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CHAPTER 1. OVERVIEW OF THE SOUTHEAST ASIA FOR
LEARNING METRICS IN 2018-2021

1.1 What is SEA-PLM?

SEA-PLM stands for the Southeast Asia Primary Learning Metrics initiated by the
Southeast Asia Ministers of Education Organization (SEAMEQ) and the United Nations
International Children's Emergency Fund (UNICEF). SEA-PLM assesses and monitors
primary school students' learning outcomes to further improve the quality of education
in Southeast Asian countries.

SEA-PLM assesses Sth-grade students in Mathematics, Reading, Writing, and
Global Citizenship, emphasizing the quality and depth of ongoing learning in these
areas. SEA-PLM expects to achieve three main results including:

(1) Strengthening capacity to develop and analyze assessment data at regional
(Southeast Asia), national and local levels.

(2) Building capacity to use assessment data to improve education quality and
promote equity in learning at the regional, national, and local levels.

(3) Strengthening ASEAN integration of approaches to assessment, with an initial
focus on primary 5th grade in Mathematics, Reading, Writing, and Global Citizenship
Education.

SEA-PLM focuses on the practical application of students' knowledge, skills, and
understandings in everyday contexts and adopts a "literacy orientation" to develop its
assessment framework. The SEA-PLM Assessment Framework is designed to support
the development of assessment instruments that focus on the students’ application of
skills. This approach builds on a growing global and regional focus on mainstreaming
national education goals into the 21st Century Skills. In addition, a SEA-PLM
assessment framework has been designed to include younger and older children in
primary and lower secondary education, providing a means for governments in the
ASEAN region to effectively report on commitments to the Sustainable Development
Goals sustainable (SDG).

SEA-PLM aims to improve the quality of education through systematic monitoring
of student learning outcomes. As a separate and integral part of the initiative, SEA-PLM

aims to assist SEAMEO member countries to better measure and understand student



achievement as a whole and in individual groups by applying culturally appropriate
metrics to literacy, numeracy, and global citizenship learning outcomes.

There are 06 countries, namely Cambodia, Laos, Malaysia, Myanmar, the
Philippines and Vietnam, participating in the first SEA-PLM survey cycle period 2015-
2020. The main survey in 2019 is called SEA-PLM 2019 for short (Figure 1.1).

Vil Hamy

Laa POS
Philllppines
%

Carnodis -‘ 'I'. 1

Figure 1.1: Map of SEA-PLM 2019 participating countries
Source: UNICEF and SEAMEO (2020)

The countries participating in SEA-PLM 2019 share critical priorities for
developing their education systems but also have different historical, political, economic
and social contexts. Specific contextual factors shape the development of the national
education system, the path and individual performance outcomes of children from

elementary to higher education levels.

1.2 Purpose and significance of Vietnam's participation in SEA-PLM

In addition to the common goals of the regional SEA-PLM, Vietnam's participation
in SEA-PLM has the following additional purposes:

- Integrating with other countries in the region on education;

- Measuring the educational level of Vietnam compared to other countries in the

region;



- Evaluating the quality of education in Vietnam compared to other countries in
the region, analyzing the educational situation and recommending changes in education
policy to improve the quality of education in Vietnam;

- Expressing Vietnam's responsibility for constructing and developing the joint
community of Southeast Asian countries (SEAMEO).

- Serving Vietnam's educational innovation, such as new curriculum and

textbooks.

1.3 SEA-PLM survey sample and instruments
1.3.1 Survey sample
- Students in grade 5 at 150 primary schools participated in the main survey;
- Principals of 150 schools were in the survey sample;
- Teachers who were teaching grade 5 in 150 schools participated in the survey;

- Students' parents participated in the survey.

Table 1.1: Sample size in SEA-PLM 2019 main survey

Sample Selected sample Actual sample
Schools 150 150
Principals 150 150
Teachers 819 819
Students 4870 4837

Parents 4870 4531

1.3.2 Survey instruments
1.3.2.1 Test booklets

The test booklet set consisted of 18 booklets, each with 03 areas of assessment:
Mathematics, Reading and Writing.

Maths Booklets: Mathematics test composed from 18 sub-tests with 62 items,
including 40 objective multiple-choice items with four options and 22 constructed-

response items that have been scored and coded with 0, 1, 2, 3 points (18 items coded 0



and 1; 02 items coded 0, 1, 2; and 02 items coded 0, 1, 2, 3). Therefore, Math data included
58 items with binary codes (0,1) and 04 items with multiple codes.

Vietnamese Booklets — Reading section: The Reading section was composed of
18 sub-tests with 51 items, including 44 objective multiple-choice items with four
choices and seven constructed-response items coded in 0 and 1. Therefore, the Reading
data included 51 items encoded in binary (0,1).

Vietnamese Booklets — Writing section: The Writing section was composed of
18 sub-tests with 15 questions divided into 41 sub-items (criteria) for marking with 0,
1, 2, 3, and 4 points in each section.

Distribution of booklets:

Students were assigned 1 of 18 booklets of each subject interleaved selected based
on the student lists. In such a way, the booklets were distributed randomly and
equivalently among chosen classes. The nature of the tests and surveyed sample allowed
for the selection of appropriate comparison and analytical methods.
1.3.2.2 Sets of questionnaires

The SEA-PLM 2019 main survey questionnaires included the followings:

The student questionnaire was composed of 27 items in 03 parts: (1) Students
and their home, items 01 to 13; (2) Students and the world, items 14 to 22; (3) School,
items 23 to 27.

The school questionnaire was composed of 28 items in 04 parts: (1) School
leader, items 01 to item 04; (2) School, items 05 to item 12; (3) School's facilities and
resources, items 13 to 23; (4) Teachers at school, items 24 to item 28.

The teacher questionnaire was composed of 23 items in 06 parts: (1) Teacher’s
information, items 01 to 03; (2) School, items 04 to 07; (3) Class, item 14; (4) Teaching
society to students, items 15 to 16; (5) Teaching Vietnamese language, items 17 to 20;
(6) Teaching Mathematics, items 21 to 23.

The parent questionnaire was composed of 14 items in 03 parts: (1) Family's
information, items 01 to item 05; (2) Home facilities, items 06 to item 10; (3) Parents’

child, items 11 to 14.

1.4 Major activities of SEA-PLM in Vietnam
1.4.1 Preparation phase



- Sending staff to participate in the 4th Workshop in Bangkok on formulating and
contributing to SEA-PLM exam items (April 2015);

- Contributing to the evaluation and correction of exam items and questionnaires
that would be used for the main survey (Q1 2016);

- Developing a plan to implement SEA-PLM in Vietnam (2016);

- Developing a budget estimate for the implementation of SEA-PLM in Vietnam
(2016); and

- Negotiating expertise and budget finance with relevant partners (UNICEF) (2016).

1.4.2 Field trial phase

- Organizing the SEA-PLM Launching Workshop in Vietnam (October 2016);

- Organizing the SEA-PLM Orientation Workshop in Vietnam (February 2017);

- Negotiating, adapting and translating the SEA-PLM 2019 main survey
instruments (quarter 4/2017);

- Selecting sample SEA-PLM for field trial (quarter 4/2017);

- Preparing conditions for conducting SEA-PLM field trial (quarter 4/2017);

- Conducting the technical training of SEA-PLM field trial (January 8-9, 2018);

- Organizing field trial of SEA-PLM at 35 schools in 3 provinces and cities: Hanoi,
Gia Lai and An Giang (from January 15 to 20, 2018);

- Organizing coding and data entry of SEA-PLM field trial (March 2018);

- Submitting field trial data to ACER (March 26, 2018);

- Cleaning SEA-PLM survey data (April 2018); and

- Analyzing SEA-PLM field trial data (April-May 2018).

1.4.3. Main survey phase

- Attending the main survey preparation training workshop in Bangkok (October
2018);

- Preparing instruments, forms, and logistics for the main survey (from November
2018 to the end of April 2019);

- Conducting technical training for the SEA-PLM main survey in Hanoi (May 03-
04, 2019);



- Organizing the main survey at 150 primary schools in 53 provinces and cities of
Vietnam (from May 8, 2019, to the end of May 15, 2019);

- Participating in the main survey coding (marking) training in Bangkok (June
2019);

- Coding (marking) (June 2019);

- Organizing technical training and entering data (July-August 2019); and

- Submitting data to ACER (no later than September 16, 2019).

1.4.4. Regional and country reporting phase
- Participating in the development of a regional report organized by the SEAMEO
Secretariat, the Australian Council of Education Research (ACER) contractor analyzing
the data and developing the report (from September 2019 to the end of December 2020);
- Developing a national report by the Center for Education Quality Evaluation
under the Department of Quality Management, Ministry of Education and Training of
Vietnam (from January 2021 to the end of August 2021).

1.5 Resources for the implementation of SEA-PLM 2019 in Vietnam

The Ministry of Education and Training (MOET) organized the implementation of
SEA-PLM in Vietnam. UNICEF Vietnam provided financial support for the activities
such as conferences, seminars, national and regional professional training, field trials,
main survey, and national report.

MOET established the Executive Board and National Technical Committee to
conduct SEA-PLM in Vietnam. The Executive Board consisted of six members led by
Assoc. Prof. Dr. Mai Van Trinh, General Director of Vietnam Education Quality
Management Agency. The Technical Committee consisted of nine members led by Dr.
Le Thi My Ha, Director of the Center of Education Quality Assessment, Vietnam
Education Quality Management Agency. Members of the Executive Board and the
Technical Committee were representatives of various units of MOET: the Department
of Primary Education, the Department of Teachers and Educational Managers, and the
Vietnam Institute of Educational Sciences. In addition, representatives from the

Academy of Education Management, universities, departments of education and



training at provincial levels, and schools. The specific roles of participating units were
as follows:

- Vietnam Education Quality Management Agency assumed the prime
responsibility and assigned the Center of Education Quality Assessment under the
Department to organize and coordinate with the Examination Management Department
in implementing SEA-PLM in Vietnam.

- The Department of Primary Education supported the whole implementation
process, especially the appraisal and adaptation of survey items and monitoring of the
survey.

- The Vietnam Institute of Educational Sciences supported in document
translation, appraisal and adaptation of exam items and questionnaires and participated
in training and survey activities.

- The Academy of Education Management, lecturers of pedagogical universities,
and teachers of primary schools cooperated in professional activities and surveys.

- The Departments of Education and Training at provincial levels and primary
schools participated in the field trial and organized the main survey at their schools.

- Several teachers in various fields participated in the appraisal, provided
comments on the development of documents, participated in surveys, and supervised

and contributed to reporting development.

1.6 Methods and techniques of data analysis
The SEA-PLM 2019 survey data was encrypted by ACER and sent to countries.
Local experts analyzed data and developed country reports using the following main

methods.

1.6.1. Methods of analyzing and evaluating test booklets

After coding, data entry and cleaning, the student data has 4,837 observations from
53 provinces and cities nationwide.

The test items were diverse. Since multiple choice (4 choices) and constructed-
response items were available in the test booklets, test data included binary and multiple
variables. The most suitable technique for analyzing such data is the partial credit model

(PCM). PARSCALE software, developed by Scientific Software International, Inc., was



chosen for analysis. This software is based on Item Response Theory (IRT) with a two-
parameter model.

The analysis of students’ learning results and factors affecting student learning
outcomes employs the following indicators and methods:

+ Frequency aims to determine the percentage of students achieving the
benchmarks of the Bands.

+ Average value (Mean). This indicator is calculated as follows:
z 'xi * fi‘(x)
6T SO) X f )+ X f () et x, * () A
n*100% n*100%

X =

whereas

xi: student’s ability score of student i

f(x;): frequency of students with score x;

n: Number of students participating in the survey.

Variance S* and standard deviation S: These parameters measure the dispersion

of the data around the mean.

SZ zzni(xi —.X')2 S = zni('xi _x)z
n—1 V n—1

The smaller the standard deviation S, the less scattered the data value is.
Checking for difference and homogeneity of the evaluation opinions of the two

groups uses an independent-samples t-test:
Denote x 1 as the mean value of group A

X 2 as the mean value of group B

Hypothesis Ho: x1 — X2 =0 - The mean values of the two groups are not

different.

Hypothesis Hi: x 1— X 2 #0 = The mean values of the two groups are different, or
the difference of the mean values of the two groups is statistically significant. The values
are as follows:

Table 1.2: Rules of an independent-samples t-test

Ho:)_C1— )_(32:0
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Sig(T <t) Sig. (IT| > |t]) Sig. (T > t)

Left-tailed test Two-tailed test Right-tailed test

The rule for rejecting or accepting hypothesis Ho is as follows:

If Sig. (p-value) > o = do not reject Ho (accept Ho).

If Sig. (p-value) < o> reject Ho.

The significance level a = 5% is often chosen as a threshold.

Cronbach's Alpha reliability coefficient indicates how closely related a set of
items is as a group. The criteria are used for reliability assessment.

- The observed variables with small item-total correlation coefficients (less than
0.3) should be removed from the measurement scale. The criteria for choosing a scale is
its alpha reliability is greater than 0.6 (the larger the alpha, the higher the internal
consistency).

- If Alpha is greater than 0.8, then the measurement scale is good; from 0.7 to 0.8,
it is usable; from 0.6 to 0.7, the scale can be used in case the research concept is new or
the scale is new in the research context.

Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) is a quantitative method used to reduce a set
of many interdependent measurable variables into a smaller group of variables (called
factors) so that they are more meaningful but still contain most of the content
information of the initial set of variables (Hair et al. 2009).

KMO (Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin) Measure of Sampling Adequacy examines the
strength of the partial correlation (how the factors explain each other) between the
variables. The value of KMO is evaluated as follows:

KMO < 0.50: Unacceptable

0.50 <= KMO < 0.60: Terrible

0.60 <= KMO < 0.70: Mediocre

0.70 <= KMO < 0.80: Average

0.80 <= KMO < 0.90: Meritorious

KMO >= 0.90: Marvelous

Bartlett's test of sphericity considers the correlation between the observed

variables in the factor. If the Bartlett test is statistically significant (Sig Bartlett's Test <



0.05, or p < 5%), the observed variables are correlated with each other, then we can
reject the hypothesis Ho (the correlation matrix is a unit matrix).

KMO must have a value > 0.5. and sig value. <0.05.

The total Variance Explained represents how much the factors are condensed and
what percentage of the observed variables are lost based on the 100% rating. This value
should be at least 50% for a suitable EFA model.

Factor Loading Factor is defined as the factor weight or factor loading. It is an
indicator to ensure the practical significance of EFA. The range for evaluation is as
follows:

« 0.3 <= Factor loading <= 0.5: the observed variable reaches the minimum level.

« 0.5 <= Factor loading <= (.7: the observed variable has practical significance.

« Factor loading >= 0.7: the observed variable has very good statistical
significance.

Multivariate regression is an extension of simple linear regression. It is used when
predicting the value of one variable based on the value of two or more other variables.
The predictor variable is the dependent variable (for example, the teacher's emotion).
The independent variables are employed to predict the value of the dependent variable
(for example, positive emotions are expressed through joy and love, and sadness, anger,
and fears express negative emotions).

R Square and Adjusted R Square reflect the influence of the independent variables
on the dependent variable. The variation of these two values is from 0 to 1. The closer
to 1, the more explanatory the model is. Adversely, the closer to 0, the less explanatory
the model is. More specifically, if R? is between 0.5 and 1, the model is good; if R? <
0.5, the model is terrible.

The significance value of the F test is used for testing the fitness of the regression
model. The significance value of the t-test is used to test the significance of the
regression coefficients. If Sig. <0.05, then the independent variable impacts the
dependent variable. In the ANOVA table, if the Sig. < 0.05, the multiple linear

regression model is suitable for the data set.

1.6.2. Methods of analyzing and evaluating questionnaires
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1.6.2.1 Descriptive statistical analysis

This method describes the basic characteristics of data collected from experimental
research to reflect the object of study in a general way. The major parameters include
the followings:

+ Frequency is the number of occurrences of the value x; in total N observations.
Frequency determines how many subjects and research content are present or selected.

+ Percentage is the frequency ratio to the total number of cases: P; = n/N (0 < p;
<.

Frequency and percentage analyses are used for all student, teacher, and principal
questionnaires. To make reports more vivid and intuitive, various types of charts are
used in combination with tables.

+ Average (mean) is the mean value of the population or group. It is processed
with quantitative variables such as age and Likert scales.

+ Difference of mean (difference) compares the difference of the means of two
groups.

+ Standard deviation (SD) is the square root of the variance, calculated by
determining the difference between each data point from the mean. If a data point is far
from the mean, that point is highly skewed in the data set. The more spread out the data,
the higher the standard deviation. If the data series is normally distributed, there is a

95% chance that the mean is within £1.96 SD.

SD — Z(x_ f)z
\j n—-1

where SD is the standard deviation, x is the observed value, X is the mean, and n
1s the number of observations for the sample.

+ Standard error (SE) measures the accuracy of a sample distribution in
representing a population. If a sample mean differs from the actual mean of the
population, this difference is called the standard error of the mean. Since the actual mean
cannot be determined, SE is used instead of SD. With normally distributed data, there is
a 95% chance that the actual mean will fall within the sample mean +1.96 SE.

With SEA-PLM 2019 dataset, descriptive statistics were calculated on SPSS
software, using the Replicates V9.2 toolkit developed by ACER International Surveys
to calculate mean values, frequencies, percentages, mean differences and errors of these

values based on the two-tier statistical method in which the first tier is the school sample
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and the second tier is the student sample. Jacknife multiplication method is employed

for 95 replicates and weights built by ACER for student and teacher samples.

1.6.2.2 Inferential statistical analysis

Statistical reasoning is the inferential process of deducing the characteristics of an
underlying distribution by analyzing data. Inferential statistical analysis extrapolates the
properties of the population. This process includes testing hypotheses and the resulting
estimates. The population is assumed to be larger than the generated observed data. In
other words, the observed data is sampled from a larger population.

Inferential statistics can be compared with descriptive data statistics. Descriptive
statistics are only interested in the properties of the observed data and do not assume
those properties to the population.

Statistical inference tries to explain the properties of the population using data
drawn from a population through a sampling process. Given a hypothesis about the
population we want to infer, statistical inference involves (1) the statistical model of a
process that generates the data and (2) the inference proposition from the above model.

Konishi & Kitagawa (2008) stated that “most problems in statistical inference can
be thought of as problems related to statistical modeling.” The conclusion of statistical
inference is a problem to be solved by statistical inference. Some of the most common
forms of statistics are as follows:

« Point estimation of a population parameter is a way of calculating a single value
of a population parameter based on sample data.

o Interval estimation of a population parameter is a way of calculating two values
based on sample data, thereby creating an expected range containing the statistical
parameter of the population.

The inferential statistical methods used in the analysis of questionnaires are:

+ Pearson's correlation analysis

There are many different correlation coefficient formulas for different situations.
The best-known formula is the Pearson correlation coefficient, calculated by dividing

the covariance of two variables by the product of their standard deviation.
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According to mathematical characteristics, the correlation coefficient px y between
two random variables X and Y with the corresponding expectation is i, ¢y and standard

deviation ox, oy is defined as:

cov(X,Y)  E((X — px)(Y — py))

Pxy = ;
TxTy TxTy

Where E is an operator for the expected value and cov is covariance.

In this study, one-tailed Pearson correlation analysis uses a correlation coefficient
to 1dentify factors closely related to learning outcomes. The meaning of the correlation
coefficients shows:

- The value r belongs to the range [-1; 1]. The larger the absolute value of the
correlation coefficients, the higher the relationship between the factors and the learning
outcomes.

- The sign of the correlation coefficient represents the direction of the relationship
of each factor with learning outcomes. For example, if the correlation is positive (+),
students with a higher value of the research characteristics tend to have a higher
academic result; if the correlation coefficient is negative (-), the higher value of the
research variable, the lower the student's learning results.

+ Chi-square test

In the case of testing the difference between two proportions of a two-level
categorical variable, we can use the test of the difference between two ratios. However,
testing for the difference between proportions will not be possible if the categorical
variable consists of more than two levels. In that case, we use the Chi-squared fitness
test. The Chi-squared fitness test aims to see whether the components of the categorical
variable are statistically significantly different from the initial proportions.

To use the Chi-squared fitness test, the data must satisfy the following four
conditions:

1. The sample is selected by a random sampling method.

2. The sample size should be at least 1/10 of the population.

3. The analytic variable is categorical (> 2 levels).

4. The number of observations in each variable must be at least 5.

In statistical mathematics, chi-squared is a form of random distribution used to

determine whether the data obtained in practice are consistent with hypothesis Ho.

13


https://vi.wikipedia.org/wiki/To%C3%A1n_t%E1%BB%AD
https://vi.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hi%E1%BB%87p_ph%C6%B0%C6%A1ng_sai
http://dungluu.com/bai-huong-dan/spss/bai-huong-dan/spss/gioi-thieu-ve-kiem-dinh-thong-ke.html

According to the Chi-squared distribution, the value y? is calculated from the

following formula:

2 (O—E£)"2 (O1-E1y*2 | (02-E2)"2 (On—En)"2
L= -( E )_ El + E 2 ++T

in which:
- y*: Chi-squared
- O: actual data in each test
- E: expected data according to hypothesis Ho
The chi-square test is used in the following cases:
- Test the relationship between two nominal variables;
- Test the relationship between a nominal variable and an ordinal variable;
- Test the relationship between two ordinal variables.
Therefore, depending on the purpose of analysis, the nominal and ordinal variables

from the questionnaire dataset will perform the Chi-squared test.

1.6.2.3 ANOVA analysis

Analysis of variance (ANOVA) is used as a tool to examine the influence of one
or more causal (qualitative) factors on an outcome (quantitative) factor. ANOVA is a
technique that calculates the degree of variation within groups and the divergence
between group means. Based on these two variability estimates, we can conclude the
degree of difference between the group means. There are two variance analysis
procedures: single-factor ANOV A and multi-factor ANOVA. The analyses for the SEA-
PLM questionnaires use the one-factor method.

One-factor analysis of variance is the analysis of the influence of a causal factor
(qualitative variable form) on an outcome factor (quantitative variable form).

Assume that we want to compare the means of k£ independent populations. We take
k samples with the number of observations as ni, nz... nk. These samples are normally
distributed. The means of the populations are denoted as pi; o2 ....pux. The single-factor
analysis of the variance model is described as a hypothesis test as follows:

Ho: pui = 2 =... =

Hi: There exists at least one pair with Wi # pj; 1 #j

To do the test, we make the following three assumptions:
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- Each sample follows a normal distribution N(u, 02)

- The overall variances are equal.

- k independent samples are from & populations. Each sample is observed »; times.

The test of equal variances, sig > 0.05, shows the variances of the groups are
identical. For example, the ANOVA analysis results show a statistically significant
difference in Reading literacy between the group Never absent from class and those who
Missed class once or twice per year. Specifically, the Reading result between the never-

missing group was 4.44 points higher than the one or two-absence group.

1.6.2.4 IRT method

Item Response Theory (IRT) is a theory of measurement science in education
commonly used to determine learning outcomes based on student performance
assessment.

In analyzing SEA-PLM survey results, IRT is employed to measure latent
variables through observed variables. The group of observed variables representing a
latent variable must satisfy the following conditions:

- The observed variables reflect the same factor and only one factor, tested by
factor analysis. The reflecting element must have an eigen value greater than one and
explain more than 50% of the variation.

- The group of variables satisfies the Cronbach's Alpha reliability test, with the
total Cronbach's Alpha greater than or equal to 0.7; the KMO test has sig <.05, and the
item-total correlation coefficients are greater than 0.3.

The one-parameter IRT method (Rash model) calculated the latent variables. The
SEAMEO Secretariat developed most of the latent variables used in the report, and the
Australian Council of Education Research (ACER) contractors analyzed the data and
calculated them for all six participating countries. These latent variables are listed in

Table 1.3.

Table 1.3: List of latent variables developed using the IRT method by ACER

Name of variable  Description

SES Socioeconomic Status Index
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GCEXPOS

ASIDENT

GLOBCON

EXPBEHA

GCINTEN

GCLEARN

SCHATT

MATHATT

PARENG

CONFID

COMATPA

COMATST

COMATTC

STUDATT

ISSUES

GCISSUE

GCDEV

GCTRAIN

CCONF

MCONFID

Exposure to GC issues at school

Asian identity

Concern for global issues

Expected civic behavior

Behavioral intentions associated with GC

Attitudes toward learning about GC-related issues
Positive attitudes toward school

Attitudes towards mathematics

Parental engagement toward schooling

Confidence in teaching methods

Community attitudes - Parents

Community attitudes - Students

Community attitudes - Teachers

Teacher reports on student attitudes

Issues affecting learning

Importance of learning about GC-related issues - Teacher report
Importance of developing GC skills - Teacher report
Pre-teaching program GC skills - Teacher report
Teaching confidence GC skills - Teacher report

Confidence in teaching mathematics

The family's socioeconomic status was measured on a national scale based on three

parameters: the highest occupation of the father or mother, the highest educational

attainment of the father or mother, and family resources family of children's family

through the scale of family resources.

The highest parental occupation level was calculated using the Parent

Questionnaire. The parent or head of the household was asked to indicate which broad
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occupation category matches the child's parent's current primary occupation. The higher
occupational group (where responses for both parents were obtained) was selected using
hierarchical rules that ranked each occupational group based on correspondence with a
predefined classification index. The last value recorded was an ordinal variable.

The parent's peak educational attainment was calculated using the Parent and
Student Questionnaire to measure each parent's educational attainment. The categories
in these items were based on the country-specific International Standard Classification
of Educational Qualifications, where a hierarchy was established based on the years of
formal education required for each level category. When both parent and student data
were available, data from the parent was used only. In case data existed for both parents,
the higher level of educational achievement was chosen based on the hierarchy. This
value was then converted to the years of formal education required to achieve this level
of education for the respective SEA-PLM 2019 country.

The Home Resource Index was collected from a series of items related to a family's
home resources, including assets in the home, number of meals per day per child, quality
of walls, lighting patterns, the presence of utilities such as electricity and water and the
number of books in the household. Item response theory was used to score each
individual who answered at least 2 of the items used in the index. This score was
standardized and set as a measure. A higher score for this indicator corresponds to more
resources available to families than other children in that country.

For respondents with only missing data for one variable, the missing values were
assigned with the predicted values plus a random component based on the regression of
the remaining two variables. If data is missing for more than one variable, the SES index

1s not calculated for that case and a missing value is specified.

1.6.2.5 Multivariate regression model

Linear regression model

In a quantitative study, it is necessary to establish a relationship, expressed through
an equation, to predict the value of one variable when the values of the other
variable/variables are known. The simplest equation is linear: y = ax + b.

Regression analysis infers relationships among population variables from

analyzing the sample. The inference is based on three assumptions:
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1. Normal distribution and equal variance: for each x value of the independent
variable, the observed values of the dependent variable y have the same normal
distribution around a mean depending on x, denotes as z4x, and has a standard deviation
of 0.

2. Local independence: the values of the variable y are independent.

3. Linear: all g, are on a straight line of the form: £, = b + ax, where a is the
slope and b is the constant.

A simple linear regression model is given as follows:

N observations on the independent variable x and the dependent variable y are
denoted by (x1, y1); (x2, ¥2);... (xn, YN). For each observationi (i=1, 2, ..., N), the observed
value of the variable y will be y; =b + ax; +¢;, whereas b + ax; is the mean of the variable
vy when x = x;, € 1s the random error, assumed to be normally distributed with mean 0
and standard deviation o. The coefficients a and b are called regression coefficients. The
coefficient b explains that if x increases by 1 unit, y changes by b units. The standardized
[ coefficient is the standardized value of b, demonstrating that as x increases by one
standard deviation, y changes by f standard deviation.

For example, the regression line showing the simple linear relationship between
Math scores and student's family condition is Math score = 498.15 + 34.94*Student's
family socio-economic status + €. With the slope of the line being 34.94, the constant is
498.15 and ¢ is the random error.

The equation with two or more independent variables is a multivariate linear
regression model:

yv=b+taxitax>+ .. +tax,+e¢

Multilevel linear regression model

The linear model does not consider the multilevel nature of research data in
education: many students in the same class, many classes in the same school, and many
schools in the same geographic location, province or region. Therefore, the survey
observations are not entirely independent since they are in the same organizational unit.
If the analysis does not pay due attention to this issue, it can lead to “group bias” and
“accuracy misjudged”. Meanwhile, multilevel analysis pays attention to multi-layer and

multi-level characteristics of the research sample.
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In the SEA-PLM data, the data structure is hierarchical and has two levels of
random variation: variation among students in the same school and among schools. The
2-level model contains two sub-models: the Level-1 model is the relationship between
students, called the student level; the Level-2 model consists of the effects of school-
level variables.

The regression models in the report are run on SPSS software, using the Replicates
V9.2 toolkit developed by ACER International Surveys to calculate the values of the
regression coefficients and the error of the sample in two levels, where the 1% level is
the student sample, and the 2" level is the school sample. Jacknife multiplication
method is applied to 95 multiples (replicates) and weights which ACER calculates.

In the models aiming at understanding factors of learning results, the dependent
variables are the test results in Mathematics, Reading and Writing, represented by five
plausible values in each field.

In the models aiming at understanding factors of students' or teachers’ motivations
and behaviors, dependent variables are built from the corresponding group of observed

variables by the IRT method.

1.7 SEA-PLM 2019 report structure

The SEA-PLM report is based on information from the survey on students,
teachers, and schools. Data will be analyzed following field-related outcomes to
characterize schools, families, and students associated with more robust and weaker
performance in cognitive domains. This analysis provides the most helpful information
to assist the national government in formulating policies and identifying directions and
priorities for improving learning outcomes.

The SEA-PLM 2019 report has eight chapters as follows:

Chapter 1: Overview of SEA-PLM

This chapter introduces what SEA-PLM is, the purpose of Vietnam's participation
in SEA-PLM, the main activities to implement SEA-PLM and the development of a
country report.

Chapter 2: Mathematical literacy of Vietnamese primary students

Chapter 3: Reading literacy of Vietnamese primary students

Chapter 4: Writing literacy of Vietnamese primary students
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Chapter 5: Global Citizenship of Vietnamese primary students

Chapters 2, 3, 4, and 5 present situations and contexts, a framework for assessing
competence in domains, types of items, coding of question types and student results in
each domain according to characteristics: gender, closed school location, region, family
conditions, etc.

Chapter 6: Factors affecting students' competency in Mathematics, Reading,
Writing and Global Citizenship

This chapter describes the effects of characteristics and conditions on students'
abilities: socio-economic conditions, families, schools, teachers, attitudes and parents'
concerns.

Chapter 7: Factors affecting teachers' confidence in teaching

This chapter deals with the impact of teachers' characteristics such as gender,
education level, seniority, teaching methods, teacher training and other effects, such as
students’ behaviors and school environment.

Chapter 8: Conclusion and recommendations

This chapter presents the main findings, thereby proposing policies and solutions

to improve the quality of education and student learning outcomes.
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CHAPTER 2. MATHEMATICAL LITERACY OF VIETNAM
PRIMARY STUDENTS

2.1 Mathematical literacy assessment framework
2.1.1 The importance of Mathematics

Mathematical literacy is central to a young person's future educational success and
preparation for life outside of school. The primary focus of SEA-PLM in Mathematics
is a set of specifically and broadly defined mathematical skills and processes to the
extent that students can use their mathematical knowledge and skills to solve problems
and address the types of challenges they face in a variety of contexts.

A set of fundamental skills or competencies is crucial in helping students
effectively use their mathematical knowledge in various contexts. Students need
communication skills to recognize and process information and to express their
reasoning and conclusions. Mathematical literacy often requires students to devise
strategies for solving problems. This process involves control procedures guiding
individuals to recognize, formulate, and solve problems. When dealing with issues
presented in different contexts, students need to be able to transform information as
introduced into a mathematical form ready for the application of relevant procedural
knowledge. When mathematical results and conclusions are found, they must be
interpreted with the original context. These transformation and interpretation steps are
often referred to as steps in the mathematical process. Students need to be able to work
with various representations of mathematical and informational objects, such as graphs,
tables, charts, expressions, and symbols. Students must develop reasoning skills, explore
and link problem elements, make inferences, and justify conclusions. Students need
specific procedural knowledge and skills to recognize when a particular piece of
knowledge may be relevant to the problem. They, therefore, need to be able to use
language and symbols, techniques for interpreting, manipulating and using symbolic
expressions in a mathematical context governed by different conventions and rules.

These competencies are fundamental to literacy and are addressed to varying
degrees by SEA-PLM assessment tasks. The competencies are based on original work

done by Mogens Niss (Niss, 2003; Niss & Hgjgaard, 2011).
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The SEA-PLM Mathematical Literacy Framework measures math best practice
competencies, like OECD PISA math competencies (OECD, 2013), but is oriented to
include SEA-specific benefits- PLM is in grade 5. As such, it requires precursor skills
such as basic math concepts and fundamental knowledge developed during the core
years of schooling: arithmetics, arithmetic operations, object classification, shape
recognition, elementary algebraic thinking, measurement, and data usage and

interpretation.

2.1.2 SEA-PLM 2019 definition of Mathematical Literacy
The SEA-PLM definition of Mathematical Literacy is as follows:

Mathematical Literacy is the ability of a person, given a problem in a context
of interest or importance to them, to transform the problem into a suitable
mathematical formula, applying knowledge and math skills to find solutions and
interpret mathematical results in relation to the context and review the values or limits

of those results.

The term Mathematics literacy is used to emphasize that the focus is on using
mathematical knowledge and skills (including those learned in class) to solve problems
that arise in a context outside the classroom.

... 18 the capacity of a person, given a problem ...

The action is required by a person to solve a problem. Success in problem-solving
depends on their ability to focus their mathematical abilities - skills to communicate,
create strategies, represent, reason, debate, and use language, symbols, techniques and
math tools.

... in a context of interest or importance to them...

This focus on issues in a context helps them recognize and appreciate
mathematics's role in the world and the actions they need to take for their mental world.
The matter of interest or importance to them is the reason for their involvement in the
problem and encourages their enthusiasm and persistence in finding solutions.

... to turn the problem into a suitable mathematical formula...
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Part of the action that needs to be taken to solve a given problem involves
reformulating it in the language of mathematics in a form that can lead to a mathematical
solution.

... apply math knowledge and skills to find a solution...

This action results in mathematical language.

... and to interpret mathematical results in relation to the context and review the
values or limits of those resullts.

The appropriateness of the mathematical results is checked in the problem context

to see if they represent a solution to the problem.

2.1.3 Structure of Mathematical literacy assessment framework
2.1.3.1 Structure of Mathematical literacy

Three components contribute to the SEA-PLM definition of mathematical
literacy:

* Context: the situation in which the problem to be solved has arisen.

* Process: the actions required to solve the problem.

* Content: the math knowledge and skills needed to find a math solution.

Therefore, an assessment of a student’s mathematical ability should ask questions
that:

» are placed in a context of interest or importance to the student, involving one or

more actions necessary to solve the problem in the context; and
» use broad mathematical competencies as well as a specific set of math knowledge

or skills appropriate to a student’s development or level of math knowledge.
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the situation in which the
Context problem to be solved has arisen.

Content Process

the mathematical knowledge and skills the actions required to solve the
required to find a mathematical solution problem.

Figure 2.1: Components of Mathematical Literacy

Source: UNICEF and SEAMEO (2019)

The three components contributing to the definition of mathematical literacy —
SEA-PLM math content, process, and context — provide the SEA-PLM mathematical
literacy assessment structure.

Objectives are established for each component to ensure the overall relevance and
balance of the assessment tool, taking into account the level of assessed students. The
objectives ensure that a wide selection of problems or problem components are included
to provide a fair, engaging and challenging assessment of mathematical competence.
The items in each tool cover a range of issues appropriate to the level of learning.

The use of handheld computers can vary significantly for 5™ graders in different
Southeast Asian countries, so structured SEA-PLM tests are considered better as
“neutral” — the tasks can be done without a handheld computer and using a handheld is
not a significant advantage.

Establishing context is essential to SEA-PLM math assessment, so language is an
important component of math competency items. The amount of language used and its
difficulty are carefully monitored and considered to minimize reading while ensuring

items are precise and clear.

2.1.3.2 Contexts
Test items and tasks used in SEA-PLM tools are associated with a type of context.

A context is a situation in which the details of a test question or task are posed, or the
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situation creates stimulus material for the task. Contexts help define the focus of thought
or action in which people responding to problems or challenges must participate.

The primary purpose of a defined context is to ensure that the set of items or tasks
covers a range of situations that students encounter, different purposes where problems
and challenges are presented to encourage engagement, the broadest possible range of
personal interests, and various conditions in which individuals typically operate in the
21st century.

The SEA-PLM program uses four contexts: personal contexts, local contexts,
natural world contexts, and internal mathematical contexts.

Individual contexts have their focus. The problem or challenge primarily affects
the individual and engagement with the task involves focusing inward. Problems that fit
into this type of context include more abstract challenges that may have a limited
external purpose and challenges that focus on personal concerns related to personal
interests, such as games and quizzes, personal wellness, personal or travel
transportation, or personal finance.

