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Figure 4.1: Examp/e CT Task 1 wi th f ramework references and overa II percent correct ( contd.) 

Score CTscale CTscale ICILS 2018 average 
region difficulty percentage correct responses 

At least one of three points Lower 353 86 (0.3) 

At least two of three points Lower 396 77 (0.4) 

Three poi nts Upper 613 27 (0.5) 

ICILS assessment framework reference 

2.2 Operationalizing solutions 

Developing algorithms, programs, and interfaces 

Country Percentage scoring Percentage scoring Percentage scoring 
oneoutof twooutof three points 

three points three points 

Denmark' ' 92 (0.5) 83 (0.9) 26 (12) 

Finland 87 (1.0) 80 (1.2) 29 (1.0) 

France 87 (0.8) 77 (1.0) 40 (1.3) 

Germany 83 (12) 73 (1.2) 18 (1.2) 

Korea, Republic of 90 (0.8) 86 (1.0) 39 (1.9) 

Luxembourg 76 (0.5) 66 (0.5) 16 (0.3) 

Portugal11 ' 88 (08) 78 (1.1) 20 (1.1) 

Notmeeting sample participation requirements 

United States 1 86 (06) 77 (0 7) 34 (1.1) 

Benchmarking participant meeting sample participation requirem ents 

North Rhine-Westphalia (Germany) 1 84 (0.9) 1 73 (1.3) 17 (1.1) 

Notes: Standard errors appear in parentheses. Because results are rounded to the nearest whole number, some totals 
may appear inconsistent. 
1 Met guidelines for sampling participation rates only after replacement schools were included. 
1t Nearly met guidelines for sampling participation rates after replacement schools were included. 
• National defined population covers 90% to 95% of the national target population. 
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ICILS assessment framework reference 

1.3 Conceptualizing problems 

Collecting and representing relevant data 

Figure 4.3: Example CT Task 3 with framework references and overa/1 percent correct (contd.) 

Country Percentage scoring Percentage scoring 
one out of two points two points 

Denmarkt 1 64 (1.3) 40 (1.3) 

Finland 62 (1.3) 37 (1.3) 

France 48 (1.1) 27 (1.1) 

Germany 56 (1.2) 32 (1.1) 

Korea. Republic of 72 (1.2) 58 (1.2) 

Luxembourg 50 (0.6) 28 (0.5) 

Portugaltt 1 56 (1.4) 28 (1.4) 

Notme eting sample participation requirements 

United States J 57 (1.0) 34 (0.9) 

Benchmark ing participant meeting sample participation requirements 

North Rhine-Westphalia (Germany) 55 (1.2) 29 (1.3) 

Notes: Standard errors appear in parentheses. Because results are rounded to the nearest whole number, some totals 
may appear inconsistent. 
t Met guidelines for sampling participat ion rates only after replacement schools were included. 
tt Nearly met guidelines for sampling participation rates after replacement schools were included. 
1 National defined population covers 90% to 95% of the national target population. 
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Tab/e 4.2: Gender differences in CT 

Country Mean scale score Mean scale score Difference 
females males (females - males) 

Denmarkt l 527 (2.7) 527 (3.1) 0 (3.5) 

Finland 515 (3.7) 502 (4.3) 13 (4.4) 

France 498 (3.1) 505 (3.0) r - 7 (3.8) 

Germany 482 (3.7) 490 (4.7) - 8 (4.4) 

Korea, Republic of 534 (4.6) 538 (5.5) -4 (4.9) 

Luxembourg 457 (2.0) 463 (1. 7) - 6 (3.3) 

Por tugaltt 1 473 (2.7) 490 (3.3) -16 (3.3) 

ICILS 2018 average 498 (1.2) 502 (1.4) - 4 (1.5) 

Not meetingsample participation requirements 

Un ited States 
1 

495 (2.6) 502 (3.3) -7 (3.1) 

Benchmarking participant meeting sample partic ipation requirements 

North Rhine-Westphalia (Germany) 474 (3.4) 496 (4.1) -23 (4.8) 

