 and 12, but not at grade 4. At grades 8 and 12, the percentages of
students at or above the Basic level were higher among females than among
males. At grade 12, however, the percentage of students at the Advanced
level was higher among males than females.

Race/Ethnicity

P At grade 4, White students had higher average scale scores than their
Asian/Pacific Islander peers, who in turn had higher average scale scores
than their Black, Hispanic, and American Indian counterparts. At this grade,
Hispanic students scored at lower average levels than members of other
ethnic groups. At grades 8 and 12, White students had higher average scale
scores than Black, Hispanic, and American Indian students. At grade 8,
Black and Asian/Pacific Islander students scored at 'hi'gh,er levels than '
their Hispanic counterparts. At grade 12, Asian/Pacific Islander students
pérfogmégi at a higher level than their Black, Hispanic, and American
Indian peers.

P Atall three grades, the percentages of White students at or above the
Proficient achievement level were higher than those of Black students,
Hispanic students, and American Indian students. A higher percentage of
White students than Black or Hispanic students reached the Advanced level
at grade 12. At grade 8, a higher percentage of Asian/Pacific Islander

_ students than Black, Hispanic, or American Indian students were at or

x CIVICS REPORT CARD ® EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
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above the Proficient level. A higher percentage of Asian/Pacific Islander
students also reached the Proficient level at grade 4 than did their Black
and Hispanic counterparts.

Parents’ level of education

P Consistent with findings of past NAEP assessments, higher levels of parental
education were associated with higher levels of student performance,
especially at the upper grades. For example, as high school seniors reported
higher levels of parental education, their average scores increased.

P> A larger percentage of grade 4 students who reported that their parents
graduated from college than students who indicated their parents did not
graduate from high school were at or above the Proficient achievement level.
At grade 8, higher percentages of students whose parents were reported
to have graduated from college were at the Advanced level, or at or above
the Proficient level, than were students from the other parental education
groups. The percentage of grade 8 students at the Basic level was highest
among students whose parents graduated from college and lowest among
students whose parents did not graduate from high school. At grade 12,
groups with higher parental education levels had higher percentages of
students at or above each of the achievement levels.

Region of the country

P Students in the Northeast and Central regions had higher average scale
scores than those in the Southeast and West at grades 4 and 8. In addition,
at grade 4, students in the Southeast outperformed those in the West.
At grade 12, students in the Central region outperformed their peers

elsewhere, while seniors in the Northeast had higher average scores than
those in. the Southeast.

P> At grade 4, the percentage of students at the Advanced level was higher in
the Central region than in the West. At all three grades, higher percentages
of students in the Northeast and Central regions were at or above the
Proficient level than in the Southeast. At grades 4 and 8, the Northeast and
Central regions had higher percentages of students at or above Basic than
did the Southeast and the West. At grade 12, the percentage of students
at or above Basic was higher in the Central region than in the Southeast
and West.
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13




Type of location

B> At grades 4 and 8, students from schools in urban fringe /large town and
rural /small town locations had higher average scale scores than their peers
in central city schools. At grade 8, students from schools in urban fringe /
large town locations outperformed their peers from schools in rural /small
town locations.

P At grade 8, the percentages of students at or above the Basic and Proficient
levels were higher among students from urban fringe /large town locations
than among students from central city or rural /small town locations. At
grade 4, the percentage of students at or above the Proficient level was
higher among urban fringe/large town locations than among the other
two groups. Both urban fringe/large town and rural /small town locations
had higher percentages of students at the Basic level than did central
city locations.

' Free/Reduced-Price School Lunch Program

P> At all three grades, students who were eligible for the federally funded
Free /Reduced-Price School Lunch Program had lower average civics scale
scores than students who were not eligible.

Type of school

P At all three grade levels, students attending nonpublic schools had higher
average scale scores than their counterparts attending public schools. The
percentages at or above each of the achievement levels were also higher
among students attending nonpublic schools than among students attending
public schools.

Contexts for learning civics: Teacher characteristics

P The majority of students at both grades 4 and 8 were taught civics by
teachers at the Bachelor’s degree level (teachers in the twelfth grade did
not receive a questionnaire). Forty-three percent of fourth graders and
46 percent of eighth grédcrs were taught by teachers who had Master’s or
higher degrees. The fourth-grade students taught by Master’s-level teachers
had:higher scores than fourth-grade students taught by teachers with
Bachelor’s degrees. : :

P For both fourth- and eighth-grade student samples, the teacher’s
undergraduate major in college was not related to student performance
on the civics assessment.
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P Fourth-grade students whose teachers had either advanced professional or
regular teaching certification produced higher civics scores than students
whose teachers had certification in the “temporary/provisional” category.

B> Students at both fourth and eighth grades generally had social studies
teachers with three or more years’ experience. Only 11 percent of students
at grade 4 and 10 percent at grade 8 had teachers with two years or less of
experience. In the fourth grade only, students with teachers from the least-
experienced category were outscored in the civics assessment by students
whose social studies teachers had three or more years of experience.

P> Students at both fourth and eighth grades had teachers who rated
themselves as well prepared in social studies instruction, classroom climate/
governance, classroom management, and the use of computers. However,
teachers in both grades generally rated themselves as much less well
prepared in using the voluntary national standards for civics/government
or in using computer software for social studies instruction.

B Over half of the teachers in both grades felt that they received “most” of the
resources they need, while only one percent felt that they received “none”
of the resources they need. '

P> Across all three grades, 36 to 41 percent of students were in schools
answering “yes” to whether computers were available to bring to classrooms
when needed. In both grades 8 and 12, students whose schools answered
“yes” to this question outscored students whose schools answered “no.”

P However, 67 percent of fourth graders and 63 percent of eighth graders
were in classes where the teacher indicated “never or hardly ever” using
computer software in class. In one fourth-grade category, students whose
teachers indicated using computer software once or twice a month,
had higher ‘average scale scores than students in the “never or hardly
ever” category.

P> Almost three-quarters (73 percent) of fourth graders were in classes where
teachers indicated never or hardly ever using the Internet for social studies.
Internet usage appeared more common in the eighth grade, where only
55 percent of students were in classes that never or hardly ever used it, while
35 percent used it once or twice a month. In both the fourth and eighth
grades, students using the Internet once or twice a month achieved higher
average scale scores than students who never used the Internet.
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Contexts for learning civics:
Classroom and student variables

B Over 70 percent of students at both grades 4 and 8 indicated that they had
studied the U.S. Constitution and Congress in the current school year.

P> Generally, less than half the fourth- and eighth-grade students indicated that
they had studied other countries’ governments or international organizations
such as the United Nations (UN).

P> For both grades 4 and 8, the highest percentages of students were taught
on a weekly basis with “traditional” instructional activities: using the social
studies textbook; using quantitative data, charts or graphs; completing
worksheets; hearing a teacher’s lecture; and using books, newspapers
or magazines.

P> Instructional activities that were used on a weekly basis with low percentages
of students included: use of computer software; writing a report of three or
more pages; participating in debates or mock trials; and, wrmng lcttcrs on
civic topics.

P Only 35 percent of students in the fourth grade and 43 percent in the
cighth grade received group activities or projects on at least a weekly basis.
. However, in both grades, small- -group activities were employed more
commonly (53 percent in fourth grade and 52 percent in eighth grade)
on a once-or-twice-a-month basis — and the assessment results in grade 8
indicated that students in this frequency category outscored students who
“never or hardly ever” participated in small-group activities.

P> Teachers indicated how frequently they employed each of a wide range
of classroom instructional activities with their social studies students. For
all instructional activity categories at grade 4, the groups of students taught
by teachers with three or more years of experience had higher civics scores
than students taught by teachers with two years or less experience. This
‘pattern ‘of advantage for students of experienced teachers over students of
less-experienced teachers by instructional activity did not appear, however,
in grade 8.
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P Among fourth graders, 58 percent of students were taught by teachers who

' had attended professional development activities in the past year. At grade 8,
the comparable figure was 65 percent. At grade 4, students of teachers who
attended workshops were taught less frequently using worksheets and more
often using group activities and the “active” instructional techniques of
debates, mock trials, and letter writing. Similarly, teachers at grade 8 who
attended workshops were less likely to use textbooks and more likely to use
extended reports, debates, and mock trials.

P At every grade there is a positive association between frequency of
discussion of schoolwork at home and average civics scale scores. At least
two-thirds of students across the three grades reported discussing
schoolwork at home at least once a week.

P More than half of grade 12 students indicated they did some volunteer work
in their communities. Those who volunteered had higher civics scores than
those who never volunteered.

P> Almost two-thirds of the twelfth-grade students indicated at least some
hours worked each week at a job for pay. About a fifth (21 percent) of
the students reported working 21 or more hours per week. Students who
worked between 6 and 15 hours per week-had the highest scores on
the assessment.
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The health of American constitutional democracy depends on the informed
and active participation of the nation’s citizens in civic affairs. Yet, will the
next generation of citizens have the skills and interest to fulfill its responsibility?
Recent research into the civic attitudes of college students and adults reveals
little interest in politics or activism and poor knowledge of even such basic
subjects as the United States Constitution. Although these findings do not
augur well for the future, it is instructive that Americans still believe that
education for citizenship is one of the primary goals of education.!

In most school districts around the couhtry, students never take a course
called civics; courses by that name were gradually phased out over much of the
twentieth century. Today, civics concepts are primarily taught as part of social
studies, history, and government classes. But, it is with the understanding that
civics education — beginning early in a child’s educational career and
continuing through high school — is critical to the survival of democratic
government in this country that NAEP offers a unique assessment in civics at
grades 4, 8, and 12. The results from the 1998 NAEP civics assessment
presented in this Report Card can help answer the question: “Are the schools
fulfilling their role as educators of good citizens?” ‘

Overview of the 1998 National Assessment
of Educational Progress (NAEP)

This report is written for a variety of audiences — policymakers, parents,
teachers, and concerned citizens. The results reported here can provide
important information for them to consider in discussing and making decisions
about how best to prepare the nation’s students to become concerned and
active citizens.

! The results of recent research are sammarized by Branson, M.S. (1998) in The role of civic education.
[On-line]. Available: http://www.civiced.org/articles_role html.

Branson, M.S. (1994). What does research on political attitudes and behavior tell us about the need for
improving education. for democracy? Paper presented at the International Conference on Education for

DPemocracy, Makibu, CA
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The NAEP is the only nationally representative and continuing assessment
of what students in the United States know and can do in various subjects.
NAEDP is authorized by Congress and directed by the National Center for
Education Statistics (NCES) of the U.S. Department of Education. The
National Assessment Governing Board (NAGB), an independent body, provides
policy direction for NAEP. .

Since it was authorized by Congress in 1969, NAEP’s mission has been
to collect, analyze, and present reliable and valuable information about what
students know and can do. Both public and private school students in grades 4,
8, and 12 are sampled and assessed on a regular basis in core academic
subject areas.

All NAEP assessments are based on a content framework developed through
a national consensus process that involves teachers, curriculum experts, parents,
and members of the general public. The NAEP Civics Framework? was newly
written for the 1998 assessment, as were all of the assessment questions.

" Therefore, it is not possible to compare results of student achievement in civics
from the 1998 assessment with those of earlier assessments. However, a separate
trend study was conducted in 1998 using questions from the previous NAEP
civics assessment conducted in 1988. Results from the trend study will appear in
a separate report.

The 1998 civics assessment was administered to-national samples of fourth,
cighth, and twelfth graders. At fourth grade 5,948 students were assessed; at
cighth grade, 8,212; and at twelfth grade, 7,763.

This report describes the results of the NAEP 1998 civics assessment. The
assessment consisted of a combination of multiple-choice and constructed-
response (open-ended) questions. Each student participating in the assessment
received two 25-minute sections of questions. There were 15 questions in each
section at grade 4, 19 questions in each section at grade 8, (with the exception
of one section with 18 questions); and 19 questions in each section at grade 12.

Framework for the 1998 Assessment

The NAEP Civics Framework established the objectives for the 1998 civics
assessment and provided the specifications that guided development of the
assessment instrument. The framework was developed for the National
Assessment Governing Board (NAGB) through a national consensus process

2 National Assessment Governing Board. (1996). Civics framework for the 1998 National Assessment of
Edzcationnl Progress. Washington, DC: Author.
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conducted by the Council of Chief State School Officers in conjunction with
the Center for Civic Education and the American Institutes for Research.
It benefited from the input of many and diverse perspectives. The steering
committee that oversaw the framework development was comprised of
representatives from education and policy orgaﬁizations, business, and
government. The planning committee that wrote the framework was made
up of teachers and teacher educators, scholars, curriculum experts, and
assessment specialists. In addition, input was solicited and received from
educators, scholars, students, and the general public.

Development of the framework rested on two important ideas. First,
the preservation of American constitutional democracy depends upon a well-
educated citizenry participating actively in public affairs. To be well educated
means not only to have knowledge about government and society, but also to
possess the skills and civic dispositions necessary for effective participation.
Second, although families, religious.institutions, and other influences have an
important role in shaping individuals’ civic character, the schools “bear a special
and historic responsibility for the development of civic competence and civic
responsibility. Schools can and should provide effective civic education through
both formal and informal means from the earliest grades through high
school.” Therefore, as embodied by the framework, the goal of the NAEP
civics assessment is to measure how well American youth are being prepared
to meet their citizenship responsibilities. ‘

The design of the 1998 assessment reflects this goal. The framework
specifies three interrelated components which, taken together, reflect broad
civic competency:

P Knowledge
P Intellectual and participatory skills
p Civic dispositidns
Each assessment exercise has a knowledge and intellectual skills component.

A portion of the exercises also measures participatory skills and /or civic
dispositions.

3 National Assessment Governing Board. (1996). Civics framework for the 1998 National Assesment of

Educatisnal Progress.(p. 7). Washington, DC: Auther,
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The framework’s civic knowledge component draws heavily on the 1994
National Standards for Civics and Government developed by the Center for
Civic Education and covers the broad range of content that forms the basis of
civic understanding.* Civic knowledge is divided into five categories that are
expressed as questions. That the framework poses the knowledge component as
questions reflects the position that civic knowledge encompasses not just factual
knowledge but a broader and deeper understanding of the meaning of
citizenship. The categories are:

I. What are civic life, politics, and government?
II. What are the foundations of the American political system?

~IIT. How does the government established by the Constitution embody the
purposes, values, and principles of American democracy?
IV. What is the relationship of the United States to other nations and to world
affairs?

V. What are the roles of citizens in American democracy?

The intellectual and participatory skills component covers those skills of
mind and action that allow individuals to apply civic knowledge to good effect.
The framework distinguishes three types of intellectual skills, although clearly
there is some degree of overlap among them: '

P Identifying and describing
P Explaining and analyzing
P Evaluating, taking, and defending positions

The framework secks to measure students’ participatory skills because,
ultimately, civic knowledge and intellectual skills are most beneficial when
applied to civic participation. Since NAEP cannot directly assess civic participation,
the framework specifies that test questions be designed to measure whether
students can identify participatory skills, recognize their purpose, explain how to
use theim, or specify how. best to achieve desired results by using particular skills.

. National sandards for civics and government. Calabasas, CA: Author.
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The third framework component, civic dispositions, “refers to the traits of
private and public character essential to the preservation and improvement of
American constitutional democracy.” The framework identifies five dispositions:

B Becoming an independent member of society

P Assuming the pérsonal, political, and economic responsibilities of a citizen
P Respecting individual worth and human dignity

P Darticipating in civic affairs in an informed, thoughtful, and effective manner
P Promoting the healthy functioning of American constitutional democracy

As with participatory skills, it is not within the scope of NAEP to assess
students’ civic dispositions directly. Therefore, certain assessment exercises are
designed to measure students’ knowledge and understanding of the importance
of civic dispositions.

The new framework for the 1998 civics assessment differs from the Civics
Objectives for the 1988 assessment in two principal ways.5 First, whereas the
1988 Objectives focused on student understanding of United States government
and politics, the 1998 current framework defines civic knowledge more broadly.
Reflecting récent scholarship, the framework incorporates the idea that the
healthy func'ti'oning.of democratic society requires participation not only in
those organizations and activities directly tied to governmental politics but also
in the widé range of voluntary, nongovernmental organizations and activities —
unions, religious organizations, clubs, charities, service organizations, and so
on — that constitute what is known as “civil society.”® The second major
difference between the 1998 assessment and its predecessor is the inclusion of
open-ended (i.e., constructed-response) exercises. In 1988 the assessment at

* grade 4 consisted entirely of multiple-choice questions, and the assessments at
grades 8 and 12 included only one open-ended question. In 1998, as shown in
Table i.1, significant portions of the assessment time at all three grades were
allotted to open-ended questions.

5 National Assessment of Educational Progress. (1987). Civics: United States government and policy objectives:
1988 assessment. Princeton, NJ: Educational Testing Service.

6 Bahmueller, C.F., Quigley, C.N. (Eds.). (1991). CIVITAS: A framework for civic education. Calabasas, CA:
Center for Civic Education.
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Percentage of civics assessment time by item format,
grades 4, 8, and 12: 1998

Gmde 4 Grade 8 Grade 12
Multiple choice 53 61 61
Short constructed response 29 27 30
Extended constructed response 18 12 "9

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics,
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Civics Assessment.

The Civics Assessment Instruments

To ensure that the civics assessment instruments conformed as closely as
possible to the framework specifications, the development of the 1998
assessment was guided by a special committee (see Appendix C) of civics
teachers and teacher educators, some of whom had served on the framework
planning committee. All components of the assessment were also evaluated for
curricular relevance, developmental appropriateness, and fairness concerns. Five
hundred fifty-five questions were field-tested in 1997 and their performance
analyzed. Test developers then used the best available questions to meet the
criteria established for the 1998 assessment.

Tables i.2 and i.3 show the distribution of assessment time across areas
of civic knowledge and intellectual skills, respectively. Every effort was made
to create a question pool that met the framework specifications for the
distribution of exercises by content and intellectual skills. However, the
additional need to balance the pool by exercise format (multiple-choice and
open-ended), include questions based on a variety of textual and graphical
stimuli, measure participatory skills and civic dispositions, and use questions that
had performed best during the field test meant that the distribution of exercises
in the 1998 assessment instruments differs somewhat from the distribution
specified in the framework.
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Percentage distribution of civics assessment time by content area,
grades 4, 8, and 12: 1998

| Grade 4 Grade8  Grode 12
I What are civic life, politics, - o -
and government? 21 8 5
II; What are the foundations
of the American political system? 22 28 23
M. How does the government established
by the Constitution embody the purposes, ‘
values, and principles of American democracy? 15 26 29
IV. What is the relationship of the United States
to other nations and to world offairs? 10 14 20

V. What are the roles of
itizens in American-demotracy? 32 24 23

SOURCE: Notianal Center for Education Statistics,
Notionol Assessment of Educatianal Progress (NAEP),
1998 Civics Assessment.
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Table .3

Percentage distribution of civics assessment time by intellectual skills,
grades 4, 8, and 12: 1998

P Ao 2 U BDMT LI AW D ” - T RSV DAL SaL gt &0

ud 4 Grad Grade |2 } _
Idemiiying and describing 33 29 18
Explaining and analyzing 37 38 44

Evaluating, toking, and defending a posiion 30 "33 38

SOURCE: Naotionol Center for Education Statistics,
Notiohol Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Civics Assessment.
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For the 1998 assessment, the exercise pools at each grade were divided into
25-minute blocks; six at fourth grade, and eight blocks each at eighth grade
and twelfth grade. Each student participating in the assessment received a test
booklet that contained two blocks of questions. Although the framework
distribution requirements refer to the entire exercise pool at each grade, the

‘blocks were assembled to be roughly similar in terms of difficulty and exercise

format. Every block also contained questions from each of the content and
intellectual skills categories, but not in equal proportions.

As part of the assessment, students answered general background questions
that asked them to identify their gender, race/ethnicity, parents’ highest level
of education, and other factors such as how often they studied civics or social
studies. These background questions were given in separately timed sections.
Results from these questions and other background questions given to the
teachers and school administrators of participating students are discussed in
Chapters 4 and 5.

Description of School and Student Samples

The NAEP 1998 civics assessment was conducted nationally at grades 4,

8, and 12. A representative sample of public and nonpublic school students,
selected through stratified random sampling procedures, was assessed. Thus,
the-results-presented in-this report are based on representative samples of
students. Each sclected school that participated in the assessment, and cach
s‘tudcnt assessed, represents a portion of the population of interest. As a result, -
after adjustment for student and school nonresponses, the findings presented are
representative of all fourth, eighth, and twelfth graders in the nation and in the
four regions analyzed (Northeast, Southeast, Central, West).

More details on the nature of the accommodations offered to students
with disabilities and students with limited English proficiency, and the number
of students who received such accommodations, are given in Appendix A.
Appendix A also contains information on sample sizes and participation rates
for the assessment. _

In an effort to expand inclusion in NAEP, the 1998 civics assessment, for
the first time, offered:testing accommodations to-students with disabilities and
to studénts with limited proficiency in English. Some of the accommodations
provided were small groups, extended time, and one-on-one administration. A
total of 3 percent of fourth-grade students, 3 percent of eighth-grade students,
and 1 percent of twelfth-grade students were assessed with accommodations.
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Scoring the 1998 Civics Assessment

All student responses to open-ended exercises were scored by specially trained
professional raters.' Scoring guides were developed for each open-ended exercise
in the assessment. Responses to most open-ended questions were scored on
cither a 3- or 4-point scale, depending on their complexity. Question authors
drafted initial scoring guides to reflect the purpose of the exercise. Generally a
scoring guide contained a rubric establishing the criteria for receiving different
score levels plus a list of credited responses outlining which answers would and
would not receive credit. Test developers revised and refined the scoring guides
at several stages before the field test, after the field test, and again before the
1998 assessment. The guides were also reviewed by the civics development
committee prior to both the field test and the 1998 assessment, and by NAGB
and NCES staff and outside reviewers during the two clearance reviews. During
the scoring process, 25 percent of all student responses were read by a second
rater to ensure a high degree of consistency between raters.

A more detailed description of the NAEP scoring procedure is given in
Appendix A.

Reporting the Civics Assessment Results

Because of the nature of the NAEP assessment, which selects a representative
sample of students in order to survey the nation, and the breadth of the field
of civics, each student participating cannot be expected to respond to all of
the exercises in the assessment. That would impose an unreasonable burden
on students and their schools. Thus, each student was administered a portion
of the assessment, and data were combined across students to report on the
achievement of fourth, eighth, and twelfth graders and on the achievement
of subgroups of students (e.g., subgroups defined by gender or level of
parental education).

Student responses to the civics questions were analyzed to determine the
percentage of students responding correctly to each multiple-choice question
and the percentage of students responding at each of the score levels for
constructed-response questions. Item response theory (IRT) methods were
used to produce an overall scale for each of the grades — 4, 8, and 12. Results
presented in this report are based on this overall scale.
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For each grade, the range of the scale was 0 to 300, and the national average

~was set at 150. Although the scale-score ranges are identical across grades, the

scale was derived independently for each grade. Therefore, average scale scores
cannot be compared across grades. For example, equal scale scores on the grade
4 and grade 8 scales do not imply equal levels of civics achievement. However,
this scale does make it possible to compare civics scale scores for the nation for
subgroups of students at a particular grade. (Additional details of the scaling
procedures can be found in Appendix A.)

The average scale score provides information on what students know and
can do. In addition to the NAEP civics scale, results are also reported using the
civics achievement levels as authorized by the NAEP legislation and adopted
by NAGB. The achievement levels are performance standards based on the
collective judgments of experts about what students should know and be able to
do. The levels were developed by a broadly representative panel that included
teachers, education specialists, and-members of the general public. For each
grade tested, NAGB has adopted three achievement levels: Basic, Proficient,
and Advanced. For reporting purposes, the achievement level cut scores for
cach grade are placed on the NAEP civics 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
cach subject area” that NAEP measures.” The 1994 NAEP reauthorization
reaffirmed many of the Board’s statutory responsibilities, including “developing
appropriate student performance standards for each age and grade in each
subject area to be tested under the National Assessment.”® To follow this
directive and achieve the mandate of the 1988 statute “to improve the form
and use of NAEP results,” the Board undertook the development of student
performance standards (called “achievement levels”). Since 1990, the Board
has adoptcd achievement levels for mathematics, reading, U.S. history,
world gcography, and science, and, most rcccntly, for the 1998 civics and
writing assessments.

7 Public Law 100~297. (1988). National Assessment of Educational Progress Improvement Act
(20 USC 1221). Washington, DC.

8 public Law 103-382. (1994). Improving America’s Schools Act (20 USC 9010). Washington, DC.
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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 performance. Students reaching this level demonstrate
competency over challenging subject matter. The Advanced level signifies
superior performance at a given grade. For each grade, the levels are cumulative;
that is, abilities achieved at the Proficient level presume mastery of abilities
associated with the Basic level, and attainment of the Advanced level presumes
mastery of both the Basic and Proficient levels. Figure i.1 presents the policy
definitions of the achievement levels that apply across grades and subject areas.
(Specific descriptions of civics achievement for the levels at each grade are
presented in Chapter 1.) 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 is not the desired goal, but rather represents partial mastery that -
is a step toward Proficient.

. . u THE NATIDN'S
Figure i.1 REPORT (g
Achievement level policy definitions
Basic | This level denotes partial mastery of prerequisite knowledge and skills
that are fundamental for proficient work at each grade.
_ Proficient 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 situations, and analytical
skills appropriate to the subject matter.

Advanced This level signifies superior performance.
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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 the view of civics reflected
in the NAEP assessment framework for civics. This achievement-level-setting
process was reviewed by an array of individuals, including policymakers,
representatives of political 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 approval,
are a sct of achievement level descriptions and a set of achievement level cut-
points on the 300-point NAEP scale for civics, as well as a set of exemplars
of student performance at each achievement level. The cut points are the
scores that define the boundaries between below Basic, Basic, Proficient,
and Advanced performance at grades 4, 8, and 12. Further details of the
achievement-level-setting process will be available in the forthcoming NAEP
1998 Technical Report.

The Developmental Status of Achievement Levels

The 1994 NAEP reauthorization law requires that the achievement levels be
used on a developmental basis until the Commissioner 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 make clear the developmental status of the
achievement levels in all NAEP reports.

In 1993, the first of several congressionally mandated evaluations of the
achievement-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 cut point may be underestimated.'® Others
have critiqued these evaluations, asserting that the weight of the empirical
evidence does not support such conclusions.!!

9 The IrﬂproMg America’s Schools Act of 1994 (20 USC 9010) requires that the Commissioner base his or
her determination on a congressionally mandated evaluation by one or more nationally recognized
evaluation organizations, such as the National Academy of Education (NAE) or the National Academy of
Sciences (NAS). :

10 United States General Accounting Office. (1993). Education achicvement standards: NAGB’ approach yields
misleading interpretations. U.S. General Accounting Office Report to Congressional Requestors.
Washington, DC: Author.

National Academy of Education. (1993). Setting performance standards Sor achievement: A report of the
Narional Academy of Education Pancl on the evaluations of the NAEP Trial State Assessment: An evaluation
of the 1992 achievement levels, Stanford, CA: Author

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

Kane, M. (1993). Comments on the NAEP evaluation of the NAGB achievement levels. Washington, DC:
National Assessment Governing Board.
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In response to the evaluations and critiques, NAGB conducted an additional
study of the 1992 achievement levels in reading before deciding to use those
levels for reporting 1994 NAEP results.”> When reviewing the findings of this
study, the National Academy of Education (NAE) Panel expressed concern
about what it saw as a “confirmatory 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.”13 :

In 1997, the NAE Panel summarized its concerns with interpreting NAEP
results based on the achievement levels as follows: ‘

First, the potential instability of the levels may-interfere with the
accurate portrayal of trends. Second, the perception that few American
students arve attaining the higher standards we have set for them may
deflect attention to the wronyg 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 weve contradicted by poor performance against the possibly
flawed NAEP reading achievement levels in the following year!*

The NAE Panel report reccommended “that the current achievement levels
be abandoned by the end of the century and replaced by new standards L7
The National Center for Education Statistics and the National Assessment
Governing Board have sought and continue to seek new and better ways to set
performance standards on NAEP. For example, NCES and NAGB jointly
sponsored a national conference on standard setting in large-scale assessments,

- which explored many issues related to standard setting.!S Although new

directions were presented and discussed, a proven alternative to the current
process has not yet been identified. The Acting Commissioner of Education
Statistics and NAGB continue to call on the research community to assist in
finding ways to improve standard setting for reporting NAEP results.

12 American College Testing. (1995). NAEP reading revisited: An evaluation of the 1992 achizvement level
. descriprions. Wishington, DC: National Assessment Governing Board. ‘

13 National Academy of Education. (1996). Reading achievement levels. In Quality and utility: The 1994
Trial State Assessment in reading. The fourth report of the National Academy of Education Panel on the
evaluation of the NAEP Trial State Assessment. Stanford, CA: Author.

14 National Academy of Education. (1997). Assessment in transition: Monitoring the nation’s educational
progress (p. 99). Mountain View, CA: Author.

15 National Assessment Governing Board and National Center for Education Statistics. (1995). Proceedings of
the Joint Conference on Standard Sesting for Large-Scale Assessments of the National Assesment Governing
Board (NAGB) and the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES). Washington, DC: Government
Printing Office.
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The most recent congressionally mandated evaluation conducted by the
National 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 congressionally mandated
studies. The Panel concluded that “NAEP’s current achievement-level-setting
procedures remain fundamentally flawed. The judgment tasks are difficult and
confusing; raters’ judgments of different item types are internally inconsistent;
appropriate validity evidence for the cut scores is lacking; and the process has
produced unreasonable results.”

The NAS Panel accepted the continuing use of achievement levels in
reporting NAEP results only 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 describing
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 is
a developing process and is subject to various interpretations. The Board and the
Acting Commissioner of Education Statistics believe that the achievement levels
are useful for reporting on 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. The National Education Goals Panel and
government leaders in the nation and in more than 40 states use these results in
their annual reports.

Based on the congressionally mandated evaluations so far, the Acting
Commissioner agrees with the recommendation of the National Academy
of Sciences to exercise caution in the use of the current achievement levels.
Therefore, the Acting Commissioner concludes that these achievement levels
should continue to be considered developmental and should continue to be
interpreted and used with caution.

