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"True ease in writing comes from art, not chance,
As those move easiest who have learn'd to dance.
'Tis not enough no harshness gives offense,
The sound must seem an echo to the sense:'

Alexander Pope
An Essay on Mart, 1733

Two conclusions flow readily from the NAEP data on writing:

American students are writing no better in 1984 than they were ten years earlier.

Performance of these 9-, 13- and 17-year-old students is distressingly poor.

If one accepts the assumption that a piece of writing is a reflection of how the writer
THINKS, then the problem seems even more serious.

The young authors who took part in these assessments were asked to perform
three kinds of writing: writing to inform others, writing to persuade, and writing to
demonstrate their powers of imagination.

It is difficult to imagine paths to personal or career success in our society that do
not require one or more of these abilities. And only 20 percent of our in-school 17-
year-olds were able to do an adequate job of persuasion in 1984.

This report also suggests some bright spots:

The trends since 1979 are generally up.

Increasing amounts of time are being devoted to writing instruction.

America's schools and teachers tend to be responsive. The current interest in
excellence generally, and in writing particularly is generating positive reaction. If the
momentum evidenced in these data during the last five years of the decade can be
continued, we may be on the way to solid improvement

It is easy to suggest that now it is up to the writing experts and the researchers to
come up with suggestions and recommendations. But we all know the context in
which any solutions must be implemented. Significant resources are required to train
teachers adequately and to support the expensive effort necessary to read and
comment on thousands of student essays every school day.

We all share the responsibility for valuing good writing and for encouraging the
pursuit of excellence in this increasingly important skill. Our hope is to have as many
of our young people as possible achieve 1rue ease in writing:*

Archie E. Lapointz
Executive Director
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Chapter

A Focus on Writing: Trends in
Thsee National Assessments

T his report is based on three assessments of writing achievement conducted from
1974 to 1984. The assessments took place during the school years ending in

1974, 1979, and 1984. Each of tne assessments involved nationally representative
samples of 9-, 13-, and 17-year-old students responding to a variety of writing tasks.
Data from 95,000 students are available for the examination of trends. The students
sampled were chosen in such a way that the results of their assessment can be gener-
alized to the national population.

NAEP designed the writing tasks to reflect the differing purposes for which people
write at home, at school, and in the community In an attempt to assess studente
ability to accomplish various types of writing, the tasks in the assessment included
three major purposes for writing: informative, persuasive, and imaginative. The papers
were evaluated to reflect studenti success in accomplishing the sp-cifit: purpose of
each writing task as well as their overall writing fluency

The present report focuses on trends in writing achievement and instruction over
the 10-year period and is confined to results of writhig exercises that were adrnin-
istered using identical procedures in at least two of the three assessmen's. The dis-
cussion of trends in writing performance is therefore limited to a rather small data set
of three to five writing tasks at each age level. Despite the limited number of tasks, the
results from nationally representative samples of students participating in directly
comparable assessments at different points hi time are useful hi examining whether
studente writing skills are changing and, if so, in what respect. (A iater report will be
based on the entire set of writing tasks and questions about writing instruction that
were administered in NAEPS 1984 writing assessment)
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The present report describes trends in wilting achievement in two ways. One set of
analyses is based on primaiy trait scoring and focuses on the writers' effectiveness in
accomplishing the particular task that was set; it is sensithe to the writers: understand-
ing of audience, as well as to the inclusion of specific features necessary to accom-
plish the purpose of each informative, persuasive, or imaginative writing task. The
other set of analyses is based on general impresrion or holistic scoring and focuses
on the writers overall fluency in responding to each particular writing task; it is sen-
sitive to a range of different skills, including organization, quality of content, grammar
and usage, spelling, punctuation, and choice of words to express an idea.

The following section highlights the major findings, which are discussed in detail in
succeeding chapters. Further details of the development of the wrting assessment,
sampling procedures, an4ses, and results are included in the Procedural and Data
Appendices.

Summary of Trends, 1974-84
Across the 10-year period from 1974 to 1984, the three age groups showed some-
what different patterns of wilting achievement The performance of 17-year-olds
generally declined in the first part of the decade and rose in the vicond part.
Thirteen-year-olds showed mixed trends between 1974 and 1979, but improved
their writing performance from 1979 to 1984. During the same 10-year period, 9-
year-olds showed a less consistent pattern of changes in writing performance, im-
proving on some writing tasks but declining on others. Although the recent im-
provements are encouraging, achievement in 1984 seems to be no better than it
was 10 years earlier.

Across the 10-year period from 1974 to 1984, trends in student achievement in
writing were much the same for many population subgroups.

At all three ages, Black and Hispanic students generally showed lower writing
achievement levels than White students, however, trends for these three groups
of students were similar. At ages 13 and 17, Black, Hispanic, and White students
showed relatively parallel trends in performance, with inconsistent trends or de-
dines between 1974 and 1979 and gains from 1979 to 1984.

El At age 9, Hispanic students showed consistent improvement on the NAEP writ-
ing tasks over the decade, while both Black and Whae 9-year-olds showed more
varied results.

Trends in achievement for subgroups defined by region of the country and sex
followed patterns similar to national trends.

Across the most recent five-year period (from 1979 to 1984), students' writing skills
showed improvement, parbcularly at ages 13 and 17.

On tasks requiring informative or persuasive writing, 13- and 17-year-olds
showed improvement Levels of achievement on these tasks, howe.ver, remained
low even in 1984; only 38 percent of the 17-year-olds produced a detailed and
well-organized desdiption, and only 20 percent wrote an effective persuasive
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letter. Nine-year-olds showed little improvement on an informative writing task
and experienced a decline on a persuasive writing task.

D On an imaginative writing task, 9-year-ol4 § performance improved significantly
during this same period. The imaginative writing skills of 13- and 17-year-olds
improved slightly between 1979 and 1984. Even so, in 1984 only 17 percent of
the 13-year-olds and 24 percent of the 17-year-olds clearly described an imagi-
native situation.

III Student§ reports indicate that schools were giving more attention to writing in-
struction in 1984 than in 1974, but that the actual amou . of writ'sng students do
has remained about the same.

El The amount of time spent on writing instruction in English classes increased
over the first half of the decade (1974-79) and leveled off between 1979 and
1984, according to reports from 13- and 17-ycar-olds Even in 1984, however,
about one-third of the 17-year-olds and two-fifthc. of tre 13-year-olds reported
receiving little or no writing instructiur..

0 Increased attention to the process of writing each paper is reflected in 13- and
17-year-oldS eports of increased attention to planning, rewriting, and teacher
suggestions for improvement. These increases b. gan between 1974 and 1979
and continued between 1979 and 1984.

0 The average amount of writing reported by 17-year-olds decreased significantly
between 1974 and 1979, and returned nearly to earlier levels by 1984. In 1984,
17-year-olds reported writing about four papers during a six-week period. Thir-
teen-year-olds wrote less frequently (about three papers in six weeks), with no
significant change between 1974 and 1979the years for which data are
available.

Reflections on Trends
in Writing Achievement

This 10-year trend report gives dear cause for concern about the writing profi-
ciency of the nation's students. Despite an increased emphasis on writing at all grade
levels during the decade, students in 1984 appeared to be only just regaining their
1974 levels of proficiency Does this mean that recent reforms in writing initiated at
state and local levels have been ineffectual? This seems unlikely 5ecause the upward
trend in performance since 1979 has been associated with a variety of changes in
instruction. Seventeen-year-old students reported writing more in 1984 than 1979, for
example, and significantly fewer students reported doing no writing at all. Further,
students reported that their teachers were encouraging more planning before writing
and commenting more extensively on hem to improve their papers.

Contrasts between recent trends at age 9 and those at ages 13 and 17 are interest-
ing. Between 1979 and 1984, improvements at age 9 occurred on the imaginative
writing task, although profid,nicy on informative and persuasive tasks remained rela-
tively stable or declined. At the older ages, performance on informative and per-
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suasive tasks showed the most improvement. 1 hese patterns may reflect differing
instructional emphases in elementary and secondary schools. It may be that younger
children are more likely to be asked to write creatively whereas instruction for older
students may be focused more directly on academic tvsks that require informative or
persuasive writing.

Both of these emphases seem too limited. Elementary school children need to be
engaged in informative and persuasive writing tasks appropriate to their levels of
knowledge and interests, and secondary school students would benefit from the cre-
ative exploration of ideas that imaginative writing encourages.

Trends in writing achievement differ from trends in reading achievement during the
same period of time.* Reading proficiency improved at all three age levels between
1971 and 1984, and there were dramatic improvements in the performance of tradi-
tionally disadvantaged subgroups. Improvements in writing proficiency have been
more erratic. For advantaged and disadvantaged students alike, the proportion of
competent writers remains distressingly small.

What does this suggest about schooling? For the assessment, students are not
producing well-organized and detailed informative, persuasive, or imaginative papers,
and this may suggest that they are not encountering such writing tasks with sufficient
frequency at school. By their own reports, students do little writing in school, averag-
ing only three or four papers over a six-week period across all their subjects. Simply
writing more, in some generalized sense, however, may be insufficient to bring about
significant improvements in writing performance. To move beyond the current levels
of achievement, a more systematic program of instruction may be neededone fo-
cused more directly on the variety of different kinds of writing students need to learn
to do and spanning a wider range of levels of complexity

The following chapters amplify these findings. For trend results included in the
1984 assessment, Chapter 2 presents samples ot student papers and changes in
achievement on the informative writing task for each age level, Chapter 3 on the
persuasive writing task, and Chapter 4 on the imaginative writing task Chapter 5
provides a discussion of the trends in writing achievement over the last decade based
on assessment tasks administered using identical procedures. Chapter 6 presents
information about changes in writing instruction.

The Procedural Appendix explains procedures used in assessing writing and mea-
suring changes in writing achievement. The Data Appendix contains the detailed
trend results.

°The Reading Report Card. Progress Toward Excellence in Our Schools. Trends in Reading oiler Four National
Assessments, 1971-1984. Educational Testing Service. 1985.
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Chapter 111111111111111

Trends in Informative
Writing, 1979-84

N AEP writing assessments have included tasks representative of three major pur-
1 1. poses of writing: informative, persuasive, and imaginative. (Explanations of these
purposes from NAEP's 1983-84 Writing Objectives Booklet are reproduced in the
Procedural Appendix of this report) Chapters 2 through 4 will review performance on
these types of writing, presenting results for each of the sewral tasks included in the
1984 assessment that yielded trend information. Chapter 5 presents a summary of
trends in achievement across all types of tasks that were included in earlier assess-
ments but were not readministered in 1984.

Informative writing is used to present information and share ideas. Very young chil-
dren use informative language to describe their trips to the store, to tell about their
new toys, and to give voice to their new thoughts. As they get older, children learn to
use informative language in new and more complex ways; it is the most frequent type
of writing in school. It is the sort of writing that is used to share ideas and knowledge,
including reporting about science exptriments and books, describing or explaining
newly researched material, presenting analyses of political and social i:...sues, and con-
veying generalizations about topics of study It includes the academic writing that
students learn to do in school and that helps to identify them as educated people.
Engaging in this type of writing helps students to think about ideas, to refine them,
and to formulate them clearly

One informative writing task was given to 9-, 13-, and 17-year-olds in 1979 and
again in 1984. This task presented students with a reprint of a surrealistic painting by
Salvador Da& and asked them to descnbe it for a friend who had never seen it, so that
the friend could visualize the picture.

1 1 9



Accomplishing the Task: Informative Writing

In order to successfully ar.complish this writing task, students needed to select,
organize, and present the details of the painting, and to convey them in terms of the
whole painting. Responses to this task were rated as unsatisfactory, minimal, ade-
quate or elaborated, or they were not rated.*

Unsatisfactory. Writers who were unable to respond satisfactorily to this task provided
only the barest information, misinformation, or disjointed details so that the informa-
tion did not fit. For example:

miropy 4Jila ,mr Lab. Ag.41,. Art

.

e 4 -

'papers that were blank. undecfpherabie. off task. or cordatned a statement to the effect that the student did not know
how to do the task were nct rated.
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Minimal. At the minimal level of performance, writers provided some details, but in
unrelated ways. They created no organizational framework for the reader to use to
visualize how the various parts of the picture might fit together. The following descrip-
tion, for example, includes a nurn'.,- r of details, but lacks a larger organizing
framework.

'%Af cliv-e)4 cepA_ 0 --VAi%'(r

JJAA -r
JkL le.)74

_rNo-TeL2"-
/10 0-t 7,1%441,%-_

..a)-4As gt .A,t4.pt-tt-g crK. 442_

e)-^,Nr/s 4L-
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Adequate. To perform at the adequate level, writers needed to describe and interre-
late most of the details in the picture and to present the details within an organizing
framework. For example:

tr. ii-qz .bac-kcy-ound ifyzia S a 1c6/1 e

cr orDan opkk owls h brown rAi
yh-3cnc5 ou (25 ih sti hieLtr. Dt_a the_
or.acin_iiaag is a \accso 6u,r2 platfncTI.
a 1114:10 111 t. IA OW to t Ct

*t) trtiOn Ablaig-c-i- SAC. On it 41V2C is O.

Cileuvy ocack) \liar_ oeit5
. r9 CP 4b2 elfin? A\iftr.e. is a_n 1+

4ho 100- an _15 _rnek ar2c) so 114 r3f tS
n 44-4 to A- %re" tlo-q ofiR' Ri. 14-

a . ict (auk
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Elaborated. Writers presented elaborated papers when they wrote an extended de-
scription within a cohesive organizing frameworkspatial, formal, thematic, meta-
phoric, or narrativeto provide a context for the reader. For example:

ii- was r apti Si-ranqe . 1+

100C KInda \ilce rvule<i-krn deser+
+0 11f_1 itic hcirkArnund to ifer,
CI int -Mere via-G_ac_Tirrini +MC t
on ffid 0 clay oc oc_ieviorame__ I
Cr +11e' atm] lions° piece cc decnporhQ
wcyx) with Grass nrntufn in tritkeii
lijalEriini4ieckoE
ejort bui ifodpIYThc1Wir" "i V ,g end
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(101 included 00 pict ure_I-Ionocrici
°Up- 41e Side, o e biocic was tirreftleicr
OM( )111(f +tie ()Or on 441c WcOfi.
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13. (continued)
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Ilona Purr.

Trends in Informative Writing
Achievement, 1979-84

Age 9
In 1984, as Figure 2.1 indicates, more than half of the 9-year-olds wrote mhimal

descriptions of the painting, with only 3 percent writing adequate papers. Although
students wrote more papers that were at least at the minimal level than in 1979, the
changes in levels of performance were sl ght. No students in this younger age group
presented an elaborated description.

There was also a slight improvement in overall fluency on this task. The distribution
shifted slightly up the scale, with 5 percent more students writing better papers (4, 5,
or 6 on the fluency scale) in 1984 as compared with 1979. As with the results for level
of task accomplishment, however, changes in fluency were relatively slight.

14
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Two Views of Informative Writing Achievement of 9-Year-Olds.
FIGURE 2.1. 1979-84. (Dali: Descriptive Report)
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No statistically significant differences from 1984 at the .05 level. No significance
test is reported when the proportion of students is either > 95% or < 5%.



Trends in Informative Writing
Achievement, 1979-84

Age 13
Figure 2.2 depicts changes in the writing performance of 13-year-olds on the task

asking for a description of the painting. From 1979 to 1984, 13-year-olds showed
significant improvement in their ability to accomplish this task There was an increase
of 7 percent across papers evaluated as minimal, adequate, and elaborated and a
general decrease in unrateable and unsatisfactory papers. In 1984, 81 percent of the
13-year-olds wrote papers rated as minimal or better. Although the proportion of stu-
dents reaching the adequate level remained low in 1984 (about 19 percent), this was a
significant improvementup 5 percentfrom 1979. Overall fluency on this task im-
proved slightly from 1979 to 1984.

[A.
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Two Views of Informative Writing Achievement of 13-Year-Olds.
FIGURE 2.2. 1979-84. (Dali: Descriptive Report)
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Trends in Informative Writing
Achievement, 1979-84 ANL_

Age 17
In 1984, most 17-year-olds (89 percent) wrote at or above the minimal level, but

only 38 percent wrote adequate or elaborated descriptions (see Figure 2.3). However,
this represented a significant improvement since 1979 in ability to complete this task
successfully Also, the distribution of fluency scores shifted slightly toward the higher
categories in 1984, with about 5 percent more 17-year-olds writing better papers as
compared with 1979.
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1 Two Views of Informative Writing Achievement of 17-Year-OIds,
FIGURE 2.3' 1979-84. (Dail: Descripti,,e Report)
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Summary
Between 1979 and 1984, 13- and 17-year-olds showed significant improvements in

informative writing skills. The fluency with which they presented information and ideas
also increased slightly Nine-year-olds did not make comparable gains in accomplish-
ing this informative writing task, although like the 13- and 17-year-olds, their fluency
may have increased slightly

Even with improved performance at ages 13 and 17, levels of achievement re-
mained low in 1984, with 62 percent of the 17-year-olds unable to write adequate or
elaborated descriptions.

Chapter

Trends in Persuasive
Writing, 1979-84

T he second broad type of writing achievement examined by NAEP involves per-
suasive writing. Persuasive writing attempts to bring about some action or

changeits aim is to influence others. Over the several assessments, persuasive
tasks have ranged from providing an opinion and supporting detail in response to a
request to mounting an argument that counters an opposing point of view Regardless
of the situation or approach, writers must first concern themselves with having an
effect on their readers, rather than merely adding to their knowledge of a particular
topic.

One persuasive item was administered at each age level in 1979 and again in 1984.
At age 9, students were asked to write a persuasive letter to their 'Aunt May" to con-
vince her that they were old enough to travel alone so they could visit her. At ager, 13
and 17, in another persuasive task, students were presented with the choice between
a morning and an afternoon school schedule (Split Sessions) and were asked to write
to their principal requesting a particular session. They had to present an argument to
support their request

20 22



Accomplishing the Task: Persuasive Writhig

In order to complete these tasks effectively, students had to take a stand and sup-
port it with at least some appropriate reasons.

Clnsatisfactory. Writers who performed unsatisfactorily on this task failed to take a
stand, or took a stand but did not support it with any concree reasons. In the following
letter to Aunt May, for example, the writer offers only the global appeal to **give kids a
chance' without providing any reasons to believe that such a chance would be Worth
taking.

