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ABSTRACT

The standards-based reform movement in K-12 American education began in the
1990s after a number of polls and surveys publicized the poor performance of American
students in geographical knowledge. The federal government issued a call for national
standards in nine core academic areas, including geography; and in 1994, Geography for
Life: National Geography Standards was published. There has been a revised edition of
Geography for Life (2012). Various studies indicate that in this 24-year period (1994-
2018), there has been little improvement in the effectiveness of geography teaching and
learning in the K-12 schools of the U.S.

This study investigates this continuing problem by examining the level of
alignment between the national geography standards and the geography portions of a
sample of social studies standards revised by states between 2014 and 2017. Using the
Survey of Enacted Curriculum, an alignment index was derived to report on the level of
correspondence between the national geography standards and the state standards. The
results, shown both statistically and graphically, indicate that the level of alignment was
low and inconsistent across the states. Such measures suggest the ineffectiveness of
current national standards in geography, and provide useful evidence for the preparation

of the next round of disciplinary standards preparation.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Brief History of the Geography K-12 Standards Movement in the United States

In the early 1980s, a number of state, national and international polls and reports
were released that publicized the poor performance of American students in geographical
knowledge, especially when compared to other highly industrialized nations (National
Assessment of Educational Progress 1979; Barrows et al. 1981; Ligocki 1982; National
Commission on Excellence in Education 1983; Dallas Times Herald 1983; Kopec 1984).
It was at this time that the federal government initiated a national education reform
movement, thus offering a realistic opportunity for the improvement of geography
teaching and learning in America’s schools.

In 1989, President George H. W. Bush and the national Governors’ convened for
an educational summit and agreed that it was time to set “clear, national performance
goals” to help make Americans globally competitive (Bush 1989). This led to the
development of America 2000: Excellence in Education Act, the proposed bipartisan
legislation that set national educational goals. One of the goals called for the creation of
national standards and assessments in five core subject areas — English, math, science,
history, and geography. This legislation later passed in 1994 as Goals 2000: Educate
America Act (Public Law 103-227, H.R. 1804) under President Bill Clinton. Setting
standards was the first step of a national education reform “designed to stimulate better
teaching and learning of specific subject matter in all schools throughout the country” (de

Souza and Munroe 1994).



Federal Government Measures of Student Achievement in Geography

After the inclusion of geography as a core subject in Goals 2000: Education

America Act (Public Law 103-227), Congress authorized the National Assessment of

Educational Progress (NAEP) to develop the first national geography assessment to be

administered in 1994. NAEP, also known as “the Nation’s Report Card,” has been

administering specific subject assessments (i.e. mathematics, science, U.S. history,

reading, and writing) to a national sample of students in grade 4, 8 and 12 longitudinally

since 1969 (National Assessment Governing Board (NAGB), n.d., 1).

The NAEP geography framework that was developed assesses students on a broad

overview of geography content and analytic skills through a guiding matrix of content

and cognitive dimensions (Table 1.1). The three content subdivisions are 1) Space and

Place, 2) Environment and Society, and 3) Spatial Dynamics and Connections. The three

cognitive levels are 1) Knowing, 2) Understanding, and 3) Applying. These “cognitive

dimensions test the student’s ability to perform mental tasks in these areas and expects

students to in grades 4, 8, and 12 to be able to think geographically in three ways”

(NAGB, n.d., p. 16).

Table 1.1. Geography Assessment Framework Elements (NAGB n.d.)

Cognitive Content Dimension

Dimension
Space and Place Environment and Society | Spatial Dynamics and

Connections

Knowing Where is the world’s What mineral resources are | What factors stimulate
largest tropical rain often extracted by strip human migrations?
forest? mining?

Understanding Why are tropical rain Explain the effects of strip Explain the motivations of
forests located near the | mining and shaft mining on | modern-day Mexicans and
equator? the landscape. Cubans for immigrating to

the United States.

Applying Support the conclusion | How can both economic and | Compare current settlement

that tropical rain forests
promote wide species
variation.

environmental interests be
reconciled in an area of strip
mining?

and employment patterns
of Cuban and Mexican
immigrants in the United
States.




One of the major purposes of the NAEP geography assessment is to provide
longitudinal data on the performance of American students. Students’ performance, as
tested in 1994, 2001, 2010 and 2014 (eighth graders only), has shown little change in

competency in geographic knowledge over the two decade period.

Geography’s Response

Immediately following the development of the NAEP geography framework in
1992, professional geographers answered the federal call for world-class standards, and
began developing a set of national geography standards. The task was made very difficult
due to the lack of clear guidance from the U.S. Department of Education as to the nature
and function of educational standards (Rutherford and Boehm 2004). Was the document,
later to be called Geography for Life, supposed to identify content, skills, perspectives, or
was it to state goals, abilities and performance objective or all of the above? Were
assessments to be included, and perhaps even model pre-service certification programs?

After months of discussions and meetings, Geography for Life, National
Geography Standards was published in 1994 with 18 content standards grouped into six
essential elements representing what American students should learn by grade four, eight,
and twelve. Each standard includes 3-5 knowledge statements that “explain exactly what
the student should know and understand after completing a particular grade level”
(Geography Education Standards Project (GESP) 1994, 38). In addition are 3-5
performance statements that suggest, “what the student should be able to do on the basis

of this knowledge” (GESP 1994, 39).



Importance of Alignment in Standards-based Education

Alignment is an important element of the education system that entails three
components: the written, taught, and tested. Alignment should be designed to ensure that
students learn material on which they are tested (English and Steffy 2001; English 2010).
When all three components are matched, “deep curriculum alignment” is engaged
(English and Steffy 2001; English 2010). On a day-to-day basis, a teacher, using
summative and formative assessments, should be constantly cognizant of specific
learning objectives from the written curriculum as it is carried out through the taught
curriculum. Such a process should result in proper alignment thus creating a powerful
learning environment. In addition, teachers are more likely to use documents and learning
materials they know are aligned and will benefit their students (Webb 1997, 9).

National education reform was based on the notion that student outcomes will
improve through the creation of a coherent system of standards and assessments (Webb
1997). However, alignment is not obvious when discussing national or statewide
accountability tests that became popular and were used widely in the standards-based
movement. The subject-area specific NAEP and statewide assessments are norm-
referenced, standardized tests that are developed independent of any specific national or
state curriculum. The NAEP geography assessment, for example, has been administered
to a sample of students across the nation, of a population that has been nurtured under a
different set of state geography standards. In addition, within a state, there can be local
control, a situation in which eighth graders may be required to pass a state developed

geography assessment even though the curriculum standards vary from district to district



and school to school. These tests and subsequent student outcomes, which hold students,

teachers, and schools accountable, demonstrate the vast array of content expectations.

This Study

Nearly a decade after the publication of Geography for Life (1994), several
geography educators reflected on the implementation of national geography standards at
the state level. The consensus was that integration at the state level was not as successful
as hoped (Gandy and Kruger 1994; Bednarz 1997; Munroe and Smith 1998; Munroe and
Smith 2000; Bednarz 2003; Anthamatten 2004; Kenney 2004; Boehm and Rutherford
2004; Zam and Howard 2005; Bednarz, Heffron, and Solem 2014). Geography standards
were implemented to varying degrees across the states, and were in most instances
overshadowed by history and civics (Bednarz and Bednarz 2004; Downs 2016). In 2012,
a second, revised edition of Geography for Life: National Geography Standards, second
edition was published (Heffron and Downs). Material was updated to correspond to
advances in the discipline, but the central core of the volume, the six essential elements,
remained very similar. There were obvious attempts to address diversity and inclusion, as
well as a serious attempt to highlight the importance of geospatial technology. It has been
six years since the revised edition and no follow-up analyses have been conducted
concerning the implementation of these revised national standards into constantly
evolving state curriculum frameworks or of the quality of state social studies standards
from a geography perspective.

There have been various alignment studies conducted in English Language Arts,

mathematics, and science, but none have focused on the social studies, or on geography



as it is presented in Geography for Life (Webb 1997; Webb 1999; Blank, Porter, and
Smithson 2001; Porter, Polikoff, and Smithson 2009). These alignment studies in other
subject areas have developed and utilized methods for measuring alignment between and
among the written, taught, and assessed curriculum, and thus, have informed this research
methodology. This study will begin with a content analysis designed to determine the
degree of alignment between Geography for Life, second edition (2012) and a sample of
state geography standards at grade 4 and grade 8. Using the Survey of Enacted
Curriculum (SEC) alignment model (Blank, Porter, and Smithson 2001; Porter 2002), the
predetermined uniform language for social studies, and the alignment index formula, this
research will be able to accurately measure the degree of correspondence in content
between national and state standards. The results of the analysis will be displayed in

statistically in tabular form and existing models of content mapping.



CHAPTER 11
NATURE AND SCOPE

The Problem

The national geography standards aimed to develop the “geographically-informed
person” in response to a decade of data uncovering a population that lacked geographic
literacy. Following its implementation in 1994 to present, evidence has surfaced that
suggests that voluntary national standards in geography have not improved geography
education significantly in America’s schools. For example, students’ performance on the
2014 National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) exam in geography does not
demonstrate “competence in the subject, and the proficiency levels of eighth grade
students has shown no improvement since 1994” (Figure 2.1) (Government
Accountability Office (GAO) 2015). Figure 2.2 shows how eighth grade students’
performance has changed from 1994 to 2014, where Basic level rose from 43 percent to
48 percent, Below Basic declined from 29 percent to 25 percent. Advanced fell from four

percent to three percent (NAEP 1994; NAEP 2014; GAO 2015).

Average scale scores
500
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Source: GAO analysis of of Ed Progress (NAEP) Geography Assessment data for 1994, 2001, 2010, and

2014, | GAO-16-7

Figure 2.1. Average NAEP scores 1994-2014



2014 3% Advanced

(top performance)

1994

4% Advanced

24%
Proficient
(solid 48%
competency) Basic

24%

Proficient

43%

Basic

29%
Below
Basic

(partial
25% mastery)

Below Basic
[(EESRGEN
partial
mastery)

Source: GAO analysis of National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) Geography Assessment data for 1994 and 2014, | GAO-16-7
Figure 2.2. Geography Proficiency Levels of Eighth Graders, 2014 and 1994.

A 2016 survey from the National Geographic Society and the Council on Foreign
Relations found that college students and graduates on average scored a 55 on the 75-
question survey or 73.3% (Picard 2018). A representative from National Geographic
Society, Becky Little, states, “although most respondents could answer the most basic
questions about geography, they performed poorly on subjects that required cultural and
demographic knowledge, such as questions about population, language, and religion.
More than two-third of the respondents, for example, couldn’t identify Indonesia as a
majority-Muslim nation” (Picard 2018).

Grades on the Advanced Placement Human Geography course have also provided
data that show that high school student scores have declined in the last decade, from an
average score of 2.58 out of 5 in 2007 to 2.54 in 2017 (College Board). The Human
Geography score, incidentally, is the second lowest subject matter score, among all 38
tests given in American schools, and the lowest within the history and social science
subject area tested (Table 2.1). In addition to AP United States Government and Politics,
less than half of the students who take the exam earn a “qualified” score of 3 or higher.

The number of students taking the college-level AP Human Geography exam has



skyrocketed over the years, from 3,272 in its 2001 inception to 199,756 students in 2017.
But only less than half pass and about 60 percent are in ninth grade and about 17 percent
are in tenth grade (College Board 2018).

Table 2.1. Advanced Placement Scores for the ‘History and Social Science’ subject
area taken by students in May 2017

History and Social Science Exams Mean Score % scored 3 or Higher
Economics — Macro 2.89 57.6
Economics — Micro 3.26 69.5
European History 2.81 56.0
Government & Politics Comparative 3.25 68.1
Government & Politics United States 2.58 493
Human Geography 2.54 48.9
Psychology 3.06 64.2
United States History 2.65 50.9
World History 2.76 55.0

A lesser scientific approach, but still revealing, are the late night show ‘in the
street’ segments that ask the general public basic geographic questions (Leno 1992-2009,
Kimmel 2003- present). The most recent one published on July 12, 2018 asked young
adults to name any country on a blank Pacific-centric political boundary map. Of the six
young adults shown in the video, not one could name a country; instead, they identified
continents as countries. The veracity of these videos is unknown, but the media interest to
display the public’s lack of geographic knowledge is unchanging.

A number of factors can explain the deficiency of geographic literacy among
Americans, such as the minimal instruction time combined with a lack of teacher training
and professional development. A survey done by the U.S. Government Accountability
Office (GAO) found that “more than half of eighth grade teachers reported spending a
small portion (10 percent or less) of their social studies instruction time on geography”
(GAO 2015, 11). Even more challenging is the focus of classroom time on other

nationally and state assessed subjects such as reading, math, and science (VanFossen



2005; GAO 2015). Additionally, geography teachers usually are ill prepared to teach the
subject matter due to no formal training or certification in geography (Vobejda, 1988;
Stoltman 1990; Hill 1992; Phillips 1994; Bednarz and Bednarz 2004; Boehm, Brysch,
Mohan & Backler, 2012; Bednarz, Heffron, and Solem 2014). Teachers who do attain a
certification to teach often have it concentrated in history, civics, or a social studies
composite (Phillips 1994). Complicating the issue, university preservice teacher training
programs in social studies typically require a methods course, instead of individual
content specific pedagogy. An analysis of textbooks used in social studies methods
courses showed a “lack of coherence [...], particularly in terms of purpose(s) for teaching
social studies” (Butler, Suh, and Scott 2015, 103).

The textbook K-12 teachers’ use in social studies classes can also play a factor in
low geographic literacy. Evidence showed that teachers are not certified in the subject
area, therefore, they rely heavily on the textbook as their source of information and guide
(English 1986/1987). However, K-12 textbooks are used across state boundaries,
meaning that the same geography textbook may be required in Texas, Oklahoma,
Connecticut, and Wyoming (called a national edition), all of which have different
geography standards that students must reach (Barton 2009, 15). This implies that
students sometimes are not using a textbook that specifically addresses the state
standards, consequently, failing to meet performance expectations. It is worth noting that
some text publishers produce state specific geography/social studies books that are
correlated to state standards.

Another plausible reason could be that the national geography standards did not

fit seamlessly into state social studies frameworks, which also needed to include

10



standards from American history, U.S. history, civics, and economics. Geography,
positioned in the K-12 social studies curriculum, focuses on world regions, culture, and
human/environment interaction; whereas geography taught in higher education is
process-oriented physical geography (concepts usually found in the K-12 science
curriculum) and about geospatial technology (Stoltman 1990; Boehm 2015). The national
geography standards tried to bring school geography more in line with academic
geography without considering the difference between the K-12 school curriculum and
that of higher education. This dichotomy widens as university geography departments
have gone so far as to “rebrand” their department to include environment, geology,
geosciences, or GIS/GISci among a few, to enhance their prestige and appeal to new
students, while other departments have completely dropped the word geography from
their name (Frazier and Wikle 2017). The gulf expands further now that the discipline has
turned to geospatial technologies as the redeeming feature in what Roger Downs calls the
‘geospatial revolution’, where in fact K-12 teachers and schools lack the ability to
incorporate this technology effectively in the curriculum (Downs 2015). Regardless of
the positive or negative impact of department rebranding and geospatial technology, it
neglects the reality that geography at the K-12 level is embedded in the social studies and
is distinctly different then the trends of higher education geography.

Lastly, despite the development and availability of national geography standards
in the early 1990s, adoption of these standards is voluntary by states (de Souza and
Munroe 1994; Bednarz 1998). States have the choice to choose the geography standards
that work best for the students in their state and adapt them into the state social studies

standards document. These standards may either be derived verbatim from Geography for
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Life (GFL 1994), perhaps a revised and rewritten version, or they may be brand new
independently written. States are also in control of determining whether the standards are
mandatory or voluntary (Bednarz 1998; Bailey and Dixon 2007). After Geography for
Life, National Geography Standards (GFL) was published, several research studies
analyzed how states incorporated GFL into state social studies standards (Gandy and
Kruger 1994; Bednarz 1997; Bednarz 1998; Monroe and Smith 1998; Saxe et al. 1999;
Munroe and Smith, 2000; Bednarz 2003; Boehm, Rutherford, and Foster 2003;
Anthamatten 2004; Kenney, 2004; Boehm and Rutherford, 2004; Rutherford and Boehm,
2004; Zam and Howard, 2005; Bailey and Dixon 2007). The consensus of these studies
showed that the level of implementation varied from state to state and GFL had little

impact on state social studies/geography standards.

What’s Next?

Bednarz (1998) comments “state-by-state comparisons are needed to measure
improvement of geography education as a result of the development of state standards.
[...] geography educators must ask analytical questions, questions which focus on the
kinds of standards that are in place, whether they require students to know and be able to
do geography at the levels specified in GFL, and whether they will produce what the
profession has defined as a geographically informed person. We need to know how much
better off geography is today than it was before the standards were issued. If the answer
to that question is ‘very little,” or ‘not at all,” we need to speculate about what geography

educators can do to improve the situation” (84).
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With the surmounting data that students’ are making minimal gains on national
assessments and the critical void of geography as an assessed subject at the state level, it
seems that we must determine what to do to improve the situation. A revised edition of
Geography for Life was published in 2012 with minimal changes to the 18 standards;
however, it is interesting to note that no research studies followed-up the implementation
of the revised edition as compared to the response after 1994. Therefore, this research is
designed to investigate how successful Geography for Life (2012) has been voluntarily
adopted and aligned through a sample of state social studies standards documents
published from 2014-2017. Measuring alignment between national and state standard
frameworks will allow us to see the match between the two documents and if states have
adopted the national standards that outline how to become a geographically informed

person.

Grade Focus

This research focuses on the grade span of kindergarten through grade eight
because geography is taught across all 50 states at this grade span as a part of the social
studies curriculum. Once at the high school level, courses are content specific, mostly
dominated by U.S. History, World History, Economics, and Civics. However, looking at
the entire grade span of K-8 is somewhat problematic since Geography for Life identifies
what students should know and be able to do in the form of benchmarks at grade 4 and
grade 8. Therefore, correspondence was measured at these two grade levels. Since every
state developed academic content standards differently, some states defined standards at

each grade level, while others defined standards in grade ranges (Rabinowitz, Roeber,
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Schroeder, and Sheinker 2006). Therefore, an examination of grade bands was also

completed to ensure alignment was not missed due to a difference in grade level.

State Sample

States included in this analysis, shown in Table 2.2, include those that have
revised, adopted, and published their social studies standards from 2014 to 2017, two
years after the publication of Geography for Life second edition (2012). Revising state
standards tends to be a yearlong process, so this ensures that states with a revision date of
2014 had the option to be informed by the second edition of Geography for Life (2012).
This follows a similar length of time that Munroe and Smith (1998; 2000) followed
during their appraisal of states after the 1994 edition. Nineteen states have a 2014 to 2017
revision date for their current social studies standards providing a sample of 40 percent of
the states. An additional 11 states are either currently revising or will start in the year
2018. Appendix X displays the revision/adoption date of the current social studies
standards and the scheduled revision date for all 50 states and the District of Columbia.

Table 2.2. States that revised their social studies standards from 2014-2017

State Adoption Date of Current Social Studies Standards
Arkansas 2014
Connecticut 2015
Delaware 2016
Georgia 2016
Idaho 2016
[linois 2017
Indiana 2014
Iowa 2017
Kentucky 2015
Maryland 2015
Missouri 2016
Nevada 2017
New Jersey 2014

South Dakota 2015
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Table 2.2. Continued. States that revised social studies standards from 2014-2017

Utah 2010 (K-6) & 2017 (7-12)
Vermont 2017
Virginia 2015
West Virginia 2016
Wyoming 2014

The Nature of Curriculum Alignment

Curriculum alignment focuses on three components: the written, taught, and
assessed. This research focuses solely on the written (also referred to as the intended
curriculum; or in this study, standards framework). The Survey of Enacted Curriculum is
designed to collect data on the taught curriculum, but that is beyond the scope of this
study. Also outside of the scope of this study is data having to do with the alignment of
assessments. This includes both national and state assessments and students’ performance
on those assessments. Only a handful of states assess geography at a statewide level and
it is usually in combination with a history exam. The National Assessment of Educational
Progress (NAEP) results in geography are only reported and available on a national not
state basis, so any comparison to student outcomes on a state basis would be speculative
and not definitive.

Generally speaking, the paucity of analytic evaluation of curriculum alignment
has made it very difficult to make reasoned assumptions of teaching and learning,
comparisons from state to state, school district to school district, and the value of content

and performance standards, as well as the nature and reliability of assessment protocols.
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Federal Legislation

Even though in the next chapter a discussion of federal legislation concerning the
educational reform movement is presented, it only covers America 2000: Excellence in
Education Act (failed legislation) and Goals 2000: Educate America Act, which called
for the development of national and state standards in the ten core academic subjects,
including geography. The literature review does not cover President Johnson’s
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA) (P.L.89-10), which was then
reauthorized and revised during President Clinton’s term to Improving America’s Schools
Act of 1994 (IASA), again in 2001 during President Bush’s term to No Child Left Behind
Act (NCLB), and lastly in 2015 under President Obama to Every Student Succeeds Act
(ESSA). As important as these pieces of legislation are on the educational reform
movement in the United States, they are out of the scope of this study. These laws
introduced testing requirements that have ultimately weakened the importance of
geography education and marginalized the social studies (Bednarz, Heffron, and Solem
2014; GAO 2015). A subsequent study about national and state assessments would

include a discussion of these laws and their impact on geography education.
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CHAPTER 111
LITERATURE REVIEW
Education Reform Movement in the United States
Student Performance in Geography

In the 1980s, attention to the lack of geographic knowledge of American students
became widespread and alarming. Various state, national, and international polls and
studies showed that students graduated from high school without the geographic
knowledge, skills, and attitudes to be good citizens and globally competitive (Meredith
1985). The 1979 National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) survey “indicated
that geographic knowledge of high school students is inadequate and that enrollment and
achievement in geography education are low” (NAEP 1979; Meredith 1985). A
comprehensive survey of college student’s international knowledge conducted by the
Educational Testing Service (ETS) reported that “students’ international knowledge and
understanding was extremely low” (Barrows et al. 1981; Meredith, 1985; Hayward and
Siaya 2001).

In 1981, Secretary of Education T. H. Bell created the National Commission on
Excellence in Education to examine the quality of education in the United States. The
report, titled 4 Nation at Risk: The Imperative for Educational Reform, published in
1983, found that American education was declining in large part because of inadequacies
in the way the educational process was conducted. Findings that focused on geography as
subject matter revealed a weak curriculum with only 16 percent of high school students
completing a geography course (National Commission on Excellence in Education 1983).

In addition, expectations of students were at a low level, time spent in school and on
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academic subject matter was far less than in other industrialized nations, and there was a
shortage of qualified teachers (National Commission on Excellence in Education 1983;
Altschul 1984).

A 1983 Dallas Times Herald survey of twelve year olds in eight highly
industrialized nations in science, mathematics, and geography supported the findings of 4
Nation at Risk, by uncovering a school population in the U.S. that scored poorly in
geographic knowledge. American students ranked fourth among the eight groups
(Meredith 1985). Kopec (1984) surveyed and tested a group of over 2,000 undergraduate
university students on geography in North Carolina. The results showed a high
percentage of students that never had a geography course during their education in grades
K-12. The results indicated that 71 percent never had instruction in geography in
elementary school, 65 percent in middle school, and 73 percent in high school, ultimately
a probable reason why ninety-seven percent of the freshman students tested and ninety-
three percent of the upperclassmen failed the test. Ligocki (1982) and Fine (1951)
obtained similar results in earlier studies.