16 Pellegrino, J.W., Jones, L.R., & Mitchell, KJ. (Eds.). (1999). Grading the nation’s report card: Evaluating
NAEP and transformsng the assessment of educational progress. Committee on the Evaluation of National
Assessments of Educational Progress, Board on Testing and Assessment, Commission on Behavioral and
Social Sciences and Education, National Research Council. (p. 182). Washington, DC: National Academy
Press. .

17 Ibid., page 176. (For an opposing viewpoint see Hambleton, R.K., Brennan, R.L., Brown, W., Dodd, B.,
Forsyth, R.A., Mehrens, WA, Nellhaus, J., Reckase, M., Rindone, D., van der Linder, WJ., & Zwick, R.
(1999). A resporise to “Setting reasonable and useful performance standards® in the National Academy of
Sciences’ Grading the nation’s report card. Amherst, Massachusetts: University of Massachusetts, Laboratory

of Psychometric and Evaluative Research.)
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Interpreting NAEP Results

The average scores and percentages presented in this report are estimates
because they are based on samples rather than testing an entire population.

As such, the results are subject to a measure of uncertainty, reflected in the
standard errors of the estimates. Also reflected in the standard errors are errors
of measurement that are associated with any measurement instrument. The
standard errors for the estimated scale scores and percentages provided
throughout this report are provided in Appendix B.

The differences between scale scores or percentages discussed in the
following chapters take into account the standard errors associated with the
estimates. The 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 these statistics. Throughout this report, differences

are defined as significant when they are significant from a statistical perspective.

This means that observed differences are unlikely to be due to chance factors
associated with sampling variability. The term “significant” is not intended to
imply a judgment about the absolute magnitude or educational relevance of
the differences. It is intended to identify statistically dependable population
differences in order to help focus subsequent dialogue among policymakers,
educators, and the public. All differences reported are significant at the .05
level, with appropriate adjustments for multiple comparisons.

Cautions in Interpretation

The reader is cautioned against using the NAEP results in this report to make
simple causal inferences related to subgroup performance, to the relative
effectiveness of public and nonpublic schools, or to other educational variables
discussed in this report. A relationship that exists between performance and
another variable does not reveal the underlying cause of that relationship,
which may be influenced by a number of other variables. Differences in civics
performance may reflect a range of socioeconomic and educational factors
_not discussed in this report or addressed by the NAEP assessment program.
Similarly, differences between public and nonpublic schools may be better
understood by considering such factors as composition of the student body
~and parental involvement. Finally, differences in civics performance may reflect
not only the effectiveness of education programs, but also the challenges posed
by economic constraints and student demographic characteristics.
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Average Scale Score and
Achievement Level Results
for the Nation

Overview

This chapter presents overall results of the 1998 NAEDP civics assessment for all
fourth, eighth, and twelfth graders across the nation. Chapters 2 and 3 provide
results for subgroups of students. As discussed in the Introduction to this
report, student performance on the civics assessment is described in two ways:
1) in terms of average scores on the NAEP civics scale, and 2) in terms of the
percentages of students attaining the three levels of achievement in civics. The
NAEP civics scale ranges from 0 to 300. The three civics achievement levels are
Basic, Proficient, and Advanced. '

This chapter also presents sample questions and studerit responses from
the assessment. These questions and responses were selected to exemplify
performance within each achievement level range. Three questions are presented
for each grade assessed — one at each achievement level. '

Average Scale Score Results for the Nation

The NAEP civics assessment provides a measure of students’ knowledge and
understanding of civics. The average performance of students in each grade
assessed is expressed in terms of the average score on the NAEP civics scale.

As noted above, the civics scale ranges from 0 to 300, and the national average
at each grade is 150. The NAEP civics scale can be used to compare the
performance of subgroups of students within a grade (for example, male
cighth graders compared to female cighth graders). Within-grade scale score
compansons of subgroups of students are presented in Chapter 2 of this report.
The’ scalc docs not allow for comparisons of performance across gradcs (for-
cxamplc, fouirth gradcrs compared to eighth graders) because each grade was
scalcd scparatcly. ‘Additional information about the scaling procedures for the
1998 NAEP civics assessment can bc found in Appendix A of this report and
in the forthcommg NAEP 1998 Technical Report.
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Table 1.1 presents the civics scale scores for students at the 10%, 25% 50
75%, and 90* percentiles at each grade. These data provide some indication of
the range of student performance, from lower performance (10* percentile) to
higher performance (90th percentile).

;'.”ETNMIDN'S
REPOR raEp
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=

Civics scale scores by percentiles: 1998

Average 10th . 75th 90th

scule score | percentile | percentile | percentile | percentile | percentile
Grade 4 150 102 128 153 175 192
Grade 8 150 103 128 153 175 192
Grade 12 150 103 128 153 175 192

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational
Progress {NAEP), 1998 Civics Assessment.

AEEiev‘ement Level Results for the Nation

In addition to describing student performance in terms of average scale scores,
the assessment results can be examined according to students’ attainment of
the three civics achievement levels as authorized by the NAEP legislation' and
as adopted by the National Assessment Governing Board (NAGB). Viewing
students’ performance from this perspective provides some insight into the
adcquacy of students’ knowledge and skills and the extent to which they
achieved cxpcctcd levels of performance.

In 1999, NAGB reviewed and adopted the recommended civics achievement
levels of Basic, Proficient, and Advanced that, for reporting purposes, are placed
on the NAEP civics scale rcsultlng in the four ranges of performances cited
carhcr (ie., bclow Buszc, Buszc, Proﬁczent and Advunced) Figures 1.1 through
1.3 present in ‘bold type the spcc1ﬁc descriptions of civics achievement levels at
cach gradc In the description of each achievement level, the portion in regular
type prcscnts a summary of the complctc description of that level. The numbers

in paréntheses are the scale scores markmg the boundary for each level on the
0-300 scale.

! The Improving America’s Schools Act of 1994 (20 USC 9010) requires that the National Assessment
Governing Board develop “appropriate student performance levels” for reporting NAEP results.
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Figure 1.1
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Civics achievement levels, grade 4: 1998

Basic
{136)

Proficient
0y

Fourth-grade students performing at the basic level should have an understanding of what government is and
what it does, and they should be able to identify some things that government is not allowed to do. These
students should have some understanding of the foundations of the American political system. In the context
of their school and community, they should understand rules and laws, rights and responsibilities, and ways to
participate in governing. These students should know that the world is divided into many countries.

Fourth-grade students performing ot the basic level should have some understanding of what goverment is and what it does, and they
should be able to identify some things that government is nat allowed ta do. They should be able ta explain purposes of rules in the
school and the community, and fo describe whot hoppens when people break laws. These students should understand how nofionol
holidays and symbols such os the fiag, the Statue of Liberty, and the Fourth of July reflect shared Americon values, and they should be
able o identify different types of diversity in Americon society. They should be able to describe ways to settle disagreements or canflicts
peacefully. They should be able fo nome the president and their state governor and to identify rights and responsibilities of a cifizen.
They should knaw some ways that students can participate in governing their school and community, ond they should be able fa describe
qualities of o good leader. Finally, these students should know thot the werld is divided ino many counries.

Fourth-grade students performing at the proficient level should have a good understanding of what the
American government does and of why it is not allowed to act in certain ways. These students should hove an
age-appropriate understanding of the foundations of the American politicol system. They shovld understand
purposes of laws, ways shared beliefs unify Americans, what it means to be a ditizen, and rights and
responsibilities of citizens, and the idea of public particpation in governing. These students should be able

to describe ways in which countries interact with one another.

Fourth-grade students performing of the proficient level should have o good understanding of what the American government does

and of why it is not allowed to act in cerfain ways. They should be able to explain why we have laws. These students should be able
o recognize diversity in American society and that Americans ore united by shared beliefs and principles. They should know that the
Constitution and the Declaration of Independence are founding documents of American democracy. They should be able to explain how
people make decisions about the ways they live together in o democracy and how groups in schools and communifies can manage
conflict peacefully. They should know what it means to be o cifizen of their stafe and the nation, and they should be able to distinguish
between rights and responsibilities of ditizens. They should understand why it is important for people ta parficipate in governing their
school and community. Finally, these students should be able to describe ways in which countries interact with one another.

Advanced Fourth-grade students performing at the advanced level should understand and be able to explain some

(215)

porposes of government. When given age-oppropriate examples, they should recognize differences between
power and authority and between imited and unlimited government. They should be able to explain the
importance of shared valves in American democracy, to identify ways dtizens can participate in governing, and
to understand that with rights come responsibilities. They should be able to explain how nations benefit when
they resolve confllicts peacetully.

Fourth-grade students performing ot the advanced level should understand and be able to explain same purposes of government. They
should recognize differences between power and authority when given examples and should understand differences between limited ond
unlimifed government. These students should be able to explain why it is important that cifizens share a commitment fo the values of
American democracy, and they should be aware of the benefits and challenges of both unity ond diversity in American society. They
should be able to distinguish between services provided by local and state levels of govemment. These students should be able to
desaibe how government can moke it possible for people to accomplish goals they could not achieve alone. They should be oble fo
idenfity ways in which diizens can keep track of their govemment's actions, and they should understand the connection between rights
and responsibilities of a cifizen. Finally, they should be able to explain how nations benefit when they resolve conflicts peacefull.

e

SOURCE: National Assessment Governing Board. Policy adopted May 15, 1999 at quarterly meeting. Washington, DC.
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Civics achievement levels, grade 8: 1998

Basic Eighth-grade students performing at the basic level should have some understanding of competing ideas about purposes

(134) of government, and they shovld be able to describe advantages of limited government. They should be able to define
government, constitution, the rule of law, and politics. They should be able to identify the fundamental principles of
American democracy and the documents from which they originate, and they should understond the importance of a
shored commitment to the core values of Americon democracy. They should recognize the components of the political
process and understand personal, political, and economic rights and responsibilities. They should be able to describe the
purposes of some international organizations.

Eighth-grode students performing at the basic level should have some understanding of compefing ideas about purposes of government, ond they
should be oble to describe advantages of limited government. They should be able to define what is meant by government, constitution, the rule

of law, ond politics. These students should be able to identify fundomental principles and volues of American democracy, such os federalism, the
separation of powers, checks and balances, govemment by the consent of the governed, ond individuol rights. They should understand that the
Declaration of Independence and the United States Constitution including the Bill of Rights ond other Amendments are sources of these ideas. These
students should be oble to explain why it is important that citizens share the values and principles expressed in the nation’s core documents, and
they should understand functions of elections, political parties, and interest groups in o democrotic society. They should know that Americon
citizenship is attained by birth or through noturolizotion. They should be able to identify personal, political, ond economic rights of Americans and
should understand the responsibilities that these rights imply. Finally, these students should be able to describe purposes of international
organizations to which the United States belongs.

Proficient  Eighth-grade students performing at the proficient level should understand and be able to explain purposes that
(178)  government should serve. These students should have a good understanding of differences between government and
civil society and of the importance of the rule of law. They should recognize discrepancies between American ideals and
reclity and be able to describe continving efforts to address them. They should understand the separation and sharing
of powers among branches of govemment and between federal and state governments, and they should be able to
explain how ditizens influence government. They should be able to describe events within the United States and other
countries that huve international consequences.

Eighttrgrade students performing ot the proficient level should hove o good understanding of purposes that government should serve, ond they
should be able to explain why government should serve those purposes. These students should understand differences between government and
civil society, and they should be able to explain the imporfance of the rule of low. They should be oble to point out ways in which ideals expressed
in the nation’s care documents differ from reality and to identify woys in which these differences continue to be addressed. They should be oble to
explain how and why legisltive, executive, and judicial powers are seporate, shared, and limited in the Americon constitutional government, and
they should understond how and why powers are divided and shared between the national and state governments. They should be oble to discuss
ways thot citizens can use the polifical process to influence government. These students should be able to provide simple interprefations of non-
textbased information, like mops, charts, tables, graphs, and cortoons. Finally, these students should be able to describe events in the United States
thot have influenced other nations, as well as events in other nations that hove affected American policy.

Advanced  Eighth-grade students performing at the advanced level should have a developed understanding of how divil society
(213) helps to maintain limited government and why the rule of law is important. These students should have a dear
understanding of issues in which democratic values are in conflict and of past efforts to address the discrepancies
between American ideals and reality. They should understand how ditizens can monitor and inflvence government
and how responsible citizens support democracy. They should recognize the impact of American demoaracy on other
countries, as well as other countries’ impact on American polifics and sodety.

Eightfrgrade students performing ot the advanced level should have a developed understanding of why civil society plays o key role in mointaining
o limited government and of the importance of the rule of law in civil society and government. These students should be able to toke positions on
issues in which fundamental values ore in conflict — kberty and equality, individual rights and the comman good, and majority rule and minority
rights, for example — and they should be able to defend their positions. They should be oble to evaluate results of past efforts to address
discrepandies between American ideols and national reality and to explain how citizens con monitor and influence locol, state, ond national
government. These students should understand how laws can achieve purposes of American constitutional government, such as promoting the
common good and protecting rights of individuals. They should understand how civic disposifions such as civility, toleronce, ond respect for low
promote the healthy functioning of American constitutionol demacracy. Finally, these students should understand the impact of American democracy
on other countries, as well os the impact of other countries on American polifics and sociefy.
L. ]

SOLIRCE: Natinnal Accacsmant Gaverning Rnard  Policy adonted May 151999 ot auarterly meetina. Washinaton. DC.
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Civics achievement levels, grade 12: 1998

Busic  Twelfth-grode students performing at the basic level should have an understanding of what is meant by cvil sodety, constitu-

(139)  tional government, and politics. They should know that constitutional governments can take different forms, and they should
understand the fundamental prindples of American constitutional government and politics, incuding functions of political parties
and other organizations. They should understand both rights and responsibilities in a democratic society, and they shouvld
recognize the valve of political particpation. They should be familior with international issues that affect the United States.

Twelfthgrade students performing ot the basic level should have an understonding of what is meant by civil sodety, constitutional govemment, and polifics.
They should know thot constifutional governments can fake different forms, and they should understand the fundamental principles of American constitutional
government. These students should be able to explain woys that political parfies, interest groups, and the media contribute to elections, ond they should be able
to point out sources of information about public policy issues. They should understand that both power and rights must be limited in a free society. They should
be able to identify those traits that make people responsible citizens, and they should be able to describe forms of political participation available in o democracy
and recognize reasons thot such participation is important. These students should be able fo provide simple interprefations of nor-fext-based information, like
maps, charts, fobles, graphs, and cortoons. Finally, they should be fomilior with intemationol issues that affect the United States.

Profident Twelfth-grade students performing at the proficent level should have a good understanding of how constitutions can limit the
(174)  power of government and support the rule of law. They should be able to descibe similarities and differences among constitu-
tional systems of government, and they should be able to explain fundamental American democratic values, their applications,
and their contribution to expanding political participation. They should understand the structure of American government and be
able to evaluate activities of political parties, interest groups, and media in public affairs. They shovld be able to explain the
importance of political particpation, public service, and political leadership. They should be able to describe major elements of
American foreign policy and the performance of major international organizations.

Twelfthrgrode students performing ot the proficient level should have a good understanding of how constitutions can iimit the power of government and support
the rule of low. They should be able to distinguish between pariamentary systems of government and those based on separate and shared powers, and they
should be oble to describe the structure and functions of American government. These students should be able to identify issues in which fundomentol democratic
volues and principles are in conflict — liberty ond equality, individuol rights and the common good, and majority rule and minority rights, for exomple — and
they should be able to foke and defend positions on these issues. They should be able to evoluate ways that low protects individual rights and promotes the
common good in Americon society. They should understand how the application of fundomental principles of American constitutional democracy has expanded
participation in public ife, and they should be oble to explain how citizens can work individually and collectively to monitor and influence public policy. These
students shou'd understand the importance and means of participation in political [ife ot the national, state, and local levels. They should be able to evaluate
contributions made by political porties, interest groups, and the medio to the development of public policy, and they should be able to exploin how public service
and political leadership contribute to American democracy. They should understand how American foreign policy is made ond carried out, ond they should be able
to evoluate the performance of major international organizations. Finally, these students should be able to discuss reasons for and consequences of conflicts that
arise when infernationol disputes cannot be resolved peacefully.

Advonced Twelfth-grode students performing at the advanced level shovld have a thorough and mature understanding of the strengths
(204)  ond weaknesses of various forms of consfitutional democracy. They should be able to explain fully the structure of American
government and the political process. They should understand differences between American ideals and realities, and they
should be able to explain past and present responses to those differences. They should understand why civic dispositions and
individuol and collective political actions sustain democracy. They should be able to explain ebjectives and consequences of
American foreign policy.
Twelfthgrade students performing ot the advanced level should have a thorough and mature understanding of the strengths and weaknesses of various forms of
constitutional democracy. They should be oble to discuss advantages ond disadvantages of confederal, federal, ond unitory systems of govemment, as well as
shiengths and weaknesses of porliomentory systems of government when compared with those bosed on separate and shared powers. These students should be
able o explain how the structure of American government and the nation’s social and palifical cultures serve one another. They should know which level and
agency of government to contact to express their opinions or influence public policy. They should be able fo exploin and evaluate past ond present individual and
collective political octions aimed ot narrowing the gop between American ideals and national reality. They should understand how elections help determine public
policies, and they should be able to evaluate public policy issues in which fundomental volues and principles ore in conflict — liberty and equality, individual
rights and the common good, and majority rule and minority rights, for example. These students should be able to evaluate the validity and emotional appeol of
post and present politicol communication. They should be able to explain how civic dispositions such as civility, tolerance, and respect for law ore important for
preserving democracy, and they should be able to evaluate the many forms of porticipation in public affairs. Finally, they should be able to exploin how American
foreign policy is made and corried out and ta evaluate its consequences.
1
SOURCE: National Assessment Governing Board. Policy adopted May 15, 1999 at quarterly meeting. Washington, DC.
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The NAEP legislation requires that achievement levels be “used
on a developmental basis until the Commissioner of Education Statistics
determines ... that such levels are reasonable, valid, and informative to the
public.” A discussion of the developmental status of achievement levels may
be found in the Introduction (pages 12-14).

The percentages of students at grades 4, 8, and 12 who performed at or
above each of the achievement levels are presented in Table 1.2. In reading
Table 1.2, keep in mind that the achievement levels are cumulative. That s,
included among students who are considered to be at or above Basic are those
who also have achieved the Proficient and Advanced levels of performance, and
included among students who are considered to be at or above Proficient are
those who have attained the Advanced level of performance. For example,
Table 1.2 shows that the percentage of fourth-grade students at or above Basic
1s 69 percent. The 69 percent includes not only students within the Basic level
range, but also those whose performance was within the Proficient and the

Advanced ranges.

THE NATION'S

Table 1.2 E RPN rmep

Percentage of students at or above the civics achievement levels
for the nation: 1998

At ar
Belo.w abave At or above
Basic  Basic Proficient  Advanced
Grade 4

31 69 23 2

JR—

Grade 8

| ;
|

30 70 22 2

35 65 26 4

i

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics,
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Civics Assessment.
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As displayed in Table 1.2, about two-thirds of the students in each grade
(69, 70 and 65 percent in grades 4, 8, and 12, respectively) were at or above the
Basic level in civics performance in 1998. Performance at the Proficient level —
the achievement level identified by the NAGB as the level that all students
should reach — was achieved by 23 percent of students at grade 4, 22 percent
of students at grade 8, and 26 percent of students at grade 12. The highest level
of performance, Advanced, was attained by 2 percent of students in grades 4
and 8 and 4 percent of students in grade 12.

Figure 1.4 also shows achievement level results. The percentages in this
figure differ from those in the previous table, because they are not cumulative
— they represent the percentage of students within each achievement level
range, rather than the percentage of students at or above each level. About one
in three students at each grade level (31, 30, and 35 percent in grades 4, 8, and
12, respectively) scored in the “below Basic” level. At grades 4 and 8, almost
half of the students scored in the Basic achievement level, while at grade 12, 39
percent of students were in the Basic achievement level range.

T — THE NATION'S
_ Figure 1.4 Ao [TRER
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Percentage of students within each civics achievement level range
for the nation: 1998
2hh R £ ﬁ]g: ;: EVS R L ..
Percentag Percentage Percentage Percentoge
below Basic at Basic at Proficient at Advanced
Percentage of students at each "achi”evement level
Grade 4 & [ = I E
Grade 8 2 a8 e E
Grade 12 [ 35 [ 39 2 ﬁ
i —t i - 1 1 L 1 1 1 1
100 80 60 40 20 0 20 40 60 80 100
Percentage at or below Basic Percentage o or above Profident

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100, or fo the exact percentages at or above achievement levels, because of rounding.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress {NAEP),
1998 Civics Assessment.
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Sample Questions and Student Responses

The following pages present sample questions and student responses from the
1998 NAEDP civics assessment that exemplify student performance within each
of the three achievement level ranges: Basic, Proficient, and Advanced. One
sample question for each achievement level is presented for each of the three
grades assessed. An examination of these sample questions and student
responses provides some insight into the extent of students’ civics knowledge
and understanding at each of the achievement levels.

A combination of multiple-choice, short constructed-response, and
extended constructed-response questions is included. For each question, the
aspect of civics being assessed by the question is identified. The correct answer is
indicated for multiple-choice questions by a star (%). For constructed-response
questions, a summary of the scoring criteria used to rate students’ responses is
provided. Actual student responses have been reproduced from assessment test
booklets. The rating assigned to each response is also indicated.

The tables included with each exemplary question provide two types of
information about students’ performance on that question. First, the overall
percentage of students who answered successfully is provided. This is the
percentage of all students, regardless of achievement level performance, who
were able to answer the question correctly. This overall percentage of students
includes those who were below Basic, as well as students whose performance fell
within the three achievement level ranges. Second, the percentage of students
within each of the three achievement level ranges — Basic, Proficient, and
Advanced —who answered successfully is provided. These percentages give
some indication of how difficult the question was for students who performed
at each achievement level. The scale score ranges that correspond to the
achievement level ranges are provided for reference.

Over 100 test i]ucstions released from the 1998 NAEP civics assessment
are available for viewing on the NAEP website at http://www.nces.ed.gov/
nationsreportcard /itmrls/intro.shtml. In addition, the item-viewing feature
of the website includes detailed scoring guides (rubrics) for the constructed
response questions, sample student responses, and student performance data.
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Grade 4 Basic Level - Sample Question and Response

Scott wants to be a police officer when he grows up. He says the
police get to wear fancy uniforms with badges, use handcuffs,
and drive cars as fast as they want. What is wrong with Scott’s
ideas about why he wants to be a police officer?

Q\_’ 0\)&] {78

hg_qg}( o Wora¥e Yhe vules o athers.

Think about the things police officers do in their work. What are
two good reasons to be a police officer?

1) _aiscipline Ptople So \‘\eu Con \-Q Seom

.Y

2) ' : ev) le that are
and L‘!M the probl%-

This constructed-response question is designed to measure fourth-grade
students’ ability to make distinctions between power and authority. The
response received a score of 3, or “Acceptable,” on a four-point scale in which
a score of 4 was considered “Complete” and a score of 1 was considered -
“Unacccptablc “The first.part of the, response did not receive credit because
its: mcamng was unclcar Hoéwever, both reasons for being a police officer
were credited.

T T e e T e R B S T e o

m» Grade 4: Functions and purpose of government

[Percentdge “Acceptable” or Beﬂ_er'Within’ achievement level ranges

Overall percentage Basic Proficient Advanced
“Acceptoble” or better 136-176* 177-214* 215 ond abave*
67 71 87 ol

* NAEP civics scale range.

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

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
- (NAEP), 1998 Civics Assessment.
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Grade 4 Proficient Level - Sample Question

11. Which of the following is the most
important reason why the United States
trades with other countries?

@® People get a chance to travel.
* ® It helps people get the things they need.

© It helps us learn about other cultures.

@ We can learn other languages.

This question is designed to measure whether fourth-grade students understand
the concept of international trade. Options A, C, and D may all be by-products
of trade with other countries, but option B is clearly- the “most important”
reason for trade. Fourth graders at the Proficient level were likely to'choose the
correct response.

ST

Table 1.4 |  Grade 4: Relationship of the U.S. to other nations
: and to world affairs 7

Percentage “Correct” within achievement level ranges

Overall percentage Basic Proficient Advanced
“Correct” 136-176* 177-214* 215 and above*
[ o . (( 49 : . 49 70 A *kk

NAEP civics scale range.
*** Samplé size is insufficient to, permit a reliable estimate.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statisfics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
{NAEP), 1998 Civics Assessment.

*
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Grade 4 Advanced Level - Sample Question

Question 7 refers to the cartoon below. The word apathy in the
cartoon means “not caring.”

Wmﬂ

Copyright © 1991 Cammus in Saratogn Herald Journal.

What is the message of the cartoon?

* @® Democracy could be in danger if people do not vote.
® People like to get all of their political ideas from television.

© People do not care whether they have the right to freedom
of speech. .

; ®@.Itisthard‘to be a candidate for President.

PP

In this question, students were asked to interpret a cartoon about the relationship
between democracy and civic participation and to answer a multiple-choice
question based on it. Students, particularly at the younger grades, tended to
find political cartoons difficult to understand. In this case, the presence of a
cartoon coupled ‘with a sophisticated concept led to low percentages of students
answering correctly.

Table 1.5 j Grade 4: Roles of U.S. citizens in American democracy

Percentage “Correct” within achievement level ranges

Overall percentage Basic Proficient Advanced
“Correct” 136-176 177-14* 215 and above*
26 26 35 i

* NAEP civics scale range.

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

SOURCE: National Center for Education Stafistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
- {NAEP}, 1998 Civics Assessment.
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Grade 8 Basic Level - Sample Question

Two countries both claim that an island in the Pacific Ocean
belongs to them. The countries are preparing to go to war with
each other over this issue.

What is the United Nations able to do to help end the conflict?
@® Send weapons to both sides.
® Disarm the militaries of both countries.

* © Arrange for diplomatic negotiations between the two
countries.

® Force all other countries to stop trading with the two
countries.

Eighth graders at the Basic level were likely to choose the correct option to this
multiple-choice question. It falls within the content category United States and
its relationship to other countries and world affairs. Specifically, it is designed to
measure students’ understanding of powers and limitations of the United
Nations as an arbiter of international conflict.

Table 1.6 § Grade 8: Relationship of the U.S. to other nations
T and to world affairs

Percentage “Correct” within achievement level ranges

Overall percentage Basic Proficient Advanced
“Corredt”- 134-177* 178-212* * 213 and obove*
77 84 94 *rx

* NAEP civics scale range.

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

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
{NAEP}, 1998 Civics Assessment.
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Grade 8 Proficient Level - Sample Question

This question refers to the passage below:

When two [people] come into- [the Supreme] Court, one may
say: “an act of Congress means this.” The other may say it
means the opposite. We [the Court] then say it means one of
the two or something else in between. In that way we are
making the law, aren’t we?

—Earl Warren, Chief Justice of the Supreme Court

Some people are troubled by the role of the Court described by
Chief Justice Warren. Which argument could they effectively
use against it?

* @ It is dangerous to give nonelected officials such as judges so
much power in the government.

® The Supreme Court makes it too difficult for the federal
government to exercise its power over the states.

. © Supreme Court judges are the members of society most
capable of making decisions about social policy.

® The main task of the Supreme Court is to rewrite the
- Constitution to respond to modern problems.

This multiple-choice question is the second of a two-question set covering

the general theme of the distribution and sharing of powers by the three
branches of the federal government. Both questions refer to the quote from
Chief Justice Warren. The first question asks students to identify that Warren
was writing;about judicial review. The question shown here probes more deeply
so‘that students can démonstrate an understanding of the conflicting views

on the power exercised by the courts. Students found the question to be

fairly difficult.

Table 1.7 §

N G T EEzEramseroo

P T ST rry

" Percentage “Correct” within.achievement-level ranges

< - Overall-percentage: |- Basic - Proficient Advanced
“Corredt” 134-177* 178-N2* 213 and above*
31 26 56 ol

* NAEP civics scale range.

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

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educutlonal Progress
{NAEP), 1998 Civics Assessment.
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Grade 8 Advanced Level - Sample Question and Response

Give two specific examples of how the United States
Constitution limits the power of the government.

1 Throvan separadion OF POOrS,

2) N ¢ Weu).

The constructed-response question shown here is a straightforward attempt

to measure students’ understanding of the ways in which the United States
Constitution limits the power of the government. The question was scored on
a three-point scale. A “Complete” response had to provide two distinct ways in
which the Constitution limits government. A “Partial” response had to give one
way the Constitution limits government. An “Unacceptable” response did not
describe any ways in which the Constitution limits government. A “Complete”
score-could not be earned if the answer to one part of the question was a subset
of the answer to the other part. For example, a response of “Bill of Rights” and
“freedom of speech” would receive partial credit because freedom of speech is
found within the Bill of Rights. The response above received a score of
“Complete™ because it provided two different and correct answers.

“Grade 8: Foundations of the 'A‘m‘eri‘éah bioli:fi'cc.il_' sysfem

Percentage “Complete” within achievement level ranges

Overall percentage Basic Proficient Advonced
“Complete” 134177* 178-212* 213 ond above*
13 10 29 i

* NAEP civics scole range.

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

SOURCE: Notianal Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
{NAEP), 1998 Civics Assessment.
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Grade 12 Basic Level - Sample Question

This question refers to the statement below:

The United States is not a fully democratic country.
The framers of the Constitution created a system in
which majorities — even large majorities or their
representatives in Congress — do not have the right to do
anything and everything they want.

The framers of the Constitution wanted to limit the

power of majorities in order to

@® encourage the growth of political parties

@® ensure that state governments would remain weak

© enable the government to act quickly in times of crisis

*@® protect the rights of individuals and minorities

This question is the second of a two-question set based on a short passage about
the power of majorities in the United States. Although the passage is

not essential to answering the question, it is intended to help stimulate student
thinking. The question covers the idea, found under the Foundations of the
American Political System portion of the Framework, that the Constitution
legitimizes majority rule in certain key areas of decision-making, but limits

the power of majorities in order to protect the rights of individuals.