Local contexts have an interaction focus that requires engagement with other
individuals or with elements of the immediate surroundings. Issues that fit this type of
context involve everyday situations and activities at home, school, local community, or
work.

Natural-world contexts focus on broader situations that may affect entire
communities or countries or have broader relevance at a more global level. Issues that
fit this type of context involve general social topics such as public policy, transportation
systems, advertising, and broad scientific issues such as weather, climate, ecology or
medicine.

Mathematical internal context refers to problems where all relevant elements
belong to the world of mathematics without reference to any external or actual
contextual factors. Math problems are sometimes established without reference to
context, so it is relevant to include some items of this type. However, the most common
challenges related to the application of mathematical knowledge occur in contexts
(personal, local, or broader) that must be analyzed to some extent before identifying and

applying relevant mathematical knowledge.
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In SEA-PLM 2019, the target percentage of Mathematical items by context is
shown in Table 2.1.

Table 2.1: Target percentage of Math items by context

Context Target percentage
Individual 25-30
Local 25-30
Natural world 25-30
Internal math 15-20

Source: UNICEF and SEAMEO (2019)

Key features of the contextual types of Math items:

- Items with a mathematical context: Include elements related to mathematical
knowledge. This type of question accounts for 16-20%.

- Items with personal context: Mainly related to the individual case and the
individual’s participation in the task, focusing on the nature of the problem. This type
of question accounts for 25 — 30%.

- Items with local context: Content that requires the participation of individuals or
factors related to the surrounding environment. This type of question accounts for 25 —
30%.

- Items with a natural world context: The required content focuses on more general
cases relevant to entire communities, countries, or the global level. This type of question
accounts for 25 —30%.
2.1.3.3 Process

Three procedures have been identified for the SEA-PLM math literacy

assessment.
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Problem in context, Problem described

described in translate in mathematical
everyday language language

Mathematical
solution

Solution in context interpret

Figure 2.2: SEA-PLM 2019 Mathematical study
Source: UNICEF and SEAMEO (2019)

As shown in Figure 2.2:

e Description is a process of expressing a problem in mathematical language,
from its context to a suitable mathematical formula for finding a solution.

e Application is a process of using mathematical knowledge and skills to find a
mathematical solution or to produce a mathematical result. This process mainly
deals with mathematical ideas, objects and techniques.

e Interpretation is a process of retranslating the mathematical solution to the
context of the problem. This term may include reviewing the solution to see if
it makes sense in the context and identifying any limitations.

In assessment, a question may involve only one step in problem-solving. For
example, in an application item, the explanation is included in its stem, and the answer
asks for a mathematical solution.

An example of such a problem is the question in Example 1. The problem has been
formulated in explicit mathematical terms without any context other than the
mathematical elements (so it falls under the category of internal mathematical context).
The solving process involves reading and understanding numbers and symbols, applying
arithmetic skills to perform the multiplication shown, and then choosing the correct
answer from the options provided.

Example I: Mathematical content presented in a mathematical formula.

13x6=7
A 68
B 78
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C 603
D 618

In some items, two or more steps are required in the process, in which case, for
example, if the interpretation step is more significant to solution finding in the
application step, the item will be classified as explanatory type.

An example of this is shown in Example 2, where the question Planting seeds is
presented. Students have to read a small amount of information presented in a family
context (considered a local context catalog) and then interpret that information into a
problem — in this case, to divide 850 by 7. Students must then perform the division and
choose from the options that match the calculation result. Although both areas of
application and interpretation are used in this situation, it has been assigned to the
application category because it is judged that dividing may be the more challenging
aspect for most students.

Example 2: the seed planting question is placed in a local context and illustrates
the application category, but the interpretation is also involved.

Planting seeds

There are seven people in Mali’s family. They need to plant 850 seeds.

They plan for each person to plant the same number of seeds. How many seeds
should each person plant?

A About 12 seeds

B  About 80 seeds

C About 120 seeds

D About 600 seeds

The target percentage of items by process of mathematical literacy is shown in

Table 2.2.

Table 2.2: Target percentage of items by process of mathematical literacy

Process Target percentage
Describe 20-30
Apply 40 - 60
Explain 20-30
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The main characteristics of the type of Math items by process:

- Describe: Describe the problem in context and translate it into a mathematical
formula. This type of question accounts for 20-30%.

- Apply: Apply mathematical knowledge to come up with mathematical methods.
This type of question accounts for 40-60%.

- Explain: Interpret mathematical results in relation to context. This type of
question accounts for 20-30%.
2.1.3.4 Contents

Content refers to the specific math knowledge and skills needed to find problem
solutions. The framework uses three general types of content that reflect broad
categories frequently found in math curricula worldwide: numbers and algebra,
metrology and geometry, and probabilities and data.

Example 3: The Mango lesson illustrates numbers and lists algebraic content, lists
personal contexts, and describes processes.

Mangoes

Which of these shows how to find out how many Mangoes there are?

A 4+3
B 3+3+3
C 4-3
D 4x3

This problem asks students to identify one of four mathematical formulas suitable
for describing problems in forming mathematical terms. The alternatives provided show
how algebraic thinking can be used to construct imperative calculus in a real and specific
personal context. The problem does not focus on performing the calculations but asks
to realize the formula, so it is in the interpretive process category.

Issues that arise in real life don’t necessarily fall into one content category. A

student’s problem-solving role is to select knowledge and skills from problem-
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appropriate math knowledge and skills, incorporating aspects of content areas according
to their requirements and using their ordinary mathematical competence.

The primary purpose of this classification is to ensure that a broad set of
mathematical knowledge and skills are represented in the problem-solving cycle that
reflects the results of mathematical learning to achieve goals through the curriculum of
the participating countries. SEA-PLM math literacy includes using basic arithmetic
skills and other rudimentary math concepts and skills, with a greater focus on using
those skills in various contexts. It is also designed to challenge students across different
school subjects.

Another example of a question is provided in Example 4 to illustrate the geometry
and measurement content categories. This problem, Buy Peanuts, is placed in a local
context and involves careful interpretation of the estimated mass to understand the mass
measurement displayed on the scale. This question falls under the descriptive process
category because it asks students to interpret real-world contextual elements (sets of
scales and peanut counts) and decide which image shows the assigned math quantity
(400 grams on the kilogram display scale, so students work with different units of
measurement).

Example 4: Buying Peanuts is placed in an internal mathematical context,
illustrating a geometry and measurement content category, a descriptive step in the
process.

Which scale shows 400 grams of peanuts?
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The target percentage of items by content is indicated in Table 2.3.

Table 2.3: Target percentage of items by content
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Content Target percentage

Numbers and algebra 35-45 (%)
Measurements and geometry 35-45 (%)
Probability and data 15-25 (%)

2.1.4 Tasks and types of items

The SEA-PLM math literacy assessment consists of a series of exercises, each with
a situation to establish context, followed by one or more items that require one or more
procedures (describe, apply, interpret and evaluate) to be used to find answers.

Four question forms are included in the SEA-PLM assessments of mathematical
literacy.

Two forms are choices of answers, where students choose one or more correct
answers from a set of options.

* Multiple choice (MC) item format has four or five options, with only one correct
answer and three or four other incorrect answers. The different answer choices are often
designed to show specific noise, misconception, or common errors.

* The Complex Multiple Choice (CMC) format presents statements or clauses and
asks students to choose one or more correct answers for each statement from a set of
possible choices, such as “ Right or wrong"; “Frequently”, “Sometimes”, and “Never”.

Two question types are open-ended items in which students write an answer,
complete a drawing, or mark a location.

* Closed-Constructed Responses (CCRs) (open-ended/closed-response/short-
answer items) provide a structured format for student response, which can be a single
number, a word, or a mark on a chart.

* Open-Constructed Responses (OCRs) (long-answered open-ended items) often
require a more extensive process to arrive at the required answer.

Table 2.4 shows the target percentages of question types. The preference of the
question types for students to select the proposed answer options notes that it is

significantly easier to process the responses to those items.

Table 2.4: Percentage of targets by types of items on Mathematical literacy
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Types of items Target percentage

Multiple choice items (MC and CMC) 60 — 80

Closed constructed-response and open constructed-
20-40
response items (CCR and OCR)

Source: UNICEF and SEAMEQO (2019)
2.1.5 Coding Math items in SEA-PLM 2019

SEA-PLM Math items are divided into two categories: (1) Multiple choice items
and (2) Closed or open constructed-response items. There is no need to code for
multiple-choice items because students' answers are entered directly into Keyquest
software. Only closed or open constructed-response items will have to be coded into
different score levels, specifically:

* General encoding for 1-point closed constructed-response items: code 0, 1, 9

Code 1. (Accepted answer): This answer demonstrates an understanding of all
aspects of the text in question, including all the elements required by the item. These
answers are determined to be correct based on ideas or information in the text.

Code 0. (Answer not accepted): These responses demonstrate ignorance of the
aspect of the text in question. The student attempts to come up with some or all of the
elements required by the item. However, these responses are determined to be incorrect
based on ideas or information in the text. Or, this answer gives ideas or information that
is too vague and unrelated to the question.

In addition, the code "O" is for unreadable answers, including slash and erase,
challenging to read and off-topic, and scribble writing and drawing.

Code 9: The answer is entirely blank.

* General coding with open constructed-response items: code 00, 01, 02, 11, 99

Code 11. (Completely understood): The response demonstrates a complete
understanding of the aspect in question, including all elements required by the item.
When needed, they represent a higher level of understanding than literal understanding
and provide appropriate interpretation, inference, or judgment of the text. Or, they
present ideas or information taken from the text for interpretation, deduction, or
judgment based on the text.

Code 00, 01, 02. (Do not understand): The response demonstrates a lack of

understanding of the contextual aspect of the text in question. The answer may introduce
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some or all the required elements, but they are inaccurate based on ideas or information
in the text. Or they do not address any of the elements needed for the item. Or, they
contain ideas or information that is too vague and unrelated to the question to be
considered evidence of understanding.

In addition, code 00 is also given to unreadable answers, including crossed out and
erased, challenging to read and off-topic, and scribble writing and drawing.

Codes 01 and 02 are for wrong answers or biased understanding.

Code 99: The answer is entirely blank.

2.1.6 Quality evaluation of Mathematics items
2.1.6.1 IRT analysis of Math items

The IRT parameters of the Math items based on the two-parameter model were as
follows:

- DIFFERENCE:

+ Greater than 0.6 => Well discriminated items.

+ Less than 0.6, greater than 0 => Low discriminated items

+ Less than 0 => Illogical discriminated items.

- LEVEL OF DIFFICULTY:

+ Difficulty from -3 to -2: easy items

+ Difficulty -2 to 2: medium items

+ Difficulty level 2 to 3: difficult (hard) items

There are a total of 60 Math items. The IRT results show:

- 8/60 items (13.3%) had low discrimination (less than 0.6); These were items with
codes M15Y092T01; M15Y104T01; M15Y107TO1; M15Y156T01; M15Y158T01D;
MI15Y165T01; M18Y026; M18Y061.

- 52/60 items (86.7%) had good discrimination (0.6 and above). These items have
a suitable level of difficulty in the range (-2.5; 2.5).

Table 2.5 describes the statistics of Math scores of 5" graders in Vietnam.

Table 2.5: Statistics of Math scores

Number of students 3219

Medium score 300.00
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Error 0.53

Median score 301.25
Standard deviation 30.00
Lowest score 184.62
Highest score 353.56

2.1.6.2 Test information function and distribution graph

In SEA-PLM 2019, Vietnam had 3219 students participating in the Mathematics
assessment. The mean score was 300, and the median score was 301.25. These two
values show pretty good results. The standard deviation of 30 was acceptable.

Student scores ranged from 184.62 to 353.56. The math score distribution skewed
to the right (Figure 2.3).
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Figure 2.3: Distribution of the Math scores
The test information function and the student ability distribution chart provide
information about the test and the ability of the group of students participating in the test.
The information function shows the reliability of the test at each ability level. Figures 2.4

and 2.5 illustrate the student’s ability distribution chart and the test information function.
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Figure 2.4: Mathematic ability distribution chart of Vietnamese students
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Figure 2.5: SEA-PLM 2019 Math Test information function of Vietnam

The Math items assessed the student’s ability in the range of -2.5 to -1.5. Therefore,
the Mathematical items of SEA-PLM 2019 were relatively easy for Vietnamese
students.

2.1.7 SEA-PLM proficiency scale for mathematical literacy

The SEA-PLM Mathematical proficiency scale is oriented to include specific
curricula and needs in Grade 5. The assessment of Mathematics literacy considers a wide
range of skills acquired by students from different countries in Southeast Asia, including
“basic skills ... as well as those commonly developed in primary school” (UNICEF &
SEAMEDQO, 2019).

SEA-PLM items require students to have a broad range of math skills. In addition,
the items also require math knowledge and skills to be appropriate for the student's
developmental stage. To ensure a balance of these factors, the items for the SEA-PLM

2019 assessment are categorized in three main ways. The first way is by content: numbers
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and algebra, measurement and geometry, probability and data; the second is by procedure:

describe, apply and explain; and finally, by types of answers: multiple choice and

constructed-response answers.

Table 2.6: SEA-PLM 2019 proficiency scale for mathematical literacy

Proficiency Description of what students can typically do
Band 9 and Students in Band 0 and above can reason about triangles to find unknown
above side lengths using information about perimeters.
(347 and They can solve problems using frequency distributions.
above)
Band 8 Think multiplicatively and convert between units
(from 334 to  In Band 8, students can solve math problems by adding fractions with the
347) same denominator and dividing a decimal by a single-digit number.
They can continue a pattern involving decimals.
They can convert from fractions of hours to minutes and can calculate the
difference between the lengths involving metric conversion.
They can solve problems using many-to-one pictographs.
Band 7 Apply fractions and percentages, and analyze data representations.

(from 321 to

Students in Band 7 can calculate a percentage and a simple fraction of a

334) number.
They can identify the rotation of a design by half a turn.
They can find the missing value in the table using the given total and
calculate the missing percentage value on the pie chart.
Band 6 Perform math operations, including fractions, and interpret tables and
(from 308 to ~ &raphs.
321) In Band 6, students can convert a fraction in tenths to its decimal

equivalent.

They have a firm grasp of place value and rounding in numbers up to 5
digits.

They can solve problems involving measuring devices requiring

conversion of metric (m) units of length and capacity.
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Proficiency

Description of what students can typically do

They can calculate the mass of objects using a balance.
Students can add 30 minutes to a given time.

They can visualize 3-D objects from 2-D representations and interpret a

simple map using directional language.

They can interpret a frequency table and a line graph showing growth over

time.

Band 5

(from 295 to
308)

Fluently solve arithmetic problems

Students in Band 5 can add 4-digit numbers and subtract 2-digit numbers
in context, and they can identify a 5-digit number given in words. They

can continue simple counting and shape patterns.

They can model scenarios with multiplication and division. They
understand the process of taking half of a quantity. Students can interpolate

capacity from a marked cylinder and can compare angles to a right angle.

Students can estimate the mass of an object. They can read the numbers

from a table and sum them.

They understand the structure of a bar graph showing amounts over time

Band 4

(from 282 to
295)

Apply numerical properties and units of measurement

In Band 4, students can find half of a 1-digit number and understand place

value in 5-digit numbers.

They can solve a problem involving capacity that does not involve the

conversion of units.
They can apply their knowledge of the number of minutes in an hour.

They can read a value from a bar graph.

Band 3

(from 269 to
282)

Understanding place value and scales of measurement
Students in Band 3 can order 2-digit numbers.

They can read length and mass measurements from scales requiring some

interpolation.
They can recognize simple shapes and compare angles.

They can interpret a simple bar graph.
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Proficiency Description of what students can typically do

Band 2 and There were too few items in SEA-PLM 2019 to describe what children

below operating below Band 3 can do.

(less than 269)  Some students can add single-digit numbers, others can only count a small

set of objects or recognize numbers.

Source: UNICEF and SEAMEOQO (2020)

Table 2.6 describes eight bands of proficiency in mathematical literacy. Each band

is equivalent to the range of scores that students must achieve. The proficiency scale
provides information about a student's ability in each area of the scale.

Examples of some math items

Water bottles

A store has 103 boxes of water bottles.

- Setrures

There are 24 bottles of water in each box:

How many bottles of water in total?

Figure 2.6: Example of Mathematics item (1)

This item asks students to multiply numbers greater than 100 in context. Another
difficulty on this item is the constructed-response format, which requires students to
write down a short answer instead of selecting one option. Across the six participating

countries, an estimated 14% of students are at Band 8 or higher.

Amount of lemonade

Li makes lemonade in this pitcher.

How many milliliters (ml) of lemon juice are there in the jar? e ;
A. 301 P——
B. 310 =
C. 325 i
D. 350 =

Figure 2.7: Example of Mathematics item (2)
This item asks students to read a value from the scale on a measuring flask. The
liquid level in the flask is at a line between the ranges marked with values. Students need
to be able to interpret scales and interpolate the correct value. Averaged across the six

participating countries, an estimated 51% of students are at Band 5 or above.
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Students in Band 3 have math proficiency comparable to that expected in the early

grades of elementary school.

Goal
The red shirt team scored 4 goals. The blue team scored 7 goals.
How many more goals does the blue team score than the red team?
A.3 B. 4
C.7 D. 11

Figure 2.8: Example of Mathematics item (3)

This item only asks for one straightforward calculation with 1-digit numbers. It is
set in a minimal context, requiring little reading skill. The item only involves the
application of skills to find the difference between two numbers in a basic way. On
average, 14% of 5th graders could hardly answer this question correctly across the six
participating countries.

2.2 Mathematical literacy in SEA-PLM 2019 participating countries
2.2.1 SEA-PLM 2019 mathematics alignment with SDGs

The SEA-PLM 2019 Math literacy measures can be used to reflect the SDG
educational goals (SDG 4.1) through alignment with the SDG indicators 4.1.1a and
4.1.1b.

SDG 4.1.1a defines the minimum level of mathematical literacy by the “end of
primary school” as:

Students can read, write, and compare integers 1 to 100. They can add and

subtract numbers 1 to 20 and solve applied problems using numbers 1 to 20.

Students can recognize simple shapes and units of measurement. They can read

results from simple data graphs. Students have a foundational knowledge of spatial

orientation and can evaluate the relative sizes of real-world objects. (Expanded

definition, GAML, 2019, p. 25)

Students in Band 4 and above have the mathematical ability that meets or exceeds
the ‘end of elementary school’ indicator, but students in Band 3 and below still do not
meet this standard, even if they have completed at least five years of schooling.

SDG 4.1.1b defines the minimum level of mathematics literacy by the “end of

primary school” as:
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Students can add and subtract integers within 1000 and demonstrate proficiency
with multiplications up to 10 x 10 and related divisions, solve simple real-world
problems with integers using 4 operations (suitable for grades and performance)
and determine simple equivalent fractions; select and use a variety of tools to
measure and compare length, weight and volume/volume; understand the
relationship between different time units, for example, seconds, minutes, hours,
days, weeks, months and years, extract multiple pieces of information from data
graphs to solve problems; recognize and name geometries based on their simple

properties; and apply the concept of equivalence by finding a missing value in a

calculation. (Expanded definition, GAML, 2019, page 29).

Students in Band 6 and above with Math competency meet or exceed this “end of
elementary school” indicator.

Table 2.7 shows the percentage of Grade 5 students in each country participating
in SEA-PLM 2019 who met the expected minimum math literacy standard by the “end
of primary school” defined by the SDGs. Student percentages range from 8% to 92%.

Table 2.7: SDG 4.1.1b “end of primary school” indicators on Mathematics literacy of

students from six countries

Math literacy of end elementary students

Country SDG 4.1.1b (Band 6 and above)
% Standard error

Cambodia 19 1.34
Laos 8 0.77
Malaysia 64 0.94
Myanmar 12 1.96
Philippines 17 1.38
Vietnam 92 1.11

Source: UNICEF and SEAMEO (2020)

2.2.2 Average score in Mathematics of students in SEA-PLM 2019 participating

countries
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Table 2.8: Average score in Mathematics of six SEA-PLM 2019 participating countries

Medium Standard ~ Standard Lowest Highest

Country o

score deviation error score score
Cambodia 289.43 20.70 0.04 201.10 363.89
Laos 278.64 20.39 0.06 199.29 354.81
Myanmar 287.99 17.34 0.02 228.48 350.42
Malaysia 314.86 21.94 0.03 218.58 379.54
Philippines 288.01 19.87 0.01 230.13 361.49
Vietnam 341.55 24.00 0.02 245.66 419.72
Average of 6
' 304.79 31.74 0.01 199.29 419.72
countries

The average score of 5"-grade Vietnamese students on the math assessment was
341.55 points, equivalent to Band 8 and above on the SEA-PLM 2019 proficiency scale.
Figure 2.9 shows that the average score of Vietnamese students was 36.76 points higher
than the average score in the six participating countries. Vietnam and Malaysia had

above-average math scores.

Average of 6 countries IIIIIIIENEIENEGEGGEGNGNGNENGNNEEE  304.79
Vietnam e 341.55
Philippines I 288.01
Malaysia I 314.86
Myanmar e 287.99
Laos [ 27864
Cambodia I 289.43

0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350 400

Figure 2.9: Average Math score of the participating countries

The box chart in Figure 2.10 shows the scores in the participating countries

divided by the lowest 25% and highest 25% quartiles, with the midpoints being the
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median values. The box diagram shows that Vietnam’s score was significantly higher

than the other countries.
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Figure 2.10: Mathematical score box chart of the six countries

The diagram in Figure 2.10 shows that the students’ Math scores were normally
distributed, with the Vietnamese students’ scores shifting to the right, which shows that
the Vietnamese students’ scores have good reliability and are higher than those of other

countries.
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Figure 2.11: Normal distribution diagram of the Math scores range of 6 countries

2.2.3 Percentage of achievement on Mathematical proficiency scale of SEA-PLM
2019 participating countries
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Table 2.9: Percentage of students achieving each proficiency level in Mathematical

literacy of the six countries

Proficiency scale Cambodia Laos Myanmar Malaysia Philippines Vietnam Six countries

Band 2 and below 16.0% 32.3% 13.3% 2.4% 17.3% 0.3% 11.1%
Band 3 19.7% 247%  24.4% 5.3% 23.4% 0.8% 15.7%
Band 4 25.2% 21.4%  27.7% 10.2% 23.8% 1.9% 17.3%
Band 5 20.5% 13.7%  22.1% 17.7% 18.7% 5.5% 15.5%
Band 6 12.1% 6.1% 9.3% 23.6% 11.0% 10.6% 11.6%
Band 7 5.0% 1.7% 2.8% 21.5% 4.4% 17.8% 9.2%
Band 8 1.1% 0.2% 0.3% 13.4% 1.1% 21.4% 7.6%

Band 9 and above 0.4% 0.0% 0.1% 6.0% 0.1% 41.8% 12.1%

For simple mathematical problem solving, for example, asking students to add or
subtract two 1-digit numbers together or recognize simple shapes, Vietnam had only
0.3%, and Malaysia had 2.4% students with math literacy at Band 2 and below. At the
same time, Laos had 32.2% of students with Math literacy of Band 2 and below, the
Philippines 17.3%, and Cambodia 16%.

In Malaysia and Vietnam, most Grade 5 students have mastered the mathematical
skills expected by the end of primary school, at Band 6 or above on the SEA- PLM 2019
proficiency scale. In these countries, many students are on track to meet the challenges of
21st-century skills-based curricula as they move to middle school.

In Cambodia, Lao PDR, Myanmar and the Philippines, there was a lower
percentage of Grade 5 students mastering the expected skills for mathematics at the end
of primary school. It implies that more Grade 5 students in these countries were still
working towards getting basic math skills.

In Vietnam, 91.6% of students belong to Band 6 and above, especially 41.8% of
Vietnamese students' scores were in Band 9. Vietnamese 5th graders can perform
mathematical operations, including fractions and explanations of tables and graphs,
apply fractions and percentages, analyze data representations, think multiplicatively,
and transform between units. Students can also solve problems using frequency
distributions.

The proportion of students in Band 6 and above in Vietnam was higher than the

average for the six participating countries (Figure 2.12). It means that the mathematical
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literacy of primary students in Vietnam has met the requirements set forth by the

educational curriculum.
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Figure 2.12: Levels of proficiency in Mathematics of the six countries

2.3 Mathematical literacy of Vietnamese students

2.3.1 Mathematical literacy of Vietnamese students by region and school location
Vietnam has three geographical regions, including North, Central and South; each

area has its characteristics in terms of socio-economic conditions. Table 2.10 shows the

statistics of Math scores in the three regions and by school locations, which are urban,

rural, and remote areas.

Table 2.10: Average Mathematics score by region and school location

Area Student share Mean score  Standard deviation  Standard error
North 37.9% 343.96 26.08 2.11
Central 27.0% 339.59 23.62 1.95
Southern 35.1% 340.15 21.54 1.18
Urban area 36.2% 345.74 22.70 1.07
Rural area 49.9% 340.60 23.37 1.52
Remote area 14.0% 333.35 26.80 4.65
Comparison Difference Standard error t-statistics
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North — Central 4.37 2.86 1.53*

North — South 3.82 2.43 1.57*
Central — South -0.56 2.29 -0.24
Urban — Rural 5.13 1.88 2.72%*
Urban — Remote 12.38 4.79 2.58**
Rural — Remote 7.25 4.89 1.48

* " denote 90% and 95% levels of confidence.

The average Math score was highest in the North and lowest in the Central.
However, the differences in the mean scores among the three regions were not highly
significant. The mean score in the North was higher than in the South and the Central,
with 90% confidence. However, the difference in the mean scores of the Central and the
South was not statistically significant.

Half of the students were in rural schools. The proportion of students studying in
urban schools accounted for 36.2%, and only 14% attended schools in remote areas.
Students in urban areas had the highest Mathematics scores — averaging 345.74.
Students in remote areas had an average score of 333.35, lower than those in rural areas,
whose average was 340.60. The differences in scores between urban areas and rural and
remote areas were statistically significant at the 95% confidence level. The difference
in scores between rural and remote areas was large enough (7.25 points) but not
statistically significant. Students in remote areas were still far from those in other areas

regarding mathematical literacy.
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Figure 2.13: Mathematical literacy by region

90.6% of Vietnamese primary students achieved Band 6 and above. Specifically,
in the South, 12.4% of students were in Band 6 — students can perform math operations,
including fractions and explanations in tables and graphs; 20.3% in Band 7 — students
can apply fractions and percentages and analyze data representations; 24% at Band 8 —
students can solve math problems by adding fractions with the same denominator and
by dividing a decimal to a single digit number. In the Central region, 21.4% of students
achieved Band 8, equivalent to the country’s average. 48.5% of primary students in the
North achieved Band 9 and above, higher than the country’s average of 41.8%. At this
level, students can reason about triangles to find unknown side lengths using information
about perimeters, and they can solve problems using frequency distributions.

Table 2.11: Percentage of students in each band of Math literacy by school location

Proficiency scale ~ Urban area Rural area Remote area

Band 2 and below 0.1% 0.2% 0.9%
Band 3 0.2% 0.7% 2.7%
Band 4 1.1% 1.7% 4.9%
Band 5 3.4% 5.6% 10.5%
Band 6 8.9% 11.4% 12.1%
Band 7 16.0% 18.8% 18.7%
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Band 8 22.1% 21.6% 18.9%

Band 9 and above 48.3% 40.0% 31.3%

More students in urban areas achieved Band 8 and above, and more in remote areas
acquired Band 3 to Band 7. The percentage of students in urban areas who performed
Band 9 and above was 48.3% — higher than in rural and remote areas (40.4% and 30.3%,

respectively).
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Figure 2.14: Average score of Mathematics by school location across regions

Figure 2.14 compares Mathematics scores by school locations across the three
regions. The differences among urban, rural and remote areas were more significant in
the North and less evident in the Central and the South. In the North, the remote areas
are in the poor mountainous region; in the South, the remote area locates in the Mekong
Delta and small islands. In the Central, the remote areas are either mountains or small
islands. The remote areas of the South and the Central are still better off than the North.
The region's socioeconomic condition seems to impact students’ learning outcomes.
2.3.2 Mathematical literacy of Vietnamese students by gender

Tables 2.12 and 2.13 show students' average Math scores and proficiency by

gender.

Table 2.12: Mathematics score by gender
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Gender Student share Mean score Standard deviation  Standard error

Male 51.5% 341.40 24.09 1.10

Female 48.5% 341.49 23.87 1.16

The average Mathematics score of male students was 341.40, a bit lower than

female students’ score. However, the difference was not statistically significant.

Table 2.13: Rate of achieving proficiency in Mathematics by gender

Proficiency scale Male Female

Band 2 and below 0.2% 0.3%
Band 3 0.8% 0.7%
Band 4 2.2% 1.6%
Band 5 5.2% 5.8%
Band 6 10.8% 10.4%
Band 7 17.6% 17.9%
Band 8 21.1% 21.7%

Band 9 and above 42.0% 41.6%

The distribution patterns of achieving proficiency levels in Mathematics of Vietnamese

primary school boys and girls were similar; the difference was not significant.

Central Southern

North

Female students [N 339.41
male student [N 340.89

Female students [ NG 339.42
Male student [ 339.75

Female students [ 35,05
R

336 337 338 339 340 341 342 343 344 345 346

Figure 2.15: Average Mathematics score by gender across regions
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The results show that female students' math scores were higher in the North but
lower in the South. The results of male and female groups were similar in the Central In
the whole country; Mathematics results were not significantly different among the
groups.

2.3.3 Mathematical literacy of Vietnamese students by family’s socioeconomic
status
2.3.3.1 Family’s socioeconomic status

Socioeconomic status in SEA-PLM is defined as a structure that combines
educational, occupational, and wealth effects (Hauser, 1994). Children's socioeconomic
background was thought to influence their achievement in many different areas of
learning (Sirin, 2005; Saha, 1997; Woessmann, 2004). Results from other large-scale
international and regional assessments have demonstrated a strong association between
family background characteristics and academic achievement (OECD, 2019; Mullis,
Martin, Foy & Hooper, 2017; CONFEMEN, 2014; UNESCO OREALC, LLECE, 2015).

The Socioeconomic Status Index (SES) was developed in SEA-PLM 2019 to
capture the relationship between students' socioeconomic status and their academic
performance in reading, writing and maths. This information was relevant to estimate
how family background was related to disparities in academic performance by the end
of primary school. When there is a disparity between the academic performance of
students from families with more resources and those from families with fewer
resources, the system and the community should be able to reduce the impact of social
inequality in learning. The capacity of education systems and schools to reduce the
influence of family background on academic performance provides meaningful
information on the effect of equity policies and stakeholder efforts in improving primary

education.
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Figure 2.16: Scatter diagram between Math scores and socioeconomic conditions of

families

Family economic status was positively correlated with students' Math scores. The

higher the SES score, the higher the student's Math score.
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Figure 2.17: Proportion of student groups by socioeconomic status

The socio-economic status of primary school students in Vietnam was more

concentrated in the low-middle category, accounting for 35.8%. Students with low,

upper-middle and high socioeconomic conditions accounted for 19.6%, 24.9% and

19.7%, respectively.
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Table 2.14: Average Mathematics scores by socioeconomic status

Socioeconomic status ~ Student share ~ Mean score  Standard Deviation SE
Worse-off 19.6% 327.83 24.29 2.20
Lower-middle 35.8% 339.03 21.67 0.92
Upper-middle 24.9% 344.55 21.81 0.89
Better-off 19.7% 355.48 21.73 1.08
Comparison Difference Standard error t-statistics
Worse-off Lower-middle -11.19 1.92 -5.84%**
Worse-off Upper-middle -16.72 2.26 -7.39%**
Worse-off Better-off -27.65 2.37 -11.65%**
Lower-middle Upper-middle -5.53 0.96 =573
Lower-middle Better-off -16.45 1.34 -12.27%%*
Lower-middle  Better-off -10.93 1.28 -8.08#**

**: 99% confidence
Table 2.14 shows that better-off student groups had higher mean scores than

worse-off students. Students with low socioeconomic status had a mean score of 327.83,
equivalent to Band 7. The middle groups had mean scores of 339.03 (lower middle) and
344.55 (upper middle), equivalent to Band 7. The students with high socioeconomic
status had an average mean score of 355.48, equivalent to Band 9 and above. The
differences in mean scores among groups were highly significant, especially a clear
distinction between students with low socioeconomic conditions and the other three
groups. Socioeconomic factors had a clear impact on student achievement. It also poses
the problem of mitigating inequalities in socio-economic structure and their effects on

student achievement.
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Figure 2.18: Percentage of students at each proficiency level in Mathematics across
socioeconomic conditions

The percentage of students with low socioeconomic status in Band 3 to Band 7
was higher than in other groups. Students who had not reached Band 6 (had not met the
SDG standard) were 20.4% for the low-status group, which was much higher than the
other groups (lower middle 8.2%, upper-middle 5.1% and high status 1.4%,
respectively).

The following part looks into more detailed factors of family socioeconomic status,
including parental education, parental occupation, language spoken at home and the
number of books.
2.3.3.2 Parental education, parental occupation, language and number of books at
home

Table 2.15 shows the mean scores of student groups by their parent’s level of

education.

Table 2.15: Average Mathematics scores by parents' education level

Parental education level Student share Mean score SD SE

1-Higher education 17.5% 356.57 22.05 1.28

2-Post-secondary/upper-
‘ 26.7% 344.65 22.17 1.04
secondary education
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3-Lower secondary

40.2% 338.65 22.25 1.23
education
4-Primary education and
15.7% 327.42 24.00 2.2
below
Comparison Difference SE t-statistics
12 11.92 1.47 8.1 1***
13 17.91 1.70 10.55%%**
14 29.15 2.43 11.97%%**
23 6.00 1.21 4.97%**
2 4 17.23 2.06 8.37**
34 11.23 1.99 5.64%%*

EEEY

1 99% confidence

40.2% of parents of students participating in the SEA-PLM 2019 survey had the
highest educational attainment at lower secondary schools, followed by the percentage
of parents with post-secondary/upper-secondary education, accounting for 26.7%. Other
parental education levels ranged from 15% to 18%.

Students whose parents had a higher education scored the highest in Math,
averaging 356.57. Students whose parents had primary education or below scored the
lowest, at 327.42 points. Children of more educated parents had a higher average score.
Parents' educational attainment had a significant influence on the academic performance
of their children. The differences in scores were statistically significant among groups
of students by their parental educational level.

Three-fourths of parents of students participating in the SEA-PLM 2019 survey
were skilled workers, farmers, or housekeepers. Their children had a lower score than
the average of the whole country. Other occupations accounted for less than 15%:
expert/manager 13.8%, military servant/police 1.4%, small business owner/clerk 5.7%,

and others 7.6%.
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Figure 2.19: Average Mathematics scores by parent's occupation
Students whose parents were professionals or managers scored the highest in Math,
356.79 points, followed by children of military servants or police, 353.44 points, and
small business owners or clerks, 350.63 points. Most children of these three groups
achieved Band 9 and above.

Table 2.16: Difference in Math scores according to parents' occupation

Groups Difference Standard error t-statistics
12 3.35 3.49 0.96

1.3 6.16 1.72 3.57%**
1 4 19.32 1.51 12.84%**
15 13.13 1.81 7.24%**
23 2.81 3.86 0.73

2 4 15.97 3.81 4.19%**
25 9.78 3.81 2.57%**
34 13.16 1.99 6.62%**
35 6.97 1.91 3.65%**
45 -6.19 1.91 -3.24%%*

Notes: ™*: 99% confidence; Group 1: Expert/ Manager; Group 2: Soldier/Police; Group 3:
Small Business Owner/Clerk; Group 4: Skilled worker/Farmer/Houseworker, Group 5: Others
Comparing the differences in Math scores by parental groups shows that parents'

occupations influenced their children's Mathematics performance. Parents with more
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occupation expertise might have a better attitude toward their children’s education,

resulting in better performance.Table 2.17: Average Mathematics scores by the language

used mainly at home

Language Student share Mean score SD SE
Vietnamese 90.5% 343.38 22.73 0.83
Ethnic minority 8.6% 321.23 26.56 4.20
English 0.5% 340.08 25.23 5.89
French 0.03% 333.24 0.00 7.33
Others 0.3% 331.27 25.08 8.50

90.5% of students used Vietnamese as their primary language at home. Students
speaking ethnic minority languages accounted for 8.6%. Since less than 0.5% of
surveyed students spoke foreign languages (English, French, and other languages) at
home, their mean scores had high errors and were not represent the population.

More than half of the students (55.7%) had no or very few books at home. One-
fourth (27.3%) had enough books to fill a cabinet (about 11 to 25 books). 17% of

students had enough books to fill a bookshelf or more.
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Figure 2.20: Average Mathematics score by the number of books at home
The more books students had at home, the more likely they would do well in Math.
Students with enough books to fill a bookshelf had the highest Math score, reaching
352.87 points, equivalent to Band 9 and above. Students with 11-25 books had a mean
score of 343.21, equal to Band 8. Students with few books at home had the lowest Math
score, at 337.49, equivalent to Band 7.
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2.3.4 Summary of findings

The Vietnamese students’ average Mathematics score was the highest among the
six countries participating in SEA-PLM 2019 survey, at 341.55, equivalent to a Math
proficiency of Band 8, while the average score of the six countries was 304.79,
equivalent to Band 6. Vietnamese 5% graders have mastered the math skills expected in
their final year of primary school.