The 1988 study Geography: An International Gallup Survey, commissioned by
the National Geographic Society, solidified the notion that American students lacked
global knowledge and geographic literacy. The study surveyed 10,820 adults 18 years
and older in the United States, Mexico and Canada, plus six other industrialized nations
including Sweden, West Germany, Japan, France, the United Kingdom, and Italy (The
Gallup Organization 1988; New York Times 1988; Vobejda 1988). Overall, American
adults averaged 8.6 points out of 16, scoring among the bottom third. The Swedes tested

best with 11.6 points followed by Germans with 11.2 points and Canadian adults third
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with 9.2. British adults were comparable with an average 8.5 points, followed by Italy
and Mexico in the bottom two. The most alarming result of the survey was that among
the 18-to 24-year-old population, Americans tested lower than every other country and of
all the other age groups in the United States, averaging a score of 6.9 points (The Gallup
Organization 1988; New York Times 1988; Vobejda 1988). In a separate survey of 1,611
Americans, 18 to 24 years old again received the lowest scores (New York Times 1988).
A follow-up survey of 3,000 high school students administered by National Assessment
of Educational Progress (NAEP) and the National Geographic Society (NGS) Education
Foundation found that less than two-thirds of participating students took a geography
course during their high school education. Only 57 percent correctly answered the most
basic location questions (Allen 1990). While these results were alarming it is only fair to
point out that in any comparative international survey varying degrees of curriculum
requirements are apparent in countries (Butt and Lambert 2014). Geography is a
compulsory subject in Japan, Sweden and the United Kingdom (Phillips 1994; Tilbury
and Williams 2003; Murphy et al. 2005), whereas in the United States only a handful of
states require a geography course (Vobejda 1988). Nonetheless, the results of these
tests/surveys were discouraging. In response, three major groups took action to reform K-
12 geography: professional geography educators, the National Geographic Society

(NGS), and the federal government.

Professional Geographers Response

In the midst of all of the surveys highlighting poor geographic knowledge,

professional geography educators formed the Joint Committee on Geographic Education
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(JCGE) consisting of the National Council for Geographic Education (NCGE) and the
Association of American Geographers (AAG) in 1982 with the task to upgrade school
geography by preparing a new and useful recommended grade level scope and sequence
for teaching and learning geography. The result was the publication of the Guidelines for
Geographic Education: Elementary and Secondary Schools (Natoli 1984), a curriculum
framework for K-12 teachers that provided a content and skills sequence in geography for
grades K-6 and a recommended program for high school stand-alone geography courses.
It was in the Guidelines that the five fundamental themes of geography were first
articulated (location; place; relationships within places, later to become human-
environmental relations; relationships between places, or movement; and regions).
Following the Guidelines were two teacher guidebooks, K-6 Geography: Themes, Key
Ideas, and Learning Opportunities (GENIP 1987) and 7-12 Geography: Themes, Key
Ideas, and Learning Opportunities (GENIP 1989), that provided teaching and learning
guidelines in geography by grade level (Petersen, Natoli, and Boehm 1994; Natoli 1986).
These three documents provided teachers with a helpful grade level framework that was
organized by the simple but creative five fundamental themes. These “themes” have

persisted in American geography education for more than three decades.

National Geographic Society Response

About the same time in the mid-1980s, Gilbert M. Grosvenor, then President of
the National Geographic Society (NGS), responded to the crisis in geography education
by launching a state-specific alliance network in geography education. This network was

organized and supported by NGS through their Geography Education Program (Bettis
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1995; Gandy and Kruger 2004; McClure 2018). The major goal of the Alliance network
was to promote geographic education by assisting in-service teachers through various
professional development efforts. The five fundamental themes of geography became the
content focus of NGS sponsored and coordinated workshops and summer institutes (Dulli
1994; Petersen et al. 1994; Grosvenor 1995; Morrill et al. 1995) and served as a
meaningful guide for instructional materials and textbooks in geography. By 1994 there
was a geographic Alliance in each state, District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and Canada
(McClure 2018). This was a time of strong and consistent advocacy for the improvement

of geography education in America’s schools.

Federal Government Response

Despite the efforts of the Joint Commission of Geographic Education and the
National Geographic Society, the negative results of the 1988 Gallup Organization survey
warranted the attention of President George H. W. Bush and the National Governors’ as
they met for an educational summit in Charlottesville, Virginia in September 1989. One
of the leaders during the summit was the Governor from Arkansas, Bill Clinton, who was
the leader of the education task force of the National Governors’ Association (Klein
2014). The outcome of this summit was a consensus that it was time “to establish clear,
national performance goals” in the United States (Bush 1989). This led to the
development of the National Education Goals, six educational goals proposed by
President Bush in a piece of legislation titled America 2000. In America 2000, goal three

stated:
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“By the year 2000, American students will leave grades 4, 8, and 12
having demonstrated competency in challenging subject matter, including
English, mathematics, science, history, and geography, and every school
in America will ensure that all students learn to use their minds well, so
they may be prepared for responsible citizenship, further learning, and
productive employment in our modern economy” (Bush, State of the

Union address, January 1990).

The federal call for national standards in geography was significant for the
discipline because it designated geography as a critical subject in the national education
plan. However, geography still faced a major struggle because of its minor role in the
American K-12 social studies curriculum that dates to the early 1900s (Stoltman 1990).
In 1911, the National Education Association secondary school curriculum review
“conceived social studies to represent a single field of study encompassing all the social
sciences, without discipline boundaries” (Meredith 1985; Stoltman 1990). Eight decades
later the National Council for the Social Studies (NCSS) stipulated that the social studies
include the disciplines of history, geography, economics, civics, anthropology,
archaeology, law, philosophy, political science, psychology, religion, and sociology
(NCSS 1994, p. vii). Practically speaking, by 1990 geography had become one of the four
main contributing disciplines in the social studies (History, Civics, Geography, and
Economics) (Stoltman 1990).

Already by the mid-1950s, “geography’s role as a specific subject had greatly

diminished as the social studies curriculum was more widely adopted” (National Council
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of Geography Teacher 1956; Stoltman 1990). As a result, across all fifty states in grades
K-6, geography is widely considered a part of the social studies curriculum, while in
grades 7-12 states offered geography instruction as a strand in other courses in the social
studies and/or teach it in combination with the history curriculum (National Assessment
Governing Board n.d., 35). Only a handful of states presently require a stand-alone
geography course for graduation (Zadrozny 2017).

America 2000 was received to a mixture of concerns (Barton 2009). Liberals were
unsure of testing provisions, while conservatives believed that national standards and
assessments gave the federal government too much control, overpowering state and local
guidelines, something President Bush did not intend (Ravitch 1995). Secretary of
Education Lamar Alexander urged the bipartisan National Council on Education
Standards and Testing (NCEST), established in 1991 by Public Law 102-62, to “advise
on the desirability and feasibility of national standards and tests”. NCEST confirmed the
desirability of national standards aligned with assessments in their 1992 final report
Raising Standards for American Education, but “did not advocate a [single] national test”
(Barton 2009, 5; NCEST 1992, 11). Instead, the Council recommended a system of
assessments that allowed states greater independence in selecting curricula and
assessment. Ultimately, this meant that even though a set of national standards for
achievement would be created, state curricula as assessments would not necessarily be
guided by them, nor would they become part of a “national curriculum”. At this time, the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) was authorized by Congress to
assess geography among other subjects in 1994 (National Assessment Governing Board,

n.d., v). President Bush ended up letting the bill die as his first term of presidency ended
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with the hopes of reinvigorating it during his second term (New York State Archives
2009).

Bill Clinton, Governor of Arkansas and a leader of the Charlottesville education
summit, won the 1992 Presidential election and signed into law Goals 2000: Educate
America Act (H.R. 1804) in February 1994. Goals 2000 updated Goal 3 to state:

“[Section 102] Student Achievement and Citizenship

(A) By the year 2000, all students will leave grades 4, 8, and 12 having

demonstrated competency over challenging subject matter including English,
mathematics, science, foreign languages, civics and government, economics,
arts, history, and geography; and every school in America will ensure that all
students learn to use their minds well, so they may be prepared for responsible
citizenship, further learning, and productive employment in our Nation’s
modern economy. ... [The objectives for this goal include the following:]

(1) the percentage of all students who demonstrate the ability to reason, solve

problems, apply knowledge, and write and communicate effectively will increase

substantially;

(ii1) all students will be involved in activities that promote and demonstrate good

citizenship, good health, community service, and personal responsibility; ...

(vi) all students will be knowledgeable about the diverse cultural heritage of this

Nation and about the world community” (H.R. 1804; Public Law 103-227)
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The standards movement gained momentum as national content standards and
national student performance standards were created. Quickly, state education agencies
developed their own content standards and student performance expectations.

The idea behind the creation of curriculum standards was to establish what
students “should know and be able to” within the subject matter (H.R. 1804; Public Law
103-227). Assistant U.S. Secretary of Education during the 1980s and 1990s, Diane
Ravitch, believed that curriculum standards should identify the knowledge students must
learn but also take into account that each school and classroom is different. Null (2017)
supports this belief that content standards should be adapted and modified by teachers to
best fit their students. Standards should not be forceful, but a mere guide for teachers to
use in order to provide consistency. On the contrary, Fenwick English, who combined
business ideas with education, believed the curriculum should control what teachers do
(1986/1987; 2010). English (2010) saw curriculum as a system which denoted a teacher’s
work plan and could be aligned, audited, and delivered efficiently. Ultimately, both ideas
resonate within the U.S. curriculum system. Some states adhere to English’s strict idea of
curriculum alignment where the standards dictate what the teacher teaches daily. Other
states are more reflective of Ravitch’s and Null’s approach and are sensitive to local

control (Zadrozny 2017).

Standards-based Education and the Development of Curriculum Frameworks
Curriculum Frameworks versus Curriculum
It is important to differentiate between a curriculum framework and curriculum. A

curriculum framework is a document written by a group of teachers, content specialists,
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school administrators, education officials, etc. that prescribe general expectations. In
geography, national content standards as displayed in Geography for Life (Geography
Education Standards Project (GESP) 1994) and are written to identify what students
should know and be able to do. Curricular frameworks are developed and interpreted,
adapted, and then adopted by school districts. Curricular frameworks, such as those
developed as state social studies standards, can either be strictly followed or be seen as a
guide for teachers to follow in the classroom, which leads this discussion to the nature of
curriculum.

Curriculum consists of the daily lesson plans used by teachers to direct learning
by their students. Commonly referred to as the taught curriculum, it is what the teacher
teaches on the day-to-day basis and is typically based on one or more curricular
frameworks such as state standards, national standards, or state assessment frameworks.
When a teacher pulls their curriculum from mandatory state assessed subjects like
mathematics or science, it is commonly known as “teaching to the test” (English and
Steffy 2001; English 2010). Another example of how curriculum is determined is the
condition certain states have that requires teachers to address the content standards
explicitly in their lesson plans. Other states are less rigid and consider their content

standards as suggestions for the curriculum (Phillips 1994; Zadrozny 2017).

National Assessment of Educational Progress
After the inclusion of geography as a core subject in the America 2000 federal
legislation, Congress authorized the National Assessment of Educational Progress

(NAEP) to develop the first national geography assessment to be administered in 1994.
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NAEDP, also known as “the Nation’s Report Card,” has been administering specific
subject assessments (i.e. mathematics, science, U.S. history, reading, and writing) to a
national sample of students in grade 4, 8 and 12 since 1969 (National Assessment
Governing Board, n.d., 1). The National Assessment Governing Board (NAGB)-- the
policy making body established by Congress to oversee the NAEP-- began the consensus
development process as early as July 1991.

The framework was designed and written by a Planning Committee comprised of
geography content and cognitive development experts, curriculum coordinators,
assessment experts, teachers, and geography specialists, that was charged with creating a
rich and rigorous assessment design guided by the idea that a broad knowledge of
geography is an essential part of a full education (NAGB, n.d., v). This process lasted
from July 1991 to June 1992. The Items Specification subcommittee of the Planning
Committee was asked to prepare descriptions of achievement levels that reflect top
standards. The achievement levels describe what students should know and be able to do
by grade 4, 8 and 12 to reach Basic, Proficient, or Advanced level of achievement
(NAGB, n.d., v). A student reaching advanced achievement is equivalent to the
achievement expected of top students in other industrialized nations (NAGB n.d., 39).
This holds U.S. students to a world-class standard, which, practically speaking, is
difficult to achieve given the differences in curriculum and teaching of geography in
different industrialized countries.

The NAEP framework assesses students on a broad overview of geography
content and analytic skills through two dimensions: a content dimension and a cognitive

dimension (Table 3.1). The three content areas that make up the content dimension are 1)
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Space and Place, 2) Environment and Society, and 3) Spatial Dynamics and Connections.

The three cognitive areas are defined as 1) Knowing, 2) Understanding, and 3) Applying.

These “cognitive dimensions tests the student’s ability to perform mental tasks in these

areas and expects students to in grades 4, 8, and 12 to be able to think geographically in

three ways each progressively more complex and difficult (NAGB, n.d., p. 16). The table

provides example assessment questions for each content and cognitive dimension. The

NAEP geography framework expanded from the Five Themes of Geography in an

attempt to establish clear assessment items for specific content dimensions (Table 3.2).

The NAEP framework established the three content dimensions combining the physical

science and social science aspects of geography, something that the Five Themes were

often criticized about lacking (Hill 1992; Bednarz, Tchakerian, and Giradino 1993;

Bednarz, Heffron, and Solem 2014). This framework has been maintained for the

geography assessments that have been conducted in 1994, 2001, 2010 and 2014.

Table 3.1. Geography Assessment Framework Elements (NAGB n.d.)

Cognitive Content Dimension
Dimension
Space and Place Environment and Spatial Dynamics
Society and Connections
Knowing Where is the What mineral resources | What factors stimulate
world’s largest are often extracted by | human migrations?
tropical rain forest? | strip mining?
Understanding | Why are tropical Explain the effects of | Explain the
rain forests located | strip mining and shaft | motivations of
near the equator? mining on the modern-day Mexicans
landscape. and Cubans for
immigrating to the
United States.
Applying Support the How can both Compare current

conclusion that
tropical rain forests
promote wide
species variation.

economic and
environmental interests
be reconciled in an area
of strip mining?

settlement and
employment patterns
of Cuban and Mexican
immigrants in the
United States.
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Table 3.2. The Five Themes of Geography and the three content dimensions of the
NAEP Geography Assessment Framework (Natoli 1984; NAGB n.d.)

Five Themes of Geography

NAEP Assessment Framework

LOCATION —
Position on Earth’s surface

PLACE —
Physical and Human Characteristics

SPACE AND PLACE —
Knowledge of geography related to particular
places on Earth, to spatial patterns on Earth’s
surface, and to physical and human processes
that shape such patterns

HUMAN/ENVIRONMENT ENVIRONMENT AND SOCIETY —

INTERACTION — Knowledge of geography related to the

Relationships within Places interactions between environment and
society

MOVEMENT — SPATIAL DYNAMICS AND

Human Interacting on Earth CONNECTIONS —

REGIONS —
How they Form and Change

Knowledge of geography related to spatial
variations and connections among people and
places.

Geography Education Standards Project

Immediately following the development of the NAEP geography assessment

framework in 1992 came the development of Geography for Life: National Geography

Standards (Geography Education Standards Project (GESP) 1994). A writing committee

of experienced K-12 teachers and university geography educators convened over a two-

year period to produce world-class geography standards. During the development of the

national geography standards, there was only minimal attention paid to alignment with

the forthcoming NAEP geography assessment and the Guidelines for Geographic

Education (1984) (GESP 1994; Rutherford and Boehm 2004). In preparation to write

national geography standards, the writing committee “followed the U.S. Department of

Education’s criteria for national standards projects and the National Council on

Education Standards and Testing’s recommendations. They also paid attention in the later

stages of the project to Promises to Keep: Creating High Standards for American

Students, a report on the Review of Education Standards from the Goals 3 and 4
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Technical Planning Group to the National Education Goals Panel (November 1993)”
(GESP 1994, 246). Despite these few recommendations, the writing committee
bemoaned the fact that there was no widely accepted method suggested for common
frameworks across disciplines. This resulted in ten somewhat different national standard
documents from each of the core academic subjects (Rutherford and Boehm 2004).
Following the NAEP model, a similar consensus process was planned with input
from hundreds of reviewers spanning from state social studies and science coordinators,
geography teachers, National Geographic Society Alliance network coordinators, state
and local boards of education, and others. After months of discussions and meetings,
Geography for Life, National Geography Standards was published in 1994 with 18
content standards grouped into six essential elements representing what American
students should learn by grade four, eight, and twelve (Table 3.3). Each standard includes
3-5 knowledge statements that “explain exactly what the student should know and
understand after completing a particular grade level” (GESP 1994, 38). In addition are 3-
5 performance statements that suggests “what the student should be able to do on the
basis of this knowledge” (GESP 1994, 39). Accompanying the performance statements
are three activity suggestions. These standards reflected what the very best minds in
geography education thought students should know and be able to do by each grade span.
This effort was “top-down”, that is, every student was expected to learn everything in this
national curriculum framework “to attain high level of competency” (GESP 1994). The
six essential elements in final form were: 1) The World in Spatial Terms, 2) Places and
Regions, 3) Physical Systems, 4) Human Systems 5) Environment and Society, and 6)

Uses of Geography (GESP 1994). Geography for Life also included the five geographic
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skills, adapted from the Guidelines in Geographic Education (1984): 1) asking

geographic questions, 2) acquiring geographic information, 3) organizing geographic

information, 4) analyzing geographic information, and 5) answering geographic

questions.

Table 3.3. Geography for Life: National Geography Standards (GESP 1994)

Essential Element

Standard

1. THE WORLD IN SPATIAL
TERMS — using maps, tools and
technologies to observe and
analyze the world

1. How to use maps and other geographic representations,
tools, and technologies to acquire, process, and report
information from a spatial perspective

2. How to use mental maps to organize information about
people, places, and environments in a spatial context

3. How to analyze the spatial organization of people, places,
and environments on Earth’s surface

2. PLACES AND REGIONS —
the nature of places and regions

4. The physical and human characteristics of places

5. That people create regions to interpret Earth’s complexity

6. How culture and experience influence people’s perceptions
of places and region

3. PHYSICAL SYSTEMS — how
physical processes interact
within ecosystems

7. The physical processes that shape the patterns of Earth’s
surface

8. The characteristics and spatial distribution of ecosystems
on Earth’s surface

4. HUMAN SYSTEMS — how
humans have organized space to
satisfy needs

9. The characteristics, distribution, and migration of human
populations on Earth’s surface

10. The characteristics, distribution, and complexity of
Earth’s cultural mosaics

11. The patterns and networks of economic interdependence
on Earth’s surface

12. The processes, patterns, and functions of human
settlement

13. How the forces of cooperation and conflict among people
influence the division and control of Earth’s surface

5. ENVIRONMENT AND
SOCIETY - the impact of
human activity on the physical
environment and how physical
systems affect humans

14. How human actions modify the physical environment

15. How physical systems affect human systems

16. The changes that occur in the meaning, use, distribution,
and importance of resources

6. THE USES OF
GEOGRAPHY —an
understanding of geography can
contribute to a higher quality of
life and meaningful careers

17. How to apply geography to interpret the past

18. How to apply geography to interpret the present and plan
for the future

(Note: Explanations of the six essential elements from Boehm and Petersen 1994)
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National Council for the Social Studies

While national standards were being developed in the major social studies content

subjects of history, geography, economics, and civics, there was no call for a set of social

studies standards. To ensure K-12 social studies teachers were not faced with a large

number of content standards for which their students were accountable, the National

Council for the Social Studies (NCSS) appointed a task force of K-12 teachers, higher

education teacher educators, and state and school district social studies supervisors to

develop social studies standards from 1993 to 1994 (NCSS 1994, viii). The final

document Expectations for Excellence: Curriculum Standards for Social Studies was

published in Fall 1994 and outlined the ten themes of social studies as shown in Table 3.4

(NCSS 1994). Each theme has a curriculum standard that “is a statement of what should

occur programmatically in the formal schooling process; it provides a guiding vision of

content and purpose. ... These curriculum experiences should enable students to exhibit

the knowledge, skills, scholarly perspectives, and commitments to American democratic

ideals identified in the performance expectation” (NCSS 1994, 14).

Table 3.4. Ten Themes of Social Studies (NCSS 1994)

Theme Curriculum Standard Major Discipline Focus
Social studies programs
should include experiences
that provide for the study ...

1. CULTURE ... of culture and cultural Geography, history,

diversity.

sociology, and anthropology

2. TIME, CONTINUITY, AND
CHANGE

... of the ways human beings
view themselves in and over
time.

History

3. PEOPLE, PLACES, AND

... of people, places, and

Geography and area studies

ENVIRONMENTS environments.

4. INDIVIDUAL ... of individual development | Psychology and anthropology
DEVELOPMENT AND and identity.

IDENTITY

5. INDIVIDUALS, GROUPS, ... of interactions among Sociology, anthropology,
AND INSTITUTIONS individuals, groups, and psychology, political science,

institutions.
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Table 3.4. Continued. Ten Themes of Social Studies (NCSS 1994)

6. POWER, AUTHORITY,
AND GOVERNANCE

... of how people create and
change structures of power,
authority, and governance.

Government, politics,
political science, history, law

7. PRODUCTION,
DISTRIBUTION, AND
CONSUMPTION

... of how people organize
the production, distribution,
and consumption of goods
and services.

Economics

8. SCIENCE, TECHNOLOGY,
AND SOCIETY

... of relationships among
science, technology, and
society.

History, geography,
economics, civics and
government

9. GLOBAL CONNECTIONS

... of global connections and
interdependence.

Geography, culture, and
economics

10. CIVIC IDEALS AND
PRACTICES

... of the ideals, principles,
and practices of citizenship in
a democratic republic.

History, political science, and
cultural anthropology

Due to the multidisciplinary and interdisciplinary nature of the social studies, the

ten themes at times incorporates various fields of study. For example, theme one

“Culture” includes elements of anthropology, geography, history, and sociology (Table

3.4). Looking at the ten themes, there are four that involve lots of geography (1, 3, 8, and

9), but geography plays a supplementary role in the themes of Power, Authority, and

Governance (Theme 6) and Production, Distribution and Consumption (Theme 7) (Zam

and Howard 2005). Since content standards were developed for the social studies and

individual subject areas, NCSS intended for their curriculum "standards address overall

curriculum design and comprehensive student performance expectations, while the

individual discipline standards provide focused and enhanced content detail” (NCSS

1994, viii). This however had an overall effect on the implementation of national

geography standards (Bednarz, Heffron, and Solem 2014).

By the end of 1994, three new national sets of curriculum standards involving

geography were published and available for states to adopt and teachers to use: 1)

Geography Assessment Framework (NAEP), 2) Geography for Life (GESP), 3)
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Expectations in Excellence (NCSS), in addition to the already available Guidelines for

Geographic Education (1984). Each framework consisted of a different organizing

content framework as shown in Table 3.5. The Guidelines provided the “five fundamental

themes of geography”, the NAEP assessment established the “three content dimensions”,

while Geography for Life (GFL) developed the “six essential elements”, and the NCSS

organized the “ten themes of social studies.” At first glance only “Environment and

Society” can be found in both NAEP and GFL, and is encompassed in the NCSS theme

“People, Places, and Environments” and the Guidelines theme ‘“Human/Environment

Interaction”. Otherwise, there was very little alignment across the frameworks that

provided an overall agreement of what teachers should teach and students should learn

and be able to do.

Table 3.5. A side-by-side comparison of the different content frameworks available
in geography by the end of 1994.