Table 1.9

"Grade 12: Foundations of the American pd‘li'ﬁcﬂa'l Vsysfem ’

Percentage “Correct” within achievement level ranges

Overall percentage Basic Proficient Advonced
“Correct” 139-173* 174-203* 204 ond above*
72 78 93 97

* NAEP civics scale range.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1998 Civics Assessment.
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Grade 12 Proficient Level - Semple Question and Response

This question refers to the passage below:

“ Absolute arbitrary power, or governing without settled
laws, can neither of them be consistent with the ends of

society and government.”
— John Locke

List two ways the American system of government is designed
to prevent “absolute arbitrary power” and “governing without
settled laws.”

1) The System of Checks ond 5a/ances
pYeVEAfS Q _ceririn_branch of 30u~emmen'f
from 9ed ing foo 'nou&"f’u/'

2)_The ment olfows faws tp

__be added or olfeved #n £i+ the best

heeds of citfrzens

This open-ended question is the second in a two-question set based on the
quote from Locke. The quote does not refer to the United States in particular,
but students are expected to explain how Locke’s idea is manifested in the
United States constitutional system.

The question was scored on a 3-point scale in which a “Complete”
response correctly lists two ways that the American government is designed to
prevent the problems mentioned by Locke, a “Partial” response lists one way,
and an “Unacceptable” response does not give any ways. The response above
reccived a score of “Complete” because both parts mention aspects of the
United States constitutional system that are designed to prevent absolute
arbitrary power and governing without settled laws.

Table 1.10

Grade 12: Functions and phrpdse of governménf

Percentage “Complete” within achievement level ranges

Overall percentoge Basic Proficient Advanced
“Complete” 139-173* 174-203* 204 and above*
25 24 51 75

* NAEP civics scale range.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1998 Civics Assessment.
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Grade 12 Advanced Level - Sample Question

This questidn refers to the statement below:

The United States is not a fully democratic country. The
framers of the Constitution created a system in which
majorities — even large majorities or their representatives
in Congress — do not have the right to do anything and
everything they want.

Which aspect of the American system of government shows one
of the limits on the power of majorities discussed above?

@® The ability of Congress to override presidential vetoes
* ® The Supreme Court’s power to overturn unconstitutional laws

© The right of Congress to impeach Presidents and federal
judges

@ The ability of people in many states to vote public initiatives
into law :

This question was meant to measure students’ understanding of the
constitutional limits on the power of majorities and to test students’ ability to
interpret a quote. The question was paired with another multiple-choice
question that asked why the framers of the Constitution wanted to limit the
power of majorities.

m‘ Grade 12: Functions and purpose of government

Percentage “Correct” within achievement level ranges

Overall percentage Bosic Proficient Advonced
“Correct” 139-173* 174-203* 204 and above*
30 20 42 85

* NAEP civies scale range.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1998 Civics Assessment.
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Gender

The 1998 average civics scale scores for males and females are presented in
Table 2.1. In this table and in all the tables in this chapter, the percentage

of students in each subgroup (for example, the percentage of females in the
sample) is presented alongside the average scale score. At grades 8 and 12,
female students had higher average scale scores than their male peers. At grade
4, the difference between males and females was not statistically significant.
The results of the 1998 NAEP civics assessment differ from the results of
previous NAEP surveys in the social studies areas, in which male students
outperformed female students (particularly at the twelfth grade).?

THE NATION'S
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Average civics scale scores by gender: 1998

Percentage Average
.of students scale score

Male 52 149

Female ) 48" 151
_ Grade . ‘

Male 51 148

Female 49 152

Male 48 148
Female 52 ) 152

NOTE: Percentoges may not odd ta 100 due ta rounding.

SOURCE: Natianal Center for Education Stotistics,
National Assessment of Educotional Progress (NAEP),
1998 Civics Assessment.

3 On the 1988 NAEP civics assessment, for example, male students outperformed female students at the
twelfth grade. Before interpreting this as a change in gender patterns of performance, however, readers
should note that the 1998 assessment was different from its 1988 predecessor. The 1998 assessment used
both-multiple-choice and open-ended questions throughout, while the 1988 assessment contained only one
open-ended exercise. For details, see Appendix A. The results in civics also differ from those in the 1994
NAEP Geography assessment (on which males outperformed females at all three grades), and the 1994
NAEP U.S. History assessment (on which males outperformed females at grade 12).
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Average Civics Scale Score
Results for Selected Subgroups

Overview

This chapter presents average civics scale score results for various subgroups
of students. The findings are summarized on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP) civics scales, which have ranges of 0 to 300 at
each gradc. The results from each grade are summarized on an independent
scale; cross-grade comparisons are not possible.

An examination of the-average scores of subgroups provides insight into
how general patterns of civics performance are related to certain background
characteristics. Results are reported by gender, race/ethnicity, parental
education, region, type of location, eligibility for the Free/Reduced-Price
School Lunch Program, and type of school. Achievement level results for the
same subgroups aré'presented in Chapter 3.

The only subgroup differences discussed in this report are those that pass
tests of statistical significance. These tests consider both the magnitude of
the difference between the subgroups’ average scores or percentages and the
standard errors of the statistics.! Readers are reminded, however, that findings
of statistical significance are not judgments about the size or educational
importance of the differences discussed.

In interpreting subgroup results, readers are reminded that differences
in performance reflect a range of socioeconomic and educational factors not
discussed in this report or addressed by the NAEP program. Important issues
such as opportunities to learn and sociocultural environmental factors must be
considered in interpreting differences between groups.? Therefore, readers
should avoid making simple or causal inferences based on these data.

1 See Apperidix A for a more detailed discussion of statistical significance testing procedures.

2 Stevens, F. (1993). Opportunity to learn: Issues of equity for poor and minority students. Washington, DC:
National Center for Education Statistics.
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Race/ Ethnicity

As part of the background questionnaire that was administered with the NAEP
1998 civics assessment, students were asked to indicate the racial /ethnic
subgroup that best described them. The mutually exclusive response options
were: White, Black, Hispanjc, Asian /Pacific Islander, and American Indian
(including Alaskan Native). '

"The 1998 average civics scale scores for students in racial /ethnic subgroups
are presented in Table 2.2. As in previous assessments in a variety of academic
subjects, differences in civics performance among racial /ethnic groups were
evident at all three grades. At grade 4, White students had higher average
scale scores than children in each of the other ethnic groups. Asian/Pacific
Islander students, while scoring at a lower level than their White counterparts,
had higher average scale scores than Black, Hispanic, and American Indian
students. Finally, Hispanic students scored, on average, at a lower level than
Black and American Indian participants. ‘

At grade 8, White students had higher average scale scores than their
Black, Hispanic, and American Indian counterparts. Black and Asian/Pacific
Islander students both scored, on average, at a higher level than Hispanic eighth
graders. While the gaps between cighth-grade Asian/Pacific Islander students
and their Black and American Indian counterparts appear substantial, they are

" not statistically significant.*

Among high school seniors, White and Asian/Pacific Islander students
scored, on average, at a higher level than Black, Hispanic, and American Indian
students. There were no other statistically significant differences among ethnic
groups at this grade.

4 While the average scale scores for the Asian/Pacific Islander group are on the order of 20 points higher
than those of the other groups, the differences are not statistically significant because the estimates
of standard error used in calculating the significance tests are not reliably determined. Standard error
estimate of low reliability can result when a large proportion of the data that make up a particular subgroup
(in this case, Asian/Pacific Islander students) are clustered in relatively few schools. This occurs with the
Asian/Pacific Islander group because certain geographic areas, and individual schools, in the U.S. have high
percentages of Asian/Pacific Islander enrollment, but most do not. The reliability of a standard error ‘
estimate is quantified by what are referred to as degrees of freedom. See Appendix A (page 128) for the
formulae used in estimating degrees of freedom for NAEP significance tests, and a discussion of the impact
of clustering effects on the estimation of standard errors.
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Average civics scale scores by race/ethnicity: 1998

Percentage - Average
of students - scale score )
. Gradeda = °¢
White 67 - 159
Black 15 132
Hispanic 13 126
Asian/Pacific Islander 2 153
- American Indian 2 137
White 67 159
Black 15 133
Hispanic 14 127
Asian/Pacific Islander 3 153
American Indian 1 . 134
" Grade 12
White 69 158
) Black 14 , 131
Hispanic 12 . 130
Asian/Pacific Islander 4 151
American Indian 1 129

e R ey

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

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics,
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Civics Assessment.
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Parents’ Highest Level of Education

Students were asked to indicate the highest level of education completed by
each parent. Four levels of parental education were identified: did not finish
high school, graduated from high school, had some education after high school,
and graduated from college. The option “I don’t know” was also available. For
this analysis, the highest cducatxon lcvcl reported for either parent was used to
categorize students.

Previous NAEP assessments in all subject areas have found that student-
reported levels of parental education exhibit a positive relationship with student
performance. However, some research has questioned the accuracy of student-
reported data; therefore, caution should be used in interpreting the findings.®
In addition, it should be noted that 10 percent of fourth graders, 3 percent of
eighth graders, and 1 percent of twelfth graders reported not knowmg the
education level of their parents.

The results for all levels of student-reported parcntal education are given in
Table 2.3. On the grade 4 civics assessment, the relationship between student
reports of parental education and scale scores appeared less pronounced than
had been the case on other NAEP surveys.® Students at this grade who reported
that neither parent had graduated from high school performed, on average, at
lower levels. than students who reported higher levels of parental education.

At gradcé 8 and 12 the relationship between student reports of parental
education and civics performance appeared stronger than was the case at
grade 4. In almost all cases, increases in reported levels of parental education
were associated with increases in scale scores. The only exception to this pattern
occurred at grade 8, where there was no statistically significant difference
between the average performance of students who reported that at least one
of their parents was a high school graduate and those who reported some post-
high school parental education.

5 Looker, E.D. (1989). Accuracy of proxy reports of parental status characteristics. Sociology of Education,
62(4), 257-279.

6 The 1998 NAEP civics assessment used a different set of questions than past NAEP assessments to
determine parents’ highest level of education. Consequently, patterns of relationships between this
background variable and scale scores may differ slightly from past results.
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Average civics scale scores by parents’ highest level of education:

1998
Percentage Average
of students scale score
Graduated from college 58 153
Some education after high school 17 150
Graduated from high school 12 153
Did not finish high school 3 124
I don't know. 10 139
Graduated from college 49 160
Some education after high school 27 143
Graduated from high school 16 144
Did not finish high school 5 123
| don't know. 3 123
Graduated from college 52 160
Some education after high school 27 145
Graduated from high school 14 140
Did not finish high school 6 124
| don’t know. 1 102
NOTE: Percentages may not odd 1o 100 dve 1o roonding.
Notiona Assesement o Edbcattonsl Pomrocy tAEr)
1998 Civics Assessment.
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Region of the Country

In addition to providing results for the nation, NAEP assessments traditionally
present results for the four regions of the country: Northeast, Southeast, Central,
and West. (The composition of the regions is described in Appendix A.) Table 2.4
presents regional results for all three grades.

Comparisons of scale scores among the regions show differing performances
across the country. At grades 4 and 8, students in the Northeast and Central
regions had higher average scale scores than their peers in the Southeast and
West. In addition, fourth graders in the Southeast had higher average scores
than their counterparts in the West.

At grade 12, students in the Central region had higher scores than students
in the other regions. Also, students in the Northeast performed better than
those in the Southeast. There were no other statistically significant differences
at this grade.

e s THE NATION'S
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Average civics scale scores by region: 1998

Percentage - Average
of students scale score

Northeast 23 156

Southeast 25 145
Central 24 159
West 27 142

Northeast 21 155
Southeast 25 143
Central 25 156
West 29 146

Northeast 23 ' 151
Southeast 23 145
Central 25 157
West 29 148

NOTE: Percentoges may not add to 100 due to rounding.
SOURCE: Natianal Center far Education Statistics,

Natianal Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Civics Assessment.
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Type of Location

Each participating school in the NAEP 1998 civics assessment was classified
according to its type of location. The three categories of location used in this
report — central city, urban fringe/large town, and rural /small town — are
based on Census Bureau definitions. These classifications are strictly geographic
(that is, the classifications are made based on the population size and density of
a given location); economic characteristics are not taken into account in these
categorizations. (The type of location classifications are described in Appendix A.)
Table 2.5 presents scale score results for all three grades by type of location.
Comparisons of performance in 1998 showed that fourth- and eighth-grade
students in central cities had lower average scale scores than their peers in the
other locations. At grade 8, students in rural locations had lower average scale
scores than those in urban fringe /large town locations. At grade 12, there were
no statistically significant differences among groups defined by type of location.

T e THE NATION'S
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Average civics scale scores by type of location: 1998

Percentage Average
of students scale score

Central city 35 144
Urban fringe/large town

Rural/small town

_______ _Grade8

Central city 33 145

Urban fringe/large town 40 155
Rural/small town 28 149
Central city 32 149

Urban fringe/large town 39 152
Rural/small town 30 149

NOTE: Percentoges moy not odd ta 100 due to rounding.

SOURCE: Notional Center for Educotion Stotistics,

Notional Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Civics Assessment.
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Eligibility for the Free/Reduced-Price
School Lunch Program

The Free/Reduced-Price School Lunch component of the National School
Lunch Program, offered through the U.S. Department of Agriculture, is
designed to ensure that children near or below the poverty line receive nourishing
meals.” The program is available to public schools, nonprofit private schools,
and residential child-care institutions. Eligibility for free or reduced-price meals
is determined through the USDA’s Income Eligibility Guidelines and is
included in this report as an indicator of poverty. These data are reported to

NAEP by the individual schools.
Tublé' 26 nsﬁff:_l::

Avcragc_: civics scale scores by Free/Reduced-Price School Lunch
Program eligibility: 1998 *

Percentage : Average
of students scale score
Eligible 33 132
Not eligible 54 160
Information not available * 13 154
Eligible 26 131
Not eligible 56 157
Information not available * 18 156

Eligible 14 130
Not eligible 66 153
Information not available * 20 153

|
i

* As in other NAEP assessments, performance of students in
the “Information not available” category is similar to those
in the “Not eligible” category.

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

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics,

National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Civics Assessment.

7 U.S. General Services Administration. (1995). Catalag of federal domestic assistance. Washington, DC:
Executive Office of the President, Office of Management and Budget.
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The results for students who took the NAEP civics assessment by eligibility
for the Free/Reduced-Price School Lunch Program are given in Table 2.6. At
least 33 percent of students at grade 4, 26 percent of students at grade 8, and
14 percent of students at grade 12 were eligible for the program.? At all three
grades, students who were cligible for the Free /Reduced-Price School Lunch
Program had lower average scale scores than students who were not eligible, or
where the information was not available.

Type of School

Previous NAEP assessments and other survey research on educational
achievement have found significant differences in the performance of students
attending public schools and those attending nonpublic schools.® However, the
reader is cautioned against using NAEP results to make simplistic inferences
about the relative effectiveness of public and nonpublic schools. Average
performance differences between the two types of schools may be related in part
to socioeconomic and sociological factors. For example, some research points to
instructional and policy differences between the two types of schools to explain
the higher average scores of nonpublic school students,'® while other studies
have suggested that student selection and parental involvement are more
significant contributors to performance differences.!

Average civics scale scores by type of school are presented in Table 2.7.
Schools were classified as either public or nonpublic; nonpublic schools were
then further divided into Catholic or other nonpublic schools. At all three
grades, students in nonpublic schools had higher average scale scores than
their peers in public schools. Examining this difference more closely shows
that students in Catholic schools had higher average scale scores than students
in public schools at all three grades. Students in other nonpublic schools
outperformed those in public schools at grades 4 and 12. The difference at
grade 8, while apparently large, was not statistically significant.'?

8 Information on cligibility was not provided for 13, 18, and 20 percent of students at grades 4, 8, and 12,
respectively. Some of those students may also have béen éligible for free/reduced-price lunches.

9 Applebee, A., Langer, J.A., Mullis, I.V.S., Latham, A.S., & .Gcntilc, C. (1994). NAEP 1992 writing report
card. Washington, DC: National Center for Education Statistics.

Campbell, J.R., Voelkl, K.E., & Donahue, P.L. (1997). NAEP 1996 trends in academic progress.
Washington, DC: National Center for Education Statistics. ’

10 Coleman, J., Hoffer, T., & Kilgore, S. (1982). Cognitive outcomes in public and private schools. Sociology
of Education, 55, 65-76.

1" Alexander, K.L. & Pallas, A.M. (1983). Private schools and public policy: New evidence on cognitive
achievement in public and private schools. Sociology of Education, 56, 170-82.

12 While the average scale scores for the nonpublic schools group are on the order of 21 points higher than
those of the public schools, the differences did not reach statistical significance because the estimates of
standard error used in calculating the significance tests are not reliably determined. Standard error
cstimates of low reliability can result when a large proportion of the data that make up a particular
subgroup (in this case, nonpublic school students) are clustered in relatively few schools, or mean scale
scores for the group are very disparate between certain school groupings. The reliability of the standard
error estimate is quantified by what are referred 1o as effective degrees of freedom. See Appendix A
(page 128) for the formulac used in estimating degrees of freedom for NAEP significance tests.
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Average civics scale scores by type of school: 1998

Percentage Average
_of students scale score

*3  Graded_ "3

Public 88 148

Nonpublic 12 164
Nonpublic: Catholic 8 166
Other nonpublic 4 162

Public 89 148

' Nonpublic N ' 169
Nonpublic: Catholic 6 169
Other nonpublic 5 ' 169
[ Graded2 |
Public 88 - 148
Nonpublic 12 163
Nonpublic: Catholic 8 ) 165
Other nonpublic 3 159

I~ o S S St P £
NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics,
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Civics Assessment.
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Summary

For the NAEP 1998 civics assessment, the following patterns of scale score
results across subgroups of students were observed:

P> Gender: Female students had higher average scale scores than male students
at grades 8 and 12.

P Race/cthnicity: At grade 4, White students had higher average scale scores
than their Asian/Pacific Islander peers, who in turn had higher average scale
scores than their Black, Hispanic, and American Indian counterparts. At this
grade, Hispanic students scored at lower average levels than members of
other ethnic groups. At grades 8 and 12, White students had higher average
scale scores than Black, Hispanic, and American Indian students. At grade 8,
Black and’ Asian /Pacific Islander students scored at higher levels than their
Hispanic counterparts. At grade 12, Asian/Pacific Islander students performed
at a higher level than their Black, Hispanic, and American Indian peers.

P> Parental education: In general, higher levels of parental education were
associated with higher levels of student performance, especially at the upper
grades. For-example, high school seniors who reported higher levels of
parental education had higher.average scores. This pattern was less pronounced
at grade 4, where student reports of parental education are less reliable.

- > Region: Students in the Northeast and Central regions had higher average
scale scores than those in the Southeast and West at grades 4 and 8. In
addition, at grade 4, students in thé Southeast outperformed those in the
West. At grade 12, students in the Central region outperformed their peers
clsewhere, while seniors in the Northeast had higher average scores than
those in the Southeast.

P Type of location: At grades 4 and 8, students from schools in urban fringe/
large town and rural /small town locations had higher average scale scores
than their peers in central city schools. At grade 8, students from schools in
urban fringe/large town locations outperformed their peers from schools in
rural/small town locations.

P Free/Reduced-Price School Lunch Program eligibility: The NAEP 1998
civics assessment collected information on this federally funded program, an
indicator of poverty. Results indicated that, at all three grades, students who
were eligible for the Free/Reduced-Price School Lunch Program had lower
avcragé scale scores than students who were not eligible.

P> Type of school: At all three grade levels, students attending nonpublic
schools had higher average scale scores than their counterparts attending

public schools.
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Civics Achievement Level
Results for Selected Subgroups

Overview

In Chapter 2, average civics scale score results were presented for the selected
student subgroups: gender, race/ethnicity, parental education, region, type of
location, eligibility for the Free/Reduced-Price School Lunch Program, and
type of 'school. This chapter presents achievement level results for these same
subgroups. The three civics achievement levels — Basic, Proficient, and
Advanced — defined in Chapter 1 are used to report these results.

Gender

The percentages of male and female students attaining the Basic, Prbﬁcz'ent, and
Advanced levels are given in Table 3.1 and Figure 3.1. Table 3.1 shows the
percentage of students az or above each of the achievement levels. In reading
Table 3.1, keep in mind that the levels are cumulative. That is, included among
students who are considered to be at or above Basic are those who achieved the
Proficient and Advanced levels of performance, and included among students
who are considered to be at or above Proﬁcien,t are those who attained the
Advanced level of performance. Figure 3.1 shows achievement level results in
terms of the percentages of students within each achievement level range. All the
tables and figures in this chapter follow these same formats.
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Different patterns of results were observed at each of the three grades.
In Table 3.1, at grade 8, the percentage of students at or above the Basic level
was higher among females than among males, while comparable percentages of
both groups attained the Proficient and Advanced levels. At grade 12, a higher
percentage of females than males were at or above the Basic level, but
a higher percentage of males than females attained the Advanced level. At grade
4, there were no statistically significant differences in the percentages
of students attaining any of the three achievement levels.

As shown in Figure 3.1, performance differences between males and females
at grades 8 and 12 appeared most evident at the Basic level. At grade 8, 51
percent of females were at the Basic level and 27 percent were below the Basic
level. For males, the corresponding percentages were 45 at the Basic
level and 33 below the Basic level. At grade 12, 42 percent of females were
at the Basic level and 32 percent were below the Basic level. For males, the
corresponding percentages were 35 at the Basic level and 38 below the