Dra Aunt Atm

Writers also performed unsatisfactorily when the reasons they gave were not ihipew-
tant enough to convince the reader. Thus, the following letter on Split Sessions Was
also rated unsatisfactory, because the choice of morning or afternoon session would
make very little difference considering what the writer wanted to do in his or her non-
school time, and therefore, probably would have very litde effect on the reader of the
request

23
21



dwouM -1(Jcd,-6,
the, ArninlY/Z/77/) .110.4411/71). lign7-1142-

°CO C,1 ijke, tpi,).7,/ 7ei}l111) (2,t

AMPU -642) (4-"MzI'Zgrf3-A2_, go)-

tarAt_ixcrikat a .-24-0

jüQ,.ct4 11
ch) n 6 aux,c34

trit2.1;ri, /kr?, itq -69 9kii

tedatA91"4.

Minimal. In order to achieve at least a minimal level, the writers. ,eeded to clearly take
a stand and support it with at least one appropriate reason that was consi,stent with
their point of view. The result could be quite short, as in the following example.

Dear Aunt May,

/
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Alternatively, students may have written consid.yably longer papers. managing to
embed a significant reason (such as a job) among a number of less important rea-
sons (such as havinr:i more free time or homework tirne).

Our Principal:

IzsrlDvn '1;10 Osn ero-e-
1p./431 thitak.) 0.1) fArv\26-r Cirta

"6/1

O. -UNA rnuxu-rum\o, NC) Ulm
4

rrrut. Irkpirfm...fayeR cttcruLgri-thi.
art\A 00Juk ("117L,

v 41 .

kIPCYS kP disoQjt4
41PeND

cID Q4T.D am tfr
rrt.tren C) LAAPIA8 AUX l)b--tiesvi\bt,j1

Adequate. Performance at an adequate level required the writer to take a clear stand
arid support it with a brief argument or several interrelated reasons. Responses at this
level, if not eloquent, seem to have at least a chance of persuading the reader to agree
to the writer's request. Thus, for Aunt May:

Deu Aunt May,

_oodece_a_ce..14..._.,4_cc_sILAcipLadair_leLdsis_s.9taada_ect=sa.424.

--"2312-11-4"L`ta"cel"calli
A.34,1)/c. ..12 cairn ciDernet_I s_11_
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And similarly for Split Sessions:

Dear hlocipal:

,Thu4 rte

itoddczn
,AvIga.erh:ft

AI ALI Apyi Jii
J

Letv

gL1thY liderta_Zee_te
IJA

,InANk.P_Qs.tuubLikAce-bvi
I

.14:Aseitelf

Elaborated. Writers who went beyond the merely adequate offered an extended argu-
ment or an interrelated list of reasons to support their stand. Both of the following
papers were rated as elaborated.
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Pleasp *el/ nle Lh, arlsw

24 26



Dear PrInciPal

SI urotIgki /IL .k, leLAJ /46-

frzeu,b11' wcIt :ei

2 7

Please continue on next page I.
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Trends in Persuasive
Writing, 1979-84

Age 9
In 1984, one-third of the 9-year-olds wrote adequately supported persuasive letters,

and another one-fourth wrote minimally supported letters that indicated at least an
understanding of the task However, as shown in Figure 3.1, performance on this task
was somewhat less successful in 1984 than in 1979: Whereas 64 percent attained the
minimal level or better in 1979, this percentage dropped to 58 percent in 1984. Al-
though these decreases in task accomplishment were small, they were accompanied
by parallel and significant decreases in overall fluency on this task, both in the per-
centage of better papers and in the average level of performance.

2 Li
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' TWO Views Of Persuasive Writing Achievement of 9-Year-OIds.
FIGURE 3.1. 1979-84. (Aunt May: Persuasive Letter)
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Trends in Persuasive
Writing, 1979-84

Age 13
At age 13, change in persuasive writing ability was measured by performance on

the letter asking the principal to assign the preferred school sessionmorning or
afternoon. The results are presented in Figure 3.2. In 1984, 34 percent of the 13-year-
olds wrote letters at or above the minimal level of k)erformance, although only 10
percent managed to write letters judged adequate or better. Both of these figures
represented an improvement in persuasive writing skills since the 1979 assessment,
when 28 percent wrote letters at or above the minimal level and orOy 6 percent man-
aged to write letters judged adequate or better.

Improvements in over..il fluency paralleled those for task accomplishment with the
proportion of better papers increasing from 26 to 32 percent between 1979 and
1984.
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FIGURE 3.2.
Two Views of Persuasive Writing Achievement of 13-Year-Olds,
1979-84. (Split Sessions: Persuasive Letter)

PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS AT EACH
LEVEL OF TASK ACCOMPLISHMENT

0

ELABORATED { 0

1

ADEQUATE {

MINIMAL {

UNSATISFACTORY /

NOT RATEABLE

%MINIMAL
OR BETTER

%ADEQUATE
OR BETTER

1984 341 9.6
19-9 27.8' 6.0'

0/0 0 10 20

1111111111111M PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS
AT EACH LEVEL OF RuENCY

0/0

35 -

30 -

25

20 -1

15

30 ao 50 so

71

70
1

80

MEANS

0
1

0.0 1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0
LEVEL OF FLUENCY

'Statistically significant differences from 1984 at the .05 level.

5.0 6.0

AVERAGE

3 0

2.8

29



Trends in Persuasive
Writing, 1979-84r

Age 17
Seventeen-year-olds were also presented with the Split Sessions task in 1979 and

1984. In 1984, 64 percent provided a minimal or better response, indicating an under-
standing of the basic elements of persuasion, and 20 percent of the students wrote
either an adequate or elaborated persuasive letter. As can be seen from Figure 3.3,
both of these percentages surpass results for 1979, when 61 percent of the letters
were rated at or above the minimal level and only 13 percent as adequate or better.

The measure of overall fluency on this task showed similar gains, with the percent-
age of better papers rising significantly from 41 percent in 1979 to 54 perce in
1984, and the average level of fluency also showing significant improvement.

30
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Two Views of Persuasive Wnting Achievement of 17-Year-Olds,
FIGURE 3.3-

1 1979-84. (Split Sessions: Persuasive Letter)
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Summary
Achievement in persuasive letter writing, requiring students to state a position

clearly and support it with appropriate reasons or arguments, increased significantly
both in task accomplishment and in overall fluency from 1979 to 1984 for the two
older age groups. During the same period, 9-year-olds showed a slight decrease in
persuasive letter writing skills on both measure!, of achievement.

Even at age 17, however, overall levels of achievement on this kind of writing task
remained low, with only 20 percent of the students managing to write an adequate or
elaborated persuasive letter and 34 percent unable to write one that was rated above
the unsatisfactory level.

Chapter

Trends in Imaginative
Writing, 1974-84

0111111reWMl.

n each assessment, NAEP has included some imaginative writing taAs. Sometimes
1 students are asked to create personal or fictional narratives, sometimes to project
themselves into a situation and elaborate upon the feelings or thoughts that it evokes.
Such writing shapes and expresses the thinking and feeling of writer; in its more
structured forms, it embraces traditional literary genres such as stories, poems, plays,
or song lyrics.

One exercise in the 1984 assessment measured trends in performt.nce in imagina-
tive writing since 1974, at ages 9, 13, and 17. This exercise, based on a picture of a
box with a hole in it and an eye peeking through the opening, asked students to
imagine themselves in the picture, and then to describe the scene and how they felt
about what was going on around them. They were encouraged to make their descrip-
tion "lively and interesting:'
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Accomplishing the Task: Imaginative Writing

In order to complete this task successfully students had to suggest the situation in
which they imagined themselves and to reveal their attitudes through their description
of that situation.

Unsatisfactory. Writers N.,v`lo prov ded unsatisfactory papers left the situation un-
defined: therefore, even if they mentioned attitudes toward the situation, the attitudes
were unexplained and unjustified. The example that follows represents those papers
that did describe feelings, but did not provide any reason for the feelings by leaving
the situation itself undefined.

00-4-a0414/ 1fLtf og52.041,, 4,14*-010411E

dr II

--4611-4,torwad,--,12-4404A-/cliciEati

Minimal. Writers who were reted minimally successful in accomplishing this task de-
fined the situation with littk expression cf related feelings or presented feelings and
attitudes without clearly describing the situation. They reflected a grasp of the imagi-
native character of th task, hut /ire u. lack to carry through with it In the following
paper, for examp'e, the author manages tc convey the discomfort and frustration of
the situation, but neglects to establish a complete context for these reactions.
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Adequate. Writers whose performance was adequate defined a clear situation and
provided a clear expression of attitudes and feelings. At this level of performance, their
attitudes and feelings were presented in a fashion that was consistent and appropriate
to the situation, although redundancy, vagueness, or abruptness may have been pres-
ent_ In the following example, the situation was clearly elaborated in the context of the
author's narrative, and the feelings were expressed directly, if somewhat superficially.
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Elaborated. Writers who were most successful at this task developed a clear and con-
sistent situation and elaborated upon the attitudes and feelings that were aroused
within it In the following example, the author weaves her changing emotions through
the rapidly developing narrative.

I axe. v.. a
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yusa- fAit_ &4 44-91-

L cucti k terwait r lytt,r_rat
simcd-; _Linn-v--b3-toorLed 4411_411 - 0IAt'

,
1 diI.

41. - ' _ 1

_e

Aire Aa _ A. .

_J-to "tritti. 'CI a aivi. bot./ h

-aka 411 &
_iAitz. aut.

35



--UNQ

Trends in Imaginative
Writing Achievement, 1974-84

Age 9
The Hole in the Box task was administered in 1974, 1979, and 1984. Trends in

performance for 9-year-olds are displayed in Figure 4.1. Across that period, 9-year-
olds showed steady improvement in their ability to enter into and elaborate upon the
imaginary situation. In 1974, only 37 percent of the responses were rated as minimal
or better; this rose to 41 percent in 1979 and 55 percent in 1984. Even in 1984,
however, only 5 percent of the responses were rated as adequate and almost none as
elaborated.

Overall fluency in response to this task also increased between 1974 and 1984,
although the increases were less consistent and less dramatic. Average ratings (on a
scale of 0 to 6) were 2.7 in 1974 and 1979, rising significantly to 3.0 in 1984.
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FIGURE 4.1.
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1974-84. (Hole in the Box: Imaginative Description)
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Trends in Imaginative
Writing Achievement, 1974-84

LID

JO'

Age 13

In 1984, two-thirds of the 13-year-olds were able to write a minimal or better de-
scription of an imaginary situation, and 17 percent were able to write an adequate or
elaborated response (see Figure 4.2). This reflects a return to their 1974 level of
performance after a significant dip in the middle of the 10-year period. Scores for
overall fluency showed a similar dip, but with no evidence of recovery The proportion
of better papers at age 13 declined significantJy from 41 percent in 1974 to 32 per-
cent in 1979, ending at 31 percent in 1984.

4 0
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TwO Views of Imaginative V. g Achievement of 13-Year-Olds.
FIGURE 4.2' 1974-84. (Hole in the Box: c!aginative Description)
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Rends in imaginative
Writing Achievement, 1974-84

Age 17

In 1984, performance of 17-year-olds on this imaginative writing task was nearly the
same as a decade earlier, with about three-fourths of the students writing at or above
the minimal level of performance and, of these, one-fourth were at the adequate or
elaborated levels (see Figure 4.3). Patterns for overall fluency in response to this task
were similar. Both the fluency and the task accomplishment levels showed a slight
decrease in 1979, with some evidence of modest recovery in 1984.
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1 Two Views of Imaginative Writing Achievement of 17-Year-Olds,
FIGURE 4.3'

I 1974-84. (Hole in the Box: Imaginative Description)
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Summary
Between 1974 and 1984, the youngest age group assessed showed a significant

improvement on this imaginative writing task, both in accomplishing the task and in
overall fluency The improvement occurred primarily between 1979 and 1984. The
13- and 17-year-olds, on the other hand, showed no clear improvement over the
same 10-year period. Both of the older groups showed declines in performance be-
tween 1974 and 1979 and signs of recovery between 1979 and 1984.

Chapter

Summary of Trends
in Writing Achievement

Across the Decade, 1974-84

provide a sense of the kinds of changes that have taken place in students'writing
achievement over the past 10 years, this chapter will discuss results for writing

tasks that were included in more than one assessment. This summary includes re-
sults for tasks discussed in previous assessment reports in addition to those pre-
sented in Chapters 2 through 4.*

In order to report trends in writing achievement as accuratelyas possible, the data
presented are confined to instances in which: 1) the identical writing task was admin-
istered to the same age level in two or three assessments; 2) the task was admin-
istered in each assessment in the same way (using a paced audiotaped procedure in
which each task was read to the students); and 3) responses collected in more than
one assessment were evaluated at the same time by the same readers.

'Writing Achievement, 1969-79, Results from the Third National Writing Assessment; Volume 1-17-Year-Olds,
Volume II-13-Year-Olds, Volume III-9-Year-Olds. Education Commission ci the States, 1980.

4 ,1
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At each age level, four or five procedurally identical tasks were used to measure
changes in writing achievement from 1974 to 1979; three procedurally identical tasks
(those presented in detail in Chapters 2-4) at each age level were used to measure
changes from 1979 to 1984. One of these tasks at each age level was also included in
the 1974 assessment and provides a direct link from assessment to assessment over
the decade.

In order to provide as MI a picture of writing achievement as possible, the papers
were evaluated in two ways. The first Is based on the primary trait scoring method and
reflects studentg success in accomplishing the specific informative, persuasive, or
imaginative writing task. The second is based on a general impression or holistic
evaluation and reflects the overall fluency of the written responses.

As we have seen in Chapters 2 through 4, results for accomplishing the task are
based on levels of success. Responses are either rated as unsatisfactory, minimal,
adequate, or elaborated, or they are not rated. Although criteria for the categories are
specified in terms of each writing task, a general explanation of these levels is given
below.

Levels of Task Accomplishment

Not rateable. A small percentage of the responses were blank, un-
decipherable, totally off task, or contained a statement to the effect that
the student did not know how to do the task; these responses were
considered not rateable.

Unsatisfactory. Students writing papers judged as unsatisfactory pro-
vided very abbreviated, circular, or disjointed responses that did not
represent even a basic beginning toward addressing the writing task.

Minimal. Students writing at the minimal level recognized some or all
of the elements needed to complete the task, but did not manage the
elements well enough to assure the purpose of the task would be
achieved.

Adequate. Adequate responses included the information and ideas
critical to accomplishing the underlying task and were consiekqed likely
to be effective in achieving the desired purpose.

Elaborated. Elaborated responses went beyond the essential, reflecting
a higher level of coherence and providing more detail to support the
points made.
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In addition to being evaluated in terms of task accomplishment, student responses
were rated holisLcally to provide an overall estimate of the relative fluency of the writ-
ing. Readers did not make separate judgments about organization, content, grammar,
usage, spelling, and punctuation, but about the overall effect of the paper. In contrast
to the evaluations for task accomplishment, where responses to the same task written
by more than one age group were evaluated against the same specific criteria, fluency
was evaluated by rating papers on general impression relative to other papers from
the same aoe group. (For example, a response to a given task written by a 9-year-old
was ranked in comparison to the responses written by other 9-year-olds in the 1984
as well as previous assessments.) Each response was given a rating from the highest
to the lowest according to six levels of fluency with six being highest.

Figure 5.1 summarizes trends in writing achievement at ages 9, 13, and 17.

The first set of results (Panel 1) at each age shows trends in the percentage of
papers at the minimal level or better in task accomplishment. This percentage in-
cludes all students who wrote at the minimal, adequate, and elaborated levels. The
second representation (Panel 2) shows trends in the percentage of students achieving
at the adequge level or better; it is the total percentage writing at the adequate and
elaborated levels. It should be pointed out that very few students (less than 3 percent
for any of the tasks assessed) wrote elaborated responses.

Thus, the first view depicts students progress in moving fwm unsatisfactory perfor-
mance to at least a minimal or basic level of performance. The second view depicts
progress toward responses rated at the adequate level or better.

As will be evident in looking at the results for each age level, not all students
achieved even a minimal level of performance. It also can be seer) from Figure 5.1
that, although large percentages of students at all three age levels wrote responses
rated as minimal or better, only relatively small percentages of students wrote at or
above the adequate level.

The third view of trends in writing achievement presented for each age reflects the
proportion of students rated at the three highest levels on the fluency scale in each
assessment. Pane! 3 (the shaded panel) shows global changes in writing performance
for each age grovp from assessment year to assessment year. Generally, 13- and 17-
year-olds showeJ decreased fluency from 1974 to 1979 and increased fluency from
1979 to 1984. The trends for 9-year-olds were less consistent.
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50

9-YEAR-OLDS
PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS
RATED MINIMAL OR BETFER ON
TASK ACCOMPLISHMENT
(Primary Trail)

Ne:

PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS
RATED ADEQUATE OR BETTER
ON TASK ACCOMPLISHMENT
(Primary Trait)

DALI

Isuoso

40

20

10

7 79 84

INFORMATIVE WRITING
BnefDesarpeon of Task

Describe d surrealistic painting by Salvador Dab
for a friend who has never seen it.

The trend results on the "Dal( informative writing
task are detailed in Chapter 2

PERSUASIVE WRITING
Bnef DesCripbon of Task

Write a fetter convincing the landlord you Should
get to keep your puppy.

Write a letter to your favOrde aunt, let's call her
Aunt May". Convince her you are old enough
to travel atone to come vibe her.

The trend results on the "Aunt May' persuesive
wnting task are detailed in Chapter 3.

AUNT MAY

PUPPY LETTER

GOLDFISH
FIREFLIES

HOLE IN BOX

74

IDALI

PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS IN
TOP HALF OF FLUENCY SCALE
(4.5. or 6 ON SIX-POINT SCALE)
(Holistic)

79 84 74 79

AGES ASSESSMENT
YEARS

9.13.17

9

IMAGINATIVE WRITING
Bne I Descfrphon of Task

84

AGES ASSESSMENT
YEARS

1979.84 Write a Story about the picture of a girl trying 9 1970.79
to catch fireflies

What would it be like to be something besides 9 1974.79

a person like a goldfish, airplane, horse or tree,

Imagine yourself in the picture of a box with a 9.13.i 7 1974.79.84

1974-79
hole in it end an eye peeking through the opening
Describe the scene ,,nd how you feel about it

The trend results on th e 'Hole in the Box" imaginative
1979-84 Writing taSk aro deiaileo in Chapter 4

Write a story about the picture of a kangaroo 9 1974.79
lumping over a fence.

NOTE: For results reported in 1979, responses to a given task were rated
either for task accomplishme (primary train or fluency (holistically). not
both For results reported in 1984. responses were rated using both methods
For 1974-79. the writing tasks and detailed results are contained in NAEP's
wevious writing trend reports published by the Education Commission of the
States.
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13-YEAR-OLDS

..

PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS
RATED MINIMAL OR BETTER ON
TASK ACCOMPLISHMENT
(Pnmary Trait)
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INFORMATIVE WRITING
Bnel Descnoon of Task

Describe a surrealistic painting by Salvador Dail
for a friend who has never seen it.