Notes: Standard errors appear in parentheses. Because results are rounded to the nearest whole number, some tota ls may appear 
inconsistent. Statistical ly signiiicant differences (p < 0.05) between subgroups are shown in bold. 
t Met guidelines for sampling participation rates only after replacementschools were included. 
tt Nearly met guidelines for sampling participation rates after replacement schools were includeci 
1 National deiined population covers 90% to 95% of national target population. 
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Table 4.1: Country averoges for CT. average oge, CT score, /CT development index score. and percentile groph 

Country Average age 

100 

Korea, Republic of 14.2 

Denrnark 7 1 14.9 

Finland 14.8 

France 13.8 

Germany 14.5 

Portugal t< 1 14.1 

Luxernbourg 14.5 

ICILS 2018 average 14.4 

Notmeeting sample participat ion requirements 

United States 1 14.2 
1 1 

Benchmarking participant meeting sample participation requirements 

North Rhine-Westphalia (Germany) 

A Achievement signlficantly higher than ICILS 2018 average 

T Achievements ignificantly lower than ICILS 2018 average 

14.4 

CT achievementdistribution 

200 300 400 500 600 

l~t ----

:~ 1 

1 = 1 

Percentiles of performance 1 

5th 25th 75th 95th 

T 
Mean and conndence interval (±2SE) 

700 

1 

Notes: ICT development index (101) score and country rank data relate to 2017 (source : ITU 2019). Standard errors appear in parentheses. 
r Met gu idelines for sampling parlicipation rales only after replacement schools were included. 

" Near ly met guidelines for sampling participation rates after replacemenl schools were included. 
t National defined population covers 90% Lo 95% of nationa l target population. 
1 Data rela le to all of Germany. 

Average CT score 

536 (4.4) 

527 (2.3) 

508 (3.4) 

501 (2.4) 

486 (3.6) 

482 (2.5) 

460 (0.9) 

500 (1.1) 

498 (2.5) 

485 (3.0) ... 

ICT development index (101} 
score (and country rank) 

8.85 (2) 

8.71 (4) 

7.88 (22) 

8.24 (15) 

8.39 (12) 

7.13 (44) 

8.47 (9) 

8.18 (16) 

8.39 (12) 2 
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Table 5.2: Percentages of students reporting daily use of ICT in and outside school for school-related 
and other purposes 

Country Percentages of students who reported daily use ol lCT: 

At school lor At school for 
school-related other purposes 

purposes 

Chile 12 (0.9) 'v 27 (1.2) 

Denmarkr' 81 {12) • 55 (1.4) • 
Finland 12 {1.0) 'v 56 (1.4) • 
France 8 {0.7) 'v 13 (1.1) ... 
Gerrnany 4 {06) ... 16 (1.2) ... 
ltaly' 7 {0.6) ... 4 (0.5) ... 
Kazakhstan' 24 {1.1) l::. 30 (1.1) 

Korea, Republic of 5 {0.5) ... 19 (1.0) 'v 

luxernbourg 18 {0.6) 33 (0.6) l::. 

Portugalrt ' 7 {0.5) ... 36 (1.1) l::. 

Uruguay 15 {0.9) 'v 25 (1.4) 'v 

ICILS 2018 average 18 {0.2) 29 (0.3) 

Notmeeting sample participation requirements 

United States 
1 

43 {1.6) 28 (1.0) 

Benchmarking participants meeting sample participat ion requirements 

Moscow (Russian Federat ion) 22 {0.8) l::. 43 (1.1) • 
North Rhine·Westphalia (Germany) 3 (0.5) ... 19 (1.5) 'v 

Notes: Standard err ors appear in parentheses. Because results are rounded 
to the nearest whole number, some tot als may appear inconsistent. 
Comparisons w ith ICILS 20 18 only reported for countries or benchmarking 
partic ipants meeting sample part icipat ion requirements . 

r Met guidelines for sampling participation rates only after replacement 
schools were included. 

11 Near ly met guidelines for sampling part icipation rates after replacement 
schools were included. 

1 National delined population covers 90% to 95% of the nat ional target 
population . 

2 Country surveyed target grade in the lirst half of the school year. 

Outside ol school Outside ol scnool 
for school-related lorother 

purposes purposes 

14 (0.9) 'v 62 (1.5) 'v 

35 (1.5) .. 79 (1.0) l::. 