Guidelines for NAEP Geography Geography for Life: | Expectations for Excellence:
Geographic Education Assessment National Geography | Curriculum Standards for
(1984) Framework (1994) Standards (1994) Social Studies (1994)
Location Space and Place The World in Spatial | Culture
Terms

Place Environment and Places and Regions Time, Continuity, and

Society Change
Human/Environment Spatial Dynamics and | Physical Systems People, Places, and
Interaction Connections Environments
Movement Human Systems Individual Development and

Identity

Regions Environment and Individuals, Groups, and

Society
The Uses of
Geography
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Individual State Social Studies Standards Development

After the publication of national standards, states began developing their state
standards with reference to and guidance from Goals 2000. Goals 2000 offered grants to
states to support the “development of standards and assessments and school district
implementation of standards-based reform” (New York State Archives 2009, 65). The
largest recipient of these funds was the state of Texas, which received over $100 million
to develop the Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills (TEKS) standards and assessments
(New York State Archives 2009). It was important that the federal government was not to
be seen using Goals 2000 as a way to establish national standards but instead keep the
control of education at the state level. This hindered the federal government’s ability to
oversee states development of comparable, high-quality standards and assessments. In an
effort to ensure comparable and rigorous state standards and assessments, Clinton
proposed the creation of a National Education Standards and Assessment Council, later
renamed National Education Standards Improvement Council (NESIC) (New York State
Archives 2009, 66). Unfortunately, conservatives resisted NESIC in fear of mandating
“too much federal control of state decisions” and the liberals rejected it for the “potential
for promoting national tests” (New York State Archives 2009). This meant that
standards-based initiatives continued to vary from state to state, district to district, and

school to school with no common criterion of quality.

Standards Implementation in Geography Education

As Barton (2009) states, “the rigor and quality of existing state standards vary

greatly, and states have different mindsets about what content standards are intended to
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do” (9). A number of studies attempted to measure the success of Geography for Life in
reaching goals stated in the national standards movement.

For example, the Thomas B. Fordham Foundation attempted to measure rigor and
quality of state standards and “commissioned studies of state academic standards in all
five of the core subjects” (Finn 1998, v). Geography was the third targeted subject area of
the original core five identified in America 2000. The geography appraisal, prepared by
Susan Monroe and Terry Smith of the Casados Group was published in 1998 titled, State
Geography Standards: An Appraisal of Geography Standards in 38 States and the
District of Columbia. By 1998, 38 of the 50 states and the District of Columbia had state
specific social studies frameworks or curriculum-framework related documents (Munroe
and Smith 1998).

The evaluation judged the penetration of national geography standards into state
social studies frameworks in two categories: “general characteristics” and
“comprehensiveness and rigor” on a scale from 0-3. The former was scored against six
criteria: clarity, specificity, balance as to point of view, use of active verbs against which
progress can be gauged, inclusion of benchmarks, and guidance to teachers. The latter
was judged upon eight content and skill criteria (the world in spatial terms, places and
regions, physical systems, human systems, environment and society, skills, applications,
and organization) to determine how well each state’s standards were in addressing key
content knowledge and concepts, as well as a students’ ability to gain a spatial
perspective and apply it to their lives. The criteria were guided by the geography content
and skills contained in the first edition of Geography for Life: National Geography

Standards. The maximum score for “general characteristics” was 18, whereas the
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“comprehensiveness and rigor” rubric was graded for each grade cluster for a maximum
score of 72 (24 maximum score for each grade cluster: K-4, 5-8, 9-12) for a total
maximum score of 90.

States were then graded based upon the total score and reported as a national
report card for the overall quality of state geography standards (Table 3.6).
Unfortunately, their findings showed that the state geography standards were weak. Three
states received an A (80 and above on a 90-point scale), three states received a B (70-79
points), nine states received C’s (60-69 points), six states received D’s (50-59 points), 18
states received a F (fewer than 50 points), and twelve states received I’s for incomplete
either due to not having standards or were under development (Table 3.6). Munroe and
Smith followed up this 1998 evaluation two years later in 2000 to see how states changed
after the first report. Changes were “good but modest” with the national average going
from a D in 1998 to a C- in 2000 and the number of states earning “honors” (A or B) rose
from 6 to 15 (Munroe & Smith 2000, 18). The assumptions guiding this analysis was that
there would be a high degree of correspondence between state geography standards and
the 1994 publication of Geography for Life: National Geography Standards. Clearly, that
was not the case as reflected in the data shown in Table 3.6.
Table 3.6. National Report Card. State Geography Standards
(Data from Munroe and Smith 1998, 2000)

Grade 1998 N 2000 N

3
3
9
6

18 1
12

=moaws
» B O 0=

N= Number of states
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In contrast to the empirical, comparison study, Bednarz (1997; 1998) conducted a
qualitative grounded theory analysis of a sample of 13 state standards chosen upon
student population. The research focused on four features: subject matter, expectations
for geographic skills, level of performance expected of students, and the distribution of
geographic learning. Major findings showed uneven quality in connection to Geography
for Life, differing emphasis on topics, a tendency to be histo-centric, key components
were missing, and place location is important. There was no commonality in the structure
of the standards nor in the grade levels at which standards are established (Bednarz 1997;
1998, 85). Reflecting on her 1997 study and Munroe and Smith’s 1998 study, Bednarz
(1998) comments on three reasons why researching state standards is difficult. One the
definition of “standards” varied among the states, something Anthamatten (2004) also
found. Some states included just content standards while others included content
standards associated with performance standards. Two, states determined whether
standards were to be voluntary or mandatory in the curriculum (Bailey and Dixon 2007).
And three, the political nature of developing standards is volatile (Bednarz 1998, 84;
Bednarz, Heffron, and Solem 2014).

Further case study analysis by Bednarz (2003) clearly demonstrated that national
geography standards were unevenly administered by geography teachers. At the time,
Texas had ensured high quality geography education by incorporating Geography for Life
into the state-mandated curricula, the Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills (TEKS) in
Social Studies, which are aligned to high-stakes test and graduation requirements
(Bednarz 2003). Bednarz found “little evidence of implementation of either the form or

function of the National Geography Standards” when examining teacher awareness,
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understanding and application of the standards (2003, 107). Even though teachers were
given high quality standards for geography instruction, teacher adoption was minimal.

A comprehensive analysis of state geography standards conducted by
Anthamatten (2004) reported on the status of the 49 states that had geography standards
implemented by May 2004. Iowa is the lone state without any content standards in place.
The results show that “geography is represented in some form in 48 states for the entire
K-12 curriculum, though the depth and form of this representation varied enormously”
(Anthamatten 2004, 183). Anthamatten categorized state standards into five possible
outcomes: 1) geography is represented with a distinct set of standards; 2) geography is a
strand combined with other disciplines; 3) some geography standards are contained as a
strand within another disciplines’ standards; 4) no specific standards for geography are
represented; and 5) no social studies standards at all for the state. Forty-six states had a
distinct set of geography standards. Three other states included geography as a strand
within the standards for other disciplines. Twenty-eight states included a separate set of
geography standards for all grade levels, but the majority of geography is represented in
the middle grade level (Grade 6-9)” (Anthamatten 2004; 183). He concludes that the
“comprehensiveness and quality of geography standards is not consistent between states.
[...] people in different states clearly have different ideas about the position of geography
in the curriculum” (Anthamatten 2004; 183).

In general terms, Geography for Life was a “solid guide to what the leaders of the
field believe young people should learn about”, as opposed to the criticisms history and
English national standards received (Finn 1998, v; Nash et al. 1997; Bednarz, Heffron,

and Solem 2014). But the standard document was considered too long, over ambitious,
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and awkwardly structured as noted by Finn, the president of the Fordham Foundation
(Finn 1998, v). In addition to the research studies mentioned above (Bednarz 1997;
Bednarz 1998; Monroe and Smith 1998; Munroe and Smith 2000; Bednarz 2003;
Anthamatten 2004), a number of other studies reflected on the implementation of national
geography standards into state standard frameworks (Gandy and Kruger 1994; Saxe et al.
1999; Boehm, Rutherford, and Foster 2003; Kenney 2004; Zam and Howard 2005;
Bailey and Dixon 2007).

After realization that implementation of national geography standards was less
than envisioned, Rutherford and Boehm (2004) reflect on the 1994 national standards
writing process and offer seven recommendations for writers of a future revised edition
that should help minimize problems of implementation and use by states and local school
districts. They begin by noting that national geography standards “must fit as seamlessly
as possible into state and local school district social studies curriculum frameworks”
(Rutherford and Boehm 2004, 232). The first recommendation was that curricular
alignment must be a central focus. The general model of standards-based education in
education literature as seen in Figure 3.1 was not consulted in the development of
Geography for Life,1994. Their second recommendation was that each state is different
and that standards should be tailored appropriately for each state (Rutherford and Boehm
2004, 234). Simple, jargon-free language is the third recommendation, since “complexity
and length” was a downfall of the national standards. The fourth recommendation was to
correlate standards to prominent curriculum models such as NCSS’s Expectations for
Excellence ten themes of social studies. Recommendations five through seven discuss the

need for alignment in teacher learning materials, assessments, and textbooks.
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Performance Standards Assessment

Content Standards

A Content-Driven Scope

and Sequence (Benchmarks)

* A method to
determine how well
students master
content standards. At
the very least,

benchmarks should

stipulate "above
average", "average",
and "below average".

* Summative: A protocol
to demonstrate
student mastery of
content. Formative:
Feedback to inform

* A series of statements
indicating how
students will
demonstrate mastery
of the content
elements in the scope
and sequence.
Activities may be
suggested to help
teachers.

* A grade-by-grade
enumeration of critical
content elements.
May be concepts,
events, people, places,

ideas, processes,

movements,
legislation, etc

modification of the
scope and sequence
and state frameworks.

Figure 3.1. A model for standards-based education in the social studies. Modified from
Rutherford & Boehm 2004.

In 2007, Bailey and Dixon developed an inclusion metric to determine how well
the geography standards were included in state curriculum frameworks over a decade
since being published. They looked at 1) which national geography standards were
included in state curriculum frameworks and to what degree, and 2), was there a
correlation between a high rank and grade for standards inclusion and mandatory versus
voluntary curriculum frameworks adoption. Using a scoring system to determine
incorporation of national geography standards into state standards at the middle school
grade level (Grade 6-8), states were then graded based upon their total earned-point value
(Table 3.7). They found that states have done a poor job of including geography in
middle school curricula with only seven states receiving acceptable scores on the
inclusion metric and not all standards were treated equally. Only five states incorporated
14 or more GFL standards. Three standards appeared less frequently: Standard 7 (The
physical processes that shape the patterns of Earth’s surface); Standard 12 (The
processes, patterns, and functions of human settlements); and Standard 18 (How to apply
geography to interpret the present and plan for the future) (Bailey and Dixon 2007, 120).
And while, four states had a mandatory curriculum there was no statistical significance

between this and their given rank of standards inclusion. They concluded that there was a
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large gap between the national standards developed by university academic geographers
and the desirable content filtered into K-12 state curriculum frameworks.

Table 3.7. Summary Statistics Inclusion of Content Standards with the Social
Studies Frameworks (Bailey and Dixon 2007)

A: B: C: D: F:

100.8 — 80.64 80.63 —60.48 60.47 —-40.32 40.31-20.16 <20.16
# of States 1 6 19 15 8
Mean 84 66.4 48.13 28.64 12
Score
Mean # of 17 14.17 10.47 5.87 2.75
Standards
Included

Note: Iowa and Rhode Island did not have state social studies frameworks for the middle
school level at the time of the research. District of Columbia included.

Bednarz, Heffron and Solem (2014) remark that the 1994 national geography
standards influenced the development of state social studies standards in states especially
New York, Florida, Arizona, Indiana, and Texas, and, they were successfully
incorporated into curriculum development projects, such as Path toward World Literacy
(Grosvenor Center for Geographic Education 2001), Mission Geography, and the
Partnership for 21 Century Skills. Because of the “successful adoption of Geography for
Life by many states and school districts” the basic structure of the national geography
standards remained the same when the revision process began in 2008 (Heffron 2012;
Heffron and Downs 2012). The six essential elements stayed the same and only two of
the 18 standards were updated to reflect new disciplinary knowledge: standard 1 and 8
(Bednarz, Heffron, and Solem 2014). Table 3.8 displays the 2012 revised edition of
Geography for Life: National Geography Standards with emphasis added to the revised
standards. In addition to updating the wording of two standards, the writing committee

added three to four themes to organize specific content in each standard. Each theme
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included 2-4 knowledge statements, which covered specific content that students must

know and understand. Each knowledge statement was supported by 2-4 performance

statements of what students should be able to do, followed by three examples of activities

to demonstrate an understanding of the knowledge statements (Heffron and Downs

2012). The knowledge statements, performance statements, and activities differed from

the 1994 version.

Table 3.8. Geography for Life: National Geography Standards, second edition

(Heffron and Downs 2012)

Essential Element

Standard

1. THE WORLD IN SPATIAL
TERMS

1. How to use maps and other geographic representations,
geospatial technologies, and spatial thinking to understand and
communicate information

2. How to use mental maps to organize information about
people, places, and environments in a spatial context

3. How to analyze the spatial organization of people, places,
and environments on Earth’s surface

2. PLACES AND REGIONS

4. The physical and human characteristics of places

5. That people create regions to interpret Earth’s complexity

6. How culture and experience influence people’s perceptions
of places and region

3. PHYSICAL SYSTEMS

7. The physical processes that shape the patterns of Earth’s
surface

8. The characteristics and spatial distributions of ecosystems
and biomes on Earth’s surface

4. HUMAN SYSTEMS

9. The characteristics, distribution, and migration of human
populations on Earth’s surface

10. The characteristics, distribution, and complexity of Earth’s
cultural mosaics

11. The patterns and networks of economic interdependence on
Earth’s surface

12. The processes, patterns, and functions of human settlement

13. How the forces of cooperation and conflict among people
influence the division and control of Earth’s surface

5. ENVIRONMENT AND
SOCIETY

14. How human actions modify the physical environment

15. How physical systems affect human systems

16. The changes that occur in the meaning, use, distribution,
and importance of resources

6. THE USES OF
GEOGRAPHY

17. How to apply geography to interpret the past

18. How to apply geography to interpret the present and plan
for the future
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Curriculum Alignment and Systemic Reform
Theory of Systemic Reform

During hearings for America 2000, the theory of “systemic reform” was
discussed. The central idea of systemic school reform is that greater alignment in policies
of instructional guidance is the only way to create large numbers of effective schools
(Smith and O’Day 1991; Clune 1998, 2). This means aligning multiple aspects of the
education system such as instructional materials, standards, assessments, pre- and in-
service teacher training, and resources with a heavy emphasis placed on the role of the
states (Smith & O’Day, 1991). Clune agreed with Smith and O’Day in support of higher
levels of alignment and that standards-based curriculum was the touchstone for policy
alignment supporting active learning by students and teaching for understanding (Clune
1998). This type of thinking led to a theory of systematic reform developed during a
National Science Foundation grant with nine case study states. The theory states that
“systemic reform (SR), through its purposeful activities, leads to systemic policy (SP),
which leads to a rigorous implemented curriculum (SC) for all students, which leads to
measured high student achievement (SA) in the curriculum as taught” (Clune 1998, 2). If
these steps as identified below are followed, the outcome would be a positive reform
attempt. The system is dynamic and continuously adapting through a continuous causal
sequence.

SR => SP > SC 2 SA
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What is Curriculum Alignment?
Fenwick English is recognized as a leader in the field of curriculum theory

99 ¢¢

introducing the terms “curriculum alignment,” “curriculum auditing,” and ““curriculum
management” to school administrators and teachers in education (English and Steffy
2001; English 2010; Null 2017). His idea of curriculum alignment was practical and
objective making it easily embraced by school officials and provided a prescribed plan
for teachers to follow and teach. The prescribed plan would align to textbooks, standards,
and assessments (English 1986/1987; English and Steffy 2001; English 2010).
Curriculum alignment is the congruence of three educational elements:
curriculum (which is referred to as standards in this research; also known as ‘the written’
or the ‘intended curriculum’), instruction (which is referred to as curriculum in this
research; also known as ‘the taught’ or the ‘enacted curriculum’), and assessment (the
tested or the ‘learned curriculum’) (Savard and Cotton 1982; English 1986/1987; Leitzel
and Vogler 1994; Blank, Porter, and Smithson 2001; English and Steffy 2001; English
2010). This way of organizing the power and influence of curriculum is commonly
referred to as the “alignment triangle” as seen in Figure 3.2. Making sure that these three
are aligned is important to assure a high level of student learning through a coherent
educational system. Research shows that if the curriculum is aligned than student
achievement improves (Squires 2005; 2009; 2012). Alignment can be measured between
the categories, for example how the written aligns with the taught, and how the taught

aligns with the tested. Therefore, if each of those links is aligned, then students are taught

and assessed on the written ensuring a high and consistence level of education.
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Written/ Intended

Curriculumy/ The
Curriculum

Assessment/ Instruction/ The
Taught/Enacted
The Tested /
Curriculum

Figure 3.2. The Alignment Triangle

According to Webb (1997), alignment is “the degree to which expectations and
assessments are in agreement and serve in conjunction with one another to guide the
system toward students learning what they are expected to know and do” (Webb 1997, 4).
In this statement “the system” that Webb refers to is the education system, which has
numerous elements that must work together to create a strong aligned system. The
elements are clustered into four different strata: purpose, policy, programs, and practice
(Bybee 1995). Among the strata are two different ways to attain alignment: horizontal
and vertical (Figure 3.3). This figure provides a representation for evaluating alignment
among various elements of education and achieving systemic reform. For the standards-
based reform to be successful, student outcomes should improve based upon the
alignment of standards and assessments. Standards state what students should know and
what they should be able to do with that knowledge; assessments are used to measure
student achievement (Webb 1997). Alignment can improve the efficiency and
effectiveness of the education system (Webb 1997, 10). Aligning other functions such as
professional development, textbooks, and public support can also be effectively planned

if the system is aligned thus making educational goals attainable.
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Outcomes

PURPOSE

Figure 3.3. Vertical and Horizontal Alignment in an Education System (Webb, 1997).

Curriculum Alignment in Practice

After the standards-based reform movement began in the early 1990s, researchers
studied the alignment of standards and assessments, specifically in the content area of
mathematics, science, and English Language Arts. Webb (1997) notes that most states
“lacked a formal and systematic process for determining the alignment among standards,
frameworks, and assessments” (8). Up to this point, three general approaches for judging
alignment were used by states and districts according to Webb (1997). The first was to
develop documents sequentially, starting with standards, then curriculum frameworks,

and lastly assessments. The second way was to hire expert reviewers. The third approach
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is to systematically analyze both documents using a common metric, as done by the Third
International Mathematics and Science Study.

Webb (1997), however, developed new criteria to judge alignment between
standards and assessments in mathematics and science to “provide guidance on important
aspects of expectations and assessments that need to be considered in some detail to have
a coherent system” (Webb 1997, 8). The twelve criteria were grouped into five general
categories: content focus, articulation across grade and ages, equity and fairness,
pedagogical implications, and system applicability (Table 3.9). The criteria is intended to
provide a means for thinking about alignment, presented to first consider content, then
students, then instruction, and then application to a system (Webb 1997, 22).

Table 3.9. Webb’s Alignment Criteria (1997)

1. Content Focus

Categorical concurrence

Depth of knowledge consistency
Range of knowledge correspondence
Structure of knowledge comparability
Balance of representation
Dispositional consonance

moe a0 o

2. Artlculatlon across Grades and Ages
a. Cognitive soundness determine by best research and understanding
b. Cumulative growth in content knowledge during students’ schooling

(98]

Equity and Fairness

4. Pedagogical Implications
a. Engagement of students and effective classroom practices
b. Use of technology, materials, and tools

5. System Applicability

In a follow-up case study of four states, Webb (1999) only analyzed the content
focus to judge the degree of alignment of math and science assessments and standards.
The four criteria used were: categorical congruence, depth of knowledge consistency,

range of knowledge correspondence, and balance of representation. The process produced
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credible results creating a valid and reliable process for analyzing alignment among
standards and assessments.

Webb (2002) also developed a ‘depth-of-knowledge’ alignment model, which
over the years became the foundation for other approaches and models for aligning
standards with assessments. His depth-of-knowledge model describes the cognitive
demand required to perform tasks. There are four levels of cognitive demand for each
subject area. Table 3.10 outlines the depth-of-knowledge levels for students in social
studies.

Table 3.10. Webb’s Depth-of-Knowledge in Social Studies
Level of Cognitive Demand Cognitive Demand

1 Recall of Information
2 Basic Reasoning

3 Complex Reasoning
4 Extended Reasoning

La Marca, Redfield, and Winter (2000) wrote a guide to alignment that identified
five general organizing principles to determine alignment within an educational system:
content match, depth match, emphasis, performance match, and accessibility. Their
review of various alignment methodologies highlighted a sample of how researchers up
to that point have approached alignment using systematic procedures. Wixson (1999)
used Webb’s methodology on overall coverage and depth of match but emphasized the
need to consider the state’s history and experience in framework developments. Schmidt
(1999) also followed a similar methodology as Webb but instead the reviewers coded
either the assessment and/or standards, but were not responsible for matching the two.

Romberg and Wilson (1995) evaluated the alignment between six standardized

mathematics tests to grades 5-8 NCTM standards. Their set of criteria included content,
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process, and level of response. Sanford and Fabrizio (1999) evaluated the alignment
between a state mandated math assessment in grade 8 and the NAEP assessment for math
at grade 8. Their criteria were based upon technical, content, and cognitive demand. La
Marca et al. (2000) found commonalities of the criteria used among the studies, which
provides a guide for other alignment evaluations.

A 2009 report prepared for the Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO)
and the U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES)
discussed three approaches to measure alignment of the National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP) to state assessments and standards (Vockley 2009). The
NAEP Education Statistics Services Institute Procedural Manual is a “sequence of
procedures for comparing NAEP frameworks, specifications, and assessment items to
state frameworks and assessments. It features a decision tree with a series of questions
that, together, create a decision-making tool for planning and conducting an alignment
study” (Vockley 2009, 10). The Human Resources Research Organization Alignment
model was developed to examine “similarities and differences between NAEP and state
frameworks or standards and assessments in reading and math” (Vockley 2009, 23).

Another alignment model mentioned in Vockley’s report is the Survey of Enacted
Curriculum (SEC) Alignment model developed by Blank, Porter, and Smithson (2001) in
conjunction with the Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO). SEC is designed
to evaluate alignment between standards, assessments, and instruction. The SEC has been
successfully tested to measure the alignment in mathematics, English language arts and
reading, and science (Blank, Porter, and Smithson 2001; Porter 2002; Vockley 2009).

The methodology uses three types of research-based instruments for measuring content
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and alignment: 1) surveys of teachers, 2) content analysis of instructional materials, and
3) alignment indices describing the degree of overlap in content.

The purpose of these instruments is to develop a uniform language for describing
content in a school academic subject making it easier to describe the degree of overlap.
The uniform language, or taxonomy, is used to code standards and assessments into a
two-dimensional content matrix: topic and cognitive demand. An example of a geography
content matrix can be seen in Table 3.11. Topics are organized at two levels. The general
level (coarse grain) identifies major topics in Social Studies such as “Places and Regions”
or “Physical Geography” (Table 3.12). In table X the topics related to geography by the
six essential elements are bolded, but topics such as “Human Culture”, “Innovation and
Cultural Change”, and “Multicultural Diversity” are also geographic in nature. Within
each general level are specific topics (fine grain). The specific topic taxonomy for the six
general geography topics are seen in Table 3.13. A complete table of the K-12 social
studies taxonomy is available in Appendix B. The cognitive demand identifies the
expectations for student performance targeted by a given assessment item or standard.
The cognitive demands are organized into five categories as seen in Table 3.14.