There was almost no difference in Math scores between students among the three
regions. Students in the North had higher Math scores than students in the Central and
South.

There were differences in scores between urban areas and rural and remote areas.
Students in remote areas had lower Math scores than those in urban and rural areas.

There was no difference in the Math results between female and male students.

Groups of students with better-off socioeconomic status had higher average Math
scores. Students with worse-off socioeconomic conditions had lower average Math
results than their peers.

Children of more educated parents had better average Math scores. Parents'
educational attainment had a significant influence on the academic performance of their
children.

Besides, the parents' occupations significantly influenced the student's math
scores. The more expertise of parent's jobs, the higher the child's outcome would be.

Students speaking ethnic minority languages at home had lower scores than
Vietnamese-speaking ones.

The more books a student has at home, the better the Math results would be.
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CHAPTER 3. READING LITERACY OF VIETNAMESE PRIMARY
STUDENTS
3.1 Reading literacy assessment framework
3.1.1 SEA-PLM 2019 definition of Reading literacy
Reading is a fundamental skill that students need to achieve their personal goals
and contribute to the economic and social goals of the country. The definition of Reading

in the SEA-PLM assessment framework is as follows:

Reading literacy is understanding, using and responding to a range of written

texts, in order to meet personal, societal, economic and civic needs.

Reading...

Text comprehension is used in preference to the word “read” to emphasize that
what is being evaluated is more than simple decoding of words, although it also includes
that. Reading involves cognitive skills, such as identifying and interpreting information
and learners' knowledge of words, language structures, and features. Reading also
implies that reading is conducted in a context and for a purpose. Thus, Reading includes
the idea of world-relevant knowledge to texts and the use of texts to develop knowledge
of the world.

... Is understanding, using, and responding to...

These gerunds are intended to provide an awareness of the wide range of purposes
in the reading text. “Understanding” involves understanding problems, while “using”
and “responding” acknowledge that the reader is actively engaged in constructing
meaning and that reading is functional.

... a range of written texts...

The term “written text” indicates that the focus is on the words being written. It
includes handwritten, printed and digital text but not spoken text. Visuals such as
figures, pictures, maps, and tables can be considered components of written text if they
contain words to support their meaning.

... to meet personal, societal, economic and civic needs.

People read for various purposes, from meeting their personal learning needs or
other aspects of personal growth, communicating with others, completing their work

needs, and informing others about local and global issues.
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3.1.2 Structure of Reading literacy assessment framework
3.1.2.1 Structure of Reading literacy
The three task characteristics used in the formulation of all Reading items are:
. Content: text variables (text format and text type)
. Process (the cognitive processes readers use).
. Context (the situation to which texts are relevant)

In SEA-PLM, reading ability includes four elements: text recognition (word
recognition); access to information in the text (identifying information); understanding
the meaning of the text (interpretation); and from the text to the student’s broader
knowledge and experiences (response). In the first step, students must be able to
recognize words, leading to more complex Reading skills involving identification,
interpretation, and response. Text format can be continuous, discontinuous, or
composite. The type of text can be narrative, descriptive, explanatory, instructive,
communicative, or a text that assigns names to things or images. The context of a text
can be personal, local, or global. Thus, SEA-PLM’s Reading literacy is built on an
understanding of the many layers of what it means for a student to be able to read
different types of texts for various purposes.
3.1.2.2 Contents

- Continuous text, or prose: consisting of sentences and paragraphs.

- Discontinuous text, including Figures, tables, maps and other categories.

- Summary text:

* Includes both continuous text and discontinuous text (such as a web page)

» several texts on a single topic but in a format such as a number of comments

related to a single issue).

Classification of tasks according to the format of documents is as follows:

Table 3.1: Item types breakdown by text format

Text form Target percentage
Continuous 50-60
Non-continuous 30-40
Composite 5-15
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SEA-PLM uses six types of text: narrative, descriptive, persuasive, instructional,
transactional, and label text.

The narrative text presents the development of characters, events, and themes and
addresses items regarding when or in what order. Examples of narratives are short
stories, recounts of recent activities, diaries, and stories about a person's life.

The descriptive text presents information about people or objects and abstract
concepts or structures; These types of texts address the items of what and how. Examples
describe a person or a place, a plan or problem, a feeling or a phenomenon.

The persuasive text addresses opinions and points of view used to persuade
readers. Examples include a letter to the editor, a book review, an advertisement for a
product or event, and a collection of opinions on different foods.

The instructional text explains what must be done to complete a particular task.
Examples include instructions for finding a location, listing the materials and steps
needed to create an item, and explaining what to do in an emergency.

The transactional text is intended to achieve a specific purpose related to
exchanging information between two or more parties. For example, read and reply to
messages from friends or relatives.

Label text: consisting of a word or a small set of words, used to identify or classify
images to assess some basic reading skill. For example, an image comes with four
words, one of which is an appropriate label for the image.

Example of text that assigns names to things/images

Question: What word?

A. Gloves
B. Grape
C. Girl

D. Street
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Table 3.2: Percentage of targets by text type

Type Target percentage
Narrative 35-45
Descriptive 15-25
Persuasive 10 - 20
Instructional 0-10
Transactional 0-10
Label 10-20

3.1.2.3 Process

Locate: The general purpose of reading is to locate information. The information
requested can be specific, such as which character performed a particular action in the
story, or more general, such as finding evidence to support an argument. Sometimes
information is located in a single sentence, and sometimes it needs to be gathered from
several paragraphs.

Interpret: Understand the ideas that appear in a text (the text is not directly stated).
Understand relationships between ideas, understand assumptions, and synthesize
different information to identify a main idea.

Reflect: Readers actively relate what they are reading with what they already
know, where information within the text is related to knowledge outside the text. In
other words, the reader must position the text in the broader context of their experience.

Recognize: The basic element of Reading texts is knowledge of words.
Knowledge includes recognizing the written form of words and conceptually
recognizing the meaning of a word - its relation in the non-verbal world. Word

recognition means relating the written record of a word to its meaning.

Table 3.3: Percentage of target by the task of the reading process

Reading process Target percentage
Locate 35-45
Interpret 3040
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Reflect 10-20

Recognize the word 10-20

3.1.2.4 Context

The items used in the SEA-PLM survey toolkit are often associated with a type of
context. The primary purpose of defining context is to show that the set of items should
cover situations the student is likely to read.

The SEA-PLM program uses three types of contexts: the personal, local, and
natural world.

Personal context: There is an individual focus, such as personal wellness,
transportation, or travel. Personalized reading tasks include those primarily for personal
enjoyment or development. , such as reading a story. The story “The Hole” below is an
example of a text placed in a personal context.

Example 1:

PITTER

Kit said: “You can see something shiny down there. Maybe it's a gold coin."

"Don't be silly," Sara said, looking down at the hole. Her brother always sees things
created from the imagination.

"Maybe it's a sword," Kit continued. "There may have been a king who buried a
golden sword in the ground many years ago, and then forgot about it."

"Maybe it's just mud, covered with mud on top, and then covered with more mud
on top," Sara said. "It's just a hole, probably made by a wild animal."

"You're wrong!" Kit exclaimed. "No animal can make a hole this big!"

"Wow, if you're sure this isn't an animal-made hole, maybe you should get in
there."

Kit's skin began to turn pale. “Um... No. I can't get into the hole... because... my
leg hurts!”

Sara smiled; Kit's leg is fine. A large hole means that there may be a large animal.

“I have an idea,” she said, picking up a stone lying beside her. 'T'll drop this in the
hole. If we hear a click, it's a treasure. If we hear a thud, it's mud. If we hear a cry it is
an animal. "

Sara dropped the stone and they heard nothing for a moment. Then they heard a

"Pump!".

61



Question: Why doesn't Kit want to go into the hole?
A. Because he hurt his leg
B. Because he's scared
C. Because he doesn't know how to climb
D. Because he knows there's an animal in the hole
Local context focuses on interaction, interacting with other individuals or with
elements of the immediate surroundings. This context is often found in everyday
situations and activities at home, school, local community, or work to reflect local
contexts such as a letter from a friend, a school schedule or a description of one's
hometown.
Example 2:
Question: Which word to use?
A. Cars
B. Shoes
C. Wheels
D. Cats

In the example above, the wheel is a familiar everyday thing, an example of an
item placed in a local context.

The wider world has an external focus on broader situations that may affect entire
communities or countries or even broader global relevance. Texts suitable for this

context include broad social issues such as public policy, transportation systems, and

advertising.
Example 3:
Afghanistan Vietnam Philippines Nepal
Climate Arid to semi- Tropical inthe =~ Usually hotand  Nepal's climate
arid, freezing in  south, monsoon humid can be divided
winter and in the north into four regions
sweltering and four distinct
summer seasons

62



Afghanistan Vietnam Philippines Nepal

Geography No land and The terrain is Made up of Landless,
mountains lower in the 7,107 islands contains 8 of the
Northwest - wonders of the
Southeast world

direction, which
is clearly shown
through the flow

direction of large

rivers.
Main crops Wheat, fruit, Rice, coffee, Cane sugar, Wheat, cane
nuts,... rubber,... coconut, rice,... sugar,...
Export Carpet, saffron Rice, crude oil, Electronics, Carpets, clothes,
characteristics garment,... equipment, leather,...
garments, etc.
Wild animals Marco Polo Antelope Eagle Rhino

Question: According to the above document, which country has an export

equivalent to Vietnam?

3.1.3 Tasks and types of items

SEA-PLM items were divided into multiple-choice items and short or long-answer
open-ended items.

Multiple choice question: A type of question with multiple choice options, of
which only one is correct.

Example:

Which word?
A. hot
B. beautiful
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C. ugly

D. strong % 2

Multiple choice items were used because:
* High reliability
* Assess a wide range of knowledge
* Short work time
* Easy to score
Short or long answer open-ended items: this is the type of question that students
are asked to write answers to each question as required.

Example:

Why does the boy feel like that?
Write in the box

Short or long answer open-ended items:
* Allow students to:
v Give explanations
v’ State the arguments for your answer
v" Provide evidence for their thought process
* Evaluate a wide range of skills
* Sometimes it's not easy to give a uniform grade
* Able to distinguish well between good students and bad students
* There may be no answer
3.1.4 Coding (scoring) SEA-PLM Reading items
There is no need to code for multiple-choice items because students' answer
options are entered directly into the software. Only short or long-answer open-ended

items will have to be coded into different score levels, specifically:
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Open-ended items with codes of 0, 1, 9

Code 1. (Accepted answer): This answer demonstrates an understanding of all
aspects of the text in question, including all the elements required by the question. These
answers are determined to be correct based on ideas or information in the text.

Code 0. (Answer not accepted): These responses demonstrate ignorance of the
aspect of the text in question. The student attempts to come up with some or all of the
elements required by the question. However, these responses were determined to be
incorrect based on ideas or information in the text. Or, this answer only gives ideas or
information that is too vague and unrelated to the question.

In addition, the code "0" is for unreadable answers, including slash and erase,
challenging to read, off-topic, and scribble.

Code 9: The answer is entirely blank

Here is an example:

School posters R15Y005T07 019

What is the last day to receive tickets?

Coding guide:

Code 1: Refers to 5th November. [or local adaptation — date to match the date
at the bottom of the poster]

Thursday 5th November.

Code 0: Gives a vague, inaccurate or irrelevant answer.

Thursday [vague]

2 pm on Thursday

Sth.

Code 9: Do not answer items

Maximum score: 1 point

General coding with 2-point open-ended items: 0, 1, 2, 9

Code 2. (Fully understood): Responses demonstrate a complete understanding of
the aspect of the text in question, including all of the elements required by the question.
When needed, they represent a higher level of understanding than literal understanding

and provide appropriate interpretation, inference, or judgment of the text. Or, they
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present ideas or information taken from the text for interpretation, deduction, or
judgment based on the text.

Code 1. (Partially understood): These responses demonstrate a partial
understanding of the aspect of the text in question, including some, but not all, of the
elements required by the question. Or, they may address all of the features needed for
the question but only represent literal understanding when it involves interpretation,
inference, or understanding of a more abstract concept. When the question asks for an
explanation of an interpretation, deduction, or evaluation, the responses either lack
textual support or give only irrelevant or ambiguous information.

Code 0. (Answer not accepted): These responses demonstrate a lack of
understanding of the contextual aspect of the text in question. These sentences may
introduce some or all of the elements required in the question, but are inaccurate when
based on ideas or information in the text. Or, they do not address any of the elements
needed for the question. Or, they only contain ideas or information that is too vague and
unrelated to the question to be considered evidence of understanding.

In addition, a score of “0” is also given to unreadable answers, including crossed
out and erased, difficult to read, off-topic, and scribbled.

Code 9: The answer is entirely blank.

3.1.5 Quality evaluation of main survey Reading items
3.1.5.1 IRT analysis of Reading items

Reading items were analyzed according to modern theory (IRT) with a 2-
parameter model including:

- DIFFERENCE:

+ Less than 0 => Question had negative discrimination.

+ Less than 0.6 and greater than 0 => The question didn’t have high discrimination.

+ Greater than 0.6 => The question had good discrimination.

According to the above table, we saw that there were 46/51 items in Reading with
good discrimination (>=0.6, ensuring good discrimination between student ability
groups), accounting for 90.2%. In addition, there were five items with low discriminant
levels (accounting for 9.80%), including the following items: R15Y003TOl,
R15Y008T04, R15Y015T04, R15Y015T05 and R15Y053TO1. Item R15Y015T05 had

low discrimination (discrimination level was only 0.11).
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- LEVEL OF DIFFICULTY:

Below -2.5: easy level

From -2.5 to 2.5: medium level

Above 2.5: difficult level

The results showed that there were 11/51 items at the easy level (accounting for
21.57%), of which six were at the very easy level; all items required choosing the most
appropriate word to describe the content of the picture. All students answered correctly.
Besides, 40/51 items were of medium difficulty (accounting for 78.43%), of which one
was at the medium level of difficulty because the item and the answering options were
unrelated to the unit information. Mostly, those items had difficulty ranging from -1 to
-3. Therefore, we could see that the items in Reading were still relatively easy for
Vietnamese students.

Comment: The Main survey SEA-PLM 2019 included 51 Reading items. Subject
experts regarded that all items in Reading contained current educational content. The
context and situations of the items were familiar to most Vietnamese students. Some
items had a new way of conveying the question's content, aiming to stimulate students'
thinking.

However, there were some items where the translation and presentation were
unclear, and one item included the answering options unrelated to the stem’s
information.
3.1.5.2 Test information function and student literacy distribution chart

The information function and the student ability distribution chart provide
information about the test items and the student's ability to participate in the test. The
information function shows the reliability of the test at each ability level of the student
taking the test. Below is the exam information function and the student's capacity

distribution chart with PARSCALE software.
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Frequency

Ability

Figure 3.1: Distribution of Reading literacy in SEA-PLM 2019

10113 plepuEl§

Information

Figure 3.2: Information function of Reading results SEA-PLM 2019

In general, the items in the test set had a good assessment of the student's ability in
the range of -3 to -2.5. Thus, many Reading items were easy for Vietnamese students.
3.1.6 SEA-PLM 2019 Reading literacy and proficiency levels

In SEA-PLM, student growth in competence in each area was presented as a
description of competency scales. The competency scales were reinforced by an
empirical scale based on student feedback during the 2019 SEA-PLM assessment.
Students were ranked on a scale based on their proven competency level.

Each competency scale was divided into scales to describe different levels of
student ability. These scales were developed based on empirical scales by grouping test
items into groups according to difficulty and question content. The competency scale
described what the children in each group could do. These competency levels were
unique to each subject and, therefore, cannot be directly compared across subjects.

For a student to be considered competent at any level of competence, they had to
correctly answer at least half of the items posed in that capacity level. A student scoring

at the lower end of the competency range could correctly answer at least 50% of the
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items posed for that ability level. A student who scored at the higher end of the range of
ability could correctly answer nearly 70% of the items. In summary, students at any
given ability level could correctly answer most of the items posed for that level of ability
and lower levels of competence but with more difficulty carrying out tasks for higher
levels of competence. For example, a student in Band 3 could correctly answer most of
the items posed for Bands 1, 2, and 3 but could only answer less than 50% of the items

in Band 4 correctly.

Table 3.4: SEA-PLM Reading Framework 2019

Band Description of what students can typically do

Understand texts with familiar structures and manage

competing information

Children are able to understand texts with familiar structures and

manage competing information when locating ideas and details.

Band 6 and above They are able to find multiple pieces of related information in texts

317 points and above  yyith familiar structures and make connections between details and

ideas to draw inferences.

They are able to use clues and explicit information to support
inferences even when there is competing information. They are also
able to identify the most likely reasons for events and the reactions
of characters in narratives, where that information is only implied

in the text.

Make connections to understand key ideas

Children are able to connect pieces of related information across

sections of texts, including tables and figures, enabling them to
Band 5 & & &
understand key ideas. The context and ideas in the texts that they
304 to less than 317
. can access may not be wholly familiar to the student.
points

They can recognize phrases and sentences that convey the same
meaning and make simple inferences when there is some competing
information. They can identify the purpose of prominent textual
features in short, familiar texts and can use textual features to aid

them in locating information.

Understand simple texts
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Band Description of what students can typically do

Children can understand simple texts that contain some ideas and

information that are partly outside of their personal experience.

Band 4 Children can locate different, short expressions that have the same

289 to less than 304 meaning and use textual features to locate information in tables and
points other familiar text types. They can connect prominent information
across adjacent sentences. They can make simple inferences when

obvious clues are provided, in a range of simple texts of different

types. Children are able to make plausible interpretations of
information in a text and can identify the purpose of familiar text
types.

In matching words to an image, they are able to choose between
words that have similar but distinct meanings, and they can identify

longer sentences that describe an image.

Read a range of everyday texts fluently and begin to engage with

Band 3 their meaning

274 to less than 289 Cpjjdren are able to read a range of everyday texts, such as simple

points narratives and personal opinions, and begin to engage with their
meaning. They are able to locate prominent details in everyday
texts, as well as connect related information where it is obvious and
there is minimal competing information. They are typically able to

make simple inferences from prominent information.

Identify relationships between words and their meanings

There were only a few items in SEA-PLM 2019 below Band 3, so

1 . . . :
Band 2 and below it is not possible to create a general description of what children

less than 274 points  pelow Band 3 know and can do in reading. However, the items that
were included indicate that children in Band 2, and possibly below
Band 2, are typically able to match 1 of 4 given words to an
illustration of a familiar object, place or symbol, where the task is
simple, direct and repetitive. This demonstrates that children below

Band 3 are able to identify the meaning of some words.

Table 3.4 presents the Reading scale of SEA-PLM that includes five competency

bands, from Band 2 and below to Band 6 and above. The level of competence in each
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group is described to illustrate what students can do. For example, children can identify
relationships between words and their meanings at the lowest level (Band 2 and below)
in the language taught. Students at Band 4 understand simple texts and can interpret
information in texts logically. At Band 6 and above, students understand texts with
familiar structures and are able to sift through information when identifying ideas and
understanding hidden details.
3.2 Reading literacy of SEA-PLM participating countries
3.2.1 Average Reading scores of students in SEA-PLM 2019 participating countries
The average score of Vietnamese students in Reading was 336.46 points, in Band
6 or above of the SEA-PLM 2019 Reading Scale (the top end of the scale). It showed
that Vietnamese 5th graders could understand texts with familiar structures and master

the information in the text when identifying ideas and details.

Average of 6 countries _ 300
Vietnam _336.46
Philippines [ — - 287.72
Malaysia [ — 318.91
Myanmar [ — 291.73
Laos (I 275.06
cambodia [y 290.12

0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350
Figure 3.3: Average Reading score of 6 countries participating in SEA-PLM 2019

The average score that Vietnamese students achieved was at the highest level
compared to other countries. The average score of Vietnam was 36.46 points higher than
the average score of the six participating countries. Besides Vietnam, only Malaysia had
an average Reading score of more than 300 points. The remaining four countries,
Myanmar, Cambodia, the Philippines and Laos, all scored lower than the average score

of 6 countries.
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Figure 3.4: Box plot of Reading scores of 6 countries

Figure 3.4 depicts the scores of students in the participating countries broken down
by the lowest 25% and highest 25% quartiles, with the median being the Median Score
value (in some cases, the median was relatively more accurate than the mean value).
The Reading score of Vietnam was higher than that of Myanmar, Cambodia, the
Philippines and Laos. For Malaysia, Vietnam's Reading score was higher, but the score
difference was not robust (Vietnam's Reading score was 18 points higher than

Malaysia's).
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Figure 3.5: Normal distribution of Reading scores of 6 countries
Figure 3.5 depicts that the Reading scores of students had a normal distribution.
The distribution curves that shifted more to the right described more students with high

scores, and conversely, the curves that shifted more to the left depicted more students

with lower scores. If a country's score distribution did not have a normal distribution,

72



the reliability was not high. We could see that the Reading score distribution chart of
Vietnam was quite nice in the normal shape, and it shifted to the right-hand side
compared to other countries. Thus, Vietnamese students' scores were higher than other
countries with good reliability. Countries such as Cambodia, Laos, Myanmar and the
Philippines did not have much difference in the scores of students.

3.2.2 Achievement on Reading proficiency scales of students in SEA-PLM 2019
participating countries

The percentage distribution of students per proficiency level can help us determine
what students can do in classroom lessons.

At proficiency of Band 6 and above, there was a huge difference (from 2.6% to
81.8%) across participating countries in the proportion of 5th graders who could
understand texts with familiar structures and master information in the text. Band 6
includes a group of skills usually expected in children by the end of primary education.
81.8% of Vietnamese students achieved Band 6 or above. It was the highest rate
compared to the countries participating in the survey. Laos, the Philippines, Myanmar
and Cambodia had low percentages of 5th graders reaching Band 6, especially in Laos,
where only 2.6% of students achieved the expected Reading skills by the end of primary
school.

At Band 5, 10.5% of Vietnamese students could connect the text's information to
understand the main ideas. This group included students who were progressing toward
Band 6.

As a result, it can be concluded that most 5th graders in Vietnam achieved the
expected Reading skills by the end of primary school.

7.7% of Vietnamese students only achieved low proficiency levels (Band 4 or
below), specifically: 5.1% of students in class 5 understood simple texts (Band 4), 2.0%
of students were fluent in reading a range of everyday texts and were beginning to make
sense of them (Band 3). About 0.6% were in the lowest proficiency level; they could
only determine the relationship between words and their meanings (Band 2 and below).
Thus, it can be estimated that about 7.7% of Vietnamese 5th graders were likely to have

difficulty in Reading skills when moving to lower secondary school.
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Figure 3.6: Share of proficiency rate in Reading literacy of the six countries

Figure 3.6 shows that Vietnam and Malaysia had a high percentage of students
achieving band 6 (Malaysia had 58.6% of students achieving Band 6 and above). In the
other four countries, higher shares of students performed Band 2 to Band 4, and the

shares decreased in Bands 5 and 6.

3.2.3 Aligning SEA-PLM 2019 Reading scale with SDGs

SDG 4.1 stated, "By 2030, ensure that all girls and boys complete a free, equitable
and quality primary education that leads to relevant and effective learning outcomes.”
The SEA-PLM 2019 reading literacy scale can be used to identify SDG educational
goals (SDG 4.1) through the alignment with SDG indicators 4.1.1a and SDG 4.1.1b.

SDG Indicator 4.1.1a defines the minimum reading ability by the end of primary
school as follows:

“Students read aloud and understand many single words, especially familiar ones,
and extract clear information from sentences. Children reason simply when longer texts
are read aloud to them.” (Extended definition, GAML, 2019, p. 12)

Based on the above definition, students in Band 3 and above seem to meet or
exceed SDG indicator 4.1.1a. On the other hand, students in the lowest quintile (Band 2
and below) did not meet this standard, even if they had completed at least five years of
classroom instruction.

SDG Indicator 4.1.1b defines the minimum reading ability for “end of primary
school” as follows:

“Students can read short and simple narrative and commentary texts competently
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and independently. They identify clearly presented information. Children interpret and
provide some explanations for the main ideas in these texts. Students make simple,
personal opinions or judgments about information, events, and characters in a text.”
(Extended definition, GAML, 2019, page 16)

Students in the Band 5 appeared to have reading abilities that fit some of the above
definition, including finding information and understanding key ideas in texts. One
aspect not covered in Band 5 proficiency is giving opinions and assessments. However,
at Band 6 proficiency and above, children can use explicit information to support
inferences, not simply form opinions and judgments. Children in Band 6 and above were
likely to have a reading ability that met or exceeded this "end of elementary school"

indicator.

29.00%
Band 6 and higher

81.80%

50.30%
Band 3,4 and 5
17.60%

|

20.80%
Band 2 and below
0.60%

|
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m Average of 6 countries m Vietnam

Figure 3.7: Percentage of the proficiency level of Vietnamese students aligned with SDG

4.1.1a and SDG 4.1.1.b

Figure 3.7 shows that only 0.6% of Vietnam's 5th graders did not reach the
expected proficiency at the end of primary school (SDG 4.1.1a). On average, 20.8% of
students in all six participating countries did not achieve the expected ability by the end
of primary school, as described by SDG 4.1.1a. On the other hand, 81.8% of Vietnamese
students have reached or exceeded expected reading proficiency at the end of primary
school as defined by SDG 4.1.1b, while the average figure of the six countries was

50.3%.

3.3. Reading literacy of Vietnamese students
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3.3.1 Reading literacy of Vietnamese students by region and school location

Table 3.5 describes students' average Reading scores in the three regions in

Vietnam.
Table 3.5: Average Reading score by region

Region Share of students =~ Medium score  Standard deviation  Standard error
North 37.9% 338.70 24.01 1.86
Central 27.0% 329.81 21.05 1.60
South 35.1% 339.14 19.76 1.01
Comparison Difference Standard error t-statistics
North Central 8.89 2.48 3.58%**
North_South -0.44 2.12 -0.21
Central _South -9.34 1.88 -4.96%**

* ok R%E represent statistical significance at 90%, 95% and 99%, respectively.

The average Reading score of students in the South was the highest (339.14
points), then in the North (338.70 points), and the lowest average score was in the
Central (329.81 points). The gaps between the Central and the other two regions were
significant, but the difference between and North and the South was not.

The average score of students in the North was 8.89 points higher than students in
the Central region, and the average score of students in the South was 9.34 points higher
than those in the Central part. The difference between students' average scores in the
Central, the North and the South was statistically significant, with a 99% confidence
level. Besides, the average score between the North and the South was not much
different (the average score of students in the South was only 0.44 points higher than
that of students in the North). Thus, we can conclude that there was almost no difference
in scores between North and South students. However, students in the Central region

still had a considerable gap in Reading results with students in the North and the South.
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Figure 3.8: Box plot of Reading scores by school location

Among different school locations, the average score of students in urban areas was
highest (341.84 points), then in rural areas (336.42 points), and the lowest average score

was in remote areas (322.67 points). .

Table 3.6: Differences in Reading scores by location closed school

School location Difference Standard error t-statistics
Urban_Rural 541 1.55 3.50%**
Urban Remote 19.16 4.72 4.06%***
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Rural Remote 13.75 4.79 2.87%**

* wE KXk represent statistical significance at 90%, 95% and 99%, respectively.

The average score of students in urban areas was 5.41 points higher than those in
rural areas, and the average score of students in urban areas was 19.16 points higher than
those in remote areas. In addition, the scores of students in rural areas were also 13.75
points higher than those in remote areas. The difference between the mean scores of
urban, rural and remote students was statistically significant, with a 99% confidence
level. The learning gap between urban and rural students has narrowed. However,
students in mountainous areas were still far from students in other regions in terms of

Reading results.
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Table 3.7: Average score of Reading by location across regions

Region School location Medium score Standard error
Urban 348.00 1.85
North Rural 338.93 2.05
Remote 322.23 9.79
Urban 332.16 2.13
Central Rural 331.39 2.79
Remote 322.76 3.10
Southern Urban 342.79 1.18
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Region School location Medium score Standard error

Rural 337.17 1.79

Remote 324.05 1.28

Students in urban areas achieved higher Reading results than those in rural and
remote areas in all three regions. Students in urban areas in the North achieved the
highest average score (348 points). The gap between urban and rural areas was not so
high, especially in the Central region; the gap in the average score of students in these
two areas was low (the urban area had 0.77 points higher than the rural area). Students
in mountainous areas had a large gap compared with students in urban areas in all three
regions, especially in the North (the average score of students in urban areas was 25.77

higher than that of students in remote areas).
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3.3.2 Reading literacy of Vietnamese students by gender

Table 3.8: Average Reading score by gender

Gender Ratio  Mean score Standard error Lowest score  Highest score

Girl 49.0% 338.30 0.99 256.04 407.64
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Boy 51.0% 334.94 0.99

252.89 411.17

Comparison Difference Standard error

t-statistics

Girl Boy 3.361 0.91

3.707***

*** represent statistical significance at 99%

Girls' achievement was generally higher than that of boys in Reading. In Vietnam's

2018 PISA results, girl students scored significantly higher than boys in Reading. Table

3.8 shows that Vietnamese girl students had a higher mean score in Reading than boy

students by 3.36 points. The difference in mean scores between girls and boys was

statistically significant.
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Figure 3.9: Average score of Reading by gender across regions
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The achievement in Reading of female students was higher than that of male students in
all three regions. The female North and South students had relatively high average
scores (both 340 points). The gap in scores between boys and girls in the Central was
small (female students had only 2.83 points higher than boys), but the difference was
more considerable by 4.01 points in the North. In general, female students have higher
achievement in Reading than male students.
3.3.3 Reading literacy of Vietnamese students by family characteristics
3.3.3.1 Reading results according to the family's socio-economic conditions

The relationship between family socioeconomic status and students' reading scores

1s shown in Figure 3.10.
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Figure 3.10: Scatter plot between Reading score and socioeconomic
conditions of the family
The regression line increases and indicates that students with higher
socioeconomic conditions tend to have higher average Reading scores. Reading scores

and socioeconomic conditions correlate with each other, which is a positive correlation.
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Figure 3.11: Average score of Reading by socio-economic conditions
The average Reading of the group of students with better-off socioeconomic
conditions was high (350.17 points), followed by the group of students with upper-
middle socioeconomic status (340.37 points) and lower-middle (334.09 points), the
lowest average score of Reading was the group of students with worse-off
socioeconomic status (322 points). The differences among the four groups were

statistically significant.
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Figure 3.12: Proficiency level in Reading literacy by socio-economic conditions

There is a considerable difference in the Reading results of the group of worse-off
students and the group of better-off students. The average score of the group of students
with better-off socioeconomic conditions was 28.17 points higher than that of the group
of students with worse-off socioeconomic status. In addition, the average score of
worse-off students was also the lowest, 18.37 points lower than the average of the better-
off group and 12.09 points lower than the lower-middle group. This result highlighted
equity issues in learning; children from more disadvantaged backgrounds were
significantly weaker in Reading than their peers.

In the group of middle and better-off students, the percentage of students achieving
proficiency in band 6 was relatively high, specifically: the percentage of students in the
better-off group performing Band 6 was 95.0%, the upper-middle group 88.3%, and the
lower-middle group 81.1%.

For the worst-off students, the percentage of students achieving proficiency in band 6
was not high, accounting for only 61.4%. In addition, 13.1% of students could only
understand simple texts (proficiency band 4); 6.4% of students just read a series of
everyday texts fluently and began to make sense of them (Band 3 proficiency), and 2.4%
of students had only identified relationships between words and their meanings (Band 2
proficiency). Thus, in the group of worse-off students, only 61.4% of students had
achieved the expected Reading skills at the end of primary education, and 21.9% of

students in this group would have difficulty transitioning to the lower secondary level.

83



In the group of worse-off students, 16.7% were still progressing toward the expected
proficiency level. Therefore, if there is more investment in equity policies and

stakeholders' efforts to improve primary education, the gap between students with

economic backgrounds can be narrowed.
95.00%
61.40%
3.60%
Band 5 5:10%

12.70%
16.70%

1.10%

2.90%
Band 4 . 4.50%
13.10%

0.20%
0.80%
Band 3 i 1.40%
6.40%

0.10%
0.00%

0.40%
2.40%

0.00% 10.00% 20.00% 30.00% 40.00% 50.00% 60.00% 70.00% 80.00% 90.00% 100.00%

Band 2 and below

The economy is well off m High average economy m Low average economy m Economic difficulties

3.3.3.2 Parental education, parental occupation, language and number of books at
home

Figure 3.13 shows the mean scores of students by their parents’ education

attainment.
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Figure 3.13: Reading results by educational level of parents of students

In families with different levels of education, expectations for children's level of

education also varied. Highly educated parents had high expectations of their children's
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academic achievement. Figure 3.13 shows that the higher the parents' education level
was, the higher the average score of the students was. Students whose parents had higher
education and above would have a high average score (350.82 points); the group with
the second average score was those whose parents had post-secondary or upper-
secondary education (340.43 points), followed by the group with parents with lower
secondary education (333.24 points). In contrast, the students whose parents had
primary education and below had the lowest average score (321.57 points). The
differences among the groups were highly significant. The educational level of parents
had a great influence on the learning outcomes of their children. Specifically, the more

educated parents were, the better their children's academic performance was.

Table 3.9: Average score of Reading by parents' occupation

Mean Standard Standard

Occupation Ratio score deviation error
1- Expert/Manager 13.8% 350.20 19.84 0.97
2- Military/Police 1.4% 355.80 23.48 3.54
3- Small business owner/secretary 5.7% 346.70 20.15 1.61
4- Skilled workers/farmers/housekeepers 71.2%  331.62 21.48 1.13
5- Other jobs 7.6% 342.48 19.75 1.43

* wE KA pepresent statistical significance at 90%, 95% and 99%, respectively.

The job characteristics of parents also had a significant impact because occupation
would determine the parents' status, time spent out of work to care for their children and
expenses they could pay for their child's education. Table 3.9 shows that the group of
students whose parents were military/police officers had the highest score in Reading
(355.80 points), followed by the group of students whose parents were
Experts/Managers and the second average score (350.20 points). In contrast, the students
whose parents were workers/farmers/housekeepers had the lowest average score (331.62
points). Most of the differences were statistically significant, except the mean scores of
the two groups with parents who were Experts/Managers and Military/Police were

insignificant. Parents' occupations significantly influenced students' Reading results.
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There was a significant difference in Reading scores between the students whose parents
were Skilled Workers/Farmers/Housekeepers and others. Students whose parents were
Skilled Workers/ Farmers/ Housekeepers had 24.18 points lower than the group of
students whose parents were Military/Police officers, lower than the group of students
whose parents were experts/ management 18.58 points and 15.08 points lower than the
group of students whose parents were Small Business Owners/Secrets. To sum up, we
saw that the group of students whose parents were  Skilled

Workers/Farmers/Housekeepers had lower Reading results than other groups.
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Figure 3.14: Average Reading score by the primary language used at home

There was a big difference in the results of Reading of the students who used the

primary home language as Vietnamese and those who used the main home language as
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ethnic minorities. The Vietnamese-speaking students had an average score of 25.79
points higher in Reading than the ethnic minority language-speaking students. The
difference was highly significant. So, the gap between ethnic minority students and Kinh

students was considerable.
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Figure 3.15: Reading proficiency level by primary home language

For the group of students using the primary home language as Vietnamese, the rate
of students achieving Band 6 was 85.4%; this was a relatively high rate, showing that
85.4% of students in this group had reached the expected Reading skills by the end of
primary education as described in SDG 4.1.1b. In addition, the percentage of students
at a low level (level of proficiency in Bands 2, 3 and 4) was small, only 3.0%.

For the group of students using the primary language at home as an ethnic minority
language, the percentage of students achieving Band 6 was not high, only 43.9%. In
addition, 18.9% of students could only understand simple texts (proficiency band 4);
10.5% of students were just fluent in reading a series of everyday texts and beginning
to make sense of them (Band 3), and 6.5% of students were only able to identify
relationships between words and their meanings (Band 2). Thus, only 43.9% of students
in this group achieved the expected Reading skills at the end of primary education, and
35.86% continued to learn. Students in this group were likely to have difficulty
transitioning to the lower secondary level. It was easy to understand because many
students who spoke ethnic minority languages lived in remote areas with low economic

development, low per capita income, and high poverty rates. Information for their
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children's learning was still limited, so they have not paid attention to creating conditions
for their children's education.
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Figure 3.16: Average score of Reading by the number of books at home

The more books a student had at home, the higher the results were in the Reading.
The average score of students with 100 or more books was high (349.37 points), while
the group of students with only 0-10 books only had an average score of 332.10 points.
However, the percentage of students with more than 100 books was low, accounting for

only 4.7%, while the percentage of students with only 0-10 books was high, up to 55.7%.