The trend results on the "Deli informative writing
task are detailed in Chapter 2.

Describe a place you know about such as the
Empire Stale Building, a gigantic wheat field or

spOrts stadium.

PERSUASIVE WRITING
Bnef Descnoon of Task

Write your principal a letter about the one thing
in your school that should be changed and how
it would improve your school.

Convince the principal to give you the school
session of your choice morning or afternoon

The treed results on the "Spirt Session.' persuasive
wnting task are detailed in Chapter 3,
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AGES ASSESSMENT IMAGINATIVE WRI' G AGES ASSESSMENT
YEARS Snot Descnption of Iiisk YEARS

Imagine yourself in the pictureof a bOx with a 913, t 7 1974.79-E4
hole in it and an eye peeking through the opening
Descnbe the scene and how you feel about it

The trend results en the 'Hole in the Box" imaginative
writing task are detailed in Chapter 4.

Pretend you saw it was a rainy day Write about 13 1974.79
how a rainy school morning makes you feel

Tell how d feels to lose something or t3 1974.79
someone of special importance.

13 1974-79
NOTE' For results reported on 1979, responses to a given task were rated
either for task accomplishment (primary trail) or fluency (holistically), not
both. For results repOrted in 1984. responses were rated using both methods

13,17 1979-84 For 1974-79. the writing tasks aria detailed results are contained in NAEPS
previous writing trend reports published by the Education Commission of the
States.
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17-YEAR-OLDS
PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS
RATED MINIMAL OR BETTER ON
TASK ACCOMPLISHMENT
(Primary Trait)

79 84

INFORMATIVE WRITING
Bnel Desarpoon of Task

Descnbe a surrealistic painting by Salvador Dali 9.13.17 1979-84
for a thend who has never seen it.

The trend results on the Tali informative writing
task are detailed in Chapter 2.

Wale a letter explaining that yOu should not be 17 1974.79
bulled every month for the electric blanket you
never received.

Describe a place you know about such as the 13.17 1974.79
Empire State Building. a gigantic wheat held or
a sports stadium.

PERSUASIVE WRITING
Bnef Description of Task

Support or oppose a plan to convert an old house
into a student recreation center.
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GRApe peeLEF, sol

so-1
sss

74 79 84

AGES ASSESSMENT
YE ARS

PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS IN
TOP HALF OF FLUENCy SCALE
(4. 5. or 6 ON SIX-POINT SCALE)
(Holistic)

OP3- 44

74 79 84

IMAGINATIVE WRITING AGES
Bnef Descnplion of Task

ASSE SSMENT
YE APS

Imagine yourself in the picture of a box with a 9.13.17
hole in it and an eye peeking through the opening.

1974-79-84

Describe the scene and how you teel about it

The trend results on the "Hole in the Box* imaginative
writing task are detailed in Chapter 4.

Look at the picture of a stork and make up a story
about how it appeared in your neighborhood

17 1974-79

Have fun writing a letter to return your 17 1974 :
gold-p4ated grape peeler.

NOTE: For results redone; IR 1979. responses tO a given task were rated
either tor task accomplishment (primary trait) or fluency (holistically), not
both. For results reported in 1984, responses were rated using both methods

17 1974-79 For 1974-79. the writing tasks and detailed results are contained in NAEP's

Convince the principal to give you the school 13,17 1979414
seSsion of your choice morning or afternoon.

The trend results on the -Split Session* persuasive
wraing task are detailed in Chapter 3.

previous writing trend reports published by tne Education Commission of the
States.
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Age 9

The 9-year-olds showed different trends in achievement on diffe ent writing
tasks across the last decade.

During the first five years of the decade (1974-79), the proportions of students
reaching at least the minimal level showed slight increases on three of the writing
tasks (two imaginative and one persuasive), but a decrease on a third imaginative task.
Proportions of ;adequate or better performance remained relatively stable, but there
was a decline on the same imaginative task that showed the decrease at the minimal
level. Fluency scores for the two tasks for which data are available for 1974 to 1979
moved in opposite directions.

During the second five-year period (1979 to 1984), there was a sharp increase in
minimal performance on the imaginative task (describing an imaginary situation
based on a picture), accompanied by a slight increase at the adequate level on the
same task. The informative task (describing a painting) introduced in 1979 showed a
slight increase at the minimal level accompanied by a very slight decrease at the
adequate level. For persuasive writing, there was a slight increase at the minimal level
from 1974 to 1979, followed by a decrease from 1979 to 1984 in performance on the
persuasive task introduced in the 1979 assessment

On balance, the writing performance of 9-year-olds was relatly stable from 1974
to 1979. Performance decreased on the persuasive task from 1979 to 1984, while
informative writing skills remained about the same. Imaginative writing performance
improved during that same period.

Age 13

Thirteen-year-olds showed mixed trends between 1974 and 1979, but con-
sistently improved performance between 1979 and 1984.

For imaginative 4riting, at both the minimal and adequate levels, the proportion of
students accomplishing the task improved slightly between 1974 and 1979 on two
tasks and decreased on a third. Performance also declined on the persuasive task
during the same period. Performance on task accomplishment, however, increased
for all three of the tasks between 1979 and 1984. During the same period, fluency
ratings improved as well, except on the imaginative task.

Between 1974 and 1979, fluency decreased for both the imaginative and infor-
mative tasks. That two of three tasks showed increased fluency from 1979 to 1984
suggests a reversal in this trend.

The writing performance of 13-year-olds between 1974 and 1979 showed in-
creases on some tasks but decreases on others, with more declines than improve-
ments. However, the nearly uniform improvement between 1979 and 1984 on all
tasks assessed by NAEP indicates a recovery from previous declines at age 13. Writ-
ing performance in the early 1980s seems to have recovered to 1974 levels for this
age group.
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Age 17

Performance at age 17 decreased for most tasks between 1974 and 1979 and
recovered somewhat from 1979 to 1984.

Declines between 1974 and 1979 occurred on most tasks. The only exception was
success in accomplishing the task for an imaginative story about a stork; this task
showed particularly strong improvement at the adequate level. For all tasks, 17-year-
olds showed consistent improvements between 1979 and 1984, the only exception
beirg a slight decrease in the percentage of adequate or better responses to the
imaginative task This task, which required a description of an imaginary situation, was
administered in all three assessments, and it showed a very slight but steady decline
across the decade at the higher levels of performance.

Subgroups

While the report of national trends is of interest to educational policy makers and
planners, an understanding of the state of writing achievement in America is in-
comp!ete without attention to the diverse subgroups that comprise the nation. Do
trends in the writing performance for particular subgroups parallel or help explain
trends for the nation as a whole?

Performance of Black, Hispanic, and White Students

All three writing assessments have examined the performance of Black students;
for items included in the 1984 assessment, trend results are also available for His-
panic populations. For each assessment, the performance of each group has been
compared with that of their White age-mates. It should be noted, however, that since
so few Black and Hispanic studems were sampled on each writing task, the resultsof
their performance must be interpreted with caution.

Figure 5.2 depicts trends in writing performance by age for Black, Hispanic, and
White students. The data shown are for percentages of students writing papers rated
as minimal or better on task accomplishment. As with the national results, the per-
centage of sttidents writing papers rated as adequate or better was substantially lower
for each of the three subgroups on each task (see Data Appendix).

The results suggest that during the 10-year period from 1974 to 1984, trends
in performance were similar for the three groups within each age level.

The greatest differences appeared at age 9. White 9-year-old students showed
mixed patterns of performance over time, whereas the performance of Hispanic 9-
year-olds improved on all three writing tasks analyzed in 1984. In fact, in 1984, only
the Hispanic 9-year-olds showed improvement on the persuasive task. Black 9-year-
olds also showed comparatively more improvement than their White age-mates from
1974 to 1979, but trends in the achievement of these two groups were very similar
from 1979 to 1984. For both 13-year-olds and 17-year-olds, the trends for White,
Black, and Hispanic students were parallel. Thirteen-year-olds in all three groups
showed less consistent results from 1974 to 1979 than did 17-year-olds, who tended
to decline during that same time span. At both 13 and 17, all three subgroups im-
proved from 1979 to 1984.
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AGES ASSESSMENT IMAGINATIVE 411Tir.Li
YEARS Brief Description ask

Describe a surrealistic painting by Salvador Dal; 9.13,17 1979-84for a Inend who has never seen It

The trend results on the "Dar informative writing
task are detailed in Chapter 2.

PERSUASIVE WRITING
Brad Description of Task

Winte a letter convincing the landlord you should 9 1974-79
get to keep your puppy

Write a letter to your favonte mod, let's call her 9 1979-84
"Aunt May". Convince her you are old enough
to travel alone to come visit her.

The trend results on the "Aunt May" persuasive
writing task are detailed in Chapter 3.
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HISPANIC

PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS
RATED MINIMAL OR BETTER ON
TASK ACCOMPLISHMENT
(Pnrnary Trot)
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AGES ASSESSMENT
YE ARS

Write a story about the picture of a girl trying 9 1974-79to catch fireflies.

What would it be like to be something besides 9 1974-79a person like a goldfish, airplane. horse Or tree/

Imagine yourself in the picture of a box with a 9,13.17 1974-79-84hole in n and an eye peeking through the opening
Describe the scene and how you feel about it

The trend results on the "Hole in the Box' imaginative
writing task are detailed in Chapter 4.

Write a story about the picture of a kangaroo 9 1974-79(umptng over a fence.

NOTE. For results reported in 1979. responses to a given lask were rated
either for task accomplishment (primary trait) or fluency (holistically/, not
both. For results reported in 1984, responses were rated using both methods
For 1974-79, the writing tasks and detailed results are contained in NAEPS
previous writing trend reports published by the Education Commission of theStales.
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HISPANIC

PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS
RATED IIIIINIMAL OR BETTER ON
TASK ACCOMPUSHMENT
(Pnmary Trait)

spuT SESSION

74 79

INFORMATIVE WRITING AGES ASSESSMENT IMAGINATIVE WRITING AGES ASSESSMENT
BrnelDescnpflon &Task YEARS &ref Descnption of Task YEARS

Describe a surreahshc painting by Salvador Dal,
for a friend who has never seen it.

9,13,17 1979-84 Imagine yourself in the picture of a Lox with a 9.13,17
hole in it and an eye peeking through the opening.

1974-79-84

The trend results on the -Oak informative writing
task are detailed in Chapter 2

PERSUASIVE WRITING

Descnbe the scene and how you feel about

The trend results on the 'Hole in the Box- imaginative
writing task are detailed in Chapter 4.

Bnel Descnpttor of Task Pretend you saw it was a rainy day. Write about 13 1974-79

Wrile your principal a letter about the one thing 13 1974-79 how a rainy school morning makes you feel.
in your school that should be Changed arid how
it would improve your school.

Tell how it feels to lose something or 13
someone of special importance

1974-79

Convince the principal lo give you the school
season of your choice morning or afternoon

1117 1979-84

The trend resufts on the "Split Session' persuasive
writing task are detailed in Chapter 3.
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INFORMATIVE WRITING AGES ASSESSMENT IMAGINATIVE WRITING AGES ASSESSMENTBrief Descnpfron of Task YEARS BnerDeSCription OrTask YEARS
Describe a surrealistic painting by Salvador Dab
for a Mend who has never seen it.

9,13,17 1979434 !maple yourself in the picture of a box with a
hole in It and am eye peeking through the opening.

9,13.17 1974-79434

The trend results on the Vali informative writing Describe the scene and how you feel about it.
task are detailed in Chapter 2. The trend resultt ,. on the 'Hole in the Box" imagmaave

Write a letter explaining that you should not be 17 1974-79 wnting task are detailed in Chapter 4.
billed every month lor the electric blanket you
never received.

Look at the gacture of a stork and make up a story
Soots how it appeared in your neighborhood.

17 1974.79

PERSUASIVE WRITING
Bnef Descnpkon of Task

Have fun writing a letter to return your
oold.plated grape peeler.

).' 1974-79

Support Or oppose a plait to convert an old house
into a student recreation center.

17 1974-79

Convince the pnnrapal to give you the school
session of your choice maning or afternoon.

13,17 1979434

The trend results on tha Split Session- persuasive
writing task are detailed in Chapter 3.
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Differences in performance on the imaginative writing task in 1984 are interesting.
Generally, at all three age levels Black and Hispanic students did not perform as well
as White students across the writing assessment. However, of the three subgroups,
Black 13-year-olds performed the best on the imaginative writing task, with 75 per-
cent of their responses rated minimal or better. For White and Hispanic 13-year-okis,
between 65 and 66 percent of the responses were rated minimal or better. White and
Hispanic 17-year-old students also performed similarly on this imaginative task (both
with 76 percent of their responses rated minimal or better). In contrast, Black 17-year-
olds did not perform as well as the White and Hispanic 17-year-olds on this task (68
percent rated minimal or better).

Other Subgroups

Trends in student writing proficiency were also analyzed by gender and geographic
region. For each of these analyses, patterns were remarkably similar to those of the
nation as a whole.

Summary
Despite erratic changes from 1974 to 1984, the writing proficiency of the nation's

students, on balance, showed mixed trends or declined during the first five years and
then recovered during the second half of the decade. The pattern of some decline in
the late 1970s, as well as the subsequent recovery in the early 1980s, was clearest for
the 13- and 17-year-olds. Trends in performance at age 9 have 12,,..en less consistent,
with declines in performance on some items offset by improvements on others. While
undramatic, the national trend in writing proficiency in the second half of the decade
(1979-84) has been generally positive. Students in all age groups did better on most
writing tasks in the 1984 assessment; the major exception was a significant decrease
on the persuasive writing task at age 9.

At ail three age levels, many students wrote papers rated at or above the minimal
level. In 1984, the percentages across the various tasks ranged from 34 to 89 percent.
Even with the recent gains on achievement, however, the proportion of students able
to perform adequately or better remained quite low, ranging from 3 to 38 percent
across the tasks. Students did produce their assessment responses under restraints of
limited time, artificial tasks, no access to resource materials, and for no other external
purpose or reward. From this perspective, particularly the 9-year-olds may be produc-
ing fairly reasonable first drafts. Also, most 9-year-olds are in the third or fourth grade.
They have bad some instruction in writing, but probably not a great deal, and they
have many years of development ahead of them oefore they reach maturity as writers.
It is expected that first drafts would be less well organized and contain fewer well-
developed ideas than later drafts. However, it is also reasonable to expect that the
older students would write drafts beyond the minimal level. In 1984, 76 percent of the
17-year-olds did not write an adequate imaginative description and 62 percent failed
to respond adequately on an informative writing task. When asked to write a per-
suasive letter, 80 percent of the 17-year-olds did not respond adequately.
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In general, the 10-year trends in writing proficiency are disappointing. Even though
the subgroups, and consequently the nation's student population as a whole, wrote
better in 1984 than in 1979, the increases shown in the first part of the 1980s only
served to bring performance bac:c up after declines in the latter part of the 1970s. At
all age levels, the majority of students ll did not write adequate responses to the
informative, persuasive, or imaginative tasks included in theassessment

Chapter

Trends in Writing
Instruction, 1974-84

n addition to completing a variety of specific writing tasks in 1984, 13- and 17-year-
old students were also asked questions about the amount of attention given to

writing instruction in their own school experience. A few of these questions were also
asked in earlier assessments and trends in responses from one assessment to the
next provide an indication of student perceptions of changes in instruction.

Tune Spent on Writing Instruction

During the past decade, teachers have been encouraged to increase the amount of
time spent on writing and writing instruction. To examine trends in attention to writing,
students were asked to estimate the amount of time that was devoted to writing in-
struction as part of their English classes. Responses for 17-year-olds (Table 6.1) span
the decade from 1974 to 1984 and suggest that attention to writing has indeed in-
creased. The number of students reporting little or no instruction in writing decreased
significantly from 48 to 35 percent Responses at age 13 (available from 1979 to
1984), parallel the responses for 17-year-olds for the period for which they are avail-
able. Looked at another way, however, fully one-third of the 17-year-olds and two-fifths
of the 13-year-olds report that they receive little or no writing instruction.
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Time Spent in English Class
on Writing Instructiont Table 6.1

Little or No One-Third of the
Time Spent Time or More

Age 13 Age 17 Age 13 Age 17

1984 42.4% 35.1% 56.0% 61.9%

1979 44.0 37.4 55.1 61.5

1974 47.6* 52.1'

tPercentages do not total 100 due to missing responses by some students.
'Statistically significant differences from 1984 at the .05 leveL

Another indication of the attention to writing instruction is the number of writing
assignments that students are asked to complete. Students were asked to estimate
the number of essays and reports tot they had written during the preceding six weeks
for all of their school subjects combined. The percentages of 13- and 17-year-olds
reporting they had not written any papers and the average numbers of papers written
by both age groups over the six-week period are displayed in Table 6.2. The average
number of papers written by 17-year-olds was essentially the same in 1984 as it was in
1974about four papers written across all subjects in the six-week period preceding
the assessment This average decreased significantly from 1974 to 1979 and then
returned to previous levels in 1984still less than one essay or report written per
week across all school subjects.

Number of Reports and Essays
Written During the Previous Six Weeks
for all School Subjects Table 6.2

Percentage of
Students Average

Reporting No Number of
Papers Written Papers Written

Age 13 Age 17 Age 13 Age 17

1984 17.9% 9.6% 2.9 3.8

1979 16.4 13.8* 3.0 35*
1974 12.4* 4.0

'Statistically significant differences from 1984 at the .05 level.
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Significantly fewer 17-year-olds reported having written no papers over the six-week
period in 1984 than in either 1974 cr 1979.

However, from 1979 to 1984 the number of papers reported by 13-year-olds re-
mained essentially constantan average of about 3 over the six-week period. Com-
pared with the 17-year-olds, the 13-year-olds spent less time on writing, wrote less
frequently, and were more likely to do no writing at all.

Attention to Individual Writing Assignments

Recent calls for reform of writing instruction have emphasized the need for students
and teachers to spend more time on individual assignments, with more planning or
prewriting activities, more drafts and revisions before urning papers in, and more
extensive comments (as opposed to just a grade) in the teacherg responses. Begin-
ning in 1974, students were asked about two of these emphasesamoura of drafting
and revision and frequency of teacher suggestions on their papers. Beginning in
1979, a question about making notes before writing was added. The responses to
these questions are displayed in Table 6.3.

Teachers' suggestions on student papers show a clear increase for 17-year-olds
from 1974 to 1984. In 1974, only 32 percent of the students reported that they usually
received teacher suggestions on how to improve their papers; by 1984 such com-
ments were reported by more than half. The proportion of students reporting only
sometimes receiving such comments fell by a comparable amount during this pe-
riod. Patterns at age 13 were similar to those at age 17 from 1979 to 1984, although
high rates of mbsing responses in 1979 complicate the interpretation for both age
groups.