Table 3.11. Example of a Geography Content Matrix

Category of cognitive demand

Recall/ Process Demonstrate/ Analyze/ Synthesize/
Memorize | Information/ | Apply Hypothesize | Evaluate/ Make
Investigate Understanding Connections

Topic

Map Skills

Places and Regions

Physical Geography

Human and Cultural
Geography

Human/
Environment
Interactions

The Uses of
Geography
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Table 3.12. Grade K-12 Social Studies Taxonomy General Content Areas

Social Studies Skills Psychology

Human Culture Sociology
Innovation and Cultural Change Map Skills
Multicultural Diversity Places and Regions
Social Problems Physical Geography

Foundations of Government

Human and Cultural Geography

Principles of American Democracy

Human/Environment Interactions

American Constitutionalism

The Uses of Geography

Political and Civic Engagement

State History

Limited Resources and Choice

US History (People, Events, and Documents)

How Markets Work

US History (Growth and Development)

Economic Systems

US History (Other Themes)

Economic Interdependence

World History (Pre-History)

Personal Finance

World History (Early Empires and Religions)

World History (Emergence of the Global Age)

Table 3.13. Grade K-12 Social Studies Taxonomy for Geography Specific Levels

1500 Map Skills

1501 - Diagrams, graphs, models, maps, globes, and atlases

1502 - Photographs, aerial photos, and satellite imagery

1503 - Map properties (e.g., size, shape, distance, and direction)

1504 - Map elements (e.g., title, scale, symbols, and legend)

1505 - Direction (e.g., cardinal points, magnetic, and polar)

1506 - Location (e.g., latitude, longitude, absolute, and relative)

1507 - Location of features on earth (e.g., continents, countries, states, cities, mountains, oceans, rivers)
1508 - Spatial organization (e.g., pattern, hierarchy, distribution, linkage, and accessibility)
1509 - Movement and spatial interaction

1510 - Mental map (creation and use of)

1511 - Geospatial technologies (e.g., geographic information systems and global positioning systems)
1600 Places and Regions

1601 - Physical characteristics of places in the U.S. and the world

1602 - Human characteristics of places in the U.S. and the world

1603 - Place creation (e.g., meaning and social relations)

1604 - Place and identity (e.g., personal, community, ethnic, national, regional, and global)
1605 - The concept of regions and regionalization

1606 - Types of regions (formal, functional, and perceptual)

1607 - The influence of culture and experience on people’s perceptions of places and regions
1700 Physical Geography

1701 - Climate, world climate regions, and major biomes

1702 - Earth/sun relationships and the seasons

1703 - Weather and weather systems

1704 - Formation of and change to landforms

1705 - The hydrologic cycle (i.e., water cycle)

1706 - The oceans

1707 - Ecosystems and ecological processes (e.g., global warming and energy)

1708 - Physical systems

1800 Human and Cultural Geography

1801 - Population

1802 - Migration

1803 - Economic processes and systems

1804 - Transportation and communication networks

1805 - Trade and movement of ideas
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Table 3.13. Continued. Grade K-12 Social Studies Taxonomy for Geography Specific Levels

1806 - Human settlements and urban systems

1807 - Conflict and cooperation over territory

1808 - Geo-political systems and interactions

1809 - Cultural landscape (e.g., religion, ethnicity, and language)

1810 - Locations and characteristics of major culture groups of the world
1900 Human/Environmental Interactions

1901 - Human modification of, and adaptation to, the physical environment
1902 - Carrying capacity of environmental systems

1903 - Resources and energy use

1904 - Pollution and environmental problems

1905 - Natural hazards and disasters (e.g., hurricanes, earthquakes, and floods)
2000 The Uses of Geography

2001 - The spatial perspective

2002 - The ecological perspective

2003 - Interpreting the past and present

2004 - Forecasting and planning for the future

2005 - Identifying and solving problems

2006 - Connecting self and the world from local to global scales

2007 - Patterns of change

Table 3.14. Expectation for Students in Social Studies

Level | Cognitive Demand

1 Recall/ Memorize
-Name, identify, list, recognize, and label -Locate features on a map
-Recall facts, terms and definitions -Identify people, places, events, and dates

2 Process Information/ Investigate
-Make Observations -Display data in tables or charts
-Locate and collect information and data -Summarize, classify, and organize data
-Read, decode, and interpret maps/graphics -Paraphrase, convert, and translate
-Conduct interviews and fieldwork information
-Use data collection tools and procedures -Generate questions

3 Demonstrate/ Apply Understanding
-Describe, explain social studies -Recognize and explain misconceptions
issues/problems -Explain the reasoning in making decisions
-Explain procedures and methods of -Design effective displays of
inquiry information/data

4 Analyze/Hypothesize
-Classify and compare data -Identify bias, points of view, frame of
-Process and interpret data reference
-Analyze data and recognize patterns and -Make predictions
relationships

5 Synthesize/ Evaluate/ Make Connections

-Propose or evaluate solutions to social
problems

-Use social studies concepts to solve
problems

-Infer from data and draw conclusions
-Use multiple sources to make connections

-Make decisions and form judgements
-Develop new hypotheses

-Assess accuracy, credibility, and
relevance

-Plan effective research strategies
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The SEC model determines for each standard, the content topic and cognitive
demand. These data are incorporated into the content matrix as a proportion of 1 (Porter
and Smithson 2001). Completed content matrices are mapped to one another (e.g.
assessment to assessment or assessment to standard) using the SEC alignment indices
(Porter 2002). The results show the degree of consistency through an alignment statistic
where 0 equals no alignment and 1 equals perfect alignment.

One way to represent the match between frameworks is visually with a content
map. The content map shows what content by cognitive demand is (or is not) included in
the framework. It visually displays similarities and differences. Figure 3.4 shows the two
different ways content maps are displayed. There is “coarse-grain” which shows
alignment of the main topics and expectations between two frameworks. It can also show
“fine-grain” comparisons of the alignment of specific topics.
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Figure 3.4. “Coarse-grain” versus “Fine-grain” Content Map in Elementary Mathematics
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Figure 3.5 shows an example of content maps in mathematics comparing two
states frameworks. For example, in Figure 3.5, School A emphasizes “Algebraic
Concepts” at high levels of cognitive demand, as compared to School B, which
emphasizes “Algebraic Concepts” to only an understanding cognitive demand at which
point both schools are aligned. Both schools neglect “Instructional Technology” aside

from a small amount of understanding in School A.

Middle School Mathematics Content Maps
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Figure 3.5. Coarse Grain Content Maps in Mathematics

It is clear that alignment is an important component in assuring an effective
educational program, no matter what the subject matter emphasis. There has been a

critical need for alignment research addressing the relationships between curricular and
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assessment elements in the realm of K-12 geography teaching and learning, on a state-by-
state basis. Even though this study focuses only on the alignment of national curriculum
standards and state standards, it provides the foundation for future alignment studies
including national and state geography assessments.

This study will depend upon, methodologically, the Survey of Enacted
Curriculum (SEC) (Blank, Porter, and Smithson 2001) to measure the degree of
alignment among and within geography education in nineteen selected states. Such
evidence should encourage sensible future planning in geography education, including

guidance for producing future national and state standards.
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CHAPTER IV
RESEARCH QUESTION
The following research question guides this study to identify the degree of vertical
alignment between Geography for Life, National Geography Standards 2" edition (2012)
and geography portions of social studies standards in a selected sample of states that have

revised their curriculum frameworks since 2014.

Research Question:

How effective have national geography standards been during the standards-based reform
movement in geography education, as measured by the vertical alignment of curriculum
standards in Geography for Life (2™ edition, 2012) with a selected sample of social
studies frameworks found in 19 states in which curricular framework revision took place

during the time period 2014 - 2017.

Assumption

An assumption within this research is that standards in both or either edition
(1994, 2012) of Geography for Life represent national standards in geography. States may
have adopted standards language from either version. Both reflect national standards and
both provide a solid basis for measuring geography’s penetration into the education fabric

of certain selected states.
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CHAPTER V
METHODS
Research Design

For this study, the Survey of Enacted Curriculum (SEC) Alignment model (Blank,
Porter, and Smithson 2001), a quantitative research design, was implemented using
content analysis to address the research question. As defined by Krippendorft (1980),
content analysis is “a research technique for making replicable and valid references from
data to their context” (p. 21). Content analysis should be flexible and replicable so that
several researchers can apply the same technique to the data set and expect to get similar
results (Krippendorff 1980; 2004; Cavanagh 1997; Hsieh and Shannon 2005). The goal
of content analysis is “to provide knowledge and understanding of the phenomenon under
study” (Downe-Wamboldt 1992, 314; Hsiehn and Shannon 2005). Content analysis can
be both a qualitative or quantitative research method depending on how the data are
analyzed. This research study followed a quantitative content analysis approach
characterized by coding text data (national and state standards) into explicit categories
and then using statistics to describe the data. This is also referred to as “quantitative
analysis of qualitative data” (Morgan 1993; Hsieh and Shannon 2005).

The purpose of this study is to measure the degree of vertical alignment between
the 2012 revised edition of national geography standards and geography strands in the
social studies standards of a sample of nineteen states (Figure 5.1). Drawing from
Webb’s model of vertical and horizontal alignment in the education system, national
standards provide the “purpose”, in this case, the content knowledge and skills of

geography. The state social studies frameworks then become “policy” as states
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implement the standards. In an ideal educational system, the “purpose” would inform the
“policy”. A content analysis of official documents provided the researcher with the
“official perspective” (Bogdan and Biklen 2007). A conceptual framework of the content
analysis design is seen in Figure 5.2. It shows that the analyst relies on available texts to
answer a research question with a given context. According to Krippendorff (2004),
“texts acquire significance in the contexts of their use” and “the context explains what the
analysts does with the texts” (33). The context of this study is to determine how effective
the standards-based reform movement was as measured through curriculum alignment. In
this case, alignment is defined as the proportion of content of the national geography
standards that matches the geography portions of the state social studies standards.
Content analysis used in this manner offers an accurate depiction of the shared
expectations represented in the national geography standards and those of the individual

states.

Geography for Life: National Geography
PURPOSE Standards, 2" edition (2012)
POLICY State Social Studies Standards Framework

Figure 5.1. Vertical Alignment within the Geography and Social Studies Education
System
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Figure 5.2. Conceptual Framework of a Content Analysis Design (Krippendorff 2004, 82)

The national geography standards began in 1994 with six essential elements and
eighteen standards. Geography for Life also included knowledge statements that
accompanied each of the 18 standards. The knowledge statements explained exactly what
the student should know and understand. In addition, each knowledge statement included
performance statements that indicate what the student should be able to do based on that
knowledge. Each document then provided example activities that teachers could use in
the classroom to help students demonstrate their knowledge.

When national geography standards were revised from 1994 to 2012, the language
of the standards changed somewhat to reflect new disciplinary knowledge (Bednarz,
Heffron, and Solem 2015; Heffron 2012). It is important to note that Geography for Life
2012 does include a revised set of knowledge statements, performance statements, and
activities for each standard. Therefore, even though the standards titles remained
practically the same, the rest of the national geography standards document reflects the
best new thinking of curriculum scholars in the discipline. This provides the reason for

using only the revised edition of the national geography standards for this alignment
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study. The revision process took the geography education writing committee months of
extensive work sessions to publish the best geographic knowledge and skills students
should attain at grades four, eight and twelve in the form of standards, knowledge
statements, and performance statements. Hence, it is of value to determine the degree to
which states have relied on these national standards, knowledge and performance
statements when writing their own specific set of geography standards. In order to
measure this alignment between Geography for Life: National Geography Standards,
second edition and the geography portions of state social studies standard frameworks the
Survey of Enacted Curriculum (SEC) Alignment Model (Blank, Porter and Smithson
2001; Porter 2002) was used.

Developed and revised over the years by Porter, Smithson, Blank and others since
2001, the Survey of Enacted Curriculum (SEC) is a nationally recognized content
analysis procedure (Porter, McMaken, Hwang, and Yang 2011). SEC has been used
extensively in aligning standards and assessments in math and English Language Arts
and Reading (ELAR) at both the national and state level. This has made the SEC a
comprehensive alignment model available in research with the ability to align the three
major components in the education system (standards, curriculum, and assessment).

A content analysis of texts requires the process of coding the text to create data
for the analysis. This is called “data making- creating computable data from raw or
unedited texts” (Krippendorff 2004, 83). Codes can be pre-determined, made-up during
the analysis, or a mixture of both depending on the research. The SEC developed a
taxonomy for each subject area (mathematics, ELAR, science, and social studies) in order

to code curricular frameworks efficiently and determine alignment. For this study, the
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social studies taxonomy was used, specifically, the geography portion of the taxonomy

(Table 5.1). The geography portion was identified as these six general content areas: map

skills, places and regions, physical geography, human and cultural geography,

human/environmental interactions, and the uses of geography. These general content

areas correspond to the essential elements found in Geography for Life (1994, 2012).

Within these general content areas are specific topics representative of the fine grain

knowledge within a general content area (Table 5.2). Curricular frameworks are also

coded by cognitive demand or expectations for student performance. In the SEC, there

are five levels of cognitive demands specific to social studies. They are shown in Table

5.3.

Table 5.1. Grade K-12 Social Studies Taxonomy General Content Areas

Social Studies Skills Psychology

Human Culture Sociology
Innovation and Cultural Change Map Skills
Multicultural Diversity Places and Regions
Social Problems Physical Geography

Foundations of Government

Human and Cultural Geography

Principles of American Democracy

Human/Environment Interactions

American Constitutionalism

The Uses of Geography

Political and Civic Engagement

State History

Limited Resources and Choice

US History (People, Events, and Documents)

How Markets Work

US History (Growth and Development)

Economic Systems

US History (Other Themes)

Economic Interdependence

World History (Pre-History)

Personal Finance

World History (Early Empires and Religions)

World History (Emergence of the Global Age)
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Table 5.2. Grade K-12 Social Studies Taxonomy for Geography Specific Levels

1500 Map Skills

1501 - Diagrams, graphs, models, maps, globes, and atlases

1502 - Photographs, aerial photos, and satellite imagery

1503 - Map properties (e.g., size, shape, distance, and direction)

1504 - Map elements (e.g., title, scale, symbols, and legend)

1505 - Direction (e.g., cardinal points, magnetic, and polar)

1506 - Location (e.g., latitude, longitude, absolute, and relative)

1507 - Location of features on earth (e.g., continents, countries, states, cities, mountains, oceans, rivers)
1508 - Spatial organization (e.g., pattern, hierarchy, distribution, linkage, and accessibility)
1509 - Movement and spatial interaction

1510 - Mental map (creation and use of)

1511 - Geospatial technologies (e.g., geographic information systems and global positioning systems)
1600 Places and Regions

1601 - Physical characteristics of places in the U.S. and the world

1602 - Human characteristics of places in the U.S. and the world

1603 - Place creation (e.g., meaning and social relations)

1604 - Place and identity (e.g., personal, community, ethnic, national, regional, and global)
1605 - The concept of regions and regionalization

1606 - Types of regions (formal, functional, and perceptual)

1607 - The influence of culture and experience on people’s perceptions of places and regions
1700 Physical Geography

1701 - Climate, world climate regions, and major biomes

1702 - Earth/sun relationships and the seasons

1703 - Weather and weather systems

1704 - Formation of and change to landforms

1705 - The hydrologic cycle (i.e., water cycle)

1706 - The oceans

1707 - Ecosystems and ecological processes (e.g., global warming and energy)
1708 - Physical systems

1800 Human and Cultural Geography

1801 - Population

1802 - Migration

1803 - Economic processes and systems

1804 - Transportation and communication networks

1805 - Trade and movement of ideas

1806 - Human settlements and urban systems

1807 - Conflict and cooperation over territory

1808 - Geo-political systems and interactions

1809 - Cultural landscape (e.g., religion, ethnicity, and language)

1810 - Locations and characteristics of major culture groups of the world

1900 Human/Environmental Interactions

1901 - Human modification of, and adaptation to, the physical environment
1902 - Carrying capacity of environmental systems

1903 - Resources and energy use

1904 - Pollution and environmental problems

1905 - Natural hazards and disasters (e.g., hurricanes, earthquakes, and floods)
2000 The Uses of Geography

2001 - The spatial perspective

2002 - The ecological perspective

2003 - Interpreting the past and present

2004 - Forecasting and planning for the future

2005 - Identifying and solving problems

2006 - Connecting self and the world from local to global scales

2007 - Patterns of change
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Table 5.3. Expectation for Students in Social Studies

Level | Cognitive Demand

1 Recall/ Memorize (B)
-Name, identify, list, recognize, and label -Locate features on a map
-Recall facts, terms and definitions -Identify people, places, events, and dates

2 Process Information/ Investigate (C)
-Make observations -Display data in tables or charts
-Locate and collect information and data -Summarize, classify, and organize data
-Read, decode, and interpret maps/graphics -Paraphrase, convert, and translate
-Conduct interviews and fieldwork information
-Use data collection tools and procedures -Generate questions

3 Demonstrate/ Apply Understanding (D)
-Describe, explain social studies -Explain the reasoning in making
issues/problems decisions
-Explain procedures and methods of inquiry -Design effective displays of
-Recognize and explain misconceptions information/data

4 Analyze/Hypothesize (E)
-Classify and compare data -Identify bias, points of view, frame of
-Process and interpret data reference
-Analyze data and recognize patterns and -Make predictions
relationships

5 Synthesize/ Evaluate/ Make Connections (F)
-Propose or evaluate solutions to social -Make decisions and form judgements
problems -Develop new hypotheses
-Use social studies concepts to solve problems  -Assess accuracy, credibility, and
-Infer from data and draw conclusions relevance
-Use multiple sources to make connections -Plan effective research strategies

Ideally there should be three to five content analysts to provide a high degree of
reliability of the content analysis. However, due to personnel restraints, only two were
used for this study. Krippendorff (2001) states that the coders “must have the necessary
cognitive abilities, [...] appropriate backgrounds [and] In addition, the qualifications [...]
must be shared by a sufficiently large population of potential coders” (127). At the time
the content analyses took place, an independent Ph.D. student in geography education
became locally available and accessible. This individual has a very similar professional
background to the researcher, having a graduate degree in geography, pursuing a
doctorate in geography education, and a research focus on the teaching and learning of
geography education. Both coders are at the same point professionally as early career

scholars and have an extensive knowledge of geography. It would have been far more
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difficult to rely on senior geographic educators to code because of the differences in
qualifications. In addition, having the two content analysts in the same vicinity provided
a situation that likely strengthened the reliability and validity of the content analysis.
Since training the coder is a critical component of content analysis, having the coder
locally allowed for a detailed training session.

Porter, Polikoff, Zeidner, and Smithson (2008) investigated the quality of content
analyses by using the generalizability theory to determine the number of raters necessary
for strong reliability. Their research found that reliability for four coders was good
yielding coefficients greater than .80, but the generalizability coefficients showed only a
.10 decline from four to two coders. Despite the decline, coefficients were still in the .70
to .80 range producing reliable results.

The two individuals coded Geography for Life: National Geography Standards,
second edition (2012) and the 19 state social studies standards using a coding sheet
(Figure 5.3a). Each standard was coded on the two-dimensional taxonomy of topic by
student expectations. The rater codes the standard first by identifying the specific topic(s)
it addresses (Figure 5.3b). Each topic is assigned a four-digit number as seen in Table
5.2. Then using the specific topic, the rater codes the cognitive demand expected from
students (Figure 5.3c). The cognitive levels are coded from B-F as shown in Table 5.3.
The topic code and expectations code combined create a content code as shown in Figure
5.3d. Each standard must correspond to at least one content code, and, perhaps as many
as six. SEC determined that six was the limit of combination codes for standards, and if
the item was so complex to suggest more than six, the most dominant elements should be

used.
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(a)

Content code 1

content code 2

content code 3

content code 4

content code 5

content code 6

Topic expectation||topic expectation ||topic expectation||topic expectation (|topic  expectation [|topic expectation
codel codel code2 codel code3 code3 code 4 coded code 5 code S code 6 codef
1
2
3
4
=
Content code 1 Conte Mde 1
Topic expectation Topic expectation CANELLG LI
codell code 1 codel fcodel codel codel
1 1 1
2 2 2
3 3 3
4 4 4
(b) (©) (d)

Figure 5.3. (a) Coding Sheet; (b) First step is to code the Topic Code; (c¢) Second step is
to code the student expectation/cognitive demand; (d) The combination of the two-
dimensional taxonomy creates a content code.

The codes were then placed in a content matrix based on the two dimensions:

topic and student expectations. There are 48 specific topics for geography and five

cognitive levels yielding 240 distinct types of content represented in the content matrix

(Table 5.4). The coders placed each content code from the coding sheet into one or more

cells, and the data were then converted into proportions averaged across the two content

analysts.

Table 5.4. Example of Geography Content Matrix

Category of cognitive demand

Topic Recall/ . Process . Demonstrate/ Analyze/ . Synthesize/ EV.aluate/
Memorize | Information/ | Apply Hypothesize | Make Connections
Investigate Understanding
Population
Migration
The oceans

Physical systems
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Since the “content analyses produce data of proportions in a content matrix,
measuring the alignment becomes a question of the extent to which the proportions in one
content matrix match the proportions in another content matrix” using an alignment index
(Porter 2002, 5). This allows us to see the emphasis of geographic content embedded
within the standards and compare across different standard documents. The alignment

index used is,

2lx =yl

Alignment Index = 1 — 5

where X denotes cell proportions in one matrix and Y denotes cell proportions in another
matrix, alignment ranges from 0.0 (no alignment) to 1.0 (perfect alignment). An example
of what the content matrices would look like in order to measure alignment is seen in
Figure 5.5 where the national standards represents X in the formula and the state A
standards represents Y. Reliability of the content analyses has been strong for content
standards (Porter 2002; Porter, Polikoff, Zeidner, and Smithson 2008; Porter, Polikoff,
and Smithson 2009; Polikoff, Porter, and Smithson 2011; Porter, McMaken, Hwang, and
Yang 2011; Polikoff and Porter 2014). Using the SEC approach, alignment between the
national geography standards and state social studies standards has been displayed in

tabular form and visually with content maps.

National Standards State A Standards

TOPICS
Population 2 0 .1 0 0 1 0 0 0 .1
Migration 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 2 0
The oceans 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 2 .1
Physical systems 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

| 11 I v A/ | 11 111 v A/

COGNITIVE DEMAND

Figure 5.5. Example matrices to measure alignment. (Porter 2002)
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Data Collection

The data of the content analyses were the grade four and grade eight standards
from Geography for Life: National Geography Standards, second edition (2012) and
state social studies standards that were adopted in 2014 to 2017 in 19 states. This ensures
that the second edition of Geography for Life, National Geography Standards was
publicly available during the revision process for state revision committees to access. The

sample includes the 19 states identified in Table 5.5.

Table 5.5. Sample of 19 State Social Studies Standards revised between 2014-2017

State Last Revised  Title of Standards Framework

Arkansas 2014 Social Studies Curriculum Framework

Connecticut 2015 Connecticut Elementary and Secondary Social
Studies Framework

Delaware 2016 Social Studies Standards

Florida 2014 C-PALMS Social Studies Standards

Georgia 2016 Social Studies Georgia Standards of Excellence

Idaho 2016 Idaho Content Standards Social Studies

linois 2017 llinois Social Science Standards

Indiana 2014 Indiana Academic Standards and Resource Guide

Iowa 2017 lowa Social Studies Standards

Kentucky 2015 Kentucky Academic Standards — Social Studies

Maryland 2015 Maryland State Social Studies Standards and
Framework

Missouri 2016 Missouri Learning Standards: Grade- Level-
Expectations for Social Studies

Nevada 2017 Nevada Academic Content Standards for Social
Studies

New Jersey 2014 New Jersey Student Learning Standards for Social
Studies

South Dakota 2015 South Dakota Social Studies Content Standards

Utah 2017 (Gr.7-12)  Utah Core State Standards for Social Studies

Virginia 2015 History and Social Science Standards for Learning
for Virginia Public Schools

West Virginia 2016 West Virginia College and Career Readiness
Standards for Social Studies

Wyoming 2014 2014 Wyoming Social Studies Content and

Performance Standards
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The national geography standards were retrieved by ordering a hard copy from
National Geographic Society. There is no online version of the national geography
standards that display the standards in the same format as the hard copy. The states’
standard documents were retrieved by visiting the state’s Department of Education
website and searching for ‘social studies standards’. Every state has content standards
available online. To ensure that these were the most up-to-date standard frameworks, the

social studies consultant was contacted to verify that the document was current.