Basic level.

~~~~~ et o HE tamon's
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Percentage of students at or above achievement levels in civics
by gender: 1998 ‘

At or
Below above At or above

Basic Basic Proficient  Advanced

Male
Female

Male 33 67 22 2
Female 27 73 22 1

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics,
National Assessment of Educational Progress [NAEP),
1998 Civics Assessment.
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Percentage of students within each achievement level range in

civics by gender: 1998
| [ I _
Percentage Percentage Percentage Percentage
below Basic at Basic at Proficient at Advanced
Male 32 | a5 21 J2
Female I a7 22 1
1 1 1 1 L o | L 1 L ]
100 80 60 40 20 0 20 40 60 80 100
Percentage ot cr below Basic Percentoge ot or above Profident

Male
Female
L2 | 51 1 |
. 1 | L ] | 1 ﬂ L 3 I} L 1
100 80 60 40 20 0 20 40 60 80 100
Percentage ot or below Basic Percentoge ot or above Profident
Male
Female !"732 ] 22 7
1 | A L L L 1 L L [l
100 80 60 40 20 0 20 40 60 80 100
Percentage o or below Basic Percentoge ot or cbove Profident
NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100, or to the exact percentages at or above achievement levels, due to rounding.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),

1998 Civics Assessment.

64

CIVICS REPORT CARD e CHAPTER 3

ERIC



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

30

Race/Ethnicity

Achievement level results by racial /ethnic group are presented in Table 3.2
and Figure 3.2. The percentages of students performing at or above the three
achievement levels are shown in Table 3.2. Differences among racial/ethnic
groups were seen at all three grades. The general pattern of results was that the
percentages of students at or above each of the achievement levels appeared
greater among White and Asian/Pacific Islander students than among the other
three racial/ethnic groups. In most instances, these apparent differences were
also statistically significant.!

At all three grades, the percentages of White students at or above the -
Proficient level were higher than the corresponding percentages of Black,
Hispanic, and American Indian students. Similarly, the percentages of Asian/
Pacific Islander students at or above the Proficient level also appear higher at
all three grades than those of Black, Hispanic, and American Indian students.
However, the apparent differences between Asian/Pacific Islander students and
American Indian students at grades 4 and 12, and between Asian /Pacific
Islander students and Black and Hispanic students at grade 12 are not
statistically significant.? I

‘With one exception, the percentages of White and Asian /Pacific Islander
students at or above the Basic Iével are higher than the corresponding
percentages of Black, Hispanic, and American Indian students. At grade 12,
the apparent difference in percentages at or above the Basic level between
Asian/Pacific Islander and American Indian students is not statistically
significant. Also, White students outperformed their Asian/Pacific Islander
counterparts in terms of percentages at or above the Basic achievement level
at grade 4.

The percentages of students within each achievement level range are
displayed in Figure 3.2 At grades 4 and 8, considerable variability across racial /
ethnic groups was evident in the percentages in the below Basic, Basic, and
Proficient categories. The percentages of fourth- and eighth-grade students
at the Advanced level were relatively small in all groups, ranging from 0 to 3
percent. Variability in achievement level percentages across racial /ethnic groups
was also evident at grade 12. However, the percentages of twelfth-grade

! At all three grades, the percentages of Black, Hispanic, and American Indian students at the Advanced level
were quite small. Because of difficulties associated with obtaining accurate standard errors for such small
percentages, it was often not possible to carry out significance tests involving Advanced level results for
these groups.

2 While the percentages at or above the Proficient level for the Asian/Pacific Islander group in Table 3.2
appear substantially higher than the corresponding percentages for the Black, Hispanic and American Indian
groups, the differences did not reach statistical significance because the estimates of standard error used in
calculating the significance tests are not reliably determined. Standard error estimates of low reliability can
result when a large proportion of the data that make up a particular subgroup (in this case, Asian /Pacific

" Islander students) are clistered in relatively few schools. The reliability of the standard error estimate is
quantified by what are referred to as degrees of freedom. See Appendix A (page 128) for the formulae used
in estimating degrees of freedom for NAEP significance tests.
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Percentage of students at or above achievement levels in civics by
race/ethnicity: 1998

At or
Below above At or above

Basic Basic Proficent  Advanced

— W

White 21 79 29 2

Black 52 48 8 1

Hispanic 57 43 8 A
Asian/Pacific Islander 29 71 27 3
American Indian 46 54 14 0

White 20 80 28

2

Black 50 50 7 A

Hispanic 55 45 A
Asian/Pacific Islander 29 71 26 3
American Indian 51 49 n A

White
Black 58 42 9 1
Hispanic 56 44 11 1
Asian/Pacific Islander 34 66 28 5
American Indian 56

A Ppercentage is between 0.0 and 0.5.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics,
National Assessment of Educational Progress {NAEP),
1998 Civics Assessment.
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Percentage of students within each achievement level range
in civics by race/ethnicity: 1998

THE NATION'S
REPORY
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Black
Hispanic
Asian/Pacific islander

American Indian

Black
Hispopic
Asian/Pacific Islander

American Indian

White
Black

Asian/Pacific Islonder

American Indian

White’

0

Percentage
below Basic at Basic

Percentage
at Advanced

Percentage
at Proficient

Whik—; ;

[ ] 50 27 J2;
! -
[ 52 I a0 71 |
[ s7 HED 8a
[20 ] a3 24 3
|
C a6 [ a0 1340 _
— e J
L - 1 - - J 1 1 1 1 1 L
100 80 40 40 20 0 20 40 60 80 100
Percentage at or below Basic Percentage ot or above Profident

{ 20 | 51
l[ 50 [ 43 7a
[ 55 D 8 a
29 | a6 *55”5;3
| 51 [ 39 1,
A

Hispanic

0 20 40 60 80 100

[[27 T & 27 §
[ 58| 33 |81
[ 56 [ 33 Thohr
[ 3a T 37 23 E
[ 56 [ 36 s] 1

100

80 60 40 20
Percentage ot or below Basic

0 20 40 60 80 100
Percentage ot or above Profident

A Percentage is between 0.0 and 0.5.

NOTE: Percentages may not add fo 100, or to the exact percentages at or above achievement levels, due fo rounding.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress {NAEP),

1998 Civics Assessment.
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students at the Basic level varied little by racial /ethnic group, ranging from

33 percent (among Black and Hispanic students) to 41 percent (among White
students). Among the racial /ethnic groups at grade 12, between 1 percent and
5 percent of students performed at the Advanced level, with 5 percent of White
students and Asian/Pacific Islander students in the Advanced category.

Parents’ Highest Level of Education

Table 3.3 and Figure 3.3 prcsént achievement level results based on students’
reports of their parents’ highest level of education. The percentages of students
performing at or above the three achievement levels are shown in Table 3.3.
The percentages of students within each achievement level range are displayed
in Figure 3.3. As shown in Table 3.3, there is some degree of association
between student-reported parental education levels and student achievement
at all three grades. However, the association is more clearly evident at the higher
. grade levels.?

At grade 4, small percentages of students were at the Advanced level,
regardless of parental education level, and no statistically significant differences
among the groups were evident. The percentages of students at or above the
Proficient level and at or above the Basic level were smaller among students who
reported that neither parent graduated from high school than among students
who chose the other parental education options.

At grade 8, the percentages of students - whese parents graduated from
college that were at the Advanced level, and at or above the Proficient level were
higher than the comparable percentages for the other parental education
groups.* The percentage of eighth-grade students at or above the Basic level was
highest among students whose parents graduated from college and lowest
among students whose parents did not graduate from high school. At grade 12,
achievement level results showed a strong association with parental education.
Groups with higher parental education levels had higher percentages of students
at or above each of the achievement levels.

3 The greater degree of association between parental education level and achievement may be due at least in
part, to increased validity of student-reported parental education levels among older children.

4 The percentage at the Adranced level of students whose parents did not graduate high school was almost 0.
Because of difficulties associated with obtaining accurate standard errors for such a small percentage, it was
not possible to carry out significance tests involving Advanced level results for this group.

CIVICS REPORT CARD © CHAPTER 3 -

Q : P (:‘ -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



e AT
EPORT [

CARD [P
B

Percentage of students at or above achievement levels in civics
by parents’ highest level of education: 1998

At or
Below ubove At or above

Basic Basic Proficient  Advanced

Graduated from college 29 71 26 2

Some education after high school 29 71 20 1
Graduated from high school 26 | 74 23 1
Did not finish high school 63 | 37 5 1

| don’t know. 43 I 57 13 A

Graduated from college 20 a 80 32 3

Some education after high school 36 f’ 64 15 1
Graduated from high school 35 | 65 14 A
Did not finish high school 60 40 4 A
| don’t know. 59 4] 5 A
Graduated from college 25 Ai 75 36 7

Some education after high school 40 | 60 20
Graduated from high school 46 54 14 A
Did not finish high school 62 38 6 A
I don’t know. 85 15 A 0

RS apsnevy,

4 Percentage is between 0.0 and 0.5.

SOURCE: Nationa! Center for Education Statistics,
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Civics Assessment.
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Percentage of students within each achievement level range
in civics by parents’ highest level of education: 1998

Percentage Percentage Percentuge Percentoge
below Basic at Basic at Proficient at Advanced

29 as 2 2
Graduated from college i' l 1 I
. . i 29
Some education after high school | ! ' [ 81 19
, ! 2 -
Graduated from high school l ‘ 51 z
. AT ! 63
Did not finish high school - [ 32 4
| don't know. | L4 ] 44 3.4
1 L ) I [ 1 1 1 1
100 80 60 40 20 O 20 40 60. 80 100
Percentage a? or below Basic Percentage af or above Profident
Graduated from college | [ 20 ] a8 29 Js :
Some education after high school 3% ] a9 75 i
Graduated from high school |} [ 35 | _ s2 131a
Did not finish high school | 60 [ 36  [iaa
| don’t know. i 59 [ 36 54
' | - 1 e L L L L 1 1
100 80 60 40 20 0 20 40 60 80 100
Percentage at or below Basit Percentage at or above Profident

Graduated from college L2 | % CLA |
Some education after high school | L e | 40 18 j2
Graduated from high school [ a6 [ 0 13 4
Did not finish high school | ! 62 [ 32 (64 '
| don’t know. | ! 85 {14 la0
' 1 1 A ] 1 1 1 ] A
100 80 60 40 20 0 20 40 60 80 100
Percentage a or below Basic Percentage af or above Profident

A percentage is between 0.0 and 0.5.

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100, or to the exact percentages at or above achievement levels, due to rounding.

SOURCE: Naiional Center for Education Siatistics, Nationa! Assessment of Educational Progress INAEP),

1998 Civics Assessment.
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Region of the Country

In addition to results for the nation, NAEP achievement level results are
provided for four regions of the country: Northeast, Southeast, Central, and
West. The percentages of students performing at or above the three achievement
levels by region are shown in Table 3.4. (The composition of the regions is
described in Appendix A.) ‘

Several differences among regions were observed in the 1998 achievement
level results. In each of the four regions, only modest percentages of students
were at the Advanced level at all three grades. At grade 4, the percentage of
students at the Advanced level was higher in the Central region than in the
West. No other significant differences among regions were seen at any grade
at the Advanced level. A

At all three grades, higher percentages of students in the Northeast and
Central regions were at or above the Proficient level than in the Southeast. The
percentages of students at or above the Proficient level in the Northeast and
Central regions also appear higher than in the West region at all three grades.
However, the apparent differences-at grade 12 between these three regions are
not statistically significant.

In terms of performance at or above the Basic level, results mirror those for

~ the Pfoﬁ}ient level at grades 4 and 8. The Northeast and Central regions had
higher percentages of students at or above Basic than did the Southeast and
the West. At grade 12, the percentage of students at or above Basic was again
higher in the Central region than in the Southeast and the West. However, the
remaining differences among the regions with respect to percentages at or above
the Basic level were not statistically significant.

. The percentages of students within each achievement level range by region
are displayed in Figure 3.4. At grade 4, variability across regions was evident in
the percentages in the below Basic, Basic, and Proficient categories. At grade 8,
the percentage of students in the Basic level ranged from 46 percent (among
students in the West) to 49 percent (among students in the Central region). At
grade 12, the percentage of students in the Basic level ranged from 37 percent
(among students in the Southeast) to 41 percent (among students in the
Central region).
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Percentage of students at or above achievement levels in civics
by region: 1998

At or
Below above At or above
Basic Buasic

Proficient  Advanced

Northeast 24 76 27 2
Southeast 36 | 64 18 1
Central 23 77 31 3
West 40 60 17 1

T .

Northeast | 25 75 27 2
Southeast |
Central
West

Northeast

Southeast
Central
West

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics,
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Civics Assessment.
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Percentage of students within each achievement level range in -

civics by region: 1998

THE NATIDN'S
REPDRT
cARD {NoER

Northeast
Southeast
Central

West

Percentage Percentage Percentage
af Basic at Proficient at Advanced
Northeast L 28 ] 49 25 ]2
Southeast L3 ] aé 17 |
Central L 28 ] a6 28 f3
West [0 T a 16 |
1 4 - 1 . L 1 ) L L 1 1
100 80 60 40 20 0 20 40 60 80 100
Percentage at or below Basic Percentage a? or above Profident
Northeast L= ] 48 25 )2 ‘
Southeast. 87 ] a7 ash
Central [.—23 I 49 5 {2
|
West ST a6 - 18 12
1 A 1 1 1 h‘l‘ ) 1 1 L 1
100 80 60 40 20

Percentage at or below Basic

Gra

0 20 40 60 80 100
Percentuge at or above Profident

de 12

1 L L i 3 '

80 60 40 20 0 20 40 60 80 100

Percentage at or below Basic

Percentage a? or above Profident

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100, or fo the exact percentages at or above achievement levels, due to rounding.
SOURCE: National Center. for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),

1998 Civics Assessment.
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Type of E.ociion

Table 3.5 and Figure 3.5 present achievement level results for all three grades by
type of location: central city, urban fringe/large town, and rural/small town.
The percentages of students performing at or above the three achievement levels
are shown in Table 3.5. Figure 3.5 displays the percentages of students within
each achievement level range. (The type of location classifications are described
in Appendix A.)

Different patterns of results were seen at each grade level. At grade 12, there
weré no statistically significant differences among the type-of-location groups at
any of the three achievement levels. It is worth noting that five percent of
twelfth-grade students in both central city and urban fringe/large town
locations reached the Advanced level. At grade 8, the percentages of students at .
or above the Basic and Proficient levels were higher among students from urban
fringe/large town locations than among students from central city or rural/
small town locations. At grade 4, the percentage of students at or above the
Proficient level was higher among urban fringe /large town locations than
among the students in central city locations. At or above the Basic level, both
urban fringe/large town and rural/small town locations had higher percentages
of studcnts than did central c1ty locatlons

THE NATION'S

REPORT [narmm]
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Percentage of students at or abovc achievement levels in civics
by type of location: 1998

- Ator |
Below : above At or above

_Basu " Basic Proficient  Advanced

Central city 38 62 19 1
Urban Frlnge/ lorge town 27 73 26 2
Rural/small town 28 - 72 23
Central city | 36 o4 19
Urban fringe/large town: | 25 75 26 2
Rural/small town 31 69 21 ]
£ BN Grodel2
Cenmalcity | 36 | é4 =~ 25 5
Urban fringe/large town 33 67 28
Rural/small town 36 I 64 25 3

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics,
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Civics Assessment.
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Percentage of students within each achievement level range
in civics by type of location: 1998
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Percent P

Percentage

je
9 9
below Basic at Basic

at Proficient at Advanced

i 38 | 43 18 |1
Central city :
[ 27 ] 46 24 J2
Urban fringe/large town !
‘ [ 28 | a9 22 |1
Rural/small town o
1 1 1 1 1 1 [ | 1 1

100 80 60 40 20

Percentage at or below Basfe

0 20 40 60 80 100
Percentage ot or chove Profident

Grade 8
Central city 36 ] a6 17 1
Urban fringe/large town 25 ] 49 28 ]2,
Rural/small town a1 ] a9 19 |1
L R I | 1 1 I 1 1 1 1
100 80 60 40 20 0 20 40 60 80 100
Percentage ot or below Basic Percentage at or ahove Profident

I ' 1 1 L '

"0 20 40 60 80 100
Percentage at or ahove Profident

Grade 12
Central city [ 3 | 38 o g
Urban fringe/large fown i 33 [ 39 23E
Rural/small town | I 22 J|3
1 ) N B 1 1
700 80" 60 40 .20
Percentage ut or below Bosic

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100, or to the exact percentages at or above achievement levels, due to rounding.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),

1998 Civics Assessment.
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Eligibility for the Free/Reduced-Price
School Lunch Program

Table 3.6 and Figure 3.6 present achievement level results for each grade by
students’ eligibility for the Free /Reduced-Price School Lunch component of the
National School Lunch Program. Eligibility for the Free/Reduced-Price School
Lunch program is reported to NAEP by the individual schools. The percentages of
students performing at or above the three achievement levels are shown in Table
3.6. Figure 3.6 displays the percentages of students within each achievement level
range by eligibility for the Free/ Reduced-Price School Lunch Program.

Across the three grades, higher performance was observed for students who
were not eligible for the program than for those who were eligible, except for
the Advanced level at grade 4, where there were too few students to make the
comparison. For example, as seen in both Table 3.6 and Figure 3.6, among fourth
graders who were eligible for the program in 1998, 49 percent were at
or above the Basiclevel, 9 percent were at or above the Proficient level, and less
than 0.5 percent were at the Advanced level. By comparison, the corresponding
percentages were 80 'pcrccnt, 30 percent, and 2 percent for those students not
cligible for the Free/Reduced-Price School Lunch Program.

s 5inda s A e LN

THE NATIONS
REPORT
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Percentage of students at or above achiéVement levels in civics
by Free/Reduced-Price School Lunch Program eligibility: 1998

5

: At or
Beloyl i gbove At or above
Basic :  Basic Proficient  Advanced
Eligible 51 49 4 A
Notdligible ~ 20 | 80 30

Information not available * 28 o 72 27

Eligible 52 | 48 8 A
Not eligible =~ 22 | 78 27
Information not available * 24 - 776 29

Eligible 58 42 10

Not eligible 31 69 29 5

Information not available * 32 68 29 5

A Ppercentage is between 0.0 and 0.5.
* Pperfoimdnce of students in this category is similor to those

: i el
in the "Net cligible” categery.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 Civics Assessment.
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Percentage of students within each achievement level range in civics
by Free/Reduced-Price School Lunch Program eligibility: 1998

Percentage

Percentage " Percentoge
below Basic at Basic at Proficient at Advanced
AQ e 4
. . ! f — . o
Eligible " 51 T a0 9 a '
Not eligible 20 | 50 28 T2
Information not available | - (28 [ as T35 2
1 1 1 1 ] ] 1 1 L

100 80 60 40 20 0 20 40 60 80 100
' Percentoge at or below Basic Percentage af or above Profident

Eligible [ 52 [ & 7ia

Not eligible [22] 51

Information not available

[ 24 ] ~ a7

100 80 60 40 20 0 20 40 60 80 100
Pwmgtqg at or below Basic Percentage at or above Profident

Eligible
Not eligible | 3 | a0 2
Information not available [ 32 | a0 T34

| I~' ,‘,,I, - l - _l 1 1 'l 1 1
100 80 40 40 20 O 20 40 60 80 100
Percentage af or below Basic Percentage at or ahove Profident

A percentage is between 0.0 and 0.5.

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100, or to the exact percentages at or.above achievement levels, due to rounding.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Civics Assessment.
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Type of School

The percentages of public and nonpublic school students at all three grades who
were at or above each of the achievement levels is shown in Table 3.7. Shown in
Figure 3.7 are the percentages of students within each achievement level range
by type of school.

At all three grades, the percentages of students at or above each of the three
achievement levels — at or above Basic, at or above Proficient, and at Advanced
— were higher among nonpublic school students than among public school
students. There were no significant differences at any of the three grades
between Catholic and other nonpublic schools in the percentages at or above
each of the three achievement levels. Seven percent of students in nonpublic
schools in grade 12 reached the Advanced level.

Table 3.7 R e REPORT frgep)

Percentage of students at or above achievement levels in civics
by type of school: 1998

Ator
Below above At or above

Basic Basic Proficient  Advanced

;_:: = Grade 4
Public 33 67 21 1
Nonpublic 16 84 35 4
Nonpublic: Catholic 14 86 35 4
Other nonpublic 20 80 35 3

o Grade 8
Public 32 68 20 1
Nonpublic 11 89 40 4
Nonpublic: Catholic 10 90 40 3
Other nonpublic 12 88 42 4
Public 37 63 25 4
Nonpubilic 20 80 38 7
Nonpublic: Catholic 17 83 39 7
Other nonpublic 27 73 35 7

o ———
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics,

National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP],
1998 Civics Assessment.
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Figure 3.7

Percentage of students within each achievement level range in
civics by type of school: 1998
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Percentage Percentage Percen Percentage
below Basic at Basic at Proficient at Advanced

Public 33 % 112
S
Nonpublic 16 a9 . 32 a
Nonpublic: Catholic Jda. st T o2 e
Other nonpublic 20, a5 1 a1 I3
1 1 L 1 i l 1 1 1 A 1
100 80 60 40 20 0 20 40 60 80 100
Perceatoge at or below Bask Perscentoge ot or cbove Profident
Public 32 48 R TIR
|
—
Nonpublic L 49 ¢ 3 Ta
Nonpublic: Catholic 10 50 ¢ 36 3
Other nonpublic 12 R A
L L L L L l L I A L 1

Percentage at or below Baskc Percestoge at or above Profident
I
Public 7 ¢ 21 "4
Nonpublic m 3
Nonpublic: Catholic IEEZ N H
Other nonpublic 27 38 2 3
M : ' ' ) ' Ly )

100 80 60 40 20 0 20 40 60 80 100

100 80 60 40 20 0 20 40 60 80 100
Pescentoge at or below Basi Percentoge at or chove Profident

NOTE: Percentages may not add fo 100, or to the exact percentages at or above achievement levels, due to rounding.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Stotistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),

1998 Civics Assessment.
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Summary

This chapter presented achievement level results for selected subgroups of
fourth, eighth, and twelfth graders in the 1998 civics assessment. The major
findings reported in this chapter are summarized below.

P Some gender differences in civics achievement were found at grades 8 and
12. At both grades, the percentages of students at or above the Basic level
were higher among females than among males. At grade 12, however, the
percentage of students at the Advanced level was higher among males than
females.

P At all three grades, the percentages of White students at or above the
Proficient achievement level were higher than those of Black students,
Hispanic students, and American Indian students. A higher percentage of
White students than Black or Hispanic students reached the Advanced level
at grade 12. At grade 8, a higher percentage of Asian/Pacific Islander
students than Black, Hispanic, or American Indian students were at or above
Proficient level. A higher percentage of Asian /Pacific Islander students also
reached the Proficient level at grade 4 than did their Black and Hispanic
counterparts.

P There is some degree of association between student-reported parental
education levels and student achievement at all three grades. At grade 4, the
percentages of students at or above the Proficient level and at or above the
Buasic level were smaller among students who reported that neither parent
graduated from high school than among students whose parents were in
the other three parental education groups. At grade 8, the percentages of
students whose parents graduated from college that were at the Advanced
level, and at or above the Proficient level, were higher than the comparable
percentages for students selecting the other parental education groups.

The percentage of eighth-grade students at or above the Basic level was
highest among students whose parents graduated from college and lowest
among students whose parents did not graduate from high school. At grade
12, achievement level results showed a strong association with parental
education. Groups with higher parental education levels had higher
percentages of students at or above each of the achievement levels.

O
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P> Several differences among regions were observed in the 1998 achievement
level results. At grade 4, the percentage of students at the Advanced level
was higher in the Central region than in the West. At all three grades, higher
percentages of students in the Northeast and Central regions were
at or above the Proficient level than in the Southeast. At grades 4 and 8,
the Northeast and Central regions had higher percentages of students at or
above Basic than did the Southeast and West. At grade 12, the percentage of
students at or above Basic was higher in the Central region than in the
Southeast and West.

P At grade 12, there were no statistically significant differences among the
type-of-location groups at any of the three achievement levels. Five percent
of grade-12 students from central cites and urban fringe /large towns were
at the Advanced level. At grade 8, the percentages of students at or above
the Basic and Proficient levels were higher among students from urban
fringe /large town locations than among students from central city or rural/
small town locations. At grade 4, the percentage of students at or above the
Proficient level was higher among urban fringe /large town locations than
among the students in central city locations. At the Basic level, both urban
fringe/large town and rural/small town locations had higher percentages
of students than did central city locations.

P At all three grades, students who were not eligible for the Free /Reduced-
Price School Lunch Program had higher levels of achievement than students
who were eligible for that program.

P Atall three grades, the percentages at or above each of the achievement
levels were higher among students attending nonpublic schools than among
their peers attending public schools.
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Contexts for Learning Civics:
School/Teacher Policies

and Practices

Overview L

As noted in the Introduction, the learning of civics topics in the classroom takes L "
place under such diverse course names as, for example, Civics, American o
Government, American History, and Social Studies. Civics learning can also take
diverse forms both inside and outside the classroom. Many teachers use trips to
governmental sites or museums, multimedia presentations, as well as a variety of
active teaching strategies (such as group projects, mock trials, writing letters on
civic topics, etc.) to enhance civics learning. Students may also learn civics from
television, film documentaries, extracurricular books, newspapers and magazines,
or their contacts with community organizations. This chapter and the one that
follows it examine some of the contexts in which civics learning occurs. This
chapter focuses in particular on fourth- and eighth-grade civics teachers,
including their educational backgrounds, their perception of their preparation
to teach civics, their satisfaction with available instructional resources, and their
use of educational technology. As in some other NAEP assessments, parallel
information is not available for twelfth grade teachers. These teachers were not
administered a background questionnaire because of the difficulty of linking
students to teachers in a civics-related class at this grade level.

Who Teaches Civics?

Because civics per se is not a college major, the teachers assigned to civics
instruction in the fourth, eighth, and twelfth grades have a wide variety of
academic backgrounds. As with other school subjects, there is also wide variation
in the teachers’ level of academic degree and years of teaching experience.
Teachers whose students were sampled for the NAEP civics assessment in

grades 4 and 8 were asked to complete a questionnaire about their educational
backgrounds, experience, and teaching methods. Because students rarely take
courses in civics, the teachers responding to the questionnaire were most likely
general teachers at grade 4 and social studies teachers at grade 8. In the NAEP
analyses for this report, teacher questionnaire data and student performance data
were matched so that the reladonship between the two sets of variables could

be examined.
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Table 4.1 begins to answer the question “Who is teaching civics?” by
displaying the percentage of students taught by teachers in several college
degree categories. In addition, the table displays the mean scale score and the
percentage of students at or above the Proficient level for each teacher degree
category. About half of students at both grades 4 and 8 were taught civics
by teachers who have a Bachelor’s degree. In the fourth grade, 43 percent
of students were taught by teachers who had a Master’s degree or higher. In
the eighth grade, 46 percent of students were taught by teachers who had a
Master’s degree or higher. The fourth-grade students taught by Master’s-level
teachers had higher average scores than fourth-grade students taught by teachers
with Bachelor’s degrees. For eighth-grade students, there were no significant
performance differences in the civics assessment by teacher’s level of education.

Table 4.1 e i o

xH:r

Percentage of students, average civics scale scores, and percentage at
or above Proficient by teacher’s highest degree, grades 4 and 8: 1998

What is the I;iﬂmt academic
degree you hold? ade 4 Grade 8
High School, Assodate’s Degree,

or Vocational Certification
Percentage of students | A a
Average scale score | o *xx
Percentage at or above Proficient *rw ek
Bachelor’s Degree
Percentage of students 56 54
Average scale score 148 151
Percentage at or above Proficient 21 23
Master’s Degree
Percentage of students 38 39
Average scale score 154 152
Percentage at or above Proficient 26 23
Education Spedalist Degree
Percentage of students 4 6
Average scale score 154 153
Percentage at or above Proficient 27 26
Doctorate or Professional Degree
Percentage of students ! 1
Average scale score e 147
Percentage at or above Proficient b 19

A Percentage is between 0.0 and 0.5.
*** Sample size is insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
NOTE: Percentages may not add fo 100 due to rounding.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1998 Civics Assessment.
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Table 4.2 displays the percentage of students by their teachers’ under-
graduate majors. At grade 4, over three-quarters of students (81 percent) were
taught by teachers with education majors, while at grade 8, almost half the
students (47 percent) had teachers with history or political science degrees.
Fifteen percent of fourth grade and 17 percent of eighth-grade students were
taught civics by teachers with other majors, including English or language arts.
The remainder of the students were taught civics by teachers with various
majors in education. The “education” major was created by aggregating the
following undergraduate major/minor options from the teacher questionnaire:
elementary education, secondary education, special education, bilingual
education/ESL, administration and supervision, curriculum and supervision, and
counseling. For both fourth- and eighth-grade samples, the teacher’s
undergraduate major in college was not associated with student performance on

the civics assessment.

Table 4.2 o  '. 3 REPORT Irep]

Percentage of students, average civics scale scores, and percentage
at or above Proficient by teacher’s undergraduate major, grades 4

and 8: 1998
What was your undergraduate major?
History
Percentage of students ! 4 42
Average scale score : 153 151
Percentage at or above Proficient 28 23
Political Science T :
Percentage of students ' ! 5
Average scale score i 154
Percentage at or above Proficient e 23
Education o ;
Percentage of students | 81 37
Average scale score 151 152
Percentage at or above Proficient 23 23
Other
Percentage of students 15 17
Average scale score 148 152
Percentage at or above Proficient 23 24

L ——————————————
*+*+ Somple size is insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statisfics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1998 Civics Assessment.

CIVICS REPORT CARD o CHAPTER 4




Teacher preparation may also be reflected in the type of teaching certification
held by the classroom teacher. Certification ranges from “advanced professional”
types to “regular,” “temporary,” “provisional,” and “don’t have a certificate in
my main assignment field.” Table 4.3 shows the percentages of students taught
by teachers holding each of the certification types. At both grades 4 and 8, about
three-quarters of the students were taught by teachers with regular certificates.
Most of the remaining students were taught by teachers with an advanced
professional certificaton. Fourth-grade students whose teachers had either
advanced professional or regular teaching certification attained higher civics
scores than students whose teachers had certification in the “temporary/
provisional” category. In the eighth grade, the small percentage (1 percent)
of students taught by teachers in the “other” certification category outscored
students whose teachers had advanced professional, regular, or probationary
certification. The preponderance of students in that 1-percent-sized category
were enrolled in nonpublic schools.

' o THE NATION'S
Table 4.3 o SN REPORT irgmp
Percentage of students, average civics scale scores, and percentage
at or above Proficient by teachers’ type of certification, grades 4
and 8: 1998 -
Percentage Average Percentage at or
Type of teaching certification of students scale score  above Proficient
held in main assignment field Grade 4 =0 =
Advanced professional 15 154 27
Regular 75 151 23
Probationary 4 143 17
Temp/provisional 4 138 11
Other A * % % * kN
Don't have 2 145 19
Advanced professional 17 149 19
Regular 74 152 24
Probationary 3 145 17
Temp/provisional 3 152 27
Other 1 168 36
Don't have 2 140 18
.}
A Percentoge is between 0.0 and 0.5.
*** Somple size is insufficient to permit o relioble estimate.
NOTE: Percentoges may not add ta 100 due ta rounding.
SOURCE: Natianal Center far Education Statistics, Natianal Assessment of Educatianal Progress (NAEP),
1998 Civics Assessment.
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The amount of prior teaching experience instructors bring to civics
classrooms can be examined in Tables 4.4 and 4.5. Table 4.4 displays years
of general teaching experience, while Table 4.5 indicates years of experience
specifically teaching civics or government. In the fourth grade, only 11 percent
of students were taught civics by teachers with 2 years or less of general teaching
experience, while 59 percent of fourth graders were taught by teachers with
11 or more years of experience. A similar pattern is evident in grade 8, where
10 percent of students had teachers in the “2 years or less” experience category,
while 58 percent of students had teachers with 11 or more years of general
teaching experience. In the fourth grade, students with teachers from the least-