Table 3.10: Difference in Reading score according to the number of books at home

Number of books Value Standard Statistical
difference error significance

0-10 books_11-25 books -6.63 1.46 -4 53%A*

0-10 books_26-100 books -15.00 1.61 -9.30%**

0-10 books_100 or more books -17.26 1.90 -9.07%**

11-25 books 26-100 books -8.37 1.23 -6.8 1 *#*

11-25 books 100 or more books -10.63 1.84 -5.79%**

26-100 books 100 or more books -2.26 1.73 -1.31

* HE KX represent statistical significance at 90%, 95% and 99%, respectively.
There was a big difference in the Reading literacy of the group of students with 0-
10 books at home compared with the group of students with more than 100 books.

Specifically, the group of students with more than 100 books at home had an average
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Reading score of 17.26 points higher than those with only 0-10 books at 17.26 points
(this difference was statistically significant with 99% confidence). Besides, we also saw
a difference in the Reading literacy of students with only 0-10 books and the group of
students with 11-25 books with the remaining groups (the difference was statistical
significance with a confidence level of 99%). However, groups of students with 26-100
books and groups with 100 or more books showed no difference in Reading literacy
3.3.4 Summary of findings

The SEA-PLM 2019 Assessment Framework has defined Text Comprehension as
understanding, using, and responding to/responsive to a range of written texts that
express personal, social, economic and global citizenship (UNICEF & SEAMEOQ, 2019,
pp- 21). Definitions focus specifically on texts and emphasize the reader's interaction
with them.

- The average score of Vietnamese students in Reading was 336.46 points (the
highest score compared to other countries); this average score was in Band 6 and above
of the SEA-PLM 2019 proficiency scale (which was the top end of the scale). It showed
that Vietnamese 5th graders could understand texts with familiar structures and master
the information in the text when identifying ideas and details.

- 81.77% of Vietnamese 5th graders achieved the expected proficiency level by
the end of primary education, and 10.51% progressed towards the desired proficiency
level. Most 5th graders in Vietnam have completed the expected Reading skills by the
end of primary school. In addition, about 7.73% of Vietnamese students belonged to the
lower education group, and this group was likely to have difficulty transitioning to lower
secondary school.

- There was almost no difference in scores between students in the North and
students in the South. However, students in the Central region still have a significant
gap in Reading literacy with students in the North and the South.

- The learning gap between urban and rural students has narrowed. However,
students in remote areas were still far from students in other regions in terms of Reading
literacy.

- Girl students had higher achievement in Reading than male students.
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- The higher the family's socioeconomic status, the higher the student's Reading
score would be. Students with difficult socio-economic conditions had Reading literacy
lower than their peers.

- Parents' educational attainment greatly influenced their children's academic
performance. The higher the educational attainment of parents, the better their children's
Reading literacy. Besides, parents' occupations also greatly influenced students' Reading
literacy.

- The group of students whose primary home language was the ethnic minority
language still had a significant gap in Reading literacy compared to the group whose
primary home language was Vietnamese.

- The more books a student had at home, the better the Reading literacy would be.
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CHAPTER 4. WRITING LITERACY OF VIETNAM PRIMARY
STUDENTS

4.1 Writing literacy assessment framework
4.1.1 SEA-PLM 2019 definition of Writing Literacy

Writing is a fundamental skill for future learning and is necessary for participating
in the economic, political and social life of adults. In school, writing is the basic tool for
learning. Writing is essential to participating in many aspects of everyday life for the
future. Tasks in workplaces, even routine ones, increasingly rely on high-order cognitive
skills - including written communication - rather than manual skills. In the digital age,
personal and social communication is increasingly implemented in writing on social
networks. Writing skill is more critical in the 21st century than in the past.

The SEA-PLM definition of Writing Literacy is as follows:

Writing literacy is constructing meaning by generating a range of written texts to
express oneself and communicate with others, in order to meet personal, societal,

economic and civic needs.

Writing literacy ...

The term “Writing literacy” is not simply copying or forming words; it is the ability
to write with the written word, use correct spelling, or form words.

Writing literacy includes many cognitive skills: the ability to generate and organize
ideas, use words, and draw on knowledge of linguistic structures and textual features.
Writing has to be performed in a context, for an audience, and with a purpose.

... constructing meaning by generating a range of written texts...

The construction creates many sentences aiming at emphasizing the meaning of
the writer. Sentences consist of ideas developed by the writer using language knowledge
and sentences. They are the writer's ideas rather than simply copying the opinions of
others.

... to express oneself and communicate with others ...

A person often writes to convey ideas, thoughts and information to a specific
audience. Writing can also be for oneself or personal expression.

... to meet personal, societal, economic and civic needs.

Writing is for many different purposes, including keeping personal records,

showing one’s knowledge in the classroom, sharing one’s experiences with others,
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meeting the demands of one’s job, participating in public life, etc.
4.1.2. Structure of Writing literacy assessment framework
4.1.2.1 Structure of Writing literacy
The structure of the Writing literacy framework includes three characteristics:
- Content: Types of written texts
- Process: Skills applied by the writer
- Context: Situations that lead to writing
4.1.2.2 Types of text
SEA-PLM uses six types of text: narrative, descriptive, persuasive, instructional,

transactional, and labeling.

Table 4.1: Target percentage by text types

Text type Target percentage
Narrative 10-20
Descriptive 25-35
Persuasive 15-25
Instructional, 5-15
Transactional 15-25
Labelling 5-15

Narrative text format is used to narrate or report a thing or an event that someone
else has said through personal presentation and development. Examples of narrative
texts are: describing recent activities, writing a diary or stories about one's life.

An example of a narrative text type in a writing assessment is the Brothers' Race,

presented as follows:
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Brothers' Race

Use the picture to help you write a story.
Write as much as you can.

One day, Kai challenged his older
brother to a race.

Figure 4.1: Example of writing item (1)
Descriptive text format Presenting information about people, objects, abstract
concepts or structures, these types of texts address what and how items. Examples
describe a person or a place, a plan or problem, a feeling or a phenomenon.

Example of a descriptive writing question type for students: Celebrations

Celebrations

Write a letter to your friend in another country, describe the new year celebration
events in your country. Tell your friend on:

e Place and time

e People

e Food

e Costumes
Your description should be interesting. Write your letter in the following lines.

Dear friend,

Figure 4.2: Example of writing item (2)

Persuasive text format consists of sentences that refer to opinions and points of view
used to persuade readers. Examples include a letter to the editor, a book review, an
advertisement for a product or event, and a collection of opinions on different foods.

Instructional text format aims to explain what needs to be done to complete a
particular task. Examples include instructions for finding a location, listing the materials

and steps required to create an item, and explaining what to do in an emergency.
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Transactional text format intends to achieve a specific purpose related to
exchanging information between two or more parties, for example, writing a letter to a
friend or placing an order.

Labeling text format consists of a single word or a small number of words used
to define something. For example, students are asked to put an appropriate name to a
picture of an object or an action.
4.1.2.3 Writing process

In SEA-PLM, writing literacy includes five processes: ideation, control of
structure and order of text, control of coherence, use of vocabulary, and control of syntax
and grammar. An additional sixth element, the language-specificity process, 1s included
to accommodate critical language processes. They have spelling, punctuation, and
texture of the characters. In all processes, writing literacy is based on knowledge of the
language (written and spoken) and a range of skills, and like reading literacy, the context
of a text can be the individual, local or wider world.

The framework for assessing writing process literacy in languages and types of

documents is shown in Table 4.2.

Table 4.2: Writing processes assessment framework by language and text type

Application by  Target percentage

Process Application by language
text type
Generating ideas Apply across languages ~ Vary by text type 20-30
Controlling text
structure and Apply across languages ~ Vary by text type 10-20
organization
. Apply across text
Managing coherence  Apply across languages 10-20
types
_ Apply across text
Using vocabulary Apply across languages 10-20
types
Controlling syntax Apply across text
May vary by language 15-25
and grammar types
Other language- Apply across text
. May vary by language 5-15
specific features types
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Criteria for assessing the writing process:

The criteria for assessing generating ideas process consist of relevance, clarity,
completeness, integration of ideas, simplicity/complexity, and elaboration/detail/
individualization.

The criteria for assessing text structure is based on the following factors: clarity of
structure and organization, including introduction/orientation for reader, body and
conclusion/ending.

The criteria for assessing the controlling of coherence include the ability to
include persuasive or evaluative elements, audience recognition, the relationship
between writer and reader, formality, conventions (e.g., salutations), ability to present
one or more perspectives.

The criteria for assessing the use of vocabulary is based on the following factors:
writing one or more basic words that are sufficient for the task, including relevant word
types (such as verb, noun, adjective) and subtlety.

The criteria for assessing the control of syntax and grammar include some errors,
completeness of sentences, and variety of sentence structure (i.e., simple or complex,
repetitive).

The criteria for assessing the control of imperative language include imperative,
instructional, directive (must), and suggestive (should, could, I suggest) language.

Other language-specific characteristics are based on factors such as handwriting,
spelling, punctuation, etc. Handwriting must meet the requirements on legibility,
control, and quality of letter formation. Spelling tasks only require correct copying.
Assessment of punctuation includes evidence of proper use in context.
4.1.2.4 Contexts

The tests and tasks used in SEA-PLM are all associated with a type of context.
Context is the situation in which the writing task is likely to occur. The primary purpose
of the contexts identified is to show that the set of items or tasks should cover a range
of situations in which students need to write and a range of purposes and audiences for
writing. The SEA-PLM assessment uses three contexts: a personal context, a local
context, and a broader world context.

Personal context has an individual focus. The main object of writing tasks in a

personal context is the writer. Writing duties relevant to personal context include those
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that primarily serve an individual's needs, interests, or development (such as writing a
story or personal shopping list) or personal instance (such as logging).

Local contexts have an interactive focus that requires engagement with other
individuals or with elements of the immediate surroundings. Tasks that fit this type of
context involve everyday situations and activities at home or school, in the local
community or at work, where the focus of thought and action is on relationships, contact,
and interaction with people or objects in immediate surroundings. Writing tasks that
reflect the local context may include a letter to a family member, friend or teacher; a
household shopping list; or a description of one's home city.

The wider world context has an external focus on broader situations that may affect
entire communities or countries or have even broader global relevance. Writing
assignments that fit this context might focus on broad social issues such as public policy,
transportation systems, ecology, medicine, or advertising. Writing text that reflects the
wider world context may include a letter to the editor or a description of a famous
person.

4.1.3 Coding SEA-PLM's writing items

SEA-PLM's writing items are primarily open-ended, with short or long answers
depending on the task of the question. Marking such items requires coding answers to
different levels. Coding must be based on the writing process defined in the Writing
literacy assessment framework. According to SEA-PLM, writing a complete document
includes the following procedures: Generating ideas, controlling the structure and order
of the text, controlling coherence, using vocabulary, and controlling syntax and
grammar. As an additional sixth element, language-specificity is also included to
accommodate important processes between different languages. It consists of the
spelling, punctuation, and texture of the characters.

Idea generation: Writing tasks often require creativity, selection, and generation
of ideas. The quantity and quality of ideas, and their suitability to the task, are the
elements of this skill. The nature of the ideas will vary from one type of text to another.
For example, in a narrative text, it is essential to have a strong character description and
plot. In persuasive writing, an argument's logic, relevance, and persuasiveness are

crucial, as well as the ability to maintain criticality. In descriptive writing, the
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completeness of the description, the prominence of the details included, and the

accuracy and richness of the picture created for the reader are all important.

Table 4.3: Coding for idea generation

Criterion Score Description
0 Evidence of a response, but no relevant information is included
1 Fragments: few or no complete ideas; few or no relevant ideas
Generating
. 2 Limited writing related to the pictures
ideas
3 Simple writing related to the pictures; limited detail

Detailed writing with many relevant ideas, including some

imaginative elements generated by the student.

The code for each student essay in the idea generation section will be 0, 1, 2, 3 or
4, depending on how well the text presents evidence of the ability to construct ideas that
fit the picture to develop a story relevant to the task. As the number of relevant ideas
increases, with the level of detail provided, so is the score.

Controlling structure and order of the text: Different text types have different
structures. An effective writer knows the text's structural features and selects the writing
task's appropriate structure. For example, if they were to write a recipe, they would start
with a set of ingredients and then describe or list a sequence of steps. If they wrote a
narrative, they knew that, by convention, they would begin with an orientation, followed
by a complex section, and end with a solution. They also knew what to include in each
of these sections. For example, the orientation would introduce the main characters and

establish the setting.

Table 4.4: Coding for structure and order of the text

Criterion  Score Description

0 sentence fragments only (or fewer than three sentences)
Sentence ' .

1 simple or repetitive sentence structure — at least three sentences
structure

2 evidence of varied sentence structure (may have errors)

The code for this criterion could be 0, 1, or 2. This criterion does not focus on the

number of ideas but on whether students can demonstrate the ability to link their ideas
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into a story.

Controlling coherence: Good writers can structure texts to make connections
between ideas clear to the reader. Coherence is achieved through the logical progression
of ideas that express meanings in accordance with the general world knowledge of the
reader, as well as through syntactic features such as references and features—
vocabularies such as discursive signs and associations. Good writers leverage modeling
to group ideas around a central theme or use other graphical means, such as titles, to
show relationships between ideas. Controlling coherence is a sign of relatively complex
writing and may not be taught to Sth graders. Coherence may be most noticeable in texts
consisting of several paragraphs. Grade 5 students are generally expected to write
reasonably short paragraphs where this aspect of the text cannot be easily assessed. The

code for this criterion 1s 0, 1, and 2.

Table 4.5: Coding for controlling the coherence

Criterion Score Description

0 no evidence of cohesive devices; sentences are not linked

simple or repetitive devices to link ideas/sentences (e.g.,

Coherence repetition of a subject, simple pronouns)

adequate linguistic devices to link ideas/sentences

successfully

Using vocabulary: Writing involves not only knowledge of words but also
understanding how they can be used in specific contexts. Good writers can draw on a
vast vocabulary to present ideas accurately and concisely. They choose appropriate
words for the purpose, audience, and context. An extensive vocabulary allows writers
to present their views effectively and bring life to images in descriptive or narrative

texts.

Table 4.6: Coding for using vocabulary

Criterion  Score Description

Only uses words copied from prompt, irrelevant words, or a
Vocabulary 0
few/scattered words used
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Basic vocabulary is inadequate to convey a good picture or is very

repetitive

Vocabulary goes beyond the basic, allowing some interesting

elements in the description

Responses may receive a score of 0, 1 or 2 for this criterion, depending on their
ability to use vocabulary to convey a message. Providing detail in a written text requires
a relatively broad vocabulary.

Control syntax and grammar: Writers need to tacitly understand how grammar
rules govern how words are put together to form phrases, clauses, and sentences. Good
writers produce grammatically correct, meaningful sentences and use a wide range of
syntactic structures. They link ideas with various cohesive devices and use sentence

structures appropriate to the writing task. The code of this criterion can be 0, 1, and 2.

Table 4.7: Coding for syntax and grammar

Criteria Score Description
0 isolated words or sentence fragments OR copied
Syntax
control, 1 limited writing (e.g., one sentence) with errors
grammar 2 limited writing, but correct OR multiple sentences with some errors

4.1.4 Quality evaluation of main survey Writing items

The SEA-PLM 2019 main survey had 15 Writing items, including 41 criteria.
Vietnamese subject experts assessed these items at the following levels:

Items at the easy level: 5 items

Items at the medium level: 4 items

Items at the difficult level: 6 items

For the content of knowledge: the items were in the current educational
curriculum. The context and situations of the items were familiar to most Vietnamese
students. Some of the items were assessed by subject experts that they used knowledge
in the current educational curriculum, but the expression of the content was innovative,
intending to stimulate students' thinking. However, there were still a few items that had
obvious problems in the translation process, and they did not match the thought of

elementary school students today.
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The testing results showed that the items were appropriate for the ability of 5th
graders in terms of knowledge and skills. The data analysis indicated that the students
did well on the labeling items, such as about their school, the market, a place to visit,
and asking about the vacation. These topics were familiar to students. For the topics
such as favorite activities, fruits, bicycles, rain, and a message to the teacher, the
student's performance was also good, but not as good as the above topics.

The data showed that Vietnamese students knew how to structure complete
writing. However, students did quite well in the criteria with requirements on spelling,
punctuation, description, and handwriting; 30% or more of students achieved a relatively
high maximum score in all sentences for some criteria such as ideas, sentence structure,
vocabulary range, alignment in some sentences, students did not do well.

4.1.5 SEA-PLM proficiency scale for writing literacy

SEA-PLM's writing literacy scale includes eight proficiency levels, from Band 1
and below to Band 8 and above. The proficiency level at each band is described to
illustrate what students can do. For example, students have limited ability to present
ideas in writing at the lowest rank (Band 1 and below). Students in higher bands show
varying levels of literacy in writing skills. Students in Band 8 and above can write
coherent texts with specific ideas using appropriate vocabulary. Students at higher levels
of ability meet the SEA-PLM definition of writing ability. The description contains only
those skills that are characteristics of most students in that capacity level. Individual

students may be unable to demonstrate all the skills described for their literacy level.

Table 4.8: SEA-PLM 2019 proficiency scale for writing literacy

Band and range
Description of what students can typically do

of score
Write cohesive texts with detailed ideas and a good range of
appropriate vocabulary
Band 8 and above Children can produce texts that draw on a wider-world context, with
346 points and relevant, detailed and sometimes imaginative ideas. They can write
above texts with an introduction, body and conclusion in which ideas are

well related and easy to follow. For example, they can provide a
clear overall description of a detailed image. These children can

write using a polite, formal style and a good range of appropriate
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Band and range
Description of what students can typically do

of score
vocabulary, with a degree of sophistication.
Write clear, detailed texts in various contexts with adequate
vocabulary
Children can produce texts that relate to wider-world, local and
Band 7 personal contexts, expressing ideas that go beyond mere description

to include some persuasive or evaluative aspects. Ideas are well
338 to less than

. related and easy to follow, using sentences that are varied in
346 points
structure and often correctly formed. They can produce some
complex sentences, but these may contain errors. When writing
about a personal context, for example about a favorite activity, they
can use vocabulary that goes beyond the basic, to produce some

interesting descriptive elements.

Write simple texts for a range of purposes with above basic

vocabulary

Band 6 Children can produce texts that relate to local and personal contexts,

presenting simple writing with some supporting details. They can
327 to less than

. produce sequenced writing that a reader can follow easily, but they
338 points
are still learning to use linguistic devices to create cohesion within
their texts. At this level, children’s vocabulary is basic and beyond,;
it may be adequate to convey the detail of a message, for example,

in a short, formal note.

Write non-cohesive basic texts for a range of purposes, using

simple vocabulary

Children can write texts such as notes, descriptions and narratives in

Band 5 a range of contexts, with well-controlled handwriting. They can
316 to less than communicate ideas in simple writing, obviously related to the task,
327 points with some attempt at detail. Their ideas are generally expressed in a
logical sequence that is relatively easy to follow but may not be

adequately linked with connecting words, or may lack an

introduction or conclusion. A description of a detailed image, for

example, may describe a range of elements in the picture with some
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Band and range

of score

Description of what students can typically do

detail but not comprise an integrated whole. Sentence forms are
generally simple and may be repetitive or may be more complex but
contain errors, although children can form correct question forms,
and punctuation is usually correct. They can use vocabulary that is
sufficient to convey a range of concepts but that lacks precision or

clarity.

Band 4

306 to less than

316 points

Produce limited writing, conveying simple ideas with basic

vocabulary

Children can produce limited writing related to the task, presenting
simple ideas but lacking elaboration or detail. In a task such as
writing basic instructions, they can present a process clearly, using
3 or 4 well-formed but simple sentences, and use the correct form of
imperative language for instructions. Basic vocabulary may limit

children’s ability to convey detail at this level.

Band 3

296 to less than
306 points

Produce very limited writing, with simple, insufficient ideas and

limited vocabulary

Children can produce limited writing relating to personal or local
contexts. Ideas may be very simple, irrelevant or incomplete. They
may be disjointed so that the text is difficult to follow. In writing a
simple story, for example, there may be some sense of sequence, but
it is not consistent or always clear. Children at this level display
some competence in using a polite style, and can form questions.
Children can produce simple or repetitive sentences that use
repetition of pronouns or nouns to link ideas. Their handwriting is
legible, with most letters (or characters) well-formed. Basic
vocabulary at this level is inadequate to convey a good description

or may be repetitive.

Band 2

287 to less than
296 points

Produce very limited writing, with fragmented ideas and

inadequate vocabulary

Children can write in a limited way. Ideas can be unclear, irrelevant,

limited or consist of fragments only. These children may be able to

102



Band and range

of score

Description of what students can typically do

write 1 simple correct sentence, or produce incomplete sentences or
sentences containing many errors and inconsistent punctuation.
Sentence structure is likely to be repetitive. Children’s vocabulary
at this level is basic and inadequate to convey a clear message or is

very repetitive.

Band 1 and below
less than 287

points

Limited ability to present ideas in writing

Children may be able to produce a few sentences with very limited
content. When trying to describe a picture, for example, they may
focus on only a few isolated features or produce extremely general
ideas. They can produce some imperative language, but it is
inconsistent. The limited range of vocabulary accessed by students
in this band would be inadequate to describe a picture. Words used

are likely to be basic and repetitive

Source: UNICEF and SEAMEOQO (2020)

The assessment of Writing in SEA-PLM is different from the assessment of

Reading and Mathematics, as all writing items require students to respond in writing of

varying lengths, while the reading and math items are short essay or multiple choice

items. In the writing section, each question can be assessed on a different set of criteria

with varying literacy levels on the scales available for scoring, depending on the quality

of the writing.

4.2 Writing Literacy of students in SEA-PLM 2019 participating countries

Table 4.9 describes the mean scores of students in the six countries

participating in SEA-PLM 2019.

Table 4.9: Average score in Writing of 6 participating countries in SEA-PLM 2019

Medium Standard Standard Lowest Highest
Country
score deviation error score score
Cambodia 285.44 27.10 .36 180.55 365.46
Laos 285.12 31.01 31 185.35 393.21
Myanmar 298.24 20.78 .15 214.36 354.48

103



Malaysia 318.02 18.76 14 220.14 370.31

Philippines 288.51 27.27 15 14491 383.15
Vietnam 328.01 22.44 13 225.07 403.25
Average of 6
. 304.92 29.82 .09 144.91 403.25
countries

The average score of Vietnamese 5th graders on the writing test is 328.01 points,
which was in the Top Group of the SEA-PLM 2019 regional proficiency scale,
Vietnam's average score was 23.09 points higher than the average score of the
participating countries. In addition to Vietnam, only Malaysia had an average Writing
score of more than 300 points. The remaining four countries, including Myanmar,
Cambodia, the Philippines and Laos, all scored lower than the average of the six
countries.

The box diagram below shows the scores of the participating countries,
indicating the lowest 25% and highest 25% quartiles, with the midpoint being the
median value. The diagrams show that the mean score of Vietnam’s students was higher

than that of other countries, and the difference was statistically significant.
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Figure 4.3: Writing Scores of 6 countries

The diagram below shows that the Vietnamese students' Writing scores are
normally distributed and shift to the right; this indicates that the student's scores have

high reliability and higher scores than other countries.
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Figure 4.4: Normal distribution of the Writing range of 6 countries
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Figure 4.5: Rate of proficiency in Writing in 6 countries

Vietnamese students achieved a high percentage in bands from 6 and above.
Vietnam has 21% of students achieving Band 8 and above who can write coherent texts
with detailed ideas and appropriate vocabulary. 11.9% of students achieved Band 7, and
they can write clearly, specifically in different contexts. 28.4% of students were in lower
bands from 1 to 4; these students were likely not to achieve the skills as expected by the
end of primary education.

4.3 Writing literacy of Vietnamese students
4.3.1 Writing literacy of Vietnamese students by region and school location

Table 4.10 depicts the average writing scores of students by region.
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Table 4.10: Average Writing score by region

Region Share Mean score  Standard error Standard
deviation
North 37.9% 330.09 1.85 23.37
Central 27.0% 328.32 1.47 22.11
South 35.1% 323.92 1.02 20.01
Comparison Difference  Standard error t-statistics
North_Central 1.77 2.37 0.74
North South 6.17 2.08 2.95%**
Central _South 4.40 1.80 2.43%*

¥ k% pepresents a statistically significant difference at the 95% and 99% levels.

The average Writing score in the North was the highest among the three regions,
330.09 points, followed by students in the Central with an average of 328.32 points.
Students in the South got the lowest mean score of 323.92 points. The difference
between the North and the South was not so significant.

Band 8 and up

25.3%

Band 7 13.1%
17.9%
7%
20.7%
23.8%
Band 5 16.5% :
16.2%
16.3%
10.2%
10.6%
Band 3 1.2% :
7.3%
4.0%
Band 2 - 411%
3.2%
.9%
Band 1 or lower ‘.%%
4.2%
0.0% 5.0% 10.0% 15.0% 20.0% 25.0% 30.0%

m Southern mCentral mNorth

Figure 4.6: Shares of Writing proficiency by region

In the North, the percentage of students in Band 8 and above who can write linked
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texts with detailed ideas and suitable vocabulary accounted for the highest share of
25.3%. 12.9% of students in Band 7 (Write clear, detailed text in many different contexts
with enough vocabulary), 20.7% in Band 6 (Write simple multi-purpose texts with basic
vocabulary), and 16.2% in Band 5 (Write uncoordinated basic texts for multiple
purposes, using simple vocabulary). The share of students with different proficiency
levels in the Central had a similar pattern to the North. In the South, more students
achieved Bands 5 and 6 than Band 7 and above.

In Band 7 and above (expected ability to be educated), Vietnamese students in the
North, Central and South were 38.2%, 34.4% and 23.7%, respectively, higher than the

average of 6 countries (11.9%).

Table 4.11: Average Writing score by school location

Area Share Mean score Standard error ~ Standard deviation
Urban 36.1% 330.81 .93 21.18
Rural 49.9% 327.36 1.0 21.12
Remote 14.0% 319.07 4.96 25.14
Comparison Difference Standard error t-statistics
Urban_Rural 3.44 1.36 2.52%*
Urban Remote 11.74 5.01 2.34%*
Rural Remote 8.29 5.06 1.63

** shows a statistically significant difference at the 95% level.

The average writing score in the urban was the highest among the three areas, at
330.81 points, followed by the rural, at 327.36 points; the remote area region had an
average score of 319.07 points. The difference in the average writing score between

rural and remote areas was not statistically significant.

107



30

25

21.3
0 1995 l 19.
3.9
15 1212 .5
10.1

1 2

2l£. 2 ? 7 ] I
, 1l

Band1or Band2 Band3 Band4 Band5 Band6 Band7 Band$8
lower andup

=]

L

mCity mCountryside m Mountains

Figure 4.7: Writing proficiency level by school location

In urban areas, the highest share of students was in Band 8 and above (24.9%),
followed by Band 7 (12.6%), Band 6 (19.9%), and Band 5 (19.5%). In rural areas, the
highest percentage of students were in Band 6 (21.3%), then Band 5 (19.9%), Band 8
(18.2%), Band 4 (13.9%) and Band 7 (12.5%). In remote areas, students achieved lower
proficiency levels than students in the two above regions. The students in urban areas
achieved higher Writing literacy than others in all three parts. The results were
understandable when the study and economic conditions in urban areas were better off

than in the other two regions.

Table 4.12: Average Writing score by school location across regions

Areas Mean score Standard error Standard deviation
North

Urban 335.03 2.15 21.51

Rural 330.95 1.67 21.64

Remote 319.12 9.92 27.66
Central

Urban 335.64 1.67 19.27

Rural 327.64 2.17 21.24

Remote 318.73 5.02 23.98

108



South

Urban 32542 1.34 20.65
Rural 322.88 1.72 19.49
Remote 320.01 1.91 17.64

Among urban students, the Central scored 335.64
points, the North 335.03 points, and the South 325.42 points. Among rural students: the
North has the highest score of 330.95 points, the Central region has 327.64 points, and
the South has 322.88 points. Among remote area students: the South has the highest
score of 320.01 points, the North has 319.12 points, and the Central has 318.73 points.
4.3.2 Writing literacy of Vietnamese students by gender

Table 4.13 indicates the mean writing score of students by gender.

Table 4.13: Average Writing score by gender

Gender Share Mean score Standard error Standard deviation
Male 51.5% 322.34 919 21.19
Female 48.5% 332.89 .98 21.68

The Writing average score of female students was higher than that of male
students; on average, female students gained 332.89 points, and male students achieved
322.34 points. The average score of female students was 10.55 points higher than that

of male students. The difference was statistically significant.
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Figure 4.8: Writing proficiency by gender

27.4%

13.3%

Band 8 and
up

The highest share of female students achieved Band 8 and above (27.4%), then
Band 6 (20.7%), Band 5 (16.2%) and Band 7 (13.9%). For male students, the highest
share was in Band 5 (20.3%), then Band 6 (19.1%), Band 8 and above (13.3%) and Band

7 (10.1%).

Table 4.14: Average Writing score by gender of the three regions

Mean score Standard error Standard deviation
North
Male 324.55 1.81 22.55
Female 336.32 1.95 22.70
Central
Male 323.26 1.65 21,360
Female 333.81 1.67 21.595
Southern
Male 319.03 .99 18.89
Female 328.73 1.27 19.92
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In the North, the average score of both male and female students was highest in
the North (Male: 324.55 points, Female: 336.32 points), followed by boys and girls from
the Central region (Male: 323.26 points, Female: 333.81 points), and finally South
students (Male: 319.03 points, Female: 328.73 points). In all three regions, the average
score of female students was higher than that of male students.

4.3.3 Writing literacy of Vietnamese students by socioeconomic status
4.3.3.1 Family’s socioeconomic status

The family's socioeconomic status (SES) was measured based on three parameters:
the highest occupation of the father and mother, the highest educational level of the
father and mother and the economic resources of the family, based on information

obtained from parent questionnaires.

400 -

Figure 4.9: Regression between Writing score and family socioeconomic status

The family's socioeconomic status was positively correlated with the student's

Writing score. The higher the SES score, the higher the student's Writing score.

The socio-economic status of primary school students in Vietnam was mainly
concentrated in the low-middle economic category, accounting for 35.8%. The shares
of socioeconomic conditions were 19.6%, 24.9% and 19.7% for worse-off, upper-

middle and better-off groups, respectively.

Table 4.15: Average Writing score by family's socioeconomic status
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Standard

Status Share Mean score  Standard error

deviation
Worse-off 19.6% 315.64 1.81 22.05
Lower-middle  35.8% 326.23 .68 20.65
Upper-middle  24.9% 329.91 .85 20.45
Better-off 19.7% 338.32 1.11 20.48
Comparison Difference  Standard error t-statistics
Worse-off Lower-middle -.951 135517 -7.02%%*
Worse-off Upper-middle -1.276 167367 -7.63%%*
Worse-off Better-off -1.997 154674 -12.97%%*
Lower-middle  Upper-middle -.325 .078756 -4 3%k
Lower-middle Better-off -1.045 .090943 -11.49%%*x*
Upper-middle Better-off -.720 .081829 -8.80%**

*** shows a statistically significant difference at the 99% level.

The average Writing scores were different by family's socio-economic conditions.
Children of better-off families had the highest average score of students, at 338.32
points, followed by children of upper-middle status with an average of 329.91 points,
students in lower-middle families had an average score of 329.23 points, and students
from worse-off families had an average score of 326.23 points. Thus, the average writing
score depended on the families’ socioeconomic conditions. The differences among the

groups were statistically significant.
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Figure 4.10: Writing proficiency by socioeconomic conditions

There were differences in proficiency levels among socio-economic groups.
38.1% of better-off students achieved Band 8 and above, i.e., they could write linked
texts with detailed ideas and appropriate vocabulary. The upper-middle and lower-
middle groups bared similar distribution patterns, with more students achieving Bands
5 and 6, around one-fifth of students at each band. Only 7.4% of the worse-off students
achieved Band 8, and more students gained lower bands, in which one-fifth of students
achieved Band 4. The distribution pattern shows that the more well-off the group of
students with economic conditions, the higher the proficiency level achieved by the
students.
4.3.3.2 Parental education, parental occupation, language and number of books at
home

Figure 4.11 depicts the average writing score of student groups by their parent’s

education level.
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Figure 4.11: Average Writing score parents' educational level

The average Writing scores of students were different by parental educational
levels. Children whose parents had a university degree or higher had the highest average
score of 339.60 points, followed by those whose parents completed a post-secondary
and high-school education, 328.46 points, and the lower-secondary, 326.10 points. The
students whose parents only finished primary education or less had the lowest Writing
score of 316.57 points. The differences were statistically significant. Parents'
educational attainment affected the average score of students. The higher the academic
level of parents, the higher the average score of the students and vice versa. The

differences among the groups were statistically significant.
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Figure 4.12: Average Writing score by profession of the student's parents

The average Writing scores were different by parents’ professions. The group of
students whose parents are experts/managers had an average score of 340.20 points,
followed by the Military/Police group of 334.90 points, the Small business
owner/secretary group of 333.85 points, the lowest was Skilled worker/farmer/domestic
worker group, of 324.38 points. The parent's occupation affected the student's average
score; the more professional the parent's career, the higher the student's average score
and reversely. The differences in mean scores among the student groups by parents’
occupation were significant.

Table 4.16: Average Writing score by the primary language used at home

Language
primarily used at Ratio Medium score | Standard error | Standard deviation
home
English 0.53% 329.00 6.58 20.27
French 0.03% 238.04 21.81 0.00
Ethnic minority 8.64% 309.41 3.26 23.62
Other languages 0.3% 325.69 6.89 16.42
Vietnamese 90.5% 329.24 .70 21.05
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Comparison Difference Standard error t-statistics

Ethnic minority _Vietnamese -19.83 3.20 -6.20%**

*** represents a statistically significant difference at the 99% level
The students who mainly use their home language as Vietnamese accounted for
the majority of surveyed students (90.5%). They also have the highest average score of
329.24 points. They have a significantly higher mean score than students speaking minor
ethnic languages, whose mean score was 309.41 points. Students who spoke other

languages did not have a different mean score from Vietnamese-speaking students.
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Figure 4.13: Average Writing score by the number of books at home

The number of books at home also affected the average score of students. The
group of students with enough books to fill a shelf of books achieved the highest average
score of 335.92 points, then a little lower than the group of students with enough books
to fill a stand with 329.19 points, and the lowest was the group of students with no or
very few books scored 324.25 points. The differences in the mean scores of the three
groups were statistically significant.

4.3.4 Summary of findings

In Chapter 4, we compare the writing literacy of Vietnamese primary students
among groups by several factors such as region, school location, gender, conditions of
socioeconomic status of the family, the education and occupation of the student's
parents, the language used at home and the number of books in the family. Some
findings were as follows:

- Students' writing literacy was different by region and school location. The
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students living in favorable areas had higher writing literacy than those living in
disadvantaged and underdeveloped regions.

- Students whose parents had a higher level of education and a more professional
career had better writing literacy than those whose parents had lower educational
attainment and less professional job.

- Gender was also a factor affecting the results of writing literacy. Female students
had the better cognitive ability and writing skills than male students.

- Socioeconomic conditions of the family greatly affected writing literacy.
Students in better-off socioeconomic conditions had significantly higher average scores

than those from worse-off households.
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CHAPTER 5. GLOBAL CITIZENSHIP OF VIETNAM PRIMARY
STUDENTS

5.1 Concepts and measures of global citizenship dimensions of primary school
students in SEA-PLM 2019
5.1.1 The concept of global citizenship in SEA-PLM 2019

Global citizenship education is the term used when defining global citizenship in
the context of education, describing knowledge, skills, values and attitudes through the
teaching and learning of education (UNICEF & SEAMEQ, 2017).

Global citizenship i1s a relatively new concept that extends the concept of
citizenship beyond national boundaries, implying that many issues connect us as global
citizens. Global citizenship is often described as transnational belonging, solidarity and
collective identity.

Global Citizenship in SEA-PLM 2019 was launched in collaboration with
Southeast Asian nations and experts, recognizing the need for region-specific features
and local relevance in the region, community, school and individual levels. SEA-PLM
2019 Global Citizenship Assessment Framework (UNICEF & SEAMEO, 2020)
described the characteristics of a global citizen as follows:

“Global citizens appreciate and understand the interconnectedness of all life on
the planet. They act and relate to others with this understanding to make the world a

more peaceful, just, secure and sustainable place.”

5.1.2 Framework for measuring global citizenship dimensions in SEA-PLM 2019

The SEA-PLM 2019 Assessment Framework for Global Citizenship included
three core content areas and three key measurement domains (UNICEF & SEAMEO,
2020). The core content arecas were themes within the broad concept of global
citizenship, e.g., systems, identity or participation issues of global -citizenship.
Measurement domains are functions applied to the things being assessed, for example,
perception (remember, apply, analyze, evaluate), attitudes and values (feel, perceive,
assess, believe), behavior and skills (act, participate, present).

Global citizenship systems, problems and dynamics: This content dealt with

citizenship and civic activism with a worldwide perspective and issues related to the
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interactions between communities, such as the division between rich and poor, power
and environmental sustainability. In 5th grade, examples of content associated with this
aspect included: Social and world organization; Concepts related to rich/poor and
fair/unfair; Change of rules, regulations, responsibilities and dynamics; Basic needs and
rights; Aspects of global injustice (hunger, economic inequality or discrimination); and
Environmental sustainability.