Standard Framework Organization

Each state organizes their social studies standards differently. A careful
interpretation of state social studies standards was necessary since each state includes
unique standard requirements. In some cases, grade level expectations vary from state to
state. Described below are the grade level standards are written at and the
theme/curriculum topic for each grade (if identified in the document) for the state
standard frameworks analyzed in this study. The bolded grade levels are the standards
coded for the analysis.

Arkansas: Kindergarten Social Studies; Grade 1 Social Studies; Grade 2 Social
Studies; Grade 3 Social Studies; Grade 4 Social Studies; Grade 5 Social Studies; Grade
6 Social Studies; Grade 7 Social Studies (Geography); Grade 8 Social Studies (U.S.
History 1800-1900)

Connecticut: Kindergarten (Social Studies: Me and My Community); Grade 1
(Social Studies: Society and Ourselves); Grade 2 (Social Studies: Making a Difference);

Grade 3 (Connecticut and Local History); Grade 4 (U.S. Geography); Grade 5 (Early
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U.S. History); Grade 6 (World Regional Studies: the West); Grade 7 (World Regional
Studies: the East); Grade 8 (U.S. History)

Delaware: Grade K-3; Grade 4-5; Grade 6-8

Florida: Kindergarten; Grade 1; Grade 2; Grade 3; Grade 4; Grade 5; Grade 6;
Grade 7; Grade 8

Georgia: Kindergarten (Foundations of America); Grade 1 (Our American
Heritage); Grade 2 (Georgia, My State); Grade 3 (U.S. History Year 1); Grade 4 (U.S.
History Year 2); Grade 5 (U.S. History Year 3); Grade 6 (Latin America, the Caribbean
and Canada, Europe, and Australia); Grade 7 (Africa, Southwest Asia (Middle East),
Southern and Eastern Asia); Grade 8 (Georgia Studies)

Idaho: Kindergarten; Grade 1; Grade 2; Grade 3; Grade 4; Grade 5; Grade 6-9
(Geography- Western Hemisphere; Geography- Eastern Hemisphere; World History
and Civilization); Grade 6-12 (U.S. History I)

Illinois: Kindergarten (My Social World); Grade 1 (Living, Learning, and
Working Together); Grade 2 (Families, Neighborhoods, and Communities); Grade 3
(Communities Near and Far); Grade 4 (Our State, Our Nation); Grade 5 (Our Nation,
Our World); Grade 6-8 (banded by complexity not grade level — Less Complex,
Moderately Complex, More Complex)

Indiana: Kindergarten; Grade 1; Grade 2; Grade 3; Grade 4; Grade 5; Grade 6;
Grade 7; Grade 8

Iowa: Kindergarten (Spaces and Places); Grade 1 (Communities and Culture);
Grade 2 (Choices and Consequences); Grade 3 (Immigration and Migration); Grade 4

(Change and Continuity); Grade 5 (Rights and Responsibilities); Grade 6 (World
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Regions and Cultures); Grade 7 (Contemporary Global Studies); Grade 8 (U.S. History
and Civic Ideals)

Kentucky: Grade K-3; Grade 4; Grade 5; Grade 6 (World Geography focus);
Grade 7 (World History focus); Grade 8 (U.S. History focus)

Maryland: Kindergarten; Grade 1; Grade 2; Grade 3; Grade 4; Grade 5; Grade 6;
Grade 7; Grade 8

Missouri: Kindergarten, Grade 1; Grade 2; Grade 3; Grade 4; Grade 5; Grade 6-
8 (American History; World History; Geography)

Nevada: Kindergarten (Building Community — Learning and Working Together);
Grade 1 (The Community We Live in and the World We Do); Grade 2 (Our National
Identity and Culture); Grade 3 (Movement Around Our World); Grade 4 (Nevada: Past
and Present); Grade 5 (U.S. — Creating a New Nation); Grade 6-8 (Early World
Civilization prior to 1500; World Geography and Global Studies; Early U.S. History
and Civic Ideals; Financial Literacy)

New Jersey: Kindergarten, Grade 1; Grade 2; Grade 3; Grade 4; Grade 5; Grade
6; Grade 7; Grade 8

South Dakota: Kindergarten; Grade 1; Grade 2; Grade 3; Grade 4; Grade 5;
Grade 6; Grade 7; Grade 8

Utah: Grade 7 (Utah Studies); Grade 8 (U.S. History I)

Virginia: Kindergarten (Focus of the Community); Grade 1 (Focus on the
Commonwealth of Virginia); Grade 2 (Focus on U.S.); Grade 3 (Focus on Ancient World
Cultures); Virginia Studies; U.S History to 1865; U.S. History 1865 to Present; Civics

and Economics; World Geography
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West Virginia: Grade K; Grade 1; Grade 2; Grade 3; Grade 4; Grade 5; Grade 6;
Grade 7; Grade 8

Wyoming: Grade K-2; Grade 3-5; Grade 6-8
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CHAPTER VI
ANALYSIS

The research question for this study is “How effective have national geography
standards been during the standards-based reform movement in geography education, as
measured by the vertical alignment of curriculum standards in Geography for Life (2™
edition, 2012) with a selected sample of social studies frameworks found in 19 states in
which curricular framework revision took place during the period 2014 —2017”. To
answer this question, the Survey of Enacted Curriculum (SEC) model was used to code
and determine the level of alignment between knowledge statements in Geography for
Life (2012) and similar content requirements found in 19 state social studies standards.
Once these matters were determined it was possible to draw conclusions with respect to
the influence of national standards in geography (1994, 2012) on geographic learning in

U.S. schools.

Coding Social Studies Standard Frameworks

The first step was a content comparison of the geography portion of 19 state
social studies standard frameworks and the knowledge statements found for each of the
18 national geography standards. These curricular documents were compared using a
coding system at Grade 4 and Grade 8 (or a similar grade based upon specific content
themes/courses identified within the standards) by two raters. The validity of the process
of using two coders to measure alignment is discussed in the methodology section of this

study.
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Each standard (both geography portions in the state social studies and Geography
for Life 2012) was coded on the two-dimensional taxonomy of content topics by student
expectations using the pre-determined SEC social studies taxonomy (Table 6.1, 6.2 and
6.3). Coding of the content material in the state and national geography standards took
place at the deepest level of knowledge identified in the document. In the case of the 18
national geography standards in Geography for Life (which are the same for Grade 4, 8
and 12), it was possible to use 2-4 knowledge statements related to each standard to
gauge the depth and breadth of content covered by Geography for Life (2012). This
yielded a total of 54 entries for the Grade 4 benchmark and 55 entries for the Grade 8
benchmark. A benchmark is the accumulation of knowledge the curriculum requires for
students to achieve by the end of a certain grade level. Using the concept of scaffolding,
the Grade 4 benchmark signifies what K-4 students should know and be able to do by the
end of Grade 4. The Grade 8 benchmark states what students should know and be able to
do by the end of Grade 8.

To demonstrate the coding process national geography standard 5 states: “that
people create regions to interpret Earth’s complexity”. At the Grade 4 benchmark, there
is one knowledge statement: “regions are areas of Earth’s surface with unifying physical
and/or human characteristics”. The first step in the coding procedure is to read the
knowledge statement and then using the codes in Table 6.1 to determine the correct topic
code. Topic code 1601 (physical characteristics of places in the U.S and the world) fits
this knowledge statement and is placed in line 1of the coding sheet as seen in Figure 6.1a
under ‘topic code 1°. Each knowledge statement can be coded up to six times, so other

topic codes for this knowledge statement would include 1602 (human characteristics of
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places in the U.S and the world) and 1605 (the concept of regions and regionalization)
(see Table 6.1).

The next step in the coding procedure is the ‘Student Expectation code 1’ (see
Table 6.2) which is determined by looking at the performance statements that follow each
knowledge statement. In the case of Grade 4 standard 5, the performance statement asks
students to: “describe the distinguishing characteristics and meanings of several different
regions”. The verb ‘describe’ would suggest cognitive expectation level 3 or code D for
‘demonstrate/apply understanding’ (see Table 6.2). This code is placed into the coding
sheet as shown in Figure 6.1b. The follow-up activities listed underneath the performance
statement include the verbs ‘identify’ and ‘describe’. Therefore, the complete coded entry

for Grade 4 standard 5 has a total of five content codes as seen in Figure 6.1c.

Content code 1 Content code 1
Topic expectation Topic expectation
codel Jcode l codel Jcodel

1| 1601 1| 1e601fo |
(a) Step 1 (b) Step 2
(c)

Content code 1 content code 2 content code 3 content code 4 content code 5 content code 6
Topic expectation||topic expectation |[topic expectation||topic expectation |[topic  expectation ||topic expectation
codel codel code?2 code2 code3 code3 coded coded code 5 code5 code 6 codeb

1] 1601]p 1602[D 1605[D 1601[B 1602[8 |

Figure 6.1. (a) First step is to code the Topic code using the knowledge statement; (b)
Second step is to code the student expectation/cognitive demand based upon the
performance statements; (c¢) Final coding entry in the coding sheet for the Grade 4
benchmark, National Geography Standard 5, knowledge statement 1.
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Table 6.1. Grade K-12 Social Studies Taxonomy for Geography Specific Levels

1500 Map Skills

1501 - Diagrams, graphs, models, maps, globes, and atlases

1502 - Photographs, aerial photos, and satellite imagery

1503 - Map properties (e.g., size, shape, distance, and direction)

1504 - Map elements (e.g., title, scale, symbols, and legend)

1505 - Direction (e.g., cardinal points, magnetic, and polar)

1506 - Location (e.g., latitude, longitude, absolute, and relative)

1507 - Location of features on earth (e.g., continents, countries, states, cities, mountains, oceans, rivers)
1508 - Spatial organization (e.g., pattern, hierarchy, distribution, linkage, and accessibility)
1509 - Movement and spatial interaction

1510 - Mental map (creation and use of)

1511 - Geospatial technologies (e.g., geographic information systems and global positioning systems)
1600 Places and Regions

1601 - Physical characteristics of places in the U.S. and the world

1602 - Human characteristics of places in the U.S. and the world

1603 - Place creation (e.g., meaning and social relations)

1604 - Place and identity (e.g., personal, community, ethnic, national, regional, and global)
1605 - The concept of regions and regionalization

1606 - Types of regions (formal, functional, and perceptual)

1607 - The influence of culture and experience on people’s perceptions of places and regions
1700 Physical Geography

1701 - Climate, world climate regions, and major biomes

1702 - Earth/sun relationships and the seasons

1703 - Weather and weather systems

1704 - Formation of and change to landforms

1705 - The hydrologic cycle (i.e., water cycle)

1706 - The oceans

1707 - Ecosystems and ecological processes (e.g., global warming and energy)
1708 - Physical systems

1800 Human and Cultural Geography

1801 - Population

1802 - Migration

1803 - Economic processes and systems

1804 - Transportation and communication networks

1805 - Trade and movement of ideas

1806 - Human settlements and urban systems

1807 - Conflict and cooperation over territory

1808 - Geo-political systems and interactions

1809 - Cultural landscape (e.g., religion, ethnicity, and language)

1810 - Locations and characteristics of major culture groups of the world

1900 Human/Environmental Interactions

1901 - Human modification of, and adaptation to, the physical environment
1902 - Carrying capacity of environmental systems

1903 - Resources and energy use

1904 - Pollution and environmental problems

1905 - Natural hazards and disasters (e.g., hurricanes, earthquakes, and floods)
2000 The Uses of Geography

2001 - The spatial perspective

2002 - The ecological perspective

2003 - Interpreting the past and present

2004 - Forecasting and planning for the future

2005 - Identifying and solving problems

2006 - Connecting self and the world from local to global scales

2007 - Patterns of change
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Table 6.2. Expectation for Students in Social Studies

Level Cognitive Demand Code
1 Recall/ Memorize B
2 Process Information/ Investigate C
3 Demonstrate/ Apply Understanding D
4 Analyze/Hypothesize E
5 Synthesize/ Evaluate/ Make Connections | F

During coding, there were times when the knowledge statement included topic
codes other than those included in the six geography general topic areas that were used as
the guide for the coding (see bolded topics in Table 6.1). Other general content areas
included in the SEC social studies taxonomy aligned better. The complete social studies
taxonomy is shown in Table 6.3.

Table 6.3. Grade K-12 Social Studies Taxonomy General Content Areas

100 | Social Studies Skills 1500 | Map Skills

200 | Human Culture 1600 | Places and Regions

300 | Innovation and Cultural Change 1700 | Physical Geography

400 | Multicultural Diversity 1800 | Human and Cultural Geography

500 | Social Problems 1900 | Human/Environment Interactions

600 | Foundations of Government 2000 | The Uses of Geography

700 | Principles of American Democracy | 2100 | State History

800 | American Constitutionalism 2200 | US History (People, Events, and
Documents)

900 | Political and Civic Engagement 2300 | US History (Growth and
Development)

1000 | Limited Resources and Choice 2400 | US History (Other Themes)

1100 | How Markets Work 2500 | World History (Pre-History)

1200 | Economic Systems 2600 | World History (Early Empires and
Religions)

1300 | Economic Interdependence 2700 | World History (Emergence of the
Global Age)

1400 | Personal Finance 2800 | Psychology

2900 | Sociology

The same process was followed for the geography portions of the 19 state social
studies frameworks. If applicable, the knowledge statements/objectives that followed
each geography standard were coded. This varied across each state depending on how the

standards were written and organized. By coding standards in this manner, it allows for
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calculating alignment at a deeper range of content coverage, than simply finding the
national geography standard quoted verbatim in a state’s curriculum framework.

Once the national geography standards and the 19 state social studies frameworks
were coded, the codes were placed into a content matrix (Figure 6.2). Figure 6.2 is an
example of the resulting coding matrices at the Grade 4 benchmark for rater 1, rater 2,

and the average of the two.

Rater 1 Rater 2 Average Codes

[e c B E F [6 c B E F [6 c B 3 F
1501 1] 1l 1] 1501] 1] 1l 3] 1501] o 1] 1] 2| o]
1502] 1] 1] 1502] 1] 2| 1502] o 1] of 15| o]
1503 1 1] 1503 1 1] 1503 q 1 q 1 q
1504 1 1 1504 1 1] 1504 q 1 05| 03] q
1505 1 1 1505 1505 q [E 05| q q
1506] p 1 1506] 3 1 1506 15 1 1 q q
1507 1] 3 1507 1] 1507 05| 1] q 05| q
1508 fl 1] 1508 fl 2 1508 q q 1 15 q
1509 1 1] 1509 1 B 1509 q q 1 15 q
1510] 1] B 1 1510] 3 1] 1510 9 1 05| 03] q
1511 1 1] 1511 1] 1511 q 053] q 1 q
15%0] 15%0] 1 2 1590 q 05} q 1 q
1601 1] 1 2 3 1601 1 3 4 1601 03] 1 25| 3] q
1602 1] 1 1 1] 1602 4 4 1602 03] [E 25 23] q
1603 3 1] 1603 1 1 9 1603 03] q 2 15 q
1604 2 1] 1604 1 1] 1604 q q 15 1 q
1605 1 1 1] 1605 1 3 1605 05| [E 2 05| q
1606] 1 1606] 1606 q [E q q q
1607 3 1] 1607 1 1 4 1607 03] q 2 23] q
1690] 1690] 1690 q q q q q
1701 1701 1 1 1701 03] 03] q q q
1702 1 1702 1 1702 q q 1 q q
1703 1] 1703 1703 03] q q q q
1704] 1 1] 1] 1704] 1704 q 05} 05| 03] q
1705 1] 1705 1705 03] q q q q
1706] 1706] 170§ q q q q q
1707 9 P 1] 1707 1 1 2 1 1707 15 1] 1 1 q
1708 1] 1 1708 1 3 1 1708 1 [E 15 q [E
17%0] 17%0] 1790 q q q q q
1801 1] 1 1 1801 3 1801 03] 03] 15 q 03|
1802 1 1802 1 1802 q q 1 q q
1803 B 1 2 1] 1803 1 1] 1803 1 03] 15 1 q
1804] 1 1] 1804] 1 1804 q q 1 03] q
1805 1] 1805 1 1805 q q 1 q q
1806] 1] 1 2 2 1806] 5 9 1806 03] 03] 35) B q
1807 1 1 1807 2 1] 1807 q [E 15 03] q
1808 1 16808] 2 1] 1808 q q 15 03] q
1809 1] 1 1 1809 1 1809 05| [E 1 q q
1810] 1810] 1 1810 q q 05| q q
18%0] 1] 18%0] 1890 q q q 05| q
1901 B B 2 1901 7 1] 1 1901 1 1 45| 03] 05|
1902 1902 1 1902 q q 05| q q
1903 2 1 1] 1903 3 B 1903 1 05} 2 q 1
1904] 1904] 1 1504 q q 05| q q
1905 1] 1 1] 1905 1 1 1905 03] q 1 03] 05|
19%0] 1] 1 1 19%] 1990 03] [E 05| q q
2001} B 2 2001] 3 2 4 1 2001 15 1 2 B [E
2002} B 2002] 1 2 1] 1 2002] q 1] 1 03] 03|
2003] 2 1] 2003 3 3 2003] q q 25| 9 q
2004 3 1] 2004] fl Bl 1 2004 q q 2 1 [E
2005) 2005] 2005| q q q q q
2006) 1] 1 2006] 2006| 03] q 1 q q
2007} 5 1] 2007] 3 B 2007] q q 4 15 q
2090] 2090] 2090] q q q q q
107 1] 1 1] 200 3 107 03] q 05| 03] q
110] 1] 206 1 110 q q q 03] q
112 1 209 1 1] 112 q q 05| q q
207] 1] 1] 301] 1 200 q q 15 q q
20 1 303 1 206 q [E q q q
301 1 1 304 1 207] 03] q 05| q q
303 fl 1004 fl 203 q [E q q q
1114] 1 1109 1] 209) q q 05| 03] q
1302 1 1109 1] 301 q 05| 1 q q
2302] 1 1114] 1 1] 303] q q 1 q q
1200] 1 304 q q 05| q q
1211 1] 1004 q q 05| q q
1217 1 1107 q q q 03] q
1307 2 1109 q q q 03] q
1305 1] 1114 q q 1 03] q
1310] 1 1200 q q 03 q q
2004] fl 1211 q q 03 o q
1212 d q 05| d q
1302 q q 15 q q
1305 q q 05| q q
1319 q q q q 053]
2302] q 05} q q q
2904 d q 05| d q

Figure 6.2. Content Matrices for Geography for Life (2012) Grade 4 benchmark
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Reading and Interpreting Content Maps

An alternative way to read the data shown in tabular form in Figure 6.2 is to view
the data as a surface area map or content map, similar to a topographical map. The
content map shows what content is emphasized or not emphasized in the state standards.
The x-axis (vertical grid lines) refers to the five levels of cognitive expectation of
students from (1) Recall/Memorize, (2) Process Information/Investigate, (3)
Demonstrate/Apply Understanding, (4) Analyze/Hypothesize, and (5) Evaluate/
Synthesize /Make Connections (Table 6.2). The y-axis (horizontal grid lines) displays the
content topic area (either coarse grain or fine grain, see Table 6.1). Due to the large data
set, the data were analyzed in the six different geography coarse grain topic areas (Map
Skills, Places and Regions, Physical Geography, Human and Cultural Geography, Human
Environment Interactions, The Uses of Geography).

To read the content maps, the intersection of each topic area and category of
cognitive expectations represents a measurement node. Each measurement node indicates
the number of times a given topic area by cognitive expectation appears in the state
standards framework. Because the variables graphed are nominal, the charts are
meaningful only at the intersection of the x- and y-axis.

To understand how to interpret the content maps, Figure 6.3 may be used as a
reference. Figure 6.3 shows the map skills included in the Grade 4 benchmark for the
national geography standards. It shows that recalling mental mapping (1510) and
analyzing diagrams, graphs, models, maps globes, and atlases (1501) were coded twice in
the Grade 4 benchmark of the national geography knowledge statements (yellow). Being

able to analyze spatial organization (1508) and movement and spatial interaction (1509)
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were coded 1.5 times in the national geography standards. The orange represents a range
of 0.5-1 of that content being represented in the national standards.

The difference in shading can be understood by looking at the range of 1501-1506
at the investigate level. Investigating diagrams, etc. (1501), photographs, etc. (1502),
map properties (1503), map elements (1504), and location (1506) are mentioned once in
the national geography grade 4 knowledge statements; whereas, investigating direction
(1505) was coded as a 0.5. Examining across the cognitive demand level, 1502 was
coded once to investigate (orange), 0 for demonstrating knowledge (blue), and 1.5 to
analyze (gray). Again, the content map is just another way to display the tabular data
(shown in Figure 6.2) of the content analyses using the coders average.

1500 Map Skills
1501 - Diagrams, graphs, models, maps, globes, and atlases
1502 - Photographs, aerial photos, and satellite imagery
1503 - Map propoerties (e.g., size, shape, distance, and direction)
E 1504 - Map elements (e.g., title, scale, symbols, and legend)
1505 - Direction (e.g., cardinal points, magnetic, and polar)

1506 - Location (e.g., latitude, longitude, absolute, and relative)

1507 - Location of features on the earth (e.g., continents, countries, states, cities,
mountains, oceans, and rivers)

1508 - Spatial organization (e.g., pattern, ghierarchy, distribution, linkage, and
accessibility)

1509 - Movement and spatial interaction

1510 - Mental maps (creation and use of)

1511 - Geospatial technologies (e.g., geographic information systems and global
positioning systems)

1590 - Other

@0-0.5 @0.5-1 @1-15 1.5-2

Figure 6.3. Content Map of the National Geography Standards Grade 4 Benchmark of
fine grain topics of the general content area Map Skills
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Deriving the Alignment Index

To answer the research question, an alignment index was calculated. To
determine the alignment index, the proportions for each geography content topic (Map
Skills, Places and Regions, Physical Geography, Human and Cultural Geography, Human
Environment Interactions, The Uses of Geography) were calculated. Then using the

alignment index equation below, alignment was calculated.

lx =yl

Alignment Index = 1 — 5

Where, X represents the proportions of codes for the national geography standards, and y
represents the proportions of codes for the state social studies framework. The sum of
differences in the absolute values of proportions can be calculated. This value is divided
by 2, and then subtracted from 1. The result is a number between 0.0 (no alignment) and
1.0 (perfect alignment). The alignment index for each state is discussed in the next

section.

Comparing Geography for Life: National Geography Standards (2012) with State
Social Studies Standards

The alignment index is designed to tell us the extent to which the national
geography standards (2012) were infused into the 19 state social studies standards that
revised their standards during the period 2014 to 2017. Only 18 states were coded at the
grade 4 benchmark because Utah did not revise their grade 4 standards during the 2014-
2017 period. In addition, Florida and West Virginia were coded for grade 3 and grade 4,
while Wyoming only at grade 5. At the grade 8 benchmark, 19 state social studies

standards were examined. For several states, standards were coded individually at grade
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6, 7, and 8, or the 6-8 grade band. This is due to the various nature of the course
curriculum established at these middle school grades.

It is common at Grade 8 for history to be the major disciplinary focus. This
resulted in very few, if any, geography standards to code. States were more likely to teach
world regional geography at grade 6 and grade 7. In an effort to make sure states
adoption of national geography standards could be properly measured, grade 6 and 7
geography standards were included in the coding process in addition to grade 8.

In many cases in which the alignment index was used there is an NA, which
means that there were no codes in that state related to the general topic area. The absence
of any codes means that the pairwise differences in absolute values (x — y) are all equal to
just the absolute value of y. All values of x are taken to be zero in the formula. When that
happens, the sum of differences in the absolute values of proportions will equal one by
definition, and the index value will reduce to 0.5 (after the sum is divided by two). Under
these circumstances, NA is reported since the alignment index is not computed in a
meaningful way.

Even though NA suggests that there is zero alignment between the national
geography standards (2012) and state social studies standards due to the lack of codes, an
index of 0.0 represents a different kind of zero alignment. When an alignment index of
0.0 is shown, this means that the state did include standards of that general topic area, but
none that matched the national geography standards (2012).