Attention to drafting and revision shcws a parallel but much less dramatic shiftover
the decade. In 1974, 54 percent of the 17-year-olds reported that they usually rewrote
their papers before turning them in; by 1984 this had risen only to 59 percent. Trends
at age 13 again parallel those at age 17 for the two assessments for which data are
available.

Encouragement to jot down ideas or make notes before writing parallels the find-
ings for teacher suggestions and number of drafts. At age 13, the proportion of stu-
dents reporting they were encouraged to plan before writing increased from 41 to 47
percent; at age 17, it rose from 55 to 65 percent.

When responses at age 13 are compared with those at age 17, however, writing
again seems to receive considerably less attention in the younger group. The 13-year-
olds reported that they are less likely to be encouraged to plan before writing, less
likely to receive teacher suggestions on their papers, and less likely to rewrite their
papers before turning them in.
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Student Reports of How Often
They Engage in Aspects of
the Writing Process Table 6.3

When your papers are returned, do they have written sug-
gestions on how to improve your writing?

Age 13

Usually Sometimes Never Missing

1984 33.1% 47.0% 19.0% 1.0%

1979 24.0* 51.2* 15.9* 8.9

Age 17

1934 56.3 33.7 7.3 2.7
1979 42.2* 38.6* 6.7 12.5
1974 31.5* 585* 9.8* 0.2

Do you write a paper more than once before you turn it in to
your teachers?

Age 13

Usuat'y Sometimes Never .viissing

1984 46.4 36.7 15.9 1.0

1979 38.1* 42.8* 13.0* 6.1

Age 17

1984 58.7 31.1 7.6 2.7
1979 51.0* 32.5 6.9 9.5
1974 54.4* 40.1* 5.2* 0.2

Are you encouraged to jot down ideas and make notes
about the topic of your paper before you write it?

Age 13

Usually Sometimes Never Missing

1984 47.1 42.5 9.8 0.6
1979 40.9* 47.1* 11.0 1.0

Age 17

1984 64.5 27.3 5.7 2.6
1979 54.5* 35.0* 7.6* 2.8

'Statistics lb, significant differences from 1984 at the .05 level. No significance test Is reported when the proportion of
students is either >95 percent or <5 percent.
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Trends in Instruction for Selected Subgroups

Like the data on student writing proficiency presented in the first parts of this report,
students reports about writing instruction can be examined separately for various
subgroups within the population. The purpose of doing so is to determine whether
the increased attention to writing instruction has been general, affecting all students,
or targeted at specific subgroups.

When examined in this way, trends over time have been very similar for subgroups
defined by sex, region, and race/ethnicity (see Data Appendix). White, Black, and
Hispanic students' reports on the amount of time devoted to writing instruction in
English class are summarized bricfly in Table 6.4 and illustrate the general pattern.
For all three groups, the proportion of students reporting little or no attention to writ-
ing at age 17 decreased between 9 and 12 percentage points from 1974 to 1984; on
the same question, the change at age 13 from 1979 to 1984 is minimal for all three
groups. Although 10-year trends are similar, at each point in time Black and Hispanic
17-year-old students reported somewhat more class time devoted to writing than did
their White age-matef. At age 13, the reports in the three groups were more nearly
identical.

Time Spent in English aass
on Writing Instruction for
White, Black, and Hispanic Studeats Table 6.4

Little or no Time Spent on Writing Instruction

Age 13 Age 17
White Black Hispanic White Black Hispanic

1984 42.6% 43.1% 40.7% 37.1% 27.5% 28.0%
1979 44.7 40.3 43.8 38.5 31.0 34.2
1974 495* 36.6* 37.5

'Statistically aignificant differences from 1984 at the .05 level.
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Summary

For the decade 1974-84, studentS reports indicate relatively few changes in the
amount of writing occurring, but some increases in the writing instruction that they
received. -n general, 17-year-old students reported receiving more writing instruction
in English class in 1979 than they did in 1974, and both 13- and 17-year-olds re-
ported little change between 1979 and 1984.

Additionally, both 13- and 17-year-olds reported increased attention to prewriting
activities between 1979 and 1984. While 17-year-olds report more rewriting and
teacher suggestions in 1984 than 1974, the high rates of missing responses in 1979
make the patterns difficult to interpret.

Little is actually understood about the impact of various writing instruction methods
on achievement, and this relationship needs to be researched further before drawing
any conclusions based on the NAEP data. It may be that simply spending more time
discussing writing is not helpful. It may be that instruction must be reinforced with
more opportunities to implement what is learned in actual writing situations.

Above all, writing is a functional activity that people take on to help them achieve
specific purposes. It may be that, until school writing activities are presented as a
means of accomplishing personal and school-related goals, they will have a limited
effect on studentg performance and achievement
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Procedural Appendix

A Description of the NAEP Writing Assessments

General Background About NAEP

The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) is an ongoing, congres-
sionally mandated project established to conduct national surveys of the education&
attainments of young Americans. Its primary goal is to determine and report the
status of and trends over time in educational achievement NAEP was initiated in 1969
to obtain comprehensive and dependable national educational achievement data in a
uniform, scientific manner. Today NAEP remains the only regularly conducted na-
tional survey of educational achievement at the elementary middle, and high school
levels.

Since 1969, NAEP has assessed 9-year-olds, 13-year-olds, and 1, -year-olds. In
1983, NAEP began sampling students bf grade as well as by age. !n addition, NAEP
periodically s,imples young adults. The subject areas assessed have included reading,
writing, mathematics, science, and social studies, as well as citizenship, literature, art,
music, and career development. Assessments wee conducted annually through
1980 and have been conducted biennially since then. All subjects except career devel-
opment have been reassessed to determine trends in achievement over time. To date,
NAEP has assessed approximately 1,300,000 young Americans.

NAEP completed a young adult literacy assessment in 1985. The 1986 effort in-
cludes in-school assessmems of mathematics, reading, science, and computer com-
petence, along with special probes of U.S. history and literature-.

From its inception, NAEP has developed assessments through a consensus pro-
cess. Educators, scholars, and citizens representative of many diverse constituencies
and points of view design objectives for each subject area assessment, proposing
general goals they feel students should achieve in the course of their education. After
careful reviews, the objectives are given to item writers, who develop assessment
questions appropriate to the objectives.

All exercises undergo extensive reviews by subject-matter and measurement spe-
cialists, as well as careful scrutiny to eliminate any potential bias or lack of sensitivity
to particular groups. They are then administered to a stratified, multistage probability
sample. The students sampled are selected so that their assessment results may be
generalized to the entire national population. Once the data have been collected,
scored, and analyzed, NAEP publishes and disseminates the results. The objective is
to provide information that will aid educators, legislators, and others to improve edu-
cation in the United States. Some of the questions used in each assessment are made
available to anyone interested in studying or using them. The rest are kept secure for
use in future assessments fir the examim.Ion of trends over time.

To improve the usefulness of NAEP achievement results and provide the opportu-
nity to examine policy issues, in recent assessments NAEP has asked numerous
background questions. Students, teachers, and school officials answer a variety of
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questions about instruction, activities, experiences, curriculum, resources, attitudes,
and demographics.

NAEP is supported by the Office for Educational Research and Improvement,
Center for Statistics in the U.S. Department of Education. In 1983, Educational Test-
ing Service assumed responsibility for the administration of the project, which had
previously been administered by the Education Commission of the States. NAEP is
governed by an independent, legislatively defined board, the Assessment Policy
Committee.

General Background About the Four NAEP Writing Assessments

There have been four national as'..essments of writing, the first in 1969-70 and
subsequently in the 1973-74, 1978-79 and 1983-84 school years. Each has included
the assessment of 9-, 13-, and 17-year-old students on a variety of open-ended writing
tasks, with one or more of the tasks being readministered in successive assessments
in order to gather some information about trends in writing performance over time.

All four NAEP writing assessments used a deeply straVed, three-stage sampling
design. The first stage of sampling entails defining primary sampling units (PSUs)--
typically counties, but sometimes aggregates of sparsely populated counties; classify-
ing the PSUs into strata defined by region and community type; and randomly select-
ing Pais. For each age level, the second stage entails enumerating, stratifying, and
randomly selecting schools, both public and private, within each PSU selected at the
first stage. In 1984, 1,577 schools participated in the NAEP 3ssessment-683 at age
9, 549 at age 13, and 345 at age 17. The third stage involves randomly selecting
students within a school for participation in NAER The 1964 assessment included
24,437 students at age 9, 26,228 at age 13, and 28,992 at age 17. Some students
sampled (less than 5 percent) were excluded because of limited English proficiency
or a seve e handicap. In 1984, NAEP began collecting des crIptive information about
excluded students.

In each of the first three assessments (as with all NAEP assessments prior to
1983-84), the total battery was divided among mutually exclusive booklets and each
booklet in turn was administered to a nationally representative sample of students.
However, since no student was administered more than one booklet, the matrix design
allowed analyses of information within booklets, but not among different booklets.
The new NAEP design, instituted for the 1983-84 assessment, remedies this defi-
ciency by using a puwerful variant of matrix sampling called Balanced Incomplete
Block (BIB) spiralling. With this procedure, the total assessment battery is divided into
blocks of items, with each block 15 minutes long. Each student is administered a
booklet containing three blot..ks (assigned to booklets in such a way that each block
appears in the same number of booklets and each pair of blocks appears in at least
one booklet) as well as a set of background questions common to all students.

Incorporating BIB spiralling is a significant change in NAEP that serves to improve
both sampiing efficiency and analysis potential. However, the matrix-sampled book-
lets of the first three writing assessments were accompanied by paced audiotapes of
the exercise stimuli. With BIB spiralling, many different bookletsand thus different
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sets of exercises-were administered to a particular class in a particular session, and
the booklets could no longer be accompanied by audiotapes. To estimate differences
in achievement that might result from this procedural change, in 1984 NAEP also
conducted an additioral administration of four booklets containing a subset of NAEP
trend items using the previous paced-tape procedures. This four-booklet dual admin-
istration of approximately one-third of the 1983-84 reading and writing assessment
questions was conducted at each age level, with each paced-tape booklet admin-
istered to a carefully s Aected probability sample of students representative of the
nation.

In general, as shown in Table A.1, the previous wnting assessment procedures
using audiotapes were significantly less difficta for str dents than the new BIB spi-
ralled procedure, which relies on student& ability to read and understand each writing
assignment. In every case responses were rated better for the paced (audiotape)
mode of assessment.

Differences in Writing Performance Using BIB
and Paced Administration Procedures
for the 1983-84 Assessment Table A.1

Age 9

Percent
Primary Trait 2,3,4

BIB Paced Diff.

Holistic Mean

BIB Paced Diff.

Dali 39.1% 55.5% 16.3% 2.5 2.9 0.4
Aunt May 45.0 58.2 13.2* 2.5 2.8 0.4
Hole in the Box 372 54.6 17.3* 2.4 3.0 1.6

Age 13
Dail 71.7 81.4 9.7* 2.9 3.2 -0.2
Split Sessions 31.8 34.1 2.3 2.8 3.0 0.2
Hole in the Box 60.3 66.7 6.4 2.7 2.9 0.2

Age 17
Dall 82.0 89.0 -7.0* 3.4 3.6 0.2
Split Sessions 59.7 63.8 4.1 3.3 3.6 0.3
Hole in the Box 66.5 75.1 8.6* 3.2 3.6 0.5

'Statistically significant difference at the .05 level.

To enable the reporting of trends over time, the statistics presented in this report are
not based on the full 1983-84 NAEP writing assessment, but are limited to the data
obtained from the subset of writing tasks at each age that were included in the book-
lets administered in accordance with the single-booklet, paced-tape procedures, in
exactly the same manner as in past writing assessments.
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Although the need for overlapping procedures and analyses designed to link the
two methods had been anticipated by NAEP staff, only about half of the previously
administered writing items (and therefore only about one-fifth of all the writing items
included at each age/grade level in the full 1983-84 writing assessment) were selected
for dual assessmerr.appearing in both the primary BIB spiralled assessment and in
the much smaller paced-tape assessment. The trend results presented here are based
upon this limited selection of writing items administered at each age, and generaliza-
tions based on the results should be viewed with caution, particularly when they per-
tain to one type of writing at one age level. These items span different periods in
NAEPS history One of the items was included in the two previous writing assessments
(1974 and 1979) and two of these were included in the previous assessment as well
as in this assessment, thereby enabling comparisons in student performance to be

made across 10 years (1974, 1979, and 1984) or across five years (1979 and 1984).

In order to provide a fuller perspeclive on trends in writing proficiency during the
last 10 years, we have reported the rvewly analyzed trend information in the context of
the trend data for those items collected during the earlier five-year time span (1974 to
1979) and reported by the Education Commission of the States.* The complete set of
trend results is based only on comparisons of identical writing tasks administered in
the same way in at least two assessments. All responses to each task from all assess-
ment administrations were evaluated at the same time by the same readers.

The data linking back to tt, e first 1969-70 writing assessment were minimalone
single national s- 2,500 papers) on one imaginative writing task rated
using the primar z at each age level, and one national subsample (about
400 papers) on e each age level rated holistically Given these limited
lata and the factl 3t,A1:- trends from 1969-70 to 1974-79 would be based
on only one -P tIsk, this report is limited to trends over the last
decade ba. n s Detween the 1974, 1979, and 1984 assessments. The full
data set relied upor, Jrnmarized in Able A.2.

L

Writing Achievement, 1969-79, Results from the Third National Writing Assessment; Volume I-17-year-olds,
Volume 11-13.year-olds, Volume III-9-year-olds. Education Commission of the States. 1980.
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Sample Sizes for Results
Presented in this Report Table A.2

Number in Sample

Scoring 1974 1979 1964

Writing Tasks bletbott 9 13 17 9 13 17 9 13 17

Informative

Dail PE, li - - 2.482 2.496 2.433 1.351 1.275 1.539
(description)

Electnc Blanket P - 2.276 - 2.781 - -
(business letter)

Describe H 420 417 - 536 538 -
Ntescnption)

Persuasive

Aunt May'
(letter)

Split Session'
(letter)

Puppy Letter

(letter)

Pnncipal

(letter)

Recreation Center

(written speech)

PiSH

P8,14

- - 2.525 1.386 - -
- - - - 2.735 2.742 - 1,276 1,540

2.643 - - 2.444 - -
- 2.552 - - 2.793 - -
- - 2.308 - 2.784 - --

Imaginstive

Hole in the Box' P8H 2.543 2.513 2.246 2.464 2.782 2.688 1,344 1.289 1.534
(dest notion)

Goldfish P 2.611 - 2.475 - - - -
(description)

Loss P - 2.607 - - 2.775 - - - -
(description)

Fireflies P 2.573 - 2.553 -- - -
(narration)

Kangaroo H 409 - - 444 - - - -
(narration)

Rainy Day P - 2.621 - 2.804 - - -
(narration)

Stork P - - 2.281 - - 2.748 - - -
(narration)

Grape Peeler P - - 2.283 2.765 - -
(satire.hurnor)

Background Questions 2,237 29,430 26.631 5.158 6.209

'Analysis performed by Educational Testing Service In conlenctioo with analysis of the 19113-94 writingassessment results.
tP =Primary NIT H=Holistic

In summary this report is based upon the writing achievement of in-school 9-, 13-,
and 17-year-olds in the 1973-74, 1978-79, and 1983-84 school years. It includes data
analyzed and reported by ilAEP when it was administered by the Education Commis-
sion of the States.* The report further includes detailed results for one writing task at
each age which was included in the last three assessments, permitting a view of
changes in student writing at three points in time during the last decade; two addi-
tional writing tasks at each age were included in the last two assessments.

WriUng Achievement, 1969-79, Pesults from the Third National Writing Assessment; Volume I-17-year-olds.
Volume 11-13-year-olds, Volume 111-9-year-olds. Education Commission of the States, 1980.
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In each of three writing assessments, 13-year-olds were assessed in the fall (Oc-

tober-December), 9-year-olds in the winter (Janu my-February), and 17-year-olds in

the spring (March-May).

Birthdate ranges for each age group in each of the last three assessments follow:

Assessment Age 9 Age 13 Age 17

1973-74 1964 1960 10/56-10/57

1978-79 1969 1965 10/61-10/62

1983-84 1974 1970 10/66- 9/67

Content of the Writing Assessments

Each writing assessment contained a range of writing tasks measuring perfor-

mance on sets of objectives developed by nationally representative panels of writing

specialists, educators, 'and concerned citizens. Although some changes were made in

the objectives from assessment to assessment, the writing tasks forming the basis of

this report were kept constant across two or three assessments.

In order to describe the framework for the entire writing assessment, and therefore

the context for reporting the results contained herein, the full text of one of the major

obj..tctives developed for the 1984 writing assessment, entitled "Students Use Writinc

to Accomplish a Variety of Purposes," is reproduced below.

Students Use Writing to Accomplish a Variety of Purposest

Writing occurs regularly in people's personal and social lives as well as

in school settings. People write to accomplish many different purposes,

such as a letter to straigfr.;:n out a billing error, a speech to explain a
personal viewpoint on some issue, or a story for a school magazine. The

ability to explain ideas to document events in writing can also help in a

variety of job situations. Letters, reports, inventories, and a wide range of

record keeping systems are integral to many businesses in today's "infor-

mation society" Consequently, students need opportunities to develop a

wide range of writing skills by writing for many purposes in varying con-

texts or situations.

In the sections that follow three broadly inclusive purposes for writing

are discussed: informative, persuasive, and litzrary These purposes often

blend into each other and vary in their mixtures according to the contexts

for writing. For example, an autobiography might very well be considered

literary, informative, and persuasive; a job application and resume may

inform -s well as persuade. Although these three purposes may frequently

coexist in a picce of writing, one or another type may predominate. Writers'

purposes are shaped by their initial perceptions of their topic, by the ways

they consider their audience, by the social or instructional contexts in

which they 'are writing, and by changes in focus that occur as their topic

begins to develop a character of its own.

tlifiting Objectives. 198344 Assessment. National Assessment of Educational Progress. 1982.
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A. Informative Writing

Informational writing is used to share knowledge and convey mes-
sages, instructions, and ideas. Like all writing, informational writing is
filtered through the writers' impressions, understandings, and feelings.
Writing to inform others can involve reporting or retelling events or ex-
periences that have happened. It can also involve analyzing or examin-
ing concepts and relationships or developing new hypotheses or gener-
alizations from existing records, reports, and expianations. Depending
on the demands of the task, the type of information and the context for
writing, including the audience, writers may use one, sev -al, or all of
these skills.