Global citizenship awareness and identity were elated to individuals' identities,
which concerned the individual's role as a global citizen. Included in this aspect were
issues related to respect and acceptance of diversity within the community and among
community groups. In grade 5, examples of content associated with this aspect included:
Similarities and differences between people, societies and cultures; Diversity in society;
and Relationships between the community.

Global citizenship participation: This area concerned how individuals and
groups chose to participate as global citizens, including the types of possible interactions
and the necessary engagement skills. In 5th grade, examples related to this aspect
included: civic involvement in activism in different cultures and societies (advocacy,
community service, communication, administrative processes such as voting - at the
school or appropriate level); decision making and problem-solving processes; Dialogue
and debate; and others.

SEA-PLM 2019 was the first large-scale comparative assessment to measure
children's attitudes, values, and global citizenship behaviors at the primary education
level. A representative sample of Sth-grade students in the six participating countries
provided unique insight and value into global citizenship education in Southeast Asia.

The contents and scales used in SEA-PLM 2019 are summarized in Table 5.1.

Table 5.1: The relationship between core contents and domain scales

Core content 1 Core content 2 Core content 3
. Global Citizen Global Citizen Global Citizen
Domain scale C.
Systems, Issues and Identity and Participation
Dynamics Awareness
Awareness A B C
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Attitudes and values DV EV F

Behavior and skills G H I

There was no proficiency scale because skills were not measured.

The items were developed based on two domains of measurement identified in the
SEA-PLM 2019 Global Citizenship assessment framework: attitudes and values,
behaviors and skills. Specifically, the SEA-PLM 2019 questionnaires focused on
collecting information on students' attitudes about national and regional identity, self-
identification, and respect and acceptance of cultural diversity. Behaviors and skills
were demonstrated in the level of participation in activities to improve and preserve the
environment by 5th graders in different countries.

Each cell represents a possible range related to the specific core content. The
following are examples of scopes in a SEA-PLM assessment that include all
measurement and content areas:

A. Awareness: Students demonstrate awareness or understanding of a
supranational union such as the United Nations, ASEAN, or the European Union.

B. Perception: Students understand the similarities and differences between
societies and cultures.

C. Awareness: Students demonstrate awareness of ethical and responsible actions,
identifying a possible action to make everyone in the community aware of climate
change.

D. Attitudes and Values: Students express their attitudes towards peaceful
coexistence with countries.

E. Attitudes and Values: Students demonstrate their identification with students in
other communities or countries.

F. Attitudes and Values: Students believe in acting individually or collectively to
help make the environment sustainable.

G. Behavior: Students report on how often they talk about global issues.

Q. Behavior: Students report on interactions with people from different
backgrounds.

I. Behavior: Students report participating in activities to improve environmental

sustainability and conserve the environment.
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Source: UNICEF and SEAMEO (2017)

The SEA-PLM 2019 Questionnaire was developed conceptual and thematic to
support the core contents and measurement domains of the SEA-PLM 2019 global
citizenship definition. Individual items and derivative indicators in different languages
were pre-tested on small samples of 5th graders through 2 pilot phases in participating
countries. These testing processes confirmed the validity and appropriateness of the
items for teachers and Sth-grade students in schools through question analysis.
Contextual biased items were removed from the final Main Questionnaires.

The Teacher Questionnaire also included items related to global citizenship
education, addressing attitudes, teachers' preparation to teach global citizenship topics,
through items about pre-service programs and confidence levels. The items in the
student and teacher questionnaires were constructed using a Likert scale item response
format that required respondents to give the best answer. Based on teachers’ selections,
a frequency table for each question was prepared for each country.

Aspects related to global citizenship were asked in the form of reflective items of
the student and teacher questionnaires, as follows:

a) Student Questionnaire

- Students' attitudes and values about global issues, including:

+ Access to global topics at school (question 14)

+ Awareness of the importance of global themes (question 22)

+ Perception of national identity and Asian identity (question 16)

+ Attitudes on global social issues (question 17)

+ Attitudes on global environmental issues (question 18)

+ Attitudes about helping the vulnerable affected by natural disasters
(question 20)

- Global citizenship behaviors and skills (questions 15, 19, and 21)

b) Teacher questionnaire

- Teachers' perceptions of the importance of global content domains to students
(question 13)

- Teachers' perceptions of the importance of global citizenship education for
students (question 14)

- Teacher's preparation for teaching global citizenship education topics before
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becoming a teacher (question 15)

- Confidence in teaching global citizenship education topics (question 16)

Below is a specific analysis of aspects of global citizenship education for Sth-grade
students in Vietnam and a comparison with countries participating in SEA-PLM 2019.
5.2 Global citizenship of students
5.2.1 Students’ perception of global citizenship

Students' perception of global citizenship was measured through items about
accessing global themes at school, national and Asian identity, and students' assessment
of the importance of global topics.
5.2.1.1 Students' perceptions of global topics learned in school

Students were asked how often they learned at school the global topics related to
(1) Global and regional events (question 14, items a, b, c); (2) Differences and how to
resolve disagreements between individuals (items d, e, f); and (3) Environmental issues
(items g, h, 1, j, k). These topics were identified based on the SEA-PLM 2019 definition

of global citizenship, and student responses were “a lot”, “some”, “a little”, and

summarized and presented in Figure 5.1.
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Figure 5.1: Percentage of students learning about global topics at school in the six

surveyed countries
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More than half of the students learned about global topics in all six surveyed
countries. The percentages of Vietnamese students learning about global issues were
highest for all topics. The differences in the shares of Vietnamese students compared to
those from other countries were statistically significant.

As shown in Figure 5.1, most students said they have learned and approached
global topics from a little to a lot. In particular, up to 97% of Sth-grade students in
Vietnam have learned about climate change at school. This fact is appropriate for a
country heavily affected by climate change. There was 90% of students learned about
how they could solve problems in their community, how to resolve disagreements with
classmates in a peaceful way, and pollution in Vietnam and other countries. However,
the percentages of students learning about international issues affecting Vietnam, what
1s happening, and how to protect the environment were not high, accounting for two-
thirds of the surveyed students. Less than 10% of students have not learned about topics
related to global citizenship.

GCEXPOS is an index built from responses to the above items (How much did
you learn about global topics in school), using the IRT method, with an expected mean
of 50 and an expected standard deviation of 10. This index represents the student's access
to global topics at school. Table 5.2 presents the mean and difference of GCEXPOS by
student's school location, region, and language mainly used at home.

Table 5.2: Mean and difference of GCEXPOS by factors

The average
Difference
value

Mean SE Compare DIFF SE

Urban area 56.47 0.62 Urban — Rural 0.15 0.80

School
Rural area 56.32 0.50 Urban — Remote 1.24 1.07

location
Remote area 55.23 0.87 Rural — Remote 1.10 1.00
North 55.34 0.40 North — Central -2.02%* 0.97
Region Central 57.36 0.88 North — South -0.97 0.73
South 56.31 0.62 Central — South 1.05 1.08

Language Vietnamese 56.48 0.37
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Ethnic Vietnamese —

o 54.02 1.18 o 2.46%* 1.23
minority Ethnic Minority
Foreign Vietnamese —
52.94 1.27 ) 3.55%#* 1.38
language foreign

*E KXX pepresents a statistically significant difference at the 95% and 99% levels.

Regarding school location, the accessibility to global topics among students was
not significantly different among urban, rural, and remote areas. The average
GCEXPOS in urban areas is 56.47, 56.32 in rural areas and 55.22 in remote areas.
Students in the three locations have equal opportunities to access the global topics
studied at school.

Students in the North, Central, and South regions had the mean values of
GCEXPOS at 55.34, 57.36 and 56.31, respectively. The difference was only statistically
significant at 95% between the two groups of students in the North and the Central
regions. Students in the Central part have better access to global topics than students in
the North.

Considering the languages used by students at home, the average GCEXPOS of
Vietnamese-speaking students was 56.48; ethnic minority language was 54.02, and
foreign language students was 52.94. GCEXPOS was statistically higher at 95% and
99% significant levels for Vietnamese-speaking students with better access to global
topics than the other two groups. Understandably, it is more difficult when students
approach unfamiliar issues in a language other than their mother tongue.
5.2.1.2 Students' attitudes towards global citizenship education

Students were asked about the importance of learning topics related to (1) Global
and regional events (question 22, items a, b, ¢); (2) Individual considerations (items d,
e, g, h, 1); and (3) Environmental issues (item f). Students rated topics on a 4-Likert
scale, including very important, quite important, not very important and not at all
important. The percentages of students who ranked these topics as important (including

quite important and very important) are summarized and presented in Figure 5.2.

124



120

100

0 ||| ||| ||| ||| ||| |‘| ‘|| ||| ||| |‘| ||| |“ ||| |‘| ||| ||| ‘|| |||

o]
o

2]
=]

=
=]

[
o

What is What's going on What's Understand How to How to protect How youcan Other languages Languages in
happening in in the world happening in  people who are peacefully  the environment help solve your spaoken in your other countries
countries near other countries  different from resolve own problems country
<Test Country> affects the <Test you <disagreement> <community>
Country> with classmates
mCampuchia mlaos mMyanmar Malaysia wPhilippin  mVietham mAverage of 6 countries

Figure 5.2: Percentage of students who rated global topics as important in the six
countries
Figure 5.2 shows that the topic most valued by students was how to protect the
environment, accounting for 89% of students in 6 countries. In Vietnam, up to 98% of
students thought learning how to protect the environment was important, while only
67% perceived having known this issue.

More than 60% of Vietnamese students for each topic thought it was necessary.
There were substantial differences between Vietnamese students and others in several
issues. The most apparent differences between Vietnamese students and those from
other countries were in the topics such as “what is happening in countries near <the
surveyed country>" (90.6% of students in Vietnam); “how to resolve disagreements
with classmates in a peaceful way” (93.7%); “how to protect the environment” (98%)
and “how you can help solve the community's problems” (90%). On other topics, there
was a similarity between the proportion of students in Vietnam and other countries.
Two-thirds of students rated them as necessary or very important.

GCLEARN index is built from responses to the set items assessing the
importance of learning global topics by students, using the IRT method with an expected
mean value of 50 and an expected standard deviation of 10. Table 5.3 presents the mean
and difference of GCLEARN by factors such as school location, region, gender, home
language, breakfast, and repetition.

Table 5.3: Mean and difference of GCLEARN by factors

125



The average value Difference

Mean SE Compare DIFF SE
Urban area 50.72 0.43 Urban — Rural 0.33 0.50
School
Rural area 50.38 0.25 Urban — Remote 0.82 1.07
location
Remote area 49.89 0.98 Rural — Remote 0.48 1.02
North 49.83 0.36 North — Central -1.37* 0.71
Region Central 51.21 0.61 North — South -0.65 0.47
South 50.49 0.29 Central — South 0.71 0.68
Male 50.66 0.30
Gender Male — Female  0.46**  0.27
Female 50.20 0.23
Vietnamese 50.53 0.23
Ethnic Vietnamese —
49.22 1.08 1.31 1.09
Language minority Ethnic Minority
Foreign Vietnamese —
52.52 1.69 _ -1.99 1.67
language Foreign
Breakfast 50.50 0.24 Yes — No
Breakfast 0.73** 0.44
No breakfast 49.77 0.46 breakfast
Repetition 49.76 0.61 Yes — No
Repetition o -0.70 0.59
No repetition  50.47 0.24 repetition

* kKKK pepresent statistically significant differences at the 90%, 95% and 99% levels.

GCLEARN was not statistically significantly different among urban, rural, and
remote areas. The differences in GCLEARN were relatively low among the three
regions of North, Central and South, in which GCLEARN in the Central was higher than
in the North at 90% statistical significance. The differences between the remaining
regions were not statistically significant. In short, students' assessment of the importance
of learning global issues was similar in the three regions.

Regarding individual characteristics, the mean of GCLEARN was significantly
different by gender, where male students rated the importance of learning global topics

higher than female students. Regarding languages spoken at home, there was no
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difference in GCLEARN among language groups. The mean GCLEARN was
significantly different between the two groups of students having breakfast and no
breakfast. The students who had breakfast rated the importance of learning global topics
higher than the no-breakfast students. This result is consistent with the finding that
students having breakfast have better academic performance (see section 6.1). However,
the difference in GCLEARN was not statistically significant between the two groups of
repeated and non-repeated students.
5.2.1.3 Students’ attitudes on global social issues

Students were asked how much they agreed with various statements regarding
social issues on a global scale. The students assessed the statements on a Likert scale of
4 levels, including completely agree, agree, disagree, and completely disagree. The
percentages of students who said they agreed or completely agreed with the statements

are presented in Figure 5.3.
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Figure 5.3: Percentages of students who agreed with statements about global social
issues
81% of students in all six countries agreed that the world was a fair place and that
all ethnic/racial groups should be treated equally. The highest level of agreement in the
six countries was that everyone in society must protect the environment (88%).
However, the percentage of students who agreed that rich countries should control poor

countries was not high (about two-thirds of students).
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Figure 5.3 shows that most Vietnamese students agreed and entirely agreed with
the raised issues. Most Vietnamese students (98%) completely agreed that everyone in
society must protect the environment; over 90% of students agreed that it was important
for people of different backgrounds to live peacefully and be treated equally. However,
the percentage of students who completely agreed that it was the government's
responsibility to protect the environment was relatively low (71%). Students' attitudes
towards global social issues were better in Vietnam than in other countries. Vietnamese
students perceived that it was important for everyone to protect the environment, as
environmental protection was frequently mentioned in Vietnamese schools.

GCINTEN is an index built from responses on the set of the above items (How
much do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements), using by IRT
method with an expected mean of 50 and expected standard deviation of 10. This index
represents students' attitudes toward global social issues. Table 5.4 shows the mean and
differences of GCINTEN by school location, region, gender, home language, breakfast
and repetition.

Table 5.4: Mean and difference of GCINTEN by factors

The average value Difference

Mean SE Compare DIFF SE

Urban area  48.97 0.49 Urban — Rural =2.73%*%% (.65
School location Rural area 51.67 0.43 Urban — Remote -0.11 0.96

Remote area 49.07 0.83 Rural — Remote  2.63*** (.94

North 49.48  0.47 North — Central ~ -1.96** 0.79
Region Central 51.44  0.63 North — South -093  0.69

South 50.42 0.51 Central — South 1.02 0.81

Male 50.00 0.36
Gender Male — Female -0.69 0.37
Female 50.69 0.34

Vietnamese 50.43 0.31

Language Ethnic Vietnamese —
49.44  1.08 1.00 1.10
minority Ethnic Minority

128



Foreign Vietnamese —

50.53 141 -0.85  1.44
language Foreign
Breakfast  50.49  0.31 Yes — No
Breakfast 1.99**  0.81
No breakfast 48.50  0.82 breakfast
Repetition ~ 49.63  0.75 Yes — No
Repetition o -0.79  0.68
No repetition 50.42  0.30 repetition

¥ k%% pepresents a statistically significant difference at the 95% and 99% levels.

Students' attitudes towards global social problems were statistically different
among school locations. The average GCINTEN in urban areas was 48.97; in rural areas
was 51.67 and in remote areas was 49.07. Students in rural areas have better attitudes
toward global social issues than urban and remote areas.

By gender, the mean values of GCINTEN were relatively similar. There is no
difference between the two groups of Vietnamese students.

The mean GCINTEN i1n the North, the Central and the South were 49, 51, and
50, respectively. Students in the Central region were likely to have better attitudes
toward global citizenship issues than students in the North, while students' attitudes were
not different in the North-South and the Central-South comparison.

As shown in Table 5.4, the mean values of attitudes toward global social
problems of students speaking various languages at home differed. Comparisons
between students speaking Vietnamese - Ethnic minority languages and Vietnamese -
foreign language on students' attitudes towards global social issues showed that the
differences between language groups were not statistically significant at 95%.

Students who had breakfast before school had an average GCINTEN of 50.49,
and students who did not have breakfast had an average GCINTEN of 48.50; the
difference was statistically significant. With a 95% confidence interval, students who
received breakfast had better attitudes to global social issues.

Finally, according to the repetition criteria, the difference in the mean GCINTEN
between the groups of students who had and had not repeated classes was not significant.
The attitudes towards global social issues between these two groups of students were

not considerable.
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The above findings indicate that there was some difference in students' attitudes
towards understanding issues related to global citizenship by the school characteristics,
such as school location and region. Students of various individual features of gender,
language spoken at home, and repetition had relatively similar attitudes toward global
social issues. The difference was more evident between those with and without
breakfast. All these findings might be because global issues are not popular in families.
Students in Vietnam learn about global citizenship mainly at school.
5.2.1.4 Students' attitudes on global environmental issues

Students were asked about the global environmental issues that worried them on
a 4-Likert scale, including not at all worried, not very worried, quite worried, and very
worried. The percentages of students with anxiety (including quite worried and very

worried) are summarized in Figure 5.4.
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Figure 5.4: Percentages of students worried about global environmental problems

About 70% of students from the six surveyed countries said they were quite
worried or very worried about global environmental problems. Loss of natural resources
and water shortage were the students' most concerning problems (accounting for 75.2%
and 75.3% of the surveyed students). Vietnam had the highest percentage of students
worried about environmental issues, accounting for about 90%. Environmental issues
were the top concerns in Vietnam. Figure 5.4 shows 90% of students were apprehensive
about water shortage, environmental pollution in Vietnam, extinct animals and plants,
and lack of water. However, Vietnamese students were less worried about

environmental pollution outside of Vietnam.
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GLOBCON index is developed from the combination of items on students'
anxiety about global environmental problems by the IRT method with the expected
mean value of 50 and expected standard deviation of 10. Table 5.5 shows the
GLOBCON mean and difference by school location, region, gender, home language,

and breakfast.
Table 5.5: Mean value and difference of GLOBCON by factors

The average value Difference

Mean SE Compare DIFF SE

Urban area 52.24 0.49 Urban — Rural -1.53** 0.65
School location Rural area 55.77 0.42 Urban — Remote -0.86 0.76

Remote area  55.10 0.59 Rural — Remote 0.67 0.72

North 54.07  0.33 North — Central ~ -2.28*** (.76
Region Central 5635 0.32 North — South -1.24**  0.63
South 5531 0.42 Central — South 1.04 0.79
Male 54.89  0.63
Gender Male — Female -0.48 0.30

Female 55.37 0.47

Vietnamese 55.21 0.31

Ethnic Vietnamese —
54.60 0.98 0.61 1.05
Language minority Ethnic Minority
Foreign Vietnamese —
5420 1.83 _ 1.00 1.80
language Foreign
Breakfast 55.24  0.29 Yes — No
Breakfast 1.10%* 0.59
No breakfast ~ 54.14  0.56 breakfast

YRR KX poprosent a statistically significant difference at 90%, 95% and 99% levels.

In terms of school location, the mean GLOBCON was statistically significantly
different between student groups in urban and rural areas. The average GLOBCON in
urban areas was 52.24; in rural areas was 52.77 and in remote areas was 55.10. Students
in rural areas had a better attitude toward global environmental issues than urban
students. In addition, the comparison of urban-remote and rural-remote sites showed no

difference between these student groups. GLOBCON was significantly different among
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the three regions. Students in the Central and the South had higher GLOBCON than the
North, with statistical significance of 99% and 95%. Students in the Central and the
South had a better attitude toward the global environment than in the North.

In terms of individual characteristics, the mean of GLOBCON did not differ
statistically by gender and home language. Girls, boys and students whose home
language was Vietnamese, ethnic or foreign were similar in their attitudes toward global
environmental issues. The mean GLOBCON was statistically different between the
students having breakfast and no breakfast. Students who had breakfast had better
attitudes toward the global environment than students who did not have breakfast.
5.2.1.5 Students' attitudes about helping people affected by natural disasters

Students were provided with various attitude-related statements on helping
people affected by disasters. Students' answers were on a Likert scale of 4 levels:
completely agree, agree, disagree and completely disagree. The percentages of students
who said they agreed or completely agreed with the statements are presented in Figure

5.5.
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Figure 5.5: Percentages of students who agreed to help people affected by natural
disasters

Figure 5.5 shows that more than 80% of students from the six countries agreed
that when there was a natural disaster (e.g., hurricane, earthquake, tsunami), their
(surveyed) country should help people living in that (disaster) nation, and they wanted
to do something to help the people suffered from the disaster. In addition, in Vietnam,
94% of students agreed that it was advisable to help people living in that country, they
wanted to do something to help people living in that country (93%), and the school
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should raise money to help people living in that country (93%). The percentage of
students who agreed and entirely agreed with the statement "it has nothing to do with
me, and it only matters to people living in that country" was under 20%, lower than in
the other five countries.
5.2.1.6 National and regional identity

Students were asked how much they agreed with different statements regarding
Asian and national identity on a 4-Likert scale (strongly agree, agree, disagree, strongly
disagree). Figure 5.6 shows the percentages of students who agreed (or strongly agreed)

with statements about national identity and Asian identity.
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Figure 5.6: Percentages of students who agreed with the statement about Asian identity
feeling

Most students felt they belonged in their home country and had much in common
with other students in the country. Nearly half of the 5th graders did not feel connected
to the rest of the world, did not think of themselves as Asian, and did not feel they had
much in common with other Asian students. The percentage of students who thought
they had more in common with other children outside of Asia was less.

The percentage of students agreeing with the statements related to the feeling of
belonging to the nation and belonging to Asia of Vietnamese students was higher than
that of other surveyed countries. Especially up to 98.8% of students said they felt of
belonging in Vietnam. 82.2% of students thought they were Asian, while in other
countries, less than 60% thought of themselves as Asian. 72% of students agreed that

they felt connected to other people in the world.
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ASIDENT is an index built based on a combination of the above items (To what

extent do you agree or disagree with statements about national and regional identity) by

the IRT method with the expected mean value. of 50 and expected standard deviation of

10. This index represents students' attitudes toward Asian identity. Table 5.6 describes

the mean and difference of ASIDENT by school location, region, gender, home

language, breakfast, and repetition.

Table 5.6: Mean value and difference of Asian identity (ASIDENT) by factors

The average value Difference
Mean SE Compare DIFF SE
Urban area 52.08 0.45 Urban — Rural -1.84%** (.62
School
. Rural area 53.92 0.43 Urban — Remote -0.46 1.09
location
Remote area 52.53 1.00 Rural — Remote 1.39 1.08
North 53.35 0.42 North — Central -0.06 0.79
Region Central 53.42 0.67 North — South 0.88 0.68
male 52.47 0.53 Central — South 0.94 0.85
Male 53.09 0.33
Gender Male — Female 0.05 0.31
Female 53.04 0.35
Vietnamese 53.06 0.31
Ethnic Vietnamese —
52.97 0.94 0.09 0.95
Language minority Ethnic Minority
Foreign Vietnamese —
53.90 1.70 0.43 1.26
language Foreign
Breakfast 53.20 0.30 Yes — No
Breakfast 1.15* 0.71
No breakfast 52.04 0.73 breakfast
Repetition 52.71 0.66 Yes — No
Repetition o -0.44 0.61
No repetition 53.15 0.30 repetition

YRR kR ponresent statistically significant differences at the 90%, 95% and 99% levels
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Regarding school location, the mean ASIDENT were 52.08, 53.92 and 52.53 in
urban, rural and remote areas. The difference between the two groups of students in
urban and rural areas was statistically significant at 99%. Rural students had a more
apparent feeling of Asian identity than urban students. There was no evident difference
between the groups of students in urban-remote areas and the groups of students in rural-
remote areas. The mean ASIDENT was not significantly different by region. Students
in any part of Vietnam were similar in Asian identity.

In terms of gender, language spoken at home, and repetition, the mean ASIDENT
of the students was unremarkable. Which gender group Vietnamese students belonged
to, what language they spoke at home, or whether they had been repeated or not, all were
similar in terms of their Asian identity. The mean ASIDENT was statistically
significantly different between students having breakfast and not having breakfast.
Students who had breakfast had a better feeling of Asian identity.

5.2.2 Student involvement in global citizenship activities
5.2.2.1 Student involvement in global citizenship activities at school

Students were asked about their participation in activities related to global

citizenship education. Figure 5.7 shows the percentages of students who have

participated in activities that improved their global citizenship skills.
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Figure 5.7: Percentages of students who have participated in activities that enhance
their global citizenship skills
The activities performed most often were presenting ideas to the class, electing
the class president and participating in an action to make the school more eco-friendly.

Less than half of the students reported speaking in an organized debate.
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In Vietnam, the majority of students participated in the election of the class
president (accounting for 86.7%), participated in activities to make the school more
environmentally friendly (77.3%) and presented ideas in front of the class (72%). In
addition, more than two-thirds of Vietnamese surveyed students said they had never
been a nominee for class president.
5.2.2.2 Students' willingness to participate in global citizenship-related activities at
school

Students were asked about their willingness to participate in activities that
enhance global citizenship skills in class. Responses were rated on a 4-Likert scale,
including very likely, somewhat likely, not very likely, and completely unlikely. The
proportion of students participating (very likely and somewhat likely) in global

citizenship activities at school are summarized and presented in Figure 5.8.
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Figure 5.8: Students' willingness to participate in activities related to global citizenship
at school

About 80% of students in all six countries said they were likely to vote for class
president or join a student group to support an issue they agreed on. Only about half of
the students said they would present in an organized debate. Across countries, the
patterns were consistent, showing similarities in the activities that interested the
students.

Figure 5.8 shows that most Vietnamese students were willing to participate in
activities related to global citizenship education at school. The activity that students
were most likely to participate in was joining a group of students to support an issue

they agreed on (90%). However, more than half of the students thought that they would
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not be a nominee for class president. There was no difference between Vietnamese
students and students from other countries in other activities.
5.2.2.3 Global citizenship behaviors

Students were asked if they had taken some actions that demonstrated global
citizenship behavior. The answers corresponding to 4 levels of the Likert scale were I
would do this, I could do this, I might not do this, and I wouldn't do this.
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Figure 5.9: Global citizenship behaviors

In all six countries, about 80% of students said they would or could do most
activities. The activity with the highest percentage of students would do was helping
others in the community. However, a small proportion of students said they would or
could make friends with someone from another country.

Figure 5.9 shows that a higher fraction of Vietnamese students had global
citizenship behaviors than those fractions in other countries. More than 90% of students
would or could do each stated behavior. The most performed action was reminding
someone not to litter (97%), helping others in the community and encouraging others to
participate in environmental protection (96%).

For the question, “Do you do the following?”” The actions given in the question
have been aggregated into the EXPBEHA index to reflect the global citizenship
behavior of students. Table 5.7 presents the mean and difference of EXPBEHA by

student location, gender, region, language and having breakfast.
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Table 5.7: Average value and difference of EXPBEHA by factors

The average value Difference
Mean SE Compare DIFF SE
Urban area 54.27 0.35 Urban — Rural -0.57 0.49
School location Rural area 54.85 0.33 Urban — Remote 0.46 0.67
Remote area 53.81 0.56 Rural — Remote 1.03 0.66
North 53.96 0.37 North — Central  -1.71*** (.62
Region Central 55.66 0.50 North — South -0.22 048
South 54.18 0.31 Central — South 1.48*%*  0.59
Male 54.11 0.26
Gender Male —Female -0.80*** (.26
Female 5491 0.25
Vietnamese 54.73 0.23
Vietnamese —
Ethnic minority 52.28 1.02 2.45*%% 1.05
Language Ethnic Minority
. Vietnamese —
Foreign language 53.03 1.42 ' 1.70 1.46
Foreign
Breakfast 54.63 0.23 Yes — No
Breakfast 1.34*** (.51
No breakfast 53.30 0.47 breakfast

', *** yepresents a statistically significant difference at the 95% and 99% levels.

Regarding location, the mean EXPBEHA in urban and rural areas was 54 and in
remote areas was 53. There was no significant difference in EXPBEHA among
locations. Global citizenship behaviors at school bore similar patterns in urban, rural and
remote areas.

Regarding region, the mean EXPBEHA in the North, Central and South were
53.96, 55.66 and 54.18, respectively. A more significant proportion of students in the
Central region had civic behaviors than in the North and the South. The North-South
difference was not considerable.

In terms of individual characteristics, the mean EXPBEHA was statistically

significantly different by gender, in which female students had more global citizenship
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behaviors than male students. There was also a difference between students who speak
Vietnamese and ethnic minority languages. Vietnamese-speaking students had better
civic behaviors than ethnic-speaking students. The mean EXPBEHA was statistically
different between the two groups of students with breakfast and without breakfast. This
finding showed that the students who ate breakfast had better global citizenship
behaviors than the rest.
5.3 Teacher competency in global citizenship education

The Teacher Questionnaire collected valuable data on teachers' perceptions and
confidence in teaching topics on global citizenship education.
5.3.1 Preparation for teaching global citizenship education topics before becoming a
teacher

Teachers were asked how well their pre-service curriculum prepared them to
teach global citizenship education topics. Topics were identified based on the SEA-PLM
2019 definition of global citizenship. Teachers rated the issues on a 4-point Likert scale,
including very good, quite good, not very good and not good at all. The percentages of
teachers rated as well prepared (including very good and quite good) are summarized

and presented in Figure 5.10.
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Figure 5.10: Proportions of teachers who were well prepared to teach global citizenship
education topics before becoming teachers
In all six countries, the majority of teachers (80% or more) felt they were well
prepared to teach global citizenship topics before becoming teachers. Most teachers said
that they were well prepared for the issue of children's rights and environmental
protection. Compared with other problems, globalization topics and current global
events were less prepared before teaching.

Vietnamese teachers were better prepared than their colleagues in the other five
countries in most of the topics. Especially, Vietnamese teachers had the best preparation
for the subject of environmental protection. Some issues related to global citizenship
education were better prepared by Vietnamese teachers than teachers in the other five
countries, such as injustice (the difference was six percentage points) and peace and
conflict (4 percentage points). Only a small proportion of teachers said they did not
prepare to teach global issues in the pre-service training programs.

5.3.2 Confidence in teaching global citizenship topics
Teachers were asked about their level of confidence in teaching global citizenship

topics. Figure 5.11 shows the percentages of teachers who said they felt confident
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(including quite confident and very confident) when teaching global citizenship.
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Figure 5.11: Percentages of teachers who felt confident in teaching global citizenship
topics

Most teachers said they were confident when teaching environmental protection
topics, children's rights and respect for diversity. Overall, teachers felt more confident
in teaching local events than global ones across all countries. Teachers were also
confident when teaching topics related to conflict resolution, inequality, injustice, peace
and conflict. In Vietnam, most teachers confirmed that they were very confident when
teaching subjects about global citizenship. Most teachers said they were confident in
teaching environmental protection and children's rights (99.5%). For other topics such
as what is happening locally, conflict resolution, inequality, and injustice, the proportion
of Vietnamese teachers who said they were very confident were second, after the
Philippines.
5.3.3 Teachers' perception of the importance of global citizenship education to
students

Teachers were asked about the importance of developing skills, values, and
global citizenship in their students, rating them on a 4-level Likert scale, including very
important, fairly important, no important and not important at all. Figure 5.12 shows the
percentages of teachers who thought that developing skills, values, and global

citizenship was quite important or very important to students.
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Figure 5.12: Percentages of teachers who rated the development of skills, values, and
global citizenship as important to students

Across the six countries, most teachers (about 90%) perceived the importance of
developing skills and values of global citizenship for students. Most teachers in all
countries judged environmental protection skills necessary. Other highly valued skills
were resolving disagreements with classmates peacefully and how students could help
resolve national problems. The least valued skill was the language used in other
countries. Comparing Vietnam to the five countries, Vietnamese teachers determined
they appreciated all skills and values. The most appreciated topics were to think that all
people are treated equally (99.6%) and respect the history, their different traditions and
cultures (98.8%). Less than 2% of teachers said they did not care about global citizenship
skills and values at all.
5.3.4 Teachers' perception of the importance of global content areas for students

Teachers were asked about the importance of global content areas to students,
rating them on a 4-level Likert scale, including very important, fairly important, not very
important, and not important at all. Figure 5.13 shows the percentages of teachers who
considered these global content areas to be quite important or very important to their

students.
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Figure 5.13: Percentages of teachers who rated global content areas as important to
students
In all six countries, most teachers said they appreciated the importance of global
content areas. Content rated as of least importance concerned the issues of people
outside the community or nation. Vietnamese teachers highly appreciated all the
contents. For different content areas, teachers evaluated the significance differently. The
most appreciated contents included environmental protection (99.2% of teachers); how
to resolve disagreements with classmates (98%). The least appreciated content was
“understanding people different from them.” Teachers raised environmental awareness
in Vietnam and taught students how to resolve class disagreements peacefully.
5.3.5 Students’ participation in global citizenship education activities at school
Teachers were asked if their students participated in global citizenship education
activities as the cooperation between the school and external groups/organizations. The
activities that teachers responded to as "Yes" are summarized and presented in Figure

5.14.
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Figure 5.14: The rates of teachers to students who participated in global citizenship
education activities based on cooperation between the school and the outside
Across the six countries, 82% of teachers reported that 5th graders were involved
in school activities related to environmental sustainability and helping poor or
disadvantaged people. About half of the teachers reported that their students engaged in
school activities that involved other students in their home country. Two-thirds of
teachers said students did not participate in work activities with students from another
country. In Vietnam, most teachers (95%) reported that their students engaged in global
citizenship-related activities. The activities that most students (96.7%) participated in
were “helping disadvantaged people.” However, 92.6% of teachers do not let students
learn about working activities with students from other countries. This fact was because
few international students were living or studying in Vietnam.
5.4. Summary of findings
Chapter 5 analyzed the global citizenship of Vietnamese students from students’

and teachers’ perspectives. Some conclusions are as follows:
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From the student perspective: There are two aspects of assessment: students’
awareness of global citizenship education and students' participation in activities
related to global citizenship.

- Students' awareness of global topics learned at school: over 90% of students
learned about issues such as climate change, environmental pollution, and resolving the
community’s problems. About two-thirds of Vietnamese students had learned about
events occurring worldwide and events that impacted Vietnam. There was a statistically
significant difference in access to global topics between groups of students by region
and language spoken at home. Students' perceptions of learning global issues were
similar among schools in urban, rural, and deep areas.

- More than 60% of Vietnamese students evaluated the raised global topics as
important or very important. 98% of students thought learning how to protect the
environment was important, but only 67% of students knew how to protect the
environment. Environmental issues were integrated into science and social lessons,
covered in the Grade 5 curriculum in Vietnam. Topics, such as interpersonal problems
and global and regional events, received less attention from elementary students.

- Regarding global social issues, 98% of Vietnamese students agreed that everyone
in society must protect the environment, have peaceful coexistence, and have equal
treatment among ethnic groups. However, only 71% of students thought that
environmental protection was necessary.

- Vietnamese students were very interested in environmental issues and had
positive behavior attention to support people living in countries suffering from natural
disasters. Vietnam had the highest percentage of students worried about environmental
problems, accounting for about 90%. More than 90% of students agreed that it was
advisable to help people living in a country suffering from natural disasters (94%), they
wanted to do something to help people living in that country (93%), and the school
should donate money to help people living in that country (92.6%).

- Most Vietnamese students indicated their Asian identity. Almost 99% of students
said they felt belonging to Vietnam. There was 82.2% of students thought that they were
Asian. In addition, only 72% of students agreed that they felt connected to other people

in the world.
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- Vietnamese students mainly participated in activities such as voting for class
president (86.7%), participating in activities to make the school more friendly (77.3%)
and presenting ideas to the class (72%). Most Vietnamese students were willing to
participate in activities related to global citizenship education at school. Students
participate the most in such activities as participating in student groups to support an
issue with which they agreed (90.1%) and voting to be class president (81.8%).

- Vietnamese students had good global citizenship behaviors. Most of them often
reminded someone not to litter (accounting for 97%), helped others in the community
and encouraged others to participate in environmental protection (96%).

Global citizenship education from teachers' perspectives was reflected in teachers’
preparation, confidence and awareness.

- Most teachers reported being well prepared and confident when teaching most of
the topics listed in the questionnaire. Children's rights, environmental protection and
respect for diversity were topics that teachers most prepared for during pre-service
training, and also topics in which teachers felt most confident in teaching. These findings
reinforce the conclusion from the official SEA-PLM curriculum review that most Sth-
grade students and teachers in surveyed countries had a better grasp of local, regional,
and global issues.

- Vietnamese teachers highly appreciated all global citizenship values and skills.
Almost teachers stressed the importance of issues such as “everyone should be treated
equally” (99.6%); respect for various histories, traditions, and cultures (98.8%);
environmental protection (99.2%); resolving disagreements with classmates (98%).

The SEA-PLM 2019 Regional Report (UNICEF & SEAMEOQ, 2020) indicated that
environmental issues (such as climate change and environmental pollution), the
classroom environment (such as resolving disagreements with classmates and solving
problems in the community) were the most crucial global citizenship topics and concepts
learned in elementary school.