Content maps at the fine-grain level for the six geography content topics (Map
Skills, Places and Regions, Physical Geography, Human and Cultural Geography,

Human/ Environment Interactions, The Uses of Geography) were made for each state to
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display the content topic by cognitive demand of student expectations match between
Geography for Life: National Geography Standards knowledge statements. These
statements may be seen on the top portion of each of the graphics and the geography

portion of state social studies standards (bottom portion of the graphics).

Grade 4 Inclusion of Map Skills (1500)

States generally displayed a low alignment index for the inclusion of map skills in
their state standards as compared to the knowledge statements found in Geography for
Life (2012). The alignment index ranged from 0.0169 (Virginia 4® grade) to 0.3380
(West Virginia 3™ grade) with an average index of 0.1470 (See Table 6.4). Reviewing the
content maps for each state (Figure 6.4 — 6.23), it is possible to see how very few of the
states included in their standards the depth and breadth of knowledge recommended in
the national geography standards. There is also a wide variation among states on the
amount of map skills covered at grade 4. The most common standards were the mention
of maps, globes, atlases (1501) and location of features on the Earth (1507). Few states
included mental mapping (1510) and the use of geospatial technology (1511).

Table 6.4. Alignment Index of State Social Studies Standards to National
Geography Standards- Grade 4 Benchmark for Map Skills

State 1500 Map Skills State 1500 Map Skills
Arkansas 0.3238 Maryland 0.1017
Connecticut 0.2881 Missouri 0.0508
Delaware 0.1356 Nevada 0.1525
Florida (3™) 0.2034 New Jersey 0.2283
Florida (4™) 0.1695 South Dakota 0.0678
Georgia 0.1186 Virginia 0.0169
Idaho 0.1186 West Virginia (3™ 0.3380
Illinois 0.0678 West Virginia (41 0.0339
Indiana 0.1695 Wyoming (5 0.1356
Iowa 0.0678 Average 0.1470
Kentucky 0.1525
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Figure 6.4. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards (top) and Arkansas Social Studies Standards (bottom)
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Figure 6.5. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards (top) and Connecticut Social Studies Standards (bottom)
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Figure 6.6. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Delaware Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.7. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Florida (3™ grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.8. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Florida (4" grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.11. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
86

Standards and Illinois Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.12. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Indiana Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.13. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Iowa Social Studies Standards

¢S1TO ST-1@ 1-s0@ soom

06ST
T16T
01SsT
60ST
80ST
L0ST
90ST
SO0ST
v0ST
€0ST
[40))
TO0ST
06ST
1161
0TSt
60ST
80ST
L0ST
90ST
SO0ST
v0ST
€0ST
¢0SsT

TOST

(s|1™s delA 00ST) @2peio Yy

Figure 6.14. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Kentucky Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.15. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Maryland Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.16. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Missouri Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.17. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Nevada Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.18. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and New Jersey Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.19. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and South Dakota Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.20. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Virginia Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.21. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and West Virginia (3™ grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.22. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and West Virginia (4" grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.23. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
90

Standards and Wyoming Social Studies Standards




Grade 4 Inclusion of Places and Regions (1600)

Places and Regions was the most common topic found across the 18 state social
studies standards with the highest alignment to the national geography standards. The
alignment index ranged from 0.0172 (Florida 4™ grade) to 0.6256 (South Dakota) (Table
6.5). There was one state, West Virginia, at the 4 grade, that had no standards in Places
and Regions, which is represented as an NA for the alignment index. The absence of any
codes means that the pairwise differences in absolute values (x — y) are all equal to just
the absolute value of y. All values of x are taken to be zero in the formula. When that
happens, the sum of differences in the absolute values of proportions will equal one by
definition, and the index value will reduce to 0.5 (after the sum is divided by two). Under
these circumstances, NA is reported since the alignment index is not computed in a
meaningful way. The majority of the states were in the 0.1 to 0.4 range of alignment,
with an average alignment index of 0.2885.

Looking at the content maps (Figure 6.24 — 6.43) the national geography
standards mostly expect students to apply their understanding and analyze across the
broad range of topics. Many states align to the same cognitive demand, but mostly on
understanding and analyzing the physical characteristics of places (1601) and the human

characteristics of places (1602) in the U.S. and the world.
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Table 6.5. Alignment Index of State Social Studies Standards to National Geography
Standards- Grade 4 Benchmark for Places and Regions

State 1600 Places and Regions
Arkansas 0.4894
Connecticut 0.1724
Delaware 0.1552
Florida (3™) 0.1379
Florida (4™) 0.0172
Georgia 0.0862
Idaho 0.3103
Illinois 0.3793
Indiana 0.0862
Iowa 0.2414
Kentucky 0.3621
Maryland 0.4138
Missouri 0.5756
Nevada 0.1724
New Jersey 0.4971
South Dakota 0.6256
Virginia 0.1379
West Virginia (3") 0.2586
West Virginia (4™ NA
Wyoming (5™ 0.3621
Average 0.2885

*Note: NA represents an absence of codes, or zero alignment. There were no codes
present in the state social studies standards to calculate the index.
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Figure 6.24. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Arkansas Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.25. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Connecticut Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.26. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Delaware Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.27. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Florida (3™ grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.28. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Florida (4™ grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.29. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Georgia Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.30. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Idaho Social Studies Standards

94



bl o [22] < Ta) O ~ o - [ [s2] <
8 3 8 8 8 3 3 3 8 8 3 3
A A ] - = A - ] = - a -

1606
1607
1690

m
[ o
O
)
)
o
g g
c N
© <
p o
S 2
0 a
a . o
) a
o -
© &
o o
. &
©
g
(U]
{5 -
<

Figure 6.31. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Illinois Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.32. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Indiana Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.33. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Iowa Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.34. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Kentucky Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.35. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Maryland Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.36. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Missouri Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.37. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Nevada Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.38. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and New Jersey Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.39. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and South Dakota Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.40. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Virginia Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.41. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and West Virginia (3™ grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.42. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and West Virginia (4" grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.43. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Wyoming Social Studies Standards

Grade 4 Inclusion of Physical Geography (1700)

Overall, a clear pattern shows that states did not include physical geography
standards, or for the few that did, they were not aligned to the national geography
standards (Figure 6.44 — 6.63). Two possible reasons for this lack are 1) physical
geography standards are normally located in the (earth) science standards, and 2) process-
oriented geography does not fit very well into the social studies curriculum. Referring to
Table 6.6, 11 states did not include any physical geography standards (NA), four states
were not aligned to the national geography standards (0.0), and the remaining five ranged

from 0.0769 to 0.2692, with an average of 0.0684.
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Table 6.6. Alignment Index of State Social Studies Standards to National Geography
Standards- Grade 4 Benchmark for Physical Geography

State 1700 Physical Geography
Arkansas 0.0769
Connecticut NA
Delaware 0.0000
Florida (3™ 0.0769
Florida (4™) 0.0000
Georgia 0.1154
Idaho NA
Illinois NA
Indiana 0.2692
Iowa NA
Kentucky 0.0000
Maryland NA
Missouri NA
Nevada NA
New Jersey 0.0000
South Dakota NA
Virginia NA
West Virginia (3™) 0.0769
West Virginia (4™ NA
Wyoming (5%) NA
Average 0.0684

*Note: NA represents an absence of codes, or zero alignment. There were no codes
present in the state social studies standards to calculate the index.
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Figure 6.44. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Arkansas Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.45. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Connecticut Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.46. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Delaware Social Studies Standards

06T

80T

LOLT

90LT

SOLT

voLT

€0LT

LT

T0LT

0641

80T |

LOLT

90T

SOLT

voLT

€0LT

oLT

TO0LT

ST-1@ 1908 soom

S 14 € [4

(AydesSoan |eo1sAyd 00/LT) @pedo pig

101

Figure 6.47. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Florida (3™ grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.48. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Florida (4" grade) Social Studies Standards
Figure 6.49. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Georgia Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.50. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
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Standards and Idaho Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.51. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Illinoi Social Studies Standards
Figure 6.52. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Indiana Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.53. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Iowa Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.54. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Kentucky Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.55. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Maryland Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.56. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Missouri Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.57. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Nevada Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.58. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and New Jersey Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.59. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Wyoming Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.60. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Virginia Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.61. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and West Virginia (3™ grade) Social Studies Standards
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4th Grade (1700 Physical Geography)

Figure 6.62. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and West Virginia (4™ grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.63. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Wyoming Social Studies Standards

Grade 4 Inclusion of Human and Cultural Geography (1800)

Human and Cultural Geography was included relatively often in all states with an
average alignment index of 0.2052 (Table 6.7). The index ranged from 0.0204 (Florida
4™ grade) to 0.4898 (New Jersey). Georgia, South Dakota, and West Virginia (3™ grade)
did not include any standards in this content area. Referring to Figures 6.64 — 6.83, the
most common topic area was population (1801), migration (1802), transportation and
communication networks (1804), trade and movement of ideas (1805), human settlements
and urban systems (1806), conflict and cooperation over territory (1807), and cultural

landscape (1809).
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Table 6.7. Alignment Index of State Social Studies Standards to National Geography
Standards- Grade 4 Benchmark for Human and Cultural Geography

State 1800 Human and Cultural Geography
Arkansas 0.2558
Connecticut 0.3265
Delaware 0.2041
Florida (3™) 0.2041
Florida (4™) 0.0204
Georgia NA
Idaho 0.2948
linois 0.2245
Indiana 0.1837
Iowa 0.1020
Kentucky 0.1224
Maryland 0.3265
Missouri 0.1020
Nevada 0.1020
New Jersey 0.4898
South Dakota NA
Virginia 0.1429
West Virginia (3™) NA
West Virginia (4™ 0.1020
Wyoming (5%) 0.2857
Average 0.2052

*Note: NA represents an absence of codes, or zero alignment. There were no codes
present in the state social studies standards to calculate the index.

m0-1 @m1-2 m2-3

4th Grade (1800 Human and Cultural Geography)

Figure 6.64. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Arkansas Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.65. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Connecticut Social Studies Standards

Figure 6.66. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
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Standards and Delaware Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.67. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Florida (3™ grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.68. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Florida (4" grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.69. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Georgia Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.70. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Idaho Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.72. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Indiana Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.73. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Iowa Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.74. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Kentucky Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.75. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Maryland Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.76. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Missouri Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.77. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Nevada Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.78. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and New Jersey Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.79. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and South Dakota Social Studies Standards

1801
1802
1803
1804
1805
1806
1807
1808
1809
1810
1890
1801
1802
1803
1804
1805
1806
1807
1808
1809
1810
1890

H0-1 @1-2 @23 @34

4th Grade (1800 Human and Cultural Geography)

Figure 6.80. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Virginia Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.81. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and West Virginia (3™ grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.82. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and West Virginia (4™ grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.83. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Wyoming Social Studies Standards

Grade 4 Inclusion of Human/Environment Interactions (1900)

As far as depth and breadth of coverage in the national geography standards,
Human/Environment Interactions includes very few codes as compared to the other
general topic areas. The national geography standards focus dominantly on human
modification of, and adaptation to, the physical environment (1901) and resources and
energy use (1903). This carries over into the alignment index for the majority of states
which are also dominated by human modification of, and adaptation to, the physical
environment (Figure 6.84 — 6.103). As shown in Table 6.8, the alignment index ranged
from 0.0294 (Florida 3™ grade and Georgia) to 0.3529 (Nevada and Wyoming 5% grade),
with an average is 0.2140. Three states did not include any human/environment

interaction standards: Florida 4™ grade, Illinois, and South Dakota.
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Table 6.8. Alignment Index of State Social Studies Standards to National Geography
Standards- Grade 4 Benchmark for Human/Environment Interaction

State 1900 Human/ Environment Interaction
Arkansas 0.2176
Connecticut 0.2059
Delaware 0.3235
Florida (3) 0.0294
Florida (4™) NA
Georgia 0.0294
Idaho 0.1176
Illinois NA
Indiana 0.2647
Towa 0.1471
Kentucky 0.0882
Maryland 0.2647
Missouri 0.0588
Nevada 0.3529
New Jersey 0.3316
South Dakota NA
Virginia 0.2647
West Virginia (3") 0.2941
West Virginia (4™ 0.2941
Wyoming (5™ 0.3529
Average 0.2140

*Note: NA represents an absence of codes, or zero alignment. There were no codes
present in the state social studies standards to calculate the index.
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Figure 6.84. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Arkansas Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.85. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Connecticut Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.86. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Delaware Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.87. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Florida (3™ grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.88. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Florida (4™ grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.89. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Georgia Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.90. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Idaho Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.91. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Illinois Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.92. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Indiana Social Studies Standards

123



1901
1902
1903
1904
1905
1990
1901

4th Grade (1900 Human Enviornment Interactions)

1902

1903

1904

1905

1990

wn

H0-1 @12 @23 @34 @45

Figure 6.93. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Iowa Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.94. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Kentucky Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.95. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Maryland Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.96. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Missouri Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.97. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Nevada Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.98. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and New Jersey Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.99. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and South Dakota Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.100. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Virginia Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.101. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and West Virginia (3™ grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.102. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and West Virginia (4™ grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.103. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Wyoming Social Studies Standards

Grade 4 Inclusion of The Uses of Geography (2000)

States were less likely to incorporate standards that involved The Uses of
Geography as written in Geography for Life (2012). The alignment index was low for this
content area ranging from 0.0 (Kentucky) to 0.3529 (Missouri), with an average of
0.1421 (as seen in Table 6.9). The majority of the states were below 0.2, while six did not
include the uses of geography in their state social studies standards. When states did
include content from this area it usually referred to the spatial perspective (2001) and

patterns of change (2007) (as seen in Figures 6.104 — 6.123).
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Table 6.9. Alignment Index of State Social Studies Standards to National Geography
Standards- Grade 4 Benchmark for The Uses of Geography

State 2000 The Uses of Geography
Arkansas 0.1373
Connecticut 0.0588
Delaware 0.0784
Florida (3™) NA
Florida (4™) NA
Georgia NA
Idaho 0.1569
Ilinois 0.1569
Indiana 0.2549
Iowa 0.0784
Kentucky 0.0000
Maryland NA
Missouri 0.3529
Nevada 0.0686
New Jersey 0.1176
South Dakota NA
Virginia 0.0980
West Virginia (3™) 0.0980
West Virginia (4™ 0.3333
Wyoming (5™) NA
Average 0.1421

*Note: NA represents an absence of codes, or zero alignment. There were no codes
present in the state social studies standards to calculate the index.
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Figure 6.104. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Arkansas Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.105. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Connecticut Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.106. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Delaware Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.107. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Florida (3™ grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.108. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Florida (4™ grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.109. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Georgia Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.110. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Idaho Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.111. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Illinois Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.112. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Indiana Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.113. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Iowa Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.114. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Kentucky Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.115. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Maryland Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.116. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Missouri Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.117. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Nevada Social Studies Standards

00
2002
2003

004
2005
2006
2007
2090

00
2002
2003

004
2005
2006

007
2090

H0-1 @12 @23 @34

4th Grade (2000 The Uses of Geography)

Figure 6.118. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and New Jersey Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.119. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and South Dakota Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.120. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Virginia Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.121. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and West Virginia (3™ grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.122. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and West Virginia (4™ grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.123. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Wyoming Social Studies Standards

Grade 8 Inclusion of Map Skills (1500)

States inclusion of map skills at grade 8 ranged from an alignment index of
0.0238 (Florida 8" grade) — 0.4571 (South Dakota 7" grade) as seen in Table 6.10. Utah
did not include map skills in the seventh grade Utah Studies course, nor did lowa in grade
7. However, map skills were dominantly taught at grade 6 in lowa with an alignment
index of 0.3036. Looking at the content maps (Figure 6.124 — 6.152), there is range of
variation between the content breadth covered by states that align with the national
geography standards. Across all states that included standards on map skills included
being able to locate features on the earth (1507). Some states begin to mention geospatial
technologies (1511) in their standards, but not nearly to the emphasis Geography for Life

(2012) idealizes.
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Table 6.10. Alignment Index of State Social Studies Standards to National
Geography Standards- Grade 8§ Benchmark for Map Skills

State 1500 Map Skills
Arkansas (7%) 0.3393
Connecticut (6 & 7) 0.3393
Delaware (6-8) 0.1250
Florida (6') 0.1964
Florida (7™) 0.1071
Florida (8™) 0.0238
Georgia (6™) 0.1840
Georgia (7™) 0.2115
Georgia (8™) 0.0357
Idaho (6-9 west) 0.2321
Idaho (6-9 east) 0.2321
linois (6-8) 0.2679
Indiana (6™) 0.0357
Indiana (7) 0.0893
Indiana (8™) 0.2679
Towa (6') 0.3036
Towa (7™ NA
Towa (8™) 0.0714
Kentucky (6™) 0.1786
Kentucky (8™) 0.1250
Maryland (8%) 0.2321
Missouri (6-8) 0.0536
Nevada (6-8) 0.0714
New Jersey (8™) 0.1429
South Dakota (7™) 0.4571
Utah (7") NA
Virginia (World Geo) 0.0893
West Virginia (8th) 0.3417
Wyoming (8™) 0.1607
Average 0.1820

*Note: NA represents an absence of codes, or zero alignment. There were no codes
present in the state social studies standards to calculate the index.
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Figure 6.125. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Figure 6.124. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Connecticut Social Studies Standards

Standards and Arkansas Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.126. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
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Standards and Delaware Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.127. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Florida (6™ grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.128. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Florida (7™ grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.129. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Florida (8™ grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.130. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Georgia (6™ grade) Social Studies Standards
Figure 6.131. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Georgia (7™ grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.132. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
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Standards and Georgia (8" grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.134. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
145

Standards and Idaho (eastern) Social Studies Standards




€@ 18 10m

€@ 18 108

el 1@ 108

06ST
T1sT
0TSt
60ST

06ST
1161
0TSt
60ST
80ST
LOST

80ST
L0ST

90ST 90ST

SO0ST
v0ST
€0ST

SOST
v0ST
€0ST
[40:)9
T0ST
06ST
T16T

¢0ST
T0ST
06ST
TSt
01sT
60ST
80ST

0TSt
60ST
80ST
L0ST
90ST
SOST

L0ST
90SsT
S0ST
v0ST YOST
€0ST
¢0ST .

T0ST

€0ST
(40539
T0ST

Figure 6.135. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Illinois Social Studies Standards
Figure 6.136. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Indiana (6™ grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.137. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
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Standards and Indiana (7" grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.138. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Indiana (8™ grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.139. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Iowa (6™ grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.140. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Iowa (7% grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.141. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Iowa (8" grade) Social Studies Standards
Figure 6.142. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Kentucky (6" grade) Social Studies Standards

Figure 6.143. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
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Standards and Kentucky (8" grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.146. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
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Figure 6.147. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and New Jersey Social Studies Standards
Figure 6.148. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and South Dakota Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.149. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Utah Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.152. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Wyoming Social Studies Standards




Grade 8 Inclusion of Places and Regions (1600)

The overall average alignment index for Places and Regions is 0.2871 at grade 8,
which is quite similar to the index at the grade 4 level (Table 6.11). This indicates that
this content topic is dominant in the teaching of geography in K-12 social studies. The
range of the alignment index is from 0.0189 (Georgia 6™, 7", and 8" grade) to 0.6105
(Missouri 6-8" grade). Examining Figure 6.153 — 6.181, the alignment between the
cognitive student expectations demanded in Geography for Life (2012) are similar in state
social studies standards. By grade 8, students are expected to understand, analyze, and
evaluate the physical and human characteristics of places in the U.S. and the world (1601,
1602), the concept of regions and regionalization (1605), the types of regions (1606), and
the influence culture and experience on people’s perceptions of places and regions
(1607).

Table 6.11. Alignment Index of State Social Studies Standards to National
Geography Standards- Grade 8 Benchmark for Places and Regions

State 1600 Places State 1600 Places

and Regions and Regions
Arkansas (7 0.2998 Iowa (6™) 0.5262
Connecticut (6 & 7) 0.5985 Iowa (7™) 0.1509
Delaware (6-8) 0.4864 Towa (8™) 0.4717
Florida (6™) 0.0943 Kentucky (6™) 0.4686
Florida (7™) 0.1509 Kentucky (8™") 0.5283
Florida (8™) 0.1698 Maryland (8™ 0.3962
Georgia (6™ 0.0189 Missouri (6-8) 0.6105
Georgia (7%) 0.0189 Nevada (6-8) 0.4717
Georgia (8™ 0.0189 New Jersey (8™ 0.1509
Idaho (6-9 west) 0.0377 South Dakota (7%) 0.5519
Idaho (6-9 east) 0.0377 Utah (7™) 0.0755
[linois (6-8) 0.3019 Virginia (World Geo) 0.4764
Indiana (6') 0.1132 West Virginia (8th) 0.5252
Indiana (7%) 0.0377 Wyoming (8") 0.4991
Indiana (8" 0.0377 Average 0.2871
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Figure 6.153. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Arkansas Social Studies Standards

1601
1602
1603
1604
1605
1606
1607
1690
1601
1602
1603
1604
1605
1606
1607
1690

@0-1 @12 @2-3 @34 @45

6 & 7th Grade (1600 Places and Regions)

Figure 6.154. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Connecticut Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.155. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Delaware Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.156. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Florida (6™ grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.157. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Florida (7™ grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.158. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Florida (8" grade) Social Studies Standards

154



1601

1602

1603
1604
1605
1606
1607
1690
1601
1602
1603
1604
1605
1606
1607
1690

@0-1 @12 @23 @34 @45

6th Grade (1600 Places and Regions)

Figure 6.159. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Georgia (6 grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.160. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Georgia (7™ grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.161. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Georgia (8™ grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.162. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Idaho (western) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.163. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Idaho (eastern) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.164. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Illinois Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.165. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Indiana (6 grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.166. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Indiana (7" grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.167. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Indiana (8" grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.168. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Iowa (6™ grade) Social Studies Standards

1601
1602
1603
1604
1605
1606
1607
1690
1601
1602
1603
1604
1605
1606
1607
1690

H0-1 @12 @23 @34 @45

7th Grade (1600 Places and Regions)

Figure 6.169. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Iowa (7" grade) Social Studies Standards

158



1601
1602
1603
1604
1605
1606
1607
1690
1601
1602
1603
1604
1605
1606
1607
1690

H0-1 @12 @23 @34 45

8th Grade (1600 Places and Regions)

Figure 6.170. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Iowa (8™ grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.171. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Kentucky (6™ grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.172. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Kentucky (8" grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.173. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Maryland Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.174. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Missouri Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.175. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Nevada Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.176. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and New Jersey Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.177. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and South Dakota Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.178. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Utah Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.179. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Virginia Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.180. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and West Virginia Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.181. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Wyoming Social Studies Standards
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Grade 8 Inclusion of Physical Geography (1700)

There is more physical geography included in the grade 6-8 grade band than in
fourth grade. The average alignment index is 0.1995 (significantly higher than the
average at grade 4 which is 0.0684), with a range of 0.0 (Kentucky 8™ grade) to 0.4483
(Missouri 6-8) (Table 6.12). There were still a number of states that did not include any
physical geography standards, such as Arkansas, lowa 7" and 8" grade, Maryland, Utah,
and West Virginia. When reviewing the content maps in Figure 6.182 — 6.210 to see what
the most dominant topics were climate, world climate regions, and major biomes (1701),
and ecosystems and ecological processes (1707), were coded most.