B. Persuasive Writing

Persuasive writing attempts to bring about some action or change.
Though it may begin in exploratory writing, and though it may contain
great amounts of information--facts, details, examples, comparisons,
statistics, or anecdotesits aim is to influence sthers. Persuasive writ-
ing may entail responding to requests for advice by giving an opinion
and supporting reasons. However, it usually involves initiating an at-
tempt to convince readers by setting forth one's own point of view with
evidence to back it up. Argument, with refutation, becomes part of per-
suasion when the writer knows there is opposition to what he or she is
advocating. As such, persuasive writing must be concerned with the
positions, beliefs, or attitudes of particular readers and with the pos-
sibility of winning their support or changing their beliefs or attitudes.

In all persuasive writing, writers must choose the stance they will take.
They can, for instance, use emotional or logical appeals or an accom-
modating or demanding tone. Regardless of the situation or approach,
writers must be concerned first with having an effect on readers, over
and above merely adding to their knowledge of a particular topic.

C. Literary (Imaginative] Writing

Literary writing provides a special way of sharing our experiences and
understanding the world. In this sense, literary writing shapes end ex-
presses our thinking and feeling while contributing to our awareness of
ourselves as makers, manipulators, and interpreters of reality. There is a
wide variety of forms that literary writing can take, such as stories,
poems, plays or song lyrics.

The term "literary" can also be used to define a motive or purpose for
writing. The literary motive is evident whenever a writer's language
breaks its conventional, "everyday" patterns in order to please or sur-
prise, or when the language calls attention to itself and to the writer as a
"shaper" or performer.

Literary language is difficult to catalog, but some conventional distinc-
tions are illustrative: attention to rhythm and tone; the use of dialogue,
narrative, and anecdote; the presence of metaphor, simile, and the less
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commonly labeled figures and tropes; the sense of play, pleasure, and
surprise that is evident in a turn -..)f phrase, a shift in plot, a line break, or
an unexpected word or piece of punctuation. A persuasive statement,
for example, can be convincing nct only on the basis of its intern&
logic, but according to the strength of its illustrative material (its "sto-
rie), its rhythm, the voice of its personaall of those features that
define the piece of writing as a performance on a page and not just a
record of information.

The remaining NAEP 1983-84 writing assessment objectives discussed the use of
writing as a way of thinking and learning, managing the writing process, controlling
language, and valuing writing.

Scoring

The exercises discussed in this report were evaluated using two procedures: pii-
mary trait and holistic scoring. For each procedure, raters scored all the papers col-
lected from the two or three different assessments at the same time. Responses from
the three age groups were scored separately, and each kind of scoring was done by a
different group of raters.

Primary Trait Scoring (Task Ac: 7mplishment)

The primary trait scoring guides were developed to focus raterg attention on how
successfully each writing sample accomplished the rhetorical task specified by the
writing prompt. nil involved isolating particular features of the writing essential to
accomplishing the task and developing criteria for various levels of performance
based on those features. Papers were rated against these performance criteria, rather
than in terms of relative quality within the population sampled. On a simple task, it is
possible that all papers might be rated in the highest categodes; on a difficult task,
none might move out of the lowest categories,

For the exercises reported here, five levels of proficienc, were defined for each task
unrateable, unsatisfactory, minimal, adequate, and elaborated. Unrateable responses
included those that were blank, off task, unreadable, or "I don't know: Across tasks,
unsatisfactory responses were those that failed to refl-ct a basic understanding of the
informative, persuasive, or imaginative purpose of the writing. Minimal respoqses rec-
ognized the elements needed to complete the task, but were not managed well
enough to ensure the intended effect of the writing that resulted. Adequate responses
included those features critical to accomplishing the underlying purpose; responses
scored as adequate are likely to have the intended effect. Elaborated responses went
beyond the merely adequate, reflecting a higher level of coherence and elaboration
that is highly desirable, if not absolutely necessary

A 20 percent random subsample of all the pok)ers scored in 1983-84 (regardless of
assessment year) was scored by a second rater to provide an estimate of interrater
reliabilities for th e. primary trait scoring of the three new trend items. Table A.3 dis-
plays both the intraclass correlation and the percentage of exact score point agree-
ment between first and second readers. The latter is displayed since assessment re-
sults are presented by category or levels of proficiency By either measure, the rater
reliabilities were very high.
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Percentages of Exact Score Point Agreement and Intraclass
Correlation Coefficients for Piimary Trait (Task
Accomplishment) &ming Conducted in 1983-84 Table A.3

Age 9

1974 Papers

Percent
Exact Reliability

Agreement Coefficient

1979 Papers

Percent
Exact Reliability

Agreement Coefficient

1984 Paper:,

Percent
Exact Reliability

Agreement Coefficient

Hole in the Box 92% .90 93% .89 90% .86
Da li 88 .83 90 .83
Aunt May 88 .89 92 .95

Age 13

Hole in the Box 85 .82 85 .83 78 .79
Da li 90 .86 78 .73
Split Sessions 90 .84 37 .79

Age 17

Hok in the Box 90 .90 89 .85 92 91
Dali 90 .89 90 .89
Split Sessions. 91 .89 89 .91

tlastii: Scoring (Overall Fluency)

The trend items assessed in 1983-84 were also scored holistically provide an
entimate of the reletive fluency of the writing. When rating holistically the readers
concentrate on their general impression of a writing sample relative to the other pa-
pers they have read.

Guidelines for the holistic scoring were developed by the chief readers and table
leadersall of whom were experienced holistic readerswho began by surveying the
pool of papers for each age level on each task and selecting examples representing
six levels of proficiency for that age on that task (a seventh level was routinely used for
blank or unrateable papers). Levels 1-3 were used for bottom-half papers, and leveis
4-6 for top-half papers. Chief readers used the sample p Ipers to train readers first to
decide whether papers were "top half' or "bottom half' and then to make finer dis-
tinctions. In general, holistic scoring produces a roughly normal distribution of scores
for the total sample of papers, with scores equally distributed around the center of the
scale.

The purpose of NAEP's holistic evaluation was to detect changes in writing perfor-
mance for each age level on each task. Thus, papers written in response to a particu-
lar writing task by 9-year-olds in the two or three assessments of writing including that
task were randomly mixed together and rated relative to each other. The differences in
performance reported between assessment years within an age group are a direct
result of that comparative process. On tasks gioen to more than one age group, the
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differences in levels of performance noted from younger to older age groups are a
result of the readers own internal standards.

Interrater reliabilities for the holistic scoring were also estimated by rescoring a 20
percent subsample of the papers. The resulting intraclass correlations are displayed in
Table A.4. Interrater reliabilities for the holistic scoring were acceptably high for com-
paring group performance, although for most comparisons they were noticeably
lower than those for the corresponding primary trait scoring. This is probably because
the general impression procedure does not require readers to evaluate papers against
specific criteria as with primary trait scoring, but rather to familiarize themselves with
sets of essays that illustate different levels of performance on a specific task ("range
finders") Readers are asked to make a global judgment about where each paper fits
within tile range and this leaves more latitude for individual interpretations by readers.
Still, enough exact agreement is much lower than with the primary trait method,
readers are clearly in general agreement about the relative quality of the papers.

Intraclass Correlation Coefficients for
Holistic Scoring Conducted in 1983-84 Table AA

1974 Papers 1979 Papers 1984 Papers

Ages Ages Ages
9 13 17 9 13 17 9 13 17

Hole in the
Box .94 .75 .77 .91 .72 .82 .83 .77 79

Dali .76 .70 .77 -..,., 0 38 .78
Aunt May .75 .84
Split Sessions .73 .73 .68 .71

Relationshif, Between Primary Trait (Task Accomplishment)
and Holistic (Overall Fluency) Scores

Since each of the 1984 trend items was scored using both a holistic and primary
trait approach, it was possible to examine the interrelationships between the two sets
of scores. The relevant Pearson correlation coefficients are displayed in Thble A.5. For
most items, these range between .44 and .60; for the persuasive writing task used at
ages 13 and 17 (Split Sessions), the relationship was consistently lower, ranging be-
tween 29 and .34. These correlations suggest th. the two measures, while related,
reflect somewhat different aspects of studenti vaittLig achievement. The holistic score
is discussed as a general measure of writing fluency in this report, since the general
impression marks that readers give are affected by such diverse faIars r.s organiza-
tion, adherence to the conventions of written English, word choice, handwriting, and
quality of the ideas. The primary trait score, which is tied iliore closely to the features
of specific writing tasks, is discussed as a measure of success in accomplishing the
specifically assigned purpose of the writing.
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Pearson Correlation Coefficients Between
Prknary Trait (Task Accomplishment) and
Holistic (Overall Fluency) Scores Table A.5

Hole in the
Box

Da li

Aunt May
Split Sessions

9

.59

1974
Ages

13

.45

17

.45

1979
Ages

9 13

.51 .44

.57 .51

.46
29

17

.54

.57

31

1984
Ages

9 13

.47 .48

.56 .54
30

32

17

.58
.60

.34

NAEP Reporting Groups

NAEP does not report results for individual students. It only reports performance for
groups of students. In addition to national results, this report contains information
about subgroups defined by sex, race/ethnicity and region of the country Definitions
of these groups follow

Sex

Results are reported for males and females.

Race/Ethnicity

Results are presented for Black, White, and (since 1975) Hispanic st nts. For
all three assessments, results are based on observed racie/ethnic ideni_ncations
made by assessment administrators.

Region*

The country has been divided into four regions: Northeast, Southeast, Central,
and West. States included in each region are shown on the map below.

11'end data for regions of the counby are available from NAV. CPI 6710. Princeton, NJ 08541-6710.
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Data Collection

NAEP assessments are always administered using a well-trained, professional data
collection staff. NAEP's subcontractor for data collection for the first three assess-
ments was Research Triangle Institute. The subcontractor responsible for the 1984
assessment as well as the 1986 assessment is WESTAT, Inc. Quality control is pro-
vided through site visits by NAEP and WESTAT staffs.

Estimating Variability

The standard error, computed using a jackknife replication procedure, provides an
estimate of sampling reliability for NAEP measures. It is composed of sampling error
and other random error associated with the assessment of a specific item or set of
items. Random error inchMes all possible nonsystematic error associated with admin-
istering specific exercise items Co specific students in specific situations. In the Data
Appendbc, results for 1974 and 1979 are asterisked (1 if they are significantly different
at the .05 level from the 1984 result.

A Note About Interpretations

Interpreting the resultsattempting to put them into a "real world" context, ad-
vancing plausible explanations of effects, and suggesting possible courses of action
will always be an art, not a science. No one can control all the possible variables
affecting a survey Also, any particular change in achievement may be explained in
many ways or perhaps not at all. The interpretative remarks in this report represent the
professional judgments of NAEP staff and ,:onsultarits and must stand the tests of
reason and the reader's knowledge and experience. The conjectures may not always
be correct, but they are a way of stimulating the debate that is necessary to achieve a
full understanding of the results and implement appropriate action.







Age 9
MEANS PERCENTAGES AND JACKKNIFED STANDARD ERRORS FOR PRIMARY TRAIT AND HOLISTIC SCORES

DAL: PRIMARY TRAIT SCORE
Noo-

Rateable factory Wilma( Adequate Elaborated
Wilma(
or Bettor

Adeqoato
or Better

N (C.V.) (0) (1) (2) (3) (4) (2.14) (3.4) MEAN

TOTAL 1979 2482( 8%) 2 4 ( 04) 442 ( 21) 492 ( 2 0) 42(05) 00 ( 00) 53 4 ( 22) 421 05) 16 ( 00)
1994 1351 ( 5%) 13 ( 04) 430( 20) 528 ( 17) 28 ( 08) 00 ( 00) 55 7 1 21) 28 ( 0E0 16 ( 00)

SEX

MALE 1979 12094 8%) 38( 0 7r 490( 25) 44 4 ( 25) 2 7 ( 05) 00 ( 00) 471 ( 26) 2 7( 05) 15 ( 00)
1914 697 ( 7%) 11 ( 03) 479 ( 28) 492 ( 26) 1 7 ( 08) 0 0 ( 00) 50 91 28) 1 7( 08) 15 00)

FEMALE 1979 1273 ( 8%) 1 1 ( 0 4) 39 5 ( 2 3) 53 8 ( 2 0) 5 7 1 0 8) 00( 00) 594( 23) 57( 08) 16( 00)
1984 654 ( 6%) 16 ( 0 7) 378 ( 22) 56 6( 18) 40 ( 12) 00(00) 607(22) 40(12) 16(00)

OBSERVED ETHNICITPRACE

WHITE 1575 1772(9%) 12(03) 404(23) 534(21) 50106) 00(00) 584(24) 50(06) 16( 00)
1984 976(8%) 07( 03) 390(25) 562(21) 34(11) 00( 00) 597( 25) 34(11) 16( 00)

BLACK 1979 502(13%) 66( 14) 59) 27) 327( 35) 09( 05) 00( 00) 335( 34) 09( 05) 13( 00)
1934 251 (21%), 36 ( 10) 604 ( 45) 360( 4 4) 00 ( 00) 00( 00) 36 0 44) no) in) 13) 0 01

HISPANIC urn 155(25%)1 98( 45) 611( 63)* 282 ( 42)* 09( 06) 001 00) 291( 41)* 09( 06) 12 ( otr
1934 92(35%), 47( 48) 435( 32) 497( 60) 21( 21) 00( 00) 519( 65) 21( 21) 15( 01)

OW: HOLISTIC SCORE

(0) (1) (2) (3) (41 (5) (5) (4.5.5) MEAN

TOTAL- - 1979 12 ( 03) 189( 1 7) 24 9( 10) 258 ( 14) 16 9 ( 11) 84 ( 10) 39 ( 08) 291( 2 3) 28 ( 01)
1984 0 6 1 0 2) 179(19) 225(16) 245(12) 200(16) 107(12) 37(10) 345(30) 29(01)

SEX

MALE lirm 17( 05) 233(24) 271(14) 250(19) 147( 15) 65( 13) 17( 04) 229(24) 25(01)
1till 0 7 ( 03) 23 7 ( 2.5) 25.2 ( 2 0) 243 14) 171 ( 20) 76( 18) 14(05) 261(37) 26(01)

FEMALE 1971 0 7 ( 02) 147( 14) 229( 13,) 267( 16) 191( 17) 101 ( 1 1)* 59(13) 351(27r 30 ( 01)
1944 04 ( 0 3) 119 ( 1 6) 198( 18) 241(18) 231 ( 20) 140( 10) 62( 16) 433( 29) 32 ( 01)

DISEIMD ETHNICITY/RACE

WHITE 1979 03) 01) 151) 1.6) 23.6 ( 12) 27 7 ( 14) 192 ( 13) 9', ( 11) 46(10) 332(23) 30 01)
1984 03(02) 161(21) 215(17) 244(16) 213(19) 120(15) 44( 13) 377( 35) 30( 01)

BLACK 1979 33(08r 382(41) 280(30) 182(20) 83(22( 33(19) 06(04) 123(28) 20( 01).
19841 14(03) 283(37) 288(28) 212(24) 142(19) 50(11) 12(07) 203(20) 2 4 ( 01,)

HISPANIC 11791 94(41) 277(44) 335(84) 196(59) 55129r 43( 00(00) 97(33) 20( 01)*
19841 2 7 ( 28) 185 ( 2 4) 219 ( 50) 311 ( 43) 165( 32) 801 33) 13 ( 11) 258 ( 50) 2 7 ( 02)

AUNT MAY: PRIMARY TRAIT SCORE

Noe- Ibutls- Malmo( Adopts
Rateable factory Mahn& Medea° Elaborated or Bettor or Better

N (C.V.) (0) (1) (2) (3) (4) (2.3.4) (14) MEAN

TOTA' 1179 2525( 7%) 22 ( 0 4) 34 1 ( 16) 262 ( 12) 35 7 ( 15) 1 7 ( 0 3) 63 7 ( 17) 375 ( 16) 2 0( (10)
1934 1356(5%) 35(06) 383(22) 243(16) 328(21) 11(05) 582(23) 340(22) 19100)

SEX

MALE 1975 1259(8%) 29(06) 383(22) 269(18) 311(19) 08103) 588(23r 319(19) 19(00)
1934 701(7%) 45(09) 444( 27) 225(22) 282(27) 04(03) 511(28) 286(27) 18(01)

FEMALE 1975 1266( 8%) 15( 04) nu 20) 256( 16) 4134( 19) 27( 05) 687( 21) 431( 20) 21( 00)
1934 655(6%) 24(05) 318(24) 262(19) 378(23) 19(08) 658(25) 396(23) 20(00)

OBSERVED ENNICITY/RACE

WHITE 1979 1870( 9%) 15( 03) 305( 14) 270( 14) 390( 14) 20( 03) 14) 410( 15) 2 1 ( 00)
1914 978( 8%) 24( 05) 350( 26) 243( 19) 369( 23) 14( 06) 626(26) 383(25) 2 0( 01)

BLACK 1979 487(16%) 45(13) 514(36) 228(25) 205(24) 08(04r 44) .3-) 213(24) 16(01)
1914 253 (21%)1 66 ) 18) 533 ( 29) 230 ( 2 4) 171 ( 2 7) 00( 00) 40' 4) 171 ( 2 7) 15 ( 01)

HISPANIC 1979 114 (26%)1 6 8 ( 2 2) 47 8 ( 6 2) 4 0) 200 ( 6 5) 1 1 ( 1 1) 454 ( 72) 211( 69) 161 02)
1554 93(35%), 9 4 ( 60) 39 7 ( 63) 32 4 ( 62) 185 ( 6 4) 00( 0 0) 509(114) 185( 64) 16 ( 02)

74 7 6

SIGNIFICANTLY DIFFERENT FROM 1984

(ALPHA 05 FOR THE COMMISON W)THIN EACH COWMN)
'INTERPRET WITH CAUTION STANDARD ERRORS ARE POORLY ESTIMATED



Age 9
MEANS. PERCENTAGES. AND JACKKNIFED STANDARD ERRORS FOR PRIMARY TRAIT AND HOLISTIC SCORES

AUNT MAY: HOUSTIC SCORE

TOTAL--

(0) (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (5) (4.5.5) MEAN

1979 14(03) 109(13) 222(13) 302(13) 210(10) 105110) 38(07) 352(21r 30191)*
1984 22(05) 129(16) 265(18) 286(18) 186(12) 78(10) 33(06) 297(19) 28(01)

SEX

MALE 1979 17(05) 151(18) 249(18r 306(16) 183(13r 71(10i 23(09) 277(23r 213( 01)*
1984 31(08) 177(19) 342(26) 268(28) 134(15) 37(07) 12(06) 182(19) 25(01)