15 (0.9) 'v 79 (0.9) l::. 

25 (0.9) l::. 76 (0.9) l::. 

11 (0.8) ... 83 (0.9) • 
22 (0.9) 77 (1.0) l::,. 

31 (1.2) l::,. 48 (1.4) ... 
10 (0.7) ... 68 (1.0) 'v 

27 (0.5) l::. 66 (0.6) 'v 

10 (0.7) ... 71 (1.3) 

33 (1.4) • 66 (1.6) 

21 (0.3) 70 (0.3) 

29 (0.9) 66 (0.9) 

40 (10) .. 77 (1.3) l::. 

9 (0.8) ... 85 (0.9) • 
National ICILS 2018 results are: 

.t. More than 10 percentage points 
above average 

l::. Significantly above average 

'v 5igni1icantly below average 

T More than 10 percentage points 
below average 

Students 1 ICT engagement (ICILS 2018) 
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, , .. . ... .- ' Table 5.13: Percentages of students using ICT on a weekly basis for specined schoo/-related purposes 

Country Percentages of students who reported at least weekly use.of ICT to: 

Prepa,e repor:ts- Prepare Wor1< online Complete Organlze your Take tests Use·softwari> Usethe Usecodlng Makevideo 
oressaYs presentations withother [wor1<sheets] tlmeand or appllcatlons lnternetto do Software to or audio 

sfudents sfudents or exerclses work to learn skllls research tocomplele productlons 
ora subject assJgnments 

(e,g., [Scratch]) 

Chile 29 (1.1) !::,. 30 (1.3) l::,. 18 (1.2) \l 24 (0.9) 'il 30 (1.1) 23 (1.1) /\ 24 (1.4) 67 (1.5) 6 20 (1.0) !l 23 (1.0) 6 

Denmark-' 6 1 {1.3) ... 45 (15) A 86 (1.0) .... 60 (1.1) • 48 (1.4) • 25 (1.3) l::,. 44 (1.2) • 91 (0.7) ... 15 {0.9) 8 (0.7) v 
Finland 7 (0.7) T 7 (0.8) ... 9 (0.6) ... 6 (0..5) ... 10 (0.7) ... 7 (0.6) ... 12 (0.7) ... 17 (0.8) ... 3 (0.4) ... 3 (0.3) ... 
France 25 (0.9) 16 (0.9) 'il 21 (0.9) v 32 (1.1) b, 32 (0_9) l::,. 16 (1.0) \] 17 (0.9) 'il 73 (1.0) ... 13 (0.8) 13 (0.6) 'il 

Germany 15 (0.8) ... 1 13 (0.8) 'il 12 (0.8) ... 22 (0.9) V 14 (0.8) ... 9 (0.8) ... 13 (0.8) ... 49 (1.5) ... 7 (0.7) V 9 (0.9) 'il 

ltaly1 20 (0.9) v 14 (0.8) " 15 (0.7) ... 18 (0.9) ... 24 (1.0) \l 14 (0.6) \] 22 (0.8) 'il 22 (0.8) 'i7 62 (1.2) l::,. 62(1.2) t:,. 13 (0.7) 13 (0.7) 22 (1.0) l::,. 

Kaza khs ta n 1 48 (1.4) ... 39 (15) ... 42 (1.4) ... 56 (1.4) ... 47 (1_5) .... 44 (1.4) .... 51 (1.4) ... 54 (1.6) v 27 (1.4) ... 27 (1.4) A 40 (1.3) ... 
kiorea. Republic of 14 (1-1) T 15 (1.2) V 10 (0.9) ... 19 (0.9) ... 16 (0.9) ... 13 (0.7) v 15 (0.8) \] 36 (1.4) ... 9 (1.1) v 9 (0.6) "v 

Luxembourg 26 (0.7) 22 (0.6) 23 (0.6) v 27 (0.6) "v 26 (0.7) "v 27 (0.6) C:. 21 (0.7) 'v 61 (0.6) l::,. 14 (0.5) 15 (0.6) "v 