Table 6.12. Alignment Index of State Social Studies Standards to National
Geography Standards- Grade 8 Benchmark for Physical Geography

State 1700 Physical State 1700 Physical

Geography Geography
Arkansas (7) NA Iowa (6') 0.2672
Connecticut (6 & 7) 0.0345 Towa (7™) NA
Delaware (6-8) 0.2414 Towa (8™ NA
Florida (6™) 0.1724 Kentucky (6™) 0.1121
Florida (7™) 0.1724 Kentucky (8") 0.0000
Florida (8™) 0.2414 Maryland (8™) NA
Georgia (6™) 0.0690 Missouri (6-8) 0.4483
Georgia (7™ 0.0690 Nevada (6-8) NA
Georgia (8™ 0.0690 New Jersey (8™ 0.2069
Idaho (6-9 west) 0.4187 South Dakota (7%) 0.2414
Idaho (6-9 east) 0.4187 Utah (7 NA
[llinois (6-8) 0.0690 Virginia (World Geo) 0.4138
Indiana (6') 0.1379 West Virginia (8th) NA
Indiana (7% 0.1034 Wyoming (8™ 0.3793
Indiana (8') 0.1034 Average 0.1995

*Note: NA represents an absence of codes, or zero alignment. There were no codes
present in the state social studies standards to calculate the index.
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Figure 6.182. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Arkansas Social Studies Standards
Figure 6.183. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Connecticut Social Studies Standards

Figure 6.184. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
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Standards and Delaware Social Studies Standards




1701
1702
1703
1704
1705
1706
1707
1708
1790
1701
1702
1703
1704
1705
1706
1707
1708
1790

301 @12 @23

6th Grade (1700 Physical Geography)

Figure 6.185. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Florida (6™ grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.186. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Florida (7™ grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.187. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Florida (8" grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.188. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Georgia (6™ grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.189. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Georgia (7% grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.190. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Georgia (8" grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.191. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Idaho (western) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.192. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Idaho (eastern) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.193. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Illinois Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.194. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Indiana (6 grade) Social Studies Standards

1701
1702
1703
1704
1705
1706
1707
1708
1790
1701
1702
1703
1704
1705
1706
1707
1708
1790

@01 @12 @23

7th Grade (1700 Physical Geography)

Figure 6.195. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Indiana (7" grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.196. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Indiana (8" grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.197. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Iowa (6™ grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.198. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Iowa (7" grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.199. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Iowa (8" grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.200. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Kentucky (6™ grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.201. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Kentucky (8" grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.202. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Maryland Social Studies Standards

&@ 1@ 10m

80LT

L0LT

90LT

S0LT

v0LT

€0LT

0LT

10LT

06LT

80LT

L0LT

90LT

S0LT

(VA

€0LT

0LT

T0LT

(AydesBoa9 |eaisAyd 00/T) =2pe4D Yi18-9

Figure 6.203. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Missouri Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.204. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Nevada Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.205. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and New Jersey Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.206. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and South Dakota Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.207. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Utah Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.209. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Figure 6.208. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and West Virginia Social Studies Standards

Standards and Virginia Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.210. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
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Standards and Wyoming Social Studies Standards




Grade 8 Inclusion of Human and Cultural Geography (1800)

Human and Cultural Geography is the third most dominant content area of state
geography standards at grade 8. The alignment index of state standards to the national
geography standards is an average of 0.2862 (Table 6.13). Every state social studies
framework included human and cultural geography standards, except for Georgia at grade
8, but they did at 6" and 7" grade. The alignment index ranged from 0.0755 (Missouri 6-
8) to 0.5908 (Maryland). Looking through Figures 6.211 — 6.239 the majority of states
include the breadth of topic knowledge covered by human and cultural geography, and
they are relatively aligned with the student expectations identified in the national
geography standards.

Table 6.13. Alignment Index of State Social Studies Standards to National
Geography Standards- Grade 8§ Benchmark for Human and Cultural Geography

State 1800 Human and  State 1800 Human and

Cultural Geography Cultural Geography
Arkansas (7™) 0.4972 Towa (6™) 0.3962
Connecticut (6 & 7) 0.5253 Towa (7™) 0.1509
Delaware (6-8) 0.3019 Iowa (8™) 0.1132
Florida (6™) 0.1321 Kentucky (6™) 0.2749
Florida (7™) 0.0943 Kentucky (8™) 0.2830
Florida (8™) 0.3396 Maryland (8™) 0.5908
Georgia (6™) 0.1698 Missouri (6-8) 0.0755
Georgia (7™) 0.1698 Nevada (6-8) 0.3396
Georgia (8™) NA New Jersey (8™ 0.3168
Idaho (6-9 west) 0.3375 South Dakota (7 0.4689
Idaho (6-9 east) 0.3375 Utah (7™ 0.3585
[linois (6-8) 0.3019 Virginia (World Geo) 0.3404
Indiana (6™) 0.1509 West Virginia (8th) 0.1321
Indiana (7) 0.1509 Wyoming (8) 0.3007
Indiana (8™ 0.3642 Average 0.2862

*Note: NA represents an absence of codes, or zero alignment. There were no codes
present in the state social studies standards to calculate the index.
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Figure 6.211. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Arkansas Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.212. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Connecticut Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.213. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Delaware Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.214. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Florida (6™ grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.215. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Florida (7" grade) Social Studies Standards

Figure 6.216. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
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Standards and Florida (8" grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.217. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Georgia (6™ grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.218. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Georgia (7% grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.219. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Georgia (8" grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.220. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Idaho (western) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.221. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Idaho (eastern) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.222. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Illinois Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.223. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Indiana (6" grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.224. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Indiana (7" grade) Social Studies Standards

181



€@ €7@ Z1@ 1-08 €@ €7@ 18 108

0681 068T

0181 0181

6081 6081

8081 8081

L08T £08T

908T 908T

S08T S08T

08T 081

€081 €08T

08T 08T
T08T 1081
0681 0681
0181 0181
6081 6081
808T 8081
L08T £08T
9081 9081
S08T S08T
081 08T
€081 €08T

08T 08T

T08T T08T

Figure 6.225. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Indiana (8" grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.226. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Iowa (6" grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.227. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Iowa (7" grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.228. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Iowa (8™ grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.229. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Kentucky (6" grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.230. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Kentucky (8" grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.231. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Maryland Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.232. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Missouri Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.233. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Nevada Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.234. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and New Jersey Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.235. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and South Dakota Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.236. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Utah Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.237. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and Virginia Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.238. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography

Standards and West Virginia Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.239. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Wyoming Social Studies Standards
Grade 8 Inclusion of Human/Environment Interactions (1900)

Human/Environment Interactions was another major focus of the grade 6-8
standards, as compared to grade 4. The average alignment as shown in Table 6.14 was
0.3006 with a range from 0.0645 (West Virginia) to 0.6331 (Arkansas 7" grade). Georgia
and Iowa did not include standards in 8" grade, but they were included in grade 6 and 7
for both states. State standards set high student expectations for these topic areas, aligned
with the performance standards written in Geography for Life (2012). Human
modification of, and adaption to the physical environment (1901) was the one topic that
reoccurs in each state in terms of human/environment interactions. Other states delve into
resources and energy use (1903), pollution and environmental problems (1904), and

natural hazards and disasters (1905), as seen in Figures 6.240 — 6.268.
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Table 6.14. Alignment Index of State Social Studies Standards to National
Geography Standards- Grade 8 Benchmark for Human/Environment Interactions

State 1900 Human/ Environment Interactions
Arkansas (7™) 0.6331
Connecticut (6 & 7) 0.4135
Delaware (6-8) 0.1290
Florida (6™) 0.1290
Florida (7™) 0.0968
Florida (8™) 0.3548
Georgia (6™ 0.2903
Georgia (7%) 0.2903
Georgia (8™ NA
Idaho (6-9 west) 0.4194
Idaho (6-9 east) 0.4194
Illinois (6-8) 0.2903
Indiana (6') 0.3548
Indiana (7% 0.1935
Indiana (8") 0.4839
Towa (6™ 0.4194
Towa (7™) 0.2903
Towa (8™ NA
Kentucky (6™) 0.3613
Kentucky (8™) 0.2581
Maryland (8™) 0.4435
Missouri (6-8) 0.1290
Nevada (6-8) 0.2581
New Jersey (81) 0.3935
South Dakota (7™) 0.1613
Utah (77) 0.1290
Virginia (World Geo) 0.3548
West Virginia (8th) 0.0645
Wyoming (8™ 0.3548
Average 0.3006

*Note: NA represents an absence of codes, or zero alignment. There were no codes
present in the state social studies standards to calculate the index.
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Figure 6.240. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Arkansas Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.241. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Connecticut Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.242. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Delaware Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.243. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Florida (6™ grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.244. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Florida (7™ grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.245. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Florida (8" grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.246. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Georgia (6™ grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.247. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Georgia (7™ grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.248. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Georgia (8" grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.249. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Idaho (western) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.250. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Idaho (eastern) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.251. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Illinois Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.252. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Indiana (6™ grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.253. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Indiana (7™ grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.254. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Indiana (8" grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.255. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Iowa (6 grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.256. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Iowa (7" grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.257. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Iowa (8™ grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.258. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Kentucky (6 grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.259. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Kentucky (8" grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.260. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Maryland Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.261. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Missouri Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.262. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Nevada Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.263. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and New Jersey Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.264. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and South Dakota Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.265. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Utah Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.266. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Virginia Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.267. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and West Virginia Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.268. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Wyoming Social Studies Standards
Grade 8 Inclusion of The Uses of Geography (2000)

By grade 8, states were more inclined to include standards on the uses of
geography within the state social studies frameworks. The standards did not overall align
with the depth and breadth written in the national geography standards, but there was an
overall effort to include these matters. The alignment index ranged from 0.0 (Delaware 6-
8) to 0.4818 (Arkansas 7™ grade), with an average of 0.2076. Georgia and Iowa did not
include any mention of the uses of geography within their standards in 6, 7%, or 8
grade, and Maryland did not include any neither (Table 6.15). Figure 6.269 — 6.297 show
no consistency among states about which topic to include, and it clearly shows how

poorly the states are aligned to the national geography standards.
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Table 6.15. Alignment Index of State Social Studies Standards to National
Geography Standards- Grade 8 Benchmark for The Uses of Geography

State 2000 The Uses of Geography
Arkansas (7™) 0.4818
Connecticut (6 & 7) 0.4125
Delaware (6-8) 0.0000
Florida (6™) 0.0125
Florida (7™) 0.0125
Florida (8™) 0.2750
Georgia (6™ NA
Georgia (7%) NA
Georgia (8™ NA
Idaho (6-9 west) 0.3125
Idaho (6-9 east) 0.3125
[llinois (6-8) 0.3250
Indiana (6") 0.0125
Indiana (7% 0.0625
Indiana (8") 0.0625
Towa (6™ NA
Towa (7™ NA
Towa (8™ NA
Kentucky (6™) 0.2875
Kentucky (8™) 0.2625
Maryland (8™) NA
Missouri (6-8) 0.0875
Nevada (6-8) 0.1750
New Jersey (81) 0.3750
South Dakota (7™) 0.3736
Utah (77) 0.2804
Virginia (World Geo) 0.0250
West Virginia (8th) NA
Wyoming (8™ 0.2111
Average 0.2076

*Note: NA represents an absence of codes, or zero alignment. There were no codes
present in the state social studies standards to calculate the index.
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Figure 6.269. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Arkansas Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.270. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Connecticut Social Studies Standards

2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2090
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2090

H0-2 @24 @4-6 68

6-8th Grade (2000 The Uses of Geography)

Figure 6.271. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Delaware Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.272. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Florida (6trh grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.273. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Florida (7™ grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.274. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Florida (8" grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.275. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Georgia (6™ grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.276. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Georgia (7" grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.277. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Georgia (8" grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.278. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Idaho (western) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.279. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Idaho (eastern) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.280. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Illinois Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.281. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Indiana (6 grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.282. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Indiana (7" grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.283. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Indiana (8" grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.284. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Iowa (6™ grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.285. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Iowa (7™ grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.286. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Iowa (8" grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.287. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Kentucky (6" grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.288. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Kentucky (8" grade) Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.289. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Maryland Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.290. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Missouri Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.291. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Nevada Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.292. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and New Jersey Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.293. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and South Dakota Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.294. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Utah Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.295. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Virginia Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.296. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and West Virginia Social Studies Standards
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Figure 6.297. Geography Curriculum Correspondence between National Geography
Standards and Wyoming Social Studies Standards
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The Various Geography Frameworks

In K-12 education, geography is typically one of the four core academic subjects
in the social studies curriculum. Usually in grades K-5, geography is embedded within
the social studies standards as a strand and is taught in conjunction with the other
disciplines (Zadrozny 2017). A strand is when geography is taught with other social
studies content for a specific grade’s standards. At the middle school grade span 6-8,
however, social studies curriculum becomes more discipline focused with special
attention on one or two subjects, such as world cultures, world regional geography, U.S.
history, or world history. Social studies standards at these grades can also include
geography as a strand alongside other disciplines, or a set of standalone standards that are
directed towards one subject (Zadrozny 2017).

This information is important because it demonstrates how states structure their
standards differently. There is no uniform framework that states use when writing social
studies standards resulting in significant state to state differences as shown in Table 6.16.
In fact in the process of developing the social studies standards, state writing committees
pull from a variety of resources, organizations, and curriculum frameworks. Table 6.16
displays the structure used for geography standards within the 19 state social studies
standards and the national geography standards. There is some evidence of Geography
for Life (1994, 2012), but also the 2013 College, Career, and Civic Life (C3) Framework
(NCSS), the “Five Themes”, and traditional requirements such as culture, economy, and

society.

217



9-1 pIepuelS
Aydei3oan :pueng

suraned
renedg Suiuey)
:SUOI}OAUUOIIAU]
[eqO1D 'y
JUQUWIDAOIN
pue suzoned [eneds

IAAVID :suonjendod uewny ¢
aImn)) pue ‘suoI3ay
9-1 SpIepue}s JuaIu0)) ‘5908 J :UOI}ORINU]
Aydei3oan pueng JUSWUOIAUH-UBWINY ¢
[AavED ‘PHOM
o) JO SMAIA [eneds 01-6 plepueis§ Juojuo))

I piepuels 9-1 SpIepue}s Judu0)) :suonejuasarday Kya100g
Surpuejsiopun Aydei3oon :puens oiydeiSoon | PUE JUSUIUOIIAUY PULNS
[eoydei3oon 9dAvID :s1doouo) 8-G pIepuels Juduo))

IAAVID Ayder3oon) :pueng SWO)SAS UBWINY :pueng
swio, Teneds L®94david p-1 pIepuelS juajuoy)

C1-1 prepuel§ Ul PIOM 9YL -1 pIepuels SuR L,

Surpueysiopun Aydei3oan :pueng JUSWDAOIN [eneds ur plIoA\ :puens

[eoryder3oan ¥ 4aviad pue suoned [eneds LAaviad

LAdVID :suonjendod uewny ¢

SW)SAS aImn)) pue ‘suoI3ay SUOIIOOUUOIIANU] [BqO[D) ]|

Z1-1 pIepuels uewny : prepuels ‘5908 J :UOT}ORINU] JUSWOAON

Surpueysiopun IS JUSWUOIAUH-UBWINY ¢ pue su1dped feneds ;0]

[eorydeidoon [eo1sAyd :¢ pIepuels ‘PHOM uonoRIdNU]

9 AavdD SuoI3oy SuoI3oy : plepuels 9} JO SMAIA [enedg JUSWIUOIIAUH-UBWNY :6

pue sa0e[{ 7 pIepuels S90®B[{ :€ pIepue)s :suonejuasarday suonjejuasardoy

Z-1 piepuels swiIa T, [eneds JUSWIUOIIAUY 7 pIepue)s oiydeiSoon | orydei3oan) :g
Suipuejsiopun) | Ul PlIOA\ YL ] plepuels sdep :1 prepuels :sydoouo) 11-8 Spiepuel§ Juajuo))

[eorydeiSoon Ayder3oon) :pueng Kydei3oon) :pueng Ayder3oon) :pueng Kydei3oon) :pueng

Y HAVID € davdo 81 HAVID Y HAVID ¥ 4avidD

8131090 BpLIO[] areme2q iklibElinie} sesuesIy

auIpnQ pue AINPNNS syIomdwe Aydeidodn -91°9 d[qe].

218



SuIo)ed PuB JUIWDAOIN
‘uonendod uewny azAjeuy g
uonoeINU]
JUSWIUOIIAUF UBWINY 9jen[eAy ‘[
Aydei3oon) :prepuelg
8 HAVYED

SUOIIOAUUOINU] [BQO[D) 9ZA[eUY  °T
SuIned pue JUIWIAON

‘vonendoq uewiny ozA[euy |

Aydei3oan) :prepueig

LHAAVID

SUONOAUUOINU] [BQO[D) 9ZA[eUY  “§
suIoled pue JUSWIdAOIN
‘uvoneindoq uewny ozAfeuy ¢

SWo)SAS ueWINY  ‘f

SWAISAS [eIISAYJ

SuoOI3oy pue saoe[d T
SULID T,

[eneds ut pIop oqL 1

Aydei3oon) :piepuelg

8 HAVYID

)

Kya100§

pUE JUSWUOIAUL
SWo)SAS uBwWINg
SWA)SAS [eoISAYJ
SuOI3Y pue saoe[d
suu9

s <N

SUOT)OUUOI)U]
[eQO[D ¥
uone[ndod uewny ‘¢
UuonoBIANU]
JUSIUOIIAUL
-uewing g
suonejuasardoy
oryder3osn 1

['6 [e0D
SoA109ds104
[eqO[D :plepuelS

ST 1'CIeodD
Aydei3oon :prepuels
(ur3isey) 6-9 HAVID

UOI}oRINU] [eneds ur pIoAs oYL T :so1do 1, Jusuo) 'S [e0D
JUOWIUOIIAUY UBWINY 9jen[eAq] T Aydei3oorn) :prepuelg Aydei3oan :pueng S9A1}0ads104
suonejuasarday orydeigoan ayear) | R ) 3-0 AAVID [eqO[D) :pIepuels
Aydei3oon) :prepueig GZ-1°7 180D
9daviD Kya100§ uonendod uewiny  °¢ Aydei3oon :piepuelg
pue juswiuoIiAUg G uonoeIdU] (U™Isop) 6-9 AAVID
suIo)ed pue YUSTSAOIA SWIQISAS UBWIN  “§ JUSWIUOIIAUL
‘uonendod uewiny zAfeuy ¢ SWAISAG [eorIsAyd ¢ -uewiny ¢ 'S [eOD
UOI}OBIU] SuoI3oy pue sade[d T suorejuasaIday saAnoadsiog
Aydei3oan :eop] S1g JUSWUOIAUY UBWINY djen[eaq ¢ suu9 oryder3osn 1 [eqo[D :pIepuels
sanaog | suonejuasardoy owyderdoon gjeor) | [enedS ur pEIop YL 1 :sordo [, Juuo) $'Z-1°7 180D
pue soimn)) :eapy S1g Aydei3oon) :prepuelg Aydei3oorn) :prepuelg Aydei3oan) :pueng Aydei3oon) :piepuelg
8 A 4AVID Y HAVdD Y HAvVdD Y HAvVdD Y HAvdD
Apomuay] BMO] BURIPU] stouI[[[ oyep|

219



Aydei3oon :pueng
83 HAVID

JUSWUOIIAUY

oy pue ‘ojdoag
‘Ayder3oon) :pueng

S iiliclg)

1T oy ut diysuezni)

QAIOY ¢ plepuels

JUSWIUOIIAUL

oy pue ‘opdoag
‘Ayder3oon) :puens

SaIpMS [eqO[D/AI0ISIH

PIIOM ‘T pIepuel§

JUSWIUOIIAUL

oy pue ‘ojdoag
‘Aydei3oan :pueng

PHOM

9y} Ul BOLIOWY :AJOISIH

'S'[1 -1 pIepuelg§

821 HAVYID

SUOI}OOUUOIIIUL
[eqo[3 9zAfeuy
suroned
pue ‘JuatAowW
‘uonendod
uewiny ozAeuy ‘¢
uonoeIdNUI
JUSWIUOIIAUD
uewiny 9jenjeay g
suonejuasaidar
oryder3ood ojeor) |
Aydei3oon :oway, JusIUO)
83 4Aviad

saimn)) pue Aydei3oon
PIIOM T WY,
Axmbuf oouo10g
[B100S JO S[OO], :] QWY ],
saInj[n)) pue
sdnoin) ‘o[doaq :3usiuo)

saxmn)) pue Aydeigoan
PO (7 QWY
Axnbuy 9ouor0g
[€100S JO S[0O], :] QWY ],
Apmg
[eoryde1oon) :¢ Juojuo))
8-94AvdD

‘suonIpen
[eIMNO pUE SUOINIIISUI 0}
sdnoi3 pue [enpIAIpuI oy} Jo
sdrysuone[a1 Jo apajmouy
19 pIepuElS JUNUO))
“JUSWIUOIIAUD

o) pue £301008

ur sa3ueyd 0} drgsuone[ar
119U} pue SIsA[eue pue Apnys
[eorydes3093 jo sjuowo[d
Jolew jo a3pajmouy]

:G pIepuelS JuUUO))

Y 4avdad

Aydei3oon

:0°€ pIepueis JuoIu0))
PIOM

pue suoneN oy Jo sojdoag
:0°Z pIepueis Juau0))

83 daviad

Bj0R( YINOS

KasI1or maN

epeAAN

LINOSSIA

pue[A1e]N

220



81-L1 SpIepuels
Aydei3oan jo sasn
AL :9 JUSWII[F [BHUISSTH

91-v1 splepuel§
K19100S puE JUSWUOIIAUY
:G JUOWIA[Y [eNUSSSH

€1-6 SplepuelS
SWo)SAS uBWNH
‘b UMWY [eIIUASSH

8-L SpIepuel§
SWAISAS [BOISAYJ
1€ JUQWIO[Y [eIIUISSH

9- SpIepuelg

SuoIgoy pue
S90B[{ :7 JUSWD[H [BNUISSH

¢-1 spIepue)g

SJUSWIUOIIAUY
pue ‘saoe[{ ‘sojdosd
:G plepuelg JudUOD)

8[-CT'DM splepuel§
AHdVIDOID A TIOM

Juasald 01 0061
"BIUISIA 0] SA PIepuels
so[dood aA13RN pUE

'S prepuelS 1N
amnyg s .yein
SpJemo) SujooT ;G puens
Sy 'y prepuels 1N
PHHOM 94} Ut yeyn) f pueng
9'C 6T ¢’ prepuels LN
ordoag
9SIOAI(] S, UBl() :Z puens
C'1 prepuelS 1N
suoneydepy

suIa I, [enedS ur plIop K)S19A1(J [RIMIN)) pPUB Aydei3oan) [eo1sAyd ay ], pue suorjeAouUu|
QUL 1] JUSWH [eNUASSH | Imn)) :g PIepuelS JudU0)) Aydei3oan :pueng BIUISIA 1T'SA PIepue)s oAlEN ([ puens
CI- daviad 83 HAVID 83 HAVID SHIANLS VINDIIA L9avid

SpIepuels
Aydei3oan [euoneN SurwoA pp BIUISIIA ISOM BIUISIIA yein

221



CHAPTER VII
CONCLUSIONS

This study has adapted and used the Survey of Enacted Curriculum method
(Blank, Porter, and Smithson 2001) to gauge and interpret the degree of alignment
between the geography portions of state social studies standards and Geography for Life:
National Geography Standards (2012). After a thorough investigation of the state social
studies standards, it appears that the vertical alignment between the national geography
standards and the sample of 19 state social studies standards is variable, and generally
low.

The results of this analysis have been displayed both statistically and graphically
and have generated the following conclusions:

1) Implementation of Geography for Life: National Geography Standards (2012), in
the form of knowledge statements, into the geography portions of state social
studies frameworks was small and uneven. Based upon an alignment index
ranging 0.0 (no alignment) to 1.0 (perfect alignment), in grade 4, the average
alignment index was 0.1677, ranging from 0.0 to 0.6256. At grade 8, the average
alignment index was 0.2184, ranging from 0. 0 to 0.6331.

2) There was wide variation among the states in their adoption of the Geography for
Life knowledge statements for each of the major geography content areas (Map
Skills, Places and Regions, Physical Geography, Human and Cultural Geography,
Human/Environment Interaction, the Uses of Geography). There was a significant

difference between what states deemed to be important knowledge, such as South
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Dakota’s focus on Places and Regions in grade 4 compared to Arkansas’ more
evenly distributed incorporation of the six major content areas.