FEMALE 1979 11(04) 67(10) 196(15) 298(19) 238(151 138(16) .32(013) 428(27) 33(01)
1914 14( 04) 79(1s) 183(18) 305(20) 242 ( 22) 122(18) 54(11) 419(26) 33(01)

OBSERVED ERINICITY11ACE

WHITE 1979 01(03) 95(12) 209(13) 306(15) 216(11) 120(12) 45(09) 381(24) 32(01)
1981 1 4 ( 0 4) 102( 15) 253(22) 306( 19) 201( 12) 87( 13) 37( 08) 325(20) 30( 01)

BLACK

HISPANIC

1979 37(14) 162(30r 273(35) 296(32r 179(28r 12( 12) 12(05) 232(36) 26(01r
19841 46(16) 262(22) 315(22) 204(25) 108(16) 48(13) 17(12) 173(19) 23101)

1979 / 3 6 ( 19) 232(48) 317(61) 247(48) 136(39) 30(19) 02(02) 168(44) 23(01)
19841 66(38) 163(90) 281(61) 295(55) 150(41) 23(17) 22(17) 195(55) 25(03)

HOLE IN THE BOX: PRIMARY TRAIT SCORE

Nee- limes- Minimal Mogul,
Rateable Waxy Malawi Adogeate Elaborated or ken or Bettor

N (C.V.) OD (1) (2) (9) (4) (2.3.4) (3.4) MEAN

TOTAL 1974 2543( 5%) 121( 10)* 512( 14r 350( 14)* 17( 03r oo) 00) 367( 13r 17( 03)* 13( 'A)*
1979 2464( 7%) 76( 10) 511( 13r 393(13)* 21(04r 00) 00) 111( 14)* 21(04r 14( 001'
1954 1344( 7%) 49( 08) 406( 18) 191( 21) 51( 07) 01( 01) 546( 22) 52( 07) 15( 00)

SEX

MALE 1974 1280( 5%) 155( 15)* 536( 19r 302( 17)* 07( 02r 00) 00) 309( 17) 07( 02r 12100r
1979 1242( 7%) 98( 12) 534( 19r 357( tor To) 04r oo) 00) 368( 19) 10( ow 13( 00)*
1984 653( 9%) 70( 16) 423( 24) 476( 31) 31( 06) 00( 60) 507( 31) 31( 06) 1.5( 00)

FEMALE 1974 1263(5%) 87109r 487(1or 399(17) 28) 05r 00(00) 426(16( 2.8) o sr 14) oor
117! 1222( 7%) 52( 10) 487(18r 429( 17)* 31106r a() so) .31118r 31( 06r 14( 00)*
1914 691( 8%) 29( 08) 349( 24) 51.0( 22) 70( 11) 01( 01) 582 ( 2.6) 71( 11) 16( OM

OBSERVED ERINICITY/RACE

WHITE

BLACK

HISPANIC

1974 1947(6%) 89( lor 198( I5r 393(15r 20(03r (10(00)
1979 1820(9%) 57(07) 507(15r 41 !sr 18( ow ig)( oo)
1934 928(10%) 36( 1.0) 391( 19) 516( 2.2) 56( 08) 01( 01)

1974 421(13%) 231 ( 22r 596 ( 4 1) 17 3 ( 28r oo oc, 73( 00)
1979 477(13%) 151 ( 22r 550 ( 29) 281( 31) 18( 08) 00 ( 00)
1984 220(23%)I 64( 15) 489( 74) 412( 68) 35( 1.6) 00( 00)

1974 153 (15%) 300( 47) 476 ( 37) 202 ( 35) 22 ( 11) 00 ( 00)
1979 122(24%y 186( 78) 44 8 ( 5 7) 303( 59) 63( 35) 00( 00)
1914 162 (41%)I 131( 69) 408 ( 77) 430(122) 32 ( 2.9) 00 ( 00)

HOLE IN THE BOX: HOLISTIC SCORE

TOTAL

413(14r 20(03r
436( 15)* 18( 04)*
573(23) 57(08)

173( 28)* 00( 00)
299(30) 18(08)
448( 75) 35( 16)

22 4 ( 38) 22) .1)
366( 83) 63( 35)
462(144) 32( 29)

13( oor
14 ( 00)*
16( 00)

09( 00r
12( oor
11( 01)

09( 01)
12( 02)
14 ,02)

(0) (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (0) (4,5.5) MEAN

1971 83(013r 119(13r 235(13) 235(10) 176(09) 89(10) 34(06) 299(17) 21(01r
1979 46( 09) 138( l or 257(17) 281( 18) 177( 13) 75( 10) 25( 06) 277( 22) 27( 01r
1984 27(07) 94(10) 258(21) 281(18) 173(13) 112(14) 55(17) 340(31) 30(01)

SEX

MALE 1974 109( 13r 199(19r 263(16) 230(15) 133(10) 48(07) 18(04) 199(13) 23( 21)*
1972 61(11) 176(15) 299(20) 276(19) 133(17) 42(08r 13(06) 188(23) 24(01r
1984 11( 11) 138( 15) 274(23) 272(27) 1601 17) 85( 17) 26( 07) 271( 30) 27( 01)

FEMALE

OBSERVED ETHNICITY/RACE

WHITE

HISPANIC

1974 56(u6r 100(131* 206(15) 240(12) 220(12) 129(16) 49(09)
1979 31;10) 100(12r 215(20) 286(25) 223( 16) 108(18) 38(09)
1984 11( 04) 531 10) 242(24) 289( 19) 185( 20) 138( 17) 83128)

117:: 66 ( 08)*
1979 3 4 ( 06)
1364 24( 06)

398( 23)
369( 26)
405( 35)

31( 01)
30( 01)
33( 01)

123) 13). 225(14) 246(11) 198(10) 102(12) 40(07) 340(19) 29(01r
124(12r 240(20) 292(21) 194(17) 85( 1 ir 30(07) 309(27) 29( olr
70(10) 207(18) 301(24) 191(15) 136(16) 70(21) 398(33) 33(01)

1974 130( ler 283(22r 275(26r 212(27) 74(13) 26( 11) 00(00) 101( 18)
1979 93(28r 214(31) 302(29) 233(33) 125(15) 28(13) 94(03) 157(23)
19841 16(09) 165(36) 448(47) 222(36) 103(19) 41(20) 05(05) 149(29)

1974 210(43) 208(42) 290)34) 110(22( 96(27) 59(21)
19791 111(89) 174( 33) 367( 81) 191( 53) 106( 37) 38(22)
19141 81( 64) 182( 90) 337(60) 240(41) 105(54) 40( 33)

21( 13)
14 ( 10)
16( 13)

176( 40)
158( 57)
161( 89)

19( Olr
22( 01)
24( 01)

19( 02)
22( 03)
23( 05)
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Age 13
MEANS PERCENTAGES AND JACKKNIFED STANDARD IRRORS FOR PRIMAR1 TRA)1 AND NOE

13AU: PRIMARY TRAIT SCORE

N (C.V.)

Noe-
Rataalec

(0)

llamas-
factory

(1)
Minimal

(2)
Aamprals

(3)
Elaborated

(4)

Minimal
or Batter
(2,3,4)

Adamiata
Of Batter

(3,4) MEAN

TERAL 1979 2496 ( 7%1 11(02) 245(15r 608( .) 135(10) 02(01) 744(16r 137( 1 or 19( oo)'
71.34 1275(8%1 04(01) 182( 15) 626( 17) 173( 18) 15(06) 814(15) 188(23) 20(00)

SEX

MALE 1171 12i5( 8%) 14( 04) 301( 24)* 587( 23) 98( 13) 00( 00) 685( 25)* 98( 13) 18( 00)*
1964 636(10%) 06(02) 207(22) 644(20) 140(21) 03(02) 786(22) 142(21) 19(00)

FEMALE 1979 1241 ( 7%) 07( 04) 187113) 629( 16) 173( 13) 03( 02) 806( 13) 176( 14) 20( 00)*
1554 638 ( 8IL) 0 ( 0 1) 156(25) 608(28) 206(20) 28(13) 842(25) 234(29) 21(01)

MEWED E7WilCr(tR8CE
WHITE 1979 1781( 8%) 07( 02)* 220( 16)* 616( 16) 156( 12r 01( 0 1)* 773( 16)* 157( 12)* 19( 00)*

1984 923(10%) 02( 01) 149( 15) 628( 20) 204( 19) 17( 06) 849( 15) 221( 24) 21( 00)

BLACK 1979 538(12%) 25(08) 358( 29) 571( 28) 32( 07) 03( 03) 606( 30) 35( 09) 16( 00)
1954 227(17%) 12(06) 344(42) 578( 34) 51(18) 15(12) 644(42) 65(28) 17( 01)

HISPANIC 1973 121(18%) 30(15) 317(84) 578(77) 75(30) 00(00) 653(85) 75(30) 17(01)
1984 85138%), 04( 04) 208( 67) 749( 65) 39( 30) 00( 00) 788( 66) 39( 30) 18( 01)

DAU: HOUSTIC SCORE

(0) IN (2) (3) (4) 111 (5) (4,5,5) MEAN

UAL 1971 07(02) 89(09) 226(13) 315(16) 249(13) 90(07) 24(05) 363(16) 31(00)
1884 03(02) 75(08) 228(16) 301(15) 257(15) 96(13) 40(08) 393(27) 32(01)

SEX

MALE 50711 09(03) 131(17) 269(17) 324(19) 185(15) 64(07) 19(05) 268(17) 28(01)
1984 05(03) 104(12) 295(22) 306(20) 192(18) 75(14) 23(07) 291(30) 29(01)

FEMALE 1979 05(03) 46(07) 182(16) 306118) 315(17) 116(12) 30(07) 461(21) 33(01)
1084 02(02) 45(08) 161(17) 296(20) 321(19) 117(18) 58(15) 496(31) 35(01)

OBSERVED ETHNICITY/RACE

WHrE 1979 06(02) 6.5(10) 203( 15) 326(18) 268(15) 103(08) 29(05) 400(18) 32( 00)
1984 02(01) 52(09) 195(17) 306(15) 287(16) 111(14) 46(09) 444(29) 33(01)

&ACK 1979 08(04) 233(24) 32712.5) 264(24) 141(19) 25(07) 03(03) 169(21) 24(01)
1564 07(07) 213(24) 336(39) 238(33) 140(30) 20(09) 26(16) 186(44) 25( 01)

HISPANIC 1971 2.5( 14) 126( 40)* 324163) 314( 56) 167( 42) 24118) 21( 15) 211( 52) 16( 02)
19841 04(04) 37(21) 336(57) 368(50) 192148) 69(38) 00(00) 261(59) i9( 01)

SPLIT SESSION: PRIMARY TRAIT SCORE

Noe- Walls- Mialmal Nom**
Media factory Minimal NNW, Elaborslad or Mho or leder

N (C.V.) RI (1) (2) (3) (4) (2,3,4) (3,4) MEAN

TERAL 1971 2735 ( 6%) 0 8 ( (( 2) 711 ' 14)* 218( 11) 58( 06)* 01( 01) 278( 15)* 60( 06)* 13( oor
1914 1276( 8%) 69( 02) 650( 2.2) 245( 19) 93( 12) 03102) 341( 22) 96( 13) 14( 00)

SEX

WALE 1979 1346(6%) 1.2(24) 710(18) 228(15) 50(08r 01101) 278118) 50(08r 13(00/
INN 636110%) 1.5( 04) 649(29) 25.2(26) 84(15) 00( 00) 336( 30) 85( 15) 14( 00)

FEMALE 1979 1389( 6%) 0.4( 01) 718( 18)* 210( 1.3) 67( 09) 02( 01) 279( 18)* 69( 09)* 13( 00)*
1064 639( 8%) 03( 02) 651( 22) 219( 1.8) 102( 16) 05( 03) 346( 22) 107( 15) 15100)

OBSERVEE SP1Mr IVPAUE

WHITE 1971 2087( 6%) 04( 02) 69.5( 14)* no) 12) 68( 07)* 02( 01) 301( 14( 70( 07)* 14( 00)*
1c64 923 (10%) 04 ( 02) 626 ( 19) 260 ( 16) 106 ( 14) 04( 02) 370( 19) 110 ( 15) 15 ( 00)

RACK 1119 438(15%) 19107) 798( 27) 163( 23) 19107) 00( 00) 182(25) 19(07) 12( 00)
1164 228(17%) 36( 12) 702( 59) 204( 44) 59( 21) 00 ( 00) 262157) 59(21) 13(01)

HISPANIC 11175 1411(21%)I 31( 15) 783( 53) 170( 50) 16( 09) 00( 00) 186( 52) 16( 09) 12( 01)
1984 II-MI(1 04(04) 797(81) 178(96) 21(22) 00(00) 199(80) 21(22) 121 01)

76

SIGNIFICANTLY DIFFERENT FROM 1984

(ALPHA - 05 FOR THE COMPARISON WITHER EACH COLUMN)

INTERPPrT WITH CAUTION STANDARD ERRORS ARE POORLY ESTIMATED
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Age 13
MEANS PIRCENTAGES AND JACKKNIiLD STANDARD (RRORS FOP. PRIMARY TRAIT AND HOLISTIC SCORFS

SPLIT SESSION: HOLISTIC SCORE

-TOTAL-

(0) (1) (2) (4) (5) (8) (4,5,8) MEAN

1971 C4( 01) 11.2( 11) 295( 15)* 3241133 1571 133* 0/) 19( 03) 264( 18)* 28( 011
1914 07(02) 93(11) 747(11) 332116) 07A"' J1(10) 21(05) 320(19) 30(01)

SEX

MALE 1978 06( 02) 167( s.",) 3571 1 ir 298+ 17)
1984 11(04) 134(1 307117) 33811-ii

FEMALE

36107)
36( 07)

07102) 172( 18)
12(05) 210(22)

25101)
27(01)

1979 03( 01) 59( 09) '35( 16)* 350( 241( 17)* 81( 11) 30( 05) 353( 22)* 31( 01)
1984 02(01) 53(14) 169( 16) 326(5) 302( 16) 99(18) 30(06) 432(271 331.1)

MEMO ETHNICITY/RACE

WHITE 1979 02(01) 901101
1984 02( 01) 68( 11)

BLACK

HISPANIC

284( 15)* 337( 14) 199( 15)* 67( 09) 21( 04) 287( 20)* 29( 01)*
230(16) 340(19) 254(16) 80(11) 26(07) 360(21) 31(01)

1971 15( 06) 211(29) 374(29) 255(31) 109(20) 27(08) 08(04) 145(21) 23(01)
1984 32( 12) 214(32) 304(25) 274(34) 143(29) 2.9(16) 04(04) 177(37) 24(01)

19791 06(03) 212(49) 304( 51) 283(42) 174( 53) 21(12) 00100) 1( 53) 25(01)
11841 04( 04) 115(28) 333(37) 386(34) 147( 53) 07((18) 08;031 162( 54) 26101)

HOLE IN THE BOX: PRIMARY TRAIT SCORE

-TOTAL-

Nem- tinsels- Minium! Adespela
Rateable Wary Mktimal Adeutate Metaled at Satiar sr War

N (C.K) (0) (1) (2) (3) (4) (2,3,4) (3,4) MEAN

1974 2513( 3%) 22(04) 286( 15) 531( 1.3) 142( 10) 1.7(04) 140(15) 159( 11) 18(00)
1979 2782 ( 5%) 2.2 ( 03) 370 ( 15) 49 ( 16) 107( 10)* 11 ( 03) 607( 16) 118 ( 11)* 17100)*
1984 1289(5%) 18(05) 315(21) 499(16) 148( 13) 2.0(04) 667(22) 168(15) 18( no)

SEX

MALE 1974 1228( 4%) 39( 07) 326( i.7) 519( 18) 104( 11) 1.2( 04) 635( 18) 116( 13) 17( 00)
1979 1408(6%) 31(06) 412(18) 470(1.8) 81( or 07( 04) 558(20) 87(11) 16100/
1184 680( 6%) 24( 0.7 366(32) 476(24) 12.5( 111 LO) 04) 611(34) 135( 18) 17101)

FEMALE 1974 1285( 4%) 06( 02) 25.2( 18) 542 ( 11) 177( 1.3) 22( 05) 741( 18) 199( 15) ao( (70)
1979 1374( 5%) 13( 04) 327( 18)* 510( 20) 135( 14) 1 4 ( 04)* 659( 1.6). 150( 16) 1.8( oar
1984 609( 7%) 12( 05) 257( 20) 52.5( 23) 1751 16) 32 ( 07) 731( 1.9) 207121) 20100)

MEWED ETHNICITY/RACE

WHITE

BLACK

HISPANIC

1974 1982( 4%) 1.7( 04) 275( 17) 532( 16)* 156( 1.1) 1.9( 04) me ( 17) 175( 13) 19( 001
1179 2056( 7%) 12 ( 02) 365( 17) 48.7( 11) 12.3( 1.1) 13(0.3) 623(18) 136( 12) 1.8( 00)
1914 946( 6%) 22( 06) 326( 23) 4.2( 15) 14.4( 1.5) 2.7( 05) 653( 25) 17.1( 1.8) 18100)

1174 400(11%) 5.8( 11)* 371( 34)* 47.5( 36) 87( 17) 08( 0.5) 571( 3.3)* 95( 17) 16( 00)*
1979 505 (13%) 7 1 ( 18)* 399( 31)* 481( 3.3) 4 1 ( 11)* 03( 02) 531( 36)* 44( 11)' 15( 01)'
1984 165(22%)! 06( 05) 241( 25) 58.3( 43) 17.0( 37) 00( 00) 753( 25) 17.0137) 19( 00:

1974 100(20%)! 19( 13) 311( 45) 613( 42) 5.6( 23) 00( 00) 570( 54) 56( 23) 17( fin
1979 148(26%)I 421 21) 375( 36) 517( 3.5) 6.6( 34) 00(0.0) 583( 30) 66( 34)
1914 145(34%)! 12109) 332165) 515(84) 141( 39) 00( C'D) r 7( 66) 141( 39) '

HOLE IN THE BOX: HOLISTIC L.:ME

-TOTAL-

(0) (1) (2) (3) 141 (9) (iii 14 ..,b) MEAN

1174 13( 031 114( 12) 204( 12)* 261( 11) 241( 13)* 104( 08)* 63( 08) 408( 20)* 32( 011
1979 14(04) 140(12) 257(16) 267(09) 202(12) 84(12) 37(06) 323(23) 29(01)
1184 14(04) 113(14) 272(16) 293(11) 184(17) 70(08) 54(10) 307(27) 29(01)

SEX

MALE 1974 25(06) 163(16) 245( 1!* 258(16) 215(17) 58(09) 36(06) 309(21) 28(01)
1171 22(04) 190(14) 321(15 253(17) 137(12) 50(10) 21(05) 207(21) 25(01)
11114 19(06) 158(23) 321(2.3) 266(17) 15.3(22) 49(09) 34(11) 236(35) 27(01)

FEMALE 1974 02(01) 68(11) 165(13) 265(17) 266(14) 147(11)* 89(12)
1171 06(02) 87(12) 183( 23) 280( 1) 270(17) 121(19) 53109)
1984 08( 04 62(11) 216(21) 325(24) 219(18) 93(11) 78(15)

501125)* 35(01)
444( 30) 33( 01)
389(28) 33(01)

1111SERVE71 ETHNICITY/RACE

WHIlE IVP 09( 04) 91( 12) 185( 13)* 265( 12) 258( 14)* 118( 09)* 74( 09) 451( 22)* 33( 0 9*
1179 08(02) 120( 11) 234( 17) 27.3( 10) 727( 11)* 94( 13) 43(08) 364(25) 30(01)
19114 18(05) 102( 14) 274(18) 287( 14) (79( 18) 76( 11) 6.5(12) 320128) 30101)

KKK

HISPANIC

1174 41( 10)* 254( 38)* 295( 25) 237( 41) 126( 20) 34(09) 12106)
1971 35( 11)* 199(25) 348(23) 250(19) 120(17) 46(10) 04103)
19141 00(00) 115(29) 318( 42) 353(47) 1644,39) 26(12) 24(17)

172(25) 23(01)*
169( 18) 24( 01)
214(59) 27( 02)

11741 1.2( 12) 134( 38) 31.3(49) 197( 4.2) 26.9( 74) 53(27) 22( 14) 344( 82) 28102)
1171! 36( 2.0) 22.1( 25) 389( 50)* 22.4( 27) 6.2( 22)* 5.7( 2.4) 11( 08) 130( 38)* 2.3( 01)
19W 04( 04) 216( 64) 205( 2.1) 28.8( 51) 20.7( 5.0) 74( 16) 06( 05) 287(56) 27( 02)
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Age 17
MEANS PERCENTAGES AND JACKKNIFED STANDARD ERRORS FOR PHIMAPY TRAIT ANT HOLISTIC SCORES

EMU PRIMARY TRAIT SCORE

N (C.V.)