There was a consensus among students and teachers about the extent to which
global citizenship topics were taught and learned in schools. There was also a general
consistency between students and teachers regarding attitudes toward those topics. Most
Vietnamese students had a positive attitude towards environmental issues such as water

shortage or plant and animal extinction.
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Students and teachers both evaluated global citizenship education as necessary.
Furthermore, many students said they would or could participate in more global

citizenship activities in the future than at present if given the opportunity.
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CHAPTER 6. EFFECTS OF FACTORS ON STUDENTS' LITERACY
IN MATHEMATICS, READING, WRITING AND GLOBAL
CITIZENSHIP

6.1 Factors affecting students' literacy in Mathematics, Reading and Writing
6.1.1 Regression model and data description

Many previous studies have shown the impact of individual, family, school, and
community factors on student learning outcomes (Anderson et al., 2018; Bohlmark,
2008; Flouri et al., 2015; Giambona & Porcu, 2018; Greaves & Sibieta, 2019; Hanushek
& Woessmann, 2017; Jackson, 2020).

Based on SEA-PLM 2019 survey data, individual, family, school, and
community characteristics that could affect students' abilities were calculated and
statistically shown in Table 6.1.

This section evaluates the influence of individual, family, school and community
characteristics on students' literacy in Mathematics, Reading and Writing based on

regression models, with the dependent variable being students’ scores.

Family's characteristics

e Socioeconomic status
* Number of meals per day
¢ Language spoken at home
e Number of siblings
e Parents' engagement in
Student's characteristics child's education School's characteristics

*Gender * Region

¢ Preschool participation ¢ School facilities

*Right age schooling e Community attitude of
 Repetition students, parents, and

e Learning attitude teachers
e Local community resources

Learning
result/Ability

Figure 6.1: Framework for research of factors affecting student learning results

Socioeconomic status (SES) is a composite index with three types of information

on parental educational attainment (Father's education, Mother's education level),
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parental occupation, and family resources (household assets and the number of books in
the home). To understand the impact of both SES and its components, we considered
two models, one model with SES and without its components, and the other one
including the components but the composite index.

In addition, the research team also analyzed the impact of several other
independent variables on student learning outcomes:

- School characteristics: Characteristics of the school principal such as gender,
age, years of experience or school size.

- Characteristics of the community and resources of the local area where the
school is located.

However, the regression results of these variables were not statistically
significant, so the research team removed these variables from the model to make it less
complicated.

The regression results are shown in Table 6.2.
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Table 6.1: Personal, family, school, and community characteristics that may impact students' Math, Reading, and Writing literacies, using

information surveyed in SEA-PLM 2019

Features Measurement index N (weighted) Mean  Standard error Minimum  Maximum

A. Student characteristics

Gender 1 =Female 0=Male 1494312 0.49 0.50 0 1
Going to school ~1=10—11 years old

‘ 1494312 0.96 0.21 0 1
at the right age 0 = Remaining

Number of years in kindergarten

Preschool

‘ 0 =Didn't go to school 1485323 1.80 0.47 0 2
education

1=1 year 2 =2 years

1 = Save the ban
Repetition 1470303 0.07 0.25 0 1

0 = No saving

B. Family characteristics

SES is aggregated according to the parameters of
Socioeconomic  parents' highest education, parents' highest
Conditions occupation and family resources, calculated by 1490913 -0.07 0.98 -2.71 2.50
(SES) IRT method (mean=0, SD=1) for the country-

specific 2019 SEA-PLM survey sample.



Features Measurement index N (weighted) Mean  Standard error Minimum  Maximum
Father's (Parent questionnaire)
1234828 5.37 1.45 1 8
education level 1 =No guardian
2 = Not attending or attending a religious school
3 =Below ISCED Level 2 (below Middle School)
4 =1ISCED Level 2 (High School)
Mother's
. 5 =1ISCED Level 3 (High School) 1248957 5.31 1.45 1 8
education level
6 = ISCED level 4 or 5 (after high school, college
or equivalent)
7 =ISCED level 6 or higher 3 (bachelor or higher)
(Parental questionnaire)l = Domestic help
2 = Agricultural labor
3 = Skilled workers
Father's 4 = Small Business Owner / Shop Owner
1067469 291 2.47 1 8
occupation 5 = Office worker

6 = Teacher / Lecturer / Professor / Civil servant
7 = Manager / Senior Officer / Expert

8 = Army / Police




Features Measurement index N (weighted) Mean  Standard error Minimum  Maximum
(Parent questionnaire, question 6)
Based on the parameters asked about the number
Family property  of assets and material conditions of the family, 1494312 -0.07 0.99 -4.29 3.07
calculated by IRT method (mean=0, SD=1) for
the country-specific survey sample
Number of
books in the Estimated number of books in the house 1270082 20.76 34.46 5 200
family
0=0meal, 1 =1 meal
Number of
2 =2 meals, 3 = 3 meals 1485215 2.72 0.59 0 3
meals per day
(Includes breakfast, lunch and dinner)
Language 1 = Vietnamese
1494312 0.90 0.30 0 1
spoken at home (0 = Other languages
Number of o . _—
Number of siblings in the family (0 = no siblings,
siblings in the 1490816 1.50 1.03 0 5
. 1 = have one sibling,...)
family
Parents' . ) .
(Student questionnaire, question 27) 1484694 52.712 7.27 23.16 72.24

involvement in



Features Measurement index N (weighted) Mean  Standard error Minimum  Maximum
their children's ~ Compiled from items about parents' interest in
education their children's education, calculated by IRT
method (mean=50, SD=10) for the entire sample
of SEA's regional survey- PLM 2019
C. Characteristics of schools and teachers
School Location
1 = Central Region
Central 1494312 0.27 0.44 0 first
0 = North, South
1 = The South
Southern 1494312 0.35 0.48 0 first
0 = North, Central
1 = Urban
City 1494312 0.64 0.48 0 first
0 = Rural and remote areas
(School questionnaire, question 15)
. Summarized from the school's existing assets,
School facilities 1494312 -0.06 0.85 -2.02 1.20

calculated by IRT method (mean=50, SD=10) for
the entire sample area survey of SEA-PLM 2019



Features Measurement index N (weighted) Mean  Standard error Minimum  Maximum
(School questionnaire, question 14)
Synthesized from the factors of lack of teaching
The lack of
. conditions that hinder the teaching and learning
teaching 1494312 42.55 8.66 33.03 66.45
. process, calculated by IRT method (mean=50,
conditions
SD=10) for the entire survey sample in SEA-PLM
2019
Access to
textbooks and (School questionnaire) Number of books in the
. . 1403674 4.52 0.90 1 5
materials at the  school library
library
(School questionnaire, question 21)
. ) Aggregated based on current school conditions as
Positive attitude
reflected by the principal, calculated by IRT 1494312 -0.04 0.85 -3.18 0.477
of teachers
method (mean=0, SD=1) for the entire SEA-PLM
2019 regional survey sample
(School questionnaire, question 21)
Positive attitude  Compiled based on the principal's reflection,
1494312 -0.05 0.77 -3.23 1.107

of parents

calculated by IRT method (mean=0, SD=1) for
the entire SEA-PLM 2019 regional survey sample



Features Measurement index N (weighted) Mean  Standard error Minimum  Maximum
(School questionnaire, question 21)
Aggregated based on current school conditions as
Student's reflected by the principal, calculated by the IRT
1494312 -0.05 0.92 -3.16 0.722

positive attitude

method with a mean of 0 and a standard deviation
of 1 for the entire SEA-PLM 2019 regional survey

sample




Table 6.2: Regression results of factors affecting students' ability in Mathematics, Reading and Writing

Mathematics Reading Writing
Coefficient  Standardized Coefficient Standardized Coefficient Standardized
(Error) coefficient (Error) coefficient (Error) coefficient
B (SE) B B (SE) B B (SE) B
A. Student characteristics
-0.489 -0.011 2. 771%%* 0.069 10.430%** 0.269
Gender
(0.67) (0.70) (0.61)
2.089%** 0.046 2,615%%* 0.062 1,140%* 0.028
Preschool education
(0.04) (0.81) (0.67)
9.815%** 0.093 8,897*** 0.091 6,479%* 0.069
Going to school at the right age
(2.59) (2.35) (2.57)
-12,535%** -0.137 -7,573%%* -0.090 -7,064*** -0.087
Repetition
(2.40) (2.16) (1.88)
B. Family characteristics
7.021%** 0.325 6.489%** 0.328 5.038%** 0.269
SES
(0.59) (0.60) (0.45)




Mathematics Reading Writing
Coefficient  Standardized Coefficient Standardized Coefficient Standardized
(Error) coefficient (Error) coefficient (Error) coefficient
B (SE) p B (SE) p B (SE) p
1,494 0.093 1,219%** 0.082 1.115%* 0.078
Father's education level
(0.38) (0.33) (0.27)
2,645%%%* 0.169 1.875%** 0.130 1.330%** 0.096
Mother's education level
(0.54) (0.50) (0.36)
0.127 0.021 0.501*** 0.061 0.325%* 0.042
Father's occupation
(0.21) (0.15) (0.16)
3.238%** 0.141 3,778%** 0.178 2.973%H* 0.146
Family property
(0.84) (0.75) (0.68)
0.018** 0.039 0.019** 0.034 0.010 0.025
Number of books in the family
(0.01) (0.00) (0.01)
0.296 0.060 1,072%#* 0.032 0.847 0.023
Number of meals per day
(0.73) (0.30) (0.62)
Language spoken mainly at home 8,966%** 0.119 7449%* 0.107 10.122%%* 0.151




Mathematics Reading Writing

Coefficient  Standardized Coefficient Standardized Coefficient Standardized
(Error) coefficient (Error) coefficient (Error) coefficient
B (SE) p B (SE) p B (SE) p
(3.11) (2.90) (2.29)
-0.699 -0.019 -1,760%** -0.064 -1.377** -0.041
Number of siblings in the family
(0.54) (0.40) (0.43)
Involvement Ofparents ln thelr 0257*** 0086 0200*** 0073 0186*** 0070
child's education (0.08) (0.07) (0.06)

C. Characteristics of schools and teachers

School Location

2.716 0.029 -1.962 -0.042 6,473%*** 0.050
Central
(8.98) (23.15) (1.63)
1.649 0.024 4.37]%*** 0.103 -4 234 %** -0.104
Southern
(1.28) (0.99) (1.36)
3,521** 0.075 3,799%** 0.088 2,749%* 0.066
City
(1.76) (1.39) (1.28)




Mathematics Reading Writing
Coefficient  Standardized Coefficient Standardized Coefficient Standardized

(Error) coefficient (Error) coefficient (Error) coefficient

B (SE) B B (SE) B B (SE) B

0.190 0.055 0.219%** 0.049 0.193%* 0.041
School facilities

(0.13) (0.10) (0.08)
Access to textbooks and materials -0.938 -0.029 0.437 -0.009 1,015% 0.045
at the library (1.24) (1.04) (0.61)

-0.122 -0.032 -0.109 -0.046 -0.102* -0.045
The lack of teaching conditions

(0.13) (0.08) (0.06)

0.735 0.036 0.952 0.039 2,357** 0.080
Positive attitude of teachers

(1.40) (1.17) (1.14)

1.041 0.011 2,234% 0.080 2.145%* 0.088
Positive attitude of parents

(1.36) (1.25) (0.82)

2314 0.086 0.67 0.048 2,065%* 0.070
Student's positive attitude

(1.62) (1.16) (1.07)

Number of observations (weighted) 1494312 1494312 1494312



Mathematics Reading

Writing

Coefficient Standardized Coefficient Standardized Coefficient Standardized
(Error) coefficient (Error) coefficient (Error) coefficient
B (SE) B B (SE) B B (SE) B
R2 correction 0.302 0.341 0.32

*

, BE X show statistical significance at 90%, 95% and 99%, respectively.
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The following sections analyze and comment on the results of the above regression
models.
6.1.2 The impact of personal characteristics on students' ability
This section evaluates the influence of individual characteristics on students'

performance in Mathematics, Reading, and Writing. The considered factors on
characteristics include gender, early childhood education, school attendance, and
repetition.
6.1.2.1 Gender

In Vietnam, female students have higher achievement in both Reading and
Writing. For Reading, the average score of female students was 2.8 points higher than
that of male students with other similar conditions. In Writing, female students had an
average score of 10.4 points higher than male students. However, the regression results
show no statistically significant difference in Math ability between the two genders. The
standardized coefficient beta () indicates that the influence of gender on student
achievement is low on average in Reading (f = 0.069) and high in Writing (f = 0.269).

The above results are consistent with findings from most of the SEA-PLM 2019
participating countries and with findings in other comparative large-scale assessments
conducted in Southeast Asia and the Pacific, including Progress in the Reading Survey
(PIRLS) and the 2018 Pacific Islands Literacy Assessment (PILNA) Regional Report,
which showed female students had better Reading and Writing ability than male
students. Specifically, in PIRLS 2016, 4th-grade girls had higher average achievement
than boys in all countries except Macau and Portugal, where boys and girls performed
similarly. The average score of girls was 19 points higher than that of boys in 50
countries in PIRLS 2016. PILNA 2018 for the 4th and 6th graders also showed that girls
outperformed boys in language literacy and numeracy: 80% of boys and more than 86%
of girls passed or exceeded the expected minimum proficiency in calculus. Among 4th
graders, 46% of boys met or exceeded the minimum desired proficiency level compared
to 60% of girls; for 6th graders, 55% of boys and 74% of girls met or exceeded the
minimum expected proficiency in literacy (Martin et al., 2017; Nauru et al., 2020).
6.1.2.2 Preschool education, school attendance at the right age and repetition

Many studies have shown that early childhood education plays a vital role in

children's development and influences students' academic achievement during the
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preceding years (Eweniyi, 2012; Mascarefio et al., 2014). In Vietnam, nearly 97% of 5th
graders have attended preschool. Most of these (about 85% of students) have attended
for two years or more. Regression results in Table 6.2 show that preschool education
participation positively affects students' ability, with a high statistical significance of
99% in Mathematics and Reading and a statistical significance of 90% in Writing.

The above results are also found in studies of the long-term effects of
participation in a quality preschool program on children's academic and social-
emotional outcomes (Bakken et al., 2017; Trawick-Smith, 2014) or the impact of the
Abbott preschool program in New Jersey on students' academic achievement, grade
repetition, and special education through 10th grade (Barnes et al., 2018). The above
findings pointed to the necessity of creating opportunities for students to attend
kindergarten. The results showed that the more time spent in kindergarten, the more
positive impact on student learning outcomes; the minimum in this study was two years.

Regression results show that the influence of school attendance at the right age
and student repetition has a clear role and impact on learning outcomes, with a statistical
significance of 99% and standardized coefficients of both variables equivalent to 0.1 in
Mathematics and Reading. The impact of school attendance and repetition in Writing
was slightly lower (0.07 and 0.09), respectively, but still had high statistical significance.
Among the late learners (over 11 years old), about 70% of students have ever repeated.
The data also shows that students who attend school later are 20 times more likely to
repeat than those who attend school at the right age. It is also shown in the study of a
research team in Karonga district, northern Malawi — a country in East Africa (Sunny et
al., 2017), when assessing and identifying the risk factors of repetition leading to
overage and the effect of age on repeat in the following school year. Therefore, we
realize the need for students to access the proper knowledge for their age, which will
help them achieve higher academic results and reduce the possibility of being retained.

The positive impact of kindergarten attendance and school attendance at the right
age on learning outcomes and reducing the risk of repetition can be explained by the law
of cognitive development across stages from a theoretical point of view — Jean Piaget's
theory of cognitive construction (Huitt & Hummel, 2003). According to this theory,
education lays the foundation for future personal development and should be age-

appropriate, so if children do not participate in at least one preschool program and go to
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school at a different age compared with peers will negatively affect children's learning
and cognitive results. The academic performance of primary school students depends on
cognitive development in early childhood education. Research by Chen and Park (2021)
showed the causal effect of delayed schooling on academic performance in developing
countries.
6.1.3 The impact of family characteristics on students' ability
6.1.3.1 Socioeconomic status

The family's socioeconomic status (SES) was measured based on three parameters:
the highest occupation of the father or mother, the highest educational level of the father
or mother and the material resources of the school family, using information obtained
from the parent questionnaire. The regression results show a strong and positive impact
with the 99% statistical significance of socio-economic characteristics on student
learning outcomes. As SES scores increased, student achievement increased in all areas.
The standardized coefficients in Mathematics, Reading and Writing were 0.325, 0.328
and 0.269, respectively. SES had the most substantial impact and essential role in
influencing student learning outcomes.

In most contexts, the family's socioeconomic status is the most influential factor,
aggregating in many different dimensions and affecting many other factors. The family's
socioeconomic status has an important impact on a student's development, influencing
learning opportunities and expectations of academic achievement. This finding is also
consistent with research by Lurie et al. (2021), which has shown a strong, positive
association between socioeconomic status and student achievement in language
development. Research by Trzaskowski et al. (2014) showed that genetics is the factor
that creates the correlation between SES and the intelligence of children from 7 to 12
years old.

If we analyze the effects of each factor in socio-economic conditions, we find
that parents' education and occupation levels positively impact students' learning
outcomes in all three areas. It is consistent with the opinion of Wang et al. (2020). The
higher the parent's education level, the higher the parent's expectations for their
children's learning outcomes, thereby increasing their learning efforts and positively

affecting their children's abilities.
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Especially the regression results in Table 6.2 also showed that the mother's
education level had a more significant influence than the father's on the child's academic
performance. This finding was in contrast to several studies which have shown that a
mother's level of education has less influence on their child’s education than that of the
father (Holmlund et al., 2011). Furthermore, several studies demonstrated that an
increase in a mother's education level leads to an increase in her ability to participate in
the labor force, negatively impacting her child's academic achievement (Behrman &
Rosenzweig, 2002). However, there was no consistent conclusion about the relationship
between these factors. Furthermore, the literature on the impact of parental education
levels on children's academic performance has mainly focused on developed countries.
For developing countries, including Vietnam, with traditional Asian culture, the role of
women in the early stages of their children's training and education greatly impacted
awareness and understanding, thus affecting student learning outcomes. In addition, the
more substantial influence of a mother's education level is also consistent with various
genetic research, suggesting that the intelligence gene is located on the X chromosome
and is therefore inherited from the mother.

Besides, if we consider the factors of the family's material wealth (the number of
assets in the family) and the independent variable, the number of books in the house, we
also found that they positively impacted schooling results. The standardized coefficients
of the variables were, respectively, 0.18, 0.212 and 0.146, in which the family's assets
had a high statistical significance of 99% in all three areas of Mathematics, Reading and
Writing. In comparison, the impact of the number of books in the family was statistically
significant at 95% confidence in Mathematics and Reading; no statistically significant
effect was found on Writing. These findings were consistent with previous studies
around the world, in which student achievement is highly dependent on family wealth
(Dréager & Miiller, 2020; Rindermann & Carl, 2017).
6.1.3.2 Number of meals per day

Regression results also show that students' academic performance was affected
by the quality of nutrition provided by the family through the variable “Number of meals
per day of students.” The number of meals a day positively impacts Reading ability with
a statistical significance level of 99%. However, the standardized coefficients were

small (0.06 for Mathematics and less than 0.03 for Reading and Writing). If a student
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were provided with three meals a day (morning, lunch and dinner), that student would
have a higher chance of achieving than a group of students with a maximum of 1 or 2
meals a day.

Vietnam's SEA-PLM 2019 data also shows the relationship between the number
of meals per day and the likelihood of being reseated, whereby students who had a
maximum of one meal per day were likely to repeat class nine times higher than the
group of students who ate at least two meals a day.

The above findings show the role of daily meals on students' health and learning
quality. The fact that students are provided with the minimum number of meals a day
contributes positively to the quality and academic results of students. Research by
Anderson et al. (2018) on meal quality and academic performance also showed that
students' test scores increased after receiving adequate meals and guaranteed nutrients.
6.1.3.3 Language spoken at home

Students participating in SEA-PLM 2019 were asked what language they most
often spoke at home, and in Vietnam, 90% of students said their predominant home
language was Vietnamese, compared with less than 10% of students use other languages
(ethnic minority languages and foreign languages such as English and French). The
regression coefficients of this variable were more significant than 7 in all models, and
the highest was greater than 10 with a high statistical significance level of 99%, showing
an apparent influence of using language spoken at home. Students who spoke a language
different from those used in school (Vietnamese) would likely achieve lower scores in
Mathematics, Reading, and Writing. For Reading and Mathematics, students who use
the same language at home and school had an average of 7.5-9 points higher than the
other group. For Writing, the difference in mean scores between the two groups was
more than 10 points. The standardized coefficients of 0.12, 0.11 and 0.15, respectively,
in all three areas, show that the impact of using the same language at home and school
was significant.

The above findings are reasonable, as students using their native language in the
assessment and the learning program have an advantage over the rest. Learning in the
mother tongue makes it easier for students to understand the lessons. Research on the
influence of home language and literacy environment on bilingual learners of Goodrich

et al. (2021) also found that home language and literacy practices significantly influence
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the rate at which bilingual children develop language skills in English and Spanish.
Besides, the study of Delprato (2021) also shows a gap in academic performance
between native and non-native students and the language used at home.

6.1.3.4 Number of siblings in the family

Regression results show that if the family had more siblings, the student's
academic performance in Reading and Writing would be lower at the 99% statistical
significance level of confidence, and there is no significant change in Mathematics.
However, the standardized coefficient  exhibited only a low influence.

The above finding can be explained as the more people in a family, the less the
family's assets would be shared for each person, thus affecting the resources for each
child. On the other hand, some studies show that children will benefit more from siblings
because they can absorb their siblings' achievements, especially in groups of children
whose siblings had good academic performance earlier (Bohlmark, 2008).
6.1.3.5 Parental engagement in their child's education

The regression results confirmed the impact of parents' participation in their
children’s learning. Parents' involvement in their children's learning process positively
affected students' learning outcomes at 99% confidence in all three areas of
Mathematics, Reading and Writing. The above statement shows that if parents are
involved more in their children’s learning, the student’s academic achievement would
be higher, especially in the primary years of schooling. Through guidance and
prompting, parents help their children realize the interest and importance of learning and
organize, arrange and support them to learn new knowledge inside and outside of school.
Research by Halim et al. (2018) also pointed out the opportunities parents provided to
their children to facilitate their studies and promote careers, especially in Science.
6.1.4 Impact of school and teacher characteristics
6.1.4.1 School location

Regression results show a significant difference in students' literacy in the North,
Central and South regions. Specifically, students in the South tended to score 4.4 points
higher than the other two regions in Reading but 4.2 points lower in Writing, with a
statistical significance level of 99%. The difference in scores in Mathematics was not
statistically significant. Students in the Central region had an average score of Writing

6.5 points higher than students in the North and South, but there was no difference in
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Mathematics and Reading. Thus, the regression results did not find a statistically
significant difference in Mathematics literacy in the three regions.

In Writing, students in the Central region had the highest results, followed by
students in the North and the lowest were in the South. One reason that could explain
the prominence of students in the Central region in Writing was that the pronunciation
of the people in the Central had more words close to the spelling rules than in the other
two areas.

Students in urban areas had about 2 to 4 points higher scores than students in
rural and remote areas in all three regions, with a statistical significance of 95%
confidence in Mathematics and Writing and 99% confidence in Reading.

The advantage of living and studying in better socio-economic conditions and
accessing better educational resources was that students had more opportunities to
achieve better academic results. Many studies also found this finding on the impact of
socioeconomic conditions across different regions on student achievement (Amini &
Nivorozhkin, 2015; Zhao et al., 2017).
6.1.4.2 School facilities, textbooks and library materials

The regression results in Table 6.2 show that the student's learning results would
be better if the school had more electrical facilities. The impacts had the same direction
in all three domains, statistically significant in Reading and Writing but not
Mathematics. Access to textbooks and library materials positively affected students'
Writing ability but did not have a statistically significant effect on Mathematics and
Reading.

The lack of teaching conditions hindered the teaching process at schools,
including the lack of essential resources such as classrooms, toilets, tables and chairs,
textbooks, learning and teaching materials, computers, and qualified teachers harmed
student learning outcomes. However, the impact was statistically significant at a 90%
confidence level in Writing and not significant in Mathematics and Reading.

The above findings indicate that the school's physical condition affects the quality
of student learning. Recent literature on school resources shows significant impacts of
changes in school facilities investment (Jackson, 2020), including the adverse effects of

reducing essential school resources in general (Jackson, 2020) and the effects of the
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relationship between teacher salaries, physical resources and learning outcomes
(Greaves & Sibieta, 2019).
6.1.4.3 Community attitudes of students, parents and teachers

The attitudes of students, parents and teachers positively influenced the quality
of learning in all three areas. However, the impact was only statistically significant for
Writing. Although the influence of positive attitudes of target groups on students'
learning outcomes was not considerable, it played a role in promoting and linking the
relationship between the school, the students and the parents. Teachers with satisfied
and positive attitudes will improve their teaching quality; their students will be more
active and proactive in learning, and parents will increase trust and linkage to the school.
The relationships between student learning outcomes and attitudes were found in several
regional and international studies, such as Malaysia.(Bakar et al., 2010), Romania
(Stomff, 2014). Findings show that when students, parents and teachers have a positive
attitude towards school, it will impact the quality of education and student learning
outcomes.
6.2 Factors affecting Vietnamese students' global citizenship attitude
6.2.1 Regression model and data description

In Vietnam, the results of global citizenship education are also shown in student
and teacher questionnaires. The questions for global citizenship education in Vietnam,
like the part of global citizenship education of the participating countries in SEA-PLM,
are the items included in the specific content of attitudes and skills. Some of the items
are aggregated into aggregate variables as follows:

- Attitude variables include:

+ GCEXPOS: Students' perceptions when approaching global citizenship
education issues learned at school

+ GCLEARN: Students' attitudes towards global citizenship education

+ ASIDENT: Students' attitudes about national and regional identity

+ GCINTEN: Students' attitudes toward global social issues

+ GLOBCON: Students' attitudes towards global environmental problems.

- Skills variables include:

+ EXPBEHA: Expected civic behavior of students
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In the survey results data set of 5th graders, the technical team of SEA-PLM 2019
processed data related to Global Citizenship as shown in the above six total variables.
These variables will be analyzed based on the correlation and the impact direction from
the student's characteristics, including age, gender, preschool education, going to school
at the right age, number of siblings in the family, the language used at home, attitudes
toward school, repetition status). The characteristics of the family include
socioeconomic conditions, students' meals for the day, and parents' participation in their
children's learning. School characteristics include location, facilities, library, and local

resources surrounding the school.

Family's characteristics

®Socioeconomic status
e Number of meals per day
¢ Language spoken at home
* Number of siblings
e Parents' engagement in
Student's characteristics child's education School's characteristics

eGender *Region

¢ Preschool participation ¢ School facilities

*Right age schooling ¢ Local community resources
¢ Repetition

e Learning attitude

Student's
global
citizenship

Figure 6.2: Framework for research of factors affecting student's global citizenship

attitude, skills and behaviors

Table 6.3 describes the personal, family, school, and community characteristics
surveyed in SEA-PLM 2019 that may affect the attitudes, behaviors, and global

citizenship skills of 5th graders in Vietnam.
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Table 6.3: Global Citizen-related characteristics of Sth graders

Features Measurement index N (weighted) Mean  Standard error ~ Minimum Maximum

A. Student characteristics

Gender 1 =Female 0=Male 1494312 0.49 0.50 0 1
Going to school 1 =10 - 11 years old

‘ 1494312 0.96 0.21 0 1
at the right age 0 = Remaining

Number of years in kindergarten

Preschool .

) 0 = Didn't go to school 1485323 1.80 0.47 0 2
education

1 year = 2 =2 years

1 = Save the ban
Repetition 1470303 0.07 0.25 0 1

0 = No saving

Compiled based on students' reflections
Student's '
- ‘ when studying at school, calculated by IRT
positive attitude ) 1476434 51.64 8.69 17.14 67.63
method (mean=50, SD=10) for the entire

SEA-PLM 2019 regional survey sample.

toward school

Speak in an (Student questionnaire, question 15)
organized Yes, did =1 1483973 0.53 0.50 0 1
debate Not done =0
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Features Measurement index N (weighted) Mean  Standard error Maximum
Present student  (Student questionnaire, question 15)
ideas to the Yes, did =1 1482984 0.73 0.45
whole class Not done = 0
Speaking in ) ) )
(Student questionnaire, question 15)
class discussions _
Yes, did =1 1474741 0.43 0.50
about world
. Not done =0
issues
(Student questionnaire, question 15)
Electing class
‘ Yes, did =1 1480834 0.87 0.34
president
Not done =0
Become a (Student questionnaire, question 15)
student for class Yes, did =1 1471169 0.23 0.42
president Not done = 0)
Participate in (Student questionnaire, question 15)
activities to )
Yes, did =1 1478881 0.78 0.41
make the school
Not done =0

eco-friendly

21



Features

Measurement index

N (weighted)

Mean

Standard error

Minimum

Maximum

GCEXPOS

Aggregated based on parameters of global
topics studied in students' schools,
calculated by IRT method (mean=50,
SD=10) for the entire SEA-PLM 2019

survey sample.

1489797

55.88

8.32

1.41

90.11

ASIDENT

Compiled based on student attitudes about
national and regional identity, calculated by
IRT method (mean=50, SD=10) for the
entire SEA-PLM 2019 sample.

1484298

53.06

8.28

32.19

76.39

GLOBCON

Summarized based on the parameters of
students' attitudes on global environmental
issues, calculated by IRT method
(mean=50, SD=10) for the entire SEA-PLM

2019's regional survey sample.

1489696

55.12

8.66

18.19

73.31

EXPBEHA

Compiled based on global citizenship
behavior of students at school by IRT
method (mean=50, SD=10) for the entire
SEA-PLM 2019 regional survey sample.

1479605

54.50

7.95

21.23

65.91
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Features

Measurement index

N (weighted)

Mean

Standard error

Minimum

Maximum

GCINTEN

Compiled based on student attitudes about
global social issues, calculated by IRT
method (mean=50, SD=10) for the entire
SEA-PLM 2019 sample.

1486244

50.34

9.20

21.60

74.41

GCLEARN

Summarized based on the parameters of
students' attitudes to learning about global
issues, calculated by IRT method
(mean=50, SD=10) for the entire SEA-PLM

2019's regional survey sample.

1487435

50.44

7.71

13.61

76.99

B. Family characteristics

Socioeconomic
Conditions

(SES)

SES is aggregated based on the parameters
of parents' highest education, parents'
highest occupation and family resources,
calculated by IRT method (mean=0, SD=1)
for the country-specific SEA-PLM 2019

survey sample.

1490913

-0.07

0.98

-2.71

2.50

Number of

meals per day

0=0meals, 1 =1 meal, 2=2meals,3=3
meals (Including breakfast, lunch and

dinner)

1485215

2.72

0.59
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Features Measurement index N (weighted) Mean  Standard error ~ Minimum Maximum
1 = Vietnamese
1494312 0.90 0.30 0 1
0 = Other languages
Language 1 = Ethnic language
1485285 0.09 0.28 0 1
spoken at home 0 = Other languages
1= Foreign language
1485285 0.01 0.09 0 1
0 = Other languages
Number of o . _
o Number of siblings in the family (0 = no
siblings in the o o o 1490816 1.50 1.03 0 5
siblings, 1 = 1 sibling, 2 = 2 siblings)
family
(Student questionnaire, question 27)
Involvement of  Compiled from items about parents' interest
parents in their in their children's education, calculated by 1484694 52.71 7.27 23.16 72.24
child's education by IRT method (mean=50, SD=10) for the
entire sample of SEA-PLM 2019
C. Characteristics of schools and teachers
1 = North
North 1494312 0.38 0.49 0 1

0 = Central, South
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Features Measurement index N (weighted) Mean  Standard error ~ Minimum Maximum
1 = Central Region
Central 1494312 0.27 0.44 0 1
0 = North, South
1 = The South
Southern 1494312 0.35 0.48 0 1
0 = North, Central
City 1 = Urban, 0 = Remaining 1494312 0.64 0.48 0 1
Countryside 1= Rural, 0 = Remaining 1494312 0.50 0.50 0 1
Deep-lying 1= Remote areas
1494312 0.14 0.35 0 1
areas 0 = Remaining
(School questionnaire, question 15)
Summarized from the school's existing
School facilities assets, calculated by IRT method (mean:O’ 1494312 -0.06 0.85 -2.02 1.20
SD=1) for the entire sample area survey of
SEA-PLM 2019
(School questionnaire, question 12)
Local resources * g8regated from resources in the local arca 1484540 53.24 9.84 32.09 76.29

around where the school 1is located,

calculated by the by IRT method (mean=50,
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Features

Measurement index

N (weighted) Mean

Standard error

Minimum

Maximum

SD=10) for the entire SEA-PLM 2019

regional survey sample

Library facilities

(School questionnaire, question 18)

Number of books in the school's library,
calculated by IRT method (mean=0, SD=1)
for the entire SEA-PLM 2019 regional

survey sample

1494312 -0.01

0.70

-2.15

1.63

Positive attitude

of teachers

(School questionnaire, question 21)

Summarized based on the parameters of the
current status of teachers, calculated by the
IRT method with a mean of 0 and standard
deviation of 1 for the entire sample of the

SEA-PLM 2019 regional survey.

1494312 -0.04

0.85

-3.18

0.48

GCISSUE

(Teacher questionnaire, question 13)

Summarized based on the teacher's
assessment of the importance of global
citizenship topics to S5th-grade students,

calculated by IRT method (mean=50,

1486137 45.72

8.63

12.46

68.84
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Features

Measurement index

N (weighted)

Mean

Standard error

Minimum

Maximum

SD=10) for the entire sample of SEA-PLM
2019.

GCDEV

(Teacher questionnaire, question 14)

Synthesized based on the teacher's
assessment of the importance of the content
of developing skills, values, and personality
for adolescents, calculated by IRT method
(mean=50, SD=10) for the entire area
survey sample of SEA-PLM 2019

1491603

51.21

8.43

13.01

66.70

GCTRAIN

(Teacher questionnaire, question 15)

Compiled based on teachers' reflections on
the pre-service training program, calculated
by IRT method (mean=50, SD=10) for the
entire sample of SEA- PLM 2019

1494312

49.32

9.76

20.78

65.81

GCCONF

(Teacher questionnaire, question 16)

Summarized based on teachers' reflections
on the level of confidence in teaching

topics, including GC content, calculated by

1491259

51.99

8.98

22.39

66.42
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Features Measurement index N (weighted) Mean  Standard error ~ Minimum Maximum

IRT method (mean=50, SD=10) for all
SEA-PLM 2019 regional survey form
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Many factors were included in regression models to analyze the correlation
between elements and the impact of these factors on students' attitudes and skills of
global citizenship. However, Tables 6.4 and 6.5 only record the factors with statistically
significant effects. Below are the analysis results of factors affecting the attitudes and
skills of global citizenship of 5th-grade students in Vietnam.