experienced category had lower average scale scores than students in all the
other teacher-experience categories. In contrast, at grade 8, the students’ civics
average scale scores did not differ by category of teacher’s general experience.
The data in Table 4.5 are specific to years of experience in teaching civics or
government. While 11 percent or less of students had teachers with less than
2 years of general teaching experience (Table 4.4), higher percentages of
students in both grades (39 percent in grade 4 and 49 percent in grade 8) had
teachers with 2 years or less experience teaching civics or government. However,
in both grades 4 and 8, the students’ average scale scores did not differ by the
amount of civics teaching experience the teacher brought to the classroom.

THE NATION'S

e

e,

Percentage of students, average civics scale scores, and percentage
at or above Proficient by years of general teaching experience,
grades 4 and 8: 1998

Percentage Average  Percentage at or
Yoars of elementary or sacondary ,_ students scale score  above Proficient
teaching experience Grade 4 —
2 years or less 11 139 14
3-5 years 14 149 22
6-10 years 17 152 26
11-24 years 38 152 24
25 years or more 21 154 25
2 years or less 10 147 20
3-5 years 14 150 23
6-10 years 18 149 22
11-24 years 35 154 25
25 years or more 23 150 22

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Civics Assessment.
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TCIble-‘4.5.;.. . ‘ ; : "@R"J'm_zpl

Percentage of students, average civics scale scores, and percentage
at or above Proficient by years teaching government/civics,
grades 4 and 8: 1998

Percentage Average Percentage ot or
of students scale score  above Proficient
Years of toadiing government or dvics GRS Grade 4

None - - -
2 years or less 39 148 20
3-5 years 14 154 28
6-10 years 14 155 28
11-24 years 24 153 25
25 or more years 9 154 27
None 29 150 22
2 years or less 20 151 23
3-5 years 14 154 27
6-10 years 17 150 23
11-24 years 14 156 27
25 or more years 6 149 22

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

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

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Civics Assessment.

Classroom teachers continue to develop their instructional skills by taking
additional courses, workshops, and professional development seminars in many
topics. The civics teacher questionnaires included a question on the amount of
time spent in the past 12 months in professional development seminars in social
studies. The results from this question are displayed in Table 4.6. At the fourth
grade, 42 percent of the students were taught by teachers who had attended no
social studies workshops in the past year. At the eighth grade, 23 percent of
students had civics teachers who had not attended a social studies workshop
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during the past year. The relationship between student performance in civics

and the extent of teacher attendance at professional development workshops
shows a mixed pattern by grade level. In the fourth grade, students whose
teachers were in the “less than 6 hours” of professional development category
outscored students whose teachers indicated having taken 16-35 hours of
workshops. In the eighth grade, by contrast, the students whose teachers had
received 16-35 hours of workshops outscored students whose teachers indicated
the “less than 6 hours” category. The amount of civics content in the social
studies workshops could have varied widely and is one of a number of factors
that may have contributed to the mixed results by grade level.

THE NATION'S

Table 4.6 . E

Percentage of students, average civics scale scores, and percentage at
or above Proficient by amount of time teachers reported spending in
professional development workshops in social studies during the last
twelve months, grades 4 and 8: 1998

T g b kg L
twelve moths e % Grade d

None 42 150 23

Less than 6 hours 39 . 154 26

6-15 hours 11 149 21

16-35 hours 5 141 15

More than 35 hours 3 151 20

None 23 150 23

Less than 6 hours 27 148 20

6-15 hours 26 152 23

16-35 hours 12 156 29

More than 35 hours 12 152 27

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

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Civics Assessment.
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How Well Prepared are Teachers?

The civics teacher questionnaires included a series of questions on how well
prepared the teachers felt in various areas related to civics instruction, either
through college /university courses or workshops. Teachers could respond that
they were well, moderately well, or not well prepared. Table 4.7 presents the
results in terms of these response options. In the fourth grade, about haif of the
students were taught by teachers who considered themselves well prepared in
social studies instruction and 60 percent of students were taught by teachers
who rated themselves as well prepared in classroom climate and governance.
However, less than 10 percent of the students were taught by teachers who felt
they were well prepared in using the voluntary national standards for civics or in
using computer software for social studies. The fourth-grade students who were
taught by teachers who felt themselves well prepared in classroom climate/
governance outscored those students whose teachers did not consider
themselves well prepared.
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Table 4.7 J i it "o [P

T

Percentage of students, average civics scale scores, and percentage
at or above Proficient by téachers’ reported preparation,
grades 4 and 8: 1998

Grade 8
Percentage | Averoge | Percentoge | Percentuge | Average Percentage
How we.ﬂ prepared . of scale at or ahgye of scale at or above”
are you in the following? students score Proficient students scofe Proficient

Sodal studies instruction
Well prepared 56 152 24 79 151 23
Moderately well prepared 39 149 22 18 151 23
Not well prepared 5 145 18 3 143 20

Using Instructional materials in sodal studies
Well prepared 43 152 25 53 153 25
Moderately well prepared 48 150 23 42 149 21
Not well prepared 9 147 20 5 148 21
Cassroom dimate and governance

Well prepared 60 152 25 75 152 24
Moderately well prepared 34 150 22 22 149 20
Not well prepared 6 144 16 3 145 18

Implementing voluntary

national standards for dvics
Well prepared 5 157 31 11 152 25
Moderately well prepared 23 149 22 38 150 22
Not well prepqred 72 151 23 51 151 23
Using software for social studies

Well prepared 6 151 26 13 153 24
Moderately well prepared 29 152 24 41 150 22
Not well prepared 65 150 23 47 151 24

NOTE: Percentages may not add ta 100 dve ta rounding.

SOURCE: Natfianal Center for Educatian Stafistics, Notionol Assessment of Educotional
Progress (NAEP), 1998 Civics Assessment.
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In the eighth-grade sample, at least three-quarters of the students were
taught by teachers who considered themselves well prepared in social studies
instruction and classroom climate/governance. Similar to the fourth-grade
pattern, low percentages of students were taught by teachers who felt they were
well prepared in implementing the national standards for civics (11 percent) or
in using computer software for social studies (13 percent). About half of the
eighth-grade students had teachers who felt well prepared in using instructional
materials in social studies. Those students outscored students whose teachers felt
themselves not well prepared in using instructional materials.

The results of additional teacher self-preparedness questions are presented
in Table 4.8. More than four out of five students at both grades 4 and 8 were
taught by teachers who felt themselves well prepared in classroom management
and organization. At both the fourth and eighth-grade levels, the students who
had these teachers outperformed students on the civics assessment whose
teachers were in the “moderately well-prepared” category. About half of the
students at both the fourth and eighth grades were taught by teachers who felt
themselves well prepared in techniques of cooperative group instruction.

Approximately one in four students (from 16 to 28 percent) across grades 4
and 8 were taught by teachers who considered themselves well prepared in
either the use of telecommunications or the use of computers. The eighth-grade
students whose teachers considered themselves moderately well prepared in the
use of telecommunications had higher civics assessment scale scores than those
students whose teachers did not feel well prepared in this area. There is some
disjunction between the percentages of students whose teachers felt well
prepared in using computers in general (26-28 percent in Table 4.8) and the
even lower percentages (6-13 percent in Table 4.7) whose teachers felt well
prepared in using software for social studies.

91
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Percentage of students, average civics scale scores, and percentage
at or above Proficient by teachers’ reported preparedness to fulfill
certain teaching-related tasks, grades 4 and 8: 1998

Grade 4 Grade 8
i Average | Percentuge | Percentage | Average Percentage
How well prepared f » scale at or above of scale at or obove

are you in the following? students score Proficient students score Proficient

Use of telecommunications

Well prepared 16 151 24 23 151 22
Moderately well prepared 48 151 23 50 153 25
Not well prepared 36 150 23 27 148 21

Well prepared 26 151 24 28 151 23
Moderately well prepared 60 150 23 57 152 23
Not well prepared 14 150 22 16 149 23

Cooperative group instruction

Well prepared 59 152 24 53 152 25
Moderately well prepared 39 149 22 42 149 21
Not well prepared 2 150 21 5 155 26
Classroom management and orgunization
Well prepared 84 151 24 86 152 24
Moderately well prepared 16 146 18 13 145 19
Not well prepared A et el 1 155 21

A Ppercentage is between 0.0 ond 0.5.
***Sample size is insufficient to permit o relioble estimote.
NOTE: Percentoges may not odd to 100 due to rounding.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Stafistics, Notionol Assessment of Educotionol
Progress (NAEP), 1998 Civics Assessment.
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How Much Class Time is Given to Civics?

Teachers at both fourth and eighth grades were asked to indicate the length of
class ime per day they typically spent on social studies instruction. Table 4.9
displays the results for the four options: less than 30 minutes; 3044 minutes;
45-60 minutes; and greater than 60 minutes. At the fourth grade, 63 percent
of students received instruction in the 30—44 minute range. At the eighth grade,
the 3044 minute category also appeared to be the largest (48 percent), but the
45-60 minute category was nearly as large (41 percent). Class time length was
significantly related to civics scale score performance only in the fourth grade,
where the students in both the 30-44 minute and 45-60 minute class times
outscored their peers in the “less than 30 minutes” category.

Table 4.9 B e
Percentage of students, average civics scale scores, and percentage
at or above Proficient by class time per day spent on social studies
instruction, grades 4 and 8: 1998

How mudh time do you spend with

this dass for sodial studies

ke doyer

Less thon 30 atinwtes

Percentage of students 14 3
Average scale score ‘ 142 139
Percentage at or above Proficient 15 19
30-44 minutes
Percentage of students 63 48
Average scale score 153 153
Percentage at or above Proficient 25 24
45-60 minutes
Percentage of students 22 4]
Average scale score 151 151
Percentage at or above Proficient 24 23
Greater than 60 minutes
Percentage of students 1 8
Average scale score b 150

Percentage at or above Proficient b 23
T
***Sample size is insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

NOTE: Percentages may not odd to 100 due to rounding.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, Notional Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Civics Assessment.
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Do Teachers Believe They Have Adequate Resources?

Teachers responded to the question “Which of the following statements is true
about how well your school system provides you with the instructional materials
and other resources you need to teach your class?” Table 4.10 displays the
pattern of results. For both grades 4 and 8, 52 percent of the students were
taught by teachers who indicated they received most of the resources they
needed. Almost a third of the students in both grades had teachers who said
they only receive “some” of the resources they need. One percent of the
students in either grade had teachers who said they received “none” of the
resources they needed. In terms of student performance, in the cighth grade,
students whose teachers received “most” and “all” of the resources they needed
attained significantly higher civics scale scores than students in the “some”
resources category. In the fourth grade, the pattern of resuits was similar, but
the differences did not reach statistical significance.

Table 4.10 e S ey
=

Percentage of students, average civics scale scores, and percentage at or
above Proficient by teachers’ reports on the availability of resources,
grades 4 and 8: 1998

Whidh is true about how well your
school system provides you with the
instructional materials and other
resources you need fo teach your dass? Grade 4
All
Percentage of students | 17 16
Average scale score 153 155
Percentage at or above Proficient 24 . 28
Most
Percentage of students 52 52
Average scale score 151 153
Percentage at or above Proficient 23 24
Some
Percentage of students 31 32
‘Average scale score 148 147
Percentage at or above Proficient 22 20
Nene
Percentage of students 1 1
Average scale score i e
Percentage at or above Proficient e bl

—
***Sample size is insufficient to permit a relicble estimate.

NOTE: Percentages may nat odd to 100 due to rounding.

SOURCE: National Center far Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educatianal Progress (NAEP),
1998 Civics Assessment.
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What is the Pattern of Technology Usage
to Enhance Instruction?

Effective implementation of technology to enhance instruction is a complex
activity for today’s schools. It requires resource-intensive activity across at least
three dimensions: availability of appropriate, accessible electronic equipment;
teacher preparation and training, and availability of appropriate software and
Internet access. Evaluation of each of these dimensions can be approached from
the points of view of the school administration, the teachers, and the students.
The questionnaire data available from NAEP can begin to sketch out a pattern
of the use of technology in education across the nation, but the sketch should
be interpreted with caution because of the limited nature of the informaton.
Table 4.11 addresses the first dimension, the availability of computers as
reported by school officials. The three questions displayed with “yes” or “no”
answers in Table 4.11 were not mutually exclusive. It was possible, therefore,
for a school to have answered “yes” both to “are computers available in all
classrooms?” and to “are computers available in a separate computer lab
available to classes?” Computer availability in all classrooms appeared more
frequent in grade 4 (79 percent) than in grades 8 (45 percent) or 12

(24 percent).

Across the three grades, 36 to 41 percent of students were in schools that
answered “yes” to whether computers were available to bring to classrooms
when needed. In both grades 8 and 12, students whose schools answered “yes”
to this question outscored students whose schools answered “no.”
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Table 4.11 | S i el

Percentage of students, average civics scale scores, and percentage at or
above Proficient by availability of computers, grades 4, 8 and 12: 1998

Are computers available to
stedeats in yoor dasses in any Percentage Average  Percentoge at or Percentage Averoge  Percentage at or
of the following ways? of students  scale score  above Profident  of students scale score  above Profident
Grade 4 B
Available in all classrooms | 79 150 23 21 149 20

Grouped in a separate
computer lab available

to classes 80 151 23 20 149 22

Available to bring to

classrooms when needed 36 152 25 64 149 22
Grade 8

Available in all classrooms | 45 151 23 55 150 22

Grouped in a separate
computer lab available

to classes 89 151 23 11 146 18
Available to bring to
classrooms when needed 40 153 <24 60 149 21
Grade 12

Available in all classrooms | 24 151 29 76 150 26
Grouped in a separate
computer lab available
to classes 94 150 26 6 149 27
Available to bring t

vailable to bring to 4l 153 20 5 148 05

classrooms when needed

NOTE: Percentages moy not add to 100 due to rounding.
SOURCE: Natianal Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educotionol Progress (NAEP), 1998 Civics Assessment.
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The second dimension, level of teacher preparation to use technology, has been
touched upon in the previous sections of this chapter. In Table 4.8, it can be seen
that most students at both the fourth- and eighth-grade levels had teachers who
saw themselves as at least moderately well prepared to use both telecommuni-
cations and computers. Sixty-four percent of fourth graders and 73 percent of
eighth graders were taught by teachers who felt themselves well to moderately
well prepared to use telecommunications. Even higher percentages of students
(86 percent in the fourth grade and 85 percent in the eighth grade) had teachers
who saw themselves as well to moderately well prepared to use computers.
However, this level of perceived confidence in preparation did not extend to
the use of software for social studies classes. In Table 4.7 it can be seen that only
35 percent of fourth graders and 54 percent of eighth graders were taught by
teachers who felt themselves at least moderately well to well prepared to use social
studies software. The cause of this discrepancy for teachers between perceived
preparedness with computers in general and yet less preparedness with using social
studies software is not available in the questionnaire data. Some hypotheses might
include possibly poor availability /quality of existing social studies software, lack of
time for teachers to review existing software, or lack of time to learn and experiment
with such software.

The third dimension, the frequency of use of computers, software, and the
Internet by teachers in the classroom, is addressed in Table 4.12. At grade 4,

57 percent of students were taught by teachers who indicated that computers

were available in the social studies classroom. In grade 8, the largest numbers

of students had computer access only through laboratories or libraries. In both
grades, students who had laboratory access to computers had higher mean scale
scores than students whose teachers indicated that computer access was “not
available.” Teachers’ self-perception of their own rather weak preparedness to use
social studies instructional software was also exhibited in the frequency with which
they use computer software in social studies class. As can be seen in Table 4.12,

67 percent of fourth graders and 63 percent of eighth graders were in classes where
the teacher indicated “never or hardly ever” using computer software in class.
Fourth-grade students whose teachers indicated that they used computer software
once to twice a month had higher average scale scores than students in the “never/
hardly ever” category.

In recognition of the burgeoning importance of the Internet, teachers were
asked about degree of Internet use. Almost three-quarters (73 percent) of fourth
graders were in classes where teachers indicated that as part of social studies
instruction they never or hardly ever had students access information through the
Internet for use in the classroom. Internet usage appeared more common in the
eighth grade, where 55 percent of students were in classes that never or hardly ever
used it, while 35 percent used it once or twice a month. In both the fourth and
eighth grades, students whose teachers had them access information through the
Internet once or twice a month had higher scores than students whose teachers
never had them use the Internet.
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Table 4.12

Percentage of students, average civics scale scores, and percentage

THE NATION'S
AEPORT
CARD

4

at or above Proficient by use of computers and the Internet for social
studies instruction, as reported by teachers, grades 4 and 8: 1998

Av of computers in
sodal studles dass

Not available
Laby/Tibrary but difficult to access
Readily accessed in lab/library

Available in the dassroom

Use computes software
Every doy

Once or twice a week
Once or twice a month
Never or hordly ever

Access to information through
laternet in the dassroom

Every day

Once or twice a week
Once or twice a month
Never or hordly ever

: i

A Percentage at or  Percentoge Averoge  Percentoge ot or!

:‘erﬂt:n;:ng'e’ m‘;:r:tg;g above Profident  of students  sccle score above Pmﬁaeat!
13 145 18 13 142 17
18 156 27 45 152 24
12 152 25 28 153 25
57 149 22 14 150 22
*hh *hk 2 159 30
9 150 23 8 153 27
23 156 28 27 152 23
67 149 22 63 150 23
1 ol bl 1 *hn Ahwn
7 158 33 10 155 25
19 159 30 35 156 26
73 148 21 55 148 21

28—

A Percentage is between 0.0 and 0.5.

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

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

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress {NAEP}, 1998 Civics Assessment.
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Summary

This chapter examined primarily teacher-related variables to set a context for the
learning of civics. The key findings about the demographic profile of teachers of
students in fourth- and eighth-grade social studies classes include:

P> About half of students at both grades 4 and 8 were taught civics by teachers
with a Bachelor’s degree. Forty-three percent of fourth graders and 46
percent of eighth graders were taught by teachers who had Master’s or
higher degrees. The fourth-grade students taught by Master’s level teachers
had higher scores than fourth-grade students taught by teachers with
Bachelor’s degrees.

P For both fourth- and eighth-grade student samples, the teacher’s
undergraduate major in college made no statistically significant difference
in student performance on the civics assessment.

P> Fourth-grade students whose teachers had either advanced professional or
regular teaching certification produced higher civics scores than students
whose teachers had certification in the “temporary/provisional” category.

P> Most students at both fourth and eighth grades generally had been taught by
experienced social studies teachers. Only 11 percent of students at grade 4 and
10 percent at grade 8 had teachers with 2 years or less of experience. In the
fourth grade only, students with teachers from the least experienced category
were outscored in the civics assessment by students in all the other teacher-
experience categories.

P> Students at both fourth and eighth grades had teachers who rated
themselves as well prepared in social studies instruction, classroom climate/
governance, classroom management, and the use of computers. However,
teachers in both grades generally rated themselves as much less well
prepared in using the voluntary national standards for civics/government
or in using computer software for social studies instruction.

P Teachers of about half of the students in both grades said that they received
“most” of the resources they needed, while teachers of only 1 percent of
students said that they received “none” of the resources they need.

99
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P Across all three grades, 36 to 41 percent of students were in schools that
answered “yes” to whether computers were available to bring to classrooms
when needed. In both grades 8 and 12, students whose schools had
computers available outscored students whose schools did not have
computers available.

P Sixty-seven percent of fourth graders and 63 percent of eighth graders were
in classes where the teacher indicated “never or hardly ever” using computer
software in class. Fourth-grade students whose teachers indicated that they
used computer software once or twice a month had higher mean scale scores
than students in the “never/hardly ever” category.

P Almost three-quarters (73 percent) of fourth graders were in classes where
teachers indicated “never or hardly ever” having students access the Internet
for social studies. Internet usage appeared more common in the eighth
grade, where 55 percent of students were in classes that “never or hardly
ever” used it, while 35 percent used it once or twice a month. In both the
fourth and eighth grades, moderate frequency of Internet usage (once or
twice a month) was associated with higher mean scale scores than the groups
of students who had no Internet usage.

100

CIVICS REPORT CARD e CHAPTER 4




Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Contexts for Learning Civics:
Classroom Practices and
Student Variables

Overview

While the previous chapter focused on teachers, this chapter focuses on
classroom activities and other contexts for learning civics topics. With the
development of professional standards for teaching in various subjects and the
implementation of the Goals 2000: Educate America Act' in the early 1990’s,
policymakers, educators, researchers and the public have become increasingly
interested in the type and quality of instruction in the nation’s elementary and
secondary schools. Of particular interest is the relationship between various
classroom instructional practices and student learning. The NAEP data can
begin to shed light on these issues. The complex interactions among teacher
qualities, student ability levels, and patterns of implementation of instructional
techniques are beyond the scope of this report card, but have been approached
in other studies.?

The NAEP questionnaires administered to students and teachers provided
the data for the analyses in this chapter. Although the analyses presented in this
chapter can begin to address the nature of the relationship between teachers’ use
of various instructional techniques and the civics scale scores of their students,
such analyses provide only one perspective on this multidimensional question.
Many additional studies would be needed to provide a more complete picture
of the dynamics of elementary and secondary instruction in civics.

1 Executive Office of the President. (1990). National goals for education. Washingron, D.C.:US.
Government Printing Office. Goals 2000: Educate America Act, H.R_ 1804, 103d Cong., 2nd Sess. (1994).

2 Henke, R R., Chen, X., & Goldman, G. (1999). What happens in classrooms? Instructional practices sn
clementary and sccondary schools, 1994-95. (NCES Publicaton No. 1999-348). Washington, DC: National
Center for Education Statistics.
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What Civics Topics do Students Study?

Chapter 1 enumerated the range of topics from the civics framework that
guided the development of the civics assessment. Do students encounter these
topics in their social studies classes? The opportunity for school exposure to the
topics found in the 1998 civics framework is important for good performance
on the assessment. Table 5.1 presents the results for grade 4 for the question
“During this school year, have you studied any of the following topics?” Topics
studied by at least half the students included the student’s community, the
President and leaders of the country, rules and laws of government, and rights
and responsibilities of citizens. It should be noted that these percentage results
may be somewhat understated because of two factors: first, students may have
encountered these topics in the first, second, or third grades and yet (accurately)
answered “no” to the question. Second, fairly large percentages of fourth
graders (17 to 32 percent) chose the “I don’t know” option for these topics.
Students who answered “yes” on the studied “your community” topic had
higher average civics scale scores than did the students who answered “no.”

In several topic areas in Table 5.1, grade-4 students who answered “no” to
studying a topic in grade 4 had higher scores than students who answered
“yes.” These counterintuitive results may stem either from students’ failure to
understand the reporting categories or from their using knowledge they gained
in earlier grades.
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Table 5.1 - o S _: Sh REEoR raep]

Percentage of students, average civics scale scores, and percentage at
or above Proficient by type of content studied this year as reported by
students, grade 4: 1998

Yes No | don’t know
During this school yeor, Percentage _ Percentoge Percentoge
have you studiod any of ~ Percentage  Average ot or ahove  Percentage  Averoge ot orobove  Percentage  Average  af or above
the foflowing topics? of students scale score  Profident  of students scale score  Proficient  of students scale score  Proficient
How our
government works 43 159 30 25 159 28 32 133 9
Rules/lows of government 55 152 23 28 156 28 17 139 17
Hections and vofing 46 151 23 36 157 28 18 138 15
The President/
leaders of country 58 154 25 24 155 26 18 135 12
Your community 64 155 26 19 151 25 17 135 12
Rights and
responsibilities of citizens 50 155 26 28 154 25 22 138 14
How peaple
solve disagreements 43 154 25 31 158 27 26 139 15

NOTE: Percentages moy not odd to 100 due to rounding.
SOURCE: Notionol Center for Educotion Stotistics, Notionol Assessment of Educotionol Progress {NAEP}, 1998 Civics Assessment.

More detailed questions on topics studied were asked of the eighth and
twelfth graders. These are displayed in Table 5.2. Students in these grades
generally indicated a high percentage of classroom coverage of the civics topics
in the framework. Over 70 percent of students at both grades 8 and 12
indicated that they had studied the U.S. Constitution and Congress in the
current school year. Note that the same caution raised for the fourth-grade data
applies to this question for grades 8 and 12 — students could have accurately
answered “no” to the topics on the list because they studied them in grades
other than their current year. In fact, on many of the topics, the twelfth graders
who answered “no” had higher average civics scale scores than students who
answered “yes.” This seemingly curious result may have its roots in the fact that
the students had indeed covered the topics — but not in the current grade.
However, more research is needed to examine this speculation.

While about two-thirds or more of the eighth graders and twelfth graders
indicated studying the first seven topics (with the exception of the President and
cabinet) listed in Table 5.2, considerably lower percentages (generally less than
half) indicated that they had studied other countries’ governments or
international organizations such as the UN.
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What Instructional Techniques do Civics
Teachers Use?

Civics teachers’ responses to questions about the frequency with which they
use each of a selection of instructional activities were matched to their students’
civics assessment results for this analysis. The percentages of fourth-grade
students receiving each instructional activity by “frequency of exposure”
category are displayed in Table 5.3. Parallel data for grade 8 are displayed

in Table 5.4.

Typical instructional activities

A snapshot of what students encounter on a weekly basis in the nation’s

social studies classes can be developed by combining the data in the first two
frequency categories —“Every day” and “Once or twice a week.” Using this
convention, it can be seen that, for grade 4, the greatest percentages of students
encountered the following instructional activities on a weekly basis: using the
social studies textbook (83 percent); using quantitative data, charts, or graphs
(81 percent); completing worksheets (68 percent); hearing a teacher’s lecture
(66 percent), and using books, newspapers or magazines (58 percent). Ten
percent or less of students in grade 4 encountered the following instructional
activities on a weekly basis: using computer software; writing a report of three
or more pages; participating in debates or mock trials; or writing letters on
Civics topics.

In Table 5.4, the pattern of frequency of use of instructional activities for
grade 8 is much the same as it was for grade 4. The largest percentages of eighth
graders also encountered the following instructional activities, at least on a
weekly basis: using the social studies textbook (95 percent); using quantitative
data, charts or graphs (77 percent); completing worksheets (76 percent);
hearing a teacher’s lecture (77 percent); and, using books, newspapers or
magazines (55 percent).

In general, for the grade-8 students, the instructional activities encountered
with low frequency on a weekly basis were similar to the pattern for grade-4
students: using computer software; writing a report of three or more pages;
participating in debates or mock trials; and writing letters on civics topics were
all encountered by 12 percent or less of the students.
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Group work, computer software, and film/video/filmstrips

Matching students’ assessment results with the frequency of each instructional
activity type allows for some estimate of the relationship between learning

and various modes of instruction. Since many other variables (such as student
ability grouping, teacher effectiveness, socioeconomic status, etc.) also affect
instructonal effectiveness, readers are cautioned not to attribute direct causality
to the relationships described here. While most of the thirteen instructional
activides shown in Tables 5.3 and 5.4 did not reach statstically significant
relationships with student performance, a few did. For the most part, these
statistically significant instructional activities were employed in the classroom
setting with medium frequency (once to twice per week/month) compared with
the other acuvides.

It has been reported in a separate survey that social studies teachers seem less
likely than teachers in other core academic subjects — English, mathematics, and
science — to use alternatives to whole-class instruction.? In other words, social
studies teachers were less likely than mathemadcs teachers and science teachers
to work with small groups. The data in tables 5.3 and 5.4 tend to support this
finding. Only 35 percent of students in the fourth grade and 43 percent in the
eighth grade received group activities or projects on at least a weekly basis.
However, in both grades, small group actvities were employed more commonly
(43 percent in fourth grade and 52 percent in eighth grade) once- or twice-
a-month — and the assessment results in grade 8 indicated that students in this
frequency category had higher average civics scale scores than students whose
teachers reported that they “Never or hardly ever” used small-group activity.

In grade 4, both the occasional use of computer software and the use of
quantitative data, charts, and graphs with any frequency in class were associated
with higher scores on the civics assessment than for the groups that “never or
hardly ever” used these instructional activides. In grade 8, the moderate (once
to twice per week/month) use of films, videos, and filmstrips in class was
associated with higher assessment scores.

3 Ibid.
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What are the Differences in Instructional
Patterns Between Experienced and Less
Experienced Teachers?

The craft of effective teaching is developed over time as newer teachers try
various instructional approaches with their various class levels. The NAEP
teacher questionnaires address questions of the frequency of use of instructional
activities, but they cannot capture other significant characteristics of teachers’
instructional techniques. While two teachers, for example, may use the same
technology or materials with the same frequency to teach a given concept, one
teacher may explain the concept differently or more effectively than the other.
Further, as teachers grow in experience, they may be better able to choose the
instructional activity that best fits a given educational goal. The National Board
for Professional Teaching Standards (NBPTS) recommends that teachers be
well grounded in the relative advantages and disadvantages of a large body of
instructional activities and choose the most appropriate teaching strategies for
a given lesson based on learning objectives, their students’ current level of
knowledge, and available time and resources.*

Because the NAEP survey asked teachers to categorize their years of
experience, their students’ performance can be examined by the interaction
between teacher experience and type of instructional activity. Data were grouped
for “less experienced” (2 years or less) and “experienced” (3 years or more)
teachers. Table 5.5 displays the extent and pattern of significant differences
found in favor of the experienced teachers for grade 4. Results are presented
only where significant differences between less experienced and inexperienced
teachers were observed. Each checkmark (+#) in the table indicates an analysis
result in which either the percentage of students or the average scale score of
students taught by experienced teachers was significantly greater than that of
students taught by less-experienced teachers. The first row of the table (Social
Studies Textbook), for example, shows that there were significant differences
in three categories of teachers’ responses regarding frequency-of-use of a social
studies textbook: the “Every day” category, the “Once or twice a week”
category, and the “Once or twice a month” category. Within each category, the