Por tugait .. ' 23 (1.1) 'v 20 (1.2) v 20 (1.0) 'V 33 (1.2) l::,. 37 (1.5) ß 29 (1.5) l:,. 27 (1.1) l::,. 73 (1.0) • 16 (0.9) l::,. 24 (1.1) ß 

Uruguay 21 ( 1.0) '7 26 ( 1.2) D,. 22 (1.0) 'V 31 (1.4) 28 (0.8) 19 (1.1) 23 (1.1) 71 (1.2) • 19(1.1) 1,.'\ 30 (1.3) • 
ICILS 2018 average 26 (0.3) 22 (0.3) 25 (0.3) 30 (0.3) 28 (0.3) 20 (0.3) 24 (0.3) 59 (0,4) 14(0.3) 18 (0.3) 

Notmeeti ng sample participation require ments 

Uni ted States 4 1 (1.3) 30 (1.0) 30 (0.9) 56 (1.1) 40 (0.9) 43 (1.0) 43 (1.0) 33 (0.9) 33 (0.9) 72 (0.9) 72 (0.9) 15 (0.8) 15 (0.8) 13 (0.4) 

Benchmarking participants meetingsam ple participation requireme nts 

Moscow (Russian Federation) 24 (1.0) 19 (1.1) v 19 (0.8) "v 41 (1.4) .... 33 (1.2) f::, 29 ( 1.1) t.,. 35 (1.2) A 31 (1.2) ... 12 (0.8) \l 21 (0.8) b.. 

North Rhine-Westphalia 14 (1.0) T 12 (1.0) T 13 (0.9) ... 18 (1.0) ... 12 (0.9) ... 7 (0.6) T 12 (1.1) T 44 (1.5) T 7 (1.0) \J 8 (0.8) \J 
(Germany) 

Notes:: Standard errors appear In parentheses. Because results are rounded to Lhe nearest whole nurnber. sorne Lotals Nationa l ICILS 2018 results are: 
may appear inconsistent. Compar fsonsw tth ICILS 2018 only reported for countries or benchmarking participants .., More than 10 percen tage points above average 
meeting sample part iclpat ion requ irements. t:, Signiftcantly above average 
1 Met guide lines for sampling partic ipation rates only after replacement schools were lncluded. \l Signiftcantly below average 
1 Near ly met guidelines for sampling part icipation rates after replacement schools were induded. 'f' More than 10 percentage points below average 
1 National denned populat ion covers 90% to 9596 of the nat ional target population. 
1 Country surveyed target g~de in the ftrst half of the school year. 
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Abb. 2: Digitalisierungsbezogene Inhalte nach Modulen. 

Weber, 

• Mit digitalem Bezug • Ohne digitalen Bezug 
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Abb. 3: Modulare Verortung der Digitalisierung auf Ebene der Adressatinnen und 
Adressaten. 

• Mediensozia lisation • Mediatisierte Lebenswe lten • Veränderte Problemlagen 

10 

2 

~I 
1 1 
I I 

7 

2 

~I 

66 

1 

• 



Abb. 7: Modulare Verortung der Digitalisierung auf Ebene der Gesellschaft. 

• Gesellschaft im Wandel • Mediale Diskurse • Mediensystem 
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Abb. 8: Modulare Verortung der Digitalisierung auf Ebene der Gesellschaft. 
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Abb. 9: Modulare Verortung von Datenschutz, Datensicherheit und (Jugend-) 
Medienschutz. 

• 

• Datenschutz • Datensicherheit • (Jugend -)Med ienschutz 

37 

6 7 

I! 1 1 
, , , , 

• • • • • • ~ 

, • • • • • • 
• • • • , , • •• • •• , 

• 
, 

• 
• 

Weber 

• 

• 
• 

'# 

, 

• 

• 

• 

2 

• 
• 

(2020) 

, 
• • 

• '# 

• 

2 4 

• 1 
, 

• 
• • 

• 
• 

• • 

, • 

8 

1: 1 1 - -
, , , • • • • • • 

, 
• 