3) There was a large variation among states in terms of student expectations
(cognitive demand). Generally, the national geography standards set higher
student expectations than state social studies standards in terms of cognitive
demand.

4) Reflecting on Table 6.16, each state organized and wrote their standards
differently with minimal uniform effort to repeat the language or the directives of
Geography for Life (2012). States drew their basic geography structure from
different curriculum frameworks, including the six essential elements of
Geography for Life (1994, 2012), the four disciplinary tools and concepts of
geography mentioned in the College, Career, and Civic Life (C3) Framework for
Social Studies State Standards (NCSS 2013), and the five fundamental themes of
geography from the Guidelines for Geographic Education (Natoli 1984).

5) This research demonstrates the important and independent role of state-specific
disciplinary standards and how there is a reluctance to accept the requirement of
only one set of disciplinary standards.

6) Data generated by this analysis will enrich our understanding of the extent of
curricular vertical alignment in geography on a state-by-state basis and will aid

current and future teaching and learning in U.S. schools.

Implications of the Conclusions from this Research

Value for Future National Geography Standards Writers

223



It has been six years since the second revision of Geography for Life: National
Geography Standards (2012) was published during which changes have occurred in the
world and in the discipline of geography and geography education. This study suggests
that new objectives and procedures be used by curriculum writers to improve the
likelihood that any new national standards be more closely aligned to state social studies
curriculum frameworks. This should result in better geography being taught and learned
in K-12 schools.

The results of this study will provide useful information that can be used to create
thoughtful national standards, but also to provide suggestions for state-specific standards
in geography that more closely match state specific social studies requirements. Greater
insight into the focus of geography within a state can help geographic educators develop
high quality standards specific to the societal realities and local demands of that state.
Such attention to the nature and needs of state-based education will more closely assist
students in achieving their personal ambitions through the mastery of geography content
and method. This is no easy feat and requires the involvement of geographic educators in
each state working closely with state curriculum writers, K-12 geography and social

studies teachers, and social studies specialists.

Value for Future State Geography Standards Writers

States typically revise their content standards on a regular basis, ranging from
every 5-10 years. In severe cases, states do not update their content standards over a
decade-long period due to funding restrictions, or in the case of California and New

York, a curriculum framework that serves as a teacher’s guide is revised instead of
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content standards (Zadrozny 2017). The result of this study can inform the process of
state standards revision and guide state standard writers in such a manner that they can
strengthen geography standards. The result will be students who are geographically
informed, and it will prepare them for college, careers, and a responsible civic and
environmental life.

This study highlighted that some states still place a large emphasis on place-name
locations and asking students to find features on a map. In a world where these answers
can be easily found, K-12 geography education needs to turn away from the bushel
basket of facts, and instead be framed as a meaningfully discipline that can provide
students with a wealth of knowledge and deep critical thinking skills.

This study also revealed the gaps of geography instruction throughout the K-8
curriculum. In some states, geography standards were outnumbered by world and U.S.
history. Some states did not even include geography standards at certain grades.
Therefore, states should begin to find innovative ways to intertwine geography and
history standards, and even economic and civic standards, as a way to strengthen the

social studies and compete as a relevant school subject.

Value for Pre-Service Teacher Education Programs and In-Service Professional
Development

One of the long-standing limitations of successful geography teaching and
learning is the lack of highly-qualified geography teachers. Gilbert M. Grosvenor used to
say that as long as pre-service programs stayed the same, there would always be a need

for in-service professional development in geography. Across the nation, teacher
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preparation programs require pre-service teachers to complete over 120 hours of
coursework and many times that coursework includes 3 hours or less of a geography-
specific course. Pre-service teachers are more than likely to stay in the same state they
receive their training in due to certification requirements. Therefore, pre-service teaching
training programs could use the results of this study to help inform courses pre-service
teachers are likely to take with consideration of the geography knowledge they will have
to eventually teach in that state.

The same attentiveness could be done for in-service professional development
workshops. Aligning face-to-face workshops with the state standards would allow for a
deeper understanding of geographic concepts and better probability that the intended

curriculum will become the enacted curriculum.

Value for Development of Learning Materials and Textbooks

Teachers in geography have become reliant on textbooks and learning materials to
help them teach geographic material. These materials can be developed locally, state
specific, or nationally; ultimately whatever teachers can access for free are useful no
matter who developed it or where. This study provides those who develop learning
materials a way to develop high-quality, appropriate, and useful learning materials. Using
the results of this study, learning materials can be tailored to each state based upon what
content is required in their standards. For example, in the state of South Dakota, learning
materials that deal with physical geography, human and cultural geography, or human
and environment interactions are not of much use to a fourth-grade teacher, but lesson

plans on places and regions would be highly beneficial and used.
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This study can also serve as a marketing tool for textbooks companies. Major
textbook companies often develop a national edition of a textbook that is intended for
mass adoption and follow a general framework (usually regionally- or conceptually-
based). As this study suggests, each state is different and therefore a national textbook
may include information not correlated to the state social studies standards. Textbook
companies can use the results of this study to develop supplemental guides or workbooks
that accompany the textbook and are state-specific. This would be another resource

teachers can rely on that aligns major components of the educational system.

Value for Assessments

Once the intended curriculum is aligned from national and state geography
standards, and well-trained teachers can teach the standards through aligned instructional
materials and textbooks, the last part of alignment involves the tested curriculum.
Teachers are aware of the importance of correlating assessments to the taught and written
curriculum; however, national and state assessments are still lacking in alignment. This
study provides the first step in providing a deeper examination of the alignment between
state geography standards and the state geography assessment. It also provides the
opportunity for state geography framework writers at the state level to correlate state
geography standards and the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP)
geography assessment. Student outcomes on both of these assessments are low and being
able to use the method in this study to examine the alignment index of these frameworks
and assessments is a critical next step in enhancing geography teaching and learning in

America’s schools.
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Future Research Opportunities

A similar research analysis of the alignment of standards to assessments should be
conducted as a follow-up study, in order to yield valuable information on student learning
outcomes. A report by Barton (2009) claims, “it is not just that the content standards
cover much too much ground. Typically, tests are not aligned with standards, and even
when they are, the breadth is too wide and the depth too shallow” (33). Even Lauren
Resnick, an authority on standards and assessments, stated, “the tests are not aligned to
their own state standards in all but a very few cases. ... Most of the state tests do not test
the high level, intellectual demands that we were after when we set up the standards”
(Resnick 2006; Barton 2009, 9).

Another future research opportunity would be to look at the National Council for
Social Studies (NCSS) College, Career, and Civic Life (C3) Standards in Social Studies
(2014) and how they have been implemented into state social standards. This research
uncovered that some states have already adopted them as the organizing framework and
in place of geographic content standards. Determining if states are more inclined to use
these standards over the national geography standards would help o guide any future

revision of national geography standards.
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APPENDIX SECTION
APPENDIX A

Revision and Adoption Dates for Current Social Studies Standards and Scheduled
Revision Date

State Last Upcoming

Alabama 2010 2020

Alaska 2006 N/A

Arizona 2005 Currently under revision
Arkansas 2014 2020

California 1998 N/A

Colorado 2009 Currently under revision
Connecticut 2015 N/A

Delaware 2016 N/A

District of Columbia 2006 NA

Florida 2008 N/A

Georgia 2016 N/A

Hawaii 2007 Currently under revision
Idaho 2016 N/A

Ilinois 2017 N/A

Indiana 2014 2020

Iowa 2017 N/A

Kansas 2013 2020

Kentucky 2015 N/A

Louisiana 2011 N/A

Maine 2007 N/A

Maryland 2015 N/A

Massachusetts 2003 2018

Michigan 2007 Currently under revision
Minnesota 2011 2020/2021

Mississippi 2010 Currently under revision
Missouri 2016 2019/2020

Montana 2000 2019

Nebraska 2012 2019

Nevada 2017 N/A

New Hampshire 2006 Currently under revision
New Jersey 2014 N/A

New Mexico 2009 N/A

New York 1996 N/A

North Carolina 2010 N/A

North Dakota 2007 2018/2019

Ohio 2010 2018

Oklahoma 2012 N/A

Oregon 2011 Currently under revision
Pennsylvania 2009 N/A
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Rhode Island 2012 N/A
South Carolina 2011 2019
South Dakota 2015 N/A
Tennessee 2013 Currently under revision
Texas 2010 2019
Utah 2010 (K-6) & 2017 (7-12) N/A
Vermont 2017 N/A
Virginia 2015 N/A
Washington 2008 N/A
West Virginia 2016 N/A
Wisconsin 1998 Currently under revision
Wyoming 2014 N/A
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K-12 Social Studies Taxonomy

APPENDIX B

K-12 Social Studies Content Areas

Other Coding Conventions

Topics:

0

Al

999

Out of Subject Area

Cognitive Demands:

B

RecallMemorize

Process Information

Demonstrate Understanding

Analyze/ Hypothesize

Svnthesis'Evaluate

[ I e = I I =

Non-Specific Cognitive Demand

231

100 |Social Studies Skills 1600 |Places and Regions

200 |Human Culture 1700 |Physical Geography

300 (Innovation and Culrural Change 1300 |Human and Cultural Geography

400 (Multiculiural Diversity 1900 |Human/Environment Interactions

200 [Social Problems 2000 | The Uses of Geography

600 (Foundations of Government 2100 |Stare History

700 |Principles of American Democracy 2200 |US History (People, Events, and Documents)
800 [American Constitutionalism 2300 |US History (Growth and Development)

o000 |Political and Civic Engagement 2400 |US History (Other Themes)

1000 |Limited Resources and Choice 2200 |World History (Pre-History)

1100 (How Markets Work 2600 |World History (Early Empires and Religions)
1200 |Economic Svstems 2700 |World History (Emergence of the Global Age)
1300 (Economic Interdependence 2300 |Psychology

1400 |Personal Finance 2900 |Sociology

1500 (Map Skills




K-12 Social Studies Taxonomy

100 [Secial Studies Skills 500 |Social Problems

101 [Chronclogical and histonical thinking 301 |Poverty. nnger. and homelessness

102 [Deductive and'or inductive reasomng 302 |Cnme, delinquency. and prisons

103 [Causality and unpredictability 303 |Dmg. alcohol, and substance abuse

104 [Developing a reasonable argument 304 |Discnmination and prejudice

105 [Research. analysis, and interpretation 305 |Slavery

106 |Data collection (collect data, gather information) 390 |Other

107 |Data interpretation 600 |Foundations of Government

102 |Bias, opinion, and perspective (credibility, point of view) 601 |The need for govermment (e.g.. conflict resclution,
100 |Tssue analvsis and decision makine collective decision-making, and national secunty)
110 |Use of pnmary sources (artifacts and documents) 602 |Forms of government (e.g.. monarchy. dictatorship,
111 |Use of secondary sources theocracy, democracy., of oligarchy)

112 |Cause and effect 603 |Political theory (e.g., Hobbes, Locke, and Marx)
113 [Compare and contrast 604 (Fumdamental political concepts (e.g., legiimacy, power,
114 [Conflict management auﬂloﬂt}.'._respouaibﬂjt}-‘. rule of law, sovereignty, and
115 [Work cooperatively in groups compromise)

116 [Fornmlating a question or topic 605 |Meaning of democratic theory

190 [Other 606 |Intemnational Systems (e.g.. UN. EU. NAFTA, WTO)
200 [Human Culture 607 |International Relations

201 |Enculturation 690 |Other

202 (Kinship patterns and descent T00 |Principles of American Democracy

203 |Social stratification (e.g.. caste and class) 701 |Linuted govemnment

204 |Influence of social class 702 |Republicanism

205 [Subcultures within the dominant culture 703 |Majonty mule vs. minonty nights

206 |Language and commmumicabion 704 |Federalism

207 [Characteristics of culture 705 |Separation of powers

208 |Contributions 706 |Checks and balances

209 [Cooperation, conflict, and interdependence 707 |Popular sovereignty

210 [Belief system 708 |Individual nights

211 (Individual identity 709 |Commeon good

200 (Orther 710 |Diversity

300 [Innovation and Cultural Change 711 |Equality

301 |Invention and the role of technology 712 |General welfare

302 |Individual will and social miluence 713 |Liberty

303 [Cultural diffusion 714 |Patmotism

304 [Adaptation 715 |Self-Government

305 [Acculturation 716 |Tustice

306 [Assimilation 717 |Civic virme

307 |Extinction 790 |Other

390 (Other

400 (Multicultural Diversity

401 [Ethnocentrism and cultural relativity

402 [Race ethnicity, and religion

403 [Pluralism

404 [Daversity

405 |Gender

490 |Other
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K-12 Social Studies Taxonomy

800 |American Constitutionalismn 1100 (How Markets Work
201 |Foundation documents (e.g., Magna Carta, Declaration of | | 1101 |Competition (e.g., perfect, lack of)
Independence, and Federalist Papers) 1102 |Supply and Demand
802 [Electoral process 1103 [Exchange
803 |Legislative powers and fimctions 1104 |Incentive
804 [Mudicial powers and fimctions 1105 |Circular flow
203 |Executive powers and functions 1106 |Market failure (e.g., externalities)
206 |Basic content and structure of the U.5. Constitution: 1107 |Money
linuited government, enumeration and separation of 1108 |Price
powers, federalism and republicanism 1109 |Productivity
207 |Interpretation of the Constiftution 1110 |Substitute and complementary goods
808 |[Amendments of the Constifution 1111 [Public and private goods
809 |Relationships amoeng vanous branches of the government 1112 [Risk
(ie.. checks and balances) 1113 |Role of government (e.g., taxes and regulation)
210 |Landmark Supreme Court cases (e.g., Marbury v. 1114 |Goods and services
Madizon, Brown v. Board, and Miranda v. Arizona) 1115 |Profit
211 |State and local government (e.g. county, tribal, town) 1190 |Other
212 |Individual nghts and responsibihities 1200 |Economic Systems
213 |Due process (e.g., substantive and procedural) 1201 |Stock market
214 |Equal protection 1202 (Basic economic questions
290 |Other 1203 |Command economy
900 |Political and Civic Engagement 1204 |Consumption
901 |[Political participation 1205 [Banking system (e.g.. ceniral bank)
902 |Citizens' rights and responsibilities 1206 |Economic development
903 |Debate and issues clarification 1207 | Distrbution
004 |Pohitical constituencies 1208 [Market economic system
905 |Political activism 1209 (Fiscal policy
006 |Civil disobedience 1210 [Monetary policy
907 |Polls, baas, and spm 1211 |Preduction
908 |political orentation (2.2 liberal, moderate, and 1212 |Societal goals (e.g., equity, freedom, growth, security, and
conservative) ) stability)
209 |Public service 1213 | Traditional economic system
910 |Volunteerism 1214 [Mixed system
011 |MNon-constitwhonal pohtical mstitutions (e.g., political 1215 |Gross domestic product
parties, interest groups, media, and public opinion) 1216 |Economic indicators (e.g.. unemployment, inflation, and
912 |Informed citizenry CFD)
913 [Public policy (local, state, national internatiomal} 1290 |Other
914 [Social Institutions
990 [Other
1000 [Limited Resources and Choice
1001 |Choice (e.g., wants vs. needs)
1002 |Investing
1003 |Opporiunity cost
1004 |Productive resources (e g, natural. human, caprtal,
entreprensurship)
1003 | Scarcity
1006 |Spending
1090 |Other
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K-12 Social Studies Taxcnony

1300 |Economic Interdependence (Globalization) 1600 [Places and Regions
1301 |Balance of systems 1601 Physical characteristics of places in the US. and the world
13072 |Trade (e.g., free trade, barriers to trade, subsidies, taniffs, 1602 |Human characteristics of places in the U'S. and the world
quotas. and embargoes) 1603 |Place creation (e.g.. meamng and social relations)
1303 |Comparative advantage 1604 [Place and 1dentity (e.g., personal, community, ethme,
1304 |Exchange rates naticnal, regional, and global)
1305 |Interdependence 1603 |The concept of regions and regionalization
1306 |International aspects of growth and stability 1606 [Types of regions (formal. fimetional, and perceptual)
1307 |Money 1607 [The mfluence of culture and experience on people’s
1308 |Specialization perceptions of places and regions
1308 |Voluntary exchange 1690 (Other
1310 |Sustainability 1700 |Physical Geography
1311 |Foreign aid (state) 1701 [Climate, world climate regions, and major biomes
1390 |Other 1702 Earth/sun relationships and the seasons
1400 |Personal Finance 1703 [Weather and weather systems
1401 |Money management/budgeting 1704 [Formation of and change to landforms
1402 |Credit and interest 1705 [The hydrolegic cycle (i.e., water cycle)
1403 |Financial planning 1706 [The oceans
1404 |Tob skills 1707 [Ecosystems and ecological processes (e.g.. global warming
1405 |Income and energy)
1406 |Taxes 1708 [Physical systems
1407 |Enfrepreneurship 1790 |Other
1408 |Investing 1500 |Human and Cultural Geography
1409 |Banking and financial institutions 1201 [Population
1410 |Insurance 1802 [Migration
1411 |Savings and borrowing 1803 [Economic processes and systems
14590 |Other 1804 [Transportation and commumication networks
1500 |Map Skills 1805 [Trade and movement of 1deas
1301 |Dnagrams, graphs, models, maps, globes, and atlases 1806 |Human settlements and urban systems
1502 |Photographs. aerial photos, and satellite imagery 12807 [Conflict and cooperation over termitory
1303 |Map properties (e.g., size, shape, distance, and direction) 1808 |Geo-polifical systems and mteractions
1504 |Map elements (e.g, fitle, scale, symbols, and legend) 1209 | Cultural landscape (e g . religion, ethnicity, and lansuage)
1503 |Direction (e.g., cardinal points, magnetic, and polar) 1210 [Locations and characteristics of major culture groups of the
1506 |Location (e.g.. latitude, longitude, absclute, and relative) world
1507 |Location of features on the earth (e.g., contments, 1290 [Other
couniries, states, cities, mountams, oceans, and rivers) 1900 |Human/Environment Interactions
1508 |Spatial organization (e.g., pattern, hierarchy, distribution, 1901 [Human modification of, and adaptation to, the physical
linkage and accessibility) environment
1509 |Movement and spatial inferaction 1902 [Carrying capacity of environmental systems
1510 |Mental maps (creation and use of) 1903 [Fesources and energy use
1511 |Geospatial technologies (e.2., geographic imformation 1904 |Pollution and environmental problems
systems and global positioning systems) 1905 [Natural hazards and disasters (e.g., lumicanes, earthquakes,
1390 |Other and floods)
1990 |Other
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K-12 Social Studies Taxonomy

2000 |The Uses of Geography 1300 (US History (Growth and Development)
2001 |The spatial perspective 2301 |Expansion, innovation, and reform
2002 |The ecological perspective 2302 |Expansion of territory (e.g.. westward expansion)
2003 |Interpreting the past and present 2303 |Industrial Revolution
2004 |Forecasting and planning for the firhare 2304 [Immigration
2003 |Identifying and solving problems 2303 |Emergence of Modem Amenca
2006 |Connecting self and the world from local to global scales 2306 |Industrialization and urbanization
2007 |Patterns of change 2307 [Nationalism
2090 [Other 2390 |Other
2100 [State History 2400 |US History (Other Themes)
2101 |Indigencus peoples 2401 |Cultural, religions, and social reform movements
2102 |Early settlement and statehood 2402 |Social and economic changes
2103 |Immugration and settlement 2403 |Social Policies (e.g.. Federal Indian policies, Prolubition)
2104 |Structure of state government 2404 |Role of art, literature, and music {e.g., Jazz Age. Lost
2105 |Contemporary I:i.n;es Generation, Harlem Fenaissance)
2106 |Geographic, economic, and political influences 2405 Evolution of foreign and domestic policy (e.g . post- Cold
2107 |Kev historic fisures War era, terrorism, and relations with the developing
2190 |Other - world)
2200 (US History (People, Events, and Documents) 2406 |Contemporary United States
2201 (Indipencus people and cultures of North Amenieca 2490 |Other
2202 |Ewropean) 2500 |World History (Pre-History)
2203 |The Amernican Revolution 23501 |Beginmings of human society and early civilizations
174 |Revolution and Wew Nation 2502 |[Emergence of civilizations (e.g., Ice Age. mhmting and
2205 |Foundational documents of American government (e.g., gathering sociefies, and development of agriculture)
Articles of Confederation, Declaration of Independence, 2503 |Development of early civilizations (e.g., Hitfites, Nubians,
Constitution, Bill of Rights, other amendments) Meso and South America, Egypt, and Mesopotamia)
2206 |Expansion and Feform (e.g., election of 1800, Jacksonian 2300 |Orther
period. and antebellum period) 2600 |World History (Early Empires and Religions)
2207 |Causes and consequences of the Civil War (e.g.. 2601 |Rise of world religions and the great empires
regionalism and slavery) 2602 |Early empires (e.g.. Persian, Greek, Foman, and Asian
2208 |Civil War and Reconstruction empires}
2209 |Fise of industrial America and cities 2603 |Eurasian thinkers (e.g., Chinese, Indian, and Greek)
2210 | The Progressive Era 2604 |Relimons (e.g., Christianity, Islam, and Buddhism)
2211 |Causes and consequences of World War I 2603 |Global encounters, exchanges, and conflicts
2212 |The Great Depression 2606 Periods)
2213 |The New Deal 2607 [Interactions between Christendom and the Muslim World
2214 |Causes and consequences of World War I 2608 |Interactions through regional and overseas exploration and
2215 |Causes and consequences of Cold War (e.g., Korean trade (e g, Mongol Empire, African kingdoms, Marco
Conflict and Viemam conflict) Polo, exploration of the Americas)
2216 |Rights revolution (e.g., civil rights, women’s nghts, 2609 |Patterns of crises (e.g.. weather and plague)
expansion of civil liberties, and environmental and 2690 | Other
Consumer protection)
2217 |Key lustonc figures
2218 |Colomal Amenca
2219 |Federal penod
2290 |Other
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K-12 Social Studies Taxonomy

2700 [World Historv (Emergence of the Global Age) 2900 |Sociology

2701 |[Expansion of overseas exploration and trade 2001 |Secialization

2702 |Convergence of cultures (e.g . ecological revolution) 2002 [Norms and values

2703 |Renaissance, Feformation. and political revolutions n 2003 |Conformity and non-conformity
Ewrope 2004 |Seciological research

2704 | An Age of Empires and Fevolutions 2905 |Cuoltural diversity

2705 |Polifical, agncultural, industnial. and scientific revolutions| [ 2906 |Group behavior

2706 |Mationalism impenalism and expansion of trade-based 2907 |Social groups
empires 2008 |Deviance

2707 [Western dominance and global empires 2909 |Human interaction

2708 |Causes and consecquences of global wars (e.g.. World War 2910 |Cultural patterns
I, World War IL, the Holocaust, United Nations) 2911 [Social institutions (e religious, educational, familial

2709 |Global politics (e.g.. Cold War, Commumist China, economical, political)
mdepepdepce movements in Africa, nation building, 2912 |Stereotypes
balkamzation of states) . —

2013 [Social struchure

2710 |Civil Society (e.g.. immigration, civil rights, ethuic and 2914 | Collective behavior
religious conflicts. advances in science and medicine) 2915 |Social problems

2711 |Eise of global economy (WNAFTA. EL) 2016 |Social movements

2712 |Eey ustonc figures 2917 |Conflict resolufion

2790 [Other 2018 |Cultural assimulation

2500 [Psychology 2019 |Cultural preservation

2801 [Scientific method 2090 |Other

2802 |Behavior (1e. Anfi-social, almustic, obedient)

2803 |Ethical issues

2804 (Human development

2803 [Cogmitive development

2806 |Moral development

2807 |Bram fimchon and stmcture

2808 |Memory and leaming

22809 [Mental health (1e. Disorders)

2810 |Personality

2811 |Perceptions and attitudes

2812 |Heredity

2813 [Identity

2890 {Other
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