data and notation in the scale score column indicate that students of less
experienced teachers were outperformed by students of more experienced
teachers. Note that very few of the instructional activity categories differed in
the frequency of instructional activity (percentage of students column). In fact,
the experienced teachers tended to have greater percentages of students taught
in the “once or twice a month” or the “never or hardly ever” category for the

4Natonal Board for Professional Teaching Standards. (1989). What teachers should know and be abic to do.
Detroit, MI: Author.
National Board for Professional Teaching Standards. (1994). Early adolescence/gencralist standards for
national board certification. Detroit, MI: Author
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Summary of paired percentages of students and paired scale score
means with significant differences between less experienced (two years
or less) and experienced (three years or more) teachers by selected
types of instructional activities, grade 4: 1998

Frequency of instructional activity

How often do you use the following i -
resources fo feach social studles in  Percestoge  Aversge  Percetoge  Averoge Parcaatoge  Averoge Pemmn- Ayeroge

this dass? of students scole score  of students  scole score  of students  scals scoro soile scare
Social studies textbaok 144-153 11151 131-152
. I I »
Baoks, newspapers, mogazines 148-155 143-152 138-157
. I I 4
Primary documents 133-147 144-154 141-153 §
o . w w w
Quantilative data, chorts, or graphs 142-153 145-153 144155
I I
Computer software 1225 146-153
. . w w
Films, videos, filmstrips 8-16 139-152
» I »
Have students complete o worksheet _ 143151 142-154 130-154
. v < ol
Give o lecture 142-155 140-152 5-16
. o . w w w
Have students do o group activity/projed _ T 140-194 143-151 138-153
Have students write o three or ' v
more page report 150-156
Have students partidipate in debates 144152 | 5770 141153
I I
Have students participate in mock trials 145153 148-155
¥ I
Have students write letters 145-152 150156
+ indicates a significant difference in favor of experienced teachers.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 Civics Assessment.
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instructional acdvides listed. In fact, for 9 out of 13 institutional activities, the
students of experienced teachers who never used the actvity outperformed the
students of less experienced teachers who never used the actvity. This finding is
somewhat similar to the results of the NCES 1994-95 teacher follow-up survey
which found that more experienced teachers were less likely than less experienced
teachers to use some recommended teaching practices and more likely to use
some traditional practices.®

In grade 4, the groups of students taught by teachers with three or more years
of experience had higher civics scores than students taught by teachers with two
years or less experience in every one of the instructional activities categories. As
suggested earlier in this section, the difference between experienced and less
experienced teachers in terms of student assessment performance appears to lie
less in the choice of type or frequency of instructional activity than in what the
teacher does within the activity.

The relationships among teachers’ experience, frequency/type of
instructional activity, and student performances are complex and not easily
predicted. Grade level also emerged as a factor in these relatonships. Despite
the large number of differences in performance for fourth-grade students by
teacher experience and instructional type, very few comparable differences
emerged in the data for grade 8 (data not displayed). As noted in the previous
chapter, years of teacher experience was not significantly related to overall
cighth-grade student performance on the civics assessment.

Teacher professional development workshops

Teachers may continue to learn about instructional activities that may be
effective in their classrooms by attending professional development workshops
or college courses. The teachers in grades 4 and 8 were asked the question,

“In the past twelve months, how many hours in toral have you spent in professional
development workshops or seminars in social studies or the teaching of social studies?
Include attendance at professional meetings and conferences, district-sponsored or
external workshops, and college or university courses.” In grade 4, 58 percent of
students were taught by teachers who had attended professional development
activities in the past year. At grade 8, the parallel figure was 65 percent of the
students. For purposes of this analysis, teacher responses were collapsed into

those who checked “none” versus those who checked any of the other categories.
This collapsed variable was then cross-tabulated with the instructional activities
variables to shed some light on the pattern of possible differences in the classroom
environment for teachers who attended professional development workshops or
courses versus those who did not.

5Henke, R. R., Chen, X., & Goldman, G. (1999). What happens in classrooms? Instructional practices in
l tary and sccondary schools, 1994-95. (NCES Publication No. 1999-348). Washington, DC: National
Center for Education Statistics.
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Table 5.6 presents the results of these comparisons. Each check mark in the table
represents a significant difference in the percentage of students receiving the indicated
instructional activity based on whether their teachers had attended professional
development. In reading Table 5.6, note that in the “used more” column, the higher
percentage of students represents the workshop-attending teachers, while in the “used
less” column the lower percentage of students represents the workshop-attending
teachers. Some general patterns emerged from the data. For example, eighth-grade
teachers who attended workshops used textbooks less and taught greater
percentages of students using more extended reports, debates, and mock trials.
Fourth-grade teachers who attended workshops taught fewer students using
worksheets and more students using group activities and the “active” instructional
techniques of debates, mock trials, and letter writing, as well as external resources
such as books, newspapers, and magazines. In addition, at both grades, teachers
who attended professional development workshops taught more students using
computer software than teachers who did not attend professional development
workshops. The reader should keep in mind the results from the previous
sections, which indicated that very low percentages of students were taught
with the group-centered and student-active instructional activities. The results
presented in this section indicate that 1) relatively low percentages of students
encountered these instructional activities; and 2) teachers who attended
professional development activities teach greater percentages of students using
student-active teaching then teachers who had not attended professional
development activites.

Out-of-School Contexts

Home support for learning is as important in social studies and civics as it is for other
subjects surveyed in NAEP assessments. Variables related to the students’ home and
community environments often show a strong relationship to performance. Such relation-
ships were found in the 1998 NAEP assessments in reading and writing.® The following
section examines some of these variables and their relation to NAEP civics scores.

Discussion of schoolwork at home

The extent to which schoolwork is discussed within the home is one indication of its
priority for students and their families. When students discuss their schoolwork at
home, they establish an important bond between school and home. Recent studies
have documented the increased achievement of students whose parents are involved
in their schooling.” Civics topics lend themselves well to home discussion, since they
are the basics for citizens regardless of their age.

6 Donahue, P.L., Voelkl, K.E., Campbell, J.R. & Mazzco, J. (1999). NAEP 1998 reading report card for the nation
and the states. (NCES Publication No. 1999-500). Washington, DC: National Center for Education Statistics.

Greenwald, E.A,, Persky, H.R., Campbell, J.R., & Mazzco, J. (1999). NAEP 1998 writing report card for the
narion and the states. (NCES Publication No., 1999-462). Washington, DC: National Center for Education
Statistics.

7 Christenson, S.L. (1992). Family factors and student achicvement: An avenue to increase students’ success. School
Psychology Quarterly, 7(3), 178-206.
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Table 5.6

Summary of examples of pairs of percentages of students with
significant differences between social studies teachers who partici-
pated in social studies workshops in the past year and those who
did not, by type of instructional activity, grades 4 and 8: 1998

How often do you use the following
resources fo sodial stodies in
this dass?
Social studies textbook
Bosks, newspapers, magazines 410 34-52
. V w

Primery documents 2340 1-4
Quantitative data, charts, or graphs

v [
Computer software 13-30 14-31
Films, videos, filmstrips

I
Have students complete @ worksheet 6N
Give a lecture
L . v

Have students do o group octivity/proiet | o5
Have students write a three or ¥
more page report 37-50
Have students particpate in debates 2(:32 3::47
Have students particpate in mock triaks 2:34 3:46

v [
Have students write letters 2%-29 16-31

 Indicates a significant difference in the percentoge of students experiencing the instructional octivity.

NOTE: Teachers could rate the frequency of their use of the instructional activities above as: almost every
day, once or twice a week, once of twice a month, or never or hardly ever. The pairs of percentages in
the table are representative of ot least one difference within a frequency-ofuse category. Offen there was
more than one significant difference per category. For simplicity of display, only one example {usually
that with the largest percentages of students - not necessarily that with the largest difference) is shown.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
{NAEP), 1998 Civics Assessment.
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Students in the 1998 civics assessment were asked how often they discussed
things they have studied in school (in any subject, not only civics) with someone
at home. Their responses are summarized in Table 5.7. In every grade there
is an association between frequency of discussion at home and average civics
scale scores. The percentage of students reporting daily discussion appears to
decline as grade level increases — from 53 percent at grade 4 to 33 percent
at grade 12. However, the percentage of students who reported “never or
hardly ever” discussing schoolwork at home remains fairly constant across
grades (18 to 22 percent). About two-thirds or more of students across the
three grades reported discussing schoolwork at home at least once a week
(75 percent at grade 4, 67 percent at grade 8, and 64 percent at grade 12).

In every grade, students who reported that they “never or hardly ever”
discussed schoolwork at home had lower average scores than those who
reported having some regular discussions.

THE NATION'S
REPORT

Table 5.7

E= A

-

Percentage of students, average civics scale scores, and percentage at
or above Proficient by frequency of discussion of school studies at
home, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1998

< you b oy o o i o ooty stlesve  chove Pfont

e o bs?
Daily 53 153 26
Once or twice a week 22 154 26
Once or twice a month 7 147 19
Never or hardly ever 18 140 13
Daily 40 157 28
Once or twice a week 27 153 25
Once or twice a month 12 147 19
Never or hardly ever 21 140 13

[ Grade12 |
Daily 33 157 32
Once or twice a week 31 154 29
Once or twice a month 14 150 26
Never or hardly ever 22 139 16

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

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Civics Assessment.
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Student volunteer work

The past decade has seen increased emphasis on volunteering for community
work — both among schoolchildren and adults. The welfare of the community
is a topic inherent to civics education and, consequently, at grade 12 the
students in the NAED assessment were asked a question about whether they
volunteered for work in their communities during the past year. Table 5.8
presents the results. More than half (58 percent) indicated that they had done
some volunteer work. The student volunteers were nearly evenly split between
volunteering through their school and volunteering on their own (students
could choose only one of the options). Twelfth-grade students who did
volunteer work, whether through their school or on their own, had significantly
higher civics assessment scale scores than students who did not participate in
volunteer work.

3
:

I

Table 5.8 o Sl 4

Percentage of students, average civics scale scores, and percentage
at or above Proficient by volunteer work status, grade 12: 1998

B Gadeiz

Did you do voleateer work in Percentage Average Percentage at or
yoor community this year? of students scale score  obove Proficient

Yes, with my school 27 159 35
Yes, on my own 31 158 34

No 43 141 16

’
NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 dve to rounding.

SOURCE: Notional Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Civics Assessment.
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Students working at paid jobs

Significant percentages of students in their final year of secondary school are
working at jobs for pay. The Third International Mathematics and Science Study
(TIMSS) found that twelfth-grade students in the United States reported
working at a paid job for an average of 3.1 hours per “normal schoolday”® —
far more than students in any of the other 20 countries in the study. Twelfth-
grade students in the NAEP civics assessment were asked about the number
of hours per week they worked at a job for pay, and the results are displayed
in Table 5.9. Almost two-thirds (65 percent) of the twelfth-grade students
indicated at least some hours worked each week. About a fifth (21 percent)
of the students reported working more than 21 hours per week. Nearly half
(49 percent) worked eleven or more hours per week.

THE NATION'S

SR

Percentage of students, average civics scale scores, and percentage
at or above Proficient by hours per week working at a job for pay,

grade 12: 1998

How many hours do you Percentage Average  Percentage at or
wai‘:ta:yiob for pay? of students scale score  above Proficient

None 36 152 30

1-5 hours 7 155 35

6-10 hours 9 157 34

11-15 hours 1 159 33

16-20 hours 17 152 25

21 or more hours 21 142 16

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

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Civics Assessment.

8 Mullis, L.V.S., Martin, M.O., Beaton, A.E., Gonzalez, E.J., Kelly, D.L. & Smith, T.A. (1998). Mathematics
and science achievement in the final year of secondary school: IEA’s third international mathematics and science
study. Chestnut Hill, MA: Center for the Study of Testing, Evaluation, and Educational Policy, Boston
College.
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It is reasonable to assume that the more hours a student works, the fewer
hours are available for homework and study. However, as was discovered in the
TIMSS study, the relationship between hours worked and performance on the
assessment is not simple and linear. It is not the case, for example, that students
who did not work at all produced the highest scores. In the NAEP assessment,
students who worked a moderate number of hours (between 6 and 15) per week
had the highest scores on the assessment. Their scores were significantly above
those for both the group who did not work and the groups who worked longer
hours per week. Figure 5.1 displays this curvilinear relationship between hours
worked and civics assessment average scores. The same pattern was found in the
TIMSS study, where the subjects assessed were mathematics and science literacy.

Figure 5.1 e s REPORT rarmp]

Average civics scale scores by hours worked at a job for pay,
grade 12: 1998

200
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None 1to S 6010 111015 161020 21 or more
Hours worked

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Civics Assessment.

CIVICS REPORT CARD @ CHAPTER 5 .

A =

103



104

Summary

This chapter focused on classroom contexts for learning social studies,
interactions between teacher experience and instructional activities, and a
selection of out-of-classroom variables related to twelfth-grade students.
Highlights of the findings include the following:

>

>

Over 70 percent of students at both grades 4 and 8 indicated that they had
studied the U.S. Constitution and Congress in the current school year.

Generally less than half the fourth- and eighth-grade students indicated that
they had studied other countries’ governments or international
organizations such as the UN.

For both grades 4 and 8, the highest percentages of students were taught
on a weekly basis with what might be termed “traditional” instructional
activities: using the social studies textbook; using quantitative data, charts,
or graphs; completing worksheets; hearing a teacher’s lecture; and using
books, newspapers or magazines.

Instructional activities that were used on a weekly basis with low percentages
of students included: use of computer software; writing a three or more page
report; participating in debates or mock trials; and, writing letters on civic
topics.

Only 35 percent of students in the fourth grade and 43 percent in the
eighth grade received group activities or projects on at least a weekly basis.
However, in both grades, small group activities were employed more
commonly (53 percent in fourth grade and 52 percent in eighth grade)

on a once- or twice-a-month basis — and the assessment results in grade 8
indicated that students in this frequency category outscored students in the
“Never or hardly ever” activity category.

4 CVICS e 5
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P The groups of students taught by experienced teachers in grade 4 had
significantly higher average scores on the civics assessment in at least one
frequency-of-use-category for every one of the listed instructional activities.
This pattern of advantage for experienced over less experienced teachers did
not appear, however, in grade 8.

P In grade 4, 58 percent of students were taught by teachers who had attended
professional development activities in the past year. At grade 8, the parallel
figure was 65 percent. Teachers at grade 4 who attended workshops taught
fewer students using worksheets and more students using group activities
and the “active” instructional techniques of debates, mock trials and letter
writing as well as external resources such as books and magazines. Teachers
at grade 8 who attended workshops used textbooks less and taught greater
percentages of students using more external source materials, extended
reports, debates, and mock trials.

P In every grade there is a positive association between frequency of discussion
of schoolwork at home and average civics scale scores. At least two-thirds of
students across the three grades reported discussing schoolwork at home at
least once a week.

P More than half of twelfth-grade students indicated they did some volunteer
work in their communities. Those who volunteered had higher civics scores
than those who never volunteered.

P Almost two-thirds of the twelfth-grade students indicated at least some
hours worked each week at a job for pay. About a fifth (21 percent) of the
students reported working more than 21 hours per week. Students who
worked a moderate number of hours (between 6 and 15) had the highest
scores on the assessment.
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Overview of Procedures
Used in the
NAEP 1998 Civics Assessment

Introduction

This appendix provides information about the methods and procedures used
in NAEP’s 1998 civics assessment. The NAEP 1998 Civics Technical Report
contains more extensive information about these procedures.

This NAEP report is based on results from six fourth-grade civics exercise
blocks, eight eighth-grade civics exercise blocks, and eight twelfth-grade civics
exercise blocks. In addition, there were two trend blocks at each grade. (Results
of the trend study will appear in a separate report.) The assessment in each of
the grades was conducted during the 1997-98 school year. More information
about the composition of the civics assessment is presented below.

Background of the Civics Assessment

The 1998 civics assessment measured student achievement based on assessment
objectives developed by nationally representative panels of civics educators and
concerned citizens. The objectives for each assessment were based on the
framework assessment developed by The Council of Chief State School Officers
in conjunction with the Center for Civic Education and the American Institutes o
for Research and approved by the National Assessment Governing Board to )
reflect content and process in school civics. That is, the objectives for the 1998
civics assessment were not comparable to those of the 1988 assessment, and
thus, results are not comparable to those of previous years.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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The 1998 civics assessment contained multiple-choice and constructed-
response questions measuring aspects of the framework and specifications.

Each assessment booklet contained blocks of student background questions as
well as civics cognitive questons. The civics assessment contained a range of
questons measuring performance on sets of objectives developed by a nationally
representative panel of citizens. The framework’s purpose was to provide a
definition of civics on which to base the NAEP assessment. Developing this
framework and the specifications that guidéd development of the assessment
involved the critical input of many people, including representatives of national
education organizations, teachers, parents, policymakers, business leaders,

and members of the general public. This consensus process was managed by
the Council of Chief State School Officers for the National Assessment
Governing Board.

NAEP previously assessed students’ performance in a civics assessment
conducted during the school year ending in 1988. Because of the development
of a completely new framework and specifications, direct comparisons between
the results of the 1998 assessment and earlier assessment are not possible.
However, two blocks of items from the 1988 assessment, based on the old
framework, were readministered to a subsample of students at each grade in
1998, making possible a 10-year comparison of performance on certain of the
1988 items. The results will be published in a forthcoming separate report.

The tasks required students to read and answer questions based on a variety
of materials. The assessment was designed to evaluate students’ ability to recall
specific information, make inferences based on an information passage or
graphical stimulus (e.g., a political cartoon), or perform more analytical or
evaluative tasks such as distinguishing opinion from fact or defending a position.
The assessment administered at grade 4 included 90 items, 21 of them
constructed-response, at grade 8, 151 items, 28 of them constructed response,
and at grade 12, 152 questions, 29 of them requiring constructed responses.

4
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The Design of the Civics Assessment

The civics assessment consisted of eight different 25-minute segments or “blocks”
of content questions at grades 8 and 12, and six at grade 4. Each also contained
a small set of background questions that pertained to students’ experiences,
instruction, and attitudes related to civics and to the testing experience.

The cognitive blocks were assembled two to a booklet, together with a
general background questionnaire, a civics background questionnaire, and a
motivation block that were common to all booklets. The general background
questionnaire included questions about demographic information and home
environment. The blocks were placed in 32 booklets (18 at grade 4), each
containing 15 items in grade 4, and all but one containing 19 items (the
exception containing 18) in the other two grades.

Sampling and Data Collection

Sampling and data collection activides for the 1998 civics assessment were
conducted by Westat, Inc. Based on procedures used since the inception of
NAEDP, the data collection for all three grades took place in the winter (January
to March 1998).

As with all NAEP national assessments, students in the civics assessment
attending both public and nonpublic schools were selected for participaton
based on a stratified, three-stage sampling plan. The first stage included defining
geographic primary sampling units (PSUs), which are typically groups of
contiguous counties, but sometimes a single county; classifying the PSUs
into strata defined by region and community type; then selecting PSUs with
probability proportional to size. In the second stage, both public and nonpublic
schools are selected within each PSU that was selected at the first stage. The third
stage involved randomly selecting students within a school for participation.

(See the forthcoming NAEP 1998 Technical Report for further details.) A small
number of students selected for participation was excluded because of limited
English proficiency or severe disability. However, testing accommodations were
offered to facilitate including as many of these students as possible.

*
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The student sample sizes for the civics assessment, as well as the school and
student participation rates, are presented in the following tables. The numbers
in the tables are based on the full grade samples of students, taken when the
grade samples were collected. Student sample sizes appear in Table A.1. School
and student participation rates are shown in Table A.2. Although sampled
schools that refused to participate were replaced, school cooperation rates were
computed based on the schools originally selected for participation in the civics
assessment. The student participation rates represent the percentage of students
assessed of those invited to be assessed, including those assessed in follow-up

sessions when necessary.

Table A1 ” _ REPORT [rappl

NAEDP civics sample sizes of main assessment and trend assessment,
grades 4, 8, and 12: 1998

Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 12

ﬂi‘;&?"fﬁg‘, Main assessment -
Assessed sample size 5,948 8,212 7,763
Excluded 407 341 247

Trend assessment* 4“
Assessed sample size 2,088 2,055 2,193
Excluded** 176 186 103

’

*Results reported separately.

*+ Accommodations were offered in the Main Civics Assessment, but were not available in the special frend study,
so as to preserve comparobility to 1988. About half as many students in the main study were accommodated as
were excluded. In the trend samples, most, but not all students who would have been offered accommodations had
they been in the main study were excluded, leading to higher exclusion rates in the trend study.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Civics Assessment.

THE NATION'S
" hno [P
=R
NAEP civics school and student participation rates for the nation,
grades 4, 8, and 12: 1998
P e ]
Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 12
o) Civics main assessment '
School participation rate 88.6% 84.6% 78.0%
Student participation rate 94.8% 92.3% 79.4%
B e
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Civics Assessment.
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The overall response rate (the product of the weighted school participation
rate before substitution and the weighted student participation rate) for grade
12 fell below the NCES reporting target of 70 percent. As a result, the
background characteristics of both responding schools and all schools were
compared to determine whether there was bias evident. The similarities in the
distribution lend support to the conclusion that the data are not seriously biased
by these low response rates.

Students with Disabilities (SD) and
Limited English Proficient (LEP) Students

It is NAEP’s intent to assess all selected students from the target population.
Therefore, every effort is made to ensure that all selected students who are
capable of participating in the assessment are assessed. Some students sampled
for participation in NAEP can be excluded from the sample according to
carefully defined criteria. These criteria were revised in 1996 to more clearly
communicate a presumption of inclusion except under special circumstances.
According to these criteria, students with Individualized Education Programs
(IEDs) were to be included in the NAED assessment except in the following cases:

1. The school’s IEP team determined that the student could not participate,
OR,

2. The student’s cognitive functioning was so severely impaired that she or
he could not participate.

In cases where a student’s IEP required that the student be tested with an
accommodation or adaptation and stated that the student could not demonstrate
his or her knowledge without that accommodation, the student was provided with
the appropriate accommodaton.

All LEP students receiving academic instruction in English for three years
or more were to be included in the assessment. Those LEP students receiving
instruction in English for less than three years were to be included unless school
staff judged them incapable of participating in the assessment in English.

1998 CIVICS REPORT CARD e APPENDIX A a 2‘?



The reporting samples in the 1998 civics assessment used these criteria, with
provisions made for accommodations. Students with disabilities or with limited
English proficiency were included in the sample in the following way. At each
grade one test booklet (two blocks) was designated to be the one administered
to students requiring accommodations (the booklet was also administered to
students not requiring accommodations). The booklet contained relatively few
visual stimuli, for the sake of visually impaired students who might participate.
Students were given accommodations that matched as closely as possible those
provided them in other testing situations by their schools or instructors (most
frequently, small group administration). Those students who did not typically
need accommodations for testing were not provided with them.

All the scale score and achievement level information in this report is
based on a student sample that includes students who were provided with
accommodations. The responses of students assessed with accommodations
were evaluated according to the same criteria as those of students assessed
without accommodations. Data on the individual questions presented in
chapter 1, however, do not include responses from accommodated students
because the questions only appeared in test booklets that were not administered
to students requiring accommodations.

Participation rates for the students with disabilities and LEP samples are
presented in Table A.3 for all three grades. This table includes as the denominator
the total number of all students who were identified for the assessment, including
assessed and excluded students. The columns then show the raw numbers and
weighted percentages of SD and LEP students who were identified for the
assessment. The numbers and percentage are broken out by those excluded
and those assessed, then further broken out into those assessed without
accommodations and those assessed with accommodations.
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Students with disabilities and limited English proficient students in
NAEDP civics assessment: National sample, public and nonpublic
schools combined: 1998

Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 12
Weighted Welghted Welghted
percentage percentoge percentage
Nwmber of | of students | Nossbesof | of stodents | Numberof | of students
Students that are: studeats sampled students s stodents sampled
SD and LEP Students
dentified | 1,064 15 1,099 13 759 8.
Exduded 407 5 341 4 247 2
Assessed 657 10 758 9 512 6
Assessed without cccommeodations 450 6 537 6 406 5
Assessed with accommodations 207 3 221 3 106 1
Identified 608 1 811 1 513 6
Excuded 213 3 252 3 212 2
Assessed 395 7 559 8 301 - 4
Assessed without occommodutions 216 4 T 354 - 4 209 3
Assessed with accommodations 179 3 205 3 92 1
Limited English proficient students
Identified 493 5 332 3 266 2
Excluded 221 2 16 1 46 A
Assessed 272 3 216 2 220 2
Assessed without cccommodations 240 2 192 2 201 2
Assessed with accommodations 32 A 24 A 19 A

A Percentage is between 0.0 and 0.5,

NOTE: The combined SD/LEP portion of the table is not a sum of the separate SD and LEP
portions because some students were identified as both SD and LEP. Such siudents would be
counted separately in the bottom portions but counted only once in the tap portion. Within
each portion of the table, percentages may not sum properly due to rounding.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of

Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 Civics Assessment.
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Table A 4 displays the numbers and percentages of SD and LEP students
assessed with the variety of available accommodations. It should be noted that
students assessed with accommodations typically received some combination of
accommodations. For example, students assessed in small groups (as compared
to standard NAEP sessions of about 30 students) usually received extended time
and had directions and/or assessment questions read aloud as needed. In one-
on-one administrations, students often received assistance in recording answers,
had directions and questions read aloud, and were afforded extra time.
Extended time was considered the primary accommodation only when it
was the only accommodation provided.

Tables A.4a and A.4b display the accommodations data for students with
disabilitics and LEP students, respectively. The denominator used to calculate
the percentages for each of these tables is the total number of SD or LEP
students assessed, as appropriate to the table.

]
H

Table A.4 B 20 h R%on&

i

SD and LEP students assessed with and without accommodations,
NAEDP civics assessment: National sample, public and nonpublic
schools combined: 1998

Gradg 12 4, -
percentage of percentage of
assessed assessed assessed
Number of SD/LEP Nomber of SD/LEP Nomber of SD/LEP
students students students students students students
Total number of
assessed SD/LEP students 657 100 758 100 512 100
Assessed without accommodations 450 64 537 65 406 78
Assessed with accommodations 207 36 221 35 106 22
Primary eccommodation:
Large print 1 A 1 A 1 A
Extended fime 51 8 70 1 40 8
Read oloud 6 1 9 1 A
Bifingual dictionary 1 A 1 A 2 A
Small group 125 22 128 20 54 12
Cne-cn-one 15 3 8 1 6 1
Saribe o computer 3 1 2 1 0 0
Other 5 1 2 A 2 1

A Percentage is between 0.0 and 0.5.
SD = Students with Disabilities (the term previously used was IEP)
LEP = Limited English Proficient students
NOTE: Percentages are based on total combined SD and LEP students assessed.
The sum of percentages of students by primary accommodation may not total the overall
percentage assessed with accommodations due to rounding.
] SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 Civics Assessment.
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Students with disabilities assessed with and without accommodations,
NAEDP civics assessment: National sample, public and nonpublic
schools combined: 1998

“Grade 4 Grade 12
percentage of | percentage of
assessed assessed assessed
Numtber of SD Number of SD Number of SD
students students students students students students
Total ncather of
assessed SD students 395 100 559 100 301 100
Assessed without accommodations 216 56 354 60 209 71
Assessed with accommodations 179 44 205 40 92 29
Primary accommodation:
Large print 1 A 1 A 1 A
Extended time 39 9 60 12 34 10
Read cloud 4 1 8 1 1 A
Bilingual dictionary 1 A 0 0 0 0
Small group 114 29 124 24 48 16
One-on-one 12 3 8 2 6 2
Scribe or computer 3 1 2 1 0 0
Other 5 1 2 A 2 1
A Percentage is between 0.0 and 0.5.
SD = Students with Disabilities [the term previously used was IEP)
NOTE: Percentages are based on total SD students assessed.
The sum of percentages of students by primary accommodation may not total the overall
percentage assessed with accommodations because of rounding.
SOURCE: National Center for Education: Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress [NAEP), 1998 Civics Assessment.
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Limited English proficient students assessed with and without
accommodations, NAEP civics assessment: National sample,
public and nonpublic schools combined: 1998

Grade 4 Grade 12
assessed assessed assessed
Number of LEP Number of LEP Number of LEP
students students students students students students
Total number of
assessed LEP students 272 100 216 100 220 100
Assessed without accommodations 240 89 192 90 201 92
Assessed with occommodations 32 1 24 10 19 8
Primary accommodation:
Lorge print 0 0 0 0 0 0
Extended time 12 4 12 é 8 3
Read aloud 1 3 1 0 0
Bitingual dictionary 0 1 A 2 1
Small group 13 5 8 3 7 3
One-on-one 4 2 0 0 2 1
Saribe or computer 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 1 A 0 0 0 0

A Percentage is between 0.0 ond 0.5.

LEP = Limited English Proficient students

NOTE: Percentoges ore bosed on totol LEP students assessed.

The sum of percentoges of students by primory occommodotion moy not totol the overolt
percentage assessed with accommodotions becouse of rounding.

SOURCE: Notianol Center for Education Stotistics, Nofionol Assessment of

Educotionol Progress (NAEP], 1998 Civics Assessment.
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Scoring the Booklets