The following sections evaluate the influence of personal, family, school and
community characteristics on students' global citizenship attitudes based on regression
models, with the dependent variable being Asian identity (ASIDENT), students'
awareness of global topics learned in school (GCEXPOS), attitudes towards global
environmental issues (GLOBCON), attitudes towards global social problems
(GCINTEN), global problem-solving attitude (GCLEARN). The regression results are

shown in Table 6.4 as follows.
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Table 6.4: Results of regression models analyzing the impact on students' attitudes about global citizenship

30

Variable Model 1 (ASIDENT) Model 2 (GCEXPOS) Model 3 (GLOBCON) Model 4 (GCINTEN) Model 5 (GCLEARN)
Awareness of global . ' .
Attitudes on global Attitudes on global  Attitude to understand
Asian identity topics learned in ‘ ‘ o ‘
environmental issues social issues global issues
school
Standardi Standardiz Standardiz Standardize Standardize
Coefficients zed Coefficients ed Coefficients ed Coefficients d Coefficients d
(Error) coefficie (Error) coefficient (Error) coefficient (Error) coefficient (Error) coefficient
nt () ® ® ® G
13.375%** 20,984 % 21.542%** 12,968** 25,191**
Constant
(0.22) (0.22) (0.24) *(0.25) *(0.20)
A. Student characteristics
-0.097 0.556 0.536* -0.469*
Gender -0.006 0.030 0.228 0.013 0.029 -0.031
(0.25) (0.40) (0.34) (0.25)
Language used at home 0.829 -4.014%%* -0.025 -0.100 1.341
) -0.008 -0.044 -0.045 -0.001 0.014
(foreign language) (1.07) (1.09) (1.28) (1.28) (0.47)
Going to school at the 0.952%** 0.342 0.943** 0.753** 0.105
) 0.046 0.016 0.044 0.033 0.006
right age (0.29) (0.25) (0.43) (0.37) (0.32)
Preschool education 2.965%**  0.061 1.055 0.021 1.981* 0.039 0.167 0.003 -0.716 -0.016



Variable Model 1 (ASIDENT) Model 2 (GCEXPOS) Model 3 (GLOBCON) Model 4 (GCINTEN) Model 5 (GCLEARN)

(0.95) (0.68) (1.06) (0.93) (0.69)
-0.612 0.076 -1.634%* -0.975 -0.147
Repetition -0.018 -0.002 -0.045 -0.026 -0.005
(0.59) (0.70) (0.72) (0.87) (0.69)
Positive attitude 0.241%%** 0.203%** 0.176%** 0.214%%** 0.236%%**
0.254 0.177 0.203 0.271
towards school (0.02) (0.03) 0.210 (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
B. Family characteristics
Socioeconomic 0.406* 0.211 0.251 0.055 0.222
- 0.048 0.019 0.028 0.006 0.029
Conditions (SES) (0.26) (0.23) (0.19) (0.22) (0.24)
Number of meals per 0.923*** 0.431* 0.728*** 0.85]*** 0.403**
0.065 0.032 0.049 0.054 0.031
day (0.23) (0.23) (0.24) (0.26) (0.19)
Involvement of parents
0.0971*** 0.195%** 0.132%** 0.185%%*%* 0.149%%**
in their child's 0.080 0.166 0.110 0.145 0.142
(0.04) (0.05) (0.03) (0.04) (0.03)

education

C. Characteristics of the school

2,639%** 1.038 1.677%* 2.085%** 0.096

Countryside 0.160 0.066 0.097 0.114 0.006
(0.67) (0.85) (0.71) (0.72) (0.51)

North -0.061 0.004  -1,565%% 0096  -1.778*** _0.100
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Variable Model 1 (ASIDENT) Model 2 (GCEXPOS) Model 3 (GLOBCON) Model 4 (GCINTEN) Model 5 (GCLEARN)

(0.51) (0.72) (0.49)
1.415%%* 1.34 ] ***
Southern 0.074 0.085
(0.44) (0.47)
0.079* 0.080 0.016 -0.025 0.028
Local resources 0.094 0.107 0.018 -0.026 0.036
(0.04) (0.10) (0.04) (0.04) (0.03)
Number of observations 1400138 1404081 1404792 1403338 1404805
CHEAP correction 0.123 0.136 0.088 0.117 0.130

T okE kxE ohow statistical significance at 90%, 95% and 99%, respectively.
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6.2.2 Impact of student characteristics on students’ global citizenship attitude

This section assesses the influence of personal characteristics on students' attitudes
to global citizenship. These factors include gender, home language, age-appropriate
attendance, early childhood education, repetition, and students' positive attitudes toward
school.
6.2.2.1 Gender

The effects of gender on ethnic-regional identity (Model 1), perceptions of global
themes (model 2) and attitudes about global environmental issues (Model 3) were not
significant. Both male and female students had Vietnamese identities and had the same
awareness of themes and attitudes about the global environment. It was similar to the
2019 SEA-PLM Regional Report; in 6 countries, 82% of 5th graders felt they belonged
in their own country, and 72% of students thought they had a lot in common with other
countries. another child from the same country. However, there is a statistically
significant difference at the low confidence level (approximately 90%) between groups
of boys and girls in attitudes toward global social issues and understanding of social
issues. Specifically, model 4 shows that female students have better attitudes towards
global social issues than male students by 0.536; In model 5, male students have a better
understanding of global issues than female students (shown in the coefficient and the
standardized P coefficient are both negative -0.469 and -0.031, respectively). Thus, in
Vietnam, gender is not a factor that affects students' attitudes toward global citizenship.
6.2.2.2 Preschool education, go to school at the right age and repetition

In model 1, the variables of preschool education and going to primary school at
the right age are statistically significant at the 99% confidence level. Specifically, the
difference between students who attended - did not participate in preschool and those
who attended school at the right age - at the wrong age was 0.061 and 0.046,
respectively. It shows that students who received early childhood education and attended
primary school at the right age develop better awareness, respect and acceptance of
cultural and identity diversity.

With a statistical significance of 95%, the group of students attending school at the
right age - not going to school at the right age will have a difference of 0.044 and 0.033,
respectively, for environmental problems and global social problems (Model model). 3

and 4). Currently, primary school students have access to global issues through school
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education, so students who attend school by the specified age will have better attitudes
about the environment and social issues. Following the Oxfam Development Education
Programme (2006), preschool and primary school students have a surprising ability to
discuss, debate and find topics of global significance. Therefore, preschool and school
attendance at the right age influence students' attitudes about global citizenship.

In addition, the results in 5 models show that students who get promoted will have
a better attitude about global citizenship, but there is only a statistically significant
difference in terms of global environmental aspects (model 3), at 95% confidence. Thus,
repetition is not the main factor influencing student citizenship attitudes.
6.2.2.3 Students' attitude towards school

The student's positive attitude at school is statistically significant at 99% in all five
models, in which positive attitudes towards schools have the most critical influence on
national-regional identities (model 1) and attitudes to understanding global issues
(model 5) (0.254 and 0.210, respectively). Moreover, the regression model results show
that the coefficients and the standardized P coefficients are both positive, showing that
when students have a positive attitude toward school, they will have a good attitude
toward learning about global issues.

The above findings indicate that students' positive attitudes at school significantly
impact attitudes about national-regional identity and global issues inside and outside
school. Therefore, schools in Vietnam need to maintain the emulation movement to
build a school-friendly environment and active students to promote the quality of
education.

6.2.3 Impact of family characteristics on students’ global citizenship attitude

This section assesses the influence of family characteristics on students' attitudes
to global citizenship. Statistically significant aspects included socioeconomic status
(SES), number of meals per day, and parental involvement in their children's education.
6.2.3.1 Socioeconomic status

Socio-economic conditions (SES) are considered one of the essential indicators
affecting students' awareness and attitudes. For global citizenship, Goren and Yemeni's
(2017) research also pointed out that: “...families with good economic conditions often
see the global travel experience as the most prominent way some parents prepare their

children for global citizenship”. Sassen (2015) assessed that “students with high
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socioeconomic status will be provided with the tools to become members of a global
elite, able to participate fully in society and the global economy, while students with low
SES will remain unimportant and static citizens of the country...”.

However, the impact of socio-economic conditions is only statistically significant
in model 1 (attitudes about national-regional identity) with a 90% confidence level.
From the index in the model, it can be seen that socio-economic conditions in Vietnam
are not the main factors that affect students' attitudes about global citizenship.
6.2.3.2 Number of meals per day

The number of meals a student consumed daily greatly impacted attitudes towards
global citizenship. The regression model in Table 6.4 shows that all five models have
statistically significant differences at the 90%, 95% and 99% confidence levels. Students
who consumed enough meals a day would have better attitudes towards global citizens
than those who did not have enough (standardized B coefficients are positive). The
models with the most significant impact are models 1, 3 and 4. At the 99% level of
reliability, the standardized B coefficients of these models are 0.065, 0.049 and 0.054,
respectively. According to SEA-PLM 2019 survey data in Vietnam, the percentage of
Sth-grade students who consumed three meals is as follows: 93.5% of students had
breakfast, 96.3% of students had lunch, and 90.3% of students had dinner; the rate of
students having three full meals was over 90%. It confirms that nutrition and health are
crucial for students' learning and practical activities.
6.2.2.3 Language spoken at home

According to table 6.4, the difference in students' attitudes towards global
citizenship by home language is statistically significant at the 99% confidence level (in
model 2). Although the Vietnamese language factor is not recorded in the models, the
results from the coefficient and the standardized coefficient show a negative correlation.
Students who use a foreign language (including English, French and other languages)
mainly when living at home have access to global topics learned at school, unlike
Vietnamese-speaking students.

This finding was consistent with the influence of primary home language on
outcomes across the three domains of Math, Reading, and Writing analyzed above. It
explains why students who use their mother tongue as the primary language in the

learning program will have an advantage over other groups of students because learning
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in their native language is easier to understand. Currently, the learning resources in
schools are mainly Vietnamese; students using ethnic minorities and foreign languages
will have many difficulties reading and accessing global topics.

6.2.3.4 Parental engagement in their child’s education

Parents' involvement in their children's education affected students' global
citizenship attitudes with a 99% statistical significance. The regression results show that
the standardized B coefficient values are positive in all five models as 0.080, 0.166,
0.110, 0.145, and 0.142, respectively. It shows that students cared for and invested in by
their parents have better attitudes about global issues. Research by Manzon et al. (2015)
also affirmed: "Parents play an important role in providing a learning bridge between
school and home, and at the same time instilling in their children positive attitudes and
values towards learning and life."

6.2.4 Impact of school characteristics on students' global citizenship attitude

This section assesses the influence of school characteristics on students' attitudes
to global citizenship. Statistically, significant characterization factors included school
location and local resources.
6.2.4.1 School location

Models 1, 3 and 4, when considering school location, show differences among
students in rural, urban and remote areas. The standardized coefficients were 0.160,
0.097, and 0.114, respectively. Rural students have better global citizenship attitudes
than urban and remote areas.

By region, students in the South have better attitudes about global citizenship than
students in the North and Central regions. Specifically, the coefficient values in model
2 and model 3 show that students in the North had a less good attitude about global
environmental issues than students in the other two regions (-0.096 and -0.100). Besides,
there was a statistically significant difference in models 4 and 5 at the 99% confidence
level. With standardized coefficients of 0.074 and 0.085, Southern students had better
attitudes about social issues and understood global problems than North and Central
students.
6.2.4.2 Local community resources

The factor of local resources also has differences in ethnic and regional identity,

but the difference was not significant. The regression results show that, at the 90%
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confidence level, the coefficient value was 0.079, and the standardized coefficient was
0.094, indicating a positive correlation between attitude and ethnic and regional identity.
Students who live in a locality with good infrastructure and places to study will have

better attitudes to national and regional identities.

6.3 Factors affecting students' behavior and global citizenship skills
6.3.1 Regression model and data description

This section analyzes the factors affecting Vietnamese students' behavioral
outcomes and global citizenship skills. The research framework for the regression model
1s similar to the previous one (Figure 6.2).

Several sub-items were included in the questionnaire regarding experiences of
activities that enabled students to practice behaviors and skills related to global
citizenship, such as ideation, leadership, decision-making, communication, and
problem-solving.

According to SEA-PLM Regional Report 2019 (UNICEF & SEAMEOQO, 2020),
“Global citizenship in SEA-PLM 2019 was the first of its kind to measure students’
attitudes towards global citizenship across various contexts”. Despite appearing in the
curriculum, it remains unclear to what extent students were learning about the content
areas of global citizenship. Accordingly, items were included regarding students'
reported experiences of global citizenship-related topics or concepts at school.
Furthermore, items were included to gather information regarding students' experiences
of school-related activities that support the development of global citizenship, such as
participation in making schools more environmentally friendly.

This section evaluates the influence of personal, family, school and community
characteristics on students' behavior and global citizenship skills based on regression
models with the dependent variable EXPBEHA. Specifically, the regression results are
shown in Table 6.5 as follows:

Table 6.5: The results of the regression models analyze the impact on the behavior and

skills of global citizenship of students

37



Expected civic behavior

Variable Coefficients Standardized
(Error) coefficient ()
Constant 35.286***(0.221)

A. Student characteristics

Gender 0.445%(0.24) 0.028
Language used at home (ethnic minority language) -1.612*(0.83) -0.056
-2,025*
Language used at home (foreign language) -0.023
(1.26)
Speak in an organized debate -0.079(0.28) -0.005
Present student ideas to the whole class 1.339%**(0.31) 0.075
Speaking in class discussions about world issues 0.653*(0.34) 0.041
Electing class president 0.877**(0.42) 0.037
Become a student for class president 0.404(0.37) 0.021
Participate in activities to make the school eco-friendly 1.429%**(0.31) 0.074
Positive attitude towards school 0.205**%*(0.02) 0.223

B. Characteristics of the family

Involvement of parents in their child's education 0.142*%%*(0.02) 0.129

C. School characteristics and children's activities at school

North -0.56*(0.34) -0.034
Local resources 0.008(0.02) 0.010
Number of observations 1350531

CHEAP correction 0.140

T Ex Rk show statistical significance at 90%, 95% and 99%, respectively.
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6.3.2 Impact of student characteristics on students' global citizenship behaviors and
skills

This section assessed the influence of individual characteristics on students'
behavior and global citizenship skills. There were statistically significant factors that
included gender, home language, and student participation in activities related to global
citizenship.
6.3.2.1 Gender

For the expected civic behavior (model 1) in Table 6.5: There was a difference
between male and female students that were statistically significant at the 90%
confidence level. Female students were 0.028 more likely to have better citizenship
behavior than male students. It is reasonable when the current trend of gender equality
1s increasingly apparent. Female students had the right to participate in more social
activities actively, speak up for the disadvantaged, and take active actions to protect the
environment.
6.3.2.2 Participation in school activities

Table 6.5 shows that students' global citizenship behavior has a statistically
significant difference at the 90%, 95% and 99% confidence levels according to their
participation in activities related to global citizenship. At the 99% confidence level, most
students participate in activities such as presenting their ideas to the whole class and
participating in activities to make the school eco-friendly for students’ behavioral
development. These activities positively impacted students' global citizenship with
standardized coefficients of 0.075 and 0.074, respectively. In Vietnam's current primary
education system, students are free to speak and present their personal views based on
the knowledge they learn at school and outside. The results showed that most
Vietnamese students have participated in practical activities such as saving and
recycling to make schools more environmentally friendly. These activities are the first
step to orienting students on behaviors when responding to and solving global problems.
The above activities were (Unesco, 2015) to stimulate critical thinking and social skills

for developing global citizenship.
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6.3.3 Impact of family characteristics on students' global citizenship behaviors and
skills
6.3.3.1 Language spoken at home

In addition, the language used at home by students also affects behavior and skills.
Table 6.5 shows that the difference in students' global citizenship behavior was
statistically significant at the 90% confidence level. Although the model did not show
the Vietnamese language factor, the standardized P coefficients were negative at -0.056
and -0.023, respectively (results show a negative correlation). Students who used ethnic
minority languages and foreign languages (including English, French and other
languages) were not as good global citizens as students who used Vietnamese at home.
6.3.3.2 Parental engagement in their child’s education

The expected civic behavior of students (model 1) according to parents'
involvement in school education is statistically significant at the 99% confidence level.
The standardized B coefficient of the model is 0.14 (B = 0.129). From that, it can be seen
that most students whose parents are more involved in schoolwork will have better
global citizenship awareness and behavior. In the model, no indicators of the family's
socioeconomic status were recorded as having a significant impact. Still, the
participation of parents in their children's learning at school showed an essential part of
the family condition when parents could invest and spend a lot of time supervising their

children's education.

6.3.4 Impact of school characteristics on students’ global citizenship behaviors and
skills

This section assesses the influence of school characteristics on student behavior
and global citizenship skills. Statistically significant characterization factors included
region, local resources and students' positive attitudes toward school.

The regression model in Table 6.5 shows 90% confidence that students in the
North have less good global citizenship behavior than students in the South. It is
expressed in a standardized coefficient of -0.034. In addition, although the score
difference was insignificant, it still shows the impact of students' attitudes toward
school, which plays a vital role in students' global citizenship behavior. According to

the regression results, there is a statistically significant difference at the 99% confidence
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level. The standardized B coefficient of the model is 0.223. Students with positive

attitudes at school will have better civic awareness and behavior.

6.4 Summary of findings

In Chapter 6, the research team pointed out the factors that impacted the
competencies in Mathematics, Reading, Writing and Global Citizen literacy of 5th
graders in Vietnam.

For Math, Reading and Writing literacy, there were the following factors:

- Gender

- Preschool education

- Going to school at the right age

- Repetition

- Socioeconomic conditions of the family, education level of parents, occupation
of parents, family assets, number of family books

- Number of meals per day

- Language spoken at home

- Number of siblings in the family

- Involvement of parents in their child's education

- School location by region and urban-rural area

- School facilities conditions, and

- Attitudes of students, parents and teachers toward the school.

From those perspectives, in this report, we had not been able to find the
relationship of variables on school characteristics such as characteristics of school
principals: age, number of years of experience and school size or other variables about
how the features of the community and resources of the local area in which the school
was located affecting student learning outcomes.

In addition, the items related to Global Citizen in the 2019 SEA-PLM Student
Questionnaire provided some necessary information to assess the attitudes and skills of
global citizenship of grade 5 students in the SEA-PLM in Vietnam. SEA-PLM 2019
data, based on the feedback of teachers and students, provided valuable information
about the characteristics and teaching methods related to the attitudes and skills of global

citizenship of students.
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Factors influencing students' attitudes and global citizenship skills included
student characteristics (such as attendance at the right age, students' positive attitudes
towards school, and participation in extracurricular activities), family characteristics
(such as the number of meals per day and parental involvement in their children's
education), school characteristics (the location where the school is located).

The factor that had the most significant impact on the attitudes and global
citizenship skills of Vietnamese 5th graders was the parents' interest in their children's
education; students were well fed and nutritious, positive attitudes of students at school.

Factors that have little influence on students' global citizenship attitudes and skills
are gender, socioeconomic characteristics, and local resources.

However, 5th graders in Vietnam had passive access to global issues, mainly
through books and lectures by teachers. There was still a lack of resources for learning
and entertainment, and students' research and discovery of global issues were still
limited. Besides, most Vietnamese teachers were well prepared when teaching current
social and international topics. At the same time, teachers showed their confidence when
teaching global citizenship, especially issues related to environmental protection and

children's rights.
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CHAPTER 7. EFFECTS OF FACTORS ON TEACHERS'
CONFIDENCE IN TEACHING

7.1 Regression model and data description

Instructional methods include the principles and techniques teachers use to
facilitate student learning. A particular teaching method is appropriate and effective
when it is suitable for the characteristics of the learners and the type of learning.

Teachers' confidence in teaching plays an essential role in improving teaching
quality, especially in the current educational context with many new challenges and
changes. Studies have shown that the characteristics of teachers, schools and
communities can affect teacher confidence (Dilekli & Tezci, 2020; Kavenuke et al.,
2020) (Figure 7.1).

School's Community attitude

characteristics oof teachers

eRegion eof students
eUrban-Rural location eof parents
eSchool size eStudents' health
eFacilities

Teacher's Teacher training,

characteristics teaching pedagogy

eGender ePre-service training
eEducational attainment e|n-service training

1
eTeaching experience TeaCher S *Watching teaching hours
eTeacher's roles 0 eTeaching pedago
confidence S PEreEoEy

in teaching

Figure 7.1: Framework for research of factors affecting teacher’s confidence in
teaching
This section evaluates the factors that affect teachers' confidence in teaching
based on a regression model, with the dependent variable being confidence in teaching
methods and teachers' confidence in teaching Mathematics. Based on SEA-PLM 2019
survey data, social, personal, and community characteristics affecting teachers'
confidence were calculated and described in Table 7.1. The regression results are shown

in Table 7.2.
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Table 7.1: Social, personal, and community characteristics that can affect teachers' confidence surveyed in SEA-PLM 2019

Number of The The
Standard Smallest
Features Measurement index observations average greatest
deviation  value
(weighted) value value

Summarized by IRT method (mean=50, SD=10) across the
survey sample of SEA-PLM 2019

Teacher confidence

Synthesized based on the teacher's self-assessed confidence
about teaching methods _ _ 1486876 55.45 9.82 33.17 79.71
in teaching methods

in teaching Synthesized based on the teacher's self-assessed confidence
_ _ 1088548 57.16 7.35 29.52 64.12
Math in teaching math

A. Teacher characteristics

Gender Female =1; Male =0 1491133 0.77 0.42 0 1

0 = Lower-secondary education or lower
1 = Upper-secondary education
2 = Pre University education
Level of education 1487822 2.64 0.71 0 4
3 = Higher education

4 = Master's education

5 = Doctorate education.
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Number of The The
‘ . Standard Smallest
Features Measurement index observations average o greatest
' deviation  value
(weighted) value value
1 = Less than one year
2 =1-2 years
3 =2-5 years
4 =6-10 years
Years of teaching 1489884 5.13 1.21 1 7
5=11-20 years
6 = 21-30 years
7 =31 years or more
0 = Other
Multi-subject teacher = 1
The role of the teacher 1481362 0.74 0.43 0 1
Remaining = 0
B. Characteristics of the school
By region: North, Central, South
School Location
By area: Urban, Rural and Remote
North North = 1, remaining 0 1494312 0.38 0.49 0 1
Central Central region = 1, the rest =0 1494312 0.27 0.44 0 1
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Number of The The
Standard Smallest

Features Measurement index observations average o greatest
' deviation  value
(weighted) value value
City Urban = 1, the rest = 0 1494312 0.36 0.48 0 1
Countryside Rural = 1, the rest =0 1494312 0.50 0.50 0 1
(School questionnaire)
School Size Calculated from the total number of boys and girls in the 1494312 864.8 610.4 129 3565
whole school that the principal provided in the questionnaire
Compiled from information on existing assets of the class
Classroom facilities by IRT method (mean=0, SD=1) across the survey sample 1494312 0.003 0.40 -3.41 0.08
of SEA-PLM 2019
Compiled based on teachers' evaluations of teachers'
Community attitude of _ _
" community attitudes at schools by IRT method (mean=50, 1494312 52.08 8.72 17.74 57.30
teachers
SD=10) across the survey sample of SEA-PLM 2019
Compiled based on teachers' assessment of the community
Community attitude of
q attitudes of students at school by IRT method (mean=50, 1493507 57.25 8.18 34.52 66.27
students
SD=10) across the survey sample of SEA-PLM 2019
Community attitude of Compiled based on teachers' assessment of the community
1494312 51.42 9.45 20.64 62.61

students' parents

attitudes of parents of students at school by IRT method
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Number of The The
‘ . Standard Smallest
Features Measurement index observations average o greatest
' deviation  value
(weighted) value value
(mean=50, SD=10) across the survey sample of SEA-PLM
2019
Compiled based on teachers' assessment of students' health
Student health factors affecting learning by IRT method (mean=0, SD=1) 1494312 0.05 0.92 -1.68 1.25
on the entire survey sample of SEA-PLM 2019.
C. Characteristics of teacher training and teaching methods
) o Compiled by IRT method (mean=0, SD=1) on a sample of
Teaching method training
teachers in Vietnam.
Training in the teacher training program on teaching
Pre-Training 1483292 0.02 0.80 -0.58 1.89
methods
Training in the regular teacher training program on teaching
Training later 1483292 0.001 0.83 -0.86 1.99
methods
o Compiled by IRT method (mean=0, SD=1) on Vietnam’s
Course content training
teacher sample.
Pre-Training Training in the teacher training program on subject content 1454721 0.21 0.78 -0.38 1.42
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Number of The The
Standard Smallest
Features Measurement index observations average o greatest
' deviation  value
(weighted) value value

Training in the regular teacher training program on subject
Post-Training 1466151 -0.12 0.57 -0.35 1.51
content

Other teachers observe the 0=No

1426524 0.94 0.24 0 1
lesson 1=Yes
1 = Never
2 = At least once/per month
Math learning methods
3 = At least once a week
4 = Every day or almost every day
Students work in groups 1088548 3.90 0.33 2 4
Students learn advanced math 1087409 2.16 1.07 1 4

48



Table 7.2: Results of regression models analyzing the impact of factors on teachers'

confidence in teaching

Confidence in teaching Teaching confidence
Dependent variable
methods Math
Standardize Standardize
Coefficient d Coefficient d
(Error) coefficient (Error) coefficient
p p
19,747 11,954
Constant
(4,463) (7,281)
A. Teacher characteristics
0.085 1.195
Female 0.004 0.066
(0.970) (0.775)
0.562 0.928
Academic level 0.041 0.088
(0.483) (0.705)
0.644* 1. 152%**
Years of teaching 0.080 0.179
(0.431) (0.283)
2.354%* 5.297
Sth-grade multi-subject teacher 0.104 0.100
(0.905) (5.185)
B. School characteristics
0.426 0.211
North 0.021 0.014
(1.179) (0.877)
1.123 1.831%*(0.852
Central 0.051 0.110
(1.754) )
3,937* -0.386
City 0.192 -0.026
(1.980) (1,558)
4,53 7H** 2,866*
Countryside 0.232 0.195
(1,722) (1,515)
School Size 0.001 0.036 0.002%** 0.167
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Confidence in teaching
Dependent variable

Teaching confidence

methods Math
Standardize Standardize
Coefficient d Coefficient d
(Error) coefficient (Error) coefficient
B B
(0.001) (0.000)
1,559 2,84 5%**
Classroom Supplies 0.060 0.105
(1.220) (0.996)
C. Attitudes of teachers, students, and parents in school
-0.144 -0.062
Community attitude of teachers -0.127 -0.070
(0.088) (0.061)
0.344%** 0.134%**
Community attitude of students 0.289 0.153
(0.066) (0.044)
Community attitude of students' 0.157** -0.024
0.151 -0.029
parents (0.078) (0.055)
0.667 1. 158%**
Student health affects learning 0.063 0.48
(0.568) (0.399)
D. Characteristics of teacher training and retraining, teaching methods
Pre-training  in  teaching 1.133
0.093
methods (0.705)
Fostering teaching methods in ~ -1.309** o112
teaching (0.627) '
Training subject content before 0.413
0.045
teaching (0.421)
Fostering subject content in -1.636%*
-0.127
teaching (0.649)
Other teachers observe the — 4,609%*** 4,552%*
0.115 0.055
lesson (1,569) (2,422)
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Dependent variable

Confidence in teaching

Teaching confidence

methods Math
Standardize Standardize
Coefficient d Coefficient d
(Error) coefficient (Error) coefficient
p p
Students work in groups on 4.083%**%* 0,186
Math during class time (0.917) '
Students conduct the advanced 1,326%%* 0.195
Math study (0.333) '
Number of observations 1494312 1494312
R2 adjustable 0.209 0.304

*okx Rk ghow statistical significance at 90%, 95% and 99%, respectively.
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The following sections analyze and comment on the influence of factors on
teachers' confidence in teaching.

7.2 The impact of personal characteristics of teachers
7.2.1 Gender

The regression results in Table 7.2 show that female teachers tend to be more
confident than male teachers in using teaching methods in general and mathematics, but
the difference between the two gender groups had no statistical significance.

Sansone (2017) explained this slight difference due to gender stereotypes. The
survey sample included 23.3% male teachers and 76.5% female teachers (weighted
sample). Gender stereotypes believe that flexibility makes it possible for female teachers
to approach students of primary school age, thereby enhancing female teachers'
confidence in teaching. This gender stereotype also affects young people's teaching

career choices (Han et al., 2020).

90.00%
80.00% 77.60% 76.40% 76.70%
20.00% 68.40%
60.00%  56.40% 55.80%
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20.00%
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Figure 7.2: Gender of teachers in six countries participating in SEA-PLM 2019
In SEA-PLM 2019, 4/6 countries had a large gap between 5Sth-grade male and
female teachers (including Vietnam), with the percentage of female teachers from 68%
to over 77%. Only Laos and Cambodia had a higher rate of male teachers than female

teachers, but these two countries maintained a balance between the two genders.
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The teacher-gender imbalance can affect teaching and student orientation in
schools. By combining the instructions of both genders, students will be educated and
oriented to develop comprehensively and have better social awareness. Bullough Jr
(2015)also pointed out the difference in gender roles of teachers in teaching in their
research. With the significant gender disparity among Sth-grade teachers, as shown in
the results, Vietnam needs to take action to increase the number of males in the education
sector.

7.2.2 Education level of teachers

According to the regression results, teacher education level positively affected
teacher confidence in both models, but not statistically significant.

The teacher's confidence in the questionnaire was assessed on four levels: Not
confident, not very confident, quite confident and very confident. Teaching methods and
methods are based on the most commonly used, more advanced techniques and teaching
methods. Figures 7.3 and 7.4 show the percentage of teachers who felt “very confident”

in teaching methods and mathematics, broken down by teachers’ educational attainment.
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Figure 7.3: Level of confidence in the teaching by teachers’ education levels
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Figure 7.4: Level of confidence in teaching Mathematics by teachers’ educational levels

Teachers with master’s degrees had a high confidence level in teaching and
teaching methods of Maths. Teachers of lower secondary education had the lowest level
of confidence. However, only 0.2% of Vietnamese teachers had a master’s degree, and
0.72% of teachers had lower secondary education; these results were not statistically
significant.

4.3%

0.7%

m High School = Middle school or lower = College = University = Master's and above

Figure 7.5: Education level of Vietnamese teachers

The standard education level of primary school teachers in Vietnam before 2020
was post-secondary education, the survey was conducted in 2019, so the percentage of

teachers who had not met the standard before 2020 was 0.91%.
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Table 7.3: Difference in the level of confidence in teaching between the unqualified

teachers and qualified teachers

Difference Standard Error t-statistics

General teachers -1.77 0.68 -2.57

The teachers who did not meet the teachers’ standards were less confident than

those who met the education qualifications.
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Figure 7.6: Percentage of teachers at different educational levels of participating
countries in SEA-PLM 2019

Vietnam, Laos and Cambodia are three countries with a significantly lower
percentage of teachers with master's degrees compared to Myanmar, Malaysia and the
Philippines. In Cambodia, more than half of teachers have only a high school diploma.
In Myanmar, Malaysia and the Philippines, the percentage of teachers with a master's
degree or higher is 95% or more, of which the Philippines has a master's degree of 100%
or higher.

Research by Valckx et al. (2021) indicated that teachers' education level
positively influenced pedagogical skills and teaching methods. Although the regression
results were not statistically significant in Vietnam, they also showed a similar trend.

So, improving teachers' education level is necessary for Vietnam.
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7.2.3 Teachers' teaching experience

According to the regression results in both models, the teaching seniority variable
had a positive value and was statistically significant. The standardized coefficients were
0.080 and 0.179, respectively, showing that teaching seniority had a moderate effect on
teachers' confidence.

As the number of years of teaching experience increased, teachers could draw on
their teaching experience and modify and improve their approach to students to be more
effective. It was also the conclusion drawn from the study of Dilekli and Tezci (2020)
about the characteristics that affected teachers' self-confidence.
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Figure 7.7: Number of years of teaching experience of Sth-grade teachers in 6 countries
participating in SEA-PLM 2019

The percentage of teachers with 20 years or more experience in Vietnam was the
highest (44%) compared to the other five participating countries. The rate of new
teachers (under five years of experience) in Vietnam was also the lowest (10%).
According to Figure 7.5, the seniority of teachers in Vietnam accounts for the majority
of 11 - 30 years (over 65%). The percentage of teachers with 31 years of experience or
more accounts for 9%. These teachers are expected to retire within the next five years.
The number of teachers with two years of experience or less is 3%. The general trend
was that the number of new-coming teachers was lower than that of soon-retiring

teachers.
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7.2.4 Teachers’ roles

Multiple subject teachers were more confident in teaching, as evident in both
regression models. Teachers who teach many subjects in primary school are usually
headteachers and are responsible for teaching most subjects in the 5th grade. It was
because these teachers had more contact with students than other teachers, helping them

be more confident in their teaching.
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Figure 7.8: The rates of teachers teaching one subject and many subjects in the six

countries participating in SEA-PLM 2019

Among the six countries participating in SEA-PLM 2019, there were three
countries, Laos, Malaysia and Vietnam, with apparent differences in the role of teachers.
Specifically, in Laos and Vietnam, most primary teachers taught many subjects (Laos =
87.3%, Vietnam = 75%). However, the situation was the opposite in Malaysia; teachers
teaching one subject accounted for 91.2%.

Table 7.4 compares confidence in using teaching methods according to the
teacher's role. The confidence level is measured by a composite variable built by the
IRT method with a mean value of 50 and a standard deviation of 10 across the entire

sample of teachers from the six countries participating in SEA-PLM 2019.

Table 7.4: Differences in the confidence in using teaching methods by teacher's role
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Compare the role of teachers Difference Standard error t-statistics
Multi-subject teacher - Math teacher 8.40 3.72 2.26
Multi-subject teacher - Foreign

-0.44 1.67 -0.27
language teacher
Multi-subject teacher - Teacher of
' _ 0.61 3.53 0.17
social subjects
Multi-subject teacher - Teacher of
. 3.37 1.01 3.35
other subjects
Math teacher - Foreign language
-8.84 4.21 -2.10
teacher
Math teacher - Teacher of social
. -7.79 5.10 -1.53
subjects
Math teacher - Teacher of other
_ -5.03 3.61 -1.39
subjects
Foreign language teacher - Teacher of
. ' 1.05 3.96 0.27
social subjects
Foreign language teacher - Teacher of
_ 3.82 1.99 1.92
other subjects
Teacher of social subjects - Teacher of
2.77 3.60 0.77

other subjects

Table 7.4 shows that the difference in confidence level between groups of
teachers who teach multiple subjects and teach one subject (Math and other subjects) is
statistically significant. In particular, teachers who teach more subjects tend to have
higher confidence levels. Foreign language teachers seem to have the same confidence
level as teachers who teach multiple subjects. Therefore, the regression model takes the

teacher's role variable to consider the difference between the group of teachers who

teach many subjects and teachers who teach one subject.

7.3 Impact of school characteristics

7.3.1 School location
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The results in Table 7.2 showed no difference between the North, Central and
South regions for teachers' confidence in using teaching methods (model 1). For model
2, the variable Central has a positive value with statistical significance, showing that
Sth-grade teachers in the Central region are more confident than teachers in the North

and South in teaching Mathematics.

m North = Central = South

Figure 7.9: Allocation of teachers by regions

The distribution of teachers in Vietnam across regions was not significantly
different and was consistent with the population and the size of primary school students.

Teachers in urban and rural areas tended to be more confident in their teaching
methods than teachers in remote areas because the two standardized coefficients for
urban and rural areas were positive. The coefficient of the urban variable was positive
for both models, but the statistical significance level was only 90% in Model 1 and not
statistically significant in Model 2. The coefficients of the rural variable were positive
and statistically significant in both models; the standardized coefficients were 0.232 and
0.195, respectively.

The above results showed that teachers in remote areas still faced many
difficulties in teaching. The teacher's lack of confidence in education might also affect
students' learning process and results, leading to a partial disparity in student outcomes
across regions. In addition, for teaching methods, we could see that teachers in rural
areas had higher confidence results than in urban areas, but this difference was not

significant. It was consistent with the study of Knoblauch and Chase (2015). One
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possible explanation was that teachers and students in urban areas had access to more

information, tools and learning materials, so the challenge for teachers was also higher.

Table 7.5: Percentage of teachers by teaching roles across school locations

Teacher’s roles City Countryside Remote areas
Teaching Mathematics 15.8% 16.3% 31.5%
Teaching Vietnamese reading 27.5% 28.4% 25.7%
Teaching Vietnamese writing 56.7% 54.7% 42.8%
Teaching social subjects 0 0.6% 0
Total 100% 100% 100%

Table 7.5 shows that most of the teachers in all three regions were trained the
most in Vietnamese writing and hardly received any training in social studies, except
for teachers in rural areas who have been trained in this subject. However, it only

accounts for a small percentage of 0.6%.

Table 7.6: Percentage of teachers with ICT training across school locations

Teacher’s training programs City Countryside Remote areas
Pre-service training 18.1% 18.7% 25.0%
In-service training 30.2% 31.3% 34.6%
Both pre-service and in-service 49.5% 48.7% 30.6%
training
No training 2.2% 1.3% 9.8%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Teachers were also trained more in information technology according to the
current trend of applying IT in teaching. However, teachers had different opportunities
to access IT due to different regional conditions. According to table 7.7, nearly 10% of

teachers in remote areas have not received any training in IT, while in urban and rural

60



areas, this ratio was less than 3%. In general, most teachers were trained before and after

teaching.

7.3.2 School size

The school size variable had positive coefficients in both models and was
statistically significant in model 2. It reflected the teacher's confidence level, which
tended to increase as the school size increased. According to research byKulophas et al.
(2015), from a psychological point of view, school size plays a positive role for
individuals (school-student, student-teacher...). Kulophas et al. (2015) provided the

following model to explain how school size affects teacher confidence (Figure 7.1):

Academic
experience

Self-awareness
Teaching with
confidence

Teachers'
optimism

Transparent
Believe in students
and stduent’s parents
Harmonious
handling
Health
Teachers are
attached to the Dedication
Moral point of view profession

Other treatment

School Size

Figure 7.10: Effect of school size

The source: Kulophas et al. (2015)

According to Kulophas et al. (2015), large school size requires better

organizational leadership, in which school relationships are handled more
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harmoniously, from a more ethical point of view, with transparency, self-recognition,
and higher consciousness. These positively affected teachers' optimism, and thus
confidence in teaching also increased.

120.0%
100.0%
80.0%
60.0%
40.0%
20.0%

00% ™= — - [ -
KHM LAO MMR MYS PHL VNM

m Over 3000 2001-3000 1000-2000 Under 1000

Figure 7.11: Size of primary schools in 6 countries participating in SEA-PLM 2019

The percentage of primary surveyed schools with fewer than 1000 students
accounted for the majority, the lowest was 65% in the Philippines, and the highest was
100% in Laos. In Vietnam, 71% of schools with less than 1000 students and 24.7% with
between 1000 and 2000 students. Schools with more than 3000 students accounted for

a small number, usually in large cities.

7.3.3 School supplies in the classroom

The variable of learning materials in the classroom had a positive value, was
statistically significant with model 2 and not statistically significant with model 1. Thus,
the availability of classroom supplies helped teachers feel more confident, especially in
teaching Math. The reason may be that teaching Mathematics in primary schools
requires a full range of teaching aids (ruler, compass, etc.) to teach effectively. This
finding was also consistent with the study of Valckx et al. (2021) on teaching tool

development in Indonesia.