Nos-
Rateable

(D)

(Muth-
factory

(1)
Mtn lmal

(2)
Adequate

(3)
Elaborated

(4)

Minimal
or Better
(2.34)

Adequle
or Bader

(3.4) MEAN

TOTAL 1979 2433 ( 6%) 06 ( 021 124 ( 11) 60 4 I 19r 26 0 ( 1 Br 07( 03r 811( 131 26 7 ( 18r 21 1 0 01'
1914 1539(6%) 16(06) 94(111 508(26) 362( 28) 20(05) 890(12) 382( 311 23(00)

SEX

MALE 1979 1161 ( 7%) 1 11 0 5) 17 3 ( 151' 620( 2 1) 1921 181' 04( 02) 8161 ter 196( 18r 20( oor
1914 791 ( 6%) 21 ( 0 7) 105 ( 13) 543 ( 331 32 0 ( 3 3) 12 ( G41 87 4 ( 13) 331( 351 22 ( 0 0)

FEMALE 1979 1272 1 7%) 01 ( 01) 81 ( 12) 589( 231' 318 ( 24)- 11( 951 918 ( 121 329( 24r 23( 00)
1914 748( 7%) 11( 071 81( 14) 470( 26) 408; 311 29( 08) 907( 181 437( 35) 24( 01)

OBSERVED ETHNICITY/RACE

WHITE 1972 1917 I 5%) 05( 02) 101( 081 604( 19) 282( 17r 09( 03r 894109) 291( 1 71' 22 ( 0)*
1914 1108( 7%) 13( 05) 75( 11) 479( 301 410( 29) 25( 061 913( 13) 4341 331 24( 00)

BLACK 1972 341(16%) 13(051 259( 41) 632( 45) 93(271' 03(03, 728( 44) 96(28r 16(01)
1534 254 (20%) 2 7 ( 11) 178 ( 24) 618 ( 38) 17 7( 30) 00 ( 00) 795 ( 2 7) 17 7 1 301 19 ( 0 0)

HISPANIC 1972 108 (28%1' 05 ( 0 5) 214 ( 4 7) 532 ( 4 8) 24 9 ( 63) 0 0 ( 0 0) 791 ( 4 7) 249( 63) 2 0 ( 0 1)
1914 142 (25%)' 06 ( 061 133( 36) 603( 57) 249( 52, 09' 091 861 ( 36) 25 8 ( 56) 21 ( 01)

DAV. HOLISTIC SCORE

(0) (1) PI (4) (5) RI (4,5.6) MEAN

TOTAL 1971 05( 02) 55(11) 148(121 299(13) 323(13) 132(10r 38( 07) 493(21) 34(01)
1994 12( 05) 37( 06) 139( 121 272( 12) 314( 12) 173( 14) 53( 08) 540( 201 36( 01)

SEX

MALE 1972 09( 04) 95(17r 206( 16) 322(18) 263(17) ti( 11( 20( 06) 368( 24). 31( OW
1984 13( 051 SC( 08) 164(21) 310(15) 284(16) 135(12) 43( 08) 462(251 34(01)

FEMALE 1972 01( 00) 21 ( 06) 98( 13) 278( 151 376( 17) 172( 13) 54 ( 11) 602( 25) 37( 01)
1914 11 ( 0 7) 22 ( 06) 111 ( 12) 231 ( 19) 346 ( 1 9) 215 ( 20) 6 4 ( 13) 62 5 ( 22) 38 ( 0 1)

OBSER1120 EDINICITY/RACE

WHITE 1972 04(02) 40(06r 133(121 300(12r 342(13) 140(1W 40( 06) 522(19r 35( Ow
1964 10( 04) 25( 05) 108( 11) 261( 14) 359( 14) 197(15) 62(10) 597(20) 37(01)

BLACK 1972 0 7 ( 03) 173 ( 4 6) 243(26) 298(32) 206(29) 55(101 279( 52) 28( 02)
1964 21 ( I I) 8 3 ( 23) 268( 35) 322( 28) 232( 26) 55( 17) J) 3051 3 0) 29 ( 01)

HISPANIC 19721 1 0 ( 1 0) 3 0 ( 1 3) 222( 50) 286( 60) 299, 108 281 46( 311 453(63) 33 ( 01)
19941 0 6 ( 0 6) 51 ( 25) 200( 35) 311( 43) 26.: 147( 321 23( 19) ' 3(56) 3 3 ( 02)

SPLIT SESSION: PRIMARY TRAIT SCORE

Non- Damns- Minimal Adequate
Rateable factory Minimal Adequate Elaborated or Bear or Bettor

0 (C.V.) (0) (1) (2) (3) (4) (2.3,4) (34) MEAN

TOTAL 1979 ';42 ( 5%) 14 ( 03) 38 0 ( 16) 475( 1 41 12 7 ( 09)' 04 ( 01) 606 ( 15) 131 ( 0 91' 1 7 ( 0 01'
10 . 1540( 6%) 19( 04) 343(23) 443(1', 168(17) 08( 03) 638( 231 195(181 18(00)

SEX

MALE 1979 1333) 7%) 23( 05) 390(18) 481( 16) 103 ( 09)' 04( 02) 587(191 106(09r 17 ( 00)'
1964 791( 6%) 30( 05) 347( 21) 453( 20) 166( 17) 04( 03) 623( 221 170( 17) 18( 00)

FEMALE 1972 1409 1 6%) 05( 02) 371( 20) 469( 211 151, 141' 05( 02) 624( 20) 155(15r 18( 00)
1984 749) 7%) 0 7 ( 0 3) 33 9 3 3) 432 ( 2 5) 21 1 2 2) 11( 04) 654( 33) 222( 23) 19( 01)

OBSERVED ETHNICITY/RACE

WHITE 1979 2066( 7%) 12 ( 03) 360(17) 488( 15) 135( tOY 05( 01) 627( 161 139(1 w 18( 00)
1984 1108( 7%) 17 ( 04) 311 ( 2 4' 162 ( 2 0) 202)20) 08 ( 03) 672 ( 2 4) 21 0 ( 2 0) 19 ( 00)

BLACK 1979 466 (11%) 24(10) 451(37) 443135) 80(18r 02( 02) 525143 , 82(19r 16( 01)
1964 254(20%) 39( 11) 404( 33) 398( 33) 154( 251 04( 04) 557 ( 35) 1581 2 4) 17( 011

HISPANIC 1972 133 (20%) 2 3 ( 13) 514 ( 6 91 349 ( 72) 114 ( 33) 0 0( 0 0) 463168) 114(33) 16(01)
1994 142 (25%7) 0 0 1 0 0) 471( 59) 395( 51) 122( 33) 12( 131 529( 59) 134( 351 17(01)

78
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'SIGNIFICANTLY DIFFERENT FROM 1984

(ALPHA 05 FOR THE COM1RISON WITHIN EACH COLUMN)

;INTERPRET WITH CAUTION SODARD ERRORS ARE POORLY ESTIMATED



Age 17
MEANS RERCENTAUS AND-ACM(74KM S1ANDARD ERRORS FOR PRIMARY TRAIT AND NOIISTIC SCOR:5

SPLIT SESSION: HOLISTIC SCORE

(0) (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) RI (4.5.5) MEAN

TOTAL 1279 1 1 ( 0 3) 61( 061 208( 121' 314( 12) 275( 14) 105( 101' 2711.151'
1994 081 021 35( 061 120( 091 2961 13) 309( 14) 179( 13) 54( 08)

SEX

MALE 1979 17( 051 921 111' 278( 161* 311( 13r 2201 1sr 65( 09)*
1984 12( 04) 53( 091 153( 12) 360( 19) 273( 1131 116( 12)

FEMALE

OBSERVED ETHN1CRY/RACE

WHITE

(31;- .

HISPANIC

17( 05)
33110)

1979 05( 071 30105r 139) 15r 318( 19r 3281 17) 144) 13r 36(06r
1984 04(02) 15(05) 85112) 225(17) 348(20) 247(21) 76(11)

1979 0 ( 0 3) 55( 07)* 191( 11r 307( 14) 290( 14) 117( 11)* 30( 06)
1984 05(02) 28(04) 102(091 280(15) 322(15) 201(14) 63(101

1979 20110) 88( 11) 317( 321* 365(27) 167)2W 40(111 03(03)
1984 32( 12) 67(271 195( 23) 346(35) 275(43) 59(12) 26(12)

1979 17( 09) 80( 35) 247( 17) 314( 461 261( 49) 60( 281* 22( 20)
19841 00( 00) 46(18) 160139) 321(41) 230(38) 219(59) 25(191

HOLE IN THE BOX: PRIMARY TRAIT SCORE

Miolo21Nos- Uosatis-

406( 21)* 32( 00)*
542( 19) 36( 01)

302( 21)* 29( 01)*
422( 221 33( 01)

509(26r 35( OW
671(23) 39(011

437(21r 33) ow
586(18) 37(01)

210(28r 27(01r
360(54) 30(01)

343( 72) 30( 021
474(49) 35(02)

A/WM

N (C.V.) R81210d) 11°11(11" Millar Ader Elab"(4) " sr12$18.3.4r 11131111; MEAN

TOTAL 1974 2246( 5%) 15( 03) 222( 11) 485( 15) 254( 14) 24( 05) 764( 12
1979 2688( 5%) 26( 03) 261( 09) 453( 13r 236( 13) 25( 05) 7131 09)
1984 1534( 4%) 32 ( 10) 217( 141 5101 16) 219( 19) 22( 04) 751 ( 21)

SEX

MALE 1974 1067( 6%) 22( 05) 256( 15) 522( 20) 186( 17) 14( 04) ,1( 17)
1979 1318( 6%) 41( 06) 299( 14)- 484( 18) 157( 15) 18( 05) 660( 14)
1954 745( 4%) 54( 14) 230( 21) 520(24) 163(20) 23( 07) 706(27)

FEMALE 1974 1179( 6%) 08( 02) 191( 13) 453( 19) 316( 18) 32( 08) 801( 14)
1979 1370( 4%) 10 ( 031 223( 10) 421 ( 1sr 315( 16) 31( 07) 767( 10)
1954 789( 5%) 10(07) 195(201 500(22) 273(20) 21( 04) 795(25)

OSSERVED ETHNICITY/RACE

WHITE

BLACK

HISPANIC

1974 1870( 6%) 13( 03) 211( 11) 488( 17) 264( 15) 24( 776( 12)
1979 2124( 6%) 23( 03) 252( 09)* 447( 14) 253( 14) 2( 05) 725( 10)
1984 1170(8%1 33( 10) 203( 16) 496(19) 244(21) 2'4(134) 764(231

1974 305(12%) 21(08) 277( 40) 512( 37) 182( 34) 08( 05) 703( 44)
1979 382(14%) 33(11) 320( 25) 509(27) 126(251 12(07) 647(26)
1914 194(21%11 21( 171 295( 41) 538( 40) 133( 26) 13( 10) 684( 43)

1974 53(26%)1 46(31) 277(65) 392(57r 226(67) 60(60) 678(63)
1979 113(27%)1 105( 48) 343( 60) 369(64r 174(40) 09(06) 552(81)
1984 139(27%)I 39) 15) 199( 25) 609( 36) 124( 41) 29( 18) 762( 33)

MOLE IN NE BOX: HOLISTIC SCORE

TOTAL

(0) 111 (2) (3) (4) 151 151

1974 09102) 31( 04) 97( 09) 262(091 340( 14)* 177( 10) 84(09)
1979 19 ( 03) 66( 06) 146( 09) 267( 11) 283113) 157( 11) 61(07)*
1984 23(09, 46( 08) 124(11) 249(13) 288(16) 183(17) 88(08)

SEX

MALE 1974 ( 6 ( 0 5) 53( 08) 133( 14) 310( 16) 312( 18)* 131( 15) 46(06)
1979 31( 06) 110( 09) 198( 12) 270( 13) 236( 16) 110( 14) 44(07)
1984 36( 12) 81( 14) 173(18) 261(20) 238(20) 156(21) 55(08)

FFMAd 1974 02( 01) 13104) 65( 09) 219( 13) 364(22)
218( 17)

11198(136:

1979 07(03) 22(04) 94(11) 264(13) 330(14) 203(13) 79( or
1984 10(07) 12(05) 76(09) 236(19) 337(22) 209(20)

(*SERVED ETHNICITY/RACE

WHITE

BLACK

HISPANIC

1974 08(02) 22(03) 84(09) 253( 11) 355(14) 190( 11/
1972 15(03) 56(07) 135( 11) 260( 12) 29,;( 12) 172(11)
1984 22( 09) 41( 08) 105( 101 228( 141 30 7( 17)

1974 11(06) 87( 20) 190127) 333( 30) 247( 33)
1979 27( 10) 125( 16) 226(26) 334(34) 209(33)
19841 21( 17) 69(27) 196(32) 367(35) 211( 12)

19741 29(29) 74(43) 114(51) 316( 75) 228(88)
19791 100(48) 137( 51) 187(36) 224(36) 210(42)
191141 28( 16) 65( 19) 179( 35) 290( 28) 217( 35)

88( 09)
69( 08)* 534( ler 36(01)

37(01)

2781 15) 21( 00)
26' 15, 20( 00)
24 ( 1 r) 20 ( 00)

200( 18) 79( 00)
176( 18) 18( 00)
186( 18) 19(00)

348( 19) 22( 00)
346( 18) 21( 00)
295( 21) 21(00)

289( 16) 21( 00)
278( 16) 20( 00)
268( 20) 20(001

190( 33) 19( 01)
138(261 18(01)
147( 27) 18( 01)

285(48) 20(01)
183( 40) 16(01)
153( 44) 19( 01)

(4.5,8) MEAN

601( 14) 38(00)
501( 18) 34( 01)
559(24) 36(01/

488( 18) 34( 001
391(23) 31( 01)
449(33) 33(01)

701( 18) 41( 01)
612( 15) 38(00)
6661 26) 40( 01)

633( 15) 38( 00)

195( 20)

97( 20)
59(14)

102(09)

33( 13)
21( 10)

604(24)

378( 36)
289(34)

121(27) 16(10) 348(49)

91(48) 148(116) 467(84)
110(36) 32(12) 351(52)
161( 41) 70( 25) 440( 47)

31( 01)
28(01)
31( 01)

35(041
28(03)
34( 02)
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Age 13
PHCFNTAGFS AFC NiF Et) ':,TANDARD ERRORS FOR WRONG

RE7ORTS WRITTEN LAST 6 WEEKS FOR SCHOOL

N (C.V.) 0

rif

1-2

LIN,.

3-1 5-10 MORE 10 MISSING MEAN

TOTAL 1979 J.'"1 ( 4%) 164 ( 08) 335 ( 08) 21 5 ( 0 5) 17 2 ( 0 6) 4 4 ( 03)* 0 ( 04)
14 5158 ( 3%) 179( II) 33 3 ( 1 2) 22 4 09) 178( 12) 33( 04) 53( 04)

SIX

MALE 1979 14575( 4%) 177( 09) 326( 08) 2031 06) 160( 07) 47( 03r 87( 04r 301 (1)
1911 2629( 4%) '90( 13) 329( 13) 222( II) 166( 13) 33) 04) 59( 05) 28( 011

FEMALE 1979 14855 j 4%) 152( 09) 3.44( 09) 227( 06) 184( 06) 41( 03) 52( 04) 21( 01)
1984 2528( 4%) 167( 13) 338; 15) 22 5 1 1) 191 ( 14) 33 ( 04) 46( 06) 30 ( 0 1)

OBSERVED ETHNICITY/RACE

WHITE 1979 22027( 5%) 162( 09) 348( ('8) 222( 05) 176( 07) 42( 03) 50( 02) 30( 01)
1981 3742 5%) 17 5 ( 12) 34 1 ( 1 2) 228 ( 10) 178 ( 1 4) 34 ( 04) 4 4 ( 04) 29 ( 01)

BLACK 1979 5259 (11%) 184 ( 12) 280 ( 1 4) 17; ( 091 146 I 0 7) 53 ( 0 .5)* 158 ( 10r 30 ( 0 1)
1981 833 (12%) 205( 181 286( 23) 218( 18) 179( 22) 32( 06) 80( 10) 29( 02)

HISPANIC 1979 1440 (16%) 160( 11) 292( 27) 497( 11) 175( 09) 54 ( 061' 122 ( 23) 32 I 01)'
1984 443 (23%), 16 0 ( 3 6) 36 6 ( 3 9) 18 8 ( 1 9) 159( 23) 24 ( 11) 103( 14) 27( 021

TIME SPENT IN ENGUSH CLASS ON WR:TING INSTRUCTION

TOTAL 1979
1981

SEX

MALE 1979
1981

FEMALE 1979

N MN)

29418 ( 4%)
5158 ( 3%)

14568 ( 4%)

2629 1 4%)

14850 I 4%)

NONE-UT

440 ( 06)
42 4 ( 1 1)

464(07)
439( 14)

41 6 ( 08)

1/3-MORE

551 ( 06)
560 ( 1 1)

525(07)
545 ( 14)

578 ( 08)

MISSING

09 ( 0 21.