Booklets from NAEP 1998 civics assessment were shipped to National
Computer Systems (NCS) in Iowa City, Iowa, for processing. Receipt and
quality control were managed through a sophisticated bar-coding and tracking
system. After all appropriate materials were received from a school, they were
forwarded to the professional scoring area, where the responses to constructed-
response questions were evaluated by trained staff using guidelines prepared by
NAEP. Each constructed-response question had a unique scoring guide that
defined the criteria to be used in evaluating students’ responses. Subsequent

to the professional scoring, the booklets were scanned and all information

was transcribed to the NAEP database at ETS. Each processing activity was
conducted with rigorous quality control. An overview of the professional
scoring follows.

Scoring the Civics Constructed-Response Questions

Most of the constructed-response questions were scored on a partal credit
basis. The scoring guides identified the correct or acceptable answers for each
question in each block. The scores for these questions included a 0 for no
response and a 1 for an incorrect or “I don’t know” response. Completely
correct answers received from 2 to 4 points, with intermediate scores awarded
for varying degrees of partial credit. Because of the complex nature of the
scoring, lengthy training was required. In an orientation period, the readers
were trained to follow the procedures for scoring the questions and given an
opportunity to become familiar with the scoring guides.

The 1998 grade 8 assessment included 28 questions for which students were
required to construct written responses. The scoring guides for the constructed-
response questions focused on students’ ability to perform various tasks: for
example, identifying the intended message of a poster and substantiating their
interpretations with examples. The scoring guides for the questions varied
somewhat, but typically included the distribution of score points shown below
in Table A.5.

4 17
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Table A.5

Labels for score levels of polytomous items, NAEP civics assessment:
1998

Score 3-category item 4-category item

4 Complete

3 Complete | Acceptable

2 Partial Partial

1 Unacceptable Unacceptable

0 Off-task, or omitted Off-task, or omitted

NOTE: The categories falling between “Unacceptable” and “Complete” represent increasing levels of a
partially correct response.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Civics Assessment.

The training program for the assessment scoring was carried out on all
assessment questions, one at a time, for each age group and covered the range
of student responses. The actual training was conducted by ETS staft assisted
by NCS’s scoring director and team leaders. Training began with each reader
receiving a photocopied packet of materials consisting of a scoring guide, a set
of 10~-15 anchor papers, and an additional 15-20 response samples to be scored
by the reader for practice. The trainers reviewed the scoring guide with the
readers, explained all the applicable score points, and elaborated on the rationale
used to arrive at a particular score. The readers then reviewed the anchor
papers, as the trainers clarified and elaborated on the scoring guide. After this
explanation, the practice samples were scored and discussed until the readers
were in agreement. If necessary, additional packets of 1998 responses were used
for practice scoring.
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After some further discussion, scoring of the 1998 responses began. If
scoring of a question ran over to a second day, the readers reviewed the scoring
guides and scored 10-20 “qualification” sample papers before resuming scoring.

Real-time reliability studies were conducted as part of this scoring, and the
results fed back to scoring table leaders to monitor and improve results through
rescoring and retraining. For the 1998 material, 25 percent of the constructed
responses were scored by a second reader to produce interreader reliability
statistics. The reliability information from these studies is shown in Table A.6.

7 o i‘&‘i . THE NATION'S
TablgA.6 REFOR e
—11.

Interrater reliabilities for scoring of civics open-ended items, grades
4,8, and 12: 1998

Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 12

Percent exact agreement 89 87 85
Range of percent agreement 81-98 68-96 72-93
Reliability coefficient .897 .895 .896

SOURCE: Notionol Center for Educotion Stotistics, Notianol Assessment of Educotional Progress (NAEP),
1998 Civics Assessment.

Data Analysis and IRT Scaling

After the assessment information had been compiled in the NAEP database,
the data were weighted according to the sample design and the population
structure. The weighting for the samples reflected the probability of selection
for each student as a result of the sampling design, adjusted for nonresponse.
Through poststratification, the weighting assured that the representation of
certain subpopulations corresponded to figures from the U.S. Census and the
Current Population Survey.

Analyses were then conducted to determine the percentage of students
who gave various responses to each cognitive and background question. Item
response theory (IRT) was used to estimate average proficiency for the nation
and for various subgroups of interest within the nation. IRT scaling was
performed separately within each grade level for each of the three civics
assessment grades. ‘

IRT models the probability of answering a question correctly as a
mathematical function of proficiency or skill. The main purpose of IRT analysis
is to provide a common scale on which performance can be compared across
groups, such as those defined by age, assessment year, or subpopulations
(e.g., race/ethnicity or gender).
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Students do not receive enough questions about a specific topic to permit
reliable estimates of individual performance. Traditional test scores for
individual students, even those based on IRT, would contribute to misleading
estimates of population characteristics, such as subgroup averages and
percentages of students at or above a certain proficiency level. Instead, NAEP
constructs sets of plausible values designed to represent the distribution of
proficiency in the population.! A plausible value for an individual is not a scale
score for that individual but may be regarded:as a representative value from
the distribution of potential scale scores for all students in the population
with similar characteristics and identical patterns of item response. Statistics
describing performance on the NAEP scales are based on these plausible values.
These statistics estimate values that would have been obtained had individual
proficiencies been observed, that is, had each student responded to a sufficient
number of cognitive questions so that his or her proficiency could be precisely
estimated. For the 1998 civics exercises, a single IRT scale was constructed for
cach grade. These scales had identical means and standard deviations, so that
reflecting the assessment design with no common items across grades, cross-
grade comparisons are neither meaningful nor possible.

For the civics assessment, a scale ranging from 0 to 300 was created, using
a generalized partial-credit (GPC) model.? Developed by ETS and first used
in 1992, the GPC model permits the scaling of tasks scored according to
multi-point rating schemes. The model takes full advantage of the information
available from each of the student response categories used for these more
complex performance tasks.

As described earlier, the NAEP scales for all the subjects make it possible
to examine relationships between students’ performance and a variety of
background factors measured by NAEP. The fact that a relationship exists
between achievement and another variable, however, does not reveal the
underlying cause of the relationship, which may be influenced by a number of
other variables. Similarly, the civics assessment does not capture the influence
of unmeasured variables. The results are most useful when they are considered
in combination with other information about the student population and the
educational system, such as changes in instruction, changes in the school-age
population, and societal demands and expectations.

! For theoretical justification of the procedures employed, see Mislevy, R.]. (1988). Randomization-based
inferences about latent variables from complex samples. Psychometrika, 56 (2), 177-96.

For computational details, sce the forthcoming NAEP 1998 Technical Repore.

2 Muraki, E. (1992). A generalized partial-credit model: Application of an EM algorithm. Applied
Psychological Mecasurement, 16(2). 159-176.
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NAEP Reporting Groups

This report contains results for the nation and for groups of students within
the nation defined by shared characteristics. The subgroups defined by race/
ethnicity, parents’ education level, gender, and region are defined below.

Race/Ethnicity

Results are presented for students in different racial /ethnic groups according
to the following mutually exclusive categories: White, Black, Hispanic, Asian/
Pacific Islander, and American Indian (including Alaskan Native). Some racial/
ethnic results are not reported separately because there were too few students
in the group. The data for all students, regardless of whether their racial /
ethnic group was reported separately, were included in computing the overall
national results.

Two questions from the set of general student background questions were used
to determine race/ethnicity:

If you are Hispanic, what is your Hispanic background?

Q I am not Hispanic.

O Mexican, Mexican American, or Chicano
Q Puerto Rican

Q Cuban

Q Other Spanish or Hispanic background

Students who responded to this question by filling in the second, third,
fourth, or fifth oval were considered Hispanic. For students who filled in the
first oval, did not respond to the question, or provided information that was
illegible or could not be classified, responses to the following question were
examined to determine their race/ethnicity:

Which best describes you?

QO White (not Hispanic)

Q Black (not Hispanic)

Q Hispanic (“Hispanic” means someone who is Mexican, Mexican
American, Chicano, Puerto Rican, Cuban, or from some other Spanish
or Hispanic background.)

O Asian or Pacific Islander (“Asian or Pacific Islander” means someone
who is from a Chinese, Japanese, Korean, Filipino, Vietnamese, Asian
American, or from some other Asian or Pacific Island background.)

O American Indian or Alaskan Native (“American Indian or Alaskan
Native” means someone who is from one of the American Indian tribes,
or one of the original people of Alaska.)

Q Other (specify)
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Parents’ Education Level

Students were asked to indicate the extent of schooling for each of their parents:
did not finish high school, graduated from high school, had some education
after high school, or graduated from college. The response indicating the higher
level of education for either parent was selected for reporting.

Students were asked to indicate the extent of their mother’s education by
answering the following three questions:

Did your mother graduate from high school? (“Mother” can be a mother,
stepmother, or female guardian.)

O Yes
d No
O I don’t know.

Did your mother have some education after high school? (“Mother” can be a
mother, stepmother, or female guardian.)

O Yes
d No
O I don’t know.

Did your mother graduate from college? (“Mother” can be a mother,
stepmother, or female guardian.)

Q Yes
Q No
Q I don’t know.

Students were asked the same three questions about their father’s education
level, as shown below:

Did your father graduate from high school? (“Father” can be a father,
stepfather, or male guardian.)

Q Yes

Q No
3 I don’t know.

Did your father have some education after high school? (“Father” can be a
father, stepfather, or male guardian. )

d Yes
d No
O I don’t know.
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Did your father graduate from college? (“Father” can be a father, stepfather, or
male guardian.)

Q Yes
d No
3 1 don’t know.

Gender

Results are reported separately for males and females. Gender was reported by
the student.

Region

The United States was divided into four regions: Northeast, Southeast, Central,
and West. States in cach region are shown on the map below. Each state except
Virginia is contained entirely in one region. The part of Virginia that is part

of the Washington, D.C.-Maryland-Virginia metropolitan statistical area is
included in the Northeast region; the remainder of the state is included in the

Southeast region.

Figure A.1l . S R REPORT Ingep]

States included in the four NAEP regions

Northeast Southeust  fff*x Central
Connecticut Alabama lllinois A"?Skﬂ
Delaware Arkansas indiana Arizona
District of Columbia Florida lowa California
Maine Georgia Kansas Colorado
Maryland Ke“.flkaY Michigan Hawaii
Massachusetts Louisiana Minnesota Idaho
New Hampshire Mississippi Missouri Montana
New Jersey North Carolina Nebraska Nevada
New York South Carolina North Dakota New Mexico
Pennsylvania Tennessee Ohio Oklahoma
Rhode Island *Virginiq . South Dakota Oregon
Vermont West Virginia Wisconsin ITX?.,S
*Virgini ta
e Washington
Wyoming

* The port of Virginia that is included in the Washington, DC metropolitan area is included in the Northeast region;
the remainder of the state is included in the Southeast region.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),

1998 Civics Assessment.
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Weighting and Variance Estimation

A complex sample design was used to select the students who were assessed. The
properties of a sample selected through a complex design could be very different
from those of a simple random sample, in which every student in the target
population has an equal chance of selection and in which the observations from
different sampled students can be considered to be statistically independent of one
another, Therefore, the properties of the sample for the complex data collection
design were taken into account during the analysis of the assessment data.
Standard errors calculated as though the data had arisen from a simple random
sample would generally underestimate sampling error.

One way that the propertes of the sample design were addressed was by using
sampling weights to account for the fact that the probabilities of selection were
not identical for all students. All population and subpopulation characteristics
based on the assessment data used sampling weights in their estimation. These
weights included adjustments for school and student nonresponse.

The statistics presented in this report are estimates of group and subgroup
performance based on samples of students, rather than the values that could be
calculated if every student in the nation answered every assessment question.

It is therefore important to have measures of the degree of uncertainty of the
estimates. Accordingly, in addition to providing estimates of percentages of
students and their average scale score, this report provides information about
the uiicertainty of each statistic.

Two components of uncertainty are accounted for in the variability of
statistics based on scale scores: the uncertainty due to sampling only a small
number of students relative to the whole population and the uncertainty due
to sampling only a relatively small number of questions. The variability of
estimates of percentages of students having certain background characteristics
or answering a certain cognitive question correctly is accounted for by the
first component alone. Because NAEP uses complex sampling procedures,
conventional formulas for estimating sampling variability that assume simple
random sampling are inappropriate. For this reason, NAEP uses a jackknife
replication procedure to estimate standard errors due to sampling from means
of paired primary sampling units (PSU’s). The jackknife standard error provides
a reasonable measure of uncertainty for any information about students that
can be observed without error, but each student typically responds to so few
questions within any content area that the scale score for any single student
would be imprecise. In this case, using plausible values technology makes it
possible to describe the performance of groups and subgroups of students, but
the underlying imprecision that makes this step necessary adds an additional
component of measurement variability to statistics based on NAEP scale scores.
Normally, each analysis is done once for each available plausible value, and the
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variance of the (usually 5) resulting statistics estimated with the jackknife
technique. To replicate the analyses reported here, the secondary analyst must
have access to both the plausible values and replicate weights employed.
Licenses to use these data are available by application to NCES.

The reader is reminded that, like those from all surveys, NAEP results
are also subject to other kinds of errors, including the effects of necessarily
imperfect adjustments for student and school nonresponse and other largely
unknowable effects associated with the particular instrumentation and data
collection methods used. Nonsampling errors can be attributed to a number
of sources: inability to obtain complete information about all selected students
in all selected schools in the sample (some students or schools refused to
participate, or students participated but answered only certain questions);
ambiguous definitions; differences in interpreting questions; inability or
unwillingness to give correct information; mistakes in recording, coding, or
scoring data; and other errors of collecting, processing, sampling, and estimating
missing data. The extent of nonsampling errors is difficult to estimate. By their
nature, the impacts of such error cannot be reflected in the data-based estimates
of uncertainty provided in NAEP reports.

Drawing Inferences from the Results

Confidence Intervals Around Means and Percentages

The use of confidence intervals, based on the standard errors, provides a way
to make inferences about the population averages and percentages in a manner
that reflects the uncertainty associated with the sample estimates. An estimated
sample scale score average + 2 standard errors represents about a 95 percent
confidence interval for the corresponding population quantity. This means that
with 95 percent certainty, the average performance of the entire population of
interest is within about + 2 standard errors of the sample average.

As an example, suppose that the average scale score of students in a
particular group was 156, with a standard error of 1.2. A 95 percent confidence
interval for the population quantity would be as follows:

Average + 2 standard errors = 156 + 2'(1.2) = 156+ 2.4 =
156 — 2.4 and 156 + 2.4 = (153.6, 158.4)

Thus, one can conclude with close to 95 percent certainty that the average
scale score for the entire population of students in that group is between 153.6
and 158 .4.

Similar confidence intervals can be constructed for percentages, provided
that the percentages are not extremely large or extremely small. For percentages,
confidence intervals constructed in the manner above work best when sample
sizes are large, and the percentages being tested have, magnitude relatively close
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to 50 percent. Statements about group differences should be interpreted with
caution if at least one of the groups being compared is small in size and /or if
“extreme” percentages are being compared. Percentages, P, were treated as
“extreme” if:

P<P, = 200 | where the effective sample size is N, = EI_OQJ’), and SE,
N +2 . ( SEﬂl)2
is the jackknife standard error of P.

This “rule of thumb” cutoff leads to flagging a large proportion of
confidence intervals that would otherwise include values less than 0 or greater
than 100. In either extreme case, the confidence intervals described above are
not appropriate, and procedures for obtaining accurate confidence intervals are
quite complicated. In this case, the value of P was reported, but no standard
error was estimated and hence no tests were conducted.

As for percentages, confidence intervals for average scale scores are most
accurate when sample sizes are large. For some of the subgroups of students for
which average scale scores or percentages were reported, student samples sizes
could be quite small. For results to be reported for any subgroup, a minimum
student sample size of 62 was required. If students in a particular subgroup were
clustered within a small number of geographic primary sampling units (PSUs),
the estimates of the standard errors might also be inaccurate. So, subgroup data
were required to come from a minimum of five PSUs.

Comparing Means and Percéntages of Different Groups

How large does a numeric difference in NAEP data have to be in order not to
be a merely chance occurrence? Drawing appropriate and justifiable inferences
from the data gathered in the NAEP assessment is a particularly complex
statistical endeavor because: 1) a sampling design is used for data collection,
and 2) no single student takes more than a section of the entire question pool.
Judging the statistical differences between subgroups in the NAEP data requires
an understanding of the following: confidence intervals (as noted above) and
standard errors in the sampling design, the applicaton of the t-test paradigm,
the notion of degrees of freedom as applied in a stratified sample, and the
application of the concepts of statistical family size in the context of making
multiple comparisons. Each of these topics will be touched upon in the
following sections. Because of these complexities, quick “rule of thumb”
estimates of the significance of differences among, for example, scaled scores
in NAEP subgroups in the data tables in this report cannot be relied upon to
be accurate.
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T-tests. In some cases, the differences between groups were not discussed

in this report. This happened for one of two reasons: (a) if the comparison
involved an extreme percentage (as defined above); or (b) if the standard error
for either group was subject to a large degree of uncertainty (i.c., the coefficient
of variation is greater than 20 percent, denoted by “**+” in the tables).’ In
either case, the results of any statistical test involving that group needs to be
interpreted with caution, and so the results of such tests are not discussed in
this report.

Among the major findings reported for NAEP assessments are mean
differences between groups, for example, comparisons of public and private
school students. Such comparisons are assessed for statistical significance by
a t-test of the form:

|m, - ’"fl
2 2
JSM + 5,,.,
Where:

m, and m, are the means for groups i and j, and S’mi and Szm]_ are the jackknife
estimates of sampling variance for groups i and j. The reader should note

that this procedure uses a conservative estimate of the standard error of the
difference (i.c., one that may overstate sampling variability), since the estimates
of the group averages or percentages will be positively correlated to an unknown
extent due to the sampling plan. However, since sources of survey error other
than sampling (e.g., error associated with item parameter estimation and the
error associated with linking results across years) are not accounted for in

the standard errors, using these conservative estimates has been considered
advisable. Moreover, direct estimation of the standard errors of all reported
differences would involve too heavy a computational burden to be implemented

in practice.

Effective degrees of freedom. Because of the clustered nature of
the sample, the “effective degrees of freedom” for this t-test is considerably
less than the number of students entering into the comparison, and, indeed,
less than the number of PSU pairs that go into its computation. (See the
forthcoming NAEP 1998 Technical Report for more details.) The degrees

3 As was discussed in the section “Weighting and Variance Estimation,” estimates of standard errors subject
to a large degree of uncertainty are designated by the symbol “s++”_ In such cases, the standard error —
and any confidence intervals or significance tests among these standard errors — should be interpreted
with caution.
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of freedom of this t-test are estimated by an approximation given by
Johnson & Rust* as follows:
25
— \ k=1 ™

df = &=
N S:l,
?;.(EJ

where the summation is over the two groups being compared. The item, 4f;, is
the degree of freedom estimate for the variance of the mean m, and is defined
by Satterthwaite’ with a correction term suggested by Johnson and Rust. It is
derived by matching estimates of the first two moments of the variance to those

of a chi-square random variable. )
L 2
m,—m
2.77)(;‘( »m) )

df, ={ 316~
f,,(316ﬁ .

4
Z(m}k ""k)
j=t
Here, j stands for jackknife replicate j, and the summations are over all
replicates, usually 62 in NAEP. The m, term is the mean of subgroup k for
the jth jackknife replicate. The term s, is the overall mean for subgroup k
using the overall weights and the first plausible value.
The number of degrees of freedom for the variance equals the number of

independent pieces of information used to generate the variance. In the case

of data from NAEDP, the pieces of information are the 62 squared differences
(m, — m,)’, each supplying at most one degree of freedom (regardless of how
many individuals were sampled within PSUs). If some of the squared differences
(m, — m,)* are much larger than others, the variance estimate of , is
predominantly estimating the sum of these larger components, which dominate
the remaining terms. The effective degrees of freedom of &_, in this case will
be nearer to the number of dominant terms. The estimate, 4f;, reflects

these relatonships.

The two formulae above show us that when 4f; is small, the degrees of
freedom for the t-test, df, will also be small. This will tend to be the case when
only a few PSU pairs have information about subgroup differences relevant to
a t-test. It will also be the case when a few PSU pairs have subgroup differences
much larger than other PSU pairs. With a clustered sample and a practical
sample size, it is not possible to stratify over every group of potendal interest.
It is thus inevitable that in a particular assessment for some groups, some pairs

4 Johnson, E. & Rust, K. (1992). “Effective Degrees of Freedom for Variance Estimates from a Complex
Sample Survey,” Proceedings of the Section on Survey Research Methods, American Statistical Association,
863-866.

5 Satterthwaite, F.E. (1941). “Synthesis of Variance,” Psychometrika 16, 5, 309-316.
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within some PSU’s will be less well-matched than others. Because this depresses
the estimate of effective degrees of freedom, it has a conservative effect on
declaring significance for comparisons involving those groups (see p. 35).

Conducting multiple tests. In many applications of significance testing,
the t-test value is compared to a t-distribution with effective degrees of freedom,
as given in the previous section, and is assessed at a nominal level of .05 /2 for a
two-tailed test. However, in most sections of this report, mahy different groups
are compared (i.e., multiple sets of means are being analyzed). In sets of
comparisons, statistical theory indicates that the certainty associated with

the entire set of comparisons is less than that attributable to each individual
comparison from the set. To hold the significance level for the set of
comparisons at a particular level (e.g., .05), adjustments (called “multiple
comparison procedures”®) must be made to the methods described in the
previous section. One such procedure, the False Discovery Rate (FDR)
procedure,” was used to control the certainty level.

Unlike the other multiple comparison procedures (¢.g., the Bonferroni
procedure) that control the familywise error rate (i.c., the probability of making
even one false rejection in the set of comparisons), the FDR procedure controls
the expected proportion of falsely rejected hypotheses. Rather than holding the
probability, a, of even one true null hypothesis being rejected at some level,
usually .05, as does the Bonferroni procedure by setting the critical value for
significance at .05/m, where m is the number of comparisons in the set, or
“family size,” the Benjamini and Hochberg False Discovery Rate controls the
expected proportion of true null hypotheses declared significant. The FDR =
Expectation (V/R), where V = Number of true null hypotheses declared
significant, and R = Total number of hypotheses declared significant. This is
accomplished by ordering the contrasts from most probable to least probable,
and testing sequentially, with a systematically decreasing value of a until a null
hypothesis is rejected. That hypothesis and all subsequent hypotheses, which
have smaller probability, are declared significant. Familywise procedures are
considered conservative for large families of comparisons.® Therefore, the FDR
procedure is more suitable for multiple comparisons in NAEP than other
procedures. A detailed description of the FDR procedure appears in the
forthcoming NAEP 1998 Technical Report.

6 Miller, R.G. (1966). Simultancous statistical inference. New York: Wiley.

7 Benjamini, Y., & Hochberg, Y. (1995). Controlling the false discovery rate: A practical and powerful
approach to multiple testing. Jowrnal of the Royal Staristical Socicty, Sevies B, No. 1, pp. 298-300.

8 Williams, V.S.L., Jones, L.V, & Tukey, ] W. (1994, December). Controlling error in multiple comparisons
with special attention to the Narional Assesment of Educarional Progress. Research Triangle Park, NC:
National Institute of Statistcal Sciences.
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The 1998 assessment is the first time NAEP has used the Benjamini-
Hochberg procedure to maintain FDR for all multiple comparisons. Prior to the
1996 assessment, the Bonferroni procedure was used for multiple comparisons.
Beginning in the 1996 assessment, the Bonferroni procedure was used for
multiple comparisons involving small sets of intervals, and FDR for large sets.

The Benjamin and Hochberg FDR application consists of arranging the
m significance tests in order, from lowest to highest probability P(1) < P(2) ...

< P(m). To obtain an overall control of the False Discovery Rate at .05,
compare P(m) — the largest probability with .05. If P(m) < .05, declare all m

comparisons significant. If not, compare P(m — 1) with m—1 (.05) . Ifless
m

than or equal to this criterion, declare P(1) — P(m — 1) significant. If not, follow
the same procedure with P(# - 2) down through P(1). Note that P(1) <

1 (.05) is the level used in the Bonferroni procedure for all comparisons.

When we conduct multple comparisons, the family size, or number of
comparisons in a set, is a crucial issue. The investigator has a choice between
prespecifying a limited number of comparisons, and thus maintaining power, or
looking at many contrasts sacrificing power for the chance of finding additional
significant contrasts. For example, the Parents’ Highest Level of Education
Variable has five categories:

Graduated from college

Some education after high school
Graduated from high school

Did not finish high school

I don’t know.

If we choose Graduation from college as the target category for the set, and
contrast mean proficiency of each of the other four categories with the target,
our family size is four, and under FDR, any mean difference with probability
<.05/4 = .0125 will certainly be declared significant. If, on the other hand we
want to test all possible contrasts, family size becomes ten, and significance in
the lowest probability category is guaranteed only if its probability < .005. This
tension between conserving power and identifying a larger number of significant
comparisons at the risk of not finding any requires careful thought and
balancing. After much discussion, it has been determined that NAEP should
use all possible comparisons within a set in conducting multiple comparisons.
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Cautions in Interpretations

As described earlier, the NAEP civics scale makes it possible to examine
relationships between students’ performance and various background factors
measured by NAEP. However, a relationship that exists between achievement
and another variable does not reveal the underlying cause of the relatdonship,
which may be influenced by a number of other variables. Similarly, the
assessments do not capture the influence of unmeasured variables. The results
are most useful when they are considered in combination with other knowledge
about the student population and the educational system, such as trends

in instruction, changes in the school-age population, and societal demands

and expectations.

Grade-12 Participation Rates and Motivation

NAEP has been described as a “low-stakes” assessment. That is, students receive
no individual scores, and their NAEP performance has no effect on their grades,
promotions, or graduation. There has been continued concern that this lack of
consequences affects participation rates of students and schools, as well as the
motivation of students to perform well on NAEP. Of particular concern has
been the performance of twelfth graders, who typically have lower student
participation rates than fourth and eighth graders and who are more likely to
omit responses compared to the younger cohorts.

Participation Rates

In NAEP, there has been a consistent pattern of lower participation rates for
older students. The participation rate in civics for grade 12 students was

79 percent, compared with 95 percent for grade 4 students and 92 percent for
grade 8 students. School participation rates (the percentage of sampled schools
that participated in the assessment) have also typically decreased with increasing
grade level. The school participation rate was 89 percent for the fourth grade,
85 percent for the eighth grade, and 82 percent for the twelfth grade.

The effect of participation rates on student performance, however, is
unclear. Students may choose not to participate in NAEP for many reasons,
such as a desire to attend regular classes so as not to miss important instruction
or fear of not doing well on NAEP. Similarly, there are a variety of reasons
for which various schools do not participate. The sampling weights and
nonresponse adjustments, described earlier in this appendix, provide an
approximate statistical adjustment for nonparticipation. However, the effect
of some school and student nonparticipation may have an undetermined effect
on results.
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Motivation

To the extent that students in the NAEP sample are not trying their hardest,
NAEP results may underestimate student performance. The concern increases
as students get older and is particularly pronounced for twelfth graders. The
students themselves furnish some evidence about their motivation. As part of
the background questions, students were asked how important it was to do well
on the NAEP writing assessment. They were asked to indicate whether it was
very important, important, somewhat important, or not very important to
them. The percentage of students indicating they thought it was either
important or very important to do well was 88 percent for fourth graders,

59 percent for eighth graders, and 33 percent for twelfth graders.

Several factors may contribute to this pattern. NAEP was administered in
the late winter, when high school seniors often have other things on their
minds. Another factor that may have contributed to lack of motivation is the
fact that the civics assessment consists partly of constructed-response questions
which tend to be more time-consuming than multiple-choice questions. As
with participation rates, however, the combined effect of these and other factors
is unknown.

It is also interesting to note that students who indicated it was very
important for them to do well on NAEP did not have the highest average
scores. These data further cloud the relationship between motivation and
performance on NAEP.

Need for Future Research

More research is needed to delineate the factors that contribute to nonparticipation
and lack of motivation. To that end, NCES plans to commission a study of high
school transcripts to learn more about the academic performance of twelfth-grade
students who do not participate in the assessment. In addition, NCES is currently
investigating how various types of incentives can be effectively used to increase
participation in NAEP.
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Standard Errors

The comparisons presented in this report are based on statistical tests that
consider the magnitude of the difference between group averages or percentages
and the standard errors of those statistics. This appendix contains the standard
errors for the estimated averages and percentages in all the tables and figures
throughout this report. Because NAEP scores and percentages are based on
samples rather than the entire population(s), the results are subject to a measure
of uncertainty reflected in the standard errors of the estimates. It can be said
with 95 percent certainty that for each population of interest, the value for the
whole population is within plus or minus two standard errors of the estimate for

the sample.

THE NATION'S

Table 81.1 e T

Average 10th 25th
scale score | percentile | percentile | percentile percentile | percentile
Grade 4 0.7 1.7 0.9 1.2 0.8 0.7
Grade 8 07 1.6 1.2 0.7 0.8 0.8
Grade 12 0.8 1.1 1.2 0.9 0.9 0.7