7.4 Impact of teachers, parents, and students' attitudes in schools

7.4.1 Community attitude of teachers

62



Research by Alhanachi et al. (2021) on improving teachers' cultural and
community attitudes in the Netherlands showed that positive attitudes impacted their
self-esteem. FollowSpanierman et al. (2011), the competencies teachers need include a
positive attitude towards cultural diversity, knowledge of different cultures, and skills
to use their perspectives and expertise to stimulate students to study better.

The community attitude of teachers in the school questionnaire was based on
criteria such as teachers having a positive attitude towards the school, feeling that they
were part of the school community, high work morale, enthusiasm, and pride in the
school.

However, the regression results of the two models were not statistically
significant; in other words, the data did not show the impact of teachers' attitudes toward

the school on their confidence in teaching.

7.4.2 Community attitude of students

The results of the regression table in both models showed that the student's
community attitude variable had a positive value and had 99% statistical significance.
The standardized coefficients of the two models are 0.289 and 0.153, respectively. For
model 1, the student's community attitude impacted teachers' confidence in teaching
methods. It was assumed that the better the student's attitude, the more confident
teachers would be when teaching, leading to positive results in both teaching and

learning. It was also confirmed in the study of Demirtas-Zorbaz and Ergene (2019).

7.4.3 Community attitudes of students' parents

The regression model results showed that the community attitude of parents was
statistically significant in model 1 with a standardized coefficient of 0.151. Although
the coefficient was not too high, we could conclude that the parents' attitude positively
affected the teacher's confidence in the teaching method. In model 2, the variable was
not statistically significant. The regression results of model 1 were consistent with the
study by Wolf (2020), in which the author also asserts that parental attitudes create

positive relationships with teachers and thus increase teachers' confidence.

7.4.4 Student's health
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Student health coefficients were positive in both models and had a statistical
significance of 99% in model 2. This factor had the most substantial impact on teachers'
confidence in teaching Math, with a standardized coefficient of 0.48.

Teacher confidence when teaching Math in a class with few or no students with
health problems was 1.1 points higher than those who teach in a class with more students
with health issues. Students with health problems will have more difficulty
concentrating and understanding lectures, affecting their knowledge and learning results
later. It has also been shown in the study by Gray (2014) that student health affects
teacher learning and teaching.

Children with more stable health would have better learning performance,
strengthening the teachers' confidence in teaching. Teachers who teach classes with
children in poor health will have to allocate their time to complete the lesson and ensure
that the students can keep up with others. In a class where students are healthy, teachers

will be able to focus on completing the lesson, regardless of other external factors.

40.0%
35.3%
35.0% 32.9%
30.0% 273% 27.4% 74
23.8%4.2%

25.0% 22.8%
20.0% 7.7% 18.0%
15.0%
10.0%

5.0%

0.0%

No effect Little effect Moderate influence Very influential

m Sleepless mHungry inclass mWeak health

Figure 7.12: Impact of Sth-graders' health on learning in the class

According to Figure 7.12, the health problems of students were assessed by
teachers as having a significant impact on learning. This influence was reflected in the

lack of concentration, affecting knowledge acquisition and learning results.
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7.5 Impact of pre-service and in-service training and teaching methods
7.5.1 Training and fostering teaching methods

Primary school teachers were trained in the necessary methods for teaching, such
as classroom management, student assessment, use of information technology, teaching
methods in general, inclusive education and teaching division study.

According to the regression results, pre-service teaching method training had a
positive but insignificant impact on teachers’ confidence. The in-service teaching
method training had an adverse effect. However, this effect was not apparent because
the teacher's accumulated experience mediated it over time. For many teachers familiar
with traditional teaching methods, the new approach made them more stressed, thus
reducing their confidence levels. According to this explanation, new teaching methods

still need to be introduced, and their confidence will increase when the teachers get used

to them.
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Figure 7.13: Percentage of teachers got trained by teaching methods
Figure 7.13 shows the percentage of teachers who received pre-service and in-
service training in teaching methods. Most teachers got both pre-service and in-service
training. However, many teachers still have not been trained in techniques related to
student psychology, such as differentiated teaching (11.2%) or inclusive education
(15.2%).

Table 7.7: Teachers’ confidence in applying some teaching techniques
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Teaching Training Not Not very Pretty Very

method program confident confident confident confident
Pre-service 0.0% 4.3% 47.5% 48.2%
In-service 0.4% 8.2% 52.0% 39.4%

Differentiating  Both pre-

teaching service and 0.0% 3.1% 44.4% 52.4%
in-service
No training 10.6% 29.2% 44.3% 15.9%
Pre-service 0.0% 8.7% 53.5% 37.9%
In-service 1.2% 8.2% 60.8% 29.8%
Using ICT Both pre-
service and 0.3% 7.3% 46.9% 45.5%
in-service
No training 25.3% 19.2% 45.7% 9.7%

Table 7.7 indicates that teachers who were not trained in teaching methods would
be less confident when applying the techniques in the teaching process. Teachers trained
in pre-service and in-service teaching would have a high rate of highly confident results
(differentiated teaching = 52.4%, ICT = 45.5%).

7.5.2 Training and retraining on subject content

As well as training and retraining in teaching methods, the regression results on
the impact of subject content training on confidence in teaching Mathematics are
contrary to the initial expectation that trained teachers, Training has a positive effect on
self-confidence, in which the impact of subject content training before teaching is in the
same direction as confidence in teaching Mathematics, but not statistically significant.
Teachers trained on subject content during the teaching process have a lower confidence
level than untrained teachers, with a standardized coefficient of -0.127 and a statistical
significance of 95%.

This problem can be similar to the explanation given in section 7.5.1, in which
the renovation of the curriculum and teaching content in recent years has created

pressure and psychological stress on teachers after training.
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Not trained - 10.7%

Fostering in teaching - 9.4%
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30.0%

Figure 7.14: Math teacher training

According to statistics from Math teachers' answers, most teachers were trained
before and in teaching to reinforce their knowledge. Figure 7.14 shows that 10.7% of
teachers were not trained in the subject. It can adversely affect teachers' teaching quality

in class, thereby affecting students' learning process and reducing the quality of the

school's output.

Sth-grade teachers mainly teach many subjects, so in addition to Math, teachers

still teach other subjects such as Reading and Reading.

50.0%

Table 7.8: Activities students practice in reading time by school location

City Countryside Remote areas
Never 0.4% 1.6% 3.0%
Read aloud to Monthly 0.0% 0.5% 0.0%
the teacher Weekly 15.6% 6.1% 11.4%
daily 84.0% 91.8% 85.7%
Never 41.7% 32.6% 34.8%
Read aloud Monthly 10.7% 6.5% 5.1%
according to
0, 0 0,
the teacher Weekly 24.8% 17.0% 25.9%
daily 22.8% 43.9% 34.2%
Silent reading Never 0.5% 0.4% 0.0%
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Monthly 0.0% 1.2% 0.0%

Weekly 6.0% 4.3% 1.1%

daily 93.4% 94.0% 98.9%

Never 0.9% 0.4% 1.1%

Read books of Monthly 7.3% 6.4% 2.7%
your choice Weekly 41.8% 48.5% 44.4%
daily 50.0% 44.6% 51.8%

Never 3.4% 5.5% 2.7%

Bring books Monthly 5.8% 8.0% 7.0%
home to read Weekly 32.1% 25.6% 22.6%
daily 58.8% 60.9% 67.7%

For Reading, teachers applied the most to Reading aloud to teachers (with daily
levels, the lowest rate in urban areas was 84% , and rural areas had the highest rate at
91.8%. ). This activity helps to increase teacher-student and student-student interaction.
The least used activity was “Read aloud after the teacher” since the 5th graders have
almost firmly mastered how to read the letters, so this activity is more suitable for
younger students (with never, rural has the lowest rate with 32.6% and urban has the
highest rate with 41.7%). Other activities that increase Reading are also applied by
teachers and encouraged by students.

Table 7.9: Activities students practice in reading lessons by teacher's education

qualifications

Not qualified teachers Qualified teachers

Never 1.4% 1.3%

Read aloud to Monthly 0.0% 0.0%
the teacher Weekly 9.4% 11.2%
daily 89.2.% 87.6%
Never 32.3% 37.9%
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Monthly 12.0% 6.7%

Read aloud
after the Weekly 21.5% 21.1%
teacher daily 34.1% 34.3%
Never 0.0% 0.6%
Monthly 0.0% 0.5%
Silent reading
Weekly 4.8% 4.6%
daily 95.2% 94.3%
Never 0.0% 0.9%
Read books of Monthly 7.7% 5.6%
your choice Weekly 46.3% 45.0%
daily 46.0% 48.4%
Never 6.2% 3.7%
Bring books Monthly 7.2% 6.9%
home to read Weekly 26.8% 28.0%
daily 59.8% 61.4%

The results in Table 7.9 indicate no significant difference between the methods
applied by unqualified and qualified teachers. The teachers used “Reading aloud to the
teacher” the most frequently and the least used method of “Reading aloud after the

teacher.”

Table 7.10: Activities students practice in Reading class by school location

City Countryside Remote areas
Never 0.5% 1.2% 0.0%
Summary of Monthly 0.8% 0.3% 1.5%
what was read Weekly 21.6% 15.4% 14.8%
daily 77.0% 83.2% 83.7%
Never 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Monthly 0.0% 0.7% 0.0%
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16.5%

Get Weekly 16.4% 11.8%
information
from text daily 83.6% 87.5% 83.5%
Never 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Identify the Monthly 0.0% 0.3% 0.0%
main idea in
the text Weekly 17.7% 12.9% 10.2%
daily 82.3% 86.8% 89.8%
Explain th Never 0.0% 0.3% 0.0%
xplain the
meaning of Monthly 0.5% 0.3% 0.0%
unfamiliar Weekly 13.6% 12.5% 7.7%
words ]
daily 85.9% 86.9% 92.3%
Never 0.5% 1.4% 4.7%
Evaluate ideas Monthly 3.1% 1.5% 1.5%
in text Weekly 33.4% 26.8% 19.1%
daily 63.0% 70.2% 74.7%
Never 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Analyze the
structure and Monthly 3.6% 1.5% 1.5%
genre of the Weekly 26.9% 18.8% 16.3%
text .
daily 69.5% 79.7% 82.1%
Evaluate the Never 1.2% 0.7% 3.0%
errors of Monthly 2.2% 1.6% 0.0%
expression
, , Weekly 36.1% 20.6% 23.3%
and intonation
of the text daily 60.4% 77.0% 73.7%
Never 0.5% 0.0% 1.5%
Reflecting on
the Monthly 3.8% 1.7% 1.5%
relationship of Weekly 27.2% 21.1% 21.2%
the text with daily 68.4% 77.2% 75.7%
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the student's
life

Table 7.11: Activities that students practice in Reading class by teacher’s education

qualifications

Not qualified teachers  Qualified teachers

Never 0.0% 1.0%
Summary of Monthly 0.0% 0.9%
what was read Weekly 15.2% 18.9%
daily 84.8% 79.1%
Never 0.0% 0.0%
Get Monthly 0.0% 0.4%
information
0 0
from text Weekly 12.4% 15.0%
daily 87.6% 84.6%
Never 0.0% 0.0%
Identify the Monthly 0.0% 0.2%
main idea in
the text Weekly 15.4% 14.4%
daily 84.6% 85.4%
) Never 0.6% 0.0%
Explain the
meaning of Monthly 0.8% 0.2%
unfamiliar Weekly 13.3% 12.1%
words .
daily 85.3% 87.7%
Never 3.2% 0.8%
Evaluate ideas Monthly 2.5% 2.1%
in text Weekly 22.6% 31.0%
daily 71.7% 66.1%
Never 0.0% 0.0%
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Analyze the Monthly 3.1% 2.1%

structure and Weekly 18.2% 23.3%
genre of the
text daily 78.6% 74.6%
Evaluate the Never 0.7% 1.3%
errors of Monthly 1.6% 1.7%
expression
i ) Weekly 26.6% 27.8%
and intonation
of the text daily 71.1% 69.2%
Reflecting on Never 0.0% 0.5%
the Monthly 3.0% 2.4%
relationship of
) Weekly 20.7% 24.7%
the text with
the student's )
daily 76.3% 72.3%

life

During Reading classes, teachers from all three regions applied two methods:
explaining the meaning of unfamiliar words and identifying the main idea in the text the
most. These two methods were used the most by qualified and unqualified teachers.
They were two basic methods of teachers to help students understand the lesson in the

most general way and expand their vocabulary.

7.5.3 Observing class hours

Both regression models show that observing class hours impacted teachers’
confidence, with standardized coefficients of 0.115 and 0.055, respectively. Teachers
who had classes attended by other teachers had a 4.6-point higher level of confidence in
their teaching methods and 4.5 points of confidence in teaching Mathematics than
teachers who had no observed class.

We can explain this result because, after each observed teaching hour, teachers
would be given suggestions to improve teaching quality and methods more effectively.
These suggestions would help teachers recognize strengths that needed to be promoted
and points that needed to be changed, thereby improving teachers' confidence in the

classroom.
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m Yes =mNo

Figure 7.15: Evaluate teachers through other teachers' attendance
Figure 7.15 shows that 6.1% of the teachers had no class observed by other
teachers. It is necessary to strengthen this activity so that all teachers are assessed and

improve the quality of teaching.

Evaluation of students' academic

achievements 0.0%

22.1%

Inspector or outsider
77.8%

|

A 4.9%
Principal
92.2%

|
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Figure 7.16: Forms of teacher evaluation

ccording to the statistics in Figure 7.16, in addition to improving the quality of
teaching by having other teachers observe classes, teachers can also be evaluated in
different ways, such as the principal attending the class time, assessment by inspectors
or outsiders, and assessment based on student's academic achievement. However, these

variables were included in the regression model without statistical significance.
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7.5.4 Methods of teaching Math

In the teacher's questionnaire, there were many teaching methods in Math class,
but only two variables in the regression table had statistical significance, known as group
work and advanced math research methods. The standardized coefficients of the two
variables were 0.203 and 0.179, respectively. The purpose of group work was for
students to exchange knowledge and connect to solve problems most scientifically, and
this was also a suitable method for better students to help other weaker students in Math.
In addition, teamwork was also a way to connect students and students with teachers,
catalyzing teachers' confidence in teaching Mathematics. The variable of carrying out
research in advanced Mathematics was also the most influential variable after the
variable of working in groups. By having students study advanced Mathematics,
teachers could also simultaneously test.

In addition to the two methods of teaching Math above, Math teachers also apply
other techniques in Math class to stimulate students' learning abilities (Figure 7.17).
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the whole
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Figure 7.17: Practical methods in Sth grade Math class

Figure 7.17 shows that teachers often choose to teach methods that connect the
whole class, such as listening to teachers explain Math content, asking students to
answer items in front of the class, answering items on paper, working in groups, and
relating knowledge and practice. These methods all have the rate of teachers applying

from 60% or more. For the remaining methods, teachers have less choice because each

74



technique depends on the school's facilities, the type of class (specialized class, regular

class, etc.), and other factors.
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

8.1 Summary of key findings
8.1.1 Results in Mathematics, Reading, Writing and Global Citizenship of 5th-grade
students in Vietnam

Vietnam's results in three domains, including Math, Reading and Writing, were the
highest among the six countries participating in the official SEA-PLM 2019 survey
(Mathematics: 341.55 points, of which the average score of the six countries was 304.79;
Reading: 336.46 points, of which the average score of 6 countries was 300; Writing
Area: 328.01 points, of which the average score of 6 countries was 304.92 points), The
average scores in the three domains were in the high end of the 2019 SEA-PLM
proficiency scale. Vietnamese 5th graders have achieved the math skills expected for
them in the final year of primary school and understand texts with familiar structures
and demonstrate the information in the text when identifying ideas and details.

There was almost no difference in scores in Mathematics and Reading between
students across the three regions. There was a difference in scores between urban areas
and rural and remote areas. The results of students in remote areas and ethnic minorities
were lower than students in rural and urban areas in terms of results in all three domains.
The group of students whose primary home language was the ethnic minority language
still had a significant gap in learning outcomes compared to those whose primary home
language was Vietnamese.

There was no difference in the Math results of girls and boys in Reading. Female
students have slightly higher Writing results than male students. Besides, the
performance of global citizenship behavior of female students is also better than that of
male students.

Compared to other Southeast Asian countries participating in SEA-PLM 2019, the
percentage of Vietnamese students learning about global topics was relatively high.
However, the percentage of students learning about international issues affecting
Vietnam and what was happening worldwide is still low. Besides, although students
have learned a lot about the importance of environmental protection, they have not

learned how to protect the environment.
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Attending school at the right age would help students improve their achievement.
The students who attended school at the right age also had better attitudes toward global
citizenship. Among students who were late for class in grade 5, 70.1% of students have
ever missed a class. Students who had repeated had lower academic results than students
who had never repeated. The percentage of repetition students in ethnic minority-
speaking households was 16.3%, much higher than that of Kinh-speaking households
(5.4%). The rate of student repetition in remote and remote areas was 11.4%, much
higher than in urban areas (5.0%) and rural areas (6.2%).

The fact that children did not have access to preschool programs or a short
attendance would negatively affect students' learning outcomes at the primary stage,
especially in remote and isolated areas. In addition, students who attended preschool had

better attitudes toward global citizenship.

8.1.2 Family background

Socioeconomic conditions of the family significantly affected the results and skills
of students in all three areas of Mathematics, Reading and Writing. Better-off students
significantly differed in average scores and proficiency levels compared to students from
low-middle and worse-off families. Students from more disadvantaged backgrounds
achieved significantly lower Reading scores than their peers. Learning conditions at
home greatly influenced students' learning outcomes; this was reflected in the number
of books at home; students with more books had higher learning outcomes.

Parents' educational attainment greatly influences their children's academic
performance. The higher the educational attainment of parents, the better their academic
performance in all three areas. Besides, parents' occupations also significantly
influenced students' academic results; the more professional the parents' occupations,
the higher the children's results would be.

Research results show that the number of meals affected students' academic
performance. Students who got breakfast had better global citizenship attitudes and
skills than students who did not. Students who got three meals per day had better global
citizenship attitudes than students who had only one up to two meals per day. 20% of

Vietnamese students in the survey did not eat enough three meals per day.
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Ethnic minority-speaking students at home also had slightly lower preschool
attendance rates than Kinh-speaking students (96% versus 98%).

Parents' attitudes toward school and parents' interest and involvement in their
children's learning impacted students' academic performance in Reading, Writing, and
Mathematics. Parents who regularly care for their children's learning situations could
support their children’s education. Furthermore, students whose parents were interested
in their children’s learning had better global citizenship attitudes and skills. The
presence of parents in school activities had the effect of improving learning outcomes
and regulating the behavior of students. In addition, the connection between teachers
and students' parents helped teachers better understand students, especially students with

difficult circumstances, to have educational methods and support them in their learning.

8.1.3 School facilities and teaching quality of teachers

Facilities positively affected the quality of a school's education and student
learning outcomes, and access to various learning materials in schools tended to help
students achieve higher learning. Currently, school facilities are in shortage regarding
classrooms, libraries, toilets, kitchens, and canteens in some places, especially in remote
and isolated areas. In addition, the effective management and use of capital investment
in some schools are not appropriate and rationale, causing losses and unsuitable
investment and a shortage of essential equipment for teachers and students teaching and
learning process.

Currently, the percentage of teachers who did not meet the standards by 2020 was
0.91% with a standard qualification of Higher education. However, according to Decree
71/2020/ND-CP in 2020, the required education qualification for primary teachers in
Vietnam was a bachelor's degree, so based on this new decree, the percentage of teachers
who have not met the standard will be 29.31%.

Teachers' positive attitudes positively influenced the quality of students' learning.
Teachers' confidence depended heavily on their preparation of subject knowledge and
teaching skills. The disparity in the ratio of teachers by gender in Vietnam was quite
significant. According to the SEA-PLM 2019 survey results, female Sth-grade teachers
in Vietnam account for 76.7% of the total number of teachers. This disparity stems in

part from gender stereotypes. The assignment of female/masculine gender orientation to
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professions and subjects still occurs frequently. It affected the oriented development of
children, thereby affecting the intention to choose a career later.

Most children in urban and rural regions attended preschool for at least one year
(98%). The percentage of children in remote and remote areas who attended preschool

was lower (93%).

8.2 Solutions to improve educational quality and students’ learning outcomes
8.2.1 Enhancing the teaching quality of teachers
8.2.1.1 Improve the education level of primary school teachers

In 2020, the Vietnamese Government issued Decree 71 on raising the standard
qualifications of primary school teachers from post-secondary pedagogical education to
a bachelor's degree within a 10-year timeframe. In Myanmar, Malaysia, the Philippines
and many countries worldwide participating in TALIS 2018, most primary school
teachers have master's degrees. Therefore, Vietnam also needs a roadmap to increase
the percentage of primary school teachers with master's degrees in the coming time.
Specific solutions can include creating conditions for teachers to participate in training
programs to meet and raise standards, applying a salary mechanism that depends on
qualifications, and creating career advancement opportunities for teachers above
standards.
8.2.1.2 Training pedagogical students and fostering teachers regularly

Vietnam 1is innovating its general education curricula and textbooks while
implementing a competence-based education approach. Future and current teachers
need training and retraining to respond to this change. Because teachers who were
previously students were taught according to the traditional teaching model based on
content, they may find it complex and confusing to change to competency-based
education. Therefore, teachers need to be trained and fostered according to active
teaching methods to be self-aware and understand how to apply active teaching methods
for themselves.
8.2.1.3 Attracting more male teachers in primary schools to improve gender inequality

The significant gender disparity in the ratio of teachers can contribute to creating
gender stereotypes among students, thereby affecting future gender unequal behavior of

individual students and society. France has implemented several policies to overcome
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the problem of disparity between men and women, such as amending the career
guidance process for 14-16-year-old students to help them consider typical occupations
with gender, including gender equality data in national and regional monitoring of youth
training programs (Vannessa and Marie-Cécile, 2014).

To reduce the gender disparity among primary school teachers in Vietnam, some
possible solutions include gender equality education, fostering and orienting students
early in their careers, and promoting appropriate career images to eliminate gender
stereotypes (such as women working as pilots).
8.2.1.4 Strengthening personalized teaching, significantly increasing the attention in the
learning of male students

Girls score higher than boys in almost every subject, including areas of science
where boys have long been thought to outperform girls.(Voyer & Voyer, 2014). It seems
that at primary school age, female students are more self-disciplined, persistent, and
diligent in taking notes and listening to lectures better than male students.

Individualized teaching methods can help overcome this. Teachers need to pay
attention to the group of male students, ask them to practice self-discipline and hard

work, and increase the awareness of male students.

8.2.2 Strengthening the school's physical conditions and overcoming difficulties in
the physical conditions of students
8.2.2.1 Strengthening school and library facilities

In the past, with the attention of the Party, National Assembly, Government and
relevant ministries and branches, the education sector has made great efforts to
strengthen the facilities to ensure the quality of educational activities in preschool and
primary education. The Ministry of Education and Training should continue to assess
the current state of the existing facilities of primary education institutions. On that basis,
determine the need for new construction, repair and renovation to prioritize the
following work items: classrooms, libraries, toilets, canteens, and rooms for Tableing
students. , day-Tableing students, and pay special attention to remote areas and ethnic
minority areas. The school must continuously check the planning, organization,

management, use, repair and maintenance of facilities in educational institutions to
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ensure the effective exploitation and use of facilities to improve the quality of teaching
and education.

8.2.2.2 Arrange breakfast at school and increase school meals to ensure nutrition for
children

There are 68 countries around the world implementing the School Milk program
to ensure nutrition for children. This program was implemented very soon in countries
such as Japan, Thailand, China, the United States, and England (Thanh Xuan, Truong
Thinh, 2020). In Vietnam, the Government implemented the School Milk Program from
2016 to 2020 to improve the nutritional status and height of preschool and primary
school children. The results show the positive impact on nutrition and physical
development of children, along with the quality of education, has also been significantly
improved. The School Milk Program is expected to continue from 2021-2025 (World
Bank, 2020).

In particular, survey data show that the percentage of students who do not have
breakfast in urban areas is higher than in rural and remote areas. Part of the reason was
the habit of not having breakfast at home in many urban households. Currently, most
non-public schools in Vietnam have a canteen system that provides full meals for
students at school. However, most public elementary schools only organize school
lunches for students. To make it possible for elementary school students to have
breakfast, elementary schools can arrange breakfasts for students in need. Especially in
urban areas, primary school students' demand for breakfast is often relatively high.
Schools may also consider adjusting school hours later than in the past to allow students
to have enough breakfast time.

Schools also need to organize propaganda and raise parents' awareness about the
impact of meals on students' learning outcomes, in which special attention should be
paid to the necessity of breakfasts for their children. The Ministry of Education and
Training should consider providing and expanding the scale of school meal programs
(breakfast, lunch, snack, milk). Especially in mountainous and remote areas, where the
rate of malnourished children is high, meals should be provided for free to help children
temporarily reduce hunger, increase concentration, create favorable conditions for
learning and prevent children from having to leave school to work or go to find food.

School meals also act as an incentive for children to attend school. India has the world's
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most extensive school meal program to tackle malnutrition and increase school
attendance (Thuy Linh, 2019). Even in developed countries such as Finland, Sweden
and Estonia, free school meals are provided to students; some other countries have
policies to partially support the cost of school meals, such as Japan and France (Duong
Tam, 2019). Besides, the US provides free meals based on the income of students'
families (Thuy Linh, 2018).

8.2.2.3 Create conditions for students in remote areas and ethnic minority areas to go
to school at the right age, improve teaching quality, and lower the repetition rate.

Although Vietnam has succeeded in universalizing primary education at the right
age, it 1s still important to pay attention to reducing the rate of grade 1 enrollment after
age 6 in remote areas, predominantly ethnic minority households. In addition, improving
the quality of teaching in these areas should also pay attention to reducing the rate of
student repetition.

Remote and ethnic minority areas often have low economic growth, low per capita
income, and high poverty rates. The local resources in these areas are not favorable to
education. In recent years, Vietnam has had several policies to improve the quality of
education in these areas; however, school facilities are still in shortage and do not meet
the learning needs of students. Focusing on implementing and continuing to perfect
specific and practical investment policies is necessary to develop education for students
in these regions.

The Ministry of Education and Training has issued the implementation plan of the
Government's Resolution No. 12/NQ-CP dated February 15, 2020, on the
implementation of the National Assembly's Resolution No. 88/2019 QH14 approving
the Master Plan of socioeconomic development in ethnic minority and mountainous
areas from 2021 to 2030. With this policy, students in ethnic minority areas will be
provided more favorable study conditions.
8.2.2.4 Promote universalization of preschool education and improve the quality of
preschool education in remote and ethnic minority areas

Early childhood education positively affects a child's future development,
especially in elementary school. The Chinese government implements preferential
policies for economically disadvantaged and rural areas and subsidizes kindergarten

tuition for children from socioeconomically disadvantaged families (Rao et al., 2021).
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India implements Education Policy 2020, in which the National Education and
Extracurricular Framework on Early Childhood Care and Education pay special
attention to and prioritizes areas with particular socioeconomic difficulties (Pathak,
2021). In October 2020, Japan also enacted a law to exempt tuition fees for preschool
education to support child care and prevent the decline in the birth rate in this country
(Thuy Linh, 2019).

Vietnam is making efforts to universalize 5-year-old preschool. The Government
of Vietnam issued Decree 105/2020/ND-CP dated September 8, 2020, stipulating early
childhood education development policies. This Decree includes policies for preschool
institutions and guidelines for preschool teachers. The Decree clearly states that the
policy of prioritizing the development of preschool education in communes with
extremely difficult socioeconomic conditions and communes in disadvantaged areas;
Policies for people-founded and private independent preschool educational institutions
located in industrial zones, where there are many laborers; and Policy to encourage
investment in early childhood education development. In particular, the Government has
implemented a policy to support lunch (160,000 VND/child/month) for preschool
children specified in Clause 1 of this Decree. At the same time, implementing policies
for preschool teachers include policies for preschool teachers teaching mixed-aged
classes, strengthening Vietnamese for children of ethnic minorities, and policies for
preschool teachers working at people-founded and private preschools in industrial
zones. These policies all have the level of support for teachers calculated according to
regulations and in accordance with the local budget.

The policies, as mentioned earlier, are in the right direction and need to continue
to be implemented. In particular, the Ministry of Education and Training should pay
attention to developing a network of schools and kindergartens in remote and ethnic
minority areas and adopt a suitable tuition policy for children in these areas to encourage
them. Encourage families to send their children to preschool. The Ministry also needs
to pay attention to the salary policy for preschool teachers to increase labor attraction
and improve the preschool teacher training program and the teaching and caring
program for preschool children. Propaganda, advocacy and raising awareness and

attitudes of parents about the importance of preschool education are also necessary.
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8.2.2.5 Improve the learning conditions of students with difficult socio-economic
conditions

The education sector needs to improve policies to support students with difficult
circumstances. In 2015, the Government issued Decree No. 86/2015/ND-CP stipulating
tuition fee exemption and reduction, support for study expenses, and a mechanism for
collecting and managing tuition fees for educational institutions in the national
education system from the 2015-2016 school year to the 2020-2021 school year.
According to Decree 86, all students from poor and near-poor households are exempted
or reduced from tuition fees. Accordingly, the State budget is responsible for directly
subsidizing tuition fees for public educational institutions so that the units can
implement tuition fee exemption or reduction. It can be said that the policies for students

and students subject to exemption and reduction have been fully and fairly implemented.

8.2.3 Improve the quality of the school environment and teaching programs
8.2.3.1 Promote the role of school programs to develop and implement flexible
educational programs suitable to local conditions, especially in the Central region
The comparison results between the North, Central and South regions show almost
no difference in scores between North and South students. However, students in the
Central had significantly lower reading results than those in the North and the South.
However, students in the Central have better attitudes and behaviors related to global
citizenship than students in the North and the South. It can be explained because the
Central region is often heavily affected by natural disasters such as floods, droughts,
landslides, etc., so students soon have access to knowledge and coping skills related to
climate change and nature; they understand the influence of the environment on life.
The Central region is heavily affected by natural disasters such as storms and
floods, which makes people's lives more difficult. Significantly, the study of students in
the Central region is continuously interrupted. Schools in this area need a flexible and
appropriate curriculum to respond to natural disasters and other extreme weather events
that are increasing due to the impact of climate change. The general education program
promulgated in 2018 has allowed localities to develop school curricula suitable to the

actual conditions of the locality. The Ministry of Education and Training needs to
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provide guidance and foster training so that primary schools in the Central region can
promote the positivity of the school program in improving teaching quality.

8.2.3.2 Strengthening the relationship between the student's parents and the school, the
teacher to improve the attitude of the student's parents toward the school; improve the
education level and stable job for parents of students.

Schools in Japan and Korea have pretty good relationships with students' parents.
Schools in Japan must offer rich and diverse activities so that parents have the
opportunity to participate directly in their children's education (Thai Binh, 2017). Even
in some countries such as the UK, the US, and New Zealand, the parent association has
developed into a nationwide organization, making significant educational contributions.
In Ghana, the Government encourages schools to establish a Parent-Teacher Association
that organizes parent awareness meetings to encourage increased parent involvement in
their children's education at home and school (Wolf, 2020).

From that situation, strengthening the connection between students' parents and
the school and enhancing information exchange between teachers and students' parents
is highly necessary. With the development of the information exchange system through
electronic contact books, telephones, groups on different social networking platforms,
etc., the communication between parents and students and teachers and schools has
become more accessible, faster, more timely and more transparent. The explosion in
communication methods and the popularity of online learning platforms have also
helped parents become more interested in their children's learning. It is a favorable factor
in improving the quality of teaching.

However, when exchange and communication mainly develop through
information technology networks, the gap between urban and remote, ethnic minority
areas is likely to widen. Therefore, schools and teachers need to create more
opportunities to meet students' parents face-to-face in localities where online
communication and information exchange is still limited. For example, the school
organizes meetings and orientation exchanges to maintain a close relationship between
the school and the student's parents and organizes joint activities between parents,

students and the school.
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It is necessary to have specific solutions to improve the national education,
improve the education level of the parents of students, and ensure that all parents have
graduated from lower secondary school to higher; and have stable jobs and incomes.
8.2.3.3 Create a friendly and positive school environment to create a positive attitude
of students toward the school

Students' positive attitudes towards the school have a positive influence on the
quality of students' learning. In addition, the more positive students' attitudes toward
school, the better their attitudes and skills toward global citizenship.

Students' and parents' attitudes toward school will influence teachers' confidence
in teaching. Students feel attached to the school, have a positive attitude towards the
school, and will have a good influence on the teacher, which is a prerequisite for building
a close relationship with the teacher, thereby promoting self-confidence. of the teacher.
Additionally, this will improve the quality of teaching.

To enhance students' positive attitudes towards the school, the education sector
needs to promote the movement to build friendly schools and active students, create an
exciting learning environment, and help students feel comfortable. Every day is a nice
day to go to school. To do this, schools can encourage and increase extracurricular
activities and enhance exchanges between schools and students.
8.2.3.4 Strengthening global citizenship education for students

The general education program issued in 2018 has contents of global citizenship
education. Schools and teachers can flexibly integrate the contents of environmental
protection activities and international and Vietnamese issues into their lectures. As
reflected by the survey results, Vietnamese students have good access to global
problems regarding content and knowledge, but global skills and knowledge of how to
solve global problems are insufficient. Therefore, the curriculum, in addition to raising
environmental issues, should include practical activities, such as providing solutions to
protect the environment and suggesting to students to come up with solutions for the
current ecological situation. Vietnamese students rarely discuss world issues in the
classroom. Therefore, enhancing activities to allow students to practice presenting and
critical thinking is essential. Teachers must regularly organize activities to improve

confidence, judgment and logical thinking about global issues in students' lives and
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organize award-winning programs to stimulate students' interest in understanding global

1ssues.

8.3 Some recommendations for management levels to improve the quality of
education and student achievement
8.3.1 For the Ministry and Central Education Departments:

- Focus on adjusting, supplementing and reviewing policies that prioritize
investment in education development on many perspectives and subjects (policies for
preschool children, pupils, and pedagogical students; policies for educational
institutions; policies towards teachers).

- Provide policy incentives to attract talented young people to choose teacher
training education.

- Introduce policies to encourage teachers to meet and raise standards: create
favorable conditions in terms of time for teachers to participate in training programs;
apply a salary mechanism that depends on qualifications; create career advancement
opportunities for teachers above standards.

- Set out policies to re-train teachers, retraining teachers to meet teaching
requirements for the new curricula and textbooks.

- Continue to implement universalizing 5-year-old preschool and primary
education at the right age, especially in remote and ethnic minority areas.

- Improve the quality of education in remote and isolated and ethnic minority areas.

- Ensure the quality of comprehensive education by combining cultural teaching
with organizing creative experiential activities to educate global citizenship skills,
gender equality, and education on nutrition.

- Effectively use state budget funds and other lawfully mobilized sources from
education socialization to strengthen facilities and build subject classrooms, libraries,
multi-purpose rooms, and school gardens, especially for schools in remote and ethnic
minority areas.

- There are policies to support students with difficult circumstances.

- Implement school nutrition programs, including organizing breakfast for

students, especially in urban areas.

87



8.3.2 For schools and teachers

- Implement school programs to flexibly conduct educational programs suitable to
learners' learning conditions, linking education with the realities of the locality's
economic, social development and cultural characteristics.

- Integrate the contents of global citizenship education, gender equality education,
and nutrition education.

- Actively renovate teaching methods to meet the educational program for capacity
development and enhance personalized teaching.

- Create a friendly and positive school environment and organize other educational
activities such as experiential and career orientation; create awareness among students
in collective actions, future orientation, arousing the desire to learn , and covey their
love for school and class.

- Arrange breakfast for students, especially for schools in urban areas.

- Strengthen connections with students' parents through different channels (phone;
social networking groups such as Zalo, Facebook, etc.; organize activities with the

participation of students' parents).

8.4 Overall conclusion

Vietnam participated in Southeast Asia for Primary Learning Metrics in 2019,
together with five other countries in the region: Cambodia, Laos, Myanmar, Malaysia
and Thailand. The survey results have provided Vietnam with helpful information
compared with other countries in the region and necessary information to help propose
educational development policies, especially primary education.

Overall, Vietnam's 5th graders performed well in SEA-PLM 2019's assessment
domains, including Math, Reading, Writing, and Global Citizenship, compared to the
other five countries participating in the survey. Vietnamese teachers have also been
well-trained in subject content and teaching methods. However, the education level of
Vietnamese teachers is still low compared to the region and the world.

Based on the results of descriptive statistical analysis, comparison and
multivariable regression analysis, the report has made rich and fruitful findings on the
factors affecting students' learning results and self-confidence in teacher teaching.

Several solutions have been proposed in this report to enhance teachers' teaching quality,
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improve the school's physical conditions and overcome difficulties in the physical
conditions of students, and improve the quality of the school environment and education

curriculum.
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