1 6 ( 03)

I 02)
4 03)

0 7 ( 2)*
1981 2528 ( 408( II) 577( 12) 15( 04)

OBSERVED ETHNICITTYINCE

WHITE 1979 22019 ( 5%) 44 7 ( 0 7) 546 ( 08) 0 7 ( 021'
1961 3742 ( 5%) 426 ( 1 4) 55 9 ( 1 4) 1 5 ( 03)

BLACK 1579 5255 (11%) 4113 ( 1 0) 562 ( 1 0) 15 ( 03)
lgss 833 (12%) 431 ( 1 5) 54 9 ( 1 5) 2 0 ( 06)

HISPANIC 1979 1440 (16%) 438 ( 1 7) 543 ( 1 7) 1 9 ( 06)
1984 443 (23%)' 7 ( 33) 573 ( 3 5) 201 05)

TEACHER SUGGESTIONS ON PAPER

r USUALLY SOMEONE NEVER MISSING

TOTAL 1979 2942/ ( 4%) 240 ( 0 61* 512 ( 0 51* 159 ( 0 41* 85 04r
1904 5158 ( 3%) 331 ( 12) 470 1 0) 190 ( 09) 10( Ca.

SEX

MALE 1979 14574 ( 4%1 250 ( 0 6)* 491 ( 06r 150 ( 05)* 110 ( 51*

1981 2629 ( 4%) 342 ( 1 5) 445(14) 203;11) 11(03)

FEMALE 1979 14853 ( 4%) 230 ( 0 71' 533 ( 06r 168 ( 05) 70 ( 04)
11181 2528 ( 4%) 319 ( 1 2) 496 ( 1 2) 176 ( 12) 09 ( 03)

OBSERVED ETHNICITY/RACE

WNITE 1979 22025 ( 5%) 253 ( 0 7)* 526 ( 06)* 150 ( 05) 7 1 ( 03)
11186 3E42 ( 5,,) 334 ( 1 4) 48 1 1 1 2) 178 ( 09) 07 ( (13)

BLACK 1979 5258 (11%; 17 1 ( 08)* 433 ( 07) 2 06) 195 : 1 Or
1984 833 (12%) 32 1 ( 2 1) 42 ( 20) 24 '4 2 1) 1 6 ( 06)

HISPANIC 1979 1440 (16%1 19 5 ( 1 Or 472 ( 1 5) 195 ( 1 1) 13 ( 1 3(

1984 443 (23%)) 31 OF 28) 459 ( 24) 208 ( 18) 221 1 0)

80

TSMI)FICAN1LY DIFFERENT FRC%) 1384

05 EOR TE:7 CCAO-RISON WITHIN EACH COLUMN)

'INTERPRET WITH C411.17Y) ).NOARD ERRORS ARE POORLY ESTIMATC.1)
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Age 13
PERCENTIS AND ik.:NKN!FED STANDARD ERRORS FOR WRIIING 0ACKGR3UND EXERCISES (INCLUDES ALL BOOKLETS)

DRAFT/REWRITE BEFORE TURNING IN

NEVER MISSING

13 0 ( 0 ar 6 1 ( 0 3)*
15 9 ( 0 9) 1 0 ( 0 3)

TOTAL

SEX

1979
1934

N (C.V.)

29424 ( a%)
5158 ( 3%)

USUALLY

30 0 er
46 a 1 3)

SOMETIME

42 8 ( 0 ar
36 7 ( 0 9)

MALE 1979 14569( A%) 30 7( 09r 430( 06r
1980 2529 ( a%) 39 6 ( 1 6) 39 0 ( 1 3)

FEMALE 1979 7 4855 ( 4%) 45 4 f 0 9)* 41 6 ( usr
1954 2528 ( 4%) 53 6 ( 1 7) 34 3 ( 1 2)

OBSERVED EIHNICIVRACE

WHiTE 1979 22021 ( 5%) 40 ( 0 8)* 42 2 ( Oar
1954 3/42 ( 5%) 48 0 ( 1 4) 36 2 1 0)

BLACK 1979 5259 (11%) 26 3 ( 0 8)* 43 0 ( 0 8)
1984 833 (12%) 386 ( 2 9) 388 ( 2 7)

HISPANIC 1979 1440 (16% 28 0 ( 1 sr 47 6 I 1 5r
1984 443 (23%), 45 3 ( 2 1) 383 1 2 3)

ENCOURAGED TO MAKE NOTES ON TOPIC OF PAPER

N (C.V.) USUALLY SOMME

TOTAL 1979 29417 a%) 409t 0 Br 47 1 5r
1984 5158 ( 3%) 47 1 ( 1 0) az 5 ( 0 9)

SEX

MAI» 1979 14565 ( a%) 372 ( 0 9r 47 6 1 0 61*
1964 2629 ; 4%) 42 8 ( 1 3) 44 ( 1 1)

FEMALE 1979 14852 ( 4%) 445 ( 08)* 46 6 ( 0 6)*
1984 2528( 4%) 516( 13) 399( 12)

MISERVED ETHNICITY/RAZE

WHITE 1979 22016 ( 5%) 42 7 ( 0 9r 46 3 ( L,6)*
1964 3742 1 5%) 479( 11) 420( 10)

BLACK 1979 5257 (11%) 33 7 ( 1 Or 49 7 ( our
1964 833 (12%) 46 6 ( 2 4) 42 2 ( 2 5)

HISPANIC 1979 1440 (16%) 30 8 ( 1 3)* 514( 13)
1964 443 (23%), 38 3 ( 3 3) 41 1 ( 3 2)

178( 06) 76( Oar
20 5 ( 1 3) 1 0 ( 0 3)

84( 0 ar 4 6 ( 0 3)*
11 0 I 0 8) 1 1 1 0 3)

12 3 ( 0 5)* 4 ( 0 3)*
15 1 1 0) 0 7 0 3)

17 2 ( 0 7) 13 6 ( 0 8)*
205 ( 1 7) 2 2 ( 0 6)

14 7 ( 1 2) 9 7 ( 0 9)*
14 7 1 2 0) 1 7 ( 0 8)

NEVER Mr.34NG

11 0 0 3) 1 0 0 21
9 8 ( 0 7) 0 6 0 31

139 ( 0 5)* 1 2 ( 0 21*
11 7 ( 0 8) 0 6 ( 0 2)

8 1 ( 0 3) 0 ( 0 2)
77( 07) 07( 03)

10 1 ( 0 3) 0 8 ( 0 2)
96( 08) 05( 02)

14 5 ( OW 2 1 I 0 3)
10 0 1 2) 1 2 ( 0 4)

162 ( 15) 16( 04)
12 7 ( 2 6) 0 9 ( 0 5)
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Age 17
PERCENTAGES AND JACKKNIFED STANDARD ERRORS FOR WRITING BACKGROUND EXERCISES IINCLUDES ALL BOOKLETS)

REPORTS WRITTEN LAST 6 WEEKS FOR SCHOOL

ti 1-2 5-10

TOTAL 1974 !"!) 12 4 ( 0 9r 2581151 249( 11) 270(14)
1979 266S1 ( 4%) 13 8 ( 051' 291( 0 7) 252 ( 05) 22 7 ( 0 7)'
1984 6209(2%) 96( 061 277(101 2E2( 06) 264 2!

SEX

MALE 1974 1061( 6%) 150 ( 131' 267( 201 236( 1 71 250 ( 16)
1979 12849 ( 5%) 162 ( 0 61' 288 ( 081 246( 06) 204( 0 71'
1284 3106 ( 3%) 114 ( 08) 282 / 13) 261 ( 10) 24 0 ( 14)

FEMA1E 1974 1176 ( 6%) 10 0 ( 1 1) 25 1 ( 1 7) 26 0 ( 1 3) 28 8 ( 20)
1979 13802( 4%) 117( 06)' 294(08) 257( 07) 247) (or 59(1): 26(03) 37) ow
1984 3103( 3%1 77(061 272(12) 264( 08) 289(14) 59(06) 39(10) 40( 01)

OBSERVED MINIM-VR/4CE

MOTE

BLACK

HISPANIC

MORE 10

85( 111'
58 ( 03)
E8( 04)

MISSING

15(040
35 ( 03)
43( 07)

MEAN

4 0 ) 01)
35) ('n.
38( (i1)

81 ( 13) 16 ( 0 5)' 3 8 ( 021
56 ( 03/ 4 4 ( 031 34 ( olr
5 7 ( 05) 47( 051 3 7( 011

8 8 ( 1 2) 1 5 ( 0 51 4 0 V/

1974 1861 ( 6%) 11 8 ( 1 0) 26 1 1 6) 251( 13) 271( 13) 86( 13; 11 041' 40( 01)
1979 21093 ( 5%) 136 ( 0 61* 294( 081 257( 06) 229( 0816 57( 04) 2 7, 0 3) 36( 011'
1314 45135 ( 5%) 9 5 ( 0 7) 28 4 ( 2) 25C(C7) 267(13)
1974 305(12%) 157; 29) 19 4 ( 2 6) 24 9 ( 2 8) 290( 41)
1979 3807(10%) 158 ( 10)* 275( 08) 227( 1Or 204( oer
1984 977 (15%) 11 3 ( 1 5) 26 1 ( 19) 27 6 ( 1 9) 254( 20)

1974 53 (26%)1 9 2 ( 5 3) 397(112) 21 9 501 205(110)
1979 1127(17%) 157(14)* 322((5) 213(16) 195(151 64( Ill 50(06) .3:1102)
1964 499,24%)( 85(21) 26 5 (2 4) 258( 221 250( 45) 42( 111 100(451 39(031

62(04) 35(07) 39(01)

82( 201 28( 09) 42( 04)
52(06) 84(071 34( 01
42( 081 5: ( 11), 37( 021

601 341 27( 28) 331 05)

.11GUSH CLASS ON WRITING INSTRUCTION

N (C.V.) NOUE-UT 9/3-11(016 NOISING

-TOTAL 1974 2237 ( 5%) 476 ( 1 s) 511( 15r 0 3 0 ir
1279 26631 ( 4%! 37 4 0 7) 615 ( 09) 1 1 0 41'
1914 6209 ( 2%) 35 1 ( 1 3) 61 0 ( 1 31 2 9 ( 0 7)

SEX

MALE 1974 1061 ( 6%) 50 6 ( 1 91* 48 9 ( 1 91* 5 ( 03r
1979 12835 ( 5%) 39 4 ( 0 9) 59 3 ( 1 0, ! 3 ( 0 31'
1984 3(66( 3%) 369 ( 1o) 6:: 3 ( 16) 28( 06)

FEMALE 1974 1176 ( 6%) 45 0 ( 2 1, 550)1r oo) ()Or
1979 13796 ( 4%/ 35 5 ( 08) 636 ( L 9) 1 0 ( 0 4)
1984 3103 ( 3% 33 3 ( 1 4) 63 5 ( 1 6) 3 1 0 9)

FOSETIVEO ETHNICITY/RACE

WHITE 1174 1861 ( 6%) 49 5 ( 1 5)*
1479 2107C ) 5%) 385 8)
1184 45135 ( 5%) 37 1 i 1 5/

t: ACK 1978 305 (12%) 36 6 ( 3 3)
1672 3803 (10%) 31 0 ( 1 0)

1984 977 (15%) 27 5 (

HISPANIC 1974 53 (26%)1 3/ 5 (11 71

1179 112 (18%) 34 2 ( 1 4)

1984 499 (24%)1 28 0 ( 3 2)

DRAFT/REWRITE BEFORE TURNING IN

504 ( I 5)*
604 ( 9)

603 ( 15)

628( 34)
678 ( 1

6931 1 81

96 (1211
4'.1 17)

-*..)) 31)

1 ' 011'
. 94)

2:5, OR)

06( ,',E)
12 ( 03)
32 ( 11)

29 ( 29)
13 ( 05)
60 ( 5 0)

N IC.V USUALLY 30142:11ME NEVER MISSING

TOTAL - 1274 2237 ( 5%) ( 1 3)* 40 1 ( 1 3- 5 2 ( C 6(* 0 2 ( 0 11*
1972 2E645 ( 4%) 51 0 ( 0 Br 32 5 ( 0 6 9 ( 0 3) 9 5 ( 0 51*
1284 6209 ( 2%) 58 7 ( 1 1) 31 1 1 0 6) 7 6 ( 0 4) 2 7 ( 0 8)

SEX

MALE 1974 1061 ( 6%) 43 2 ( 1 7)* or 8 9 ( t 0) 0 5 ( 0 31'
1979 12844 ( 5%) 41 6 ( 91 So '15) 10 6 ( 0 4) 11 4 ( 0 61'
1984 3106 ( :%) 52 2 1 1 4) 350 : 1 1) 10 3 ( 0 8) 2 4 ( 06)

FEMALE 1274 1176 ( 6%) 64 I 1 61 13 r, 6)* 1 9 ( 0 4)* 0 0 ( 0 Or
1979 13801 ( 4%) 59 7( 0 291 ( 0 7, 3 5 ( 0 21' 7 ( 51'
1964 3103 ( 3%) 65 5 12) ( 121 4 6 ( 0 4) 3 0 ( 1 0)

ORSERVED EMINICITY/RACE

WHITE 1974 1861 ( 6%) 556 ( 1 416 395 ( 15r 4 8 ( 6)* 01 (
1979 21089 5%) 53 ( 0 9)* 316( 06) 681 031 79( U5L'
1934 4565 ( 5%) 60 1 ( 1 0) 303( 09) 74(05) 23(08)

BLACK 1974 305 (12%) 45 9 ( 2 9) 46 8 ( 2 61 6 ( 1 7) 0 5 ( 0 51
1212 3807 00%) 35 1 14) 370) 11) 83 ( 0 8) 19 6 1 1 21*
1184 977 (15%) 534 ( 24) 34 8 1 9) 88 ( 121 34111)

HISPANIC 1974 53 (26%)1 47 1 ( 6 5) 41 5 ( 5 0) a 4 ( 5 3) 29 I 2 9;
1979 1126 (17%) 39 3 ( 2 91' 37 4 ( 2 0) 7 1 ( 1 1) 1631 1 3)
1964 499 (24%)1 54 1 ( 5 1) 32 1 ( 42) 77( 1 8) 6 1 ( 4 9)

82
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Age 17
PERCENTAGES AND JACKKNIFE3 S'ANDARD ERRORS FOR WRITING BACKGROUND EXERCISES (INCLUDES ALL BOOKLETS)

TEACHER SUGGESTIONS ON PAPER

N (CIL) USUAllY SOMETIME NEVER RISING

TOTAL-- 1974 2237 ( 5%) 31 5 ( 3) 58 5 ( 13r 98) 581' 0 :; 01r
1979 26644( 1%) 1221 I Or 386( 06)' 67! 031 125( 0 71'
1984 6209( 2%) 5631 II) 337( 08) 731 06) 271 081

90(
MALE 19.,4 1061 ( 6%) 352 ( 1 61' 54 7 I 1 81" 9 7( 12) 051 031'

1979 12842 ( 5%) 4141 1 Or 35 9 I 0 61" 791 04) 143 1 081'
7944 3106 ( 3%) 560 ( 1 5) 332 ( 1 01 81(08) 24(061

FEMALE 1974 1176( 6%) 2821 71" 620( 2 1)" 98( 1 11' 00( 001'
1979 13802 ( 1%) 430 ( 1 2r 11 1 1 091' 5 6 ( 04) 104 ( 061'

3103 ( 3%) 56 7 ( 1 3) 312 ( 1 3) 62( 06) 29( 10)

OBSERVED ETHNICITY/RADE

WHITE 1971 1861 ( 6%) 120 ( 1 4)* 601 ( 1 51' 7 5 ( 0 8) 0 1 ( 0 1)'
1979 2108T ( 5%) 44 7 ( I 1)* 38 7 ( 0 71' 62( 03) 105( 06)'
1984 491) ( 5%) 585 1 1) 326 091 67(06) 2".,, 08)

BLACK 197.; 30E, 'Lie) 212 ( 2 61' 19 2 ( 0)* 26 2 ( 4 21' 0 5 ( 0 51
1979 3807 ,19%) 231 i 31' 36 2 ( 1 1) 9 6 ( 08) 25 2 ( I 51"
1984 97705%) 489( 21) 382( 19) 102(13) 27( 101

HISPANIC 1974 53(26%), 32 7( 91) 48 7( 68) 156( 6 7) 29 1 29)
1979 ' (I'Ye) 278 1 2 71' 405 ( 22) 10 9 ( 1 1) 209 1 1 6)"
1984 439(24%)1 486; 121 375( 371 79( 211 60( 501

ENCOURAGEO TO MAKE NOT.'s 'IN TOPIC OF PAPER

N (C.v., USUALLY SOMETIME NEVER MISSING

TOTAL 197:1 26543 ( 4%) 54 5 1 0 71' 350 ( 051' 76, 021' 2 8 ( 01)
1984 62091 2%) 05( 09) 273( 081 5 7( 01) 16( 08)

SEX

MALE 1979 17941: 5%) 180 ( A 81' 380 ( 0 F1' 1' 0 3)" 3 5 ( 01)
1964 3")E ( 3%1 6061 13) 295( ' 06) 2 2 061

FEMALE 1979 1:)&12( 1%) 605( 08)' 3231 0 71' 5 1 221
1964 3.0 3%) 68 5 ( 1 0) 24 9 ( 1 0) 1(3, 29( 1 0'

OBSERVED EDINICITTIRACE

1979 210-.3 ( 5%) 5" 9 ( 0 71* 311 I 04,
1964 .585 e4) 65 2 ( 1 1) 265 ( :"(08)

BLACK 1979 3806 (10%) At 0 ( 1 3)' 3201 ' 51' 5 5 . 0 -/'
1984 977 111,) 65 5 1 2 3) 28 1 ( 1 7) 3 7 ( 06) 2 7

HISPANIC 1979 1127,17%) 11 6 I 2 01" 411 ( 2 21' 1313( 13r 5 5 1 051
1984 199 (24%)1 560 ( 14) 331k 23) 5 0 ( 0 91 6 0( 50)

'SIGNIFICANTLY DIFFERENT FROM 1981

(ALPHA = 05 FOR ALL PAIRWISE COMPARISONS WITHIN EACH COWMN)

'INTERPRET WITH CAUTION STANDARD ERRORS ARE POORLY ESTIMATED
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