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational
Progress (NAEP), 1998 Civics Assessment.
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Table B1.2¥ - el e s

CARD
—

Standard errors for percentage of students at or above the civics
achievement levels for the nation: 1998

Ator
Below above At or above
__Bosic_____ Basic Proficient _ Advanced

1.0 1.0 0.9 0.3

e T

09 0.9 0.8 0.2

0.9 0.9 0.9 04

SOURCE: National Center for Education Stafistics,
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Civics Assessment.

THE NATION'S
CARD

Figure 81&4"

Il

Standard errors for percentage of students within each civics
achievement level range for the nation: 1998

Belqw At At At
Basic Basic Proficient  Advonced

0.9 0.7 0.8 0.2

Grade 12

0.9 0.7 0.8 0.4

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics,
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Civics Assessment.

134 CIVICS REPORT CARD e APPENDIX B
\‘l

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

’.,.;
Ut
O



Grade 4

Standard Errors for Sample Response Percentages

Table 81.3

Table B1.4
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Standard errors for percentage “Acceptable” or better
within achievement level ranges

Overall percentage Basic Proficent Advanced
“Acceptable” or better 136-176* 177-214* 215 and obove®
1.5 2.3 2.1 ——

* NAEP civics scale range.

— — _ Standard error estimate cannot be accurately determined.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Stafistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress

(NAEP), 1998 Civics Assessment.

Grade 4: Relationship of the U.S. to other nations
and to world affairs

Standard errors for percentage “Correct”
within achievement level ranges

Overall percentage Basic Proficient Advanced
“Correct” 136-176* 177-214* 215 and cbove*
1.3 2.5 34 -

* NAEP civics scale range.

_ — — Standard error estimate cannot be accurately determined.
SOURCE: Notional Center for Education Stofistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress

(NAEP), 1998 Civics Assessment.

Grade 4: Roles of Ué. citizens in American democracy

Standard errors for percentage “Correct”
within achievement level ranges

Overall percentage Basic Proficient Advanced
“Correct” 136-176* 177-114* 215 and above*
1.1 2.2 3.7 _—

* NAEP civics scale range.

— — — Standard error estimate cannot be accurately determined.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1998 Civics Assessment.
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Standard Errors for Sample Response Percentages

|
#

E

Grade 8: Relationship of the U.S. to other nations

“and to world affairs

Standard errors for percentage “Corred”
within achievement level ranges

Overall percentage Basic Proficient Advanced
“Carrect” 134-177* 178-212* 213 ond abave*
1.1 1.7 1.8 -—

* NAEP civics scale range.

— - - Stondard errar estimate cannot be accurately determined.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment aof Educational Progress
{NAEP), 1998 Civics Assessment.

Table B1.78] Grade 8: Foundations of the American political system

Standard errors for percentage “Corredt”
within achievement level ranges

136

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Overall percentage Basic Praficient Advanced
“Corred” 134177+ 178-212* 213 and above*
1.3 1.9 3.4 _—

Table 81 .8,

* NAEP civics scale range.

— — - Standard error estimate cannot be accurately determined.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
{NAEP), 1998 Civics Assessment.

Grade 8: [‘-,'fundations of the Anierican political system

Standard errors for percentage “Complete”
within achievement level ranges

Overall percentage Basic Proficient Advanced
“Complete” 134-177* 178-212* 213 and above*
0.7 1.0 2.6 _—

* NAEP civics scale range.

— - — Stondard error estimate cannot be accurately determined.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress

{NAEP), 1998 Civics Assessment.
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. Grade 12
Standard Errors for Sample Response Percentages —
Table B1.9 , Grade 12: Foundations of the
: el American political system_ <

Standard errors for percentage “Correct”
within achievement level ranges

Overall percentage Basic Proficient Advanced
“Corred” 139-173* 174-203* 204 ond above*
1.2 2.1 2.0 -

* NAEP civics scale range.

— ~ — Standard error estimate cannot be accurately determined.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Stafistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
{NAEP), 1998 Civics Assessment.

Table B1.10 Grade 12: Foundations of the American political system

Standard errors for percentage “Complete”
within achievement level ranges

Overall percentage Basic Proficient Advanced
- “Complete” 139-173* 174-203* 204 ond ahove*
1.3 1.7 3.9 6.4

* NAEP civics scale range.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Stofistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress

{NAEP), 1998 Civics Assessment.

g Grade 12: Functions and purpose of government _

Standard errors for percentage “Corred”
within achievement level ranges

Table Bl.k

Overall percentage Bosic Proficient Advanced
“Correct” 139-173* 174-203* 204 and above*
1.3 22 3.7 7.1

* NAEP civics scale range.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress

(NAEP}, 1998 Civics Assessment.
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Taple B2.1

Standard errors for average civics scale scores by gender: 1998

Male
Female

Male
Female

Male
Female

Percentage
of students

Average
scale score

Grade 4
0.9 1.0
09 0.9
0.6 0.9
0.6 0.8
Grade 12
0.7 1.1
0.7 0.8

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics,
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Civics Assessment.

Table B2.2

Standard errors for average civics scale scores by race/

ethnicity: 1998

White

Black

Hispanic
Asian/Pacific Islander
American Indian

White

Black

Hispanic
Asian/Pacific Islander
American Indian

White

Black

Hispanic
Asian/Pacific Islander
American Indian

R T L

Average
scale scare

Percentage
of students

0.2 0.9

0.1 1.2

0.2 1.7

0.1 2.5

0.2 3.7

0.1 0.9

0.1 11

0.1 1.2

0.3 5.8

0.3 35+
| Gradel2 |

0.4 0.9

0.3 1.7

0.3 1.3

0.2 4.2

0.2 6.3

* Estimate may be unreliable due to small sample size.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),

1998 Civics Assessment.
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Table B2.3 = i e " Gano [P

Standard errors for average civics scale scores by parents’ highest level
of education: 1998

Percentage Average
of students scale score

— é;-a o 4

Graduated from college 1.1 0.9
Some education after high school 0.6 1.4
Graduated from high school 0.7 1.7
Did not finish high school 0.6 3.1
| don't know. 0.5 2.0
Graduated from college 0.9 0.8
Some education after high school 0.5 1.0
Graduated from high school 0.6 1.2
Did not finish high school 0.5 3.2
I don’t know. 0.2 3.1
[ Gradel2 |
Graduated from college 1.1 0.9
Some education after high school 0.7 1.1
Graduated from high school 0.5 1.2
Did not finish high school 0.3 2.1
| don't know. 0.1 53

l

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics,
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP},
1998 Civics Assessment.
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Takje B2.4 ‘ W REFORY e
Standard errors for average civics scale scores by region: 1998
Percentage Average
of students scole score
~ Graded I
Northeast 0.6 1.5
Southeast 0.9 : 0.8
Central 0.4 1.7
West 1.0 1.6
Northeast 0.6 1.6
Southeast 1.0 1.4
Central 0.2 1.6
West 1.2 1.3
Northeast 1.0 1.8
Southeast 1.0 1.4
Centrai 0.7 2.1
West 0.9 0.9
]
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics,
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Civics Assessment,
) ST TR THE NATIDN'S
Table B2.5 ‘ EFORT (rcapp)
Average
scale scare
Central city
Urban fringe/large town
Rural/small town . .
Central city 1.4 1.2
Urban fringe/large town 1.9 1.2
Rural/small town 1.4 1.6
Central city 1.6 1.4
Urban fringe/large town 1.8 1.3
Rural/small town 1.3 1.4
e |
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics,
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Civics Assessment.
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Toble B2.6  # .. . o
—
Standard errors for average civics scale scores by Free/Reduced-Price
School Lunch Program eligibility: 1998
Percentage Average
of students scale score
T T " Grade 4
Eligible 1.1 0.9
Not eligible 1.4 1.1
Information not available 1.5 2.2
Eligible 0.9 1.1
Not eligible 1.7 1.0
Information not available 1.9 2.2
Eligible 0.8 1.4
Not eligible 2.0 1.0
Information not available 2.1 1.3
e e
SOURCE: Notionol Center for Educotion Stafistics,
Notionol A t of Educotionol Progress (NAEP),
1998 Civics Assessment.
Table B2.7 e IR ' R =
=

Standard errors for average civics scale scores by type of school:
1998

Percentage Average
of students scale score

Public 0.7 0.7
Nonpublic 07 1.9
Nonpublic: Catholic 0.6 17
Other nonpublic 0.5 4.4
Public 1.0 0.7
Nonpublic 1.0 2.8
Nonpublic: Catholic 0.8 1.6
Other nonpublic 0.6 59
Public 1.0 0.9
Nonpublic 1.0 1.4
Nonpublic: Catholic 0.9 1.5
Other nonpublic 0.4 3.0

SOURCE: Nationol Center for Education Stafistics,
Notionol Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Civics Assessment.
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TabiE B3.1

Standard errors for percentage of students at or above achievement
levels in civics by gender: 1998

At or
Below above At or above

Basic Basic Proficient  Advanced

' Grade 4! By i
Male 1.2 1.2 1.2 04
Female 1.0 1.0 1.2 0.4
Male 1.1 1.1 1.0 0.3
Female 1.2 1.2 1.1 0.3
Male - 1.2 1.2 1.2 0.6
Female i 12 ! 1.2 1.1 0.4

SOURCE: National Center for Education Stafistics,
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Civics Assessment.

2
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Figure B3.1 o o , SO PUAT

Standard errors for percentage of students within each achievement
level range in civics by gender: 1998

Below ] At At
Basic Basic Proficient  Advanced
Male 1.2 1.3 1.2 0.4
Female 1.0 1.0 1.1 0.4
Grade 8
Mdle 1.1 1.1 1.0 0.3
Female 1.2 1.0 1.1 0.3
ik Grade 12
Mdle 1.2 1.0 1.0 0.6
Female 1.2 1.0 1.2 0.4

rm——— ]
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics,

National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),

1998 Civics Assessment.
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Table B3.2 . ‘* . _.:_: : : N o REPORT reazp

Standard errors for percentage of students at or above achievement
levels in civics by race /ethnicity: 1998

At or
Below above At or above
Basic  Basic Proficient  Advanced

Grade 4

PENSPRI-Y. R

White 1.1 ‘ 1.1 1.3 0.5

Black 1.8 1.8 1.2 0.3
Hispanic 2.2 2.2 0.9 -
Asian/Pacific Islander 3.5 3.5 4.7 1.3
American Indian 4.0 4.0 3.9 ---

g Gagde 8

White 1.0 1.0 1.1 0.3

Black 1.7 1.7 1.0 ---

Hispanic 2.2 2.2 0.8 0.2
Asian/Pacific islander 5.8 58 4.5 1.1
American indian 57 57 3.7 ---
White 11 1.1 12 0.6

Black 2.3 2.3 1.3 0.3

Hispanic 1.9 1.9 1.3 0.4
Asian/Pacific Islander | 3 g 3.8 6.2 2.1
American indian | 8.8 8.8 43 ---

- - - Standard error estimate cannot be accurately determined.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics,
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Civics Assessment.
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Figure B3.2 “. ; : REPORY regmp]

T

Standard errors for percentage of students within each achievement
level range in civics by race/ethnicity: 1998

e e e S A .,

Belo_w At At At
Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

e - AR AR

" Grc;de 4
White 1.1 1.0 1.2 0.5
Black 1.8 2.3 1.2 0.3
Hispanic 2.2 1.9 0.9
Asian/Pacific Islander 3.5 58 4.8 1.3
American Indian 4.0 4.6 3.9 ---
White 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.3
Black 1.7 1.6 1.0
Hispanic 2.2 23 0.8 0.2
Asian/Pacific Islander 58 4.1 4.1 1.1
American Indian 5.7 4.3 3.8 ---
Grggde 12
White 1.1 0.8 1.1 0.6
Black 2.3 2.1 1.2 0.3
Hispanic 1.9 23 1.3 0.4
Asian/Pacific Islander 3.8 4.0 4.8 2.1
American Indian 8.8 8.2 4.1 ---

- - - Standord error estimate cannot be accurately determined.

SOURCE: Natianal Center for Education Statistics,
Natianal Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Civics Assessment.
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Standard errors for percentage of students at or above achievement
levels in civics by parents’ highest level of education: 1998

At or
Below above At or chove
Basic Basic Proficient  Advanced

" Grade 4

Graduated from college 1.2 1.2 1.2 0.5

Some education after high school 23 2.3 1.9 0.6
Graduated from high school 2.8 2.8 2.9 -

Did not finish high school 53 53 3.2 .-

| don't know. 2.6 26 2.7 ---

Graduated from college 1.0 1.0 1.2 0.4
Some education after high school 1.5 1.5 1.2 0.2
Graduated from high school 20 2.0 1.4 0.2
Did not finish high school 3.8 38 1.2 ---
| don't know. 4.1 4.1 2.2 ---
§ Grade 12
Graduated from college 1.0 1.0 1.3 0.8
Some education after high school 1.3 1.3 1.4 0.4
Graduated from high school 1.8 1.8 1.4 0.2
Did not finish high school 2.6 26 1.6 ---
| don't know. 6.7 6.7 .- .--

. -~ Standard ermor estimate cannot be accurately determined.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics,

National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),

1998 Civics Assessment.
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Figure B3.3 ' o 3 - REPONT rezgp

Standard errors for percentage of students within each achievement
level range in civics by parents’ highest level of education: 1998

Below At At At

Basic Basic Proficient  Advanced
Graduated from college 1.2 09 1.2 0.5
Some education after high school 2.3 2.2 2.0 0.6
Graduated from high school 2.8 3.3 2.8 ‘.-
Did not finish high school 5.3 6.4 2.2 ---
| don't know. 2.6 2.8 2.8 ---
Graduated from college 1.0 1.1 1.2 0.4
Some education after high school 1.5 1.6 1.2 0.2
Graduated from high school 2.0 2.0 14 0.2
Did not finish high school 3.8 4.0 1.2
I don't know. 4.1 4.2 2.2 ---

| Gradel2

Graduated from college 1.0 1.2 1.0 0.8
Some education after high school 1.3 1.4 1.3 0.4
Graduated from high school 1.8 2.3 1.3 0.2
Did not finish high school 2.6 2.2 1.6 .-
I don't know. 6.7 6.9 .- ---

- - - Standard error estimate cannot be accurately determined.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics,
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Civics Assessment.
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Table B3.4 CoL e s AR S REEaR [r2ep

Standard errors for percentage of students at or above achievement
levels in civics by region: 1998

Ator
Belo_w above At or above
Basic _ Basic Proficient  Advanced

Northeast 1.9 1.9 1.9 0.7

Southeast 1.3 1.3 1.5 0.4

Central 2.4 2.4 2.2 0.7

West 2.0 2.0 1.5 0.3

Grade 8

Northeast 19 | 19 2.1 0.4

Southeast 1.8 1.8 1.5 0.4

Central 1.7 1.7 1.3 0.6
West

Northeast 2.3 23 1.6 0.5

Southeast 2.1 2.1 1.1 0.6
Central 23 2.3 3.2 1.1
West 1.0 1.0 1.3 0.5

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics,
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Civics Assessment.

-
<)
W

Q CIVICS REPORT CARD o APPENDIX B : 147




148

Figure B3.4 . e e ReroT e

Standard errors for percentage of students within each achievement
level range in civics by region: 1998

Below At At At
Basic Basit Proficient  Advanced

Northeast 1.9 17 1.9 0.7
Southeast 1.3 1.5 1.3 0.4
Ceniral 2.4 1.8 22 0.7
West 20 1.9 1.5 0.3
Grade 8 ; B
Northeast 1.9 1.6 2.2 0.4
Southeast 1.8 1.6 1.4 0.4
Central 1.7 1.4 1.4 0.6
West 1.6 1.1 1.3 0.3
: Grade 12

Northeast 23 1.4 1.6 0.5
Southeast 2.1 1.6 1.1 0.6
Central 2.3 2.1 2.6 1.1
West 1.0 1.1 1.1 0.5

]
SOURCE: National Center for Education Stafistics,

National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),

1998 Civics Assessment.
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Table B3.5 C :
Standard errors for percentage of students at or above achievement

levels in civics by type of location: 1998

—

Ator
At or above

above
Proﬁqeni Advanced

Below
Basic Basic
T T
Central city | 1.2 1.2 1.5 0.4
2.0 2.0 1.3 04
0.7

Urban fringe/large town
2.2

Rural/small town

2.1

2.1
- Grade 8

03

|

1.6 1.3

Central city 1.6
Urban fringe/large town 1.4 1.4 1.5 0.4
Rural/small town 17 1.7 1.5 0.5
Central city 1. 1.6 1.6 0.7
Urban fringe/large town 1.6 1.6 1.5 0.5
2.0 1.8 0.7

2.0
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics,
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Civics Assessment.

i

Rural/small town

149

CIVICS REPORT CARD ® APPENDIX B




Figure B3.5 w0 e TR [reR|
==
Standard errors for percentage of students within each achievement
level range in civics by type of location: 1998
Below At At At
Basic Basic Proficient  Advonced
Cenfral city 1.2 1.3 1.3 0.4
Urban fringe/large town 2.0 1.6 1.3 0.4
Rural/small town 2.1 1.6 2.3 07
Grade 8
Central city 1.6 1.3 1.3 0.3
Urban fringe/large town 1.4 1.2 1.5 0.4
Rural/small town 1.7 1.2 1.5 0.5
Grade 12
Central city 1.6 1.3 1.3 0.7
Urban fringe/large town 1.6 1.3 1.4 0.5
Rural/small town 2.0 1.7 1.5 0.7
. |
SOURCE: National Center for Education Stafistics,
Noational Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Civics Assessment.
Table B3.6 o SR oy
=
Standard errors for percentage of students at or above achievement
levels in civics by Free /Reduced-Price School Lunch Program
eligibility: 1998
At or
Below above At or above
Basic Basic Proficient  Advonced
Eligible 13 | 13 0.9
Not eligible 14 | 14 1.3 0.5
Information not available | i
Eligible 1.6 1.6 0.8 0.2
Not eligible 1.2 1.2 1.2 0.3
Information not available 27 2.7 2.1 0.6
BRI Grade12
Eligible 2.1 2.1 1.7 0.4
Not eligible 11 1.1 1.3 0.5
Information not available || 1.6 1.6 1.5 0.7
A
- - - Standard emor estimate cannot be accurately determined.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics,
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Civics Assessment.
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Standard errors for percentage of students within each achievement
level range in civics by Free/Reduced-Price School Lunch Program
eligibility: 1998

Below At At At

Basic Basic Proficient

Advanced
R d .

Eligible 1.3 1.4 1.0 ---

Not eligible 1.4 1.3 1.3 0.5

Information not available 3.1 29 20 0.9
Eligible 1.6 1.5 0.8 0.2

Not eligible 1.2 0.9 1.2 0.3

Information not available 27 20 2.1 0.6
Eligible 2.1 1.8 1.5 0.4

Not eligible 1.1 1.0 1.1 0.5

Information nof available 1.6 1.2 1.5 0.7

\

- - - Standord error estimate connat be accurately determined.

SOURCE: Notionol Center for Educotion Statistics,
Notionol Assessment of Educotional Progress (NAEP),
1998 Civics Assessment.
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Table B3.7 , e G , . REPORT ngimp)
Standard errors for percentage of students at or above achievement
levels in civics by type of school: 1998

At or
Beloyv above At or above
Basic _ 7 _ Advanced
y B Grade 4
Public 1.0 1.0 0.9 0.4
Nonpublic 2.5 2.5 2.4 0.9
Nonpublic: Catholic
Other nonpublic
Public 1.0 1.0 0.8 0.2
Nonpublic 2.8 2.8 2.4 0.7
Nonpublic: Catholic 1.5 1.5 3.0 0.8
Other nonpublic 59 59 4.3 1.4
Public | 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.4
Nonpublic 1.8 1.8 2.1 1.2
Nonpublic: Catholic 2.0 2.0 2.4 1.3
Other nonpublic 3.9 3.9 3.8 27
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics,
Notional Assessment of Educotionol Progress (NAEP),
1998 Civics Assessment.
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Figure B3.7 , e i e
—
Standard errors for percentage of students within each achievement
level range in civics by type of school: 1998
Beloyl At At At
_ Busic _ Basic Proficient  Advanced
Grade 4
Public 1.0 0.9 1.0 0.4
Nonpublic 25 2.5 2.2 0.9
Nonpublic: Catholic 1.8 2.7 2.5 1.1
Other nonpublic 6.0 5.0 4.5 1.7
Grade 8
Public 1.0 07 0.9 0.2
Nonpublic 2.8 2.8 24 07
Nonpublic: Catholic 1.5 2.4 2.9 0.8
Other nonpublic 59 5.2 40 1.4
Public 1.0 0.8 0.9 0.4
Nonpublic 1.8 1.8 1.7 1.2
Nonpublic: Catholic 20 17 2.1 1.3
Other nonpublic 39 3.6 29 27
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics,
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Civics Assessment.
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Table B4.1

Standard errors for percentage of students, average civics scale

scores, and percentage at or above Proficient by teacher’s highest

degree, grades 4 and 8: 1998

What is the highest academic
I~ B oo | oreies
or Vocationd! Certificatio
Percentage of students 0.2 0.2
Average scale score - -
Percentage at or above Proficient -- -—-
Bachelor’s Degree
Percentage of students 2.3 1.9
Average scale score 1.1 0.9
Percentage at or above Proficient 1.5 1.1
Moster’s Degree
Percentage of students 2.0 1.9
Average scale score 1.0 1.2
Percentage at or above Proficient 1.3 14
Education Spedalist Degree
Percentage of students 0.8 0.8
Average scale score 3.1 29
Percentage at or above Proficient 6.8 3.2
Doctorate or Professional Degree
Percentage of students 0.4 0.4
Average scale score -- 6.4
Percentage at or above Proficient -- 6.9
*

~ — — Standard error estimate cannot be accurately determined.
SOURCE: National Center for Educotian Statistics, Nationol Assessment of Educotianal Progress (NAEP), 1998

Civics Assessment.

BEST copy AVAILABLE
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Table B4.2 : -‘ REPORT (e
Standard errors for percentage of students, average civics scale
scores, and percentage at or above Proficient by teacher’s
undergraduate major, grades 4 and 8: 1998
il itisdisill  Grocc, | Grades
History ;

Percentage of students ' 0.7 .17
Average scale score 4.7 1.0

Percentage at or above Proficient 4.3 1.2

Political Science
Percentage of students 0.4 1.2
Average scale score -——- 2.8

Percentage at or above Proficient - 4.2

Education
Percentage of students 1.3 22
Average scale score 0.8 1.5

Percentage at or above Proficient 1.2 1.9

Other
Percentage of students 1.1 1.5
Average scale score 2.2 1.5
Percentage at or above Proficient 2.2 1.6
~ - - Standord error estimate cannot be accurately determined.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998
Civics Assessment.
BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Table B4.3 S N e e

Standard errors for percentages of students, average civics scale scores,
and percentage at or above Proficient by teacher’s type of certification,
grades 4 and 8: 1998

Percentoge Averoge  Percentoge at or
Type of teocking cortfication held in  _ of students - scale score  above Proficient
muain assignment field Grade 4 ¥
Advanced Professional 1.4 2.1 3.0
Regular 1.6 0.8 1.1
Probationary 0.5 4.0 4.9
Temp/Provisional 0.7 4.0 3.0
Other 0.2 -—- -——
Don't have 0.4 7.0 6.1
Advanced Professional 1.9 2.2 2.8
Regular 2.1 0.9 1.0
Probationary T 0.5 33 3.2
Temp/Provisional 0.6 3.9 4.4
Other 0.2 5.2 7.4
Don't have 0.6 10.7 6.2

Y~ S
~ - - Standard error estimate cannot be accurately determined.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics,
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Civics Assessment.
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Table B4.4 ; SR O et e

—TI

TN

Standard errors for percentages of students, average civics scale
scores, and percentage at or above Proficient by years of general
teaching experience, grades 4 and 8: 1998

Perceniage Average  Percentage at or
Yoars of ok or socoodary of students scale score  “above Proficient
teadhi Gradegd
2 years or less 1.1 2.3 29
3-5 years 1.0 2.1 2.8
6-10 years 1.0 1.5 20
11-24 years 1.5 1.2 1.3
25 years or more 1.6 1.3 2.2
2 years or less 1.0 2.4 2.3
3-5 yeors 1.5 2.1 2.2
6-10 years 1.4 1.8 2.1
11-24 years 1.8 1.3 1.7
) 25 years or more 1.8 1.8 1.7

s —

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics,
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Civics Assessment.
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Table B4.5 e RPN fraep)
=
Standard errors for percentage of students, average civics scale scores, —
and percentage at or above Proficient by years teaching government/
civics, grades 4 and 8: 1998
Percentage Average  Percentage at or
of students scale score  above Proficient
Years of teaching government or dvics Grade 4 =~ *#
None -— -—- -—-
2 years or less 2.5 1.6 1.9
3-5 years 1.4 24 3.0
6-10 years 1.2 23 3.2
11-24 years 20 1.8 2.4
25 or more years 0.9 24 3.1
None 26 1.6 2.0
2 years or less 2.1 20 20
3-5 years 1.7 29 3.8
6-10 years 24 3.0 2.9
11-24 years 1.7 2.5 26
25 or more years 1.2 3.2 3.3
e
— ~ - Standard error estimate cannot be accurately determined.
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics,
National Assessment of Educational Progress {NAEP),
1998 Civics Assessment.
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Table B4.6 . o L
- IS g e Gl X wed VT e :E:_f
Standard errors for percentage of students, average civics scale scores,
and percentage at or above Proficient by amount of time teachers
reported spending in professional development workshops in social
studies during the last twelve months, grades 4 and 8: 1998
Percentage Average  Percentage at or
t in professioal development of students scale score  above Proficient
huoddmdesin'bepasf _— _______
Melve months " Grade 4
None 2.0 1.3 1.7
Less than 6 hours 2.1 1.5 1.8
6-15 hours 1.1 2.3 3.2
1635 hours 0.8 3.5 3.6
More than 35 hours 0.5 4.4 5.1
None 2.1 1.6 1.5
Less than 6 hours 1.8 1.6 1.5
6-15 hours 2.1 1.5 1.5
1635 hours 1.4 1.8 2.6
More than-35 hours 1.5 2.5 3.8
]
SOURCE: National Center for Education Stafistics,
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Civics Assessment.
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Table B4.7 B R s

Standard errors for percentage of students, average civics scale
scores, and percentage at or above Proficient by teacher’s
reported preparation, grades 4 and 8: 1998

"Pecennge Average Perctnge Percentage  Average Percentage
How well of scale at or above of scale ot or above
are you in the following?  students score Profient  students score Proficent

Sodal stedies instruction
Well prepared 2.0 1.1 1.4 1.7 0.9 1.1
Moderately well prepared 1.8 1.1 1.4 1.6 1.4 1.9
Not well prepared 07 3.8 3.4 0.5 59 47
Using Instructional materials in social studies
Well prepared 1.8 1.2 1.5 2.6 1.0 1.3
Moderately well prepared 1.6 1.2 1.5 2.5 1.0 1.2
Not well prepared 1.0 2.8 2.3 0.8 4.1 4.2
Qassroom dimate and governance
Well prepared 1.6 1.1 1.3 1.9 0.8 1.2
Moderately well prepared 1.5 13 1.8 1.7 1.5 1.6
Not well prepared 0.6 2.3 3.0 0.6 3.6 42
Using voluntary national standards for dvics
Well prepared 0.8 3.4 45 1.3 2.3 2.2
Moderately well prepared 1.4 1.7 2.1 2.5 1.3 1.4
Not well prepared 1.5 0.9 1.2 2.5 1.2 1.3
Using software for sodal stodies
Well prepared 1.0 37 4.2 1.4 2.3 27
Moderately well prepared 1.5 1.4 2.1 2.1° 1.0 1.1
Not well prepared 1.7 0.9 1.2 2.2 1.4 1.6
SOURCE: National Center for Education Stofisti , National A it of Educational
Progress (NAEP), 1998 Civics Assessment.
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Table B4.8 . . ‘ o NEP
_—E

PN

Standard errors for percentage of students, average Civics scale
scores, and percentage at or above Proficient by teacher’s
reported preparedness to fulfill certain teaching-related tasks,
grades 4 and 8: 1998

Percentage  Average bér(eﬁtuge Percentage  Average Percentage
How well prepared of scale at or above of scale at or above
are you in the following:  students score Proficient students score Proficient
— bath il
Use of telecommunications
Well prepared 1.3 2.0 27 1.7 1.8 1.6
Moderately well prepared 1.8 1.0 1.7 2.2 0.9 1.3
Not well prepared 2.1 1.2 1.6 2.0 1.8 1.9
Use of compouters
Well prepared 1.8 1.6 2.7 1.9 1.6 1.5
Moderately well prepared 1.5 0.8 1.0 2.1 1.0 1.2
Not well prepared 1.4 20 2.4 1.3 2.6 27
Cooperative group instruction
Well prepared 1.5 1.0 1.5 2.2 1.1 1.3
Moderately well prepared 1.5 1.2 1.4 2.0 1.3 1.4
Not well prepored 0.5 54 54 0.9 4.0 3.3
Classroom monagement and orgunization |
Moderately well prepared 1.3 20 2.2 1.4 2.0 2.2
No' we" prepored 0.2 —_—— —_——— 0.3 6.3 7.3

— — — Standord error estimate cannot be accurately determined.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational
Progress {NAEP), 1998 Civics Assessment.
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Table B4.9 R e

Standard errors for percentage of students, average civics scale scores,
and percentage at or above Proficient by class time per day spent on
social studies instruction, grades 4 and 8: 1998

How much time do you spend with

this dass for sodidl studies
Instruction on a typical day? Grade 4 Grade 8
Less than 30 minwtes
Percentage of students 1.0 0.9
Average scale score 2.0 8.9
Percentage at or above Proficient 2.3 4.6
30-44 minutes
Percentage of students 1.8 2.5
Average scale score 1.0 1.2
Percentage at or above Proficient 1.3 1.5
45-60 minutes
Percentage of students 1.9 2.5
Average scale score 2.0 1.2
Percentage at or above Proficient 2.2 1.3
Greater than 60 minstes
Percentage of students 0.3 0.9
Average scale score -——- 2.2

23

Percentage at or above Proficient

- -~ Standard error estimate cannot be accurately determined.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational
Progress [NAEP), 1998 Civics Assessment.

CIVICS REPORT CARD ® APPENDIX B



Table B4.10

Standard errors for percentage of students, average civics
scale scores, and percentage at or above Proficient by teachers’
reports on the availability of resources, grades 4 and 8: 1998

Whidh is true about how well your
schiool system provides you with the
instructional materials and other «
e e
All
Percentage of students 1.5 1.6
Average scale score 1.7 2.0
Percentage at or above Proficient 2.2 2.3
Most
Percentage of students 1.6 1.6
Average scale score 1 L
Percentage at or above Proficient 1.4 1.2
ome 1.5 2.1
ercentage of students 12 13
Average scale score ]'4 ]‘3
Percentage at or above Proficient - : :
None
Percentage of students 0.2 02
Average scale score T T

- — — Standard error estimate cannot be accurately determined.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational
Progress (NAEP), 1998 Civics Assessment.
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Table BR11 " AT T WJS&%

Standard errors for percentage of students, average civics scale scores,
and percentage at or above Proficient by availability of computers,
grades 4, 8, and 12: 1998

Are computers available to 3 i

stodents in your dasses in any Percentage Average Percentage at or  Percentage Average  Percentage ot or

of the following ways? of students scale score  above Proficient  of students scale score  ahove Profident
Grade 4

Available in all classrooms 1.8 0.9 1.1 1.8 1.9 2.2

Grouped in a separate
computer lab available

to classes 2.2 0.9 1.0 2.2 2.4 2.3

Available to bring to

classrooms when needed 2.8 1.5 1.7 2.8 1.2 14
Grade 8

Available in dll classrooms 3.0 1.2 1.3 3.0 1.5 1.4

Grouped in a separate
computer lab available

to classes 1.7 0.8 0.9 1.7 3.0 1.9

Available to bring to

classrooms when needed 22 1.3 1.3 2.2 1.0 1.0
Grade 12 :

Available in all classrooms 2.2 1.9 2.5 2.2 1.0 1.2

Grouped in a separate
computer lab available

to classes 1.3 0.9 1.1 1.3 3.7 3.9
Available to bring to
classrooms when needed 3.1 1.5 1.9 3.1 1.2 1.3

SOURCE: Notional Center for Educction Stotistics, Notionol Assessment of Educotional Progress (NAEP), 1998 Civics Assessment.
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Table B4.12 .l Sainaet "t 2P

'—!H:"

Standard errors for percentage of students, average civics scale
scores, and percentage at or above Proficient by use of computers
and the Internet for social studies instruction, as reported by
teachers, grades 4 and 8: 1998

.+ Grade 4

¢ ] %rade 8.

Percentage Average Percentage ot or '

Percentage ot or . Percentage Average

E of students scole score  above Proficient  of students ' scale score 'obove Proficient '
:;'dd of de:;:potm in
Not avoilable 1.3 2.3 2.6 2.3 3.1 2.3
Lab/library but difficult to access 1.3 1.6 2.0 2.3 1.3 1.6
Readily accessed in loby/library 1.5 2.5 3.3 2.3 1.6 1.8
Available in the dassraom 2.3 1.2 1.3 1.5 2.1 2.3
Use computer software
Every day 0.5 - - 0.4 6.3 7.3
Once or twice o week 0.8 2.7 36 1.1 2.5 3.3
Once or twice a month 1.4 1.7 2.1 1.9 1.3 1.3
Never or hardly ever 1.5 0.9 1.2 2.3 1.3 1.4
Accass to information through
internet in the dussrcom
Every day 0.3 _—— -— 0.3 -— -
Once or twice o week ! 0.9 5.0 5.5 1.2 2.3 2.6
Once or twice @ month W 2.2 2.6 2.7 1.4 1.5
Never or hardly ever .20 0.8 1.2 2.5 1.3 1.4

— — - Standord error estimate connot be accurately defermined.
SOURCE: Notional Center for Education Statistics, Nofionol Assessment of Educational Progress {NAEP), 1998 Civics Assessment.
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Table B5.1 " , . nzapnu;%

Standard errors for percentage of students, average civics scale scores, |
and percentage at or above Proficient by type of content studied this
year as reported by students, grade 4: 1998

.

. Yes No I Don't know

During this school year, Percentage P

kave you studiod any of Percentage  Average ot orabove  Percentoge  Average me::e:!'::?lz Percentage  Average :'e L:e:!::?li
the following topics? of students scale score  Profident  of students scale score  Profident  of students scale score  Proficient
How our

government works 1.2 09 14 1.0 1.2 2.3 0.7 1.0 1.1
Rules/lows of government 1.2 0.8 1.1 1.1 1.3 2.2 0.6 1.5 1.9
Hedtions ond voting 12 08 15 1.3 1.3 2.1 0.6 1.6 1.6
The President/

leaders of country 1.1 09 1.2 1.0 1.4 2.1 0.7 1.3 1.7
Your community 0.8 0.7 1.0 0.6 1.7 27 0.7 1.4 1.6
Rights ond

responsibilities of cifizens 12 09 13 1.0 1.3 2.1 0.7 1.2 1.4
How people

solve disagreements 1.1 09 13 0.8 1.2 24 0.8 1.4 1.9

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 Civics Assessment.
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Table B5.5

Summary of standard errors of paired percentages of students and

THE NATION'S
REPORT
Tomg P

=

paired scale score means with significant differences between less
experienced (two years or less) and experienced (three years or more)
teachers by selected types of instructional activities, grade 4: 1998

Every day

Frequency of ins

How often do you use the following . > o > ™
to teach sodal studies in Percentuge  Average  Percestoge  Averoge  Pércestage  Aversge:  Percentuge rd
his doca? of stodests scale score of ccole scre of stodents scaloscare of stodats  scae score
Sodial studis textbook 2709 42-16 5944 _f
_ v v v !
Books,newspopes, mogazines 23-15 2712 5649
. v v v
Primory documents 49-27 32417 330
L v v v v
Quantitative doto,chors, o graphs 3-21] 448 3w 3024 3
v v
(amputer software 31-15 18-13
D 1 v v
Films, videos, filmstrips i 19-16 2511
v oo o
Have students complete o worksheet 29-1.0 18-20 | 6.6-35
Give o lecture v v ~
41-21 33-1.2 19-17 )
L v v v
Mave studets d o roup aciviy/prject 36-17 2811 64-2
Have students write a three or ] v
more page report ) 21-1.2
T v v v
Hove students participate in debates 28-21 44-20 31-09
. L . 1 v o I
Have students participate in mock trigk | 3319 19-11
. [ ("
Have students write letters 2516 ’ 21-1.

» Indicates a significant difference in favor of experi

Y

enced teachers.

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educotional Progress (NAEP], 1998 Civics Assessment.
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Table B5.6 s e s

Summary of standard errors for examples of pairs of percentages of
students with significant differences between social studies teachers
who participated in social studies workshops in the past year and those
who did not, by type of instructional activity, grades 4 and 8: 1998

How oftes do you use the following
resources fo teadh sodal studies in
this dass?

Social studies textbosk
Books, newspapers, magozines

Primary documents

Quontitative duta, chorts, or graphs

4 I
Computer software 15-22 38-23
Films, videos, filmstrips

"

Have students complete o worksheet Li-14
Give o lecture

o o . V
Have students do a group activity/projedt 21-13
Have students write o three or v
more page report 41-26
Have students participate in debates u_wz 4 3 7_112 6
Have students participate in mock triaks 9 ;:2 9 4 4‘:2 9
Have students write letters 10:9 2:25

S

V Indicates o significant difference in the percentage of students experiencing the instructianal activity.

SOURCE: Natianal Center for Education Statistics, Natianal Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Civics Assessment.
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Table B5.7 C bR Rerer irmep]

Standard errors for percentage of students, average civics scale scores,
and percentage at or above Proficient by frequency of discussion of
school studies at home, grades 4, 8, and 12: 1998

172

How o do you dicns tigs oot alesve  bove Pafident
someone at home? N

Daily 1.0 0.9 1.3

Once or twice a week 0.7 1.3 1.9

Once or twice a month 0.4 2.1 29

Never or hardly ever 0.6 1.3 1.5

Daily 0.7 0.8 1.1
Once or twice a week 0.6 1.3 1.5
Once or twice a month 0.4 1.7 2.2
Never or hardly ever 0.6 1.0 1.1

Daily 0.6 0.9 1.3
Once or twice a week 0.6 1.0 1.8
Once or twice a month 0.4 1.5 1.9
Never or hardly ever 0.5 1.0 1.2

SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),

1998 Civics Assessment.

CIVICS REPORT CARD ® APPENDIX B



THE NATION'S

Table B5.8 S P wrsacp
E=EX
Standard errors for percentage of students, average civics scale scores,
and percentage at or above Proficient by volunteer work status,
grade 12: 1998
T Grade 12 - ¥
Did you do vokmteer work in Percentage Average Percentage at or
your commmmity this year? of students scale score  above Proficient
Yes, with my school 0.8 1.0 1.4
Yes, on my own 0.8 1.0 1.7
No 0.9 0.9 0.9
e ]
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics,
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Civics Assessment.
N R ! P i THE NATION'S
Table B5.9 L e S "o 2P
Standard errors for percentage of students, average civics scale scores,
and percentage at or above Proficient by hours per week
working at a job for pay, grade 12: 1998
e =  Grade 12
How many bours do you Percentage Average Percentage at or
work at a job for pay? of students scale score  above Proficient
None 0.9 0.9 1.2
1-5 hours 0.3 2.4 3
6-10 hours 0.4 1.7 2.8
11-15 hours 0.4 1.5 2.7
16-20 hours 0.5 1.3 1.7
21 or more hours 0.6 1.1 1.2
]
SOURCE: National Center for Education Statistics,
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
1998 Civics Assessment.
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